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We calculate the dissipation of the baryon number after the electroweak phase transition due to
thermal fluctuations above the sphaleron barrier. We consider not only the classical Boltzmann fac-
tor but also fermionic and bosonic one-loop contributions. We find that both bosonic and especially
fermionic fluctuations can considerably suppress the transition rate. Assuming the Langer-Affleck
formalism for this rate, the condition that an initial baryon asymmetry must not be washed out by
sphaleron transitions leads, in the minimal standard model (sin 8w = 0), to an upper bound for the

Higgs boson mass in the range 60 to 75 GeV.

PACS number(s): 12.15.Ji, 11.15.Kc, 11.30.Fs, 14.80.Bn

I. INTRODUCTION

The question of the origin of the baryon asymmetry of
the Universe (BAU) has recently gained much interest.
Many different models of how the BAU was created are
being discussed in the literature (for reviews see, e.g.,
[1]), some of them considering BAU generation at the
grand unified theory (GUT) stage of the Universe, oth-
ers favoring the generation during the electroweak phase
transition.

Whatever the mechanism was which led to the BAU
at early times, the resulting asymmetry might have been
eliminated by baryon number violating processes in the
electroweak theory after the phase transition. Such pro-
cesses are possible due to the anomaly of baryon and lep-
ton currents [2] and the nontrivial topological structure
of the Yang-Mills theory. This feature was discovered
in 1976 by Faddeev [3] and Jackiw and Rebbi [4], who
found that the potential energy is periodic in a certain
functional of the fields, the Chern-Simons number Ngs.
Topologically distinct vacua of the theory are enumerated
by integer Ngs. In the electroweak theory those vacua
are separated by an energy barrier whose height is of the
order of mwy /o where mw is the mass of the W boson
and a = g%/(4n) is the SU(2) gauge coupling constant.

Transitions from one vacuum to a topologically dis-
tinct one over this barrier change the baryon and lepton
number by one unit per fermion generation due to the
anomaly of the corresponding currents. If we assume in
accordance with the standard model that B — L (baryon
minus lepton number) is conserved and that there is no
primordial excess of say, antileptons, then these transi-
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tions can cause the BAU erasure as mentioned above.
Hence it is necessary to know the transition rate of such
processes. While the baryon number of the Universe to-
day (Bo) is about 107° to 107! (relative to the num-
ber of relict photons), in models generating the BAU
at the electroweak phase transition the number of pro-
duced baryons (Br.) per photon is of order 107° [5,6].
(The precise value is not important for our calculation,
see below.) Thus the ratio Bo/By, which describes the
dissipation of the BAU should not be significantly lower
than about 107°; otherwise, the initial baryon excess is
not large enough to explain the present day BAU.

In principle to obtain the value of this ratio one has
to integrate the rate of the baryon number violating pro-
cesses over the temperature from 7' =T, to T = 0. In
practice, however, the rate is very strongly suppressed
at ordinary temperatures [2] so that only a short range
below T, contributes to the erasure of the BAU. While
at low T the rate is dominated by tunneling processes,
at higher temperatures the energy barrier can be over-
come thanks to thermal fluctuations [7,8,5]. This ther-
mal transition rate can be evaluated by the semiclassical
formalism of Langer [9] and Affleck [10].

A key role in this calculation is played by the static
classical field configuration which corresponds to the
top of the energy barrier, having Chern-Simons num-
ber Ngs = % This configuration was first found by
Dashen, Hasslacher, and Neveu [11] and rediscovered in
the context of electroweak theory by Klinkhamer and
Manton; it is called the sphaleron [12]. Its energy FEciass
enters the transition rate y(T) = A(T)e Feess/T via
the classical Boltzmann factor and is usually the dom-
inant contribution to +; i.e., in most cases |In A(T)| <
Eclass/T. The prefactor A(T) contains contributions
coming from fermion and boson quantum fluctuations
about the sphaleron. In [8] the rate was calculated con-
sidering the classical and zero-mode contributions, while
the determinant of nonzero boson fluctuation modes and
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the fermion determinant were set to unity. The result for
~ was so large that any initial baryon excess would have
been washed out by sphaleron transitions after the phase
transition. Therefore it is of interest whether quantum
loop corrections could help to preserve the baryon asym-
metry.

Several investigations which consider loop corrections
have already been made. Bockharev and Shaposhnikov
[5,6] included the boson fluctuations through an effec-
tive potential of the Higgs field. They obtained that
the transition rate is sufficiently suppressed if the Higgs
boson mass is below an upper limit of 45 to 55 GeV.
A direct computation of the bosonic determinant over
nonzero modes was made in [13] by using an approxima-
tion technique [14], exact calculations were performed in
(15,16].

All these calculations were based on the high tempera-
ture limit in which the four-dimensional fluctuation ma-
trix can be replaced by the three-dimensional one and
fermions decouple completely. Although parametrically
this limit is reasonable it need not necessarily be justi-
fied numerically. In this paper we go beyond the high
temperature approximation which corresponds to taking
into account the fermion determinant (suppressed in the
formal high temperature limit) and to calculating the
full four-dimensional bosonic determinant. We general-
ize the preceding calculations to arbitrary temperatures.
First, we include fermion loops which previously have
been altogether neglected, second, we evaluate the fluc-
tuation determinants for finite temperature considering
the full sum over Matsubara frequencies. Both contribu-
tions seem to be quite essential numerically.

The fermion determinant has been considered in de-
tail in our previous publication [17], the bosonic one is
the aim of this work (see also [18]). We find that the
result is significantly influenced by terms which vanish in
the formal high 7' limit, especially by the contribution
of the fermion fluctuations. Actually, the polarization
of the Dirac sea of fermions in the classical sphaleron
background field adds up to about 30% to the sphaleron
energy. Therefore, the fermion determinant which was
put to unity in [5,8,13,15,16] leads to a strong additional
suppression of the transition rate.

Let us remark that in an Abelian (1+1)-dimensional
model the transition rate can be calculated analytically.
This has been done in [19] for the boson and in [20] for
the fermion loop correction. In 3+1 dimensions, however,
one has to resort to numerical methods.

For the evaluation of the boson determinant we use the
same method as for the fermion determinant in [17]. It is
based on the computation of the complete (discretized)
spectrum of the fluctuation operators. All the relevant
quantities can subsequently be calculated for any tem-
perature 7 by suitable summations over the eigenener-
gies. Including the loop corrections into the formula for
the transition rate, we finally obtain the ratio Bo/Br.

which is a measure for the erasure of the BAU. We find ’

that both bosonic and fermionic fluctuations suppress the
rate considerably, especially for a low mass of the Higgs
boson and a large top quark mass. For a top quark mass
in the range m; = 150 to 200 GeV, in accordance to
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recent experimental results [21], the condition that the
BAU must not be washed out by sphaleron transitions
leads within the framework of our one-loop calculation
and the Langer-Affleck formalism to an upper limit for
mpy in the range between about 60 and 75 GeV.

Another goal of this work is the recalculation of the
boson fluctuation determinant in the high 7' limit since
the results of the two existing calculations [15,16], based
on different analytical and numerical techniques, deviate
from each other. Although they show the same tendency
for low Higgs boson masses, no satisfactory quantitative
agreement was found. Owur numerical method is based
on the diagonalization of the fluctuation operator as de-
scribed above; it differs significantly from those used in
[15,16] so that our study can be considered as indepen-
dent. We find that our results for the boson determinant
in the high T limit agree with the results of [16] up to
about 10% while there is a larger deviation from the ones
of [15].

The paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II we intro-
duce into the notations and conventions of the model, in
Sec. IIT we apply the Langer-Affleck formalism to the
baryon number violation processes. The renormaliza-
tion is discussed in Sec. IV, followed by the treatment
of the temperature dependent parts of the fluctuations.
The evaluation of the baryon erasure Bo/Br, is done
in Sec. VI. Numerical results and checks for the com-
putation of the fluctuation determinants are presented
in Sec. VII. In Sec. VIII we proceed to the evaluation
of the sphaleron transition rate and deduce the upper
bound for the Higgs boson mass. We also investigate
the applicability of the framework of our calculation. Fi-
nally we summarize the results and draw our conclusions
in Sec. IX. Technical details about the computation of
the discretized spectrum and the spectral densities are
treated in the appendices.

II. THE MODEL AND PARAMETERS

We consider the minimal version of the standard elec-
troweak theory with one Higgs doublet which is Yukawa
coupled to left-handed fermion doublets and to right-
handed singlets; in the following we write only one dou-
blet and one pair of singlets for brevity.

We shall work in the limit of the vanishing Weinberg
angle; i.e., the theory is reduced to the pure SU(2) case
[without the U(1)]. This idealization does not seem to
be significant [22]. The Lagrangian is thus

1 ¥ A2 ¥ v? 2
= _—_—_F® Forv 4 KRy — — D7D — —
C 4g2F;wF (D,2)"(D*®) 3 ( 2)

+Priy* DL + Yriv*Oubr — P MyYr — PrM g

(2.1)
with the covariant derivative D, = 90, —i4,, A, =
3A%7%, and the field strength F,, = %Fﬁu’r“ =

i[D,, D), F&, = 8,A% —8,A% + e AL AS. M is a 2 x 2
matrix built of the Higgs field components ® = (Z; ) and
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the Yukawa couplings h,,, hg:
huq’o*

. hq®t
M = (—hu¢+* hdq:,o ) . (22)
11, means the SU(2) fermion doublet
L=1(1—-vs)¥ = 1/;; ) (2.3)
2 ¥
and with ¢¥r we denote the pair of the singlets
—1 1/’% 2.4
Yr =31+ = Wi ) (2.4)
R

The masses generated by the nonvanishing vacuum ex-
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for the gauge boson, the fermions, and the Higgs boson.
We prefer to work in terms of dimensionless rescaled
quantities

<I>——>—<I>
V2g

using the following representation of the Dirac matrices

0_01 i 00’,‘ 5 -10
7—(10 YT\ =0 )T Lo0 1)

(2.7)

zh — my Al — mw A3, (2.6)

the fermion Dirac spinors can be reduced to two compo-
nents:

. R
pectation value (0[[0) = J75(;) are Vi - mif ( e ) . Yr > miy ( b ) .29
gv Ry qu
=5 = y ’ d =A 2.5
" 2’ T V2 e ma Y (25) In this representation the Lagrangian (2.1) is
J
- mW( —[-3F,F** + 1(D,®)"(D"®) — Fvk (21 — 4)?)
+i¢£(Do —0;Di)Yr + iwk(ao + 0:0;)¢¥Rr — 1/)2M¢R — 1//'}2MT1/)L) , (2.9)
R the mass matrix Kb = L omrr (20,48 4 TemodzdbAS) | (3.4)
1672 vipfe
— 1 muéo* md¢+ nd ver = myg
- 2mW —muCI’+* mdq>0 a H — m—W .
1
(2.10) Okt = s eI Fp, (3.5)

III. THE BARYON NUMBER VIOLATION RATE

As it is well known [2] the baryon and lepton num-
bers B and L are not conserved in the standard model of
electroweak interactions due to the anomaly of the cor-
responding currents j% and j§:

N o a a
Ouil = 0,34 = 649 P Fe F (3.1)

2 uvtpo
Here Ny = 3 is the number of fermion generations. We
dropped the contribution of the U(1) gauge field to the
anomaly since we work in the approximation of vanishing
Weinberg angle sin 8y = 0.
Integrating this anomaly equation one finds that in any
process the change of the baryon and lepton numbers is
related to the change of the Chern-Simons number by

AB = AL = N,ANcs , (3.2)

where the Chern-Simons number Ngg is defined by

N¢cs = /d3l‘KO(r) , (3.3)

The semiclassical description of the processes with
fermion and lepton number violation is based on the exis-
tence of an infinite number of classical vacuum configura-
tions labeled by integer values of Nos. These vacua are
separated by potential barriers which can be overcome
either by quantum tunneling or by real processes in the
Minkowskian time due to thermal fluctuations. We shall
be interested in temperatures at which the real-time tran-
sitions dominate. The rate of the thermal transitions at
temperature T' between adjacent vacua is roughly given
by the Boltzmann factor exp(— Eclass/T'), where Ejags is
the energy of the sphaleron, which is the field configura-
tion at the top of the barrier between the two vacua. The
transition rate I' with the preexponential factor is given
by the Langer-Affleck formula [9,10]

|w_ | Istphal

I'=
T Z()

(3.6)

Here Z; is the partition function computed in the semi-
classical approximation around the vacuum, and Zsppal
is the partition function obtained by semiclassical expan-
sion about the sphaleron solution. Since the sphaleron
solution is a saddlelike point of the potential energy
functional, the quadratic form of fluctuations about the
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sphaleron has a negative mode w? < 0 so that the for-
mal semiclassical expansion about the nonstable static
solution gives a complex contribution to the partition
function Zgphal.

