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Radiative symmetry breaking provides an appealing explanation for electroweak symmetry breaking and
addresses the hierarchy problem. We present a comprehensive phenomenological study of this scenario,
focusing on its key feature: the logarithmic-shaped potential. This potential gives rise to a relatively light
scalar boson that mixes with the Higgs boson and leads to first-order phase transitions (FOPTs) in the early
Universe. Our detailed analysis includes providing exact and analytical solutions for the vacuum structure
and scalar interactions, classifying four patterns of cosmic thermal history, and calculating the supercooled
FOPT dynamics and GWs. By combining future collider and gravitational wave experiments, we can probe the
conformal symmetry breaking scales up to 10° — 10% GeV.

I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of the Higgs boson at the Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) [1, 2] represents a significant milestone in
understanding fundamental particles and their interactions.
However, the mechanism of electroweak symmetry breaking
(EWSB) remains a mystery. In the Standard Model (SM),
EWSB is achieved through a negative mass squared term in
the Higgs potential. While minimal and economical, it lacks a
fundamental explanation for this term’s origin. This bare mass
term is sensitive to ultraviolet (UV) physics, necessitating
finely-tuned UV parameters to yield a Higgs mass of 125 GeV.
This is the well-known hierarchy problem that has motivated
the exploration of physics beyond the SM (BSM), including
theories such as supersymmetry, composite Higgs, and extra
dimensions.

Radiative symmetry breaking offers a viable explanation
for EWSB and addressing the hierarchy problem [3-8]. In
this framework, the Lagrangian does not contain dimensionful
parameters at tree-level, and hence is classically scale-
invariant or conformal.! At the one-loop level, radiative
corrections induce a logarithmic contribution to the scalar
potential, leading to spontaneous symmetry breaking. This
effect arises from quantum corrections, characterizing it as an
anomaly. It can also be interpreted as dimensional transmuta-
tion resulting from the renormalization group running of the
scalar couplings.

While the concept of radiative symmetry breaking is
appealing, its direct application to the SM without extending
the particle content results in a Higgs boson mass of
< 10 GeV (excluding the top quark contribution) or an
unstable electroweak (EW) vacuum (including the top quark
contribution), both of which conflict with experimental data.
To align with Higgs measurements, the framework has been
modified so that radiative symmetry breaking occurs in a
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! Scale transformation is a subset of the entire conformal group. However,
scale invariance implies the full conformal invariance in many quantum
field theory models [9]. Here we use these two terms interchangeably.

BSM sector and is transmitted to the SM via Higgs-portal
couplings, thereby inducing EWSB [10]. This mechanism
also presents potential solutions to longstanding problems in
particle physics, including neutrino mass [11-14], matter-
antimatter asymmetry [15-18], and dark matter [19-27] or
primordial black holes [28-32].

In this study, we examine the phenomenology of radiative
EWSB. The distinctive feature of this scenario is the
logarithmic potential of the BSM scalar field ¢, leading to
two types of specific phenomenological signals. First, field
excitation near the vacuum produces a scalar boson with mass
significantly lighter than the BSM scale w, which can be
detected at current or future particle colliders. Second, the
flat potential near the origin results in one or more first-order
phase transitions (FOPTs) in the early Universe, creating
stochastic gravitational waves (GWs) observable today. By
analyzing these signals, we aim to identify the signatures of
the radiative symmetry breaking mechanism.

Our research shows several novelties. First, we provide
a fully analytical solution for the vacuum structure, scalar
mixings, and interactions, assuming sequential symmetry
breaking when w > the EW scale. Second, unlike previous
studies that typically impose specific assumptions on vector
couplings to the SM particles (e.g. embedding models
in gauged U(1)p_;, or kinetic mixing frameworks), we
concentrate on the fundamental concept of radiative EWSB,
i.e. the interaction between the SM Higgs boson and the
new scalar, as well as the logarithmic shape of the scalar
potential. Third, we combine collider and GW searches.
The projected reach of HL-LHC and future 10 TeV muon
collider is evaluated. In parallel, we conduct a detailed
analysis of the FOPT dynamics, classifying different patterns
of the cosmic thermal history, and evaluating the associated
GWs. Our findings indicate that collider and GW searches
are largely complementary across the parameter space, with
opportunities for crosscheck in certain regions.

This article is organized as follows. In Section II, we
introduce the benchmark model and analyze its vacuum
structure, establishing the framework for the phenomenolog-
ical study. Section III focuses on collider phenomenology,
while Section IV investigates the dynamics of FOPT and the
generation of GWs. We combine the findings from the collider
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and GW analyses, presenting the final results in Section V.
The conclusion is given in Section V1.

II. THE MODEL

The tree-level joint potential of the SM Higgs doublet H =
(GT,(h+ iGO)/\/i)T and the real scalar field ¢ reads

As A
Vo(H, 8) = MlH|' + ZFo" + S HPG, (1)

where all the coefficients are dimensionless, and hence the
theory is classically conformal. One-loop correction generates
logarithmic contributions to Eq. (1), known as the Coleman-
Weinberg potentials [3, 4, 33]. In principle, both H and
¢ receive radiative corrections, resulting in a complicated
joint potential. However, under the assumption that the
BSM scale significantly exceeds the EW scale and that the
magnitude of Higgs-portal coupling |Ane| < 1, we can
establish a sequential symmetry breaking scenario [34]: the
BSM radiative correction to the ¢-direction generates the
spontaneous symmetry breaking at a high scale, which then
induces a tree-level potential along the h-direction via the
Ang-term, producing the EWSB.

