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Abstract. We explore the gravitational wave probes of a two-component dark matter frame-
work, consisting of an SU(2)p triplet scalar and a Standard Model singlet fermion. The
triplet scalar dark matter typically remains underabundant in the region below ~ 1.9 TeV,
due to the strong SU(2);, gauge mediated interactions. We introduce a second dark matter
component, an SU(2)r, singlet vector-like Dirac fermion, to address this deficit in the dark
matter relic abundance within a sub-TeV range. A key aspect of the proposed setup is the
potential dark matter inter-conversion between the two components, which impacts the dark
matter freeze-out dynamics and relic density of individual dark matter components. In such
a scenario, we examine the properties of electroweak phase transition and identify the regions
of parameter space that exhibit strong first-order phase transition. We estimate the resulting
gravitational wave spectrum and its detectability, which could be probed through the con-
ventional power-law-integrated sensitivity limits and the recently proposed peak-integrated
sensitivity curves. Our analysis reveals that a novel region of the model’s parameter space,
compatible with dark matter observables, can generate a detectable gravitational wave spec-
trum, observable by upcoming space-based gravitational wave detectors such as LISA, BBO,
DECIGO, and DECIGOcorr, while also offering complementary detection prospects in the
dark matter and collider experiments.


mailto:Pankaj.Borah@physics.iitd.ac.in
mailto:tphyspg@physics.iitd.ac.in
mailto:abhijit.saha@iopb.res.in

Contents

(=)

Q & »

w)

Introduction

The Model
2.1  Masses and mixing in the scalar sector

Theoretical and experimental constraints

3.1 Vacuum stability and perturbativity constraints:
3.2 Tree-level unitarity constraints

3.3 Electroweak precision observables

3.4 Constraints from W*, Z% bosons properties

3.5 Constraints from Higgs boson properties

3.6 Disappearing charged track

3.7 Constraints from the Dark Matter

Dark matter phenomenology

4.1 DM relic density and direct searches

4.2 Parameter dependence of the DM observables
4.3 Numerical scan

Electroweak phase transition and gravitational waves
5.1 One-loop effective potential
5.2 PT Dynamics: nucleation and percolation
5.2.1 PT patterns
5.3 GWs from the SFOPT: contributors
5.4 Results
5.4.1 Formation of barrier and vacuum upliftment
5.4.2 Parameter dependence of the PT
5.4.3 The GW signal
5.4.4 Detectability of GW signal

Summary and Conclusion
Tree level unitarity
Electroweak precision test constraints

Field dependent and thermal masses
C.1 Field dependent masses
C.2 Thermal masses

Efficiency coefficients

E A few Feynman diagrams for the DM annihilation processes

29
29
31
35
36
38
39
41
47
ol

55

56

58

59
59
60

61

63




1 Introduction

The existence of dark matter (DM) in the Universe is well supported by observations
from cosmological experiments such as the WMAP [1, 2| and Planck [3]. Extending the
Standard Model (SM) framework is essential to incorporate an experimentally viable DM
candidate. A plausible but minimal particle physics DM model involves a Weakly Interacting
Massive Particle (WIMP) [4], which interacts with the SM particles through the weak force,
see Refs. [5, 6] for extensive reviews. The simplest DM model features an SM singlet scalar
DM interacting with the SM via Higgs portal [7—12|. However, this simplest beyond the
SM (BSM) scenario faces limitations from collider searches, as it relies primarily on mono-X
signatures with missing energy, where X represents a jet [13, 14], W [15, 16], Z [17-19], v
[20, 21| or Higgs boson [22-24|. These signals, resulting from initial state radiation, are often
overwhelmed by substantial background noise from the SM. Introducing a higher multiplet
in the dark sector, including charged components, provides more promising opportunities
for the future collider experiments, although it also faces stricter constraints from the DM
detection experiments. A well-known example is the inert SU(2)z doublet model (IDM) [25—
29] or the inert SU(2), triplet model (ITM) [30-36]. However, due to strong SU(2);, gauge
interactions, single-component IDMs or ITMs are highly constrained, leading to a “desert
region” [29, 33] where DM masses between ~ 80 — 550 GeV (for IDM) [33, 37| and up to
~ 1.9 TeV [33, 36, 38, 39| (for ITM) are excluded due to the DM underabundance.

Thus, a framework incorporating a sub-TeV SU(2); multiplet DM typically requires
an additional DM candidate to compensate for the deficit in total relic abundance, ensuring
agreement with the observational data. Multipartite DM models [29, 33, 40-109] !, in gen-
eral, are advantageous in evading the strong direct detection (DD), e.g., XENONIT [110],
XENOXnT [111] LUX-ZEPLIN (LZ)-2022 [112] updated as LZ-2024 2 [113], DARWIN [114],
etc., and indirect detection (ID), for example, the Earth-based set-ups like H.E.S.S. [115-119],
CTA [120, 121] or satellite-based experiments like FERMI-LAT [122-131], AMS [132, 133],
etc., bounds, as the detection cross-sections are normalized by the relative abundances of
each component [43, 45]. In this work, we propose a bipartite, i.e., two-component DM
framework where the dark sector consists of an SU(2)y triplet hyperchrageless scalar (T')
and a SM gauge-singlet Dirac fermion (¢). Additionally, another real SM singlet scalar (.5) is
introduced, serving as a portal between the singlet fermion DM and the SM particles and fa-
cilitating inter-conversion [134, 135] between the triplet and singlet DM components, essential
to evade the relic density bound.

Furthermore, extending the SM with a singlet scalar can aid in realizing a strong
first-order phase transition (SFOPT), in the electroweak (EW)? sector [136-144], (see also
Ref. [145, 146] for a review of the plausible PT) along the directions of both the SM Higgs and
the singlet fields. An SFOPT along the SU(2) field direction is a key prerequisite for the
electroweak baryogenesis (EWBG). Interested readers may look at Refs. [147-154] for review
of the EWBG. Additionally, during the phase transition (PT) [155]*, plausible emission of

'Interested readers can look at Ref. [64] where different plausible bipartite configurations, e.g., multi-scalar
DM, multi-fermion DM, multi-vector DM, scalar-fermion DM, scalar-vector DM, vector-fermion DM, etc., are
given with references.

2Presents the combined WS2022 and WS2024 analysis for 280 live days.

3In literature, a strong first-order electroweak phase transition (EWPT) is often also abbreviated as
SFOEWPT.

“See Ref. [156] for a brief review.



gravitational waves (GWs) [157-159], could be detected by space-based GW interferometers,
such as, SKA [171], p-Ares [172], LISA [173, 174], BBO [175-177], DECIGO, U-DECIGO,
and U-DECIGO-corr [178-180], AEDGE [181], AION [182], CE [183], ET [184], future up-
grades of LVK [185-187|, etc. In the chosen framework, the singlet scalar plays a dual role:
(1) it is crucial for the DM phenomenology, as mentioned earlier, and (ii) it helps to achieve an
SFOPT, potentially generating observable GWs, thereby improving the discovery prospects of
the DM model alongside the conventional spin-independent (SI) DD and collider experiments.
This two-fold role of the scalar singlet makes the present study more involved by establishing
a distinct correlation between the dark sector and the physics of EWPT.

Extensions beyond the SM with a singlet scalar (or pseudoscalar) and a singlet fermion
DM have been investigated in the literature, see, for example, Refs. [45, 51, 53, 60, 70, 188—
195], mainly in the context of the DM phenomenology, although a connection with the non-
zero neutrino masses and mixing has also been explored in some of the works. These bipartite
SM-singlet scalar-fermion DM setups rely on scalar portal interactions, similar to the chosen
framework. Besides, some of these can also yield detectable GW signals, following an SFOPT
[100, 196-198|. A similar analysis with an SU(2), triplet scalar would, however, appear rather
challenging to accommodate simultaneously the correct DM physics and a detectable GW
signature aided by an SFOFT, due to the SU(2), interaction, which is very constraining for
the DM sector. A few analyses [199-201], nevertheless, exist where an SU(2), triplet scalar of
various hypercharge assignations, together with another SM singlet scalar, can accommodate
the correct DM phenomenology together with an SFOPT-assisted GWs. A concurrent analysis
of an SU(2)y, triplet scalar DM, together with an SM-singlet fermion DM, was not addressed
before which we plan to explore in this work. Here, one can easily house the correct DM
physics, including the desert region, along with SFOPT-driven detectable GWs at the cost of
a few additional inputs. Certain input parameters, as detailed later, play a key role in the
DM phenomenology while exerting minimal influence on PT dynamics. This distinct feature
alleviates the challenges of reconciling the DM phenomenology with a successful SFOPT.
Likewise, some crucial coupling parameters driving PT dynamics have a limited impact on
the DM relic abundance, DD, and ID prospects. However, as will be discussed later, we
also identify certain model parameters and their correlations that have a non-trivial influence
on both the DM and PT dynamics, shaping their interplay. For other plausible variants of
extended SM frameworks, that can simultaneously accommodate DM physics, SFOPT and
yield detectable GW signatures, see Refs. [97, 100, 202-269].

In this work, we proceed with a minimalistic framework consisting of a hypercharge-
neutral SU(2) triplet, a vector SU(2), singlet fermion, and a real singlet scalar, and explore
the DM phenomenology in detail. The interaction of the triplet DM with the SM is primar-
ily driven by the SU(2), gauge coupling, while the singlet fermion DM interacts with the
SM through the Higgs portal, enabled by the mixing between the singlet scalar and the SM
Higgs doublet. Notably, the scalar singlet also induces inter-conversion between the two DM
components, significantly influencing the relic density of the heavier DM candidate. We then
thoroughly investigate the singlet scalar’s impact on the EWPT along the SM Higgs direc-
tion. The other fields, including the DM candidates, contribute to the EWPT at the one-loop
level in the total scalar potential, relevant at temperature, 7' = 0, and also for T > 0. The
effective dimension of the relevant field space for the EWPT analysis in our case is two since
the triplet DM does not acquire a non-zero vacuum expectation value (VEV) at 7' = 0 and

5The appearance of the GWs depends on bubble collision [160-162], turbulence in primordial plasma [163—
167], and sonic waves [168-170].



we do not consider any transition along the triplet DM at 1" > 0, however, it can modify
the total effective potential through loop corrections, as already mentioned. We highlight
the regions of parameter space that allow an SFOPT along the SM Higgs direction favour-
ing EWBG while maintaining consistency with the DM relic abundance, SI DD limits from
experiments like the XENONI1T, LZ-2022, LZ-2024 and DARWIN, collider searches, besides
the other relevant theoretical and experimental constraints. Finally, we discuss the prospects
of detecting signals within the aforesaid experimentally feasible parameter space in the up-
coming GW interferometers such as LISA; BBO, DECIGO, and DECIGOcorr, highlighting
the complementarity of GW observations with the DM and collider experiments.

The paper is structured as follows: after introducing the chosen bipartite DM model in
Sec. 2, a detailed depiction of the various possible theoretical and experimental bounds are
given in Sec. 3. The findings of our numerical analyses of the dark sector are detailed in
Sec. 4, following a schematic as well as a dedicated parameter scan. The distinctive features
of the EWPT and GWs, together with the plausible correlations with the DM sector, are
investigated in Sec. 5. This section also contains an in-depth scrutiny of the GW detection
prospects, in light of the conventional as well as a recently proposed improved technique.
Sec. 6 houses the summary and conclusion of our analyses. The relevant complex details are
relegated to the appendices.

2 The Model

In this analysis, the SM framework is extended with an SU(2)y, triplet scalar T having
zero hypercharge [30, 32], an SM singlet real scalar S, and another SM singlet vector-like
Dirac Fermion ¢. A discrete symmetry Zy x Z, is also introduced for these BSM states to
ensure the stability of the plausible DM candidates. Together with the SM states, the charge
assignments for these BSM states are depicted in Table 1.

Field SU(B)c SU®2), Uy Zs 7,
S 1 1 0  + +
T 1 3 0o - +
¥ 1 1 0o+ -

Table 1. Charge assignments for the BSM states under the chosen Zs x Z!, symmetry together with
the SM charges from SU(3)c x SU(2)r, x U(1)y. All the SM states are trivially charged under the
Zs X Zfy symmetry, just like the S.

The Lagrangian density for the scalar sector of the SM is now modified as
Lnsr) = |D'H* + (D"S)* + Tx|D'T|* = V(H, 8,T), (2.1)

here, H represents the SM Higgs doublet and the various DFs are written using the charge
assignments shown in Table 1. The renormalizable scalar potential V(H,S,T), invariant
under the imposed Zy x Zi, symmetry is written as,

V(H7 Sa T) = VH + VS + VT + Vvintv (22)



where different parts of the V(H, S, T) are given by,

Vg = —p4LH'H + \g(HYH)?,

2
_ _HMsgr 1 g3, Asq
Vg = > S 3/138 + 1 S*,
13 AT 2
Vvp = -EIniriT) + T(Tr[TTT]) : (2.3)

and, the interaction potential Viy is expressed as,

ASH

A
Vine = pusS(HTH) + 252 82(Ht ) + “%S Te[TiT] + %52 T[T

A
+%(HT H)T[T'T]. (2.4)
The fermionic Lagrangian density is written as follows:

Ly =i — py) — gsPyS. (2.5)

It is evident from Eq. (2.4) and Eq. (2.5) that the S field acts like the bridge between the two
DM sectors comprising of T" and 1. The presence of a S field facilitates conversion between
the two DM species without including non-renormalizable interactions (suitably scaled to
four dimensions) like Yy Tr[TTT). Non-trivial SU(2)r, charge for T (see Table 1) allows T
to interact with the SM states through Higgs and gauge bosons whereas S, being an SU(2)r,
singlet, can interact with the SM states only via Higgs boson, as depicted in Eq. (2.4).

One should note that both %, £y 5 1) are invariant under the SU(3)c x SU(2)L x
U(1)y x Zg x Z4. Thus, interactions like HI'TH, S (HITH), etc., (see, for example, Ref. [35])
that are invariant under the SM gauge groups but not for Zy x Z/, are forbidden. A term linear
in S is admissible in Vg by all symmetries. Nevertheless, this can be absorbed by performing
a constant shift in S by redefining ,u%{, M%, w3, s, st, gs- We have assumed that these
parameters are defined after a constant shift.

The field components of V/(H, S, T') (see Eq. (2.2)),i.e., H, S, T, once the Electro-Weak
Symmetry Breaking (EWSB) occurs and the neutral CP-even components of fields acquire
VEVs, will mix amongst to produce mass eigenstates, depending on their charge-parity (CP)
arguments. We will continue this discussion in the next subsection with further details.

2.1 Masses and mixing in the scalar sector

The different scalar fields H, S, T', in terms of the constituents, after the EWSB, are
written as,

1 G+t 1 T° — V2Tt

ne (L) re (T VY sl e
where h, s, T° are the CP-even neutral scalar fields, G, G? are the charged and neutral
Goldstone bosons, and TF denote the charged scalar fields. The quantities v = 246 GeV, v,
represent VEVs for fields H, S, respectively. The Zg x Zf charges for the BSM states, as
shown in Table 1, guide us to identify T°, ¢, the lightest electrically neutral states odd under
Lo, 7Y, respectively, as the feasible DM candidates. Thus, after the EWSB, a vanishing VEV
is assigned for T [33, 34] which, besides Az > 0 to remain bounded from below, also demands



pa < 0 (see Eq. (2.3)). The fact vs # 0 triggers mixing between states which, in the h, s
basis, yields a squared mass matrix

M2, M?
M? = < Bho T ) : 2.7
Mgh Mgs ( )
with
M%Lh = 2Apv?, Mgs = —u3vs + 2)\5113 — 'l;ZSUQ,
S
M%LS - Mgh = UHSV + ASHUVs. (28)

These elements are derived after using the tadpole equation for H (S) to replace u?; (u%) with
AH s RS, ASH,V, Us (13, NS, LHS, ASH, U, Us). The squared mass elements for the triplet
scalar are,

Mo s = —pg + psrvs + 5 (Anrv? + Asrv?) . (2.9)

This tree-level degeneracy between myo, mp+ is lifted at the one-loop level |33, 270], leading
to a mass splitting Am = mp+ — mqo ~ 166 MeV [33] when mpo > myy, myz, i.e., the SM
W=, Z% masses. This small mass gap® assures that 7° remains the lightest triplet state and
justifies, as already stated, why it is considered as one of the two DM candidates.

The squared mass matrix as shown in Eq. (2.7) needs to be diagonalized to procure mass
eigenstates hi, ho with masses my,, my,, respectively. This is mathematically represented

as:
hi\ _ ([ cosfl sin@ h
<h2 > - (—sin@ COSG) ( S ) ’ (2.10)

where the mixing angle 6 and the physical masses my,, mp, are connected to the entires of
M? (see Eq. (2.7)) as:

2M;
tan20 = — N5
A= M,
mj,, = My, cos® 6 + M7 sin* 6 — M sin 26,
m%m = M3, sin® 0 + M2, cos® O + M3 sin 26, (2.11)

where we have considered m%i to be the lighter eigenvalue. Now one can use Eq. (2.8) to get

the following relations

M}th mil cos? 0 + m%z sin® 6

- _ 2.12
H 202 202 ’ ( )
o 2’[15 M2 2)\ 2
prs == (M3, + psvs — 2Ag07)
2v .
- —U—; ( ,211 sin® 6 + m,%Q cos® 0 + pizvs — 2)\32’3) ) (2.13)
M3 pas
Asg = —*% — ——
VVg Vs

(mi2 — m%l) sin 20 2 )

- 00, — =5 (mii, sin® 6+ mi, cos® 0+ pgvg — 20507) . (2.14)

5The quoted number, i.e., 166 MeV would change by a few MeVs once second-order corrections are also
implemented [271]. This information would appear resourceful when we address the collider constraints in
subsection 3.6.



Finally, after the EWSB, the fermionic DM Lagrangian density in Eq. (2.5) becomes

Ly = P(id — my)Y — gsivs, (2.15)

where
My = by + GSUs (2.16)

is the physical mass of the fermionic DM.

At this juncture, it is crucial to identify the independent input parameters that are
relevant to the planned phenomenological analyses. First, we consider the scalar sector as
shown in Eq. (2.2). The potential V(H,S,T) accommodates twelve parameters, namely
WWHy NHy 1S, B3y ASs Ty ATy WHS, ASH, 1STs AsT, and Agp, as depicted by Eq. (2.3) and Eq.
(2.4). Simultaneous use of the tadpole equations, Eq. (2.9), and Egs. (2.12) - (2.14) help us
the recast those twelve inputs as my,, sin@, my,, v, vs, 13, Ag, Mo, A1, s, Ast, and Agr.
Now in the SM, v = 246 GeV and for this study, we identify h; as the SM-like Higgs which
gives mp, = 125.20 £ 0.11 GeV [272], following the LHC measurements [273, 274]. Hence,
effectively one ended up with ten free inputs for the scalar sector. A similar analysis, using
Eq. (2.5) and Eq. (2.16), helps us to identify my, gs as the free inputs for the fermionic
sector. Combining the above two pieces, one gets twelve free inputs for phenomenological
analyses as will be addressed further in the next section.

{mh27 Mqo, My, Vs, U3, UST, Sin07 )‘5'7 gs, )‘HT7 AS'Ta )\T} (217)

3 Theoretical and experimental constraints

We have identified independent inputs in Eq. (2.17) which contains physical masses
of the three BSM states, namely my,, myo, my, VEV for the singlet state vy, mixing angle
(sin ) between the two scalars hq, ha, Yukawa coupling (gg) for the fermionic DM 1, and a
few other parameters, namely, us, usr, As, Ar, AgT, Asr. We will use these inputs to scan
the model parameter space, as will be addressed in subsection 4.3. However, to fix scan ranges
we need to consider first the relevant theoretical and experimental constraints on these inputs
which we plan to address subsequently.

