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Abstract

Primordial black holes can be produced by density fluctuations generated from delayed vacuum
decays of first-order phase transition. The primordial black holes generated at the electroweak
phase transition have masses of about 10™° solar mass. Such primordial black holes in the mass
range can be tested by current and future microlensing observations, such as Subaru HSC, OGLE,
PRIME and Roman telescope. Therefore, we may be able to explore new physics models with
strongly first-order electroweak phase transition via primordial black holes. We examine this pos-
sibility by using models with first-order electroweak phase transition in the standard model effective
field theory with dimension 6 and 8 operators. We find that depending on parameters of the phase
transition a sufficient number of primordial black holes can be produced to be observed by above
mentioned experiments. Our results would suggest that primordial black holes can be used as a
new probe of models with strongly first-order electroweak phase transition, which has complemen-
tarity with measurements of the triple Higgs boson coupling at future collider experiments and

observations of gravitational waves at future space-based interferometers.



I. INTRODUCTION

Although the Higgs boson was discovered at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) in 2012 [1],
the Higgs sector remains unknown. In particular, the shape of Higgs potential has not been
known and a mechanism of electroweak phase transition (EWPT) is still a mystery. The
EWPT in the standard model (SM) is crossover [2]. On the other hand, the model with Higgs
sector extension can realize strongly first-order EWPT which is required by electroweak
baryogenesis [3], one of the promising scenarios for explaining the baryon asymmetry of
the Universe (BAU). Thus, it is crucial to reveal the nature of EWPT by experiments. If
the EWPT is strongly first-order phase transition, its effect appears as a large deviation
in the triple Higgs boson coupling (hhh coupling) from the SM prediction value [4, 5] and
gravitational waves (GWs) in the frequency range of 1072-10~! Hz [6]. Therefore, it has
been discussed that measurements of the hhh coupling at future collider experiments and
observations of such GWs can be important probes of strongly first-order EWPT. The
model with strongly first-order EWPT can be tested by correlation between collider and
GW observations, like in Refs. [7H25].

In the early Universe, it is known that primordial black holes (PBHs) can be produced
via large density contrast from various mechanisms. One of such mechanisms is strongly
first-order phase transition in the early Universe [26, 27]. Recently, there are several works
discussing new mechanisms of PBH production from first-order phase transition in the early
universe [28-32]. In these works, the authors are mainly interested in explaining the possi-

bility that PBHs play a role of dark matter.

In this paper, we investigate the possibility that PBHs can be used as a probe of models
with first-order EWPT. We employ the production mechanism proposed in Ref. [30], where
the large density contrast arising from probabilistic nature of vacuum decay can produce
PBHs with the mass corresponding to the era of phase transition. For PBHs produced at
the EWPT, their masses are about 107° solar mass. Such PBHs in this mass range can
be tested by current and future microlensing observations, such as Subaru Hyper Suprime-
Cam (HSC) [33], Optical Gravitational Lensing Experiment (OGLE) [34], PRime-focus In-
frared Microlensing Experiment (PRIME) [35] and Nancy Grace Roman space (Roman)
telescope [30], from which we may be able to explore new physics models with strongly

first-order EWPT via PBHs.



We first examine phase transition parameters such as released latent heat and duration of
phase transition which can produce PBHs by exceeding the critical density contrast by the
strongly first-order EWPT. We then evaluate the abundance of PBHs and study whether
this can be observed by current and future microlensing experiments. We second consider a
concrete model of the Higgs sector with dimension 6 and 8 operators which can realize these
phase transition parameters. We clarify the testability of the model by using PBHs, in addi-
tion to GWs at future observations such as Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) [37],
DECi-hertz Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory (DECIGO) [38] and the hhh
coupling to be measured at future collider experiments such as High-Luminosity LHC (HL-
LHC) [39], the International Linear Collider (ILC) [40H42] and so on [43]. Therefore, we
argue that the model with first-order EWPT can be comprehensively tested.

II. PBH AND GW PRODUCTIONS FROM FIRST-ORDER PHASE TRANSI-
TION

We here briefly describe how to evaluate PBH abundance from the first-order phase
transition according to the method in Ref. [30]. The decay rate of the false vacuum with
linear approximation]is given by

I'(t) = Toe™, (1)
where I’y is the value at the initial time t = 0, and [ is the inverse of duration time of the

phase transition which is defined as
(2)

Here t,, is the time of nucleation of a bubble in the Hubble volume: I'(t,)/H (t,)* = 1 with

