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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 Z 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 = h; indicates the SM Higgs background field while s and ho
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 Z, 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] '. In the case of spontaneous Z, breaking [30],
the inclusion of the cubic term (T'h?) 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

T > Ty ~ Trw , (1)

! Derived from an analysis of the high-temperature expansion of the thermal effective potential.



where T} (T3) is the critical temperature in the first (second) step and Tgw is the
temperature at electroweak (EW) scale. If the Zy 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 Z 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 Z; 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 Zs 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:

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

ment of the two-step FOEWPT can be relaxed?

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

abundance and evades current DM direct detection constraints?

e 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),, doublet H; and singlet scalars @y, this model incorpo-
rates an extra inert doublet Hy. 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



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 vg along with
the SM VEV v from H, 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’ ™™ as the DM candidate [146, 147].

We demonstrate that the stochastic GW signals from the two-step FOEWPT in
the simplified G2ZHDM 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 G2ZHDM. 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 G2ZHDM and its phenomenological constraints. In Sec. III,



after a succinct review of the current status of theoretical EWPT computation, we
present our analysis in G2ZHDM 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 G2ZHDM presented in [148], the simplified version has omitted
the SU(2)y triplet scalar Ay, thereby simplifying the scalar potential. The scalar
sector in the simplified G2ZHDM consists of the SM Higgs doublet H; and a second
inert Higgs doublet Hy of SU(2)r, as well as a hidden doublet @5 of SU(2)p.
Regarding the two doublets H; and H,, 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)y. 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 @y of SU(2)y 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 SU2)L|SU2)g|U(1)y |U (1) x | h-parity

e _
Oy = ( H) 1 2 0 !
oY +

Table 1. Higgs sector in the simplified G2HDM and their quantum number assignments.

Note that H; o individually transform as SU(2)7 doublets and together as a doublet
under SU(2) g, whereas the components of the SU(2) g doublet transform individually as
SU(2)r, singlets.

boson mass at the CDF 1II 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) x U(1) with the dark gauge bosons W’®™) 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), x U(1l)y x SU(2)y x U(1)x is given by

V= — % (HYHa) + Mg (HYHoi) " + %A’Heaﬁaé (H*'H.;) (H" Hj;)
2
— i3, + Ao (P4 ®n) + Ao (HTH) (@}, 011) + Xy (H'0) (@, H)
(2)

where (a, 3, 7, §) and (i, j) refer to the SU(2)y and SU(2),, indices respectively,
all of which run from 1 to 2, and H* = H},.

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

1 & 1 h 3)
1= 0 ) 2 = 0 0 )
HY = Bt i3 g = B
1 2
G = Cirtich
.GY ’
(I)OH — ¢Hi/+§¢H + ZTI;

where h;. and ¢y, are the only nonvanishing temperature dependent classical back-
ground field components in H; and ®y 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

1
‘/O(h'lca h'207 ¢HC) = = |:_2:u%{ (h%c + h%c) + )\H (h‘%c + h’%c)2 - 2/”L?{>H¢§{c + )\q)gbj'l{c

4
Fhrre (B, + 13.) G + Nrohedhrc| (5)

Note that in the tree level effective potential, the h;.¢py. term and all the terms

involving the coupling A\, 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. h;(0) = v; and ¢p.(0) = ve. Since Hs is odd
under h-parity, it plays the role as the inert Higgs doublet at zero temperature, so
v = 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

Vo(vi,0,v8) = = |=2ufv} + Agvi — 2u3, v + Aovg + AHqﬂ)%Ué] . (6)

|

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

mixing between H; and Hy, Hy (Hs) can mix with the lower (upper) component of
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® 5. Specifically, the neutral components hgy and ¢y in Hy and $ g, respectively,
are both even under h-parity and can combine to form two observable Higgs fields,

denoted as h; and h,. This mixing can be given as

hsm cosf; sinb, hq
O —sinf; cosf; ha
where the mixing angle 6, is given by

AHBVVS
tan20 = ————— .
! )\qﬂ)% — )\HU2

The masses of h; and hy are given by

2 _ 2 2

F /A0t M30h + (Mg — 2Amha) 0203 9)

The observed Higgs boson (which we denote as h) at the LHC is either hy or ha,
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 my, = 125.38 + 0.14 GeV, as reported in Ref. [160].

Furthermore, the h-parity odd fields HY and G can mix to produce two fields:
a physical dark Higgs boson denoted as D, and an unphysical Goldstone boson G
that gets absorbed by the W'™ boson. The mixing is given by

G cosfy sinf G
"= N E , (10)
HY —sinfy cosb, D

where the mixing angle 0, satisfies

2004
tan 20y = —— 11
W= r (11)
and the mass of D is
1
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G (G*) is the Goldstone field associated with the SU(2)y gauge boson W™ (W'P).
Its mass depends on the gauge fixings [146]. In Feynman-"t Hooft gauge it has the
same mass as the W™ (W’P). In Landau and unitary gauge, its mass is zero and

infinite respectively.

