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Abstract: The type-II seesaw model is a possible candidate for simultaneously explaining
non-vanishing neutrino masses and the observed baryon asymmetry of the Universe. In this
work, we study in detail the pattern of phase transition and the gravitational wave pro-
duction of this model. We find a strong first-order electroweak phase transition generically
prefers positive Higgs portal couplings and a light triplet below ∼ 550GeV. In addition,
we find the gravitational wave yield generated during the phase transition would be at the
edge of BBO sensitivity and could be further examined by Ultimate-DECIGO.
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1 Introduction

The discovery of the Higgs boson in 2012 [1, 2] completes the picture of the Standard
Model (SM). However, within the SM framework, it is recognized that neutrinos are ex-
actly massless particles as a result of a global U(1)` symmetry, conflicting with the observed
phenomena of neutrino oscillations [3, 4]. Furthermore, the phase transition with the ob-
served 125GeV Higgs boson in the SM will be of a crossover type [5–7], thus making the SM
inadequate to explain the observed asymmetry of baryons [8]. Both these facts, together
with some other fundamental questions like the nature of dark matter, imply that the SM
cannot be the complete theory and extension of it is needed.

Among those extensions of the SM that can be responsible for massive neutrinos, the
type-I, -II and -III seesaw models [9–26], inspired by the pioneering work of Weinberg [27],
have been extensively studied as they can naturally induce neutrino masses through the
seesaw mechanism. In particular, all these three models predict the violation of lepton
numbers by two units in contrast to their conservation in the SM. While it is not yet clear
which mechanism is realized in practice, nowadays it is widely known that the type-I and
-III models would be well beyond the reach of current experiments due to the largeness of
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the seesaw scales. In contrast, allowing the neutrino Yukawa couplings to be tiny, low-scale
type-I and -III seesaw models would become possible and have also been investigated in
literatures [28–33].

We focus on the type-II seesaw model in this work, which is obtained by extending
the SM Higgs sector with a complex triplet that transforms as (1,3,2) under the SM gauge
group. The type-II seesaw model differents from the other two seesaw models in that it
allows large neutrino Yukawa couplings simultaneously with a light seesaw scale even below
TeV. This can be realized with a small triplet vacuum expectation value that naturally
generates tiny neutrino masses with even O(1) neutrino Yukawa couplings [34]. In addition,
since the complex scalar transforms as a triplet under SU(2)L, new interactions between
the SM Higgs doublet and the complex triplet will present and modify the Higgs potential.1

The modified Higgs potential could then change the phase transition type of the SM, thus
also serve as a possible candidate for explaining the observed baryon asymmetry of the
Universe [8].2 While this model have been intensively studied experimentally [40, 41, 45–53]
and theoretically [32, 34, 54–70] at colliders, the pattern of its phase transition in this model
have not yet been investigated to the best of our knowledge.

As mentioned in last paragraph, the modified Higgs potential, due to new interactions
between the doublet and the triplet, could change the phase transition of the SM Higgs
from a crossover type to a strong first-order phase transition. The strong first-order phase
transition is a necessary condition that validates the departure from thermal equilibrium,
one of the three Sakharov’s conditions [71]. As a result, the triplet would be possible
to explain the dynamic generation of the baryon asymmetry of the Universe through the
electroweak baryogenesis paradigm [72–81]. On the other hand, stochastic background of
gravitational waves could also be generated during the first-order phase transition. And
recently, the observation of gravitational waves from LIGO and VIRGO has opened a new
window to probe new physics beyond the SM [82–85] – For a comprehensive discussion on
this point, see, for example, Refs. [86, 87] and references therein. Therefore, it would be
interesting to investigate the role that can be played by current and future gravitational
wave observatories, such as LISA [88], TianQin [89–91], Taiji [92, 93], DECIGO [94, 95], and
BBO [96, 97]3, in searching for new physics models like the type-II seesaw model considered
in this work,4 and also possibly its complementarity with collider searches or other low-
energy precision experiments.

1See also Refs. [35–39] for a similar work on electroweak phase transition in different scenarios.
2While the complex triplet is feasible to simultaneously explain the baryon asymmetry and non-vanishing

neutrino masses, it does not provide any dark matter candidate since experimental results prohibit the
neutral component of a complex triplet with −2 hyperchange from being both light and stable [40, 41].
This can be circumvented by a real triplet with vanishing hypercharge, where the triplet around ∼ 250GeV
is still allowed from the disappearing track searches [42], and its connection to the baryon asymmetry can
be found in [43]. Alternatively, dark matter and the baryon asymmetry could be simultaneously explained
by adding a dark sector to the complex triplet, where the baryon asymmetry is realized through lepton
asymmetry conversion in the dark sector, see [44] for the details.

3The AION/MAGIS and AEDGE would able to probe the mid frequency band [98–100].
4Recently, there are various studies on how to probe the seesaw scale of type-I or type-I like seesaw

models with gravitational waves from phase transition [101–106] and cosmic strings [107–109].
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The phase transition pattern of the complex triplet model is studied in detail in this
work, based on which we then study the generated gravitational waves from the transition
and their observation at current and future gravitational wave observatories mentioned
above. The rest of this work is organized as follows. In section 2, we briefly review the
type-II seesaw model and the model constraints. Then in section 3, we calculate the pattern
of phase transition in this model and obtain possible benchmark points for a strong first-
order electroweak phase transition. Section 4 is devoted to the study of gravitational wave
production from the phase transition, and we then conclude in section 5.

2 The model

As discussed in the introduction, the type-II seesaw model can naturally induce non-
vanishing neutrino masses that are responsible for neutrino oscillations. In addition, the
type-II seesaw model also introduces new interactions for the Higgs doublet, which could
distort the SM Higgs potential and thus possibly permit a first-order phase transition. In
this section, we will firstly briefly review the details of this model and then discuss its
theoretical constraints.

2.1 Model setup

The complex triplet Higgs model (CTHM) can be obtained by extending the SM Higgs
portal with a complex triplet ∆ that transforms as (1, 3, 2) under that SM gauge group.
The Lagrangian of this model can be written as

LCTHM = LSM + Lkinetic − VCTHM, (2.1)

with the kinetic part and the most general form of the CTHM potential given as, respec-
tively,

Lkin = Tr[(Dµ∆)†(Dµ∆)], where Dµ∆ ≡ ∂µ∆ +
ig

2
[τaW a

µ ,∆] +
ig′Y∆

2
Bµ∆, (2.2)

V (Φ,∆) = −m2Φ†Φ +M2Tr(∆†∆) +
[
µΦT iτ2∆†Φ + h.c.

