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Abstract
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1 Introduction

Electroweak baryogenesis in the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM) is
a viable option for explaining the matter-antimatter asymmetry observed in the present
Universe, provided that there is a mild hierarchy between the right and left-handed
stop masses [1]-[6]. The dominantly right-handed stop should be lighter than the top
in order to make a strong transition, yet the left-handed stop should be rather heavy,
~ 1 TeV, in order to raise the Higgs mass upper bound to ~ 110 GeV. Various details
of the electroweak phase transition in this regime are constantly being investigated [7].

Here we will be concerned with the thermodynamics of the phase transition. In the
perturbative approach, this problem is approached by computing the effective potential
for the Higgs field to some order in the loop expansion. In general, such a computation
in a weakly coupled gauge theory faces two problems: (i) The system has a hierarchy of
mass scales (27T, gT, g°T), which spoils a straightforward perturbative computation.
Historically, this was observed by finding large “linear terms” at 2-loop level [8], which
were then shown to be absent after an appropriate resummation [9]. (ii) At momenta
of the order of the lowest of the mass scales (¢°T'), the system is also inherently non-
perturbative [10].

The resummations needed at 2-loop level for dealing with the heavy scale 27T were
discussed in detail by Arnold and Espinosa [11]. However, the problem can also be
dealt with in another way, namely by constructing a sequence of effective field theories
by integrating out, to a given order in perturbation theory, the scales 27T, gT' [12, 13].
This construction is highly accurate in the Standard Model [14, 15]. The final theory
is three-dimensional (3d), purely bosonic, and contains only the momentum scale g7
A perturbative analysis of the 3d theory automatically reproduces the results of the
resummed 4d effective potential, but the theory can also be studied efficiently with
relatively simple lattice simulations [16], to account for the non-perturbative part.

The problem we consider here is the observation that the hierarchy of mass scales can
be even more severe in extensions of the Standard Model such as the MSSM. Indeed,
there one tends to have new mass parameters that are not related to the temperature
in the same way as myg is in the Standard Model, where my ~ ¢T.. In particular,
as mentioned above, one prefers rather large left-handed squark mass parameters, say
mgq ~ 1 TeV. Previously, the effects of mg have been considered (on the 2-loop or non-
perturbative level) only in the high temperature expansion, or in the extreme limit
mq > 2T where the finite temperature effects decouple completely.

Our objective here is to treat in some detail the general situation mg ~ 277" First
of all, we discuss how the resummations used previously need to be changed in such
a situation (Sec. 3). We then show with a simple example how the full resummed
2-loop effective potential could be computed without any temperature expansions re-
lated to mg, and how the result can be used for a 2-loop computation of the mass
parameter of an effective 3d field theory (Sec. 4). Finally we consider a particular



observable sensitive to mg, the critical temperature of the electroweak phase transi-
tion, and estimate the accuracy of the high and low temperature expansions employed
earlier on (Sec. 5). We conclude in Sec. 6 and discuss several possible extensions of the
computations presented in this paper. The expressions used for the 1-loop tadpole and
bubble, as well as 2-loop sunset graphs are discussed in the appendices.

2 Parametric conventions

In order to be explicit yet concise, we illustrate the situation with a simple model
reminiscent of the scalar sector of the MSSM. We take

L = miHH +miU U, + mHQLQa
+ WH'HUU, + h3H'QuQLH + hs(AH'QuUs + Hee. ) 4 ... (21)

Here H is an SU(2) doublet, U an SU(3) (anti-)triplet, while @) changes under both
groups. We ignore gauge interactions for the moment. We assume that h; ~ hy ~
hs ~ g are small couplings, and m?2;,, m?, ~ (¢gT)?. It is also important to specify the
order of magnitude of the dimensionful parameter A in Eq. (2.1). In this paper we
work under the assumption that

i 1A,
A]* = ~ g (2.2)
me

which simplifies the procedure considerably.

In the imaginary time formalism, the fields in Eq. (2.1) can be divided into Matsubara
modes. We assume that the only light modes are the zero Matsubara modes of H, U.
The non-zero Matsubara modes of H, U have effectively a mass parameter > (277)2.
For the field @), we assume that mg itself is large, mg ~ 277, so that even the zero
Matsubara mode is heavy. If mg ~ ¢7', then the zero Matsubara mode of () is light
as well and the procedure is the one described in [17]. If mg ~ 277/g, on the other
hand, ) can be integrated out at T'= 0 with exponentially small corrections.

