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Abstract
We study the first-order phase transitions and the emerging stochastic gravitational wave spec-

trum in a minimal leptoquark extension of the Standard Model that explains active neutrino os-

cillation data while satisfying current flavor physics constraints. This model exhibits diverse phase

transition patterns, including color symmetry-breaking scenarios in the early Universe. Strong

correlations between model parameters and gravitational-wave signals yield testable predictions

for future experiments such as LISA, BBO, and DECIGO. Specifically, a detectable signal in the

mHz–0.1 Hz frequency range features color-restoration and leptoquark masses near 1.5 TeV. With

this article, we also present the first application in the literature of Dratopi. This is a soon-

to-be-released tool for phase transition analysis using the dimensional reduction formalism, that

interfaces the DRalgo package with Python and a slightly modified version of CosmoTransitions.
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the most exciting prospects in the emerging field of gravitational-wave (GW)
astrophysics [1] is the possibility to observe a stochastic GW background (SGWB) originat-
ing from cosmological sources, such as first-order phase transitions (FOPTs) in the early
Universe [2–6]. Although the Standard Model (SM) features a cross-over electroweak (EW)
transition [7–9], FOPTs are predicted to occur in various beyond the SM (BSM) scenarios
[10–12]. Such transitions are typically motivated by the EW baryogenesis mechanism [13–
15], where a first-order EW phase transition (EWPT) pushes the plasma out of equilibrium
creating the conditions necessary for the generation of the baryon asymmetry observed to-
day. This process involves the spontaneous breaking of the EW symmetry, where the Higgs
field acquires a non-zero vacuum expectation value (VEV).

Based on [16], we investigate the possibility of breaking the SU(3)C (color) symmetry at
finite temperatures in an extension of the SM involving two scalar leptoquarks (LQs), and
explore the potential to detect the SGWB emergent from its restoration as the Universe cools
down. We present, for the first time, a comprehensive analysis of a color-restoration cosmo-
logical FOPT within a framework that offers compelling insights from a particle physics
perspective. Notably, [16] demonstrated how the considered LQ model — which represents
the minimal extension capable of radiatively generating Majorana neutrino masses [17–23] —
is consistent with O(100) flavor physics observables. In this study, we compare GW spectra
— obtained from the numerical scanning of the model’s parameter space — with the sen-
sitivity of planned GW detectors: the Laser Interferometry Space Antenna (LISA) [24, 25],
the DECi-hertz Interferometer Gravitational wave Observatory (DECIGO) [26], and the Big
Bang Observer (BBO) [27].

The hypothesis of color-breaking in the early Universe has been previously investigated
in [28–30]. Notably, a scenario similar to the one examined in this article was studied in [28],
which is focused on the mass-parameter space that accommodates color-breaking. Mean-
while, [29] explored multi-step phase transitions — involving color-breaking — that result
in a purely EWPT, with implications for EW baryogenesis. Similarly, [30] analyzed anal-
ogous scenarios in the context of EW baryogenesis with a focus on multi-step transitions
where color-symmetry is broken and restored during the spontaneous breaking of the EW
symmetry. In contrast, [31] considered cosmological phase transitions from a single, SU(2)L-
multiplet LQ model, focusing on the EWPT (where only the Higgs field acquires a VEV)
and derived the primordial GW spectrum for a number of benchmark points.

The article is structured as follows. In Sec. II we present the LQ model in detail and dis-
cuss how to perform its matching to the SM. Then, Sec. III briefly introduces dimensional
reduction as a method to derive an effective 3d theory from the LQ model. We proceed
by discussing general features of a cosmological phase transition and the SGWB it pro-
duces, motivating the specific choices made in this work. Furthermore, Sec. IV describes
the numerical results and routines implemented in this work. In particular, we present the
SGWB peak amplitudes and frequencies and the corresponding thermodynamic parameters,
discuss high-temperature perturbativity in the dimensional reduction paradigm, and cate-
gorize the various vacuum configurations obtained in the numerical analysis. Finally, Sec. V
summarizes the results and presents the conclusions of this work.
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II. SCALAR LEPTOQUARK MODEL

Both neutrino masses and their mixing structure can be radiatively generated at the one-
loop level by means of scalar LQs in the loops. This framework necessitates the presence of
at least one LQ pair [17, 32, 33], in addition to the SM-like Higgs doublet. Based on [16], we
consider a minimal LQ model of this type, featuring a pair of scalar LQs, commonly denoted
as R̃2 and S1, which correspond to a colored SU(2)L doublet and a colored SU(2)L singlet,
respectively. To simplify the notation, we drop the indices, labeling the SU(2)L doublet and
singlet as R and S, respectively. In Tab. I we present their transformation properties under
the SM gauge group.

Field SU(3)C SU(2)L U(1)Y

H 1 2 1/2

R 3 2 1/6

S 3 1 1/3

TABLE I. Scalar field charges under the SM gauge group in the minimal LQ model.

The tree-level scalar potential reads

Vtree = µ2
HH

†H + µ2
RR

†R + µ2
SS

†S

+ λH(H
†H)2 + λR(R

†R)2 + λS(S
†S)2

+ gHS(H
†H)(S†S) + gHR(H

†H)(R†R) + g′HR(H
†R)(R†H) + gRS(R

†R)(S†S)

+ (a1RSH† + h.c.)

(2.1)

Throughout this study, all model parameters are assumed to be real. This potential is sym-
metric under the simultaneous change of sign of any two fields (e.g., H → −H and R → −R)
which allows us to impose two vacuum directions to be positive without loss of generality.

In addition to providing a mechanism for generating both Majorana masses and the mix-
ing structure of neutrinos, it was shown in [16] that the model is consistent with flavor
physics, complying with O(100) observables. The authors further emphasize that the same
LQ model can offer explanations for several flavor anomalies, including those in B-physics,
the muon anomalous magnetic moment and W -mass anomaly. However, recent findings sug-
gest that these anomalies, particularly the last two, are likely not realized in nature. Various
lattice results [34, 35] strongly suggest that the muon magnetic moment is consistent with the
SM prediction. Similarly, the most recent W -mass measurement by the CMS collaboration
[36, 37] also aligns well with the SM.
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A. Leptoquark mass spectrum

Alongside the Higgs boson mass mH =
√
λHvH ≈ 125.10 GeV, the model introduces

three additional masses, which at tree level are expressed as follows:

m2
S2/3 = µ2

R +
1

2
v2HgHR ,

m2

S
1/3
1

=
1

2

(
m2

a −m2
b

)
,

m2

S
1/3
2

=
1

2

(
m2

a +m2
b

)
,

(2.2)

where we have defined

m2
a ≡ µ2

R + µ2
S +

1

2
(g̃HR + gHS) v

2
H ,

m4
b ≡

[
µ2
R − µ2

S +
1

2
(g̃HR − gHS)v

2
H

]2
+ 2a21v

2
H ,

(2.3)

and g̃HR ≡ gHR + g′HR for readability. We adopt the same notation for the mass eigenstates
as in [16], with the superscript indicating the respective electric charge. Fig. 1 illustrates
the generation of Majorana neutrino masses through the Higgs-LQ mixing at the one-loop

level, involving the S
1/3
1,2 mass eigenstates. Note that in the limit a1 → 0, the neutrino masses

vanish, highlighting the crucial role of the trilinear coupling.

FIG. 1. Majorana neutrino mass induced at the one-loop level by Higgs-leptoquark mixing.

The eigenstates S
1/3
1,2 arise from the mixing between one component of the R doublet and

the S singlet, which depends on a non-zero a1 coupling. This defines the mixing angle as1

sin (2θ) =

√
2vHa1

m
S
1/3
2

−m
S
1/3
1

. (2.4)

Since all scalar sector parameters are real, we have m
S
1/3
2

≥ m
S
1/3
1

. Consequently, one can

restrict the trilinear parameter a1 to positive values, as negative sign can be removed by
a redefinition of a field in the vertex leaving Eq. (2.1) invariant. This enables us to choose
θ ∈ [0, π/2] via Eq. (2.4) without loss of generality.

