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Abstract: Metastable ‘false’ vacuum states are an important feature of the Standard Model of

particle physics and many theories beyond it. Describing the dynamics of a phase transition out of

a false vacuum via the nucleation of bubbles is essential for understanding the cosmology of vacuum

decay and the full spectrum of observables. In this paper, we study vacuum decay by numerically

evolving ensembles of field theories in 1+1 dimensions from a metastable state. We demonstrate

that for an initial Bose-Einstein distribution of fluctuations, bubbles form with a Gaussian spread

of center-of-mass velocities and that bubble nucleation events are preceded by an oscillon - a long-

lived, time-dependent, pseudo-stable configuration of the field. Defining an effective temperature

from the long-wavelength amplitude of fluctuations in the ensemble of simulations, we find good

agreement between theoretical finite temperature predictions and empirical measurements of the

decay rate, velocity distribution and critical bubble solution. We comment on the generalization of

our results and the implications for cosmological observables.
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1 Introduction

Quantum field theories with a metastable ‘false’ vacuum can undergo vacuum decay - a first-order

phase transition to a lower-energy ‘true’ vacuum via the formation, expansion, and coalescence

of bubbles. Many extensions of the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics feature metastable

vacuum states, and predict that vacuum decay occurred in the early Universe. The current SM

vacuum itself could be metastable, with vacuum decay in our future. The full dynamical picture

of vacuum decay is crucial to fully understand the physical implications of these theories and test

them with existing and future cosmological observations.

Vacuum decay can occur at zero temperature via quantum tunneling [1, 2], at finite temper-

ature due to thermal fluctuations [3, 4], or more generally from an excited state above the false

vacuum [5]. Euclidean instanton techniques are typically used to predict the rate per unit time per

unit volume of bubble formation as well as the properties of the critical bubble - the most probable

expanding bubble to form from the quantum or thermal ensemble. However, Euclidean techniques

cannot be used to describe the dynamics of the phase transition, which is ultimately required to con-

nect with observables. One approach to a dynamical description of vacuum decay is to numerically

evolve ensembles of field theory simulations, and directly measure ensemble-averaged observables

of interest. This procedure, which we adopt here, is referred to as the Classical-Statistical approxi-

mation [6–8], stochastic approach [9–14], or the truncated Wigner approximation [15] depending on

the context and field of study. Early work in this direction was performed for topological solitons

and vacuum transitions at finite temperature in [16–20]. More recently, such an approach was used

to study vacuum decay at zero temperature in the semi-classical limit [21], and further explored

in [22–28]. Other real-time perspectives on vacuum decay include [29–35].

In this paper, we employ a classical stochastic description of vacuum decay of a single real scalar

field with an initial Bose-Einstein distribution of fluctuations in 1+1 dimensions. Our focus is on

identifying new observable phenomena that can only be accessed through a real-time approach. One
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critical bubble

Figure 1: Observables in vacuum decay. The basic observables in vacuum decay are the decay rate

Γ and the critical bubble profile φ(r), which can both be predicted from the instanton techniques

and measured from bubbles formed in real-time simulations. Observables beyond the decay rate

include the bubble-bubble correlation function ξbb(t, r) that was explored in [36], as well as the

center-of-mass velocity v⃗COM of nucleated bubbles and oscillon precursors that we investigate in

this work.

such example is the clustering of bubble nucleation sites - the consequence of a non-trivial bubble-

bubble correlation function [36, 37]. This is a quantity that cannot be easily predicted using the

Euclidean instanton formalism. Here, we explore additional observable phenomena by developing a

set of algorithms to analyze in detail the properties of bubbles, before, during, and after nucleation.

Our qualitative results are summarized in Fig. 1. Defining an empirical temperature for infrared

modes on the lattice, the observed decay rate is consistent with the instanton prediction at this

effective temperature. This is somewhat surprising as the input Bose-Einstein distribution is not

the true thermal equilibrium state of the field, and thermalization is an extremely slow process

in 1+1 dimensions. Nevertheless, we find throughout that the predictions of a thermal ensemble

describe our empirical measurements well.

Studying individual nucleation events, we find that bubbles never form at rest. We measure the

distribution of the bubble center-of-mass velocity, which has a variance determined by the effective

temperature for infrared modes and the energy of the critical bubble. An accurate measurement

of the center-of-mass velocity allows us to stack nucleation events in their rest frame to determine

the critical bubble and its time evolution. The measured critical bubble is consistent with the

thermal Euclidean instanton prediction. Focusing on the field configuration prior to nucleation, we

confirm the prediction of Ref. [38] that the most likely formation channel for bubbles includes an

oscillon precursor. Oscillons are long-lived time-dependent field configurations [39] arising in scalar

field theories with anharmonic potentials (see e.g. [40, 41]), whose role in vacuum decay has been

discussed previously in Refs. [38, 42–45]. The existence of bubble precursors and a center-of-mass

velocity distribution could only have been confirmed with real-time description of vacuum decay,

and open the door to further investigations using similar techniques. Further, we speculate that

these features of vacuum decay can have observable implications for early-Universe phenomenology.

There have been a variety of recent efforts to perform experimental simulations of false vacuum

decay at low temperature using cold atom systems [46–58], quantum annealers [59], spin chains [60,

61], and (for the related Schwinger process) quantum computers [62, 63]. The detailed properties of

vacuum decay described above will be important observables for these experiments. In particular,

cold atom simulations of vacuum decay have recently been performed [58], with further results
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expected in the near future [51]. Through comparing these observations with simulation and other

real-time theoretical descriptions, we hope to learn a great deal about the fundamentals of vacuum

decay.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we give an overview of the Euclidean instanton

description of thermal vacuum decay and the properties of the critical bubble solution. In Section 3

we introduce our numerical tools. Section 4 introduces several new observables in false vacuum decay

and describes in detail the computational methods that were used to extract them. We discuss the

role of field fluctuations for thermalization in Section 4.1 and measure the effective temperature

and mass of the field about the false vacuum. We measure the decay rate from lattice simulations

and compare it to the predictions of the thermal Euclidean theory in Section 4.2. In Section 4.3

we measure the distribution of the center-of-mass velocities of nucleated bubbles in ensembles of

simulations. In Section 4.4 we stack many nucleation events to determine the ensemble-averaged

most likely bubble configuration directly from the simulations. In Section 4.5 we show that bubble

nucleation events are preceded by oscillons. In Section 4.6 we verify the consistency of several

measurements of the critical bubble energy. Finally, we comment on the implication of these new

observables for early universe scenarios in Section 5. We assume the units with c = 1 and work in

the limit ℏ → 0, unless stated otherwise.

2 Euclidean computation of the decay rate at finite temperature

Consider a scalar field theory in 1 + 1-dimensions:

L =
1

2
φ̇2 − 1

2
(∂rφ)

2 − V (φ). (2.1)

We will be focused on potentials V (φ) with a high-energy ‘false’ minimum separated by a barrier

from a low-energy ‘true’ minimum. The form of the potential is otherwise arbitrary, although for

specificity in this paper we focus on a potential of the form:

V (φ) = V0

[
− cos

(
φ

φ0

)
+

λ2

2
sin2

(
φ

φ0

)]
. (2.2)

When the parameter λ > 1, the potential V (φ) has an infinite sequence of local minima at φfv =

(2n+ 1)πφ0 alternating with global minima at φtv = 2nπφ0, n ∈ Z. Fig. 2 illustrates the potential

for the case where λ = 1.5. If the field begins everywhere in the false vacuum minimum, then either

through quantum mechanical or thermal effects, bubbles containing the true vacuum phase will

form, expand, and coalesce - this is false vacuum decay [1–4].

In thermal equilibrium at some temperature T , the decay rate can be computed using Euclidean

instanton techniques [3, 4]. The goal is to find saddle points of the Euclidean action (equivalently

the partition function) corresponding to critical bubble solutions that interpolate between a false

vacuum initial condition and a true vacuum final condition - a bubble. Beyond the temperature, the

most important scale in the problem is the characteristic (Euclidean) size of the bubbles. This can

generically be estimated as r ∼ 1/
√

∂2
φV (φfv) ≡ m−1 (it could be far larger in the thin-wall limit,

but we do not consider such cases here). The statistical mechanics of the field at finite temperature

can be described by a field theory in Euclidean space with a time variable that has period β ≡ ℏ/T .
For T ≪ ℏm, the bubble is far smaller than the size of the time dimension, and the full (in our

case 2 dimensional) Euclidean solution must be used - this is the solution appropriate to describe

quantum mechanical formation of bubbles [1, 2]. In the opposite limit where T ≫ ℏm, the bubbles

are far larger than the size of the time dimension, and the solutions are independent of Euclidean

time.
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Figure 2: Potential for the relativistic field φ given by Eq. (2.2) where λ = 1.5. The field starts

off in the false vacuum centered at φfv = πφ0 and can decay to either φtv = 0 or φtv = 2πφ0.

