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Abstract
We investigate the possibility of a strong first-order electroweak phase transition dur-

ing the early universe within the framework of the gauged two-Higgs doublet model

(G2HDM) and explore its detectability through stochastic gravitational wave signals.

The G2HDM introduces a dark replica of the Standard Model electroweak gauge group,

inducing an accidental Z2 symmetry which not only leads to a simple scalar potential

at tree-level but also offers a compelling vectorial dark matter candidate. Using the

high temperature expansion in the effective potential that manifests gauge invariance,

we find a possible two-step phase transition pattern in the model with a strong first-order

transition occurring in the second step at the electroweak scale temperature. Collider

data from the LHC plays a crucial role in constraining the parameter space conducive

to this two-step transition. Furthermore, satisfying the nucleation condition necessitates

the masses of scalar bosons in the hidden sector to align with the electroweak scale, po-

tentially probed by future collider detectors. The stochastic gravitational wave energy

spectrum associated with the phase transition is computed. The results indicate that

forthcoming detectors such as BBO, LISA, DECIGO, TianQin and Taiji could poten-

tially detect the gravitational wave signals generated by the first-order phase transition.

Additionally, we find that the parameter space probed by gravitational waves can also

be searched for in future dark matter direct detection experiments, in particular those

designed for dark matter masses in the sub-GeV range using the superfluid Helium target

detectors.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Unraveling the thermal history of electroweak symmetry breaking is consid-

ered a crucial task in both particle physics and cosmology. In the Standard

Model (SM), EW symmetry breaking proceeds through a smooth crossover as

indicated by lattice simulations [1–4]. However, a first-order electroweak phase

transition (FOEWPT) can occur in many BSM theories, such as singlet scalar ex-

tensions [5–32], triplet scalar extensions [33–36], two-Higgs doublet models [37–76],

supersymmetric models [77–80], left-right symmetric models [81, 82], Pati-Salam

model [83], Georgi-Machacek model [36, 84], Zee-Babu model [85, 86], composite

Higgs models [35, 87–93], neutrino mass models [94, 95] and hidden sector models

involving scalars [96–105], etc. In some cases, the FOEWPT can occur in multiple

steps [34, 106–115].

Apart from being of interest in its own right, the occurrence of FOEWPT

fulfills one of the conditions established by Sakharov [116] for the realization of

the electroweak baryogenesis mechanism [117–121] which accounts for the observed

cosmological matter-antimatter asymmetry. A FOEWPT also admits a rich array

of possible experimentally observable signatures. In particular, the presence of

BSM physics related to a FOEWPT can have an impact on the properties of the

Higgs boson and predicts the existence of new scalar particles with masses at or

below the TeV scale, which may be probed by future collider experiments (see

e.g. [122–126] and references therein). Apart from undergoing a strong FOEWPT,

these new physics models often provide candidates for dark matter (DM), see

e.g. [127–132]. Furthermore, a FOEWPT can result in the formation of bubble

nucleation, which can expand and collide, producing stochastic gravitational waves

(GWs) (see [133] for a brief review). This GW signal is potentially within the reach

of upcoming space-based laser interferometer GW detectors, such as LISA [134,

135], BBO [136], TianQin [137, 138], Taiji [139, 140] and DECIGO [141–143].

One of the most straightforward extensions to SM involves the presence of a
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Figure 1. Patterns of a two-step transition at finite temperature. The left and center

panels are for two background fields scenarios while the right panel is for three background

fields scenarios. Here, h ≡ h1 indicates the SM Higgs background field while s and h2

represent new scalar boson background fields. The blue and red arrows represent the

first and second step transitions, respectively. The end point of the red arrow is the

electroweak vacuum value.

real singlet scalar field alongside the SM Higgs doublet field, accompanied by the

imposition of a discrete Z2 symmetry. In such the framework, it can admit a strong

FOEWPT in the two-step phase transition (0, 0) → (0, s) → (h, 0) as depicted in

the left panel of Fig. 1 — where s (h) represents classical background field of

the singlet (SM doublet) [144] 1. In the case of spontaneous Z2 breaking [30],

the inclusion of the cubic term (Th3) in the effective potential can allow for the

occurrence of a FOEWPT through (0, 0) → (0, s) → (h, s) as depicted in the

center panel of Fig. 1. However, it is worth noting that the presence of this cubic

term is subject to the issue of gauge dependence [145]. Nevertheless, to facilitate

these transitions, the mass of the singlet scalar must be confined to be light. In

particular, necessitating the occurrence of a two-step EWPT like the left panel of

Fig. 1 requires

T1 > T2 ∼ TEW , (1)

1 Derived from an analysis of the high-temperature expansion of the thermal effective potential.
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where T1(T2) is the critical temperature in the first (second) step and TEW is the

temperature at electroweak (EW) scale. If the Z2 symmetry is preserved at zero

temperature (left panel of Fig. 1), the scalar singlet acquires its mass solely from

the SM VEV. The requirement in (1) sets the scalar singlet mass to be below 700

GeV [122]. On the other hand, for the spontaneous Z2 breaking case (center panel

of Fig. 1), the scalar singlet mass is confined to below 50 GeV and the associated

GW signals are typically too low to be probed by future GW detectors [30].

Furthermore, for the Z2 symmetry preserving model, where the singlet scalar

gets zero vacuum expectation value (VEV) at zero temperature, the singlet scalar

can remain stable and serve as a DM candidate. This straightforward extension of

SM incorporating a Z2 symmetric potential allows us to perform gauge-invariant

and scale-invariant treatments of EWPT computation. However, except for small

DM mass in the range of 65 ∼ 200 GeV that can be probed by future colliders,

this scenario is ruled out by direct detection experiments [144].

We thus ask following questions:

• In what context the upper limit on the new scalar mass due to the require-

ment of the two-step FOEWPT can be relaxed?

• Can such the model yield a DM candidate that satisfies the correct DM relic

abundance and evades current DM direct detection constraints?

• Can the GW signals generated from FOEWPT detectable at forthcoming

GW detectors and how does it interplay with DM direct detection signals?

In this analysis, we address these questions within the framework of a simplified

G2HDM [146, 147] which is based on the original version proposed in [148]. In

addition to the SM SU(2)L doublet H1 and singlet scalars ΦH , this model incorpo-

rates an extra inert doublet H2. While inert at zero temperature, this inert doublet

can develop a background field (i.e., VEV) at high temperature (high-T), result-

ing in rich phase transition patterns. Using the high-T expansion approximation
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in the effective potential that manifests gauge invariance, we find a particularly

novel and interesting two-step phase transition, with the first step leading to the

inert doublet vacuum and the subsequent step returning to the true EW vacuum

with non-zero SM doublet and singlet scalar VEVs as depicted schematically in

the right panel of Fig. 1. The first-order phase transition may take place in the

second step. In the second step the singlet can develop a new VEV vΦ along with

the SM VEV v from H1, thereby providing additional contributions to the masses

of new scalars. This can lead to a relaxation of the upper bounds on masses of

extra scalars in the model while archiving the two-step FOEWPT.

Moreover, the model naturally accommodates a hidden h-parity, if not sponta-

neously broken at zero temperature, ensuring that the lightest h-parity odd particle

serves as the DM candidate. The DM candidate in the model can be either a com-

plex scalar [149], a hidden heavy neutrino, or a non-abelian vector gauge boson —

all of which are electrically neutral and possess odd h-parity. In this work, we will

focus on the hidden gauge bosons W ′ (p,m) as the DM candidate [146, 147].

We demonstrate that the stochastic GW signals from the two-step FOEWPT in

the simplified G2HDM can be probed in future GW experiments. The predictions

of GW signals in this study are derived from the high-T expansion approximation

in the one-loop effective potential, which preserves gauge invariance. To attain

more accurate results and ensure a realistic perturbative treatment [145], it is

imperative to incorporate a two-loop finite temperature effective potential which

has yet been computed for G2HDM. Our investigation reveals that the parameter

space accessible through GWs can also be explored in upcoming DM direct detec-

tion experiments. Specifically, we highlight the relevance of experiments tailored

for detecting DM with masses in the sub-GeV range, utilizing superfluid Helium

target detectors.

The layout of this paper is as follows. In Sec. II, we will briefly review the

simplified version of G2HDM and its phenomenological constraints. In Sec. III,
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after a succinct review of the current status of theoretical EWPT computation, we

present our analysis in G2HDM using the high-T expansion of the finite temper-

ature effective potential in order to maintain gauge invariance. We focus on the

two-step transition pattern and identify parameter space where the desired pat-

tern can occur. In Sec. IV, we present the stochastic GW prediction signals for the

FOEWPT. In Sec. V, we discuss the DM direct detection probes. We conclude in

Sec. VI. Six appendices are compiled for (A) field dependent masses, (B) thermal

masses, (C) thermal integrals, (D) gauge invariant method beyond leading order

computation and scale dependence of the effective potential at finite temperature,

(E) critical temperatures, and (F) renormalization group equations.

II. THE SIMPLIFIED G2HDM

In this section, we will briefly review the simplified version of G2HDM [146, 147].

Unlike the original G2HDM presented in [148], the simplified version has omitted

the SU(2)H triplet scalar ∆H , thereby simplifying the scalar potential. The scalar

sector in the simplified G2HDM consists of the SM Higgs doublet H1 and a second

inert Higgs doublet H2 of SU(2)L, as well as a hidden doublet ΦH of SU(2)H .

Regarding the two doublets H1 and H2, the model is different from the popular

inert Higgs doublet model (IHDM) in that they are combined into a doublet of

the hidden SU(2)H . Their extended electroweak quantum numbers and h-parity

are summarized in Table I for reference.

We note that the model also consists of heavy hidden fermions for the cancella-

tions of gauge and gravitational anomalies. The hidden doublet ΦH of SU(2)H can

provide realistic Yukawa couplings and mass spectra for the extra fermions and

vector bosons. The loop-induced flavor changing neutral current (FCNC) pro-

cesses within the model have also been investigated [150, 151]. Additionally, the

G2HDM is capable of addressing the recent high precision measurement of the W
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Scalar SU(2)L SU(2)H U(1)Y U(1)X h-parity

H =

H1

H2

 2

2
2 1

2
1
2

+

−

ΦH =

Gp
H

Φ0
H

 1 2 0 1
2

−

+

Table I. Higgs sector in the simplified G2HDM and their quantum number assignments.

Note that H1,2 individually transform as SU(2)L doublets and together as a doublet

under SU(2)H , whereas the components of the SU(2)H doublet transform individually as

SU(2)L singlets.

boson mass at the CDF II detector [152]. Many other phenomenological aspects

of the model have been explored as well in [153–158]. A pure dark gauge-Higgs

sector of SU(2) × U(1) with the dark gauge bosons W ′ (p,m) implemented as a

self-interacting DM candidate was recently pursued in [159].