The issue of resummation can now be formulated as follows. Due to the presence of
the heavy mass scales, the n = 0 modes of H, U can receive radiative corrections as large
as the tree-level terms, dmj; ; ~ g*(mg, T?). Such corrections have to be resummed.
In fact, close to the phase transition point, the effective mass parameters queﬁ’Ueﬂc can
be even smaller, of the non-perturbative magnitude ~ (g2T")%. Then resummation has
to be extended to the 2-loop level. Non-zero Matsubara modes, or the field @), on the
other hand, do not require resummation [11], since the mass corrections ¢g*1?, ngé
are according to our convention small compared with the tree-level terms.

This statement can be formulated more precisely as follows. Let us write down the
effective Lagrangian obtained after integrating out all the heavy modes. The light fields
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Figure 1: The 2-loop graphs considered. The blob means a counterterm. Different
particles are denoted by P, = H,U, Q.

being the n = 0 modes of H, U, the form of the Lagrangian is
Log=mgH H+m2 U Uy + W2 cH HU Uy + ... (2.3)
Our aim is now to compute expressions of the form?

Mg = My + #9° (M, miy) + #9°mG (1 + #9°) + #9°T>(1 + #4°). (2.4)

3 Leading order resummation

In order to carry out the resummation explicitly, let us consider the effective potential
of the theory. To illustrate the procedure, it is enough to consider only the field H,
keeping the expectation value of U at zero. Introducing (H) = (0,¢)T/+/2 changes
the mass spectrum of the system, m — my = m + dgm. We are interested in a certain
range of ¢ ~ 0...T. Then, in the case of heavy modes, d,;m < m, and we can expand
in d,m, while in the case of light modes we cannot. For the purpose of illustration, let
us suppress m for the light modes here.

Then, in the standard thermal case, the 1-loop and 2-loop contributions to the
effective potential behave at small ¢ as

Vidoop ~ T?(6mg)* + T (6my)® + ..., (3.1)
Vatoop ~ GT30my + g*T?(6mg)® + ... (3.2)

The statement of resummation is now that the dominant 2-loop terms, the “linear” ones
~ g*T3dmy, arise from a badly convergent series which can be resummed into a better
convergent one [9]. The way the resummation proceeds is obvious from Egs. (3.1),
(3.2): the non-analytic 1-loop and 2-loop terms combine to

T(6my)® + g*T*6my — T(g*T? + om)*/>. (3.3)

This corresponds simply to the corrections of order ¢?T? in Eq. (2.4). The extension
we make here is that when mg ~ 27T, the contribution to be resummed goes to a
non-trivial function ¢g*T2f(mg/T,|AJ?).

3In a gauge theory there are also corrections of order ¢g37°2.



In order to proceed systematically, we write the mass parameters related to the light
modes as

2 9 2 2 9 2
My = Mireg — OrMyr, M = Migeg — 0,My;, (3.4)

where m?% 4, m#.q appear in the propagators, and §,m?,d,m? are treated as interac-
tions. Denoting the heavy modes by solid lines and the light modes by dashed lines,

the graphs
suggest that T
oomYy = 3hiLso(my) + 3h31(mg) + 3h3| A [I(mg) — I20(0)], (3.5)

oomyy = 203 Luso(mp) + 2h3|AP[1(mgq) — Lz (0)]. (3.6)

Here I, 1, are tadpole integrals defined in Eqgs. (A.1), (A.11), and we have made
use of m3;, mg; < mg. Note that the fact that |A|? is small, Eq. (2.2), implies that
wave function corrections need not be considered, since their effect would be of order
~ R2|APm% ~ g*m?, beyond Eq. (2.4). For the same reason, we have dropped any
m?2;, m%, dependence in the terms proportional to | A2,

In addition to the mass parameters of the scalar fields, resummation of course also
affects the zero components of the gauge fields. In fact, as is well known [8, 9], in
the Standard Model the latter effect is more important for physical observables such
as the strength of the phase transition, while the former is important particularly for
the critical temperature. We do not discuss infrared dominated observables such as
the strength of the phase transition, nor gauge fields, to any length in this paper, but
let us nevertheless note that the contributions of H,U, () to the Debye masses of the
SU(2) and SU(3) fields Ay, Cy are, in the presence of mg ~ 277,

d

omy, = g2Td_T(In7$O(mH)+SIT(mQ>), (3.7)
d

sm2, = g%Td—T(]n?go(mU)—}-ZIT(mQ)), (3.8)

where gg is the SU(3) gauge coupling. In addition to these terms, the Debye masses of
course contain the usual gauge and fermion contributions.