In the Weinberg-Salam model the sphaleron solution in
the temporal gauge Ao = 0 can be found as a stationary
point of the energy functional

Boars = 23 / Er[3(F2)? + 1(D;9)1 (D)

+5vE(21® — 4)?] (3.7)
which leads to the classical equations
(DiFy;)* — §[@'7%(D;®) — (D;®)'r°@] =0,
(3.8)

[D? — 102 (1@ —4)]® =0 .

The sphaleron solution is assumed to have the form
(hedgehog)

B(r)

r

Ai(r) = Gaijnj%égﬂ + (8ai — Mani)

g E)
T

(3.9)
&(r) = 2[H(r) + iG(r)n - 7] ( ’ ) .

N

mww_
=

/ DaDeDP Dy exp(—S[A + ga, & + g, w1, )22 )
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Here r = rn, 7 are Pauli matrices, and the profile func-
tions A, B,C,G, H can be found numerically by solving
the classical equations.

The spherical symmetry of this static solution is pre-
served under time-independent gauge transformations of
the form

U(r) = exp[¢P(r)n - 7] (3.10)

with an arbitrary function P(r). One of the five pro-
file functions could be completely eliminated by using
this gauge freedom, but since in this case the remaining
functions are not necessarily regular at the origin and at
infinity, which is required by our numerics, we use all five
functions.

It should be mentioned that the expression for the
Chern-Simons number given in Eq. (3.3) is not gauge in-
variant, so it is only well defined if we require the fields to
be continuous at infinity. In this case Ngg is determined
up to an integer number which is the winding number of
a possible gauge transformation. The final results should
be independent of the choice of the gauge. Since we did
not exploit the gauge freedom to eliminate one of the five
profile functions, we can verify this gauge invariance nu-
merically. This provides a powerful nontrivial check of
our performance.

We can rewrite the general Langer-Affleck formula
equation (3.6) in the form

Here the Euclidean action

. (3.11)
2w /DaD(p'D‘l/)'tDI/) exp(—S[fi(O) + ga,®© 4 gtp,¢7,¢]§fger)
tol= 2 [T @ [ @] 2Fm) + (D) (D2
S[A9q)a¢ 7¢]_g2 o t r 4(Fp.u) +2( 1 )( 12 )
D¢ + i0;D; M
+ LR (@10 — 4)% + g (yiuvh) ( St 8 ioi; ) ( ﬁ )] (3.12)

is expanded to second order in fluctuations around
the sphaleron configuration A,® in the numerator and
around the vacuum configuration A(®) &©) in the de-
nominator. 8 = 1/T is the inverse of the temperature
T.

In zeroth order (no fluctuations) S reduces to 3 times
the classical energy (3.7) of the sphaleron or the vac-
uum configuration, hence the transition rate I' contains

the Boltzmann factor exp[—B3(Fciass — E® )] mentioned

class

above, where we have E® — class[A(0), (0] = 0.

class

In fact, formula (3.11) should be modified to take into
J

kZp = |det(—02 + Krp)| with Kpp = —D} + ;81® .

-
account the gauge fixing, renormalization, and special
treatment of zero modes. Let us start with the gauge
fixing. Following [15] we shall work in the background
R gauge defined by adding the term

. 2
_ 1, = _
H(Dua+ 5@ - ote®) G

to the quadratic form for the fluctuations «, <p._D is the
covariant derivative with the background field A. In this
gauge the Faddeev-Popov determinant is

(3.14)

The quadratic form of the action expanded about the sphaleron solution in this gauge is
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Bmw : _ o 2 _
§@Ps=1 / d*z [aZ(—ag — D? + 1910)%%al + 2¢**°Fafal — ial[(D;®) %0 — o'7%(D;®)] + %(*‘I’fgo + o1 ®)?
0

—15(®'70 — o' ®)? + o (~3§ -

80 + 'LO’,,D M

+2(1/J},’¢Iz) ( it 8o — i0;0,

) (1)

where M is the mass matrix (2.10) with the background
Higgs field ®. The integration over aq yields the inverse
square root of the Faddeev-Popov determinant, 1/kpp.
The spherical symmetry of the sphaleron solution leads
to certain symmetries of the quadratic form of the action.
In order to make these symmetries explicit in the Higgs
sector, we prefer to work with the complex Higgs doublets
in terms of four real components. Any complex doublet
£ can be represented in the form

€= (ngzg) =§“T;<‘1)) with 7% = (i7, 1)

(p=1,...,4); (3.16)
where &, is a real four vector. One has
E1C+ (T = 26,0,
(3.17)
i(ETTaC - CTT‘I&) = 27721;6;4(1/ )
where 77}, is the 't Hooft symbol
a __ 1 t af .+ .— + -
n/.u/ - E I'['T (Tu. T, — Ty Tu )] ’
(3.18)
7734 = ‘77“11# = 60.;17 "7:; = €aij -

In this four component language the covariant derivative
D€ = (Dx€)u7,F(]) can be written as

(Da&)p = (DA)pw€y with (Dx)py = 6,,0x — 277;wAa

(3.19)

Joining the fluctuations of the gauge and Higgs fields
into a 13 component vector (a?y,) we can rewrite the
quadratic form of the action (3.16) in the form

Bmw
5@ = / i
0

+($LYE) (o + Hierm) ( jjj; )] . (3.20)

z F(aw)(—aé + ) (3 )

where

2, VH (5ta
+g (@e—4) )

(3.15)
[
_ (9% Wi
’Cbos - (Wi ) ’
g;b _ 61][ ( )ab i&abéa‘ia] +2€ach1¢-:1 ,
Huw = _(Dz)uv - %( - )
+36,((1+ 3 )i> o, — 2uH) (3.21)

szlu = nsa(Dté)a
errm = ( 1 %VFéﬂ’r: ) .
2

—iUiai
In order to preserve the spherical symmetry of the
fermionic Hamiltonian Hger, we have taken equal masses
for up and down fermions:

My
Vp = =
mw

ZU,D,
vr®uT,

mq
My = My, —

ol (3.22)
The physical significance of this approximation will be
discussed later.

Using the quadratic form of the action (3.20) we can
perform the functional integral in the Langer- Affleck for-
mula for the transition rate (3.11) and get [5,8]

(0)
mww_ 872V 3 ar3 KFP Kpog Kferm
= N, N, =
2 (g28)3 rot (0) Kbos 10

ferm
bare
X exp[—ﬁEclass .

(3.23)

Here EB%2™ is the classical energy (3.7) of the sphaleron
solution with bare (unrenormalized) parameters. The
(dimensionful) quantity V is the physical space volume
arising from the integration over the three translational
zero modes of the sphaleron. Moreover the sphaleron has
three rotational zero modes. The effect of all zero modes
is taken into account in Eq. (3.23) through the factor [13]

[872V/(g%B)3]| N2 N2, with the Jacobians

N = (g [l + (D@)*(Dk@)l)m

(3.24)
1
Nrot = (a /dSr{(T.Zle - 'I'j’l'l)

1/2
X[FEFG + (D;®) N (Di®)] — erij ALFS }) ;
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where A is the solution of the equation from the Gaussian integration over fluctuations with pe-
= == = iodic time boundary conditions for bosons and antiperi-

_D? + 1813) AL = ¢4, B2 . . riodic ye . per
(=Di' + 3 JarAi = exi; I (325) odic boundary conditions for fermions. We can write

The determinants KFp, Kbos, Kferm i Eq. (3.23) arise them in the following form

rrp = [det(—05 + Krp)]"/? = [ [2 sinh ( mwaP)] , (3.26)
Kbos = [det' (=05 + Knos)'/? = [’ [2 sinh ( mwwn)] ; (3.27)
Kferm = det(ao + errm H [2 cosh ( mWEn):i ) (328)

n

where w2, wSP 2, and &, are the eigenvalues of Kyos, Krp, and Hferm, respectively. Our numerics is based on a

calculation of the eigenvalues of discretized versions of these operators; details can be found in Appendix A and in
[17]. The primed product in Eq. (3.27) means that the zero modes are omitted, the negative mode w?, however,
contributes to Kyos-

IV. RENORMALIZATION

Equation (3.23) for the transition rate contains ultraviolet divergences arising from the infinite products in
Eqs. (3.26)—(3.28). These divergences are removed by the renormalization, where it is sufficient to renormalize the
theory at zero temperature. Keeping this in mind we split the right-hand side of Eq. (3.23) into the temperature
dependent finite part and the divergent part corresponding to zero temperature. We write

mwlw—l 87T2V 3 b. tem tem
I'= NirNio —B[Eb2e + BT EZ°(T EF E 7P (T
. sm[(,@/2)mw|w ” geﬁg ( t t) exp{ [3{ class + F + ( ) + bos + bos ( )
+Efex‘m + E::::'F( )]} 3 (41)

where the ultraviolet divergent 7' = 0 terms as

—%mw (Z‘*’EP _ ZWSP()) ,
n n

+3mw (Z”wn - ng) , (4.2)
n n

Blerm = —3mw (Z len] — Z IEni)

The temperature-dependent terms

T=0
Erp

Il

Ebos

1
Elt:l;np B (Z ln 1—e ﬁmwaP — Zln(l — eﬁmwwgpo)) ,
Elt)eor:p(T) = +% ( " ln(l —_ e—ﬁmwwn) — Zh’l(l . e—ﬁmwwg)) , (43)
Eft::np(T) = “% (Z ln(l + C_Bmwlsnl) — Zln(l + e—ﬁmw\sﬁ!))

are finite and vanish at zero temperature. Here Z” stands for the sum over all nonzero, nonnegative modes.
We shall perform the renormalization of the zero-temperature contribution using the proper-time representation
for the quantities (4.2) with the cutoff parameter A:

— mw > dt 0
ET0(A) = i 2t3/2Tr{exp[ tKrp] — exp[—Kipl} (4.4)
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T=0 _ mw e d

Eferm(A) - m _, $3/2 Tr{exp[ t%ferm] exp[ (errm) ]} . (45)

In the case of ET -0 the proper time representation is modified to suppress the negative mode contribution:

mw > 0) —tw?
Boo'() == % |, TR (expl ~tKes] — exp[ K ]) + (1= ")} . (4.6)
In the limit A — oo these integrals diverge since, for t — 0,

Tr(exp[—tK] — exp[—tK(D]) = at =12 4 bt'/? 4 (4.7)

where K can stand for Kyos, Krp, Kferm = 'errm
Eqs. (4.4)—(4.6) as

-2
mW ”ren

4/ Jp-2 t3/2

div __
EFP -
Vin dt

Ediv _ mw

ferm 4\/— A2 t3/2

where we define

[Tr exp(—tK)]aiv = at™1/% 4 ptl/? ,

[T‘I‘ exp( t’CFP ]d1v7 E

[Tr exP( t’Cferm)]div y

We write the divergent pieces of the right-hand side (RHS) of

v—2
[
bt = "4 s ts/zi"ﬁexp( bor)laiv

(4.8)

(4.9)

and venmw is the renormalization scale which is determined below from the value of the Higgs pole mass. Performing
the small ¢ expansion (4.7) and integrating over ¢ in (4.8) we find

+6(D;®)"(D:i®) + L (4 + vi + vi)(®1® — 4)% + 3(8 + v} + v) (81 — 4)]} ,

Fo)t+ 3816 — 47 4 3(818 —4)1} ,

A2 e
Vren) [%(Flj)z

(4.10)

iv mw HTd
d (A) 6472 d°r {3(Vren - Az)(q)fé - 4)
+In )
Bl = -8 / dsr{%< Vien = A4+ )18 — ) +1n (
Edv (A) = 2W Z/d% Wi, — A (®'® —4)+1In A [
erm 6472 — F\”ren Vrzen

The fermionic part in the above formulas is written for
one fermion doublet. As it was mentioned above, to pre-
serve the spherical symmetry of the Dirac equation one
has to consider the case of equal masses for up and down
fermions. This approximation is justified for doublets
where both fermions are light. However, in the case of
the (¢,b) doublet the approximation my < mw < my is
more reasonable. In this limit the correction from the top
quark is half that of the doublet with both masses equal
to m, [17]. Therefore, in our numerical estimates we take
9+ % massless fermion doublets and % massive doublets
with mass m;, taking into account that the quark contri-
bution is enhanced by three colors.

