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Primordial Black Hole Formation via Inverted Bubble Collapse
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We propose a novel mechanism of primordial black hole (PBH) formation through inverted bubble
collapse. In this scenario, bubbles nucleate sparsely in an incomplete first-order phase transition,
followed by a bulk phase transition in the rest of the universe that inverts these pre-existing bubbles
into false vacuum regions. These spherically symmetric false-vacuum bubbles subsequently collapse
to form PBHs. Unlike conventional PBH formation mechanisms associated with domain wall collapse
or bubble coalescence, our inverted bubble collapse mechanism naturally ensures spherical collapse.
We demonstrate that, when applied to the singlet extension of the Standard Model, this mechanism
can produce highly monochromatic PBHs with masses up to O(10−7 – 10−5)M⊙, which potentially
explain the microlensing events observed in the OGLE and Subaru HSC data.

Introduction.– The composition of our Universe
presents one of the most profound mysteries in mod-
ern cosmology. Observational evidence indicates that ap-
proximately one-quarter of the energy density of the Uni-
verse consists of dark matter, whose nature remains un-
known [1–3]. Among various candidates proposed to ex-
plain dark matter, primordial black holes (PBHs) stand
out as an intriguing possibility [4–8]. While PBHs could
potentially account for all of the dark matter, they might
also coexist with other dark matter components. Indeed,
scenarios in which PBHs constitute a non-negligible frac-
tion or even all of the dark matter have been widely stud-
ied. [7, 9–11].

The formation of PBHs requires significant density per-
turbations in the early Universe. Many proposed mech-
anisms rely on superhorizon-scale fluctuations, with one
widely studied scenario involving the generation of large
curvature perturbations during inflation that later reen-
ter the horizon and collapse into PBHs [4–6, 12–15].
However, such scenarios often require fine-tuning of the
inflaton potential, particularly in creating ultra-flat re-
gions in the case of single-field inflation models, which im-
poses non-trivial constraints on inflationary model build-
ing. Another possibility is to make use of the large isocur-
vature perturbations of baryons or dark matter. For
instance, PBH formation from collapsing baryon/axion
bubbles represents an interesting realization of such a
mechanism [16–24].

Alternative mechanisms for generating large overden-
sities include those involving topological defects such as
domain walls [25–35] and first-order phase transitions
(FOPTs) [36–52]. However, these scenarios face funda-
mental challenges, as the overdense regions are expected
to deviate significantly from spherical symmetry, and it
remains unclear how much deviation is allowed for suc-
cessful PBH formation (see Refs. [53–55] for the discus-
sion on the PBH formation from Gaussian curvature per-
turbations). These uncertainties make it challenging to
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predict the PBH abundance and understand the collapse
process.

In this Letter, we propose a novel mechanism for PBH
formation through inverted bubble collapse (IBC) in an
incomplete FOPT followed by a bulk phase transition.
In our scenario, bubbles sparsely nucleate during an in-
complete FOPT. These bubbles are spherically symmet-
ric when nucleated [56], and maintain this symmetry
unless they collide. Crucially, before this transition is
completed, a second phase transition occurs throughout
the Universe except within the bubbles, transforming the
bubble interiors into false vacuum regions. Consequently,
the initially expanding bubbles begin to contract and
eventually collapse. When sufficiently energetic bubbles
collapse, they can form PBHs while naturally preserv-
ing spherical symmetry. Unlike PBH formation scenar-
ios involving topological defect collapse or bubble coa-
lescence, our mechanism allows for precise prediction of
PBH abundance in terms of model parameters thanks to
this preserved spherical symmetry.

We demonstrate that our mechanism can be imple-
mented in the context of the electroweak phase transi-
tion (EWPT) by extending the Standard Model (SM)
with singlet scalar fields. In this setup, an initial (in-
complete) FOPT and the subsequent bulk phase transi-
tion occur in the singlet sector, followed by the EWPT
in the Higgs direction. We show that this scenario can
produce highly monochromatic PBHs with masses up to
O(10−7 – 10−5)M⊙, which could potentially explain the
microlensing events observed in the OGLE and Subaru
HSC data [57–59] and will also be probed by the ongo-
ing Subaru HSC searches for PBHs and other compact
objects. Depending on the model parameters, it can also
generate PBHs with much smaller masses that could ex-
plain all dark matter. Furthermore, if either the bulk
phase transition in the singlet sector or the EWPT is
of first-order, it could generate gravitational waves de-
tectable by future space-borne interferometers such as
LISA [60] (see also Refs. [61–69] for theoretical studies of
gravitational waves in the singlet extension).

