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We study realistic models predicting primordial black hole (PBH) formation from density fluc-
tuations generated in a first-order phase transition. We show that the second-order correction in
the expansion of the bubble nucleation rate is necessary for accurate predictions and quantify its
impact on the abundance of PBHs and gravitational waves (GWs). We find that the distribution of
the fluctuations becomes more Gaussian as the second-order term increases. Consequently, models
that predict the same PBH abundances can produce different GW spectra.

Introduction – Primordial black holes (PBHs), that
could have originated from various processes before the
Big Bang nucleosynthesis (BBN), are perceived as an in-
teresting candidate for dark matter (DM). Their abun-
dance is constrained by various observations [1] but they
can constitute all DM in the asteroidal mass window
10−16M⊙ ≲ MPBH ≲ 10−11M⊙. They may have formed
in the early universe in the collapse of large density per-
turbations [2, 3]. These density perturbations could have
originated from primordial inflation if, for example, the
inflaton potential included an inflection point [4–13].

PBHs could also have formed as a consequence of an
early universe first-order phase transition [14–22]. Such
transitions proceed by nucleation of bubbles of the true
vacuum that start to expand and eventually fill the whole
universe. The transition can be preceded by a period of
thermal inflation if the transition is delayed so much that
the vacuum energy of the false vacuum starts to dominate
over the radiation energy. Then, the dominant mecha-
nism for PBH formation is the same as in the case of pri-
mordial inflation. The source of the large fluctuations, in
this case, is the Poisson nature of the bubble nucleation
process [17–19, 21, 22]. Fluctuations large enough are
obtained only in slow transitions where each comoving
Hubble patch includes a small number of bubbles.

In our previous work [22] we improved the computation
of the PBH abundance done in [17–19, 21] by accounting
for fluctuations in the nucleation times of several bub-
bles and evaluating the fluctuations at all relevant scales
that exit the horizon during the thermal inflation. Fur-
thermore, we showed that the gravitational wave (GW)
spectrum from the transition in the regime relevant for
PBH formation has a characteristic double peak struc-
ture with the lower frequency peak arising from the large
fluctuations and the higher frequency peak from the bub-
ble collisions.

In [22] we also developed a publicly available C++ code
deltaPT that allows for fast computation of the evolution
of the energy densities across the phase transition. Sim-
ilarly as in previous studies [17–19, 21], we applied this
computation for the case where the bubble nucleation
rate can be approximated at Γ ∝ eβt.

In this work, we go beyond the first-order approxima-
tion of the nucleation action. We show that in realis-
tic models where the transition can be sufficiently slow
and strongly supercooled, the first-order approximation
is not sufficient but the second-order term needs to be
taken into account, Γ ∝ eβt−γ2t2/2. We compute the
distribution of the density fluctuations and the resulting
PBH and GW abundances with this improved descrip-
tion of the nucleation rate. On the model side, we treat
consistently the impact of the bubble nucleation on the
expansion rate throughout the transition and find that
the standard percolation criterion [23, 24] coincides with
the mean bubble separation equaling the Hubble horizon
size, RH = 1.

Formation of inhomogeneities – Bubble nucleation
begins when the nucleation rate per Hubble volume
equals the Hubble rate H(t), Γ(t) = H(t)4. We choose
t = 0 as the nucleation time and consider the bubble
nucleation rate expanded around that time as

Γ(t) = H4
0 exp

[
βt− 1

2
γ2t2

]
, (1)

where H0 = H(t = 0). The fraction of the Universe that
is trapped in the false vacuum state evolves on average
as [25]

F̄ (t) = exp

[
−4π

3

∫ t

−∞
dtn Γ(tn)a(tn)3R(t, tn)3

]
, (2)

where R(tn, t) is the comoving radius of a bubble nucle-
ated at time tn and a(t) is the scale factor of the universe.
We assume that the wall velocity is vw = 1, as appropri-
ate for strong transitions [26, 27].