We see that the quadratically (A?) and logarithmically

LE(@1® —4)2 + 41 (810 — 4)]} .

[

(InA?) divergent terms are exactly those entering the
classical energy functional E52¢ (3.7). Therefore, they
can be combined with the bare constants of the corre-
spondent terms in the classical energy—to produce the
renormalized constants at the scale of vienmw. We call
the classical energy with renormalized constants Ej,ss.
What is left after the renormalization is ultraviolet fi-
nite, and one can safely put the ultraviolet cutoff A to

infinity. We call these pieces renormalization energies:

B = lim Egp(A), (4.11)

with
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-2
Eg3 ® dt Y Fren
() = T ( .. g7 Te(expl—tier] — expl—tkE)) — [ (T exp(- tchp)]dw) ,

and similarly for E{:r“m and ES2.

mode contribution in (4.6) so that

bos

Econv mw < dt — —
bos (A) 4\/7_1‘ (/[; 2 t3/2 [Tr(exp[ t’Cbos] exp[ t’C
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(4.12)

In the case of EI*" one should take into account the subtraction of the negative

{)(:))s]) +(1— e—twi)] _ /A_2 5z [Tr exp(— thbos)]dw) .

(4.13)

Performing the described renormalization procedure we arrive at the following expression for the transition rate

(4.1):

27TmW|UJ—|(Ntr rot)
9832 sin (g—mw|w_|)

F ren
Y= V XP{_ﬁ[Eclass + Epp +

Finally we fix the renormalization point v, in
Eqgs. (4.8, 4.12, 4.13). The renormalization point ap-
pears in the relations between the physical parameters
of the model such as the pole masses of the Higgs and W
bosons and the top quark as well as the coupling constant
and the corresponding renormalized constants which we
use for our calculation. In most parts of our numerical
computation we work with a top quark mass substan-
tially larger than mw; i.e., N.v# > 1. Parametrically,
the biggest one-loop contribution is therefore given by
the box diagram in the external Higgs field and is pro-
portional to aN.v¢. This term appears as the difference
between the physical Higgs pole mass Vp and the renor-
malized parameter v% [see Eq. (4.24)]; the differences
between the other physical and renormalized quantities
are suppressed either by a factor a, by 1/N,, by 1/v#, or
by a combination of those.

Here we will restrict ourselves to terms of the order
of aN_.v} and aN, 1/ . We have checked numerically that
even those large parts of the difference between the phys-
ical and renormalized parameters have only a slight in-
fluence on our final result. Hence we believe that it is a
good approximation to neglect the terms of lower order.
This means we only have to consider the fermionic one-
loop contribution to the Higgs boson mass while we can
take directly the physical values for the other renormal-
ized parameters.

We choose our renormalization constant such that also
vy coincides with its physical value, the Higgs pole mass
Vp. In order to obtain the pole mass we have to evaluate
the propagator of the Higgs particle in one-loop order. Its
classical part (in Euclidean space) is given by G~1(p?) =
p?> + v¥% (in units of m%,), the fermionic one-loop con-
tribution can be written as aN.v# Frerm ("—5‘?&, % with
some function Ffery, which is finite in the limit of infinite
v. From the classical part of G=!(p?) we know that p? is
of the order of —v%, while we find (see below) vZ
Therefore, in order to keep terms of the order aN.v¢ and
aN.v? we have to expand Fierry in p?/v?2 up to the order
O(p? /v2).

In order to get the Higgs propagator we put the gauge

~ V2.

Etemp( )+Eren

Etemp(T) + Eren Etemp )]} .

bos bos ferm T ferm

(4.14)

f

field to zero and obtain the relevant (four-dimensional)
action:

S = So + Sioop > (4.15)
with
1 vz
So= /d‘*m(%(a”@)f(a“q)) + %2 (1)
1/2
—TH@@) ,
(4.16)

Sloop = -——%’I‘I‘lOthD + Scounter

- ! ooﬁ’l‘r(ﬂ“twl)—L Vr:ﬁﬁ(g‘tb)
2 faa t 47 Jo—2 t \t ’

where we used

D'D=-8%+i [(i'yoag + 7:0;)

x (MH;’s +mti=os i ) + MM, (4.17)
and the counterterms
N} 4t
a__gﬂs/z/d z®'® |
(4.18)
Ne d*z[v} (21®)? + 402(8,2)1(8,.9)]
= 64n3/2 v Vi (On (Z .

The vacuum expectation value of the Higgs field in one-
loop order is obtained by setting ®'® = v? = const in the
action (4.15) and minimizing it with respect to v. The
result up to order g2 is

2N 2

2 2 g Ne 2.2 4 Vi

v ='u0—|—2 =32 [V,V,en——ut (l—C—-ln 3 )] ,
WUH Vien

(4.19)
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where vZ = 4 is the vacuum expectation value (VEV)
on the classical level and C = 0.577 the Euler constant.
Choosing the unitary gauge, we can substitute

0
= . 4.2

® (v—i—gn) (4.20)

]
2 41,2 2

—1/,2 2 2 9°Nevi | Vien 1p
= —1""__
G =p F v+ 872 |:ut2 4v?

with the function

fle) = %_/: dBIn[1 —B(1 - B)z| = —1 + Re (\/mwjarctanh\/—ﬁ) .
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The propagator is then given by
828 d*p

- — e’iP(zz—El) -1/, 2 .
n(z1)on(z2) | _ (2m)* G (p%), (4.21)

n=

and we obtain, up to order g2,

As mentioned before, we expand the propagator up to terms of O(p?/v2). We obtain

G—l(pZ) — p2 + I/?{ +

2

g>N.vd [V2
Vi

ren
82

Our aim is to fix vpen such that the pole mass v, defined
by G71(p? = —uf,) = 0, coincides with vg. Hence we
have to solve the equation

2 2 Vi (2 vi
Vien = Vj ) <3 +C+In V?en> (4.25)
which determines the renormalization constant v, for
given values of vy and vy, vy 2 vy. As anticipated, we
find 12, ~ V2.

Analogous equations follow from the full (nonex-
panded) propagator (4.22) and from the propagator
which includes both fermionic and bosonic fluctuations.
We have checked that for vy > vy the results for vpey
obtained with those equations are very close to the solu-
tions of Eq. (4.25), so that in this case the restriction to
the dominating parts up to O(aN.v2) is a very good ap-
proximation, and for our choice of vien the renormalized
parameter vy corresponds to the Higgs pole mass very
accurately.

The situation is slightly worse for the case of very large
vy (e.g., Mg = 350 GeV). Here no solution of Eq. (4.25)
can be found, so we choose v, such that the difference
|[vp — vp| takes its minimum. The deviation, however,
is found to be below 10%. Moreover, we consider such
high Higgs boson masses only for comparison to our main
results, so that this problem is actually irrelevant.

V. THERMAL RENORMALIZATION
AND SPECTRAL DENSITIES

We next consider the temperature dependent terms in
the exponent of (4.1) given by (4.3). In order to compute
these quantities we introduce spectral densities o' (F) for
the continuous parts of the spectra of the operators K ... .,
such that for any function f(x) that vanishes fast enough
for x — oo we have

2 2 2
Vi 1p° _p°
(eomz)-(r3%)7 (5] (4.22)
(4.23)
1p? (2 v?
-1->= (= 1 4.24

[
Te[f(K) = F(K)]

= ¥ 1@+ [ dBaBE) . ()

discrete
levels

Kbos has nl[’fs = 7 discrete levels (six zero modes and
one negative mode), Kgerm has n%"“ = 1 discrete zero
mode [17], Kgp has nff = 0 discrete modes, which by
definition are not included in the spectral densities po""".

We rewrite Eq. (4.3) with the help of the spectral den-

sities:

1 oo
Bamto(T) = 21 [ dB o (B) (1 - P E)
- (5.2)

ferm

Etemp(T) — _%/ dE gferm(E)
0
xIn(1 4+ e PmwE) _ %n%"“ln2 ,

where the signs are chosen according to those of E*S™P(T)
given in Eq. (4.3).

At high temperatures Eq. (5.2) is dominated by spec-
tral densities at large energies. It is shown in Appendix B
that asymptotically all three spectral densities oFF, P8
and o™ approach constant values [after subtraction of
the spectral densities of free operators, which is implied
in the definition (5.1)]:

B3 AF) = e

Therefore, at high T the quantities EX™P(T) have a T2
behavior:

Elaree(T) = i% / dEo. In(1+ e PmwE)
(1]

2 T2
T Poo” (113,

= 5.3
24mW ( )

whereas the remaining part of E**™P(T) can be written
as [see Eq. (B13)]
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1

i[g/ dE[gbos,FP(E) _ Qggs,FP] ln(l _ e——-ﬁme)
0

1 [ 1—ePBmwE 1
=x= [ dE[e**FF(E) - o FP]ln ————— F Znp>  In(Bm
5 [ Bl (E) - ot e I S In(Bmu)
1 0S8
= Bioere ¥ 5o W(Bmw) , (5-4)
Egmall = ~% /0 dE[g*™(E) — o™ In(1 + e~ Pmw E) _ %nfB’man. (5.5)

With these definitions the E3™2!! are finite in the high temperature limit (see Appendix B).

We notice that at T = O(mw /g) the local functionals E.l.afrge(T) can be of the same order as the (renormalized)
classical zero-temperature energy of the sphaleron; therefore, in that range of temperature one has to find a new
sphaleron solution which is a saddle point of the temperature-dependent functional:

5no(T) = Eelass + EppeS(T) + By (T) + EZ8(T)

bos ferm (56)

Fortunately this functional has the same form as the original E.).ss, but with temperature dependent parameters.
Therefore its saddle point will be just a rescaled version of the original sphaleron configuration.
Using the expressions for p., computed in Appendix B, Egs. (B8) and (B4), we arrive at

class

2T2
ren (45T =W [ B 1(Fe)? + L(D,®)H(D;®) + Lv2(dTd —4)2 + 2 2N+ 0% +3) (0T -4
@ 2 4\" g 2 32“H 3 t H
g

32m‘2,V

m
= [ () (D) (D) 4 BB 4 (a4

_ mwg /dsr[%( 78)? + 1(D;®)1 (D:®) +

gZ

where in the last expression we change the integration
variable, r — ¢~ r, and use the notation

A(r) =q¢7'A(g7'r), ®(x)=q @@ 'r) (58
with (compare, e.g., [23])
g=4q(T) = V/1-(T/T.)?,
(5.9)
T. = _______Zﬁu:mw (2Nv2 +vh +3)72 .