In this case, the potential in unitary gauge up to one-loop
level can be written as

B 1 A )\
Vi(h,¢) = 10! (1ogj; - 4) + SRR+ TR @)

which implies different dominance of tree- and loop-level
contributions in different field directions. Along the ¢-
direction, the loop-induced logarithmic potential dominates
and generates the conformal symmetry breaking, resulting in
(¢) ~ wp and a scalar boson with a mass of m, ~ v/ Bwy.
While along the h-direction, it is the tree-level contribution
that dominates: after ¢ acquires its vacuum expectation value
(VEV), a Mexican-hat-shaped Higgs potential

1
Vi(h) =~ Vi(h,wg) = Z(AwwghQ + Anh?h) (3)

is generated. Setting the parameters as Apy ~ —m3 /wg and
An & m3 /(20%) with my, = 125 GeV and v = 246 GeV, we
then get the EWSB with correct Higgs mass and VEV.

The parameter B is contributed by the new physics degrees
of freedom in the BSM sector. In the minimal model-building
sense, there are two alternative scenarios: gauge-induced or
scalar-induced. In the former case, ¢ is embedded to a
complex scalar S = (¢ + in)/+/2 that is charged under a
gauged dark U(1) x with the coupling constant gx; while in
the latter case, ¢ couples to a dark real scalar X via the quartic
interaction Ay ¢>X?/4 in the tree-level potential. Then

39% . :
—=  for the gauge-induced scenario;
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B = 4
X2 4
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for the scalar-induced scenario.

After the symmetry breaking, the U(1)x gauge boson Z’
or dark scalar X gets a mass of myz =~ gxwg or mx =~
VAxwg/\/2, respectively. BSM fermions coupling to ¢
make negative and suppressed contributions to B. For
example, if we embed the model into a gauged U(1)p_1
framework in which gx = 2gp_; and the right-handed
neutrino interactions read — ), ylSukcuﬁ /2 +h.e [11,12],
then B « (9%_; — >_, y}/96). Therefore, the bosonic BSM
degrees of freedom dominate B, and we will consider the
two minimal realizations in Eq. (4) as research benchmarks.
As will be demonstrated, the particle phenomenology of ¢
is independent of the source of B, and the GW signals are
likewise insensitive to its origin. Therefore, we will not
specify the explicit expression for B in our discussion unless
necessary.

While the above description shows a very clear qualitative
picture of the symmetry breaking pattern, it neglects the
impact of the Higgs-portal coupling on the ¢-direction
potential, which causes the mixing between ¢ and h. That
is why we used “~” when discussing the VEVs and particle
masses around Eq. (3). Below we resolve the vacuum
structure using the full expression of Eq. (2), providing the
exact and analytical solution for scalar VEVs, masses, and
mixing angle. Let (h) = v and (¢) = w be the vacuum where
0V1/0h and 0V; /D¢ vanish, we find

w4 w

2
Mg = —2BIn— N, =BYIn—. (5
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Since A\;, > 0 is required from the bounded below condition,
one can infer w > wy, thus the ¢ VEV is larger than the bare
parameter wy.

Next, we diagonalize the Hessian matrix

8*vy  9*wy
Oh?  OhdP

Hes = (6)
8%vy  8*wy

Ohd¢p 0P (v,w)
302 + Ao g2 AhpUW

)

AhpUW Bw? 4+ 3Bw®In 4= + Ao g2

to get the two scalar mass eigenvalues
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2
== {wQ(QB — Ang) + 6Bw?In u% — 0% (6, — Ah¢)]
+ 16A7 40w, (8)

Note mp, > myp, by definition, but we do not specify which
one is the SM Higgs boson yet.



Substituting Eq. (5) into Eq. (7) to cancel B, one obtains
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where ¢ = In(w/wp). Resolving this univariate quadratic
equation, one obtains two solutions

1y Y my, v*w? 4+ mp v w? —2m; mp vt £ A
n— =
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wo dmg my (v +w?)
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They correspond to two branches of the physical cases: the
“+” branch is for a singlet lighter than Higgs while the “—”
branch is for a singlet heavier than Higgs. Also note that the
definition of A requires

v2
Mp, > Mp, 1+E+E y

thus the two scalar bosons cannot be degenerate.

One of h; and ho corresponds to the Higgs boson observed
at the LHC, while the other represents the new singlet-like
boson yet to be discovered. For simplicity, we use the
notations i and ¢ to denote the Higgs and singlet-like mass
eigenstates, respectively, and define the rotation matrix as

h h cosf sinf
((b) v <¢> » U= (— sin 6 cos@) » (12)

where 6 is the mixing angle satisfying |f| < 7/4 so that the
magnitude of the diagonal elements is larger than that of the
non-diagonal ones. The Hessian matrix is diagonalized as
UtHes U = diag{mj, m3}, with m being a free parameter
that can be either larger or smaller than m,. The two branches
of Eq. (10) can be summarized as

(1)

to mass

eigenstates

w(m?ls +m?) + \/wQ(m% —m?2)2 — 4mim}21112
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tanf = MhY ,

+(m? — mi)w + \/wQ(mZ - mi)Q - 4m§57n}21v2
and \j, = —A\psw?/(2v?), where the upper sign is for m, <

mp,, and the lower sign is for my > my,.

So far, we have changed the input of Eq. (2) from
bare parameters {B,wo, Ang, An} to physical observables
{v,w,mp, my}, leaving w and my as the only two free
parameters. When w >> v, expressions become independent
of the mass hierarchy between h and ¢. For instance, the
portal coupling A\ps =~ —m3/w?, matches our previous

estimates; the mixing angle tan 6 ~ (v/w)m3 /(m3} — mi),

consistent with the result in the literature [12]. For the
convenience of the phenomenological study, we will use m
and 6 as input parameters hereafter, and all other parameters
can be derived. For example, the ¢ VEV is

m3 cot 6 + mi tan 6
w = v
2 2 '
|mj7 — m¢|

(14)

implying mg # my, consistent with Eq. (11).