In order to now show that the procedure introduced in Egs. (3.4), (3.5), (3.6) is a
consistent one, we need to demonstrate that all “linear terms” at 2-loop level cancel,
and the remainder is quadratic in dm,. Recalling that we have set the quartic Higgs
self-coupling to zero (at tree-level) for the purpose of simplicity, we get for the shifts
in the mass parameters (Qi(2) denote the upper (lower) SU(2) component of Q)

1
§¢m%1eff = 07 §¢m2Ueff: §h%¢27 (39)



domgy, = 0, Spmi, = h§¢2 (3.10)

Note that due to the assumption [A[|> ~ g2 we can ignore all corrections involving A
here, since the corresponding 2-loop contributions are at most of order ~ h2h2|A|* ~ ¢b.
We will denote (moq)? = Mo + 0pMeqr €tC.

Linear terms in the effective potential arise from graphs of the types (H), (U), (HU),
(HQ), (HUQ) in the notation of Fig. 1. Denoting by I34 the 3d tadpole in Eq. (A.12)
and by H the bosonic sunset integral in Eq. (C.1), we obtain

(H)+(U) = —26,mylsa(mieq) — 30,mi; Lsa(mi ), (3.11)
(HU) + (HQ) = 6hiI(miye) I (mpeg) + 3031 (mGe) [1(m§,) + I(md,)],  (3.12)
(HUQ) = —3W3|AP [H(my, e i) + H(ma, Mg, mig)| - (3.13)
We then expand these contributions in éym. Employing the expansions
I(md) = I(mg) —5¢ng(mQ)+O(5¢mQ)4 (3.14)
I(ml) = Lzo(men) + Lsa(mi) — SemigDuzo(men) + O(Sgmen),  (3.15)
1
H(m, Mg Mizer) = 2 [ (Isa(mre) + Ia(mfe) ) (—1(m@) + Lnzo(0))
+lsa (M) Isa(miyeg) | + O(Gm)?, (3.16)

where D, D, 4 are from Egs. (B.5), (B.10) and we have used Eq. (C.17), we find that:

o there are linear terms oc Isq(m%g), Isa(mgeg) which are however all cancelled,
when the choice in Egs. (3.5), (3.6) is made for §,m%, §,m3,.

e there is an infrared sensitive contribution, quadratic in the masses, from the
Matsubara zero modes in the graphs (HU), (HUQ):

(HU) + (HUQ)|;g = 6(hf — B3| A]*) Isa(mfeq) Isa (M) (3.17)

The appearance of h? — h2|A[? corresponds to coupling constant resummation
which we however do not discuss in any detail here, since the corresponding
effects are in principle beyond the accuracy of Eq. (2.4). Similarly, the graph
(HUQ) also produces terms of order ~ h*|A[2¢?, again beyond Eq. (2.4).

e finally, there are ultraviolet sensitive (not from the zero modes) quadratic terms
from the graphs (HU), (HQ):

(HU) + (HQ)|yy = _6h%5¢m%]eff[n#0(mH)Dn#0(mU)
—3h505m, Inso(mp ) D(mq) + O(6ym)*. (3.18)
To summarize, we have observed that the linear terms are cancelled when the thermal

counterterms are chosen according to Eq. (3.11). The remainder involves quadratic
terms, which can either come from the ultraviolet or the infrared.



4 Next-to-leading order

We next evaluate the 2-loop contributions from the remaining graphs, and expand them
again in d4m; however, these graphs do not involve contributions linear in d,m. The
graphs left are the sunsets (HQQ), (HUU), as well as the 1-loop graphs (H), (U), (@),
where the blobs are now the bilinears obtained from the coupling constant counterterms
after the shift of H *.

After an expansion in dgm, we obtain

)+ U)+ Q) = S [900 + W) uolona) + 6hi i)
+12h31(mq)| + O(34m)?, (4.1)
(HQQ) = —3hy¢*H(mq, mq,0) + O(6,m)’, (4.2)
(HUU) = W6 H (Mg, Mg, mbr) (13)

The numerical expression of H(mg,mg,0) is discussed in appendix C. As to the graph
(HUU), on the other hand, we recall that it arises completely from the zero Matsubara
modes (H = Hsq + O(m/T)), and is thus a purely IR quantity [21].