The new temperature dependent sphaleron configura-
tion A9, ®? which is the saddle point of EX (T') can be
expressed in terms of the old zero temperature solution
A, P

|

_ 2mgmw |w—| (N,;,.Nmt)3

3Vh(®1® —4)% — S (49 - 4)7], (5.7)
[
Ad(r) = gA(qr), B9(r) = ¢B(qr) . (5.10)
Subtracting the vacuum contribution we find
5,47, 89 7] — Exgm, [49), $90); 7]
= qBclass| 4, 9] (5.11)

If we now replace A, & by A9, ®9 in all parts of our ex-
pression for 7y, we find that we get the old results again
but with mw replaced by gmw wherever it appears [ex-
cept in the definition (5.9) of T.]. The vacuum expec-
tation value of the Higgs field becomes temperature de-
pendent; it is given by ®9(®) = 2¢(9) and vanishes for
T - T,.

Thus the final result for the transition rate per volume
is

v = (gmwB)"F" exp{—B4(Ectass + E5E + B2 + Eie2)

g%33sin (%qmwlw_ I)

__IB[Elsi‘anll(T) +Ets’x:sall(T) +Esmall

ferm

= ]:exp[_ﬂ(chlass + Eferm + Ebos)]

with the prefactor
_ 27r(qu)8ﬂ4lw—|(NtrNrot)3
98 sin[(B/2)gmw|w-|] ’

and the total fermionic and bosonic one-loop contribu-
tions are

(5.13)

(T)]mw —>q‘mw}

(5.12)

_ ren small
Eferm = querm + Eferm (T)lq'mw ’

(5.14)
Ebos = 4Bt + Eios(T)lgmw + 4EFE

+EFE(T) lgmow -



3376

VI. DISSIPATION OF THE BARYON
ASYMMETRY

In this section we express the erasure of the BAU after
the electroweak phase transition through the transition
rate y(7T') following the considerations of [8] (see also [5]).

Transitions over the sphaleron barrier change the
baryon and lepton number by AB = AL = Nj;ANcs,
where Ny = 3 is the number of generations.

If there were neither baryons nor leptons initially, the
transitions increasing Ngg would be compensated by pro-
cesses decreasing N¢s so that creation and annihilation of
baryons would cancel each other. The situation becomes
different, however, if we assume the initial existence of
baryons and leptons. These particles could have been
created long time before the electroweak phase transition
in the age of GUT or maybe during the phase transition.
In this case the chemical potentials p of the baryons and
leptons are nonzero which leads to an additional term
uNgs in the classical energy functional. In accordance
with the Le Chatelier principle the transitions will favor
the wash out of any particle or antiparticle excess.

Our analysis will be restricted to the usual electroweak
theory where B — L is conserved. Therefore, the study
of the erasure of the BAU in the context of sphaleron
transitions makes sense only under the assumption of the
initial condition B = L.

A sphaleron transition with ANgs = 1 creates one
particle per fermion doublet. We introduce chemical po-
tentials u? (= 1,...,9) for the quark doublets and pF
(¢=1,...,3) for the lepton doublets. Then each transi-
tion increases the energy by A Ncg (E?Il ,u?+2f:1 piL),
i.e., the classical energy functional (3.7) has to be re-
placed by [24,25]

=1 i=1

’ 9 3
Eclass — Eclass + Ncs (z M? + Z,UZL) . (61)

This p contribution leads to the asymmetry in the
Langer-Affleck formula (5.12) with respect to transi-
tions increasing and decreasing Ngs. We have to set
Ncs = +% for transitions which increase the fermion
number and N¢s = —% for transitions which decrease it.
Since the baryon and lepton densities considered are very
small we can restrict the transition rate to terms linear
in u:

+ _ [ E § Q : LW
AR R doud+ Y m ,
L =1 =1 |

(6.2)

r ,B 9 3
V- =7 1+5 (ZM?-FZML) )
L =1 i;l

so that the baryon and lepton number dissipation, given
by the difference of these rates, reads

dB dL 9 3
B _dL__ryn,g (z W8+ zniL) (63
=1 =1
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Now we have to express the chemical potentials
through the particle numbers in order to get a differen-
tial equation for the baryon number decrease. For small
p standard Fermi-Dirac statistics yields the relation

v

N(M)zw

I(Bmu , (6.4)

where IV is the number of fermions, f the number of
degrees of freedom, m the mass of the fermions, and I(a)
is given by

I()—12 ® dz wz_%az
a _7'{'2 a 1+6w\/:1:2—a2,

with the properties I1(0) = 1, I(co) = 0. A lepton dou-
blet has three degrees of freedom (two for the lepton and
one for the neutrino) while there are four for a quark dou-
blet. The masses of the leptons and the light quarks are
much smaller than the critical temperature T, = 1/0.,
ie., Bcm < 1 so that I(8.m) ~ 1. We apply this ap-
proximation also in the case of the top quark since it has
almost no influence on the result for the baryon number
wash out. Hence we obtain for the lepton and the quark
doublets:

(6.5)

232 332

- (6.6)

where L;, Q; are the numbers of leptons and quarks of a
fixed doublet . Substituting Eq. (6.6) into Eq. (6.3) and
using L = B = Q/3 we obtain

dB 3p% | 20
G —’Y(T)VNgﬁ{WQ"‘ Vv }
— —Ly(T)N,6°B . (6.7)

Standard cosmology gives a relation between time and
temperature [26,27]:

45 .
¢ = -2 _ o2
\/;6W3N(T) mpT™" =0T,

where N(T) is some number related to the number of
degrees of freedom of the thermalized particles at the
temperature T' (for our range of temperature it is usually
381) mp = 1.5 x 10'"myy is the Planck mass and hence
the constant C is given by C ~ 5x10'%myy. Substitution
yields

(6.8)

1dB
BdT

which can be integrated to

¥(T)
TS

= 13N,C (6.9)

B(T) = B(T,) exp {—13Ngc /TC %QdT}
T

—13N,C (1T gv(q)
= B(TC) exp { Tc5 \/07 (1 _ q2)7/2 dq I

(6.10)
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with ¢(T) = /1 —-T?/T2. This is our final result;
it describes how the erasure of the BAU, measured by
By/Br., can be obtained by an integration of v(7') over
the temperature. In the next two sections we present
numerical results of this ratio from which we deduce an
upper bound on the Higgs boson mass.

VII. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we present the results of our numerical
calculations. We take mwy = 83 GeV, g = 0.67 which
is the physical value of the coupling constant and vary
the top quark mass in the range 150 to 200 GeV, i.e.,
around its recently stated value of 174 GeV [21]. The
only unknown physical parameter left is the Higgs mass
mpyg. We discussed the fermion loop contribution already
in [17] so in this work we will focus our attention on the
evaluation of the bosonic loops.

As we explained, all our results are obtained by a diag-
onalization of the boson fluctuation matrix Ky.s and the
Faddeev-Popov matrix Krp (3.21) in a discretized basis.
The spectrum of the matrices must not depend on the
choice of the gauge for the classical sphaleron fields. Since
we evaluated the matrix for an arbitrary gauge with non-
vanishing C field [see Eq. (A25)], it is possible to check
the invariance of the spectrum under gauge transforma-
tions (3.10). We find that the eigenstates are indeed in-
variant under gauge transformations if their energy is less
than about 0.8 P« where P,,., is the numerical param-
eter which restricts the momentum of the eigenstates and
|
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renders the basis finite to allow a numerical diagonaliza-
tion [see Eq. (A11)]. Eigenstates with energies close to
Ppax can be gauge dependent which is due to the finite
numerical box and should not be encountered in our cal-
culations. Hence we always have to choose Pp.x large
enough so that all eigenstates which enter the calcula-
tions have energies less than 0.8 P,y and, of course, no
result changes if P,y is further increased.

Another check of the spectrum consists in an investiga-
tion of the negative and zero modes. The negative mode
appears in the grand-spin KX = 0 sector of the fluctua-
tion matrix Kpos. We checked that its energy is gauge
invariant and independent of the box parameters Ppax
and R. Moreover our results agree with the ones ob-
tained in [28,29] where the negative mode has previously
been calculated. The zero modes can be identified in the
K =1 sector. Because of the spherical symmetry in this
sector each state is (2K + 1 = 3)-fold degenerate so that
we find two threefold degenerate states with zero eigen-
value. Numerically the modulus of the eigenvalues was
found to be below 10~3 which shows that the diagonaliza-
tion reproduces the zero modes with excellent accuracy.
The eigenfunctions of the zero modes can be evaluated
analytically in terms of the sphaleron background fields
[13]. We compared these functions with those which we
obtained as zero mode eigenfunctions in the diagonaliza-
tion and again found a very good agreement.

Beside these investigations of specific eigenstates we
checked a property of the spectrum as a whole. For low
values of the proper time parameter ¢ we consider the
expansion

S (7R — e7HeR)) = Tr(exp[—tKos] — exp[—tK{n)

= a'bc.st_l/2 + bbostl/2 + Cbost3/2 + -

where the coefficients are given in Egs. (B4)-(B6). Tak-
ing myg = mw, in Fig. 1 we compare the exact result
(solid line) for the trace Tr(exp[—tKhos] — exp[—tIC,(:l)s])
[LHS of Eq. (7.1)] with several approximations (dashed
and dotted lines), given by the first, the first two and
all terms of the rhs of Eq. (7.1). For low values of t
we obtain excellent agreement between the numerical re-
sult and the approximations, as it should be. For large
values of ¢ the comparison does not provide a check of
the numerical treatment. Here the approximations be-
have as some power law of /2 while the exact result is
dominated by the contribution of the negative and zero
modes, given by etlll 4 6, which is also plotted in Fig. 1
(dashed line).

Now that we have checked the reliability of the spec-
trum we can use it to calculate the desired quantities.
These are the renormalized nonthermal contributions
Efe? op and the temperature dependent parts Efmell, (T')
associated with the Bose-Einstein distribution factor.
Both quantities have to be evaluated for the fluctuation
operator Kpos and the Faddeev-Popov operator Kgp.

To obtain the renormalized value of the nonthermal

b (7-1)

Heat kernel approximations

-| negative and
zero modes
0.0 T T T LI SR R B S

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50

FIG. 1. Exact (solid line) and approximate values (dashed
and dotted lines) of the heat
Tr(exp[—tKbos) — exp[AtICSl)s]) in dependence of the proper
time parameter t. The exact result is obtained with the
discretized spectrum of the fluctuation operator Kpos, the
approximations are the first 3 orders of the expansion in
Eq. (7.1). For low t we obtain excellent agreement. The
large t behavior of the heat kernel is governed by the negative
and zero modes (dashed line).

kernel
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TABLE 1. Egot¥(A = 4) for different values of the nu-
merical parameters R and Pmax. The result shows that
R = 12 and Pmax = 16 = 4A are large enough to ensure
that the continuum limit is reached. The mass parameters

are my = mw = 83 GeV, m; = 714 GeV, vren = 2.02.
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TABLE II. Ef3:Y(A) for various values of A. Using the
behavior Ef22V(A) = EI® + b/A? for large A, we find by
extrapolation the continuum limit EfS; = —5.95mw. The
mass parameters are my = mw = 83 GeV, m; = 174 GeV,
Vren = 2.02.

