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Abstract

A tunneling bounce driving the decay of a metastable vacuum must respect an
integral constraint dictated by simple scaling arguments that is very useful to determine
key properties of the bounce. After illustrating how this works in a simple toy model,
the Standard Model Higgs potential is considered, including quartic coupling running
and gravitational corrections as sources of scale invariance breaking. This approach
clarifies the existence of the bounce and leads to simple and accurate analytical results
in an expansion in the breaking parameters. Using the so-called tunneling-potential
approach (generalized for nonminimal coupling to gravity) the integral constraint and
the tunneling action are extended to second order in perturbations.



1 Introduction

The idea that a heavy chiral fermion could radiatively induce an instability in the potential of
a light scalar is an old one [1] that preceded both the discovery of the heavy top quark and of
the light Higgs boson of the Standard Model (SM). Today, combining the precisely measured
values of the top mass, M; = 173.34+0.76 GeV [2], and the Higgs boson mass, M;, = 125.09+
0.24 GeV [3] with theoretical developments (three-loop renormalization group running, two-
loop effective potential and matching) that allow an increasingly accurate extrapolation of
the SM to higher energies it is likely that our vacuum is metastable [4] and therefore is not
the true vacuum of the theory.

Such metastable vacuum can decay by quantum tunneling via the nucleation of a bubble
that probes the high-field region where the potential is deeper. This bubble subsequently
grows at the speed of light transforming our low scale vacuum into the higher true one
(actually crunching it [5]). Nevertheless, the nucleation rate per unit volume, I'/V, of such
deadly bubbles is extremely small being exponentially suppressed as

T/)V = Ae=5e/h (1.1)

Here Sg is the action of the Euclidean bounce that dominates the decay [6]. Asshown in detail
later on, approximating the Higgs potential at high scales as V(¢) = —\¢*/4 the bounce can
be obtained analytically (it is the so-called Fubini bounce) and Sg = 872/(3\) (we set h =1
in the following). The prefactor A includes the effects of fluctuations around the bounce [7]
and is much harder to calculate but has a subleading influence on the calculation of the rate.
The tiny decay rate above should be multiplied by the huge size of the 4 dimensional
volume of our past light-cone to arrive at the decay probability of our vacuum!, which turns
out to be extremely small. In other words, the lifetime 7 of our metastable vacuum is much
larger than the age of the universe [4,8]. The most accurate estimates of this lifetime, including
analytical calculations of the prefactor A of the rate give 7 > 10%° years at 95% C.L. [9,10].
Significant effort was needed to calculate the prefactor A, that plays a subleading role
compared to the exponent in the decay rate [9,10]. However, these works left out of the rate
calculation gravitational corrections [5] that can be as important as the effect of the prefactor,
given the fact that the characteristic scale of the bounce is not too far below the Planck scale.
Gravitational corrections for the SM vacuum decay have been considered in several other
works [11-15]. The calculation rests on a double assumption: first, that the Euclidean version
of the gravitational action correctly describes vacuum decay and second, that the Euclidean
bounce that extremizes the action has O(4) symmetry (both assumptions can be proven in
the absence of gravity). Once this is assumed it is simple to solve numerically a system of two
coupled differential equations for the Euclidean bounce and a single function describing the
metric. The present paper is concerned instead with analytic approximations that give insight

!Comparing this with proton decay experiments, we could say that our universe is performing a vacuum
decay experiment that uses the largest container imaginable and has been running during the whole age of
the Universe. Luckily the result of the experiment has been null so far.



on the parametric dependence of these gravitational corrections to different quantities. This
analytic attack was pioneered in [11], that treated gravitational corrections as perturbations
over the Fubini solution and flat metric. This analytic approach was questioned in [13, 14]
based on the (correct) observation that a potential with a negative quartic potential plus
gravity does not posses a bounce solution. Finally, [15] argued that the analytic approach of
[11] is justified on the basis that in the SM potential the Higgs quartic coupling is not constant
but a running coupling allowing the bounce to exist, and obtained the analytic dependence
of the gravitational corrections in the presence of a nonminimal coupling £ between the Higgs
and the Ricci scalar.