1 Up to a minus sign, this matches the definition in [16].
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B. Matching to the Standard Model

To ensure consistency with the SM at low energies, we match Eq. (2.1) with the Higgs
potential

V
(0)
SM = µ2(H†H) + λ(H†H)2 . (2.5)

To distinguish the Higgs sector parameters of the LQ model from those in the SM effective
theory, we label the former with an H subscript (e.g., µH , λH , vH). In the zero-momentum
approximation it is sufficient to match the second and fourth derivatives of the SM potential
to those of the one-loop LQ potential:

∂2V
(0)
SM

∂H∂H† =
∂2V

(0+1)
LQ

∂H∂H† (2.6)

∂4V
(0)
SM

(∂H)2(∂H†)2
=

∂4V
(0+1)
LQ

(∂H)2(∂H†)2
. (2.7)

The latter were computed using the generic expressions for derivatives of the effective one-
loop potential developed in [38]2.

The resulting matching conditions for the SM parameters µ and λ are

µ2 = µ2
H +

3

32π2

[
(((((((((((
6λHµ

2
H

(
log µ2

H − 1
)

+ g̃HRµ
2
R

(
log µ2

R − 1
)
+ gHSµ

2
S

(
log µ2

S − 1
)

(2.8)

+ a21
µ2
R

(
log µ2

R − 1
)
− µ2

S

(
log µ2

S − 1
)

µ2
R − µ2

S

]
,

λ = λH +
1

96π2

[
�������
36λ2

H log µ
2
H

+ g̃2HRlog µ
2
R + g2HSlog µ

2
S

+ 9a21
g̃HR

[
µR + µS

(
log µS − log µR − 1

)]
+R ↔ S

(µ2
R − µ2

S)
2

(2.9)

+ 6a41
2(µ2

R − µ2
S)− (µ2

R + µ2
S)(log µ

2
R − log µ2

S)

(µ2
R − µ2

S)
3

]
,

where logm2 ≡ log m2

µ2 is the energy-scale-normalized logarithm3, and g̃HR ≡ gHR + g′HR.

This calculation is done by computing all diagrams that contain at least one heavy particle
in the loop. This approach is equivalent to calculating all diagrams and then subtracting
those that only involve light states, which cancel out when matching the two theories. These
terms are crossed out in Eqs. (2.8) and (2.9). In other words, the matching conditions reflect
the differences introduced by the presence of heavy particles. Fig. 2 illustrates the diagrams
corresponding to the matching relations in Eq. (2.8) (first line) and in Eq. (2.9) (second
line).

2 The Mathematica notebook computing the one-loop derivatives can be found in the git repository «.
3 Here, µ corresponds to the hard energy scale µ4d introduced below.
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FIG. 2. One-loop diagrams entering the SM matching Eqs. (2.8) (first line) and (2.9) (second line). Thin

dashed lines correspond to the Higgs field, while thick dashed lines represent one of the R and S LQs as

indicated by the R,S label.

We then use the SM renormalization group (RG) equations to evolve the low-energy
effective parameters µ and λ to the energy scale set by the LQ masses, approximately
∼ 1 TeV. Subsequently, we invert Eqs. (2.8) and (2.9) to derive µH and λH in terms of
µ, λ, and the remaining parameters of the full UV theory, denoted as pLQ — specifically,
µH(µ, pLQ) and λH(λ, pLQ).

III. PHASE TRANSITIONS AND GRAVITATIONAL WAVES

In this section, we outline the derivation of a finite temperature effective potential through
dimensional reduction, along with the computation of phase transition parameters relevant
for deriving a primordial GW spectrum. In the high-temperature EFT, we allow all three
scalars in the model to acquire a VEV:

H =

 0

vh

 , R =

0 0 0

0 vr 0

 , S =
(
vs 0 0

)
. (3.1)

For simplicity, we consider only one component in the SU(3)C direction to acquire a VEV
in both R and S. Notice that the number of possible vacuum configurations during a phase
transition increases exponentially with the number of VEVs,

#vacuum configurations = 22 #VEVs . (3.2)

This results in 64 possible configurations for our 3-VEV scenario. As we will see in Sec. IVC,
our analysis identifies around eleven configurations of interest out of all possible combina-
tions.
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A. Thermodynamics of the leptoquark model

This study focuses on the high-temperature regime defined by

m ≪ T , (3.3)

where m represents a relevant scale associated with the magnitude of the LQ masses in
our case. In this context, weakly coupled theories, such as the one under consideration,
feature a hierarchy of energy scales that are determined by the temperature T and the weak
effective coupling g4. In Fig. 3 we present these energy scales, labeled according to standard
conventions and ordered from largest to smallest (from left to right). While the higher end of
this hierarchy is Boltzmann suppressed5, the lighter end is non-perturbative6. The 4d theory,

FIG. 3. Scale hierarchies (bottom boxes) and their conventional labels (top filled boxes), where g ≪ 1

represents a generic weak coupling and T denotes the temperature. Figure inspired by Eq. (2.1) of [39].

defined at the hard scale, includes the scalar potential in Eq. (2.1), SM vector bosons, and
the Yukawa Lagrangian,

LYukawa =∆ijQ̄iujH̃ + ΓijQ̄idjH +ΠijL̄iejH

+ΘijQ̄
c
jLiS + ΩijL̄idjR

† +Υijū
c
jeiS + h.c. .

(3.4)

Here, Q and L are the left-handed quark and lepton SU(2)L doublets; u, d, and e are
the right-handed SM fermions. Following [16], Γ, Θ, Ω, and Υ are generic complex 3 × 3
matrices, while ∆ and Π are diagonal. SU(2)L contractions (e.g., Q̄cL ≡ ϵαβQ̄

c,αLβ, with
ϵαβ the two-dimensional Levi-Civita symbol and c denoting charge conjugation) are implicit.
In this article we focus on the effect of the scalar sector in producing strong FOPTs, while
complying with neutrino oscillation data. Thus, we assume LQ Yukawa couplings (second
line of Eq. (3.4)) smaller than 0.01 to safely neglect their impact on phase transitions.
We have verified that for every viable FOPT, the generated LQ masses and a1 trilinear
coupling, there is at least one solution where the entries of the Θ and Ω matrices are small
and simultaneously reproduce neutrino oscillation data. Otherwise the point is rejected. Note
that an exhaustive study of flavor observables is beyond the scope if this article.

We have implemented dimensional reduction to match this 4d theory to an effective 3d
theory at the soft scale by integrating out hard-scale non-zero modes [40]. Note that the
EFT is three-dimensional as it solely features time-independent static modes. For details,
see Appendix A. Additionally, we have integrated out temporal scalar fields residing at the
soft scale to derive an effective theory at the ultrasoft scale, characterized by µ ∼ g2T . This

4 In models with multiple weak couplings gi, g should be identified with the largest one [39]. For gauge field

theories, g is typically identified with the gauge coupling.
5 We match the thermal, 3d theory at the hard energy scale µ ∼ πT , which sets the scale of thermal fluctu-

ations. Any phenomenon characterised by energy E ≫ πT , is exponentially suppressed by a Boltzmann

factor e−E/T .
6 Each energy scale comes with its effective expansion parameter, which formally reads as ε ∼ g2T

µ ∼ 1 (cf.

[12]).
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procedure is automated in DRalgo [41], from where we obtained our dimensionally reduced
effective potential at next-to-leading-order (NLO). We perform the matching at the energy

scale µ = πT . The resulting 3d effective potential takes the form Veff = V
(0)
eff + V

(1)
eff , with

V
(0)
eff =

1

2

(
µ̂2
Hv

2
h + µ̂2

Rvr
2 + µ̂2

Svs
2
)

+
[
λ̂Hv

4
h + λ̂Rvr

4 + λ̂Svs
4

+ ĝHSv
2
hvs

2 + (ĝHR + ĝ′HR)v
2
hvr

2 + ĝRSvr
2vs

2
]

+ â1vhvsvr

V
(1)
eff =− 1

12π

(∑
i

m3
S,i +

∑
i

m3
V,i

)
.