The relevant saddle point solution φcrit(r) (also known as the ‘critical bubble’) in the high-

temperature limit is found by solving

∂2
rφcrit = ∂φV (φcrit), (2.3)

with the boundary conditions φ(r → ∞) = φfv and ∂rφ(r → 0) = 0. We disregard thermal

corrections to the potential which are small for the case of a single scalar field studied in this work.

Note, however, that they may be important if the decaying field couples to other species. The

prediction for the decay rate per unit time per unit volume in our 1+1 dimensional system is

Γ = AB1/2e−B , (2.4)

where the critical bubble action (divided by ℏ) is given by

B =
1

T

∫
dr

[
1

2

(
∂φcrit

∂r

)2

+ V (φcrit)

]
=

Ecrit

T
. (2.5)

In expression Eq. (2.4) the exponential term is the solution to the saddle point approximation to

the path integral with one periodic dimension of size ℏ/T , while the factor A encompasses the

effects of fluctuations around this solution. The factor of B1/2 comes from integrating out the

shift-symmetric degree of freedom. See e.g. [64, 65] for a review of thermal instanton theory.

The critical bubble φcrit is also a static solution to the Lorentzian equation of motion

−∂2
t φcrit + ∂2

rφcrit = ∂φV (φcrit). (2.6)

It is unstable to either growth or collapse under small perturbations. For illustration, in Fig. 3 we

show the time evolution of a slightly rescaled configuration φcrit(r, t = 0) under the equations of

motion Eq. (2.6). The field profile at t = 0 for the image on the left is the solution where the central

value of the field in the bubble is φ(r = 0) = 4.8238φ0. The stationary field profile remains nearly

static for a finite amount of time, and then expands into the true vacuum. Once the bubble wall

begins to expand, the surfaces of constant field follow timelike hyperboloids
√

r2 − (t− t0)2 = const,

while the surfaces of constant field inside the bubble follow spacelike hyperboloids
√

(t− t0)2 − r2 =

const. The spontaneous generation of hyperbolic symmetry in expanding thermal bubbles was

studied in detail in Ref. [66], where it was shown to be a generic phenomenon. On the right, we

change the central value of the field by one part in 104 choosing φ(r = 0) = 4.8237φ0. This yields

a solution that collapses, forming an oscillon. The collapse of subcritical bubbles into oscillons was

first discussed in Ref. [43].
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Figure 3: The time evolution of the critical bubble solution to Eq. (2.6). The critical bubble is

in unstable equilibrium between expansion and collapse, and small changes to the initial condition

determine the outcome. Here we show both outcomes, where the black contours denote constant

field amplitude. Lengths and times are measured in terms of m ≡
√

∂2
φV (φfv); the normalized

field is φ̄ ≡ φ/φ0. The false vacuum is located at φ̄ = π; the true vacuum is located at φ̄ = 2π.

Left: After loitering near the critical solution, the field evolves to the true vacuum inside an

expanding bubble. The constant-field surfaces composing the expanding wall and the bubble interior

asymptote to timelike and spacelike hyperboloids, respectively. Right: The field configuration is

slightly subcritical (the central value of the field is altered by one part in 104 as compared with

the left panel), so after a brief loitering period, it collapses into an oscillon - a long-lived compact

oscillating field configuration.

3 Lattice simulations

We employ a stochastic/classical-statistical numerical approach to study the real-time dynamics of

vacuum decay. We approximate the ensemble-averaged field dynamics by the non-linear classical

time evolution of many realizations of initial conditions for the field drawn from a distribution over

phase space centered on the false vacuum. In the simulation of each realization, bubbles of true

vacuum form due to the field dynamics – each nucleation event is different in detail. The formation

history and evolution of bubbles can be recorded to obtain an ensemble whose statistical properties

can be investigated in detail. For a classical distribution over phase space, this prescription is

exact, at least to the extent that a sufficient number of realizations are drawn to properly sample

the possible dynamics. It has been suggested that this prescription can also capture quantum effects

to leading order in ℏ [21]. For additional recent discussions of the stochastic/classical-statistical

approach in the semi-classical limit see Refs. [8, 21, 23, 24, 28, 67].

In this paper, we focus on a single scalar field in 1+1 dimensions. We consider initial conditions

where the ‘occupation number’ in each Fourier mode is given by the Bose-Einstein distribution:1

nk =
1

eωk/T − 1
, ω2

k = m2 + k2. (3.1)

Using the potential Eq. (2.2), we set the scalar field mass m2 equal to the curvature around the

1This is a classical analog of the occupation number. It is related to the true occupation number n̂k by nk = ℏn̂k.

So, n̂k diverges in the classical limit ℏ → 0 with nk fixed.
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false vacuum m2 = V ′′ (φ̄fv). The field and conjugate momentum have the spectra:

⟨δφ∗
kδφk′⟩ = nk

ωk
δ (k − k′) , ⟨δΠ∗

kδΠk′⟩ = nkωk δ (k − k′) , ⟨δφkδΠ
∗
k′⟩ = 0. (3.2)

Throughout this work we will use the ⟨·⟩ notation to denote an ensemble average unless otherwise

stated. Initial configurations of the field and conjugate momentum are random draws from a

multivariate Gaussian for each mode with covariance Eq. (3.2).

Let us make an important comment. The choice of the Bose-Einstein distribution for the initial

conditions is convenient since it ensures approximate equipartition of energy among long modes

relevant for bubble nucleation, while exponentially cutting off the power in the ultraviolet, thereby

reducing the sensitivity to the lattice spacing. However, it does not represent an equilibrium thermal

distribution of the classical field theory which we simulate. In a free theory, the equilibrium would

correspond to the Rayleigh-Jeans spectrum which has a significant power in the ultraviolet and is

numerically challenging. Presence of the field self-interaction further complicates the definition of

the equilibrium state – in fact, makes it strictly speaking impossible for the dynamics around a

metastable false vacuum.2

On the other hand, thermalization is extremely slow in 1+1 dimensions [71]. This provides an

opportunity of studying in real time false vacuum decay from non-equilibrium states – a process

inaccessible with Euclidean methods (see [35] for the generalization of the instanton techniques for

this case). The initial state with the spectrum (3.1) should be viewed as an example of such non-

equilibrium configurations. Remarkably, we will see that nucleation of the true vacuum bubbles

in this state still admits an approximate thermal description, albeit with an effective temperature

Teff different from the parameter T in the initial Bose-Einstein distribution (3.1). We give more

details on the spectrum and its evolution below. We stress that our focus in this paper is not on

defining a precise physically motivated set of initial conditions, but rather the identification of new

observables in vacuum decay beyond the decay rate. The quantitative predictions for observables

in specific early-Universe or experimental scenarios can be obtained by extending our results to

different choices for the initial state.

In our simulations we use the numerical code described in Refs. [21, 23, 36]. Time evolution is

performed using a 10th order Gauss-Legendre integrator [72, 73]. Spatial derivatives are computed

using pseudo-spectral methods. The spatial dimension is periodic. We ensure that the simulations

are well resolved and that the total energy is conserved at machine-precision over the duration of

the simulation.

The mean field and conjugate momentum at initialization are chosen precisely at the false vac-

uum, while fluctuations are sampled stochastically in each realization around these values according

to φ̄(r, t = 0) = π + δφ̄(r) and Π̄(r, t = 0) = δΠ̄(r), where

δφ̄(r) =
1

φ0

1√
L

∑

k

[
α̂k√
ωk

eikr√
eωk/T − 1

+ c.c.

]
,

δΠ̄(r) =
1

φ0

1√
L

∑

k

[
β̂k

√
ωk

eikr√
eωk/T − 1

+ c.c.

]
.

(3.3)

The complex random deviates α̂k and β̂k are drawn from a Gaussian distribution of unit variance.

2The Rayleigh-Jeans spectrum was adopted in the first numerical studies of non-perturbative processes in classical

field theory in 1+ 1 dimensions [16–18]. Other previous works [20, 68–70] either explicitly introduced a heat bath, a

thermalization phase preceding a sudden change in the potential (a quench), or incorporated the effect of a heat bath

into effective equations of motion. This introduces additional complexity and model assumptions that are avoided

in our approach - we simply have an ensemble of closed systems with an initial spectrum of fluctuations.
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Each realization of the initial conditions is then evolved using equations of motion

dφ̄

dt
= Π̄,

dΠ̄

dt
= ∇2φ̄− V0

φ2
0

[
sin(φ̄) +

λ2

2
sin(2φ̄)

]
.

(3.4)

The parameter φ0 controls the width of the potential, while V0 controls its height. The potential and

lattice parameters are fixed throughout this work. The only parameter we vary across ensembles is T

in the initial spectrum (3.1) which can take one of the following values: T = {0.9m,m, 1.1m, 1.2m}.
The potential is defined by λ = 1.5 and V0/φ

2
0 = 0.008, with φ0 = 2π/4.5. The physical size

of the lattice is L = 50
√
2φ0/

√
V0 and we sample N = 1024 points. This gives a lattice unit

dr = L/N ≈ 0.77 and an IR scale dk = 2π/L ≈ 7.95× 10−3. Wave-numbers k run from kIR = dk

to kUV = dkN/2. We perform a total of 4000 simulations at each value of T , and monitor the time

evolution up to at most 5L, i.e. five lattice crossing times, or until the field has completed the phase

transition into the true vacuum. The discrete time step for the integration procedure is dt = dr/16.

