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The type-II seesaw model can explain neutrino masses and address the baryon asymmetry problem
of the Universe simultaneously. In this letter, we explore its phase transition and the resulting
gravitational wave signals. We find a strong first-order electroweak phase transition generically
prefers a relatively light triplet in the 300 ∼ 500 GeV range, which is ideal for collider searches
and can generate gravitational waves within the sensitivity reach of BBO and Ultimate-DECIGO.
While above ∼1 TeV where a future 100 TeV pp collider will play a key role in model discovery, we
integrate out the triplet and perform a global fit analysis of this model at various future colliders.
A lower bound in the 10−3 ∼ 10−2 eV range on the triplet vacuum expectation value is obtained,
which is comparable to or even better than that from current µ → eγ experiments depending on
the lightest neutrino mass.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) predicts massless neutrinos as a result of an accidental global U(1)` symmetry. Neutrino
oscillations on the other hand require nonzero neutrino masses and thus new physics beyond the SM. However, in
terms of new physics, it still remains an open question as to the production mechanism(s) of neutrino masses. There
are many proposed and well-motivated models to that end, and among them is the tpye-II seesaw mechanism as a
tree level realization of the Weinberg operator [1].

The type-II seesaw model extends the SM by introducing a complex triplet ∆ that transforms as (1,3,2) under
the SM gauge group. The triplet develops a non-vanishing vacuum expectation value (vev) v∆ after electroweak
spontaneous symmetry breaking, which is responsible for non-vanishing neutrino masses. Furthermore, with Y = 2,
both singly- and doubly-charged Higgs particles will present with the latter dominantly decaying into a same-sign
dilepton pair in the region of v∆ where neutrino masses can be naturally generated. The same-sign dilepton pair final
state would then act as the smoking-gun signature of this model at colliders.

Another interesting feature of this model is that it also modifies the shape of the SM Higgs potential via introducing
new interactions between the triplet and the SM Higgs doublet. This is important for the following reason: With
the 125 GeV Higgs in the SM, the phase transition type of the SM would be of a crossover [2–7], which, as a result,
makes the SM short of explaining the observed Baryon Asymmetry of the Universe (BAU) since the latter requires
a strong first-order electroweak phase transition. The capability of the complex triplet model in explaining BAU has
been known for a while, but its parameter space has remained unexplored in this regard.

In [8], we investigate for the first time the parameter space of the complex triplet model in detail where a strong first-
order electroweak phase transition can be achieved. The scan of the parameter space has been carefully separated in a
combination with the model discovery at colliders based on results in [9]. After obtaining the viable parameter space
for a strong first-order electroweak phase transition, we also consider observation of this model through gravitational
waves in light of the sensitivity of near future gravitational wave observatories such as LISA [10], TianQin [11–13],
Taiji [14, 15], DECIGO [16, 17], and BBO [18, 19]. While part of the discussion in this letter is based on our results
in [8], we go beyond it by also considering a global fit analysis of this model at various future colliders as well as
constraints from the low-energy µ→ eγ experiments.

II. THE COMPLEX TRIPLET MODEL

The most general potential of the complex triplet model can be written as

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

]
+ λ1(Φ†Φ)2

+ λ2

[
Tr(∆†∆)

]2
+ λ3Tr[∆†∆∆†∆] + λ4(Φ†Φ)Tr(∆†∆) + λ5Φ†∆∆†Φ, (1)
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with the SM Higgs Φ and the triplet ∆ parameterized in the following forms after electroweak spontaneous symmetry
breaking:

Φ =

(
ϕ+

1√
2
(ϕ+ vΦ + iχ)

)
, ∆ =

(
∆+
√

2
H++

1√
2
(δ + v∆ + iη) −∆+

√
2

)
, (2)

and v∆, vΦ are the vev of the triplet and the doublet, respectively.
The mass eigenvalues of the Higgs particles in this model can be expressed as

M2
H±± = M2

∆ − v2
∆λ3 −

λ5

2
v2

Φ, (3)

M2
H± =

(
M2

∆ −
λ5

4
v2

Φ

)(
1 +

2v2
∆

v2
Φ

)
, (4)

M2
A = M2

∆

(
1 +

4v2
∆

v2
Φ

)
, (5)

M2
h = 2v2

Φλ1 cos2 α+
(
M2

∆ + 2λ23v
2
∆

)
sin2 α+

(
λ45vΦv∆ −

2v∆

vΦ
M2

∆

)
sin 2α, (6)

M2
H = 2v2

Φλ1 sin2 α+
(
M2

∆ + 2λ23v
2
∆

)
cos2 α−

(
λ45vΦv∆ −

2v∆

vΦ
M2

∆

)
sin 2α, (7)

with

M2
∆ ≡

v2
Φµ√
2v∆

, λij ≡ λi + λj , (8)

and

tan 2α =
v∆

vΦ
·

2vΦλ45 − 2
√

2µvΦ

v∆

2vΦλ1 − vΦµ√
2v∆
− 2v2

∆λ23

vΦ

, (9)

which is the mixing angle between the two CP-even neutral components ϕ and δ. Precision measurements of the ρ
parameter put an upper bound on v∆, which is around 3 GeV. The electroweak scale then immediately implies that
vΦ � v∆ and thus the mixing angle α is highly suppressed as one can see from the ratio of the two vevs in eq.(9). In
other words, the SM Higgs is mostly made from the doublet. On the other hand, due to the smallness of v∆, effects
from λ2,3 will mostly be suppressed as one can already see from the mass eigenvalues above. For this reason, we will
mainly concentrate our discussion on the portal couplings λ4,5 in the following and point out that different input
values for λ2,3 barely have any impact on our results.