The potential energy ∆V associated with the false vac-
uum state provides vacuum energy density ρv. If it be-
comes a dominant contribution of the total energy den-
sity before the transition starts, it induces a period of
thermal inflation. In the phase transition, the nucleation
and expansion of bubbles converts the vacuum energy
into radiation, ending the inflation period. The expan-
sion rate of the universe throughout the transition is de-
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scribed by the Friedmann equations

3M2
PH

2 = ρv + ρr ,

dρr
dt

+ 4Hρr = −dρv
dt

,
(3)

where ρv = ∆V F̄ (t) and ρr denotes the radiation energy
density, and we have used the fact that the energy in
relativistic bubble walls redshifts as radiation [16].

The thermal inflation ends at t ≈ tmax when F̄ (tmax) =
0.3. The temperature right after that time can be ap-
proximated as

Treh ≈ 8.5 × 108 GeV
[ g∗

100

]−1/4
√

H0

GeV
, (4)

where g∗ denotes the effective number of relativistic en-
ergy degrees of freedom at T = Treh. The largest comov-
ing wavenumber that exits horizon during the thermal
inflation is kmax ≈ a(tmax)H(tmax), which can be ap-
proximated as

kmax ≈ 1.6 × 10−7Hz

[
g∗

100

] 1
2
[

100

g∗s

] 1
3 Treh

GeV
, (5)

where g∗s denotes the effective numbers of relativistic
entropy degrees of freedom at T = Treh.

The false vacuum fraction Fk(t) in each comoving Hub-
ble patch evolves mutually independently. We compute
Fk(t) in different patches using the deltaPT code that
is based on the semi-analytical method that we derived
in [22]. We generate 106 realizations of the false vac-
uum fraction Fk(t) and compute the distribution Pk(δ)
of density contrast

δ =
ρk(tk)

ρ̄(tk)
− 1 (6)

at the time tk when the scale k re-enters horizon,
a(tk)H(tk) = k. We show the resulting Pk(δ) at k =
0.9kmax for three benchmark points in Fig. 1. Notice
that the distribution for the benchmark point with γ = 0
has a strong negative non-Gaussianity while for larger
values of γ the distribution becomes almost Gaussian.

Primordial black holes – Large density perturbations
lead to formation of PBHs as the radiation pressure is
not enough to prevent the collapse of the overdense patch
when it re-enters horizon [3, 28]. For any given scale k
the fraction of the total energy density that collapses to
PBHs of mass M is given by [28, 29]

βk(M) =

∫
δc

dδ
M

Mk
Pk(δ) δD

(
ln

M

M(δ)

)
=
κ

γ

(
M

κMk

)1+ 1
γ

Pk(δ(M)) ,

(7)

where Mk = M2
p/(2H(tk)) denotes the horizon mass

when the scale k re-enters horizon, M(δ) = κMk(δ−δc)γ
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FIG. 1. The distribution of δ at k = 0.9kmax for benchmark
points both giving roughly the observed PBH abundance in
the asteroidal mass window if Treh = 106 GeV.

following the critical scaling law [30–32], δD denotes the
Dirac delta function and δ(M) is the inverse of M(δ).
The parameters γ, κ and δc depend on the sphericity
and the profile of the overdensity as well as the equation
of state of the Universe [33–38]. We use the fixed values
γ = 0.38, κ = 4.2 and δc = 0.55, corresponding to the
perfect radiation-fluid case [37]. From βk(M) we obtain
the present PBH mass function as

ψ(M) =

∫
d ln k βk(M)

ρr(Tk)

ρc

s(T0)

s(Tk)

≈ 2.0 × 108

h2
g∗
g∗s

Treh
GeV

∫
d ln k βk(M)

[
H(tk)

H0

] 1
2

,

(8)

where ρc denotes the critical energy density of the Uni-
verse, s(T ) the entropy density and T0 the present CMB
temperature. The total PBH abundance is ΩPBH =∫

d lnM ψ(M) and the fraction of DM in PBHs is fPBH ≡
ΩPBH/ΩDM.

We note that the above procedure relies on the as-
sumption that the Universe is homogeneous and radia-
tion dominated at the moment of horizon re-entry of the
curvature fluctuations. While this is clearly not the case
during the phase transition, we have checked that these
conditions are approximately satisfied already at the time
when scales k = 0.9kmax become subhorizon [22]. This
also applies to the consideration of the generation of the
secondary, scalar induced, component of the GW spec-
trum.