The aim of this paper is to revisit the analytical calculation of gravitational corrections
to the vacuum decay in the SM going beyond [11,15] in several respects. The existence or
non existence of the bounce for different approximations to the SM potential is most easily
and clearly understood by using a scaling argument used by Affleck in [16] to arrive at an
integral constraint that the bounce should satisfy. This is important because having full
analytic control over the conditions to have a proper bounce is more reassuring than having
only a numerical solution of the problem. The method is of particular relevance for nearly
scale invariant potentials with small perturbations that break exact scale invariance (precisely
the case of the SM). Once the right ingredients to have a bounce are in place one can use a
perturbative expansion in the breaking parameters to obtain explicitly the bounce and the
action to the order desired. We illustrate all this in Section 2 for a simple toy potential,
used as a warm-up exercise. We also use the example to illustrate the general link between
the Affleck constraint integral on the bounce and the extremality of the tunneling action. In
Section 3 we apply the method to a quartic potential with running coupling finding explicitly
the first order perturbations induced by the running both on the bounce (a perturbation of
the Fubini bounce) and the tunneling action. In Section 4 we repeat the exercise adding
gravity. The model has now all the ingredients to be a good approximation to the SM and
one can already compare with the numerical results for the SM finding good agreement.

In the sections described so far the Euclidean formulation of the tunneling bounce due
to Coleman [5, 6] is used. Section 5 turns instead to the alternative formulation based on
the so-called tunneling potential approach recently introduced in [17]. First the formulation
is extended to include a nonminimal coupling to gravity and then some general results are
given for the perturbative calculation of the tunneling action over a scale invariant case. As
the new method leads to simpler expressions compared with the Euclidean approach, we use
it in Section 6 to calculate the corrections to the tunneling action at second order in scale
breaking. Section 7 contains a summary and conclusions.

2 The potential V(¢p) = m?¢?/2 — A¢p*/4 + ¢/ A2

Consider the potential
1

A 1
V(g) = gm*¢" — 70" + 56", (2.1)



with A% > m? > 0. For m?/A? < \?/32 the origin at ¢, = 0 is a metastable vacuum separated
by a barrier from the true vacuum located at ¢_ with ¢? = A2 [)\ + /A2 = 24m2/A2| /12.

2.1 General Considerations

Assume there is a bounce ¢g(r) for the decay out of ¢, and consider the rescaled field profile
¢q(r) = adp(ar). The Euclidean action for the rescaled field, after changing the integration
variable, reads

IS o2 [T 1 dop 2_1)\4 34 o [T 1 50 a_Q 6,34
Eloa) = 27 5\ 1 ¢p | ridr + 2w —2a2m o5 + A2¢B rodr . (2.2)
0 0

As ¢p(r) is by assumption a bounce, it extremizes the Euclidean action and, therefore, one
should have dSg[¢,]/da = 0 at a = 1, which translates into the integral constraint

o 1 1
/0 (—§m2¢23 + F¢%) ridr =0]. (2.3)

From this condition we see that both the mass term and the sixtic are necessary for the
bounce to exist.? Indeed, using the undershoot-overshoot method [6] to find the bounce one
finds that for m? # 0 and A — oo there are only undershots, while m? = 0 with a finite A
leads only to overshots. We can also estimate from (2.3) that ¢y = ¢5(0) should scale as

dg ~ m?A? . (2.4)

For the potential (2.1), dimensional analysis also tells us that the tunneling action, which
is dimensionless, must be a function of the ratio m?/A?:

SE = SE<)\, m2/A2) y (25)

and we can infer the limiting values of the function Sg as follows. When m/A — 0 we should
recover the action for the pure (negative) quartic potential, for which the bounce is calculable
analytically and given by the Fubini instanton [19,20]

Po

¢p(r) = TF A28 (2.6)
which gives
8
Sp(\0)= 55 (2.7)

On the other hand, for m?/A? = A\?/32 the broken minimum ¢_ of the potential (2.1) is
degenerate with the minimum at the origin so that no decay is possible and the tunneling
action becomes infinite. Therefore

Sp(\,A?/32) = co . (2.8)

ZNevertheless, vacuum decay can still proceed in the absence of a bounce, see [18] for a recent discussion.
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In what follows we calculate the first term in an expansion of Sg in powers of m/A
S’E()\,m2/A2) :S()—f-sl—f— (29)

with Sy = 87%/(3\) and S,, being O(m"/A™).