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

and has a mass

2

miye = = (Nyovg — Ngv?) . (13)

1
2
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 hy and hso.

The SU(2)y gauge bosons W’ ™™ have a mass

1
My = 59H\/U2 +3 (14)

where gy is the gauge coupling of SU(2)y. W'®™ 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 A-parity parti-

cles.

Finally the SM Z boson mixes with the W3 gauge field associated with the third
generator of SU(2)y and the U(1)x gauge field X (see Ref. [146, 147| for the mass
matrix). This leads to three physical fields Z; for i = 1,2,3. We will identify Z;
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 (7') and
the dark Z boson (Z') with the ordering m. < my:.

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,
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150]:

veotly, forfy >0,

—vtanfy, forfy, <0,

1 .
Ay = 52 (mfb1 cos® 0; + mfm sin? 01) ) (16)
1
Ao = = (mi1 sin? 0, + miz cos? 91) ; (17)
2vg
1 .
A\ge = Tove (mjy, —mj ) sin(26;) , (18)
2m?
, D
_ 19
HE ™ 2 402 1)
2 m2DU<21> 2
N = v? <v2 +02 T ) 20)

From (14), we also obtain
2mW/

— _Smwr 21

Thus one can use mp,, my, mp, my+, 61 and f5 as input in our numerical scan.
The additional free parameters in the model are the heavy hidden fermion mass

myn, 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

XH(H) 2 O, )\q> Z 0 and XHcp(f) + 2\/XH(7]))\(1> 2 O, (22)
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where XH(U) = Ay + n\y and XH¢(€) = Ao + ENye with 0 < € < 1 and
—1<n<0.
(b) Perturbative Unitarity: The condition for perturbative unitarity, as pre-
sented in [146, 147, 154|, provides the following constraints
Airls [Xa| <47, [Aa| < 8T, [Nyal [Nl < 8V2r, (23)
12An + Ny <87, [Aye + Nyo| < 87, (24)

’(/\H—i-)\}{/?—i-)\@):t\/2)\}3(1,—1-(/\[1-1-/\}{/2—)\@)2 <8, (25)

‘(5AH — Ny /24 3)g) £ \/(5/\H — Ny /2 = 30a)2 + 2(2hga + Nygp)?| < 87 . (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 [-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, hy

(Higgs boson) and hy, 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 — ~7 receives
contributions from hidden charged fermions f" 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 vy, 777, WHtW ™~ and
Z7 from CMS measurement [162|, we derive a constraint on the mixing angle,
finding that |sin6;| < 0.35. When combining Higgs signal strength data from
both CMS [162] and ATLAS [163], a more stringent limit of |sin6;| < 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, hy (identified as h here) can
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mp, =500 GeV and my, = 0.1 GeV
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Figure 2. The collider constraints projected onto the plane of (vg,61). 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 Aye values. The relevant parameters myp, = 500 GeV and

my = 0.1 GeV are fixed.

decay invisibly into a pair of W/®™)  The invisible branching ratio can be given

by

['(hy — WPW'™)
Iy, ’

1

BR(hy — inv) = (27)

where T, =~ cos? ;T5M + T'(hy — WPW'™) is the total decay width of the 125.38
GeV Higgs boson, T'$™ = 4.1 MeV is the SM decay width and T'(h; — W?W'™) is
its invisible decay width. The latter is given by

4

! B 2567 mb, W we
(28)
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with 7y = 4mjy, /mj, . Recently, CMS set a limit of BR(hy — 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 (vg, ;) 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 v and an upper bound on the Higgs portal param-
eter Ayg, as illustrated in Fig. 2. Specifically, for fixed values of my, = 500 GeV
and my» = 0.1 GeV, the collider data require vy = 600 GeV and Age < 0.5.

As we will see later the Higgs portal parameter A\ye can have a significant
impact on the tree-level effects of the first-order electroweak phase transition. A
relatively large value of Aye is required to have a substantial effect [110]. By
combining this requirement with the Higgs signal strength data, an upper bound
on vg can be derived. For instance, our results show that if a first-order electroweak
phase transition necessitates Age > 0.2, it leads to a constraint of ve < 1.2 TeV,

as demonstrated in Fig. 2.

FElectroweak 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.,
mar 7z < mg, considered in this study, these constraints require the new gauge
couplings gy and gx to be less than ~ 1072 [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
WPW'™ — ff via s-channel, mediated by Z’ and 4. However, due to the small-

ness of the gauge couplings gy and gy, 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, Qpyh? = 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], XENONIT [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 7' > 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.

