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Abstract
We study the possibility of constraining a scenario with high scale first order phase transition

(FOPT) responsible for the cogenesis of baryon and dark matter using gravitational wave (GW)

(non)-observations. While the FOPT at high scale is responsible for generating baryon asymmetry

through leptogenesis and dark matter via the mass-gain mechanism, the resulting GW spectrum

falls within the ongoing LIGO-VIRGO experimental sensitivity. The dark matter is preferred to be

in the non-thermal ballpark with sub-GeV masses and the criteria of successful dark matter relic

rules out a large portion of the parameter space consistent with high scale FOPT and successful

leptogenesis. Some part of the parameter space allowed from dark matter and leptogenesis criteria

also gives rise to a large signal-to-noise ratio at ongoing experiments and hence can be disfavoured in

a conservative way from the non-observation of such stochastic GW background. Future data from

ongoing and planned experiments will offer a complementary and indirect probe of the remaining

parameter space which is typically outside the reach of any direct experimental probe.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Presence of dark matter (DM) and baryon asymmetry in the universe (BAU) has been

suggested by several astrophysical and cosmological observations [1, 2]. These have been two

longstanding problems in particle physics and cosmology given the fact that the standard

model (SM) of particle physics fails to provide any explanations for the same. While several

beyond standard model (BSM) proposals have been put forward to explain these observed

phenomena, none of them have been experimentally tested yet. With popular production

mechanisms for BAU namely, baryogenesis [3, 4] or leptogenesis [5] typically remain a high

scale phenomena out of direct reach of terrestrial experiments, particle DM has not been dis-

covered yet at direct detection experiments [6]. This has motivated alternative and indirect

ways of probing such mechanisms behind the origin of DM and BAU. One such avenue is

the detection of stochastic gravitational wave (GW) background, which has been utilised in

several baryogenesis or leptogenesis scenarios [7–19] as well as particle DM models [20–32].

While most of the previous works focused on future detection of stochastic GW arising

in DM and baryogenesis setups, here we consider the possibility of constraining such models

with existing data from LIGO-VIRGO-KAGRA (LVK) experiments taken during their first

three observing runs (O1, O2, O3). There have already been tight constraints on isotropic

GW background from LVK observations [33]. The same constraints have been used in

the context of particle physics models with first order phase transition (FOPT) capable of

generating stochastic GW in the LVK ballpark [34–37]. Motivated by this, here we consider

a high scale leptogenesis and DM triggered by a FOPT. Similar to the baryogenesis and

leptogenesis scenarios proposed in [13, 15, 16], we consider a minimal setup where both DM

and right handed neutrino (RHN) responsible for leptogenesis acquire masses in a FOPT by

crossing the relativistic bubble walls. In our previous work [19], we focused on a low scale

FOPT or low scale leptogenesis such that the resulting GW spectrum remains within the

sensitivities of future experiments. In the present work, we consider a high scale version of

this setup which can already be constrained by existing GW experiments like LIGO-VIRGO.

We show the parameter space consistent with successful leptogenesis which is disfavoured

by LVK data. The minimal version of this model also predicts non-thermal fermion singlet

DM with mass in the sub-GeV ballpark.

This paper is organised as follows. In section II we briefly discuss our model followed by
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the details of our results in section III. We finally conclude in section IV.

II. THE MODEL

In order to show the key results, we consider a minimal setup where the type-I seesaw

for light neutrino masses [38–41] is extended by a scalar doublet η with an additional Z2

symmetry under which η and one of the RHNs are odd. We also impose a classical conformal

invariance such that the mass terms arise only after a singlet scalar S acquires a non-zero

vacuum expectation value (VEV) while also driving a FOPT. The relevant part of the

Yukawa Lagrangian is given by

L ⊃ 1

2
Y ′
ijSNiNj +

(
Yα1 L̄αη̃N1 +

∑
j=2,3

(yD)αj L̄αΦ̃1Nj + h.c.

)
. (1)

where Φ1 is the SM Higgs doublet. Thus, two of the RHNs even under Z2 take part in type-I

seesaw while the Z2-odd sector contributes radiatively to one of the light neutrino masses in

scotogenic fashion [42]. The scalar potential of the model can be written as

V (Φ1, η, S) =
λ1

4
|Φ1|4 +

λ2

4
|η|4 + λ3|Φ1|2|η|2 +

1

4
λSS

4 + λ4|Φ†
1η|2 +

[
λ5

2
(Φ†

1η)
2 + h.c.

]
+ λ6|Φ1|2S2 + λ7|η|2S2 . (2)

Since we are interested in the singlet scalar induced FOPT at high scale, we denote the

singlet scalar as S = (ϕ + M)/
√
2 with M denoting the singlet scalar VEV as well as the

scale of renormalisation. Since we are assuming a classical conformal invariance, the singlet

scalar VEV not only decides the physical masses of RHNs and η, but also generates the scale

of electroweak symmetry breaking dynamically. This constraints the parameter λ6 < 0 to a

small value for high scale FOPT. For simplicity, we consider the two Z2-even RHNs to be

quasi-degenerate while the Z2-odd RHN to be much lighter, playing the role of DM.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In order to study the details of the FOPT, we consider the tree level potential Vtree

mentioned above, one-loop Coleman-Weinberg potential VCW[43] along with the finite-

temperature potential Vth [44, 45] such that the full potential is Vtot = Vtree+VCW+Vth. While
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calculating the thermal potential we also include the Daisy corrections [46–48] which im-

prove the perturbative expansion during the FOPT. Out of the two popularly used schemes

namely, Parwani method and Arnold-Espinosa method, we use the latter. The details of the

finite-temperature potential can be found in appendix A. The FOPT proceeds via tunneling,

the rate for which is estimated by calculating the bounce solution. The bounce action S3(T )

determines the tunneling rate per unit volume defined as

Γ(T ) = A(T )e−S3(T )/T . (3)

where A(T ) ∼ T 4
(

S3(T )
2πT

)3/2
and S3(T ) are respectively determined by the dimensional

analysis and given by the classical configuration, called bounce. The bounce solution can

then be obtained by following the prescription given in [49]. The details of this prescription

and our calculation are given in appendix B. The nucleation temperature Tn of the FOPT

is then calculated by comparing the tunnelling rate to the Hubble expansion rate as

