arXiv:2406.02667v1 [hep-ph] 4 Jun 2024

Higher-order corrections to phase-transition
parameters in dimensional reduction

Mikael Chala, Juan Carlos Criado, Luis Gil and Javier Lopez Miras

Departamento de Fisica Tedrica y del Cosmos, Universidad de Granada,
Campus de Fuentenueva, E-18071 Granada, Spain

June 6, 2024

Abstract

The dynamics of phase transitions (PT) in quantum field theories at finite
temperature is most accurately described within the framework of dimensional re-
duction. In this framework, thermodynamic quantities are computed within the
3-dimensional effective field theory (EFT) that results from integrating out the
high-temperature Matsubara modes. However, strong-enough PTs, observable in
gravitational wave (GW) detectors, occur often nearby the limit of validity of the
EFT, where effective operators can no longer be neglected. Here, we perform a
quantitative analysis of the impact of these interactions on the determination of PT
parameters. We find that they allow for strong PTs in a wider region of parameter
space, and that both the peak frequency and the amplitude of the resulting GW
power spectrum can change by more than one order of magnitude when they are in-
cluded. As a byproduct of this work, we derive equations for computing the bounce
solution in the presence of higher-derivative terms, consistently with the EFT power
counting.



1 Introduction

A first-order phase transition (PT) entails the sudden change on the vacuum expectation
value (VEV) of a scalar field in which two non-degenerate minima coexist. Thermally-
induced PTs in quantum-field theory (QFT) are often described within the imaginary-time
or Matsubara formalism [!1], in which bosonic (fermionic) fields are periodic (antiperiodic)
functions of the imaginary time compactified over a radius of size 1/T', where T is the
temperature of the thermal bath. They can thus be treated as a Fourier series of thermal
modes in Euclidean spacetime. In the high temperature limit, this allows for an equiv-
alence between a 4-dimensional (4D) QFT at finite 7" and a regular 3-dimensional (3D)
Euclidean QFT.

It was long ago realised that computations within this framework present a num-
ber of difficulties, the main one being the Linde problem [2], namely the appearance of
short-distance non-perturbative effects from massless vector bosons in non-Abelian gauge
theories, which can be only captured with lattice simulations [3]. Even in the absence
of these states, there are at least two more challenges to tackle. First, loop calcula-
tions involve potentially large logarithms log 7?/m?, where m is a light mass, which can
jeopardize the validity of perturbation theory. Second, the computation of PT parameters
requires the evaluation of the effective action on the so-called bounce solution [1,5], that is
a non-homogeneous classical field configuration that interpolates between the two VEVs.
The usual construction of the effective action, built as a derivative expansion around a
constant-field configuration, is doomed to fail.

These two last difficulties find an elegant solution within the realm of effective field
theories (EFT) [6,7]. Large logarithms can be broken into log (T%/u?) —which can be
minimised upon using a matching scale y ~ T—, and log (u?/m?) —which can be summed
using the renormalisation group equations within the EFT [38]. A well-defined effective
action, in which only the modes responsible for the thermal transition are integrated out,
can be in turn constructed as an expansion in powers of m /7 [9-11]. In this framework,
the contributions due to the non-homogeneity of field configurations such as the bounce
are systematically included through effective operators containing derivatives of the field.
Furthermore, the Linde problem can be also tackled this way, as the Euclidean EFT can
be directly simulated on the lattice [3, 12].

This is precisely the program of dimensional reduction, the foundations of which were
clarified in a seminal paper [13] about 30 years ago (see also Ref. [I1]). Since then, it
has been applied to a variety of cases [15-33], most importantly for establishing that the
PT within the Standard Model (SM) is a cross-over [31]. It has been also instrumental
for reducing uncertainties in the determination of the gravitational wave (GW) stochastic
background that ensues from strong PTs. With very few exceptions [11,35], however, the
influence of effective operators, involving more than four scalar fields and/or more than
two derivatives, on this phenomenon has been neglected.

Based on a simple scalar model, in this paper we find that strong PTs occur often
at parameter space points where the EFT is close to the limit of validity. This can be
intuitively understood: strong PTs are characterised by v/T > 1, where v ~ m/V/\ is
the VEV after the PT and X stands for the scalar quartic coupling. Hence, unless \ < 1,
m/T is relative large. Within this regime, effective operators in the 3D EFT, formally
suppressed by higher powers of m /T, can in principle not be neglected. Hence, here we
study the effects of these interactions on the determination of PT parameters. On the
process, we face the challenge of computing the bounce in the presence of higher-order



derivative terms, which we address using perturbation theory.

The article is organised as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the model and its
corresponding dimensionally reduced EFT. We discuss the computation of the different
PT parameters in Section 3, putting emphasis on the invariance of physical ones under
(perturbative) field redefinitions. We present our main results, comparing the predictions
in the presence and in the absence of effective operators, in Section 4. We conclude in
Section 5. Finally, we collect a number of technical details in Appendices A and B.

2 Theoretical setup

We consider a model consisting of a real scalar ¢ and a massless fermion ¢. The 4D
Lagrangian in Minkowski space reads:

Fr= SO0 — 56" — k6 — N6+ Tl — 46T 0

At finite temperature in the imaginary-time formalism, each 4D field reduces to a tower
of 3D Matsubara modes of masses m,, = 2mnT with n > 0 (1) for bosons (fermions).
Therefore, in the high-7" limit, the 3D EFT contains only the zero-mode of ¢, which we
will refer to as .

For building the EFT, we match off-shell correlators with only the light, zeroth order
Matsubara mode of ¢ in external legs. Since our main goal is understanding the impact
of effective interactions, we for simplicity include only the effects of modes of ¥ in the
loops, which dominate the matching because the first non-zero mode of the fermion is
lighter than that of the scalar (see Appendix A), and because the strong PTs that can be
studied within the regime of validity of the EFT necessarily have small A and /7. This
implies that the EFT presents a Z, symmetry ¢ — —¢ only broken by the trilinear term.

We assume the usual power counting [13], P ~ m ~ ¢T, and work to order &(g®).
This implies that, in the EFT, the only non-vanishing interactions are those of dimension
d < 8 in 4D. The most general EFT Lagrangian with (broken) Z, symmetry, that we

obtain with the help of BasisGen [30], in Euclidean form, reads:
1 1
Ly = §K3(8g0)2 + §m§g02 + Kap® + Az

+ a1’ + Bs10%00%p + Beap 0%
+ ag1¢® + ag2?0,0,00" 0" o + Bs1p°p + Beap 0 p + Psap® 0 p0*p + Brap®
4. (2)

The first, second and third lines of Eq. (2) represent the zeroth, first and second order
in our perturbative expansion, respectively; the ellipses stand for higher-order terms that
we neglect in our analysis. Hence, for example, ag; is of the same order as g, despite
the 3D energy dimensions of the first being [ag1] = 0 while for the second [5g;] = —1.

Including EFT operators of up to d < 8 does not only allow us to explore more
accurately the parameter space where very strong PT take place; most importantly, it
gives us control on the validity of the EFT expansion (effects triggered by the dimension-8
interactions being significantly smaller than those of dimension-6 ones).

