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Understanding whether primordial black holes form during strong first-order phase transition (FOPT) is
a crucial open question in cosmology. We address this using a fully covariant formalism to study
cosmological perturbations, highlighting previously overlooked gauge dependencies. We show that non-
covariant treatments can overestimate primordial black holes and scalar-induced gravitational waves. Once
gauge dependencies are accounted for, both signals are strongly suppressed, with direct implications for the
FOPT interpretation of the Pulsar Timing Array signal.
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Introduction—The Universe in the primordial epochs is
expected to possess a higher degree of symmetry than today
[1]. As the Universe cools, these symmetries may be broken
through first-order phase transitions (FOPTs), a generic
feature of many early-Universe scenarios, during which
bubbles of the new vacuum nucleate and expand, converting
the old vacuum energy into heat and bulk fluid motion (see
Ref. [2] for a review). If the energy stored in the bubbles
constitutes a large fraction of the total universe energy,
FOPTs have been shown to leave sizable imprints on the
spacetime metric, in terms of gravitational waves [3,4],
primordial black holes (PBHs) [5–30], and curvature per-
turbations [20,31–37]. These curvature perturbations can
source scalar-induced gravitational waves (SIGWs), studied
in this context in [20] and more generally in [38–49].
Since cosmological perturbations generally exhibit gauge

dependence [50], reliable predictions for these late-time
observables require a covariant treatment of perturbations
and their evolution. Such a treatment is required to assess
whether FOPTs can produce observable PBHs andSIGWs, a
question of central importance when evaluating the FOPT
interpretation of the pulsar timing array signal [14,20,51].
In this Letter, we derive the statistical properties of

cosmological perturbations produced during a strong

first-order phase transition, with a particular emphasis on
the gauge choice and the calculation of gauge-invariant
quantities. We evaluate the abundance of PBHs and the
spectrum of SIGWs using the most appropriate quantities
for each: the density contrast in the comoving gauge δðCÞ
for the former, to match the convention used to report the
threshold for collapse in numerical simulations, while the
gauge-invariant curvature perturbation R for the latter.
Covariant linear perturbations from FOPTs—We model

the nucleation rate by

Γ ¼ H4
neβðt−tnÞ; ð1Þ

where Hn is the Hubble factor (H ≡ ȧðtÞ=a, with a being
the scale factor) at t ¼ tn, defined as the nucleation time.
Adopting a relativistic bag equation of state, the energy and
pressure density decompose as

ρ ¼ ρR þ ρV; p ¼ ρR=3 − ρV; ð2Þ

where R and V stand for radiation and vacuum components,
respectively. We consider the supercooled limit for which
the latent heatΔV is larger than the radiation energy density
just before nucleation α≡ ΔV=ρR ≫ 1. At the background
level, the radiation and vacuum energy density obeys the
continuity equation

ρR
0 þ 4HρR ¼ −ρV0; with ρV ¼ F̄ΔV; ð3Þ

and the Friedmann equation 3M2
plH

2 ¼ ρR þ ρV. The prime
denotes the derivative with respect to the conformal time η
related to the cosmic time t by ηðt2Þ ¼ ηðt1Þ þ

R t2
t1 dt̃=aðt̃Þ,

and we defined H ¼ aH. The remaining fraction of false
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vacuum F̄ðtÞ is given by

F̄ðtÞ ¼ exp

�
−
4π

3

Z
t

−∞
dtnΓðtnÞaðtnÞ3

�Z
t

tn

dt̃
aðt̃Þ

�
3
�
; ð4Þ

where we assumed bubble walls to expand at the speed of
light vw ≃ 1.
Due to the stochastic nature of bubble nucleation, the

stress-energy tensor Tμ
ν acquires fluctuations, assumed to be

statistically isotropic, T0
0 ¼ ρ̄þ δρ, Ti

j ¼ −ðp̄þ δpÞδij þ
Σi
j, andT

i
0 ¼ ðρ̄þ p̄Þvi, wherevi ¼ dxi=dt is the coordinate

velocity. In the following, we use δ≡ δρ=ρ̄. At the linear
level, the 10 degrees of freedom of the symmetric 4 × 4
space-time metric gμν decomposes into four scalars, four
vectors and two tensors. Keeping only the scalars (A, B, C,
E), the spacetime metric reads

ds2 ¼ a2
h
ð1þ 2AÞdη2 − 2∂iBdxidη

−
�
ð1 − 2CÞδij þ 2∂hi∂jiE

�
dxidxj

i
; ð5Þ

where ∂hi∂jiE≡ ð∂i∂j − 1
3
δij∇2ÞE. In the absence of aniso-

tropic stress, scalar metric perturbations contain only one
physical degree of freedom.The apparent redundancy in their
description is known as “gauge dependence” [50]. To extract
physical predictions, one must fix the coordinate freedom by
choosing a gauge. The assumption of isotropy, Σi

j ¼ 0,
imposes one constraint, leaving two additional scalar gauge
degrees of freedom to fix. A common choice is the spatially
flat gauge (F), defined byC ¼ E ¼ 0, inwhichwedenote the
density contrast by δðFÞ. Linearized Einstein equations in
Fourier space lead to [52]

