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We study a nonequilibrium ferromagnetic mean-field spin model exhibiting a phase with sponta-
neous temporal oscillations of the magnetization, on top of the usual paramagnetic and ferromag-
netic phases. This behavior is obtained by introducing dynamic field variables coupled to the spins
through non-reciprocal couplings. We determine a nonequilibrium generalization of the Landau
free energy in terms of the large deviation function of the magnetization and of an appropriately
defined smoothed stochastic time derivative of the magnetization. While the transition between
paramagnetic and oscillating phase is continuous, the transition between ferromagnetic and oscil-
lating phases is found to be discontinuous, with a coexistence of both phases, one being stable and
the other one metastable. Depending on parameter values, the ferromagnetic points may either
be inside or outside the limit cycle, leading to different transition scenarios. The stability of these
steady states is determined from the large deviation function. We also show that in the coexistence
region, the entropy production has a pronounced maximum as a function of system size.

I. INTRODUCTION

A number of systems driven far from equilibrium
are known to exhibit spontaneous collective oscillations.
This is the case for instance for coupled oscillators, like
the Kuramoto model with distributed frequencies [1, 2],
or in models of identical coupled noisy oscillators [3, 4].
Interestingly, spontaneous oscillations have also been re-
ported in systems composed of a large number of coupled
units which individually do not oscillate in the absence
of interaction. Standard examples include different types
of chemical oscillators [5], and recent experimental and
theoretical studies have also reported spontaneous oscil-
lations in populations of biological cells [6, 7], assemblies
of active particles with non-reciprocal interactions [8, 9],
biochemical clocks [10–12], droplets in a fluid binary mix-
ture [13], models of population dynamics [14, 15], socio-
economic models [16, 17] or nonequilibrium spin systems
[18–20].

At the deterministic level of description, valid in the
infinite system size limit, the spontaneous emergence of
oscillations can be described as a Hopf bifurcation [21]
in the framework of dynamical system theory. How-
ever, many situations of experimental relevance involve
mesoscopic systems for which fluctuations cannot be ne-
glected, as in the case of biochemical clocks for instance
[22]. An important consequence of the presence of fluctu-
ations is that the coherence time of oscillations becomes
finite [23–27]. At a phenomenological level, the onset of
oscillations in a fluctuating system may be described as a
stochastic Hopf bifurcation [28, 29]. Yet, a deeper under-
standing would require to cast this phenomenon in the
general framework of nonequilibrium phase transitions,
by explicitly connecting the collective level of descrip-
tion to the microscopic dynamics. One may in particu-
lar interpret the onset of oscillations in a large system
of interacting degrees of freedom by extending to far-
from-equilibrium systems the thermodynamic framework

of phase transition introduced at equilibrium. Along this
line, the entropy production density has been shown to
play the role of a generalized thermodynamic potential,
with a discontinuous derivative at the onset of sponta-
neous oscillations [11, 14, 30–37]. Another approach to
phase transitions consists in introducing order param-
eters associated with spontaneously broken symmetries
[38]. At a mean-field level of description, one may then
introduce a Landau free energy and determine its expan-
sion close to the phase transition. While this approach
has been originally designed for equilibrium systems, sev-
eral recent works have extended it to different types of
nonequilibrium situations in the context of spin models,
to describe relaxation effects [39, 40], or the driving by
an oscillatory field or by multiple heat baths [41]. Based
on a large deviation theory approach, the spontaneous
transition from a paramagnetic to an oscillating state
has been recently described in a nonequilibrium Landau
framework [42].
In this paper, we extend the results of Ref. [42] by con-

sidering within the same nonequilibrium Landau frame-
work the transition from a ferromagnetic state to a state
of spontaneous collective oscillations. We study a mean-
field spin model where spins are coupled to dynamic fields
in a non-reciprocal way, resulting in a breaking of de-
tailed balance which allows for the onset of oscillations
in some parameter range. The presence of spontaneous
oscillations may be interpreted as an instance of a non-
reciprocal phase transition [43, 44]. Both spin and field
variables are also subjected to ferromagnetic couplings,
with different values. The phase transition is character-
ized by determining a large deviation function of the mag-
netization and of a stochastic variable playing the role of
a smoothed time derivative of the magnetization. The
transition from the ferromagnetic state to the oscillating
state is found to be discontinuous, with a coexistence of
the two phases in the transition region. The large devia-
tion function allows us to determine which phase is stable
or metastable. We also characterize finite size effects in
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terms of entropy production.
The paper is organized as follows. The model is de-

fined in Sec. II, the method is presented in Sec. III and
the main results of Ref. [42] on the continuous phase tran-
sition from paramagnetic to oscillating states are summa-
rized and extended in Sec. IV. Then, Sec. V characterizes
a first scenario of discontinuous phase transition from fer-
romagnetic to oscillating states, whereby the limit cycle
surrounds the ferromagnetic points. A second scenario,
in which ferromagnetic points stand outside the limit cy-
cle, is studied in Sec. VI. Conclusions and perspectives
are summarized in Sec. VII.

II. MODEL DESCRIPTION

A. Definition of the model

We consider a generalization of the kinetic mean-field
Ising model with ferromagnetic interactions introduced
in [42], and sharing some similarities with related models
having two spin populations [18, 45] or subjected to a
feedback control [19, 46]. The model involves 2N micro-
scopic variables: N spins si = ±1 and N fields hi = ±1.
We define the magnetization m and average field h as

m =
1

N

N∑
i=1

si , h =
1

N

N∑
i=1

hi . (1)

The stochastic dynamics consists in randomly flipping a
single spin si = ±1 with rate w±

s , or a single field hi = ±1
with rate w±

h . In a mean-field spirit, the flipping rates

w±
s and w±

h are independent of i, and depend only on m
and h,

w±
s (m,h) =

1

1 + eβ∆E±
s (m,h)

, w±
h =

1

1 + eβ∆E±
h (m,h)

,

(2)
with β = T−1 the inverse temperature and ∆E±

s,h(m,h)

the variation of Es,h(m,h) when flipping a spin si = ±1
or a field hi = ±1, where

Es(m,h) = −N

(
J1
2
m2 +

J2
2
h2 +mh

)
, (3)

Eh(m,h) = Es(m,h) + µNhm . (4)

When µ = 0, Eh = Es and the transition rates satisfy de-
tailed balance with respect to the equilibrium probability
distribution Peq ∝ e−βEs . Detailed balance is broken as
soon as µ ̸= 0, and µ can thus be interpreted as a pa-
rameter controling the distance to equilibrium. For fixed
values of the interactions J1 and J2, the temperature T
and the distance to equilibrium µ are the two control
parameters of the model.

We denote as C = (s1, . . . , sN , h1, . . . , hN ) the micro-
scopic configuration of the system. Flips of the vari-
ables si and hi are encoded into formal transition rates
W (C′|C) from a configuration C to a configuration C′.

The probability P (C, t) of a configuration C at time t
evolves according to the master equation

∂tP (C, t) =
∑

C′ (̸=C)

[
W (C|C′)P (C′, t)−W (C′|C)P (C, t)

]
.

(5)

B. Phase diagram in the deterministic limit

We first study the bifurcation diagram of the system
obtained in the deterministic limit N → ∞. We com-
pute the time derivatives dt⟨m⟩ and dt⟨h⟩ using the mas-
ter equation Eq. (5), where ⟨x⟩ =

∑
C m(C)P (C) for any

observable x. We assume that the law of large numbers
holds in the limit N → ∞ so that ⟨f(m,h)⟩ → f(m,h)
for any regular function f . Finally we obtain a set of
deterministic equations on m(t) and h(t) (see Appendix
A):

dm

dt
= −m+ tanh[β(J1m+ h)], (6)

dh

dt
= −h+ tanh[β(J2h+ (1− µ)m)]. (7)

We explore regimes where the magnetization m(t) may
exhibit oscillations. In dynamical systems theory, a limit
cycle may generally be described in the plane defined by a
variable and its time derivative, thus we introduce a new
variable ṁ = dm/dt. The set of deterministic equations
become

dm

dt
= ṁ ,

dṁ

dt
= Y (m, ṁ) (8)

where Y (m, ṁ) has a lengthy expression, given in Ap-
pendix B [see Eq. (B1)]. Y (m, ṁ) satisfies the symmetry
Y (−m,−ṁ) = −Y (m, ṁ). To study the fixed points of
Eq. (8) and their stability, we decompose Y (m, ṁ) into
a ṁ-independent contribution

Y (m, 0) = −V ′(m) (9)

[see Appendix B, Eq. (B2) for its explicit expression] and
a ṁ-dependent contribution

ṁg(m, ṁ) = Y (m, ṁ)− Y (m, 0) , (10)

which defines the function g(m, ṁ). From Eq. (8), the
fixed points (m, ṁ) = (m0, 0) satisfy Y (m0, 0) = 0, and
thus V ′(m0) = 0 according to Eq. (9). One finds in
particular that (m, ṁ) = (0, 0) is always a fixed point of
the system, because V ′(0) = 0 by symmetry.
Linearizing the dynamics around a fixed point (m0, 0),

m = m0 + δm, ṁ = δṁ, one has from Eq. (8)

d

dt

(
δm
δṁ

)
= M

(
δm
δṁ

)
(11)

with

M =

(
0 1

−V ′′(m0) g(m0, 0)

)
. (12)
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The linear stability of the fixed point (m0, 0) is deter-
mined by the sign of the eigenvalues of the matrix M,

λ± =
1

2
g(m0, 0)

(
1±

√
1− 4V ′′(m0)

g(m0, 0)2

)
. (13)

The fixed point (m0, 0) is stable if both λ+ and λ− are
negative (or have a negative real part), implying that
V ′′(m0) > 0 and g(m0, 0) < 0. We see in particular from
Eq. (13) that the fixed point (m0, 0) becomes unstable
when g(m0, 0) is positive. We define the critical temper-
ature Tc = (J1 + J2)/2 and the dimensionless deviation
from Tc,

ε =
Tc − T

Tc
. (14)

Using expression (B1) of Y (m, ṁ), we get for m0 = 0
and small ε that g(0, 0) = a0ε, with a0 = 2T/Tc. We also
have V ′′(0) = (µ− µl(T ))/T

2, where we define µl(T ) as

µl(T ) = 1− (J1 − T )(J2 − T ). (15)

Hence, the fixed point (m, ṁ) = (0, 0) is linearly stable
for T > Tc [ε < 0, implying g(0, 0) < 0] provided that
µ > µl(T ) [implying V ′′(0) > 0], and unstable otherwise.
We define µc = µl(Tc).
Two examples of stability diagrams, obtained from the

numerical evaluation of the fixed points and their stabil-
ity [given by the sign of the eigenvalues of Eq. (13)], are
shown in Fig. 1 for different values of J1 and J2. Tra-
jectories and existence of limit cycles are obtained from
the numerical integration of Eqs. (6) and (7). A stable
paramagnetic fixed point [denoted as P in Fig. 1(a,b)] is
found at high enough temperature, while this point be-
comes unstable at low temperature. For low values of
(T, µ), two symmetric ferromagnetic stable fixed points
(F) are observed. At low T and high µ, an oscillating
behavior (O) is observed. The transition lines between
the three different behaviors meet at a tricritical point
(Tc, µc), see Fig. 1(a,b).
Depending on the value of µ, the bifurcation from the

paramagnetic point to a limit cycle at Tc which occurs for
µ > µc can either be continuous (supercritical Hopf bi-
furcation) or discontinuous (subcritical Hopf bifurcation)
[42]. It is generically continuous when the couplings J1
and J2 are positive. The transition from the ferromag-
netic points to a limit cycle is discontinuous [except for
the particular values J2 = ±2+J1] and we observe small
regions of the parameter space where the ferromagnetic
points and the limit cycle coexist. In Fig. 1, they are
represented by thick dotted and dashed lines. Depend-
ing on the values of the parameters (T , J1 and J2), the
ferromagnetic points can be either inside or outside the
limit cycle, which leads to a topological classification of
the transition into two differents types. In the follow-
ing, we call discontinuous transition of Type I the case
when the ferromagnetic points are inside the limit cycle,
and discontinuous transition of Type II the case when
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FIG. 1. Phase diagram of the deterministic dynamics Eq. (8)
obtained numerically for (a) J1 = 0.6, J2 = 0.4 and (b)
J1 = J2 = 0.5. Three distinct behaviors are observed: a sta-
ble paramagnetic point (P), two stable ferromagnetic points
(F), and an oscillating phase (O). On the thick dashed and
dotted lines, the limit cycle and the ferromagnetic points co-
exist. On the blue dotted line, the ferromagnetic points are
inside the limit cycle (Type-I coexistence) and on the red
dashed line the ferromagnetic points are outside the limit cy-
cle (Type-II coexistence). When the two lines meet, the bifur-
cation is heteroclinic. The orange line corresponds to µl(T )
[Eq. (15)]: in plain for T > Tc where it represents the limit
of stability of the paramagnetic points and dotted for T < Tc

as indication. (c)-(f) Examples of trajectories m(t) and phase
space (m(t), ṁ(t)): (c),(d) Type-I coexistence for J1 = 0.6,
J2 = 0.4, T/Tc = 0.9 and (µ − µc)/µc = −3.5 × 10−3 (blue
dot in (a)); (e),(f) Type-II coexistence for J1 = J2 = 0.5,
T/Tc = 0.9 and (µ− µc)/µc = 8× 10−3 (red dot in (b)).

the ferromagnetic points are outside the limit cycle. A
discontinuous transition of Type I is typically found close
to Tc for J1 > J2 (under additional assumptions that are
specified below), as illustrated for J1 = 0.6 and J2 = 0.4
by the dotted blue line in Fig. 1(a). An example of tra-
jectory m(t) and phase space plot (m(t), ṁ(t)) is rep-
resented in Fig. 1(c),(d). A discontinuous transition of
Type II is found for J1 ≤ J2 (under additional assump-
tions that are specified below) and T < Tc, see Fig. 1(b)
for J1 = J2 = 0.5. The corresponding trajectory m(t)
and its phase space representation (m(t), ṁ(t)) is plot-
ted in Fig. 1(e),(f). The farther from Tc, the closer the
ferromagnetic points and the limit cycle are.
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FIG. 2. Sign of v1(Tc, µc) from Eq. (18) in the plane (J1, J2).
In regions with v1 > 0, the discontinuous transition between
ferromagnetic and oscillating phases in the (T, µ) phase dia-
gram is of Type I: a limit cycle coexists with ferromagnetic
points located inside the cycle (see Fig. 1(a) and Sec. V).
In the case v1 = 0 with J1 = J2 (red line), the discontinuous
transition between ferromagnetic and oscillating phases in the
(T, µ) phase diagram is of Type II: a limit cycle coexists with
ferromagnetic points located outside the cycle (see Fig. 1(b)
and Sec. VI). The case v1 = 0 with J1 ̸= J2 is not discussed
in details in this work.

Note that in the case J1 = 0.6 and J2 = 0.4, one
observes that for lower temperatures, the ferromagnetic
points sit outside the limit cycle [dashed red line in
Fig. 1(a)], similarly to the behavior displayed in Fig. 1(e),
(f). At the point where the dotted blue line meets the
dashed red line, a limit cycle joining the two ferromag-
netic points and with an infinite period appears when
the ferromagnetic points loose stability, corresponding to
a heteroclinic bifurcation.

Note also that for J2 = ±2 + J1, the transition is nei-
ther of type I or II, but is a continuous transition from
the ferromagnetic points to the limit cycle corresponding
to a heteroclinic bifurcation. We do not study this partic-
ular case in this paper, but a comment on the specificity
of this case is made in Sec. VIE.