A. Higgs Potential and Spontaneous Symmetry Breaking

The most general Higgs potential which is invariant under the extended elec-

troweak gauge group SU(2)L × U(1)Y × SU(2)H × U(1)X is given by

V = − µ2
H

(
HαiHαi

)
+ λH

(
HαiHαi

)2
+

1

2
λ′
Hϵαβϵ

γδ
(
HαiHγi

) (
HβjHδj

)
− µ2

ΦΦ
†
HΦH + λΦ

(
Φ†

HΦH

)2
+ λHΦ

(
H†H

) (
Φ†

HΦH

)
+ λ′

HΦ

(
H†ΦH

) (
Φ†

HH
)
,

(2)

where (α, β, γ, δ) and (i, j) refer to the SU(2)H and SU(2)L indices respectively,

all of which run from 1 to 2, and Hαi = H∗
αi.

To study general spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB) at finite temperature,
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we parameterize the fields according to standard practice

H1 =

 h+
1

H0
1 = h1c+hSM√

2
+ i

G0
1√
2

 , H2 =

 h+
2

H0
2 =

h2c+h0
2√

2
+ i

G0
2√
2

 , (3)

ΦH =

 Gp
H =

G1
H+iG2

H√
2

Φ0
H = ϕHc+ϕH√

2
+ i

G0
H√
2

 , (4)

where hic and ϕHc are the only nonvanishing temperature dependent classical back-

ground field components in Hi and ΦH fields respectively. The temperature de-

pendence in the background fields is implicit.

In terms of the background fields, the effective potential at tree level is

V0(h1c, h2c, ϕHc) =
1

4

[
−2µ2

H

(
h2
1c + h2

2c

)
+ λH

(
h2
1c + h2

2c

)2 − 2µ2
ΦH

ϕ2
Hc + λΦϕ

4
Hc

+λHΦ

(
h2
1c + h2

2c

)
ϕ2
Hc + λ′

HΦh
2
2cϕ

2
Hc

]
. (5)

Note that in the tree level effective potential, the hicϕHc term and all the terms

involving the coupling λ′
H are absent.

B. Mass spectrum and mixing at tree level

At zero temperature, the classical background fields are the constant vacuum

expectation values (VEVs) i.e. hic(0) = vi and ϕHc(0) = vΦ. Since H2 is odd

under h-parity, it plays the role as the inert Higgs doublet at zero temperature, so

v2 = 0. With this set up, a h-parity protects the stability of DM candidate in the

model [146, 147]. The scalar potential at tree level given in Eq. (5) becomes

V0(v1, 0, vΦ) =
1

4

[
−2µ2

Hv
2
1 + λHv

4
1 − 2µ2

ΦH
v2Φ + λΦv

4
Φ + λHΦv

2
1v

2
Φ

]
. (6)

From the h-parity assignment given in Table I, we note that while there is no

mixing between H1 and H2, H1 (H2) can mix with the lower (upper) component of
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ΦH . Specifically, the neutral components hSM and ϕH in H1 and ΦH , respectively,

are both even under h-parity and can combine to form two observable Higgs fields,

denoted as h1 and h2. This mixing can be given ashSM

ϕH

 =

 cos θ1 sin θ1

− sin θ1 cos θ1

 ·

h1

h2

 , (7)

where the mixing angle θ1 is given by

tan 2θ1 =
λHΦvvΦ

λΦv2Φ − λHv2
. (8)

The masses of h1 and h2 are given by

m2
h1,h2

= λHv
2 + λΦv

2
Φ

∓
√
λ2
Hv

4 + λ2
Φv

4
Φ + (λ2

HΦ − 2λHλΦ) v2v2Φ . (9)

The observed Higgs boson (which we denote as h) at the LHC is either h1 or h2,

depending on their masses (9) determined by the underlying portal parameters in

the scalar potential. Currently, the most precise determination of the Higgs boson

mass is mh = 125.38± 0.14 GeV, as reported in Ref. [160].

Furthermore, the h-parity odd fields H0
2 and Gm

H can mix to produce two fields:

a physical dark Higgs boson denoted as D, and an unphysical Goldstone boson G̃

that gets absorbed by the W ′m boson. The mixing is given byGm
H

H0
2

 =

 cos θ2 sin θ2

− sin θ2 cos θ2

 ·

G̃

D

 , (10)

where the mixing angle θ2 satisfies

tan 2θ2 =
2vvΦ

v2Φ − v2
, (11)

and the mass of D is

m2
D =

1

2
λ′
HΦ

(
v2 + v2Φ

)
. (12)

10



G̃ (G̃∗) is the Goldstone field associated with the SU(2)H gauge boson W ′m (W ′ p).

Its mass depends on the gauge fixings [146]. In Feynman-’t Hooft gauge it has the

same mass as the W ′m (W ′ p). In Landau and unitary gauge, its mass is zero and

infinite respectively.

The charged Higgs H±, same as h±
2 at zero temperature, is also h-parity odd

and has a mass

m2
H± =

1

2

(
λ′
HΦv

2
Φ − λ′

Hv
2
)
. (13)

We note that the quartic coupling parameters in the scalar potential that determine

the masses of h-parity odd states D and H± are different from those of h-parity

even states h1 and h2.

The SU(2)H gauge bosons W ′ (p,m) have a mass

mW ′ =
1

2
gH

√
v2 + v2Φ , (14)

where gH is the gauge coupling of SU(2)H . W ′ (p,m) are both electrically neutral

and odd under h-parity. Therefore, they could potentially serve as dark matter

candidates, provided that their mass is the lightest among all odd h-parity parti-

cles.

Finally the SM Z boson mixes with the W ′
3 gauge field associated with the third

generator of SU(2)H and the U(1)X gauge field X (see Ref. [146, 147] for the mass

matrix). This leads to three physical fields Zi for i = 1, 2, 3. We will identify Z1

with the neutral gauge boson resonance Z observed at LEP with a mass of 91.1876

GeV [161], while the other two states can be identified as the dark photon (γ′) and

the dark Z boson (Z ′) with the ordering mγ′ < mZ′ .

The fundamental parameters in the scalar potential can be expressed in terms

of particle masses by performing an inversion, as demonstrated in Refs. [146, 147,

11



150]:

vΦ =

 v cot θ2 , for θ2 > 0 ,

−v tan θ2 , for θ2 ≤ 0 ,
(15)

λH =
1

2v2
(
m2

h1
cos2 θ1 +m2

h2
sin2 θ1

)
, (16)

λΦ =
1

2v2Φ

(
m2

h1
sin2 θ1 +m2

h2
cos2 θ1

)
, (17)

λHΦ =
1

2vvΦ

(
m2

h2
−m2

h1

)
sin (2θ1) , (18)

λ′
HΦ =

2m2
D

v2 + v2Φ
, (19)

λ′
H =

2

v2

(
m2

Dv
2
Φ

v2 + v2Φ
−m2

H±

)
. (20)

From (14), we also obtain

gH =
2mW ′√
v2 + v2Φ

. (21)

Thus one can use mh2 , mW ′ , mD, mH± , θ1 and θ2 as input in our numerical scan.

The additional free parameters in the model are the heavy hidden fermion mass

mfH , the U(1)X gauge coupling gX and the Stueckelberg mass mX .

C. Constraints

The constraints on the model have been studied in [146, 147, 150], taking into

account the theoretical constraints on the scalar potential, as well as constraints

from Higgs measurements at the LHC, electroweak precision data, dark photon

and dark matter searches. Here we summarize these constraints as follows.

Theoretical constraints:

(a) Vacuum Stability: To ensure that the scalar potential has a minimum value,

we adopt the copositivity conditions suggested by [154], which provide the following

set of constraints on the scalar potential parameters

λ̃H(η) ≥ 0, λΦ ≥ 0 and λ̃HΦ(ξ) + 2

√
λ̃H(η)λΦ ≥ 0, (22)
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where λ̃H(η) ≡ λH + ηλ′
H and λ̃HΦ(ξ) ≡ λHΦ + ξλ′

HΦ with 0 ≤ ξ ≤ 1 and

−1 ≤ η ≤ 0.

(b) Perturbative Unitarity: The condition for perturbative unitarity, as pre-

sented in [146, 147, 154], provides the following constraints

|λH |, |λΦ| ≤ 4π , |λHΦ| ≤ 8π , |λ′
HΦ| , |λ′

H | ≤ 8
√
2π , (23)

|2λH ± λ′
H | ≤ 8π , |λHΦ + λ′

HΦ| ≤ 8π , (24)∣∣∣∣(λH + λ′
H/2 + λΦ)±

√
2λ′2

HΦ + (λH + λ′
H/2− λΦ)2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 8π , (25)∣∣∣∣(5λH − λ′
H/2 + 3λΦ)±

√
(5λH − λ′

H/2− 3λΦ)2 + 2(2λHΦ + λ′
HΦ)

2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 8π . (26)

We note that the perturbativity bound can be crucial in some BSM Higgs sce-

narios, such as the real triplet scalar extension model [130]. However, to impose

this constraint, two-loop renormalization group equations are required. We de-

fer to future work an evaluation of the two-loop β-functions and corresponding

perturbativity constraints, keeping in mind that the latter may lead to further

reductions in the viable parameter space.

Higgs data constraints : The mixing between h-parity even scalar bosons, h1

(Higgs boson) and h2, results in modifications on the couplings between the Higgs

boson and SM particles as compared with those in the SM. Moreover, in addition

to contributions from the SM charged particles, the process h → γγ receives

contributions from hidden charged fermions fH and charged Higgs H± in the

G2HDM. The analytical formulation of this 1-loop process is presented in [150].

Utilizing the Higgs signal strength data of the decays into γγ, τ+τ−,W+W− and

ZZ from CMS measurement [162], we derive a constraint on the mixing angle,

finding that | sin θ1| ≲ 0.35. When combining Higgs signal strength data from

both CMS [162] and ATLAS [163], a more stringent limit of | sin θ1| ≲ 0.25 is

established, which is depicted as a gray shaded area in Fig. 2.