The speed of light is fixed in simulations to c = dr/dtout = 1, where dtout = 16dt is the interval over

which the data are output to produce spacetime diagrams such as e.g. Fig. 3. We typically express

length and time scales as a function of the mass which is fixed to m(φ) = V0φ
−2
0

(
λ2 − 1

)
= 0.1

in the dimensionless code units. The critical bubble energy is Ecrit ≈ 0.33 in the code units, or

Ecrit ≈ 3.3m. We also use the notation φ̄ = φ/φ0, where φ̄ is the normalized field amplitude.

A summary of the most relevant parameters is given in Table 1. In the rest of this work, all

dimensionful quantities are plotted in terms of the bare mass scale m.

For future reference, we denote the expectation values for the variance of field and momentum

fluctuations by σ2
φ ≡

〈
δφ2

〉
and σ2

Π ≡
〈
δΠ2

〉
, where the average is taken over many different

realizations. At the initial moment of time we can write them in terms of the Bose-Einstein

distribution (3.1) as

φ2
0σ

2
φ =

1

L

∑

k

nk

ωk
, φ2

0σ
2
Π =

1

L

∑

k

nkωk. (3.5)

From low to high values of T , the ratio σφ = σφ̄/φ0 gives ≈ {0.20, 0.22, 0.24, 0.26}, whereas σΠ =

σΠ̄/φ0 ≈ {0.028, 0.032, 0.036, 0.040}.

Parameter Value in code units Comparison with mass

Potential coupling λ 1.5 −
Potential barrier width φ0 2π/4.5 −
Potential barrier height V0 0.008φ0 ≈ 0.011 −

Bare field mass m
√
V0φ

−2
0 (λ2 − 1) = 0.1 1

Parameter in the initial spectrum T 0.09, 0.1, 0.11, 0.12 0.9m, 1m, 1.1m, 1.2m

Physical lattice size L 50
√
2φ0/

√
V0 ≈ 791 80/m

Lattice sample points N 1024 −
Maximum evolution time 5L ≈ 3953 400/m

Lattice spacing dr L/N ≈ 0.77 0.08/m

Integration time step dt dr/16 ≈ 0.048 0.0005/m

UV spectral cutoff dk 2π/L ≈ 7.95× 10−3 0.08m

IR spectral cutoff kIR dkN/2 ≈ 4.1 41m

Critical bubble energy Ecrit ≈ 0.33 3.3m

Table 1: List of several relevant physical quantities used in this work and their numerical values.
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4 Observables in vacuum decay

In this section, we analyze the ensembles defined above to identify new classes of observables in

vacuum decay. This program was initiated in previous work [36] where it was demonstrated that

bubble nucleation centers cluster, and their two-point correlation function ξbb(t, r) was measured

using simulations. Here, we demonstrate that a detailed study of nucleation events can reveal addi-

tional observables in vacuum decay. An overview is presented in Fig. 1. We expect the qualitative

results to apply to a broad set of classical excited states about the false vacuum characterized by

large occupation numbers and stochastic phases of the field modes.

We begin by examining the fluctuations about the false vacuum prior to bubble nucleation

and measure the effective mass and temperature that the field fluctuations evolve under. Next we

measure the decay rate observed in our ensemble of lattice simulations as a function of the effective

temperature and find good agreement with the theoretical prediction of Euclidean instanton theory

for finite temperature vacuum decay, as reviewed in Sec. 2. Moving on to study individual nucleation

events, a number of features are evident. First, we demonstrate that typical bubbles do not form

at rest, but rather have a center-of-mass velocity distribution that agrees well with the hypothesis

that boosted bubbles are Boltzmann suppressed. By stacking many nucleation events in their rest

frame, we determine the critical bubble configuration on the lattice. This empirical profile closely

matches the analytical critical bubble solution. Next, we observe that bubble nucleation is preceded

by a long-lived oscillon precursor field configuration. Finally, we compare three different ways of

determining the critical bubble energy: from the static solution of Eq. (2.3), from the stacked

decaying numerical simulations, and from the bubble velocity distribution. We find them to be in

good agreement. The analysis techniques we present can be used in future lattice simulations or

experiments using analogue quantum simulators of vacuum decay.

4.1 Fluctuations around the false vacuum before decay

Beyond the formation of bubbles of the true vacuum, the non-linear nature of the potential coupled

with the finite size of the system and finite lattice spacing have several important implications.

• The existence of field fluctuations around the minimum leads to a renormalization of the

coupling constants m and λ for the effective potential seen by infrared modes on the lattice.

These corrections depend on the field variance. These effects have been studied quantitatively

in [23] for the potential we use here; for a detailed discussion of renormalization effects on

thermal vacuum decay see e.g. [69, 70].

• Because the system is initial out of equilibrium, the statistics of the fluctuations about the

false vacuum evolve in time. In particular, power is transferred from the IR to the UV. In

principle, if the false vacuum were arbitrarily long-lived, the system could thermalize to a

Rayleigh-Jeans spectrum with a new temperature.

• The effective couplings seen by IR modes on the lattice depend on the spectrum of fluctuations

about the false vacuum. Since this spectrum is time-dependent, there will be time evolution

of the properties of the IR modes which participate in vacuum decay.

We choose the parameters of our simulations to mitigate the consequences of these effects. For the

Bose-Einstein distribution with our choice of parameters, contributions to the field variance near the

ultraviolet cutoff are small
〈
δφ2

kUV

〉
→ 0. In this limit, the corrections to coupling constants in the

potential depend only on the amplitude of long modes with ω ≲ T . We can then choose the values

of T that are small enough such that corrections to the potential are small, but large enough to yield

vacuum decay on a reasonable computational timescale. These choices also mitigate the second and

third items above, since typical fluctuations do not experience the strong non-linearities away from
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Figure 4: Ensemble averaged power spectrum at T = 1.2m as a function of time, normalized with

respect to the theoretical average power spectrum on the initial slice, nk/ωk as defined in Eq. (3.2).

The faint lines show the true data, while the solid lines have been smoothed with a Gaussian kernel

of width 0.48m to visualize the shape of the spectrum. The ensemble average is performed over

the realizations that have not decayed by the time t. Since the number of surviving simulations

decreases as a function of time, the statistical fluctuations on the average spectrum increase at late

times. Barring this effect, there is no significant change in the UV end of the power spectrum. In the

IR however, the spectral amplitude oscillates over very long timescales. In the process, the power

from the largest scales k ≤ m migrates slowly towards the UV. This is evidence that thermalization

is an extremely slow process of transferring power from the IR towards the UV, as more and more

modes interact to reach a local thermal equilibrium. During this process the effective temperature

is determined by the power spectral amplitude on those scales which are in thermal equilibrium.

the false vacuum and power that does ‘cascade’ to the UV does not contribute significantly to the

field variance. Nonetheless, it is possible to extract empirically the effective mass and temperature

of the IR fluctuations around the false vacuum. Since the critical bubble is itself made up of modes

with wavenumber k ∼ R−1
crit ∼ mO(1), the occupation numbers of the long-wavelength modes and

any changes from the initial theoretical spectrum will affect the observables of vacuum decay. We

investigate these changes quantitatively in this section.

We begin by focusing on the members of our ensemble that do not decay. The initial conditions

for these simulations are drawn from the Bose-Einstein distribution according to Eq. (3.2). Choosing

the undecayed members of the ensemble yields an observable selection effect on the initial power

spectrum in the infrared. In simulations where the initial power on scales relevant to the formation

of the critical bubble k < kcrit ∼ R−1
crit is larger than the average, the probability to form a bubble is

enhanced. Therefore, the undecayed realizations have a deficit in initial power at low-k. Simulations

where the phases and initial momentum cause a time-dependent loss of power at low-k are also

members of the ensemble of undecayed solutions. The time-dependent loss of IR power in the field

power spectrum with respect to the initial theoretical Bose-Einstein distribution is illustrated in

Fig. 4. This is due to a combination of two main effects: the favoring of an initial deficit of power

on scales relevant for bubble formation and a phenomenon we refer to as thermalization, where the

IR power ‘cascades’ towards the ultraviolet over long time-scales as the closed system tends towards

thermal equilibrium.