C. Close to the tricritical point

In the following, we focus on the transition close to Tc,
i.e., for small ε in order to use a perturbative theory. We
consider that m is small such that only the first orders
of the series expansion of V (m) are necessary. One finds
at order m4 for V (m) and at order m2 for g(m, 0) that

V (m) =
µ− µl(T )

2T 2
m2 +

v1(T, µ)

4
m4 + V0, (16)

g(m, 0) = a0ε− a1m
2, (17)

where V0 is at this stage an arbitrary constant, and where
v1(T, µ), a0 and a1 are given in Appendix B. In particular

one has a0, a1 > 0 and

v1(Tc, µc) =
(J1 − J2)[4− (J1 − J2)

2]

12(J1 + J2)
. (18)

The sign of v1(Tc, µc), which plays a key role in the be-
havior of the model, thus depends on the relative values
of J1 and J2 (see Fig. 2).
When v1 > 0, ferromagnetic points exist for µ < µl(T ),

and are given by

m2
0 =

µl(T )− µ

T 2v1
, (19)

i.e., nonzero solutions of the equation V ′(m0) = 0. Ac-
cording to Eq. (13), and given that V ′′(m0) > 0, ferro-
magnetic points are linearly stable when g(m0, 0) < 0,
which corresponds to

µ < µF (T ) ≡ µl(T )−
εa0T

2v1
a1

. (20)

Numerically, one observes that before ferromagnetic
points become linearly unstable upon increasing µ, they
coexist over a tiny parameter range with a limit cycle
that surrounds them. An example is given for J1 = 0.6
and J1 = 0.4 in Fig. 3, which displays the ferromagnetic
points and the extension of the limit cycle as a function
of µ at fixed ε [Fig. 3(a)], as well as the corresponding
trajectories m(t) [Fig. 3(b)] and the coexisting trajec-
tories in the phase space (m, ṁ) [Fig. 3(c)]. Unlike for
smaller values of T , we observe that close to the tricriti-
cal point, the ferromagnetic points and the limit cycle are
well separated. We also observe in this regime that the
two symmetries m 7→ −m and ṁ 7→ −ṁ are separately
valid to a good approximation, while they were previ-
ously valid only under the simultaneous transformation
(m, ṁ) 7→ (−m,−ṁ).
When v1 ≤ 0, higher order terms in the expansion of

V (m) are necessary to obtain the ferromagnetic points
and their stability. Numerically, we observe two scenar-
ios: the first one is a heteroclinic bifurcation, the fer-
romagnetic points loose stability and a limit cycle with
infinite period arises. This is the case in particular for
J2 = ±2 + J1, for which v1(Tc, µc) = 0. The second
scenario is that before disappearing, the ferromagnetic
points coexist with a small elliptic limit cycle. This is
the case for J1 = J2 = 0.5, see Fig. 4 where an example
of the evolution with µ (at fixed ε) of the ferromagnetic
fixed points and of the limit cycle are displayed, together
with examples of trajectories m(t). When v1(Tc, µc) < 0,
one finds numerically that the ferromagnetic phase and
the paramagnetic phase coexist for T ≳ Tc, µ ≳ µl(T ),
so that (Tc, µc) is no longer a tricritical point, whereas
for v1(Tc, µc) = 0 which is verified for J1 = J2 and for
J2 = ±2 + J1, one finds that the three transition lines
meet at (Tc, µc) (see Fig. 1 for J1 = J2 = 0.5 for an ex-
ample of bifurcation diagram). In the following, we focus
on the case where v1(Tc, µc) ≥ 0 where the three phases
meet at the critical point (Tc, µc), in order to perform a
perturbative analysis close to the tricritical point.
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FIG. 3. Type-I coexistence close to the tricritical point, cor-
responding to ferromagnetic points inside the limit cycle, for
ε = (Tc −T )/Tc = 10−4 and J1 = 0.6, J2 = 0.4. (a) Values of
m for the ferromagnetic points (orange lines) and for the limit
cycle (blue shaded area) along the transition. At µ = µF (T )
[Eq. (20)] ferromagnetic points become linearly unstable. (b)
Examples of trajectories for (µ − µF )/µF = −5 × 10−7. (c)
Corresponding phase space representation in the plane (m,
ṁ).

0 5000
t
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FIG. 4. Type-II coexistence close to the tricritical point, cor-
responding to ferromagnetic points outside the limit cycle,
for ε = 10−3 and J1 = J2 = 0.5. (a) Values of m for the
ferromagnetic points (orange lines) and for the limit cycle
(blue shaded area) along the transition. At µ = µF (T ) [here,
(µF − µc)/µc ≈ 1.5× 10−5] the ferromagnetic points become
unstable. (b) Examples of trajectories for (µ − µF )/µF =
−5 × 10−6. (c) Corresponding phase space representation in
the plane (m, ṁ).

III. GENERALIZED LANDAU THEORY

The deterministic limit provides knowledge on the dif-
ferent stable fixed points or limit cycles that are present
in the system. However it lacks information on the be-
havior of the system at finite size N , such as knowledge
on the macroscopic fluctuations around the stable points
or cycles. But most importantly, in case of coexistence of
solutions in the limitN → ∞, the deterministic approach
fails to predict which solution is the most stable one at
finite but large size N . In addition, for moderate size N ,
one observes jumps between noisy oscillatory states and
ferromagnetic states, as illustrated in Fig. 5. A statistical
description of such a situation where the ferromagnetic
points and the limit cycle are both linearly stable in the
deterministic limit would thus be useful. We briefly re-

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800
t

1

0

1

m

FIG. 5. Trajectories m(t): the dashed blue and orange lines
correspond to deterministic trajectories and the green line to
a trajectory for a finite system size N = 5000 obtained from
stochastic numerical simulations. Parameters: J1 = J2 = 0.5,
ε = 5× 10−2 and (µ− µc)/µc = 3.88× 10−3. Jumps between
noisy oscillatory states and ferromagnetic states are observed.

call in this section the nonequilibrium generalization of
the Landau theory developed in [42], which allows for a
description of phase transitions to oscillating states.

A. Stochastic time derivative ṁ

We first introduce a new variable ṁ that plays the role
of a smoothed time derivative of the magnetization for
finite-size systems. Following [42], we formally define the
stochastic derivative ṁ(C) of the magnetization m(C) as

ṁ(C) =
∑

C′ (̸=C)

[m (C′)−m (C)]W (C′|C), (21)

such that on average d⟨m⟩/dt = ⟨ṁ⟩. Eq. (21) thus asso-
ciates with each microscopic configuration C an observ-
able ṁ(C), which is a smoothed time derivative of m be-
cause it is averaged over all possible transitions C → C′,
for a fixed configuration C. The advantage of this defini-
tion is that fluctuations of ṁ are typically on the same
scale as that of m, which is a key property for the large
deviation approach described below. Taking instead the
time derivative ofm

(
C(t)

)
would lead to diverging, white-

noise-like fluctuations which are not appropriate to de-
velop a generalized Landau theory.
Under the mean-field assumption, the formal transi-

tion rate W (C′|C) can be reexpressed in terms of the
flipping rates w±

s (m,h) to flip a spin si = ±1 defined in
Eq. (2). When flipping a spin si = ±1, the magnetization
change is given by m(C′) − m(C) = ∓2/N . Since there
are N(1 ± m)/2 possibilities to choose a spin si = ±1,
one finds:

ṁ = (1−m)w−
s (m,h)− (1 +m)w+

s (m,h). (22)

Using the expression (2) of the flipping rates w±
s (m,h),

Eq. (22) becomes:

ṁ = −m+ tanh[β(J1m+ h)]. (23)

Note that the functional relation ṁ(m,h) turns out to
be identical to the functional relation (6) obtained in the
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deterministic limit N → ∞. However, Eq. (23) is valid
for any finite N , and the variables m and h are here
stochastic variables.

B. Large deviation function

At finite size N , the dynamics of the system is de-
termined by the master equation (5). Instead of con-
sidering P (C) which involves 22N configurations C =
{s1, . . . , sN , h1, . . . , hN}, we consider PN (m, ṁ) the joint
stationary probability density of the global observables
m and ṁ. The variations of m and ṁ during a transition
scale as 1/N . We introduce dk such that (∆m,∆ṁ) =
±dk/N with k = 1 when flipping a spin si = ±1 and
k = 2 when flipping a field hi = ±1, so that we have:

d1 =
(
−2, 2− 2βJ1 + 2βJ1(m+ ṁ)2

)
, (24)

d2 = −
(
0,−2β + 2β(m+ ṁ)2

)
. (25)

We note NW±
k the coarse-grained transition rates from

a configuration (m,h) to (m′, h′), with m′ = m ∓ 2/N
and h′ = h if k = 1, and m′ = m and h′ = h ∓ 2/N if
k = 2. One has:

W±
1 =

(1±m)/2

1 + exp[±2β(J1m+ h)]
,

W±
2 =

(1± h)/2

1 + exp[±2β(J2h+ (1− µ)m)]
.

(26)

The coarse-grained master equation governing the evolu-
tion of PN (m, ṁ) reads [42]:

∂tPN (m, ṁ) = N
∑
k,σ

[
−Wσ

k (m, ṁ)PN (m, ṁ)

+Wσ
k

(
(m, ṁ)− σdk

N

)
PN

(
(m, ṁ)− σdk

N

)] (27)

where k = 1, 2 and σ = ±. For large N , the stationary
joint distribution PN (m, ṁ) takes a large deviation form
[47]

PN (m, ṁ) ∼
N→∞

exp[−Nϕ(m, ṁ)] , (28)

a property justified by the theory of Markov jump pro-
cesses with vanishing jump size [48]. Beside providing
information on the fluctuations at finite system size, the
large deviation function (or rate function) ϕ(m, ṁ) de-
termines the macroscopic phase of the system. Linearly
stable solutions of the deterministic equations correspond
to local minima of the large deviation function. When
two or more linearly stable solutions are present in the
deterministic equations, the global minima of ϕ gives the

macroscopic phase of the system (i.e., the most stable
one).
Injecting the large deviation form (28) into Eq. (D1)

gives to order (∇ϕ)2,

ṁ∂mϕ+ Y (m, ṁ)∂ṁϕ+D11(∂mϕ)2

+ 2D12∂mϕ∂ṁϕ+D22(∂ṁϕ)2 = 0 ,
(29)

with

(ṁ, Y (m, ṁ)) =
∑
k,σ

−σdkW
σ
k . (30)

The function Y (m, ṁ) is found to be the same function as
the one introduced in the deterministic limit in Eq. (8).
We introduce D = {Dij(m, ṁ)} as

D ≡
∑
k

dk · dT
kW

σ
k , (31)

whose explicit expression is given in Appendix B.
We use the decomposition introduced in Eq. (10),

Y (m, ṁ) = −V ′(m) + ṁg(m, ṁ) (32)

and we focus, in this paper, on obtaining the large devia-
tion function in regions where a fixed point (m0, 0) looses
stability in the deterministic limit, i.e., where g(m0, 0)
changes sign, in order to use a perturbative framework
in terms of the small parameter

u0 ≡ g(m0, 0). (33)

We assume ∇ϕ = O(u0) since quadratic terms in ∇ϕ
have to balance the contribution in u0ṁ∂ṁϕ. At order
u0, Eq. (29) reduces to

ṁ∂mϕ− V ′(m)∂ṁϕ = 0. (34)

The general solution of Eq. (34) reads [42]

ϕ(m, ṁ) = f
(
H(m, ṁ)

)
+ f0 (35)

where the function H(m, ṁ) takes a form similar to a
Hamiltonian,

H(m, ṁ) =
ṁ2

2
+ V (m) . (36)

The minimum value of V (m) is set to V = 0, and f is
at this stage an arbitrary function, satisfying for conve-
nience f(0) = 0. The constant f0 in Eq. (35) ensures
that the minimal value of ϕ(m, ṁ) is zero. Contributions
of order u2

0 to Eq. (29) yield a condition determining the
derivative f ′(H) (see [42] for a detailed derivation)
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f ′(H) = −

∫m2

m1
dm
√

2[H − V (m)] g
(
m,
√

2[H − V (m)]
)

∫m2

m1
dm

[
D11

V ′(m)2√
2[H−V (m)]

+ 2D12V ′(m) +D22

√
2[H − V (m)]

] , (37)

where m1 and m2 are such that V (m1) = V (m2) = H
and V (m) ≤ H for m1 ≤ m ≤ m2.

The form Eq. (35) of the large deviation function
ϕ(m, ṁ) can be interpreted as giving a statistical weight
to deterministic trajectories determined by the Hamilto-
nian dynamics

dm

dt
=

∂H

∂ṁ
,

dṁ

dt
= −∂H

∂m
, (38)

valid at order ε, where the Hamiltonian H(m, ṁ) is de-
fined in Eq. (36). Denoting m0 a minimum of V (m) (we
assume here for simplicity that V (m) has a single min-
imum or two symmetric minima) the case H = V (m0)
corresponds to a fixed point (m0, 0) of the determinis-
tic dynamics, whereas values H > V (m0) correspond to
closed orbits, and thus to oscillations. The most prob-
able value of H, and thus the macroscopically observed
behavior, is determined by the global minimum H∗ of
f(H). Note that the method used here follows similar
lines as the determination of nonequilibrium potentials
in dissipative dynamical systems [49–51].

When the three phases meet at the critical point
(Tc, µc), the ferromagnetic points, noted ±m0, have a
small amplitude (m0 ≤ ε), so that g(m0, 0) ∼ ε with
ε = (Tc − T )/Tc. Therefore, close to the critical point,
i.e., for small ε, the framework described above can be
used to obtain the large deviation function ϕ(m, ṁ) and
thus the probability density PN (m, ṁ) for large N .

IV. CONTINUOUS TRANSITION FROM A
PARAMAGNETIC PHASE TO AN

OSCILLATING PHASE

In this section, we briefly recall and extend results pre-
sented in [42] for the continuous transition observed when
J1 and J2 are positive, at T = Tc, for µ > µc, from a
high-T paramagnetic phase to a low-T oscillating phase
[vertical green line in Fig. 1(a), (b)], corresponding to
a Hopf bifurcation at the deterministic limit. Above Tc

(ε < 0), the system is in a paramagnetic phase, whereas
below Tc (ε > 0) it is in an oscillating phase.