We emphasize that the radiative EWSB model presented
here differs significantly from the conventional “singlet
extension of the SM” (the so-called xSM) which involves
a polynomial potential with bare mass terms at the tree-
level [35]. First, our model does not suffer from the hierarchy
problem. Second, the scalar potential in Eq. (2) implies
additional new physics degrees of freedom that contribute to
B, such as Z’' or X, while conventional singlet extensions
do not necessarily include those particles. Finally, our model
is highly predictive, requiring only two free parameters,
compared to five and three free parameters in the real-
singlet [36] and complex-singlet [37] extensions of the SM,
respectively.

III. COLLIDER PHENOMENOLOGY

In the minimal setup, the radiative EWSB scenario only
contains a new scalar ¢ and a possible boson responsible for
the Coleman-Weinberg potential in the BSM sector, such as
Z' or X. This distinguishes its phenomenology from other
models addressing the hierarchy problem, like supersymmetry
or composite Higgs, which typically predict multiple new
physics particles — superpartners or composite resonances — at
the TeV scale. Additionally, the mass ratios are mg /mygr =~
V6gx/(4) and my/mx ~ /Ax/(47/2), indicating ¢
is much lighter than other BSM particles in the perturbative
regime where g%, Ax < 47. As a consequence, the expected
collider signals at the TeV scale involve a new scalar that
mixes with the Higgs boson.

The BSM sector may have other interactions with the SM
particles, resulting in additional signals. For instance, if
we identify the U(1)x as U(1)p_r, then Z’ couples to the
quarks and leptons [11-14]. In this research, we focus on the
core idea of the radiative EWSB without adding additional
BSM interactions, except the assumption that Z’ or X can
decay into SM or BSM particles, thereby excluding them as
dark matter candidates (otherwise additional constraints are
imposed on the parameter space and only one free parameter
is left). Therefore, our main text only investigates the
interactions between the ¢ and h bosons derived using the
results in Section II. For example, when v < w the triple
interactions are

L3~ ——" h?
8 20 2w(m3 —mj) ¢
m2m2o(m? — 4m> 2
h'' ( h S ¢)h¢2* ¢¢3’ (15)




from which the Feynman rules can be directly read.

The lightest BSM particle ¢ couples to the SM fermions
and gauge bosons via the mixing with the Higgs boson.
Consequently, it decays to SM particles, and the branching
ratios depend solely on mg when mg < 2my,, which are
already well-known in the literature [38, 39]: the dominant
decay channels in different mass ranges are listed as

ete” orptp, Mg S 2My;

Mesons or gg, 2my Smy S 2my;
2m; Smy S 2my;  (16)
bl_), me S me S Qmw;

VV,withV = W* or Z,

T,

QmW 5 me S th.

For mg > 2my, the ¢ — hh decay should be included and

the partial width is

lu’ihh 1— 4mi
2

r ~
(¢ = hh) 8mmy, mg

A7)

where f1¢n1 is the coefficient of the h2¢ term in Eq. (15). The
hh and V'V channels dominate the mg > 2my, region, while
the h — t¢ channel should be included if mg > 2m;.

The search strategy for ¢ varies across different mass
regions. For a light ¢ with mgy < 2m,, existing bounds
have constrained the magnitude of mixing angle |6 to be
so small that the total decay width o sin® @ is tiny, making
¢’s lifetime significantly long. Consequently, the long-lived
particle (LLP) search can effectively probe this parameter
region, with numerous measurements and proposed studies
available [40]. For my 2 2m., we consider detecting ¢ via
prompt decay at the LHC or a future 10 TeV muon collider.
At the LHC, ¢ is primarily produced via gluon gluon fusion,
with the cross section expressed as o7,(m) x sin? 6, where
on(me) is the production cross section of a SM Higgs with
mass at mg [41]. The most stringent bound is the ¢ — ZZ2
search by the CMS collaboration at /s = 13 TeV with an
integrated luminosity of 35.9 fb—! [42], which we rescale to
3000 fb~! to make the HL-LHC projection.

Recent research on multi-TeV muon colliders highlights
their potential to combine the advantages of hadron and
lepton colliders, offering both high collision energies and low
backgrounds [43—-45]. At multi-TeV muon colliders, the cross
section for the vector boson fusion (VBF) process

v, Uy,
P = (b’i”_
ouTpT,

WTW ™ fusion;

. (18)
Z 7 fusion,
is significantly larger than that for the associated production
utu~ — Z¢ [46], and hence we consider VBF as the
primary production channel for ¢. We implement the model
with FeynRules [47] and output the model file to gener-
ate parton-level events using MadGraph5_aMC@NLO [48].
Based on Eq. (16), we study ¢ — 7777, bb, and V'V decay
channels for various mass ranges of ¢, focusing on fully
hadronic final states. A conservative 10% smearing is applied
to the quark, gluon, and tau momenta to mimic jets.
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FIG. 1. Invariant mass of the di-jet system after the basic cuts for
the ¢ — bb channel. The blue curves represent the SM VBF jj
backgrounds, while the orange curves are the signal distributions for
mg = 20 and 140 GeV.

Cross sections [fb] | 02’ 0&'* op

No Cut 8.64 4.58 2870
Basic cuts 2.87 2.34 1366
Mass-shell cut, 20 |2.85 0.207
Mass-shell cut, 140 2.33 343

TABLE I. Cut flows for the ¢ — bb channel with mg = 20, 140
GeV and the backgrounds. For the signals, we assume sin§ = 0.1.