17



A. One Loop Finite Temperature Effective Potential With Daisy Resum-

mation

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

%H(hlcu hQCu ¢HC7 T) - ‘/0<h107 h207 ¢HC> + ‘/l(hlm hQC) QSHC? T) ) (29)

where V; is given by Eq. (5).

The one loop correction Vi (hie, hoe, dpe, T') can be split into several pieces

‘/l(hlcv h2c> ¢Hc; T) - VCW<hlca h207 ¢Hc> + A‘/1 (hlca h2c; ¢H07 T)
+AVC.T.(hlca h/2ca ¢Hc) . (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 AV 7. is the counter term. The Coleman-Weinberg effective potential

in 4 — € dimensional regularization can be expressed as
VCW(hlca hQCa ¢Hc — 647T2 Z 251”1 hlw h267 ngc)

% {log ( i(hlc;j;207¢Hc)) _ Cz B CUV} , (31)

where m; denotes the field dependent mass (See Appendix A) of the particle ¢ with

spin s; = (0,1/2,1) and number of degree of freedom n;; C; = 3/2 for scalars and

fermions and 5/6 for gauge bosons;
2
Cuy = - et logdr , (32)

with vg = 0.5772... denotes the Euler-Mascheroni constant; p is a renormalization

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

T4 mi(h107 h2cv ¢Hc)>

_ T _ 1\28i,, . T
AR s e T) = 5 (P (P (33)
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Here J;(z) 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

{51752a537547P17P27P37P47GiaHi} ) (34)

+ + 12 /2
{WEWE W2 W2 Zi, Zar, Zsr, Zar, Zar, Zar, Zsr, Zar, Yo, YT} s (35)
{Z7V7Qa lHﬂVquH} . (36)

In (34), S;(i = 1,2,3,4) and P;(i = 1,2, 3,4) are the CP-even and CP-odd scalars
respectively. In (35), Z;(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 n; are

ng, =1, np =1, ng:t =2, ng:t =2,
Ny = 2, Ny = 4, nwre =1, nyr2 =2, ng, =1, ng, =2, ny =1, ny, =2,

=4, n,=4, mm=4, nu=4, ng=12, nu =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 [Jg and Jr 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:

Vi (hie, hae, dre, T) = Vo(hae, hae, ngc)‘f‘%HHl (T)h%c“‘%HHQ (T)h§c+%H<bH (T) %

(37)
where Iy, (T'), Iy, (T) and Ilg,, (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 (hy., hoc, @), there are eight combi-
nations of possible extrema. To ensure the stability of the dark matter candidate,
it is necessary that ho. = 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) = (h1e, 0, ¢g.), cannot be of first-order type. This is due to conflicting
requirements that arise from the need for both h. and ¢, 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 = ¢He, h1 = hie and hy = hg.. This pattern involves two-steps: (0,0,0) —
(0, hoe, 0) = (hie, 0, dge), 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,¢%.) — (hi,0,¢pm.) and (0,0,0) — (h),.,0,0) = (A1, 0, ¢pn.), 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 Z; 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 ¢min(T) = \/h%c(T) + h3(T) + ¢%.(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, ha.,0) and (hic,0,¢r.) phases.
The dotted, dash-dotted and dashed lines indicate the critical temperatures Ti¢, To
and nucleation temperature T}, respectively. Here we fix the model parameter space as
mp, = 745 GeV, my+ = 374 GeV, mp = 320 GeV, my» = 0.115 GeV, 0; = 0.235 rad,
02 = 0.32 rad, myu =1 TeV, gx = 1.17 x 10~ and myx = 0.25 GeV.

the quantity

Oin(T) = [ D2(T) + 3.(T) + 6%, (T) (38)

to trace the evolution of the vacuum and fix the model parameter space as my, =
745 GeV, mg+ = 374 GeV, mp = 320 GeV, my, = 0.115 GeV, #; = 0.235
rad, 6 = 0.32 rad, m = 1 TeV, gx = 1.17 x 107* and myx = 0.25 GeV.
One can see that my ~ 2my~ 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, ha., 0) phase occurs at Tic = y/ u%/ I1y,, where
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from (B2)

- 1 1
g, = D (10Ag — Ny + 2Xgo + Nyo) + 16 (39° + "% + 393 + 9%) (39)

and 1% = Agv? + Agevd /2 determined by the tadpole condition at tree level.
At this benchmark point, Tic ~ 556 GeV, as indicated by the dotted line. Sub-
sequently, a new minimum (hy.,0, ¢g.) appears at T = To ~ 272 GeV ?) as
indicated by the dash-dotted line. These two phases, (0, ko, 0) and (hie, 0, due),
are degenerate and separated by a barrier, which is a characteristic feature of a
FOEWPT. As the temperature drops below T, the system undergoes a phase
transition through the formation of bubbles, with the stable vacuum inside the
bubbles being (hic, 0, ¢g.), and the metastable vacuum outside being (0, ko, 0).
The black dashed line in Fig. 3 represents the nucleation temperature, 7, ~ 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 = ¢pe,