(3.5)

Here, mS and mV represent the scalar and vector boson masses in the ultrasoft EFT. All
model parameters above, denoted with a hat, are calculated at the ultrasoft scale according
to Appendix A. These parameters are matched to the 4d potential in Eq. (2.1) and depend
implicitly on the temperature, with the following substitutions applied to the 3d effective
potential above:

v3di → v4di√
T

(3.6)

V 3d
eff → TV 3d

eff ≡ V 4d
eff . (3.7)

Here, vi represents the VEVs in Eq. (3.1). This procedure rewrites the 3d fields and potential
in the form of a 4d theory [41].

B. Features of a cosmological phase transition

Phase transition parameters are conventionally computed at a fixed temperature T∗,
which, following recent literature [42], is chosen to be the percolation temperature i.e.,
T∗ ≡ Tp

7. In this context, the key quantity to consider is the false vacuum fractional volume
PF(T ) ≡ e−I(T ), with I(T ) defined by

I(T ) = 4π

3
ξ3w

∫ Tc

T

dT ′ Γ(T
′)

H(T ′)

(∫ T ′

T

dT ′′

H(T ′′)

)3

. (3.8)

In the expression above, ξw is the bubble wall velocity (in natural units), H(T ) is the Hubble
parameter, and

Γ(T ) = T 4

(
S3

2πT

) 3
2

e−
S3
T (3.9)

is the false vacuum decay rate density for thermal phase transitions8 [43]. Assuming O(3)
symmetry around a center of the bounce, the 3d Euclidean bounce action can be written as

7 This choice is more appropriate for the transition temperature than the nucleation temperature, as it

remains valid in strongly supercooled scenarios. See [42] for further discussion.
8 The prefactor in Eq. (3.9) arises from a dimensional estimate of the bounce action functional determinants

at high temperature, which are notoriously difficult to compute.
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[43]

S3 = 4π

∫
dρ ρ2

[
1

2

(
dϕ

dρ

)2

+ V (ϕ)

]
. (3.10)

Although the model predominantly features phase transitions with mild supercooling, as
discussed in the context of Fig. 9, we include the vacuum contribution to the total energy
density entering the Hubble parameter H2 = ρ

3M2
P
[42, 44]:

ρ(T ) =
π2

30
g∗T

4︸ ︷︷ ︸
radiation

+ ∆V︸︷︷︸
vacuum

, (3.11)

where g∗ is the effective number of relativistic degrees of freedom at T∗. This approach allows
us to account for the few scenarios with strong supercooling identified in our numerical
analysis where ∆V dominates the energy density of the Universe.

The nucleation temperature Tn is generically defined by∫ Tc

Tn

dT
Γ(T )PF(T )

TH(T )4
= 1 . (3.12)

Here, PF(T > Tn) denotes the probability of being in the false vacuum prior to nucleation,
which is typically the case9, i.e. PF(T > Tn) ≈ 1, from which the usual expression is derived∫ Tc

Tn

dT
Γ(T )

TH(T )4
= 1 . (3.13)

In numerical calculations, it is useful to provide an initial estimate for the nucleation tem-
perature using the condition:

Γ(Tn)

H4(Tn)
= 1 . (3.14)

The most commonly adopted nucleation criterion for EW-scale phase transitions is based on
the Euclidean action value [5] which is approximately given by S3/T ∼ 140. However, the
LQ model features phase transitions over a range of energies from 100 GeV to approximately
10 TeV, corresponding to S3/T values at nucleation of roughly (137 − 124). In our numer-
ical routines, we use Eq. (3.14) to identify efficient FOPTs and later refine the nucleation
temperature determination using Eq. (3.13). For further details, see Sec. IV.

The percolation temperature can be determined by setting the fractional false-vacuum
volume to PF(T ) ≈ 0.7110, or equivalently

I(T ) ≈ 0.34 . (3.15)

Fig. 4 schematically illustrates the three stages that characterize a phase transition, from
which we derive the critical, nucleation, and percolation temperatures (as shown in panels
(a) to (c), respectively). Since the Euclidean bounce action must be computed numerically

9 This is usual except for very strongly supercooled phase transitions, where a few bubbles may nucleate

and expand to occupy a large fraction of the Universe’s volume before reaching the nucleation condition

defined in Eq. (3.12).
10 The estimate arises from percolation analyses of uniformly nucleated spherical bubbles [42].
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(a) Critical (b) Nucleation (c) Percolation

FIG. 4. Schematic representation of a FOPT, characterized by three temperatures. From left to right:

At the critical temperature (Tc) the minima are degenerate, quantum tunneling to the new phase is not

favoured and the Universe remains entirely in the original phase. At the nucleation temperature (Tn), the

transition to the new phase becomes sufficiently energetically favored, allowing for the efficient nucleation of

true vacuum bubbles. Finally, at the percolation temperature (Tp), the bubbles form a causally connected

structure throughout the Universe, preventing a collapse back into the false vacuum.

at fixed temperatures, fulfilling this condition is computationally prohibitive. Consequently,
we fit the action over the range of temperatures of interest, as described in Sec. IV.

Taking into account the expansion rate of the Universe, it is essential to ensure that the
true vacuum volume V(t) = a3(t)P (t) is increasing at the time of percolation [42]. From
V ′(t) ≥ 0, and the time-temperature relation dT

dt
= −TH(T ), one can directly derive

H(T )(TI ′(T ) + 3)

∣∣∣∣
Tp

< 0 . (3.16)

This condition can, in principle, be violated, preventing true percolation from being achieved.
This applies in particular to strongly supercooled transitions.

Besides temperature, the thermodynamics of a phase transition is fully described by two
quantities that represent the available energy and the characteristic time scale [42, 44]. These
are captured by the transition strength

α =
1

ργ

[
∆V − T

4
∆

(
∂V

∂T

)] ∣∣∣∣
T∗

, (3.17)
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and the inverse duration in Hubble units

β

H
= T∗

∂

∂T

(
S3

T

)∣∣∣∣
T∗

, (3.18)

respectively. A typical choice for the characteristic length scale is the mean bubble separa-
tion, which is derived from the bubble number density n and estimated by β:

R∗ = n(T∗)
−1/3 (3.19)

= T 3
∗

∫ Tc

T∗

dT
Γ(T )PF(T )

T 4H(T )
(3.20)

≈ (8π)1/3
max(ξw, cs)

β
, (3.21)

where cs is the speed of sound in the false vacuum 11. The approximation in the last line
holds for fast phase transitions.

C. Gravitational wave observables

GWs from FOPTs can be sourced through three distinct channels [6]:

• bubble wall collisions;

• sound waves;

• Magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) turbulence.

Hydrodynamic simulations indicate that, except in cases of extremely strong transition,
i.e. α ≫ 1, the contribution from bubble wall collisions is typically subdominant [4, 45].
Since our analysis focuses only on GW spectral peaks, where the contribution from MHD
turbulence is also generally subdominant, we will concentrate on GWs sourced by sound
waves. Indeed, for most scenarios considered here, we find that α < 1 with a few exceptions
where it can reach up to O(10).

We adopt the GW templates from Ref. [6], which provides a broken power law for the
GW spectra sourced by bubble collisions and a doubly broken power law for sound waves
and turbulence. The frequency breaks for sound waves are

f1 ≃ 0.2Hreh,0(H∗R∗)
−1 , (3.22)

f2 ≃ 0.5Hreh,0(H∗R∗)
−1∆−1

w , (3.23)

where ∆w = |ξw−cs|
max(ξw,cs)

represents the ratio of the sound shell thickness to the wall velocity

(or the speed of sound in case of subsonic deflagrations). We compute the Hubble rate at
the time of GW production Hreh, redshifted to the modern Universe, as follows:

Hreh,0 ≃ 1.65× 10−5
( g∗
100

)1/6( Treh

100 GeV

)
Hz . (3.24)

11 For an ultra-relativistic plasma, the speed of sound in both phases is given by c2s = 1/3.
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This is evaluated at the reheating temperature [46]

Treh ≃ Tp(1 + α)1/4 , (3.25)

considering that immediately after percolation, the latent heat stored in the false vacuum
is released and reheats the Universe. While this effect is primarily relevant when α ≫ 1,
typically resulting from strongly supercooled FOPTs, we include it in our calculation for
completeness and to account for the few strong phase transitions identified in Fig. 9.