A. Transition from a paramagnetic phase to an
elliptic limit cycle

1. Large deviation function

As in the paramagnetic phase m and ṁ are small, we
use a power-series expansion of V (m) and g(m, ṁ) in

0 2 4
H ×10 3

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5
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f(
H

)
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m
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)

2.5 0.0 2.5
m

5

0

5

m

×10 2(b) ×10 7

×10 2
0

1

2

3

4

FIG. 6. Large deviation function around the paramagnetic-
oscillating transition. (a) Examples of f(H) for ε = 10−3

(blue curve) and for ε = −10−3 (orange curve). The inset
represents the shape of V (m). (b) Colormap of ϕ(m, ṁ) in

the space (m, ṁ) for ε = 10−3. Scalings with ε: m ∼ ε1/2,

ṁ ∼ ε1/2, H ∼ ε and f = ϕ ∼ ε2. Parameters: J1 = 0.6,
J2 = 0.4, (µ− µc)/µc = 1.

m and ṁ. At the lowest order required to describe the
transition, one has

V (m) =
µ− µl(T )

2T 2
m2, (39)

g(m, ṁ) = a0ε− a1m
2 − a2mṁ− a3ṁ

2, (40)

where ε = (Tc − T )/Tc; µl(T ) and a0 were introduced
previously in Eq. (17) and their expressions are recalled
in Appendix B along with the expressions of a1 and a2,
which are all positive quantities. Compared to Eq. (16),
we only keep the quadratic term in V (m), which is posi-
tive around Tc for µ > µc = µl(Tc). Higher order terms
are necessary only when the quadratic term is negative,
in order to describe ferromagnetic order, or when the
quadratic term is small, which is discussed in the next
section. An illustration of the quadratic potential V (m)
is plotted in the inset of Fig. 6(a).
In the deterministic limit, the oscillating phase appears

for ε > 0 when the paramagnetic point (0, 0) looses sta-
bility. The small perturbative parameter u0 introduced
in Sec. III [see Eq. (33)] is proportional to ε, since here
m0 = 0 and u0 = g(0, 0) = a0ε from Eq. (40). Hence
the formalism introduced in the previous section to ob-
tain the large deviation function ϕ(m, ṁ) = f(H) can be
used to describe the phase transition for small ε, when
the perturbative approach is valid.
We find from Eq. (37), after integration,

f(H) = −εaH + bH2, (41)

with

a =
T 2a0

T 2D22 +D11[µ− µl(T )]
(42)
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and

b =
a1T

4 + 3T 2(µ− µl)a3
4(µ− µl)[T 2D22 +D11(µ− µl)]

. (43)

When ε < 0, f(H) is minimal for H = 0, which corre-
sponds to the paramagnetic phase. When ε > 0, f(H)
has a minimum in H∗ = εa/2b, see Fig. 6(a) for examples
of f(H) around the paramagnetic-oscillating transition.
The equation H(m, ṁ) = H∗ describes an ellipse in the
phase space (m, ṁ) as depicted in Fig. 6(b). The period
τ of a limit cycle described by V (m) + ṁ2/2 = H∗ is
obtained as

τ = 2

∫ m∗

−m∗

dm

ṁ
=

√
2

∫ m∗

−m∗

dm√
H∗ − V (m)

, (44)

where m∗ is such that H∗ = V (m∗). Using expression
(39) of V (m), we find

τ =
2
√
2πT√

µ− µl(T )
. (45)

2. Order parameters

The paramagnetic to oscillating phase transition is
characterized by two order parameters, ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩,
where ⟨x⟩ =

∫
dmdṁPN (m, ṁ)x(m, ṁ), and where the

observable x stands for m2 or ṁ2 [or, more generally,
any even function x(m, ṁ)]. Using Eqs. (28) and (35),
PN (m, ṁ) can be approximated by its properly normal-
ized large deviation form,

PN (m, ṁ) ≈
exp

[
−Nf

(
H(m, ṁ)

)]∫
dm′dṁ′ exp

[
−Nf

(
H(m′, ṁ′)

)] . (46)

Then from Eq. (36),
∫
dṁ can be replaced by∫

dH/
√

2[H − V (m)], so that ⟨x⟩ becomes, making the
integration intervals explicit:

⟨x⟩ =

∫ 1

−1
dm
∫∞
V (m)

dH√
H−V (m)

x e−Nf(H)∫ 1

−1
dm
∫∞
V (m)

dH√
H−V (m)

e−Nf(H)
. (47)

From Eqs. (39) and (41) one can then compute the val-
ues of ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ using Eq. (47). In the limit of large
system sizes, in the paramagnetic phase (ε < 0), ⟨ṁ2⟩ =
1/(|ε|aN) which vanishes in the limit N → ∞. By con-
trast, in the oscillating phase (ε < 0), ⟨ṁ2⟩ = H∗ ∼ ε is
constant in the limit N → ∞. At the transition, ε = 0,
⟨ṁ2⟩ = 1/

√
πbN . For smaller system sizes N ≪ |ε|−2,

f(H) can be approximated as f(H) = bH2 so that one
finds

⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−1/2, (48)

which is independent of ε.
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FIG. 7. Large deviation function close to the tricritical point.
(a) Example of f(H) from Eq. (52); the inset represents the
shape of V (m). (b) Colormap of ϕ(m, ṁ) in the space (m, ṁ).

Note the different scalings m ∼ ε1/2 and ṁ ∼ ε. Parameters:
J1 = 0.6, J2 = 0.4, µ = µc and ε = 10−3.

B. Non-elliptic limit cycle near the tricritical point

1. Large deviation function

The three phases (paramagnetic, oscillating and fer-
romagnetic) meet at the tricritical point T = Tc and
µ = µc. We now look at how the limit cycle changes when
approaching the tricritical point at µ = µc for T < Tc.
We have

µc − µl(T ) = T 2
c ε

2 , (49)

such that at µ = µc, the quadratic term ∝ (µc − µl)m
2

in the expression of V (m) scales as ε2m2. Keeping only
the quadratic term in V (m), we would find m ∼ ε1/2 by
following the same reasoning as in Sec. IVA1. Hence, the
quadratic term becomes of order ε3 whereas the next-
order term ∝ m4 scales as ε2, so that the assumption
of neglecting the m4-term in the expansion of V (m) is
inconsistent. To obtain the right behavior at µ = µc,
it is thus necessary to include the contribution of m4 in
V (m). At µ = µc, we have

V (m) =
ε2T 2

c

2T 2
m2 +

v1(T, µ)

4
m4, (50)

with v1(T, µ) given in Appendix B. In the following, we
assume that the scaling m ∼ ε1/2 remains valid close to
µc, and we check below that the assumption is consis-
tent. [Note that the reason why the scaling m ∼ ε1/2

will eventually prove valid is different from the one men-
tioned in the previous paragraph, which relies only on
the quadratic term in V (m)]. Under this assumption,
the term in ε2m2 ∼ ε3 in Eq. (50) is negligible compared
to the term of order m4. Hence, to leading order, we can
use the simple form

V (m) =
v1(T, µ)

4
m4. (51)

We also consider that v1(Tc, µc) > 0 as discussed in
Sec. II B (see Fig. 2 for possible values of J1, J2) and
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FIG. 8. (a) PN (m, ṁ) obtained from stochastic numerical
simulations. (b) Theoretical PN (m, ṁ) evaluated by including
leading-order corrections, as given in Eq. (60). Parameters:
ε = 10−2, µ = µl(T ), N = 107.

that v1(T, µc) remains positive for small ε. An example
of V (m) is plotted in the inset of Fig. 7(a). Using the
same expression of g(m, ṁ) as before, Eq. (40), we obtain
from Eq. (37) after integration,

f(H) = − εa0
D22

H + cH3/2 (52)

with

c =
8Γ
(
3
4

)4
a1

5π2D22
√
v1

(53)

where Γ(x) =
∫∞
0

tx−1e−tdt. One finds that f(H) has a
minimum for

H∗ =

(
2εa0
3cD22

)2

(54)

[see Fig. 7(a)] corresponding to a limit cycle in the phase
space (m, ṁ). However, H is no longer quadratic in m,
because of the quartic form (51) of V (m). Hence the limit
cycle is no longer elliptic, see Fig. 7(b) for a colormap of
ϕ(m, ṁ) in the phase space (m, ṁ). We recall that for
µ ≫ µc, one had m ∼ ṁ ∼ ε1/2, whereas now one finds
distinct scalings m ∼ ε1/2 and ṁ ∼ ε. These scalings are
obtained by using H∗ ∼ ε2 from Eq. (54), and the ex-
pression (36) of H(m, ṁ) together with the quartic form
(51) of V (m). Finally, evaluating the oscillation period
using Eq. (44), we find

τ =
4
√
πΓ
(
5
4

)
Γ
(
3
4

)
(v1H∗)1/4

. (55)

As H∗ ∼ ε2, the period diverges as ε−1/2 when ε → 0.

C. Comparison with stochastic simulations and
need for higher order corrections

The method used to obtain analytically the large devi-
ation function, developed in Sec. III, relies on two main

assumptions: N is large and ε is small. We now com-
pare the analytical results with numerical simulations of
the stochastic spin model. We use the Gillespie algo-
rithm [52] to simulate the stochastic dynamics with the
rates given by Eq. (26) for a time-interval τ . The initial
condition for the simulations are m = 0 and h = 0. In
this algorithm, time-steps are of O(N−1) such that the
number of steps required to have t = 1 is of O(N). To ob-
serve an non-elliptic limit cycle close to Tc, one needs to
have N |f(H∗)| ≫ 1 which corresponds to Nε3 ≫ 1 [see
Eqs. (52) and Eq. (54)]. For example, a value ε = 10−3

would require simulations with at least N ∼ 1011. To
obtain data with converged statistics depicting the tran-
sition, we make simulations for larger ε where the ap-
proximations made in Sec III are no longer expected to
be quantitatively valid. We now discuss the notable dif-
ferences observed in numerical simulations due to larger
ε values and smaller system sizes N .

In Fig. 8, we plot PN (m, ṁ) obtained from stochas-
tic simulations for (Tc − T )/Tc = ε = 10−2 and for
µ = µl(T ). We take µ = µl(T ) (instead of µ = µc) so that
the term in front of m2 in V (m) is exactly zero. Signif-
icant discrepancies are observed between the simulation
results and the theoretical predictions of the perturba-
tive approach described in Sec. III. From leading order
calculations in ε, we obtain that ϕ(m, ṁ) = f(H) with
H = V (m) + ṁ2/2 which has, in particular, two conse-
quences. First, m and ṁ are decoupled, and the sym-
metries m 7→ −m and ṁ 7→ −ṁ hold independently.
Second, the probability PN (m, ṁ) is uniform along the
limit cycle, corresponding in a dynamical view (and in
the deterministic limit) to a constant ‘speed’ along the
limit cycle. Both of these characteristics are not observed
in the stochastic simulations, see Fig. 8(a).

These differences come from higher order corrections,
in ε and in N in the probability density PN (m, ṁ).
Similar corrections were studied in [49] in the context
of noisy dynamical systems. We now give an exam-
ple of the first corrections for µ = µl(T ). The de-
tailed steps of the derivation are given in [53]. To per-
form a systematic ε-expansion, we introduce rescaled
variables H̃ = H/H∗ and x = m/m0 with H∗ given
in Eq. (54) and m0 = (4H∗/v1)

1/4 consistently with
Eq. (19). At lowest order in ε, from Eq. (52), one finds

ϕ(m, ṁ) ∼ ε3ϕ̃1(x, H̃), where ϕ̃1 is a rescaled function
independent of ε. We introduce C(m, ṁ) the correction
of O(N0) to lnPN (m, ṁ),

PN (m, ṁ) ∝ exp[−Nϕ(m, ṁ) + C(m, ṁ)], (56)

and we expand ϕ(m, ṁ) and C(m, ṁ) in power series of
ε1/2 [53],

ϕ(m, ṁ) = ε3
∞∑
i=1

ε(i−1)/2ϕ̃i(x, H̃) (57)

and

C(m, ṁ) =

∞∑
i=0

εi/2C̃i(x, H̃). (58)



10

Injecting these expressions into the master equation on
PN (m, ṁ), one finds equations on ϕ̃i and C̃i at each or-
der i [53]. For the lowest order, we find ϕ1(m, ṁ) =

ε3ϕ̃1(x, H̃) = f(H) [Eq. (52)] and C0(m, ṁ) =

ε1/2C̃0(x, H̃) = ε1/2c0 a constant given by the normaliza-

tion of PN (m, ṁ). For ϕ̃2(x, H̃) and C̃1(x, H̃) one finds:

ϕ̃2(x, H̃) = A
(
1−

√
H̃
)
H̃x

[
a0 2F1

(
−1

2
,
1

4
,
5

4
, x4

)
− 2

3

D22

α
x2

2F1

(
−1

2
,
3

4
,
7

4
, x4

)]
,

C̃1(x, H̃) = BH̃1/4

[
−6a0x

√
1− x4 + 30a0

√
v1x 2F1

(
−1

2
,
1

4
,
5

4
, x4

)
− 8

D22

α
x3

2F1

(
1

2
,
5

4
,
7

4
, x4

)]
,

(59)

where α, A and B depend on v1, a0 and a1 and are
given in Appendix B, and 2F1(a, b, c, x) denotes the hy-

pergeometric function. The correction ϕ̃2 changes the
orientation and the shape of the limit cycle, whereas the
correction C̃1 breaks the uniformity of the probability
PN (m, ṁ) along the limit cycle. We plot in Fig. 8 the
following expression of PN (m, ṁ) that includes leading
corrections,

PN (m, ṁ) = exp[−N(ϕ1 + ϕ2) + C0 + C1] (60)

with the definitions ϕi(m, ṁ) = ε3+(i−1)/2ϕ̃i(x, H̃) and

Ci(m, ṁ) = εi/2C̃i(x, H̃). The main features of the prob-
ability density obtained from the simulations are cap-
tured by these leading corrections.

V. TYPE-I DISCONTINUOUS TRANSITION
BETWEEN FERROMAGNETIC AND

OSCILLATING PHASES

In this section, we investigate the properties, near the
tricritical point (Tc, µc), of the ferromagnetic to oscillat-
ing phase transition where a limit cycle appears around
the ferromagnetic points, called coexistence of Type I.
This case corresponds to v1(Tc, µc) > 0, see Fig. 2 as
well as the phase diagram of Fig. 1(a) and the trajecto-
ries displayed in Figs. 1(c) and 1(e).

A. Large deviation function and phase diagram

1. Validity of the perturbative approach

We start from the generic expansion of the potential
V (m) given in Eq. (16), recalled here for clarity,

V (m) =
µ− µl(T )

2T 2
m2 +

v1(T, µ)

4
m4 + V0, (61)

where V0 is chosen such that V (m) ≥ 0 and its minimal
value is zero. An example of V (m) for µ < µl(T ) is given
in Fig. 9. We recall that g(m, ṁ) is given in Eq. (40).
As discussed in Sec. II C, ferromagnetic points m2

0 =
(µl(T ) − µ)/T 2v1 exist for µ < µl(T ), and are locally
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FIG. 9. Large deviation function for Type-I discontinuous
transition between ferromagnetic and oscillating phases. (a)
f(H) determined numerically from Eq. (37) (full line); the
dashed line corresponds to local approximations described in
Sec. VA3. Inset: shape of V (m) with two minima. (b) Col-
ormap of ϕ(m, ṁ) in the plane (m, ṁ). Note the different scal-

ings m ∼ ε1/2 and ṁ ∼ ε. Parameters: J1 = 0.6, J2 = 0.4,
(µ− µc)/µc = −3.18× 10−5 and ε = 10−3.

stable for µ ≤ µF with µF (T ) = µl(T )− εa0T
2v1/a1. In

this section, we focus on the region where the ferromag-
netic points loose stability (µ ≈ µF ), thus:

µl(T )− µ ∼ ε (62)

and one has m2
0 ∼ ε and thus u0 = g(m0, 0) ∼ ε. For

small ε = (Tc − T )/Tc, the main assumption made in
Sec. III, i.e., that u0 is small, is verified, and we can use
the method developed in this section to obtain the large
deviation function and study the phase transition from a
ferromagnetic phase to an oscillating phase.