R 10 10 10 12 14
Paax 12 14 16 16 16
EZS™(A = 4)/mw —6.25 —6.29 —6.29 —6.28 —6.28

parts Ep5l pp we have to evaluate Egotp(A) in the limit
of infinite proper time cutoff (A — oo) [see Eq. (4.11)].
Numerically, however, we always have to work with a
finite A to ensure the finiteness of the basis. For this
reason the numerical parameters R (box size) and Ppax
(maximum momentum) also have to be finite. In order
to obtain the limit of infinite parameters we proceed as
for the fermion non-thermal energy in [17]: First we fix A
and take R and Pp.x large enough so that their further
increasement would not change the result any more. This
procedure is repeated with larger values of the cutoff A
until we can determine the limit E°°™ (A = co0) = E™™.
We illustrate this method in Tables I and II at the ex-
ample myg = mw. The renormalization scale v, is
fixed according to Eq. (4.25). With m; = 174 we ob-
tain vien = 2.02. In Table I we show results of EZo2V(A)
for fixed A = 4 and various values of R and Pp ... We
find that for R = 12 and P, = 16 = 4A the continuum
limit BV (A = 4) = —6.28mw is reached with an ac-
curacy of better than 0.2%. With the same method we
obtain results for other values of A which are presented in
Table II. For large A the law Ef22V(A) = a+ b/A? is sat-
isfied for the fit a = —5.95my and b = —5.7mw. Thus
from the data in Table II we can extrapolate the result
for infinite cutoff A and obtain Ef? = a = —5.95mw.
Considering the possible error of the values for fixed A
and the error of the extrapolation process we estimate an
accuracy of better than 2% for the final result. For other
Higgs boson masses the deviations can be slightly bigger
but in general the numerical error for the nonthermal
energy should be well below 5%.

Table III shows results for the renormalized nonther-
mal energy for different Higgs masses including the -con-
tribution from the Faddeev-Popov operator. The renor-
malization scale Vien, fixed by Eq. (4.25), is included in

A 2 3 4 4.5 5 5.5 6
ESY(A)/mw —6.85 —6.47 —6.28 —6.22 —6.18 —6.14 —6.11

os

Table ITI. As already mentioned in Sec. IV, for myg = 350
GeV Eq. (4.25) has no solution so that instead we choose
Vren to minimize the difference between mpy and the pole
Higgs mass, which for this reason may deviate from 350
GeV by some value less than 10%. Moreover we give val-
ues for the classical sphaleron energy and for the fermion
nonthermal energy. The latter was calculated for % heavy
doublets with top quark masses between 150 and 200
GeV and 9 + % massless doublets. We find that both
the fermion and the boson nonthermal energy are signif-
icantly lower than the classical energy which is in accor-
dance with the fact that, generally speaking, loop con-
tributions are suppressed by a factor a relative to the
tree contribution. Actually after the renormalization the
nonthermal energy of the boson fluctuations about the
sphaleron is small and negative while that of the fermions
is larger and positive. However, we show below that the
thermal part dominates the boson fluctuations and the
sum of both parts has the same sign as the classical en-
ergy.

The behavior of the nonthermal energies for low mg
and large m; can be described by simple scaling laws.
For my/mw > 1 the aggregate energy density of the
Dirac sea is dominated by the square loop diagram in
the external Higgs field and hence is proportional to
N.(h®)*In(h®/vren) where h is the Yukawa coupling and
® the Higgs field of the sphaleron. To obtain the energy
we have to integrate this value over the space where the
Higgs field differs from its vacuum expectation value, i.e.,
over the spread of the sphaleron. For small Higgs masses
mg/mw < 1 the size of the sphaleron fields roughly
scales as m,}l since the asymptotic behavior for large ra-
dial distance r is dominated by the term e~ (mu/mw)7,
Therefore all spatial integrals and hence all matrix ele-
ments of the fluctuation matrices scale as ml_f. Thus for

TABLE III. The renormalized nonthermal energy of the boson fluctuations Ef2, of the Fad-

ren

bos»

deev-Popov operator Ery', and the sum of both for various values of the Higgs boson and the top
quark mass. For comparison the classical sphaleron energy FEclass and the fermionic nonthermal

ren

energy Ep', are included. The renormalization scale is determined according to Eq. (4.25).

mpy [GeV] 50 66 66

m; [GeV] 174 150 174
Vren 2.07 1.74 2.05
By /mw —-9.74 —5.40 —7.22
E:% /mw 1.36 0.48 0.75
(Bt + Ep®)/mw  —8.38  —4.92  —6.47
Een /mw 26.94 10.35 16.91

Eclass/mw 96.94 99.60 99.60

66 83 100 150 350
200 174 174 174 174
2.36 2.02 1.98 1.76 2.11
—-9.32 —5.95 —5.09 —3.64 —5.69
1.10 0.46 0.29 0.08 —0.01
—8.22 —5.49 —4.80 —3.56 —5.69
26.81 12.11 9.40 5.87 4.05
99.60 101.94 104.08 109.27 121.67
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mpg < mw < m; the dependence of the zero temperature
energies on m; and mpy is roughly given by

mg In(ms/Veenmw )

Efgm o< +Ne m3, , (7.2)
4
Big + By o — 8 (7.3)

These scaling laws explain the strong increase of the fluc-
tuations for small my and large m;, which is in corre-
spondence to our numerical results. As mentioned above,
we also found numerically that the boson and fermion
nonthermal energies differ in sign.

One finds a strong increase for small my and large m;
also for the thermal parts of the fluctuations, but here
both fermionic and bosonic contributions are positive.
For not too small temperature T the boson fluctuation
energy is dominated by its positive thermal contribution
so that the sum of the nonthermal and thermal parts
is positive for both the boson and the fermion fluctua-
tion. For small my and large m; these sums are large so
that they provide a strong suppression of the sphaleron
J

1
Efmell (T) = += "F(w,)ln
b ,FP( ) /B[En: ( ") ,quW

—Poo dEF(E)In
/0 (E) Bgmw

The integrals in Eq. (7.5) can easily be evaluated nu-
merically, in the sum only states with w, < E, + E,
appear. Now we have to check that numerically Esmall
is independent of the parameter E,. In Table IV we
show results of BE™!(T) in the high temperature limit
[see Eq. (B15)] for my = mw and several values of E,.
We also give results for the contributions [the sum and
the integrals of Eq. (7.5)] separately. We find that in
the interval 3 < E, < 8 both the sum and the integrals
in Eq. (7.5) drastically depend on E, but the result for
BE;™all varies only by about 2%. For smaller values of
E, the expansion (7.4) is not good any more and for
larger values of E, the numerical accuracy of the spec-
trum decreases due to contributions of states with very
large grand spin K. For other Higgs masses the varia-

1 — e BaImwwn

— ZF(wg) In

1 — e BgmwkE oo 1—F(E 1 — e BamwkE
—e‘_+92/ dE (B) ), L1=e
0
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transition rate. If mpy is small enough, this suppres-
sion prevents the erasure of the BAU. Thus, we see that
the condition that the BAU should survive sets an upper
limit on the Higgs mass.

In order to obtain a quantitative result for this up-
per bound we still have to evaluate the thermal parts
Esmall| . [see Egs. (5.4) and (5.5)]. To simplify nota-
tions we will drop the subscript gmw in what follows. In
principle we could evaluate them by a summation over
the whole spectrum; numerically, however, it is prefer-
able to sum only over eigenstates with low or medium
energy and to use the expansion

o(E) = gm+ez%+~-
[see Eq. (B1)] for the high energy part of the spectrum.
To this end we take a smooth function F(FE) with the
properties F(E) = 1 for F < E, — Ep, F(E) = 0 for
E >FE,+E,and 0 < F(E) <1for E, — E, < E <
E, + E,. Here E, and E, are fixed numerical energy
cutoffs, usually we take Ey = E,/2 so that E, is left as
the only parameter. We calculate the thermal energies
as

(7.4)

1 — e—Bamwwy

Bamw

B Bamw (7.5)

f

calculations we choose 4 < F, < 6 and obtain Esma“(T)
with an accuracy of usually better than 5%.

We are now going to compare our results to the ones
obtained by Carson et al. [15] and Baacke et al. [16].
There the expression

Ink = —BE™N(T) — BEFR(T) — 6In2 — In |w_|
(7.6)

was evaluated in the high temperature limit T — T.. In
Fig. 2 we show the results of our work as well as those of
[15,16] as a function of the Higgs mass mg. Our data are
between those of [15] and [16], they agree with the ones
of [16] up to 10%. Apart from numerical uncertainties
one reason for the difference could be the renormaliza-

tion of Ef™al(T) with E, can be about 5%. Hence for our

o tion scheme. We have performed the renormalization at

TABLE IV. B.Ef=*(T.) and its contributions for several values of the numerical parameters E,

and Eb. The contributions strongly depend on E, and Ej, but Ef=*! is very stable in the range
g P bos g

3< E, <8.
E, 2.0 3.0 4.0 6.0 8.0
Ey 1.0 1.5 2.0 3.0 4.0
1st line of Eq. (7.5) (sum) 2.54 10.95 21.93 49.95 83.95

2nd and 3rd lines of Eq. (7.5) (integrals) 3.64 —4.20 —15.07 —43.10 —77.13
BeEmall(T,) 6.18 6.74 6.85 6.85 6.82
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zero temperature strictly, as it is usually done. This cor- Boson determinant in high T limit
responds to a subtraction of the first term (goo) in the
high energy expansion [see Eq. (7.4)] which is also the 0.0
first term of the tadpole expansion [30]. In [16], however, R
all tadpole graphs except the term linear in T' have been —10.0 —
removed. The difference is then due to the higher order .
terms which are small for high T but numerically not —20.0 —
completely negligible. There is a larger deviation from z 7
the results of [15], only a qualitative agreement for the ~—30.0
low mpy behavior is found. b

Since the evaluation of the fluctuation determinants —40.0 7
Egs. (3.26)—(3.28) is a rather involved task one seeks for ]

—500 I T Illl”' ] !|||||(] I T I|I|I|

a good approximation procedure which is easy to handle.

Before an exact calculation was performed, Carson and 01 02 05 1 2 5 1020 50 100

McLerran [13] applied an approximation technique by Di- m%, /m3,

akonov, Petrov, and Yung (DPY) [14] to this problem.

Later they calculated the boson fluctuation determinant FIG. 2. Ink = —B.E2N(T.)—B. E&* (T.)—6In 2—In |w_|
exactly in the high temperature limit [15} and found that as a function of the Higgs mass. We compare our results (solid
the exact and the approximative result deviate by sev- line) with those of Baacke et al. [16] (dashed line) and Carson
eral orders of magnitude. In this section we revisit the et al. [15] (dotted line).

DPY method and explain how it can be used to get the
fluctuation determinants to a reasonable accuracy.

Following [13] we consider here the high temperature where p°°%(E) is the spectral density of the boson opera-
limit of the boson fluctuation determinant which can be  tor, with the six zero and one negative mode subtracted.

bos(

written as an integral over spectral densities: Using the identity
1 —_ Esmall T °° dt —t —ta
N Xbos = —fBcExgy (Te) Ina = 7(e —e ) (7.8)
0
oo
= —% / dE[¢"**(E) — 0%°°] In(E?) , (7.7) we arrive at the proper-time representation
0

1 < bos bos * dt —t —tE?
lnXbosz_f A dE[Q (E)—Qoo] o T(e —€ )

% It bos
=1 /0 d? ({Trexp[—tlcbos] — 6 — exp(t|lw_|?) — Trexp[—tK O]} + 7et — "%,/w/t) (7.9)
[
where p5%° = 2a/,/7 [see Eq. (B8)]. fails. The more terms one knows from both sides, the
The idea of the DPY method is as follows [14]. The  better is the accuracy of the method.

behavior of the integrand at small ¢ can be established Using the heat kernel expansion for Trexp(—tK), we
from the semiclassical expansion of the “heat kernel,” find the approximation for small ¢:
Tr exp(—tK), see Egs. (4.7) and (7.1) and (B3). Its be- )
havior at large ¢t is governed by' negative a.nd zero modes. Flow(t) = = bt—1/2 4 otl/2 _ (7+| “-’—12)
Therefore, knowing the behavior of the integrand both 2

at small and large ¢, one can approximate the integral
of Eq. (7.9) as a sum of small- and large-t contributions, +£(7 —lw_® ] . (7.11)
separated by some parameter tq: 2

oo to oo .
1N xpop = / dt £(t) ~ / dt frow(t) + / dt Fuign(t) At large t it behaves as
0 0 to

1 [7et —3/2
= In Xbos (7.10) Frign(t) = 5 { —— —at . (7.12)

where the separation parameter should be found from

the requirement that the sum of the two terms in this Knowing the coefficients a, b, ¢, and |w_|, one can es-
equation is stable in to. Actually it means that %y is a timate the fluctuation determinant, Eq. (7.9), using Eq.
point where the small- and large-t approximations to the (7.10). The result for three different values of the Higgs
true integrand cross. If that does not happen the method mass is presented in Table V, together with the exact
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TABLE V. Exact and approximate results for the high
temperature limit of the boson fluctuation determinant for
various mpy. The exact values In xbos are determined by a
summation over the spectrum of eigenvalues of the fluctu-
ation operator, the approximate values In Xbos are obtained
with the DPY method [14]. One finds an accuracy of about
10 to 15 %.

mu [GeV] 66 83 125
In xbos ~11.66 —6.85 ~1.96
1n Xbos —12.91 —7.66 —2.27

value of In xpos. One observes that the accuracy is at the
level of 10 to 15 %, but that is a price one has to pay if
one wishes to avoid a laborious computation of the exact
spectrum.