Γ(Tn) = H4(Tn) = H4
∗ , (4)

with H∗ ≡ H(T = Tn). The strength of the FOPT is conventionally decided by the order

parameter ϕ(Tc)/Tc ≡ vc/Tc with ϕ(Tc) being the singlet scalar VEV at critical temperature

T = Tc at which the two minima of the potential are degenerate. Larger is the order

parameter vc/Tc > 1, stronger is the FOPT. The bounce calculation is done by rewriting

the zero temperature one-loop effective potential as [50, 51]

V0 = Vtree + VCW,

=
1

4
λS(t)G

4(t)ϕ4 (5)

where t = log(ϕ/µ) with µ = M being the scale of renormalisation and the function G(t) is

given by

G(t) = e−
∫ t
0 dt′γ(t′), γ(t) =

1

32π2
Tr[Y ′†Y ′]. (6)

The relevant Yukawa and scalar potential couplings as a function of energy scale are calcu-

lated by solving the corresponding renormalisation group evolution (RGE) equations [19],

the details of which can be found in appendix C. Finally, the temperature at which the

FOPT is completed, known as the percolation temperature Tp is calculated by following
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the prescription given in [52, 53]. According to this prescription, Tp is obtained from the

probability of finding a point which is still in the false vacuum, given by

P(T ) = e−I(T ).

Here,

I(T ) = 4π

3

∫ Tc

T

dT ′

T ′4
Γ(T ′)

H(T ′)

(∫ T ′

T

dT̃

H(T̃ )

)3

. (7)

The percolation temperature is then calculated by using I(Tp) = 0.34 [52] which implies

that at least 34% of the comoving volume is occupied by the true vacuum.
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FIG. 1: Parameter space in Mη versus MN plane (left panel) and Mη versus MS plane (right panel)

consistent with a high scale FOPT vc/Tc > 1 with the colour code showing the corresponding

nucleation temperature Tn. In this scan, the scale of phase transition (M) is varied from 104 to 108

GeV, λ7(0) is varied from 1 to 3, Y ′
22 ∼ Y ′

33 is varied from 0 to 1 and Y ′
11 is varied upto 10−2.

In Fig. 1, we show the parameter space in terms of physical masses of the heavier quasi-

degenerate RHNs denoted by MN , neutral real component of scalar doublet η and scalar

singlet denoted by MN ,Mη,MS respectively. The parameter space is consistent with a high

scale FOPT with the colour code showing the nucleation temperature Tn. We also identify

the points with MN < Tn where one has to consider thermal production of heavy neutrinos

into account while estimating the lepton asymmetry produced.
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In order to calculate the stochastic GW spectrum as a result of the FOPT, we take all

relevant contributions into account from the bubble collisions [54–58], the sound wave of

the plasma [59–62] and the turbulence of the plasma [63–68]. The two important quantities

namely, the duration of the phase transition and the latent heat released are calculated and

parametrised in terms of β
H(T )

≃ T d
dT

(
S3

T

)
and α∗ respectively. The action is evaluated

numerically by fitting our potential using the procedure laid out in [69] and utilised in our

earlier work [19]. The bubble wall velocity vw is estimated by first calculating the Jouguet

velocity vJ =
1/

√
3+
√

α2
∗+2α∗/3

1+α∗
[63, 70, 71] which then leads to the bubble wall velocity vw as

[72]1

vw =


√

∆Vtot

α∗ρrad
if
√

∆Vtot

α∗ρrad
< vJ

1 if
√

∆Vtot

α∗ρrad
≥ vJ .

(8)

Here, ρrad = g∗π
2T 4/30 denotes the radiation energy density and ∆Vtot denotes the energy

difference between the true and the false vacua, given by

∆Vtot ≡ Vtot(ϕfalse, T )− Vtot(ϕtrue, T ). (9)

The latent heat released during the phase transition can be estimated as

α∗ =
ϵ∗
ρrad

, (10)

with

ϵ∗ =

[
∆Vtot −

T

4

∂∆Vtot

∂T

]
T=Tn

, (11)

which is also related to the change in the trace of the energy-momentum tensor across the

bubble wall [74, 75].

The stochastic GW spectrum, considering all the sources, can be written as [76, 77]

ΩGW(f) = Ωϕ(f) + Ωsw(f) + Ωturb(f), (12)

where Ωϕ,Ωsw,Ωturb correspond to the individual contributions from bubble collisions, sound

wave of the plasma and turbulence in the plasma respectively. In general, each of these

1 See [73] for a recent model-independent determination of wall velocity.
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contributions has a peak type feature with peak frequency fpeak. The spectrum can be

parametrised as

Ωh2(f) = R∆(vw)

(
κα∗

1 + α∗

)p(
H∗

β

)q

S(f/fpeak) (13)

where the pre-factor R takes into account the red-shift of the GW energy density, S(f/fpeak)

parametrises the shape of the spectrum and ∆(vw) is the normalization factor which depends

on the bubble wall velocity vw. κ is the efficiency parameter which denotes the fraction of

latent heat driving that particular source of GW in a first order phase transition. The

numerical values of the parameters p, q depend upon the source. For bubble collision as the

source, the spectrum has been re-estimated in several recent works [52, 53, 78–80] and can

be written as [77, 78, 81]

Ωϕh
2 = 1.67× 10−5

(
100

g∗

)1/3(
H∗

β

)2(
κϕα∗

1 + α∗

)2
A(a+ b)c[

b(f/fϕ
peak)

−a/c + a(f/fϕ
peak)

b/c
]c , (14)

where2, a = 1.03, b = 1.84, c = 1.45 and A=5.93×10−2 and the peak frequency being

[77, 78, 81]

fϕ
peak = 1.65× 10−5Hz

( g∗
100

)1/6( Tn

100 GeV

)
0.64

2π

(
β

H∗

)
. (15)

The efficiency factor κϕ for bubble collision is given by [63]

κϕ =
1

1 + 0.715α∗

(
0.715α∗ +

4

27

√
3α∗

2

)
. (16)

