arXiv:hep-ph/0502116 v1 13 Feb 2005

Electroweak phase transition and Higgs self-couplings in the two-Higgs-doublet model

S. W. Ham^{(1)} and S. K. Oh^{(1,2)}

(1) Center for High Energy Physics, Kyungpook National University Daegu 702-701, Korea (2) Department of Physics, Konkuk University, Seoul 143-701, Korea

We calculate both the cubic and the quartic self-couplings of the lighter scalar Higgs boson without assuming the decoupling limit in the two-Higgs-doublet model (THDM). In some regions of parameter space of the THDM where the electroweak phase transition is strongly first order, it is possible that the quartic self-coupling of the lighter scalar Higgs boson might be deviated by at least 40 % from the standard model prediction.

I. Introduction

Explaining the observed baryon asymmetry of the universe is regarded as one of the basic features for theoretical models to be phenomenologically realistic. Several decades ago, Sakharov suggested three essential conditions for dynamically generating the baryon asymmetry: the violation of baryon number conservation, the violation of both C and CP, and the deviation from thermal equilibrium [1]. Among various mechanisms for explaining the baryon asymmetry, many attentions have been paid to the baryogenesis via the electroweak phase transition (EWPT) [2], which in principle may satisfy the three Sakharov conditions. As is well known, in order to ensure sufficient deviation from thermal equilibrium, the EWPT should be first order, and its strength should be strong, since otherwise the baryon asymmetry generated during the phase transition subsequently would disappear. In general, the phase transition is regarded as a strongly first order if the critical value of the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs field at the broken state is larger than the critical temperature.

The Standard Model (SM), has been investigated whether it can realize the EWPT. It is found, however, that the EWPT faces severe difficulty to be realized in the SM, because the strength of the EWPT is too weak in the SM for the present experimental lower bound on the mass of the Higgs boson. Thus, in the SM, the EWPT is weakly first order or higher order for the experimentally allowed mass of the Higgs boson [3]. Also, the Cabibbo-Kobayashi- Maskawa matrix in the SM [4] cannot produce large enough CP violating phase for generation of baryon asymmetry. Thus, the idea of baryogenesis via the

EWPT requires extensions of the SM to be realized. Many scenarios have been studied in the literature [5-8].

Among them is the two-Higgs-doublet model (THDM) [9]. The presence of an additional Higgs doublet in the THDM enables either explicit or spontaneous CP violation to occur in the Higgs sector of the THDM [10]. Also, it has been observed that there are parameter regions in the THDM where the EWPT is strongly first order to generate the desired baryon asymmetry. Quite recently, phenomenological implications of the THDM within the context of the EWPT have been considered by Okada and his colleagues [11]. In particular, they have suggested that the cubic self-coupling of the lighter scalar Higgs boson in the THDM might be considerably different from the SM prediction. This information would be very useful and duly tested at the future e^+e^− ILC. In fact, it has already been addressed that the knowledge of both the cubic and the quartic self-couplings of the Higgs bosons is essential for the reconstruction of the necessary selfinteraction Higgs potential [12].

We are motivated by the article by Okada and his colleagues, and we would like to study in more detail the self-couplings of the Higgs bosons. In particular, we examine if the quartic self-coupling of the lighter scalar Higgs boson in the THDM might be significantly different from the SM prediction, as well as the cubic self-coupling, by studying the finite temperature effective Higgs potential in the THDM at the one-loop level, without decoupling limit, under the condition of the strongly first order EWPT. We find that not only the cubic selfcoupling but also the quartic self-coupling of the Higgs bosons in the THDM exhibits a large deviation from the SM predictions, in the parameter regions where strongly first order EWPT is possible, for values of the lighter scalar Higgs boson mass between 120 and 210 GeV.

II. The Higgs sector without decoupling limit

Following the notations of Ref. [11], the most general form of the Higgs potential of the THDM at the tree level is given in terms of two Higgs doublets, Φ_1 and Φ_2, by

V_{tree} = m^2_1|Φ_1|^2 + m^2|Φ_2|^2 − (m^2_3Φ^†_1Φ_2 + H.c.) + λ_1 2 |Φ_1|^4 + λ_2 2 |Φ_2|^4 + λ_3|Φ_1|^2|Φ_2|^2

+ λ_4|Φ^†_1Φ_2|^2 + [ λ_5 2 (Φ^†_1Φ_2)^2 + H.c. ] ,(1)

where λ_i are quartic couplings and m_i (i = 1, 2, 3) are the mass parameters. The discrete Z_2 symmetry is softly broken by the term proportional to m^2_3, which prevents the flavor changing neutral current process in the tree level. Assuming no CP violation in the Higgs sector of the THDM, we have five physical Higgs bosons with definite CP after electroweak symmetry breaking: Two neutral scalar Higgs bosons (h, H), one neutral pseudoscalar Higgs boson (A), and a pair of charged Higgs bosons (H^±). It is understood that h is lighter than H.