We show the total PBH abundance by the colour cod-
ing in Fig. 2. For small values of γ, a large PBH abun-
dance is obtained for relatively low values of β/H0 ≲ 8.
As β increases, the transition becomes faster, and the
probability of generating large perturbations decreases.
This can be altered by large γ values for which the nucle-
ation rate is rapidly damped. Large γ values effectively
prolong the transition so that a large PBH abundance is
reachable for transitions with large β values if γ/β ≳ 0.3.

https://github.com/vianvask/deltaPT
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FIG. 2. The color coding shows the PBH abundance gener-
ated in the phase transition and the thick solid contour high-
lights the contour for which fPBH = 1 if Treh = 106 GeV. The
dashed green and red contours show, respectively, the peak
amplitudes of the primary and the secondary contributions to
the present GW spectrum. The stars mark the points shown
in Figs. 1 and 3.

Gravitational waves – The total present abundance of
the GWs produced in the phase transition is given by

ΩGWh
2 ≈ 1.6 × 10−5

[ g∗
100

][ g∗s
100

]− 4
3

[ΩPGW + ΩSGW] ,

(9)
where ΩPGW denotes the primary component sourced by
the collisions of the bubble walls and fluid shells [39–49]
and ΩSGW the secondary component induced by large
curvature perturbations [50–56].

For the primary component, we use the results derived
in [47, 49]. The computations in [47, 49] considered the
first order expansion of the nucleation rate, Γ ∝ exp(β̃t).
However, Ref. [57] found that the second order term does
not significantly change the shape of the spectrum and
we expect that the peak amplitude and frequency are
given by the mean bubble separation [23, 58]

Rp =

[∫ tp

−∞
dtn

a(tn)3

a(tp)3
F̄ (tn)Γ(tn)

]− 1
3

, (10)

where tp denotes the percolation time, P (tp) = 1/e, and
that the dependence on the nucleation rate enters only
through that quantity. So, we compute Rp with the nu-
cleation rate (1) and use it in the results of [47, 49] once
we also compute the relation β̃(Rp) for the nucleation

rate Γ ∝ exp(β̃t). The primary GW spectrum is a bro-
ken power-law

ΩPGW =

[
β̃(Rp)

Hp

]−2
A(a+ b)cSH(k, kmax)[

b (k/kp)
−a/c

+ a (k/kp)
b/c

]c ,
(11)

where kp ≈ 0.7kmaxβ̃(Rp)/Hp, Hp = H(tp), A = 5.1 ×
10−2, a = b = 2.4, c = 4 [49] and SH(k, kmax) ac-
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FIG. 3. The GW spectrum for the same benchmark points as
in Fig. 1 with Treh = 106 GeV. The shaded regions in the right
panel indicate the instantaneous sky averaged sensitivities of
LISA, AEDGE and ET.

counts for the causality-limited tail of the spectrum at
k ≲ kmax [59, 60] that we approximate as in [61].

The abundance of the secondary GWs is dominantly
determined by the characteristic amplitude of perturba-
tions which is described by the curvature power spec-
trum Pζ . Neglecting the corrections arising from the
non-Gaussianities [61–66], the spectrum of the secondary
GWs is given by [67–69]

ΩSGW ≈ 1

3

∫ ∞

1

dt

∫ 1

0

ds I2
t,s

[
(t2 − 1)(1 − s2)

t2 − s2

]2
× Pζ

(
k
t− s

2

)
Pζ

(
k
t+ s

2

)
,

(12)

where It,s denotes the transfer function given e.g. in [69].
We compute Pζ from the variance of the density pertur-
bations using the linear relation ζ = 9δ/4 between the
density contrast and the curvature perturbation at the
time of horizon crossing, which holds under the assump-
tion of radiation dominance.

The peak amplitudes of the primary and the secondary
GWs are shown in Fig. 2. We stress the difference
between the shape of peak amplitude and PBH abun-
dance contours arises due to the much larger impact of
non-Gaussianities on PBH formation than on secondary
GWs. Transitions with smaller value of γ produce strong
negative non-Gaussianity (see Fig. 1), which reduces the
probability of PBH formation while leaving the secondary
GW signals roughly unaffected. For the same reason, the
primary GWs dominate over the secondary GWs in the
parameter space relevant for PBH formation if γ and β
are sufficiently large, while for small γ and β values the
amplitude of the secondary GWs is higher.