The GW spectrum generated from the sound wave in the plasma has been studied through

large hydrodynamical simulations [62] which has also been updated in several recent works

[74, 81, 82]. The corresponding spectrum can be written as [81]

Ωswh
2 = 2.59× 10−6

(
100

g∗

)1/3(
H∗

β

)(
κswα∗

1 + α∗

)2

vw
73.5(f/f sw

peak)
3

(4 + 3(f/f sw
peak)

2)3.5
Υ. (17)

The corresponding peak frequency is given by

f sw
peak = 8.9× 10−6Hz

( g∗
100

)1/6 1

vw

(
Tn

100 GeV

)(
β

H∗

)
(
zp
10

). (18)

2 The values of these parameters can change if the phase transition leads to breaking of gauge symmetry
[78]. In our setup, the singlet scalar induced phase transition does not lead to any gauge symmetry
breaking which is consistent with the chosen values of a, b, c.
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The efficiency factor for sound waves, applicable for relativistic bubble wall velocity vw ∼ 1

in our model, is [71]

κsw =
α∗

0.73 + 0.083
√
α∗ + α∗

. (19)

Here, Υ = 1− 1√
1+2τswH∗

is a suppression factor which depends on the lifetime of sound wave

τsw[82] and it can be written as τsw ∼ R∗/Ūf with mean bubble separation, R∗ = (8π)1/3vwβ

and rms fluid velocity, Ūf =
√

3κswα∗/4(1 + α∗); zp ∼ 10. Finally, the spectrum generated

by the turbulence in the plasma is given by [76, 77, 81]

Ωturbh
2 = 3.35× 10−4

(
100

g∗

)1/3(
H∗

β

)(
κturbα∗

1 + α∗

)1.5

vw
(f/f turb

peak)
3

(1 + f/f turb
peak)

3.6(1 + 8πf/h∗)
(20)

with the peak frequency being [76]

f turb
peak = 2.7× 10−5Hz

( g∗
100

)1/6 1

vw

(
Tn

100 GeV

)(
β

H∗

)
. (21)

The efficiency factor for turbulence is κturb ≃ 0.1κsw [76] and the inverse Hubble time at the

epoch of GW production, redshifted to today is

h∗ = 1.65× 10−5Hz
( g∗
100

)1/6( Tn

100 GeV

)
. (22)

The total contribution to the stochastic GW spectrum is shown in Fig. 2 for a few benchmark

points shown in table I. Since we are focusing on high scale FOPT, we are showing the

relevant sensitivities of future experiments like DECIGO [83], ET [84] and ongoing LIGO-

VIRGO (HVO3) [33, 85] as shaded regions of different colours.

We then implement the leptogenesis via relativistic bubble wall or mass-gain mechanism

[13, 15, 16, 19] for the high scale FOPT scenario. The right handed neutrinos N1,2,3 and

scalar doublet η acquire masses after entering the bubble formed due to the FOPT induced

by the singlet scalar discussed above. The quasi-degenerate heavier RHNs namely, N2,3 then

decay into leptons and Higgs to generate the lepton asymmetry while N1, being the lightest

Z2-odd particle emerges as the DM candidate. The CP asymmetry parameter corresponding

to the CP violating decay of RHN Ni (summing over all lepton flavours) is given by [86]

ϵi =
Γ(Ni−→

∑
α LαΦ1) − Γ(Ni−→

∑
α Lc

αΦ
∗
1)

Γ(Ni−→
∑

α LαΦ1) + Γ(Ni−→
∑

i L
c
αΦ

∗
1)

(23)

=
Im[(y†DyD)

2
ij]

(y†DyD)ii(y
†
DyD)jj

(M2
i −M2

j )MiΓj

(M2
i −M2

j )
2 +M2

i Γ
2
j

. (24)
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where, only self-energy correction is considered, which dominate for quasi-degenerate RHNs.

Here Mi denotes the mass of RHN Ni. Since we consider quasi-degenerate N2,3, we denote

their mass as MN hereafter. The relativistic nature of the bubble walls arising out of the

supercooled phase transition ensures the penetration of RHNs to maintain a large abundance

inside the bubble, same as the equilibrium abundance without a Boltzmann suppression. For

this, we need to ensure that the Lorentz boost of the bubble wall should be more than the

Lorentz factor of the particle in the plasma frame

γw > γN ∼ MN

Tn

(25)

where Tn is the nucleation temperature. However, due to Tn < MN , RHNs can not be

thermally produced but yet having a large comoving abundance YN = nN/s inside the

bubble without any Boltzmann suppression, with nN , s being equilibrium number density

of N and entropy density of the universe respectively. The comoving abundance of N inside

the bubble is then evaluated as

YN =
135

8π4
ξ(3)

gN
g∗

(26)

where gN and g∗ are the degrees of freedom of RHN N and the total relativistic degrees of

freedom of the universe, respectively. For the parameter space with MS > 2MN , we also take

the additional contribution to YN from singlet scalar S decay. The final baryonic asymmetry

can then be approximated as

YB =
nB − nB̄

s
= ϵNκsphYN

(
Tn

TRH

)3

. (27)

where ϵN ≡ ϵ2,3 ≃ sin(2δ)/(16π) [86, 87] is the CP-asymmetry and δ is the relative CP

phase between the quasi-degenerate RHNs, κsph = 8/23 is the sphaleron conversion factor

for our model, and TRH is the reheating temperature after the FOPT. TRH is defined as

TRH = Max[Tn, Tinf ] [13] where Tinf can be found by comparing radiation energy density to

the energy released from the FOPT or equivalently ∆Vtot namely,

g∗π
2

30
T 4
inf = ∆Vtot. (28)

We also check the feasibility of RHN decay into L,Φ1 at the reheating temperature by con-

sidering the thermal masses of daughter particles. Since thermal masses of L,Φ1 scale as T ,

the requirement of MΦ1(TRH)+ML(TRH) < MN(TRH) leads to a lower bound MN/TRH > 0.77
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which is satisfied by our chosen model parameters. The final baryon asymmetry calculated

this way is then compared with the observed one Y obs
B = (8.61 ± 0.05) × 10−11 [88] and re-

quired CP asymmetry parameter is obtained. The Dirac Yukawa coupling, estimated from

type-I seesaw formula by considering active neutrino mass in the order of 0.01 eV, is given

by

yD ≡
∑
α

yD1α ∼ 2.3× 10−8

(
MN

1 GeV

)1/2

. (29)

Table II shows the required CP asymmetry along with other relevant parameters involved

in calculating baryon asymmetry for the benchmark points discussed before.