We consider the gauge boson W ′ with a sub-GeV mass range as the DM candi-

date in the model, as studied in [146, 147]. Therefore, h1 (identified as h here) can

13
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H
=

0.7

BR(h1 inv) > 0.18

mh2 = 500 GeV and mW ′ = 0.1 GeV

Figure 2. The collider constraints projected onto the plane of (vΦ, θ1). The gray shaded

region represents the exclusion region from the combined Higgs signal strength data at

the LHC [162, 163], while the yellow shaded region indicates the exclusion from the

branching ratio of Higgs invisible decay measurements. The blue dashed lines represent

the Higgs portal parameter λHΦ values. The relevant parameters mh2 = 500 GeV and

mW ′ = 0.1 GeV are fixed.

decay invisibly into a pair of W ′(p,m). The invisible branching ratio can be given

by

BR(h1 → inv) =
Γ(h1 → W ′pW ′m)

Γh1

, (27)

where Γh1 ≃ cos2 θ1Γ
SM
h +Γ(h1 → W ′pW ′m) is the total decay width of the 125.38

GeV Higgs boson, ΓSM
h = 4.1 MeV is the SM decay width and Γ(h1 → W ′pW ′m) is

its invisible decay width. The latter is given by

Γ(h1 → W ′pW ′m) =
g4H (v cos θ1 − vΦ sin θ1)

2

256π

m3
h1

m4
W ′

(
1− τW ′ +

3

4
τ 2W ′

)√
1− τW ′ ,

(28)
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with τW ′ = 4m2
W ′/m2

h1
. Recently, CMS set a limit of BR(h1 → inv) < 0.18 at 95%

C.L., assuming that the Higgs boson production cross-section via vector boson

fusion is comparable to the SM prediction [164]. The exclusion region from the

Higgs invisible decays is shown on the (vΦ, θ1) plane as the yellow shaded region

in Fig. 2.

Combining the constraints from the Higgs signal strengths and Higgs invisible

width yields a lower bound on vΦ and an upper bound on the Higgs portal param-

eter λHΦ, as illustrated in Fig. 2. Specifically, for fixed values of mh2 = 500 GeV

and mW ′ = 0.1 GeV, the collider data require vΦ ≳ 600 GeV and λHΦ ≲ 0.5.

As we will see later the Higgs portal parameter λHΦ can have a significant

impact on the tree-level effects of the first-order electroweak phase transition. A

relatively large value of λHΦ is required to have a substantial effect [110]. By

combining this requirement with the Higgs signal strength data, an upper bound

on vΦ can be derived. For instance, our results show that if a first-order electroweak

phase transition necessitates λHΦ > 0.2, it leads to a constraint of vΦ < 1.2 TeV,

as demonstrated in Fig. 2.

Electroweak precision and dark photon/Z ′ measurements:

We consider constraints from electroweak precision measurements at the Z

pole [161], as well as from Z ′ [165] and dark photon physics (see [166] for a

recent review). For the specific range of light dark photon and Z ′ masses, i.e.,

mA′,Z′ < mZ , considered in this study, these constraints require the new gauge

couplings gH and gX to be less than ∼ 10−3 [146, 147]. In this analysis, we also

follow Ref. [150] to take into account the recent W boson mass measurement at

the CDF II [167].

DM constraints:

(a) Relic density: The main annihilation process of a (sub-)GeV DM W ′ is

W ′pW ′m → ff̄ via s-channel, mediated by Z ′ and γ′. However, due to the small-

ness of the gauge couplings gH and gX , the cross sections of such processes are
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typically suppressed except in the resonant regions where the mediator masses are

approximately twice the DM mass, as discussed in [146, 147]. In fact, the anni-

hilation process with a heavier mediator Z ′ near the resonance can account for

the observed DM relic density, ΩDMh
2 = 0.120 ± 0.001 from the Planck Collabo-

ration [168]. Here we utilize micrOMEGAs package [169] to calculate the DM relic

density.

(b) Direct detection: The DM W ′ can scatter off the target material in under-

ground detectors resulting in a recoil energy that can be detected. The scattering

cross section between the DM and the nucleon is dominated by the dark photon

mediation process, as the dark photon is considered to have the lightest mass

among the mediators [146, 147]. We again use micrOMEGAs package to calculate

the DM-nucleon scattering cross section. The results of the cross section are com-

pared against recent upper limits from experiments including CRESST III [170],

DarkSide-50 [171, 172], XENON1T [173, 174], XENONnT [175] , PandaX-4T [176]

and LZ [177].

(c) Indirect detection and mono-jet: as shown in [146, 147], the results of elec-

troweak precision measurements lead to a suppression of the new gauge couplings,

resulting in a small DM annihilation cross section that easily satisfies the canon-

ical limits set for various channels by Fermi-LAT data [178, 179]. Furthermore,

this suppression of the gauge couplings also leads to a minuscule production cross

section for the mono-jet signal at the LHC [146, 147]. Thus we do not include the

constraints from indirect detection and mono-jet in this analysis.

III. ELECTROWEAK PHASE TRANSITION

In the literature, a common approach to calculate the EWPT is through the use

of perturbation theory. However, this method becomes unreliable at temperatures

T > 0 due to infrared (IR) bosonic contribution to thermal loops [180], which
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can cause a breakdown of the theory near the phase transition. Apart from this

inherent shortcoming, the reliability of T > 0 perturbative computations can be

improved using the well-known daisy resummation [181, 182], though the conver-

gence remains slow. Recent attempts to improve the thermal resummation have

been performed in Refs. [183, 184]. Additionally, the conventional perturbative

studies are often challenged by gauge dependence issues [145, 185]. Efforts in

Refs. [145, 186] have been made to remove this gauge dependence which is guar-

anteed by the Nielsen identities [187, 188]. The choice of renormalization scheme

and renormalization scale can also introduce additional uncertainties, leading to

theoretical predictions that can vary significantly [189–191].

A more systematic approach to include thermal resummation is through the

use of the dimensionally reduced 3d effective field theory (EFT)[192, 193]. Re-

cently, an automated package has been developed for this [194]. The use of the

dimensional reduced 3d EFT in the calculation of the EWPT has been studied in

models such as the triplet model [34, 115]. Efforts have also been made to com-

bine thermal resummation with gauge invariance using the dimensional reduced

3d EFT [74, 189, 190, 195, 196]. Another combination of thermal resummation

and gauge invariance has also been developed recently [197], which uses the 4d

perturbation theory with a consistent power counting. Ultimately, one must rely

on non-perturbative (lattice) computations to fully include the important bosonic

IR contributions. For recent studies of the EWPT using Monte Carlo simulations,

see Refs. [29, 198–200]. Importantly, one requires such lattice studies to deter-

mine the parameter-space boundary between a bona fide phase transition and a

smooth crossover. In what follows, we rely on perturbation theory to identify

the potentially FOWEPT-viable regions of parameter space, and defer a complete

non-perturbative study to the future.
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A. One Loop Finite Temperature Effective Potential With Daisy Resum-

mation

The finite temperature effective potential Veff at one loop is given by

Veff(h1c, h2c, ϕHc, T ) = V0(h1c, h2c, ϕHc) + V1(h1c, h2c, ϕHc, T ) , (29)

where V0 is given by Eq. (5).

The one loop correction V1(h1c, h2c, ϕHc, T ) can be split into several pieces

V1(h1c, h2c, ϕHc, T ) = VCW(h1c, h2c, ϕHc) + ∆V1(h1c, h2c, ϕHc, T )

+∆VC.T.(h1c, h2c, ϕHc) . (30)

The first term is the Coleman-Weinberg effective potential [201, 202] which is

temperature independent, the second term is finite temperature correction, and the

third term ∆VC.T. is the counter term. The Coleman-Weinberg effective potential

in 4− ϵ dimensional regularization can be expressed as

VCW(h1c, h2c, ϕHc) =
1

64π2

∑
i

(−1)2sinim
4
i (h1c, h2c, ϕHc)

×
{
log

(
m2

i (h1c, h2c, ϕHc)

µ2

)
− Ci − CUV

}
, (31)

where mi denotes the field dependent mass (See Appendix A) of the particle i with

spin si = (0, 1/2, 1) and number of degree of freedom ni; Ci = 3/2 for scalars and

fermions and 5/6 for gauge bosons;

CUV =
2

ϵ
− γE + log 4π , (32)

with γE = 0.5772... denotes the Euler-Mascheroni constant; µ is a renormalization

scale (See Appendix F). The finite temperature correction piece is [106, 203]

∆V1(h1c, h2c, ϕHc, T ) =
T 4

2π2

∑
i

(−1)2siniJi

(
mi(h1c, h2c, ϕHc)

T

)
. (33)
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Here Ji(x) is the one loop thermal function (with daisy resummation) defined by

(C7) in Appendix C. In the G2HDM, we have to sum over the following 3 sets of

particles inside the loop{
S1, S2, S3, S4, P1, P2, P3, P4, G

±, H±} , (34){
W±

L ,W±
T ,W ′ 2

L ,W ′ 2
T , Z1L, Z2L, Z3L, Z4L, Z1T , Z2T , Z3T , Z4T , γL, γT

}
, (35){

l, ν, q, lH , νH , qH
}

. (36)

In (34), Si(i = 1, 2, 3, 4) and Pi(i = 1, 2, 3, 4) are the CP-even and CP-odd scalars

respectively. In (35), Zi(i = 1, 2, 3, 4) are the mass eigenstates of the massive

neutral gauge bosons. For the general mass spectra of the model, see Appendix A

for details. The corresponding degrees of freedom ni are

nSi
= 1, nPi

= 1, nH± = 2, nG± = 2,

nW±
L
= 2, nW±

T
= 4, nW ′ 2

L
= 1, nW ′ 2

T
= 2, nZiL

= 1, nZiT
= 2, nγL = 1, nγT = 2,

nl = 4, nν = 4, nlH = 4, nνH = 4, nq = 12, nqH = 12.

We note that due to the thermal mass corrections for the scalars and the longi-

tudinal gauge bosons, the summation in Eq. (33) has to be treated slightly different

from the summation in Eq. (31) as given explicitly in (C7). This is the result of

the daisy resummation [204, 205].

In order to facilitate the analysis of the phase transition, we limit our consider-

ation to the leading terms of the thermal correction functions JB and JF for the

boson B and fermion F respectively. As a result, the thermal effective potential

can be expressed in this high-T expansion as follows:

V HT
eff (h1c, h2c, ϕHc, T ) = V0(h1c, h2c, ϕHc)+

1

2
ΠH1(T )h

2
1c+

1

2
ΠH2(T )h

2
2c+

1

2
ΠΦH

(T )ϕ2
Hc ,

(37)

where ΠH1(T ), ΠH2(T ) and ΠΦH
(T ) are the thermal mass corrections for the scalar

fields and their formulas are provided by (B1), (B2) and (B3) respectively in

Appendix B.
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B. Thermal history

Given the three possible non-zero VEVs (h1c, h2c, ϕHc), there are eight combi-

nations of possible extrema. To ensure the stability of the dark matter candidate,

it is necessary that h2c = 0 at zero temperature, thereby restoring the h-parity in

the model [146, 147]. We first note that, with a high-T expansion of the effective

potential given in Eq. (37), a single-step transition to the electroweak vacuum, i.e.,

(0, 0, 0) → (h1c, 0, ϕHc), cannot be of first-order type. This is due to conflicting

requirements that arise from the need for both h1c and ϕHc to be real and non-zero,

as well as the positivity and minimum conditions of the scalar potential at zero

temperature [144].