]
+ λ1(Φ†Φ)2

+ λ2

[
Tr(∆†∆)

]2
+ λ3Tr[∆†∆∆†∆] + λ4(Φ†Φ)Tr(∆†∆) + λ5Φ†∆∆†Φ. (2.3)

Note that the kinetic term introduces new interactions between Z, W± and the triplet
∆. As a result, when the triplet gets a non-vanishing vacuum expectation value (vev) after
electroweak spontaneous symmetry breaking, the SU(2) gauge boson masses will receive
non-zero corrections from the triplet. Note also that the µ term in the Lagrangian explicitly
violates lepton numbers by two units, such that µ2/M2 can be effectively used to efficiently
estimate the extent to which lepton number will be violated. On the other hand, the λ4,5

terms in the potential induce new interactions to the Higgs doublet such that the Higgs
potential would be distorted during the evolution of the Universe, making this model also a
possible candidate for explaining the observed baryon number asymmetry of the Universe
(BAU) through electroweak baryogenesis. While this possibility has been pointed out, for
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example, in Ref. [34], the authors only focused on collider studies of this model. In this
work, we extend their investigation to include a detailed study on the electroweak phase
transition and also on the generated gravitational waves from considering both current
and future gravitational wave experiments. We postpone our discussion on this point to
sections 3 and 4, and focus on the broken scenario of this model for the moment in the
following.

After electroweak spontaneous symmetry breaking, we parameterize the SM Higgs Φ

and the triplet ∆ in the following forms:

Φ =

(
ϕ+

1√
2
(ϕ+ vΦ + iχ)

)
, ∆ =

(
∆+
√

2
H++

1√
2
(δ + v∆ + iη) −∆+

√
2

)
. (2.4)

where v∆ (vΦ) is the vev of the triplet (doublet). The neutrino masses can then be generated
through the following Yukawa Lagrangian:

LY =(yν)αβLcαiτ2∆Lβ + h.c., (2.5)

where α and β are the lepton flavor indices and τ2 is the second Pauli matrix. The neutrino
mass matrix can be expressed as5

(mν)αβ =
√

2(yν)αβv∆. (2.6)

Due to the smallness of neutrino masses [112], the neutrino Yukawa couplings (yν)αβ would
be constrained to be very tiny for v∆ ∼ O(1 GeV). Similarly, for (yν)αβ ∼ O(1), the triplet
vev v∆ would also be required to be tiny.

On the other hand, a non-vanishing v∆ would also introduce mixing between the SM
Higgs and the triplet through the λ4,5 terms in the potential. As a consequence, the Higgs
particles are not in their mass eigenstates. Following the notations established in Ref. [34],
we define 

h

H

G0

A

G±

H±


=



cosα sinα 0 0 0 0

− sinα cosα 0 0 0 0

0 0 cosβ0 sinβ0 0 0

0 0 − sinβ0 cosβ0 0 0

0 0 0 0 cosβ± sinβ±
0 0 0 0 − sinβ± cosβ±





ϕ

δ

χ

η

ϕ±

∆±


, (2.7)

with h, H, G0, A, G±, H± being the mass eigenstates and the mixing angles being

tanβ± =

√
2v∆

vΦ
, tanβ0 =

2v∆

vΦ
, tan 2α =

v∆

vΦ
·

2vΦλ45 − 2
√

2µvΦ
v∆

2vΦλ1 − vΦµ√
2v∆
− 2v2

∆λ23

vΦ

. (2.8)

5After integrating out the triplet, this Yukawa Lagrangian naturally generates the dimension-5 Weinberg
operator. The full tree- and one-loop matching between this model and the SMEFT is presented recently
in Refs. [110, 111].
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The mass eigenvalues can then be expressed as a function of the mixing angles and the
model parameters [34]:

M2
H±± = M2

∆ − v2
∆λ3 −

λ5

2
v2

Φ, (2.9)

M2
H± =

(
M2

∆ −
λ5

4
v2

Φ

)(
1 +

2v2
∆

v2
Φ

)
, (2.10)

M2
A = M2

∆

(
1 +

4v2
∆

v2
Φ

)
, (2.11)

M2
h = 2v2

Φλ1 cos2 α+
(
M2

∆ + 2λ23v
2
∆

)
sin2 α+

(
λ45vΦv∆ −

2v∆

vΦ
M2

∆

)
sin 2α, (2.12)

M2
H = 2v2

Φλ1 sin2 α+
(
M2

∆ + 2λ23v
2
∆

)
cos2 α−

(
λ45vΦv∆ −

2v∆

vΦ
M2

∆

)
sin 2α,(2.13)

with

M2
∆ ≡

v2
Φµ√
2v∆

, λij ≡ λi + λj . (2.14)

One key observation from the expressions above is that λ2,3 always appear in pair with
v2

∆. This can be easily understood from the fact that two of the four triplets have to take
their corresponding vevs to contribute to the mass terms. However, as we shall see shortly
below, precision measurement of the ρ parameter requires v∆ to be small, thus suppressing
any observable effects from λ2,3 phenomenologically. For this reason, we fix λ2 = 0.2 and
λ3 = 0 for our study below and comment again on the fact that different values of λ2,3

barely have any impact on our conclusions below.

2.2 Model constraints

As mentioned in last subsection, the triplet model would modify the SU(2) gauge boson
masses through the kinetic part of the Lagrangian. The corrections, however, could not
be too large to be consistent with experimental results. In this section, we briefly sum-
marize constraints from the ρ parameter [112], LHC constraints [113] on the mass scale of
the triplet, and theoretical constraints from vacuum stability, perturbative unitarity and
purturbativity [54–62, 64–68].

2.2.1 Constraints from the ρ parameter

The ρ parameter is defined

ρ ≡
M2
W

M2
Z cos2 θW

, (2.15)

whereMW (MZ) is the mass ofW± (Z) and θW is the weak mixing angle. After electroweak
spontaneous symmetry breaking, the triplet invents non-vanishing corrections to MW,Z

through the kinetic Lagrangian. At tree level, the ρ parameter can then be expressed as

ρ =
v2

Φ + 2v2
∆

v2
Φ + 4v2

∆

≈ 1−
2v2

∆

v2
φ

. (2.16)
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In the case where the triplet does not develop a non-vanishing vev, one reproduces the
tree-level SM prediction of ρ = 1. Experimentally, the ρ parameter has been measured to
be ρ = 1.00038± 0.00020 [112], resulting in

0 ≤ v∆ . 2.56 GeV. (2.17)

Note that since v ≡
√
v2

Φ + v2
∆ =

(√
2GF

)−1/2 ≈ 246 GeV with GF the Fermi constant
determined from the muon lifetime, one immediately concludes that v∆ � vΦ.

2.2.2 Theoretical constraints

Theoretical constraints on the triplet model have been well documented in literature, we
summarize these constraints below based on Refs. [54–68]. Specifically, we comment on that
perturbativity has been found to put very stringent constraints on the model parameter
space. For this reason, we include perturbativity up to one-loop in this work and point out
that two-loop results for the portal couplings have been studied in Ref. [65].