3.1 Vacuum stability and perturbativity constraints:

On the theoretical frontier, first, we need to address the constraints arising from the need
for vacuum stability and perturbative unitarity. The former demands stability of V(H, S, T")
(see Eq. (2.2)). Following Ref. [275] for the co-positivity conditions of vacuum stability, we
can write:

AH, A5, AT >0, Asa > =20/ AgAs, AT > =2V AHAT, AsT > —2y/AsAr. (3.1)

A perturbative theory expects certain upper bounds for a few model parameters such
that higher-order effects appear sub-dominant compared to the tree/lower-order analyses.
The same can be verified by employing the renormalisation group equations (RGE) for these
parameters till the Planck scale (Mp; ~ 10 GeV). The resultant bounds on the relevant
parameters can be written as

Auls [Asl, [Arl, [Asul, [MaTl, [Ast| <4, gil, lyi| < v, (3.2)

where g; represents the SM gauge couplings and ;; denotes the SM Yukawa couplings.



3.2 Tree-level unitarity constraints

Besides Eq. (3.2), it is also necessary to consider constraints from the perturbative uni-
tarity, which are associated with the S-matrix for scattering processes involving all possible
two-particle initial and final states”. At energy scales, very high compared to masses in-
volved in the scattering process, the dominant contributions to the 2 — 2 scalar scattering
amplitudes are those mediated by the quartic scalar couplings [276] and gauge bosons can
be replaced by their corresponding Goldstone bosons. The conditions of the perturbative
unitarity are satisfied provided the eigenvalues of the scattering amplitude matrix are less
than 87 [277-280]. In our model, the constraints imposed on the quartic couplings by the
requirement of tree-level unitarity are given below

|)\H|, ’)\T| < 47‘(‘, |/\SH|, ’)\HT|5 |)\ST’ < 87[', and |$172,3| < 167T, (33)
where, |z] 23| are the roots of the following cubic equation:

2 +2? (=120 — 6As — 10A7)
2 (—12X3 1 + T2 g As — 43y — 3\3; + 1200 g A + 60As)\7)
H(720%0 05 — 24NHTASHAST + 36X g %y — T20AgAsAT + 40055 07) = 0. (3.4)

One also needs to focus on the process ¥ — 1) to complete the discussion on the
perturbative unitarity for an s-channel process with s > mg. Following Ref. [281], based on
helicity amplitude calculation [282, 283] at the s > my limit for the 12 — 9)1) process, in
the light of the partial wave analysis, one finally gets

lgs| < V16, (3.5)

where gg denotes the fermionic DM Yukawa coupling as depicted in Eq. (2.5). Further details
on the perturbative unitarity are mentioned in Appendix. A.

3.3 Electroweak precision observables

It is important to consider the Electroweak Precision Observables (EWPOs) data while
investigating a BSM scenario. These EWPOs are generally expressed in terms of three mea-
surable quantities that parametrize the contributions from the BSM states to the SM EW
radiative corrections, known as Peskin-Takeuchi or oblique parameters S, T, and U [284].
The presence of additional scalars in our setup can contribute to these parameters. One can
write such contributions as,

AX = AXT + AXs, (3.6)

where AX = X — XM for X = {S,T,U}, and the subscripts IT and rS denotes the con-
tribution from the “inert triplet” and the “real scalar” singlet, respectively. In other words,
AX represents the difference between the values of any oblique parameter evaluated for the
BSM framework and the SM. The explicit forms of these contributions are mentioned in Ap-
pendix B. Based on an analysis of EW precision data, including the recent CDF-II W-mass
result [285], Ref. [286] recently provided the values for the AS, AT and AU parameters. As
mentioned in Ref. [286], the global EW fit of the CDF W-boson mass strongly indicates the
need for the non-degenerate multiplets beyond the SM, however, this feature is absent in our

"See Egs. (A.2), (A.3) for possible neutral and charged states.



present framework. Since we do not attempt to address the CDF W-mass anomaly in this
work, therefore, we stick to the global EW fit presented using the PDG data [272, 287]|, and
the measurements for AS, AT and AU parameters are given as [286],

AS =0.06£0.10, AT =0.114+0.12, AU = —0.02+0.09. (3.7)

The correlation among different oblique parameters are pgr = 0.90, psy = —0.57 and pry =
—0.82 [286]. With AU fixed to be zero, the central values of AS and AT from Ref. [286] are

given as,
AS =0.05+£0.08, AT =0.09+0.07, with pgr =0.92. (3.8)

We consider a x?-test with the two remaining d.o.f. on our parameter space which
constraints the AS, AT parameters as follows [288]®,

L_[A5- S0 (AT TP ), (BSZSIAT T - )

2
X" =
(1-— P%*T) U% o ogoT

where x? = 2.30, 4.61, 5.99 corresponds to 68.3%, 90%, 95% confidence level, respectively. In
this work, we exclude points having a x? larger than 5.99 to remain consistent with EWPOs
constraints. With this, we conclude the discussion on constraints arising from the theoretical
frontier and move to the limits arising from the experimental bounds in the next subsection.

3.4 Constraints from W=, Z° bosons properties

The decay widths (visible and invisible) of the EW gauge bosons are already measured
with great precision for the SM [272]. With several new BSM states, one would expect new
decay processes like W+ — THTY Z0 — TETF ynp, etc., for the present model. However,
the discussion following Eq. (2.9) effaces the possibility of decay into these triplet states
T+, T° as mp+ > mypo with mpo > myy, mz. Further, 1) being an SM gauge singlet, does
not directly couple to Z°. Nevertheless, mixing between h, s states can yield new processes like
Z9 — ffip for suitable values of my (f being an SM fermion). Branching ratios (Brs) for
these four-body final states are typically mixing suppressed and thus, skipped in the current
study. We note in passing that such channels may appear detectable in future colliders like
GigaZ mode of the Linear Collider [289] and TeraZ mode of the TLEP [290], respectively.

3.5 Constraints from Higgs boson properties

The ATLAS and CMS collaborations have precisely measured certain properties (e.g.,
mass, reduced strengths, etc.) of a 125 GeV SM-like Higgs scalar boson [273, 274]. These
measurements also constrained some of the model parameters. Here, we mention a few im-
portant constraints coming from the SM or BSM Higgs searches at colliders which need to be
considered for a complete investigation.

(i) Invisible Higgs decays: The presence of new BSM states, T°, T*, ho and v, opens
up the possibility of new visible (e.g., T*TT, hohy) and invisible (T°T°, ¢v)) decays for the
125 GeV SM-like Higgs state hq, if allowed kinematically. The discussion mentioned following
Eq. (2.9), however, effaces the possibility of having hy — T°T9 TTTT kinematically viable.
Besides, for this analysis, we consider my,, to be the heavier state, as already stated after Eq.
(2.11). Hence, the allowed BSM decay for hy will be hy — 9%, i.e., an invisible one. So one

8The missing factor in Eq. (43) of Ref. [288] has been rectified in Eq. (3.9).



needs to consider the constraints on the invisible Higgs decay Br and the total decay width
[272, 291, 292]

Br(hy — ) = Ll = 99) 0.107, (3.10)

Tt T (hy — P0)

where F}L‘)lt, I'(h1 — 1)) represent the total decay width of hy into all the SM modes and the
decay width into 11} decay channel, respectively, of course assuming 2m,, < my, . Apart from
Eq. (3.10), one also needs to check whether I +T'(hy — Pi) < 3771 MeV [272, 293, 294].
The concerned decay width is given by

) - 5\ 3/2
T(hy = wg) — Jsmmsin’é (1 - 4m¢) . (3.11)
8T
Clearly, for small gg and small sin 6, i.e., high mass separation between hj, hsy states, one can
minimized Br(hy — 1)), consistent with the experimental bounds [272, 291, 292]. We want
to point out that although we will consider the region of m,, < my, /2 for a full numerical scan,
we will be mostly focusing on the parameter space with m,, > my, /2, thereby Higgs invisible
decay constraint hardly affect our findings. For numerical analyses of the Higgs sector and to
apply LHC constraints, we used publicly available packages HiggsBounds-5.10.2 [295-302]

and HiggsSignals-2.6.2 [295, 303-306.

(ii) Higgs signal strength measurements: Even if the new Higgs decays remain kinemat-
ically forbidden, the presence of new BSM states can potentially alter Higgs signal strengths,
defined as ,ué = (0; x Brj)°™/(o; x Br;)®™, where one estimates the observed production
cross-section for the i-th channel, o;, (e.g., gluon fusion) times the decay Br for some partic-
ular j-th process (e.g., bb) relative to the same in the SM. As we have identified h; as the 125
GeV SM-like Higgs (see subsection 2.1), the estimated ,ué, for different h1 production channels
and various h; decay processes like vy, WW?* ZZ* must respect the existing experimental
bounds [272]. In other words, the existing bounds will check purity of the h; state, i.e., put
a bound on sin @, the singlet-doublet Higgs mixing parameter. Thus, a large mixing angle
is experimentally disfavored from ué measurements and restricts us to |sinf| < 0.2 for most
of the parameter space. Let us illustrate a bit more for an elucidated understanding of how
ué changes in the presence of new BSM states. The presence of new charged state, T, will
affect hy — vy [307, 308], compared to the SM. Hence, to claim a phenomenologically viable
parameter space or to present benchmark points, one must ensure whether the concerned
Higgs signal strength remains in the measured range of 1.10 40,06 [272], following the latest
available LHC limits [309, 310]. For the implementation of N; constraints in our numerical
analyses we use HiggsSignals-2.6.2 295, 303-306] and Lilith [311]| packages.

(iii) Heavy Higgs searches: The singlet-doublet mixing allows a second CP-even Higgs
state ho in this framework. Our demand about the lighter CP-even scalar state h; having a
predominant doublet composition, i.e., h; to be the SM-like 125 GeV Higgs (see subsection
2.1), makes hy the true BSM heavy Higgs. A small but non-zero value of sinf (see Eq.
(2.10)), nevertheless, allows SM decays for the hy state which is tightly constrained by the
existing collider bounds. For example, a production of hy pairs at the LHC can be probed via
bbr 7=, bbbb, bbyy final states. Interested readers are requested to see Refs [181, 312-320] for
further study of these channels. The decay width of hy into the SM states (I'(he — SM SM))
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will be analogous to the ones in the SM (I'SM(hy — SM SM)), assuming hy couples to the SM
states just like the hy, but scaled by a factor of sin? 6 (see Eq. (2.10)). Mathematically,

T'(hy — SMSM) = sin? 0 T°M(hy — SMSM) = sin? 0Br(hs — SMSM)suI3M,  (3.12)

where Br(ha — SMSM)gym denotes branching ratio of he into any possible two-body SM
states, assuming that it couples just like the hq, and F,SLIQVI represents the total decay width of
ho into the SM states. When allowed kinematically, the total decay width of ho (F}LO;), for all
possible two-body decays, is given as

T30 = sin? TN + T(ho — hihy) + (kg — T°T°) + T(hy — TTT7) + D(ha — 99), (3.13)

with

A7 4m?
D(hy — X X) = DlhXX 2T
32mmyp, my,
— 2 29 am2 \*?
T(hy — ¥ ) — 95Mhy COSTY 1_72@” : (3.14)
8w my,

where X = hy,T°, T% and gn, = qro = 1,qp+ = 2. The corresponding scalar triple couplings
Ay xx, using Egs. (2.3), (2.4), (2.6), and Eq. (2.10), are given by,

Aohihy = (LHS + ASHUS) cos 0 + 20(Asg — 3Am) cos® fsin
—2(nms + 13 + Asgvs — 3Agvs) cosfsin? @ — \gpvsin 6,
Apy1o70 = Apyrtr— = —AgTvsind + pgr cos ) + Agrvs cos 6. (3.15)

In our study, we utilize the package HiggsBounds-5.10.2 [295-302] to implement the experi-
mental limits from colliders on the BSM heavy neutral CP-even Higgs searches |272| Finally,
we need to consider constraints on T+ decays which are somewhat special as mp+ —mpo ~ 166
MeV [33].

3.6 Disappearing charged track

In the case of the SU(2), inert triplet T, a tiny mass splitting between the charged and
the neutral components makes it hardly possible to follow the conventional search strategies
used for the singly charged scalar. The unstable TF decay offers rather different collider
signals, e.g., T — T97%9  The resultant 7 is too soft to be reconstructed, as Am =
my+ —mqo ~ 166 MeV. Thus, together with the other decay product TP, one of the two DM
candidates, T* decay can produce a disappearing charge track at the detector, a phenomenon
that has attained interest in recent times. Using the disappearing track signature, recently
in Ref. [321], it was shown that the 13 TeV LHC [322]!° excludes a real triplet lighter
than 275 (248) GeV for integrated luminosity £ = 36 fb~! with Am = 160 (172) MeV. This
exclusion limit can reach up to 590 (535) GeV, and 745 (666) GeV for £ = 300 fb—! 3000 fb~1,
respectively with Am = 160(172) MeV. However, given a systematic uncertainty of 30% [321]
at the LHC with high luminosity, the coverage shifts to 382 (348) GeV and 520 (496) GeV
for £ = 300fb~! and 3000 fb~!, respectively, considering the specified Am. In our study,
we adopt a conservative approach by setting a lower mass limit on the triplet based on the
current LHC constraints, focusing on the mass region where mgo > 300 GeV'!.

90ther possible, but sub-dominant decay modes are T+ — T% ., T e v., Topfﬁu, TO/LJFI/N [33].
The CMS collaboration also did an analysis [323] in this direction.
" This partly excludes the desert region [33, 36, 38, 39] below 300 GeV.
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3.7 Constraints from the Dark Matter

We have thus far addressed various possible collider bounds, besides plausible theoretical
constraints, on the chosen framework. Besides these limits, the concerned model also receives
constraints from the different DM measurables. To start with we consider the DM relic
abundance QfY A% as measured by the PLANCK collaboration [3],

Q2P 1% = 0.1198 + 0.0012. (3.16)

In addition to this, the observed and projected sensitivity reaches of the existing and upcoming
DM direct search experiments, e.g., XENONI1T [110], XENOXnT [111] LZ-2022 [112], recently
updated to LZ-2024 [113], and DARWIN [114] further restrict the model parameter space.
The DD limits are often complemented by bounds from the ID of the DM that are detectable
either at the Earth-based set-ups like H.E.S.S. [115-119], CTA [120, 121] or at satellite-based
experiments like FERMI-LAT [122-131|, AMS [132, 133], etc.. The DD and ID limits, in the
context of multi-components DM, will be rescaled by the relative relic abundance parameters
fi and f? [43, 45, 51] respectively, as

Q;h?
f; = Q%’%{hz’ (3.17)
with ©;h? corresponding to individual relic density for i = {T°,¢}. We note that, the
combined relic density, Qtoth? = Qroh?+§,h* must obey Eq. (3.16) to remain experimentally
viable while individual contributions may remain underabundant. For the fermionic DM %,
the annihilation rate into the SM final states remains p-wave suppressed [324|. Hence, we
do not consider ID bounds for 1.'? The scalar triplet DM T° can, dominantly, annihilate to
W+HW~ with an exchange of hy/hy and T via s- and t-channel, respectively. The calculated
annihilation cross-section, <av>7‘;w should be compared with the upper limit derived from the
analysis of data on Dwarf Spheroidal Galaxies by the Fermi-LAT satellite and the MAGIC
collaborations (330, 333, 334]. As previously studied in Refs. [33-35, 270, 321, 335], for the
case of the minimal DM where the real triplet is the only DM and mqo is a free parameter
(with triplet-Higgs quartic coupling, Ay = 0), the DM relic density would require myo ~ 2.5
TeV and this parameter region has already been ruled out from DM indirect search limits.
However, with Ay # 0 this limit may change, for e.g., see Refs. [39, 336]. Nevertheless, in
the present analysis, the presence of the scaling factor f%o, as depicted in Eq.(3.17), reduces
the aforesaid upper bound on mqo in the sub-TeV mass range (< 1 TeV) where Qp0h? remains
underabundant. Therefore, The ID constraints remain suppressed to rule out any parameter
space for the triplet DM with mpo < 1 TeV. We continue discussing further details of the
DM phenomenology in the next section.

4 Dark matter phenomenology

The Zg x Z!, charge assignments, as already depicted in Table 1, admit two DM candidates
in the present scenario. These DM candidates, T, 1, have non-trivial Zo, Z! charges. The
combined relic density of these two DM candidates must follow Eq. (3.16), i.e., the value
measured by the PLANCK collaboration [3], although an individual component may appear

12Tfhe same can yield a sizable ID rate via a parity-violating interaction between ¥ and a pseudoscalar a,
L.e., iysta [325-332] which is not present in the current framework.
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underabundant. The latter often appears useful to evade experimental bounds and hence,
allures phenomenological analysis of the model with more than one DM candidate over the
minimal version. At this point, we perform a brief survey of the DM sector of the ITM model
and address the motivations for moving beyond. Afterwards, we start discussing certain
general aspects of the DM productions in the early Universe for the chosen framework.

For the ITM model with a hypercharge zero triplet, the DM annihilation is mainly
driven by the gauge couplings and the DM-Higgs coupling Ay |36, 39]. The quasi-degeneracy
between myp+, mro at one-loop level, i.e., mp+r — mpo ~ 166 MeV, besides cancellations in
TOT? — WHW =, ZZ, also inevitably leads to compulsory coannihilations [337]. As a result,
T° remains underabundant up to ~ 1.9 TeV [39], larger compared to the existing LHC bounds
[338]. Further, null results in the DM direct searches impose stringent constraints on the Agr
coupling. Similar to DD, ID limits also impose strong constraints on the minimal triplet
DM model. As previously iterated in subsection 3.7, for a DM mass of ~ 2.5 TeV with
triplet-Higgs quartic coupling Agr = 0, where relic density is satisfied, the parameter space
is excluded by ID searches [33, 34, 270, 335|. However, with non-zero Agr (~ O(0.1)), the
ID excluded upper limit on the triplet DM mass is reduced to ~ 1.2 TeV [39, 336].

The DD and ID constraints can be relaxed when the DM segment of the I'TM is minimally
augmented with one fermionic DM . This fermionic DM interacts with the SM sector only
via an SM singlet scalar S following an interaction gsy)S (see Eq. (2.5)). Thus, for v,
the DM annihilation is governed by Higgs particle exchange channels. As a consequence, the
coupling gg and the Higgs mixing angle sin 6 play pivotal roles in the DM annihilation and
DD, while other allowed couplings, such as Agg, Ag (or pugs), and us, have lesser impacts in
the DM phenomenology. Including the fermionic DM 1 helps to elevate the total DM relic
density to match Eq. (3.16) in the region of underabundant triplet DM, i.e., mqo < 1.9 TeV.
A similar relaxation is also witnessed for the DD. Thus, by minimally augmenting the I'TM
DM sector, one can rescue the sub-TeV “desert” region, consistent with collider searches, i.e.,
300 GeV < mqo < 1000 GeV, while allowing for the exploration of parameters that support a
successful FOPT. We continue these discussions in the following subsections and present the
findings of our numerical analyses.

4.1 DM relic density and direct searches

We start our discussions by writing the possible annihilation and coannihilation channels
[337] for the triplet DM T°, which govern the DM relic abundance. Afterwards, we present
the feasible annihilation channels for the fermionic DM . Besides, one will also get DM
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conversion [134, 135] between the two DM candidates, T" and .

T° — annihilation : T° — co-annihilations :

T — SM SM = ff, ZZ, WEWT, TOT+ — SM SM' = ff, W=Z, W+,
7% — hihj, o7+ — Wihi,
T¥T* —» SM SM = ff, ZZ, WEWT,
TFT+ — Zhi, hihj,

¥ — annihilation :

VY — ff, ZZ, WEWT, hih;,

DM conversion :

v — TOEO, when my, > mqo,
T9TY — o) 4p,  when mqo > My,

where h;j) = hy) and f, f! represents any SM fermion. For reference, we present a few
Feynman diagrams representing various DM annihilation and coannihilation processes in Figs.
22, 23 and 24 of Appendix E.