In the matching, we include only the dominant part of the one-loop contributions.
The detailed computations can be found in Appendix A, where we also discuss the (small)



effects provided by neglected loops of scalars. Here we simply indicate the final result:

g9’ 2 2 g*T?
K3:1+T7T2, m3:m+ 6 ngﬁﬁ, )\3:)\T; (3)
7¢(3)g° 7¢(3)g* 35¢(3)g*
@1 T g9t Po1 = =342 Por = g (4)
_ 31¢(5)¢° _ 31¢(5)g" _ 31¢(5)g”
8= 904876T @82 = 102407573 P = ~{opagmoric )
By — 217¢(5)g" By — 279¢(5)g" Bay — _217¢(5)g° (6)
*2 7 204807673 7 204807673 T B120m6T?
The terms in the first line were first computed in Ref. [30], with which we find full
agreement.
Some of the operators above are physically equivalent, meaning that they can be re-
lated to one another via field redefinitions [37]. In accordance with our power counting,

these redefinitions can be taken to be perturbative. In practice, operators of the form
f(p)0%p, that we label with 3, can be removed from the Lagrangian through the trans-
formation ¢ — ¢ + f(¢), at the price of shifting the coefficients «.

Proceeding this way, with the help of Matchete [38], we find that the shifts in the
coefficients after all f(¢)0?p operators have been eliminated are:!

m3 — m3 + 2Bams + (85, + 20s1)mj (7)
K3 — R3 —f- R3 [65617713 + (42531 —|— 9581)m§} s (8)

A3 = Az + 98152 + [Bo2 + 30(582, + Bs1)w2 + 8BsiAz] m3
+ [10561562 + Bsa + Bs3 + 4(1655, + 3581))\3] ms, (9)

3
gL — g1+ 486223 + 1606105 + §/€§ [78561562 + 9Bs2 + 6353 + 8XA3(68035; + 13581)]
1
+ gmi [60c61 861 + 22035, + 5854 + 8A3(64561 562 + TBs2 + 55s3)

+16A3(108533, + 198s1)] (10)

g1 — ag1 + 661862 + 12X3(3a61 861 + 9555 + 7Ps4)
+ 16/\3(78661662 + 982 + 50s3) + 192)\%(16531 +3Bs1) , (11)

Qago — Qga . (].2)

'We have cross-checked these results with on-shell amplitude techniques in which the Lagrangians
before and after field redefinitions are required to give exactly the same 4D S-matrix; see section 3.6 of
Ref. [39] as well as Ref. [10].
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Figure 1: Effective potential below (left), at (middle) and above (right) T. = 382.84 GeV,
as obtained for the potential without effective operators. The solid and dashed lines repre-

sent the situation with and without effective operators (EO), respectively; see the text for
details.

On top of these, the Zy-breaking terms a5 and ay¢” appear, with:

a5 = 3K3 [ﬁ62 +12(565, + Bs1)k3 + 8ﬁ61)\3}

3
+ §'f3(46561562 + 5Bs + 4Bs3 + 30483 A3 + 56851 \3)m3 (13)

3
ar = 154 (1200061861 + 4985, + 10884 + 4X3(28661 862 + 33552 + 20s3)

+256A3(1635, + 30s1)] - (14)

(Further trivial-to-compute corrections arise first upon normalising canonically the kinetic
term, ¢ — /+/K3, perturbatively.) This basis is particularly useful because it minimises
the number of operators with derivatives, which entail most numerical complications when
computing the classical bounce solutions.

In Fig. 1, we plot the effective potential (that is, the derivative-independent part
of &) at T > T, (left), T = T. (middle) and 7" < T, (right). Here, T, stands for the
critical temperature, namely that at which the effective potential exhibits two degenerated
minima, @ and @7, computed in the absence of effective interactions. We have chosen a
model with (m?, r, \) = (31643.5 GeV? —71.1 GeV,0.045).

3 Phase-transition parameters

PTs proceed through the nucleation of bubbles of vacuum energy [11,12]. These grow and
eventually collide, producing a stochastic background of GWs [13]. The main physical
parameters describing this dynamics are the nucleation temperature (75), the latent heat
(), the inverse duration time of the PT (5/H,) and the terminal bubble wall velocity
(V).

Before entering into the definition of these quantities, let us mention that they are
all determined (at the classical level in the EFT) by the value of the 3D effective action
at classical solutions of the equations of motion (EOM), ¢.. The latter can either be
constant, which describes the extrema of the effective potential, or a bounce; namely a
non-homogeneous but spherically-symmetric field configuration that interpolates between



or and @ [1,5]. We will study here the effects of higher-dimensional EFT operators
on the bounce solution and the corresponding action. This amounts to the inclusion of
higher orders in the expansion in powers of P/T ~ m/T ~ g. We will neglect additional
corrections coming from loops of the Matsubara zero modes.

At high temperature [14,15], for an action of the form
Salel =7 [ arr® |5 4 Val) — Valor)| (15)
0

where the dot stands for derivative with respect to r, the bounce is a solution of the
corresponding Euler-Lagrange equation:

.2 ,
so+;90:V3(90), (16)

with boundary conditions ¢(0) = 0 and lim, ., ¢(r) = @p. Without loss of generality,
we assume from now on that ¢p = 0.

The existence of bounce solutions in theories with an arbitrary potential with degen-
erate minima was proven by Coleman in 1977 [1]. In the presence of other derivative
interactions, however, it has not been proven whether such a solution exists. As a mat-
ter of fact, to the best of our knowledge, none of the dedicated tools for computing the
bounce [16-50] accepts derivative interactions other than the usual kinetic term.

Even if the bounce could be obtained in certain deformations of Eq. (15), doing so by
brute force must be avoided, because it spoils the EF'T power counting. Computed this
way, the result for Ss3[e.], which is a physical quantity, depends on whether we work with
the Lagrangian of Eq. (2) or with any other field-redefined version of it. This resembles
very much the gauge dependence of the effective potential at its extrema if not computed
consistently in perturbation theory [51-53].

The correct way for computing the physical S3[¢.], consistent with the perturbative
expansion used for the matching, relies on expanding both the classical bounce and the
action in powers of €, a formal parameter that keeps track of the perturbative order:

o= o0 + e+ 2@ o Gy = 50 4 es) + e8P 4 - (17)

Here, € is defined such that the terms in the first row of Eq. (2) are e-independent, while
those in the second and third rows come with € and €2, respectively. At the end of our
calculations, we take e = 1.

Requiring the bounce to be an extremal of Ss, namely Sg

= 0, we obtain:

} + @’(63)
ot

(18)

55«(1)

Salec] = 55" 10"] + €557 [0 + € {S( e + 2 / A
0

where 4,0,(;0) is the bounce of the zeroth-order action, and with 90((;1) satisfying the following

differential equation:

2 1 654
(1) ©) ( ,(0) = 1
R G C DR e PR (19)
with boundary conditions
20 (0) = lim o{(r) =0 (20)
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Figure 2: Results before and after field redefinitions. Left: Value of Ss|p.] computed up to
different orders in the EFT power counting. Right: Leading bounce and first correction;
see the text for details.

The mathematical details of this derivation, to arbitrary order in ¢, are discussed in
Appendix B. Similar ideas have been used to compute the functional derivative of the
effective action at zero temperature [54,55].