• Vacuum stability:

λ1 ≥ 0, λ2 + min
{
λ3,

λ3

2

}
≥ 0,

λ4 + min {0, λ5}+ min

{
2
√
λ1λ23, 2

√
λ1(λ2 +

λ3

2
)

}
≥ 0. (2.18)

• Perturbative unitarity:

|λ1| ≤ 4π, |λ2| ≤ 4π, |λ23| ≤ 4π,

|λ4 −
λ5

2
| ≤ 8π, |2λ2 − λ3| ≤ 8π,

|λ45| ≤ 8π, |λ4| ≤ 8π, |2λ4 + 3λ5| ≤ 16π,

|λ12 + 2λ3 ±
√

(λ1 − λ2 − 2λ3)2 + λ2
5| ≤ 8π,

|3λ13 + 4λ2 ±
√

(3λ1 − 4λ2 − 3λ3)2 +
3

2
(2λ4 + λ5)2| ≤ 8π, (2.19)
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• Perturbativity:

(4π)2 dgi
dt

= big
3
i with bi =

(
47

10
,−5

2
,−7

)
, (2.20)

(4π)2 dyt
dt

= yt

[
9

2
y2
t −

(
17

20
g2

1 +
9

4
g2

2 + 8g2
3

)]
, (2.21)

(4π)2 dλ1

dt
=

27

200
g4

1 +
9

20
g2

1g
2
2 +

9

8
g4

2 −
(

9

5
g2

1 + 9g2
2

)
λ1 + 24λ2

1 + 3λ2
4

+ 3λ4λ5 +
5

4
λ5

2 + 12λ1y
2
t − 6y4

t , (2.22)

(4π)2 dλ2

dt
=

54

25
g4

1 −
36

5
g2

1g
2
2 + 15g4

2 −
(

36

5
g2

1 + 24g2
2

)
λ2 + 2λ2

4 + 2λ4λ5

+ 28λ2
2 + 24λ2λ3 + 6λ3

2 , (2.23)

(4π)2 dλ3

dt
=

72

5
g2

1g
2
2 − 6g4

2 + λ5
2 −

(
36

5
g2

1 + 24g2
2

)
λ3 + 24λ2λ3 + 18λ3

2 , (2.24)

(4π)2 dλ4

dt
=

27

25
g4

1 −
18

5
g2

1g
2
2 + 6g4

2 −
(

9

2
g2

1 +
33

2
g2

2

)
λ4 + 12λ1λ4 + 4λ1λ5

+ 4λ2
4 + 16λ2λ4 + 12λ3λ4 + λ5

2 + 6λ2λ5 + 2λ3λ5 + 6λ4y
2
t , (2.25)

(4π)2 dλ5

dt
=

36

5
g2

1g
2
2 −

(
9

2
g2

1 +
33

2
g2

2

)
λ5 + 4λ1λ5 + 8λ4λ5 + 4λ5

2 + 4λ2λ5

+ 8λ3λ5 + 6λ5y
2
t . (2.26)

with t ≡ ln(µ/Mt), µ the ’t Hooft scale, yt the top Yukawa, and Mt = 173.1GeV
being our input scale. All other input SM parameters at this scale are taken from
Ref. [114].

2.2.3 Collider constraints

The smoking-gun signature of the triplet model is the same-sign dilepton final state from the
decay of H±±. The same-sign dilepton channel has an almost 100% branching ratio when
the triplet vev is small, or equivalently when the neutrino Yukawa (yν)αβ is of O(1) [34].
The ATLAS collaboration [113] reported the most stringent constraint on MH±± in this
case from the same-sign di-muon final state, which is

MH±± & 870 GeV ( Assuming Br(H±± → µ±µ±)=100% ). (2.27)

We comment on that the lower bound on the triplet scale above is only valid when
v∆ is large or equivalently when the neutrino Yukawa couplings are tiny of order mν/GeV.
However, for yν of O(1), the same-sign dilepton final state will be highly suppressed and the
same-sign di-W boson would dominate instead [34]. For the recent report from the ATLAS
collaboration on the same-sign vector boson final states, see [115], and we comment on that
the lower bound on the triplet mass in this case is then much weaker than the one above.
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As we shall see in section 3, a relatively light triplet helps trigger a strong first-order
electroweak phase transition (SFOEWPT) that could be responsible for the BAU as well as
the production of gravitational waves, both of which barely have any sensitivity to the value
of v∆. Therefore, a relatively light triplet with small v∆ would be the promising scenario
for a SFOEWPT and the generation of gravitational waves. Furthermore, a small v∆ also
implies an O(1) neutrino Yukawa couplings, making the seesaw Lagrangian more natural.
The detail of our analysis for drawing the conclusions above on the phase transition and
the gravitational waves will be detailed in the next two sections.

3 Electroweak phase transition in the triplet model

The 125GeV Higgs particle observed at the LHC [1, 2] suggests the phase transition in the
SM is of a crossover type [5–7]. As a result, the SM is short of explaining the observed
BAU through electroweak baryogenesis since the latter requires a SFOEWPT. Due to the
presence of the complex triplet, the Higgs potential would be modified by the λ4,5 terms in
eq. (2.3), which introduce extra interactions between the doublet and the triplet. Therefore,
proper values of λ4,5 could modify the Higgs potential in a way such that a SFOEWPT
could be realized. This would be the topic of this section.

To that end, we start from the scalar potential at finite temperatures and parameterize
the effective potential Veff(φ, δ, T ) generically as

Veff(φ, δ, T ) = V0(φ, δ) + VCW(φ, δ) + VCT(φ, δ) + Vth(φ, δ, T ) + Vdaisy(φ, δ, T ) , (3.1)

where V0(φ, δ) is the tree-level potential, VCW(φ, δ) is the Coleman-Weinberg potential,
VCT is the counter-term (CT) corrections fixed by fulfilling the tree-level relations of the
parameters in V0, Vth(φ, δ, T ) and Vdaisy are the leading thermal corrections.

The pattern of phase transition in specific UV models depends on correctly accounting
for each part in eq. (3.1). For this reason, we review the results term by term in the following
subsections.