The validity of baryon asymmetry estimate given by Eq. (27) also depends upon the

assumption that the washout processes are absent or negligible. In particular, the dominant

wash-out coming from inverse decay should be suppressed to validate YB estimated in Eq.

(27). While this is true due to MN > Tn, presence of L,Φ1 with energy more than the mean

thermal energy can induce such washout. As the RHNs N2,3 enter the bubble, they receive

a boost in the plasma frame with energy γNMN , where γN ∼ MN/Tn. Consequently, the

decay products L,Φ1 and Lc,Φ∗
1 also appear to be boosted, with the energy of the order M2

N

Tn
.

These boosted particles can interact with SM particles in the plasma of energy Tn and go

through cascade scattering with particles in the plasma while redistributing their energies.

At the same time, these energetic particles can also lead to washout asymmetry through

on-shell processes such as LΦ1 → LcΦ∗
1 via N2,3. With the simplest assumption of energy

distribution, the energy of boosted particles in n-th step cascade scattering is
M2

N2,3

2nTn
. Follow-

ing the procedure of [13, 15], the rate of the washout in the above process can be estimated

as Γwash ≈ 22nT 3
nΓNe

−2n/4/(4M3
N) where ΓN ∼ (y†DyD)iiMN/8π is total decay width of RHN.

Similarly, the thermalization rate can be estimated [13, 15] as Γth ≈ ln(
3M2

N

5π2nαWT 2
n
)
ζ3gEW 2nα2

WT 3
n

4πM2
N

where gEW = 46, αW = 1/137. We check that for a typical benchmark point considered in

our analysis, Γth ≫ Γwash such that all the boosted particles get thermalised quickly via

cascade interactions with the SM bath, before inducing any washout effects via inverse de-

cay. Therefore, for our scenario, washout processes are negligible and the baryon asymmetry

estimate given by Eq. (27) remains valid.

Adopting a conservative approach to apply the GW constraints on the parameter space of

our model consistent with a high scale FOPT and leptogenesis, we define the signal-to-noise
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FIG. 2: GW spectrum for different benchmark points of our model shown in table I.

M vc Tc
vc
Tc

λ7(0) Y ′
22(0) λ2(0) Tn Tp

β
H∗

vJ α∗

(GeV) (GeV) (GeV) ≈ Y ′
33(0) (GeV) (GeV)

BP1 5.54× 107 5.01× 107 1.37× 107 3.65 1.17 0.091 0.02 3.55× 106 1.99× 106 13.97 0.95 1.69

BP2 7.85× 107 6.97× 107 1.93× 107 3.61 1.18 0.090 0.02 5.00× 106 2.76× 106 9.71 0.95 1.76

BP3 9.47× 107 8.38× 107 2.34× 107 3.56 1.19 0.096 0.02 5.95× 106 3.25× 106 3.56 0.95 1.89

BP4 7.95× 107 2.37× 107 1.96× 107 1.20 1.19 0.097 0.02 5.29× 106 3.10× 106 21.24 0.95 1.51

BP5 2.80× 106 1.54× 106 6.57× 105 2.36 1.06 0.086 0.02 1.70× 105 9.78× 104 20.81 0.95 1.75

TABLE I: Benchmark parameters and other details involved in the GW spectrum calculation of

the model.

ratio (SNR) for ongoing LIGO-VIRGO experiment as [89]

ρ =

√
τ

∫ fmax

fmin

df

[
ΩGW(f)h2

Ωexpt(f)h2

]2
, (30)

with τ being the observation time for a particular detector, which we consider to be 1 yr. To

register a detection SNR needs to be more than a threshold value ρ > ρth. In this work, we

consider ρth = 1, such that the parameter space giving rise to SNR ρ > 1 at LIGO-VIRGO

latest run namely O3 is disfavoured due to non-detection of such stochastic GW, as per our
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ϵN TRH (GeV) Tn (GeV) MN2 ≈ MN3 (GeV) yD ∆Vtot (GeV)4 MDM (MeV)

BP1 2.51× 10−8 4.05× 106 3.55× 106 3.58× 106 4.35× 10−5 1.02× 1028 12.54

BP2 2.60× 10−8 5.77× 106 5.00× 106 5.04× 106 5.16× 10−5 4.22× 1028 14.24

BP3 2.73× 10−8 6.98× 106 5.95× 106 6.43× 106 5.83× 10−5 9.05× 1028 7.86

BP4 2.31× 10−8 5.87× 106 5.29× 106 5.50× 106 5.39× 10−5 4.53× 1028 3.90

BP5 2.56× 10−8 1.95× 105 1.70× 105 1.71× 105 9.51× 10−6 5.51× 1022 4.06

TABLE II: CP asymmetry and other relevant details involved in leptogenesis and dark matter

calculation for the model.
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FIG. 3: Parameter space in Mη versus MN plane (left panel) and Mη versus MS plane (right panel)

consistent with a high scale FOPT showing the SNR with respect to LIGO-VIRGO O3. In this

scan, the scale of phase transition (M) is varied from 104 to 108 GeV, λ7(0) is varied from 1 to 3,

Y ′
22 ∼ Y ′

33 is varied from 0 to 1 and Y ′
11 is varied upto 10−2.

conservative selection criteria.