We take m_1 = m_2 = m and λ_1 = λ_2 = λ^′ [11], which reduces the field direction relevant to the electroweak phase transition to ⟨Φ_1⟩ = ⟨Φ_2⟩ = (0, φ/2), which corresponds to sin(α − β) = −1 and tan β = 1, where tan β is the ratio of the vacuum expectation values v_2 of Φ^0_2 to v_1 of Φ^0_1 and α is the mixing angle between the two scalar Higgs bosons. The vacuum expectation values satisfy v = √ 2(v^2_1 + v^2 ) = 246 GeV. In terms of φ, the tree-level Higgs potential is given by

V_0(φ) = − μ^2 2 φ^2 + λ 4 φ^4, (2)

where μ^2 = m^2_3 − m^2 and λ = (λ^′ + λ_3 + λ_4 + λ_5)/4. The tree-level masses of Higgs bosons, h, H, A, and H^±, are given as m^2_h = 2λv^2, and m^2_ϕ = M^2 + λ_ϕv^2 (ϕ = A, H, H^±), where M^2 = 2m^2_3/ sin 2β and λ_ϕ are the linear combinations of λ_1-λ_5. In the decoupling limit, where M^2 is very larger than v^2, h behaves as the SM Higgs boson and the masses of the heavier Higgs bosons are dominantly dependent on M. We are interested in the non-decoupling limit, where M^2 is not so large, h might behave differently from the SM Higgs boson, and the masses of the heavier Higgs bosons are at most a few hundred GeV. Nevertheless, we set m_ϕ = m_A = m_H = m_H ± for the heavy Higgs boson masses, for simplicity.

The one-loop effective potential at zero temperature V_1(φ, 0) is obtained from the effective potential method as [13]

V_1(φ, 0) = ∑ l n_l 64π^2 [ m^4_l (φ) log ( m^2_l (φ) m^2_l (v) )

− 3 2 m^4_l (φ) + 2m^2_l (v)m^2_l (φ) ] , (3)

where l stands for various participating particles: the gauge bosons W , Z, the third generation quarks t, b, and the Higgs bosons h, H, A, H^±. The degrees of freedom for each particle are: n_W = 6, n_Z = 3, n_t = n_b = −12, n_h = n_H = n_A = 1, and n_H ± = 2.

The finite-temperature contribution at the oneloop level to the Higgs potential is given by [14]

V_1(φ, T ) = ∑ l=B,F n_lT^4 2π^2 ∫_∞ 0 dx x^2 log [1

± exp ( − √ x^2 + m^2_l (φ)/T^2 )] ,(4)

where the negative sign is for bosons (B) and the positive sign for fermions (F ).

One may employ the high temperature approximation to obtain an analytical expression of V_1(φ, T ) for qualitative discussions on electroweak phase transition. It is known that in the SM the high temperature approximation is consistent with the exact calculation of the integrals within 5 % at temperature T for m_F /T < 1.6 and m_B/T < 2.2, where m_F and m_B are the mass of the relevant fermion and boson, respectively. Explicitly, in the high temperature approximation, V_1(φ, T ) may be expressed as

V_1(φ, T ) ≃ (DT^2 − E)φ^2 − F T φ^3 + Gφ^4, (5)

where D = 1 24v^2 ( ∑ B n_B m^2_B + 6m^2_t + 6m^2_b ), E = m^2_h 4 − 1 32π^2v^2 ( ∑ l=B,F n_lm^4_l ), F = 1 12πv^3 ( ∑ B n_Bm^3_B ),

G = m^2_h 8v^2 − 1 64π^2v^4 ∑ l=B,F n_l log m^2_l a_lT^2 , (6) with log(a_F ) = 1.14 and log(a_B) = 3.91. Also we note that the above one-loop effective potential contains the lighter scalar Higgs boson contribution. As one can see from the above expressions, the first order electroweak phase transition is strengthened by the term proportional to F due to the heavier Higgs boson contributions. If the contributions of heavier Higgs bosons be negligible, V_1(φ, T ) would reduce to contain the contribution of only h in the Higgs sector, thus would become approximately equivalent to the SM. In this case, the electroweak phase transition is either weakly first order or higher order. We perform the exact calculation of the integrals in V_1(φ, T ) instead of employing the high temperature approximation.