The fact that the high-k part of the power spectrum remains largely unperturbed implies that

the time-dependent corrections to the couplings parameters experienced by UV modes is minimal

over the timescales relevant here and that the far-UV tail of our field and its conjugate momentum

remain exponentially suppressed. We conclude that UV effects associated with the finite lattice

spacing are not important for the analysis below. On the other hand, the changes in the IR are
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Figure 5: Measurement of the effective mass and temperature from the ensemble initialized with

T = 1.2m. Solid black curves show the dispersion relation with the bare mass in the upper left

panel and the initial auto-power spectra (3.2) in the top right and bottom panels. The pink curves

represent the ensemble-average of all surviving simulations and over the time interval 160 ≲ mt ≲
400. The fit of the empirical dispersion relation with Eq. (4.1) is shown with the dotted line in the

upper left panel and provides a precise determination of the effective mass. With the effective mass

fixed from the dispersion relation, the field power spectrum is used to obtain a best-fit estimate of

the effective temperature, assuming a Rayleigh-Jeans distribution on scales k ∼ R−1
crit ≤ 3.3m. The

value also gives a good fit to the average power spectrum of the conjugate momentum in the same

range of scales. The faded pink interval illustrates the bounds of the systematic error on the Teff

measurement. Over the time interval considered, the empirical effective temperature is constant

up to statistical fluctuations. This is evidence that the modes relevant for bubble formation have

reached an approximate thermal equilibrium.

visible in the power spectrum, as shown in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5. This observation signals that the

effective mass and temperature controlling the power on large scales are running.

It is possible to measure the mass from the numerical dispersion relation using the power spectral

density
〈
|δφ(ω, k)|2

〉
as was done in [23]. Here we use an alternative approach and measure the

ratio between the conjugate momentum and field power spectra:

ω2
k(t) =

〈
|δΠk(t)|2

|δφk(t)|2

〉
= m2

eff(t) + k2, (4.1)

where we explicitly indicate the t-dependence to stress that the power spectra and coupling con-

stants, in particular the effective mass and temperature, are dynamical quantities. In Fig. 5 we show

the late-time ensemble averaged power spectra of the field (top right) and conjugate momentum

(bottom left) for the ensemble of simulations at T = 1.2m. In the top left panel we show the ratio
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Figure 6: In the left panel we show the time-evolution of the effective mass measured by fitting

Eq. (4.1) to the dispersion relation for a massive scalar ω2
k = m2

eff + k2. In the right panel we

show the time-evolution of the effective temperature measured by fitting the field variance to the

Rayleigh-Jeans distribution with the dispersion relation fixed by the value of meff measured in the

left panel.

Eq. (4.1) as well as the dispersion relation ω2
k = m2

eff+k2 with the best-fit value of m2
eff . There is an

excellent fit for meff/m = 0.80, demonstrating that at late times the field fluctuations renormalize

the mass parameter for IR modes to be less than the input value. In the left panel of Fig. 6, we

show the time-dependence of the best-fit meff at each temperature. There is a stage immediately

following initialization where the mass measured from Eq. (4.1) abruptly decreases between 15%

and 25%, with the effect being stronger for larger T . After this stage, the mass starts to increase

slowly until it reaches a plateau. For all ensembles, the effective mass reaches steady state around

mt ≈ 160. We treat the late-time value for the mass as the effective equilibrium field mass in each

ensemble.

As the power ‘cascades’ from the IR towards the UV, the field and conjugate momentum

achieve a state of local thermodynamic equilibrium with an effective temperature determined by

the long-wavelength modes [71]. The modes which are in equilibrium will satisfy the Rayleigh-Jeans

distribution defined by:
〈
|δφk|2

〉
∝ Teff/ω

2
k,
〈
|δΠk|2

〉
∝ Teff . Note that the low-k limit of these

relations implies that a decrease in the effective mass must come with a corresponding decrease in

the effective temperature at fixed field variance. The measured effective temperature of the low-k

modes as a function of time in each ensemble is shown in the right panel of Fig. 6. Assuming thermal

equilibrium is reached on scales k ≤ 3.3m, we use the Rayleigh-Jeans distribution to find the best-fit

effective temperature from the field power spectra. In this procedure we fix the mass to the value

given by our late-time measurement of the dispersion relation from the ratio Eq. (4.1). We find

that the temperature drops abruptly after initialization, reaching a constant at late times. On time

scales mt > 160 the temperature is constant, up to statistical fluctuations due to limited sample

size. We estimate the systematic error on the effective temperature measurement by looking at the

spread of the conjugate momentum power spectrum on large scales, which is a direct measurement

of Teff . Fig. 5 illustrates the measurement of the effective temperature and its error bars for the

case T = 1.2m. We observe that Teff is about three times lower than the ‘temperature’ parameter

T in the input Bose-Einstein distribution.

For the rest of this work, we will use the values of the effective temperatures measured in this

way, as well as the interpretation of local thermal equilibrium described above, to estimate the false

vacuum decay rate and explain quantitatively the measured observables that we introduce.
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4.2 Decay rate

The probability of the field remaining in the false vacuum centered at φfv after a time t can be

parametrized as:

Pr(survive) = e−ΓL(t−t0), (4.2)

where Γ is the probability per unit time per unit length to form a bubble and t0 is a free parameter.

The instanton prediction for Γ in Eq. (2.4) depends on the temperature and the critical bubble

configuration. We empirically determine ΓL by measuring the survival probability as a function of

time in our ensemble of simulations. To do so, we implement a similar technique as described in

previous work [21, 51] where the survival probability is defined as the number of realizations out of

an ensemble that have not nucleated a bubble by time t. The nucleation time is determined by the

condition that the quantity ⟨cos φ̄⟩, where here ⟨·⟩ denotes a lattice volume average, has reached a

value greater than −0.7. The survival fraction is fit by an exponential according to Eq. (4.2), and

the slope of the exponent is identified with the decay rate ΓL.

The survival fraction for all choices of T is shown in left panel of Fig. 7. After a transient

phase, the survival probability is well fitted by an exponential. We take the transient to be the time

interval over which the power spectrum adjusts to the effective mass and temperature parameters,

as measured in the previous section. We perform the fit over the shaded region in the figure, which

excludes the transient region and encompasses three lattice crossing times, i.e. for 160 < mt < 400.

We find the best-fit value from 4000 simulations for ΓL and t0 in expression Eq. (4.2) for each input

power spectrum. In the right panel of Fig. 7 we show the trend of the decay rate with temperature

compared against the instanton prediction. Specifically, the solid black line represents the best-fit

curve with a functional expression given by Eq. (2.4), where B = Ecrit/Teff is fixed, and only the

prefactor A is a free parameter. The effective temperature is fixed by the analysis of the previous

subsection. By inspection, the decay rate agrees well with the Euclidean prediction.
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Figure 7: Left: False vacuum survival probability as the fraction of simulations that have not

produced a bubble as a function of time, estimated from ensembles of 4000 realizations for each of

the four initial power spectra differing by the value of the parameter T . The gray shaded region

denotes the range used to fit an exponential decay rate of the form Eq. (4.2) used to extract ΓL

in each curve. This is the time range over which the effective temperature Teff(t) has reached a

plateau (see Fig. 6). Right: Decay rate as a function of effective temperature, determined from the

field power spectrum as explained in Section 4.1. The prediction from instanton theory is shown in

black, where the prefactor A has been adjusted to provide the best fit to the data and Ecrit is fixed

by the critical bubble configuration in the bare potential.
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4.3 Center-of-mass velocity distribution

Examining individual nucleation events in the simulations it is evident that bubbles do not nucleate

at rest; several examples are shown in Fig. 8 and Fig. 20. This was also observed in our previous

work on bubble correlation functions [36]. For the potential and range of temperatures studied

here, we find that bubbles materialize with center-of-mass velocities ranging from 0 up to 80% the

speed of light on the lattice. In this section we describe an algorithm to identify bubble nucleation

events, and determine the Lorentz boost necessary to transform to the rest frame of the nucleation

event.

In Sec. 2 we described how a critical bubble formed from the thermal ensemble is unstable

to either growth or collapse. Here, we focus on nucleation events that lead to expanding bubbles.

Once a critical bubble begins expanding, the surfaces of constant field describing the bubble walls

asymptote to timelike hyperbolae (studied quantitatively in Ref. [66]). We first identify simulations

where the field value achieves this for one of the two true vacua at φ̄tv = 0 and φ̄tv = 2π. Because

our potential is symmetric about the false vacuum, transitions to either of these true vacua are

identical for our purposes. For realizations where bubbles nucleate to φ̄tv = 0, we reflect about the

mean field and momentum values to produce a nucleation event to the true vacuum at φ̄tv = 2π.

This doubles our sample size. In cases where we find more than one nucleation event, we truncate

the simulations to encompass spacetime regions containing only the earliest expanding bubble.

From this sample, we follow a procedure similar to the one proposed in Ref. [36] to identify

bubble nucleation centers and the bubble center-of-mass velocities. The technique is based on

finding the Lorentz boost that produces hyperbolic bubble walls with symmetric expansion away

from a common reference point. Such symmetric expansion is what one expects to observe in

the bubble’s rest frame (center-of-mass frame) in absence of fluctuations. Any deviation from

this symmetry indicates there is a preferred direction for the expansion, sourced by a center-of-

mass velocity component. The total velocity needed to bring the bubble from the initial frame of

nucleation into its rest frame via a Lorentz boost is its center-of-mass velocity vCOM. The sign of

the velocity indicates whether the expanding bubble is moving to the left or to the right in the

lattice frame. To estimate it, we define a measure for the asymmetry between the expansions of

the left- and right-traveling walls. In its rest-frame, the bubble is fully symmetric, so the goal is

to treat this asymmetric expansion as a residual and minimize it. The full details of the procedure

can be found in Appendix A.