After thoroughly scanning the parameter space in the model, we find a phase

transition pattern that satisfies the electroweak vacuum requirement and leads to a

strong first-order phase transition, as illustrated in the right panel of Fig. 1 where

s ≡ ϕHc, h1 ≡ h1c and h2 ≡ h2c. This pattern involves two-steps: (0, 0, 0) →

(0, h2c, 0) → (h1c, 0, ϕHc), where the first step is a second-order phase transition,

and the second is a first-order phase transition. We note that other two-step

transition patterns are possible; however, these patterns may not result in a strong

first-order phase transition. For instance, for the transition patterns of (0, 0, 0) →

(0, 0, ϕ′
Hc) → (h1c, 0, ϕHc) and (0, 0, 0) → (h′

1c, 0, 0) → (h1c, 0, ϕHc), the scalar

potential in Eq. (37) can be reduced to the one that is the same as in a real singlet

scalar extension model with Z2 symmetry, wherein the two-step transition ended

up with two non-zero VEVs cannot generate a first-order phase transition [144]. We

would like to mention that multiple-step transitions beyond two-step transitions

can occur, and a first-order phase transition can arise among these steps. However,

for this analysis, we have restricted ourselves to the two-step EWPT.

Fig. 3 illustrates the evolution of electroweak vacuum (left panel) and minimal of

the effective potential (right panel) as functions of temperature. Here we introduce
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Figure 3. The evolution of ϕmin(T ) =
√

h21c(T ) + h22c(T ) + ϕ2
Hc(T ) (left panel) and the

minimal of the effective potential (right panel) as functions of temperature. The solid

black, red and purple lines represent the (0, 0, 0), (0, h2c, 0) and (h1c, 0, ϕHc) phases.

The dotted, dash-dotted and dashed lines indicate the critical temperatures T1C , TC

and nucleation temperature Tn respectively. Here we fix the model parameter space as

mh2 = 745 GeV, mH± = 374 GeV, mD = 320 GeV, mW ′ = 0.115 GeV, θ1 = 0.235 rad,

θ2 = 0.32 rad, mfH = 1 TeV, gX = 1.17× 10−4 and mX = 0.25 GeV.

the quantity

ϕmin(T ) =
√
h2
1c(T ) + h2

2c(T ) + ϕ2
Hc(T ) (38)

to trace the evolution of the vacuum and fix the model parameter space as mh2 =

745 GeV, mH± = 374 GeV, mD = 320 GeV, mW ′ = 0.115 GeV, θ1 = 0.235

rad, θ2 = 0.32 rad, mfH = 1 TeV, gX = 1.17 × 10−4 and mX = 0.25 GeV.

One can see that mX ∼ 2mW ′ so that the DM relic density satisfies the Planck

observation through the resonant annihilation [146, 147, 152]. Hereafter, we label

this benchmark point as BM. We use PhaseTracer package [206] to find the

phases and calculate the critical temperatures. At high-T, the stable vacuum is in

a symmetric phase (0, 0, 0). As the temperature decreases, a continuous transition

from the symmetric phase to (0, h2c, 0) phase occurs at T1C =
√
µ2
H/Π̃H2 , where
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from (B2)

Π̃H2 =
1

12
(10λH − λ′

H + 2λHΦ + λ′
HΦ) +

1

16

(
3g2 + g′ 2 + 3g2H + g2X

)
, (39)

and µ2
H = λHv

2 + λHΦv
2
Φ/2 determined by the tadpole condition at tree level.

At this benchmark point, T1C ∼ 556 GeV, as indicated by the dotted line. Sub-

sequently, a new minimum (h1c, 0, ϕHc) appears at T = TC ≃ 272 GeV 2, as

indicated by the dash-dotted line. These two phases, (0, h2c, 0) and (h1c, 0, ϕHc),

are degenerate and separated by a barrier, which is a characteristic feature of a

FOEWPT. As the temperature drops below TC , the system undergoes a phase

transition through the formation of bubbles, with the stable vacuum inside the

bubbles being (h1c, 0, ϕHc), and the metastable vacuum outside being (0, h2c, 0).

The black dashed line in Fig. 3 represents the nucleation temperature, Tn ≃ 168

GeV, at which the formation rate of bubbles is about one per Hubble volume.

The h-parity which was broken at the metastable vacuum at high-T has been

restored at the stable electroweak vacuum at lower temperature. Thus one has

realized symmetry anti-restoration of a discrete symmetry in the model. While

the occurrence of symmetry restoration at high-T is quite common in sponta-

neously broken global and gauge theories, the possible occurrence of symmetry

anti-restoration at lower temperature was first pointed out by Weinberg [106] (See

also [109, 207–210]) . It has been used to solve the U(1) magnetic monopole prob-

lem in grand unified models [211, 212]. Here we have an instance of a discrete

symmetry.

C. Numerical result for two-step phase transition

We investigate the parameter space of the model that gives rise to the two-step

phase transition pattern, as depicted in the right panel of Fig. 1 where s ≡ ϕHc,

2 See Appendix E for the analytical expression of TC .
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Figure 4. Viable model parameter regions for the two-step phase transition with different

constraints on the mixing angles θ1. The gray and blue regions indicate | sin θ1| < 0.35

and | sin θ1| < 0.25, respectively.

h1 ≡ h1c and h2 ≡ h2c. We first explore the parameter region that satisfies all the

theoretical and experimental constraints discussed in the previous section. Next,

we utilize the PhaseTracer package [206] to trace the minima of the effective poten-

tial as the temperature varies and to calculate the critical temperatures. To sample

the parameter space in the model, we employ MCMC scans using emcee [213]. The
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Figure 5. Viable model parameter region for the two-step phase transition, correlated

with the phase transition strength. The color legend on the top indicates the value of

ξ = vC/TC where vC = h1c(TC) for the second transition. The red star represents the

benchmark point BM.
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the benchmark point BM.
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scanning ranges of model parameters are set as follows,

mh2/GeV ∈ (130, 2000) , (40)

mH±/GeV ∈ (80, 2000) , (41)

mD/GeV ∈ (10, 2000) , (42)

mW ′/GeV ∈ (0.01, 50) , (43)

θ1,2/rad ∈
(
−π

2
,
π

2

)
, (44)

gX ∈ (10−6, 10−2) , (45)

MX/GeV ∈ (10−3, 102) , (46)

and we fix mfH = 1 TeV.

Given the viable model parameter space, we find that the FOPT is most likely

to occur in the second step of a two-step phase transition, as sketched in the right

panel of Fig. 1 where s ≡ ϕHc, h1 ≡ h1c and h2 ≡ h2c. The parameter space

conducive to this two-step phase transition is depicted in Fig. 4 with different

choices of the constraint on the mixing angle θ1. The gray area denotes | sin θ1| <

0.35, a constraint derived from Higgs signal strength data measured at the CMS

experiment, while the blue area indicates | sin θ1| < 0.25, a requirement based

on the combined Higgs signal strength data from both the ATLAS and CMS

experiments. We observe that imposing a stringent constraint on θ1 leads to a

significant reduction in the viable parameter space necessary to achieve the two-

step phase transition. Specifically, upon comparing the gray and blue regions

in Fig. 4, a tighter constraint on | sin θ1| requires a smaller value for λHΦ and a

narrower region on the (mH± ,mD) and (mW ′ , gH) planes. Additionally, it results

in stronger upper and lower bounds on vϕ.

In Fig. 5, we showcase results for | sin θ1| < 0.25. The color within this figure

indicates the strength of the EWPT in the second step, denoted here by ξ =

vC/TC
3, where vC = h1c(TC), which remains gauge invariant under the high-T

3 Not to be confused with the gauge fixing parameter having the same symbol discussed in
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treatment of the effective scalar potential. If one takes a glimpse back at the left

panel of Fig. 3, vC is the intersection point between the purple and dash-dotted

lines. A commonly accepted criterion to avoid the washout of baryon number

generated during the phase transition is ξ ≥ 1 [145]. We find that ξ ≲ 3.2 in our

scanning region. Similar to Fig. 5, Fig. 6 show the viable parameter region, but

with the color indicating the critical temperature TC . Interestingly, TC lies within

the electroweak scale.

As shown in the top-left panel of Fig. 5, for a fixed value of mh2 , an increase

in the quadratic coupling λHΦ leads to a larger ξ and therefore a stronger phase

transition. This occurs due to the presence of a tree-level barrier, the height of

which is proportional to λHΦ, in the second step of the phase transition. This effect

has been extensively studied in SM extensions involving gauge singlets [6, 8, 11, 20]

and real triplets [108, 110, 198]. Additionally, an increase in λHΦ also results in a

lower critical temperature, as shown in the top-left panel of Fig. 6.

In the top-right panel of Fig. 5 or 6, the viable parameter space projected on

the (mH± ,mD) plane shows a distinct shape, which is due to the recent precision

measurement of the W boson mass by the CDF-II collaboration [152]4. Further-

more, this panel indicates that the dark Higgs and charged Higgs must satisfy

lower bounds of mH± ≳ 200 GeV and mD ≳ 150 GeV, respectively.

We observe that in this model, even for scalar masses on the order of 1 TeV, the

two-step phase transition can occur, which contrasts with the generic upper bound

of ∼ 700 GeV as discussed in Ref. [122]. This larger range for the new scalar

masses arises because the extra scalar boson considered in Ref. [122] obtains its

mass solely from the SM doublet VEV v, whereas the inert Higgs doublet H2 in

G2HDM is also a member of a doublet under a hidden SU(2)H that is broken by

a new VEV vΦ, thereby generating additional contributions to their masses. For

Appendix D.
4 If one instead uses the data from the PDG [214], excluding the CDF-II measurement, the most

significant change in the parameter space is the mass splitting between the charged Higgs and

the dark Higgs. The PDG data favor a smaller mass splitting [152].
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example, two-step transition requires T1C > TC and thus

µ2
H = ΠH2(T1C) > ΠH2(TC) ∼ ΠH2(TEW) , (47)

where T1C (TC) is the critical temperature for the first (second) step and TEW

is the electroweak temperature. Assuming a small mixing between h-parity odd

scalar fields, one can obtain the dark Higgs boson mass at zero temperature as

mD ≃ mH0
2
=

√
−µ2

H + λHv2 +
1

2
(λHΦ + λ′

HΦ) v
2
Φ (48)

<

√
−ΠH2(TEW) + λHv2 +

1

2
(λHΦ + λ′

HΦ) v
2
Φ . (49)

Taking numerical values of λH = 0.8, λΦ = 1.7, λHΦ = 2.1, λ′
HΦ = 2.9, λ′

H = −3.3

and gH,X ≪ 1, we obtain

mD ≃ mH0
2
≲
√
−1.6T 2

EW + 0.8 v2 + 2.5 v2Φ . (50)

With TEW = 200 GeV and vΦ = 1.3 TeV, one can get an upper bound of mD ≲ 2

TeV.