The sound wave energy density can be decomposed as

h2ΩGW = h2Ω2
S(f)

S(f2)
, (3.26)

where the spectral shape captures the double broken power law

S(f) =
N

f 3
1

f 3(
1 + f

f1

)2 (
1 + f

f2

)4 , (3.27)

and the GW amplitude is given by

Ω2 =
1

π

(√
2 +

2f2/f1
1 + (f2/f1)2

)
FGW,0AswK

2(H∗τsw)(H∗R∗) . (3.28)

In this expression, h2FGW,0 ≃ 1.64× 10.−5(100/g∗)
1/3 is the redshift factor for the fractional

energy density K ≃ 0.6κα/(1 + α), and Asw ≃ 0.11 is a constant characteristic of sound

waves. The relative duration of the GW source is quantified byH∗τ = min(H∗R∗/
√
3K/4, 1).

We use the semi-analytical fit functions derived in [47] for the efficiency coefficient κ12.
We then maximize this spectrum to determine the GW peak frequency and amplitude.

These values are compared to the peak-integrated sensitivity curves (PISC) of Ref. [48] for
the LISA [26], DECIGO and BBO [27] detectors. The vertical distance of each peak to a
given curve indicates the signal-to-noise ratio for the corresponding detector.

IV. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

Our numerical analysis employs the thermal effective potential derived from the scalar
sector potential in Eq. (2.1) via dimensional reduction using the DRalgo tool [41] (Sec. IIIA
and Appendix A). The model and the effective potential are implemented using Dratopi

[49], a soon-to-be-released tool for phase transition analysis in the dimensional reduc-
tion formalism. The tool interfaces DRalgo with Python and a slightly modified version
of CosmoTransitions [50], to facilitate phase transition calculations for generic models
in Python using the dimensional reduction approach. The package includes a Mathematica

script to automate the export of models constructed within DRalgo to Python. Dratopi then
implements several protocols within a modified version of CosmoTransitions, including:

• Numerically solving the RG equations in the 4d theory, with the possibility of speci-
fying constraints, such as perturbativity constraints, on the parameters in 4d theory.

12 The relations hold for a perfect ultra-relativistic fluid with a speed of sound given by c2s = 1/3.
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• Automatically determining minimal constraints on the temperature range of the model
(required by the positivity of the squared Debye masses).

• Implementing the dimensional reduction (at LO or NLO), through the expressions
exported from DRalgo, to construct the 3d EFT in the ultrasoft regime.

• Implementing the effective potential (at LO, NLO or NNLO), through the expressions
exported from DRalgo. In particular, this includes an automated procedure to (nu-
merically) diagonalize the mass matrix in an efficient manner, as needed for the NLO
and NNLO parts of the effective potential.

• Tracing the phases and searching for phase transitions, using slightly tweaked ver-
sions of the CosmoTransitions routines, but starting at a non-zero temperature, as
necessary in the dimensional reduction approach.

• Providing various sanity checks, notably the ratio mUS(ϕ, µ)/µ of the effective mass
to energy scale, at a given energy scale and field values (see Sec. IVB).

Appendix A provides further details on dimensional reduction and Dratopi. Documentation
for the package will also be publicly available shortly. In what follows we present some
important observations concerning our numerical implementation of the LQ model. Note
that, for brevity, we will typically use the notation µ to refer to the hard energy scale, or
hard matching scale, µ4d, discussed in more detail in Appendix A.

Relations to LQ masses – Collider experiments establish a lower bound on scalar LQ
masses of approximately mmin

LQ ∼ O(1 TeV). In our numerical analysis, we fix the mixing
angle θ and the LQ mass (m

S
1/3
1,2

), ensuring it satisfies this constraint, and then determine

m
S
1/3
1

, mS2/3 , µS, and µR by inverting the relations (2.2) and (2.4):

µ2
R =

1

2

(
m2

S
1/3
1

+m2

S
1/3
2

− gHSv
2
H +m2

c

)
, (4.1)

µ2
S =

1

2

(
m2

S
1/3
1

+m2

S
1/3
2

− (gHS + g′HR)v
2
H −m2

c

)
, (4.2)

m2

S
1/3
1

= m2

S
1/3
2

−
√
2vHa1

sin(2θ)
, (4.3)

m2
S2/3 = µ2

R +
1

2
gHRv

2
H , (4.4)

where we define

m4
c ≡

(
m2

S
1/3
2

−m2

S
1/3
1

)2
− 2a21v

2
H . (4.5)

The mass-matrix parameterization using the mixing angle θ yields Eq. (2.4). Given that
| sin(2θ)| < 1 and mmin

LQ < m
S
1/3
1

< m
S
1/3
2

, this implies an upper bound on the trilinear

coupling a1, which we required to be positive:

a1 < amax
1 ≡

m2

S
1/3
2

− (mmin
LQ )2

√
2vH

. (4.6)
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Parameter Range

log10 λS,R (−3, log10 2)

log10 g ± (−3, log10 2)

m2

S
1/3
2

(0.8, 3) TeV

log10 a1 (−2, log10 a
max
1 ) TeV

θ (0, π/2)

TABLE II. Free-parameter ranges for the scanning routines. Here, g stands for any of the mixed quartic

couplings {gHS , gHR, g
′
HR, gRS}. Since these can be negative, we introduce a (uniformly) random sign ±.

Parameter ranges – The ranges of parameters used in our scans are shown in Tab. II.
Unitarity and perturbativity constraints limit the quartic couplings to values below 4π

and approximately O(1), respectively. Here, we allow values up to 2. To ensure a bounded-
from-below tree-level potential (requiring positive self-couplings λ), these constraints are
enforced across the entire energy range of our scans using the phase-tracing functionality of
Dratopi. Phase tracing terminates if any constraint is violated. Eq. (4.6) provides an upper
bound for the trilinear coupling a1. The lower bound, 10

−2, is significantly smaller than the
LQ masses and can be considered negligible. As discussed in Sec. IIA, requiring a1 > 0
restricts the allowed range of the mixing angle to the interval (0, π/2).

Action fitting – To determine the thermodynamic parameters detailed in Sec. III A, we
must compute the effective tunneling action. In the case of thermal phase transitions, this
involves solving the three-dimensional bounce equation [42, 43], given by

d2ϕ

dρ2
+

2

ρ

dϕ

dρ
= ∇ϕVeff(ϕ, T ) . (4.7)

This equation is solved with the boundary conditions

ϕ(ρ → 0) = ϕF (4.8)

dϕ

dρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ=0

= 0 , (4.9)

where ϕF corresponds to the field value in the false vacuum.
As noted in Sec. III B, the computation of the thermal tunneling action using the meth-

ods implemented in CosmoTransitions is susceptible to numerical instabilities [51]. This is
further compounded by the computationally expensive nature of directly determining the
percolation temperature from Eq. (3.15), which requires solving the bounce equation numer-
ically for a large number of temperatures. To address these computational challenges, we
adopt a more efficient approach. Specifically, we perform a numerical fit of the bounce action
around the nucleation temperature, which is itself estimated from the nucleation criterion
given in Eq. (3.14). This fit employs a Laurent polynomial of the form,

S3

T
≈

3∑
n=−3

cn (T − Tc)
n , (4.10)
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to capture the bounce action’s behavior near the nucleation temperature (positive powers)
and its divergence at the critical temperature (negative powers). This analytical expression
for the bounce action as a function of temperature allows for the numerical evaluation of
the integrals in Eqs. (3.14) and (3.15). This procedure yields an improved estimate of the
percolation temperature and refines the calculation of the nucleation temperature.