Adding all terms together from Egs. (3.18), (4.1), (4.2) and using Egs. (A.11), (B.5),
(B.10), (C.20), we obtain the 2-loop ultraviolet contribution to the 3d mass parameter,

1
63?(/)013 ?Jeff—h% |:_6HV3C(mQ7 mq, 0) + 12W1vac(mQ>]
T? 1 T T
+— {h4[3 §ln'l_l—2—3<lr137+c)]
(47)? de 4 pr H
3

—h4{41 L +6L( . )(1 —: +2) 4 ip(%) +6H(%)]}. (4.4)

Here the first line is a 2-loop vacuum renormalization correction of order g4mé,

_ ¢'(2)
= 4mwe BT =~ 7.0555T, {l —
T e c= 9 + <(2)

and Z,, D, H are functions defined in Egs. (A.7), (B.8), (C.21). The IR sensitive part
of the effective potential is, from Eqs. (3.17), (4.3),

— 2vp] & —0.34872274,  (4.5)

SoonV = 6(h% — h2|AP) La(mpeq) Tsa (o) — h4¢2H3d(m?§eﬁ>m3efr>mUefr) (4.6)

2-loop

4Mass counterterms do not contribute at the present order; terms proportional to mé in them
would, had we included self-interactions of the type ~ (HTH)?, (U:U,)? in Eq. (2.1).



The divergence in Hzq (Eq. (C.2)) cancels against that from Eq. (4.4), m% ¢ ¢ /2.
Including also the 1-loop terms in Eq. (3.5), we can now write down the complete

mass parameter mi; with accuracy g*mg, ¢*T?. In order to do so, let us first note

that 1-loop radiative corrections generate couplings other than those in Eq. (2.1), viz.

0L = hiH'HQ Qo + MHTH)? + .., (4.7)

which we have to include in the discussion for a moment. The corresponding contribu-
tion in Eq. (3.5) is d,m3 = 6hil(mq) + 6AInz0(m3). Furthermore, in order to cancel
spurious ji-dependences, we should express the MS parameters in terms of physical ob-
servables as in [12]. In this paper we will not consider actual physical pole masses etc,
but simply some finite physical scale independent parameters ()pnys Which, dropping
all terms beyond the accuracy of Eq. (2.4), we define through the following relations:

_ 3 A i
mQH(M) = mQthys + W [h%m (hgphys + h§|A‘2) } (hl —Q + 1)

+h3[6 Huae(mq, M@, 0) = 12Dne(m@) Lac(mq)] - (4.8)
_ 2 ﬂ2 2 ﬂ2
h% (:U’) - h%phys + h%w In W? hg( ) - h%phys + h%w In W? (49)
Q Q
2(- 2 g 1 i _ 3.4 a1 >
hi(i) = Mipnys + hQW In g AR) = Apnys + 5 (1 + 1) (dm)? In m—Q (4.10)

Moreover, let us now declare h ;... Aphys ~ 0. We then obtain the final expression for
the effective (bare) mass parameter m% ¢ in the theory of Eq. (2.1):

3 2
m%,eﬂc = m%[phys — mlfm(] <ln ,u; 1)

3 N mQ
+ T2{4(h%phys h3|A‘ ) (hgphys + h%‘AF)Il (T)

+ (4;)2[#(21 +Z%—3(ln%+c))
—h%(lQIl(TQ)JriD(T)j%H( 9]} (4.11)

5 High-T and low-T" expansions

We now wish to employ Eq. (4.11) to estimate in a non-trivial physical context the
accuracy of the high and low temperature expansions in mg/T. We can do this by
inspecting the critical temperature 7, of the phase transition. Let us recall that the
leading (and next-to-leading in a gauge theory) terms in T, are perturbative [18],
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Figure 2: The coefficient of T2 from Eq. (4.11), compared with the high-T" and low-T
limits. The parameters have been chosen as explained in Sec. 5.

thus ultraviolet dominated and particularly sensitive to mg/T. Most of the physical
characteristics of the phase transition, on the contrary, are infrared dominated and less
sensitive to mg/T. We may also remind that in the MSSM the determination of 7, is
physically more important than in the Standard Model, since one has to address the
question of whether other phase transitions could take place before the electroweak
one, in particular a transition to the dangerous U-direction [1]-[6].

The transition will take place when m?, (i = ¢°T) = #¢*T?, where # is some non-
perturbative coefficient, to be determined with lattice simulations. We shall keep the
physical parameters ()pnys fixed and vary mg/T. It is then clear that the perturbative
contribution to 7, can equivalently be inspected by considering the finite part of the
coefficient of 7% in Eq. (4.11). We choose for simplicity Aipnys, Pophys ~ 1, h§|/ﬂ2 ~ 0.
The high and low temperature limits of Z;, D, H are given in Egs. (A.9), (B.9), (C.22).
To be in accordance with the limiting procedures usually applied in the literature, we
keep in the high temperature expansions terms up to logarithmic order, whereas in the
low temperature expansions we simply replace the exponentially small corrections in
Egs. (A.9), (B.9), (C.22) with zero.