3.1 The tree level potential

The tree-level potential will be a function of the complex doublet and the complex triplet
fields. To simplify the calculation, one can remove the Goldstone modes by properly per-
forming SU(2) gauge transformations [116, 117]. It then suffices to focus on the neutral
components of this model, which can be readily obtained as

V0(φ, δ) =
λ1

4
(φ4 − 2v2

φφ
2) +

λ23

4
(δ4 − 2v2

∆δ
2)

+
λ45

4
(φ2(δ2 − v2

∆)− δ2v2
φ) +

µφ2(v∆ − δ)√
2v∆

+
1

2
m2

∆δ
2. (3.2)

3.2 The Coleman-Weinberg potential

It is well known that loop corrections could change the pattern of electroweak symmetry
breaking, see [118].6 Systematically, the zero temperature effective potential, referred to

6Recently, this complex triplet model has been investigated in Ref. [110] at zero temperature for radiative
symmetry breaking at one loop.
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as the Coleman-Weinberg (CW) potential in the following, could be derived following the
procedure outlined in [118]. Using the MS scheme and taking the Landau gauge to decou-
ple any ghost contributions, one can generically write the one-loop CW potential in the
following form [119]:

VCW(φ, δ) =
∑
i

(−1)2sini
M4
i (φ, δ)

64π2

[
ln
M2
i (φ, δ)

µ2
− Ci

]
, (3.3)

where the sum i runs over contributions from all particles in the theory, si and ni are the
spin and the number of degrees of freedom, respectively, with nh,H,A,H±,H±±,G0,G±,W±,Z,t =

1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 1, 2, 6, 3, 12. µ is the renormalization scale for which we fix at µ = v, and Ci
are renormalization scheme dependent constants. In this work, we adopt the MS on-shell
scheme with CW±,Z = 5/6 and Ci = 3/2 otherwise.

3.3 The counter-term potential

As originally noticed in [118], inclusion of VCW will shift the minimum of the Higgs potential
at tree level. As a result, the minimization conditions of the tree Lagrangian no longer
hold. The CT potential could thus be added to restore these tree-level relations from our
renormalization conditions just discussed above. To be specific, upon parameterizing the
CT potential as

VCT = δm2φ2 + δM2δ2 + δλ1φ
4 + δλ23δ

4 + δλ45φ
2δ2 , (3.4)

one can readily solve these CTs from the following minimization conditions:

∂VCT

∂φ
+
∂VCW

∂φ
= 0 ,

∂VCT

∂δ
+
∂VCW

∂δ
= 0 , (3.5)

∂2VCT

∂φ∂δ
+
∂2VCW

∂φ∂δ
= 0 ,

∂2VCT

∂φ2
+
∂2VCW

∂φ2
= 0 ,

∂2VCT

∂δ2
+
∂2VCW

∂δ2
= 0 . (3.6)

One immediate problem, however, arises for the Goldstone bosons when solving the
CTs from conditions above and the reason is as follows. Since we work in the Landau gauge
to decouple the ghosts from VCW, the Goldstone bosons become massless under this specific
choice of gauge. As a result, when one calculates the CTs from above conditions, terms of
(∂2MG.B./∂φ

2)× log(M2
G.B.) and/or (∂2MG.B./∂δ

2)× log(M2
G.B.) withMG.B. the Goldstone

boson masses, will be generated with non-vanishing prefactors ahead of log(M2
G.B.). Thus,

the logarithmic divergence from vanishing MG.B. renders the Higgs masses renormalized
at vanishing momentum from Goldstone particles ill-defined. To circumvent this issue, we
follow the strategy in [117] by introducing an infrared cutoff scale mIR at mIR = mh and
replacing MG.B. by mIR in eqs. (3.5)-(3.6). We comment on that a more exact solution
for this issue can be found in [116], and our approach produces consistent results when
adopting the more exact method.

3.4 The thermal effective potential

The finite temperature corrections to the effective potential at one-loop can be obtained
from calculating the free energy of bosonic and fermionic particles that obtain masses from
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φ and δ, which can be expressed as [120]

Vth(φ, δ, T ) =
T 4

2π2

∑
i

niJB,F

(
M2
i (φ, δ)

T 2

)
, (3.7)

where nB,F are the numbers of degrees of freedom for bosonic and fermionic particles,
respectively. JB(F ) are the thermal integrals for bosonic (fermionic) particles defined as

JB(F ) = ±
∫ ∞

0
dxx2 ln

(
1∓ e−

√
x2+β2m2

B(F )

)
, (3.8)

with β ≡ 1/T and the upper (lower) sign for bosonic (fermionic) particles. Numerically,
above expressions can be efficiently calculated by expanding JB(F ) in terms of the modified
Bessel functions of the second kind K2(x)[121]:

JB,F (y) = lim
N→+∞

∓
N∑
l=1

(±1)ly

l2
K2(
√
yl), (3.9)

with y ≡ m2
i (φ, δ)/T

2 and the upper (lower) sign corresponds to bosonic (fermionic) con-
tributions.

Finally, there is another important part of the thermal corrections to the scalar masses
coming from the resummation of ring (or daisy) diagrams [122, 123]7,

Vdaisy (φ, δ, T ) = − T

12π

∑
i

ni

[(
M2
i (φ, δ, T )

) 3
2 −

(
M2
i (φ, δ)

) 3
2

]
, (3.10)

where M2
i (φ, δ, T ) are the thermal Debye masses of the bosons corresponding to the eigen-

values of the full mass matrix

M2
i (φ, δ, T ) = eigenvalues

[
m̂2
X (φ, δ) + ΠX(T )

]
, (3.11)

which consists of the field dependent mass matrices at T = 0:

m̂2
P =

(
−m2 + 1

2λ45δ
2 −
√

2µδ + 3λ1φ
2 λ45δφ−

√
2µφ

λ45δφ−
√

2µφ M2 + 3λ23δ
2 + 1

2λ45φ
2

)
, (3.12)

m̂2
A =

(
−m2 + 1

2λ45δ
2 +
√

2µδ + λ1φ
2 −

√
2µφ

−
√

2µφ M2 + λ23δ
2 + 1

2λ45φ
2

)
, (3.13)

m̂2
± =

−m2 + λ1φ
2 + δ2λ4

2

√
2

4 λ5δφ− µφ
√

2
4 λ5δφ− µφ M2 + λ23δ

2 + 1
4(2λ4 + λ5)φ2

 , (3.14)

m̂2
±± = M2 + λ2δ

2 +
1

2
λ4φ

2, (3.15)

7See Refs.[124–127] for the effective theory constructed using Dimensional Reduction, which established
the method to systematically incorporate thermal contributions to the masses and couplings.
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and the finite temperature corrections of ΠX(T ) (X = P,A,±,±±):

ΠP/A/±(T ) =

Π
P/A/±
11 (T ) Π

P/A/±
12 (T )

Π
P/A/±
12 (T ) Π

P/A/±
22 (T )

 , (3.16)

with the non-diagonal elements being zero and the diagonal elements being

Π
P/A/±
11 (T ) =

1

16
T 2(3g2 + g′2 + 2λ5 + 4(2λ1 + λ4 + y2

t )) ,

Π±±(T ) = Π
P/A/±
22 (T ) =

1

12
T 2(6g2 + 3g′2 + 8λ2 + 6λ3 + 2λ4 + λ5) . (3.17)

Then with the help of rotation matrix defined in eq. (2.7), one can readily obtain the
corresponding mass eigenstates.