To proceed further in the DM analyses, one needs to solve the coupled Boltzmann
equations (BEQs) within the chosen framework to determine the co-moving number densities
Yro = nypo/s, Yy = ny/s, ie., the ratio of the DM number density nqo , to the entropy
density. With two DMs, we define a dimensionless parameter x, expressed as v = td T
being the temperature. The latter denotes the reduced mass of the concerned two DM systems

and is written as fiyeq = % In terms of x,Y;_7o 4, Boltzmann equations are written
as, ’
dYTO S(:U) 2 2
dv = H(z) [<UU>T0TOHSM SM (YTO B YT0’6‘1>
+<O-,U>T0T0%hihj (YT%O - YX7eqYY7eq)
+{ovyror=_sar sarr (YroYre — Yro Y7 of)
Y2
T0
+<O-’U>TOT0*>’¢YE (ngo — Y2 ,eq Y’(Z) :|’ (41)
hreq
dYy s(z) 2 2
dr = H(z) |:<O-U>'L/)E%SM SM (Yw - Yw,eq)
2
+<UU>¢E—>hihj (Yw - YX7eqYY7eQ)
Y
e
o)z roro (Yj T y2 ! Y:/%()) } (4.2)
T0.eq
where Y7o oo, Yy eq are the co-moving number densities for T9, 1, respectively, at the equilib-

rium, s(x) is the comoving entropy density, and H(z) is the Hubble parameter. The last two
quantities are expressed as

271'2 N3 7.‘.29 :U’2
) =gt MW =\ e (43)
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where g and g, are the relativistic d.o.f. associated with the entropy and matter, Mp; =
2.4 x 10'® GeV is the reduced Planck mass and (ow)s are the thermally averaged annihilation
cross section inclusive of both (co)annihilation and DM conversion processes. The co-moving
equilibrium density of the i DM species takes the form:

gi ms; 3/2 —m(ﬂ>
Vieq = 0.1457 2%/ <> e \Fred/, (4.4)
gs Hred

where ¢; denotes d.o.f for the i® DM species, having a mass m;. It is worth men-
tioning that although gs and g, vary slightly during the evolution of the Universe, we
can, nevertheless, treat them as constants, and it equals to the effective d.o.f. defined as
g(T)V2 = % (1+ 5 L9 ) [339).

The relic density of the i DM species, using the aforesaid pieces of information, is
obtained as,

32 -9 [ My (o
;12 = 2.54 x 10 <GeV) Yi(z = 00). (4.5)

Various ;h% and (ov)s are numerically evaluated using micrOMEGAs-5.3.41 [340], after im-
plementing the model (see Egs. (2.1)-(2.5)) in FeynRules [341, 342]. Besides the relic abun-
dance, one should also consider constraints from the DD searches, e.g., XENON1T, LZ-2022,
LZ-2024, DARWIN, etc. Null results in these searches, thus far, put bounds (i) the DM
mass and/or (ii) the coupling between the DM and the SM. One, however, needs to rescale
the experimental bound accordingly for a model with more than one DM. Following the idea
behind Eq. (3.17), the rescaled upper limit on the SI DM-nucleon (N) scattering cross-section
is written as [43],

ST
0 f (o}
atsgt = It a%lo L ail < =2 (4.6)
mTo mdj mpwm

where JEI represents the SI DM-N scattering cross-section for individual DM species.

:TONJJ
fi=r0,, are defined in Eq. (3.17), aesip is the experimental limit [110-114] and mpy is the
DM mass.

The DM-N scattering in this model can arise via a t-channel exchange of h1 or ho, as

depicted in Fig. 1. For the triplet scalar DM, the effective SI-DD cross-section is written as

N\/N N\/N
ihl/hg ihl/hZ
e \\TO w/\w

(a) (b)

Figure 1. Possible t-channel processes responsible for the DM-N scattering.

2,92 ,,2 3
ST meN/J'TON )\thOTO cos )\hQTOTO sin 6
O-TO ~ fTO -

2 .2 2 2
drmiov my, my,
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where f7o is the fractional DM density, uroy is the reduced mass of the T°-N system, defined
as [pon = % with my = 0.946 GeV and the nucleon form factor, which depends on
T

the hadronic matrix elements and, approximately, is given as fy = 0.28 [343]. The trilinear
couplings Ay, roro and Ap, rogo are expressed as

)\thoTo = Agrvcosf + pgrsinf + Agrvg sin 6,
Apyroro = —Agrvsinb + psr cost + Agrvs cos 6. (4.8)

An analysis similar to Eq. (4.7), but for ¢ yields [344]

2
fRmos 1 1
SI NT'NFPYN 2 . 2
h1 ho
where the reduced mass of 1)-N system is defined as pyn = % Estimation of O'%IO, O'il,

once again, are done using micrOMEGAs-5.3.41.

Besides direct searches, the DM can also be detected indirectly by observing ~-rays
produced from the DM annihilation in galaxies. Being p-wave suppressed, as already stated,
ID constraints would not be considered for the fermionic DM. For the scalar triplet DM, on
the other hand, annihilations are primarily to gauge boson final state. Thus, 797 — W+W~
can dominantly constrain the parameter space for the triplet DM. However, for mpo < 1 TeV,
the relative relic abundance of the triplet DM remain as fro < 1. As a result, after rescaling
by f%o, the overall thermally averaged annihilation cross section, (ov)y -+ -, is suppressed
and remains below the experimental sensitivity reaches, as illustrated in Fig. 2'3. In this

10—24
Fermi-LAT W+W—
AMS-02 WHW—
E‘ === Amgr = 0.01
- Asrr = 0.30
10—2.)
g
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B
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Figure 2. Bounds on the scalar Triplet mass mqo from indirect searches of W+ W~ channel by Fermi-
LAT [330, 333] (depicted by golden-yellow coloured patterned region) and AMS-02 [345] (depicted by
pink coloured patterned region). The two differently coloured dashed lines correspond to two different
choices of the triplet SM-like Higgs coupling parameter, A7, as depicted on the plot.

figure, we compare the predicted cross-section for the process 797" — W*W ~, calculated

1310 preparing Fig. 2, we assumed a pure Y = 0 triplet DM scenario with Agz and mqo as the free
inputs, and calculated fro following Eq. (3.17). In the upcoming analyses (for e.g., see subsection 4.3), we
will observe that fro indeed remains below 1 in a phenomenologically viable scenario. Hence, the current ID
bounds hardly affect the triplet DM physics.
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for two different values of Ay = 0.01 (green coloured line) and 0.30 (hot-pink coloured line),
with the upper bounds on (o) +y- derived from satellite-based Fermi-LAT data [330, 333]
(represented by the golden-yellow coloured patterned region) and AMS-02 data [345] (depicted
by the pink-coloured patterned region). The upward trend of the cross-section lines in Fig.
2 can be attributed to the fact that, as myo increases, the relic density also rises, leading to
an increase in the ratio fro (see Eq. (3.17)). This compensates for the annihilation cross-
section (ov)oro_,y+y— in the increasing mass region, resulting in a slight increase in the
annihilation cross-section. Furthermore, Fig. 2 clearly shows that the predicted cross-section
for the dominant annihilation channel remains unaffected by the current ID bounds on this
channel. This indicates that in the sub-TeV regime of mqo, where fro < 1, the ID limits on
the triplet DM will be ineffectual for the concerned two-component DM model.

Figure 3. 10 <> T°T° conversion in the chosen model.

Finally, before concluding this subsection, it is important to highlight that the key
couplings relevant for the triplet DM phenomenology are Agr, Agr and psgr, while the
ones for the fermion DM are, primarily, gg, and sinf. The two DM components inter-
acts through the Yukawa interaction: ¢gSv1), and also through the Higgs portal interac-
tions: ~ Agr|H|*Tr[TTT], A\s7S*Tr[TTT] and psrSTr[TTT]. The DM-DM interaction in
this model via the exchange of hq/hsy is shown in Fig. 3. Note that, the Higgs portal cou-
plings Ay and Agp are strongly constrained by the direct searches [35, 36, 39, 84, 307, 321].
For sufficiently small values of Agp and Agp, ~ O(0.01), the DM-DM conversion would
mostly depend on {gg,sinf, ugr} in addition to DM and mediator masses. We continue this
discussion on the parameter dependence of various DM observables in further detail in the
next subsection, focusing on the relic density and SI DD cross-section.

4.2 Parameter dependence of the DM observables

In this subsection, we start our discussion by probing how relic densities (total and
individual) and the DD limits vary with the DM mass parameters, myo and my. Such
variations, needless to say, do depend on all other relevant or connected parameters. However,
to understand how a particular parameter affects the DM observables, we vary only a few at
one go, for fixed assignations of the remaining parameters. The effect of Yukawa coupling gg
on the my, - Q%Tth—plane is depicted in Fig. 4 (a) for four discrete values of gg, namely,
{0.01,0.1,1.0,5.0} (represented with different colour codes), keeping fixed values for other
crucial parameters as follows:

As = 1.0, sinf = 0.1, Ay = Ag = 0.01,
mp, = vs = 300 GeV, mpo = 400 GeV, usr = pg = —50 GeV, (4.10)
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where for mpo, we have considered a value higher than the existing collider bound of O(300)
GeV, as already detailed in subsection 3.6. The parameter m,, is varied between 10—2000 GeV.
The blue-coloured dashed line in Fig. 4 corresponds to the experimental value of relic density
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Figure 4. The top row represents the effect of parameter gg on the my — Qy 7o h? plane (a) and
My — f¢03} plane (b) for parameter values detailed in Eq. (4.10). The left plot of the bottom row
(c) depicts the same for the m,, — Qy h? plane but for two possible hierarchies between My and moyo.
Lastly, for similar mass hierarchies between m,;,, mro, the right plot of the bottom row (d) shows gg
dependence on the mpo — Qpoh? plane. The region excluded by the XENON1T experiment is shaded
in cyan colour. Other details are given on individual plots.

(see Eq. (3.16)). The DM remains overabundance above this line. The key observations from
Fig. 4 (a) are detailed below:

e Except for Higgs resonances, the ferminic DM typically remains overabundance for
smaller gg values, e.g., gs ~ O (1072), given fixed assignations of other relevant pa-
rameters as of Eq. (4.10). Larger gg values, gs > O (1), on the contrary, make the
DM underabundant. This is connected to the fact that smaller gg values yiled a lower
(ow), which decreases as the DM mass grows. Consequently, this leads to relatively high
values of Qth, i.e., overabundance, and keeps increasing with m,, as apparent from the
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figure. At Higgs resonances, i.e., my >~ my, ,/2, DM annihilations via hj o results dips
in Qwhz, making it accessible for or below the PLANCK threshold. In the same plot,
we also plot the variations of Qpoh? with m,, which, for a fixed mzo of 400 GeV, shows
non-trivial variation when m,, exceeds mqo through DM-conversion process.

e For gg = 1.0, the relic curve Qth (cyan coloured) intersects the observed relic density
line at multiple points for parameters fixed as of Eq. (4.10). Thus, for gg values of O(1)
or more, the correct relic density appears for several m,, values. This is different from
a case with a small gg value, where a similar observation is typically possible at Higgs
resonances only.

New number-changing processes become accessible beyond certain threshold values when
the DM mass grows. This results in a reduction of the relic density. For m, < my,, the
DM abundance is primarily governed by the number-changing processes ) — SMSM,
mediated by hy or he. A sharp drop in the DM relic density is observed near hy (SM-like
Higgs) resonance at my ~ mp, /2. With increasing DM mass, we notice a wider and shallow
dip at around 80-90 GeV as 1) — WHW ™ and 1) — ZZ processes become kinematically
accessible, resulting in an enhancement in (ov) and reducing the DM density slightly. For
my, > My, , another sharp drop in Qwh2 occurs at the second Higgs resonance ho, due to the
enhancement in wﬂ — hihy process via a hj/hs mediated s-channel process. It can also be
noticed that my, € [my,, mp,] is generally disfavoured from the observed relic limits, except
for large gs (> 1.0). Two new dips appear in Q,,h? for my, ~ (mp, +mp,)/2 and my, ~ my, for
2my, > mp,+mp; with i, j =1, 2. These happen with the opening of new processes that start
contributing to the relic density. For large gg values, processes 1)t — hihj,i,5 =1, 2 increase
(ov) and thereby, reduce Q,h?, as evident from the plot. Pushing m, beyond mgo (fixed
at 400 GeV as given by Eq. (4.10)), triggers the process 1) — TOTC. This process yields
enhancement in Qpoh?, especially for smaller gg values, ~ O(0.01) (see Fig. 4 (a)), since,
for smaller gg, the overabundant fermion DM component v already saturates the Universe,
allowing further conversion. For larger gg, on the contrary, v is less abundant, resulting in
fewer conversions and a negligible impact on Q70h?.

Continuing with the fermionic DM 1, in Fig. 4 (b) we show the gg dependence in
the my — f¢0§; plane. We also compare the 031 values with the XENONI1T bounds, as a
case study. Limits from the other DD searches, e.g., LZ-2022, L.Z-2024, DARWIN, etc., will,
nevertheless, be considered later for the full numerical scan. As anticipated from Eq. (4.9),
smaller gg values allow the fermion DM to evade DD limits rather easily. The dips in this plot
are due to the same reasons discussed above for Fig. 4 (a). For larger gg values, we notice a
slight decline in the 018/}1 curve for heavier mass, m,, 2 1.0 TeV. This appears as the decrease

in 021 for heavier DM mass is compensated by the relic density factor f, (see Eq. (4.6)).
For gg > O(1.0), the fermion DM remains underabundant for heavier m,, beyond the Higgs
resonances by a factor of approximately O(1073), as can be seen in Fig. 4 (a). The ail, as a
consequence is reduced by the factor fy, = Q,h?/Qpih?. Therefore, larger gs with a heavy
DM mass can still bypass the DD limits, however, such scenarios are less favoured by the relic
density constraint and require full numerical investigation. On the other hand, gg ~ O(1.0)
is generally preferred by both the SI DD and DM relic density bounds, as illustrated in Fig.
4 (a) and (b).

It is important to address the validity of observations made in the context of Fig. 4
(a) and (b) as the concerned numerical analysis was performed following Eq. (4.10) for fixed
assignations of parameters, relevant for the DM phenomenology. This is certainly true and,
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besides variations of the necessary parameters, also depend on mqpo, my, their hierarchy
and mass scales of the possible mediators. Nevertheless, our observations about gg seem
to be rather generic as can be verified through Fig. 4 (c) and (d) where we also vary mqo
from 10 — 1000 GeV'*. Besides, to understand the effect of the DM conversion between two
species, we consider two sample mass hierarchies, (i) my > myo with my,/myo = 1.2 and (ii)
my, < mpo with mqo/my = 1.2. The parameter gg is varied as before with fixed assignations
of the other relevant parameters as of Eq. (4.10).

In a scenario with 70 as the lightest DM species, the gg interaction significantly impacts
both Q,h? and Q70h?. Due to the DM conversion, Q,h? is reduced (by a factor of ~ 102 or
smaller, for the chosen parameters) whereas Q70h? enhances near Higgs resonances compared
to Fig. 4 with mpo fixed at 400 GeV. Beyond the heavy Higgs resonances, i.e., mp,/2, the
DM annihilation to all other channels are possible, if kinematically allowed. However, it also
gets suppressed by the DM mass and hence, almost resembles the case with a fixed mqo.
Overabundance of 1 for smaller gg values ( < 0.1) leads to more ¥ — TOTY conversion as
can be seen from Fig. 4 (a). This, consequently, enhances Qp0h? as evident from comparing
Fig. 4 (a) and (d), particularly around h; resonance. In fact, the relic curve for the triplet
touches the observed relic line multiple times for this case, as shown in Fig. 4 (d). However,
this situation is ruled out by both DM relic constraints and by disappearing charged track
constraints. The former requires Qoih? < Qgﬁhg while the latter demands myo 2 280 GeV.
Thus, within our region of interest for the triplet DM, i.e., 300 < mpo < 1000 (in GeV),
Qpoh? remains underabundant to comply with the relic density constraint (see Eq. (3.16))
which is evident from the Fig. 4 (d). The dips in Qz0h? around mqgo = 40 GeV and 45 GeV
arise as a consequence of the W+ (via co-annihilation) and Z resonances, respectively.

In the second case, when @ appears to be the lightest DM candidate, the conversion
channel T9T° — 4n) opens up. This conversion assists enhancement of Q¢h2 while lowers
Qpoh? as depicted in Figs. 4 (c) and (d). In Fig. 4 (c), for gg = 5.0, indicated by the dotted
violet line, we observe a slight shift towards heavy DM mass that meets the Qgﬁf/’[h? Therefore,
when the mediator mass changes, i.e., my,, the process T°T? — 1) can shift the relic-allowed
fermion DM mass to a high mass region near at mp,/2 compared to the situation when this
conversion is absent. Large gg value, e.g., 5.0, however, would face constraints from the DD
limits, especially for m, < mp,, barring pole regions as shown in Fig. 4 (b). Therefore, for
both m, > mpo and mgpo > my configurations except at Higgs resonances, the preferred
mass region would be beyond my,, assuming my, > mp,. Moreover, for a scenario with
mp, ~ mp,, we expect that there would be larger parameter space for the fermion DM that
could satisfy both the DM relic and DD bounds.

In Fig. 5, we present variations of the relic densities QT07wh2 and duly weighted SI DD
cross-sections fTo7w0%I()7 W with two other key parameters controlling the DM phenomenology,
namely, ugr and sin@. The parameter ugr is pivotal for the triplet DM phenomenology and
is essential for the DM conversion processes, as can be realized from Eq. (2.4) and Eq. (2.5).
For Figs. 5 (a) and (b), we consider 300 < myo < 1000 (in GeV), gg = 1, my, fixed at 400
GeV and kept other parameters as of Eq. (4.10), barring pug7. For all choices of pgr, Qpoh?
increases with mpo. At mgo > my,, one observes a mild dip in Qpoh?, owing to the onset
of the DM conversion process T0T° — 7). This is apparent from Fig. 5 (a). This dip is
more prominent for larger |ugr| values. The latter phenomenon is anticipated from Eq. (4.8)

" Note that, in preparing the figure, we chose the mass range below 300 GeV only for illustration. For our
full numerical analysis, see subsection 4.3, we have omitted myo < 300 GeV, as this mass range is excluded
from the current LHC searches of disappearing charged tracks (see subsection 3.6).
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and Fig. 3 which hint a larger conversion rate for higher |ugr| values. Larger |usr| values,
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Figure 5. The top row represents usr dependence of the myo — Qpoh? plane (a) and mqo — fToa%Io
plane (b). The bottom row depicts the effect of sinf for 1-DM, in the my — ,h? plane (c) and
My, — fwail plane (d). The region excluded by the XENONIT experiment is shaded in cyan colour.
Other details are given on individual plots.

consequently, also enhances, the corresponding 0'78}0 as shown in Fig. 5 (b). However, even
with a large |ugr| value, the weighted O‘%IO remains well below the XENONIT limit due to
the presence of fro factor. The near flat asymptotic behaviour of ag}o at large mpo suggests
that the decline in O';IO with increasing myo is compensated by the corresponding increase in
Qpoh?. This trend is clearly depicted in Fig. 5 (a). The splitting of the SI cross-section curve
for different signs of pgp is solely due to the influence of fro. For large |usr| values, the
difference in Q70h? due to its sign becomes more pronounced compared to the small |us7|
values, thereby resulting in a greater split in fro 05}0 for large |pugr| values than for its small
values.

The effects of sin® on k% and 031 are displayed in Figs. 5 (c) and (d), respectively.
We consider the following values of sinf = {0.001,0.01,0.1}, keeping other parameteres as
of Eq. (4.10). The effect of sinf on Q¢h2 is apparent: lower values of sinf generally lead
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to an overproduction of fermion DM, except around Higgs resonances. This occurs because,
the annihilation cross-section is suppressed for smaller values sin 8, leading to an increase in
Qth. In contrast, smaller sin 6 values are instrumental in bypassing the DD constraints as
it reduces O‘S)I drastically, which can be observed from Eq. (4.9). As the DM mass increases

beyond the hy resonance, processes like 11) — hiho, hohs become kinematically feasible.
These channels lead to a significant decrease in Qwh2 compared to the values at smaller my.
For m,, beyond the hy resonances, Q¢h2 appears insensitive to changes in sin 6, as depicted
in Fig. 5 (c). This happens as higher m,, suppresses (ov), outweighing the effect of sin# on
Qth. Consequently, Q¢h2 increases with the m,, as expected and observed in Fig. 5 (c). On
the other hand, as observed in Fig. 5 (d), for m, beyond hs resonance, smaller sin 6 reduces
ail, as expected from Eq. (4.9).