2 See Appendix E for the analytical expression of T¢.

22



| C eieste | 20 | | '
3t .*o.o |
1.5}
. 3
4 =
~ a 1.0r
S
1_
0.5}
° |sin 91' <0.35 o
O ° |sin 91' < 0.25
05 1.0 15 2.0 05 1.0 15 2.0
My, [TeV] mu= [TeV]
103 : 3.0 ——
*
2.5}
N 2.0
> =
1074} 1.5
°, 1.0' ° L
1072 1071 0.5 1.0 1.5
my [GeV] Vo [TeV]

Figure 4. Viable model parameter regions for the two-step phase transition with different
constraints on the mixing angles #;. The gray and blue regions indicate |sin6;| < 0.35

and |sin 67| < 0.25, respectively.

hy = hi. and hy = ho.. 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
¢ = vo/Tc where ve = hi.(T¢) for the second transition. The red star represents the

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

mp,/GeV € (130, 2000), (40)
my+/GeV € (80, 2000), (41)
mp/GeV € (10, 2000), (42)
my/GeV € (0.01, 50), (43)
6, 2/rad € —g, g) , (44)
gx € (107%,107?), (45)
Mx/GeV € (1072, 10%), (46)

and we fix mu =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 = ¢g., hi = hi. and hy = hy.. 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 6;. The gray area denotes |sin 6| <
0.35, a constraint derived from Higgs signal strength data measured at the CMS
experiment, while the blue area indicates |sinf;| < 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 #; 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 ;| requires a smaller value for Ay and a
narrower region on the (my+, mp) and (my-, gg) planes. Additionally, it results
in stronger upper and lower bounds on v.

In Fig. 5, we showcase results for |sin;| < 0.25. The color within this figure
indicates the strength of the EWPT in the second step, denoted here by & =

ve/Te 2, where ve = hi.(T¢), 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, v 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 £ > 1 [145]. We find that ¢ < 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 7. Interestingly, T lies within
the electroweak scale.

As shown in the top-left panel of Fig. 5, for a fixed value of my,, an increase
in the quadratic coupling Agye leads to a larger £ and therefore a stronger phase
transition. This occurs due to the presence of a tree-level barrier, the height of
which is proportional to Age, 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 A\y¢ 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 (my+,mp) plane shows a distinct shape, which is due to the recent precision
measurement of the W boson mass by the CDF-II collaboration [152]*. Further-
more, this panel indicates that the dark Higgs and charged Higgs must satisfy
lower bounds of my+ 2 200 GeV and mp 2 150 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 Hs in
G2HDM is also a member of a doublet under a hidden SU(2)y that is broken by

a new VEV vg, 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 smsélJYer mass splitting [152].



example, two-step transition requires T7¢ > T and thus
piyr = gy (Thie) > My (Te) ~ My (Tew) (47)

where Ty (T¢) is the critical temperature for the first (second) step and Tgw
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

1
mp =~ mpyy = \/—u%,—i—)\Hvz—i-i()\H@—i-)\}w)vé (48)
1
< \/_HH2<TEVV> + Agv? + 5 (/\H<I> + XH<I>) U(Qb . (49)
Taking numerical values of Ay = 0.8, A\ = 1.7, Ago = 2.1, Ny = 2.9, N}y = —3.3

and gy x < 1, we obtain

mp = My S\~ 16Ty +0.802 + 2503 (50)

With Tgw = 200 GeV and vg = 1.3 TeV, one can get an upper bound of mp < 2
TeV.

The mass of the DM particle, my, 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 my+ is due to the limits on the new gauge coupling gy, which arises from dark
photon searches [146, 147, 152|, as well as the bounds on ve. As shown in the
bottom-right panel of Fig. 5 or 6, ve falls within the range of [0.5TeV, 1.4 TeV].
This range represents a combination of collider constraints illustrated in Fig. 2
and the two-step phase transition condition requirement for Ay, 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 y,u is required in the small
region of vy. Nevertheless yn is still below V47 allowed by perturbative unitarity
arguments. Additionally, smaller regions of ve show a trend towards larger values
of £&. Finally, the bottom-right panel of Fig. 6 shows that T increases in regions

of larger values of vg.
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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, T,,; the fraction
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of energy released from the phase transition to the total radiation energy density
at the nucleation temperature, «; the inverse duration of the phase transition
S (usually normalized by H,, the Hubble rate at the percolation temperature);
and the velocity of the bubble wall, v,. 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 v,, = 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 v,, ~ [0.7,0.8]. Higher values of v, slightly reduce sensitivity, while it drops
dramatically for smaller v,, (v, < 0.6).