δ̃ðFÞ
0

k þ 3Hðc2s − ωÞδ̃ðFÞk ¼ ð1þ ωÞk2Ṽk − 3Hδ̃p;nad;k; ð6Þ

where X̃kðtÞ denotes the Fourier transform of Xðx; tÞ. The
quantities ω≡ p̄=ρ̄ and c2s ≡ p̄0=ρ̄0 are the equation of state
and speed of sound, respectively. The quantity δp;nad is the
nonadiabatic pressure perturbation

δp;nad ≡ δpnad

ρ̄
; with δpnad ≡ δpðFÞ − c2sδρðFÞ; ð7Þ

which is gauge-invariant in spite of the superscript (F) on the
right hand-side. Using Eq. (2), Eq. (7) becomes

δpnad ¼
1 − 3c2s

3
ρ̄δðFÞ −

4

3
ΔVδFðFÞ; ð8Þ

where δFðFÞ ¼ FðFÞ − F̄ with FðFÞ ≡ ρðFÞV =ΔV. The quan-
tity V in Eq. (6) is the gauge-invariant scalar velocity V ≡
vþ E0 with ∂iðvÞ ¼ δijvj. Einstein equation along 0i gives

V ¼ −
2

3ð1þ ωÞ
HΦþΦ0

H2
; ð9Þ

where Φ is the gauge-invariant Newtonian potential [50].
A combination of Einstein equations along 00 and ij gives

Φ̃00
k þ 3ð1þ c2sÞHΦ̃0

k þ ½3ðc2s − ωÞH2 þ c2sk2�Φ̃k

¼ 3

2
H2δ̃p;nad;k: ð10Þ

The initial conditions for the system Eqs. (6) and (10) are

δ̃ðFÞk ð0Þ ¼ 0; Φ̃kð0Þ ¼ 0; Φ̃0
kð0Þ ¼ 0; ð11Þ

where we have neglected the primordial curvature perturba-
tions (i.e., generated during inflation),whichweassume to be
small at these scales. For more details on cosmological
perturbation theory, we refer the reader to Supplemental
Material (SM) [52] or Refs. [62–66].
In the spatially flat gauge, constant-time hypersurfaces

are unperturbed ds2jη¼const ¼ −a2dx2. This is particularly
convenient since by plugging Eq. (8) into Eq. (6), we get a
perturbation equation

δρ̃ðFÞ
0

R;k þ 4Hδρ̃ðFÞR;k ¼ −δρ̃ðFÞ
0

V;k þ 4

3
ρRk2Ṽk; ð12Þ

which coincides with the background equation in Eq. (3) in
the super-Hubble limit k ≪ H. Hence, in the spatially flat
gauge and in the super-Hubble limit, different patches
evolve as distinct FLRW universes [67], and we can
identify

F̃ðFÞ
k ≃

k≪H
F̃ðFLRWÞ
k ; ð13Þ

where FðFLRWÞ is the false vacuum fraction in a flat FLRW
universe. Notice that such equality does not hold in other
gauges. The code deltaPT developed in Ref. [20] calculates

the false vacuum fraction FðFLRWÞ
avg ðR; tÞ averaged over a

ball of radius R, in a flat FLRW universe. In this Letter, we
rely on the approximation [68]

F̃ðFLRWÞ
k ðtÞ ≃ V FðFLRWÞ

avg ðR ¼ k−1; tÞ; ð14Þ

with V ¼ 4πR3=3. The factor V ensures that Fourier
transforms carry the usual volume dimension. Due to
Eq. (14), it follows that X̃kðtÞ ≃ VXavgðR ¼ k−1; tÞ for
any perturbations X derived in this Letter. This approxi-
mation should become exact in the super-Hubble limit k ≪
H when gradient terms are negligible. We now denote
perturbations by X ≡ X̃k=V ≃ XavgðR ¼ k−1Þ.
In practice, the evolution of perturbations can be derived

as follows: from Eqs. (13) and (14), and deltaPT, we calculate
δpnad in Eq. (8), then we solve the closed system of
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equations in (6) and (10) to determine Φ and δðFÞ; see SM
[52] for more details. Another common choice of coor-
dinate is the comoving gauge (C), in which the fluid
velocity perturbation vanishes (vþ B ¼ 0; E ¼ 0). The
density contrast in the comoving gauge can be derived
using the transformation rules