Out of the four ensembles of 4000 realizations at each value of T/m ∈ {0.9, 1, 1.1, 1.2}, we de-

tected a total of {1003, 2192, 3165, 3711} bubbles, respectively. We exclude bubbles that formed

before mt ≈ 80, to allow for thermal state to be reached. This filters out a large fraction

of simulations, especially at high values of T . As discussed earlier, the effective temperature

plateaus after mt ≥ 160, however we keep a looser cutoff here to gain statistical power; we do

not expect this choice to significantly affect our results. For each realization, we checked visu-

ally that de-boosted bubbles from the procedure described above appeared symmetric against a

central axis. These requirements leave {559, 956, 997, 591} bubbles at rest, which made up the

ensembles considered throughout the rest of this work. Out of these, in the simulation frame

{49.91%, 51.15%, 51.65%, 49.41%} were right-movers, and the rest were left-movers - a nearly even

distribution as expected. In absolute value, {31.48%, 33.58%, 38.72%, 42.81%} were moving faster

than v = 0.3, showing a clear increase with temperature. This trend continues with a larger velocity

threshold, as {7.69%, 10.98%, 13.94%, 16.58%} of all bubbles were moving faster than half the speed

of light.

The full distribution of velocities found in each ensemble is shown in Fig. 9 for each initial

power spectrum. The mean of these distributions is near zero; the variance is plotted in Fig. 10. To

obtain an estimate for the magnitude of the error in our result, we divided each ensemble into 15
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panel: The same bubbles as the top panel, after going through the de-boosting procedure described
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sub-ensembles and computed the variance. Then we used the standard deviation of the resulting

distribution as an estimate for the error.

This distribution is described by the following simple theoretical model. A boosted bubble has

total energy

E = γEcrit ≈ Ecrit(1 + v2/2), (4.3)

where in the second equality we have replaced the boos factor γ = (1−v2)−1/2 by its non-relativistic

approximation which is accurate for the majority of the bubbles used in our analysis. In a thermal

ensemble with temperature Teff the probability to find such bubble must obey the Boltzmann

distribution,

P (v) = N−1e
− v2Ecrit

2Teff , (4.4)

with the normalization factor3 N =
√

2πT
E . The expectation value for the variance is:

⟨v2⟩ =
∫

dv v2P (v) =
Teff

Ecrit
. (4.5)

Note that this expression coincides with the inverse critical bubble action (2.5), ⟨v2⟩ = B−1. Using

the energy of the critical bubble obtained by solving Eq. (2.3) and the empirical values for the

effective temperature, this expression gives us a theoretical prediction for the center-of-mass velocity.

This is compared with the variance measured in the simulations in Fig. 10. The agreement is within

one sigma of the empirically determined variance.

0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2

T/m

0.04

0.08

0.12

〈 v
2
〉

Velocity Distribution

Prediction

Figure 10: Comparison between the measured variance in the distribution of velocities depicted

in Fig. 9 versus the prediction in Eq. (4.5) where Ecrit is the energy of the critical solution from

instanton theory and Teff is given by the effective temperatures at late time in each ensemble. There

is good agreement between the two.

The relativistic Klein-Gordon field has two associated conserved charges: the total energy and

the total momentum. These remain conserved to near machine precision over the entire time of the

evolution. They are defined on the lattice as:

H(φ̄) =

L∑

r

[
1

2
Π̄2 +

1

2
|∂rφ̄|2 + V (φ̄)

]
= H(φ)/φ2

0, , (4.6)

P (φ̄) = −
L∑

r

Π̄∂rφ̄ = P (φ)/φ2
0. (4.7)

3We formally extended the range of integration in the normalization condition
∫
dvP (v) = 1 from −∞ to +∞,

which is justified if Ecrit ≫ Teff , so that the distribution is peaked at v ≪ 1.
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Both quantities are fixed by the initial conditions. However, different realizations have a spread in

the initial energy and momentum due to the stochastic sampling of the field and momentum mode

amplitudes. In Fig. 11 we plot the initial relativistic momentum defined in Eq. (4.7) versus the

measured center-of-mass velocity vCOM for each realization. The best-fit linear correlation between

the total momentum and measured center-of-mass velocity is nearly the same in each ensemble.

The spread about the mean correlation increases with T , as expected from the expression for the

variance in initial momenta (see Eq. (3.3)). This indicates that the initial conditions influence

the dynamics of the bubble at nucleation. The average relativistic momentum is zero across the

ensemble. However, the local surplus of momentum associated with the random initial conditions

in a given realization selects a preferred frame of reference for bubble nucleation.

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

vCOM

−0.4

0.0

0.4

P
(ϕ̄

)

T/m

0.9

1.0

1.1

1.2

Figure 11: A scatter plot of the total conserved relativistic momentum on the lattice at initial-

ization versus bubble center-of-mass velocity. For reference, the initial variance of fluctuations in

each ensemble was σφ̄ ≈ {0.27, 0.30, 0.33, 0.36} respectively. There are four solid black lines that

represent the best linear fit through the data from each ensemble. They all share the same slope

to within the thickness of the lines, showing that the degree of correlation remains constant with

temperature. The root-mean-square in momentum increases as a function of T , as expected.

4.4 Average bubble

In this section, we define an ensemble-averaged bubble measured on the lattice and compare this

to the critical bubble predicted by the thermal Euclidean instanton described in Sec. 2. A non-

zero center-of-mass velocity at nucleation leads to morphological changes in the critical bubble, e.g.

its size at nucleation is length-contracted, while the total energy is increased. We must therefore

first transform to the frame where bubbles are at rest as described above. Even after boosting

to the rest frame, there is still great diversity in the details of individual nucleation events. For

example, in Fig. 8 some bubbles loiter around the turnover value of the potential, while others

make the transition from false vacuum to true vacuum much faster. The variance between different

realizations is greatest near the nucleation center, where one would like to make direct comparison

with the critical bubble solution. Here, we define a stacking procedure to compute the ensemble-

averaged bubble. Our algorithm is fully automated, and does not use any prior information about

the expected profile.

The main idea is based on the observation that the walls of a stationary bubble start off at

rest, then expand with acceleration asymptoting to c = 1. The walls undergo Lorentz contraction,

becoming thinner as they accelerate, and gain a momentum far greater than the typical momenta

in the fluctuations about the false vacuum. Therefore, relativistic walls become insensitive to

fluctuations about the false vacuum and expand at the same rate across all realizations. Essentially,

bubbles have different formation histories, but expand in a universal manner at late times.
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Figure 12: Sample variance (defined in Eq. (4.8)) around the nucleation region of the stacked

average bubble for T = 0.9m. Each point on the graph shows the value of the variance as a

function of the field amplitude threshold ϕ̄ and bubble size R. These two parameters control where

the coordinates of the nucleation center are assigned in each simulation. The white star shows the

location where the minimum variance is achieved. Each ensemble yields a different combination

that satisfies this condition. The average bubble is produced by stacking bubble nucleation events

defined by the (ϕ̄, R) pair at this point.

To stack the bubbles we need a reference point that is common in all cases. We call this reference

point the spacetime location of the bubble ‘nucleation’ and label its coordinates by (rN, tN). These

coordinates are different for every bubble in the ensemble. To find tN, we search for the time-

slice where the bubble has reached a fixed radius R where the field amplitude is above some fixed

threshold ϕ̄. We also need to define rN for each simulation. Since all bubbles have been already

de-boosted and are assumed to be at rest, we make use of their symmetry and define the nucleation

center as the middle of the region of size 2R delineated by the points where the walls reach a field

amplitude of at least ϕ̄. The bubbles are all translated to grids centered at (rN, tN), and the field

can now be averaged.