The full effective potential at finite temperature at one-loop level may now be expressed as

V (φ, T ) = V_0(φ, 0) + V_1(φ, 0) + V_1(φ, T ).

We emphasize that the above one-loop effective potential contains the contribution of the lighter scalar Higgs boson.

At the one-loop level, the cubic and the quartic self-couplings of the scalar Higgs boson in the SM are respectively given by λ^{SM}_{hhh} ≃ 3m^2_h v [ 1 + ∑ l n_lm^4_l 12π^2v^2m^2_h ] , λ^{SM}_{hhhh} ≃ 3m^2_h v^2 [ 1 + ∑ l 4n_lm^4_l 12π^2v^2m^2_h ] , (7)

where l stands for the gauge bosons, the third generation quarks, and the SM Higgs boson. On the other hand, the cubic and the quartic self-couplings of the lighter scalar Higgs boson in the THDM at the one-loop level are respectively given by

λ^{THDM} hhh ≃ λ^{SM}_{hhh} + m^4_ϕ π^2v^3 ( 1 − M^2 m^2_ϕ

)_3 , λ^{THDM} hhhh ≃ λ SM hhhh + m^4_ϕ 2π^2v^4 ( 1 − M^2 m^2_ϕ

)_3

× ( 2 + M^2 m^2_ϕ ) , (8)

where the contributions of heavier Higgs bosons (ϕ = H, A, H^±) can be collected into one term since m_ϕ = m_H = m_A = m_H ± .

III. Numerical Analysis

Now, we define the deviations of the cubic and the quartic self-couplings of the lighter scalar Higgs boson in the THDM from those in the SM Higgs boson, respectively, as

Δ_{hhh} = (λ^{THDM}_{hhh} − λ^{SM}_{hhh})/λ^{SM}_{hhh}, Δ_{hhhh} = (λ^{THDM}_{hhhh} − λ^{SM}_{hhhh})/λ^{SM}_{hhhh}. (9) For numerical analysis, we set m_W = 80.425 GeV, m_Z = 91.187 GeV, m_t = 174.3 GeV, and m_b = 4.2 GeV. The remaining free parameters are m_h, M, and m_ϕ.

For m_h = 120 GeV, we examine V (φ, T ) for 0 ≤ M ≤ 160 GeV and 150 ≤ m_ϕ ≤ 400 GeV, by adjusting the temperature T to the critical temperature T_c. We find that T_c = 120.7 GeV for m_h = 120 GeV. We establish the contour of v_c/T_c = 1 in the (M, m_ϕ)-plane, where v_c is defined as the distance between the two degenerate vacua at T_c. Our result is shown in Fig. 1 as the solid curve of Set 1. Above the solid curve (the region of larger m_ϕ values) is the region where a strongly first-order EWPT is allowed. We also calculate Δ_{hhh} and Δ_{hhhh} for the same m_h = 120 GeV, and plot the result in Fig. 1. The contour of Δ_{hhh} = 6 %, and that of Δ_{hhhh} = 43 % are shown respectively as the dashed curve and the dotted curve of Set 1. As one can see, both contours lie below the contour of v_c/T_c = 1 for the whole parameter space in the (M, m_ϕ)-plane. This implies that it is possible for some region of parameter space of the THDM where the EWPT is strongly first-order that either Δ_{hhh} ≥ 6 % and/or Δ_{hhhh} ≥ 43 %. In other words, the THDM may allow a significant deviation from the SM when the EWPT is strongly first-order. Our study of Δ_{hhh} for m_h = 120 GeV is consistent with the result of Ref. [11]. On the other hand, the result of Δ_{hhhh} is new.

Now, we repeat the analysis for some different values of m_h. Our results are shown in Fig. 1 as Set 2, 3, and 4. The relevant numbers of Set 2 are: m_h = 150 GeV, T_c = 134.8 GeV, Δ_{hhh} = 7.5 %, and Δ_{hhhh} = 44 %; those of Set 3 are: m_h = 180 GeV, T_c = 147.4 GeV, Δ_{hhh} = 10 %, and Δ_{hhhh} = 55 %; and those of Set 4 are: m_h = 210 GeV, T_c = 159.0 GeV, Δ_{hhh} = 13 %, and Δ_{hhhh} = 62 %.