δðCÞ ¼ δðFÞ þ 3ð1þ ωÞR; ð15Þ

where R is the comoving curvature perturbation given by
the gauge-invariant expression [50]

R≡Φ −HV ¼ 5þ 3ω

3þ 3ω
Φþ 2Φ0

3ð1þ ωÞH : ð16Þ

The transformation rule in Eq. (15) follows from the
textbook relationship ζ ¼ R − δðCÞ=3ð1þ ωÞ [65] where
ζ ≡ −δðFÞ=3ð1þ ωÞ is the curvature perturbation on uni-
form-density hypersurfaces; see SM for details [52].
Building on this framework, our public GitHub release
deltaPT 2.0 [69] extends deltaPT [20] to compute the covariant
cosmological perturbations analyzed in this Letter. We
show the time evolution of δðFÞ, δðCÞ, R, and δpnad in
Fig. 1, for a single realization of the bubble nucleation
dynamics within a ball of radius R ¼ k−1 operated with
deltaPT 2.0 [69]. We derive the perturbations statistics by
making Nsim ¼ 106 realizations of random bubble nucle-
ation histories and storing the Hubble-crossing values of
the perturbations in a histogram [70]. In Fig. 2, we show the
resulting probability density function (PDF) of the density

contrast. The variance of the density contrast in the
spatially-flat and comoving gauges, as well as the comov-
ing curvature perturbation are shown in Fig. 3.
Primordial black hole formation—Once the density

contrast in a Hubble patch exceeds a threshold, it collapses
into a PBH [71–75]. Numerical relativity simulations [76]
define the collapse threshold in terms of the compaction
function evaluated at Hubble crossing tH [77,78]. At this
epoch, it reduces to the density contrast averaged over a

FIG. 1. Time evolution of the comoving curvature perturbation
R, and the density contrast in the spatially-flat δðFÞ and comoving
δðCÞ gauge during a FOPT. We show perturbations X averaged
over a comoving volume 4πk−3=3. We also report the non-
adiabatic pressure δpnad peaking close to Hubble crossing epoch
H ¼ k. For presentation purposes we assume β=H ¼ 4 and show
the wave number k ¼ 0.9kmax, where we identify kmax as the
maximal H. j ¼ 1 indicates the time of first bubble nucleation,
which is slightly delayed with respect to average (orange vs black
dashed line).

FIG. 2. Probability distribution of the density contrast in the
comoving (blue) and spatially-flat (red) gauges, obtained from
solving cosmological perturbations equations for Nsim ¼ 106

distinct random nucleation histories inside a patch of comoving
volume 4πk−3=3. The dashed lines show the best fits using the
distribution in Eq. (24). The dotted lines shows the best fits using
a Gaussian distribution. We choose k ¼ 0.9kmax where kmax is the
scale entering at percolation. The colored boxes indicate the
collapse condition in the comoving (blue) and spatially flat (red)
gauges. We cut the box from below at the indicative amplitude for
a stellar mass PBH.

FIG. 3. Variance of the perturbations X averaged over a ball of
comoving radius k−1, σ2X ≡ hX2

avgðR ¼ k−1; tHÞi, evaluated at
Hubble crossing epoch tH . We show the comoving curvature
perturbation R (red), the density contrast in the spatially flat δðFÞ

(blue) and comoving gauge δðCÞ (yellow), and the nonadiabatic
pressure perturbation δp;nad (green).

PHYSICAL REVIEW LETTERS 136, 171404 (2026)

171404-3



Hubble-scale region, δavgðR ¼ k−1; tHÞ [79,80], which in
our notation corresponds to δðk ≃HÞ. As we have seen, the
latter is gauge dependent; see also Ref. [81]. Recent
simulations have relied on the comoving gauge; see e.g.,
Ref. [79]. This gauge is advantageous since the 00
component of Einstein’s equations reduces to Poisson’s
equation

ΔΦ ¼ 3

2
H2δðCÞ: ð17Þ

In this gauge, a patch collapses into a PBH if [76,79,80]