H(t) being the Hubble parameter. By using I['(t), the average spatial fraction of the false

vacuum at t is [45]

t

F(t) = exp [—%ﬂ / LT (1)1, t’)] | (3)

where t; is the nucleation time of a first bubble, a(t) is the scale factor normalized to unity

at the initial time (¢ = t;), and r(¢,t') is the comoving radius of the true vacuum from

I This approximation may break down for some parameter space, and then the decay rate may be suitably
assumed as I' o« Exp[—Bp(#? — t2,)] [44]. Such a case may require a more careful analysis for the phase

transition and PBH production. This point will be discussed in future work [59].



nucleated time ¢’ to an earlier time ¢, which is given by
t 1 B
r(t ) = / g (4)
t a(t)
Here, we assume that the bubble wall velocity is closed to the light speed. To evaluate F'(t),

we need to follow the scale factor evolution by the Friedmann equation:

2
= (%) =5t ot )
where p,, p. and p,, are the energy densities of the vacuum, radiation and the bubble wall,
respectively. Here, we take the unit of M} = 1. The bubble wall can be treated as radiation,
since the bubble wall velocity is assumed to be the speed of light. Thus, the total radiation

energy density is given by

PR = pr+ Pu- (6)
Evolution of pr can be described by
dpR dpv
— +4Hpp = ———.
0t +4HpR o7 (7)

On the other hand, p, can be evaluated as
pu(t) = F(1)AV, (8)

where AV is the difference in the potential energy density between false and true vacua,
and we assume that the potential energy density is zero at the true vacuum. Also, AV can
be represented by the normarized released latent heat « at the nucleation time, « = AV/p,..
By using «, the energy densities of radiation and the (false) vacuum at the initial time (the

nucleation time of a first bubble) ¢; are given by

1 o
= o tl 5 v t'L =
T3 o Mot pull) = 1775

pr(t:) Prot (L), (9)

where peoi(t;) = pr(t;) + po(t;) is the total energy density at t;. These values are used as
the initial conditions for our numerical calculations, which can affect the PBH abundances
as we argue below.

From Egs. (3)), and (7)), we can evaluate the time evolutions of p,(t), pr(t) and a(t).
We then calculate the probability that some Hubble volume collapses into a PBH as

e [T [ @)
Pt e |5 [ G (] (10)
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where tpgpy is the time of production of the PBH, which can be obtained when the density
contrast between inside and outside of the Hubble volume exceeds the critical value 6, =
0.45 [46l, [47]. Such a large energy contrast arises from the probabilistic nature of vacuum
decays. To evaluate the energy contrast, for fixed values of o and /H, we have followed
the evolutions of pg and p, for the outside and inside the bubbles by numerically evaluating
Egs. and with the delayed initial time ¢; for the region inside. By denoting the
total energy density outside and inside the bubbles by po. and pi,, respectively, the energy
density contrast between inside and outside the bubble is given by § = |(pin — Pout)|/Pout-
tppa is determied by the time when § surpasses d.. We choose the delayed initial time ¢; for
the region inside to give the maximum ¢ for each o and 8/H. Once the energy fluctuation
exceeds 0., the horizon mass can gravitationally collapse to a PBH. The typical mass of
PBHs formed at tppy is

47
Mppn ~ ?H_g(tPBH)pc =47 H '(tppn). (11)

For the case of EWPT, we obtain MENy; ~ 1075 My, where M, is the solar mass. The mass
fraction of such PBHs, fpgy, in dark matter density can be probed by exploring microlensing
effects in observations such as Subaru HSC, OGLE, PRIME and Roman telescope. The
fraction of PBHs from first-order phase transition is generally given by
H(tPBH))2 <a(tPBH))3 1
= P(t, , 12
e ( H(to) a(to) ( )QCDM (12)

where Qcpy is the energy density of cold dark matter normalized by the total energy density

and tg is the present time. For the first-order EWPT, the fraction of PBHs is given by

0.25 T
W~ 1.49 x 10" ( ) ( PBH ) P(t,), (13)

Qcpm 100GeV

where Tppy is the temperature at the production of PBHs.

From these equations, fppy is determined by P(t,) in Eq. , which can be fixed by
«a and §. In Fig. , feeu is shown as a function of a and /H. The colored curves are
contours fpgg = 107'% (brown), 107% (purple), 107¢ (blue), 10~* (magenta), 1072 (red)
and 1 (green). From this figure, fppy is sensitive to the 8/H parameter, because fppy
exponentially depends on 5/H. In the parameter region below the green curve, PBHs are
overproduced.

The GW spectrum from first-order phase transition can also be described by « and £.

Although three sources, bubble collision (bubble wall kinetic energy), compressional waves
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FIG. 1. The fraction of PBHs fppy with respect to o and 3/H parameters. The colored solid
lines represent that fpgy = 1071% (brown), 10~ (purple), 107 (blue), 10~ (magenta), 102 (red)

and 1 (green).