The VBF ¢ — 717~ and bb channels share the same main
background: the SM VBF production of di-jet from photon
splitting or V' and h decays. We require both the signal and
background events to have exactly two jets and no charged
leptons with transverse momentum and pseudo-rapidity

pr > 30 GeV, |n| < 2.43, (19)

and recoil mass

5
miécoil = \/(]ou+ +Du- —DPj, — pjz) > 200 GeV. (20)

The cut on 7 corresponds to a detector angle coverage of
[10°,170°]. The event distributions of the di-jet invariant
mass m;; in the ¢ — bb channel after basic cuts are displayed
in Fig. 1, where the blue curve clearly shows the peaks
of my, of the background, while the two orange curves
demonstrate the signal peaks for mg = 20 and 140 GeV. A
mass-shell cut

|mj; —mg| < min{0.2mgy, 30 GeV}, 1)

can efficiently select signal agains the backgrounds, as
illustrated in the cut flow of Table I. We do not assume
b-tagging in this simulation, but have checked that a 70%
tagging rate yields similar results. For the 777~ channel, we
have included the tau hadronic decay branching ratio ~ 65%
and assumed a 90% tagging rate.

In the VBF ¢ — VV — jjjj channel, the main
background is the SM VBF jjjj from pure EW process or
involving QCD gluon splitting. We apply the following basic
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FIG. 2. Invariant mass of the jj (blue) and 4 (orange) systems after
the basic cuts for the ¢ — V'V — jjjj channel. The dashed curves
represent the SM VBF 555 backgrounds, while the solid curves are
the signal distributions for mg = 200 GeV.

cuts: exactly four jets and no charged leptons within the
kinetic region of Eq. (19), and the recoil mass

4 2
mfgcoil = (pu"' +pﬂ_ - ijn> > 200 GeV. (22)
n=1

Then we pair the four jets by minimizing

. 2 L 2
X2 — min { (mhjzrz mw) (szJ4F2 mw) ’
w w
(my,j, —mz)? n (Mygju — mz)Q} (23)
1“2 F2 )
z Z

where I'yy, 7 are respectively the decay widths of the W*orZ
bosons. After pairing, (j1j2) and (jsj4) are identified as two
V' candidates, as illustrated in blue peaked curves of Fig. 2.
Note that the main background, the SM EW VBF production
of 5777, also has a peak at ~ my. However, the invariant
mass of the entire 45 system peaks at m,, for the signal, while
the background has a mainly smooth distribution plus a small
peak at ~ my, from the h — WW™*/ZZ* decay, as shown in
the orange curves. Therefore, the mass-shell cuts

\mjljz —mv| < 15 GeV, |mj37j4 —m,\/| < 15 GeV (24)

for the V' candidates and
|m4j — m¢,| < 30 GeV 25)

for the 4j system can efficiently remove background events
and manifest the signal, as illustrated in Table II.

For mg > 2my, the ¢ — hh — bbbb channel is the most
effective probe of the model, with the main background being
the SM VBF jjj5. We utilize the simulation results from
Ref. [36], which is based on the xSM and is not for classically
conformal models; however, the technical considerations are
the same with our model for this specific channel.

Cross sections [fb] 0’%00 oEW U§CD
No Cut 3.09 157 26.7
Basic cuts 0.481 39.7 541
Mass-shell cut for V'|{0.395 23.8 0.0615

Mass-shell cut for ¢ |{0.394 1.69 0.0246

TABLE II. Cut flows for the ¢ — V'V channel with mg = 200 GeV
and the backgrounds. For the signal, we assume sin 6 = 0.1.

IV. COSMOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

While particle experiments effectively probe the excitations
of the quantum field near the vacuum, the signals cannot
be considered definitive evidence for the radiative EWSB
mechanism. The phenomenology discussed in Section III
primarily addresses a new scalar boson mixing with the Higgs
boson, a prediction shared by many new physics models. In
this section, we focus on the distinctive feature of the radiative
EWSB mechanism: the logarithmic shape of the ¢-direction
potential. We will demonstrate this shape leads to one or more
FOPTSs during cosmic evolution, resulting in GW signals.

A. Thermal history

The scalar potential is modified by the dense and hot plasma
of the early Universe to be

Vi (h, ¢, T) = Vi(h, ¢) + Vi P (h, 6, T)
+ Vdaisy(h7 ¢7 T)a (26)

where T is the temperature, VTHOOp is the one-loop thermal
correction, and Vaisy is the daisy resummation. The full
expression is given in Appendix A and included in our
numerical calculation. For a quick qualitative understanding
of cosmic history, we use the analytical approximation

ceT? e T?
Vr(h,6,T) = Vi(h, @) + ~25—¢" + =o—0%, @)
where the coefficient
3°+9” v [
= =+ — =04 2
ch 6 Tt 0 (28)
is caused by the SM particles, and
72
ZX " for the gauge-induced scenario;
€ =9 \ (29)
2—2, for the scalar-induced scenario,

is the BSM thermal correction. If after inflationary reheating
T > w, the T?-terms dominates Eq. (27), placing the
vacuum at the origin of field space (h,¢) = (0,0), leading
to symmetry restoration.

As the Universe cools, the vacuum of Vi (h, ¢, T) even-
tually transitions to the zero-temperature position (v,w).
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FIG. 3. The field space trajectories of the possible cosmological thermal history. Type-N1: a conformal FOPT at 7. followed by an EW
crossover at Te,,. Type-N2: a joint conformal-EW FOPT at T.. Type-I1: a QCD-EW FOPT at Tqcp followed by a conformal FOPT at

T = Tron. Type-12: a joint QCD-EW-conformal FOPT at T, = Tqcp.