In Fig. 3, we show the parameter space of our model in terms of physical masses of

heavier quasi-degenerate RHNs, singlet and doublet scalar masses in a way similar to the

ones in Fig. 1 but without any colour bar. The points corresponding to large SNR namely

ρ > 1 are shown with a different colour. Clearly, a few points in the larger mass range

≳ 107 GeV with SNR > 1 get disfavoured. We also indicate the points with Tn > MN where

heavy RHNs can be thermally produced. In such a case, the lepton asymmetry needs to
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FIG. 4: Left panel: GW spectrum peak vs its corresponding Peak frequency with the colour code

showing the SNR. Right panel: Heavy RHN mass versus SNR with colour code indicating the

corresponding nucleation temperature.

be calculated in a way similar to thermal leptogenesis while solving the relevant Boltzmann

equations explicitly. We also calculate the peak amplitudes of GW for the parameter space

consistent with FOPT requirements and show them against LIGO-VIRGO sensitivities on

the left panel of Fig. 4. We show the sensitivity curves of run 2 (HVO2) [90] as well as

run 3 (HVO3) [33] for comparisons. While the peak frequencies of the points with SNR > 1

lie outside the sensitivity curves, they can still be detected if we consider the entire GW

spectrum. On the right panel of Fig. 4, we show the heavy quasi-degenerate RHN massMN

versus SNR with colour code indicating the nucleation temperature. Clearly, some of the

points with Tn ∈ (106 − 107) GeV get disfavoured.

Dark matter or the Z2-odd RHN can, in principle, be produced either thermally or non-

thermally. For TeV scale FOPT in this model, studied earlier [19], it was found that thermal

DM parameter space is almost entirely ruled out due to stringent direct detection bounds.

This is precisely due to the constraint on quartic coupling between singlet scalar and the

SM Higgs from the requirement of successful electroweak symmetry breaking. This coupling,

namely λ6 in our notation then decides Higgs portal coupling through which fermion singlet

thermal DM typically annihilate. While DM has Yukawa coupling with leptons and η,

13



Yukawa portal annihilations typically remain sub-dominant especially due to large η mass

required by FOPT criteria and often require large Yukawa couplings to satisfy relic. Such

Yukawa coupling faces tight constraints from neutrino mass as well as charged lepton flavour

violation [91]. If we go to high scale where some part of the parameter space gets constrained

by LIGO-VIRGO data, thermal DM is likely to hit the unitarity limit [92]. While DM mass

need not be same as the scale of FOPT, making it much lighter suppresses the annihilation

rates due to heavy mediators in the form of η as well as singlet scalar. In addition to

mediator suppression, DM coupling with singlet scalar also gets smaller for lighter DM

masses. Therefore, thermal DM gets overproduced in such a scenario due to insufficient

annihilation rates. While entropy dilution at the end of FOPT could lower this thermal

abundance, we find such entropy dilution to be negligible as discussed above, in the context

of leptogenesis. Therefore, we consider non-thermal DM which remains feasible for some

part of the parameter space under study.

Such non-thermal or feebly interacting massive particle (FIMP) type DM can be produced

dominantly from singlet scalar (S) decay inside the bubble. The corresponding Boltzmann

equations for comoving densities of DM and singlet scalar S can be written as

dYDM

dz
=

2

zH
ΓsDMYS,

dYS

dz
= − 1

zH
(ΓsDM + Γsh + ΓsN2 + ΓsN3)YS, (31)

with z = MS/T and assuming the relativistic dof to be constant, which is valid at tem-

peratures above electroweak scale. In the second equation, ΓsDM ,Γsh,ΓsN2,ΓsN3 denote the

corresponding decay width of singlet scalar into a pair of DM, SM Higgs, N2, N3 respectively.

Similar to N2,3, the singlet scalar with mass MS > Tn is also out-of-equilibrium inside the

bubble having a large initial abundance, given by

YS =
45

2π4
ξ(3)

1

g∗
. (32)

Since singlet scalar coupling with the SM Higgs is very small, one requires a dominant decay

channel of S such that it decays at least before BBN without overproducing DM. Due to

MS > Tn applicable to the entire parameter space, dilution of singlet scalar abundance via

annihilation is also suppressed. In the minimal model we are studying, DM overproduction

from singlet scalar decay can be avoided only when MS > 2MN2,3 ∼ 2MN keeping the

branching ratio BR(S → DMDM) small. We have chosen our benchmark points in table

I, II such that this condition is satisfied. The corresponding DM masses, consistent with
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correct relic abundance, are shown in the last column of table II. On the left panel of Fig.

5, we show the parameter space in MS − MN plane while indicating the region consistent

with DM relic criteria (⋄ shaped points) and both DM and non-thermal leptogenesis criteria

(⋆ shaped points). On the right panel of the same figure, we show the mass of DM as a

function of singlet scalar mass, which satisfy correct DM relic criteria (blue coloured points)

and both DM and non-thermal leptogenesis criteria (red coloured points). We also check

the contribution of SM Higgs decay to FIMP DM relic and find it to be negligible, due to

the smallness of singlet-SM Higgs mixing. Thus, incorporating DM relic criteria puts tight

constraints on the model parameter space.

Tn
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FIG. 5: Left panel: The parameter space in MN vs MS plane where ⋄ shaped points are consistent

with dark matter relic while △ shaped points are not, and ⋆ shaped points satisfy dark matter

relic as well as non-thermal leptogenesis criteria. Right panel: The parameter space in MS −MDM

plane which satisfies DM relic criteria. In both the plots, the points labelled as MN/Tn > 1 are

consistent with non-thermal leptogenesis criteria via mass-gain mechanism.

IV. CONCLUSION

We have studied the possibility of a high scale first order phase transition such that the

resulting gravitational wave spectrum can be constrained by ongoing GW experiments like

LIGO-VIRGO. The FOPT not only leads to such stochastic GW spectrum but also triggers
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the production of baryon asymmetry via leptogenesis as well as dark matter via the mass-

gain mechanism. Due to the high scale nature of the FOPT, the DM is favourably in the

non-thermal or FIMP ballpark. The combined criteria of successful leptogenesis and DM

relic constrain the model parameter space as well as the mass spectrum of BSM particles.

Some part of the parameter space also lead to a large signal to noise ratio at LVK experiments

and hence can be disfavoured in a conservative manner, owing to non-observations of such

stochastic spectrum. While it is interesting to constrain a realistic particle physics setup

explaining the origin of baryon asymmetry and dark matter from ongoing GW experiments,

more data from ongoing as well as future experiments will shed more light into the remaining

parameter space. Since a high scale FOPT setup typically remains out of reach of direct

experimental search, such indirect constraints and complementary signatures remain worth

exploring.