A. Gravitational wave peak amplitudes

We performed a comprehensive scan of the LQ model’s parameter space, employing the
templates in [6] to extract the relevant phase transition and GW peak-amplitude param-
eters. This resulted in the generation of approximately O(105) points featuring the phase
transitions. For a generic BSM theory to faithfully represent a SM-like 3d EFT, a specific
region in the α− β/H parameter space was identified in [12]. Transitions exhibiting weaker
strength (smaller α) and shorter duration (larger β/H) than those within that parameter
space region are effectively crossovers. To simplify the analysis, we impose the constraint
β/H ≲ 105. It is important to note that points violating this constraint are, in all cases, well
outside the region of observational sensitivity. Approximately 2×104 data points satisfy this
criterion and are highlighted in color in the following GW peak-amplitude distributions.

Prior to presenting our results, we discuss the treatment of the bubble wall velocity, ξw. A
rigorous determination of ξw would require computationally intensive lattice simulations to
account for the effects of plasma friction on the expanding bubbles. Since such simulations
are beyond the scope of this work, we adopt a simplified approach. We assume that the
bubble walls expand via supersonic detonations and fix the bubble wall velocity to ξw = 0.95
throughout our analysis. This approximation is justified by the relatively strong nature of
the phase transitions considered, specifically those within reach of planned GW detectors.
These transitions consistently exhibit values of α > 10−2, which, as demonstrated in [52],
correspond reasonably well to the supersonic detonation regime characterized by ξw ≈ O(1).

Fig. 5 presents the logarithmic distribution of the GW peak amplitude, h2Ωpeak
GW , as a

function of the peak frequency and the released latent heat (color scale on the left panel) and
the inverse duration of the phase transition (color scale on the right panel). Inspecting this
distribution reveals the minimum transition strength and the maximum duration required
to achieve detectability with different GW detectors. Specifically, a transition strength of
α ≳ 10−1 and β/H ≲ 102 is necessary to approach LISA sensitivity, whereas a strength of
α ≳ 10−2 and β/H ≲ 104 is required to reach DECIGO and BBO sensitivities.

B. High-temperature perturbativity

The thermal effective potential calculated using DRalgo and given in Eq. (3.5) is valid at
high temperatures. However, to maintain control over infrared (IR) logarithmic corrections
within the dimensional reduction framework, it is crucial to satisfy the conditionmUS(ϕ, µ) <
µ, where mUS(ϕ, µ) represents the various bosonic masses in the ultrasoft effective theory,
and µ is the hard energy scale [41, 53, 54].

In this work, we distinguish between phase transitions that strictly satisfy the high-
temperature perturbativity constraint given in Eq. (4.11) and those that do not. Transitions
satisfying this constraint are identified in Figs. 5 and 6 using circled dots and are labeled
as “high T ✓”. The validity of this constraint is verified at the nucleation temperature by
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FIG. 5. GW spectral peaks of the combined numerical scans. Gray points correspond to phase transitions

occurring too quickly for the EFT treatment of Sec. IIIA [12]. Color represents the strength α of the phase

transitions (left panel) and inverse duration β/H (right panel). Circled dots highlight the phase transitions

strictly consistent with the high-T expansion, see Sec. IVB. The PISCs for LISA, DECIGO and BBO are

reported for comparison.

calculating the ratio of the highest ultrasoft mass to the energy scale as follows:

mUS

µ

∣∣∣∣
Tn

< 1 ∀mUS . (4.11)

Given that the effective masses depend on the field values, we determine the maximum effec-
tive mass at both the initial and final phase VEVs characterizing the phase transition. This
maximum value is then used to assess the validity of the high-temperature approximation.
The resulting distribution of GW peak-amplitudes is shown in Fig. 6; this figure is identical
to Fig. 5 except that the data points are now color-coded according to the ratio mUS/µ.

FIG. 6. Distribution of GW peak-amplitudes color-coded according to the high-temperature perturbativity

parameter mUS/µ
∣∣Tn, where mUS is the maximum ultrasoft mass at the nucleation temperature. Points

satisfying the perturbativity criterion (mUS/µ < 1) are circled.

The high-temperature perturbativity condition specified in Eq. (4.11) is satisfied to a good
approximation for all sampled points in our analysis. For points with lower GW amplitudes
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(h2ΩGW ≲ 10−15), the condition is satisfied in most of the cases. However, it is crucial to
understand that this condition does not represent a strict upper limit on the allowed values.
Instead, it should be interpreted as an approximate measure of the overall perturbativity of
the 3d EFT at high temperatures. For a finer analysis higher-order corrections on the thermal
effective potential are needed, which is beyond the scope of this article. In this context,
deviations by a factor of a few above unity are considered acceptable. Interestingly, even the
strongest transitions, including some within the sensitivity range of LISA, exhibit values of
the mass-to-energy scale ratio (mUS/µ) that deviate slightly from 1, with the majority of
points clustering around a value of 2. The robustness of the high-temperature approximation
is further assessed by varying the energy-scale factor µ/(πT ). The impact of this variation on
the predicted GW spectra is illustrated in Fig. 7 for two benchmark points (BP) describing
transitions involving the color restoration pattern r → h. This figure demonstrates that
varying the energy-scale factor µ/(πT ) within the range [0.5, 2] produces only a small change
in GW spectral amplitudes, ∆h2ΩGW < 0.5. This highlights the significant reduction in
theoretical uncertainties achieved through dimensional reduction, compared to standard 4d
calculations.

(a) BP1 with mUS/µ ≈ 0.75. (b) BP2 with mUS/µ ≈ 2.

FIG. 7. GW predictions for two benchmark points (BP) within the LQmodel parameter space, characterized

by a color restoration r → h transition. The blue shaded regions represent the uncertainties associated

with variations in the energy-scale factor µ/(πT ). The narrowness of these uncertainty bands provides

strong evidence supporting the validity of the high-temperature perturbative approximation employed in

this analysis.

In Fig. 8 we present a series of panels illustrating predictions for the SGWB peak am-
plitude and frequency in terms of various model parameters such as the three LQ physical
masses, the trilinear coupling a1, and the various quartic couplings. The Higgs self-coupling,
λH , is fixed by the matching procedure and only displays minimal variation across the pa-
rameter space; similarly, the Higgs doublet mass parameter µH is fixed by matching to the
SM. It is also important to note that the mass terms µS and µR are correlated with their
corresponding physical mass parameters.

Our analysis reveals interesting trends in the LQ mass parameters and the trilinear
coupling a1. In the region of parameter space that satisfies the high-temperature pertur-
bativity constraint (Eq. (4.11)), we observe a preference for LQ masses of approximately
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FIG. 8. Predictions for the GW peak amplitude and frequency for various model parameters. The plots are

organized as follows: Row 1 shows the dependence on two of the physical LQ mass parameters. Row 2 shows

the dependence on the third LQ mass parameter (left panel) and the trilinear coupling a1 (right panel).

Row 3 displays the dependence on the quartic self-couplings of the LQ doublet (left panel) and LQ singlet

(right panel). Row 4 shows the dependence on the quartic couplings between the Higgs doublet and the LQ

doublet. Finally, Row 5 shows the dependence on the quartic coupling between the Higgs doublet and the

LQ singlet (left panel) and the quartic coupling between the LQ singlet and LQ doublet (right panel).
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mS1/3 ,m
S
1/3
2

≈ 2.7 TeV and m
S
1/3
1

≈ 2.2 TeV. However, this trend changes in the region

associated with the strongest GW peak amplitudes, which corresponds to the region of
parameter space that is within the sensitivity range of the planned DECIGO and BBO de-
tectors as well as LISA. In this latter region, the LQ masses tend to take on values around 1.5
TeV. A similar pattern is observed for the trilinear coupling a1. In the region of parameter
space where the high-temperature perturbativity condition is strictly satisfied, the values of
a1 tend to be approximately 1 GeV. In contrast, in the region associated with the strongest
GW signals, the values of a1 are significantly larger, typically of order 103 GeV.