A notable feature arises from the logarithmic shape of
the zero-temperature potential Vi (h, ¢): it is flat near the
origin, with all first- and second-order derivatives vanishing.
Consequently, as long as 7' > 0, the T"%-terms induce a local
minimum for Vr(h, ¢, T') at the origin. This indicates that the
vacuum transition from (0,0) at high temperatures to (v, w)
at zero temperature is not a smooth roll but rather a quantum
tunneling process. At a specific temperature T, Vi (h, ¢, T)
has two minima: the old vacuum (0, 0) and a new non-origin
vacuum (v, wy ), with the latter being the global minimum to
which the Universe decays. This constitutes the cosmic FOPT,
during which true vacuum bubbles nucleate, expand, and
ultimately fill the entire Universe. After the FOPT, (v, w.)
smoothly shifts to (v, w) as T — 0.

Below the critical temperature 7T, the non-origin minimum
becomes the global minimum (true vacuum), and the decay
rate per unit volume is [49]

3/2

4 S3 / -S3/T

(T)~T 3T e , (30)
s

where S3 /T is the action of O(3)-symmetric bounce solution.
The false vacuum fraction of the Universe is p(T) = e~ 1(7),
with [50, 51]

, 3
T p,dT”
r H(T")

I(T)

Te / /
_ 4£/ F(T )dT , 31

3 Jp TAH(T)

where v,, is the bubble wall expansion velocity, and H (T') is
the Hubble constant. As the FOPT progresses, p(T) — 0,
and the true vacuum bubbles fulfill the space. The percolation
temperature 7T, is defined at bubbles forming an infinite
connected cluster, occurring at p(7*) = 0.71 [52].

FOPTs in radiative symmetry breaking (i.e., classically
conformal) theories have garnered significant attention [17,
18, 20-32, 53-64]. This topic is particularly important
because the FOPTs are in general ultra-supercooled with
T, < w, significantly impacting cosmological history. For
instance, in the gauge-induced scenario, S3/T g)_(3 [56],
thus T(T) o< e 9/T is strongly suppressed for small
gx. Consequently, FOPTs may occur at very late times,
resulting in supercooling. Depending on the FOPT details,

the evolution path of the Universe can be categorized into two
main types, each with two variations, leading to four distinct
possibilities.

Let Tqcp ~ 85 MeV be a characteristic QCD temperature
(to be explained later). When the conformal symmetry
breaking FOPT occurs at T, > Tqcp, this is termed the
normal pattern history. After the transition, ¢ ~ w, and
Eq. (27) reduces to

1 2 A
Vr(hw,T) ~ 5 (chT2 - ”;h> h2 4 Zhh“. (32)

The sign of the coefficient of h? in this potential depends on
the hierarchy between T and Toyw, = mp//2c, = 140 GeV,
classifying two sub-types of evolution possibilities.

1. Type-N1, T, > T.,. The EW symmetry remains
preserved after the conformal FOPT. An EW crossover
occurs at T, where h shifts smoothly to v.

2. Type-N2, T, < Tew. The EWSB simultaneously
occurs with the conformal FOPT, resulting in a joint
conformal-EW FOPT at 7.

If the decay rate is sufficiently low for the Universe to
remain at (0, 0) until Tqcep, then the QCD phase transition
occurs first, a scenario we call inverted pattern history. In
this case, the QCD phase transition takes place with six-flavor
massless quarks, resulting in a FOPT [65—67], as opposed to a
crossover in the SM thermal history. The QCD also triggers an
EW FOPT from h = 0 to vqcp ~ 100 MeV via the top quark
condensate and Yukawa interaction —y;h (£t) /+/2 [53, 56].
After this joint QCD-EW FOPT, h =~ vqcp, and Eq. (27)
simplifies to

1 m3vdap
Vr(vqep, ¢, T) =~ 3 <C¢T2 _ ﬁ e
¢

B, 1
— log———]. (33
+7¢ <0g ” 4> (33)
The sign of the coefficient ¢? depends on the hierarchy
between Tqcep and Tron = mpvqen/(y/2¢pw), classifying
two sub-types of evolution possibilities.



1. Type-I1, Toop > Tron. After the QCD-EW FOPT,
a ¢-direction FOPT occurs at T, ~ T}.1, which also
induces the transition of i from vqcp to ~ v.

2. Type-12, Toecp < Tron. The ¢-direction also gains
a VEV at QCD-EW FOPT, thus this is in fact a joint
QCD-EW-conformal FOPT at T, = Tqcp.

The field evolution trajectories of the four thermal history
patterns are sketched in Fig. 3. The existence of the inverted
pattern was proposed and studied in Refs. [53, 56], while
Type-12 has been discussed in detail using low-energy QCD
effective models [63].

It is important to note that reheating after the FOPT is
not included in this discussion for simplicity. Supercooled
FOPTs release a significant amount of vacuum energy into
the plasma, reheating the Universe to a temperature T}y, > 7.
The cosmic history is further complicated if Ty, > T. For
example, if T, < Tew < Tip, the evolution is a Type-N2
trajectory followed by the EW symmetry restoration at Ty,
and then an EW crossover at 1., .

B. FOPT dynamics and GW detection

In this research, we focus on the case of w > v and hence
|[Ans| < 1. Consequently, the FOPT dynamics of the ¢-
direction can be treated separately from the SM sector, and
we adopt the ¢-dependent thermal potential as

VT((bv T) ~ VT(Ou (1257 T) + VQCD (d)? T)v (34)
where
0, T > TQCD;
Vaen(¢, T) = m? vl (35)
i QCD ——==¢? T < Tqcp,

is added to mimic the effect of the QCD-EW FOPT. This
approach allows us to calculate the four thermal history
patterns, except for Type-I12, which requires a detailed
treatment of the QCD transition [63]. Fortunately, the
parameter space of interest primarily involves Types-N1, N2,
and I1, making this method sufficient for our analysis.