The mass of the DM particle, mW ′ , falls in the sub-GeV range of 0.02 GeV to

0.25 GeV, as revealed in the bottom-left panel of Fig. 5 or 6. This restriction range

of mW ′ is due to the limits on the new gauge coupling gH , which arises from dark

photon searches [146, 147, 152], as well as the bounds on vΦ. As shown in the

bottom-right panel of Fig. 5 or 6, vΦ falls within the range of [0.5TeV, 1.4TeV].

This range represents a combination of collider constraints illustrated in Fig. 2

and the two-step phase transition condition requirement for λHΦ, as shown in the

top-left panel of Fig. 5 or 6. With the mass of the heavy hidden fermions fixed at

1 TeV, a relatively large value of the Yukawa coupling yfH is required in the small

region of vΦ. Nevertheless yfH is still below
√
4π allowed by perturbative unitarity

arguments. Additionally, smaller regions of vΦ show a trend towards larger values

of ξ. Finally, the bottom-right panel of Fig. 6 shows that TC increases in regions

of larger values of vΦ.
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IV. STOCHASTIC GRAVITATIONAL WAVES

During a cosmological FOEWPT, the production of GWs is a result of several

distinct mechanisms. In particular, primary sources of GW generation are bubble

collisions, sound waves, and magneto-hydrodynamic (MHD) turbulence [133, 215].

For bubble collisions, the GW is generated from the stress energy localized at the

bubble wall. Such GW spectra have been estimated analytically [216] and numeri-

cally under the so-called thin-wall and envelope approximations respectively [217–

220]. On the other hand, the motion of the fluid in the plasma during the phase

transition generates sound waves. As the sound waves dissipate, they transfer en-

ergy into GWs [221–224]. The GW spectrum from this source typically relies on

large scale lattice simulations [221, 224–226]. However, an analytical modeling can

reproduce the spectra from simulations reasonably well based on the sound shell

model [227, 228]. Turbulence can also be induced in the plasma by percolation,

particularly MHD turbulence, given that the plasma is fully ionized. This also

leads to the production of GWs [229–233]. The significance of each contribution

to GW generation is heavily influenced by the characteristics and dynamics of the

phase transition. The velocity of the bubble wall is a critical factor in this regard.

If the wall velocity is slow, the thermal bath can effectively absorb the energy

released during the phase transition, leading to suppression of the GW spectrum.

On the other hand, if the bubble wall velocity is relativistic, a considerable amount

of energy can be converted into bulk motion. In this study we consider a so-called

non-runaway bubbles in which the bubble expansion in the plasma can result in the

attainment of a relativistic terminal velocity [215]. In this case, the contributions

from the sound waves and the MHD turbulence are dominant. For recent reviews

on GW signals and cosmological first order phase transitions, we refer our readers

to [234, 235].

In order to calculate the GW signals resulting from the FOEWPT, the following

4 parameters must be determined: the nucleation temperature, Tn; the fraction
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of energy released from the phase transition to the total radiation energy density

at the nucleation temperature, α; the inverse duration of the phase transition

β (usually normalized by H∗, the Hubble rate at the percolation temperature);

and the velocity of the bubble wall, vw. The wall velocity can be calculated

from micro-dynamics of particle interactions with the Higgs condensate, its precise

value remains undetermined due to the theoretical uncertainties in the calculations.

Here we choose vw = 0.95 in our analysis. The sensitivity of GW detectors can

significantly depend on values of bubble wall velocity [115]. Within the viable

parameter space in G2HDM, we find that sensitivity of LISA detector is maximized

around vw ≃ [0.7, 0.8]. Higher values of vw slightly reduce sensitivity, while it drops

dramatically for smaller vw (vw < 0.6).

The nucleation temperature is usually determined by solving the following equa-

tion ∫ ∞

Tn

dT

T

Γ(T )

H(T )4
≃ 1 , (51)

where Γ(T ) is the tunneling probability per unit time per unit volume, which is

calculated using the following formula

Γ(T ) ≃ T 4

(
S3

2πT

)3/2

e−S3/T . (52)

Here S3 represents the three-dimensional Euclidean action corresponding to the

critical bubble, which is given by

S3 =

∫ ∞

0

drr2

1
2

(
dϕ̂(r)

dr

)2

+ V (ϕ̂, T )

 , (53)

where ϕ̂ denotes a collection of classical scalar fields 5 that minimizes the action

S3 and are determined by solving the following equation of motion

d2ϕ̂

dr2
+

2

r

dϕ̂

dr
=

dV (ϕ̂, T )

dr
, (54)

5 In the present context, ϕ̂ = {h1c(r, T ), h2c(r, T ), ϕHc(r, T )}.
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with the boundary conditions

lim
r→∞

ϕ̂(r) = 0,
dϕ̂

dr

∣∣∣∣∣
r=0

= 0 . (55)

Here we utilize the CosmoTransitions package [236] to numerically solve the

bounce equation in Eq. (54) and subsequently calculate the action. A rough esti-

mation of the nucleation temperature, Tn, can be obtained by solving the following

nucleation condition

S3(Tn)/Tn ≃ 140 . (56)

The inverse duration parameter β can be calculated using the following equation

β

H∗
= T∗

d (S3/T )

dT

∣∣∣∣
T∗

, (57)

where T∗ is the temperature at which GWs are generated and it is expected that

T∗ ≃ Tn, and H∗ is the Hubble rate at T∗. The parameter α can be obtained by

α =
ρvac
ρ∗rad

=
1

ρ∗rad

[
T
∂∆V (T )

∂T
−∆V (T )

]∣∣∣∣
T∗

, (58)

where ρvac is the vacuum energy density, ρ∗rad = g∗π
2T 4/30 is the total radiation

energy density with g∗ = 106.75 being the number of relativistic degrees of freedom

at T∗, and ∆V is the difference in scalar potential between the lower and higher

phases.

With these portal parameters, we utilize the PTPlot package [225, 237] to cal-

culate the GW spectrum. To quantify the detectability of the signals, one can

define the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) [237]

SNR =

√
T
∫ fmax

fmin

df

[
h2ΩGW(f)

h2Ωexp(f)

]2
, (59)

where T is the duration of the observation period in years, h2ΩGW(f) represents the

GW energy fraction spectrum from the FOEWPT and h2Ωexp(f) is the sensitivity

of the experimental setup. It is commonly accepted that a SNR value of 10 is
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Figure 7. Strong FOEWPT points in the two-step phase transition projected on the

(mH± ,mD) plane (left) and the (α, β/H∗) plane (right). The light gray points on the

left panel indicate the points fulfilling the two-step phase transition, while the colored

cross points in both panels indicate the surviving points after applying the nucleation

condition. The color legend on the top indicates the nucleation temperature Tn. The

dashed red and blue lines represent the LISA with a SNR = 10 and Ultimate-DECIGO

sensitivity respectively. The red star represents the benchmark point BM.

the threshold for detection. For the benchmark point BM depicted in Fig. 3, the

values of Tn, α, β/Hn and LISA SNR we obtained are 168 GeV, 0.43, 332 and 144

respectively.

By applying the nucleation condition described in Eq. (56) to the two-step phase

transition data points, we find that only approximately 3% of the data points meet

this criterion. While the range of other parameters remains largely unchanged

after applying the nucleation condition, the upper bound on the masses of the

charged Higgs and dark Higgs is significantly altered. In particular, as shown
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in the left panel of Fig. 7, it is required that mH± ≲ 450 GeV and mD ≲ 400

GeV. Additionally, as shown in the same panel, we can see that the value of the

nucleation temperature Tn tends to increase in the regions of larger masses of the

charged Higgs and dark Higgs.

The right panel of Fig. 7 shows the surviving points on the (α, β/H∗) plane after

applying the nucleation condition. As a result, the range of β/H∗ is approximately

(50, 104) and the range of α is approximately (0.05, 1). All prediction points lie

within the sensitivity range of the Ultimate-DECIGO detector (dashed blue line)

[142] and a part of them lies within the LISA sensitivity region with a SNR > 10

[237] 6. A larger value of α suggests more energy from the plasma being converted

into GWs, while a smaller value of β/H∗ implies a longer duration of the strong

first-order phase transition, thus leading to an enhancement of the GW energy

spectrum.

The predicted energy spectrum peaks of GWs as a function of frequency are

presented in Fig. 8. As a result, the generated GWs resulting from the FOEWPT

in the two-step transition have peak frequencies within the range of (∼ 10−4,∼ 0.2)

Hz and peak yields vary in the range (∼ 10−17,∼ 10−9). These peak yields are

expected to be accessible at BBO, LISA, (Ultimate-)DECIGO, TianQin and Taiji

detectors in the future. For demonstration purposes, we show the GW spectrum

generated from the benchmark point BM as the solid red line in Fig. 8. The

benchmark point is selected with a relatively high value of α in order to increase

the magnitude of the generated GWs, making it possible to be accessible by BBO,

LISA, and (Ultimate-)DECIGO.

6 Here, in order to obtain the Ultimate-DECIGO and LISA sensitivity lines, we take Tn = 100

GeV and vw = 0.95 for the purpose of illustration.
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Figure 8. The GW energy spectrum generated from the benchmark point BM is

represented by the solid red line with its peak indicated by the red cross. Peaks of

the GW energy spectrum from other surviving points generated from a two-step phase

transition are indicated by blue cross points. The experimental sensitivities of various

GW detectors, including Taiji, TianQin, DECIGO, Ultimate-DECIGO, BBO, and LISA,

are indicated by shaded color regions.

V. DARK MATTER DIRECT DETECTION PROSPECTS

In recent decades, significant advancements have been made in the design and

construction of direct-detection experiments aimed at detecting weakly interact-

ing massive particles (WIMPs) that are potential candidates for DM. Notable

examples of these experiments include CRESST III [170], DarkSide-50 [171, 172],

XENON1T [173, 174], PandaX-4T [176], and LZ [177]. These experiments have

led to significant improvements in searches for few keV-scale nuclear recoils, which

are indicative of spin-independent scattering of WIMPs with masses greater than
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Figure 9. The spin-independent DM-proton scattering cross section as a function of DM

mass for the parameter space probed by the GW signals at the Ultimate-DECIGO de-

tector. The gray regions represent the exclusion limits from current DM direct detection

experiments. The dashed green, dashed red, dashed purple, dashed orange and dotted

orange lines show the expected sensitivities of future DM direct detection experiments

at NEWS-G [238], SuperCDMS [239], CDEX [240], HeRALD [241] with 1 kg-year of

exposure and 10 eV of energy threshold, and with 10 kg-year of exposure and 0.1 eV of

energy threshold, respectively. The green region represents the neutrino fog background.