VIII. THE UPPER BOUND
FOR THE HIGGS BOSON MASS

The main issue of our work is the calculation of the
sphaleron transition rate v = I'/V according to the

Contributions to transition rate

1.0 0.999 0.99 T/T. 095 0.9
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B
_1/ TSl {qr.mions
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3—40 —1 S~ classical S~
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FIG. 3. Contributions to the transition rate In+y for fixed
mpy = 66 GeV, m; = 174 GeV,and my = 100 GeV, m; = 174
GeV as a function of the parameter ¢ = 4/1 — T2/T2. The
total rate has a maximum close to the critical temperature.
The region which mainly contributes to the integral Eq. (6.10)
is marked by a solid line.

Langer-Affleck formula Egs. (3.11) and (5.12) including
the classical Boltzmann factor, the fermionic and bosonic
one-loop contributions and the Jacobian prefactors. We
stress again that our calculation is not based on the high
temperature limit but was done for arbitrary values of T'.
Therefore, we can compute the rate for the whole tem-
perature range between zero and the critical temperature
T. and perform the integration over T [see Eq. (6.10)]
to obtain the ratio By/Br,. In Fig. 3 we present the
contributions —8¢FElass + In F (classical part), —3Fferm
(fermion loop), and —BFE}s (boson loop) of In~y [accord-
ing to Egs. (5.12)—(5.14)] for myg = 66 and 100 GeV.
It is convenient to take the parameter ¢ = /1 — T2 /T2
as independent variable rather than the temperature T
itself.

Qualitatively both pictures of Fig. 3 show the same
behavior, but we find significant quantitative differences.
At low temperatures (large ¢) the main contribution to
the classical part is the Boltzmann exponent —(3qFE jass
which decreases with ¢ roughly linearly. For T — T,
(g — 0) the Jacobian prefactor InF ~ 7lng(T) — —oo
dominates the classical part. Hence we find a maxi-
mum of the classical contribution to the transition rate
at about ¢ ~ 0.1. For large and medium ¢ the sup-
pression from the fermion loop contribution can be also
rather large (in the case my = 66 GeV it becomes al-
most as large as the classical one) but it tends to zero
in the high T limit ¢ — 0. The bosonic contribution is
generally rather small and almost constant over the plot-
ted range of temperatures. In the high temperature limit
it does not disappear but it tends to some finite value.
Therefore we see that in this limit which was assumed in
previous works [8,5,13,15,16] the boson one-loop contri-
bution is indeed the most important one while fermions
decouple. Adding the loop contributions to the classical
part, we obtain the total rate which has the same shape
as the classical curve, in particular it also has a maxi-
mum. Hence if there was any significant baryon number
violation after the electroweak phase transition, it must
have happened in a short period around this maximum
[remember that in Fig. 3 the logarithm In + is plotted
while v itself enters the integral of Eq. (6.10)]. We find
that the piece of the curve for the total rate which is
marked by a solid line contributes about 99% to the ratio
log,0(Bo/Br.) which measures the washout of the BAU.

Both the position of this washout area and the value of
the maximum are strongly influenced by the loop correc-
tions, especially we note that in this region the fermionic
contribution which was neglected in previous works is
quite essential. Below we investigate the effect of the
fermions qualitatively by computing the ratio Bo/Br,
with and without fermion loop corrections and confirm
the significance of the fermions.

Comparing the two plots of Fig. 3, we find that the loop
contributions are strong for low myg so that in this case
the rate is suppressed, while for large m g the fluctuations
are rather weak. This is also documented in Fig. 4, where
we have plotted the total transition rate for various myg
and m,. In accordance to the scaling laws equations (7.2)
and (7.3) we find a strong suppression of the transition
rate v for small mpy and large m; and a weak suppression
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for large my. This results finally for physically relevant
my in a small transition rate for small my and a large
transition rate for large mpy. If the maximum value of vy
is small enough, the baryon number violating processes
have happened so rarely that they have not affected the
BAU. On the other hand a large transition rate means
that the sphaleron transitions must have eliminated the
baryon asymmetry. Thus, if we fix m,; we obtain an upper
bound for my below which the asymmetry is conserved
and above which we expect a dissipation of the baryon
number. This is how we deduce our upper bound from
the condition that the BAU should survive the age of
sphaleron transitions.

Before we evaluate this conclusion quantitatively a
comment on the limits of the approach is in order. Our
calculation is based on the assumption that the Langer-
Affleck formula is valid and our restriction to one-loop
contributions is justified, i.e., that higher order correc-
tions can be neglected. Both assumptions are reasonable
for temperatures not too close to T, and if the fluctu-
ations on the one-loop level are small compared to the
classical part. The physics of the phase transition and in
its direct vicinity, where perturbation expansion breaks
down, is complicated and not well understood yet so it
is difficult to decide at what temperature the framework
of our calculation becomes inapplicable and what in this
case could be a more adequate description. However, we
can estimate the reliability of our model by checking if,
first, in the washout region the loop contributions are not
too big compared to the classical part, and second, if the
onset of the sphaleron transitions, i.e., the left margin of
the interval marked by a solid line in the corresponding
curve of Fig. 4, is not too close to the critical tempera-
ture. Figures 3 and 4 show that both conditions are well
fulfilled for my 2 100 GeV but not so good for smaller
my; for mg < 60 GeV the fluctuations are rather large
so that the model on the one-loop level is probably not
reliable. The conclusion of this restriction on the appli-
cability of our technical framework will be drawn later.

The sphaleron transition rate
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FIG. 4. The sphaleron transition rate In(y/mj,) for var-
ious values of mpy (given without brackets) and m. (given
in brackets) depending on the parameter ¢ = /1 — T2/T2.
The dashed lines are for m: = 174 GeV, the dotted lines for
m; = 150 and 200 GeV. The regions which mainly contribute
to the baryon number violation are marked by solid lines.
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Furthermore, we assume that, before the transitions
start, there is the same number of baryons and leptons
in the Universe, i.e., B — L = 0. In the standard model
B — L is strictly conserved so that this condition will not
change during the period of the transitions. If there were
a primordial excess of, e.g., antileptons, created by un-
known forces which violate B — L before the electroweak
phase transition, then the sphaleron transitions would
increase rather than decrease the BAU.

Let us also briefly comment on the connection between
our critical temperature T, defined in Eq. (5.9) and the
electroweak phase transition. As a consequence of the
thermal renormalization the vacuum expectation value of
P becomes T dependent and vanishes for T — T.. This
looks like the behavior of fields at a second order phase
transition. However, in order to obtain the true tem-
perature and nature of the phase transition, one would
have to include other terms, e.g., a term of the order of
T®3 into the potential. Since there is no consistent way
how to perform calculations near the phase transition,
where perturbation theory is not applicable, we decided
to take only the numerically by far dominating term of
the order T2®? explicitly into the potential; other terms,
like the T®3 one, are considered in the quantum correc-
tion Es™2l, Thus our critical temperature should be seen
as a mere definition which need not necessarily coincide
with the temperature of the true transition, neither do
we imply that the phase transition is of second order.

Knowing the transition rate v as a function of ¢ for a
fixed Higgs mass mpg it is now possible to perform the
integration in Eq. (6.10) numerically. The result for the
ratio log,o(Bo/Br,) is plotted in Fig. 5 for m; = 150,
174, and 200 GeV. For comparison, we also performed the
calculation without considering fermions. In this case we
did not use Eq. (4.25) to fix the renormalization scale, but
a corresponding equation which follows from the Higgs
propagator with boson fluctuations included instead of
fermions. Here we obtain vpe, ~ 1.

All the curves start at zero for small Higgs masses
which means that the BAU survives completely. If we
increase mpy, the fluctuations become weaker so that the
transition rate increases. Hence the ratio Bo/Br, sud-
denly begins to fall, and within a short interval it drops
by 20 orders of magnitude. The bigger the top quark
mass is, the larger are the fluctuations, and hence the
region where this decrease takes place is shifted to larger
Higgs masses. For a Higgs mass beyond this region the
survival of the BAU is ruled out, irrespectively of its
initial value By, immediately after the phase transition.
Let us assume that this initial value is such that in or-
der to explain the present day BAU we have to demand
By/Br, 2 1075 [5] (we see, however, from Fig. 5 that this
value is not important since a change by many orders of
magnitude alters the upper bound by only a few GeV).
For m;=150 GeV we obtain myg < 60 GeV, for m; = 174
GeV the upper bound is at 65 GeV, and for m; = 200
GeV the BAU survives if myg < 71 GeV. At any rate,
for all physical choices of the parameters m; and Bo/Br,
the upper bound for the Higgs mass is found in the range
between 60 to 75 GeV.

The calculation without fermions leads to a qualita-
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The erasure of the baryon asymmetry
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FIG. 5. The ratio Bo/Br, as a function of the Higgs boson
mass my for m; = 150, 174, and 200 GeV. From the condi-
tion that this ratio should be at least 10™° we obtain an upper
bound for mpy in the range 60 to 75 GeV. The same calcu-
lation without fermion loops leads to a qualitatively similar
picture but the upper bound would be as low as 49 GeV.

tively similar picture, but the erasure of the asymmetry
happens already at much lower Higgs masses. Assuming
Bo/Br, > 10~5 we would obtain an upper bound for myg
of only 49 GeV being close to the bound found previously
by Bochkarev and Shaposhnikov [6,5]. The large differ-
ence between this value and the bound of 65 GeV which
we obtain with fermion fluctuations for m; = 174 GeV
again confirms their significance.

IX. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The present paper investigates the fate of the baryon
number asymmetry in the Universe (BAU) after the elec-
troweak phase transition (T < T.). It is assumed that the
asymmetry as such originates from baryogenic processes
before or during the phase transition with a net result of

B+ L #0and B—L = 0. It is furthermore assumed .

that in the broken phase (T' < T.) the minimal standard
model with one Higgs doublet holds. Since the standard
model does not conserve the baryon number due to pos-
sible sphaleron transition, today’s existence of an asym-
metry of about 1071° baryons per photon implies certain
dynamic conditions right after the phase transition which
prevent too fast a “wash-out” of the baryon number [7].
In the present paper the baryon number transition rate
is evaluated in the one-loop approximation around the
classical sphaleron solution (hedgehog). The higher loop
effects are partially taken care of by an exact treatment
of the “Debye mass” terms, ~ ®2T2. It is assumed that
the Langer- Affleck formula holds and that no baryons are
generated in the broken phase.