To calculate T'(T'), one needs to evaluate the O(3)-
symmetric bounce ¢(r) solution by solving

¢  2dp dvp dg
drz2 " rdr  d¢ ' dr

:0’

lim ¢ =0, (36)
r=0 r—00

where the Euclidean action is?

R [ (f) Ve (60, T)| . G7)

2 We have confirmed that the O(3)-symmetric action always dominate
the vacuum decay rate compared to the O(4)-symmetric action in the
parameter space under consideration.
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FIG. 4. Contours of w (green) and FOPT characteristic temperatures
T (blue) and T}y (red) for the gauge-induced scenario. The black
dashed lines are the boundaries of different thermal history patterns,
and the light blue shaded regions correspond to slow reheating. The
top (bottom) panel is for the my < my (mg > my,) case.

After determining I'(T"), we derive p(T) and resolve T
assuming v,, ~ 1. If T, > Tgcp and the FOPT completion
condition [68, 69]
dI

3+T*dT - <0 (38)
is satisfied, ensuring that the physical volume of the false
vacuum is still decreasing at percolation, this corresponds to
the normal pattern. Conversely, if T, < Tqcp, then the QCD-
EW FOPT occurs, indicating the inverted pattern. We have
developed and optimized homemade codes to solve Eq. (36)
for T <« w.

The reheating temperature following the FOPT is [21]

Tin = max {T*, Tx X min {1, ng}*) }} ; (39)

where Ty = T, sin” 0 + Iy cos? 0 with T';, and I'4 being the
decay width of the h and ¢ bosons, respectively, and T is the
temperature of vacuum-radiation equality defined by

2

359 (TA)Ty = AVp(Ty), (40)



with g, the effective degrees of freedom, and AV (T') the
vacuum energy difference between the false and true vacua at
T.IfT'y > H(T.), the reheating is instant, and T;;, = Th.

We analyze the parameter space of the gauge-induced
radiative symmetry breaking scenario, scan over (mg, ) and
plot the contours of w (green), 7T} (blue), and 77y (red) in
Fig. 4 (similar results for the scalar-induced scenario are
obtained). Due to the non-degeneracy between ¢ and h,
we display the regions where mg < my, in the top panel
and mg > my in the bottom panel. The boundaries of
different thermal history patterns are delineated with black
dashed lines. In the case of light ¢, we only observe
inverted patterns. Here, the conformal FOPT occurs at a
low temperature, approximately T, ~ O(0.1 — 100) MeV,
followed by reheating to Th, ~ O(10 — 10%) GeV > T,. A
region of slow reheating (i.e. I's < H(T.)) is identified for
6 < 107° by a light blue shaded area.

For heavy ¢, both normal and inverted patterns are possible,
and only a narrow region in the lower-left corner exhibits
slow reheating. ~ When the FOPT reheating is prompt,
Ton =~ max{T.,Tr}. Therefore, when supercooling is not
prominent, FOPT completes during the radiation era, yielding
T, = Ty, which leads to the overlap of the 10® GeV red and
blue contours. As myg is fixed and 6 decreases, supercooling
is enhanced, resulting in a decrease in 7 and an increase in
Ta. Consequently, T}y, initially decreases before increasing,
producing a cusp-shaped red contour around 500 GeV. In the
inverted pattern region, 7y, > T, significant reheating is
obtained.

If T, < Tx, the Universe enters a vacuum domination
era before the FOPT, known as thermal inflation [70]. On
the other hand, if reheating after the FOPT is slow such that
Tin < T, the Universe undergoes a matter domination era
after the FOPT [71]. These varied thermal history scenarios
encompassing the four previously classified patterns provide
a special and interesting spacetime background for addressing
the longstanding puzzles in particle physics and cosmology,
including generating the baryon asymmetry [17, 18] and
forming dark matter [20-27] or even sourcing primordial
black holes [28-32].

In this research, we focus solely on the stochastic GWs
generated by the FOPT. There are three main sources of the
GWs: bubble collisions, sound waves, and turbulence, with
their relative strengths depending on the energy budget of
the transition [59, 60, 72-74]. If bubble walls are still in
accelerating expansion at T}, most of the FOPT energy is
stored in the walls, leading to dominance by bubble collisions.
However, if the bubble walls reach terminal velocity before
percolation, the energy is primarily released to bulk motion,
making sound waves the primary source. The energy budget
can be evaluated by analyzing the motion of the walls,
involving competition between vacuum pressure AV and the
frictional force P from particle transitions across the wall.
Different results are obtained [59, 60] for varying scaling
of the resummed (1 — n)-splitting-induced friction, either
X Yo [75, 76] or o 72, [77], where v, = (1 —v2)~ /2.
We apply both methods and find that the projected detectable
reach is not sensitive to the chosen calculation method.
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FIG. 5. Illustrations of the GW spectra for mg = 200 GeV, 8 = 0.1
(w = 1.6 TeV and gx = 0.79, red curve) and mg = 10 GeV,
0 = 0.01 (w = 25 TeV and gx = 0.046, blue curve) in the gauge-
induced scenario, with the FOPT parameters given in the figure.

The GW spectrum is defined as the energy density fraction
Qgw(f), which can be expressed as numerical formulae in
terms of T, v,,, and two more effective FOPT parameters:
the ratio of latent heat to the radiation energy density

1 dAVr )

~ 72g.(T.)T2/30

D

*

(AVT T

characterizing the strength of the transition, with o > 1
implying thermal inflation; the ratio of Hubble time to the

FOPT duration
B, d [S3
o~ Par \ 1T

In certain parameter space regions, the FOPT is very slow and
we switch to use another definition [78]

: 42)
T,

1/3
8 R (8m) 7vw7
H, H.R

(43)

where R is the mean separation of bubble [68], which can be

taken as nl:l/ 3, with n; being the bubble density [79].