2. Typical f(H) and phase diagram

In general, except for particular cases as the one de-
scribed in the previous section, one cannot obtain explicit
analytical expressions of f ′(H) from Eq. (37), and one
needs to perform a numerical integration of the integrals
in Eq. (37) to determine f(H). An example of f(H), for
µ ≤ µl(T ), numerically obtained from Eq. (37), is plotted
in Fig. 9(a). We observe that f(H) has two local min-
ima: one in H = 0 corresponding to the ferromagnetic
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points m = m0 and ṁ = 0 [since V (m0) = 0], and one
for H = H∗ > 0 corresponding to a limit cycle in the
phase space (m, ṁ). We numerically obtain (not shown)
that

H∗ ∼ ε2. (63)

An example of colormap of ϕ(m, ṁ) = f
(
H(m, ṁ)

)
in

the phase space (m, ṁ) is displayed in Fig. 9(b). Here,
the most stable phase is the oscillating phase as f(0) >
f(H∗). Contrary to Sec. IV, no analytical expression of
H∗ is available in the present case.
The transition from the ferromagnetic phase to the os-

cillating phase takes place when f(0) = f(H∗); we note
µt(T ) the value of µ at the transition. The value of H
jumps from H = 0 to the nonzero value H∗ at the transi-
tion, meaning that the latter is discontinuous. We obtain
numerically that (µc−µt)/µc ∼ ε where ε = (Tc−T )/Tc

[see Fig. 10 with (µc − µF )/µc ∼ ε].
From the numerical determination of f(H), one ob-

tains a phase diagram in the space (ε, µ) with the de-
termination of the different phases: ferromagnetic phase
(F), oscillating phase (O) or the phase where both coex-
ist, with one being more stable than the other. A close
up on the phase diagram near the tricritical point for
J1 = 0.6 and J2 = 0.4 is plotted in Fig. 10, where we
represent (µ − µF )/µF , with µF given in Eq. (20), in
order to visualize the different phases. The limits of ex-
istence of the ferromagnetic and oscillating states can
also be obtained in the deterministic limit, but for the
determination of µt (which characterizes the most stable
phase) it is necessary to consider finite system sizes using
the large deviation approach.

3. Local analytical expressions of f(H)

In most cases, keeping only the first orders of the series
expansions of V (m) and g(m, ṁ) is not enough to obtain
an analytical expression of f ′(H). Still, local approxima-
tions can be obtained. Near a minimum m0 of V (m), a
quadratic expansion of V gives

f(H) = fF (H) ≡ − g(m0, 0)

D22 + 2v1m2
0D11

H, (64)

where fF (H) stands for the local approximate expression
of f(H) in the ferromagnetic state. We recover that the
point (m, ṁ) = (m0, 0) is stable when g(m0, 0) < 0. This
expression of f(H) is valid for small H only. For H ≫
H∗, we recover that f(H) ≈ cH3/2, with c defined in
Eq. (53). For intermediate values of H (H ∼ H∗), we
do not have an analytical expression of f(H). However
the regime H ≫ H∗ is similar to the one obtained for
µ = µc, which suggests that the form of f(H) obtained
for µ ≈ µc in Eq. (52) remains approximately valid up
to a redefinition of coefficient values. One can perform a
local fit of the form f(H) = fO(H) + f(H∗) with

fO(H) = c̃

(
H3/2 − 3

2

√
H∗H +

1

2
H∗3/2

)
, (65)
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FIG. 10. Close up of the phase diagram of Fig. 1(a) near the
tricritical point, for J1 = 0.6 and J2 = 0.4, in the reduced pa-
rameters ε = (Tc − T )/Tc and (µ− µF (T ))/µF (T ), where µF

is defined in Eq. (20) and (µc−µF (T ))/µc ∼ ε. O corresponds
to the oscillating phase, F to the ferromagnetic phase. In the
hatched area, both phases are locally stable. The most stable
phase, given by the global minima of f(H), is either the fer-
romagnetic phase [(O)+F] or the oscillating phase [O+(F)],
separated by the transition line µt. µl(T ) corresponds to the
limit of existence of the ferromagnetic points in the deter-
ministic limit, µF to their linear stability limit, and µO to
the limit of existence of the oscillating state at deterministic
level.

where the parameters c̃ and H∗ are fitted on the nu-
merically evaluated f(H) to get a local approximation of
f(H) near H∗ (see Fig. 9 for an example of a fit of f(H)
close to its minimum). The functional form (65) provides
a reasonable description of the large H behavior of f(H),
and is more accurate than a simple parabolic fit around
the minimum H = H∗.

B. Scalings of order parameters with system size
at the transition

1. Large-N scaling at µ = µt

Using the two local approximations of f(H) given in
Eqs. (64) and (65), we study the behaviors of ⟨m2⟩
and ⟨ṁ2⟩ in the large-N limit when approaching the
critical point ε = 0 where the three phases meet. In
the ferromagnetic phase (µ < µt), using Eq. (64) and
g(m0, 0) = a0ε− a1m

2
0, one finds in the large-N limit,

⟨m2⟩ = m2
0 =

µl(T )− µ

T 2v1
, (66)

⟨ṁ2⟩ = D22 + 2v1m
2
0D11

(a1m2
0 − a0ε)N

. (67)

We recover the results of the deterministic limit for N →
∞, ⟨m2⟩ = m2

0 ∼ ε and ⟨ṁ2⟩ = 0. For large but finite N ,
we obtain that ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε−1N−1. In the oscillating phase
(µ > µt), f(H) is minimal inH∗, so that for large enough
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FIG. 11. Order parameters ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ as a function of
system size N , for ε ∈ [10−3, 10−4, 7 × 10−6, 6 × 10−7, 4.6 ×
10−8, 3.6 × 10−9] at µ = µt(ε). Order parameters are evalu-
ated numerically from Eqs. (37) and (47). (a) ⟨m2⟩ vs N .
(b) ⟨ṁ2⟩ vs N . The red dashed line corresponds to the scal-
ing predictions for moderate values of N from Eqs. (70) and

(71), with ⟨m2⟩ ∼ N−1/3 and ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−2/3. (c) ⟨m2⟩/ε and
(d) ⟨ṁ2⟩ε2 vs the rescaled system size N/ε−3, showing data
collapse. Parameters: J1 = 0.6, J2 = 0.3.

N we can replace e−Nf(H) by δ(H − H∗) in Eq. (47),
yielding

⟨m2⟩ =

∫m∗

−m∗ dm
m2√

H∗−V (m)∫m∗

−m∗ dm
1√

H∗−V (m)

, (68)

⟨ṁ2⟩ =
∫m∗

−m∗ dm
√
2(H∗ − V (m))∫m∗

−m∗ dm
1√

2(H∗−V (m))

, (69)

wherem∗ is such thatH∗ = V (m∗). Both ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩
reach constant values at large N . We obtain numerically
that ⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε and ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε2, which are the same scalings
as the one observed for the nonelliptic limit cycle for
µ = µc (see Sec. IVB).

2. Moderate-N scaling at µ = µt

Unlike for large values of N , for intermediate values of
N , ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ are found not to depend much on ε
and on µ.
In Figs. 11(a) and 11(b), we plot ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ for

different ε at the transition, µ = µt(ε). We observe that
⟨m2⟩ ∼ N−1/3 and ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−2/3 for moderateN values.
These scaling behaviors can be understood as follows.
The expression of the average ⟨x⟩ contains an integral
over H with the factor exp[−Nf(H)], see Eq. (47). For

moderate N , the integral is dominated by the H3/2-term
in f(H). This can be justified by performing the change
of variable z = NH3/2 in the integral. One then finds
that higher order powers of H in f(H) are negligible
when N ≫ 1, while linear contributions in H are also
negligible as long as

√
H∗N1/3 ≪ 1, i.e., N ≪ (H∗)−3/2,

where H∗ is small for small ε [see Eq. (63)]. The integral
is then dominated by the contribution of the region z ∼ 1,
i.e., which corresponds to H ≫ H∗. In addition, Eq. (47)
also contains an integral over m. Due to the factor [H −
V (m)]−1/2 in the integrals, values of m which contribute
the most are where V (m) ≈ v1m

4/4. In a similar way as
above, this can be justified by performing the change of
variable z′ = m/H1/4 in the integral with the expression
of V (m) given in Eq. (61). One then finds that higher
order powers of m are negligible when H ≪ 1 and the
quadratic order is negligible when v0(µ − µl) ≪ H1/4

which is verified for H ≫ H∗ as µ−µl ∼ ε [Eq. (62)] and
H∗ ∼ ε2 [Eq. (63)]. Using these two approximations on
f(H) and V (m), we find:

⟨m2⟩ =
4Γ
(
5
6

)
Γ
(
3
4

)4
π5/2

√
v1c1/3

N−1/3, (70)

and

⟨ṁ2⟩ =
4Γ
(
7
6

)
3
√
πc2/3

N−2/3, (71)

where c is given in Eq. (53). We plot these quantities
in red in Figs. 11(a) and 11(b) alongside the numerical
values obtained from Eq. (47) using the numerical eval-
uation of f(H) from Eq. (37).
We note N∗ the crossover value of N between the

moderate- and large-N regimes. The crossover takes
place when the value of ⟨m2⟩ ∼ N−1/3 in the moderate-N
approximation is comparable to the one in the large-N
approximation, ⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε. One thus finds that N∗ be-
haves as

N∗ ∼ ε−3. (72)

[Note that, according to the integration argument above,
N∗ ∼ (H∗)−3/2, implying H∗ ∼ ε2, consistently with
Eq. (63)]. A similar argument for ṁ yields the same
scaling for N∗: in the moderate-N regime (N ≪ N∗),
⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−2/3, while in the large-N approximation
(N ≫ N∗), one has ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε2 in the oscillating phase
and ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε−1N−1 in the ferromagnetic phase, which
both give a crossover at N∗ ∼ ε−3.
Focusing on the oscillating phase, these scaling behav-

iors of ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ can be encompassed into two scal-
ing functions

⟨m2⟩ = εFm(ε3N), ⟨ṁ2⟩ = ε2 Fṁ(ε3N), (73)

with asymptotic behaviors Fm(x) ∼ x−1/3 and Fṁ(x) ∼
x−2/3 for x → 0, while both functions go to constant val-
ues for x → ∞. Figs. 11(c) and 11(d) show the data col-
lapse obtained by plotting the rescaled variables ⟨m2⟩/ε
and ⟨ṁ2⟩/ε2 versus the rescaled system size N/ε−3, for
different values of ε at µ = µt(ε).
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FIG. 12. (a) ⟨m2⟩ and (b) ⟨ṁ2⟩ as a function of system
size N , for different values of µ close to µc, corresponding
to (µc − µ)/µc ∈ [4.0, 3.6, 3.3, 3.1, 2.5] × 10−5 from darker to
lighter colors. The transition between ferromagnetic and os-
cillating states takes place at µt given by (µc − µt)/µc ≈
3.2 × 10−5. Parameters: J1 = 0.6, J2 = 0.4, and ε = 10−3.
Order parameters are evaluated numerically in the same way
as in Fig. 11.

C. Detailed study of the crossover regime

We reported above two distinct scaling regimes N ≪
N∗ and N ≫ N∗ of the observables ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ as a
function of system size N for µ = µt(ε), and we identi-
fied the scaling with ε of the crossover size N∗. We now
investigate in more details the behavior of these observ-
ables in the crossover regime N ∼ N∗, now focusing on
the effect of the variations of µ close to the transition
value µt, for a fixed ε. We find in particular that in the
crossover regime, ⟨m2⟩ has a non-monotonic behavior as
a function of N , whose details significantly depend on µ.
The behavior of ⟨ṁ2⟩, while monotonic as a function of
N , is found to strongly depend on µ.

1. Influence of µ on the crossover regime

As mentioned above, the observables ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩
are seen to have a very weak dependence on ε and µ in
the moderate-N regime. For large N , the value of ⟨ṁ2⟩ is
found to be significantly different in the oscillating phase
(µ > µt) where ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε2 and in the ferromagnetic phase
(µ < µt) where ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε−1N−1. In contrast, the value
of ⟨m2⟩ is similar in both phases, with ⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε. In
Fig. 12, ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ are plotted as a function of sys-
tem size N in the crossover regime N ∼ N∗, for different
values of µ across the transition, keeping ε fixed. Af-
ter an initial decay for N ≪ N∗, we observe that ⟨m2⟩
slightly increases before reaching a constant value, as ex-
pected in the limit N → ∞. For some values of µ, like
for (µ−µc)/µc = −3.3×10−5, a second decay is observed
before reaching the asymptotic constant value. The be-
havior of ⟨ṁ2⟩ is significantly different from that of ⟨m2⟩
as the large-N limit yields two different behaviors in the
ferromagnetic or in the oscillating phase. We observe
that for µ < µt, ⟨ṁ2⟩ first reaches a plateau for a signif-
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FIG. 13. (a) ⟨m2⟩ and (b) ⟨ṁ2⟩ vs system size N . In black,
data from Fig. 12 for (µc − µ)/µc = 3.3× 10−5. The dashed
lines correspond to ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ computed for f = fH
[Eq. (64)] (orange) and for f = fO [Eq. (65)] (blue). The plain
red lines correspond to ⟨x(m,H)⟩approx defined in Eq. (74).
Here, f(H∗) = 1.1× 10−12.

icant range of N , before steeply decreasing to eventually
reach the large-N scaling ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−1.

2. Interpretation as a finite-size phase coexistence

The observed non-trivial behaviors can be given a sim-
ple interpretation in terms of finite-size phase coexistence
and metastability. For a finite-size system, a metastable
state has a finite probability to be visited, and this proba-
bility decreases exponentially with system size. Based on
this idea, we introduce a simple decomposition of average
values into contributions of each phase, and show that
such a decomposition is sufficient to account for most of
the observed behaviors.
Starting from the expression of an average observable

given in Eq. (47), we split the semi-axis H ≥ 0 into two
regions, separated by the value H0 corresponding to the
local maximum of f(H). For small H, i.e., near the fer-
romagnetic points, f(H) is linear [see Eq. (64)]. For H
around H∗, we write f(H) = fO(H) + f(H∗) with fO
from Eq. (65) where c̃, H∗ and f(H∗) are parameters fit-
ted on the numerically evaluated f(H). We consider N
large enough so that the integration interval can be ex-
tended to the entire real axis due to the rapidly decaying
factor exp[−Nf(H)]. Then, for any quantity x(m,H),
we use the approximate expression of the average value
⟨x(m,H)⟩,

⟨x(m,H)⟩approx =
⟨x⟩F + ⟨x⟩OC1

√
Ne−Nf(H∗)

1 + C1

√
Ne−Nf(H∗)

(74)

with

C1 =
1√
N

∫ 1

−1
dm
∫∞
V (m)

dH 1√
H−V (m)

e−NfO(H)∫ 1

−1
dm
∫∞
V (m)

dH 1√
H−V (m)

e−NfF (H)
. (75)

In Eq. (74), ⟨x⟩F (resp. ⟨x⟩O) corresponds to the ‘pure-
state’ average computed in the ferromagnetic state with
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FIG. 14. Comparison with stochastic simulations of the spin
model. (a) ⟨m2⟩ and (b) ⟨ṁ2⟩ obtained from stochastic nu-
merical simulations, as a function of N , for (µc − µ)/µc ∈
[4.44, 4.04, 3.64, 3.24] × 10−3 (from darker to lighter colors).
Parameters: J1 = 0.6, J2 = 0.4, and ε = 10−1.

f(H) = fF (H) defined in Eq. (64) [resp. f(H) = fO(H)
in the oscillating state, see Eq. (65)]. We obtain

C1 = −
4g(m0, 0)m0

√
v1H

∗1/4
√
3πc̃(D22 + 2v1m2

0D11)

∫ 1

m∗

dm√
H∗ − V (m)

,

(76)
with m∗ such that V (m∗) = H∗. The oscillat-
ing phase has a contribution weighted with the factor
C1

√
Ne−Nf(H∗)/(1+C1

√
Ne−Nf(H∗)). When f(H∗) > 0

(i.e., the ferromagnetic phase is the most stable one),
the contribution of the oscillating phase disappears at
large N but is non-negligible for N ∼ f(H∗). In Fig. 13,
the ‘pure-state’ averages ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ evaluated using
either f = fH for the ferromagnetic state, or f = fO
for the oscillating state, as well as the ‘mixed-state’ ap-
proximation Eq. (74) are compared to the values of ⟨m2⟩
and ⟨ṁ2⟩ obtained from the numerically evaluated f(H)
(same data as on Figs. 11 and 12). ⟨m2⟩ increases due
to the influence of the oscillating phase as ⟨m2⟩ is higher
for f = fO than for f = fH ; then for larger N , it de-
creases to its expected value in the ferromagnetic state.
When f(H∗) < 0 (i.e., the oscillating phase is the most
stable one), we observe a monotonous increase between
the moderate-N decay the asymptotic large-N value (see
Fig. 12). The influence of the oscillating phase is even
more pronounced for ⟨ṁ2⟩, as we observe that for mod-
erate N , ⟨ṁ2⟩ is almost constant and equal to the value
expected in the oscillating state (obtained using f = fO),
before eventually steeply decreasing when Nf(H∗) ∼ 1.