Our analysis reveals distinct trends in the quartic couplings. Stronger phase transitions
tend to be associated with larger values of the self-couplings λR and λS, typically of order
1 and 10−1, respectively. The mixed quartic couplings, however, display a different pattern.
Within the parameter space region where the high-temperature perturbativity condition
is strictly satisfied, the mixed quartic couplings typically assume smaller values, generally
on the order of 10−1. This trend changes as the sensitivity of LISA is approached; in this
region, larger values of the mixed quartic couplings, generally of order 1, are favored. The
coupling gHR represents an exception to this trend. Further analysis of the quartic couplings
within the high-temperature perturbative region reveals a distinct preference for the sign
of several couplings. Specifically, the coupling g′HR shows a strong preference for negative
values, whereas the couplings gHS and gRS are mostly positive.

FIG. 9. Relation between the supercooling parameter, defined as (Tc − Tn)/Tc, and the ratio of vacuum

energy density to radiation energy density, ∆V/ργ . A horizontal line is included to identify the boundary

between radiation-dominated transitions (below the line) and vacuum-dominated transitions (above the

line). The color scheme of the data points represents the strength of the corresponding phase transitions, as

parameterized by α.

We conclude this section by discussing the degree of supercooling characterizing the
FOPTs identified in our numerical analysis. We quantify the amount of supercooling using
the parameter ∆T/Tc, with ∆T ≡ Tc − Tn the difference between the critical and the
nucleation temperatures. The distribution of this supercooling parameter, along with the
ratio of vacuum energy density to radiation energy density (∆V/ργ), is shown in Fig. 9. A
striking feature of this distribution is that the vast majority of points correspond to phase
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transitions exhibiting minimal supercooling, i.e., ∆T/Tc ≪ 1. This trend persists even for
the strongest transitions identified in our scans, characterized by α > 1, where the degree of
supercooling remains extremely small (∆T/Tc < 10−3). However, it is noteworthy that, while
uncommon, the model does allow for the occurrence of phase transitions with substantial
supercooling. A dedicated study of such cases is, however, beyond the scope of the present
work. It is important to note that the value of α is predominantly determined by the value of
∆V/ργ, particularly as one approaches the right edge of the sampled parameter space (i.e.,
at larger values of ∆T/Tc). However, as one moves towards the left edge of this parameter
space (i.e., at lower values of ∆T/Tc), the contribution from entropy injection, which is
represented by the second term in equation Eq. (3.17), becomes increasingly relevant in
determining the overall value of α.

C. Vacuum configurations

This section presents a classification scheme for the various phase transition patterns
identified in our analysis. This classification is based on which of the three VEVs, namely H,
R and S in Eq. (3.1), acquire non-zero values in each of the phases involved in the transition.
The relationships between these distinct phase transition patterns and the underlying model
parameters are then explored.

Regarding the vacuum configurations, two crucial observations are noteworthy:

1. The extension of the SM through the inclusion of LQs allows, via modifications to the
Higgs sector, for first-order EWPTs. These transitions can be either from a symmetric
state to one where the Higgs field acquires a non-zero VEV (0 → h) or from a state
where the Higgs field already has a non-zero VEV to another state with a different
Higgs VEV, which we denote (h → h).

2. In addition, the model allows for a variety of phase transitions in which the SU(3)C
color symmetry is broken in one or both of the phases involved in the transition.

To clarify our notation, a phase transition is denoted as F → T , where F refers to the false
vacuum configuration and T refers to the true vacuum configuration. The labels h, r, and s
are used to indicate the presence of non-zero field values for the corresponding fields (h, r,
s) in each phase. A fully symmetric phase, in which all three fields have a value consistent
with zero within numerical uncertainties, is indicated by the label 0.

Concerning the first point, although the LQ model does indeed allow for first-order EW-
PTs of the type 0 → h, which are of significant interest in the context of EW baryogenesis
[13, 15, 55], these transitions are generally weak in terms of the parameter α, typically
reaching values of only α ≈ 3× 10−3. This corresponds to a GW peak amplitude of approxi-
mately h2Ωpeak

GW ≈ 10−21. In marked contrast, all of the strongest phase transitions identified
in our analysis, i.e. those that are within the sensitivity range of LISA or future planned
gravitational interferometers, are characterized by the spontaneous breaking of the SU(3)C
color symmetry in one or both of the phases involved in the transition. The nature of the
vacuum configurations for the strong transitions is clearly illustrated in Fig. 11a, where the
SGWB peak amplitude is color-coded according to the corresponding vacuum configuration.
To the best of our knowledge, this work represents the first numerical analysis of a model
that features color-breaking transitions in the early Universe with testable predictions at
GW experiments.
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Given the observations above, we adopt a classification scheme for the phase transitions
identified in our analysis. This scheme divides the transitions into two main categories: color-
preserving (CoP) and color-breaking (CoB). This classification is independent of whether the
SU(3)C color symmetry is broken in the high- or low-temperature phase. Typical examples
of phase diagrams for each category are shown in Fig. 10. These examples include a color-
preserving EWPT, denoted as 0 → h, and a color-breaking phase transition, denoted as
(r, h) → 0. In this latter type of transition, the color symmetry is spontaneously broken in
the high-temperature phase due to a non-zero VEV for the field r, and is restored in the
true vacuum.

(a) Example of a color-preserving (CoP) phase tran-

sition with VEV configuration 0 → h.

(b) Example of a color-breaking (CoB) phase tran-

sition with VEV configuration (r, h) → h.

FIG. 10. Typical phase diagrams of the LQ model. The continuous colored lines represent the mean values

of the scalar fields along the path connecting the true and false vacua. The color of these lines is determined

by the value of the effective potential at that point along the path. The thermal VEVs for the three scalar

fields, h, s, and r, are shown as gray lines, using different line styles to distinguish between them. The lower

panels show the perturbativity condition across the temperature range considered. The red shaded region

indicates where perturbativity is not strictly satisfied but remains possible.

To construct the phase diagrams shown in Fig. 10, we utilize an averaging procedure to
represent each phase, which is necessary given the presence of multiple vacuum directions in
the model’s parameter space. To allow a simultaneous representation of both the temperature
and the effective potential, we use the arithmetic average of the temperature-dependent VEV
to represent each phase. This averaged VEV is displayed graphically as a continuous curve,
the color of which represents the value of the dimensionally reduced effective potential at
that temperature13. To facilitate the identification of the VEVs for each of the three scalar
fields, h, s, and r, gray lines are also included. The line styles of the gray lines are distinct for
each of the three scalar fields. Vertical lines are included in the phase diagrams to indicate
the characteristic transition temperatures.

The region of parameter space of primary interest for our analysis spans the range of
temperatures from the critical (Tc) to the percolation temperature (Tp). However, to pro-
vide a more comprehensive assessment of the validity of the high-temperature perturbative

13 It is important to note that the potential has units of [mass]4, as per Eq. (3.6).
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approach employed in this analysis, we also examine the value of the high-temperature per-
turbativity parameter defined in Eq. (4.11) across a wider range of temperatures. This is
shown in the panels presented below the phase diagrams. In each of these plots, a curve is
shown that represents the maximum value of the ratio of the effective mass to the energy
scale for the corresponding phase, displayed as a function of temperature. It is important
to emphasize that, for all of the phase diagrams displayed in Fig. 10, the high-temperature
perturbativity condition is satisfied across the entire considered temperature range. The red
shaded area represents the region where the perturbativity condition is not strictly obeyed
but is still possible.

Our analysis now focuses on phase transitions that retain color symmetry in the low-
temperature phase (low-CoP transitions). In general, it is conceivable that a secondary phase
transition at a lower temperature could also restore this symmetry, ensuring consistency with
the SM at low energies. However, the high-temperature effective potential employed in this
analysis, which is obtained using dimensional reduction Eq. (3.5), is only valid at sufficiently
high temperatures. Extrapolating this effective potential to lower temperatures, such as those
near or below the EW scale, is not reliable because we move too far from the matching scale,
resulting in large values of the couplings and a possible loss of perturbativity. Indeed, the
effective potential diverges at T = 0. Therefore, for a conservative and reliable analysis, we
restrict our attention to the low-CoP transitions.