The red star indicates benchmark point BM.

1 GeV. While the next generation of experiments, such as PandaX30T [242],

XENONnT [243], DarkSide-20k [244], and DARWIN [245], are expected to ex-

plore a large fraction of the theoretically well-motivated parameter space for this

mass range and even reach the neutrino fog, there is growing interest in exploring

DM with sub-GeV mass ranges [246].
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However, the detection of sub-GeV DM remains challenging due to the low

nuclear recoil energies involved and the finite detector thresholds. Nevertheless,

new technologies capable of achieving lower detector energy thresholds, down to

meV−eV scales, are being proposed [246]. For example, the HeRALD proposal

[241] involves an array of microchannel plates and photomultiplier tubes that can

measure ionization signals resulting from DM interactions with helium nuclei. This

approach enables HeRALD to reach energy thresholds as low as a few meV, thus

making it suitable for probing DM in the sub-GeV mass region.

As demonstrated before, a two-step transition for achieving a strong FOEWPT

in the G2HDM leads to the prediction that the DM mass falls within the sub-

GeV range. This prediction renders the DM candidate a suitable candidate for

exploration in upcoming DM direct detection experiments. Fig. 9 shows the spin-

independent DM-proton scattering cross-section as a function of DM mass for the

parameter space being probed by gravitational wave detectors. While NEWS-G

[238], SuperCDMS [239], and CDEX [240] are designed to probe DM with masses

around and above 1 GeV, HeRALD with 1 kg-year of exposure and 10 eV of

detector energy threshold can probe part of our parameter space that predicts

gravitational wave signals. HeRALD can fully cover our parameter space with

10 kg-year of exposure and a detector energy threshold of 0.1 eV. Therefore, it

highlights an interesting interplay between future DM direct detection and GW

signal searches.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We investigate the electroweak phase transition and the possibility of detecting

GW signals resulting from the phase transition in the simplified G2HDM. The

simplified G2HDM is a well-motivated dark matter model with a hidden non-

abelian gauge boson W ′ (p,m) serving as a DM candidate. The stability of the
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DM candidate is protected by an accidental h-parity in the model. We take into

account both theoretical and experimental constraints, with the latter including

Higgs experimental data, electroweak precision measurements, dark photon and

DM direct search experiments.

We derive the effective potential in the simplified G2HDM, including the one-

loop finite temperature correction with daisy resummation. The effective potential

consists of three background fields (h1c, h2c, ϕHc) that give rise to rich patterns

of phase transition. We require h2c = 0 at zero temperature to anti-restore the

h-parity and analyze the possible first-order electroweak phase transition in the

early universe.

We identify several rather distinctive features of the simplified G2HDM as fol-

lows:

• A two-step phase transition pattern is possible, where the symmetric phase

transfers to the inert doublet h2c direction first and subsequently to the elec-

troweak vacuum phase with a non-zero hidden doublet VEV vΦ in addition

to the SM doublet VEV v as the temperature decreases. Using the high-T

approximation in the effective potential that manifests gauge invariance, we

found that the former transition is a second-order phase transition, while

the latter can be first-order due to a tree-level barrier. The first step breaks

h-parity and the second step restores it.

• Unlike the conventional Z2 symmetry model, where the two-step FOEWPT

imposes strict upper bounds on new scalar masses, these bounds can be

relaxed in G2HDM. In G2HDM, the new scalars receive contributions to their

masses from a hidden sector VEV, allowing for somewhat larger BSM scalar

masses to be compatible with a FOEWPT. However, due to the perturbative

limit on the couplings and the bubble nucleation condition for GWs, scalar

masses can only reach O(1 TeV). In particular, the extra h-parity even scalar

boson mass mh2 can reach 1.8 TeV, the h-parity odd scalars D and H±
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can only reach up to 500 GeV. Our findings also suggest that the Higgs

portal coupling λHΦ needs to be sizable and the VEV vΦ of the SU(2)L

singlet/SU(2)H doublet scalar ΦH needs to be within the range of 0.5 TeV

to 1.4 TeV.

• The predicted GW energy spectrum from two-step FOEWPT in this model

can be probed in the next-generation GW detectors. In particular, we find

that the peak frequencies lie within the range of (∼ 10−4,∼ 0.2) Hz, and the

peak yields vary from ∼ 10−17 to ∼ 10−9. These frequencies and yields can

be covered by BBO, LISA, (Ultimate-)DECIGO, TianQin, and Taiji in the

future.

• Interestingly, these GW probed regions can also be searched for in the future

dark matter direct detection experiments, such as the superfluid-He target

detectors. While it is possible for the DM candidate to be heavy [152], we

have concentrated on the light mass region due to its potential accessibility

by future direct detection experiments.

• Albeit the above distinctive features are obtained here in a specific model

of G2HDM, it is conceivable that they might be present in other class of

models, for instance in certain limit of the IHDM, augmented further by a

scalar singlet. After all, the scalar potential of G2HDM can be regarded as

a gauged version of the one from IHDM, supplemented by a hidden SU(2)H

doublet ΦH which is nevertheless a SM singlet.

Finally, we note that the results in this work are presented at leading order,

i.e., using the high-T approximation in the effective potential. Higher-order correc-

tions that include both a systematical thermal resummation and a properly gauge-

invariant treatment are needed to be taken into account to obtain more accurate

predictions. This can be done by using the state-of-the-art dimensional reduction

method reducing the simplified G2HDM to a 3d effective field theory. To fully
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resolve the IR problem and properly identify the boundary between FOEWPT-

viable and crossover regions of the parameter space, lattice studies are required.

We will defer this exploration to the future.
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Appendix A: Field Dependent Masses

We will work in the Landau gauge where all the Goldstone bosons are massless

and the ghost contributions can be ignored. The thermal mass corrections for the

scalar fields (ΠH1(T ), ΠH2(T ) and ΠΦH
(T )) and the longitudinal components of the

gauge fields (ΠW (T ),ΠB(T ),ΠW ′(T ) and ΠX(T )) are also included in this work for

the daisy resummation. These thermal mass corrections are given in Appendix B.

1. Gauge Bosons

In what follows, we will suppress the temperature dependence of the constant

background fields hic(T ) and ϕHc(T ) and denote them simply as hic and ϕHc unless

stated otherwise. For convenience, we define the following combinations of the

background fields

h2
± ≡ h2

1c ± h2
2c , (A1)

h2
±Φ ≡ h2

± ± ϕ2
Hc . (A2)

There is only one electric charged vector boson, the SM W±, with field depen-
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dent mass given by

m2
W±

T
=

1

4
g2h2

+ , (A3)

m2
W±

L
= m2

W±
T
+ΠW (T ) . (A4)

In general, W ′ 2 doesn’t mix with other gauge fields and its field dependent mass

is given by

m2
W ′ 2

T
=

1

4
g2Hh

2
+Φ , (A5)

m2
W ′ 2

L
= m2

W ′ 2
T
+ΠW ′(T ) . (A6)

All the other 5 gauge bosons associated with the remaining 5 generators in

G2HDM are electrically neutral and in general mixed together. In the basis

of {B,W 3, X,W ′ 3,W ′ 1}, one finds the transverse mass matrix

M2
NT

=



1
4
g′ 2h2

+ −1
4
g′gh2

+
1
4
g′gXh

2
+ +1

4
g′gHh

2
−

1
2
g′gHh1ch2c

−1
4
gg′h2

+
1
4
g2h2

+ −1
4
ggXh

2
+ −1

4
ggHh

2
− −1

2
ggHh1ch2c

1
4
gXg

′h2
+ −1

4
gXgh

2
+

1
4
g2Xh

2
+Φ +m2

X
1
4
gXgHh

2
−Φ

1
2
gXgHh1ch2c

1
4
gHg

′h2
− −1

4
gHgh

2
−

1
4
gHgXh

2
−Φ

1
4
g2Hh

2
+Φ 0

1
2
gHg

′h1ch2c −1
2
gHgh1ch2c

1
2
gHgXh1ch2c 0 1

4
g2Hh

2
+Φ


.

(A7)

It is clear that for h1ch2c ̸= 0, W ′ 1 can mix with B, W 3 and X. Thus in general

W ′ 1 and W ′ 2 have different masses and do not combine into two complex conjugate

fields (denoted by W ′ (p,m) = (W ′ 1 ∓ iW ′ 2)/
√
2 in previous studies) unless one of

the h1c and h2c or both vanishes! Note that we have included a Stueckelberg mass

mX for the U(1)X while for the U(1)Y we set its Stueckelberg mass MY to be

zero due to phenomenological reasons discussed in earlier works. We also do not

include kinetic mixing among the two U(1)s.

Despite its unappealing look, the determinant of Eq. (A7) vanishes for arbitrary

values of h1c, h2c and ϕHc, all of which can be different from their vacuum values of
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v1, v2 and vΦ respectively at zero temperature. So it has at least one zero eigenvalue

which can be identified as the photon 7. The exact results of the eigenvalues of

M2
NT

depend on the detailed symmetry breaking patterns. We will denote the

eigenstates of Eq. (A7) as the transverse γT and ZiT with eigenvalues m2
γT

= 0 and

m2
ZiT

for i = 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively.

For the longitudinal components of the neutral gauge bosons, we have to include

their thermal masses as well. The mass matrix now becomes

M
2

NL
= M2

NT
+



ΠB(T ) 0 0 0 0

0 ΠW (T ) 0 0 0

0 0 ΠX(T ) 0 0

0 0 0 ΠW ′(T ) 0

0 0 0 0 ΠW ′(T )


. (A8)

We will denote the eigenstates of M2

NL
in (A8) as the longitudinal γL and ZiL with

eigenvalues m2
γL

and m2
ZiL

for i = 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively.

Setting all the thermal masses to be zeros, h1c → v, h2c → 0 and ϕHc → vΦ in

the above formulae, one can reproduce the tree level mass spectrum and mixings

for the neutral gauge bosons presented in Sec. II B for the zero temperature case.

For instance, W ′
1 and W ′

2 will have the same mass and can combine into two

complex fields W ′ (p,m) = (W ′
1∓ iW ′

2)/
√
2 which will be considered as sub-GeV DM

candidate in this work.

7 Including a Stueckelberg mass MY for the hypercharge U(1)Y gauge field B would break this

statement.
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2. Scalar Bosons

In G2HDM, the charged scalar h+
1 and h+

2 in (3) mix according to the following

mass matrix

M2
C =

−µ2
H + λHh

2
+ − 1

2
(λ′

Hh
2
2c − λHΦϕ

2
Hc)

1
2
λ′
Hh1ch2c

1
2
λ′
Hh1ch2c −µ2

H + λHh
2
+ − 1

2

(
λ′
Hh

2
1c − λ̃HΦϕ

2
Hc

)
(A9)

Here we have defined λ̃HΦ ≡ λHΦ + λ′
HΦ. Note that M2

C depends on the values of

µ2
H , its eigenvalues also depend on the detail of the symmetry breaking patterns.