In order to further emphasise that Ss[p.] computed this way is invariant under field
redefinitions, in Fig. 2, we show explicitly the value of this quantity in a scenario with
only non-vanishing Wilson coefficient g before and after the field redefinitions defined
by Egs. (7)—(14). We also plot 9020) and gpgl). While the redefinition changes gogl), physical
observables are invariant under it, since they depend on gpgl) through the action Ss[p.],
which does not change. We have chosen K3 = 1, ms = 1.60 GeV?, k3 = —3.40 GeV?/2
and A3 = 1.34 GeV. Notice that, since there is only one operator in this case, we have
taken € = g2 as our perturbative parameter.

With this information, assuming that the PT occurs in a radiation dominated epoch,
a precise definition of T, a and 3/H, follows:?

e T,: It is defined as the T at which the probability & ~ (Mp/T)* e=%) for a single
bubble to nucleate within a Hubble horizon volume is ~ 1. In first approximation,
this occurs when [50]

Sslpe] ~ 100 — 4log (21)

T,
100 GeV
e «a: It is defined as the ratio of energy density released in the PT to the energy
density of the radiation bath. Taking the effective number of degrees of freedom in
the plasma as determined in the SM, we have [13]:

Vs(ior)
T3

a ~ —0.03 (22)

e (3/H,: Tt is defined as a characteristic timescale of the PT, assuming an exponen-
tially growing transition rate as the temperature decreases (or equivalently, after

2We remind the reader that these quantities are defined using the 3D Euclidean action, potential and
field, and thus have been adapted from the usual definitions in terms of their 4D counterparts so as to
reproduce the appropriate energy dimensions.
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Figure 3: Scatter plots with the minimum corrections for AV3/Vy = ‘@,(1)(30(%)))/%(0)(@59))
and Apr = gp(Tl)/gogro) for several models; see the text for details.

linearising the bounce action with respect to the temperature) [13]:

B ., dSse]
H, =1 dT

(23)

T

One last parameter, the bubble wall velocity v,,, enters also into the determination of the
GWs produced during the PT. It is by far the hardest to estimate, so here we simply
consider two different values, v,, = 0.4 and 1. We find that the effect of varying v,, has a
relatively mild impact in our analysis.

We note in passing that, just like for Ss[¢.], V3(p7) must be computed perturbatively.
That is:

1 T
Vaer) = V3" (o) + V3 (o)) + € ‘/3”(2)@9))_5%‘””—@% +0(e). (24)
3 T

Since Ss[¢.] is computed perturbatively, the nucleation temperature T, as defined in
Eq. (21), is also field-redefinition invariant. This, together with a correct perturbative
estimation of V3(pr), guarantees that the strength parameter « is also field-redefinition
invariant, even if this parameter is not precisely expanded perturbatively as a whole.
In any case, errors in the estimation of « are smaller than €/(e?) in our formal power
counting.

4 Results

In order to get a first indication of the impact of higher-dimensional operators on the

aforementioned parameters, we proceed as follows. We take the results of Ref. [77], which

provides a thorough scan of a simplified 3D model without effective interactions, given by
2

1 1 T2
Ly = 5(8(,0)2 + 3 (m2 + QT) 0+ kVTQ® + ATt (25)

This scan includes values of a, m32, k3 and A3 at T, Given g, then m? x and \ can be
obtained straightforwardly. For each point with a > 0.1, m/(7T,) < 1 and x/(7T}) < 1,

8



1000 0.8
B Model A — With EO
Model B == Without EO
800 0.6 1
A B
" Imax Imax
% 600
O, S 04
=
400 1
0.21
200 1
. : 0.0
04 05 06 07 08 09 10 1.1 0.4 1.1
g
600 200
500 1 175
400 A 150
* <
E 300 = 195
o
Q. 9p)
200 1 100 4
100 1 TSRS .
S 75
0 ™ — With EO == Without EO
T T T T T y y 50 T T T T
0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 100 150 200 250 300
g T [GeV]

Figure 4: Several plots comparing PT parameters with and without effective operators
(EO): curves of T, (top left), o (top right) and 5/H,. (bottom left) as a function of g.
We use two different models, with parameters (m?, k, A\)4 = (20000 GeV?, —40 GeV,0.01)
and (m?,k,\)p = (31643.5 GeV?,—71.1 GeV,0.045). In the bottom right, we plot the
curve of the perturbative bounce action as a function of T with and without effective
operators for model B and g = 1.0, where the PT does not occur if these interactions
are not considered. The vertical lines represent gmax, defined as the value of g at which
1/2),(2)(@?))/‘/},(1)(@&9)) ~ 0.5, implying a (safe) limit on the validity of the EFT.

namely a strong PT within the regime of validity of the EFT, we compute the minimum
value of g for which §/H, > 0. Negative values of this magnitude point out to a breaking
of the assumption that the transition rate grows exponentially with 7. These scenarios
and their relation to supercooled PTs have recently been discussed in the literature [53].
In this work, we shall only consider PTs where 8/H, > 0.

Next, we include an effective interaction term % to the potential, with its Wilson
coefficient given by the matching Eq. (4). For the minimum ¢, we compute the (mini-
mum) value of V3(1)(g0gpo )) / ‘/3(0)(g0§9 )) as well as the shift in o7 after including this effective
operator. These quantities (both related to the value of the strength parameter «) give
an indication of how large effective-operator corrections can be. They are shown in Fig. 3.
It is evident that large values of « correlate with large corrections in both cases.

Returning to the complete model in Eq. (2), we use the same 4D Lagrangian pa-
rameters extracted from the scan and we compute T,, o and §/H, as functions of g
taking correctly into account the effective interactions. We show these quantities in two
representative cases in Fig. 4.
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Figure 5: Left: Sound wave gravitational wave power spectra for model A (see caption
in Fig. /) at g, = 0.722 and at two different v,,, with and without effective operators
(EO). Right: Same, but for model B at g = 0.955, close to the mazimum g such that a
PT occurs without effective operators; see the text for details.

The plots represent a common trend we observe: in most cases, the PT takes place
for a wider range of values of g (generally allowing for larger values of «) when effective
operators are included. To inspect this finding in more detail, we also show the evolution
of S3[p.| as a function of T for a value of g in model B, where including effective operators
allows for PTs for a wider range of ¢.3

It should be now clear that the effective interactions tend to bend the curve of bounce
action versus T, so that it now reaches the value of ~ 100 in a larger range of g. As we
anticipated from the preliminary test in Fig. 3, it is also apparent that, when « is relatively
large, the predictions for the PT parameters with and without effective operators can be
drastically different. This, in turn, has an enormous impact on the GW power spectrum
resulting from these PTs. To show this, in Fig. 5 we provide plots with the predicted
GWs in two different parameter space points. To this aim, we use the equations for the
dominant (sound wave) contribution for a given frequency f, as taken from the technical
note for PTPlot [59]. Since we do not compute the bubble wall terminal velocity v,,, we
provide the same plots for two different values of this magnitude set manually. We see
however, that this parameter does not introduce major relative differences between the
curves with and without effective operators, but offsets both equally.

In the plots we observe that the peak amplitude of the power spectrum changes by one
order of magnitude in the case of model A, and by up to two orders for model B, while the
peak frequency is not significantly modified for model A but is shifted by a factor of ten
for model B. The large differences we observe are due to the notable disagreement in the
estimation of the three relevant PT parameters when including effective operators: T, a
and §/H,. For model A we find that AT, /T, = 0.03, Aa/a = 0.51 and AS/S =~ 0.06,
while for model B we get AT, /T, =~ 0.20, Aa/a = —0.62 and AS/S = 0.85.