Phase transitions that lead to a completely symmetric vacuum, characterized by zero
VEVs for all three scalar fields (0, 0, 0), represent a reasonable scenario. This is because
the SM predicts a crossover phase transition from a symmetric phase to a phase with a
non-zero Higgs VEV (0 → h) in the vicinity of the EW scale. Our LQ model is explicitly
constructed to match the SM in this regime; the specific matching conditions are given
in Eqs. (2.8) and (2.9). To verify this matching, we have explicitly minimized the tree-level
scalar potential given in Eq. (2.1). We confirm that this minimization procedure consistently
yields a value for the VEV that agrees with that in the SM.

Figure Fig. 11a displays the distribution of low-CoP vacuum configurations in the plane
of GW peak amplitude versus peak frequency. Examination of this distribution reveals that
the strongest SGWB signal predictions are associated with phase transitions of the type
(h, s, r) → 0, followed by transitions of the type (h, s, r) → h and r → h. Among these,
the latter feature the largest number of points that strictly satisfy the high-temperature
perturbativity condition described in section IVB. The (h, s, r) → 0 transitions comprise
the majority of points satisfying the constraint β/H < 105. However, it is important to note
that the strongest transitions among those of the (h, s, r) → 0 type exhibit values of the
perturbativity parameter mUS/µ ≈ 2. A fraction of these points fall within the sensitivity
range of LISA, suggesting the potential for constraining a portion of the model’s parameter
space using next-generation GW detectors.

The right-hand panel of Fig. 11 presents a histogram showing the distribution of the
various low-CoP vacuum configurations obtained in our analysis. For clarity, the histogram
distinguishes between those transitions for which the condition β/H < 105 is satisfied,
and those where the high-temperature perturbativity condition given in Eq. (4.11) is also
satisfied. The latter is discussed in more detail in sections IVA and IVB of this work. Darker
shades of gray represent vacuum configurations that preserve color symmetry throughout
the transition.

Based on the considerations outlined above, our analysis has identified a total of 11
distinct types of phase transitions that are physically viable (i.e. color is preserved in the
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(a) GW peak amplitude and frequency illustrating the various

identified vacuum configurations.

(b) Number counts of the iden-

tified low-CoP vacuum configura-

tions. SU(3)C-preserving transitions

are identified by the darker shades of

gray.

FIG. 11. Distribution of true vacuum color-preserving (low-CoP) phase transitions. The left panel displays

these transitions in the SGWB peak amplitude and peak frequency. Only those transitions for which the

condition β/H < 105 is satisfied are shown in color. The high-temperature perturbativity condition is not

indicated in this panel for clarity. The right panel shows a histogram indicating the number of occurrences

of each of the distinct transition types identified in our analysis.

low phase). These 11 transition types are selected from a total of 64 possible configurations.
Among these 11 viable types, three correspond to transitions that are purely EW in nature
and do not involve the breaking of the color symmetry. The remaining eight viable types
involve phase transitions in which the color symmetry is spontaneously broken in the high-
temperature phase.

D. Improving the accuracy of SGWB predictions

Theoretical uncertainties are inherent to several steps of our thermodynamic analysis. The
estimation of the energy budget available to the sound waves produced during bubble colli-
sions relies on simplified models that assume a bag equation of state [46]. This simplification
impacts other parameters, such as the bubble wall velocity (ξw). Further approximations are
made in the calculation of the decay rate. Specifically, the prefactor in the expression for the
decay rate given in Eq. (3.9) (T 4e−S3/T ) represents a simplified approximation of the model-
specific functional determinants that should appear in the exact expression for the decay
rate. While a numerical tool for calculating these functional determinants is available [56],
its current implementation is limited to the case of a single scalar field. The development of
a multi-field version of this tool would permit a more precise calculation of the prefactor in
the decay rate and would constitute a natural and important extension of the current work.
Until such a tool is available, however, we must rely on the approximate expression for the
decay rate given in Eq. (3.9).
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The thermodynamic properties of the LQ model were analyzed using the dimensional
reduction approach. This approach offers significant advantages in terms of reliability at
high temperatures compared to alternative methods [53, 57–59]. The effective potential for
the model was calculated at NLO using the DRalgo software package. While DRalgo is
capable of performing calculations at NNLO, we have focused on an NLO treatment. This
choice was primarily driven by computational considerations. Specifically, the numerical
calculation of thermodynamic quantities at NNLO requires tracing the phases and solving
the bounce equation in a three-field space (h, r, s), which is computationally very expensive
and will be done elsewhere.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This article presents a detailed analysis of the primordial GW spectrum arising from
FOPTs in the minimal LQ model defined by the scalar potential given in Eq. (2.1). This
particular model has been shown in a previous work [16] to be consistent with existing
experimental constraints on flavor physics and also capable of providing a mechanism for
the generation of Majorana masses for active neutrinos. In this work, we explore the phase
transition dynamics in this model. Our analysis reveals that multiple viable FOPT patterns
exist, characterized by different configurations of the true and the false vacua.

The minimal LQ model under consideration in this study exhibits a unique combination
of the following features:

• First, it allows for the occurrence of first-order EWPTs, in which only the Higgs field
acquires a non-zero VEV.

• Second, the model also permits phase transitions in which the SU(3)C color symmetry
is broken spontaneously, either in the high-temperature phase, the low-temperature
phase, or both.

• The detectability region is characterized by physical masses of approximately 1.5 TeV
for all three LQs, consistent with the current collider bounds and within the reach of
the LHC (both at run-3 and the high-luminosity upgrade) for further investigation.

• The observability region places strong constraints on the the scalar potential. Specifi-
cally, it predicts values for the various quartic couplings of order 10−2 with the excep-
tion of λR which takes values of order 1.

• The trilinear coupling a1, relating all three scalar fields H,R and S, plays a crucial role
throughout this work. Besides providing mixing between the S singlet and one of the
components of the R doublet, thus allowing for the radiative generation of neutrino
masses and their mixing structure, it tends to assume values of approximately 2 TeV
in the detectability region, while acquiring values of O(1 GeV) in the adjacent regions.

Our study indicates that a significant portion of the model’s parameter space may be
within reach of future GW detectors, particularly LISA, if we allow for the perturbativ-
ity condition mUS/µ to be slightly above unity. Specifically, we find that values around
mUS/µ ≈ 2 are sufficient. Note that the criterion for high-temperature perturbativity given
in Eq. (4.11) should not be considered a strict threshold. Determining the precise boundary
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of the perturbative regime for a given model is a non-trivial task beyond the scope of this
first analysis.

Despite the potential for future refinements in the accuracy of primordial GW spectrum
calculations, this work offers a substantial improvement in our understanding as demon-
strated in Fig. 7. This work is, to the best of our knowledge, the first numerical study to
explore a model that simultaneously incorporates a mechanism for the generation of neutrino
masses and the phenomenon of color-restoration FOPTs in the early Universe, producing
an observable SGWB detectable by future planned GW facilities such as LISA, BBO, and
DECIGO. Our analysis provides concrete predictions for various model parameters, testable
at colliders, specifically within the region that leads to detectable GW signals.
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Appendix A: Dimensional reduction: effective theories at high temperature

Perturbation theory converges slowly at finite temperatures. The problem at hand fea-
tures two energy scales: the temperature and the scalar mass. Since these scales are vastly
different, it is apt to use an effective theory by integrating out high-energy modes with
E ∼ T . Since the system is in equilibrium, there is no time dependence, leaving an effective
(spatial) three dimensional field theory. The procedure to obtain such a theory, outlined
below, is referred to as dimensional reduction (DR).