Lastly, we note that the expanding and shrinking bub-
bles have also been studied in Ref. [70], which focused
on the bubble nucleation during the very early reheating
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stage. In their scenario, the shrinking bubbles leave small
density perturbations that later collapse to PBHs, which
grow via mass accretion during the inflaton matter dom-
inated universe. In contrast, our mechanism operates in
the radiation dominated (RD) universe and forms PBHs
directly through bubble collapse. Furthermore, our ap-
proach allows us to calculate the PBH mass spectrum
solely from the phase transition parameters, independent
of specific inflation models and reheating processes.

PBH formation in the IBC mechanism.– In this
section, we derive the mass distribution of PBHs formed
through our IBC mechanism. We first calculate the bub-
ble size distribution, then determine their collapse con-
ditions and derive the mass spectrum of PBHs.

To calculate the bubble size distribution, we first need
to track the evolution of bubbles in the cooling universe.
We evaluate this at time t = tc, when the bubble walls
start to shrink after their interiors have become false vac-
uum regions through the bulk phase transition. Note that
tc is generically later than the bulk phase transition that
occurs at t = tPT.

Well before the bubble percolation, the number density
of the bubbles, nb(t), satisfies

dnb

dt
= −3Hnb + Γ(T (t)) , (1)

where Γ(T ) is the bubble nucleation rate per unit volume,
which depends on the cosmic temperature T and grows
exponentially as the universe cools down. The solution
to this equation is

nb(t)a
3(t) = e

∫ t dt′a3(t′)Γ(T (t′)) . (2)

With this solution for the bubble number density, we
can derive the size distribution. A key ingredient is the
relation between a bubble’s nucleation time tn and its
size R at t = tc. Assuming that each bubble expands
with a constant velocity v after nucleation, the size at
t = tc is given by

R(tc; tn) = a(tc)

(
Rin

a(tn)
+

∫ tc

tn

dt̃
v

a(t̃)

)
=

√
tc
tn

Rin + 2vtc

[
1−

(
tn
tc

)1/2
]

, (3)

where a is the scale factor, and Rin is the physical critical
radius at the bubble nucleation. In the second equality,
we used a ∝ t1/2, as we focus on PBH formation during
the RD era in this Letter. As a result, the size distribu-
tion of the bubble at t = tc is given by

dnb

dR
(tc) =

∣∣∣∣ dtR
dR(tc; tR)

∣∣∣∣ 1

a(tc)3
dnba

3

dt
(tR)

=
Γ(TR)

v

t2R
t2c

(
1 +

Rin

2vtR

)−1

, (4)

where tR is the nucleation time of a bubble whose radius
is R at t = tc, i.e., tR is the time satisfying R(tc; tR) = R,

and we define TR ≡ T (tR). Typically, the contribution of
Rin in Eq. (3) becomes negligibly small soon after bubble
nucleation, so it can be dropped. Then, we obtain

tR ≃ tc

(
1− R

2vtc

)2

, (5)

and

dnb

dR
(tc) ≃

Γ(T (tR))

v

(
1− R

2vtc

)4

. (6)

Note that the bubble radius is bounded by the sound
horizon as

R ≲ 2vtc . (7)

Next, we discuss the PBH formation from a false vac-
uum bubble. Here, we denote the potential energy differ-
ence between the inside and outside of the bubble by ∆V ,
which we treat as constant during the relevant timescale
of bubble collapse. In realistic situations, ∆V depends on
temperature, as we will see later; however, for simplicity,
we treat it as a constant in the following analysis.