3This trend can be roughly understood on the basis of Fig. 1: the effective terms tend to lower the
true vacuum with respect to the false one, making the PT possible.

10



5 Conclusions

We have performed the dimensional reduction of a model with a real scalar and a massless
fermion, including matching corrections to effective operators in the EF'T with more than
four scalars and/or more than two derivatives. The details of the matching computation
can be found in Appendix A. Subsequently, we have discussed how to compute the different
PT parameters in the presence of the effective operators; see Appendix B for in-depth
information.

On the basis of these results, we have analysed how the dynamics of strong PTs, here
defined as having o = 0.1, change if effective interactions are not neglected. We have
found that the dominant effect is that, in most such parameter space points, effective
interactions allow for PTs in a wider range of values of the Yukawa coupling, which is our
power counting parameter. Equally interesting is that, there where PTs happen both in
the presence and in the absence of EFT terms, the predictions for T,, «, 8/H, and for
the subsequent GWs change very significantly.

Our work thus provides robust evidence of the importance of including EFT effects in
the study of strong PTs. Since we have tried to isolate as much as possible the effects of
effective interactions, we have not considered higher-loop corrections in the matching nor
in the effective potential. Incorporating these effects in a comprehensive analysis of the
parameter space of the model constitutes a possible future line of work. Other potentially
interesting avenues comprise including quantum corrections (due to light fields) in the

calculation of the effective action, in line with Refs. [60-63]; or applying these methods
to other well-motivated models and EFTs [61-69] for physics beyond the SM.
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A Detailed computations of the matching

In this appendix we show the results for the matching conditions of the 1PI correlation
functions between the UV (4D) and IR (3D) theories.

A.1 Setup

We compute off-shell n-point functions, with 1 < n < 8, to one-loop order in the UV
theory and match them onto the tree-level in the 3D counterpart. All diagrams with
one-loop of fermions and an odd number of external legs vanish, as they involve taking
the trace of an odd number of gamma matrices.

The Feynman rules for both theories are obtained in Minkowski space, with signature
N = diag (+ — ——) using FeynRules [70]. In order to change to Euclidean space, with
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Guv = O, We proceed as follows:
1. Split off a factor of ¢ from every vertex.

2. Change the scalar product to Euclidean space: a*b, — —ag - bg.
7 . 1
P2 — m2 P2 42

3. Change propagators from Minkowski to Euclidean space:

4. Change gamma matrices to Euclidean space: v* — ik,

From now on, it is implicit that we are working in Euclidean space, so we do not include
the E subscript hereafter.
In the matching, we use a hard-region expansion, defined by Q2 (7T)? > P? ~ m?
with @ (P) the loop (external) momentum, of loop integrals in the (Euclidean) 4D theory.
To achieve the desired order in external momenta P, we iterate the following algebraic
identity:
11 [ P2+2Q-P} (26)
(@+Pp @ (Q+P)?

For example, we compute up to &(P°) for 8, while &(P?) for K. In all cases, we neglect
m?/T? and higher orders in our expansion, as these are naturally much smaller than the
leading contribution to every operator in the matching.

With the usual definition for the sum-integral, i.e.

n=—oo

where ¢ are the components of the 3D momenta and n are the Matsubara modes running
in the loop, we express all our results in terms of the following 1-loop bosonic master
sum-integral in dimensional regularization:

sy R (@) (@) _ (@m\ " 2T (20 T) 2420
I(d) = i @)* ( Am ) (47)4/2
I(d/2 4+ ) (=d/2 4+ a —7)
I'(d/2)I'(a)

((—d+2a—25—2vy). (28)

The prime denotes that we are summing over all non-zero thermal modes, as the zero
mode contribution cancels with loop contributions to the same diagrams in the 3D EFT
when matching. Practically, however, ¥ ' “=" ¥ at one-loop, since the scalar zero mode
contribution to the loop integrals in the hard-region expansion will always be a scaleless
integral, which vanishes in dimensional regularization.

The master 1-loop fermionic sum-integral is related to the previous one through

1) = (2220 1) 1), (29

As we will regularize the sum-integrals using dimensional regularization, we shall set
d = 3 — 2¢ in all sum-integrals and skip the d argument.

Let us compute, as an example, the hard-region contribution of the cubic scalar term
in Eq. (1) to the 2-point function up to & (P°):
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~-7 N IQQ—l—mQ (Q+ P)2+m? 18+° IQQQ%—P)

/

1 P2 P4 PQ2 po 19 P2 PQ2
218%226@ 1_@+@+ (Q4) _@_ 226 )
+24134 (P-Q)* N 16(P-Q)" 80P*(P-Q)° N 64(P-Q)°
Q® Q® Q1o Q2
(30)

where we have removed all integrals odd in ). Now, we apply the following tensor
reduction formulae to the product of momenta:

2

Q@ =g% (31)

V@R = gL (32)
I @ 2d

ik YMm N _ ijklmn QG

RAYQQQ"Q" =g B 62+ 8d (33)

where g% is the totally symmetric combination of (3-dimensional Euclidean) metric
tensors. Finally, we rewrite the sum integral in terms of the master sum-integrals in Eq.
(28), obtaining

1 1

1
+§P6 (15" — 2415° + 8012° — 64I5°) | . (34)

The corresponding amplitude in the 3D EFT reads:
e = —m3 K3P? + 286 P* + 2P% gy (35)

from where it is straightforward to derive the corresponding matching corrections for K3,
2 :
m3, Be1 and SBg :

1 _ —
o=~ (0 ar) | = 15T 6)
9 5, - - - 9 27 7 i [
By = gHz (19— 1271° 4 1612) , By = ?KZ (I — 241° + 80I2° — 6413°) . (37)
The I?7 denote the the non-divergent part of the sum-integral I°7 in the MS subtraction

scheme. Note how, since I3° is purely divergent, the cubic term contribution to m? does
not appear in the complete matching in Eq. (39).
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A.2 Matching

A more general 3D EFT Lagrangian for the scalar zero mode ¢ than the one presented
in Eq. (2) also includes the following Z,-breaking effective operators:

L = a51¢® + B10?0p
_ 2
«iﬂs(d 0= anp’ + B 0%p + Brap (0%9)” + Br (99)° 0.

We now present the matching conditions obtained by equating the non-divergent part
of the 1PI diagrams in the UV theory up to one-loop and the tree-level in the complete 3D
theory. We choose an appropriate matching scale y = 4nTe™7#, where g is the Euler-
Mascheroni constant, so that all logarithms vanish. Furthermore, since [¢] = [V Ty] = 1,
we include the appropriate factors of 7' to match the energy dimensions between the
amplitudes in the matching.

In Figs. 6-13, we show the representative topologies of the 1PI diagrams in the UV
theory. The dotted line represents the zero mode of the scalar, the dashed line represents
all scalar modes and the solid line, all fermion modes. We compute the corresponding
n-point functions off-shell, Fgl\), (1-loop) and F%ﬁ) (tree-level), using FeynArts [71] and
FeynCalc [72]. We assume the following power counting [30]: P?/T? ~ m?/T? ~ k)T ~
A ~ g2, and calculate the aforementioned diagrams to &'(g®).