The GW spectra resulting from the benchmark points
shown in Fig. 1 are shown in Fig. 3. This plot illustrates
the differences in the GW spectra that correspond to the
same PBH abundance in the asteroidal mass window.
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FIG. 4. Accuracy of the expansion of the decay rate for v =
3× 107GeV and g = 0.33 that gives RpHp ≈ 1. The vertical
lines show the nucleation time (left) and the percolation time
(right).

These spectra would be observed with a large signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) by ET [70, 71], AEDGE [72, 73] and
LISA [74–76] experiments, with AEDGE seeing the peak
frequencies. The spectra are characterized by two dis-
tinct peaks: The peak at larger frequency originates from
the primary GWs and corresponds to the mean bubble
separation Rp. The lower frequency peak is at the scale
of the horizon size at the end of the thermal inflation,
k = kmax and originates from the secondary GWs. The
main difference between the spectra is in the secondary
contribution and is caused by the non-Gaussianities (see
Fig. 1) that affect the PBH formation.

Realistic particle physics example – Slow and
strongly supercooled phase transitions can be realized in
classically scale invariant models. For illustration, we
consider a simple potential

V (ϕ, T ) = V0 +
3g4

4π2
ϕ4

[
ln
ϕ2

v2
− 1

2

]
+
g2T 2

2
ϕ2 , (13)

where T denotes the radiation bath temperature, v is
the T = 0 vacuum expectation value of ϕ and V0 is a
constant chosen so that V (T = 0, ϕ = v) = 0. This
is the one-loop high-T effective potential in classically
scale invariant scalar electrodynamics where g is the U(1)
gauge coupling and provides a reasonable approximation
in various particle physics models [77–95]. For g ≲ 0.5
the transition is so strongly supercooled that the vacuum
energy of the false vacuum starts to dominate over the
radiation energy density before the transition to the true
vacuum at ϕ ∼ v occurs [47]. This causes a period of
thermal inflation that ends with a first-order phase tran-
sition.

The decay rate of the false vacuum due to thermal
fluctuations reads [96, 97]:

Γ =

(
S3

2πT

) 3
2

T 4e−S3/T , (14)

where S3 is the action for the solution corresponding to
the nucleating bubble. We expand the nucleation rate as
in (1). It is convenient to rewrite the decay rate using a
dimensionful constant Λ as Γ = Λ4e−S(T ) defining

S(T ) =
S3

T
− ln

[(
T

Λ

)4 (
1

2π

S3(T )

T

) 3
2

]
. (15)

The first-order term is the commonly used inverse dura-
tion of the phase transition (in Hubble units),

β

H
= T

dS(T )

dT
, (16)

where we used the relation dT/dt = −HT . In very fast
transitions with β/H ≫ 1 it is typical to cut the ex-
pansion at the first term. However, for slow transitions,
this is not a good approximation [24, 45, 57, 98, 99] and
higher order terms are needed. The coefficient of the
second order term reads( γ

H

)2

=
β

H

(
1 +

T

H

dH

dT

)
+ T 2 d2S(T )

dT 2
, (17)

and it is straightforward to continue the series. The
progress of the transition and evolution of the Hubble
rate is described by Eqs. (2) and (3) which we solve nu-
merically for each set of model parameters.

To ensure that the phase transition completes, one has
to check that the physical volume of the false vacuum,
Vfalse ∝ a(t)3F̄ (t), decreases [23, 24], dVfalse/dt < 0,
which is commonly done at the percolation time tp. For
all the parameter space we considered, this coincides with
the simple criterion RpHp < 1.

We illustrate the accuracy of the second order expan-
sion of the action in Fig. 4 in the range of relevant tem-
peratures between the nucleation and percolation for a
point with v = 3×107GeV and g = 0.33. This point was
chosen as it predicts RpHp ≈ 1. For such examples near
the percolation limit, the expansion of the action is the
most problematic as it needs to reproduce the rate in a
large time range. However, we see that expansion to the
second order is still a very good approximation. Indeed
we find that, for all the parameter space we consider, the
expansion up to the second order is a very good approx-
imation and, while we mostly use the full unexpanded
action, all further results change negligibly when using
the expansion instead. We checked that the relevant pa-
rameters change by at most a few percent when switching
from the full decay rate to its second-order expansion.