To find the best choice for ϕ̄ and R, we scanned over a large and physically motivated range

of values. We choose mR between 0.77 (slightly smaller than the instanton prediction) and 4.63

(roughly three times the instanton prediction). For ϕ̄, we choose a range between φ̄fv+σφ̄ (far lower

amplitude than expected from the instanton prediction) and φ̄fv+6σφ̄ (far larger in amplitude than

the instanton prediction). To estimate the goodness of fit we minimize the sample variance over a

finite spacetime region centered at the nucleation center. The sample variance is computed as

var ⟨φ̄⟩ = 1

(2∆r)
2

∑

r,t

∣∣∣ 1
S

S∑

i=1

[φ̄i(r, t)− ⟨φ̄(r, t)⟩]2
∣∣∣, (4.8)

where S is the total number of samples in the stack. The variance is computed for every pair of

field amplitude value ϕ̄ and bubble width R considered. The nucleation region is taken to be the

spacetime volume defined by r ∈ [rN −∆r, rN +∆r] and t ∈ [tN −∆r, tN +∆r] with ∆r = 30dr

around the nucleation site at coordinates (rN, tN) uniquely defined by the pair
(
ϕ̄, R

)
. For reference,

in mass units m∆r ≈ 2.4. The sample variance for all combinations of R and ϕ̄ in the case of the

T = 0.9m ensemble is shown in Fig. 12. The variance is largest around the boundaries where the

parameters take un-physical values. The white star denotes the combination of parameters that
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Figure 13: From left to right, we show the average bubble, average conjugate momentum and

average bubble gradient for T = 0.9m. The black contours are added to help visualize surfaces

of constant field amplitude. Qualitatively, beyond the nucleation time shown here at t = 0, the

features of the three fields match the characteristics of the critical saddle point solution pictured in

the left panel of Fig. 3. Moreover, the average fields look similar, up to sample variance, among all

four ensembles with different values of T .

minimizes the variance and has been used to obtain the average bubble. This pair is different for

each choice of T .

The average bubble is shown in Fig. 13 alongside its momentum and gradient on equivalent

coordinate grids. The momentum and gradient fields have been obtained in the same manner as

the procedure applied to the field. Namely, the Lorentz boosts were done with respect to the same

definition of the coordinate grid and gamma factor in each simulation, and the stacking was with

respect to the same set of reference points (rN, tN). Notice that the bubble profile has common

features with the canonical result shown in the left hand panel of Fig. 3. In particular, after a

region of space where the field briefly loiters around the potential maximum, expanding bubble

walls form and the bubble interior rolls down to the true vacuum at φ̄tv = 2π. The wall trajectories

are best visible in the gradient plot, where it can be seen that they quickly asymptote to null and

that the gradient increases as the walls length-contract as they achieve increasingly high velocity.

From the momentum plot, we see that the magnitude of momentum remains small until the bubble

is well-formed. Finally, in the field plot note that prior to the bubble nucleation event, there is

a coherent field configuration with φ̄ < φ̄tv – the opposite direction in field space than the false

vacuum. We will discuss this bubble precursor in the next section.

To make a comparison with the Euclidean instanton prediction for the critical bubble, we must

choose a corresponding time-slice through the average bubble in Fig. 13. To find it, we use the

following method. We sample the time-slices around the region identified as t = 0 in the plot. We

take the average field configuration at each time step and time evolve it using the equations of

motion, in the absence of thermal fluctuations. We define the critical bubble profile φ̄crit(r, tcrit) as

the earliest time-slice that evolves into an expanding bubble solution in the absence of fluctuations

and with zero initial momentum everywhere. The profile for the T/m = 0.9 case is shown in Fig. 14

alongside the solution found using the Euclidean instanton. The two agree quite well. The time

evolution of the empirical critical bubble configuration is shown in the left panel of Fig. 15. After

a brief loitering period, the configuration develops into an expanding bubble. Further, inputting

as an initial condition the field configuration one simulation time step prior at t = tcrit − dtout
yields an oscillon configuration as depicted in the right panel of Fig. 15. The critical bubble defined

in this way is nearly identical across all four ensembles with different T . Notice also the striking

resemblance between Fig. 15 and Fig. 3 – the ensemble average bubble in our lattice simulations
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Figure 14: Left: We show in solid green the critical average bubble profile obtained empirically.

The critical profile φ̄(r, tcrit) is the field configuration taken from the average bubble in Fig. 13

that produces an expanding bubble when time-evolved under the equations of motion. We refer to

this particular field profile as φ̄crit, and the associated time-slice as tcrit. Comparing against the

Euclidean prediction shown in dashed black, we find excellent agreement. The Euclidean profile

represents also the initial condition for the field configuration as a function of lattice site φ̄(r, t = 0)

that was used to obtain the left-hand side panel in Fig. 3. Right: The average gradient and

momentum on the critical time-slice compared to their theoretical predictions: the gradient of the

Euclidean solution and the uniformly null momentum respectively.
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Figure 15: On the left we show the time evolution in the absence of field or momentum fluctuations

of the empirical critical profile depicted in Fig. 14. On the right, we plot the time evolution of

the field configuration corresponding to φ̄(r, tcrit − dtout). The resemblance with Fig. 3 using the

Euclidean critical bubble as initial conditions is striking.

matches well with the expectation from the thermal Euclidean instanton.

In Fig. 16 we show the time evolution of the average field and average momentum from Fig. 13,

for all values of T , and at a fixed r = 0, the location of the nucleation center. The critical time

has been identified for each of the four ensembles using the method described above. The curves

in Fig. 13 have been matched so that t = 0 corresponds to tcrit(T ). First, note that the average

evolution around this time is nearly identical for all values of T , although each curve was formed

by averaging a completely different ensemble of bubble nucleation events. The field first oscillates

about the true vacuum at φ̄fv = π, transitions across the potential barrier, and oscillates about the
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Figure 16: The time evolution of the average bubble field amplitude (on the left) and the average

momentum amplitude (on the right) depicted in Fig. 13 along the r = 0 axis. For each ensemble

labeled by the value of T , we identified the critical time tcrit separately as the time-slice where the

field profile evolves into the expanding bubble solution and is the earliest time-slice that evolves

into a bubble. In this figure, we offset the time evolution so that in each case the critical time lies at

t = 0. The four profiles look extremely similar, even though they are obtained by averaging entirely

different ensembles of bubbles. In particular, before the critical time, the average field oscillates

around φ̄fv, while afterwards it oscillates around φ̄tv with decreasing amplitude as it settles into

equilibrium. Around the critical time, the one-point function of the field amplitude makes a jump,

while simultaneously the momentum temporarily acquires a non-zero amplitude, of roughly σΠ̄ in

magnitude. At the critical time t = 0, the momentum one-point function is at a local minimum.

false vacuum at φ̄tv = 2π. Around mt = 0, there is a local minimum in the field momentum, as it

briefly loiters around φ̄ ≃ 3π/2.

However, note from the right panels in Figs. 14 and 16, and also from the middle panel of

Fig. 13 that the average momentum around the critical nucleation time tcrit does not vanish across

the lattice. This is in contrast to the prediction of the Euclidean instanton solution, where the

momentum vanishes everywhere. The extreme case where decays are driven entirely by a momentum

profile was studied in [74]. Here, we certainly do not find that this is the dominant channel, and

furthermore, the critical bubble solution we have identified does not require initial momentum to

produce an expanding bubble. Since the amplitude of momentum at (r = 0, t = tcrit) from both

Fig. 14 and Fig. 16 is of order the average root-mean-square of momentum fluctuations in the initial

conditions σΠ̄ ≈ {0.040, 0.045, 0.051, 0.056}, it is possible that this is a residual of the de-boosting

procedure or even a bias owing to the fact that we only average critical profiles which result in

expanding bubbles, and neglect solutions that collapse back into the false vacuum via oscillons.

Nevertheless, it is clear that field dynamics are an important component of bubble nucleation since

the average bubble includes precursor fluctuations. We now turn to study these precursors in more

detail.

4.5 Bubble precursors

The Euclidean instanton formalism provides a prediction for the critical bubble profile, but offers

no guidance into how this configuration comes about from an ensemble of fluctuations around the

false vacuum. General theoretical considerations can yield some insight, as described in Ref. [38].

In short, the most probable formation history of a rare configuration from a thermal ensemble is the

time-reverse of its decay. For thermal vacuum decay, the critical bubble is in unstable equilibrium

between expansion and collapse. As we demonstrated in Fig. 15, time-evolving the slightly subcrit-

ical average bubble yields an oscillon (a stable and compact oscillating field configuration), which
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after long times would decay back to un-bound plane-wave fluctuations about the false vacuum.

Time-reversing, the prediction is that the most probable formation history of an expanding thermal

bubble is for plane waves about the false vacuum to scatter, producing an oscillon, which propagates

for a long time, eventually interacting with thermal fluctuations to produce a critical expanding

bubble. Indeed, oscillon precursors have been observed previously in lattice simulations [44], where

they were shown to enhance the decay rate in a quench.

We can test the hypothesis that the most likely bubble formation history starts with an oscillon

by using our lattice simulations to empirically measure the dynamics prior to bubble nucleation.

In Fig. 13 we see that the average bubble configuration has a large under-density in field space,

followed by a peak in momentum. Looking closely at each realization, empirically we observe that

many bubbles form from oscillons; several examples are shown in Fig. 17.

We now explain how to disentangle these structures from the background field fluctuations.

First we select the simulations where the bubble nucleates after at least a duration mt = 80,

equivalent to a full lattice crossing time. This allows us to trace the long-term evolution of the

precursors. Throughout this section we limit our discussion to the case T/m = 0.9 where the field

fluctuations are smallest, but the results presented below apply also to the other ensembles.