The remaining parameters of Eq. (4.10), namely, us,vs, and Ag (or pgs) do not sig-
nificantly impact the DM phenomenology of the fermion DM, as the annihilation into final
states ff, W*W . ZZ, hihy, hiha, hahs are predominantly controlled by sin 6, gg, masses of the
DM only. In addition, these parameters have negligible role in Q0h? and O'%IO for mpo <1
TeV. The contributions from these parameters in the DM phenomenology will be detailed
in the next subsection. These parameters, however, can play a non-trivial role in the PT
dynamics, which we shall address in the upcoming section. These two observations allow
us to address the experimentally viable DM phenomenology primarily through parameters
gs, sinf, my, and myo and, at the same time, accommodates the observed matter-antimatter
asymmetry of the Universe through the remaining parameters that have little effect on the
physics of the dark sector.

4.3 Numerical scan

We continue our investigation of how different independent couplings, as given by Eq.
(2.17), affect the DM observables QTo,th, 0:73}07 W in this subsection also, using the outcome
of a random scan over 500,000 points. We also explore plausible correlations among these
parameters. The ranges of these parameters are listed in Table 2. We consider ho to be the
heavier Higgs always and myo within 300 — 1000 GeV. The lower bound on mqo arises from
the disappearing charged track measurement [322] while the upper threshold is driven by
the urge to restore the “desert” region, keeping it below 1 TeV. The range for sin § is chosen
by keeping in mind the constraints from Higgs boson properties, as discussed in subsection
3.5. After implementing all theoretical and experimental constraints (see Sec. 3 for details),
except the ones relevant to the DM phenomenology, only ~ 31% points survive. These points
are subsequently scrutinized using bounds from the DM observables and are tabulated in
Table 3. The bounds from different direct searches no doubt dominate over the ones listed in
Sec. 3, however, the most stringent constraint appears from the requirement of the correct
relic density. As expected, the DD bound tightens up as one moves from XENONIT to the
DARWIN.

In Fig. 6, we present scatter plots showing variations of €2, h?, Qroh? and fwail, fro 05}0
with my, and myo, respectively, subjected to various experimental constraints. In these plots,
the light-grey coloured points obey the list of constraints mentioned in Sec. 3, barring the
one on Higgs properties and of course, bounds from the DM sector. Fig. 6 (a) illustrates
the impact of parameter gg on the m,, — Q¢h2 plane while Fig. 6 (b) depicts the impact of
parameter sin @ on the m,, — fwail plane. For m,, below h; resonance, the process hq — )
appears feasible. This rules out a significant number of the light-grey coloured points, thanks
to bounds from the invisible Higgs decay as already stated in subsection 3.5. A small region

— 292 —



Parameter Minimum  Maximum
Mh, 130 GeV 2000 GeV
mro 300 GeV 1000 GeV
o 20 GeV 2000 GeV

vg —1000 GeV 1000 GeV

3 —1000GeV 1000 GeV
UsT —1000GeV 1000 GeV
sin 0 —-0.2 0.2

Ag 0.001 3.5

gs 0.01 3.5
ANHT 0.01 0.3
AsT 0.01 0.3

Table 2. Scan ranges of the independent parameters (see Eq. (2.17)) of our model. The parameter
A7 has negligible impact on the triplet DM and thus, kept fixed at a value of 0.05 throughout the
scan.

Constraints Surviving points % reduction
Theory + Exp. (Sec. 3) 154,448 ~ 31%
XENONIT 139,448 ~ 28%
LZ-2022 128,805 ~ 26%
LZ-2024 105,071 ~ 21%
DARWIN 61,410 ~ 12%
3o relic density (see Eq. (3.16)) 4,813 ~ 0.96%
XENONIT + 30 relic density (see Eq. (3.16)) 4,398 ~ 0.88%
LZ-2022 + 30 relic density (see Eq. (3.16)) 3,996 ~ 0.80%
LZ-2024 + 30 relic density (see Eq. (3.16)) 3,166 ~ 0.63%
DARWIN -+ 30 relic density (see Eq. (3.16)) 1,734 ~ 0.35%

Table 3. Constraints cut flow and rate of survival for the given scan (see Table 2 for scan ranges)
with 500,000 points.

below hj resonance can still escape the invisible hy decay bounds, owing to small values of gg
and sin @ (see Eq. (3.11)). Nevertheless, barring a very few points that lie within the black-
coloured strip, most of the points with smaller gg, sin 6 values yield overabundance for ¢ and
hence, are ruled out from the relic density bound. It is evident from Fig. 6 (a) that gg ~
O(0.1) (relatively dark green shade) generates overabundance for 1, except the h; resonance
while gg > 2.0 (relatively light green and yellow shade) normally yield underabundance for
1. These features are reconfirmations of our findings of the last subsection. Beyond the h;-
resonance, as shown in Fig. 6 (a), the correct relic density (depicted by black coloured dashed
line) can be accommodated for a large range of m,. Here bounds on SM-like hy couplings
and reduced signal strengths, as detailed in Sec. 3, rule out a certain number of light-grey
coloured points. The graded coloured points for Fig. 6 (a) correspond to different gg values
which escape all constrains stated in Sec. 3. Needless to say, the invisible Higgs decay, i.e.,
hi — ), remains kinematically forbidden in this region of my,. From this plot, it appears
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Figure 6. Top row left plot shows gg¢ dependence (depicted above in graded colour bar) in the
my — Qyh? plane whereas the top right plot shows the same for parameter sin in the my, — f¢0'21
plane. Detail specifications of these graded coloured points are given in the text body. The black-
coloured dashed line corresponds to the 30 band of Q,4h? as shown in Eq. (3.16). The bottom row
plots depict variations in the myo — Qpoh? plane (left) and in mpo — fro 0%10 plane (right) with (blue
coloured points) and without (light-grey coloured points) constraints which are detailed in the text
body and also on the plots. The four differently styled differently coloured lines in the right row plots
represent bounds from various DD experiments, as detailed on the plots. Other relevant details are
given on the individual plots.

that lower (higher) values of gg are preferred by higher (lower) values of m,. In a similar
way, Fig. 6 (c) shows the variation of Q0h? with mpo where overabundance is observed
for mqo 2> 500 GeV. This happens because of an additional source for T relic through the
DM conversion process ¥1) — T°T?. This conversion is more favourable at low gg values as
depicted in Fig. 6 (a). The blue coloured points of Fig. 6 (c) obey all constraints mentioned
in Sec. 3 together with the 30 upper bound on Qh? as given by Eq. (3.16). For this plot,
unlike Fig. 6 (a), we do not show the surviving points with graded colours as the parameter
gs has less significant effect on the 7° phenomenology compared to . The same observation
holds true for Fig. 6 (d) when compared with Fig. 6 (b), in the context of sin§ parameter.
Combining the information gathered from Fig. 6 (a) and (c), one can see that T° remains
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mostly underabundant in the window of 300 — 1000 GeV while 1 may appear overabundant
in the same mass window, especially for gg < 1.0.

In Fig. 6 (b) and (d), we show predictions for the weighted (see Eq. (4.6)) SI DD cross-
section for ¢ and T?, respectively. For Fig. 6 (b(d)), unlike (a(c)), the graded (blue) coloured
points satisfy not only all constraints presented in Sec. 3 but also remain under the 30 upper
bound on Qy,th? as given by Eq. (3.16). In these plots, bounds from various direct searches are
shown by differently styled coloured lines. Application of these experimental limits requires
a combination of the duly weighted contributions of individual DM species as shown by
Eq. (4.6). It is evident from Fig. 6 (b) that escaping the existing and anticipated bounds
on the SI DD cross-section favours |sinf| < 0.15 and my 2 150 GeV. On the other hand,
|sinf| 2 0.16 and/or my < 100 GeV values are still possible when gg is small (< O(0.1))
and/or myp, is not too far from my,. This observation is already apparent from Eq. (4.9)
and remains applicable even for DARWIN, although for a smaller window in m,, ~ 100 — 400
GeV. A simultaneous look at Figs. 6 (a) and (b) suggests that the fermionic DM, which
can be probed by different DD experiments, will have Q,h% < 0.1234 (see Eq. (3.16)). This,
however, is not true for 7°. Here, a similar simulation analysis of Figs. 6 (c) and (d) show that
the triplet DM will remain always underabundant, even though various DD experiments can
probe the corresponding SI cross-section. This is the key advantage of the two-component DM
scenario where individual species may appear underabundant, however, together they satisfy
the relic density bound and appear detectable at various direct searches. This observation
is evident from Fig. 7 where ob) is plotted against my,. Here, light green coloured points
survive all constraints stated in Sec. 3 while the dark blue coloured points also respect the 3o
bounds on relic density. These points, clearly remain probable by various direct searches. The
observed pattern can be understood from Fig. 6 which shows that the correct Qoth?, for the
chosen framework, primarily depends on Q¢h2 as Qroh? remains underabundant throughout.
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Figure 7. o5}, versus m,, plot where four differently styled differently coloured lines represent bounds
from four different DD experiments, as detailed on the plot. The light green coloured points survive
all constraints mentioned in Sec. 3. The dark blue points, besides the same, also obey the 30 bounds
on the relic density.

In Figs. 4 and 5 we have explored sensitivities of the DM observables Q¢h2, Qpoh?,
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fwa fT00To on parameters gg and sinf. Now we present the possible correlation between
these two parameters, i.e., sinf and gg, in Fig. 8 (a). In this plot, the light green coloured
points bypass all constraints mentioned in Sec. 3. The pink coloured points, besides con-
straints stated in Sec. 3, also obey the relic density 3¢ bound (see Eq. (3.16)) and are
consistent with the DD limits reported by XENONI1T and LZ-2022. The red coloured points
represent the same but with updated bound from LZ-2024. Finally, dark green coloured
points are used to depict the same using the projected sensitivity reach of the DARWIN
experiment. Fig. 8 (a) shows that the DD cross-section bounds from the XENONI1T and LZ
hardly put any restrictions on the sinf values. These limits, however, disfavours gg > 2.5,
barring the —0.10 < sinf < 0.10 window, where gg 2 2.5 appears admissible due to hj reso-
nance. Larger sin 6 values. i.e., 0.10 < |sinf| < 0.20, nevertheless, can co-exist with gg < 2.5
region, owing to hg resonance. Including the sensitivity reach of the DARWIN experiment
offers somewhat stronger bounds for sin# values. Here, to comply with the bounds of relic
density and DD-cross-section, one ends up getting a visible correlation in the sin # — gg plane,
which clearly favours the —0.10 < sin 8 < 0.10 window with gg < 2.5. These observations are
consistent with the findings of schematic analyses performed in the last subsection.
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Figure 8. The left plot depicts effects of various constraints in the sinf — gs plane whereas the
right plot shows the same for my, — Qo h?/ Qth plane. Here, the light green coloured points bypass
all constraints mentioned in Sec. 3. The light blue coloured points, for the right plot, depicts the
same but together with the 30 bound on the relic density (see Eq. (3.16)). The pink-coloured points,
besides constraints stated in Sec. 3, also obey the relic density 30 bound and are consistent with
combined the DD limits reported by XENONI1T and LZ-2022. The red coloured points represent the
same but with updated bound from LZ-2024. Finally, dark green coloured points are used to depict
the same using the projected sensitivity reach of the DARWIN experiment.

The last subsection clearly demonstrated the relative contributions of Q¢h2 and Qpoh?
to assure the correct relic density. With the full parameter scan, as detailed in Table 2, one
can re-ensure the same by looking at Fig. 8 (b). Here, we plot the variations of Qp0h?/Qyh?
with m,. The colour specifications remain almost the same as Fig. 8 (a), except the light
blue coloured points where besides Sec. 3 constraints, 3¢ bound on the relic density is also
imposed. As evident from the last subsection, unlike Q,h?%, Q70h? remains underabundant
throughout the chosen scan range. Hence, the ratio Q0h?/ Q¢h2 always remains below 1, as
shown in Fig. 8 (b). The maximum share of Q0h? in Qo h? is observed to be 26% which
is evident from Fig. 8 (b). The underabundance of T, often by five orders of magnitude
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compared to that of v, is essential to evade bounds on SI DD cross-section. This observation
is consistent with Fig. 6 (d) which shows that the majority of the allowed parameter space for
the triplet DM remain available and can be effectively explored in various DD experiments.
We also want to point out that, in a pure Y = 0 triplet DM scenario [33], Qpoh? is primarily
determined by T0TY — W*W ~, ZZ modes where the DM mass myo plays the pivotal role
and other relevant parameters, such as A7, has a minuscule contribution. As a consequence,
Qqoh? remains severely constrained for mpo < 1 TeV and can share only 10% of Qoih? [84].
For the chosen two-component DM framework, within a minimal augmentation of the pure
Y = 0 triplet DM model, however, the presence of ¢1) — T9T° with a proper choice of gg,
allows Qroh? to reach 26% of Qoh? which was previously only 10%.

Finally, in Fig. 9, we present certain interesting features of the chosen two-component
DM model. Here, for an elucidated understanding of certain features, plots are made with
log;o scale. The colour codes are the same as of Fig. 8 (a), except the orange ones which
are used to reflect the importance of direct search bounds in the context of the combined
XENONIT and LZ-2024 results without the relic density constraints. The magenta coloured
dashed line in the bottom row plots is used to represent a pair of mass degenerate states, i.e.,
my = mp, (for Fig. 8 (d)) and my, = mpo (for Fig. 8 (e)). The correlation between my,
and gg is plotted in Fig. 9 (a). Clearly, here the 30 bound on the relic density leads over
the limits from direct searches. These two constraints, together, set a lower bound on m,,
as 150 GeV, except for hqi, ho resonances. This lower bound on m,, moves to 250 GeV, once
we consider the projected sensitivity reach from the DARWIN which also ruled out the hy
resonance region. All these observations agree with our previous findings concerning Figs. 4,
6 and 7.

In Fig. 9 (b), we illustrate the correlation between m,; and the heavy Higgs mass mp,.
Here, even the non-DM observables, as detailed in Sec. 3, favour m,, above the h; resonance.
Application of the combined direct search bounds from XENONIT and LZ-2024, except for
the hy resonance, largely rules out points below the 2m, = mj, line. The broadening of
the said line is arising from a variation of sin# near the ho resonance as already shown in
Fig. 5 (c). The relic density constraint again appears to be the leading one and rules out a
significant number of points around the hi, ho resonances as well as in between which escapes
the DD bounds. The ruled-out region between two Higgs resonances is connected with small
gs values (< O(0.1)) which easily escape the DD bounds but yield overabundant 1-DM. The
large gg values, on the contrary, yield underabundant )-DM which fails to bypass DD bounds.
as already depicted in Figs. 4, 6 and 7.

The triplet DM, as already depicted in Fig. 6 (c), always remains underabundant for
the entire scan range of 300 < myo (GeV) < 1000. Besides, Fig. 6 (d) shows that mgo has
no distinct correlation with the DD bounds. This is exactly what one observes in Fig. 9
(c) which aims to study correlation in the mgo — my-plane. The relic density bound, as
usual, appears to be the dominant one. This, however, hardly affects 7°-DM which remains
underabundant throughout in the window of 300 — 1000 GeV. This myo mass window is
ruled out for a pure Y = 0 ITM scenario [33]. For the chosen framework, this mass window,
however, survives the DM constraints as here pivotal contributions in the DM phenomenology
are coming through sin#, gg which hardly affect the 70-DM. Additionally, we have chosen
AT in a range such that the triplet DM is barely affected by the DD constraints, thereby
leaving the entire triplet DM mass range, considered in this analysis, unconstrained by the
DM observables. The bottom panel of Fig. 9 shows the mass hierarchy correlations between
the fermionic DM 1 and the heavy Higgs hy in (d), as well as the triplet DM 7° in (e). Fig.
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Figure 9. Plots showing certain salient features of the chosen two-component DM model which are
detailed in the text body. The colour codes are the same as of Fig. 8 (a), except the orange ones which
are used to reflect the importance of the combined direct search bounds in the context of XENONI1T
and LZ-2024 results. The magenta-coloured dashed line in the bottom row plots is used to represent
a pair of mass degenerate states, i.e., my = mp, (d) and my, = myo (e).

9 (d) shows that parameter space, consistent with all kinds of bounds (the ones stated in Sec.
3 4+ DM ones), favours m,; in the window of 0.5my, to 10mp,. Once again, a few points near
the h; resonance, survive all kinds of constraints which are contained in the line, parallel to
the y-axis. The annihilation channel 11) — haho plays a crucial role in acquiring the correct
relic density in the m, > my, region. The other hierarchy, i.e., my < my,, also remains
consistent with the bounds on the DM observables, owing to the ho resonance, below the
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magenta-coloured line.

Fig. 9 (e) demonstrates the possible mass hierarchy between the two DM species. One
can see that the combined DD limits from XENONIT and LZ-2024 rule out a reasonable
number of parameter points that survive Sec. 3 constraints. Besides, these limits appear
rather insensitive to the DM mass hierarchy. Application of the DM relic density bound,
however, clearly favours my > mqo, barring Higgs resonances. Anticipated sensitivity reach
from the DARWIN also trails the same pattern, although it completely rules out the h;
resonance. For the m, < mpo regime, the DM conversion process T9T% — yYn) enhances
1)-DM concentration at the cost of lowering the same for the T species. Thus, in this region,
it is hardly possible that the contribution from the 7°-DM will reach the upper threshold as
depicted in Fig. 8 (b). Besides, to avoid overabundant 1)-DM, one needs to opt for gg > 1 in
this region as already shown in Fig. 6. With mpo in the window of 300 — 1000 GeV, higher
contribution from the triplet DM to the relic density is feasible only when m,, > mo.

To summarize, in this subsection, we show that one can partially revive the “desert”
region for the triplet DM by extending the Y = 0 inert triplet DM model with another real
scalar singlet S and a Dirac fermion DM . This enriched framework allows a large region of
the parameter space that avoids various theoretical and experimental bounds including the
ones from the relic density and direct searches. Our investigation reveals that the combined
constraints, relic density, direct searches and others, as detailed in Sec. 3, restrict the choice
of my, and gg, except for the h; resonance, as follows:

My /2 S my, 015 gs $2.5. (4.11)

Besides, our scan-based investigation also prefers m,, > mpo, to have more triplet DM con-
tribution to the total relic density, and m,, > my,, beyond the ho-resonance. These limits are,
however, not stringent as these are roughly estimated by analysing the impact of different
parameters on the DM phenomenology within the considered scan range as shown in Table
2. Other parameters, e.g., vg, Ag, 13 have insignificant effects on the DM phenomenology but
appear crucial for the PT dynamics as will be addressed subsequently. In the coming sections,
we will investigate finite temperature PT in the early Universe and their phenomenological
implications, focusing particularly on the GW signals detectable by space-based observatories
such as LISA, BBO, DECIGO, U-DECIGO, and others.

5 Electroweak phase transition and gravitational waves

In this section, we will explore the origin and dynamics of the EWPT in the chosen
two-component DM framework. Subsequently, we will also address the generation of GWs in
this framework along with special emphasis on the detection prospects.