δðCÞðk ≃HÞ≳ δðCÞc ∈ ½0.40; 0.67�; ð18Þ

with the exact value depending on the curvature real space
profile [82]. These simulations assume adiabatic evolution
from super-Hubble scales [76,79,80]. In our scenario,
nonadiabatic effects are present but decay rapidly after
percolation (see Fig. 1), and we therefore adopt the
standard collapse criterion evaluated at k ¼ H.
We proceed to estimate the abundance of primordial

black holes. Denoting PðδðCÞÞ as the PDF for δðCÞ at k ¼ H,
the PBH mass fraction at formation reads

βkðMÞ ¼
Z

∞

δðCÞc

dδðCÞ
�
MðδðCÞÞ
Mk

�
PðδðCÞÞ: ð19Þ

In the first line of Eq. (19), the PBH mass M is related to
δðCÞ through the critical scaling law [83–86]

MðδðCÞÞ ¼ KMkðδðCÞ − δðCÞc Þγ; ð20Þ

with γ ¼ 0.36, K ∼ 3, and Mk ¼ 4πM2
pl=Hk representing

the mass within the Hubble sphere when scale k reenters,
Hk ¼ k=a. Using that PBHs redshift like matter, we obtain
the DM abundance composed of PBH fPBH

dfPBH
d lnðMÞ ≃

Z
d ln k

�
βkðMÞ

3 × 10−10

��
Tk

GeV

�
; ð21Þ

where Tk is the temperature at Hubble crossing.
Approximating the spectrum to a nearly monochromatic
distribution close to k ∼ kmax, one parametrically finds

fPBH ∼
�
PðδðCÞc Þ
10−10

��
Tk

GeV

�
; ð22Þ

where the Hubble crossing temperature is related to the
Hubble mass as

MkðTkÞ ¼ 4.8 × 10−2M⊙

�
106.75
g�

�
1=2

�
GeV
Tk

�
2

; ð23Þ

and g� is the number of relativistic degrees of freedom.
As shown in blue in Fig. 2, the distribution PðδðCÞÞ, here

plotted for k ¼ 0.9kmax, is negatively skewed with an
extended tail in the negative range and an exponential
suppression of large overdensities, reflecting the exponen-
tially low probability of forming late-blooming patches
[12]. As in Refs. [20,87], the fit (with ϵ, σ > 0)

PðδÞ ∝ exp

�
ϵ

2
ðδ − μÞ − 2

ϵ2σ2
ð1 − e

ϵ
2
ðδ−μÞÞ2

�
ð24Þ

accurately describes the data (see SM [52]).
Due to the negative non-Gaussianity (NG), even for a

completion rate as low as β=H ¼ 4, PðδðCÞÞ drops sharply
around δðCÞ ∼ 0.1 and is strongly suppressed above the

optimistic PBH threshold δðCÞc ≳ 0.4 in Eq. (18). We found
similar results for β=H ¼ 2, just above the no-completion
boundary. We conclude that within the framework consid-
ered here, slow FOPTs do not appear to yield PBHs in
observable amounts. The PDF for δðFÞ in the spatially flat
gauge, shown in red in Fig. 2, is broader but still heavily
skewed, and with the collapse threshold shifted to

δðFÞc ≃ 10δðCÞc ð25Þ
following from Eqs. (15) and (17) with k ¼ H, ω ¼ 1=3,
and Φ0 ≃ 0 [88], the conclusion remains unchanged. Note
that our analysis neglects nonlinear corrections to the
density-curvature relation, which would slightly reduce
the variance of δðCÞ further [89,90].
Induced gravitational waves—We now focus on the GW

spectrum from FOPT, seizing the relevance of SIGWs from
curvature perturbations. The GW abundance today can be
written as

ΩGWðkÞ ¼
1.7 × 10−5

g1=3� ðTkÞ
h
ΩPGWðk; TkÞ þ ΩSIGWðk; TkÞ

i
;

ð26Þ
where ΩPGW and ΩSIGW are the spectrum of primary GWs
(PGWs) and SIGWs. Primary GW are produced from
bubble collision and relativistic shells. Assuming that the
latter remain thin and conserve their energy after collision,
their GW spectrum is approximated by the broken power-
law bulk flow formula [91–93]

ΩPGW ≃ 0.06

�
H
β

�
2 ðaþ bÞfafb⋆
ðafaþb þ bfaþb

⋆ Þ SHðfÞ; ð27Þ

with f⋆ ¼ 0.8ðβ=HÞðH=2πÞ, a ¼ 0.9, b ¼ 2.1, and SHðfÞ
imposing a f3 behavior for f < H=2π. SIGWs are given by
[38–49]
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ΩSIGWðk; ηÞ ¼
1