3. Comparison with stochastic simulations

In Fig. 14, ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ obtained from stochastic
simulations of the spin model are plotted for different
system sizes N , for ε = (Tc − T )/Tc = 10−1. Qualita-
tively, the moderate- and large-N regimes are visible on
the data. However, the decay of ⟨m2⟩ in the moderate-N
regime is significantly slower than the theoretically pre-
dicted behavior ⟨m2⟩ ∼ N−1/3. This is most likely due
to the fact that ε is not small enough to enter the asymp-
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FIG. 15. (a) PN (m, ṁ) obtained from stochastic simula-
tions of the spin model for N = 5 × 105. (b) Trajectories
(m(t), ṁ(t)) in the phase space (m, ṁ) obtained in the de-
terministic limit. The color corresponds to v(m, ṁ)−1, where
v(m, ṁ) is the local speed along the limit cycle, and can be
interpreted as the local density p(m, ṁ) ∝ v(m, ṁ)−1. The
two black dots are added for visual purpose and correspond
to the ferromagnetic points. Parameters: J1 = 0.6, J2 = 0.4,
ε = 10−1 and (µc − µ)/µc = 3.5× 10−3. At the deterministic
limit, both the limit cycle and the ferromagnetic points are
linearly stable.

totic low-ε regime, as discussed below. The moderate-N
decay of ⟨ṁ2⟩ seems better described by the theoreti-
cal prediction ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−2/3, although significant de-
viations are also visible. In the large-N regime, ⟨ṁ2⟩
reaches a constant value ∼ ε2 in the oscillating phase
(µ > µt), or decreases as ε−1N−1 in the ferromagnetic
phase (µ < µt). The transition between the moderate-
and large-N regimes takes place around N∗ ≈ 103 ≈ ε−3,
as expected.

To understand the discrepancies found between
stochastic simulations data and theoretical predictions,
we note that the main approximation made to obtain
the power laws ⟨m2⟩ ∼ N−1/3 and ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−2/3 is the

assumption
√
H∗N1/3 ≪ 1 (see Sec. VB2), which is not

valid here for moderate N values. Moreover, we showed
in Sec. IVC that there are discrepancies between the the-
ory and the simulations for low values of ε when N is not
large enough. We discuss this issue in more details in the
next subsection.

4. Discussion on the low-ε and large-N approximations

In Fig. 14, we compared ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ obtained from
the theoretical results of Sec. III with stochastic simula-
tions of the spin model. We observed that the behavior
is qualitatively the same, but we did not obtain quanti-
tative results. We now discuss the low-ε approximation
and its consequences. We plot in Fig. 15(a) an exam-
ple of PN (m, ṁ) obtained from numerical simulations for
N = 5 × 105, ε = 10−1 and (µc − µ)/µc = 3.5 × 10−3.
In the deterministic limit, both the limit cycle and the
ferromagnetic points are linearly stable for these param-
eter values. We observe a significant difference with the
results obtained in this section, similar to what was ob-
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served in Sec. IVC: there is no individual symmetry
m 7→ −m or ṁ 7→ −ṁ, and the probability density
is not constant along the limit cycle. In Sec. IV, we
showed that higher order corrections [both in ϕ(m, ṁ)
and C(m, ṁ)] to the large deviation form of PN (m, ṁ)
may account for discrepancies between analytical predic-
tions and numerical results of stochastic simulations. We
recall that corrections in ε to the large deviation function
ϕ lead to changes in the shape of the limit cycle, and
are responsible for the breaking of the individual rever-
sal symmetry in m and ṁ. In contrast, corrections in
N−1 and ε to the large deviation function, given by the
function C(m, ṁ) [Eq. (56)], break the uniformity of the
probability density along the limit cycle. In Sec. IV, we
computed the first corrections analytically for µ = µl(T ).
However, these corrections are more complicated to com-
pute for any µ, and we thus propose here a different way
to determine corrections to the large deviation function.
In the deterministic limitN → ∞, Eq. (56) can be rewrit-
ten in the form

PN (m, ṁ) →
N→∞

exp[C(m, ṁ)] δ(ϕ(m, ṁ)), (77)

and the probability density on the limit cycle can be ob-
tained from the local speed

v(m, ṁ) = [(dm/dt)
2
+ (dṁ/dt)

2
]1/2, (78)

since P (m, ṁ) ∝ v(m, ṁ)−1. The deterministic limit
provides information on the location of the minima of
the function ϕ(m, ṁ), which corresponds to the limit cy-
cle, as well as the value of C(m, ṁ) on the limit cycle.
To obtain these corrections, we compute the trajectory
(m(t), ṁ(t)) in the deterministic limit [using Eq. (8)] and
we plot, in Fig. 15(b) the trajectories in the phase space
(m, ṁ) where the color can be interpreted as the local
density P (m, ṁ) ∝ v(m, ṁ)−1 along the limit cycle. We
observe the same shape of limit cycle as in the stochastic
simulations, and we recover a higher probability density
near the axis ṁ = 0 (close to the ferromagnetic points),
in qualitative agreement with numerical results.

D. Entropy production

Beyond the order parameter ⟨ṁ2⟩, the transition to
an oscillating phase may also be characterized thermo-
dynamically as a transition from microscopic to macro-
scopic irreversibility [31, 37], by introducing the entropy
production density σ = Σ/N in the limit N → ∞, where
the steady-state entropy production Σ identifies with the
entropy flux [54, 55],

Σ =
1

2

∑
C,C′

[
W (C′|C)P (C)−W (C|C′)P (C′)

]
ln

W (C′|C)
W (C|C′)

.

(79)
We briefly investigate the influence of the bistability of
the system on the entropy production. In the large-N
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FIG. 16. Entropy production Σ vs. N , for dif-
ferent values of µ such that (µc − µ)/µc ∈
[4.0, 3.6, 3.4, 3.33, 3.29, 3.28, 3.275, 3.272, 3.271] × 10−5 from
darker to lighter colors. The inset represents NΣ, the value
of N for which Σ is maximal, as a function of µ − µt.
The dashed line indicates an exponent −1. The entropy
production is evaluated numerically from Eq. (80) where the
averages are computed as in Fig. 11. Parameters: J1 = 0.6,
J2 = 0.4, and ε = 10−3; (µc − µt)/µc = 3.271× 10−5.

and small-ε limits, one has (see Appendix C and [42])

Σ

N
=
[
1 + (T − J1)

2
] 〈

ṁ2
〉
+ T 2

〈
V ′(m)2

〉
. (80)

In the paramagnetic phase or ferromagnetic phase, one
finds Σ = O(N0), and in an oscillating phase Σ = O(N).
Using Eq. (80), we compute the entropy production nu-
merically for different system sizes; the results are plotted
in Fig. 16. For large N , we recover that Σ is indepen-
dent of N in the ferromagnetic phase, whereas Σ ∼ N
in the oscillating phase. However, for moderate values of
N , one has Σ ∼ N1/3, due to the scaling ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−2/3

obtained in Sec. VC. Note that this scaling is different
from the scaling of the usual transition to an oscillat-
ing phase with an elliptic limit cycle, where one finds for
moderate N , Σ ∼ N1/2, as a consequence of the scaling
⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−1/2 [see Eq. (48)]. In the ferromagnetic phase,
due to the influence of the oscillating phase, the entropy
production increases before having a steep decrease to
its constant value. Interestingly, this ‘overshoot’ effect is
still present for µ slightly below µO (see Fig. 10), that is
when the limit cycle no longer exists at the deterministic
level. In this situation, the fluctuations described by the
large deviation function keep track of the nearby exis-
tence of the limit cycle in parameter space, and are still
able to generate a non-monotonous behavior. We intro-
duce NΣ the value of N where the entropy production is
maximal. The evolution of NΣ with µ − µt, where µt is
the value of µ at the transition between the oscillating
and the ferromagnetic phases, is plotted in the inset of
Fig. 16 over a range of small values of µ−µt. Numerical
data can be approximately described by a power-law de-
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cay NΣ ∼ (µ− µt)
−1, although no theoretical prediction

is available to support this scaling relation. Accordingly,
for N larger than NΣ, the entropy production drops by
an amount ∆Σ ∼ NΣ ∼ (µ − µt)

−1, before reaching its
asymptotic constant value.

VI. TYPE-II DISCONTINUOUS TRANSITION
BETWEEN FERROMAGNETIC AND

OSCILLATING PHASES

In this section, we investigate the properties of the
transition of Type II between the ferromagnetic and os-
cillating phases, near the tricritical point (Tc, µc). In this
case, obtained for J1 = J2, a small, almost elliptic limit
cycle around the center is observed. The Type II sce-
nario is illustrated in the phase diagram of Fig. 1(b) and
on the trajectories of Figs. 1(d) and 1(f). All figures in
this section are obtained with J1 = J2 = 0.5.

A. Large deviation function and phase diagram

1. Validity of the perturbative approach

For J1 = J2, one has µc = 1 and Tc = J1. The main
difference with the previous case is that v1(T, µ), the fac-
tor in front of m4 in V (m) [Eq. (61)] vanishes at (Tc, µc).
We have to leading order in an expansion in ε and µ−µc,

v1(T, µ) = −J2

12
ε− 1

4J2
(µ− µc) (81)

with ε = (Tc − T )/Tc. Corrections to Eq. (81) include
terms proportional to (µ−µc)

2, ε(µ−µc) and ε2. Numer-
ically, we observe that the transition between the oscillat-
ing and ferromagnetic phases takes place for (µ−µc) ≪ ε
so that the term in µ−µc can be neglected and we write
v1 = −αε with α = J2/12. As v1 < 0, higher order terms
in the expansion of V (m) are necessary to compensate for
the term −εm4 and thus to describe the ferromagnetic
points. Numerically, we observe ferromagnetic points
whose amplitude goes to zero with ε. The coefficients
of the terms proportional to m6 and m8 in the expan-
sion of V (m) obtained from Eq. (B2) scale as ε for small
ε, which would give ferromagnetic points independent of
ε in this limit, if only these terms were retained. Ex-
panding V (m) further, we find that the coefficient of the
term proportional to m10 is independent of ε. Assuming
that the ferromagnetic point m0 results from the balance
of the terms in m4 and in m10, i.e., εm4

0 ∼ m10
0 , yields

m0 ∼ ε1/6. We now check a posteriori that the assump-
tion to neglect the terms in m6 and m8 was valid. For
m ∼ ε1/6, one has εm6 ∼ ε2 and εm8 ∼ ε7/3 which are
both much smaller than the term m10 ∼ ε5/3 for ε → 0,
so that neglecting the terms in m6 and m8 was justified
for m ∼ m0. We thus write the following minimal form
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FIG. 17. Type-II transition between ferromagnetic and os-
cillating states. (a) Potential V (m); the dashed lines corre-
spond to m = ±ml. (b) Representation of the different areas
in the plane (m, ṁ). (c) f(H) in the different areas defined
in Eq. (83). (d) Colormap of ϕ(m, ṁ) in the plane (m, ṁ).

Note the different scalings m ∼ ε1/2 and ṁ ∼ ε. Parameters:
J1 = J2 = 0.5, (µ− µl)/µl = 4.55× 10−4 and ε = 10−2.

for V (m),

V (m) =
µ− µl(T )

2T 2
m2 − αε

4
m4 +

v4
10

m10 + V0 (82)

where v4 = J2/81. V0 is such that V (m) ≥ 0 and the
minimal value of V (m) is zero. An example of the shape
of V (m) is given in Fig. 17(a). Until now, we have consid-
ered only V (m) with one or two minima, whereas now it
can have three of them. As we now show, this has impor-
tant consequences which makes this case of interest, and
quite different from the previous ones. We found that the
ferromagnetic points are m0 ∼ ε1/6 when µ− µc ≪ ε, so
that u0 = g(m0, 0) ∼ ε1/3 is small. Thus, for small ε
and close to µc, one can use the perturbative method de-
scribed in Sec. III to obtain the large deviation function.

2. Typical f(H) and phase diagram

The main difference with the previous case is as follows.
As illustrated in Fig. 17(a), the condition V (m) = H may
correspond to six values of m instead of only two or four
previously, when considering values of H close to the lo-
cal minima of V (m) with m ̸= 0 (ferromagnetic points).
In the definition of f ′(H) given in Eq. (37), we integrate
over m1(H) and m2(H) such that V (m1) = V (m2) = H
and V (m) ≤ H for m ∈ [m1,m2]. Thus, for a given value
of H, f can have different values depending on the range
of values of m over which the integral is computed. We
note ml the positive value of m where V (m) has a local
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maximum. In the phase space (m, ṁ) there are four dif-
ferent areas, which are represented in Fig. 17(b). A first
area around the center corresponds to small m and ṁ,
where |m| < |ml| and V (m) < V (ml), which is denoted
area 1 and is represented in green. Two symmetric do-
mains situated around the ferromagnetic points, where
|m| > ml and V (m) < V (ml), correspond to area 2 and
are represented in red. A last area for higher values of H,
is denoted area 3 and is represented in blue. We define
three different functions f , one for each area:

ϕ(m, ṁ)=

f1(H(m, ṁ)) if |m|<ml and V (m)<V (ml)
f2(H(m, ṁ)) if |m|>ml and V (m)<V (ml)
f3(H(m, ṁ)) otherwise.

(83)
As f is defined up to a constant in every area, we impose
that f1(0) = 0 and we assume f(H) to be continuous
at the border between two different areas. In Fig. 17(c),
(d), examples of f(H) and ϕ(m, ṁ) are plotted. A limit
cycle around the center, and two ferromagnetic points are
locally stable. Once again, the most stable phase is given
by the global minima of f , here the oscillating phase.

From the numerical determination of f(H) and its min-
ima, one obtains the phase diagram in the parameter
space (T, µ). We plot in Fig. 18 the phase diagram for
J1 = J2 close to the tricritical point (Tc, µc). We intro-
duce the line µF indicating the existence of the ferromag-
netic points and the line µO indicating the existence of
the oscillating state. We also introduce µt(T ) the value
of µ at the transition, such that f2(H(m0, 0)) = f1(H

∗)
(where m0 corresponds to the ferromagnetic point and
H∗ is where f1(H) is minimal). Numerically, we obtain
(see Fig. 18) that

(µt − µc)/µc ∼ ε4/3. (84)

Indeed, the transition almost takes place when the fer-
romagnetic points disappear, meaning that µt ≈ µF .
The ferromagnetic points disappear when the term in
m2 balances the m4 term in V (m) at m0 ∼ ε1/6, so that
(µF − µl)m

2
0 ∼ εm4

0. As µl ∼ µc [Eq. (49)], this gives
(µF − µc)/µc ∼ ε4/3. We observe that when the fer-
romagnetic phase and the oscillating phase coexist, the
ferromagnetic phase is almost always the most stable one.