Let us assume that the radius of the bubble is R when
the bubble wall starts to shrink after its interior transi-
tions to the false vacuum. Then, the energy of the bubble
can be approximately expressed as

Mb ≃ 4π

3
R3∆V . (8)

Under certain situations, when the energy difference
is sufficiently large, the bubble wall can undergo run-
away acceleration even in cases with plasma dissipation,
whereas in the absence of dissipation, runaway is natu-
rally achieved [71, 72]. Then, as the bubble shrinks, a
part of the vacuum energy swept by the bubble wall is
accumulated in the kinetic energy of the wall, and this
energy gets progressively concentrated inside a smaller
region. In such runaway cases, we introduce an efficiency
parameter ϵ(≤ 1) to characterize the fraction of vacuum
energy converted into the wall’s kinetic energy. Then, if
the bubble size becomes smaller than the Schwarzschild
radius, Rs = 2GϵMb, the bubble collapses into a PBH.
Considering that the bubble can be as small as the width
of the bubble wall, δ, the condition for the PBH forma-
tion is given by1

Rs = 2GϵMb ≃ ϵR3∆V

3M2
Pl

≳ δ . (9)

Considering the upper bound of the bubble radius, we
obtain the possible range of the PBH mass as

Mmin ≡ δ

2G
≲ M ≲ Mmax ≡ 32π

3
ϵv3t3c∆V . (10)

1 In fact, the bubble wall width becomes thinner due to the Lorentz
contraction as it gets accelerated. The wall width δ here is as-
sumed to include this effect.
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Since the bubble size never exceeds the particle horizon,
the false vacuum energy inside the bubble does not dom-
inate the universe before collapsing into a PBH. Thus,
∆V ≲ 3M2

PlH
2 holds until the PBH is formed. As a

result, we obtain the condition for ∆V given by

3M2
Plδ

ϵR3
≲ ∆V ≲ 3M2

PlH
2
c =

π2g∗
30

T 4
c , (11)

where Hc and Tc denote the Hubble parameter and tem-
perature when t = tc, respectively. In the following, we
assume that Mmin is much smaller than the mass region
of interest, which is a condition typically satisfied in re-
alistic situations.2

Taking into account the size distribution of the bub-
bles, we obtain the mass function of the PBHs given by

dρPBH

d lnM
(t) = M

dnb

dR
(tc)

dR

d lnMb

(
a(tc)

a(t)

)3

Θ(M −Mmin)

=
MR

3

Γ(TR)

v

t2R
t2c

(
a(tc)

a(t)

)3

Θ(M −Mmin) ,

(12)

where R is related to Mb via Eq. (8), M = ϵMb, and t
represents the time after the PBH formation.

Next, we evaluate the PBH mass function assuming the
temperature dependence of the bubble nucleation rate.
The bubble nucleation rate is considered to increase pro-
gressively toward the bulk phase transition that occurs at
temperature T = TPT(≥ Tc), and then effectively drops
down to zero afterwards. Thus, around the bulk phase
transition, it can be parametrized as3

Γ(T ) ≃ cH4
PT e

−α
T−TPT

TPT for T ≥ TPT, (13)

where HPT is the Hubble parameter at the bulk phase
transition, and c and α are constant parameters. From
Eqs. (5) and (8), we obtain

TR =

√
tc
tR

Tc ≃
(
1− R

2vtc

)−1

Tc

≃

[
1− Hc

v

(
3M

4πϵ∆V

)1/3
]−1

Tc . (14)

2 The width of the bubble wall in the rest frame is typically esti-
mated by the inverse of the mass scale of the field driving the
phase transition. For instance, if we take the mass scale to be
100GeV, we obtain Mmin ≃ 6 × 10−22M⊙/γ with γ being the
Lorentz factor of the wall.

3 We require that the FOPT via bubble nucleation should not
occur inside the bubbles, as it would spoil the spherical symmetry
and reduce the energy inside them. This condition is met in the
case of the singlet extension of the SM studied in the next section.

Then, we obtain the energy ratio to dark matter by

dfPBH

d lnM
≡ 1

ρDM(t)

dρPBH

d lnM
(t)

≃ 1

0.44 eV

45

2π2g∗s(Tc)T 3
c

cMH4
PT

3v

(
3M

4πϵ∆V

)1/3

×

[
1− Hc

v

(
3M

4πϵ∆V

)1/3
]4

× exp

−α

 Tc

TPT

[
1− Hc

v

(
3M

4πϵ∆V

)1/3
]−1

− 1


(15)

for M satisfying Mmin < M < Mmax and TR > TPT.
Here, we used ρDM/s = 0.44 eV with s being the entropy
density.