We match n-point functions in powers of external momenta and obtain the matching
relations below, which reproduce Eqs. (3)—(6) in the limit of vanishing x and A:

1
o3 = Z/{Tg/Q ; (38)

2 3((3)K? °1T°
K3:1+1g7rz+6§1§r4);2, m§=m2+gTHT2, kg =rVT, Xg=AT; (39)

81E3AC(5)  27kAX((3)

a51 = — 647T6T5/2 87T4\/T )
27k3¢(5) 3kA((3)
Por = 1024767T7/2  327473/2° (40)
A 74%(3) N 121550C(7)  2436202¢(5) | 9N*((3)
6L 99 10247874 647672 Ard
Bo = — 79°C(3)  9R*((5)
617 384742 102407674
B 359'C(3)  135k¢(7) | 45KPA((5)  N(3) (1)
027 576mAT 40967875 | 256m6T3  SrAT
81kA3¢(5)
A= T G632
C12IBRPAC(T)  2TRAZ((S)
== 409678792 ' 64m6T5/2
By = 9kA((5) 27k3((7)
128076 T7/2 T 819278T1L/2
9N (5 93¢ (7

T 128076772 T 409675112
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. — 31¢%¢(5)
81 9048767

31¢%C(5) 18954C(9) | 9KEN((T)  9N((5)

482 = 7102407573 131072700077 | 10247575 6407073’
~ 31g%¢(5) 95*¢(7)
81 = = 102407577 ~ 2203765575
L 27g%(5)  B15KIC(9)  9REC(T) | BAX(5)
P52 = 304807975 ~ 26214471077 T 20487575 | 128070T%
B = 279¢'C(5)  945K'C(9) | 45K2A((T)  9N%((5)

T 204807573 26214471077 | 40967575 12807573
217¢°¢(5)  1053K2A%C(T) | 27A%¢(5)
51207672 102475T* 807672

Pea = (43)

We do not present here the amplitudes in each theory for the sake of readability, as
the UV contain tens of terms when expanding to higher orders in external momenta.

We would now like to have a measure of how relevant scalar loops are compared to
fermion loops in the matching. Since loops in the EFT Lagrangian with (33@) and
without ($3w) scalar contributions generate different EFT operators off-shell, we make
the comparison in the physical basis in which redundancies are eliminated.

For this purpose, we first remove the tadpole from $3¢¢ through a constant shift of the
field ¢ — ¢ + a, where a is perturbatively calculated so the tadpole term vanishes. Next,
we canonically normalize the Lagrangian by taking ¢ — ¢/+/K3. Finally, we perform
the appropriate field redefinitions to remove the redundant operators as described in
Section 2. An analogous procedure with .,%fp, in which case the tadpole term is absent,
leads to Eqs. (7)—(14).

For every physical Wilson coefficient we compute the relative difference A; of fermion
loop contributions cf’ as compared to the joint contribution of fermions and scalars cfw’,
that is:

&b

A; =
7 Cf)w

(44)
for sizable values of the Yukawa coupling, g. Since this coefficient controls the relevance
of the fermion loops in the matching, we expect that for g ~ 1, where strong PTs occur,
including scalars will not change the physical coefficients significantly. Indeed, for exam-
ple, for model B (see Fig. 4) with ¢ = 1 and for a reference temperature of 7' = 100 GeV,
we find that As; = 0.07, Agi = 0.09, A7; = 0.05, Ag; = 0.001 and Agy =~ 0.01.
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Figure 10: Five-point 1PI diagrams up to one-loop order in the UV theory (1).
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Figure 11: Six-point 1PI diagrams up to one-loop order in the UV theory (1).
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Figure 12: Seven-point 1PI diagrams up to one-loop order in the UV theory (1).
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Figure 13: Eight-point 1PI diagrams up to one-loop order in the UV theory (1).
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B Perturbative bounce

We provide here a derivation of the equations defining the perturbative bounce solution
and the corresponding bounce action.

B.1 Equations of motion and bounce action

Let us now consider the perturbative expansion of a generic functional of the fields ¢:
F¢] = ZOg] + eZV[g] + €F D g] + O(). (45)

We will apply the arguments here to two concrete functionals .%: the action S, and its
functional derivative

08
oo () )

Both of them admit a functional Taylor series expansion of S around any function ¢, as

&[] = (46)

Flo+l = Flol+ [ doslonto) +5 [ dudyztsmn@nt) + 06 . (1

for Small enough 7, and Where all variational derivatives are evaluated at ¢. If we choose

¢ = o and n = et + 2P + 0'(€®), the expansion becomes

J

F 0.7
ALl O N
0Pz | (o) 0Pq |,

P +3
(0) 2 690159031

Fled = Z1p0] +

oMl ) +0(€)

(48)
where we have used the shorthand notation £~ 07 fm =/ dr 22~ 6@@) 7_f (x). For the sake of brevity,

we have also omitted the subindex ¢ in go((; ), and all variational derivatives are understood

to be evaluated at gogo). We use these conventions for the rest of this appendix. Now,
using the expansion of .# itself in ¢, the final perturbative expansion of .% evaluated at
. reads:

o

6.7 6.7W 1 6270
0) 2) (1) 1),,(1)
@ + 5o 2 25,00 soz ©y

) + O(*). (49)

Since ¢, is an extremal of S, we have that &,[p.] = 0 for all . Thus, setting . = &,
in Eq. (49), one obtains that the coefficient of each power of ¢ must vanish. This leads
to a set of functional equations that fix, at each order €, the function ¢®. From the
zeroth-order coefficient, we read that ¢ is actually an extremal of S©:

550
dp()

Likewise, from the first order term, we obtain:

/ gy 959
+ [ dy s
(0 op(y)op(z)
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5O =

=0. (50)

(0
08 oy 55w

3o, Py () W(l)(y> =0. (51)

0(©

SO0 +




These functional equations can be transformed into ordinary differential equations if the
action is local, i.e.

5[] = / dz L9 (0, 0,0, 0005, ). (52)

In this case, both Eq. (50) and the first term of Eq. (51), corresponding to the first
functional derivative of S and S, can be handled just applying the generalized Euler-
Lagrange equations:

55 B RAY) ( B RAY) ) < AL )
=— 0|l =— | +00, | — | +... . 53
S Dy "\ 9(9,up) "N 9(0,0,9) (53)

Notice that Eq. (53), when evaluated at »(®), is in general non-vanishing because ¢ is
a solution of the EOM for S and not for S® with i # 0.

The second functional derivative (which appears in the second term of Eq. (51)), can
be computed as the coefficient of n(x)n(y)/2 in the expansion of a local S[p(x) + en(zx)]
in powers of e, with 7(x) being a generic function. By doing so, and taking into account
that the second functional derivative appears under a double integral (e.g., in z and y),
it is possible to find the following formal expression:

5250 [323(0) 3 ( H52.(0) >]5
Sp(z)dp(y) | Op? "\ 0pd(0up) )]

PO\ 9 RO N\ 5
9, (a(au W(@w)) oy O0) (8@ )a(ay¢)> ey 0w (54)

where 0,, = §(x — y) is the Dirac delta and we have supposed that . ©) only depends on
the field and its first derivative. When multiplied by another function f(y) and integrated
over y, we can make use of integration by parts to leave no derivatives acting on d,,, thus
obtaining first and second derivatives of f(y). Finally, the d,, cancels out the integral over
y; hence all functions are evaluated on a single variable z. This way, Eq. (51) becomes a
second order differential equation for o™ (z).