3. Approximate local analytical expressions of f(H)

To go beyond the numerical evaluation of f(H), we
now try to obtain an approximate analytical expression of
f(H), which will be helpful in particular to determine the
scaling regimes of the order parameters ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩.
As in Sec. V, one cannot obtain a full analytic expression
of f(H), and we thus focus on local approximations. For
an expression of f(H) around the ferromagnetic points, a
quadratic expansion of V around one of its local minima
m0 gives f2(H) = fF (H) + f̄2 where

fF (H) = − g(m0, 0)

D22 + 6v4m8
0D11

[H − V (m0)] , (85)
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FIG. 18. Close up of the phase diagram of Fig. 1(b) for J1 =
J2 = 0.5 for T < Tc. µF corresponds to the limit of existence
of the ferromagnetic points (obtained from V (m)), and µO

of the limit cycle (obtained in the deterministic limit). The
transition between the F and O phases takes place for µ =
µt. In the hatched area both the ferromagnetic points and
the limit cycle are local minima of f(H). As µF and µt are
very close to each other, in most of the coexistence region,
the ferromagnetic phase is the most stable one. Scalings of
transition lines: (µt−µc)/µc ∼ ε4/3, (µF −µc)/µc ∼ ε4/3 and
(µO − µc)/µc ∼ ε2, with ε = (Tc − T )/Tc.

and f̄2 is a constant such that f is continuous in H =
V (ml). We note here that H(m0, 0) ̸= 0 for the fer-
romagnetic points unlike in the previous section as now
V (m0) can be nonzero if the global minimum of V is for
m = 0.
For the area around the center, the leading term of

V (m) is the m2 term, leading to the same f(H) as for
the Hopf bifurcation [see Eq. (41)], f1(H) = fO(H) + f̄1
where

fO(H) = −εaH + bH2 +
(εa)2

b
(86)

with a and b given in Eqs. (42) and (43), and f̄1 a con-
stant chosen such that f(H) is continuous in H = V (ml).
The minimum of fO(H) corresponds to an elliptic limit
cycle around the center, as depicted in Fig. 17(d), with

H∗ =
aε

2b
∼ ε[µ− µl(T )] , (87)

as b ∼ [µ − µl(T )]
−1 from Eq. (43). At the transition

(µ = µt), we find [Eqs. (49) and (84)],

µt − µl(T ) ∼ ε4/3 (88)

and thus H∗ ∼ ε7/3.
In the phase diagram of Fig. 18, we observe that the

transition line µt is very close to the line µF indicat-
ing the limit of existence of the ferromagnetic points.
Hence in most of the coexistence region, the ferromag-
netic phase is the most stable phase. This can be ex-
plained with the following argument. Around the fer-
romagnetic points, f ′(H) ∼ ε1/3 whereas near the limit
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cycle, f ′(H) ∼ ε. The slope of f near the ferromagnetic
points is much steeper that around the limit cycle (see
Fig. 17 for an example of f). When the area around the
ferromagnetic points exists, it rapidly becomes the global
minimum of f when varying µ at fixed ε.

B. Multiple scalings of order parameters with N at
the transition

In Figs. 19(a) and 19(b) we plot ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ as a
function ofN at the transition, for µ = µt(ε). We observe
three different regimes depending on the value of N and
ε, that are described below.

1. Large-N scaling at µ = µt

Using the local approximations, we obtain the behav-
iors of ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ in the large-N limit when ap-
proaching the critical point ε = 0 where the three phases
meet. In the ferromagnetic phase, using Eq. (64), we find
that ⟨m2⟩ = m2

0 ∼ ε1/3 and

⟨ṁ2⟩ = D22 + 6v4m
8
0D11

−g(m0, 0)N
, (89)

so that ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε−1/3N−1 as |g(m0, 0)| ∼ m2
0 ∼ ε−1/3.

Due to the m10 term in V (m), we obtain power laws
in ε with critical exponents quite different from the cor-
responding values previously obtained. In the oscillat-
ing phase, one finds ⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε similarly to the elliptic
limit cycle obtained in Sec. IV, and ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε[µt−µl(T )].
One has µt − µl ∼ ε4/3 [Eq. (88)] such that one finds
⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε7/3 in the oscillating phase.

2. Moderate-N scaling at µ = µt

For moderate values of N , we observe that ⟨m2⟩ and
⟨ṁ2⟩ decrease with N and are independent of ε. Sim-
ilarly to Sec. VB2, for low values of N we can keep
only the first ε-independent term in V (m), namely here
V (m) = v4m

10/10. Using Eq. (37), this approximation
gives f(H) = AH5/6, leading to

⟨m2⟩ ∼ N−1/6, (90)

⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−5/6, (91)

where the exact asymptotic relations including prefactors
are given in Appendix D, and are plotted in dashed red
lines in Fig. 19(a,b).

3. Intermediate-N scaling at µ = µt

For intermediate values of N , we observe that for all ε,
⟨m2⟩ ∼ N−1/2 and ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−1/2. Indeed, for values of
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FIG. 19. Order parameters ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ as a function of the
system size N , for ε ∈ [10−4, 10−6, 10−8, 10−10] from lighter
to darker colors at µ = µt(ε). Order parameters are evaluated
numerically from Eqs. (37) and (47). (a) ⟨m2⟩ vs N . (b) ⟨ṁ2⟩
vs N . The red dashed line corresponds to the theoretical
prediction for low N [Eqs. (90) and (91)], with a scaling of

N−1/6 for ⟨m2⟩ and N−5/6 for ⟨ṁ2⟩. (c) ⟨m2⟩ rescaled by

ε1/3 and (d) ⟨ṁ2⟩ rescaled by ε5/3 versus rescaled system
size N/ε−2, highlighting the crossover between the moderate
and intermediate-N regimes. (e) ⟨m2⟩ rescaled by ε and (f)

⟨ṁ⟩ rescaled by ε7/3 versus rescaled system size N/ε−10/3,
highlighting the crossover to the large-N regime. Parameters:
J1 = J2 = 0.5.

N such that f(H(ml)) ∼ N−1 where ml is the positive
junction point between the different areas (see Fig. 17),
because the ferromagnetic areas are small, the main con-
tribution to the integrals corresponds to m in area 1 (in
the center). In this area, one has f(H) ∼ fO(H) where
fO(H) is given in Eq. (86). The leading correction in N
of ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ is given by

⟨ṁ2⟩ = µ− µl(T )

T 2
⟨m2⟩ = H∗ +

e−NbH∗2

2
√
πbN

, (92)

with H∗ = aε/b. We recall that b ∼ (µ − µl)
−1 ∼

ε−4/3 [Eq. (88)] at the transition, thus we find ⟨m2⟩ ∼
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ε−2/3N−1/2 and ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε2/3N−1/2 for Nε2 ≪ 1.
We note N1 the crossover value of N between those
the moderate- and intermediate-N regimes, and N2 the
crossover value between the intermediate- and large-N
regimes.

For N ≪ N1, ⟨m2⟩ ∼ N−1/6 while for N1 ≪ N ≪ N2,
⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε−2/3N−1/2, so that N1 ∼ ε−2. The same ar-
gument holds for ⟨ṁ2⟩: for N ≪ N1, ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−5/6

and for N1 ≪ N ≪ N2, ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε2/3N−1/2, also im-
plying N1 ∼ ε−2. These different scaling behaviors for
⟨m2⟩ around the first crossover regime N ∼ N1 can be
encompassed into a single scaling function

⟨m2⟩ = ε1/3 Fm,1(ε
2N), (93)

where Fm,1(x) asymptotically behaves as Fm,1(x) ∼
x−1/6 for x → 0 and Fm,1(x) ∼ x−1/2 for x → ∞. In a
similar way, ⟨ṁ2⟩ can be expressed in terms of a scaling
function,

⟨ṁ2⟩ = ε5/3 Fṁ,1(ε
2N), (94)

with asymptotic behaviors Fṁ,1(x) ∼ x−5/6 for x → 0

and Fṁ,1(x) ∼ x−1/2 for x → ∞. We plot in Fig. 19(c,d)

⟨m2⟩/ε1/3 and ⟨ṁ2⟩/ε5/3 as a function of N/ε−2, which
is proportional to the rescaled system size N/N1. As
expected, the different curves corresponding to different
values of ε collapse for moderate up to intermediate val-
ues of N .
We now turn to the second crossover N ∼ N2 between

the intermediate- and large-N regimes. For N1 ≪ N ≪
N2, one has ⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε−2/3N−1/2 while for N ≫ N2,
⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε. Balancing the two contributions thus gives
N2 ∼ ε−10/3 (note that N2 ≫ N1). The same argument
holds for ⟨ṁ2⟩: for N1 ≪ N ≪ N2, one finds ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼
ε2/3N−1/2 and for N ≫ N2, ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ ε7/3, which also
gives N2 ∼ ε−10/3. These scaling behaviors of ⟨m2⟩ and
⟨ṁ2⟩ can be encompassed into two scaling functions

⟨m2⟩ = εFm,2(ε
10/3N), ⟨ṁ2⟩ = ε7/3 Fṁ,2(ε

10/3N),
(95)

with asymptotic behaviors Fm,2(x) ∼ Fṁ,2(x) ∼ x−1/2

for x → 0, while both functions go to constant values for
x → ∞. In Fig. 19(e,f), we plot ⟨m2⟩/ε and ⟨ṁ2⟩/ε7/3 as
a function of the rescaled system size N/ε−10/3 ∼ N/N2.
As expected, for different values of ε, the different curves
collapse for intermediate up to large values of N .

C. Crossover between intermediate and large N
regimes

We reported above three distinct scaling regimes, sep-
arated by N1 and N2, for the observables ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩
as a function of the system size N for µ = µt(ε), and
we identified the scalings with ε of the crossover sizes
N1 and N2. We now investigate in more details the be-
havior of the observables in the crossover regimes, focus-
ing on the effect of the variable µ close to the transition
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FIG. 20. (a) ⟨m2⟩ and (b) ⟨ṁ2⟩ as a function of the system
size N , for (µ − µc)/µc ∈ [8.310, 8.340, 8.348, 8.350] × 10−7

from darker to lighter colors. Parameters: J1 = J2 = 0.5
and ε = 10−4. The transition takes place at (µt − µc)/µc ≈
8.349× 10−7. Order parameters are evaluated numerically in
the same way as in Fig. 19. The black dashed line correspond
to ⟨x(m,H)⟩approx defined in Eq. (96).

value µt for a fixed ε. We numerically find that in the
moderate- and intermediate-N regimes, the two observ-
ables only weakly depend on µ, unlike for large-N values.
Thus, we now focus on the dependence of the observables
⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ on µ for a fixed ε, in the crossover regime
between intermediate- and large-N values (N ∼ N2).

1. Influence of µ on the second crossover regime

In the large-N limit, the observables ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩
are discontinuous at the transition, whereas for moder-
ate and intermediate-N values, they do not depend much
on the value of µ. In Fig. 20, ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ are plot-
ted as a function of system size N for different values
of µ along the transition, at fixed ε. Like in Sec. V, we
observe jumps in ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ in the ferromagnetic
phase (µ < µt) at a finite system size, which takes place
for higher values of N when approaching the transition.
The two values of ⟨m2⟩ in the different phases are nonzero
whereas ⟨ṁ2⟩ goes from a nonzero value (in the oscillat-
ing phase) to a value decreasing as N−1. The main dif-
ference with Sec. V is that the jump in ⟨m2⟩ is now much
more pronounced because of its different dependence on
ε. Indeed, we had in Sec. V that ⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε in both
phases, whereas now ⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε in the oscillating phase
and ⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε1/3 in the ferromagnetic phase, leading for
small ε to a strong mismatch of ⟨m2⟩ between the two
phases.

2. Approximation in terms of phase coexistence

Here again, the observed behaviors can be given a sim-
ple interpretation in terms of finite-size phase coexistence
and metastability. Hence, as in Sec. V, we introduce a
simple decomposition of average values into contributions
of each phases. For any quantity x(m,H), we introduce
the approximate average value obtained by taking into
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FIG. 21. Comparison with stochastic simulations of the spin
model. (a) ⟨m2⟩ and (b) ⟨ṁ2⟩ obtained from numerical sim-
ulations as a function of the system size N , for (µ−µc)/µc ∈
[2, 3, 4] × 10−3 (from darker to lighter colors). Parameters:
J1 = J2 = 0.5 and ε = 5× 10−2.

account the statistical weight of each phase,

⟨x(m,H)⟩approx =
⟨x⟩F + ⟨x⟩OC2

√
Ne−N(f̄2−f̄1)

1 + C2

√
Ne−N(f̄2−f̄1)

(96)

where the ‘pure-state’ averages ⟨x⟩F and ⟨x⟩O are respec-
tively obtained from the ferromagnetic state large devi-
ation function fF (H) given in Eq. (85), and from the
oscillating state large deviation function fO(H) given in
Eq. (86); f̄i is the minimum of fi(H) (i = 1, 2). The
constant C2, whose expression is similar to that of the
constant C1 given in Eq. (75), but with different expres-
sions for fF and fO from the ones found in Sec. V, now
becomes

C2 =
−g(m0, 0)

(D22 + 6v4m8
0D11)

√
6πv4
bv0

m4
0 . (97)

In Sec. V, we could not have a local expression of
fO(H) in the oscillating phase, so we used fitting param-
eters for the coefficients c̃ and H∗. Here, both fF and fO
are known analytically. The only quantity which is not
known analytically and is a fitted parameter, obtained
from the numerical evaluation of f(H), is f̄2 − f̄1.

This decomposition is plotted for different values of
µ in Fig. 20 in black dashed lines. The jump in ⟨m2⟩
and ⟨ṁ2⟩ is well described by this simple decomposition.
When increasing N , the influence of the oscillating phase
dominates until f(H∗) ∼ N−1.

3. Comparison with stochastic simulations

We plot in Fig. 21 ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ computed from
stochastic simulations for different system sizes and dif-
ferent µ, with ε = (Tc − T )/Tc = 5 × 10−2. We ob-
serve the different expected behaviors described above.
At large N , a jump of ⟨m2⟩ is observed between the fer-
romagnetic phase (high values of ⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε1/3 for low
values of µ− µc) and the oscillating phase (low values of
⟨m2⟩ ∼ ε for higher values of µ− µc). A jump of ⟨ṁ2⟩ is
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FIG. 22. (a) PN (m, ṁ) obtained from stochastic simulations
for N = 2 × 104. (b) Trajectories (m(t), ṁ(t)) in the phase
space (m, ṁ) obtained in the deterministic limit. The color
corresponds to v(m, ṁ)−1 where v(m, ṁ) is the local velocity,
as the local density p(m, ṁ) ∼ v(m, ṁ)−1. The black red dots
are added for visual purpose and correspond to the ferromag-
netic points. Parameters: J1 = J2 = 0.5, ε = 5 × 10−2 and
(µ− µc)/µc = 3.981× 10−3.

also observed: ⟨ṁ2⟩ is constant and of order ε7/3 ∼ 10−3

for sufficiently high values of µ−µc, while it decreases as
N−1 for lower values of µ− µc.

Similarly to Sec. V, we are able to describe the qualita-
tive behavior of the observables ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩. However,
for the restricted range of values of ε and N accessible in
stochastic simulations, we are not able to reach a quan-
titative agreement with analytical predictions obtained
in the small-ε, large-N limit. We now briefly discuss the
effect of considering finite values of ε and N .