Acknowledgements

The work of DB is supported by SERB, Government of India grant MTR/2022/000575.

Appendix A: Finite temperature correction to potential

The finite-temperature one-loop potential is given by

Vtot = Vtree + VCW + Vth. (A1)

While the tree level potential is given by Eq. (2), the Coleman-Weinberg potential [43] with

DR regularisation is given by

VCW =
∑
i

(−)nf
ni

64π2
m4

i (ϕ)

(
log

(
m2

i (ϕ)

µ2

)
− 3

2

)
, (A2)

where suffix i represents particle species, and ni, mi(ϕ) are the degrees of freedom (dof)

and field dependent masses of i’th particle. In addition, µ is the renormalisation scale, and

(−)nf is +1 for bosons and −1 for fermions, respectively. Since we are tracking the singlet

scalar field for FOPT, we consider its vacuum expectation value (VEV), denoted by M as

the renormalisation scale as µ = M = ⟨S⟩. We denote the singlet scalar as S = (ϕ+M)/
√
2.

The field dependent masses associated with phase transition with dof are
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m2
η = λ7ϕ

2/2 (nη = 4), m2
s = 3λsϕ

2 (ns = 1), m2
yi
= 2y2i ϕ

2 (ny = 2). (A3)

The thermal contributions to the effective potential are given by

Vth =
∑
i

(nBi

2π2
T 4JB

[mBi

T

]
− nFi

2π2
T 4JF

[mFi

T

])
, (A4)

where nBi
and nFi

denote the dof of the bosonic and fermionic particles, respectively.

The JB and JF functions are defined by following functions:

JB(x) =

∫ ∞

0

dz z2 log
[
1− e−

√
z2+x2

]
, (A5)

JF (x) =

∫ ∞

0

dz z2 log
[
1 + e−

√
z2+x2

]
. (A6)

In thermal potential, we also consider the contribution from daisy diagrams [46–48].

Considering Arnold-Espinosa method [48], the thermal potential with the daisy correction

can be written as

VT (ϕ, T ) = Vth + Vdaisy(ϕ, T ), (A7)

Vdaisy(ϕ, T ) = −
∑
i

giT

12π

[
m3

i (ϕ, T )−m3
i (ϕ)

]
.

Denoting m2
i (ϕ, T ) = m2

i (ϕ) + Πi(T ), the relevant thermal masses can be written as [93]

Πη(T ) = (
g22
8

+
g21 + g22

16
+

λ2

2
+

λ3 + λ4

12
)T 2,

Πs(T ) = (
λs

4
+

λ6

3
+

λ7

3
+

y21
8

+
y22
8

+
y22
8
)T 2.

Appendix B: Action calculation through fitting of the finite temperature potential

In general, the tunneling rate per unit time per unit volume between two minima sepa-

rated by a barrier under an arbitrary potential can be written as

ΓV = Ae−B (B1)
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where, the coefficients A and B depend on the potential. In Euclidean space or imagi-

nary time formalism, the coefficient B is S3/T with S3 being the Euclidean action at finite

temperature in three dimensions. As described in [49], the dimensional estimation of pre-

exponential factor A is T 4
(

S3(T )
2πT

)3/2
considering three zero modes of solution for thermal

tunneling. So, the probability of thermal tunneling per unit time per unit volume can be

written as

Γ(T ) = A(T )e−S3(T )/T , (B2)

where A(T ) ∼ T 4
(

S3(T )
2πT

)3/2
. In order to calculate the action S3, we need to solve the

O(3) symmetric equation of motion i.e. bounce equation

d2ϕ

dr2
+

2

r

dϕ

dr
=

∂V (ϕ, T )

∂ϕ
(B3)

satisfying the boundary conditions

ϕ(r → ∞) = ϕfalse and
dϕ

dr

∣∣∣∣
r=0

= 0. (B4)

The action corresponding to the solution of the above equation is

S3(T ) = 4π

∫ ∞

0

r2dr

[
1

2

(
dϕ

dr

)2

+ V (ϕ(r), T )

]
. (B5)

Here, we used a fitting method to calculate the action. We fitted the effective potential to a

generic potential for which the action calculations are done in semi-analytical way [69]. The

generic quartic and logarithmic potential is

V (ϕ) = (2A−B)µ2ϕ2 − Aϕ4 +Bϕ4ln

(
ϕ2

µ2

)
. (B6)

We show that the actual potential and the fitted generic potential overlap quite well,

depicted in left panel of Fig. 6 for BP1. The bounce equation can be simplified with

dependence on just one parameter using scaling transformation ( Φ = ϕ/µ and a = 2µ
√
Br)

as
d2Φ

da2
+

2

a

dΦ

da
= δ(Φ− Φ3) + Φ3lnΦ2 (B7)
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FIG. 6: Left Panel: Comparison between actual potential and fitted generic potential at critical

temperature Tc and nucleation temperature Tn for BP1. Right Panel: S3/T as a function of

temperature for BP1.

where δ ≡ 2A−B
2B

. As discussed in [69], the desired Euclidean action is calculated in semi-

analytical fashion and can be written as

S3 =
16πσI3

3(1− 2δ)2

( 2

B

)1/2
(2δ)nµ

{
1 + µ1δ + µ2δ

2 + µ3δ
3
}

(B8)

where, I=0.4199, nµ = 0.557, µ1 = 4.2719, µ2 = −14.5908 and µ3 = 12.0940. In our analysis,

we fitted the effective potential using the above generic expression of potential for a wide

range of temperatures such that we have a profile of action over temperature shown in right

panel of Fig. 6 for BP1. That plays an important in tunneling rate and β/H calculations.

Appendix C: Renormalisation Group Evolution Equations

The relevant RGE equations for the model parameters are [94]

dλs

dt
=

1

16π2
(20λ2

s + 2λ2
6 + 2λ2

7 + 8λsTr[Y
′†Y ′]− Tr[Y ′†Y ′Y ′†Y ′]),

dλ2

dt
=

1

16π2
(12λ2

2 + 2λ2
7 + 3g21/4 + 9g22/4 + 3g21g

2
2/2),

dλ7

dt
=

1

16π2
(4λ2

7 + 6λ2λ7 + 8λsλ7 + 4λ7Tr[Y
′†Y ′]),
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dλ6

dt
=

1

16π2
(4λ2

6 + 6λ6y
2
t + 8λsλ6 + 4λ6Tr[Y

′†Y ′]),

dY ′

dt
=

1

16π2
(4Y ′3 + 2Y ′Tr[Y ′†Y ′]),

dg1
dt

=
1

16π2
(7g31),

dg2
dt

=
1

16π2
(−3g32),

dyt
dt

=
1

16π2
(9y3t /2− yt(17g

2
1/12 + 9g22/4)).