With the effective potential at one loop fully determined, one can then investigate
the patterns of phase transition. In particular, when a potential barrier presents between
the false and the true vacua at the critical temperature, a first-order phase transition
would occur. Furthermore, to ensure the coexistence of degenerated vacua at the critical
temperature Tc, we use the determinant of the finite-temperature Hessian matrix together
with the following conditions:

M3P3 −N2
3 > 0,M3 > 0, (3.18)

where

M3 ≡
d2Veff(φ, δ, Tc)

dφ2

∣∣∣∣
{φ,δ}={φc,δc}

, (3.19)

N3 ≡
d2Veff(φ, δ, Tc)

dφdδ

∣∣∣∣
{φ,δ}={φc,δc}

, (3.20)

P3 ≡
d2Veff(φ, δ, Tc)

dδ2

∣∣∣∣
{φ,δ}={φc,δc}

. (3.21)

We estimate the critical temperature and the corresponding classical Higgs field values by
requiring

Veff(0, 0, Tc) = Veff(φc, δc, Tc) , (3.22)
dVeff(φ, δ, Tc)

dφ

∣∣∣∣
{φ,δ}={φc,δc}

= 0, (3.23)

dVeff(φ, δ, Tc)

dδ

∣∣∣∣
{φ,δ}={φc,δc}

= 0 . (3.24)

In the framework of electroweak baryogenesis, a SFOEWPT is required to ensure the gen-
erated baryon number during the phase transition not to be washed out by the electroweak
sphaleron process. Quantitatively, this can be achieved by requiring ξ ≡ v/T ≥ 1 [80, 128].8

8See Refs. [129, 130] for the condition at the bubble nucleation temperature for different models.
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Here, we comment on that this condition mostly suffers from the fluctuation determi-
nant uncertainty which is comparable to that in the lattice simulation of the sphaleron
rate [131, 132]. For this reason, in the following sections, we require instead ξ ≡ vc/Tc ≥ 1,
with vc the critical classical Higgs field values at the critical temperature Tc. For the triplet
model, since δc � φc as discussed above, we adopt the approximation that vc ' φc.

3.5 Numerical results

With the discussion presented in last subsection, we then work out the pattern of phase
transition in the complex triplet model by scanning over its currently available parameter
space. For that purpose, we propose four benchmark setups based on considerations from
theoretical constraints on this model discussed in section 2 and the collider results in Ref. [34]
for this model:

• Setup 1: λ4 ∈ [−0.5, 3], λ5 ∈ [−3, 3], v∆ ∈ [10−6, 10−4] GeV,M∆ ∈ [0, 400]GeV.

• Setup 2: λ4 ∈ [−0.5, 3], λ5 ∈ [−3, 3], v∆ ∈ [10−6, 1] GeV,M∆ ∈ [900, 4000]GeV.

• Setup 3: λ4 ∈ [−0.5, 3], λ5 ∈ [−3, 3], v∆ ∈ [10−5.4, 1] GeV,M∆ ∈ [350, 900]GeV.

• Setup 4: λ4 ∈ [−0.5, 3], λ5 ∈ [−3, 3], v∆ ∈ [10−5.4, 1] GeV,M∆ = 500GeV.

Furthermore, we fix λ1 = 0.129, λ2 = 0.2 and λ3 = 0 throughout this work. This specific
choice of input values for λ1,2,3 does not lose any generality of our result for the following
reason: λ1 is basically fixed by the SM Higgs mass, while both λ2 and λ3 have negligible
impact on our conclusion due to the smallness of v∆ as discussed above.

λ4 λ5 M∆(GeV) v∆(GeV) Tc(GeV)
BM1 1.80 2.98 379.10 5.17× 10−6 113.81
BM2 1.97 2.29 353.51 4.63× 10−6 113.62
BM3 2.99 2.98 500.00 1.85× 10−5 145.62

Table 1. Three benchmark points for illustrating the evolution of the effective potential.

For illustration, we present the thermal effective potential at different temperatures
for three benchmark points given in table 1, and illustrate in the top row of figure 1 how
phase transition occurs. In each plot, Tc represents the critical temperature, and Tp is the
percolation temperature whose definition will become clear in section 4. As seen from these
plots, when the Universe cools down, the potential barrier would arise and suggest that the
phase transition is of first order. Accordingly, we show in the bottom row of figure 1 the
components of Veff to clarify the fact that the barrier indeed comes from thermal corrections.
Therefore, this kind of phase transition would belong to the thermally driven class of the
electroweak phase transition [133]. Moreover, our result shows that Vth (Vdaisy) contributes
positively (negatively) to Veff around the true vacua, while Vth + Vdaisy contributes a net
positive correction to Veff . As a result, these two thermal corrections lift up the zero-
temperature effective potential (V0 +VCW +VCT ) to an extent that helps form a maximum
in the potential shape and yields the potential barrier around φ/Tc ∼ 1.
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Figure 1. Top: Evolution of the vacuum for three benchmark points on the Veff/T
4
c − φ/Tc

plane. The three temperatures are, respectively, some temperature higher than Tc (red), the critical
temperature Tc (brown), and the percolation temperature Tp (blue) as will be further explained in
Section 4; Bottom: Components of the effective potential at Tc.

To ensure the first-order phase transition is strong enough to avoid later time washout
of the baryon numbers, one needs ξ > 1 as discussed above. For a successful SFOEWPT
in the type-II model, after performing the numerical calculations, we show our results in
figure 2 for the four setups above, where the left column shows the results for the barrier
height, and the right column for ξ. Note that the second setup is missing in our results
due to the fact that the triplet scalars in this scenario are too heavy to contribute to the
potential barrier and therefore decouple from the phase transition. For setup 1 and 3, the
height of the barriers are only functions of λ45 and M∆. While for setup 4, since we fix
M∆ = 500GeV, we plot the barrier height as a function of the individual λ4,5 couplings
instead. Clearly, our results show that large λ4,5 and heavy M∆ help increase the barrier
height and therefore enhance the value of ξ as seen from the second column of figure 2.
However, we comment on that due to the decoupling effects, when M∆ exceeds ∼ 550GeV,
the barrier height would become insufficient to induce a SFOEWPT as implied in the first
two plots in the left column of figure 2. Interestingly, most of the ξ ≥ 1 viable points falls
into the mass region that could be tested at current/future colliders [34], suggesting the
possible synergy of different probes in searching for the type-II seesaw model. For each
setup, we further discuss this possibility below.