In Fig. 22(a), we plot an example of PN (m, ṁ) ob-
tained from stochastic simulations for ε = 10−1 and
N = 5 × 105, for a value of µ where both the limit
cycle and the ferromagnetic points are linearly stable
in the deterministic limit. We observe important dis-
crepancies with the theory described in Sec. VIA, which
assumed a small elliptic limit cycle in the center with
uniform probability along the cycle, and ferromagnetic
points outside the cycle. From a dynamical viewpoint, a
non-uniform probability along the cycle in an ensemble
approach means that an individual system goes along
the cycle at a non-uniform speed. Here, as shown in
Fig. 22(a), the limit cycle is hardly visible, meaning the
probability is strongly non-uniform along the cycle. To
understand this result, we plot in Fig. 22(b) trajecto-
ries, obtained in the deterministic limit, in the phase
space (m, ṁ) where the color codes for v(m, ṁ)−1, with

v(m, ṁ) = [(dm/dt)
2
+ (dṁ/dt)

2
]1/2 the local speed on

the cycle. The quantity v(m, ṁ)−1 is proportional the
local probability density p(m, ṁ) along the limit cycle.
We observe that the limit cycle is not elliptic, and that
the speed v(m, ṁ) is far from uniform along the cycle.
The probability density p(m, ṁ) is much higher close to
the ferromagnetic points, in qualitative agreement with
stochastic simulations. This discrepancy with theoret-
ical predictions derived in Sec. VIA comes from both
the small-ε and large-N approximations made to obtain
analytical results. The small-ε approximation gives an
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FIG. 23. Entropy production Σ vs. N , for (µ −
µc)/µc ∈ [6, 7.2, 8.0, 8.2, 8.3, 8.330, 8.343, 8.348, 8.352] × 10−7

from darker to lighter colors. The entropy production is
evaluated numerically from Eq. (80). Inset: NΣ, the value
of N where Σ is maximal, as a function of µ − µt, with
(µt − µc)/µc = 8.352× 10−7. A slope −1.3 is indicated by a
dashed line, as a guide to the eye. Parameters: J1 = J2 = 0.5
and ε = 10−4.

elliptic limit cycle, and the large-N one gives a constant
speed along the limit cycle [see Sec. IVC and Sec. V].

D. Entropy production

Similarly to Sec. V, we discuss the behavior of the en-
tropy production Eq. (80) with system size at the transi-
tion, which is plotted in Fig. 23 for different values of µ
across the transition (µ ≈ µt). For low values of N , the
entropy production increases as N1/6 as ⟨ṁ2⟩ ∼ N−5/6.
For larger values of N and for µ > µt, Σ ∼ N as ex-
pected in an oscillating phase. For µ < µt, as in Sec. V,
we observe that Σ increases like in the oscillating phase
before steeply decreasing to a constant value. This be-
havior is similar to the one observed in Sec. V and is a
consequence of the proximity of the oscillating phase. We
again denote as NΣ the value of N when Σ is maximal.
In the inset of Fig. 23, we plot NΣ as a function of the
distance to the transition µ − µt, showing an approxi-
mate power-law divergence of NΣ when µ − µt → 0. As
a result, getting closer to the transition, the drop of Σ
takes place for larger N and thus becomes bigger, since it
eventually decays to approximately the same asymptotic
large-N value for all µ− µt.

E. Comment on the continuous transition for
J2 = ±2 + J1

In this section, we investigated the properties of the
discontinuous transition of Type II between the ferro-
magnetic phase and the oscillating phase taking place

for J1 = J2 where v1(Tc, µc) = 0. As seen in Fig. 2, the
condition v1(Tc, µc) = 0 is also satisfied for J2 = ±2+J1,
and it would thus be natural to also study the transition
in this case. However, in the deterministic limit we find
for J2 = ±2 + J1 that the transition between the ferro-
magnetic phase and the oscillating phase is of a different
type: the transition is continuous, and the ferromagnetic
points turn into a limit cycle with a infinite period at the
transition. We now comment further on the difference
between the two cases J1 = J2 and J2 = ±2 + J1 and
why the method presented in this paper does not allow
for a characterization of continuous transitions between
ferromagnetic points and a limit cycle with infinite pe-
riod.

In Sec. VIA, we computed the large deviation locally
using Eq. (37) and assumed that the large deviation func-
tion is continuous in m = ml in order to obtain the
large deviation function in all three areas, and thus in the
whole plane (m, ṁ). However, an important issue is that
at the point where the different areas meet, m = ml, we
have V ′(ml) = 0 and g(ml, 0) ̸= 0. Thus, the assumption
V ′(m) ≫ ṁg(m, ṁ) made to split the different orders of
Eq. (29) is not valid close to m = ml. Therefore, we
expect to get corrections close to ml which are not taken
into account here. When the ferromagnetic points and
the limit cycle are well separated and far from ml, which
is true for J1 = J2 as we have m ∼ ε1/6 for the ferromag-
netic phase and m ∼ ε1/2 for the oscillating phase, the
corrections close to ml do not affect the qualitative be-
havior at the transition, and thus the method presented
in this section describes well the phase transition. How-
ever, if one or both of them are close to ml, corrections,
that are not taken into account in this paper and which
would require a different approach, are necessary.

For J2 = ±2 + J1, we find that the m6-term in V (m)
is independent of ε (whereas for J1 = J2 it scales as ε)
and thus is enough to describe the ferromagnetic points,
which turn out to scale as m ∼ ε1/2 (as seen by bal-
ancing the terms in εm4 and m6). If we blindly apply
the method described in this section, we find a limit cy-
cle with m ∼ ε1/2 in between the ferromagnetic points,
which have the same scaling. The limit cycle is very close
to the point m = ml where V ′(ml) = 0 and where the
theory breaks downs. Furthermore, from the definition
of the period of the limit cycle Eq. (44), we find that
when H∗ ≈ V (ml), the period is very large, and diverges
when H∗ = V (ml). Thus, by applying the method with-
out enough care, we would still recover some qualitative
properties of the transition: the ferromagnetic points and
the limit cycle are very close to each other and the period
of the limit cycle is very large. Yet, this would not be
a correct description of the transition as we would find
a discontinuous transition instead of a continuous one as
observed numerically.
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VII. CONCLUSION

We have considered a mean-field spin model with a
dynamics breaking detailed balance due to the non-
reciprocal couplings between spins and auxiliary dynamic
fields. The presence of ferromagnetic interactions be-
tween spins on one side, and between dynamic fields
on the other side, allows for the presence of both ferro-
magnetic and spontaneously oscillating phases. We have
characterized in details the transition between these two
phases, showing that it is discontinuous with the coex-
istence of both ferromagnetic and oscillating states, one
state being stable and the other one metastable. The
relative stability of both states is determined by a large
deviation function, generalizing the Landau free energy,
that we evaluated explicitly in different cases thanks to
a perturbative framework. Two main scenarios are dis-
cussed, whether the ferromagnetic points turn out to be
inside or outside the limit cycle. In addition, we found
that the entropy production is peaked as a function of
system size, leading to a maximally dissipative system
for an optimal finite system size.

A natural generalization of this work may be to try to
extend these results beyond mean-field, by considering
finite-dimensional systems, with the goal to formulate a
Ginzburg-Landau theory extending the present Landau
framework based on a large deviation principle. Such
a theory might then be amenable to a renormalization
group treatment, extending the results of [3, 4] which con-
sidered the synchronization of coupled oscillators. Here,
we have started from more basic ingredients, in the sense
that the microscopic degrees of freedom of the model (i.e.,
the spins and dynamic fields) do not oscillate in the ab-
sence of interaction. Connecting these types of models to
previous results obtained on the synchronization transi-
tion is thus an interesting challenge for future work.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

L. G. acknowledges funding from the French Ministry
of Higher Education and Research.

Appendix A: Derivation of the deterministic
evolution equations

In this appendix, we derive the deterministic evolution
equations Eqs. (6) and (7) from the microscopic spin and

field dynamics. The dynamics of the system is deter-
mined from the master equation [see Eq. (5)]. As the
average is defined as ⟨x⟩ =

∑
C x(C)P (C), we find after

rearranging terms,

dt⟨m⟩ =
∑
C

P (C)
∑
C′ ̸=C

[m(C′)−m(C)]W (C′|C), (A1)

dt⟨h⟩ =
∑
C

P (C)
∑
C′ ̸=C

[h(C′)− h(C)]W (C′|C), (A2)

with the shorthand notation dt ≡ d/dt. From a con-
figuration C = {s1, ..., sN , h1, ..., hN} with magnetization

m = N−1
∑N

i=1 si and average field h = N−1
∑N

i=1 hi,
there are (1±m)N/2 possibilities to flip a spin si = ±1
and (1 ± h)N/2 possibilities to flip a field hi = ±1. For
a flip of a spin si = ±1, m(C′) −m(C) = ∓2/N and for
a flip of a field hi = ±1, h(C′) − h(C) = ∓2/N . Thus,
using the definition of the transition rates given in the
main text [Eq. (2)], we find:

dt⟨m⟩ =
〈
−m+ tanh[β(J1m+ h)]

〉
, (A3)

dt⟨h⟩ =
〈
− h+ tanh[β(J2h+ (1− µ)m)]

〉
. (A4)

Assuming that the law of large numbers applies in the
limit N → ∞, m and h obey the following deterministic
equations:

dtm = −m+ tanh[β(J1m+ h)], (A5)

dth = −h+ tanh[β(J2h+ (1− µ)m)]. (A6)

These deterministic equations can be used to determine
the macroscopic phase when a single solution exists for
given values of the control parameters β = T−1 and µ.
When two solutions exist, the most stable one has to be
determined from the large deviation function approach,
as explained in the main text.

Appendix B: Values of the different functions and
coefficients of the model

In this appendix, we give the values of the different
functions and coefficients introduced in the main text.
The function Y (m, ṁ) introduced in Eq. (8) as dtṁ =
Y (m, ṁ) has been split into a ṁ-independent part,
V ′(m) = Y (m, 0) and a ṁ-dependent part ṁg(m, ṁ) =
Y (m, ṁ)− Y (m, 0). From Eqs. (6) and (7), we have:

Y (m, ṁ) =βJ1m+ (−1 + βJ1)ṁ− tanh−1(m+ ṁ) + β tanh[J2 tanh
−1(m+ ṁ) + β(1− µ− J1J2)m]

+ (m+ ṁ)2
[
tanh−1(m+ ṁ)− β tanh[J2 tanh

−1(m+ ṁ) + β(1− µ− J1J2)m]− βJ1(m+ ṁ)
]
,

(B1)

V ′(m) = −βJ1m+ βJ1m
3 + (1−m2) tanh−1(m)− β(1−m2) tanh[J2 tanh

−1(m) + β(1− µ− J1J2)m] . (B2)
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In the main text, we introduced the following expansions
of V (m) and g(m, ṁ) [see Eqs. (16) and (17)],

V (m) =
v0
2
m2 +

v1
4
m4, (B3)

and

g(m, ṁ) = a0ε− a1m
2 − a2mṁ− a3ṁ

2. (B4)

The coefficients appearing in these expansions are given
by

v0 = (µ− 1)/T 2 + (1− J1/T )(1− J2/T ), (B5)

v1 =− 2/3 + (2J2 + 3J1)/3T − (µ− 1 + J1J2)/T
2

− (µ− 1− J2T + J1J2)
3/3T 4,

(B6)

ε = (Tc − T )/Tc, (B7)

a0 = 2Tc/T, (B8)

a1 = −2 + (2J2 + J3
2 + 3J1)/T

+ J2(−1 + J1J2 + µ)2/T 3

− 2(1 + J2
2 )(−1 + J1J2 + µ)/T 2,

(B9)

a2 = −2 + 2βJ2 + βJ3
2 + 3βJ1

+ β2(1 + J2
2 )(−1 + J1J2 + µ),

(B10)

a3 = −2/3 + (2J2 + J3
2 + 3J1)/3T. (B11)

In addition, we introduced in Eq. (31) the coefficients
D11(m, ṁ), D12(m, ṁ) = D21(m, ṁ) and D22(m, ṁ),
which read:

D11 = 1−m(m+ ṁ), (B12)

D12 = [1−m(m+ ṁ)][−1 + βJ1(1− (m+ ṁ)2)]
(B13)

D22 = [1−m(m+ ṁ)][−1 + βJ1(1− (m+ ṁ)2)]2

+ [1− h(h+ ḣ)]β2[1− (m+ ṁ)2]2

(B14)

with

h = T tanh−1(m+ ṁ)− J1m (B15)

and

ḣ(m, ṁ) = T
Y (m, ṁ) + ṁ

1− (m+ ṁ)2
− J1ṁ. (B16)

In the main text, we use the coefficients evaluated at
m = 0 and ṁ = 0, which simplify to:

D11(0, 0) = 1, (B17)

D12(0, 0) = −1 + J1/T, (B18)

D22(0, 0) = 1/T 2 + (J1/T − 1)2. (B19)

Appendix C: Entropy production

In steady-state, the entropy production can be iden-
tified with the entropy flux, which is defined from the
microscopic configurations C = {s1, ..., sN , h1, ..., hN} as

Σ =
∑
C,C′

W (C′|C)P (C) ln
W (C′|C)
W (C|C′)

. (C1)

Note that Eq. (C1) is equivalent to the definition (80)
given in the main text, up to a symmetrization of ex-
pression (C1). To compute the entropy production,
we aim at changing the sum over the configurations
into integrals over m and ṁ. We thus replace

∑
C by∫

dmdṁ
∑

C∈S(m,ṁ), where S(m, ṁ) denotes the ensem-

ble of configurations C with m(C) = m and ṁ(C) = ṁ.
We transform the integral over C′ into a sum over all pos-
sible transitions. We recall that spin reversals are labelled
with k = 1 and field reversals with k = 2, keeping track
of the sign σ = ± of the variable prior to reversal. We
denote as Wσ

k the coarse-grained transition rates given
in Eq. (26) and nσ

k the fraction of possible transitions,

n±
1 =

1

2
(1±m), n±

2 =
1

2
(1± h). (C2)

We find

Σ = N
∑
k,σ

〈
Wσ

k (x) ln

[
Wσ

k (x)n
−σ
k (x+ σdk

N )

W−σ
k (x+ σdk

N )nσ
k(x)

]〉
(C3)

with the shorthand notation x = (m, ṁ). To further
simplify notations, we make the dependence on x implicit
in what follows. At leading order in N , we find

Σ = N
∑
k

〈(
W+

k −W−
k

)
ln

[
W+

k n−
k

W−
k n+

k

]〉
. (C4)

We define

Σk =

〈(
W+

k −W−
k

)
ln

[
W+

k n−
k

W−
k n+

k

]〉
. (C5)

For k = 1, we have W+
1 −W−

1 = ṁ/2 and

ln

[
W+

k n−
k

W−
k n+

k

]
= 2 tanh−1(m+ ṁ), (C6)

thus we find that

Σ1 = N
〈
ṁ tanh−1(m+ ṁ)

〉
. (C7)

In the main text, we showed that close to a transition, one
generically has a scaling behavior ṁ ∼ εα (with α > 0 an
exponent depending on the specific transition considered)
and ⟨mṁ⟩ = 0. Thus, keeping the lowest order in ε, we
find

Σ1/N = ⟨ṁ2⟩. (C8)



24

For k = 2, we recall that we have h(m, ṁ) = −J1m+

T tanh−1[m+ṁ] and we introduce ḣ = −h+tanh[β(J2h+
(1−µ)m)], the equivalent of ṁ for the fields variables hi,
given in Eq. (B16) as a function of m and ṁ. We find

Σ2 = N⟨ḣ tanh−1(h+ ḣ)⟩. As spins and fields play sym-

metric roles, one also has ⟨hḣ⟩ = 0 close to a transition.
Using that Y (m, ṁ) = −V ′(m) and ⟨V ′(m)ṁ⟩ = 0 at
the lowest order in ε, we find

Σ2

N
= ⟨T 2V ′(m, ṁ)2 + (T − J1)

2ṁ2⟩. (C9)

Gathering contributions, one finds

Σ

N
=
[
1 + (T − J1)

2
] 〈

ṁ2
〉
+ T 2

〈
V ′(m)2

〉
(C10)

at leading order in ε and N .