5.1 Omne-loop effective potential

Investigation of the EWPT dynamics requires the construction of the effective potential
for the chosen model which depends on three CP-even scalar fields ¢ = h, s, T%, as shown in
Eq. (2.6). The full one-loop effective potential Vog (¢, T) at finite temperature T is written
as,

Veir (0, T) = Vo(p) + Vaw (o, T = 0) + Vo (e, T), (5.1)

where Vp(¢) represents the tree-level potential, Vow (¢, T = 0) denotes the one-loop cor-
rections at 7' = 0, known as the Coleman-Weinberg (CW) potential [346, 347|, and finally,
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Vr(p,T) is the finite temperature, i.e., T' # 0 contribution. The tree-level potential, Vp(y),
in the ¢; = h, s, T° basis, using Eqs. (2.2)-(2.4) and Eq. (2.6)'?, is given as,

1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Vo(h, s, T%) = —=p2h% + “Agh® — Zp2s2 + “Ags* — 22T + SApT 4+ pgr sTO
2 4 2 4 2 4 2
1 1 1 1 s 1 >
+5 s h%s + R h%s? — §u333 + A h2TY" + AT s2107, (5.2)

The inclusion of Coleman-Weinberg contributions may result in shifting the original
physical minima of the effective potential from 7" = 0. Therefore, the inclusion of counter-
terms are necessary in Eq. (5.1) to restore the physical minima and masses [348]. However,
in this work, we choose to follow the on-shell renormalization scheme [349, 350] in which the
one-loop contributions do not disturb the tree-level minimization conditions. Therefore, it is
not necessary to include any counter term potential (Vor) in the Eq. (5.1) as conventionally
done in the MS renormalization scheme [347]. It should be noted that the effective potential
explicitly depends on the gauge parameter £&. However, the gauge-independent physical con-
tent of the effective potential can be identified using Nielsen identities [351, 352|. It states
that at the extrema of a field ;, i.e., ¢;, the gauge dependence of the effective potential
disappears, since

WVerr (0, §) N Vet (¢, )
73 i

, (5.3)

and therefore,

dVerr (#,6)  OVert (9, €) | dei Vet (9, )
dg§ B 73 d§¢ 0y

However, the location of the extrema is gauge dependent, i.e., dp;/0¢ # 0. For more details
on this issue and a general discussion on the gauge independent treatment, interested readers
can follow, for e.g., Refs. [352-356]. In this work, we calculate the effective potential in the
Landau gauge (£ = 0), where the Goldstone boson contributions are decoupled from those
of the massive gauge bosons, and ghosts have no impact. Moreover, it has been shown in
the literature (see, for e.g., some recent works [357-361] and references therein) that when
barrier formation is achievable at the tree-level itself, the PT dynamics in the Landau gauge
are similar to those in a gauge-dependent treatment of the effective potential. In the chosen
model, the potential barrier can be obtained at the tree level itself. Therefore, we do not
extend our analysis to include gauge-independent treatment. However, as already mentioned,
gauge independent treatment is available in the literature, and one should incorporate them
for robust calculations. We leave this implementation in this present work due to the presence
of tree-level barrier upliftment and consider the full analysis of Veg (¢, T) only. The presence
of the tree-level barrier appears adequate to shed light on the parameter space of the chosen
model and its interplay with the PT dynamics, even without performing a more rigorous
and complete gauge-invariant analysis. The zero-temperature CW potential, in the on-shell
renormalization scheme, can be written as,

= 0. (5.4)

. m2
Vol T = 0) = S2(-1) ks (o) (tos 252 = )+ 2miomt | (59

'50ne needs to remain cautious while using Eq. (2.6) as here one needs to use only the fields without VEVs.
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where ¢ = {h,s,T"}, the index i runs over all particles contributing to the potential with
F; = 0(1) for bosons (fermions), d; is the number of d.o.f. of the particle species, m;(yp) is
the field dependent mass (see Appendix C.1 for details) and mg; denotes the value of m;(p)
at the EW vacuum. The form of CW potential, as shown in Eq. (5.5), ensures that the zero
temperature conditions are completely determined by the tree-level contribution [362]. In
other words,

WVew(p, T =0)| _ 0= O*Vew (e, T =0)

, 5.6
i o 0p;i0p; o (5.6)

where g corresponds to the field values at the 7' = 0 EW vaccum. For the chosen model,
vo = {v,vs,0}, and ¢; ; = {h, s, T°}.

It is important to emphasize that the contribution to the CW potential from the Gold-
stone bosons needs special care as the masses of such modes vanish at the physical minimum
leading to infrared divergences of the effective potential. In general, this divergence is an
artefact of the perturbative calculation [363, 364], however, proper resummation of the the
Goldstone modes must be performed to avoid such divergences. One can deal with it by
shifting the masses of the Goldstone modes by an infrared regulator, H%R and choosing a
small value for it, say ~ 1 GeV2. However, it has been shown in Ref. [363] that the numerical
impact of the resummation procedure as a function of the renormalization scale is rather
minuscule. Therefore, we do not include the contributions from the Goldstone boson in our
numerical study.

At finite temperature, the one-loop contribution to the effective potential is encapsulated
in V(¢,T) and is given by [365],

T4
T or

Ve, T) : (5.7)

where the two sums are over the bosonic and fermionic d.o.f. respectively, and the corre-
sponding thermal functions [136] are,

JB(x):/oody 4 In (1—6*\/@@)& Jp(z) :—/Oody 4 In (1+e*\/?42+7). (5.8)

0 0

Here, B (F') stands for bosons (fermions) and x . A consistent treatment of the
thermal corrections also requires resummation of the leading self-energy daisy diagrams, which
shifts the field-dependent masses [366]. Details of field-dependent masses, thermal masses and
other relevant information are mentioned in the Appendix C. Thermodynamic predictions
based on the effective potential at the one-loop level have significantly been improved by the
two-loop calculations and non-perturbative dimensional reductions (see, e.g., Refs. [367-370]).
We postpone a detailed investigation beyond the one-loop for future work.

2 _ mi(p,T)
pr— T

5.2 PT Dynamics: nucleation and percolation

Studying the characteristics of the EWPT in the early Universe using a particle physics
model has two significant benefits. First, it can confirm whether the model has the potential
to explain the origin of EWBG within a certain model parameter space. Second, it provides
a complementary avenue to test a BSM model at GW detectors beyond the conventional
collider searches. The methods for determining the thermodynamic properties of a thermal
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FOPT in perturbative models are well established. At very high temperatures, thermal
contributions to the effective potential dominate over other contributions, causing the fields
to have vanishing VEVs at the origin of the field space. As the Universe cools and expands,
additional minima appear in the scalar potential at finite field values. At a temperature T,
known as the critical temperature, multiple minima of the thermal effective potential become
degenerate. As temperature decreases (< T.), PT can occur through tunneling across the
potential barrier separating the two minima, driven by thermal effects. An FOPT proceeds
via nucleation of a broken phase in the space filled with an unstable phase. One needs to
find the time of nucleation at which the probability of a true vacuum bubble forming within
a horizon radius becomes significant, i.e.,

T
N(T,) = / g ;(%)4 _1, (5.9)

n

where T, denotes the nucleation temperature, and

I(T) = S8 3/2T4 —Se/T 5.10
( )_ 27TT € ) ( * )

is the nucleation probability per unit time and volume. The quantity Sg represents the
three-dimensional Euclidean action corresponding to the bounce solution and can be written

as [371]
0o 2
S :/0 drridr (ve (0, T) +% <d“fl§f)> ) , (5.11)

with r being the radial coordinate, and ¢ corresponds to the dynamic fields of the model,
i.e., h,s, TY. The critical bubble profile ¢(r) can be derived by solving the classical field
equation [371-373|

do(r)  2dp(r) _ dVer (o, T)
dr? r dr dr ’

and subsequently applying proper boundary conditions: dfl(:) = 0 when r — 0 and ¢(r) —

Ofalse When r — 00 [371]. Here pg,)se represents the three-dimensional field values at the false
vacua. Finally, H(T) is the Hubble expansion rate of the Universe in a radiation-dominated
epoch and can be expressed as,

(5.12)

2

H(T) = 3)@”; prad = 55 0-(T)T". (5.13)
Here Mp; = 2.4 x 10'® GeV is the reduced Planck mass and py.q is the radiation energy
density of the relativistic particle species. We have used tabulated data from the estimates of
Ref. [374] to consider the temperature dependence of the number of d.o.f. g.(T'). In order to
compute the bounce for a model with a single field, one can use the shooting algorithm [375]
to obtain the solution. However, for a multi-scalar scenario, as in our case, i.e., p = {h, s, T°},
the task becomes complicated and if one further wishes to investigate the full parameter space
of the model, it becomes more onerous. Therefore, in this work, we use the publicly available
code cosmoTransitions [376], which uses PathDeformation algorithm and, in principle, can
deal with an arbitrary number of scalars [376, 377].

~32 -



The nucleation condition Eq. (5.9), up to the leading order accuracy, for temperatures
close to the EW scale, approximately translates to

Sk
— ~ 14 .14
55 10, (5.14)

n
which provides a good approximation for sufficiently weak transitions which can be used
to estimate 7). The cosmoTransitions code already implements this criterion, and we
have used this for a preliminary study of the model parameter space where an FOPT can
occur. However, this nucleation criteria needs to be modified when a transition becomes
strong. Besides, for a more complete treatment of the same one should include the vacuum
contribution in the Hubble parameter and assess if nucleation is possible and/or whether it
completes.
To examine the possibility of nucleation, we look for the solution that satisfies

F(Tn) = Htotal(Tn)47 (5.15)
and we define the total Hubble rate including the vacuum contribution to Eq. (5.13) as

g«(T)m*T*  AV(T)
H(T)%otal = 90 M2 M2
Pl Pl

(5.16)

where AV (T') corresponds to the potential difference between the false and true vacua, eval-
uated at T,,.

After assessing the possibility of nucleation, we need to check whether the transition
completes [216]. This can be determined by calculating the temperature at which the prob-
ability of a point remaining in the false vacuum falls below 0.71 [378|, and then confirming
that the volume of the false vacuum is indeed decreasing at that temperature. In other words,
we need to check [379, 380]

_Ar (Te AT’ r(T,T')?

R dI(T)

—0.34, Tl < _ 1
0.34, o <=3, (5.17)

where I(t) represents the fragment of the space that has already been converted to the broken
phase, and

r(t,t') = /tt/ vull)dt (5.18)

a(t)

corresponds to the comoving radius of the bubble, a(t) is the scale factor and vy, (t) is the
bubble wall velocity. The temperature at which both of the aforementioned conditions are
met is known as the percolation temperature, 7).

Usually, it is assumed that the FOPTs are instant and complete at a temperature T' >~
T,. Therefore, all the parameters determining GW signals are typically evaluated at this
temperature. However, the percolation temperature 7, provides a more accurate picture
of when the transition completes. Furthermore, recent studies, e.g., Ref. [381], proposed
that 7;, may not be suitable for the cases when the transition is strong, and 7T}, can reflect
the PT process more accurately. Therefore, one should, in principle, evaluate all physical
observables at T' = T},. However, calculating this is quite challenging because the comoving
radius in Eq. (5.18) depends on v,,. Although the calculation of v, is involved, it is safe to

— 33 —



approximate v, &~ 1 instead of solving the Boltzmann equations leading to v,, as a solution.
One can take further inspiration from this approximation as it is the value used in the recent
NANOGrav report [382]. However, there exists a good numerical approximation for v,, using
the thermal equilibrium as a starting assumption as mentioned in Ref. [379], and one can use
the following appropriate analytical formula:

[AV(T) for [AV(T) < vy(a),

ap; apy

U?Uppx _ Prad Prad (5.19)
1 for 4/ AV(T) > vy(a),

A Prad

where ap,,q denotes the latent heat released during the transition, AV(T) is already defined
following Eq. (5.16), and vs(«) is the Chapman-Jouguet velocity [163, 383, 384 expressed
as,

(@) 1 1+ +v3a2+2a
vila) = ——"F——
/ V3 1+a

In this work, for the GWs analyses, we consider v,, & 1. Nevertheless, for completeness, we
will also evaluate v,, using Eqgs. (5.19) and (5.20) to study v,, sensitivity of the different PT
parameters. The parameter a evaluates the strength of the PT and will be described later.

At this point, it is also important to define, quantitatively, the strength of a PT, i.e.,
criteria to consider a PT to be a strong one or weak one which can subsequently be used
to examine the viability of EWBG. In general, it is known as the baryon washout condition
[385] which, at the critical temperature evaluation, translates into

(5.20)

fc = 2 1.0, (5.21)

Ve
T. ~
with v, being the VEV of the SM-like Higgs hy at T' = T,. For the SFOPT, one needs &. > 1
[386, 387|. Similarly, at the nucleation temperature calculation, the same criteria reads as

IT\ _ ¢, hT\)2
. Vi ¢ D o

with ; = {h,s,T°} and the notation, (¢'7) denotes the low temperature minimum at true
vacuum while (p"”) is the high temperature minimum at false vacuum. For the EWBG to
be favoured, one must have (h"") = 0 along with Eqs. (5.21) and (5.22). Note that, the
sphaleron washout conditions, as mentioned above, are not absolute and in fact are subject
to some debate which could lead to minor modification in the range of &, and &, as 0.5 — 1.5
[151, 388, 389]. However, in our analysis, we shall stick to the criteria mentioned in Egs. (5.21)
and (5.22) in order to investigate the model parameter space.

While concluding this subsection, let us define two more important parameters derived
from the PT analysis and are crucial for the GW spectrum calculation. The first parameter
is @ which has already been mentioned in Eqgs. (5.19) and (5.20). The formal definition of «,
following Refs. [379, 390], is given as

AVe T) — IABVEH(%T)
o= BVerleT) = $A 757 . (5.23)

Prad T,
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Here Vog(p,T) is defined in Eq. (5.1) and AVig(p,T') is the difference of Veg(p,T') values
between the false, i.e., ¢ = @fise, and the true, ie., ¢ = Yirue, vacuum (and similarly for
Aav%(j‘f’ﬂ) . Here, T, is the reference transition temperature.

Finally, the other important parameter is the PT inverse time duration and is quantified
in the parameter § [391],
d
8 _pd (S
H, ar \ r

We have calculated both « and 8 at T, = T}, and also at the temperature when, after the
transition, the vacuum energy is converted into radiation,

(5.24)

T=T

T, =T, (1 + a(T}))"/*. (5.25)

However, for the case of weak (o < 0(0.01)) and/or intermediate transitions (o ~ O(0.1))
[392], one can consider T, =~ T,. The pivotal role played by the parameters a and § in
determining the GW spectrum will be discussed in detail in the subsequent subsections. For
a more detailed discussion on nucleation and percolation, interested readers can refer to the
recent review [146|, and references therein.

5.2.1 PT patterns

The presence of three dynamic fields in the chosen framework opens up the avenue of
complex PT patterns. In principle, the PT can occur from the symmetric phase, & = {0, 0,0},
at very high temperature (T > T.), to any individual field direction, i.e., {h,s, T°}, or along
some mixed field directions. However, due to the presence of linear and cubic terms in S in the
potential (see Egs. (2.3), (2.4) ), the symmetry in the s-direction is not necessarily restored
and a transition can occur from high-temperature vacuum ¢’ = {0, s¢, 0} to a low-temperature
vacuum configuration. Moreover, in our study, 7 constitutes one of the DM species, hence
we are not interested in any PT dynamics along 7°-direction at any temperature. Also, any
development of VEV along the T°-direction needs to be small, at least when the transition
completes or at T' = 0 since its VEV is constrained from the p-parameter [39, 287]. In fact, in
our model, the majority of the parameter space does not show any PT pattern along the 7°-
direction. Therefore, it is safe to discard all those transitions along 7° directions (if there are
any) irrespective of their values and we ensure that all the transitions end with ¢g = {v, vs, 0}
at T'=0.

In this work, therefore, we shall consider transitions with the following PT patterns,

c-w, oL, oL o LwY, (5.26)

where symbols /', s’ are used to depict certain low-temperature VEVs in the true vacua,

v, ¢, respectively. So in Eq. (5.26), & LRGN implies a transition (0,0) — (v/,s’) while
o sy depicts a transition (0,s9) — (v/,s’), when temperature is lowered. The other
transition patterns bear similar meanings. Since we are only interested in the parameter
regions that can accommodate EWBG, we consider all those parameter points that show at
least one transition along the h-direction for subsequent analyses. Therefore, we do not plan

to divide our parameter regions depending on different PT patterns mentioned in Eq. (5.26).
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5.3 GWs from the SFOPT: contributors

In this section, we present detailed discussions about three possible mechanisms that
can generate GWs. An SFOPT can give rise to stochastic GW background mainly through
three different mechanisms: (i) bubble wall collisions [160-162], (ii) sound waves [168-170],
and (iii) magneto-hydrodynamic (MHD) turbulence in the plasma [163-167|. These three
processes, in general, coexist and the full GW signal is the sum of these three contributions
(approximately),

Qawh? ~ Qh? + Quwh? + Qh?, respectively, (5.27)

where, h = Hy/(100 km - sec™! - Mpc™!) with Hy corresponding to Hubble’s constant at the
present epoch. Below we provide a brief detail of these three different mechanisms.

(i) Bubble collision

Generally, the contribution from bubble collision to the total GW signal due to PT can
be treated using the “envelope approximation” [161, 162, 393]. Under this approximation,
utilizing numerical simulation, the contribution to the total GW amplitude as a function of
frequency (f) is given by [394],

0 o (HN\?( ma \2/ 100 \F [ 0.1103
it om0 (B (Y (100 V(M Yo

Here quantifies §/H,, «, g«(T) and v, are defined following Eqs. (5.24), (5.23), (5.13) and
(5.18), respectively. The entity x; is the fraction of latent heat transformed into the kinetic
energy of the scalar field; Seny(f) encapsulates the spectral shape of the GW radiation and a
fit to the simulation data yields,

_ 3.8(f/ feun)*®
Senv(f) - 1 _|_ 2-8(f/fenv)3'87

with feny denoting the peak frequency and it is defined as [159]

_ 0.62 5 T, g-(D)\"/°
ony = 16.5 x 1075H = , .
J 05> 107" Hz (1.8—0.1vw —|—v%,> (H) <1OOGeV> ( 100 (5:30)

where T, is introduced in Eq. (5.25). Note that, the peak frequency in Eq. (5.30) represents
a redshifted frequency to today. In deriving this, it is assumed that the Universe transitioned
directly to a radiation-dominated phase following the PT and has since expanded adiabati-
cally.

(5.29)

(ii) Sound waves

Percolation generates bulk motion in the fluid, manifesting as sound waves. Using the
results of lattice simulations to compute the GW signal, the contribution to the total GW
density from sound waves can be parameterized as [168, 170, 390, 395, 396|,

1
1 100 \3
Qwh? =413 x1077 (1 - Sew
. ( V1+ 2TSWH*> (g*(T)> )

2
w 3
<:‘€s 04) (R*H*), for (R*H* 5 4K5wa/(1+a)>

1+«
X (5.31)

3
Kew@ \ 2 9 3
(1 +Oé> (R*H*) ) for (R*H* > Zﬁswa/(l + OZ)) .
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Here quantifies §/H,, «, g«(T') and v, are defined following Eqs. (5.24), (5.23), (5.13) and
(5.18), respectively, R, = (87)'/3v,,/ and the spectral shape is given by,

7
SSW = = = . 9.32
0=(%) |73 (4 (532
The peak frequency, using the results of Ref. [374], is expressed as

1

_ _ T, g«(T)\©
ow = 2.6 x 107°Hz (R H,)™! _ 5.33
f 8 2 (Rufl) <1OOGeV> ( 100 > (5:33)

For the lifetime of the sound waves, T4, we use the approximation, normalized to Hubble
rate, following Refs. [216, 395, 397]

H.R, 3 o
WH, = , Y S 5.34
Ts U, Uy Al+a” (5.34)

where R, and U; are the mean bubble separation and the root-mean-squared fluid velocity
which can be obtained from a hydrodynamic analysis, respectively. Finally, using the fluid
velocity and temperature profiles [379], the sound wave efficiency factor, ksy, can be obtained
from Ref. [384] as

~ 2 ~
Rsw = 5 /wa ! d&

apradvq?i; 1-— 'Uz
NG
-2 d .
v ( T, ) 3 2 £, (5.35)

where w is the enthalpy of the plasma and the variable §~ has units of velocity [379]. In
principle, one can use numerical fits to obtain Eq. (5.35) [384]. For the details of the numerical
fits of the efficiency coeflicients that we have utilized in our work, see Appendix. D.

(iii) Turbulence

The last piece that contributes to the GW source is turbulence. During the time of
FOPT, the plasma becomes fully ionized resulting in MHD turbulence in the plasma leading
to a stochastic GW background. For the turbulence contribution to Qawh?, we consider

Ref. [167]
—1 3/2 100 1/3
Quuch? = 3.35 x 1074 (ﬁ) " (’“‘“O‘) ( ) So(f), 5.36

Here, as before, the quantifies 5/H., a, g«(T") and v,, are defined following Eqs. (5.24), (5.23),
(5.13) and (5.18), respectively, and the spectral shape is approximated by

(f/ftur)3
[ (f/ fo V2 (14 522

with Kty denoting the fraction of latent heat that is transformed into MHD turbulence, and
hs is the frequency corresponding to the wave number k,, which equals the Hubble rate at

Si(f) = (5.37)
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the time of GW production redshifted by the expansion of the Universe up to the present
time and is given by,

-6 T, g*(T) 1/6
L, =165x10"° Hz. ,
e = 16.510 (100 GeV) ( 100 ) g (5.38)

Similar to the case of sound waves, the peak frequency is associated with the inverse
of the characteristic length scale of the source, which is the bubble size R, near the end
of the PT. Analytical arguments indicate that this relationship is due to the specific time
de-correlation properties of the turbulent source [167]|. After red-shifting, one has fi; as,

51 5 T, G« 1/6
5
Jour = 2.7 10 Vw <H> <100 GeV) (100) Hz. (5.39)

Note that, in our analysis, we set Kty = €Kgw With € = 0.1, which is motivated from simula-
tions, and € stands for the fraction of the bulk motion which is turbulent.