In Fig. 5 we show the values of the first and second
order coefficients β normalized to the Hubble rate (pur-
ple) and γ normalized to β (orange). The latter plateaus
quickly for weaker transitions and the value of γ/β = 0.1
is not reached anywhere in the parameter space of inter-
est. The gray area is excluded by the lack of percolation
which coincides with the criterion RpHp > 1 and the red
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region by the BBN constraint Treh > 5 MeV [100].1 As
seen from Fig. 2, taking the second order term into ac-
count in the computation of the PBH abundance and the
abundance of secondary GWs is important for the values
of γ found in this model. The blue and green curves in
Fig. 5 indicate the PBH abundance and mass. The black
dot corresponds to the benchmark case shown in black
in Figs. 1 and 3.

In Fig. 6 we show the regions of the model parame-
ter space that are within reach of planned GW experi-
ments with SNR ≥ 10. The solid curves show the detec-
tion prospects for the sum of primary and secondary GW
spectra while the dashed lines show the region where the
secondary GWs dominate the SNR. We include the future
reach of LVK using the design sensitivity of LIGO [102–
104], LISA [74–76], AEDGE [72, 73], AION [73, 105],
ET [70, 71] and the Nancy Roman telescope [106]. We
also show the exclusion from the current LVK (O3) ob-
servations [107], which mostly falls into the region al-
ready excluded by PBH overproduction, and the region
where the GW background fits the NANOGrav obser-
vations [108]. The red contours show the corresponding
values of the strength of the transition α. We see that,
in the entire parameter space of interest, our assumption
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FIG. 5. The purple and orange contours show the parameters
β/H0 and γ/β defining the expansion of the nucleation rate
up to second order (see Eq. (1)) as a function of model param-
eters v and g. The blue contours showing the PBH abundance
are normalized to the observed DM abundance and the green
contours show the mean PBH masses. The red region is ex-
cluded by BBN constraint on the reheating temperature after
the transition and the grey region by the percolation criterion
that matches the condition RpHp < 1.

1 We assume the energy released by the transition instantaneously
reheats the SM thermal bath. In more realistic models, hiding
from collider experiments typically induces additional constraints
for example if the transition occurs in a dark sector [101].
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FIG. 6. Reach of GW experiments: The solid curves indi-
cate the parts of the parameter space that give SNR> 10
while in the shaded regions the SNR is dominated by the
secondary GWs. The light blue area on the left shows the
fit to NANOGrav data. The blue contours show the PBH
abundance normalized to the observed DM abundance, while
the grey region is excluded by the percolation criterion that
matches the condition RpHp < 1.

that the transition is very strong, α≫ 1, is satisfied.

Conclusions – In this paper we have studied the pro-
duction of PBHs and GWs in slow and strongly super-
cooled first-order phase transitions. We have shown that
including the second-order correction in the expansion of
the bubble nucleation rate is necessary and sufficient for
accurate predictions. To this end, we have evaluated the
full predictions of a realistic model featuring such transi-
tions and compared the results with those from the sim-
plified modelling involving an expansion of the nucleation
rate. The relevant parameters obtained by second-order
expansion and the full decay rate deviate by at most a
few percent.

We have quantified the impact of the nucleation history
on the GW signals and PBH production. The GW spec-
trum contains two peaks corresponding to the horizon
size and the characteristic bubble size. We have found
that the second-order term affects the relative heights of
these peaks. Moreover, we have found that models pre-
dicting the same PBH abundance can result in different
GW spectra. While the GW amplitude is determined by
the typical size of the fluctuations, the PBH abundance
is sensitive also to their non-Gaussianity which decreases
for larger values of the second-order term.

We have also systematically included the impact of
the bubble nucleation on the expansion of the Universe.
We have found that, due to this improvement, the well-
known percolation criterion coincides with a very simple
and intuitive requirement that the size of the bubbles at
the time of collision has to be smaller than the size of the
horizon, RH < 1.
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