(sound waves) and turbulence, can contribute to the GW signal, compressional waves would
give a dominant one, and hence we only consider the GWs generated from compressional
waves below. When the bubble wall velocity is closed to the light speed, the fitting function

for the GW from compressional waves of plasma is given by [44), 56] [57]

B ‘o 9 i F 3 . 7/2
QCOInp(f) a 2-061Fgw,0 (1 + a) (H(T”)R*)QGW (.fcomp 4+ 3(f/fcomp)2 ’ (14>

where F,, 0 = 3.57x107° (100/gi)1/3 with ¢! being the relativistic degree of freedom, Qg =

1.2 x 1072, the mean bubble separation R, = v,(87)'/?/3 with v, being wall velocity and
feomp 18 the peak frequency given by

B 1 T gt 1/6 6
~ 2 n =) 107% Ha. 1
Jeomp 22 26 (H(Tn)R*> <100 GeV) (100) 0t (15)

Here T;, is nucleation temperature, which can be obtained by I'/ H*|7—7, = 1. The expression

for the efficiency factor x, in Eq. can be found in Ref. [49]. The GW spectrum given
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in Eq. should be modified when the sound wave period is shorter than the Hubble
rate [57). When H(T,)R, > \/3k,/(1 + @), the GW spectrum is modified as

o \ 2 (Y 7 "
—_ v 2
Qeomp(f) = 2.061F,, 0 (1 —i—a) (H(T,)R.)*Qaw (fcomp> <4+3(f/fcomp)2> .
(16)

In order to discuss the testability of the model at GW observation, we used the signal-to-

noise ratio

_ e 1 [P0 (DT
SNR = \/(S X tobs /fmm df {m} s (17)

where 0 is number of independent channel for experiment, Q. (f) is the sensitivity of the
GW detector, t,,s corresponds to the observation period. When the ratio is larger than 10,
we could typically detect the GW spectrum [48].

III. THE TESTABILITY OF A SPECIFIC MODEL

We here consider what kind of models of electroweak symmetry breaking can produce
PBHs at the first-order EWPT. To this end, we employ the Higgs model with dimension
6 and 8 operators, and examine the parameter space where sufficient amount of PBHs are
generated. We then discuss testability of the model by using PBHs at current and future
microlensing observations, in addition to the use of the GWs and the hhh coupling.

It is known that strongly first-order EWPT can be realized in such a model [4]. In our
analysis, higher order operators in the effective field theory are taken up to dimension 8
operators, because it may be difficult to realize the first-order EWPT only with dimension

6 operators in Ref. [50]. The Higgs potential is given by
Verr(®) = 12|@ + A ®|* + ag|®|° + as|®[%, (18)

where ® is the SM-like Higgs doublet field, and ag is assumed to be positive so that the
vacuum is stable. The coefficients ag and ag are parameterized by a dimensionful parameter

A and a dimensionless parameter ¢, as ag = €¢/A?, ag = 1/A*. We define the classical field

of ® as (®T) = (0,¢p/V/2).



We consider the effective potential at the one-loop level in the MS scheme, which is given
by [51]

2 A 1

17
Veff(%T)z—gso +4<p +8A290 +16A4<,0

+ Z 62;2 i (¥) (ln (Mé(@) — cz-) + AVy, (19)

where i represents species of the SM fields, ¢; = 3/2 (for the scalar bosons and the fermions)

and 5/6 (for the weak bosons). By imposing the stationary condition, the vacuum expec-
tation value is determined, and the renormalized mass of the Higgs boson is defined by the

second derivative of Veg(p,0). AVr is one-loop thermal contribution which is written as

AVT:2T—:2{ Z nz/ dza? ln 1—exp( Va2 + )2”

i=bosons
+ Z / dra® 1n 1+exp< Va2 + ©)/T)? )]} (20)
i=fermions

In order to obtain the ring-improved effective potential, we replace the field dependent

masses by
ME (p) = M (p,T) = M7 () + TL(T). (21)

The ring-improved field dependent masses of the Higgs boson and Nambu-Goldstone bosons
are different from those for the SM fields, which are given by

15¢ 7 A 3¢2 g% P
M2 (o, T) = — 1 + 3\p? 6 4 772 - 444 22
n (0, T) p+ 90+4A290+2A4s0+ sttt ) (22)

3 1 )\ 3g2 g/2 y2
M? T) = — u? 4+ \p? T’ S+ 4+ -4+ 2 23
ves (0. T) u+s0+4A290+A90+ st T ) (23)

where g (¢') is the SU(2) (U(1)) gauge coupling constant, and y; is the top Yukawa coupling
constant.