[1] P. A. Zyla et al. (Particle Data Group), PTEP 2020, 083C01 (2020).

[2] N. Aghanim et al. (Planck) (2018), 1807.06209.

[3] S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. Lett. 42, 850 (1979).

[4] E. W. Kolb and S. Wolfram, Nucl. Phys. B172, 224 (1980), [Erratum: Nucl.

Phys.B195,542(1982)].

[5] M. Fukugita and T. Yanagida, Phys. Lett. B174, 45 (1986).

[6] J. Aalbers et al. (LUX-ZEPLIN) (2022), 2207.03764.

[7] E. Hall, T. Konstandin, R. McGehee, H. Murayama, and G. Servant, JHEP 04, 042 (2020),

1910.08068.

[8] J. A. Dror, T. Hiramatsu, K. Kohri, H. Murayama, and G. White, Phys. Rev. Lett. 124,

041804 (2020), 1908.03227.

[9] S. Blasi, V. Brdar, and K. Schmitz, Phys. Rev. Res. 2, 043321 (2020), 2004.02889.

[10] B. Fornal and B. Shams Es Haghi, Phys. Rev. D 102, 115037 (2020), 2008.05111.

[11] R. Samanta and S. Datta (2020), 2009.13452.

[12] B. Barman, D. Borah, A. Dasgupta, and A. Ghoshal, Phys. Rev. D 106, 015007 (2022),

2205.03422.

[13] I. Baldes, S. Blasi, A. Mariotti, A. Sevrin, and K. Turbang, Phys. Rev. D 104, 115029 (2021),

2106.15602.

[14] A. Azatov, M. Vanvlasselaer, and W. Yin, JHEP 10, 043 (2021), 2106.14913.

[15] P. Huang and K.-P. Xie (2022), 2206.04691.

[16] A. Dasgupta, P. S. B. Dev, A. Ghoshal, and A. Mazumdar (2022), 2206.07032.

20



[17] B. Barman, D. Borah, S. Jyoti Das, and R. Roshan (2022), 2212.00052.

[18] S. Datta and R. Samanta, JHEP 11, 159 (2022), 2208.09949.

[19] D. Borah, A. Dasgupta, and I. Saha, JHEP 11, 136 (2022), 2207.14226.

[20] E. Hall, T. Konstandin, R. McGehee, and H. Murayama, Phys. Rev. D 107, 055011 (2023),

1911.12342.

[21] C. Yuan, R. Brito, and V. Cardoso, Phys. Rev. D 104, 044011 (2021), 2106.00021.

[22] L. Tsukada, R. Brito, W. E. East, and N. Siemonsen, Phys. Rev. D 103, 083005 (2021),

2011.06995.

[23] A. Chatrchyan and J. Jaeckel, JCAP 02, 003 (2021), 2004.07844.

[24] L. Bian, X. Liu, and K.-P. Xie, JHEP 11, 175 (2021), 2107.13112.

[25] R. Samanta and F. R. Urban (2021), 2112.04836.

[26] D. Borah, S. J. Das, A. K. Saha, and R. Samanta (2022), 2202.10474.

[27] A. Azatov, M. Vanvlasselaer, and W. Yin, JHEP 03, 288 (2021), 2101.05721.

[28] A. Azatov, G. Barni, S. Chakraborty, M. Vanvlasselaer, and W. Yin (2022), 2207.02230.

[29] I. Baldes, Y. Gouttenoire, and F. Sala (2022), 2207.05096.

[30] D. Borah, S. Jyoti Das, R. Samanta, and F. R. Urban (2022), 2211.15726.

[31] D. Borah, S. Jyoti Das, and R. Roshan (2022), 2208.04965.

[32] H. Shibuya and T. Toma, JHEP 11, 064 (2022), 2207.14662.

[33] R. Abbott et al. (KAGRA, Virgo, LIGO Scientific), Phys. Rev. D 104, 022004 (2021),

2101.12130.

[34] A. Romero, K. Martinovic, T. A. Callister, H.-K. Guo, M. Martínez, M. Sakellariadou, F.-W.

Yang, and Y. Zhao, Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 151301 (2021), 2102.01714.

[35] Y. Jiang and Q.-G. Huang (2022), 2203.11781.

[36] C. Badger et al., Phys. Rev. D 107, 023511 (2023), 2209.14707.

[37] F. Huang, V. Sanz, J. Shu, and X. Xue, Phys. Rev. D 104, 095001 (2021), 2102.03155.

[38] P. Minkowski, Phys. Lett. B 67, 421 (1977).

[39] T. Yanagida, Conf. Proc. C7902131, 95 (1979).

[40] M. Gell-Mann, P. Ramond, and R. Slansky, Conf. Proc. C 790927, 315 (1979), 1306.4669.

[41] R. N. Mohapatra and G. Senjanovic, Phys. Rev. D 23, 165 (1981).

[42] E. Ma, Phys. Rev. D 73, 077301 (2006), hep-ph/0601225.

[43] S. R. Coleman and E. J. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. D 7, 1888 (1973).

21



[44] L. Dolan and R. Jackiw, Phys. Rev. D 9, 3320 (1974).

[45] M. Quiros, in ICTP Summer School in High-Energy Physics and Cosmology (1999), pp. 187–

259, hep-ph/9901312.

[46] P. Fendley, Phys. Lett. B 196, 175 (1987).

[47] R. R. Parwani, Phys. Rev. D 45, 4695 (1992), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 48, 5965 (1993)], hep-

ph/9204216.

[48] P. B. Arnold and O. Espinosa, Phys. Rev. D 47, 3546 (1993), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 50, 6662

(1994)], hep-ph/9212235.