The numerically evaluated full expression for the coefficient of T2, as well as a com-
parison of the high and low temperature expanded versions thereof with the full result,
are plotted in Fig. 2. We observe that the high temperature expansion gives typi-
cally too large a coefficient of the T?-term, leading to too small a 7, 5. With the

®Numerically the relative effect is larger here than in the realistic MSSM, since in that case there are
other terms in the coefficient of T? (such as gauge bosons) for which the high temperature expansion
should work perfectly.



low-temperature expansion, on the other hand, T, is slightly too large. Furthermore,
we observe that while naively one might have expected the crossover between the high
and low temperature regimes to be close to the first non-zero Matsubara frequency
at mg ~ 27T, the low temperature expansion is in fact perfectly sufficient already at
mgq 2, 31, which is the case for realistic values m¢ = 300 GeV. The fact that the high
temperature expansion converges relatively poorly as early as at mg/T ~ 2 is due
particularly to the 2-loop function H, whose behaviour is shown in Fig. 4.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we have pointed out that standard thermal resummations should be
extended in two different ways, when one goes from the Standard Model to a general
MSSM. First of all, the left-handed stop mg is typically of the order of magnitude
~ 27'T. Then it cannot, a priori, be treated either in the high or in the low temperature
expansion, but a more general function appears. Second, the presence of dimensionful
trilinear couplings leads to the emergence of new “linear” terms coming from the scalar
sunset diagrams. The results for the scalar thermal counterterms including both of
these effects in the model of Eq. (2.1) are shown in Egs. (3.5), (3.6), while the scalar
contributions to the Debye masses are shown in Egs. (3.7), (3.8). In an effective theory
approach such as the one followed in [19] (in [19] it was assumed that m¢ > 27T, but
the procedure can be extended to mg ~ 27T in a straightforward way), all these effects
of course arise automatically, whereas in a direct computation of the 2-loop effective
potential they should be explicitly taken into account.

In the framework of effective field theories, we have also extended the resummation
for the Higgs mass parameter to the next order beyond the effects described above. The
mass parameter thus determined, including corrections of order ~ ¢*7, could be used
for a precise estimation of the critical temperature of the corresponding electroweak
phase transition using 3d lattice Monte Carlo simulations. Let us stress that the
only change with respect to previous effective 3d theories is in the expressions for the
effective parameters, not in the functional form of the theory.

Using these results, we have estimated the accuracy of the high and low temperature
expansions used previously in the literature. Inspection of the critical temperature
suggests that the low temperature expansion, whereby all finite temperature contribu-
tions from heavy particles are simply left out, works well already at m > 3T for bosonic
particles. Thus it should be completely clear that for the values mg ~ 1 TeV of interest
for obtaining a strong phase transition with experimentally allowed Higgs masses in
the MSSM, the @-field can simply be left out in all finite temperature contributions.

The present results could clearly be extended in many directions. First of all, the
restricted model we have employed here can be extended to the full MSSM with gauge
fields and fermions in a straightforward way. Second, we have shown that the evaluation



of the integrals appearing in the perturbative 2-loop effective potential is numerically
feasible without any further temperature expansions — thus the complete 2-loop po-
tential of the MSSM could in principle be computed, extending thus the results of [1, 2],
[4]-[6], [20]. Third, we have here considered explicitly only the effects of a heavy mq,
while in the MSSM many other mass parameters could be heavy as well. In particular,
My, p related to the gaugino and Higgsino mass matrices and also relevant for provid-
ing sources of CP violation can have values for which neither high nor low temperature
expansions are applicable. In the effective theory approach M,, u can be easily in-
cluded at 1-loop level without any temperature expansions [19], but this could now be
extended to the 2-loop level. The accuracy of previous approximations with respect
to the contributions from the second Higgs doublet with m 4 = 100 GeV could also be
explicitly checked. Finally, we assumed that the trilinear couplings are not exceedingly
large, |A|2 < g2, an assumption which could be relaxed.