We derive « and 3/ H, at T, to get the GW spectra at the
FOPT [80-82], and assume that the shapes remain unchanged
during the instant reheating from 7 to 7;;,. We then redshift
the spectra from T}, to today 7y ~ 2.73 K [83]. Note that
if Tyn, =~ T then the treatment is equivalent to the numerical
formulae in Refs. [84, 85]. However, in our scenario, usually
Tin > T, thus the difference is significant. If the reheating
is slow, Ty, < T, the GW shape is further affected [60], but
this is not a concern in the GW-detectable parameter space.
The GW spectra today lie within the sensitivity region of
the future space-based interferometer GW detectors such as
LISA [86], TianQin [87], Taiji [88], and BBO [89].

Before presenting the projected reach in the next section,
we briefly comment on the GW spectra in our model. Most
parameter space reveals strong FOPTs with o > 1. However,
this doesn’t necessarily imply strong GWs. As noted in
Ref. [78], strong GWSs require a transition that is both strong
and slow, characterized by large a and small 3/H,. In
our model, many regions allow for ultra-supercooled FOPTs
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while the green solid lines plot the contour of w.

with prolonged thermal inflation, greatly impacting cosmic
history but resulting in rapid transitions that produce no
detectable GWs. To illustrate, Fig. 5 shows the GW spectra
for two benchmarks in the gauge-induced radiative symmetry
breaking scenario. The red curve corresponds to a strong,
slow transition with detectable signals for instruments like
LISA; while the blue curve represents a super-strong but
prompt transition, yielding signals too weak for detection,
even though o ~ 10'6 is extremely large.

V. RESULTS

Combining the discussions in Section III and Section IV,
this section presents the main results of our research. Fig. 6
displays current bounds and projected limits for the heavy
scalar case where mg > my. The left panel shows a scan
of m,, over the range [my,, 1 TeV] (linear scale) and 6 over
[107°, 0.5] (log scale). The right panel provides a detailed
view of the region my € [my,, 300 GeV] and § € [0, 0.27]
(double-linear scale). Due to the validity of our sequential
symmetry breaking treatment for w > v, we exclude the
parameter space where w < 1 TeV with the gray shaded
region.

The current bounds are derived from LHC Run 2 results on
Higgs signal strength [90] (combining 36.1 fb~! to 139 b 1)
and BSM searches for ¢ — ZZ [42] (with 35.9 b 1). The
colored shaded regions indicate various future projections.
The CMS ¢ — ZZ result is rescaled to 3000 fb~' for
the HL-LHC reach, which can achieve sensitivity of 8 ~
0.1 for mj, < mg < 2my when the ¢ — ZZ()
branching ratio is significant. The reduced sensitivity around
mg ~ 170 GeV is due to the suppression of the branching
ratio [39]. Additionally, projections for VBF ¢ — bb, V'V,
and hh channels at future 10 TeV muon colliders indicate
sensitivities reaching # ~ 10~2. The dominance of different

channels across various mass ranges reflects the branching
ratio characteristics described in Eq. (16).

We present projections for future GW detectors LISA [86]
and its proposed successor BBO [89]. TianQin [87] and
Taiji [88] are expected to yield similar sensitivity with LISA.
The detection limit is defined by requiring the signal-to-noise

ratio
2

using the sensitivity curves Qgetector (f) of LISA and BBO
from Ref. [91], and the operational time is approximately 7 =~
9.46 x 107 s = 0.75 x 4 years [85]. The projected region for
GW detection is significantly larger than that for colliders in
the log-6 coordinate perspective, with LISA probing 6 down
to 10~* and BBO down to 1075, and w up to 10* GeV and
10° GeV, respectively.

While the collider reach is independent of the origin of
radiative symmetry breaking, the dynamics of FOPT does
depend on the origin of the parameter B. Consequently,
gauge- and scalar-induced scenarios yield different GW
spectra for a given parameter point (m, 6), and here we show
the results for the former scenario. However, we find that the
projected reach of @ for a given m, varies by less than a factor
of 2, which is negligible compared to the uncertainties in
FOPT GW calculations [92, 93]. Therefore, the probed region
in Fig. 6 is insensitive to the origin of B. Henceforth, we will
use the gauge-induced scenario as our primary example.

The left panel of Fig. 6 illustrates that GW and collider
searches are complementary across most of the parameter
space. The right panel zooms in on the region where these
searches overlap, allowing for crosscheck. A future GW
excess detected by LISA, TianQin, Taiji, or BBO could
be further validated by signals from the HL-LHC or muon
collider, supporting its origin as a FOPT via the radiative
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symmetry breaking mechanism. As shown in the figure, the
¢ — hh channel covers only a small portion of the GW
detection region, whereas the ¢ — bb and ¢ — V'V channels
provide significant contributions for verifying GW detection.
This is different from the xXSM, where the majority of the GW
detectable parameter space can be probed by the ¢ — hh
channel at the 10 TeV muon collider [36] (see also Refs. [94—
96] for di-Higgs probes of xSM FOPTS).

The combined results for the mg < mj, case are shown in
Fig. 7, where the black region is excluded, and the colored
shaded areas indicate future projections. The green solid
lines represent contours of w. Current bounds arise from
various collider and beam-dump experiments that search for
a light scalar boson mixing with the Higgs boson, including
LHCb [97, 98], NA62 [99, 100], CHARM [101], E949 [102],
LSND [103], and MicroBooNE [104]. The constraint from
SN1987 is illustrated as a separate shaded region in the
bottom-left corner [101]. We also show the projected reach for
me S 2m. from the LLP searches in LHCb, FASER [105],
CODEX [106], and SHiP [107] based on results from
Refs. [108, 109]. These future experiments can probe 6 as
low as 10~% with w reaching up to 108 GeV.