In Fig. 1, we show the predicted PBH abundance in
our scenario. We use the parameter sets (a) and (b)
shown in Tab. I for the red and blue solid lines, respec-
tively. These parameter sets correspond to a constant
bubble nucleation rate (α = 0), fast bubble expansion
(v = 1), and efficient accumulation of the false vacuum
energy (ϵ = 1). For comparison, we also show the results
for the cases with α = 10 (red dashed line) and with
v = 0.5 (red dot-dashed line) based on the parameter set
(a). Note that v, ϵ, and ∆V appear in Eq. (15) in the
form of v(ϵ∆V )1/3, and the changes of their values are
degenerate in dfPBH/d lnM . In these cases, the mass dis-
tribution follows dfPBH/d lnM ∝ M4/3 for M ≪ Mmax

and has a cutoff at M = Mmax. On the other hand, the
PBH mass function for the parameter set (b) has a cutoff
on smaller mass. This is because all the bubbles continue
to expand at least between tPT and tc, and there is a min-
imal bubble radius at t = tc, leading to the lower bound
on the PBH mass. As we will see below, the PBH mass
distribution approaches a monochromatic distribution as
tc is significantly delayed from tPT. Setting TPT = Tc

in parameter set (b) yields the same mass function for
a specific choice of c, but without the cutoff for small
masses (blue dashed line).

Singlet Extended Model.– In this section, we apply
the IBC mechanism to the singlet extension of the SM
where we introduce two real singlets S1 and S2. The
scalar potential is given by

V (Φ, S1, S2) =−m2
Φ|Φ|2 + λ|Φ|4 + µΦ1|Φ|2S1

+ λΦ1|Φ|2S2
1 + t1S1 −m2

1S
2
1 + µ1S

3
1

+ λ1S
4
1 −m2

2S
2
2 + λ2S

4
2 + λΦ2|Φ|2S2

2

+ λ12S
2
1S

2
2 + µ12S1S

2
2 , (16)

where Φ denotes the Higgs doublet, and the potential
respects the Z2 symmetry acting on S2.4 In our IBC

4 The collider phenomenology in the extension of the SM with two
real singlet scalars with a Z2×Z′

2 discrete symmetry are studied
in Ref. [78].
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TABLE I. Parameter sets for the red and blue solid lines in Fig. 1.
Set TPT [GeV] Tc [GeV] ∆V/ρtot(Tc) v ϵ c α

(a) 15 15 0.1 1 1 2.0× 10−8 0
(b) 3.0× 104 2.8× 104 0.1 1 1 1.7× 10−11 0

10-15 10-10 10-5 1
10-5

10-4

10-3

10-2

10-1

1

HSC

EROS

OGLE

E
va
po
ra
ti
on

FIG. 1. PBH fraction in dark matter, dfPBH/d lnM . The
red and blue solid lines correspond to the parameter sets (a)
and (b) in Table. I, respectively. The red dashed and red dot-
dashed lines correspond to modifications of parameter set (a),
where we set α = 10 and v = 0.5, respectively. For the blue
dashed line, we set TPT equal to Tc in the parameter set (b)
and tune the parameter c so that it overlaps with the blue
solid line for larger masses. The green dots represent the
PBH fraction fPBH in the singlet-extended model, with the
dotted line showing its variation with the triple coupling of
S1. The orange and light blue regions are obtained assuming
the lensing event observed in the HSC M31 observation [58]
and OGLE [57, 59] are due to PBHs, respectively. The purple
region is the joint posterior for them [73]. The gray lines rep-
resent the observational upper bounds on the PBH abundance
by EROS [74], HSC [58], OGLE-III+OGLE-IV [75], OGLE-
IV high cadence survey [76]. The evaporation constraint is
taken from PBH bounds [11, 77].

mechanism, PBH formation is related to phase transi-
tions in the directions of S1 and S2 before the EWPT
happens. Thus, we analyze the scalar potential with the
CP-even component of Φ set to be ϕ = 0. While the
required late EWSB can be realized for a certain choice
of the model parameters [65, 68], we focus on the phase
transition dynamics in the singlet sector for our purpose.