[49] A. D. Linde, Phys. Lett. B 100, 37 (1981).

[50] R. Jinno and M. Takimoto, Phys. Rev. D 95, 015020 (2017), 1604.05035.

[51] S. Iso, N. Okada, and Y. Orikasa, Phys. Rev. D 80, 115007 (2009), 0909.0128.

[52] J. Ellis, M. Lewicki, and J. M. No (2018), [JCAP1904,003(2019)], 1809.08242.

[53] J. Ellis, M. Lewicki, and V. Vaskonen, JCAP 11, 020 (2020), 2007.15586.

[54] M. S. Turner and F. Wilczek, Phys. Rev. Lett. 65, 3080 (1990).

[55] A. Kosowsky, M. S. Turner, and R. Watkins, Phys. Rev. D 45, 4514 (1992).

[56] A. Kosowsky, M. S. Turner, and R. Watkins, Phys. Rev. Lett. 69, 2026 (1992).

[57] A. Kosowsky and M. S. Turner, Phys. Rev. D 47, 4372 (1993), astro-ph/9211004.

[58] M. S. Turner, E. J. Weinberg, and L. M. Widrow, Phys. Rev. D 46, 2384 (1992).

[59] M. Hindmarsh, S. J. Huber, K. Rummukainen, and D. J. Weir, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, 041301

(2014), 1304.2433.

[60] J. T. Giblin and J. B. Mertens, Phys. Rev. D 90, 023532 (2014), 1405.4005.

[61] M. Hindmarsh, S. J. Huber, K. Rummukainen, and D. J. Weir, Phys. Rev. D 92, 123009

(2015), 1504.03291.

[62] M. Hindmarsh, S. J. Huber, K. Rummukainen, and D. J. Weir, Phys. Rev. D 96, 103520

(2017), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 101, 089902 (2020)], 1704.05871.

[63] M. Kamionkowski, A. Kosowsky, and M. S. Turner, Phys. Rev. D 49, 2837 (1994), astro-

ph/9310044.

[64] A. Kosowsky, A. Mack, and T. Kahniashvili, Phys. Rev. D 66, 024030 (2002), astro-

ph/0111483.

[65] C. Caprini and R. Durrer, Phys. Rev. D74, 063521 (2006), astro-ph/0603476.

[66] G. Gogoberidze, T. Kahniashvili, and A. Kosowsky, Phys. Rev. D 76, 083002 (2007), 0705.1733.

22



[67] C. Caprini, R. Durrer, and G. Servant, JCAP 0912, 024 (2009), 0909.0622.

[68] P. Niksa, M. Schlederer, and G. Sigl, Class. Quant. Grav. 35, 144001 (2018), 1803.02271.

[69] F. C. Adams, Phys. Rev. D 48, 2800 (1993), hep-ph/9302321.

[70] P. J. Steinhardt, Phys. Rev. D25, 2074 (1982).

[71] J. R. Espinosa, T. Konstandin, J. M. No, and G. Servant, JCAP 06, 028 (2010), 1004.4187.

[72] M. Lewicki, M. Merchand, and M. Zych, JHEP 02, 017 (2022), 2111.02393.

[73] W.-Y. Ai, B. Laurent, and J. van de Vis (2023), 2303.10171.

[74] C. Caprini et al., JCAP 03, 024 (2020), 1910.13125.

[75] D. Borah, A. Dasgupta, K. Fujikura, S. K. Kang, and D. Mahanta, JCAP 08, 046 (2020),

2003.02276.

[76] C. Caprini et al., JCAP 1604, 001 (2016), 1512.06239.

[77] C. Caprini, R. Jinno, M. Lewicki, E. Madge, M. Merchand, G. Nardini, M. Pieroni,

A. Roper Pol, and V. Vaskonen (LISA Cosmology Working Group) (2024), 2403.03723.

[78] M. Lewicki and V. Vaskonen, Eur. Phys. J. C 83, 109 (2023), 2208.11697.

[79] M. Lewicki and V. Vaskonen, Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 1003 (2020), 2007.04967.

[80] M. Lewicki and V. Vaskonen, Eur. Phys. J. C 81, 437 (2021), [Erratum: Eur.Phys.J.C 81,

1077 (2021)], 2012.07826.

[81] P. Athron, C. Balázs, A. Fowlie, L. Morris, and L. Wu, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 135, 104094

(2024), 2305.02357.

[82] H.-K. Guo, K. Sinha, D. Vagie, and G. White (2020), 2007.08537.

[83] S. Kawamura et al., Class. Quant. Grav. 23, S125 (2006).

[84] M. Punturo, M. Abernathy, F. Acernese, B. Allen, N. Andersson, K. Arun, F. Barone, B. Barr,

M. Barsuglia, M. Beker, et al., Classical and Quantum Gravity 27, 194002 (2010), URL

https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/27/19/194002.

[85] J. Aasi et al. (LIGO Scientific), Class. Quant. Grav. 32, 074001 (2015), 1411.4547.

[86] A. Pilaftsis and T. E. J. Underwood, Nucl. Phys. B692, 303 (2004), hep-ph/0309342.

[87] A. Pilaftsis, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 14, 1811 (1999), hep-ph/9812256.

[88] N. Aghanim et al. (Planck), Astron. Astrophys. 641, A6 (2020), [Erratum: Astron.Astrophys.

652, C4 (2021)], 1807.06209.

[89] K. Schmitz (2020), 2002.04615.

[90] B. P. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo), Phys. Rev. D 100, 061101 (2019), 1903.02886.

23

https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/27/19/194002


[91] T. Toma and A. Vicente, JHEP 01, 160 (2014), 1312.2840.

[92] K. Griest and M. Kamionkowski, Phys. Rev. Lett. 64, 615 (1990).

[93] J. M. Cline, M. Jarvinen, and F. Sannino, Phys. Rev. D 78, 075027 (2008), 0808.1512.

[94] S. Bhattacharya, N. Chakrabarty, R. Roshan, and A. Sil (2019), 1910.00612.

24


	Introduction
	The Model
	Results and Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Finite temperature correction to potential
	Action calculation through fitting of the finite temperature potential
	Renormalisation Group Evolution Equations
	References