The prompt decay of ¢ — 777~ and bb can probe my >
2m., with 6 reaching a few 1073, Notably, this region can
be crosschecked by signals detected by BBO. As shown in
Fig. 4 of Section IV, the my < my, case corresponds to an
inverted thermal history where the conformal phase transition
is delayed until after the QCD-EW FOPT. The Type-12 region
is in the top-left part of the figure and excluded by existing
data, leaving the viable type-I1 region, where a ¢-direction
FOPT occurs at T, ~ Tioqn < Tqcp. While such a FOPT
can be extremely strong, with o reaching up to 103, the
duration of the transition is very short, yielding 5/H, up
to 10°. As a result, the GWs produced are weak, and only
BBO can explore a small fraction of the parameter space in
the top-right corner of the figure. This counterintuitive result
arises because, following the QCD-EW FOPT, a negative

10

mass squared term Eq. (35) is induced along the ¢-direction,
causing the local minimum of ¢ = 0 to disappear at 7}, and
resulting in a rapid transition.

We note that Higgs exotic decay i — ¢¢ is not sensitive to
the radiative symmetry breaking mechanism, as the branching
ratio < 1071 in the my < my/2 region of Fig. 7. This
suppression comes from the mi Jw? factor in the coefficient
of the h¢? term in Eq. (15). This behavior is a characteristic
of the radiative symmetry breaking scenario and contrasts
significantly with non-conformal extensions of the SM, such
as the U(1)’-extension or xSM, where Higgs exotic decays
can effectively probe FOPTs [37, 110-114].

VI. CONCLUSION

We have presented a detailed phenomenological analysis of
radiative EWSB, focusing on its key feature: the logarithmic
potential. Excitations of the field quanta around the vacuum
yield a new scalar particle, which can be investigated at
particle colliders or beam-dump experiments. Moreover, the
flat potential near the origin can induce one or more FOPTs
during cosmic evolution, generating stochastic GW detectable
by space-based interferometers. Following a detailed analysis
of the vacuum structure of the joint scalar potential, the
experimental signals are studied. In collider studies, we
analyze LLP signals and the prompt decay of the new scalar
into SM particle pairs. On the cosmological side, we
investigate FOPT dynamics, classifying four distinct thermal
history patterns (with further variations due to reheating
effects), and subsequently calculate the resulting GWs.

The combined results from particle and GW experiments
effectively probe the parameter space, revealing both com-
plementary and overlapping regions. For the case my <
my, future LLP searches offer the most sensitive exploration
of the mechanism, reaching scales up to w ~ 108 GeV.
For mg¢ > myp, GWs from FOPTs can probe w up to
105 GeV at the BBO. In both scenarios, there is overlap
region between collider and GW experiments, enabling
crosschecks that can help identify the radiative symmetry
breaking mechanism. Remarkably, the 777, bb, VV, and hh
channels all significantly contribute to the cross-verification of
GW detections, in contrast to the hh-dominance observed in
the non-conformal xSM case.

Utilizing the diverse thermal history patterns identified,
novel solutions can be proposed to BSM puzzles in particle
physics and cosmology. For instance, dark matter or
baryon asymmetry may be generated via particle interactions
with ultra-relativistic bubble walls [17, 18] or after thermal
inflation [21, 22, 27]. Slow transition may form primordial
black holes through false vacuum islands [28-32]. See
Refs. [115-121] for more relevant studies based on the general
supercooled FOPTs, which naturally apply to radiative
symmetry breaking models. Our work can thus serve as a
foundation for these further investigations.
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Appendix A: Detailed expressions of the thermal potential

The one-loop thermal term is given by

1-loo niT4 M12
Vr p(hvd)?T) = Z o2 JB/F (T2 )

K3

(AL)

where the summation runs over particles whose mass depend
on the background fields & and ¢, and the thermal integrations
are defined as

Jp/r(y) = j:/ z?dzIn (1 :Fe*VmQ*y) ,

0

(A2)

with the subscript B and F' denoting bosonic and fermionic
contribution, respectively. The field-dependent masses and
numbers of effective degrees of freedom are

MW(h):%h, nw =2 x 3= 6;
2 12
My(h) = 7”;*"@ ny =3; (A3)
Yt
Mt(h) = 7h, ng = NC X 4 = 12,
V2

for the SM gauge bosons and top quark where g and ¢’ are
the gauge couplings of the SM SU(2);, and U(1)y groups,
respectively, and y; is the top quark Yukawa. The SM scalars
have

A
M (h,8) = 3Mh® + 207, i = 1;
\ (Ad)
M (h. ) = Mb® + 5267, ne =3,
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The BSM sector has

Mz (¢) = gx ¢, mnz =3, (A5)
for the gauge-induced scenario and
Ax

for the scalar-induced scenario.

The daisy resummation term can be decomposed as to the
SM and BSM components, and the latter is

Lok [+ 1) - ).

127
T [Ax 3/2 , 72 3/2 , (A7)
w(5) () )

for the gauge- and scalar-induced radiative symmetry break-

ing, respectively. The expression of the SM daisy resumma-

tion is involved and not crucial for our discussion, thus is not

shown here, and we refer the readers to Ref. [122] for the

details.

The approximate potential Eq. (27) is obtained by expand-
ing the thermal integrations around y ~ 0:

72 T 4 y y
LT T T oa Y
T8 (v) 5 1Y 6 2 a5 g
FWIS 7360 T 2aY T 3278

where ap = 16ar and ap = w2e'>~27® with v ~ 0.577
the Euler’s constant.
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