We choose the parameters in the scalar potential such
that the phase transition proceeds in two stages. First,
the S1 field undergoes a FOPT with bubble nucleation,
where the S1 field takes a larger value inside the bubbles
than outside. Subsequently, S2 in the bulk (outside the
bubbles) undergoes a phase transition at time t = tPT,
before the completion of the FOPT in the S1 direction.
While the vacuum state with a non-zero vacuum expec-
tation value (VEV) of S2 in the bulk is not necessarily
the true vacuum at tPT, it evolves into the true vacuum

by t = tc. At this point, the bubble interior, where the
S2 remains in its symmetric phase, becomes a false vac-
uum, triggering the bubbles to collapse and form PBHs
within a few Hubble times. Note that the evolution of
the shrinking bubble likely exhibits runaway behavior be-
cause the phase transition occurs solely in the singlet sec-
tor [72].

When tc is significantly delayed beyond tPT, the re-
sultant PBH mass tends to be larger for two reasons:
the continued bubble expansion increases the net false
vacuum energy inside, and the collapse exhibits more
runaway behavior, leading to a larger efficiency param-
eter ϵ. Additionally, as tc is delayed, the physical size
of bubbles asymptotically approaches the sound horizon
size at t = tc. This behavior occurs because no new
bubbles form after tPT, and existing bubbles gradually
approach the sound horizon. As a consequence, these
similarly-sized bubbles collapse to form PBHs with highly
monochromatic mass distribution, resulting in a sharp
mass peak.

The PBH abundance shown in Fig. 1 (represented by
green dots and dotted line) corresponds to the param-
eter choice v = 246.2GeV, mh = 125.09GeV, mH1 =
223.1GeV, mH2 = 246GeV, v2 = 70GeV, θ1 = θ2 =
θ3 = 0, λ1 = 0.335, λ12 = 0.5, λΦ1 = −0.14, µ1 =
[−190.49,−190.48]GeV, where v is the EW VEV, mh

is the mass of SM-like Higgs boson, mHi
(i = 1, 2) is

the mass of heavy Higgs bosons, and θj (j = 1, 2, 3) is
the mixing angle for the CP-even Higgs bosons. Due to
the extremely narrow mass spectrum in this model, we
represent the PBH fraction fPBH by green dots in the
figure (using the same numerical scale as dfPBH/d lnM
indicated on the vertical axis), with its variation with
the singlet triple coupling shown by the dotted lines
(see Appendix A for the detailed spectrum). We have
used CosmoTransitions [79] to evaluate the tunneling
rate and ∆V in this model. For instance, we obtain
TPT ≈ 221GeV and Tc ≈ 46GeV for the lower green
dot in Fig. 1. The existence of such viable parameters in
this simple setup suggests that our PBH formation mech-
anism can be naturally realized in a wide class of models
with multi-step phase transitions.

Discussion.– For successful PBH formation in our
IBC scenario, the scalar potential parameters must be
set appropriately; the FOPT should remain incomplete,
as bubble collisions would break spherical symmetry and
complicate PBH formation. If PBHs constitute a signif-
icant fraction of dark matter, this parameter constraint
may be explained by anthropic selection; a completed
FOPT would trap our universe in a false vacuum, trig-
gering old inflation and diluting baryons, while without
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a FOPT, no PBH dark matter would form.
One of the key elements of our IBC mechanism is the

runaway behavior of the collapsing bubbles. There is cur-
rently ongoing debate about establishing a definite crite-
rion for the runaway bubble dynamics, but the bubbles in
the singlet sector are likely the ones that exhibit the run-
away behavior. Even if the bubble dynamics does not
exhibit this runaway behavior, we may have successful
PBH formation by introducing a short period of infla-
tion [80–82] after the bubble nucleation. Then, the over-
dense regions in the interior of the bubbles are stretched
beyond the horizon, and they could collapse into PBHs
when the bubbles reenter the horizon, if the density per-
turbations are sizable. This is conceptually related to the
PBH formation using vacuum bubbles [83, 84] (see also
Ref. [85]).