For setup 1, our results are shown in figure 3. The first plot in the upper row shows the
benchmark points for a SFOEWPT with varying M∆ and λ4,5. Note that a light triplet
with M∆ ' 10GeV still permits a SFOEWPT and we comment on that the triplet mass
eigenvalues are much larger thanM∆ in this case due to corrections from negative λ5’s. See
our eqs. (2.9) and (2.10), for example. However, we point out that since v∆ is small in this
case, the same-sign dilepton channel dominates the decay of H±± and one can thus utilize
the pp → H++H−− → `+`+`′−`′− channel to constrain the light triplet scenario. See, for
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Figure 2. The height of the potential barriers and the ξ for various λ45 andM∆ for the four setups.
Note that setup 2 is missing due to the fact that the decoupling of the heavy triplet.
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Figure 3. SFOEWPT viable benchmark points for our setup 1. In the upper row, we show
benchmark points with ξ > 1, while in the second row, we show explicitly the value of ξ on different
parameter planes. See the main text for details.

example, Ref. [34]. Similarly, we show in the second plot in the first row of figure 3 for the
benchmark points that can result in a SFOEWPT with different triplet mass differences.
The mass differences are essentially only dependent on λ5 since v∆ � vΦ and sinα ≈ 0. In
this case, we find the parameter benchmark points are rather limited, suggesting the fact
that one could possibly recast current/future experimental results onto the mass difference
plane as we show here to determine the mass scale of the triplet and also λ5. This in turn
would help identify the triplet model and its model parameter determination at colliders.

On the other hand, the benchmark points for a SFOEWPT are shown in the bottom
row of figure 3, where the colored legend indicates directly the value of ξ for the phase
transition. Note that the points mainly reside in the lower half of the MH± −MH±± plane
as seen from the first plot of the bottom row. In particular, ξ approaches larger values
when 200 .MH± . 300GeV and 250 .MH±± . 350GeV, indicating that positive λ5’s are
slightly favored for a SFOEWPT as is also clear in the first plot of the first row. Similarly,
from the last plot in the last row of figure 3, one sees that positive λ45 are preferred for a
SFOEWPT, suggesting also a preference of positive λ4’s that all together help stabilize the
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Higgs potential up to the Planck scale as observed in Ref. [110].
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Figure 4. Same as figure 3 but for our setup 3.

A similar observation as discussed above applies to our setup 3, which can be seen
directly from our figure 4. Note that in our setup 3, even though we scan over a relatively
large range of M∆ up to about 1TeV, light triplet Higgs particles are generically preferred
for a SFOEWPT as indicated by the dots in red/purple.

Finally, for our setup 4, the results are presented in figure 5. Note that in this case,
we fix M∆ = 500GeV. This is motivated by the consideration that, upon model discovery,
around this specific value for example, one can then readily recast the masses of the triplet
Higgs particles onto the first panel of figure 5 to check the existence of a SFOEWPT. From
the distribution of ξ, one can then utilize the second plot of figure 5 to possibly determine
the sign of λ4,5, and thus the mass spectrum of the triplet model. We comment on that for
setup 4, we again find that positive λ4,5 are preferred for a SFOEWPT.9

9Positive λ5’s would correspond to the reversed mass hierarchy discussed in [34], which can be investi-
gated through the multilepton signatures at hadron colliders [134].
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Figure 5. Left panel: same as the bottom-left of figure 3 but for our setup 4; Right panel: the
explicitly value of ξ on the plane of λ4 and λ5.

3.6 Implications from Br(h→ γγ)

As already observed in Ref. [34, 65], theoretical constraints on the portal couplings λ4,5

are already very stringent, especially for those from one-loop perturbativity summarized
in section 2.2.2. For this reason, we ask ourselves the following question: How could these
points obtained in last subsection that are responsible for a SFOEWPT could be tested
from current and/or future collider experiments?

To answer this question, we first map those points for each setup in section 3.5 onto the
λ4 − λ5 plane from considering vacuum stability, perturbative unitarity and perturbativity
up to one loop. The results are shown in figure 6, where the left panel is from tree-level
vacuum stability and perturbative unitarity, and the right one for one-loop perturbativity.
The legend alongside the right panel indicates the scale to which one-loop perturbativity
is satisfied. Clearly, from tree-level theoretical constraints as indicated in gray in the left
panel of figure 6, positive λ4 is in general preferred. This conclusion changes slightly when
one-loop perturbativity is taken into account. In the latter case, requiring perturbativity
up to the Planck scale, we find λ4,5 with opposite signs near the origin are generically
disfavored as implied by the elliptical region in the right panel.

The viable points that can lead to a SFOEWPT are then shown in black, blue, and
red for setup 1, setup 3 and setup 4, respectively. Note that all the points fulfill tree-level
constraints from perturbative unitarity and vacuum stability. Furthermore, even when one-
loop perturbativity is taken into account, we find that all these points are still allowed up
to the Planck scale as indicated in the right panel of figure 6.

On the other hand, from figures (3)-(5), we note that to have a successful SFOEWPT,
the triplet masses are generically light such that they might be within the reach of current
and future colliders. For instance, when the triplet is below ∼1TeV, the same-sign dilepton
(di-W boson) channel would be the smoking-gun signature for discovering this model at
colliders [34] for small (large) v∆. Therefore, to answer the question we raise earlier in
this section, we make use of precision measurements of the h → γγ decay rate defined
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Figure 6. Left panel: Theoretical constraints on the triplet model from tree-level vacuum stability
and perturbative unitarity. Right panel: Constraints from one-loop perturbativity. In each panel,
the black, blue and red points correspond to our setup one, three and four, respectively.
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Figure 7. Precision measurements of Rhγγ from current and future circular colliders. The green,
orange, purple and magenta boundaries represent the 1σ, 2σ, 3σ and 4σ regions from Ref. [112].
The blue and the yellow regions are for a future 100TeV collider FCC-ee and FCC-ee + FCC-pp,
respectively. Our benchmark points are shown in the red.

as Rhγγ ≡ ΓNP
h→γγ/Γ

SM
h→γγ , where Γ

NP(SM)
h→γγ is the h → γγ decay rate with (without) the

inclusion of new physics. Our benchmark scenario is obtained by fixing m∆ at 350GeV and
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v∆ ' 10−3 GeV, and the result is shown in figure 7. The shaded region in gray corresponds
to Rhγγ = 1.11+0.10

−0.09 from the most recent report of PDG [112], whose 1σ, 2σ, 3σ and 4σ

boundaries are given by the green, orange, purple and magenta dashed curves, respectively.
For future circular colliders, we use the blue (yellow) region for a future 100TeV FCC-ee
(FCC-ee + FCC-pp) collider with Rhγγ = 1±0.05 (0.01) [135]. The red circles in the upper
right corner correspond to our benchmark points that can give a SFOEWPT within this
setup.

Note that even though our benchmark points are still allowed within 3 ∼ 4σ from the
current measurement of Rhγγ in [112], we expect the high-luminosity LHC and/or future
colliders to scrutinize each of these benchmark points in this specific scenario, highlighting
the powerfulness of precision measurements and the synergy of different probes.