Oscillons stand out as large amplitude long-wavelength fluctuations. As they evolve slowly in

time, they bounce around the lattice subject to a random Brownian-like motion. To isolate their

trajectory in a consistent way across realizations, we compute the Hilbert transform of the field

φ̄(r, t) and take the absolute value. This produces the instantaneous amplitude (envelope) of the

field as a function of time [75]. The trajectory is simply given by the location r on the lattice

where the envelope has peaked in amplitude. The starting point for the procedure is the location

of the bubble nucleation, shown as (r, t) = (0, 0) in the figures on the left panel of Fig. 17. Then

we trace the trajectory backwards in time, imposing the additional requirement that the maximum

at t should not be farther than mr = 2 away from the maximum computed at t + dtout. The

time evolution is truncated at mt = −80. In the middle panels of this figure, we plot the time-

development of the field along this trajectory. In the right panels, we show the spectral content of

the field along this trajectory.

Notice from the middle and right panels of Fig. 17 that the field along the trajectory oscillates

with a characteristic oscillon frequency ωosc. This stands out as a peak in the power spectrum.

We associate a characteristic ωosc to each bubble precursor in our ensemble. Their distribution is

shown in blue in the left panel of Fig. 18. To highlight the difference between oscillons and the

background fluctuations, we pick random field trajectories through each simulation and select the

frequency where their respective power spectra peak. This distribution is plotted in orange. Note

that the peak of the power spectrum for oscillon trajectories is lower than the peak on random

trajectories (appropriately centered on ω = meff , the prediction from the dispersion relation for

plane waves about the false vacuum). This is consistent with the interpretation that oscillons are

bound states.

Next, we compute the average power spectrum of all oscillons and the average power spectrum

of random trajectories and plot them side by side in the right panel of Fig. 18. We also plot, for

comparison, the power spectra of the field trajectories φ̄crit(r = 0, t) for both the subcritical bare

lattice solution in Fig. 3 and the precursor to the average bubble critical solution shown in Fig. 15.

These are shown in green and pink, respectively. Notice that these peak at the same frequency

as the average oscillon signal. This is highlighted by the green band in both plots. This is strong

evidence that the formation history of bubbles in our simulations includes an oscillon precursor

matching the oscillon that results from collapse of a subcritical bubble (as in e.g. Fig. 3).

Here we considered the trajectory of the oscillons in the original simulations, before de-boosting.

In principle the distribution of velocities for the oscillons should obey
〈
v2osc

〉
∝ Teff/Eosc but the

frequent collisions make it difficult to systematically measure their velocities (such a collision which
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Figure 17: Left: Examples of field configurations preceding the bubble nucleation at (r, t) = (0, 0).

The trajectories of the oscillon precursors are shown in black. The bubble precursors are not the

only structures evolving on the lattice and in fact in many cases it is collisions of such objects

that trigger bubble nucleation. The oscillon collisions also make it difficult, in general, to track the

long-term evolution of the precursor, as exemplified in the third row where the trajectory seems

to diverge from the dominant oscillon in that simulation at around mt = −20 and instead random

background fluctuations are being picked up. The bottom row shows the same realization as above,

but instead of the oscillon we analyze an example null trajectory. Middle: The field amplitude

along the oscillon trajectory as a function of time. A large amplitude sinusoidal stands out in the

top two cases. The bottom case exemplifies that the typical background field does not, in general,

show the same phase coherence. Right: Taking the time-domain Fourier transform of the field

shown in the middle panel, we compute its power spectrum. The peak frequency ωosc is identified

by the vertical dotted line. Interestingly, the frequency corresponding to this peak is below the

mass scale of the field everywhere, except in the null test case. This demonstrates that the oscillons

are bound structures, since they are characterized by a lower energy per particle, ωosc < meff , than

a collection of free waves with ω ≥ meff . Moreover, since the critical bubble is a static solution, it

has ωcrit → 0. In this sense, oscillons are an intermediate state between propagating field degrees

of freedom and the critical bubble solution.
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Figure 18: Left: In blue is the distribution of characteristic frequencies of the bubble precursors

ωosc. In orange is the distribution of the peak frequencies in the power spectrum of null field

trajectories drawn from the same realizations. The oscillon distribution has smaller variance and

peaks at lower frequency than the null trajectories. This is consistent with the bubble precursors

being bound states of similar properties across the ensemble. Right: The average oscillon (in blue)

and the average null trajectory (orange) power spectra. We also show in green the spectrum of

the φ̄crit(r = 0, t) trajectory of the precursor in Fig. 3 and in pink the subcritical average bubble

solution from Fig. 15, for comparison. With the exception of the null test line which peaks around

ω ≈ meff , all other spectra peak over the same frequency range, highlighted by the faded green

band in both images. The occupation numbers are also much larger on large scales for the three

spectra that measure oscillons, which supports their identification as bubble precursors.

changes the direction of motion of the oscillon is clearly visible in the top panel in Fig. 17). We

will perform a more detailed study of the properties of oscillon precursors in future work.

4.6 Critical bubble energy

We can compare the observables we introduced up to this point by looking at how they relate to

the critical bubble action B = Ecrit/Teff . In Sec. 4.2 we have already shown that in the effective

IR temperature interpretation we find good agreement with the Euclidean expectation for the

decay rate. Here we show that the measurements of the average critical bubble and the velocity

distribution are also compatible with the theoretical prediction. The critical bubble energy is

Ecrit(φ) =

L∑

r

1

2
Π2

crit +
1

2
(∂rφcrit)

2
+ φ2

0V (φcrit)− φ2
0V (φfv). (4.9)

The kinetic energy term is zero for the static Euclidean solution. Taking the Euclidean solution

φ̄crit computed for the bare potential (used as initial condition for the left panel of Fig. 3 and

plotted in dashed black in Fig. 14), we obtain a baseline value for the critical energy. Dividing

by the empirical effective temperature of each ensemble determined in Sec. 4.1, we arrive at our

theoretical predictions for the action. The predictions are plotted in blue in Fig. 19. Next, we can

estimate the energy of the empirical average critical bubble by taking the average field, gradient

and momentum profiles on the critical slice shown in Fig. 14 and integrating Eq. (4.9). Repeating

the exercise for all four ensembles differing by the value of T , we obtain the points shown in orange

in Fig. 19. Lastly, according to Eq. (4.5), the variance of the velocity distribution is a direct

measurement of the critical bubble action. This is shown in green. Overall, we find good agreement

between all measurements in each ensemble.
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Figure 19: The energy of the critical bubble solution, as measured from three different lattice

observables and compared against the Euclidean prediction shown in blue. The prediction is given

by Eq. (4.9) computed for φcrit corresponding to the solution to the static equation of motion

Eq. (2.3). The orange line corresponds to the critical field profile obtained empirically from the

average bubbles, as explained in Sec. 4.4. The error bars on the blue and orange are proportional

to the systematic uncertainty on the effective temperature, as explained in Sec. 4.1. Finally, the

green curve is obtained from taking the inverse of the measured values for
〈
v2
〉
. Here the error

bars are the same as in Fig. 10, percentage-wise. The data points have been offset slightly along

the horizontal axis to help with visualizing the error bars.

We have implicitly assumed that the critical energy is independent of temperature, or even

effective mass. We postpone a more detailed analysis of the effects related to the running of these

variables on the bubble solution to future work. However we note that this approximation is

supported by our empirical finding that the average bubble as well as the time evolution of the field

and conjugate momentum one-point functions shown in Fig. 16 are identical, up to statistical error

bars, between the four different ensembles. This is in spite of the fact that the averaging is done

with respect to different set of parameters (ϕ̄, R) (see Sec. 4.4).

5 Discussion and conclusions

In this paper we have identified the center-of-mass velocity distribution of bubbles, the ensemble-

averaged bubble in the nucleation rest frame, and oscillon precursors as promising observables for

vacuum decay. We investigated the properties of these observables using ensembles of classical

simulations in 1+1 dimensions. The initial conditions for the simulations are drawn from a non-

equilibrium distribution over phase space which we took to be Bose-Einstein (as opposed to the

equilibrium Rayleigh-Jeans spectrum). Generalizing our results, we expect bubbles to have a dis-

tribution of center-of-mass velocities in any number of spatial dimensions and for any ensemble

defining the initial conditions. The distribution likely depends on the ensemble from which the

initial conditions are drawn, but it is reasonable to expect that it is given by the Boltzmann factor

involving the total bubble energy if the ensemble is close to thermal. This will be a topic of future

investigation. We also expect that oscillon precursors play a role in thermal bubble nucleation in

any number of spatial dimensions. Here, there could be interesting phenomenology related to the

potential, since this determines the properties of oscillons. There may also be dependence on the

ensemble of initial conditions, since the oscillons are infrared sensitive objects. For the ensemble-
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averaged bubble, there may also be important differences that depend on the potential and the

ensemble of initial conditions. For example, vacuum decay at zero temperature is not described

by the static thermal critical bubble, but by the O(4)-invariant Euclidean bounce, which gives rise

to an expanding bubble in real time. Can this be the average bubble observed in semi-classical

simulations such as those performed in [21]?