Furthermore, while this work focuses on pre-EWPT
phase transitions in the singlet sector, similar IBC mecha-
nisms might operate during or after the EWPT in singlet
or hidden sectors, potentially triggered by the EWPT it-
self. These scenarios offer additional pathways for PBH
formation worthy of future investigation. Also, it is an
interesting question if the baryogenesis can be incorpo-
rated in our example of the singlet-extended model, es-
pecially in a case where the bulk phase transition or the
EWPT is of first order. Investigation of baryogenesis
scenarios [86, 87] within this framework is left for future
investigation.
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Appendix A: Singlet Extension Model for EWPT

In this Appendix, we give a more detailed explanation
of the singlet extension model given by Eq. (16). The
component fields of Φ and Si are given by

Φ =

[
G+

1√
2

(
v + ϕ+ iG0

) ]
, Si = vi + si (i = 1, 2), (A1)

where v ≃ 246GeV and vi are the VEVs of Φ and Si,
respectively, and G+ and G0 are Nambu-Goldstone (NG)
bosons that are absorbed by the weak gauge bosons. The
shift of S1, S1 → S1 + v′1, does not change physics [88].
Using this shift transformation, we take v1 = 0 in the
following discussion. The CP-even scalar states ϕ and si

mix with each other. The mass matrix in the weak basis
(ϕ, s1, s2) is given by

M2 =

 M2
ϕϕ M2

ϕ1 M2
ϕ2

M2
ϕ1 M2

11 M2
12

M2
ϕ2 M2

12 M2
22

 , (A2)

M2
ϕϕ = 2λv2, M2

ϕ1 = µΦ1v, M2
ϕ2 = 2λΦ2vv2, (A3)

M2
11 = −2m2

S + λΦ1v
2 + 2λ12v

2
2 , (A4)

M2
12 = 2µ12v2, M2

22 = 8λ2v
2
2 , (A5)

This mass matrix is diagonalized by the following orthog-
onal transformation:

ϕ

s1
s2

 = Rθ

 h

H1

H2

 , (A6)

Rθ =

 c1c2 −s1c2 −s2
s1c3 − c1s2s3 c1c3 + s1s2s3 −c2s3
c1s2c3 + s1s3 c1s3 − s1s2c3 c2c3

 , (A7)

with the shorthanded notations si = sin θi, and ci =
cos θi (i = 1, 2, 3). Thus, the masses of Hi and h are
obtained by

diag(m2
h,m

2
H1

,m2
H2

) = RθM
2RT

θ . (A8)

Through the relations (A8) and the tadpole conditions
of the scalar potential (16), the potential parameters m2

Φ,
m2

i (i = 1, 2), t1, λ, λ2, λΦ2, µΦ1 and µ12 can be expressed
in terms of the physical masses and mixing parameters
as

m2
Φ = λv2 + λΦ2v

2
2 , (A9)

m2
1 = −1

2
m2

hs
2
1c

2
2 −

1

2
m2

H1
(s1s2s3 + c1c3)

2

− 1

2
m2

H2
(s1s2c3 − c1s3)

2 +
λΦ1v

2

2
+ λ12v

2
2 , (A10)

m2
2 =

λΦ2v
2

2
+ 2λ2v

2
2 , (A11)

t1 =
1

2

(
−µΦ1v

2 − 2µ12v
2
2

)
, (A12)

λ =
m2

hc
2
1c

2
2

2v2
+

m2
H1

(s1c3 − c1s2s3)
2

2v2

+
m2

H2
(c1s2c3 + s1s3)

2

2v2
, (A13)

λ2 =
m2

hs
2
2

8v22
+

m2
H1

c22s
2
3

8v22
+

m2
H2

c22c
2
3

8v22
. (A14)
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FIG. 2. Contours of the effective potential in the (s2, s1) plane at temperatures T = 30, 100, 220, and 600 GeV. The red points
indicate the global minimum at each temperature.

λΦ2 = −m2
hc1s2c2
2vv2

+
m2

H1
c2

(
c1s2s

2
3 − s1s3c3

)
2vv2

+
m2

H2
c2

(
c1s2c

2
3 + s1s3c3

)
2vv2

, (A15)

µΦ1 = −m2
hs1c1c

2
2

v

+
m2

H1

8v

[
2s1c1

{
2c22 −

(
−s22 + c22 − 3

) (
c23 − s23

)}
− 8s2s3c3

(
c21 − s21

) ]
+

m2
H2

8v

[
8s2s3c3

(
c21 − s21

)
+ 2s1c1

{(
−s22 + c22 − 3

) (
c23 − s23

)
+ 2c22

} ]
, (A16)

µ12 =
m2

hs1s2c2
2v2

−
m2

H1
c2

(
s1s2s

2
3 + c1s3c3

)
2v2

+
m2

H2
c2

(
c1s3c3 − s1s2c

2
3

)
2v2

, (A17)

We choose the following twelve parameters as model in-
put parameters:

v , mh , v2 , mH1
, mH2

, θi (i = 1, 2, 3),

µ1 , λ1 , λΦ1 , λ12 , (A18)

where the EW VEV and the SM-like Higgs boson mass
are fixed to be v = 246.2GeV,mh = 125.09GeV.