4 Gravitational waves from the triplet model

As discussed in section 3, a SFOEWPT occurs when the temperature of the Universe drops
below the critical temperature Tc. Gravitational waves (GWs) could then be generated
through collisions of vacuum bubbles, and the interaction between bubbles and the thermal
plasma. The generated GWs would then be possibly observed by late time observatories
such as LISA [88], TianQin [89–91], Taiji [92, 93], DECIGO [94, 95], and BBO [96, 97]. From
this consideration, we discuss the synergy of different probes of the type-II seesaw model,
and focus specifically on the observation of GWs in this section.10

The spectrum of GWs from a first-order phase transition can be obtained quite sys-
tematically. See for example, Refs. [87]. Generically, the prediction of the GW spectrum
depends on four key parameters: The bubble wall velocity vw, the phase transition temper-
ature, the latent heat ∆ρ released during the phase transition, the phase transition strength
α, and the phase transition duration β. The definitions and their physical meaning of these
parameters will become clear shortly, as will be discussed below.

Below the critical temperature, the phase transition would take place when at least
one bubble is nucleated per horizon volume and per horizon time, which can be defined as
as [137–139]:

Γ ≈ A(Tn)e−S3/Tn ' 1 . (4.1)

where Tn is the nucleation temperature of the vacuum bubbles, and S3 is the bounce action
for an O(3) symmetric bounce solution that can be written as

S3(T ) =

∫
4πr2dr

[
1

2

(dφb
dr

)2
+ V (φb, T )

]
, (4.2)

with φb = φ, δ in our case, and V (φb, T ) the effective potential in eq. (3.1). The bubble
nucleation events would be generated when one gets the bounce solution from solving the
equations of motion for φb:

d2φb
dr2

+
2

r

dφb
dr
− ∂V (φb)

∂φb
= 0 , (4.3)

10A similar discussion on the complementarity between colliders and phase transition for the singlet
extension of the SM can be found in [136].
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with the boundary conditions being

lim
r→∞

φb = 0 ,
dφb
dr

∣∣∣∣
r=0

= 0 . (4.4)

After nucleation, the phase transition proceeds through expansion and percolation of
these vacuum bubbles. The percolation temperature Tp is defined as the moment when the
probability of the friction of a false vacuum is 0.7 [140, 141]:

P [Tp] = e−I[Tp] = 0.7 ,

I[T ] =
4πv3

w

3

∫ Tc

T

dT̃Γ(T̃ )

H(T̃ )T̃ 4

(∫ T̃

T

dT ′

H(T ′)

)3

, (4.5)

where vw is the bubble wall velocity.
For this study, we define the phase transition strength α as

α =
∆ρ

ρR
, (4.6)

where the radiation energy density of the bath or the plasma background ρR is given by

ρR =
π2g?T

4
?

30
, (4.7)

with g? ≈ 100 being the effective number of degrees of freedom, T? the plasma temperature
that is approximately equivalent to the percolation temperature T? ≈ Tp for transitions
without significant reheating [142], and ∆ρ the latent heat from the phase transition. ∆ρ

can be calculated from the difference of the energy density between the false and the true
vacuum, i.e., ∆ρ = ρ(φp, Tp)− ρ(vp, Tp), where11

ρ(φp, Tp) = −V (φ, T )|T=Tp
+ T

dV (φ, T )

d T

∣∣∣∣
T=Tp

, (4.8)

ρ(vp, Tp) = − V (h, T )|T=Tp
+ T

dV (h, T )

d T

∣∣∣∣
T=Tp

. (4.9)

Here, we remind the reader that α and ρ in this section represent the phase transition
strength and the energy densities instead of the mixing angle and the electroweak parameter
discussed in section 2. Finally, to characterizes the inverse time duration of the SFOEWPT,
we define the parameter β as

β

Hp
= T

d(S3(T )/T )

dT

∣∣∣∣
T=Tp

, (4.10)

with Hp the Hubble constant at the percolation temperature Tp.
11In our calculation, we use the latent heat by including the entropy injection from the phase transition

(through the term of T d V
d T

∣∣
T=Tp

) as in Ref. [143–146] and some other literatures, which coincides with the
vacuum energy for the large supercooling phase transition case as commented in Ref [142].
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With above results, we are now ready to move to the discussion on the sources of GW
generation from a first-order phase transition. In this work, we consider three sources for
the production of GWs. The first one comes from the uncollided envelop of thin bubble
walls during the bubble collision, while the collided thin bubble walls are assumed to disap-
pear instantly after two bubbles overlap.12 This is the widely used envelop approximation
that contributes to both numerical simulations [143, 149–152] (see also [153]) and analytic
estimations [154].13 The dimensionless energy density spectrum is fitted to be [152]

Ωh2
coll(f) = 1.67× 10−5

(
100

g∗

) 1
3
(
β

H

)−2( κφα

1 + α

)2 0.11v3
w

0.42 + v2
w

3.8 (f/fcoll)
2.8

1 + 2.8 (f/fcoll)
3.8 , (4.11)

where the first term in bracket accounts for the redshift effect, the second one reflects its
scaling behavior, and the third one parameterizes the spectral shape of the GW radiation.
The peak frequency fcoll involved in the spectral shape is fitted to be [152]

fcoll = 1.65× 10−5 Hz×
( g∗

100

) 1
6 T?

100GeV

0.62

1.8− 0.1vw + v2
w

(
β

H∗

)
. (4.12)

The other two sources for GW production during the EWPT we consider are: (1)
the sound waves in the plasma [161, 162], and (2) the magnetohydrodynamic turbulence
(MHD) [161, 162]. For the former, taking the lifetime suppression factor obtained in [163],14

the energy density spectrum from the sound waves can be expressed as [162],

Ωh2
sw(f) = 1.64× 10−6 × (H∗τsw)

(
β

H

)−1( κα

1 + α

)2 ( g∗
100

)− 1
3

× vw(8π)1/3

(
f

fsw

)3( 7

4 + 3 (f/fsw)2

)7/2

, (4.13)

with τsw = min
(

1
H∗
, R∗
Ūf

)
, H∗R∗ = vw(8π)1/3(β/H)−1. Here, Ū is the root-mean-square

fluid velocity that can be approximated as [87, 147, 165]

Ū2
f ≈

3

4

κνα

1 + α
, (4.14)

and again, α here is the phase transition strength. The term H∗τsw in eq. (4.13) accounts
for the suppression of the GW amplitude for sound waves if the sound wave source could
not last longer than one Hubble time, and H∗ is the Hubble parameter at the temperature
T∗. Practically, T∗ is very close to Tp, and for this reason, we replace T∗ by Tp in the our
calculations. κv is the fraction of the released energy into the kinetic energy of the plasma,

12Recent studies of Refs.[147, 148] show that bubble collisions are usually negligible in transitions with
polynomial potentials, which is true for this study.

13Note that recent numerical simulations also found that the scalar oscillation stage would continue
contributing to GW radiation, see Refs. [155–157], and recent studies of Refs. [158–160] show that the
ageing envelope approximation led to inaccurate prediction for the spectrum.