We now switch to the case .# = S. Altogether, using Egs. (50) and (51), with
the appropriate transformations just described, into the perturbative expansion for S in
Eq. (49), we find a simplified expression for S{p.|:

165W
o POy

In order to clarify the use of these equations, we show explicitly how to get from
Eq. (51) to Eq. (19). First, since ¢ has radial symmetry, the action can be written as
S =4 [ drr?%. Thus, the second term in Eq. (51) can be written as follows:

Sl = SO + € SO+ & (SO0 +

525)
[ar 250
0p(r)oe(r’)

W () — 4oy R ALY B R ALY B 282.,2”(0) 1)

@ (r') = Amr 3 . : — ) ¢ (r)

50 dp 0pdp 1T Dpdp
0?20 29220 R ALY
— (9, z S () — (1) 56
(255 + 2% ) 00— (S ) #9060
where we have used integration-by-parts to remove derivatives of ¢,,.. Also, we use ¢ to
represent the derivative of ¢ with respect to 7. If 2 has only a kinetic term and a
potential, i.e., £ = 1(9,0)* + VO (p), we finally get:
52500

/ dr’ —————
dp(r)dep(r)

"

PG = dmr? [V (0) 00) - 2500) - 00| (o)

©(©
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from which we immediately obtain Eq. (19) upon inserting this into Eq. (51).

B.2 Boundary conditions

In order to fully characterise the perturbative bounce, we need to discuss the (perturba-
tive) boundary conditions. Generally, we have that ¢.(0) = 0 and lim,_, @.(r) = ¢F
with ©.(0) # ¢p. From the first condition, we obtain:

0 = %:(0) = pD(0) + e (0) + P (0) + ... | (58)

Given that € is arbitrary, it must be the case that ¢ (0) = 0 for every n € N. The second
condition is the statement that, as r — oo, the value of . approaches the false minimum
of the potential V. Essentially, the only thing we need to do is to minimise the potential
in a consistent perturbative way. The process is very similar to the one described earlier,
but applied to a plain function V instead of a functional S. Indeed, let

V=vVOiev®ypev® o lim (1) = oo = OO e+ 2@ 1 (59)

be the potential and the asymptotic value of the solution as r — oo, both expanded in
the perturbative parameter e. Then, Taylor expanding in V'(¢.,) for € < 1 and collecting
€ terms, we arrive at:

V() = VO (6@) + ¢ (VO (62) + VO (50) sog?)

+€2{v(2>( O 4 VO (4,0 @) 4 YO (5O O ¢ V(O)’”((pgo)) (o) }Jrﬁ(eg).
(60)

Since @, minimises V', then V'(p.) = 0 holds, and, being € an arbitrary parameter, it
has to do it order by order in €. For instance,

V(o)

VO'eQ)y=0, and o) = 000

(61)
Hence, each term in the perturbative bounce solution is uniquely characterized by the
differential equations coming from Eq. (49) upon replacing S with 65/d¢p, together with
the boundary conditions ¢ (0) = 0, lim,_,, 0@ (r) = oY where ¢ satisfy the algebralc

identities that Eq. (60) entails. Notice that ¢(©) is actually the bounce solution of S

B.3 Results to arbitrary order

In this final section, we deduce a general formula for the coefficient of any given order in
the expansion in power of € of a generic functional around an extremal. This generalizes

both Eq. (55) and Eq. (59). Let

ol =Y é9Vg], o= €, (62)
i=0 i=0
and consider the Taylor expansion
oy
G[p] = [ — — On 63
[l =%lp ]+;n!&pn(s@ ) (63)



where

oy O 0" 0 0
50 (p— )" = /dxl-“dxn&p(xl)'”&0(1,”) [p(x1) = @O (x1)] - [p(wn) — 9O (20)] -

(64)
This series expansion is also valid for plain functions instead of functionals, just replacing

§ for 0 in Eq. (63). Writing ¢, = 4[], we have:

Gl = ZGZ%+ZZ%(;;% (Zejgo(j)> : (65)
; — n!

j=1

Now, the expansion of the n-th power in the last part of the expression reads:

(Zl SO(j)) _ Z ek Z SO(M) o (p(rn) : (66)
=

k=n r1+-+rn=k
1<ry,.rn <k
where {ry,...,r,} is a sequence of n non-negative integers.

Notice that a permutation of the same sequence does not alter the result inside the
sum. So, we can sort the sequence in a canonical way and simply add a factor accounting
for the number of possible permutations. This way, the counting of the possibilities for
the different rq, ..., r, is drastically reduced. If we define {¢y,...,t,,} to be the sequence
r after removing duplicate elements and s; the number of times that ¢; appears in r, then
the number of possible permutations is given by the multinomial coefficient

n n!
- 67
<31,...,3m) sl .. 8! (67)

Putting all together, the expression in Eq. (65) reads:

Sl o » 0 X, &, it g, n! (1)) 51 (tm)) 5
[90]_26 i + ZZ nl dpn Z m(@ ) (cp )
oo e Tk,
0o oo z+k+n é‘ng n' . -
=0 n=1i,k=0 ! et =kt 1. 8m!

1<rm << <k+n

(68)

Finally, we can do a renaming of the indices, such that o = ¢ + k 4+ n, obtaining:

= = 16", ! s s | o
Yol =) ga—i‘zzm&p" 2 ,%(so(“)) I (L R

- . Sm!
a=0 n=1 =0 ri+-F+rn=a—i
1<r < <rp<a—i

(69)
All perturbative bounce computations can be easily derived from here. Thus, the differ-
ential equation for ¢ results from replacing ¢4 by % and equating the n-th order of €
to zero. Likewise, the boundary condition as r — oo for (™ comes from replacing 4 by
1%
For practical purposes, though, in this work we have implemented a Mathematica
code which automatically computes variational derivatives to any order and gives the
right coefficient in € in the perturbative expansion.

20



References

1]

2]

[5]

[6]

[7]

8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

T. Matsubara, A New approach to quantum statistical mechanics, Prog. Theor.
Phys. 14 (1955) 351-378.

A. D. Linde, Infrared Problem in Thermodynamics of the Yang-Mills Gas, Phys.
Lett. B 96 (1930) 289-292.

E. Braaten, Solution to the perturbative infrared catastrophe of hot gauge theories,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 74 (1995) 2164-2167, [hep-ph/9409434].

S. R. Coleman, The Fate of the False Vacuum. 1. Semiclassical Theory, Phys. Rev.
D 15 (1977) 2929-2936.

A. D. Linde, Fate of the False Vacuum at Finite Temperature: Theory and
Applications, Phys. Lett. B 100 (1981) 37-40.

A. Pich, Effective field theory: Course, in Les Houches Summer School in
Theoretical Physics, Session 68: Probing the Standard Model of Particle
Interactions, pp. 949-1049, 6, 1998. hep-ph/9806303.

A. V. Manohar, Introduction to Effective Field Theories, 1804 .05863.

T. Cohen, As Scales Become Separated: Lectures on Effective Field Theory, PoS
TASI2018 (2019) 011, [1903.03622].

J. Berges, N. Tetradis and C. Wetterich, Coarse graining and first order phase
transitions, Phys. Lett. B 393 (1997) 387-394, [hep-ph/9610354].

A. Strumia and N. Tetradis, A Consistent calculation of bubble nucleation rates,
Nucl. Phys. B 542 (1999) 719-741, [hep-ph/9806453].