We believe that as long as the existence of a Higgs particle with MSSM type cou-
plings lighter than about 110 GeV is not experimentally excluded, these are worthwhile
questions to consider.
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A The tadpole

For completeness, let us review here some properties of the tadpole integral,

TZ/

where py = p, = 27T for bosons, py = py = 71(2n + 1) for fermions. We will need
two types of subdivisions of I(m). In the first case, relevant for all fermions and heavy
bosons, we write I(m) = L,.(m) + Ir(m), where It vanishes at 7' = 0. In the second
case, relevant for light bosons (m? ~ (¢T)?), we separate the contribution from the
Matsubara zero mode into I3q(m), writing I(m) = Isq(m) + I, 20(m). We denote

dS 26 1
27T3 2ep +p +m2’

(A.1)

1 1
ny(w) = oo _ 1’ ng(w) = B 1 1 (A.2)
wpi = (P* +m)?, &y = (p* + (m/T)*)"?, (A-3)
dS 26p n w 7,)
L () (ma) = / 2n b(giip’ : (A.4)

10



When the superscript () ¢ is left out from I, we assume the bosonic case.

A heavy mass in the loop. Writing [,(m) = L..(m) + Ir(m), we get

m? /1 i
) = (L ) A
(m) e\ T L) (A.5)
o) = Sz -oma e D)n (M)~ (M) (a)
2 T2 T T/
m IR (W)
(=) = —/ dp p* =22 A7
m 1y ny(wy)
(M) = —/ dp p? In p220P). A8
(7)) = , dpriiny =2 (A-8)
The limiting values are
1y ¢ 4 >1 [y e
Tiy) 'S 2L+ L (142ln— -2 vzt 22 A9
1) 5 o (1T 2~ 2m) o 1 (4.9)
1 ¢'(2) Yy >1 [y e
T(y) "< - — 2] 2822 (lny+2—5—1In2), (A.10
2(y) 3[ VB + ((2)} —Iny, Sy (Iny+2 -7z —I2), (A.10)

where vz = 0.57721566, ¢'(2)/¢(2) = —0.56996099.

A light mass in the loop. Writing I(m) = I,.o(m) + I3q4(m), we obtain

T? m? /1 >
2 —2¢
Lizo(m) = p 1 — (1 +ee) — (4m)? ( +1In :UT) + O, em?, m*), (A.11)
_ —opemT i 2
Here fir is from Eq. (4.5) and [11]
72 /
i ¢'(2)
te = lnﬁ+2'yE—21n2—2g(2). (A.13)

The fermionic tadpole. Using the standard trick, the fermionic tadpole can be
expressed in terms of the bosonic tadpole:

If(m) = Ivac(m) + IT,f(m), (A14)
ITJ(m) == QIT/Q,b(m) - ITJ,(’I?’L) == 2_1+26[T,b(2m) - ITJ,(’I?’L). (A15)

Defining 7; ¢, 75 s as in Egs. (A.7), (A.8) but with ny instead of n;, we obtain

I gm) = b {1 e(2 - 2m2 e m BT (M) s ()] (A

11



The high and low temperature expansions of Z; ¢, 75 s can be obtained from those of
71,75 by noting that

m m 1 2m
Il,f(?) = 1—1(?) - 51-1(?)’ (A-17)
m m 1 2m 2m
Ig’f(?) = IQ(?) - 51-2 (?) + In2 Il(?) (A18)
B The bubble
Let us then consider the 1-loop “bubble” diagram with two propagators,
Dy (i, ms) S— L [ (ma) — T (mn)], (B1)
— = m - m 9 .
O] =y PR mi PR +md | mi —m3 L DT T i

where Pys) = (pu(s), P) and we have taken the external momentum to zero. We can
again write

Dypy(mi,mz) = Dyac(my, ma) + DT,b(f)(m17m2) (B.2)
—2€ =2
7 1 i m? + m3 m1>
Dy, , = - +1 l——F——=In , B.3
(m1,m) (472) ((—: +n mime + m? —m3  my (B.3)
L. T* 1 ma my

Dryipy(ma,me) = ) p 7@{11,1)(,[)( T ) yA b(f)( T )} + O(e).(B.4)

The special case m; = my gives the derivative of I(m) with respect to m?:

dI(m
D(m) = - d7(7’L2) = Dvac(m) + DT(m), (B5)
—2€ —2
f 1 fi )
= - — B.
Dolm) = 4@2(6 +ml), (B.6)
—2e¢
_ K m
Dr(m) = WD(T) +0(e), (B.7)
m oo np(Wp)
D(7) = 4 ap™ B,
(T) o T, (B.8)
with
D(y) = T oom Yy 2vp, 2 2,/2—”6—% (B.9)
y m y
We also need the derivative of I, .o(m) with respect to m?*:
dluzo(m) ™ (1 ;P)
D, =_ - In O . B.10
+o(m) i e\ e + =z + O(e,m?) (B.10)
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C The sunset