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

*dT (1)
/Tn T =L (51)

where I'(T) is the tunneling probability per unit time per unit volume, which is

tion

calculated using the following formula

N(T) ~T* (i)w e~/ (52)
o 2nT ’

Here &3 represents the three-dimensional Euclidean action corresponding to the

critical bubble, which is given by
o0 1 (do(r) ’
= drr? | = ! + V(1
83 /0 rr 92 ( dr ) (¢7 ) ) (53)

where é denotes a collection of classical scalar fields ° that minimizes the action

S3 and are determined by solving the following equation of motion

@ | 2d§ _ dV($,T)

— 4
dr?2 = rdr dr ’ (54)

5 In the present context, ¢ = {h1c(r, T), hoo(r, T), pre(r, T)}.
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with the boundary conditions

~

N do
1 — — —0.
lim o(r) =0, v 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, T;,, can be obtained by solving the following
nucleation condition

S3(T,,) /T, ~ 140 . (56)
The inverse duration parameter § can be calculated using the following equation
d(83/T)

B
H*_T* dT

, (57)

T*
where T, is the temperature at which GWs are generated and it is expected that
T, ~T,, and H, is the Hubble rate at T,. The parameter o« can be obtained by

_ Pvac _ 1 {TﬁAV(T)

Prad N Prad or

a - AV(T)} , (58)

T
where py, is the vacuum energy density, pf,, = g.7*7*/30 is the total radiation
energy density with g. = 106.75 being the number of relativistic degrees of freedom
at T, and AV 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]

gy [t
S = df |——>+~
N \/T fmin f { hQQeXp(f) ’ (59)

where 7 is the duration of the observation period in years, h*Qaw (f) represents the
GW energy fraction spectrum from the FOEWPT and h?Qe,(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

(my+,mp) plane (left) and the (o, 3/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 7;,. 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 T,, a, B/H,, 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 my+ < 450 GeV and mp < 400
GeV. Additionally, as shown in the same panel, we can see that the value of the
nucleation temperature 7T, 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 («, 5/H,) plane after
applying the nucleation condition. As a result, the range of 3/ H, is approximately
(50,10%) and the range of « 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] °. A larger value of v suggests more energy from the plasma being converted
into GWs, while a smaller value of 5/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 (~ 1074, ~ 0.2)
Hz and peak yields vary in the range (~ 1077, ~ 107%). 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 « 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 T,, = 100

GeV and v,, = 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],
XENONIT [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 G2ZHDM. The
simplified G2HDM is a well-motivated dark matter model with a hidden non-

abelian gauge boson W’'®™) serving as a DM candidate. The stability of the
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DM candidate is protected by an accidental A-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 G2ZHDM, including the one-
loop finite temperature correction with daisy resummation. The effective potential
consists of three background fields (hy., ho., ¢r.) that give rise to rich patterns
of phase transition. We require ho. = 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:

e A two-step phase transition pattern is possible, where the symmetric phase
transfers to the inert doublet hs. direction first and subsequently to the elec-
troweak vacuum phase with a non-zero hidden doublet VEV vg 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.

e Unlike the conventional Z; symmetry model, where the two-step FOEWPT
imposes strict upper bounds on new scalar masses, these bounds can be
relaxed in GZHDM. 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 my, 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 Aye needs to be sizable and the VEV wvg of the SU(2),
singlet/SU(2)y doublet scalar @5 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 (~ 107%, ~ 0.2) Hz, and the
peak yields vary from ~ 10717 to ~ 107%. 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 G2ZHDM can be regarded as
a gauged version of the one from ITHDM, supplemented by a hidden SU(2) g
doublet @5 which is nevertheless a SM singlet.

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

1.€., 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 (I1y, (T'), Uy, (T') and I, (7)) and the longitudinal components of the
gauge fields (Ily (T), H(T), Iy (T') and I1x (7)) 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 h;.(T') and ¢y.(T) and denote them simply as h;. and ¢, unless
stated otherwise. For convenience, we define the following combinations of the

background fields

Wy = W& hs, (A1)

hie = hi= .. (A2)

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

1

In general, W2 doesn’t mix with other gauge fields and its field dependent mass

is given by
s = ~ghhly (45)
Wr 4 +P >
mgvﬁ — m%,%z + Hy (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, W3 W'} one finds the transverse mass matrix

19207 —19'gh% 199xhi +39'9ah? 59 grhichs.
—199'h3 19°h% —199xhi —199uh® —399mhichs.
My, = T9xg' 2 —2gxgh%  igkhie +mk t9xgrh’e 39xgmhichoc
Yomg'h®  —igmgh*  lgmgxhie  ighhle 0
5909 hchae —39r9h1chse 391 9xh1chac 0 195
(A7)