Our work could also have interesting implications for a number of phenomenological scenarios

involving first-order phase transitions. Models of electroweak baryogenesis involve a first-order

phase transition (see e.g. [76] for a review). The terminal velocity of the bubble wall through the

primordial plasma is a crucial element of these models, determining if a sufficient baryon asymmetry

can be accumulated. Incorporating the velocity distribution outlined in this paper could have

implications for this calculation if the expected velocity of bubbles is comparable to the terminal

wall velocity which is typically non-relativistic and can be as low as v ∼ O(.1) [77–79] (though in

some models can be close to the speed of light, see e.g. [80]). Our results imply that the root-

mean-square bubble center-of-mass velocity is
√
⟨v2⟩ ∼ 1/

√
B, where B ≫ 1 is Euclidean critical

bubble action controlling the false vacuum decay rate. We can estimate B by requiring that the

phase transition occurs when Γ ∼ H(T )4, which for H2 ∼ T 4/M2
pl and assuming Γ ∼ T 4B3/2e−B

(appropriate in 3+1 dimensions) yields B ∼ 150 for a temperature of order TeV. The expected

root-mean-square velocity of a bubble during electroweak baryogenesis is therefore
√

⟨v2⟩ ∼ .1

- comparable to the terminal wall velocity! This simple estimate undoubtedly misses important

physical effects, but it certainly motivates the inclusion of bubble velocities in these models. Note

that in existing simulations of electroweak baryogenesis e.g. [81], bubbles are inserted by hand and

do not include this effect. These simulations could be augmented to include the velocity distribution

outlined in this paper. The velocity distribution may also have implications for the spectrum of

stochastic gravitational waves produced during electroweak baryogenesis or other early-Universe

phase transitions observable by LISA [82].

The oscillon precursor to bubble nucleation could also have implications for baryogenesis. This

is because the oscillon core can sample regions of a symmetry-breaking phase. The role of oscillons

in electroweak baryogenesis was discussed in [83], whose title reflects their conclusion: oscillons are

not present during an electroweak phase transition. Here, we have shown that whenever bubbles

are present, so are oscillons. This motivates revisiting the question of whether a long-lived oscillon

precursor could contribute significantly to the dynamics and outcome of baryogenesis.

Early work on oscillons showed that their presence could affect the decay rate of a false vac-

uum [45]. Here, we highlight that for thermal decay they are an essential component of the nu-

cleation process. What is their role in the Euclidean formalism - are they implicitly captured in

the saddle point corresponding to the critical bubble? The answer to this question could have

implications for the decay rate computation at zero temperature as well: is vacuum decay preceded

by a ‘virtual’ oscillon, or is vacuum decay fundamentally different in this respect? We hope to

investigate these, and other questions, in future work.
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A Velocity measurement and boosting to the rest frame

In this appendix we describe in detail the procedure for measuring the center-of-mass velocity of

bubbles identified in simulations. The first step is to map the trajectories of the expanding bubble

walls, denoted rL/R(r, t). To do that, first we model the field amplitude at every time step by the

expression

φ̄(r, t = const) =

(
tanh

r − rL
wL

+ tanh
rR − r

wR

)
φ̄fv

2
+ φ̄fv, (A.1)

where r is a coordinate that spans the lattice and wL,R represent the thickness of each wall. In

this expression, rR,L are the best-fit coordinates of the wall centers. The hyperbolic tangent profile

provides an excellent fit for the shape of the domain walls. Starting at t ≫ tcrit, we begin to trace

the evolution going backwards in time towards the ‘fuzzy’ nucleation region, finding the best-fit

values for rR,L at each step. Two examples of such trajectories are illustrated by the dashed curves

in Fig. 20.

To mitigate the effect of fluctuations, we choose several guesses for the start values of the

parameters in Eq. (A.1) corresponding to wall amplitudes in the range φ̄fv + 1.5σφ̄ and φ̄fv + 3σφ̄.

These start values in general will generate different wall trajectories. At each step t beyond the

starting slice, the initial guess on the best-fit parameters will be the values obtained at step t+dtout.

With the independent trajectories rL,R obtained this way, we fit each wall to a hyperbola

rL,R(t) = ±
√

a1 + (t− a2)2 + a3 with free parameters a1, a2, a3 ∈ R. We obtain a bundle of

hyperbolas expanding at roughly similar rates. From here, the instantaneous wall velocity is simply

the tangent curve vL,R(t) = ∂t rL,R. By fitting first to a hyperbolic trajectory we ensure that

the |vL,R| ≤ 1 at all times, as well as smooth out the effect of fluctuations. This can be seen by

comparing the dashed and the solid lines in Fig. 20.

In the rest frame, the two left- and right-moving wall velocities vwall(t) are equal. In the

boosted frame, vL,R(t) are related by a gamma factor function of vCOM(t). Since at every time-

step we have two equations with two unknowns, the instantaneous center-of-mass velocity is fully

determined. Its value at nucleation is chosen as the instantaneous vCOM(t) that minimizes the

residual |vCOM(t) − vwall(t)|. Once again, this is because at nucleation the expectation is that the

walls start off at rest.

For every wall trajectory given by the different choices of initial values of the fit parameters

in Eq. (A.1), we get a different measurement for the vCOM(t) that minimizes the residual. Some

trajectories will fail, for various reasons, to give a numerical estimate for vCOM(t). For example,

in most failed cases no hyperbolic fit is found. In general, since the wall amplitude spans a small

range in φ̄ of only 1.5σφ̄, the values of the center-of-mass velocities at nucleation obtained from the

different hyperbolas will differ by less than 10%. We use the average of all these values as the final

result of the measurement.

We call the center-of-mass velocity measured in this way the deterministic velocity. If there

were no fluctuations, the procedure could be applied once, and the true center-of-mass velocity

would be the deterministic velocity. However, the presence of fluctuations complicates things, and

induces uncertainties in the measurement. In the worst case, it can lead the algorithm off a wrong

path, and boost the bubble into a more relativistic frame. Therefore, we need to iterate over this

procedure several times, checking at each step that we are on the right track.

We test the value obtained for the deterministic velocity by applying a Lorentz transformation

with the corresponding boost factor γ(vCOM) and measuring the center-of-mass velocity once again.

If the new detected velocity is less than the original, the value is accepted. The procedure re-iterates

until a residual ≤ 0.03c is reached, which becomes a lower bound for the error in the measurement.

However, in cases where the deterministic velocity gives a larger residual than measured initially,

the deterministic velocity is discarded and random velocities are applied until a frame where the
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Figure 20: The spacetime diagrams on the left hand side depict two bubbles as detected in their

original realizations, while on the right we show the same bubbles at rest in the simulation frame,

after going through the de-boosting procedure. The top bubble was detected to have the center-of-

mass velocity vCOM = −0.78, while the one in the bottom panels was measured to have vCOM = 0.26.

The greater the center-of-mass velocity is in absolute value, the more Lorentz contracted the bubble

appears in the original simulation. The dashed line represents the wall trajectory found by fitting

the field at each time-slice to the wall profile in Eq. (A.1). The solid black line is the hyperbolic

best-fit to the dashed line curve, from which the instantaneous wall velocities are obtained. Stronger

boosts lead to stronger field distortion and the introduction of a cutoff for the late-time expansion

(e.g. from an original square grid to an area-conserved boosted diamond). This can be seen in the

top left corner of the diagram in the top right panel. In the same image a large amplitude coherent

fluctuation is seen as the bubble precursor. The bubble precursor as well as the neck of the bubble

in the initial stage of expansion are noticeably thinner in the left panel than on the right.

bubble is closer to rest is found. These random values are chosen in the interval 0.05 < |v| < 0.2.

The final, overall vCOM is the result of relativistic addition of all boost factors – both stochastic or

deterministic – that have been accepted.

To affix a de-boosted bubble onto a transformed grid, we first linearly interpolate the field (in

the frame where the velocity was most recently measured), then evaluate it onto the new grid (with

coordinates determined via the Lorentz boost). Recall that boosts preserve the spacetime interval,

but weight the time and space components differently. The bubble is now distorted. Note, repeated

linear interpolation at each intermediate step introduces noise in each realization. To minimize this

noise, once the final vCOM is measured, we apply a single Lorentz boost with this value onto the

original realization and check again that the output bubble is measured at rest. If the residual

satisfies ≤ 0.03c, the procedure has completed successfully.
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An illustration of this procedure is shown in Fig. 20 for two examples of bubbles at T/m = 0.9.

The left panel shows the spacetime diagram of the bubbles as they appear in a particular simulation.

On the right is the final result after applying a Lorentz boost with velocity vCOM = −0.78 (top) and

vCOM = 0.26 (bottom) centered on the nucleation event. The dashed lines are the measured wall

trajectories, while the solid lines are the associated hyperbolic fits in each frame. Notice that the

de-boosted left and right wall velocities and trajectories are now (almost) symmetric about r = 0.

Additional examples of bubbles before and after the de-boosting procedure are depicted in Fig. 8

in the main text for the case where T/m = 0.9.
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