III. THE EFFECTIVE POTENTIAL

The effective potential is calculated by including different contributions at zero temperature and above. Its tree-level
part is found to be

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. (10)

For illustrating how the Higgs potential is modified by the presence of new interactions at tree level, we show the
results in the left panel of figure 1. As is explicit in the plot, the potential is generically lifted up as shown in blue
as compared to its SM case in dotted red. Apart from the tree level result, we also include the Coleman-Weinberg
potential and its counter-term contribution in order to restore the tree level minimization conditions of the Lagrangian,
as well as the thermal effective potential at one loop. The detailed expressions can be found in [8], and the numerical
results are shown in the right panel of figure 1. As is clear from the plot, a potential barrier rises up between the
degenerated vevs and as a result, a strong first-order electroweak phase transition could be triggered.

To obtain the viable parameter space for a strong first-order electroweak phase transition, we then scan over the
parameter space of the triplet based on collider results from [9] by dividing the triplet parameter space into the
following regions:
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FIG. 1: Left: The effective potential of the complex triplet model at tree level at a given benchmark (left). Right: The full
effective potential including all contributions as discussed in the text (Plot originally from [8]).
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FIG. 2: Left: Viable points for a strong first-order electroweak phase transition for Region 1. Middle: Viable points for a
strong first-order electroweak phase transition for Region 3. Right: Viable points for a strong first-order electroweak phase
transition for Region 4. Plots adopted from [8].

• Region 1: λ4 ∈ [−0.5, 3], λ5 ∈ [−3, 3], v∆ ∈ [10−6, 10−4] GeV,M∆ ∈ [0, 400] GeV. This is the region where
neutrino masses can be naturally generated with O(1) neutrino Yukawa couplings. At the same time, the same-
sign dilepton decay channel of H±± will be the smoking-gun signature for model discovery and the HL-LHC
could be utilized for model testing.

• Region 2: λ4 ∈ [−0.5, 3], λ5 ∈ [−3, 3], v∆ ∈ [10−6, 1] GeV,M∆ ∈ [900, 4000] GeV. This is the region similar to
Region 1 but for heavier triplet particles and also allowing for smaller neutrino Yukawa couplings. It will be
challenging for HL-LHC to explore this region, and a future 100 TeV pp collider will be the key.

• Region 3: λ4 ∈ [−0.5, 3], λ5 ∈ [−3, 3], v∆ ∈ [10−5.4, 1] GeV,M∆ ∈ [350, 900] GeV. This is the region where the
associated production of H±±H∓ → `±`±hW∓ will dominate. The HL-LHC will be helpful, and a future
100 TeV pp will be very powerful in exploring this region.

• Region 4: λ4 ∈ [−0.5, 3], λ5 ∈ [−3, 3], v∆ ∈ [10−5.4, 1] GeV,M∆ = 500 GeV. This region is similar to Region 3
but with fixed triplet mass M∆ for benchmark study of gravitational waves.

IV. RESULTS

A. Phase transition and gravitational waves

Scanning over the four regions as discussed in last section, we show in figure 2 the viable points for a strong first-
order electroweak phase transition by requiring ξ ≡ vc/Tc ≥ 1 with vc the critical classical doublet field values and
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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 I: Three benchmark points for illustrating the gravitational wave signature from the type-II seesaw model. Here, α
parameterizes the phase transition strength and β that of the inverse time duration of the strong first-order electroweak phase
transition.
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FIG. 3: The representative GW signal spectrum for the three benchmark points in table I. Plot adopted from [8].

Tc the critical temperature at which degenerated vacua coexist. Please note that we do not find any viable points for
Region 2 since it decouples from the SM sector due to the triplet being too massive. From the scan, we find a strong
first-order electroweak phase transition in the triplet model generically prefers positive and large portal couplings for
λ4,5 as well as a relatively light triplet in the 300 ∼ 500 GeV range. This mass range falls into the region where both
current and future hadron colliders can be utilized to discover this model or exclude these viable points for a strong
first-order electroweak phase transition. For this reason, we encourage our experimental colleagues to further explore
this model as a possible candidate for simultaneously explaining neutrino masses and BAU.

On the other hand, when the Universe temperature drops below Tc, gravitational waves can be generated as the
phase transition proceeds. It is interesting to find out whether these gravitational waves generated within the type-
II seesaw model can be detected by current and planned gravitational wave observatories. To figure this out, we
considered in [8] three gravitational wave sources: uncollided envelop of thin bubble walls during bubble collisions,
sound waves in plasma, and magnetohydrodynamic turbulence. Detailed expressions for corrections to the three
gravitational wave energy density spectra can be found in [8], and the results are shown in figure 3 for three benchmark
points shown in table I. As one can see from the plot, the peak frequency from the triplet model will be in the 0.01∼0.1
Hz range and thus could be captured by BBO though this range only lies on the edge of the BBO sensitivity. In the
future, the Ultimate-DECIGO will have a chance to further explore the gravitational wave signal from this model as
can be seen from the light purple region.