24

�
k

HðηÞ
�

2

Phðk; ηÞ; ð28Þ

where the power spectrum induced at second-order from
curvature perturbations is

Phðk;ηÞð2πÞ3δð3ÞD ðkþk0Þ ¼ 16k3

2π2
X
s

Z
d3p
ð2πÞ3

Z
d3q
ð2πÞ3

×Jsðk;p;ηÞJsðk0;q;ηÞ
× hR̃pR̃k−pR̃qR̃k0−qi; ð29Þ

having defined

Jsðk;p; ηÞ≡Qsðk;pÞIðk;p; ηÞ ð30Þ
as the product of the polarization tensor contracted with the
loop momenta Qsðk;pÞ ¼ eijs ðk̂Þpipj, and the kernel
function Iðk;p; ηÞ being the convolution of source and
Green function; see e.g., Ref. [94] and references therein
for the explicit expressions. The overline denotes a time
average over oscillations [95] and s labels the two GW
polarizations. We take the Gaussian limit in which only
disconnected contractions contribute to the four-point
function in (29). We extract the curvature power spectrum,

hR̃ðkÞR̃ðk0Þi ¼ ð2πÞ3δð3ÞD ðkþ k0Þð2π2=k3ÞPRðkÞ, from
the variance of the volume-averaged curvature perturbation
σ2R shown in Fig. 3 by inverting the formula

σ2R ≡ hR2
avgi ¼

Z
dk
k
jW̃ðk; RÞj2PRðkÞ; ð31Þ

where W̃ðk; RÞ is the Fourier-transform of the top-hat
window function. Using PRðkÞ ∝ k3 we obtain
PRðk ¼ R−1Þ ≃ 2σ2R=3π. Figure 4 shows the resulting
GW spectra for various β=H. We conclude that SIGWs
are never strong enough to form a secondary peak in the
total spectrum and at most affect the far-IR tail due to the
logarithmic scaling ΩSIGWðk ≪ k⋆Þ ∝ k3ð1þ Ã ln2ðk=k̃ÞÞ

[96]. In the SuM [52], we show that non-Gaussianities,
quantified by the skewness hR3i [97–114], have negligible
contributions to the SIGW signal.
Discussion and implications of our results—In this

Letter we have employed a covariant formalism to study
cosmological perturbations originating from a FOPT, with
implications for PBHs and SIGWs. Upon modeling bubble
dynamics on a FLRW background, previous works have
implicitly chosen the spatially flat gauge (F). However, the
values of the density contrast at the PBH formation
threshold δðCÞc ∈ ½0.4; 0.67� and its relation to the comoving
curvature perturbation at Hubble crossing R ≃ −9δðCÞ=4
[115]—widely quoted in the PBH literature—are valid in
the comoving gauge (C). At Hubble crossing, the density
contrast in the spatially flat and comoving gauges are
related by δðFÞ ≃ 10δðCÞ; see Eq. (25). Misidentifying these
two gauges leads to an underestimation of the PBH collapse
threshold by a factor of 10, leading to a dramatic over-
estimation of the PBH abundance. The same gauge con-
fusion overestimates the comoving curvature perturbation
R by a factor 10 and therefore overestimates SIGWs by a
factor of 104. Additionally, we identified a factor of 2=3π
between the variance of the spatially averaged R and its
power spectrum; see below Eq. (31), further suppressing
SIGWs by a factor of 20, leading to lower SIGWs
amplitude with respect to Ref. [20] by a factor 2 × 105.
Let us now discuss the implication of the fact that PBH

and SIGW production from FOPTs appear to be far smaller
than previously thought. First, this implies it would be
harder to use PBHs to search for evidence of strong FOPTs
having taken place in the primordial universe. Second, this
result has important implications for the FOPT interpreta-
tion of the PTA signal: the loudest region of the posterior is
not necessarily excluded by PBH overproduction con-
straints, particularly those from LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA
[14,20,51], and FOPTs with a reheating temperature above
a GeV might not explain the PTA signal [20].
Limitations and future directions—We have neglected

gravitational effects on nucleation rates [116] and on the
expansion of bubbles [33,37], as well as the gradient energy
of bubble walls [11,19,26]. The actual distribution of
radiation converted from the vacuum energy is also
important in understanding perturbations on small scales
k≳H [117,118]. While asphericities have a small impact
on the threshold for PBH collapse in the standard scenario
[119], it is not yet clear whether the same conclusion
applies in the present case. Future work should incorporate
these effects and perform full numerical simulations
tracking non-linear curvature perturbations and non-adia-
batic pressure effects to refine PBH formation criteria.
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