D. Croon, O. Gould, P. Schicho, T. V. I. Tenkanen and G. White, Theoretical
uncertainties for cosmological first-order phase transitions, JHEP 04 (2021) 055,
[2009.10080].

K. Farakos, K. Kajantie, K. Rummukainen and M. E. Shaposhnikov, 3-d physics
and the electroweak phase transition: A Framework for lattice Monte Carlo
analysis, Nucl. Phys. B 442 (1995) 317-363, [hep-lat/9412091].

K. Kajantie, M. Laine, K. Rummukainen and M. E. Shaposhnikov, Generic rules

for high temperature dimensional reduction and their application to the standard

model, Nucl. Phys. B 458 (1996) 90-136, [hep-ph/9508379].

T. Appelquist and R. D. Pisarski, High-Temperature Yang-Mills Theories and
Three-Dimensional Quantum Chromodynamics, Phys. Rev. D 23 (1981) 2305.

G. R. Farrar and M. Losada, SUSY and the electroweak phase transition, Phys.
Lett. B 406 (1997) 60-65, [hep-ph/9612346].

J. M. Cline and K. Kainulainen, Supersymmetric electroweak phase transition:
Beyond perturbation theory, Nucl. Phys. B 482 (1996) 73-91, [hep-ph/9605235].

21


http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/PTP.14.351
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/PTP.14.351
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(80)90769-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(80)90769-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.74.2164
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9409434
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.16.1248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.16.1248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(81)90281-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9806303
https://arxiv.org/abs/1804.05863
https://arxiv.org/abs/1903.03622
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(96)01654-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9610354
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(98)00804-9
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9806453
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2021)055
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.10080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(95)80129-4
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-lat/9412091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(95)00549-8
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9508379
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.23.2305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)00663-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)00663-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9612346
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(96)00519-6
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9605235

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[29]

[30]

[31]

M. Losada, High temperature dimensional reduction of the MSSM and other
multiscalar models, Phys. Rev. D 56 (1997) 2893-2913, [hep-ph/9605266].

M. Laine, Effective theories of MSSM at high temperature, Nucl. Phys. B 481
(1996) 43-84, [hep-ph/9605283].

J. M. Cline and K. Kainulainen, Supersymmetric electroweak phase transition:
Dimensional reduction versus effective potential, Nucl. Phys. B 510 (1998) 88-102,
[hep-ph/9705201].

M. Laine, 3-D effective theories for the standard model and extensions, in 2nd
International Conference on Strong and Electroweak Matter, pp. 160-177, 7, 1997.
hep-ph/9707415.

J. O. Andersen, Dimensional reduction of the two Higgs doublet model at high
temperature, Eur. Phys. J. C 11 (1999) 563-570, [hep-ph/9804280].

M. Laine and K. Rummukainen, Two Higgs doublet dynamics at the electroweak
phase transition: A Nonperturbative study, Nucl. Phys. B 597 (2001) 23-69,
[hep-1at/0009025].

M. Laine, G. Nardini and K. Rummukainen, First order thermal phase transition
with 126 GeV Higgs mass, PoS LATTICE2013 (2014) 104, [1311.4424].

T. Brauner, T. V. I. Tenkanen, A. Tranberg, A. Vuorinen and D. J. Weir,
Dimensional reduction of the Standard Model coupled to a new singlet scalar field,
JHEP 03 (2017) 007, [1609.06230].

J. O. Andersen, T. Gorda, A. Helset, L. Niemi, T. V. I. Tenkanen, A. Tranberg
et al., Nonperturbative Analysis of the Electroweak Phase Transition in the Two
Higgs Doublet Model, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121 (2018) 191802, [1711.09849].

T. Gorda, A. Helset, L. Niemi, T. V. I. Tenkanen and D. J. Weir,
Three-dimensional effective theories for the two Higgs doublet model at high
temperature, JHEP 02 (2019) 081, [1802.05056].

L. Niemi, H. H. Patel, M. J. Ramsey-Musolf, T. V. I. Tenkanen and D. J. Weir,
Electroweak phase transition in the real triplet extension of the SM: Dimensional
reduction, Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019) 035002, [1802.10500].

0. Gould, J. Kozaczuk, L. Niemi, M. J. Ramsey-Musolf, T. V. I. Tenkanen and
D. J. Weir, Nonperturbative analysis of the gravitational waves from a first-order
electroweak phase transition, Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019) 115024, [1903.11604].

A. Ekstedt, P. Schicho and T. V. I. Tenkanen, DRalgo: A package for effective field
theory approach for thermal phase transitions, Comput. Phys. Commun. 288 (2023)
108725, [2205.08815].

O. Gould and C. Xie, Higher orders for cosmological phase transitions: a global
study in a Yukawa model, JHEP 12 (2023) 049, [2310.02308].

O. Gould and T. V. I. Tenkanen, Perturbative effective field theory expansions for
cosmological phase transitions, JHEP 01 (2024) 048, [2309.01672].

22


http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.56.2893
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9605266
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(96)90121-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(96)90121-2
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9605283
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(97)00570-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9705201
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9707415
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s100520050655
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9804280
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(00)00736-7
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-lat/0009025
http://dx.doi.org/10.22323/1.187.0104
https://arxiv.org/abs/1311.4424
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2017)007
https://arxiv.org/abs/1609.06230
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.191802
https://arxiv.org/abs/1711.09849
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2019)081
https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.05056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.035002
https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.10500
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.115024
https://arxiv.org/abs/1903.11604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2023.108725
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2023.108725
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.08815
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2023)049
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.02308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2024)048
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.01672

[32] L. Niemi, M. J. Ramsey-Musolf and G. Xia, Nonperturbative study of the
electroweak phase transition in the real scalar singlet extended Standard Model,
2405.01191.

[33] A. Ekstedt, P. Schicho and T. V. I. Tenkanen, Cosmological phase transitions at
three loops: the final verdict on perturbation theory, 2405.18349.

[34] M. D’Onofrio and K. Rummukainen, Standard model cross-over on the lattice,
Phys. Rev. D 93 (2016) 025003, [1508.07161].

[35] G. D. Moore, Fermion determinant and the sphaleron bound, Phys. Rev. D 53
(1996) 5906-5917, [hep-ph/9508405].

[36] J. C. Criado, BasisGen: automatic generation of operator bases, Eur. Phys. J. C
79 (2019) 256, [1901.03501].

[37] J. C. Criado and M. Pérez-Victoria, Field redefinitions in effective theories at
higher orders, JHEP 03 (2019) 038, [1811.09413].

[38] J. Fuentes-Martin, M. Konig, J. Pages, A. E. Thomsen and F. Wilsch, A proof of
concept for matchete: an automated tool for matching effective theories, Eur. Phys.
J. C 83 (2023) 662, [2212.04510].

[39] L. Allwicher et al., Computing tools for effective field theories: SMEFT-Tools 2022
Workshop Report, 14—16th September 2022, Ziirich, Eur. Phys. J. C' 84 (2024) 170,
[2307.08745].

[40] M. Chala, J. Miras, J. Santiago and F. Vilches, To appear soon, 2024 . xxxxx.

[41] J. S. Langer, Statistical theory of the decay of metastable states, Annals Phys. 54
(1969) 258-275.

[42] J. S. Langer, Metastable states, Physica 73 (1974) 61-72.