It is clear that for hi.ho. # 0, W’ can mix with B, W3 and X. Thus in general
W't and W’2 have different masses and do not combine into two complex conjugate
fields (denoted by W’®™) = (W' £ iWW'?)/4/2 in previous studies) unless one of
the hi. and hs. 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 hq., ho. and ¢y, all of which can be different from their vacuum values of
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v1, V9 and vg respectively at zero temperature. So it has at least one zero eigenvalue

which can be identified as the photon ”

. The exact results of the eigenvalues of
M?VT depend on the detailed symmetry breaking patterns. We will denote the
eigenstates of Eq. (A7) as the transverse yr and Z;7 with eigenvalues miT =0 and

my, . fori=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

Ip(T) 0 0 0 0
0 Tw(T) 0 0 0
My, =M +| 0 0 Ix(T) 0 0 (A8)
0 0 0 IHw(T) 0
0 0 0 0 Iy (T)

We will denote the eigenstates of M?VL in (A8) as the longitudinal v, and Z;;, with

2

eigenvalues m>

and m%iL for + = 1,2, 3, and 4 respectively.

Setting all the thermal masses to be zeros, hy. — v, ho. — 0 and ¢y, — v 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] and W, will have the same mass and can combine into two
complex fields W’ ™) = (W!5iW})/v/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{ and hy in (3) mix according to the following

mass matrix

—pgr + Aghi — 5 (Nghs, — Anedh,) s\ hichac
Nighchs, i+ b = 3 (Vb = Mo, )

(A9)

Here we have defined XHq) = Ago + Nyg. Note that M2 depends on the values of

M2 =

p3;, its eigenvalues also depend on the detail of the symmetry breaking patterns.
Including the thermal mass corrections, we have
— Iy, (T 0
Mo = M2+ m(T) . (A10)
0 g, (T)
We will denote the two eigenstates as GT and H* and their corresponding eigen-
values of M2 (MQC) are mZ. and m3. (Mz. and 3. respectively. Explicitly,

we have

1 ~
Mg e = Z{_2 (2uf; — g, ) + (4hg — Ny) B + (Am + )\Hq>> 3.

1/2
F [Nont - 20 (Yot — 2 ) + (e — 20 )| |
(A11)

with Iy, = (g, + a,) and mg,. 4. is given by (A11) with TIg, 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 G2ZHDM 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 {hgwm, h9, ¢m, GL}, the mass matrix is
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given by

(D) 2Ahichoe Anohicdne 3Ngohocdme
2 irhichoe Nohoche Nyohicbme

M2 = mhichse (#)22 gohacPre 3Ageh1cOH | (A12)
Aaohicome  AaohocPm. (£)33 %)\}{thcth

%A}{q>h2c¢HC %/\}ﬁbhlcquc %/\,Hq>h1ch2c (ﬁ)44

with the diagonal elements defined as follows

(D = 123+ Ar(30, + 12,) + S Aoy, (A13)
(D =~y + A, + 303 + SAahr, (A14)
()33 = —pg + 3oy, + % (Amah’ + Nyahse) (A15)
(B)as = —p3 + Aadiy, + % (Aah + Nyghi.) - (A16)

Including the thermal masses, we have

_ 0  Tg(T) 0 0

My = M2+ (1) . (A17)
0 0 T, (T) 0O
0 0 0 I, (T)

We denote the eigenvalues of M2 and MZ as mg and Ty, respectively for the

CP-even states S; with ¢ = 1,2, 3, and 4.

For the CP-odd scalars in the basis {GY, G9, GY%, G%}, the mass matrix is

(h)ll 0 0 %)‘/]{cthcQch
0 0 _l/\/ h c c

Mp = (1) Aalicd , (A18)
0 0 (h>22 %/\jthbhlcth

s\ nahactre —5Nyahicome 3 Ngalichae (8)aa
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with the following diagonal elements

(D =~y + A+ SAacr, (A19)
()22 = —pf + Auh? + %XHLPC@C ; (A20)
(8)a3 = —M%@ + A@Qb%{c + % ()‘H‘Ph%r + )\/H<I>hgc) ) (A21)
(h)44 = _N%@ + )\cpfblzﬁlc + % (AH‘Phi + )‘Ichh%c) : (A22)

Similarly, including the thermal masses, we have

_ 0  Tg(T) 0 0

Mo = M2+ (1) . (A23)
0 0 T, (T) 0
0 0 0 I, (T)

We denote the eigenvalues of M2 and M?D as m%gi and m%i respectively for the

CP-odd states P; with ¢ = 1,2, 3, and 4.