From the potential (16), one can calculate the ef-
fective potential, which consists of the three contri-
butions, i.e., Veff(ϕ, si, T ) = V0(ϕ, si) + VCW(ϕ, si) +
VT (ϕ, si, T ) (i = 1, 2), where V0(ϕ, si) is the tree-level
potential, VCW(ϕ, si) is Coleman-Weinberg potential up
to the one-loop level [89], and VT (ϕ, si, T ) is the finite-
temperature effect of the effective potential [90]. The
tree-level contribution V0 can be straightforwardly ob-
tained from the potential (16) with the replacement of
(Φ, Si) → (ϕ, si). The remaining parts VCW and VT

depend on the field-dependent masses m̄2
k(ϕ, si) of the

model. In terms of the field-dependent masses, VCW and
VT are given by

VCW =
∑
k

(−1)Fk
nk

64π2
m̄4

k(ϕ, si)

×
(
log

m̄2
k(ϕ, si)

µ2
R

− ck

)
, (A19)

VT =
T 4

2π2

∑
k

nkJ∓

(
m̄k(ϕ, si)

T

)
, (A20)

where nk is the number of degrees of freedom of the par-
ticle species and the constant ck is 3/2 (5/6) for scalar
bosons and fermions (gauge bosons). The index Fk is
0 (1) for bosons (fermions). The function J∓(x) is given
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by

J∓(x) = ±
∫ ∞

0

dyy2 log
(
1∓ e−

√
y2+x2

)
, (A21)

with the minus (plus) sign being for the bosons
(fermions). Renormalization of the Coleman-Weinberg
potential is performed in the MS scheme, by which the
renormalization scale µR is introduced in the effective
potential.5 In our analysis, we set µR = mt.

In the following, we list field-dependent masses of the
scalar bosons in the model with two real singlet scalars.
For the CP-even Higgs bosons, from the tree-level effec-
tive potential V0(ϕ, si), one obtains the field-dependent
mass matrix

M̄2 =

 M̄2
ϕϕ M̄2

ϕ1 M̄2
ϕ2

M̄2
ϕ1 M̄2

11 M̄2
12

M̄2
ϕ2 M̄2

12 M̄2
22

 , (A22)

M̄2
ϕϕ = 3λϕ2 −m2

Φ + λΦ1s
2
1 + µΦ1s1 + λΦ2s

2
2, (A23)

M̄2
ϕ1 = ϕ(µΦ1 + 2λΦ1s1), M̄2

ϕ2 = 2λΦ2s2ϕ, (A24)

M̄2
11 = λΦ1ϕ

2 − 2m2
S + 12λ1s

2
1

+ 6µSs1 + 2λ12s
2
2, (A25)

M̄2
12 = 2s2(µ12 + 2λ12s1), (A26)

M̄2
22 = λΦ2ϕ

2 − 2m2
2 + 2λ12s

2
1

+ 2µ12s1 + 12λ2s
2
2. (A27)

Diagonalizing it, one obtains field-dependent masses of
the CP-even Higgs bosons, i.e., m̄2

h, m̄
2
H1

, m̄2
H2

. The field-
dependent masses of the NG bosons are given by

m̄2
G0 = λϕ2 −m2

Φ + λΦ1s
2
1 + µΦ1s1 + λΦ2s

2
2, (A28)

m̄2
G± = m̄2

G0 . (A29)

Those of weak gauge bosons and fermions are the same
as the SM [93].