[43] C. Caprini et al., Detecting gravitational waves from cosmological phase transitions
with LISA: an update, JCAP 03 (2020) 024, [1910.13125].

[44] J. Ghiglieri, A. Kurkela, M. Strickland and A. Vuorinen, Perturbative Thermal
QCD: Formalism and Applications, Phys. Rept. 880 (2020) 1-73, [2002.10188].

[45] D. Bodeker and J. Nienaber, Scalar field damping at high temperatures, Phys. Rev.
D 106 (2022) 056016, [2205.14166].

[46] C. L. Wainwright, Cosmo Transitions: Computing Cosmological Phase Transition
Temperatures and Bubble Profiles with Multiple Fuields, Comput. Phys. Commun.
183 (2012) 20062013, [1109.4189].

[47] A. Masoumi, K. D. Olum and B. Shlaer, Efficient numerical solution to vacuum
decay with many fields, JCAP 01 (2017) 051, [1610.06594].

[48] P. Athron, C. Baldzs, M. Bardsley, A. Fowlie, D. Harries and G. White,
BubbleProfiler: finding the field profile and action for cosmological phase
transitions, Comput. Phys. Commun. 244 (2019) 448-468, [1901.03714].

23


https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.01191
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.18349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.025003
https://arxiv.org/abs/1508.07161
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.53.5906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.53.5906
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9508405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-6769-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-6769-5
https://arxiv.org/abs/1901.03501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2019)038
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.09413
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11726-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11726-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/2212.04510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-12323-y
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.08745
https://arxiv.org/abs/2024.xxxxx
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(69)90153-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(69)90153-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0031-8914(74)90226-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2020/03/024
https://arxiv.org/abs/1910.13125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2020.07.004
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.10188
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.056016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.056016
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.14166
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2012.04.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2012.04.004
https://arxiv.org/abs/1109.4189
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/01/051
https://arxiv.org/abs/1610.06594
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2019.05.017
https://arxiv.org/abs/1901.03714

[49] R. Sato, SimpleBounce : a simple package for the false vacuum decay, Comput.
Phys. Commun. 258 (2021) 107566, [1908.10868].

[50] V. Guada, M. Nemevsek and M. Pintar, FindBounce: Package for multi-field
bounce actions, Comput. Phys. Commun. 256 (2020) 107480, [2002.00881].

[51] H. H. Patel and M. J. Ramsey-Musolf, Baryon Washout, Electroweak Phase
Transition, and Perturbation Theory, JHEP 07 (2011) 029, [1101.4665].

[52] A. Ekstedt and J. Lofgren, On the relationship between gauge dependence and IR
divergences in the h-expansion of the effective potential, JHEP 01 (2019) 226,
[1810.01416].

[53] A. Ekstedt and J. Lofgren, A Critical Look at the Electroweak Phase Transition,
JHEP 12 (2020) 136, [2006.12614].

[54] J. Baacke and A. Surig, Computing numerically the functional derivative of an
effective action, Z. Phys. C 73 (1997) 369-378, [hep-ph/9511231].

[55] D. Metaxas and E. J. Weinberg, Gauge independence of the bubble nucleation rate
in theories with radiative symmetry breaking, Phys. Rev. D 53 (1996) 836843,
[hep-ph/9507381].

[56] M. Quiros, Finite temperature field theory and phase transitions, in ICTP Summer
School in High-Energy Physics and Cosmology, pp. 187-259, 1, 1999.
hep-ph/9901312.

[57] M. Chala, V. V. Khoze, M. Spannowsky and P. Waite, Mapping the shape of the
scalar potential with gravitational waves, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 34 (2019) 1950223,
[1905.00911].

[58] P. Athron, C. Baldzs and L. Morris, Supercool subtleties of cosmological phase
transitions, Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics 2023 (Mar., 2023) 006.

[59] J. Hakkinen, Technical note for ptplot, .

[60] J. Baacke and V. G. Kiselev, One loop corrections to the bubble nucleation rate at
finite temperature, Phys. Rev. D 48 (1993) 5648-5654, [hep-ph/9308273].

[61] G. V. Dunne and H. Min, Beyond the thin-wall approzimation: Precise numerical
computation of prefactors in false vacuum decay, Phys. Rev. D 72 (2005) 125004,
[hep-th/0511156].

[62] A. Ekstedt, O. Gould and J. Hirvonen, BubbleDet: a Python package to compute
functional determinants for bubble nucleation, JHEP 12 (2023) 056, [2308.15652].

[63] M. Matteini, M. Nemevsek, Y. Shoji and L. Ubaldi, False Vacuum Decay Rate
From Thin To Thick Walls, 2404 .17632.

[64] C. Grojean, G. Servant and J. D. Wells, First-order electroweak phase transition in
the standard model with a low cutoff, Phys. Rev. D 71 (2005) 036001,
[hep-ph/0407019].

24


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2020.107566
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2020.107566
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.10868
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2020.107480
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.00881
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2011)029
https://arxiv.org/abs/1101.4665
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2019)226
https://arxiv.org/abs/1810.01416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2020)136
https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.12614
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s002880050327
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9511231
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.53.836
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9507381
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9901312
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X19502233
https://arxiv.org/abs/1905.00911
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2023/03/006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.48.5648
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9308273
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.125004
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0511156
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2023)056
https://arxiv.org/abs/2308.15652
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.17632
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.71.036001
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0407019

[65] M. Chala, C. Krause and G. Nardini, Signals of the electroweak phase transition at
colliders and gravitational wave observatories, JHEP 07 (2018) 062, [1802.02168].

[66] J. E. Camargo-Molina, R. Enberg and J. Lofgren, A new perspective on the
electroweak phase transition in the Standard Model Effective Field Theory, JHEP
10 (2021) 127, [2103.14022].

[67] K. Hashino and D. Ueda, SMEFT effects on the gravitational wave spectrum from
an electroweak phase transition, Phys. Rev. D 107 (2023) 095022, [2210.11241].

[68] R. Alonso, J. C. Criado, R. Houtz and M. West, Walls, bubbles and doom — the
cosmology of HEFT, JHEP 05 (2024) 049, [2312.00881].

[69] V. K. Oikonomou and A. Giovanakis, Electroweak phase transition in singlet
extensions of the standard model with dimension-sixz operators, Phys. Rev. D 109
(2024) 055044, [2403.01591].

[70] A. Alloul, N. D. Christensen, C. Degrande, C. Duhr and B. Fuks, Feynrules 2.0— a
complete toolbox for tree-level phenomenology, Computer Physics Communications
185 (Aug., 2014) 2250-2300.

[71] T. Hahn, Generating feynman diagrams and amplitudes with feynarts 3, Computer
Physics Communications 140 (Nov., 2001) 418-431.

[72] V. Shtabovenko, R. Mertig and F. Orellana, Feyncalc 10: Do multiloop integrals
dream of computer codes?, 2023.

25


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2018)062
https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.02168
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2021)127
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2021)127
https://arxiv.org/abs/2103.14022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.095022
https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.11241
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2024)049
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.00881
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.055044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.055044
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.01591
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2014.04.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2014.04.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0010-4655(01)00290-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0010-4655(01)00290-9

	Introduction
	Theoretical setup
	Phase-transition parameters
	Results
	Conclusions
	Detailed computations of the matching
	Setup
	Matching

	Perturbative bounce
	Equations of motion and bounce action
	Boundary conditions
	Results to arbitrary order