Appendix D: Moderate-N approximation of Sec. VI

In this appendix, we give the exact expressions of ⟨m2⟩
and ⟨ṁ2⟩ for moderate values of N for the Type-II dis-
continuous transition of Sec. VI. For intermediate values
of N , only high values of V (m) contribute, thus we con-
sider that V (m) = v4m

10/10. Using Eq. (37), we find

f(H) = AH6/5 , (D1)

with

A =
9Γ
(

3
10

)2
a1

(2654v4)1/5
√
πΓ
(

1
10

) . (D2)

Thus, using the definition of ⟨m2⟩ and ⟨ṁ2⟩ from Eq. (47)
we find:

⟨m2⟩ = cm
(a1v4)1/6

N−1/6, (D3)

⟨ṁ2⟩ = cṁ
v
1/6
4

a
5/6
1

N−5/6, (D4)

with

cm =
51/3Γ

(
3
10

)
Γ
(
2
3

)
3× 22/5π

(
Γ
(
13
10

)
Γ
(
11
10

))5/6(
Γ
(
9
5

)
Γ
(
8
5

))1/6

≈ 0.53,

(D5)

cṁ =
52/3Γ

(
3
5

)
Γ
(
4
3

) (
Γ
(
11
10

)
Γ
(
9
5

))5/6
2
√
πΓ
(
8
5

)11/6
Γ
(
13
10

)5/6 ≈ 1.33. (D6)
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175702 (2004).

[4] T. Risler, J. Prost, and F. Jülicher, Phys. Rev. E 72,
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Supplementary Information: Discontinuous phase transition from ferromagnetic to
oscillating states in a nonequilibrium mean-field spin model

CORRECTIONS TO THE LARGE DEVIATION FUNCTION FOR µ = µl

Stochastic simulations are made for values of ε and N for which the assumptions of small ε and large N are not
fully satisfied. We introduce here the first corrections in ε and in N−1 to the results obtained in the main text, which
describe well the observations made in the stochastic simulations: the loss of the individual symmetries m 7→ −m and
ṁ 7→ −ṁ, and the non-uniformity of the probability density along the limit cycle. We compute the corrections for
µ = µl(T ) for which we can obtain analytical results from series expansion of V (m) and g(m, ṁ).

1. Introducing higher-order corrections

The dynamics of the system is controlled by a master equation, which can be expressed in terms of m and ṁ as

∂tPN (m, ṁ) = N
∑
k,σ

[
−Wσ

k (m, ṁ)PN (m, ṁ) +Wσ
k

(
(m, ṁ)− σdk

N

)
PN

(
(m, ṁ)− σdk

N

)]
, (D1)

where k = 1, 2, σ = ±, dk are the jumps in m and ṁ when flipping a spin or a field, and Wσ
k are the coarse-grained

transition rates introduced in the main text, see Eq. (26).
A first assumption is that the probability density PN (m, ṁ) follows a large deviation principle PN (m, ṁ) ∼

exp[−Nϕ(m, ṁ)], with ϕ(m, ṁ) the large deviation function. Under this assumption, a limit cycle in the phase
space (m, ṁ) corresponds to a minimum of ϕ(m, ṁ) and has a uniform probability at leading order in N . To obtain a
non-uniform probability along the limit cycle, it is necessary to introduce corrections in N . We introduce the function
C(m, ṁ) as

PN (m, ṁ) ∝ exp[−Nϕ(m, ṁ) + C(m, ṁ)] . (D2)

Injecting this expression into Eq. (D1) and expanding to lowest order in N , we get the following equation:

0 = ṁ∂mϕ+ [−V ′(m) + ṁg(m, ṁ)]∂ṁϕ+Dij∂iϕ∂jϕ, (D3)

where the functions V ′(m), g(m, ṁ) and the coefficients Dij were introduced in the main text, and using implicit
summation over repeated indices: Dij∂iϕ∂jϕ = D11(∂mϕ)2 + D22(∂ṁϕ)2 + 2D12∂mϕ∂ṁϕ. Eq. (D2) corresponds to
the same equation on ϕ(m, ṁ) as the one used in the main text, Eq. (29). At the next order in N , we obtain an
equation on C(m, ṁ) which depends on the derivatives of ϕ(m, ṁ):

0 = ṁ∂mC + [−V ′(m) + ṁg(m, ṁ)]∂ṁC + 2Dij∂iϕ∂jC +Dij∂i∂jϕ+ ∂ṁṁg(m, ṁ). (D4)

2. Change of variables

As suggested by the expression of ϕ(m, ṁ) obtained in the main text at the lowest order in ε, we introduce the
change of variable (m, ṁ) → (m,H(m, ṁ)) with

H(m, ṁ) = V (m) +
ṁ2

2
. (D5)

We write ṁ =
√
2[H − V (m)] > 0 and we introduce

ϕ±(m,H) = ϕ(m,±ṁ). (D6)

The equation on ϕ(m, ṁ), Eq. (D3), becomes an equation on ϕ±(m,H):

0 = ∂mϕ±±ṁg(m, ṁ)∂Hϕ±±D22ṁ(∂Hϕ±)2+2D12(∂mϕ±+V ′(m)∂Hϕ±)∂Hϕ±+D11(∂mϕ±+V ′(m)∂Hϕ±)2 (D7)
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where we make the dependence on (m,H) of ϕ±(m,H) and ṁ(m,H) implicit. The equation on C(m, ṁ), Eq. (D4),
becomes an equation on C±(m,H):

0 =± ṁ∂mC± ± ṁg(m, ṁ)∂HC± + ṁ∂H [ṁg(m, ṁ)] + 2D22ṁ
2∂Hϕ± ∂HC± +D22ṁ∂H(ṁ∂Hϕ±)

+ 2D11[∂m + V ′(m)∂H ]ϕ± [∂m + V ′(m)∂H ]C± +D11[∂m + V ′(m)∂H ]2ϕ±

± 2D12ṁ∂HC±[∂m + V ′(m)∂H ]ϕ± ± 2D12ṁ∂Hϕ± [∂m + V ′(m)∂H ]C±

±D12(∂m + V ′(m)∂H)(ṁ∂Hϕ±)±D12ṁ∂H [(∂m + V ′(m)∂H)ϕ±].

(D8)

The second assumption introduced in the main text is that ϕ(m, ṁ) ∼ ε without introducing the dependence in ε
of m and ṁ. Thus, we expand ϕ±(m,H) and C±(m,H) in power series of ε. To make the dependencies in ε explicit,
we introduce rescaled variables for m and H. For µ = µl(T ), we obtained a limit cycle with m ∼ ε1/2, ṁ ∼ ε and

H = H∗ ∼ ε2. Thus, we consider the rescaled variables H̃ = H/H∗ and x = m/m0 with H∗ = (2εa0/3cD22)
2 ∼ ε2

and m0 = (4H∗/v1)
1/4 ∼ ε1/2. At the lowest order in ε we have ϕ(m, ṁ) = −εa0H/D22 + cH3/2 (see Eq. (52) of

the main text), thus ϕ(m, ṁ) ∼ ε3 close to its minimum. From the stochastic simulations, we expect corrections in
x = m/m0 ∼ ε1/2 to the large deviation function. Thus, we expand ϕ±(m,H) and C±(m,H) in power series of ε1/2

and we write:

ϕ±(m,H) = ε3
∞∑
i=1

ε(i−1)/2ϕ̃±
i (x, H̃) (D9)

C±(m,H) =

∞∑
i=0

εi/2C̃±
i (x, H̃). (D10)

For later convenience, we also introduce functions of the non-rescaled variables:

ϕ±
i (m,H) = ε3+(i−1)/2ϕ̃±

i (x, H̃) (D11)

C±
i (m,H) = εi/2C̃±

i (x, H̃). (D12)

3. Correction in ε of ϕ(m,H)

We aim in this section at obtaining the first correction in ε of the large deviation function ϕ±(m,H). Thus, we
look at the different orders in ε of Eq. (D7). The lowest order of Eq. (D7) is of order ε7/2 and reads:

∂mϕ±
1 (m,H) = 0. (D13)

Thus, one finds ϕ±
1 (m,H) = f(H) as obtained in the main text, with f(H) an arbitrary function for now. The next

order of Eq. (D7) is of order ε4 and reads:

∂mϕ±
2 ± ṁg(m, ṁ)∂Hϕ±

1 ±D22ṁ(∂Hϕ±
1 )

2 = 0, (D14)

where we consider that D22 is constant and non-zero at lowest order in ε. We introduce m1(H) and m2(H) such that
for m ∈ [m1,m2] one has V (m) ≤ H and V (m1) = V (m2) = H. Using the continuity of ϕ(m, ṁ) in m1 and m2, we
have ∫ m2

m1

dm∂mϕ+ +

∫ m1

m2

dm∂mϕ− = 0. (D15)

Integrating the remaining term of Eq. (D14), we find the expression of f ′(H) given in the main text,

∂Hϕ±
1 (m,H) = f ′(H) = −

∫m2

m1
dmṁg(m, ṁ)

D22

∫m2

m1
dmṁ

, (D16)

which then gives ϕ±
1 (m,H) =

∫
dHf ′(H) + f±

1 . As ϕ1 is continuous in ṁ = 0, one finds f+
1 = f−

1 . For µ = µl(T ), we
have at the lowest order in ε,

V (m) =
v1
4
m4 , (D17)

g(m, ṁ) = εa0 − a1m
2. (D18)
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Thus, we find

f(H) = −εaH + cH3/2, (D19)

with a = a0/D22, c = 2a1α/3D22
√
v1 and

α =
Γ(7/4)Γ(3/4)

Γ(9/4)Γ(1/4)
. (D20)

We now use Eq. (D14) and higher orders of Eq. (D7) to obtain an expression for ϕ±
2 (m,H). Using Eq. (D16) for

f ′(H), the equation on ϕ±
2 [Eq. (D14)] becomes:

∂mϕ±
2 = ±

(∫m2

m1
dm′ṁg(m′, ṁ)

)2
D22

∫m2

m1
dm′ṁ

(
ṁg(m, ṁ)∫m2

m1
dm′ṁg(m′, ṁ)

− ṁ∫m2

m1
dm′ṁ

)
. (D21)

Integrating this equation from m1 to an arbitrary value m, we obtain:

ϕ±
2 (m,H) = ±

(∫m2

m1
dm′ṁg(m′, ṁ)

)2
D22

∫m2

m1
dm′ṁ

( ∫m

m1
dm′ṁg(m′, ṁ)∫m2

m1
dm′ṁg(m′, ṁ)

−
∫m

m1
dm′ṁ∫m2

m1
dm′ṁ

)
+ f±

2 (H) (D22)

where f±
2 (H) is independent of m and is to be determined. By continuity in ṁ = 0, i.e., in m = m1 or m = m2, we

obtain that f+
2 (H) = f−

2 (H).

To obtain f+
2 (H), we consider the next order in ε of Eq. (D3) which is of order ε9/2 and gives an equation involving

ϕ3 and ϕ2:

0 = ∂mϕ±
3 ± ṁg(m, ṁ)∂Hϕ±

2 ±D22ṁ(∂Hϕ±
2 )

2 + 2D12V
′(m)(∂Hϕ±

1 )
2. (D23)

Performing the same integration as in Eq. (D15), we find that the first term cancels out due to the continuity of ϕ3 in
m1 and m2, the last term gives a zero contribution as V ′(m) is odd in m, and the linear term in ∂Hϕ±

2 in Eq. (D23)

does not contribute as it is odd in ṁ. Thus, one finally finds that f+
2

′
(H) verifies the same equation as f ′(H) in

Eq. (D16).

Using Eqs. (D17) and (D18) in Eq. (D22), we obtain the expression of ϕ(x,H) [or ϕ̃2(x, H̃) in the rescaled variables]
given in the main text in Eq. (59):

ϕ̃2(x, H̃) = A
(
1−

√
H̃
)
H̃x

[
a0 2F1

(
−1

2
,
1

4
,
5

4
, x4

)
− 2

3

D22

α
x2

2F1

(
−1

2
,
3

4
,
7

4
, x4

)]
+ f̃(H̃), (D24)

where

A =
2v

1/2
1 a

7/2
0

(a1α)3/2D2
22

, (D25)

and 2F1 is a hyper-geometric function, ϕ2(m, ṁ) = ε7/2ϕ̃2(x, H̃) and with f̃(H̃) = −aH̃ + cH̃3/2.

4. Corrections in ε of C(m, ṁ)

We now aim to find the first order in ε of the function C(m, ṁ) corresponding to corrections in N to the large
deviation function. The leading order in ε of Eq. (D8) is in ε1/2 and gives:

0 = ∂mC0(m,H). (D26)

Thus, we find C0(m,H) = C0(H). The next order of Eq. (D8) is of order ε and gives an equation on C1, C0 and
f ′(H) = ∂Hϕ1(m,H):

∂mC±
1 = − [ṁg(m, ṁ) + 2D22ṁf ′(H)] ∂HC0 ∓

[
∂H [ṁg(m, ṁ)] +D22ṁ

−1f ′(H) +D22ṁf ′′(H)
]
. (D27)
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From Eq. (D16) and using ṁ−1 = ∂Hṁ2, we can write f ′′(H) as

f ′′(H) = −
∫m2

m1
dm∂H [ṁg(m, ṁ)]

∫m2

m1
dmṁ−

∫m1

m1
dmṁg(m, ṁ)

∫m2

m1
dmṁ−1

D22

(∫m2

m1
dmṁ

)2 . (D28)

We perform on Eq. (D27) the same type of integration as in Eq. (D15) and we get:

∂HC0 = 0. (D29)

Thus, we finally find that C0(m,H) = C0 is a constant term, which can be obtained from the normalization of

PN (m, ṁ), i.e.,
∫ 1

−1
dmPN (m, ṁ) = 1. Using this result, we can write Eq. (D27) as

∂mC±
1 (m,H) = ∓

∫ m1

m1

dm′∂H [ṁg(m′, ṁ)]

(
∂H [ṁg(m, ṁ)]∫m2

m1
dm′∂H [ṁg(m, ṁ)]

− ṁ∫m2

m1
dm′ṁ

)

±
∫m2

m1
dm′ṁg(m′, ṁ)

∫m2

m1
dm′ṁ−1∫m2

m1
dm′D22ṁ

(
ṁ∫m2

m1
dm′ṁ

− ṁ−1∫m2

m1
dm′ṁ−1

)
.

(D30)

Integrating from m1 to an arbitrary value m, we find:

C±
1 (m,H) = ∓

∫ m1

m1

dm′∂H [ṁg(m′, ṁ)]

( ∫m

m1
dm′ ∂H [ṁg(m, ṁ)]∫m2

m1
dm′ ∂H [ṁg(m, ṁ)]

−
∫m

m1
dm′ ṁ∫m2

m1
dm′ ṁ

)

±
∫m2

m1
dm′ṁg(m′, ṁ)

∫m2

m1
dm′ṁ−1∫m2

m1
dm′D22ṁ

(∫m

m1
dm′ ṁ∫m2

m1
dm′ṁ

−
∫m

m1
dm′ ṁ−1∫m2

m1
dm′ṁ−1

)
+ c±1 .

(D31)

The continuity in ṁ = 0 gives c+1 = c−1 and the equation at the next order in ε (of order ε3/2) gives c+1 (H) = 0 in the
same way as Eq. (D29) was obtained.

For µ = µl(T ), using Eqs. (D17) and (D18), we find the expression given in the main text Eq. (59):

C̃1(x, H̃) = BH̃1/4

[
−6a0x

√
1− x4 + 30a0

√
v1x2F1

(
−1

2
,
1

4
,
5

4
, x4

)
− 8

D22

α
x3

2F1

(
1

2
,
5

4
,
7

4
, x4

)]
(D32)

with C1(m, ṁ) = ε1/2C̃1(x, H̃) and

B =
1

12D22

√
αa0a1
v1

. (D33)
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