For all temperatures below the critical temperature T,
the one-loop calculations are performed numerically in
the limit of vanishing Weinberg angle. In fact, the baryon
number transition rate depends on the classical sphaleron
energy, the determinant of the fermionic fluctuations, the
determinant of the nonzero bosonic fluctuations, the en-
ergy of the negative mode and the normalization fac-
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tors of the zero modes. While the sphaleron energy and
the zero and negative bosonic modes have been calcu-
lated previously in the literature [8], the evaluation of
nonzero bosonic modes has been performed only in the
high temperature limit with somewhat controversial re-
sults [15,16]. In this context the present paper shows
the first calculation of the boson determinants for finite
temperatures (the fermion determinant at arbitrary tem-
peratures was previously computed by the same authors
[17]). It turns out that all above contributions to the
transition rate are more or less equally important and
must be evaluated at finite temperatures in order to ob-
tain, within the given conceptual frame, an accurate cal-
culation [18].

The actual numbers basically depend only on one un-
known parameter, namely the mass of the Higgs boson
mpy. In fact, the dependence of the baryon number tran-
sition rate on the Higgs mass is extremely strong. Both
bosonic and fermionic fluctuations above the sphaleron
barrier help to preserve the baryon asymmetry in the
Universe. They prevent a fast erasure of the baryon ex-
cess provided the mass of the Higgs boson is less than
some upper bound, while for larger Higgs masses the
sphaleron transition rate becomes large and the asym-
metry would be eliminated. The value of this upper
bound depends on the mass of the top quark, ranging
from about 60 GeV for m; = 150 to 71 GeV for m; = 200
GeV. These results are obtained in the minimal standard
model with only one Higgs doublet. They assume a the-
oretical frame characterized by the applicability of the
Langer-Affleck formula and the restriction to one-loop
calculations, with a partial resummation of higher or-
ders. These assumptions are only justified if the baryon
number violating processes do not happen immediately
after the electroweak phase transition where the loop ex-
pansion breaks down. This means the position of the
maximum of the transition rate v should be not too close
to the critical temperature. Moreover the quantum loop
contributions at the maximum should be small compared
to the classical terms. We find that both conditions are
well fulfilled for Higgs masses myg = 100 GeV while this
is not the case for small Higgs masses below about 60
GeV. Those Higgs masses are, however, ruled out by ex-
periment [31,32]. Thus we arrive at the following con-
clusion: If the Higgs mass is in the range between about
60 and 100 GeV, the minimal standard model could be
able to account for the survival of the BAU, either within
the formal framework we used and a suitable top quark
mass or by effects outside this formalism, e.g., higher
loop contributions. If it is found above 100 GeV, there
is only a little chance to explain the present BAU within
the MSM since in this case the application of our frame-
work is rather safe and predicts the complete erasure of
the BAU. A possible escape could be an extended model
with two Higgs doublets, following from supersymmetric
models.
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APPENDIX A

In this appendix we describe how we solve numerically
the eigenvalue problems

KbosUbos = w?¥pos, Krp¥pp = w?T¥pp (A1)

for the boson fluctuation and the Faddeev-Popov oper-

ators. We construct a finite basis for the fluctuations

in which the operators can numerically be diagonalized.

Partially this technique has been developed in the con-
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text of the chiral quark model [33-35] and employed for
the diagonalization of the fermionic fluctuation matrix
[17], which ensures consistency between the calculations
of bosonic and fermionic loop corrections.

The fluctuation vector ¥y, consists of nine gauge field
components af (a,7 = 1,...,3) and four Higgs field com-
ponents ¢, (¢ =1,...,4) while ¥gp contains only three
components which we denote by a%. Hence the eigenvalue
equations read

gab Wtau b _ 2 a?
(wh i) (5) = (5)

Fabgb = w2ag ,

(A2)

where the matrix elements of the fluctuation matrix Ky o
are given by [see Eq. (3.21)]

G = 8:50°%(—0% + AGAS + 18,8,) + 26 FS + 8;;[e%%° (0 AS) + 267 A5, — ALAY]

Hyw = 8 [~0% + TATAT + 12,8, + §vi (2,2,
Wi, = 3@, A7 — 30, @, A7 — ), (8:84)

and the Faddeev-Popov operator by [see Eq. (3.14)]
Fb = 5°(—0 + ASAT + 19,9,)
+£%2°(8; AS) + 26*P°ASH; — A2AY . (A4)

For the static classical sphaleron fields we assume the
spherically symmetric hedgehog ansatz:

Ag(r) = aaijnjl_iA(r)
T
+(6a1 - nanz) B("') + ngn; Cf"") P

(AS5)
Q,(l‘) = 2niG(r) s
®y(r) =2H(r) ,

with the given five radial functions A(r), B(r), C(r),
H(r), G(r). In principle one of these functions, e.g.,
C(r), can be eliminated by a gauge transformation. Al-
though this would lead to a significant simplification of
the numerics we will not perform this step but rather
stick to the general gauge with five functions since our
numerical procedure only works if the classical fields are
continuous functions at zero and infinity, i.e., that they
take their vacuum values there. This is only possible for
a nonvanishing C field, which increases the numerical ef-
fort, but on the other hand allows to check the invariance
of all quantities under gauge transformations.

To exploit the spherical symmetry and to construct
a finite basis in which Kp.s and Kgp can numerically
be diagonalized we consider a four (=3+1) dimensional

9] 40, A0, + 15, (0.49) + L0k — 18,8, (A3)
reducible SU(2) representation with generators:
00 0 O 0 0:0
100 -0 _ 0 00O
15 1loio0o0) 27| —ioo0o0]"
00 0 O 0 00O
(A6)
0 —2 00
1 0 00
2=100 00
0 0 00O
A basis of (“spin”) eigenstates |SS3) of S = S? + 524 52
and Sj3 is given by
0 —1
lo 11
1 0
(A7)
0 i
o 11
I10> - i ’ |1 1) E 0
0 0

The indices 7,7 will always refer to coordinates of
these spin eigenstates, for example, |11);—; = —i//2,
[00);—4 = 1. Similarly we define a four-dimensional
SU(2) “isospin” representation; the operators Ty, T5, and
T3 and the eigenstates |T T3) look exactly as the corre-
sponding ones of the spin representation. Here the coor-
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dinates are referred to by the indices a,b and u,v. More-

over we use the basis |L L3) of the angular momentum

operator to describe the spherical space dependence of
the fluctuations, with the property

(QIL L3y = i*Y1 1,(Q) . (A8)

J

*|K,K3;T,J,S,L); =
L3,S3,J3,T3

For the vacuum fluctuation operator, i.e., in the case of
no external field, we can solve the eigenvalue problem
analytically; the dependence of the fluctuations on the
radial coordinate r is in this case given by spherical Bessel
functions. We take these solutions as the basis for a
numerical diagonalization of K in the nonvacuum case.
To this end we define states |p; K, K3; T, J, S, L) by

(rlp; K,K3;T,J, S, L) = NjL(pr)(Q|K, K3;T,J,S, L) .
(A10)

Here the momentum p is a continuous variable, and A
is a normalization factor specified below. In order to get
a finite basis we have to discretize the momentum and
to restrict its allowed values to a finite number. With
large enough numerical box parameters R and Prax we
demand

j1(PhR) =0, P} < Punax (A11)
where
K for §=0,
I:I(K,J,S):{J for S=1. (A12)

In the case S = T = 1 we have three discretization con-
ditions for fixed grand-spin K instead of one, yielding

three sets of momenta pX+!, pX and pEK—1. This exten-

Yo O nCLi 5,15 Sa)il T Ts)*|L Ls) -
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The “grand-spin” operator defined by K = J + T =
L +S + T commutes with the fluctuation operators of
Eq. (Al). Therefore eigenstates of K? and K3 form a
proper basis for the diagonalization procedure. We cou-
ple the eigenstates |L L3), |S S3), and |T T3) to eigen-
states of K2 and K3:

(A9)

sion of the usual construction [34] is necessary to ensure
the orthogonality of the basis states; it has already been
used and checked in [35]. We obtain

R
NINE / drr2r(plr)ir(pL.r)
0

R
=N,{N,‘;/ dr r?jre1(Phr) i1 (Pr,T)
0

= 0pnm (A13)
if the normalization factor is chosen as
T 2 . T oy (-1
N = ) mglire GAR) 5 (A14)

hence our states are orthonormal:
(ph; K, K3;T,J, S, Llph; K', K3, T', 7', 8", L)

= 0nmOK K Ok, Ky 0TT 0750550 - (AL5)
For fixed values of K = 0,1,2,...and K3 = —K,...,+K

we can write down the following set of basis states for the
fluctuations:

X a?(r) (r|lpl; K, Ks;1,J,1, L)¢ (x| TLo)e
To(r) = | galr) | = 0 = 0
@a(r) 0 0
foor J=K-1,K,K+1;L=J-1,J,J+1n=1,...,N(J);
ag(r) 0 0
v2e(r) = | @a(r) | = | (rlpK; K, K3;1,L,0,L)¢ | = | (x| ¥0)%
(p4(l‘.‘) 0 0
for L=K—-1,K,K+1;n=1,...,N(K);
a?(r) 0 0
e = | pald) | = 0 - o
0a(r) (r|pE; K, K3;0, K, 0, K)4 (x| Ty

forn=1,...,N(K);

Ugp(r) = af(r) = (rlp; K, K3;1,L,0, L) = (r|¥fp)§

foor L=K-1,K,K+1; n=1,...,N(K);

(A16)
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where N(I) is the number of allowed momenta pl, see
Eq. (Al1l). The index o enumerates the basis states of
the three groups for the fluctuations and of the Faddeev-
Popov matrix. For K = 0,1 not all of these basis states
exist. The total number of states for Wy, is given by
3N(K + 1)+ 7TN(K) + 3N(K — 1) for fixed K > 1 and
fixed K3, for K = 1 it is 3N(2) + 7TN(1) + N(0) and
3N(1)+2N(0) for K = 0. For the Faddeev-Popov matrix
we have 3N (K) basis vectors for K > 0 and N(0) for
K =0.

We show below that due to the spherical symmetry
of the sphaleron the operator Ko is block diagonal in
K and K3, i.e., basis states with different K or K3 do
not mix. Moreover the blocks for different K3 and the
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same K are identical, so that for each K only one matrix
has to be diagonalized, and the resulting eigenvalues are
(2K + 1)-fold degenerate. The dimension of this matrix
is given by the number of the above basis states. The
same holds for the Faddeev-Popov operator Kgp.