Since the matrix elements of M2(M+) and M2(M ) depend on the values of
p% and pZ, 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. [IB by
ignoring the thermal masses and setting hi. — v, hoe — 0 and ¢y, — ve in the
above formulae. For example, G}, and G%; will have the same mass and they can be
combined into two complex Goldstone bosons G¥™ = (G, +iG%)/v/2 absorbed
by the longitudinal components of W’ ®™)  and hgy and ¢ can be combined into

hy and hs, and so on.
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3. Fermions

The gauge invariant Yukawa couplings in G2ZHDM lead to the following fermionic

mass terms in the Lagrangian [148]

f . 1 H 'Ulyu UQyu UR

Ll = ———= (ar,a}) + H.c.

V2 0 wvel), ug
1 - - v —v d

_ L (@@ 1Va —v2a R L He
V2 0 wel, ) \df
1, v, v VR

- (VL,Vf) " + H.c.
1 V1YV —VaVe e

—— (e, e) e 2 | +He (A24)
V2 0 wvel, el

Since the lower left blocks in the mass matrices vanish, the SM fermions fz will not
mix with the hidden fermions f# in G2HDM even if v, # 0. The Yukawa matrices
Yy and y} 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

1 1 hi(T)?
mfp(vl) = iyfwf — mff(hlc) = Ey]%hlc(T)Q = m?p(vl) 152 ) , (A25)
1
| | dr1o(T)?
wn(va) = 3yt > ma(6ne) = ST = min(va) 2T (426)
)

where y]% and yJ% » are the eigenvalues of the Yukawa matrices yfy} (or y}yf) and
y}y;i (or y}*y}) respectively. The temperature dependence for the fermion masses
are coming through the classical fields hi.(T) and ¢y.(T') only. For simplicity, we
will consider just the heavy top quark ¢ and its hidden heavy partner ¢/ 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 G2ZHDM. Including these masses are essential for the
resummation of the daisy diagrams in the finite temperature effective potential.

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

we found

HHl (T)

I, (T) = Hgg(T) = W (T) = [y, T°
1

= 15 (10 g — Ny + 2 mo + Nyo) T? (B1)

1 1
+15 (30° + ' + 307 +9%) T* + iT*
iy (T) = Ty (T) = gy (T) = s (T) = Ty, T°

1
-5 (10Ag — Ny + 20 ga + Nygg) T7

1
+16 (39" + 97 + 305 +9x) T° (B2)

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

H‘I’H (T> = H¢H (T) = HG% (T) =1II (T> = 1:[‘PHTQ

Gg’m)

1 1 1
=3 (3\e + 2 g + Nyg) T? + T (397 + 9%) T + Zyg2T2 . (B3)

For the Yukawa couplings, we will keep only the contributions from the SM top
quark (y;) and its heavy partner (y;) in G2HDM.

For the SM gauge bosons, we have

Hw(T) = My(T) =2¢°T%, (i=1,2,3) (B4)
Hp(T) = 1—349’2T2. (B5)

For the hidden gauge bosons, we have

1
o (T) = Ty i(T) = Egg%ﬂﬁ, (i=1,2,3) (B6)
17
Mx(T) = 5 oxT* . (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 G2ZHDM.

Appendix C: Thermal Integrals

The definition of J;(x) depends on whether ¢ is a boson (B) or a fermion (F'),

Ip/r(T) = /OOO dy y” log [1 F exp (—\/m)] : (C1)

Note that in our notation, x = mp,p /T. In the literature, some authors’ z is our
e

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

4 2 - sp 1 22
Jp(x) = 5 + =5 "% (%) - 3—2374 log <—)

R VNI R 1\ [ 22\
iz ;( 1 EDEAETA TR (C2)
Tortow, 1, 7
Ly v R | -
Tr@) =5 55~ u" ~n" Og(cF)
1 = 1\ C(20+1) 1\ (22’
11— ri+=)(=
e S (1) B (45) (5) o

where ¢ = 1672 exp (2 — 2yg), ¢p = ¢p/16, and T'(z) and ((z) are the Euler

[-function and Riemann (-function respectively. Numerically, we have

ve = 0.5772156649015329 - - - |
cp = 223.0993446886696 - - -, (C4)
crp = 13.94370904304185 - - - .

Note that there is no (x2)3/2 term in Jp! 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§]

i iQ (C5)

n=1
00
1
_2
n
n=1

)" 22 Ky(nx) | (C6)

where K5(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 J;(z;) in (33) is defined by [204, 205]

( m3  m3 )
JB(%)_%<T_§_T_§) ) Ze{Slu527537547P17P27P37P47Gi7Hi
T, (@) _ W[:,taW£27ZlL;ZQL723L724L>7L} ;
T JB(T%% (S {ijﬂcv ZlTa Zor, Zsr, Zar, Y1}
\‘]F<%)7 Ze{laI/?lH7VH7Q7q }
(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. m; and m; are the field dependent masses (mass
eigenvalues in case of mixings) with and without the thermal mass correction
respectively for particle .