To conclude this subsection, we mention here that for careful analysis, one has to distin-
guish between three different types of PTs: (i) non-runaway PT in plasma, (ii) runaway PT
in plasma, and (iii) runaway PT in vacuum, to consider different contributions coming from
three different sources to the total GW amplitude. However, in the chosen model framework,
it is important to note that, the potential is polynomial (see, Eq. (5.2)), therefore, there is
very less chance that one can expect a large a, i.e., significant supercooling [216], implying
that the bubbles will not be very energetic to contribute dominantly to Qgwh? [397-400].
Therefore, one expects a < ao, Where a, corresponds to the threshold value at which the
walls of the scalar-field bubbles begin to runaway (for details, see Appendix D), in most of
the parameter space. As a consequence, we can concentrate solely on the GWs sourced by the
plasma motion [159, 390]. However, as our PT dynamics is singlet-field driven, keeping €},h?
would not significantly impact our analysis and we will use the conventional ;, (Eq. (D.1)) for
further calculation. In later discussions, we will show that, indeed, the contribution of k2
to the total Qqwh? is very small compared to that of Qgh? and Qih?. Furthermore, although
we have calculated v,, analytically, following the expressions and assumptions mentioned in
Ref. [380], yet we will consider v,, as an input parameter for the GW signal calculation and
take v, &~ 1 which maximizes the GW signal strength. For a conservative comparison, we
will also present the GW analysis with analytical v,, (see Eq. (5.19)) calculation.

5.4 Results

As already discussed in Sec. 2, in this work, we have extended the scalar sector of the SM
with a real scalar singlet S and a Y = 0 scalar T', triplet under SU(2)r. The singlet scalar S
is non-trivially charged under the Zy x Z5, as mentioned in Table 1. The given Zg x Z/, charge
assignments of S, after the ESWB, yields linear (h?s) and cubic (s®) interactions for the
singlet, as depicted in Eq. (5.2). These terms play important roles in barrier formation and
generate PT along h- and/or hs- field direction. Moreover, to have SFOPT in a pure triplet
extended scenario, one must have very large (2 O(1.0)) triplet-Higgs quartic coupling, i.e.,
AmT [401, 402]. However, in this work, as we consider 7 to be a DM candidate and, hence, we
kept the triplet-Higgs and triplet-singlet quartic couplings, i.e., g7, Asr below O(0.1) such
that (i) 7° remains underabundant and easily escape the DD bounds, as detailed in Sec. 4,
and (ii) PT along the T° direction remains disfavored, as mentioned in 5.2.1. Therefore, in
our study, the PT dynamics are mainly driven by the scalar singlet. Although T° does not
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take an active part in deciding the fate of the PT dynamics, it can still modify the effective
thermal potential Vg (¢, T') through loop effects.

In this section we will investigate the PT dynamics of the chosen model, examine the
correlation among the important model parameters with the SFOPT, and their plausible
connections with the DM observables detailed in Sec. 4. Subsequently, we will assess the
detectability of GWs arising from such an SFOPT. Before we proceed, it is worth mentioning
that solving the bounce solution with multiple scalar fields is numerically expensive. There-
fore, we avoid running cosmoTransitions code over the total sample data we obtained after
the general scan (see Table 3), which we used to study the DM phenomenology. Rather, we
took a conservative approach and sampled out 50,000 data points out of 139,863 that evade
all constraints stated in Sec. 3 and either escape the DD bound from XENONI1T without
caring about the relic density constraint (139,448 points) or respect the bound on the relic
density but do not care about the XENONI1T limit. These numbers are taken from Table
3 and ~ 28% of 500,000, the original number of scanned points. To get an adequate sam-
ple size for the subsequent analysis, we consider DD bounds only from the XENONIT, the
weakest one, as apparent from Table 3. Also, since low scalar masses (typically ~ O(1 TeV))
favour the SFOPT (see, for e.g., Ref. [403]), we focus on the regime of parameter space where
mp, < 1 TeV.!6 Finally, besides the criteria of an SFOPT, as mentioned in Egs. (5.21) and

~

(5.22), to identify an SFOPT we also exclude parameter points if,

e the EW vacuum ((H), (S), (T)) = (v,vs,0) is not the true minimum of the potential at
T =0.

e the h- and s-field values in the broken or symmetric phase during the transition is much
larger than their EW vacuum values and the potential of Eq. (5.2) remains unbounded
from below.

5.4.1 Formation of barrier and vacuum upliftment

A strong first-order EWPT typically happens when a sufficiently high and wide potential
barrier separates the two degenerate vacua of the thermal effective potential (see Eq. (5.1)
for this work) at the critical temperature T.. The addition of new scalars could enhance
the barrier between the vacua and thus, make the EWPT a strong first-order one which is
otherwise not possible within the SM [404]. In the chosen model, the barrier in the effective
potential of Eq. (5.1) can arise from the tree-level (see Eq. (5.2)) as well as from the bosonic
thermal corrections through Eq. (5.7). The tree-level barrier arises due to the presence of
linear and cubic terms in s as shown in Eq. (5.2), the tree-level potential. While the barrier
due to the thermal corrections appears from the terms cubic in 2 = m;(p)/T once we plug the
expansion of Eq. (5.8) in the high-temperature limit (7" > m;) in Eq. (5.7) which contains
terms cubic in both h and s. To have a quantitative understanding of the barrier formation
and vacuum upliftment of the true vacuum which can guarantee an SFOPT, one can evaluate
the ratio AFo/|F5M| [256, 405, 406]. It is a gauge independent quantity calculated at zero
temperature and one can use this to examine its correlation with different contributions, i.e.,
tree-level (0V), one-loop at T = 0 (§V}?) and thermal one-loop level (§V:2) to the barrier
formation of the effective potential Veg(p,T), shown in Eq. (5.1). Note that, the potential
barrier is the point where the effective potential reaches its maximum value along the tunneling

16We have also explored the mp, > 1 TeV case separately where, compared to the mp, <1 TeV case, a
lesser number of parameter points can accommodate the SFOPT.
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path, as determined by solving Eq. (5.12), and the height of the barrier is defined as the
difference between the values of Vog(p, T) evaluated at the barrier and at the false vacuum.
The quantity AFy/|F5M| is defined as [256, 405, 406],

AFy _ Fo—FM
FEM M

(5.40)

where Fy is the vacuum energy density and, using 5.2.1 and Eq. (5.1), it can be written as,
Fo = Ve (v,v5,0,T = 0) — Vg (0,0,0,7 = 0), (5.41)

with J’:OSM = —1.25 x 10% GeV* [256, 406]. First, we present the correlations among different
contributions to the potential barrier in Fig. 10. It can be seen from the left panel of Fig. 10
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Figure 10. The left plot depicts signed logarithmic correlations of different contributors (plotted as
signed log,, of absolute values) to the potential barrier and how these affect the PT strength defined
by Eq. (5.21). The right plot shows the relative sizes of different contributors (plotted as signed log;,
of absolute values) to the potential barrier.

that the potential barrier in the chosen framework is dominantly generated by the coalition
between the tree-level and one loop-level components as 5V0b and (5V1b(T) positively contributing

to the transition, i.e., (5V0b,(5V1b(T) > 0 for almost 90% cases. The right panel of Fig. 10
represents the relative contribution of the same three sources to the barrier formation. As
we have already anticipated due to the particular structure of our Vog(p,T'), we observe that
the dominant contribution is through the tree-level and thermal one-loop level. There is also
some contribution from the §V to enhance the barrier, however, mostly it plays a role in
reducing the barrier, as evident from the size and the sign of 5V1b contributions. It is also
evident that the leading contributors are (5V0b and 5V:,ll.

In the left panel of Fig. 11, we demonstrate how PT strength &. of Eq. (5.21) varies
with the correlation between the zero temperature vacuum upliftment measure, as depicted
by Eq. (5.40), and the relative weightage of one of the leading contributors to the potential

b
barrier, §V. The large concentration of points in the window of 0.35 < 5\/5% < 0.60,
0 T
suggests that both the tree-level and the thermal one-loop level contributes almost equally,
verifying our earlier finding shown in the right plot of Fig. 10. In the right panel of Fig. 11,

we show the relative size of 5V1b among the two possible one-loop contributors of the barrier
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Figure 11. Plots showing variations of the PT strength &. of Eq. (5.21) in the % versus
0 T

AFo/|FSM| plane (left) and % versus AFy/|F5M| plane (right). Details are given in the text
T
body.

sVP

formation with AFy/|F5M| in the light of possible PT strength &.. The large concentration

% < 0.30 suggests that the one-loop thermal contribution dominates over
the one-loop T" = 0 contribution. In Fig. 11, we further notice a slight inclination of the data
points towards the positive AF,/|F§M| direction as the barrier contribution fraction increases.
This indicates that larger barrier contributions require higher vacuum upliftment measures.
Similarly, in a general case, the higher the vacuum upliftment measure, the larger the PT
strength. From Fig. 11, we can identify AFo/|F5M| 2 0.25 as the minimal lower bound
for a strong FOPT, for the chosen framework. In our analysis, we observe, approximately,
0.25 < AFo/|FSM| < 0.60 for the cases with an SFOPT. It should be noted that, when the
vacuum upliftment measure is extremely large (= 0.90), it can lead to a scenario where the
tunneling from g5 10 Yirue becomes challenging, translating into no solution for Eq. (5.14)
[407]. Therefore, the system would be trapped in the highly energetic EW symmetric vacuum
with no physical vacuum. In our study, we did not find any such trapped vacuum scenario.

of points for

5.4.2 Parameter dependence of the PT

In this part, we study correlations between the parameters that characterize the PTs
and also examine the dependence of model parameters on the PT dynamics. Fig. 12 (a)
shows a correlation of 1 —7,,/T, with the parameter (7)) for model points which satisfy the
criteria of SFOPT. Most of the points yield a larger o when there is a sufficient gap between
T. and T,,, meaning lower the 7T, higher is the « value. The light green coloured shaded
region corresponds to very weak transitions, a ~ 1073, denoting as the crossover regime'”.
One can see that inclusion of the relic density bound, as shown in Eq. (3.16), shifts « values
almost by a factor of 10, which are depicted by deep-blue coloured points. The relic density
bound also completely rules out the crossover region. Next, we look for correlation in the
T.-T,, plane as shown in Fig. 12 (b) along with the strength of transition &, (see Eq. (5.22)),
depicted by colour bar. One can see that larger values of &, correspond to low T, and T,
values. Intuitively, this behaviour can be understood as follows: at large T;,, the value of v,

"The crossover phenomena is observed in the SM framework, as already addressed in literature [408-413].
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can initially be small and then gradually evolve to its final value as the temperature decreases,
leading to a small &,. Conversely, a smaller T,, necessitates a larger v,,, since the system has
less time to gradually approach to its tree-level value. The strength of a point that undergoes
a FOPT and is consistent with the 3o relic density bound is not very apparent from Fig. 12
(a), just by looking at the values of a(T,). However, it is elucidated from Fig. 12 (b) that all
the colour gradient points satisfy &, > 1, as mentioned in Eq. (5.22).

The percolation temperature (7)), in the chosen framework, for the majority of the
parameter region that incorporates an SFOPT, stays close to the nucleation temperature
except for its low values, as apparent from Fig. 12 (c). For example, for a nucleation around
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Figure 12. The top row left plot shows variations of % with a(T},). Here, the light-blue coloured

points show an FOPT while the deep-blue coloured poicnts7 besides SFOPT, also obey the 3o relic
density limit. The top row right plot depicts the sensitivity of &, in the T, — T}, plane. All points
of this plot show an SFOPT and obey the relic density bound. The bottom row plot shows how the
transition temperature T, changes with T, when (i) T. = T,, (represented by the light-blue coloured
points), and (ii) T = T}, (represented by the dark-blue coloured points). The green-coloured dash-
dotted line represents T, — T}, (top right) and T = T, (bottom). The remaining details are depicted
on individual plots.

T, ~ 60GeV, we find T}, to be close to 40 GeV. It is to be noted here that, subsequently
we will use 7}, as the reference temperature for the GW spectrum calculation which will be
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discussed in the upcoming subsection. However, concerning the PT dynamics, we continue
only with T, and T;,.

In Figs. 13 and 14, we present the distributions of a few model inputs and their correlation
with the PT parameters. It is important to emphasize here that not all independent inputs
(see Table 2) play a pivotal role in the PT dynamics. Besides, fixing certain other parameters,
e.g., \gr,AsT, at low values, ie., < O(0.1), automatically weakens their role in the PT
dynamics. The inputs gg, m,, are crucial for the DM phenomenology, especially to reach the
threshold of the correct relic density, as detailed in Sec. 4. The parameter m,, also contributes
to the PT dynamics, but only through the loop-corrections. The anticipated effects of my,
thus, will be loop-suppressed and, hence not considered in this analysis. Therefore, the set of
inputs crucial for the PT dynamics is mp,, vs, i3, sin @ and Ag which is anticipated as PT in
this model, as previously stated in subsection 5.3, is singlet driven.
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Figure 13. The left (right) plot shows variations of model points in the mp, — T, (mgo — T,)
plane. Here, light-blue coloured points show an FOPT whereas the purple-coloured points undergo
an SFOPT with &, > 1. The dark-blue coloured squares depict model points that show an SFOPT
and obey the 3o relic density bound.

Now let us summarize our key findings of Fig. 13. From the left plot of Fig. 13 we observe
that a FOPT is possible throughout the interested low mass region of my,, i.e., below 1 TeV,
as stated in subsection 5.4. In this case, the nucleation temperature can go up to ~ 200 GeV.
However, an SFOPT is seen primarily in the range 50 GeV < T, < 150GeV and myp, S
850 GeV. Moreover, some model points, compatible with the SFOPT, also accommodate
the correct relic density, although the latter appears to be the leading constraint as can be
realized by looking at the relative concentrations of the purple and the dark-blue coloured
points. Besides, as already stated in subsection 5.4, these points are also consistent with the
DD bound (at least) from XENON1T.!8. Unlike the left plot of Fig. 13, hardly any correlation
is observed for the right plot, however, one can see that the whole mass region of myo, i.e.,
300 GeV < mqgo < 1000, GeV, is now available for an SFOPT and remain consistent with the
DM bounds. This feature was not possible in a pure ¥ = 0 triplet extended model with its
neutral part as the sole DM candidate [33|. Having a second DM species makes it possible
and elevates the earlier caveats as seen in the literature [199, 401, 402].

I8XENONIT is chosen just for an optimal illustration. Other DD bounds, e.g., DARWIN, are more stringent
and will yield a much lesser number of dark-blue coloured points, as evident from Table 3.
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The left plot of Fig. 14 shows correlation between my,, and v, for model points showing an
SFOPT, i.e., & > 1.0. The state ho, as already discussed in subsection 2.1, contains leading
singlet contribution while hq is chosen to be the SM-like Higgs. Hence, my, can be dubbed
as the “singlet mass”, without any loss of generality. The colour palette indicates the values
of the derived parameter ugg (see Eq. (2.13)). From Fig. 13, one observes that an SFOPT
favours mp, < 850 GeV, which is also reflected in Fig. 14. This my, bound, in turn, shows that
normally |vs| < 300 GeV is favoured for an SFOPT along with opposite signs compared to ppg
parameter. Further, for a positive (negative) vs and a negative (positive) pgg, allowed points
show large concentration for 0 < |us| (GeV) < 200 and 0 < |ums| (GeV) < 1000. The same
appears rather spread out between 200 < |vs| (GeV) < 300 and 1000 < |ums| (GeV) < 2000
for the reverse sign choice. One can also see that when v, values are very small, ~ O(10GeV),

mp, can take any values over the entire allowed range. On the contrary, when |vs| 2 200 GeV,
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Figure 14. The left (right) panel shows variations in the mp, — vs (s — mp,) plane for different
values of pugs (&) for models points which can accommodate an SFOPT.

values of my, are restricted < 850 GeV, and prefers larger |upgs|, i.e., > 1.5 TeV, to give
rise an SFOPT. This behaviour can also be inferred from the right panel of Fig. 14 where
one explores the pps — myp, plane for model points showing an SFOPT. We do not find any
particular correlation between my, — s plane along with the PT strength &,. We note that,
for all ranges of ppg, a strong PT can be obtained provided its nature with vs and mp, is
maintained as shown in the left plot of Fig. 14. Furthermore, the dependence of Ag in the PT
properties is inherited in pgg, through Eq. (2.13). Therefore, the observations drawn for pgg
can also be translated into Ag in accordance with Eq. (2.13) and hence, not shown explicitly
in this work. Similarly, the pu3 parameter plays an important role mostly in generating strong
transitions along the s-direction. In fact, the presence of us ensures that the singlet scalar
field does not initially have to be zero, as mentioned in 5.2.1 for &’ transitions. Since, we
are primarily interested in a strong transition along the h-direction, even if it falls under
PT type-IV, us does not put tighter constraints on such transitions. As a matter of fact, in
our numerical scans, we find the whole parameter range —1000 < p3 (GeV) < 1000 remains
favourable for an SFOPT. Therefore, similar to Ag, we avoid providing any pictorial portrait
of H3.

Fig. 15 demonstrates the relation between my, and vs for discrete pupgg values, e.g.,
urs = {0,—100,100} in GeV, where we have fixed sinf = 0.2, \sg = 0.5,\g = 2.0 and
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ps = 0Y. It is evident from Fig. 15 that, for pgs = 0 (represented by blue coloured solid
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Figure 15. Plot showing p g s sensitivity of the my, — vy plane for a few discrete g values, keeping
other relevant parameters fixed as written on the top of the plot. Different ppg values are depicted
with differently styled differently coloured lines as written on the plot.

line) there is no tail-like feature as one can observe in Fig. 14, while it appears for non-
2
zero pps values. Its appearance can be inferred from Eq. (2.8), where the term, —£25*

guarantees large singlet mass, i.e., large my, values (see Eq. (2.11)) in the limit v, — OZf)Sut
wis # 0. For a BSM scenario where the SM is extended with an SM singlet real scalar S,
wis = 0 = ps introduces a new Zs symmetry for the singlet sector. For such a framework,
low my, and large sin @ values are preferred for an SFOPT [141, 414|. Besides, such BSM
theories cannot account for both the observed DM abundance and the matter-antimatter
asymmetry simultaneously [206] using the scalar Higgs portal coupling. This is because, an
SFOPT that leads to a successful EWBG, needs large values of the Higgs portal coupling
whereas small values are crucial to evade DD bounds. For the chosen framework, non-zero
iHS, however, ameliorates such requirements on the ranges of my, and sin @, favoured for an
SFOPT and the correct DM abundance. Moreover, the relative sign difference between vg
and ppg is also apparent as it is necessary to assure a non-tachyonic hy. The problem of
Higgs portal coupling models is effaced in the chosen framework at the cost of an enhanced
independent set of parameters. For example, g and ps play a pivotal role in the SFOPT,
however, have a minuscule impact on the DM phenomenology, as already addressed in Sec.
4. Thus, the chosen framework can simultaneously account for the observed DM abundance,
bypassing the DD and ID bounds, and the matter-antimatter asymmetry of the Universe.
In Fig. 16 (a) and (b), we plot correlations in the siné — gg plane and in the my — gs
plane, respectively. Here the purple-coloured points, as in Fig. 13, represent model points that
can accommodate an SFOPT while the dark-blue coloured points, besides an SFOPT, can
also accommodate the correct relic density. These two plots, again establish the dominance
of the relic density bound over the requirement of an SFOPT which is evident from the lesser

19We kept p3 = 0 for this analysis as it is primarily relevant for a transition along the s-directions
and hardly affects the behaviour of pygs.
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Figure 16. The left (right) plot of the top row shows variations in the sinf — gg (my — gg) plane.
The bottom row plot depicts a variation in the m, versus oby plane (see Eq. (4.6)). Here, the
purple-coloured points represent model points that can accommodate an SFOPT while the dark-blue
coloured points, besides an SFOPT, can also accommodate the correct relic density. For the bottom
row, the light-blue coloured points obey the 30 bound of the correct relic density but do not assure an
SFOPT. The four differently styled differently coloured lines in the bottom row plot represent bounds
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from various DD experiments, as detailed on the plot.

concentration of the dark-blue coloured points over the purple-coloured ones. The density of
dark-blue coloured points suggests gg < 2.5%° and my < 1.1 TeV as the favoured ranges for
simultaneous occurrence of an SFOPT with the correct relic abundance. We, however, do not
claim these limits as the absolute ones as the sample data used for the investigation of the
PT dynamics is only &~ 28% of the data (see subsection 5.4) that evades the theoretical and
phenomenological bounds stated in Sec. 3, including the ones from direct searches or relic

abundances.