B. Global fit analysis and constraints from µ→ eγ

Above the TeV scale, the complex triplet model can induce non-vanishing Wilson coefficients for the OH2, OHD,

OeH , OuH , OdH , O(1)
H`, O

(3)
H` and O`` operators at tree level in the Warsaw basis [20, 21]. For example, for O`` in the

Warsaw basis [22], we find its Wilson coefficients are as follows:

[C``]prst =
Yν
∗,psYν

rt

4M2
, (11)
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FIG. 4: Global fit of the complex triplet model at the LHC and future lepton colliders in the normal ordering scenario. The
upper panel is for mlight = 0 eV and the lower one for mlight = 0.1 eV. The left column is for negative λ45 = −3 and the right
one for positive λ45 = 3. The upper bound on v∆ from the ρ parameter is also imposed in these plots, and we comment on
that different λ45’s will mainly affect the cascaded decay of H∓∓H± at colliders.

with p, r, s, t the flavor indices. To perform the global fit analysis, we use the 4-fermion global fit results in [23, 24]
by firstly transforming the total likelihood into the Warsaw basis and then marginalizing over all the other Wilson
coefficients that can not be induced by the complex triplet model. The 95% confidence level constraints on this model
are then shown in figures 4 and 5 for the normal ordering (NO) and inverted ordering (IO) scenarios, respectively. To
obtain these plots, we use the following relations between the neutrino Yukawa couplings Yν and the neutrino mixing
matrix U :

Yν = U∗
mν√
2v∆

U†, (12)

where mν = diag(mν1 ,mν2 ,mν3) is the diagonal neutrino mass matrix, and then rewrite

[C``]prst =
Yν
∗,psYν

rt

4M2
=

1

4M2
[U∗

mν√
2v∆

U†]∗ps[U
∗ mν√

2v∆

U†]rt (13)
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FIG. 5: Same as figure 4 but for the inverted ordering scenario.

completely in terms of the matrix elements of U , mν , M , and v∆. For the following discussion, we completely ignore
the CP-violating phase of U and adopt the numerical values in [25] for U . We also point out that, as one can also see
from eq. (13), v∆ will be bounded from below in order to avoid breaking perturbativity.

From our analysis, we find λ2,3 barely have any impact as explained above, and λ4,5 mainly affect the global fit
when the triplet is light below 1 TeV, which however is not preferred by the validity of the SM Effective Field Theory
(SMEFT). Above 1 TeV, we obtain stronger constraints for positive λ4,5 as can be seen from comparing the right
(positive λ4,5) and the left (negative λ4,5) columns of figures 4 and 5.

Another interesting feature from the global analysis is that we find v∆ is bounded from below. Depending on
the lightest neutrino mass mlight, one can see from figures 4 and 5 that v∆ & 10−3 ∼ 10−2 eV in both the NO and
the IO scenarios. On the other hand, the lower bound on v∆ can also be obtained from µ → eγ, see [26]. These
constraints are represented by the black and dashed black curves in figures 4 and 5 from current analysis and future
projection of MEG II [27]. Clearly, depending on the value of mlight, the global analysis at future lepton colliders
can be as powerful as the low-energy experiment µ → eγ, highlighting the complementary role of these two kinds of
experiments in exploring this model.
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V. CONCLUSION

The type-II seesaw model can both explain non-zero neutrino masses and address the BAU problem. In this
letter, after briefly reviewing the complex triplet model, we discuss the phase transition of this model by taking
collider results into account for the parameter scan. From the scan, we see that when the triplet is heavy above
∼ 500 GeV, the triplet decouples from the SM such that a strong first-order electroweak phase transition is absent.
Below ∼ 500 GeV, we find a strong first-order electroweak phase transition generically prefers a relatively light triplet
in the 300 ∼ 500 GeV range, which is ideal for collider searches. The gravitational wave signature from the phase
transition is also investigated by considering three gravitational wave sources: uncollided envelop of thin bubble walls
during bubble collisions, sound waves in plasma, and magnetohydrodynamic turbulence. We find the peak frequency
of the gravitational wave signals from this model is around 0.01∼0.1 Hz, which will be on the edge of BBO sensitivity
and can be further explored by Ultimate-DECIGO.

On the other hand, above 1 TeV where a future 100 TeV pp collider will play a key role in model discovery, the
triplet can be integrated out to induce dimension-6 SMEFT operators at tree level. A global fit of these operators
is then performed to help constrain the parameter space of the complex triplet model. Depending on the value of
the lightest neutrino mass mlight, we obtain a lower bound on v∆ in the 10−3 ∼ 10−2 eV range. These bounds are
comparable or even better than the current bound obtained from µ→ eγ, and will also be competitive compared to
future µ→ eγ experiments like MEG II.
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