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 v and T 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 h-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 £&. The NFK
identity can be described by

IWVerr(p)
73

where the functional C'(p, &) can be found explicitly in Ref. [187].

OWVert(0)
dp

= —C(¢,¢) : (D1)

By expanding both the effective potential and the functional C(¢p, ) in powers
of h,

Verr(0) = Vo() + BVi() + B*Va(p) + -+, (D2)
C(p, &) = co + her(p) + PPea(p) + - -, (D3)

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

(D1)

ov; aVy
L — Y D4
0& @ oo’ (D4)

which implies that the &-dependence of V) can be eliminated at the extremal
points of the tree-level potential. Therefore, the critical temperature to O(h) 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, hoe, 0) phase to (hie, 0, @) phase in G2HDM as depicted in the right panel of

20



Fig. 1 where s = ¢py., hy = hi. and hy = hsy., the critical temperature T can be

determined by solving the following equation
%(Oa Vg, 0) + ‘/1<07 Vg, 07 TC) - ‘/O(Ub 07 U‘P) + ‘/I(Ula 07 Vo, TC) ) (D5)

where (0, v,0) and (v1,0,ve) are the extremal points at the tree-level potential.
On the other hand, the value of v¢ 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 p in the Coleman-
Weinberg effective potential Vow. 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 § functions

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

u% V() + Vow ()] = 0| (D6)

which ensures independence from the choice of p.
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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, ko, 0)] can be easily obtained by solving the degenerate condition
VET(0,0,0, Tic) = VET(0, hae, 0, Tic). This gives the result of

Tic =/ 13 /M, (E1)

where 1% = Agv® + Agov3 /2 fixed by the tree level tadpole condition and ITy, is
given by (39).

For the second step [(0, hae, 0) = (hie, 0, dne)], by solving the following degen-
erate condition

‘/eI;IfT(O7h26707TC) = ‘/(;[I‘T(h16707¢HCaTC) ) (EQ)

one obtains

TC _ ()\%{q) - 4)\H>\q>) Ué : (E?))

2 <)\Hq>ﬂH2 — 2)\H1:[¢,H> vE — Mgyt — K

where

K = yt/\}f { [4)\Hc1>ﬁ<1>H — Ao (8, + ytz)i| Vg

. _ 1/2
+4 (2)\HH<I>H — >\H<I>HH2> U2U<21> + )‘Hytzv4} ) (E4)
- 1 1 1
Iy, = 6 (3Xe + 2Amo + Nyg) + 16 (397 + g%) + ZlyzleQ : (E5)

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

ture T 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 G2ZHDM. The

S-function, computed with the help of SARAH [255], is defined as Sy = pdX/du,

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

Gauge couplings:

Po = 1617r2 %glg) ’ (F1)
By = o (-36°) (F2)
o = 1o (~301) (F3)
e = 12 (394 ) (k4
un = 12 (594 ) (F5)

Scalar masses and quartic couplings:

Bz,

B

B,

1 3
{4/1% (5)\H — 5&1) — 5#?{ (3¢> + ¢* + 393 + 9% — 4v7)

1672

2 (2he + Aaq@)] , (F6)

3
[12uéA¢ — —pz (397 + 9% — Ay ) +Apd (2hme + XH<I>>:| . (F7)

1672 2

1672
— 3 (3¢ + ¢” + 395 + 9%)

1 : ,
—{32A§, + Ap 4+ 20 8 + Ape — AAg Ny + 22 ge e

+ g [94 + 30k + 205 (6% + 0%) + (6% + d%)" +20% (6% + g4 + g%)}
647 (20 y3>} , (Fs)

1
1672

+ 397 (297 — 97 — g%) — 39 (¢° + 9%) + 12 (2 g + 3\) yf] ,  (F9)

{2 (20F — Mo + 1225 Ny) — 3\ (39° + ¢ + 393 + g%)
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1 1
Brg = [4 (6/\?@ + Mg + AgoNge + 5&%) —3Xs (397 + 9%)

1672
3

3 (3ah o+ ok + 2000 + 00 (20— 1) (F10)
1 2 / 12

— Mg Ay — Ngo Ay + 6Amade + 2 50 0)

3 3
— = (g% +3¢* + 693 + 29%) Ao + — (397 + 9% — 20H9%)

2 4
+ 6Ama (y7 + ny)] 7 (F11)
e {m;{@ (2o + 2h1 + Ny + 200 + AArra)

— 2 (36 + 6g% + o +203) N

+3959% + 6\ye (U7 + ytH):| : (F12)
Yukawa couplings:

By = 1617r2 [18?;? — Ui (—2ny + 13793 + 292 + 1—;9’2 + %9?{ + zgi)} ,(F13)
By = # {16ny — Yy (—4yf + ggﬁ + 29’2 + Zg}‘?; + ggi)] : (F14)
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