Fig. 16 (c) is very similar to Fig. 7. The dark-blue coloured points depict the same as of
Fig. 16 (a), whereas the light-blue coloured points accommodate a correct value of the relic
density without assuring an SFOPT. We observe that there exist sufficient parameter points,

20This upper limit of gs is consistent with Eq. (4.11).
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having the correct relic abundance, that can evade various DD bounds including the projected
sensitivity reach of the DARWIN and also accommodate an SFOPT. This observation suggests
that the chosen model can safely accommodate an SFOPT and experimentally viable DM
sector in a significant area of the parameter space, avoiding all the other relevant constraints
mentioned in Sec. 3.

In summary, the presence of additional couplings, like ppg, s and the absence of a
third Zo symmetry in the singlet scalar sector, boosts the barrier formation in the effective
potential, leading to an SFOPT. Besides, the presence of two DM candidates lessens the
constraints on accommodating an SFOPT, consistent with the DM observables, in the same
corner of the parameter space. In particular, we have successfully shown that the triplet dark
matter, 79, in the “desert” mass region, 300 GeV < mpo < 1000 GeV, safely accommodates
SFOPT even with smaller quartic couplings, i.e., Agr = Agr < O(0.1). This feature was
absent in literature for a pure or extended Y = 0 triplet scalar models with its neutral part,
T?, being the only DM candidate [199, 401, 402]. Our work elevates this shortcoming with a
second DM species, which is selected to be a fermion.

5.4.3 The GW signal

We have already shown that the SFOPT can co-exist with the experimentally viable
DM sector for the chosen model, for a significant region of the model parameter space. In
this and the subsequent text body, we will explore the correlations between GW and the
thermodynamic parameters of the PTs; projections of the parameter points against different
space-based current and future GW detectors; and also address the detectability prospects of
the GWs. Before we proceed, we note here that, since an SFOPT can give rise to a sufficiently

10 160 160
140 . afaMhed's
140 140 2
10° T
coot
120 g9 120 :
« 10* B =z
5 1005 O 100 O 100
Q3 &R 2
10 NN N .
80 80 80 :
10? . ..'.:

10!

Figure 17. The left plot shows percolation temperature (7},
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The middle (right) plot depicts variations of T, with «(7},) (5/H.). For the last two plots, the dark-
green coloured points can accommodate an SFOPT and also obey the bounds on the DM observables
whereas the light-green coloured points only accommodate an SFOPT. Both these points are, however,
consistent with all constraints listed in Sec. 3. Also, as already stated in subsection 5.4, all the model
points presented in these three points evade at least XENON1T DD bounds.

strong GW signal, therefore, in this part, we will provide GW analysis only for those parameter

points that exhibit an SFOPT along the h-direction and/or hs-direction. Additionally, as
noted, our data sample for PT analysis already meets various constraints discussed in Sec. 3
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2L therefore, the remaining points with SFOPT also satisfy these constraints.

The left panel of Fig. 17 shows scatter plot in the a(T},) — 5/H, plane where the colour
palette implies the variation of percolation temperature 7),. We see that o(7},) and 5/ H,*?
are inversely related, which is expected, as larger values of « indicate a greater separation
between the false and the true vacua (see Eq. (5.23)), leading to a longer transition time
between them, and vice versa. Besides, higher values of a, following Eq. (5.19), correspond
to greater emissions of latent heat during the transition, which in turn increases the Hubble
parameter. Similarly, the lower the transition temperature, the higher the latent heat released.
These behaviours are also visible in the middle and the right panel plots of Fig. 17. These
two plots also highlight the dark-green coloured points that survive the DM relic constraints,
besides accommodating an SFOPT. We note that, although in Fig. 17 we present « and 5/ H.
calculated at T),, however, the strength of the PT is still evaluated with Eq. (5.22). Since,
in the chosen model, as previously demonstrated in Fig. 12 (b), the percolation temperature
and nucleation temperature stay close to each other in the majority of the parameter space,
therefore, our findings inferred from Fig. 17 would not alter much for the evaluation of o, 8/ H,
at the nucleation temperature T,.

From the phenomenological perspective, one of the most relevant quantities to investigate
the GW power spectrum is its peak amplitude, denoted as Q}ée\?\}{hQ, as well the corresponding
peak frequency fpeak. These peak amplitude and the peak frequency can be easily obtained
from Egs. (5.28), (5.31) (5.36), and Egs. (5.30), (5.33), (5.39), respectively, for the three
different sources. In what follows, below we show scatter plots of the same SFOPT points
shown in Fig. 17, focusing on their different characteristics.

In Fig. 18 (a)?3, we display GW signals supported by our model in the Qge\;aé{ﬂ ver-
sus fpeak Plane for points that exhibits an SFOPT. We also show the power-law integrated
sensitivity curves of the upcoming and proposed GW detectors, such as SKA [171], u-Ares
[172], LISA [173, 174], BBO [175-177|, DECIGO, U-DECIGO, and U-DECIGO-corr [178-
180], AEDGE [181], AION [182]|, CE [183], ET [184], future upgrades of LVK [185-187],
along with the recent results from pulsar timing arrays NANOGrav [382, 418] and EPTA
[419, 420| for comparison. We observe that most of the GW signals can be probed by LISA,
BBO, DECIGO and its variants. For the points that fall within these detectors’ sensitivity
domain, we also need to compute the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) which we will discuss sub-
sequently. Note that, while preparing this plot, we assumed v,, =~ 1. However, as mentioned
in subsection 5.2, we have also calculated the bubble wall velocity using the approximation
of Eq. (5.19), and we present the correlation of v,, (analytic) and the GW signals in Fig. 18
(b). We see that the bubble velocity that maximizes the GW peak amplitude, takes values
between 0.60 and 0.95. These signals with maximum peak amplitude can be probed by LISA,
DECIGO and BBO. However, points with low bubble velocities (v, < 0.60) are mostly in
the sensitivity domain of the proposed U-DECIGO-corr detector. The relationship between
the peak value of the GW spectrum and wv,, is proportional, i.e., Q%e\i}{hQ gradually rises as
the wall velocity increases. Conversely, the peak frequency tends to decrease with increasing
V. We note that the aforementioned range of the bubble velocity i.e., 0.60 < v, < 0.95, also

21Except the points that satisfy correct relic, we didn’t put the DD constraints on them, which can also be
seen in Fig. 16 (c)

22Note that, PT parameters relevant for the GW spectrum estimation in our analysis are calculated at the
transition temperature Ti &~ T, including 8/H...

Z3For this plot, we used Refs. [415, 416] to obtain the power-law sensitivity curves data for different GW
experiments, except for DECIGO with correlation, U-DECIGO and U-DECIGO with correlation which are
taken from Ref. [417].
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Figure 18. The top row plot shows variations of the model points in the ¢ — fpeak plane, that

can accommodate an SFOPT, along with the sensitivity reach of different GW detection experiments,
shown with differently styled and differently coloured lines. In the bottom row, the left (right) plot

depicts the sensitivity of the analytic estimate of vy, (T},) in the QP2Xp2 — f 1 (a(T},) — vy) plane.
Other relevant details are mentioned on the plots.

satisfies the requirement that it is above the Chapman-Jouguet velocity, given by Eq. (5.20),
such that the formalism presented in Ref. [390] also applies to our case for a single-step tran-
sition, either h- or hs-type. This behaviour can also be seen in Fig. 18 (c¢), where we present
the correlation between the analytically calculated bubble velocity and the o parameter with
the percolation temperature in the colour bar. The trend of the bubble velocity with the
percolation temperature can be understood from Eq. (5.19). Since, v, ~ T, 2, therefore, the
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smaller the transition temperature, the larger the wall velocity, and vice versa. Depending on
the relation among the wall velocity, speed of sound in plasma (¢, ~ 1/4/3) and Chapman-
Jouguet velocity vy(a) (see Eq. (5.20)), one can identify three different regions of bubbles’
motion in the plasma. If v,, < ¢4, then the explosive growth of the bubble in this region
is called a “deflagration”. In between the Chapman-Jouguet velocity (dashed blue coloured
line) and the speed of sound (dash-dotted blue coloured line), the motion of the bubble is
composed of a shock discontinuity in front of the wall and a rarefaction wave behind it, and
this regime is known as “hybrid”. Whereas, if v,, > v;(«), the bubble attains its maximum
speed and falls into the category of “detonation”. It is the detonation region that gives the
strongest GW amplitude depending on the o and 3/ H, parameters. In our findings, SFOPTs
that lead to the strong GW signals which can be probed by LISA, fall under the category
of the detonation region based on our analytic estimation of v,,. However, this estimate of
vy 18 an approximation and not the general case. One has to consider a full hydrodynamic
treatment in order to evaluate v, from the first principle. Nevertheless, in both cases, i.e.,
with v, & 1 and analytic v,,, the evaluated GW signals in our model can be probed by LISA,
BBO and DECIGO.
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Figure 19. Plots showing sensitivity of the correlation in the Qge\?vkh2 — fpeak Plane on the parameter
a (left), 8/H, (middle) and T, (right). All these model points can accommodate an SFOPT. The
sensitivity reaches of different GW detectors are shown with differently styled and differently coloured
lines.

Finally, in Fig. 19, we present the correlation between the spectral GW peak signal,
Q%e&}(ha and the peak frequency, fpeak, With the colour axis representing relevant GW ob-
servables for the signal’s dynamics, specifically: the PT strength a(T},) (left panel), the inverse
time-scale of the PT (middle panel), and the percolation temperature (right panel). As an-
ticipated, there is a strong correlation between the GW observables and the signal strength.
Higher values of (7)) indicate a stronger FOPT and assist for a large GW amplitude, while
lower §/H, and T, are favoured for a strong GW signal. The reciprocal behaviour of a and
B/H, is evident from Fig. 17 (left) plot. In general, in the chosen framework, a parame-
ter point falls within the sensitivity range of LISA if it satisfies, approximately, a = 0.1,
B/H. < 600, and T}, < 70 GeV. However, these do not guarantee the detectability of those
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GW signals and we must compare their SNR value with the SNR-threshold values of the re-
spective detectors. In the following text body, we present the estimation of SNR and address
the detection prospects of the GW signals that fall within the sensitivity reach of LISA, BBO
and DECIGO.

5.4.4 Detectability of GW signal

The projections of the GW signals, obtained from the SFOPT in the chosen model,
are displayed against the power-law integrated curves (PLIs) of different detectors in 5.4.3.
However, those projections do not inherently tell us about the true detectability prospects in
the respective detectors. These GW signals need to be compared to the noise spectrum of
the relevant experiment to determine the SNR [421, 422],

1/2
fmax df QGWh2(f) 9

where ¢ corresponds to the number of independent channels to distinguish between the differ-
ent detectors by means of auto-correlation (6 = 1) or cross-correlation (§ = 2) measurements
in order to determine the stochastic origin of GW. For LISA, ¢ is 1, whereas for BBO, DECIGO
and its variants, it is set as 2. The parameter t,,s defines the duration of the experimental
mission in years. In this work, we calculate Eq. (5.42) assuming the duration to be 4 years.
The denominator in the integrand, Quoiseh? denotes the effective power spectral density of
the experiment’s strain noise data and, the numerator Qgwh? corresponds to the GW signal
calculated in the chosen model. For these experiments to have successful detection prospects,
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Figure 20. Plots showing model points in the Q‘ée\;avkhz — fpeak plane for LISA (left), DECIGO
(middle) and BBO (right), respectively. Here, the light-grey coloured points survive all constraints
of Sec. 3. The orange-coloured points yield detectable GW signals, following an SFOPT, at the
various detectors. The blue-coloured crosses, along with a detectable GW signal from an SFOPT,
also respect the relic density. Note that, all these model points, i.e., orange, blue and including the
light-grey coloured points, also satisfy DD bounds, at least from XENON1T. The sensitivity reaches
of different GW detectors are shown with differently styled and differently coloured lines.

the SNR values must exceed the threshold (pgy,) specific to the experiment’s configuration.
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For instance, the recommended threshold is approximately 50 for a four-link LISA setup,
whereas a six-link design permits a significantly lower threshold of around 10 [174, 423]. In
the present analysis, we will consider a signal to be detectable at LISA, if SNR is > 10. For
DECIGO and BBO, we also keep the same threshold, i.e., pyn, > 10 [175, 424-426|.

In Fig. 20, we display the earlier obtained GW signals in the fpeak — Qlée\?\}{ plane, and
represent the points that pass the threshold value of SNR, calculated using Eq. (5.42), for the
three different detectors, LISA, DECIGO and BBO, respectively. Note that, in this exercise,
we have to calculate the SNR for each data point individually and compare it to the SNR
threshold. The GW signals that pass the respective thresholds are shown in orange-coloured
dots, whereas the points that further satisfy DM relic constraints are shown by blue-coloured
crosses. Note that, all these model points, including the grey points, satisfy DD bounds,
at least from XENONIT. A quick comparison of Fig. 19 and Fig. 20 clearly reflect the
importance of SNR to judge the true detectability prospects of the GWs in a specific detector.

It is important to mention here that the PLIs we have used here for comparing our
GW signal to different experiments have limitations [232, 415|. Particularly, the calculation
of peak frequency and peak amplitude of individual points carries no inherent information
about the SNR. Moreover, the PLIs only have a well-defined statistical meaning for GW
signals that are described by a power law, which is maximally violated close to the “peak” in
the GW spectrum arising from an SFOPT.

In a recent development, Refs. [232, 415] proposed a new approach, named “peak-
integrated sensitivity curves” (PISCs) to investigate the GW signal region and the experi-
mental reach of different GW detectors by elevating the shortcomings of the conventional
PLIs, as outlined before. The advantage of PISCs is that when the expected signal shape is
known, as in the case of the FOPT, the integration over the spectral shape can be carried
out. This results in the SNR being uniquely determined by the peak energy densities and
peak frequencies, which are governed by the model-specific PT parameters only. Therefore,
the PISCs are constructed in a way such that they retain full information on the SNR in
contrast to PLIs. For more details on PISCs, interested readers can look at Refs. [232, 415].
In this formalism, the SNR in Eq. (5.42) can be re-written as,

2 2 2
,02 _ QgeakhQ N ng(?/akhg . Qgeakhg
Lobs Q]qucs h? QTD\)i/SCsh2 Q%’ISCSh2

eak 2 eak 2 eak
Qg/swh2 QSW/th2 QE/t h?
+ Qb/sw 2 sw/t 79 Qb/t 2 (543)
PISCsh QPISCsh PISCsh

Here, it is understood that the integration over the frequency range has already been carried
out implicitly,

—1/2
NS, 5.a)

(QnoisehQ(f))2
where the factor of 2 for i # j results from Eq. (5.42) and i,j corresponds to {b,sw,t},

S;/;(f) are the individual shape profiles mentioned in subsection 5.3. Finally, the mixed peak
amplitudes are defined as the geometric means,

. . fmax
Q}’/I]SCshZ = [(2 — (5”) 0 X 4yr/ - df

1/2
k kj2 ky2
apret = (apen2rea?) (5.45)
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Figure 21. Plots showing variations of various PISCs driven peak amplitudes, as mentioned in Eq.
(5.43), with the corresponding peak frequencies for the LISA detector. The light-grey (red) coloured
points correspond to the value of the threshold smaller (larger) than 10. The sensitivity reach of
different GW detectors is shown with differently styled and differently coloured lines or bands, as
appropriate. All these model points show SFOPT and are free from constraints discussed in Sec. 3,
including DD bounds (at least from XENONIT, see subsection 5.4). Some of the red and light-grey
coloured points may also accommodate the correct relic density.
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As mentioned earlier, once the integral f Eq. (5.44) is carried out, the SNR is uniquely
determined by the peak energy densities and the corresponding peak frequencies. We further
note that, unlike the analysis presented in Refs. [232, 415] which considered tops = 1 yr, penr =
1 for demonstration, we have extended our analysis with tops = 4 yr, pinr = 10, as already
stated in 5.4.3.

In Fig. 21, we show each PISC curve for a different combination of i/j as a function
of the corresponding peak frequency, and for each PISC curve, lejscsh2v we also present
the peak amplitudes Qfe;‘khz and peak frequencies of the data points in the chosen model
that exhibits an SFOPTZ. In this way, we obtain six PISC scatter plots as shown in Fig. 21.
Each panel of this figure illustrates one of the contributions to the total SNR as shown in
Eq. (5.43), with each point representing an entire GW spectrum of a specific physical origin.
One can understand the six panels of Fig. 21 as follows: in general convention, one compares
the GW signal calculated for a particular choice of the parameter point of a given particle
physics model to the PLIs. Subsequently, this exercise has to be repeated for each data point.
However, in the case of PISCs, we just need to check if a given point lies above any of the six
PISCs of a particular experiment. In that case, the SNR will naturally exceed the predefined
threshold of the respective experiments. On the other hand, points below the PISCs may
still exceed the SNR threshold if the sum of all plausible contributions is greater than the
threshold, however, we need to check them individually. Therefore, in Fig. 21, in all panels,
points with red colour satisfy the SNR threshold. In our case, p{ﬁEA > 10, and points with
light-grey colour needs separate inspection for the SNR threshold. It is also important to note
that for any contribution dependent on more than one peak frequency, e.g., turbulence (t)%4,
sound wave/turbulence (sw/t), and bubble collisions/turbulence (b/t) channels, a single PISC
cannot be represented in a two-dimensional plot. For these cases, similar to Refs. [232, 415|, we
draw peak-integrated sensitivity “bands” and we choose h./ f; € [2.4x1073,2.0] for t, sw/t and
b/t PISCs, while we take fy/f; € [6.0x 107%,6.8 x 1071] and fi,/f; € [1.4 x 1071,2.6 x 107}
for sw/t and b/t, respectively. We denote f}, and f; as short notations for the peak frequencies
of bubble collision (Eq. (5.30)) and turbulence (Eq. (5.39)), respectively. Furthermore, we
kept v, = 1 while preparing these plots. In our study, the most constraining channel is the
bubble collision, displayed in the top left panel of Fig. 21, which is not very surprising as we
have already mentioned in subsection 5.3 that for a scenario with a dominant GW production
due to the plasma motion, the contribution from the Qph? is suppressed. Although we see
a shift in ff; cak ¢ oward the lower value, however, there are fewer data points that exceed the
p%ﬁfA > 10 limit. However, for the case with sound waves and turbulence, the number of
data points above the PISCs is rather large, suggesting their dominant contributions to the
source of GW spectrum. Therefore, the key idea behind the PISCs approach to decompose
the total SNR into six partial SNRs gives a better picture of detectability compared to PLIs.
In fact, PISCs provide a clear distinction between the separate contributions to the total GW
amplitude that are dominant or negligible.