14The impact without including this factor has also been investigated in [164].
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Tp(GeV) α[Tp] β/H[Tp]

setup 1 BM1 96.701 0.048 657.743
setup 3 BM2 99.195 0.046 1026.894
setup 4 BM3 136.708 0.015 2712.428

Table 2. Three benchmark points for the illustration of GW production from a SFOEWPT for
the setup 1, 3, and 4. Setup 2 is missing in this table due to the decoupling.

which can be calculated given vw and α [166]. Finally fsw is the peak frequency of above
energy density spectrum:

fsw = 1.9× 10−5 1

vw

(
β

H∗

)(
T∗

100GeV

)( g∗
100

)1/6
Hz. (4.15)

On the other hand, for the latter source of GW production, it arises from the fact that
a small fraction of the energy would flow into the MHD. Its contribution to the energy
density spectrum can be expressed as [167, 168]

Ωturbh
2 = 3.35× 10−4

(
β

H∗

)−1(κturbα

1 + α

)3/2(100

g∗

)1/3

× vw ·
(f/fturb)3

[1 + (f/fturb)]11/3(1 + 8πf/h∗)
, (4.16)

where the factor κturb is the fraction of energy transferred to the MHD turbulence and can
be roughly estimated as κturb ≈ εκv with ε ≈ 5 ∼ 10% [162]. In this work, we take ε ≈ 0.1

for the following discussion. Similar to fsw, fturb is the peak frequency for the spectrum
from the MHD:

fturb = 2.7× 10−5 1

vw

(
β

H∗

)(
T∗

100GeV

)( g∗
100

)1/6
Hz. (4.17)

The predicted GW spectrum can then be readily calculated from the three sources
discussed above, leading to

ΩGWh
2 = Ωh2

coll(f) + Ωh2
sw(f) + Ωturbh

2 . (4.18)

This predicted spectrum could then be tested at various GW observatories mentioned above,
thus it could also be used for discovering/testing specific UV models like the type-II seesaw
model considered in this work. To that end, we choose three benchmark points for the four
setups discussed in section 3.5 and comment on the fact that no benchmark points are se-
lected for the second setup due to the decoupling discussed earlier. The selected benchmark
points for the rest three setups are then summarized in table 2, whose effective potential
have been presented in figure 1 and their corresponding results for GWs are presented in
figure 8.

In the left panel of figure 8, we show the results for β/H[Tp] and α[Tp] for varying
percolation temperatures. Note that, as self-explained in eqs. (4.11), (4.13), and (4.16), the
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Figure 8. Left: β/H[Tp] and α for the four benchmark setups in section 3.5. Note that setup 2 is
missing due to the decoupling of the triplet. The legend along with the figure is used to indicate the
percolation temperature Tp, and the black stars denote three benchmark points in table 2. Right:
The representative GW signal spectrum for the three benchmark points in table 2. See the main
text for details.

magnitude of GWs is inversely proportional to β/H? and directly proportional to α for fixed
vw and T?. As a result, one naturally expects that a larger value of α and/or a smaller
value of β/H? would lead to an increase in the magnitude of the GWs observed. This is as
expected since a larger value of α would suggest more energy transition from the plasma
to the form of GWs. Similarly, a smaller β/H? would imply a longer period for the strong
first-order phase transition, thus also enhancing the magnitude of the spectrum. This is
also confirmed numerically as shown in the right panel of figure 8.

The predicted spectra for the three benchmark points in table 2 are presented in blue,
red and orange in the right panel of figure 8, respectively. These three benchmarks are
chosen with relatively large α and small β/H? from the left panel of figure 8 to enhance
the magnitude of the generated GWs. See the corresponding black stars in the left panel
for these three benchmark points we choose. As a result, we find the generated GW waves
from the SFOEWPT all have a peak frequency within the 0.01 ∼ 0.1Hz range, with the
peak yields of the GWs around 10−14, 10−15.5 and 10−16.5 for our BM1 (blue), BM2 (red),
and BM3 (brown), respectively. From the right panel of figure 8, we comment on that while
the peak yields of the GWs for our BM2 and BM3 are small, they would be covered by
Ultimate-DECIGO in the future. In particular, we see that BBO would be able to explore
the edge of the BM1 scenario, and the Ultimate-DECIGO would have the chance to further
examine both the BM1 and the BM2 cases.

5 Conclusions

Neutrino masses and the baryon asymmetry of the Universe both indicate new physics
beyond the SM. In this work, we focus on the type-II seesaw model that acts as a possible
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candidate for answering these two questions simultaneously. Specifically, the type-II seesaw
model can be obtained by extending the SM Higgs sector with a complex triplet that
transforms as (1, 3, 2) under the SM gauge group. Due to the quantum numbers of the
triplet, new interactions are introduced between the SM Higgs doublet and the complex
triplet, such that the SM Higgs potential could be modified in a way such that a SFOEWPT
is possible.

We study the phase transition within the triplet model in detail in this work and
obtain viable regions of the model parameter space for a SFOEWPT that is responsible
for explaining the observed baryon asymmetry. Our results are shown in figures 2-5 for the
four setups discussed in section 3. We find that when the triplet is heavy above ∼ 550GeV,
effects on the Higgs potential from the triplet would decouple such that a SFOEWPT would
become absent in this model. Furthermore, we conclude from our study that a SFOEWPT
generically prefers positive values for the Higgs portal couplings λ4,5, which in turn help
stabilize the Higgs potential up to the Planck scale up to one-loop level [110]. We point
out that the Higgs di-photon decay rate is also sensitive to λ4,5 [34], such that a precision
measurement on the rate could shed some light on the phase transition. This highlights the
synergy of different probes in searching for new physics.

On the other hand, gravitational waves can be also generated during the SFOEWPT
from bubble collisions and its interaction with thermal plasma. This has been investigated
in section 4 in the complex triplet model, and the results are presented in our figure 8. For
the four setups we consider that cover the model parameter space up to 4TeV, we obtain
the phase transition strength α and the phase transition duration β for various percolation
temperatures. Based on that, we then choose three optimistic benchmark points to calculate
the gravitational wave yields and compare them with different observatories now and in the
future. We find the peak frequency of the gravitational waves could be within the 0.01∼0.1
Hz range, with a peak yield of gravitational waves at the edge of BBO and could be further
examined in the future by Ultimate-DECIGO.

Last but not least, we comment that, for a successful first-order phase transition and
a relatively large yield of gravitational waves, we observe that the triplet Higgs particles
are preferred to be light below the TeV scale. With the triplet particles being light at such
a scale, the triplet vev would need to be large above ∼ 10−4 GeV to avoid very stringent
constraints from current collider searches [34, 113]. This in turn would result in tiny neutrino
Yukawa couplings due to the tininess of neutrino masses. As a consequence, one would thus
expect the triplet model not to manifest itself in foreseen neutrino oscillation experiments
due to the neutrino Yukawa suppression. However, collider searches would help with the
same-sign di-W boson final state being the smoking-gun signature.
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