We take into account perturbative unitarity and true vacuum condition in this model for
later analyses. Bounds from perturbative unitarity come from two body elastic scatterings
among longitudinally polarized weak bosons and the Higgs boson [52]. In our model, the
most stringent bound is given by the eigenstates from the diagonalization of the S-wave

amplitude matrix as

Ton (4)\ + 15a¢v* + 30agv? + \/4)\2 + 12Xagv? + 117a2v* + 6750308 + 540a6a81)6> <
T

—
o =

4)
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FIG. 2. The correlations among the measurements of the hhh coupling, observations of GW
spectrum and PBHs with respect to € and A parameters. The grey contours represent the deviations
in the hhh coupling from the SM prediction value AMpp, =1-1.8 from below. At the cyan (blue)
points, the SNR for the GW from compressional wave of plasma at DECIGO (LISA) experiment
with t,ps = 1 year is larger than 10. At the red points with a ~ 0.5 and 5/H < 10, the GW spectrum
can be observed at DECIGO and LISA, and the fraction of PBHs can reach the sensitivity of future

observations fppyg > 1074,

In addition, we impose the true vacuum condition which guarantees the minimum at ¢ =
246 GeV to be the global minimum. In the following phase transition analysis, these theo-

retical requirements are taken into account.

We first evaluate the phase transition parameters a and [ to explore the parameter
region where PBHs can be produced. We have investigated parameters which realize the
PBH production criterion of §. > 0.45. When the criterion is met, we evaluate the fraction
of PBH using Eq. . We have found parameter region where a sufficient fraction of PBH
can be produced, which is detectable at current and future microlensing experiments. It

turns out that in order to exceed the criterion relatively large values of o (~ 0.5-10) and

9



very small values of 5/H (< 10) are required. Furthermore, fraction of PBH is found to be
very sensitive to (.

In Fig. , the red points where a ~ 0.5 and 8/H < 10 correspond to fpgy > 1074,
where produced PBHs are expected to be detected by future microlensing observations such
as Roman telescope [53]. Regions where sufficient number of PBHs can be generated are
so sensitive to . If we take a slightly larger value for A than the red points, we get
B/H > O(10). Thus fppg is too small to be observed or PBHs cannot be produced from
first-order EWPT. In the left region from the red points, the supercooled phase transition
may be realized and the linear approximation for the decay rate in Eq. may not be
justified. The analysis of PBH production of such case will be a subject of the future work.
The blue and cyan points represents the parameters in which the SNR for the GW spectrum
at LISA [37] and DECIGO [38] with t,s = 1 year is larger than 10, respectively. Regions
of the orange points can realize the first-order EWPT. The grey contours correspond to the

deviation in the hhh coupling from the SM prediction, which is defined by

Anih — Nnh _ Vea(p,0)

s Ahhh =
)\fSL}\l/Ih 03

A)\hhh = (25)

=0

Regions of fppy > 1072 are inside the red points in Fig. 2] which are already in the reach
of current observations at Subaru HSC [54] and OGLE [55], and further at PRIME and
Roman telescope in the near future. In these regions, we can test the nature of EWPT by
using the PBH observation, in addition to GWs at LISA and DECIGO and the hhh coupling
at HL-LHC and ILC.

In this letter, we have employed the effective field theory with dimension 6 and 8 op-
erators. Physics of the strongly first-order EWPT basically relies on the non-decoupling
property of new physics beyond the SM. Our analysis in this letter will be extended using
the more appropriate non-linear Higgs effective field theory [58] elsewhere [59].

IV. SUMMARY

In this letter, we have evaluated the abundance of PBHs which are produced at the first-
order EWPT in the effective field theory with the dimension 6 and 8 operators. The PBHs
produced at the EWPT have masses of about 10~ solar mass. We have studied parameters

of the model which satisfy the condition of PBH generation to exceed the criterion 0. =

10



0.45. We have found that there are parameter regions where a sufficient number of PBHs
is produced with the fraction fpgy > 107%, which can be tested by current and future
microlensing observations, such as Subaru HSC, OGLE, PRIME and Roman telescope. Our
results would suggest that PBHs can be used as a new probe of models of the first-order
EWPT with a considerablly large duration length of the phase transition and a relatively
large latent heat. In such a case, they can be complementary with measurements of the
hhh coupling at future collider experiments and observations of GWs at future space based
interferometers. Finally, we emphasize that observations of PBHs with 107 solar mass are
performed much earlier than LISA, HL-LHC and also the ILC. Therefore, we may be able

to obtain first information on the nature of EWPT much earlier via PBHs.
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