Including the thermal mass corrections, we have

M
2

C = M2
C +

ΠH1(T ) 0

0 ΠH2(T )

 . (A10)

We will denote the two eigenstates as G± and H± and their corresponding eigen-

values of M2
C (M2

C) are m2
G± and m2

H± (m2
G± and m2

H±) respectively. Explicitly,

we have

m2
G±,H± =

1

4

{
−2
(
2µ2

H − ΠH+

)
+ (4λH − λ′

H)h
2
+ +

(
λHΦ + λ̃HΦ

)
ϕ2
Hc

∓
[
λ′ 2
Hh

4
+ − 2λ′

Hh
2
−
(
λ′
HΦϕ

2
Hc − 2ΠH−

)
+
(
λ′
HΦϕ

2
Hc − 2ΠH−

)2]1/2}
,

(A11)

with ΠH± = (ΠH1 ± ΠH2) and m2
G±,H± is given by (A11) with ΠH± set to 0.

In the general spontaneous symmetry breaking in G2HDM, all the other scalar

fields in the three doublets mix together according to their CP properties. This is

expected since the parameters in the scalar potential of G2HDM are all real and

the scalar potential is CP conserving. The real and imaginary fields have opposite

CP properties and they should not mix!

For the CP-even scalars in the basis of {hSM, h
0
2, ϕH , G

1
H}, the mass matrix is
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given by

M2
S =


(♯)11 2λHh1ch2c λHΦh1cϕHc

1
2
λ′
HΦh2cϕHc

2λHh1ch2c (♯)22 λ̃HΦh2cϕHc
1
2
λ′
HΦh1cϕHc

λHΦh1cϕHc λ̃HΦh2cϕHc (♯)33
1
2
λ′
HΦh1ch2c

1
2
λ′
HΦh2cϕHc

1
2
λ′
HΦh1cϕHc

1
2
λ′
HΦh1ch2c (♯)44

 , (A12)

with the diagonal elements defined as follows

(♯)11 = −µ2
H + λH(3h

2
1c + h2

2c) +
1

2
λHΦϕ

2
Hc , (A13)

(♯)22 = −µ2
H + λH(h

2
1c + 3h2

2c) +
1

2
λ̃HΦϕ

2
Hc , (A14)

(♯)33 = −µ2
Φ + 3λΦϕ

2
Hc +

1

2

(
λHΦh

2
+ + λ′

HΦh
2
2c

)
, (A15)

(♯)44 = −µ2
Φ + λΦϕ

2
Hc +

1

2

(
λHΦh

2
+ + λ′

HΦh
2
1c

)
. (A16)

Including the thermal masses, we have

M
2

S = M2
S +


ΠH1(T ) 0 0 0

0 ΠH2(T ) 0 0

0 0 ΠΦH
(T ) 0

0 0 0 ΠΦH
(T )

 . (A17)

We denote the eigenvalues of M2
S and M

2

S as m2
Si

and m2
Si

respectively for the

CP-even states Si with i = 1, 2, 3, and 4.

For the CP-odd scalars in the basis {G0
1, G

0
2, G

0
H , G

2
H}, the mass matrix is

M2
P =


(♮)11 0 0 1

2
λ′
HΦh2cϕHc

0 (♮)22 0 −1
2
λ′
HΦh1cϕHc

0 0 (♮)22
1
2
λ′
HΦh1ch2c

1
2
λ′
HΦh2cϕHc −1

2
λ′
HΦh1cϕHc

1
2
λ′
HΦh1ch2c (♮)44

 , (A18)
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with the following diagonal elements

(♮)11 = −µ2
H + λHh

2
+ +

1

2
λHΦϕ

2
Hc , (A19)

(♮)22 = −µ2
H + λHh

2
+ +

1

2
λ̃HΦϕ

2
Hc , (A20)

(♮)33 = −µ2
Φ + λΦϕ

2
Hc +

1

2

(
λHΦh

2
+ + λ′

HΦh
2
2c

)
, (A21)

(♮)44 = −µ2
Φ + λΦϕ

2
Hc +

1

2

(
λHΦh

2
+ + λ′

HΦh
2
1c

)
. (A22)

Similarly, including the thermal masses, we have

M
2

P = M2
P +


ΠH1(T ) 0 0 0

0 ΠH2(T ) 0 0

0 0 ΠΦH
(T ) 0

0 0 0 ΠΦH
(T )

 . (A23)

We denote the eigenvalues of M2
P and M

2

P as m2
Pi

and m2
Pi

respectively for the

CP-odd states Pi with i = 1, 2, 3, and 4.

Since the matrix elements of M2
S(M

2

S) and M2
P (M

2

P ) depend on the values of

µ2
H and µ2

Φ, the scalar mass spectrum depends on the detail of the symmetry

breaking patterns just like the gauge bosons. Similarly one can reproduce the zero

temperature mass spectra and mixings for the scalars presented in Sec. II B by

ignoring the thermal masses and setting h1c → v, h2c → 0 and ϕHc → vΦ in the

above formulae. For example, G1
H and G2

H will have the same mass and they can be

combined into two complex Goldstone bosons G(p,m)
H = (G1

H ± iG2
H)/

√
2 absorbed

by the longitudinal components of W ′ (p,m), and hSM and ϕH can be combined into

h1 and h2, and so on.
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3. Fermions

The gauge invariant Yukawa couplings in G2HDM lead to the following fermionic

mass terms in the Lagrangian [148]

Lf
mass = − 1√

2

(
ūL, ū

H
L

)v1Yu v2Yu

0 vΦY ′
u

uR

uH
R

+H.c.

− 1√
2

(
d̄L, d̄

H
L

)v1Yd −v2Yd

0 vΦY ′
d

dR

dHR

+H.c.

− 1√
2

(
ν̄L, ν̄

H
L

)v1Yν v2Yν

0 vΦY ′
ν

νR

νH
R

+H.c.

− 1√
2

(
ēL, ē

H
L

)v1Ye −v2Ye

0 vΦY ′
e

eR

eHR

+H.c. (A24)

Since the lower left blocks in the mass matrices vanish, the SM fermions fR will not

mix with the hidden fermions fH
L in G2HDM even if v2 ̸= 0. The Yukawa matrices

Yf and Y ′
f can be blocked diagonalized independently. Since fermion loops do not

suffer from the infrared problems associated with the zero Matsubara frequencies

in the bosonic case, daisy resummation is not necessary. The leading temperature

effects for the fermion masses are usually captured via the following prescriptions

m2
f (v1) =

1

2
y2fv

2
1 → m2

f (h1c) =
1

2
y2fh1c(T )

2 = m2
f (v1)

h1c(T )
2

v21
, (A25)

m2
fH (vΦ) =

1

2
y2fHv

2
Φ → m2

fH (ϕHc) =
1

2
y2fHϕHc(T )

2 = m2
fH (vΦ)

ϕHc(T )
2

v2Φ
,(A26)

where y2f and y2fH are the eigenvalues of the Yukawa matrices YfY†
f (or Y†

fYf ) and

Y ′
fY

′†
f (or Y ′†

f Y ′
f ) respectively. The temperature dependence for the fermion masses

are coming through the classical fields h1c(T ) and ϕHc(T ) only. For simplicity, we

will consider just the heavy top quark t and its hidden heavy partner tH from the

third generation in the numerical work since they represent the most dominant

contribution from the fermion sector.
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Appendix B: Thermal Masses

In this appendix, we list the thermal mass (Debye screening mass) for all the

scalar and vector bosons in G2HDM. Including these masses are essential for the

resummation of the daisy diagrams in the finite temperature effective potential.

For the two doublets H1 and H2, using the field components defined in Eq. (3),

we found

ΠH1(T ) ≡ Πh1(T ) = ΠG0
1
(T ) = Πh±

1
(T ) = Π̃H1T

2

=
1

12
(10λH − λ′

H + 2λHΦ + λ′
HΦ)T

2 (B1)

+
1

16

(
3g2 + g′ 2 + 3g2H + g2X

)
T 2 +

1

4
y2t T

2 ,

ΠH2(T ) ≡ Πh2(T ) = ΠG0
2
(T ) = Πh±

2
(T ) = Π̃H2T

2

=
1

12
(10λH − λ′

H + 2λHΦ + λ′
HΦ)T

2

+
1

16

(
3g2 + g′ 2 + 3g2H + g2X

)
T 2 , (B2)

and for the hidden doublet ΦH , using Eq. (4), we got

ΠΦH
(T ) ≡ ΠϕH

(T ) = ΠG0
H
(T ) = Π

G
(p,m)
H

(T ) = Π̃ΦH
T 2

=
1

6
(3λΦ + 2λHΦ + λ′

HΦ)T
2 +

1

16

(
3g2H + g2X

)
T 2 +

1

4
y′ 2t T 2 . (B3)

For the Yukawa couplings, we will keep only the contributions from the SM top

quark (yt) and its heavy partner (y′t) in G2HDM.

For the SM gauge bosons, we have

ΠW (T ) ≡ ΠW i(T ) = 2g2T 2 , (i = 1, 2, 3) (B4)

ΠB(T ) =
14

3
g′ 2T 2 . (B5)

For the hidden gauge bosons, we have

ΠW ′(T ) ≡ ΠW ′ i(T ) =
19

6
g2HT

2 , (i = 1, 2, 3) (B6)

ΠX(T ) =
17

2
g2XT

2 . (B7)
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In the thermal masses of the gauge bosons, we have summed over all three gener-

ations of quarks and leptons in G2HDM.

Appendix C: Thermal Integrals

The definition of Ji(x) depends on whether i is a boson (B) or a fermion (F ),

i.e.

JB/F (x) ≡
∫ ∞

0

dy y2 log
[
1∓ exp

(
−
√
x2 + y2

)]
. (C1)

Note that in our notation, x ≡ mB/F/T . In the literature, some authors’ x is our

x2.

For high-T where x ≪ 1, one has the following series expansions [247]

JB(x) = −π4

45
+

π2

12
x2 − π

6

(
x2
)3/2 − 1

32
x4 log

(
x2

cB

)
− 1

8π1/2
x4

∞∑
l=1

(−1)l
ζ(2l + 1)

(l + 1)!
Γ

(
l +

1

2

)(
x2

4π2

)l

, (C2)

JF (x) =
7

8
· π

4

45
− π2

24
x2 − 1

32
x4 log

(
x2

cF

)
− 1

4π1/2
x4

∞∑
l=1

(−1)l
(
1− 1

22l+1

)
ζ(2l + 1)

(l + 1)!
Γ

(
l +

1

2

)(
x2

π2

)l

, (C3)

where cB = 16π2 exp
(
3
2
− 2γE

)
, cF = cB/16, and Γ(z) and ζ(z) are the Euler

Γ-function and Riemann ζ-function respectively. Numerically, we have

γE = 0.5772156649015329 · · · ,

cB = 223.0993446886696 · · · , (C4)

cF = 13.94370904304185 · · · .