The remaining task is to calculate the matrix elements
of the operators in the basis (A16); i.e., if ]lIf{:(‘);“‘) and
I\IIA”O"‘) are basis states given by Eq. (A16), we need to

bos
know the element (UpL® [KCpos|¥12:?). For this purpose
we have to express the matrices in terms of spherical
tensor operators so that the spherical part of the matrix
elements can be evaluated analytically. Apart from S
and T given in Eq. (A16) we need operators P* and

P, acting in spin space, which we define as

0001 0000 00O00O
0000 0001 0001
+ + _ +
P = 0()00’132—0000’133 0001}’ (A17)
1000 0100 0010
and
000 — 000 O 000 O
_ {0000 _ {000 - _ (o000
PA=loooo | " =|loooo | =000 (A18)
2 00 O 00 0 00z O
It can easily be checked that like S these operators are spherical vector operators, i.e., [K;, P | = ZE”kP Moreover
we define two scalar operators by
1000 0000O
0100 . 0000O0
Is=loo10]> %0000 (A19)
0000 0001
In the isospin space we need the corresponding operators which we denote by Q* and Ir,ir.
Using the relations
‘S'LJ = (IS)ij, 5ab = (IT)ab’ 6/11/ = (IT + 'iT)uu ,
eijk = i(St)ij, € =i(Te)®, nf, =i(Ta+ Q7 )
ARAL = (ARAIT — ARAVTAT.)™, Wiy = WhIr — WETT)®
(A20)
2,2, = (PrPklIr + ®4Psir — 8,2k T1 T + Re®1Qy ) o
(PH)ia = (P )ai = (1P )ia = —(iP7 )ai = 6ri
(@)™ = (Q)** = (1Q)™ = — (1@ )* = *°
we can rewrite the fluctuation matrices:
g%b = {ITIS(—BZ + %‘I)#q)u) + IsTchAiA + 1T, [2IsAC(9k + Is((’)kAC) + i€ im Fig m]}” s
Mo = {is(Ir +i7)[=0" + JATAT + 2,8, + 5051 (2@, — 4)] +is(Ta + Q7 )i[A70; + 1(8:A7)]
+isz (Vi — 1)(@k @il + 4Psir — 8,8 Ti Tk + 81 24Q)}4Y
5 =13 (W Ir — WHTT,) (P +iP7) + f4(Q:+iQ;)<P++zP Jir g (A21)
fu = 3OV Ir — WHTWT) (P —iP )+ Wr(QF —1Q ) (P =P}y
]—"‘” = {iSIT(—82 + 5Pu0,) +isT TaASAY + isT. i[2A450; 4 (8;A%)]}22 .
Now we can find matrices labos and Iapp with the property
(T0aa™ [ Kos| T322%") = (Thti™ Kos| 1227)
(A22)

(PEb|Krp|TRp) = (¥

FolKrp|U53)
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[for the definition of the states | &)%) and |¥gp) see Eq. (A16)]:

’abos = ITIS(—BZ + %QIJ’@#) + ISTchAzAZ + ISTC[2A218,€ + z(8kA2)] - EklmF,:lSmT,_. + iS(IT + iT)(—az + iA:"Aza)
tisIr[(3 + 1vE)®a®as + 20F8r®s — JvE] +isiz[(3 + 5V Pe®r + V5 D4R — JUE]
+is(Ta + Q7)[AFi0; + 3 (i0;A7)] + §(vh — 1) (is QY @1®a — isTiTu®i®1) + Ir P,

—LermWET, P — LW + W!

™

WTTPY + IWh(QEPT — QL Pr)
. (A23)
Krp = islp(—8% + 18,8,) + isT.T4ASAY + isTc[2A5i0; + i(8;AF)] -

Our next step is to plug in the hedgehog ansatz (A5) so that the matrices Kbos and Kpp can be expressed through
the profile functions A, B,C, H, G, and the spherical vector and scalar operators. With the hedgehog ansatz and

7
or ;aijknij (A24)

we obtain, after a long and tedious calculation,

. 8 208 L2, s o2
’C""S:(‘W_rarJr”J“G + H? + —2[(1—A) +B])ITIS
1 2
+T—2[CZ—B2—(1—A)2]Is(n-T)2+T—z(l—A)IS(T-L)

+ (mc% e c) Is(n-T) + 2BIS[T (nx L) — i(n - T)]
2 2 2
+;3(1 —A? - B?>4+rA' + BC)(n-S)(n-T) + (rB' AC)n-(SxT) - ﬁ(rA' + BC)(S-T)
8 208 LT 1 2 . C*\]. .
+|:—5;2"—;5 *‘—+'—((1—A) + B +7‘>:IZS(IT+1T)
+H? + h(H? - 1)+ 3V§IG2]zsIT +[G? + v} (G? — 1) + 3vi Hisir + (1 — v§)G?%s(n - T)?

1 . _ 7] , . _
+ﬁ(1—A)’l,5(T+Q )L+m (27‘CE+TC +C)zsn-(T+Q )

+r£2is[(T +Q7 ) nxL)—in-(T+Q7)] - (1-vi)HGis(n- Q") + %(GC +2rH)Ir(n-P™)
—%(G +GA-HB)(T-P )+ %(H — HA-BG)n-(T x P)

+%(G +GA—HB+HC -2rG)(n-T)(n-P~) + —23;(11 —HA-BG)n-(Q* xP*—Q~ xP")

—-%(G+GA—HB)(Q+ .PT-Q -P)

+2(G+GA~ HB+ HC ~2:G)[(n- Q*)(n-P*) — (n-Q7)(n-P7)], (A25)
—— -+ i‘— +G?*+H? + %[(1 — A)? +Bz]> isIr

+7_—[C2 —B?>— (1- A)*is(n-T)® + 3(1 — A)is(T-L)

+'riz (27‘0; +rC’ +C) ig(n- T) + .227,5[’_[‘ - (mx L) —i(n- T)] ’

where we dropped the argument r of the profile functions. [Kbos, K] = [Kpos, K3] = 0,
Now it is easy to see that all the spherical operators which = 2 = .

turn up in Eq. (A25) are scalar operators in the sense that [Krp, K*] = [Krp, Ks] = 0.
they commute with the grand-spin K2 and K3 so that This is the reason why the matrices can be diagonalized

(A26)
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in each K sector separately, as mentioned above.

For the numerical diagonalization one has to evalu-
ate these matrices in the basis (A16). The radial part
of a matrix element leads to a numerical computation
of a one-dimensional integral. The angular part, how-
ever, can be evaluated analytically. The most direct
and easiest way to do this is to employ the Wigner-
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Eckart theorem and perform the summations over the
Clebsch-Gordan coefficients with the help of a program
like MATHEMATICA. Instead of writing down the com-
plete result of this angular integration we demonstrate
the procedure with an example. We consider the opera-
tor r~1(GC + 2rH')Ir(n - P*) which is part of Kpos and
calculate the matrix element

(py; K,K3;1,J,1, LIr—(GC + 2rH')Iz(n - P*)|pK; K, K3;1,L',0, L")

:N,{N},f/ drrsz(p,{r)l(Gc+2rH')jL,(pf§)-<K,K3;1,J,1,L|IT(n-P+)|K,K3;1,L',0,L'>.
0 T

(A27)

The integral over the radial coordinate r has to be evaluated numerically. The angular matrix element is independent

of K3 so that we can put K3 to zero. We obtain

1
m JJ.
(K,0;1,J,1, L|Ir(n-P*)|K,0;1,L',0,L') = Y POEDBACS)) Cf](;,lTacLL:.lsaci{’%é‘lTé
L3,Ss,J3,Ts LYy, Ty m=—1

><<1T3|IT|1T;)(153|P(+ [00)(LL3|n(_m)|L'L}) .

Here the operators P;"

(m

(A28)

m)

) and n(_,,) are spherical, not Cartesian components of P* and n. The matrix elements in

the last line can subsequently be evaluated using the Wigner-Eckart theorem, e.g.,

1

(183| P, |00) = 7

Cooam(LIPT][0) .

(A29)

Hence for the calculation of the matrix element in Eq. (A27) we need to perform a numerical integration, a summation
over Clebsch-Gordon coefficients, and to know the following reduced matrix elements:

(LILIL') = 620 VI + DEL+1)

(Lln||L") = & —p1(=i)4/3(L+ L' + 1),

—(L-1)VL for '’ =L -1

(Llln x L|I L") =

(L+2)yL+1 for ' =L+1,

0 otherwise ,

(S|IS||S") = dss:/S(S+1)(25 + 1) ,

(A30)

(S|Is||S") = V38518501

(S|lésl|S’) = ds0dsr0,

(SIP*||S") = —iv/3(8s18570 + 0s500511) »
(SIIP~||S") = —V/3(8s510s510 — 8508571) -

For the corresponding reduced matrix elements of the
isospin states one simply has to replace S by T and P by

Q.

APPENDIX B

We discuss here the spectral densities g(E) defined in
Eq. (5.1), especially their asymptotic behavior for large
E. Tt is easy to see that at large E one can expand the

spectral density in a series:

Q(E) ~ P + Z anE—'zn .

n=1

(B1)

In order to calculate the values of the coefficients

A 2(E) = and lim [o(E) — eoo] B* = 02 (B2)

we use the small ¢ expansion of
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Tr(exp[—tK] — exp[—tK(?]) = Z et 4 /00 dE o(E)e™tF

discrete

levels
(B3)

F(t) =

=at™V? 4+ bt1/? 4 ot3/2 4

The corresponding coefficients can be easily calculated using gradient expansion, following the renormalization pro-

cedure equations (4.7)—(4.10) one can read off

3 -
/d3r(<1>fq> —4),

PP = T 3ons/2
3 o
Qbos = _W(4 + V%{) /dsr((bT@ — 4) y
(B4)

1 .
Qferm —mNcuf/dsr(QT@ — 4) ,

— 3 a FTF
brp = ——+ 167r3/2 /d —3(F)*+ &
1 L

/ [41(F2)2 + 3.(4— 302 + vd) (818 — 4)% + 3(8 — 302, + 1) (818 — 4)] ,

P4 gNevf () — v (2T - 4)],  (B5)

bbos = 1671'3/2

— 3
bferm = 167!'3/2 /d

where we made use of Eq. (3.8) to eliminate the ter

1
/ dr[2vf FAFS + Be*FLFLFE

o (N + 1) (F; ) %chtz(Ql/f—ufl)(@T(f)—Q

w;»-n

(D;®)T(D;®) in bpos and bgerm- In Sec. VII we also need [13]

Cbos = — a0 3/2 ij 74
+3(=3vE +93)(®T@)FLF + %(5 vi — 4vg + %2)[0:(219))?
+1(vh +28vf + 3)(21®)(D; @)1 (D;®) + 55 (150 + 21 + 1807 + 48)(®T@ — 4)
+ 1270 + 5Tv + 36v% + 144) (2P — 4)% + 9(v + 2vg +vE + 8)(2TR —4)] . (B6)
[
Using (B3) one can show that that
lim V&F (t) = 3v/70 , (B7) R'(E) = o(E) ,
ry
) ) (B9)
which implies R(0) = np = number of discrete levels ,
o = 2a//T . B8
@ / (B8) nIBP =0,ny* =17, ntB’m == 1. Using partial integration,

To calculate g, let us introduce the function R(E) such  we can write

S|

ViFt) —a _ 1 ( T ety LwdE[g(E)—ewle—tE’)

discrete

levels
oo

) + 2\/2/0o dE[R(E) — 000 E|E e~ tE"

1 2 2
= % ( Z e " +[R(E) — oo Ele*F
discrete
level: o
- I}_i 3 (e —1)+2vE / dE[R(E) — 0w E|E e~*F" . (B10)
discrete 0

levels
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The first term vanishes with ¢ — 0, and for the second
one we can use the same way as above with [R(E) — g0 F]

FE instead of o(F) and find that
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From Eq. (B11) we can deduce another interesting result;
limg_,o[R(E) — poo E] = 0 yields

| Ble(®) - ox] = Jim [R(E) - ¢ - RO)

b E—oo
li R(FE) — FElE = —. B11 0
Am [B(E) — e BB = -2 (B11) = —R(0) = —np . (B13)
Using I’Hospital’s rule we finally find Finally we show that the contributions Es™2! to the
transition rate v are finite in the high temperature limit,
b i.e., ¢ = 0. In the fermionic case we obtain, by partial
. H _ 2 _ 7 y 4 , Dy par
o2 = Jim [o(E) — 00o] B T (B12) | tegration,
J
1 [ 1
Efs;l,:ll|qmw = —B/ dE[gfe’m(E) — gi‘i,"“] In(1 + e’ﬂq’"WE) — anDe"“ In2
0

0

q—0
— 0.

For Efmall and E§R2!! we obtain

By = k5 [ 4Bl (E) - gzl
B Jo

qg—0 1
—

oo
% (RF™™(0) — nfer™) In2 — gmy / dE
N et 0

:tB /000 dE[p" (E) — o ]In E (finite) .

Rferm(E) _ Qf;z}rmE
1 + eBamw E

(B14)

1 — e BamwE
Bagmw
(B15)

The last line holds since this is true for the integral fOE with arbitrary upper bound E, and the rest f; ;o vanishes with

growing F due to the behavior of o(F) — g0, Eq. (B12).
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