Let us then consider the bosonic and fermionic 2-loop sunset diagrams
1 1 1
) = ipb(f) Qupy P?+mi Q* +m3 (P + Q)2 +m3
In the limit m;/T < 1, it is known that [11, 21]
T? 1 il 1
o (4? n— M{; - 5) +O(mT), (C.2)
H¢(my,mg,ms) = O(mT). (C.3)
Our objective here is to compute these diagrams in the case of general m;. We are
aware of previous results in this direction in [22, 23].

(C.1)

Hypy(ma, ma, mg

Hb(m1,m2>m3) = u

General case. The method we employ for evaluating H;, H; follows the standard
procedure (see, e.g., [22, 23, 24]). The twofold sum over the Matsubara modes is first
written as a threefold sum with a Kronecker delta, and the delta is then written as
d(po) = Tfoﬁ dx exp(ipoz). The sums can now be performed,

iPo(f)T .

€ _ () (wl) [e(ﬂ—x)wi(t) emwi] (C4)

D) 2
sy Po(s) + Wi 2w

The integral over x is then very simple. The outcome can be organized in a transparent

form, when different types of contributions are identified with known expressions; the

same result could also have been obtained from the rules of the real time formalism, as

noted for the 3-loop bosonic basketball diagram in [25]. In the remaining integral over

the spatial vectors p, q, we can perform at least the integration over z = p-q/(|p||a|),

leaving for numerics at most a rapidly convergent 2d integral over p = |p|, ¢ = |q].
Let us denote

H(Q2 2 2) _ / d4_2€P 1 (C 5)
yMy, Ma) = (2m)4=2¢ [P2 + m3][(P + Q)2 + m3]’ .
Ap? 4+ mi) (g 4+ m3) = (i -+ m — mi — 2pg)”
. _ . (C6
oalrm, ma;ms) 1q’4(p? )@+ md) — (i + 3 — i3+ 2pg? | (O

The explicit expression for I1(Q?%; m?2, m2), often denoted by By, is well known:

—2€r1 ji2 m2+m2._ m
T(Q% m3, m3) = —— [— ! R e (e 2} C.7
(Q%m7,m3) (47)2 e+nm1m2+ mZ —m3 nm2+ B(Q%mi,my)|, (C.7)

2 2 2 2
m?+m my  m:—-m my
FE(Q2;m%,m§)——l+7; gln——i—il 5 21ln —

m3 —m3  my Q mo

| g
mi1+mg)°+
+5y/ (1 + m2)2+Q2/ (my — ma)2+Q2 In ——(C8)
Q 14 ) lma=me)?+Q%
(m1+m2)2+Q?2
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The absolute value inside the logarithm in f,, in Eq. (C.6) means that we take the
real part of the expression; the imaginary part would anyway cancel against Im II.
With this notation, we obtain

Hy(my,ma, m3) = Hyae(my, ma, ms)

+ Y Irp(mi)ReI(—m3; m?, m})

ik
o mp(wp) ne(wy j)
+ /dpp/ dqq fp.g(mi, mj;my), (C.9)

Hy(mi, mo, mgz) = Hyac(ma, ma, mg3)
+Irp(ms)ReIl(—m3; m3, m3) — > Irp(m;)ReIl(—m7; m3,m3)
]
—4e

H /OO /OO np(wp1) ny(wye) .
+ d d ) 7
991 PP Jy e fp.q(ma, ma; ms)

> - ny(wp3) ny(we
Z32 4/ pp/o dqq ops) gt q’)fp,q(mi’nmi;mj)u (C.10)

1#£] Wp,3 Wq,i

where > ik = 30,5k)=(1,28),28.1),3,1,2)) 2vizj = 24(i,5)=(1,2),(2,1); and the zero tempera-
ture contribution is

Hoe(ma,m m)—/d4_2ep /dHeQ : 1 :
vac 1, 1162, 1163 ) — (271.)4—25 (27_‘_)4_26 P2+m% Q2+m§ (P+Q)2+m2

The only ultraviolet divergences are in Hy,.(m1, ma, m3), which has 1/€%,1/¢ poles, and
in the II’s, which have the pole u~2¢/(1672%¢), cf. Eq. (C.7).