IV. Conclusions

We find that the results of our study are consistent with the suggestions made by Okada and his colleagues. They have found that the THDM allows a strongly first-order EWPT for successful baryogenesis of the universe for some parameter region,

Fig. 1: Contours of v_c/T_c = 1 (solid curve), Δ_{hhh} (dashed curve), and Δ_{hhhh} (dotted curve), for m_h = 120 GeV (Set 1), m_h = 150 GeV (Set 2), m_h = 180 GeV (Set 3), and m_h = 210 GeV (Set 4) in the (M, m_ϕ)-plane. The values of Δ_{hhh} and Δ_{hhh} in each Set are different. See the text.

where the cubic self-coupling of the lighter scalar Higgs boson might be significantly affected. Motivated by the article by Okada and his colleagues, we have studied not only the cubic self-coupling but also the quartic self-coupling of the lighter scalar Higgs boson in the THDM.

We have explored a wide range of value of the lighter scalar Higgs boson mass. Our calculations have been done under the assumption of no CP violation, non-decoupling limit, with reasonable simplifications in relevant parameter values. The results are quite remarkable, especially in the case of the quartic self-coupling. If the mass of the lighter scalar Higgs boson is 210 GeV, it is possible that the quartic self-coupling of the lighter scalar Higgs boson in the THDM may be larger than that of the SM by more than 60 % for some parameter values where the EWPT is strongly first-order. It is found that the cubic self-coupling of the lighter scalar Higgs boson does not exhibit its deviation from the SM as vivid as the quartic self-coupling does. The cubic self-coupling of the lighter scalar Higgs boson in the THDM may be larger than that of the SM by about 13 % if the mass of the lighter scalar Higgs boson is 210 GeV. For smaller mass of the lighter scalar Higgs boson, the possible magnitude of the deviation in the quartic self-coupling becomes small, but never negligible. We suggest that the deviation of the self-couplings in the THDM from that of the SM, which is induced by the non-decoupling effects of the loops of heavier Higgs bosons at the one-loop level, might provide some basis for the THDM to be further investigated at the future International Linear Collider, ILC.

Acknowledgments

This research is supported through the Science Research Center Program by the Korea Science and Engineering Foundation and the Ministry of Science and Technology.

Reference

[1] A.D. Sakharov, JETP Lett. 5, 24 (1967).

[2] V.A. Kuzmin, V.A. Rubakov, and M.E. Shaposhnikov, Phys. Lett. B 155, 36 (1985); M.E. Shaposhnikov, JETP Lett. 44, 465 (1986); Nucl. Phys. B 287, 757 (1987); Nucl. Phys. B 299, 797 (1988); L. McLerran, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 1075 (1989); N. Turok and J. Zadrozny, Phys. Rev. Lett. 65, 2331 (1990); Nucl. Phys. B 358, 471 (1991); L.D. McLerran, M.E. Shaposhnikov, N. Turok, and M.B. Voloshin, Phys. Lett. B 256, 451 (1991); M. Dine, P. Huet, R.J. Singleton, and L. Susskind, Phys. Lett. B 257, 351 (1991); A.G. Cohen, D.B. Kaplan, and A.E. Nelson, Annu. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 43, 27 (1993); M. Trodden, Rev. Mod. Phys. 71, 1463 (1999); A. Riotto and M. Trodden, Annu. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 49, 35 (1999).

[3] N. Cabibbo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 10, 531 (1963);

M. Kobayashi and T. Maskawa, Prog. Theor. Phys. 49, 652 (1973).

[4] A.I. Bochkarev, S.V. Kuzmin, and M.E. Shaposhnikov, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 2, 417 (1987); Phys. Lett. B 244, 275 (1990); M. Dine, R.G. Leigh, P. Huet, A. Linde, and D. Linde, Phys. Rev. D 46, 550 (1992); P. Arnold and O. Espinosa, Phys. Rev. D 47, 3546 (1993); Z. Fodor and A. Hebecker, Nucl. Phys. B 432, 127 (1994); K. Kajantie, M. Laine, K. Rummukainen, and M. Shaposhnikov, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 77, 2887 (1996); F. Csikor, Z. Fodor, and J. Heitger, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 21 (1999).