To summarize, in this part, we provide details of the detection prospects of the GW
signals arising from an SFOPT in the chosen model following two different strategies: the
conventional PLIs and the newly proposed PISCs. In both of the cases, we find a sufficient
number of parameter points that can be probed in LISA, BBO, and DECIGO. We find it is
the bubble collision that contributes less to the GW amplitude while the contributions from

24The spectrum shape profile for turbulence involves two characteristic frequencies, i.e., hu, fiur, See
Egs. (5.37), (5.38) and (5.39).
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sound waves and turbulence are dominant. The chosen framework successfully accommodates
SFOPT favouring EWBG, generates GW spectra that can be probed at upcoming and pro-
posed space-based GW detectors, and also satisfies DM constraints to accommodate two DM
particles in the same parameter region. Our investigation serves as a complementary probe
of the BSM physics at the GW and DM frontiers apart from the collider experiments.

6 Summary and Conclusion

In this work, we have explored a bipartite DM framework with a scalar and a fermion
DM, T° and v, respectively. The scalar DM belongs to a hyperchrageless SU(2)y, triplet while
the fermion DM is an SM gauge singlet Dirac fermion. Another SM singlet scalar, having
a non-zero VEV| is introduced to this framework which mixes with the SM SU(2)z doublet
Higgs. Such a mixing yields two mass eigenstates hi, ho which offer a Higgs portal for the
fermion DM. The scalar DM T°, owing to its SU(2), charge, can undergo both the gauge and
Higgs portal interactions. The presence of more than one DM species modifies the relic density
and direct search analyses, making it easier to evade the concerned experimental bounds.
Individual components, however, may remain experimentally disfavoured. Collectively, the
concerned two-component DM framework remains experimentally feasible for a large region
of the model parameter space, besides, reviving the “desert” region encountered in BSM
scenarios with 7 as the sole DM contender. Needless to mention, the aforementioned region
also obeys various other plausible theoretical constraints and experimental limits, e.g., from
colliders, precision Higgs physics, etc.

The presence of cubic interactions in the tree-level scalar potential offers prospects of
having an SFOEWPT in the various plausible field directions. With T° being a DM candidate,
the intricacy of understanding the PT dynamics is not very complex in the chosen bipartite
DM framework as the concerned filed space is only two-dimensional. An SFOEWPT can lead
to EWBG and also generate detectable GW signatures. A significant region of the parameter
space is observed to comply with: (1). The DM relic density bound and limits from various
direct searches, including the projected sensitivity reach of the DARWIN; (2). SFOEWPT
in the SU(2)r, singlet or doublet or mixed directions, and (3). Detection potentials at the
various GW interferometers. These three different tasks are accomplished in the chosen
model at the cost of introducing an optimal set of BSM inputs. Some of these entities play
pivotal roles in depicting the experimentally admissible DM phenomenology while having an
inconsequential impact on the PT dynamics. In a similar way. the inputs that guide the PT
dynamics and consequently, the generation of the GWs, have a marginal influence on the DM
phenomenology. A good number of model points, which show an SFOEWPT and have the
correct relic density, can be probed either at the ongoing or upcoming direct searches, e.g.,
LZ-2024 or DARWIN, as well as in the GW interferometers like LISA.

The detection aspect of the GW signatures can be improved with the recently proposed
PISCs which uniquely assess the signal-to-noise ratio, in terms of the peak amplitudes and
peak frequencies, through a known signal shape. Nevertheless, for completeness and compar-
ison, we have also presented detectability prospects of the GWs using the traditional PLIs.
Unlike PLIs, the PISCs provide an excellent portrayal of the GW detection prospects at any
specific interferometer, e.g., LISA or BBO or DECIGO, with a simultaneous understanding
of the relative dominance of various possible GW generation mechanisms.

In a nutshell, our analysis of the chosen bipartite DM framework shows how GWs,
following an SFOEWPT, can provide a complementary detection prospect of the BSM physics
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beyond the relic abundance, direct searches and collider probes. Our numerical exercise, in
this work, shows revival, although partial, of the “desert region” in the considered sub-TeV
range, i.e., 300 GeV < mqo < 1000 GeV. Besides, the conducted scan also seems to favour
95 < 2.5, my $ 1.1 TeV, and my, < 850 GeV, for model points where an SFOEWPT can
co-exist with the correct DM phenomenology. Some of these points, eventually, will also yield
detectable GW signals. It is compelling to see that the model points permissible by various
possible theoretical bounds and different relevant experimental limits, including colliders,
precision Higgs physics, relic density, direct searches and GWs following an SFOEWPT,
collectively favour a corner of the parameter space where all possible BSM states remain
within the reach of the LHC, justifying the true aspect of the complementarity. A definite
claim of these upper bounds, however, should be tested with a more extensive numerical
analysis.
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A Tree level unitarity

In this section of the appendix, we discuss the perturbative unitarity limits on the quar-
tic couplings present in the scalar sector of our model as depicted by Egs. (2.3), (2.4). As
discussed in subsection 3.2, the unitarity bounds on the extended scalar sector can be deter-
mined from the scattering matrix (S-matrix) of various processes. For any 2 — 2 process, the
scattering amplitude Ma_,o and the scattering cross-section o, using Legendre polynomials
P, can be written as [278],

o 1 o
Moo = 167 Z(2l + 1)P(cosa)a;, o= % Z(?l + 1)]ay(s)|?, respectively. (A.1)
1=0 1=0

Here, « is the scattering angle, Pj(cos«) is the Legendre polynomial of order [ associated
with the I partial wave whose amplitude is given by a;, and s = 4E%M is the Mandelstam
variable with Fcoy as the centre-of-mass energy of the incoming particles. At high energies,
the dominant contributions to the scattering amplitude come from diagrams that involve
the scalar quartic couplings. Additionally, due to the equivalence theorem [278, 427-429], as
mentioned earlier in subsection 3.2, gauge bosons can be substituted with their corresponding
Goldstone bosons, simplifying the estimation of the scattering amplitude matrix for scalars
alone. Therefore, to constrain our model from unitarity, it is sufficient to construct the
S-matrix with only the scalar quartic couplings.

The post ESWB mixing between the SM singlet scalar s and the SM doublet Higgs h
makes the scalar quartic couplings complicated functions of various A’s in the mass/physical
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basis. One can, nevertheless, use a unitary transformation [280] to express the S-matrix in
the pre-mixing basis, i.e., h,s, T°, T, G°, G*. Thus, the different scalar quartic couplings
can be obtained just by expanding the scalar potential of Eq. (2.2), using Eq. (2.6). With
this exercise, one gets thirteen neutral scalar (NS) combinations of two-particle states in the
bases,

S_1 _{hh ss 1T G°GO
V2'V2 V2 VR
NS —II = {hs, hT°,sT° hG, sG°, T°G°, TTG~ (or T-G™T)}, (A.2)

,TTT~,GTG™},

and eight combinations of singly charged scalar (CS) two-particle states in the bases,
CS = {hG*, hTT,sGT, sTT, T°G*, 1T°T+,G°G*, G T+ }. (A.3)

The 1/+/2 factor appearing in NS — I basis is due to the statistics of identical particles. The
scattering amplitude matrix M can now be written in a block diagonal form by decomposing
it into the neutral and charged sectors, as shown below:

M 0
M — < 13x13 ) , A4

where M2 |5 can be decomposed further as,

MNS*I 0
M 15 = ( %X6 M17\IS7—II)' (A.5)
X

The sub-matrix Mg]XSG_ 'in basis NS — I is written as,

B AL ML Ay AL V2

AsH Ast Asm Ast Asm

)\2 :i)\s : A2 y2 Aﬂ

HT  AST 3 )\p HT ﬂ)\T HT

NS—I __ 2 2 2
Mexo Ag s dmroogy, ’\\I/LT \/\5\1{ (A.6)
2

ML ST oA 2T AAr Apr
V2 S 2HE 2N Apr 4Ag

The eigenvalues of M6NXSgI are 2Ag, 2, 2 1, :cl, T2, x3 with 1 23 being the solutions of Eq.

(3.4). Finally, the matrices MY~ and M$S; are diagonal in the bases NS — II and CS,
respectively, and can be expressed as,
MEST — diag{\sw, Aarr, As 2\ i, Asis A, AuT )
MgSs = diag{2\m, Aur, Asu, As, Aur, 2Am, 20, At} (A7)

Hence, using Egs. (A.6), (A.7), and demanding that the eigenvalues of the scattering ampli-
tude matrices are less than < 8, one can reproduce the limits mentioned in Eq. (3.3).
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B Electroweak precision test constraints

Following Refs. [39, 86, 430], the contributions to the oblique parameters for a SU(2)r,
scalar triplet, with vanishing hypercharge, is given by

ASr =0,
L [mips tmigo | Mismio M
M = oo o[ S5 ()]
TSy My Mipy — Mipo Myt
(Am)?
~——+>—  forAm = mp+ — mgpo <K Mo,
247rs%,vm‘z/v = e o
1 4 szO BmZTi — m?ro 5(m4T0 + mﬁ}i) — 22m?[,0m2Ti
Alir = T35 [mToln( 2 ) 2 2 \3 6(m2 2 \2
™ Moyt (mTO - mT:l:) (mTO B mTi)
A
~ m ’ (B.1)
37TmTi

where, AX, = X,— XM for X € (S,T,U), and a = IT, 1S, as already introduced in subsection
3.3. In the expression of AUrt, a term O ~ (mz/mp+) is dropped [430]. The angle Oy is
Weinberg angle [272]. The quantity ASty is zero. With a heavy mpo, i.e., > 1 TeV, AUir
also appears tiny, since Am ~ 166 MeV [33]. Finally, with my = 80.3692 GeV [272] and
Am =~ 166 MeV 33|, ATiT also appears insignificant. A small but non-zero value for the
T-parameter is related to the one-loop corrections to the p parameter which otherwise agrees
with the SM value as the triplet procures no VEV at the zero temperature.

Similar corrections for the oblique parameters also appear with the inclusion of the real
singlet scalar S. Following Refs. [189, 198|, those are written as

8 = 00 () - (2]

27 mQZ A
3sin? mi mi 1 m3 mi
AT =T U (Gat) — () - A (G8) - (52 )3
S 1671'8[2/{/ fT mIQ/V fT m%/v C%/V fT m2Z fT mQZ
sin?0p, /m; m;
AUs == |fs(—52) = fs( )] - ASs, (B.2)
w w
where,
xlogx
1 1
— | —22% + 9z + 332—63:—78—1—18 xlogx
12 -1
Vo —2
+2¢/(4 — z)z (2% — 4z + 12) (tanh1 Ve —tanhlJ:)], 0<z<4,
fs(a) = ve—d (z =)=
— |22 +92x+ (2°— 6z — —— 4+ 18 | xlogx
12 —1
1
+ (x—4)x(g;2_4a:+12)log§<x— (r —4) —2)], x> 4.

(B.4)
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Unlike Eq. (B.1), for the real scalar singlet it is not apparent that corrections to the oblique
parameters are insignificant. However, one can recast all three contributions of Eq. (B.2) in
a compact form as

Ay =sin? 0| fo(mn,) = i) (B.5)

where, fi, fo are noting but the generalized compact form of various fr, fg functions. So
vanishingly small values for all three AAX}g needs either my, ~ myp,, i.e., maximal mixing
scenario with § — 7 or mp, > my,, i.e., minimal mixing scenario with § — 0. For more
details, see the Refs. [189, 198], and for a recent discussion and constraints on (6, my,) in the
context of EWPOs, see Ref. [380].

C Field dependent and thermal masses

C.1 Field dependent masses

The field-dependent mass matrices are obtained from the tree-level effective potential
Vesr(o,m=0) = Vo() (see Egs. (5.1) and (5.2)) at T' =0,

v PVo()
M2(p) = ) C.1
H6) = G (©1)
In the basis ¢ = (p1, p2, p3) = {h,s,T"}, the elements of the 3 x 3 scalar squared mass
matrix are,

— 1 1

M3 = =3 + pgss + 3 gh? + 5/\SH32 + 5)\HTT027
Mv12 = Asugsh + pmsh,

M%g - )\HThT()?

M%1 = Mis,
1 1
MGy =~k — 2uss + 3hss” + S \sih® + S st T,

M3y = AspsT® + psrT®,

M%l = M137

M%Q = M%:aa

—~ 1 1

Mg = —pp + psrs + 30T + “Asrs” + S Aprh®. (C.2)

At the zero temperature physical vacuum, i.e., {v, vs, 0}, the above 3 x 3 mass matrix reduces
to a 2 x 2 matrix in the {h,s} basis and reproduces the mass matrix M? as mentioned in
Eicl. (2.7). Besides7~ using the corresponding tadpole equations, one can show ./K/lvfl = %h’
M3y = M2, and M3, = M2, as already shown in Eq. (2.8). With a vanishing triplet VEV,
the element /,\\4,%3 decouples from the said 3 x 3 matrix and corresponds to m%o, as indicated
in Eq. (2.9). The field dependent masses for the scalars, i.e., mp, (@), mp, (), and mzo(p) are
obtained from the eigenvalues of the above 3 x 3 matrix. However, the closed-form expressions
are cumbersome and lengthy, so we have opted not to present them here. Instead, we calculate
the corresponding eigenvalues of this scalar squared matrix numerically using Python routines.
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The field-dependent masses of the charged triplet scalar (7F) and the SM Goldstone bosons
(GY%F) are given as

2 1 1
mrs(p) = —pg + psrs + AT + §>\ST«92 + 5)\HTh2,

1 1
Mo+ () = —pir + pass + Agh® + §>\SH32 + 5)\HTT027 (C.3)

Note that, with a vanishing triplet VEV, we have M%S = m%o = m%i, at the tree-level, as

in Eq. (2.9). Finally, the field-dependent fermion DM (¢) mass is,
my () = py + gss. (C.4)

Among the SM fermions, the top quark contribution dominates over others, owing to the
largest Yukawa coupling (y;). Therefore, in this work, we only consider the contribution of
the top quark and neglect others, and the field-dependent mass of the same is given as,

2 Vi o
mi(p) = L p2. (C.5)
On the other hand, the field-dependent masses of the EW gauge bosons are [402]
2 2, 2
9 2 git+g
mi(p) = 2 (12 4T, mi(p) = D922, (C6)
with g1, g2 being the U(1)y, SU(2)r gauge couplings, respectively.

C.2 Thermal masses

As previously mentioned in subsection 5.1, the resummation of the leading self-energy
Daisy diagrams shifts the field-dependent masses,

mi (e, T) = mi () + Wi(T), IL(T) = ¢;T? (C.7)

where, II;(T) are the thermal masses for the it" bosons with ¢; representing the Daisy coef-
ficients [359, 362, 365, 368, 431-433]. The non-zero thermal masses in this model are given
by

9t 393 Vi, Au | Asu /\HT> T2

m, (T) = (L4222 4 9 £5H
m(T) (16+16+4+2 24 T3

2
gs , As | Asm | As
I, (T) = (65+4+6+4T> T2,

A A A
po(T) = < HT | 25T —|-5 T> T2, and,

6 12 12
Hgo(T) = Tgs(T) = Iy, (T), T (T) = Mo (T). (C.8)

The terms inside the parentheses in Eq. (C.8), are the corresponding Daisy coefficients, as
depicted in Eq. (C.7). Finally, at a non-zero temperature, T # 0, the longitudinal modes of
the W-boson, Z-boson and photon, v, also receive thermal mass corrections. For W-boson,
the thermal correction reads [401],

13

miy (¢, T) = miy () + Mw(T), My(T) = g9§T27 (C.9)
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whereas, for the Z-boson and photon, -, these corrections are obtained by the eigenvalues of
the squared mass matrix provided below [198, 401, 402],

1 .22 11 22 1 2

2
m p,T) =
2 T) < — 30192k 1gih® + G giT?

D Efficiency coefficients

In this section, we comment on the efficiency coeflicients appearing in the GW amplitudes
of the three different GW production mechanisms, as mentioned in subsection 5.3. First, we
consider kp. In most general cases one usually approximates it as [163],

1 4 [3a
"= T3 Aa (A‘”wv 2>’ (B

with A = 0.715 and « is already given by Eq. (5.23).. However, one must take care while
considering r; in the fitted result of €,h?(f), as shown in Eq. (5.28). For example, the
contribution of bubble collision to the total GW signal becomes important when energy
deposited into the scalar field becomes significant and this occurs when there is a ‘runaway”
PT in the plasma. This situation arises for « values larger than .., where a., marks the
threshold value at which the walls of the scalar-field bubbles begin to “runaway”. However,
(i is model dependent and can be derived using [384],

30 1
e~ Am2 — = Am2 D.2
G0 = S ur2g (TVT? ;gb {o zzf:gf mi |, (D.2)

where b, f represents bosons and fermions, respectively, with g, and g corresponding to the

numbers of d.o.f. for the species b and f, respectively, and Am; = mi’% — mi|gpfl with

i = {b, f}. For the case of an SFOPT with SM-like particle content, one finds, approximately
[159],

2
oo ~ 4.9 x 1073 (?) , (D.3)

*

where, %‘ denotes the PT strength at a reference temperature. One can safely use this
approximation if the SM Higgs field is weakly coupled to the new physics sector. Otherwise,
for the case of a runaway PT, the ratio of ay, and the actual a determines the efficiency
factor, and is given by [384|

Ky =1— C%” (D.4)

It is commonly believed that the runaway PTs occur for @ > ao. However, recent findings
[434, 435] indicate that the efficiency of converting vacuum energy into the scalar field is
reduced by additional Lorentz factor ratios, making the efficiency lower than the previously
estimated one. This results in most PTs, previously classified as runaway types, now be-
ing categorized as non-runaway types unless they are strongly supercooled, as confirmed in
Refs. [232, 415]. Since, in the interested parameter region of our work, we did not find any
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supercooled transition, we can safely use the approximation of Eq. (D.1) for kp, for further
calculations.

Next, we briefly review the fits, as mentioned in Ref. [384], to the function x(&,, an)
which resembles kg as in Eq. (5.35) with &, an bearing similar meaning as the wall velocity
and the PT strength, respectively. These fits provide easier use of the efficiency factors
without solving the hydrodynamic flow equations with a precision ~ O(15%) [384], and one
gets

011/516,4/433
S .
, it (v Scs)
(c£1/5 — Uqlul/s)HB + vwcg/E’HA
3
Vg — C .
Ksw(Vw, @) = < kp + (vy — )0k + (vw cs> [ko — kg — (Vg — ¢5)d0k], if (cs <vp <wy)
J — Cs

(vy — 1)3v§/2v;5/2ncmp
(05 = 1)3 = (00 = D30 ke + (v = 1)k

, it (vg S o),

where ¢; =1/ V3, is the speed of sound in plasma, vy = v J(a) is Chapman-Jouguet velocity

defined in Eq. (5.20), and 0k ~ —0.91n 14\-/55' For small wall velocities (v, < ¢5), one gets

D5
Y 1.36—0.037\/a+ o’ (D-5)

KA ="

while, for a transition from the subsonic to supersonic deflagration, when v, = cs, gives

o2/5

T 0.017 + (0.997 + a)2/5’

KB (D.6)

In the case when v, = vjy = vy(«), known as Jouguet detonations, and for very large bubble
velocity (v, — 1), one gets

Va «
Ko = and kp = . D.7
© 0.135 + +/0.98 + « D= 073 + 0.083c + & (D7)

— 62 —



E A few Feynman diagrams for the DM annihilation processes

Y f (G wt/z WP hi/ha
>_P_1__/_’E%_ >_f€1__/f}?_,ﬁi > hafhy
¥ ¥ Wz v hi/ha
d} "—hl/hQ w ','hl/hQ
v T ha/he ¢ ha/h

Figure 22. Feynman diagrams of different annihilation channels for fermionic DM 1), see subsection
4.1 for more details.

. f .
afhy
" f "
T wt/z
nfhy
70 W~z

Figure 23. Annihilation channels for triplet scalar DM T°, see subsection 4.1.
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V3 N Vs
T f T h1/hsa T th/hz T+ ;L\1/h2
(R h1/hg (L G, hi/ha /AL pomeean hy/ha T0 s Y s
YTt vyt T° ATt

A h1/hs T~ ---<-- w7 Tt == T R h1/ha

T+ wt T+ Z

- hl/hz \L\ hl/hZ
& &
T W 7" 7

Figure 24. A few coannihilation (annihilation) channels for the triplet scalar DM T°(T%), see
subsection 4.1 for details. Note that, charged conjugate diagrams of the DM processes (involving
TH(T~) and W) in the middle row exists. For the remaining processes that do not have any h; final
states or are mediated by the same, see Ref. [84].
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