Let us also mention a few words about the numerical evaluation of the 2d integrals
involving f, ,(m1, ma;ms), left to be carried out in Egs. (C.9), (C.10). These integrals
are of course well-defined and finite. However, if m3 < |m; — ms| or ms > my + meo,
they involve integration over logarithmic singularities. In our numerics, we found that
the integration is more effective if we factorise out the singularities explicitly. Suppose
we, for instance, first perform the integral over ¢. If m; # 0, we write

(C.11)

P
a= Q—m%(m?, —mi —m3), (C.12)
1 1/2
b= g0+ ) (m — 2mim md) + (o —m2)?) ", (C13)
(g—a-blg+b—a)
; =1 C.14
Foalma, maims) = In (g+a+0b)(g+a—10)| (C.14)
and there are then singularities at ¢ = |a + 0|, |a — b|. If m; = 0, we write
Amip® — (mi — m3)* q—do
= : 0, me; In C.15
Ap(mg — m3) oal 0 maims) =In e (C.15)
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Figure 3: The finite part of Hy(mpg, mg,0) — Hp(0,mg,0) (the zero temperature con-
tribution has been subtracted) with solid lines, compared with the “linear term” in
Eq. (C.17) with dashed lines. The results have been divided by T?/(4m)?.

and there is a singularity at ¢ = |qo|. If mo = mg, f,4(0,m;m) = 0.

One heavy, one light mass. Let us now consider in more detail some special cases of
Hy(my, mo, m3) needed in the main part of this paper. For the consideration in Sec. 3,
we need to know how Hy(mg,my, mg) behaves for small my, my. We claim that
there is a linear term o< mpy, my (modulo logarithms). Since the result is symmetric
in mg, my, it is enough to consider my < my.

Non-analytic terms can only arise from a zero Matsubara mode. Thus,

m m d3_26p 1 1 1
H, S / gﬁ . C.16
’ (2m)3=2 p? + m{ 70 a8 + (p + @)* +mi g5 + 4> + md (G.16)

Let us denote the latter integral by II(p). It is then obvious that the leading behaviour
must be

mpg<<mg d3_26p 1 N 1
H, "3 / G 10 = I3d(mH)7m22 oz [1(my) — I(mg)]
1 iy
Indeed, the remainder,
d3—2€p 1
~ II(p) — 11 1
/(gﬁ)s—ze P+ m [ (p) (0)}, (C.18)
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behaves at small p as [dpp?/(p* + m?%). This is IR finite even after expanding in m?%,,
therefore there cannot be any further linear contributions.

In order to verify this behaviour explicitly, we set my = 0 and compare the finite
part of Eq. (C.17) with a numerical evaluation of the finite part of Hy(mg,mg,0) in
Eq. (C.9). We fix i = T, and choose mg/T = 1.0,2.0,4.0. The result is shown in
Fig. 3. Note that in Eq. (C.17), one must include a contribution ~ myg Inmy, arising
when the O(e) part of I3q(mpy) (cf. Eq. (A.12)) combines with the 1/e pole in I(mg).
From the perfect agreement at small my /7T in Fig. 3, we conclude that for my /T < 1
the behaviour is indeed according to Eq. (C.17).

Two equal heavy masses. Finally, let us consider the special case needed in Sec. 4,
Hy(m,m,0) (cf. Eq. (4.2)). The T' = 0 part in Eq. (C.11), related to 2-loop vacuum
renormalization of m% (1), is

2 =2\ 2¢ 2
1 3 T
Hyoe 0) = —n " (5 <_ S4T+—+0 ) C.19
mm0) =~ () (5 2474 Bv0@). (ca)
Using Eq. (A.6) as well as the simple expressions for I1(0; m?2, m?), [I(—=m?;m?2, 0) ob-
tained from Egs. (C.7), (C.8), we then get from Eq. (C.9)

T2 1 m 1 ji? i
_ —4e — _ oo - Ll
Hy(m,m,0) = Hyae(m,m,0) + u A )2{(12%—11( ))(6 +1In +1In )

T T? m?
+(4—2In2)T (T) ~7 (T)+1(y —1n2—@) +H(@)] (C.20)
/) ) T\ ¢(2) T/ ‘
where 77,7, are from Eq. (A.8), and
my 2 [ P (W) (@) , PHg
my_ £ 1 . 21
H(T) W2/0 dpp/o dqq R — (C.21)

The function H(m/T'), numerically very easily evaluated, is plotted in Fig. 4, together
with a comparison with the limiting values

YE —
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