[5] G.W. Anderson and L.J. Hall, Phys. Rev. D 45, 2685 (1992); G.F. Giudice, Phys. Rev. D 45, 3177 (1992); J. Choi and R.R. Volkas, Phys. Lett. B 317, 385 (1993); K. Enqvist, K. Kainulainen, and I. Vilja, Nucl. Phys. B 403, 749 (1993); X. Jhang, Phys. Rev. D 47, 3065 (1993); I. Vilja, Phys. Lett. B 324, 197 (1994). C. Grojean, G. Servant, and J.D. Wells, hepph/0407019; S.W. Ham and S.K. Oh, Phys. Rev. D 70, 093007; S.W. Ham, Y.S. Jeong, and S.K. Oh, hep-ph/0411352; D. Bödeker, L. Fromme, S.J. Huber, and M. Seniuch, hepph/0412366.

[6] A.I. Bochkarev, S.V. Kuzmin and M.E. Shaposhnikov, Phys. Rev. D 43, 369 (1991); N. Turok and J. Zadrozny, Nucl. Phys. B 358, 471 (1991); N. Turok and J. Zadrozny, Nucl. Phys. B 369, 729 (1992); L.D. McLerran, M.E. Shaposhnikov, N. Turok and M. Voloshin, Phys. Lett. B 256, 451 (1991); A.T. Davies, C.D. Froggatt, G. Jenkins, and, R.G. Moorhouse, Phys. Lett. B 336, 464 (1994); J.M. Cline and P.A. Lemieux, Phys. Rev. D 55, 3873 (1997).

[7] M. Carena, M. Quiros and C.E.M. Wagner, Phys. Lett. B 380, 81 (1996); M. Carena, M. Quiros and C.E.M. Wagner, Nucl. Phys. B 524, 3 (1998); B. de Carlos and J.R. Espinosa, Nucl. Phys. B 503, 24 (1997); M. Laine and K. Rummukainen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 5259 (1998); M. Laine and K. Rummukainen, Nucl. Phys. B 535, 423 (1998); J.M. Cline and G.D. Moore, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 3315 (1998); K. Funakubo, A. Kakuto, S. Otsuki, and F. Toyoda, Prog. Theor. Phys. 99, 1045 (1998); K. Funakubo, Prog. Theor. Phys. 101, 415 (1999); M. Losada Nucl. Phys. B 537, 3 (1999); S.W. Ham, S.K. Oh, and D. Son, Phys. Rev. D 71, 015001 (2005).

[8] M. Pietroni, Nucl. Phys. B 402, 27 (1993);

A.T. Davies, C.D. Froggatt, and R.G. Moorhouse, Phys. Lett. B 372, 88 (1996); S.J. Huber and M.G. Schmidt, Eur. Phys. J. C 10, 473 (1999); M. Bastero-Gil, C. Hugonie, S.F. King, D.P. Roy, and S. Vempati, Phys. Lett. B 489, 359 (2000); A. Menon, D.E. Morrissey, and C.E.M. Wagner, Phys. Rev. D 70, 035005 (2004); S.W. Ham, S.K. Oh, C.M. Kim, E.J. Yoo, and D. Son, Phys. Rev. D 70,

075001 (2004); J. Kang, P. Langacker, T. Li, and T. Liu, hep-ph/0402086; M. Carena, A. Megevand, M. Quirós, and C.E.M. Wagner, hep-ph/0410352. K. Funakubo, S. Tao, and F. Toyoda, hep-ph/0501052.

[9] J.F. Gunion, H.E. Haber, G.L. Kane, and S.

Dawson, The Higgs Hunters’ Guide (Addison- Wesley, Redwood City, CA, 1990).

[10] M.N. Dubinin, and A.V. Semenov, Eur. Phys.

J. C 28, 223 (2003); P.M. Ferreira, R. Santos, and A. Barroso, Phys. Lett. B 603, 219 (2004).

[11] S. Kanemura, Y. Okada, and E. Senaha, Phys.

Lett. B 606, 361 (2005).

[12] A. Djouadi, W. Kilian, M. Mühlleitner, and P.M. Zerwas, Eur. Phys. J. C 10, 27 (1999); A. Dobado, M.J. Herrero, W. Hollik, and S. Peñaranda, Phys. Rev. D 66, 095016 (2002); M. Moretti, S. Morretti, F. Piccinini, R. Pittau, and A.D. Polosa, hep-ph/0410334.

[13] S. Coleman and E. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. D 7, 1888 (1973).

[14] L. Dolan and R. Jackiw, Phys. Rev. D 9, 3320 (1974).