Note that there is no (x2)
3/2 term in JF ! For high-T, keeping the first lines in (C2)

and (C3) are usually sufficient!
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On the other hand, we also have the following series representations [248]

JB(x) = −
∞∑
n=1

1

n2
x2K2(nx) , (C5)

JF (x) = −
∞∑
n=1

1

n2
(−1)n x2K2(nx) , (C6)

where K2(z) is the modified Bessel function of second kind which falls off expo-

nentially for large positive values of z. For high mass or low temperature where

x ≫ 1, these series representations converge rapidly. Usually, taking the first five

terms in the series is sufficient [67, 129].

The thermal integral Ji(xi) in (33) is defined by [204, 205]

Ji

(mi

T

)
=



JB(
mi

T
)− π

6

(
m3

i

T 3 − m3
i

T 3

)
, i ∈ {S1, S2, S3, S4, P1, P2, P3, P4, G

±, H±

W±
L ,W ′ 2

L , Z1L, Z2L, Z3L, Z4L, γL} ;

JB(
mi

T
) , i ∈ {W±

T ,W ′ 2
T , Z1T , Z2T , Z3T , Z4T , γT} ;

JF (
mi

T
) , i ∈ {l, ν, lH , νH , q, qH}.

(C7)

Note that for the scalars and longitudinal components of the gauge bosons we

have included the resummation effects from the daisy (ring) diagrams from higher

loops in the thermal corrections. mi and mi are the field dependent masses (mass

eigenvalues in case of mixings) with and without the thermal mass correction

respectively for particle i.

It has been shown recently [183] that at high-T the daisy resummation can be

quite poor for large values of the quartic coupling in BSM and does not shown

how decoupling occurs when the internal mass of the BSM particle is large com-

pared with the temperature. More accurate calculation would have to include the

superdaisy diagrams which will lead one to solve the gap equations [183]. We will

not get into this business here. Also ignored here is the two-loop corrections to

the finite temperature effective potential which have been shown quite relevant to

determine the strength of the phase transition in MSSM [249].
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Appendix D: Gauge-Invariant Method Beyond Leading Order and Scale

Dependence

The determination of the phase transition quantities such as vC and TC in

a gauge theory can lead to the gauge fixing parameter dependence if the effec-

tive potential is calculated beyond the leading high-T approximation. However

one can treat the gauge dependence issue using the ℏ-expansion method pro-

posed in Ref.[145]. Such method is based on the Nielsen-Fukuda-Kugo (NFK)

identity [187, 188], which states that the energies at the stationary points of the

effective potential are independent of the gauge fixing parameter ξ. The NFK

identity can be described by

∂Veff(φ)

∂ξ
= −C(φ, ξ)

∂Veff(φ)

∂φ
, (D1)

where the functional C(φ, ξ) can be found explicitly in Ref. [187].

By expanding both the effective potential and the functional C(φ, ξ) in powers

of ℏ,

Veff(φ) = V0(φ) + ℏV1(φ) + ℏ2V2(φ) + · · · , (D2)

C(φ, ξ) = c0 + ℏc1(φ) + ℏ2c2(φ) + · · · , (D3)

and, for example, considering the first order with respect to ℏ, one can obtain from

(D1)

∂V1

∂ξ
= −c1

∂V0

∂φ
, (D4)

which implies that the ξ-dependence of V1 can be eliminated at the extremal

points of the tree-level potential. Therefore, the critical temperature to O(ℏ) can

be determined by evaluating the degeneracy condition of the effective potential

at the stationary points of the tree-level potential. For the transition from the

(0, h2c, 0) phase to (h1c, 0, ϕHc) phase in G2HDM as depicted in the right panel of
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Fig. 1 where s ≡ ϕHc, h1 ≡ h1c and h2 ≡ h2c, the critical temperature TC can be

determined by solving the following equation

V0(0, v2, 0) + V1(0, v2, 0, TC) = V0(v1, 0, vΦ) + V1(v1, 0, vΦ, TC) , (D5)

where (0, v2, 0) and (v1, 0, vΦ) are the extremal points at the tree-level potential.

On the other hand, the value of vC is determined by utilizing the high-T expansion

effective potential.

Another issue that arises in the calculation beyond the high-T expansion effec-

tive potential is the dependence on the renormalization scale µ in the Coleman-

Weinberg effective potential VCW. This dependence can have a significant impact

on the properties of phase transitions and the associated predicted GW signals

[189, 190]. To mitigate this dependence, renormalization group (RG) improve-

ment can be applied to the effective potential [250–254]. This can be done by

running the parameters in the tree-level effective potential using the β functions

given in Appendix F. At leading order, the RG improved potential satisfies

µ
d

dµ
[V0(µ) + VCW(µ)] = 0 , (D6)

which ensures independence from the choice of µ.
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Appendix E: The Critical Temperatures

In this section, we show the analytical expressions for the critical tempera-

tures in the two-step phase transition. The critical temperature for the first step

[(0, 0, 0) → (0, h2c, 0)] can be easily obtained by solving the degenerate condition

V HT
eff (0, 0, 0, T1C) = V HT

eff (0, h2c, 0, T1C). This gives the result of

T1C =

√
µ2
H/Π̃H2 , (E1)

where µ2
H = λHv

2 + λHΦv
2
Φ/2 fixed by the tree level tadpole condition and Π̃H2 is

given by (39).

For the second step [(0, h2c, 0) → (h1c, 0, ϕHc)], by solving the following degen-

erate condition

V HT
eff (0, h2c, 0, TC) = V HT

eff (h1c, 0, ϕHc, TC) , (E2)

one obtains

TC =

√√√√ (λ2
HΦ − 4λHλΦ) v4Φ

2
(
λHΦΠ̃H2 − 2λHΠ̃ΦH

)
v2Φ − λHy2t v

2 − κ
, (E3)

where

κ = ytλ
1/2
H

{[
4λHΦΠ̃ΦH

− λΦ(8Π̃H2 + y2t )
]
v4Φ

+4
(
2λHΠ̃ΦH

− λHΦΠ̃H2

)
v2v2Φ + λHy

2
t v

4
}1/2

, (E4)

Π̃ΦH
=

1

6
(3λΦ + 2λHΦ + λ′

HΦ) +
1

16

(
3g2H + g2X

)
+

1

4
y′ 2t . (E5)

We note that with the viable parameter space in the model, the critical tempera-

ture TC stays in the electroweak scale as shown in Fig. 6.
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Appendix F: Renormalization Group Equations

Here we present the one loop renormalization group equations in G2HDM. The

β-function, computed with the help of SARAH [255], is defined as βX ≡ µdX/dµ,

where X denotes a generic coupling/mass and µ is the renormalization scale.

Gauge couplings:

βg′ =
1

16π2

(
53

3
g′3
)

, (F1)

βg =
1

16π2

(
−3g3

)
, (F2)

βgs =
1

16π2

(
−3g3s

)
, (F3)

βgX =
1

16π2

(
17

2
g3X

)
, (F4)

βgH =
1

16π2

(
7

6
g3H

)
. (F5)

Scalar masses and quartic couplings:

βµ2
H

=
1

16π2

[
4µ2

H

(
5λH − 1

2
λ′
H

)
− 3

2
µ2
H

(
3g2 + g′2 + 3g2H + g2X − 4y2t

)
+ 2µ2

Φ (2λHΦ + λ′
HΦ)

]
, (F6)

βµ2
Φ

=
1

16π2

[
12µ2

ΦλΦ − 3

2
µ2
Φ

(
3g2H + g2X − 4y2tH

)
+ 4µ2

H (2λHΦ + λ′
HΦ)

]
, (F7)

βλH
=

1

16π2

{
32λ2

H + λ
′2
H + 2λ2

HΦ + λ
′2
HΦ − 4λHλ

′
H + 2λHΦλ

′
HΦ

− 3λH

(
3g2 + g′2 + 3g2H + g2X

)
+

3

8

[
g4 + 3g4H + 2g2H

(
g′2 + g2X

)
+
(
g′2 + g2X

)2
+ 2g2

(
g′2 + g2H + g2X

)]
+ 6y2t

(
2λH − y2t

)}
, (F8)

βλ′
H

=
1

16π2

[
2
(
2λ′2

H − λ′2
HΦ + 12λHλ

′
H

)
− 3λ′

H

(
3g2 + g′2 + 3g2H + g2X

)
+ 3g2H

(
2g2 − g′2 − g2X

)
− 3g2

(
g′2 + g2X

)
+ 12 (2λH + 3λ′

H) y
2
t

]
, (F9)
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βλΦ
=

1

16π2

[
4

(
6λ2

Φ + λ2
HΦ + λHΦλ

′
HΦ +

1

2
λ′2
HΦ

)
− 3λΦ

(
3g2H + g2X

)
+

3

8

(
3g4H + g4X + 2g2Hg

2
X

)
+ 6y2tH

(
2λΦ − y2tH

)]
, (F10)

βλHΦ
=

1

16π2

[
2
(
10λHλHΦ + 2λ2

HΦ + 4λHλ
′
HΦ + λ′2

HΦ

− λHλ
′
H − λ′

HΦλ
′
H + 6λHΦλΦ + 2λ′

HΦλΦ)

− 3

2

(
g′2 + 3g2 + 6g2H + 2g2X

)
λHΦ +

3

4

(
3g4H + g4X − 2g2Hg

2
X

)
+ 6λHΦ

(
y2t + y2tH

)]
, (F11)

βλ′
HΦ

=
1

16π2

[
2λ′

HΦ (2λ′
HΦ + 2λH + λ′

H + 2λΦ + 4λHΦ)

− 3

2

(
3g2 + 6g2H + g′2 + 2g2X

)
λ′
HΦ

+ 3g2Hg
2
X + 6λ′

HΦ

(
y2t + ytH

)]
. (F12)

Yukawa couplings:

βyt =
1

16π2

[
18y3t − yt

(
−2y2tH +

17

2
g2s +

9

4
g2 +

17

12
g′2 +

9

4
g2H +

3

4
g2X

)]
, (F13)

βy
tH

=
1

16π2

[
16y3tH − ytH

(
−4y2t +

17

2
g2s +

8

3
g′2 +

9

4
g2H +

3

4
g2X

)]
. (F14)
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