In the imaginary time formalism we let t → −iτ , where τ ∈ [−β,+β], with β = 1/T .
Because the bosonic and fermionic fields are periodic and anti-periodic, respectively, in τ ,
the fields and their second derivatives can be Fourier expanded according to

ϕ(τ, x⃗) = T

∞∑
n=−∞

eiτωnϕn(x⃗) (A1)

∂2ϕ(x) = T

∞∑
n=−∞

eiτωn

[
ω2
nϕn(x⃗)− ∇⃗2ϕn(x⃗)

]
, (A2)

where ωn are the so-called Matsubara frequencies, with ωn = 2nπT for bosons and ωn =
(2n+ 1)πT for fermions. Consequently, we see that there is an infinite tower of modes with
squared masses m2

n = ω2
n +m2, with m denoting the ordinary mass. When T is large, in the

sense that T ≫ m, all the fermionic modes as well as the non-zero bosonic modes are heavy,
and can be integrated out by matching correlators.
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The couplings of the effective Lagrangian are matched to those in the 4d theory, and
depend implicitly on the temperature. To avoid large logarithms, these couplings are matched
at a scale µ ∼ T :

λ3d = T
(
λ4d + ag44d log

µ

T
+ bg44d + . . .

)
. (A3)

Since the couplings are independent of the matching scale — µ∂µλ3d = 0 — µ ∼ T is chosen
to minimize the logarithm. In practice, this involves starting with a theory at a given scale
µ0, evolving the couplings to µ ∼ T , and calculating observables with the effective theory.

In the 3d EFT thus constructed, said to be living at the soft scale, the temporal com-
ponents of the vector fields appear as decoupled scalar fields, with associated masses called
Debye masses. In practice, and this is an assumption we make throughout the present project,
these Debye masses are often larger than the scale of the phase transition. Hence, we are
justified in further integrating out the temporal modes, to construct yet another 3d EFT,
now said to be living at the ultrasoft scale. The DRalgo [41] package constructs the soft and
ultrasoft 3d EFT in two steps:

• Dimensional reduction:
The 4d fundamental theory, living at the hard energy scale µ4d ∼ T , is matched to a
3d soft theory, with renormalization scale µS

3d ∼ gT . This removes logarithms of the
form log µ

T
for energy scales µ ∼ T . At this stage, 4d β-functions, thermal masses,

effective couplings and anomalous dimensions are computed.

• Integrating out massive temporal scalars:
The soft theory is matched to an ultrasoft theory at the energy scale µUS

3d ∼ g2T ,
removing logarithms of the form log mD

µ
, with mD denoting a typical Debye mass.

Here, 3d β-functions, masses and couplings are computed. This step is optional and
user-defined14.

The matching between the 3d EFT and the underlying 4d theory is performed to next-to-
leading order (NLO). At this level, two-loop thermal corrections to the masses of the scalar
fields are included. All couplings are resummed to one-loop order. The DRalgo package
also allows for integrating out additional heavy scalars. For a comprehensive description of
DRalgo’s capabilities and implementation, we refer to [41].

The high-temperature theory can also be used to calculate the thermal escape rate.
This is determined by the probability for the scalar fields to overcome the potential barrier
separating the metastable vacuum from the true vacuum and is set by the Boltzmann factor
e−S3/T . To determine the bounce action it is sufficient to expand the path integral around
a saddle point rather than performing a full dynamical treatment. This bounce solution
satisfies Eq. (4.7), with the boundary conditions Eq. (4.8). The rate for thermal escape is
then given by Eq. (3.9).

As mentioned in Sec. IV, for the implementation we use Dratopi [49], a soon-to-be-
released tool which interfaces the DRalgo package with Python and a modified version of
CosmoTransitions [50]. Dratopi provides a script to export from DRalgo into Python,
among other things, the beta functions for the 4d theory, the results of the hard-to-soft
(step 1 above) and the soft-to-ultrasoft (step 2 above) matchings, as well as the effective

14 See [39, 54, 59] for studies addressing the soft and intermediate scales.
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potential in the ultrasoft 3d EFT. Moreover, Dratopi also provides the necessary routines
to calculate the 4d thermal effective potential and to use this for phase transition analysis
in a slightly modified version of CosmoTransitions. Below, we summarize the main steps
to obtain the 4d thermal effective potential V 4d

eff at field values v4d and temperature T . Note
that the first two steps are executed only once, upon initialization of the model.

1. Define the model by specifying its 4d parameters, collectively denoted p4d, at some
given reference energy scale µ0.

2. Using the beta functions, solve the renormalization group (RG) equations, to obtain
an interpolated solution of p4d(µ) as a function of the RG scale/energy scale µ (over
some specified range).

3. Set the hard matching scale to µ4d = C4d · T , where C4d is a prefactor that defaults to
π. 15

4. Construct the soft 3d EFT, by matching the 4d theory to the 3d EFT, at the scale
µ4d.

5. Set the soft-to-ultrasoft matching scale to µUS
3d = C3d ·mD,min. Here, mD,min is equal to

the smallest Debye mass, at temperature T . Further, C3d is a prefactor which defaults
to 1. 16

6. Construct the ultrasoft 3d EFT, by integrating out the temporal modes, thus obtaining
the 3d parameters pUS

3d (T ) in the ultrasoft 3d EFT, at the given temperature.

7. Calculate the 4d thermal effective potential according to the relation V 4d
eff (v

4d, T ) =

TV 3d
eff (v

4d/
√
T ;pUS

3d (T )). Here, V
3d
eff is the effective potential in the ultrasoft 3d EFT,

calculated at field values v3d = v4d/
√
T and at 3d ultrasoft parameter values pUS

3d (T ).

Except for the input parameters (step 1.), these steps are fully automatized by the pack-
age. In summary, Dratopi enables users to leverage the advantages of dimensional reduction
with minimal intervention, providing a streamlined and efficient framework for studying cos-
mological FOPTs.

Appendix B: Monte Carlo scanning

Given the limited number of points satisfying all perturbativity conditions, we perform a
simple Monte-Carlo (MC) scan of the parameter space of the theory, initialized on benchmark
points from each vacuum configuration. Our MC algorithm consists of three parts:

1. An initial point is randomly selected from a dataset of “optimal” points featuring
FOPTs and GW production.

2. A small random move in the space of quartic parameters as well as all free parameters
of the theory, i.e. LQ masses and trilinear couplings a1. This defines the path of a
random walker exploring the parameter space of the theory.

15 In this project, we normally use the default value of C4d = π. As discussed above, in connection with

Fig. 7, we also consider the influence of changing C4d = µ4d/T .
16 In this project, we do not consider the impact of varying C3d.
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3. Phase transition (if any) and GW parameters are computed for the new model17. An
“improvement” function evaluates the overall change in quartic parameters andmUS/µ
ratio,

i ≡ −
(
a

〈
∆
mUS

µ

〉
+ b ⟨∆|λ|⟩

)
, (B1)

where λ represents all quartic couplings and ⟨⟩ denotes the parameter average (e.g.,
the average of mUS/µ at the high and low VEVs), which we only include if at least one
parameter exceeds a certain threshold. Furthermore, a and b are arbitrary parameters
chosen to optimize the scanning; we set both to 10. The move is then accepted or
rejected according to the value of the improvement:

ei

≥ r ⇒ accept

< r ⇒ reject
, (B2)

where r is a random variable with uniform distribution U(0, 1). As a result, moves with
positive improvement are always accepted, while those with negative improvement are
only accepted with exponentially decreasing probability. We then iterate from bullet
point 2, starting from either the newly accepted point or the previous ones.

The typical path of the MC random walker, in the {mUS/µ, gHS} space, is shown in Fig. 12
below. Statistically, it moves towards optimal values of both parameters.

FIG. 12. A typical path in the {mUS/µ, gHS} space of the random walker implemented in our Monte Carlo

algorithm. Points are color-coded according to the value of the ΩGW peak (right bar). Grey to black arrows

(those landing on a colored point) identify the MC accepted steps – with color representing the overall

“improvement” (top bar) – while light grey arrows represent rejected steps.

17 This is carried on with the standard prescription: phase tracing, search for phase transition, computation

of transition and GW parameters (if any of these is first order).
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