We implement the thermal effects of the field-
dependent masses by the replacement m̄2

k(ϕ, si) →
M̄2

k (ϕ, si, T ) in the effective potential Veff [94]. Ther-
mal corrected masses M̄2

k (ϕ, si, T ) involve the tempera-
ture dependent self-energy Πk(T ). The one for the Higgs

5 The Coleman-Weinberg potential can also be evaluated by ap-
plying another renormalization scheme, such as on shell-like
schemes. The renormalization scheme difference of the effective
potential is discussed in Refs. [91, 92].

field and singlet scalar fields are given by

ΠΦ(T ) = T 2

[
1

16

(
3g2 + g′2

)
+

y2t
4

+
1

6

(
3λ

2
+

λΦ1

2
+

λΦ2

2

)
+

λ

4

]
(A30)

ΠS1
(T ) = T 2

[
λ1 +

1

6
(λ12 + 2λΦ1)

]
, (A31)

ΠS2(T ) = T 2

[
1

6
(λ12 + 2λΦ2) + λ2

]
, (A32)

One then obtains field-dependent mass matrix with the
thermal corrections in the basis of (ϕ, s1, s2): M̄2 =
M̄2 + diag(ΠΦ,ΠS1

,ΠS2
). Diagonalization of M̄2 yields

the thermal corrected masses of the CP-even Higgs
bosons. The thermal corrected masses of the NG bo-
son are obtained by M̄2

G0,G± = m̄2
G0,G± + ΠΦ. Masses

of longitudinal mode of the weak gauge bosons also re-
placed by thermal corrected ones [93]. While the effective
potential Veff(ϕ, si, T ) of the three dimensional fields is
presented here, we analyze Veff(0, si, T ) to examine phase
transitions in the direction of S1 and S2.

For the parameter points presented in the main text,
we have checked that the parameter points satisfy the
theoretical constraints for the scalar potential, i.e., per-
turbative unitarity [78] and the stability condition of the
potential [78]. Experimental constraints such as direct
searches of the heavy Higgs boson and Higgs coupling
measurements for the model with a single real singlet
scalar field are discussed with the Run II data of LHC in
the Appendix of Ref. [69]. The above parameter points
satisfy all these experimental constraints.

For the model parameters adopted in the main text,
there are three relevant local minima that appear at dif-
ferent temperatures. At sufficiently high temperatures,
there is only a unique vacuum where the Z2 symmetry
(as well as the EW symmetry) is restored. Note that
the singlet S1 has a nonzero VEV in this vacuum, since
we do not impose Z2 symmetry on S1. Then, as the
temperature decreases, another local minimum appears
along the S1 direction. Let us call this minimum the
S1-vacuum. We have confirmed that the bubble nucle-
ation rate progressively increases as the universe cools
down, where we have used CosmoTransitions [79] to
evaluate the tunneling rate. Subsequently, the second
PT occurs in the bulk along the S2-direction. Let us
call this vacuum the S2-vacuum. For the adopted model
parameters, the second PT is of second order, and com-
pletes around TPT ≈ 221GeV. The energy difference
between the S1-vacuum and the S2-vacuum, ∆V , de-
pends on the cosmic temperature. For the adopted pa-
rameters, the S2-vacuum is still meta-stable soon after
the second PT, and it becomes the true vacuum around
Tt ≈ 60 – 70GeV. To illustrate such phase transitions,
Fig. 2 shows the effective potential in the (s2, s1) plane
at different temperatures T = 30, 100, 220, and 600GeV.
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FIG. 3. The highly monochromatic PBH mass spectrum in
the singlet-extension model. The spectra from top to bottom
are calculated with different values of the triple coupling of S1,
µ1 = −190.5,−190.49,−190.48,−190.47,−190.46GeV, while
other parameters are fixed as in the main text. Note that the
PBH fraction shown by the green dots is about two orders of
magnitude smaller than the peak height due to the extremely
narrow width.

We set µ1 = −190.48GeV, and other input parameters
are taken as presented in the main text. One can see that
the S1-vacuum first appears in the S1-direction, followed
by the appearance of the S2-vacuum in the S2-direction.

Fig. 3 shows the highly monochromatic PBH mass
spectrum predicted in the singlet-extension model. It
should be noted that due to the extremely narrow peak
width, the PBH fraction in dark matter obtained by inte-
grating the distribution (green dots) is about two orders
of magnitude smaller than the peak height of the mass
distribution. This spectrum is obtained by substituting
the temperature-dependent bubble nucleation rate and
∆V calculated using CosmoTransition into Eq. (15). We
have assumed that the bubbles start to shrink one Hubble
time after the S2-vacuum becomes the true vacuum and
used Tc = Tt/

√
2. Here, the spectra from top to bottom

correspond to different values of the triple coupling of S1,
µ1 = −190.5,−190.49,−190.48,−190.47,−190.46GeV,
while keeping the other parameters fixed as in the main
text.
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