2.2 Perturbative Analysis

For nonzero values of m? and A? one should find the bounce ¢p(r) by solving the Euler-
Lagrange equation for extremals of the Euclidean action [6]

¢+ gcfﬁ =V, (2.10)

where dots (primes) denote derivatives with respect to r (¢) and the boundary conditions
are ¢(0) = ¢o, #(0) = 0, ¢(c0) = ¢, with ¢y to be determined. We can find approximate
solutions for the bounce, that deviates from the Fubini profile (2.6), considering the mass
term and the sixtic term as perturbations that break scale invariance. We consider them to
be of the same order, €2, as indicated by (2.3). The analysis requires that we look at the
bounce configuration in two separate field regimes.

Consider first the bounce at small values of r (or large values of ¢), for which

—m°¢ - —¢° . 2.11
5 L A" > = (2.11)

¢ > \/gm : (2.12)

The second inequality is guaranteed to hold, as

The first inequality requires

¢ < do~ VmA < A (2.13)

In this regime we can approximate the bounce as

o

or(r) = T+ 722/8

+0¢L(r) , (2.14)
where the subscript L refers to the large field regime. The term ¢y (r) measures the deviation
of the bounce from the Fubini configuration at first order in m? and 1/A? (~ €2). Notice also
that ¢ is at this point an unknown to be fixed eventually in terms of m? and A%, By
expanding the bounce equation (2.10) at first order in m? and 1/A? and solving for d¢y(r)
with the boundary conditions d¢r(0) = 0, dd¢r/dr(0) = 0 one finds

2
Sor, = A(l‘T E {5‘102 L i —(24+ 180 —2%) +6(1 — ) In(1 + x)} (2.15)

2

ro [—1 + 162 — 3% + (l —9—-92r+ x2> In(1+2x)+6(1— x)LiQ(—x)l } ,
0

T
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Figure 1: Dashed lines: m /¢y computed from Eq. (2.20) as a function of m /A for the indicated
values of A. Solid line: m/¢qy from the numerical solution for the bounce, with A = 1.

with z = \@gr?/8.

In the small-field regime, with ¢ < \/2/_/\m, the mass term dominates over the other terms
of the potential and the Fubini bounce is no longer a good starting point for the perturbative
expansion. Keeping also subleading terms from the quartic, needed for the correct matching,
one finds that the bounce is approximated by

8m 512m3 [ Ky(z)?

0= 5™ 558

[K1(mr)(z) — Ky(z)[1(mr)]dz , (2.16)

where the subscript S refers to the small field regime. The functions [;(z) and K(z) are the
modified Bessel functions of the first and second kind, respectively.
Small and large-field regimes meet at ¢(r,) ~ /2/Am for

4 2

To match ¢ (r) and ¢g(r) at r, we use the large r expansion of ¢,

T Ao 72 hedird

by 2,.2 4
+2m? (m% = 3) - %} +0O(e) (2.18)

where we drop terms that contribute to the matching (at r, ~ 1/y/m) at order higher than
m? and 1/A? (~ €3). On the other hand, the small 7 expansion of ¢g gives

2,.2
T

b(rs) ~ 1 [8 64

2 m
)\T% T_Q_W+2m <—1—0—27E+ln

) + (9(63)} : (2.19)
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Figure 2: Tunneling action [normalized to Sy = 87%/(3\)], for the potential (2.1) with A =1,
calculated numerically (solid line) and approximated by Eq. (2.22), Sg/So =~ (So + S1)/So
(dashed line). The dot-dashed line gives the resummed approximation 1/(1 —.S;/S).

where vp ~ 0.577216 is Euler’s constant. The matching ¢ (r,) = ¢s(r;) gives an implicit
formula for ¢q

Pp ~ 10 m2A? (m MG 2 — 2y ) (2.20)

0 2m2 By

that confirms the scaling anticipated in (2.4). It can be checked that the relation (2.3) is also
satisfied for the obtained ¢ (r) and ¢g(r) with ¢y as given above. It is interesting in this
example that the resulting value of ¢y comes from a UV/IR interplay of the operators m?¢?
(that dominates in the IR) and ¢®/A? (that dominates in the UV) and both are needed to
produce the bounce.

Figure 1 shows the solution of (2.20) for different values of A as a function of m/A (dashed
lines). For fixed m/A there are two solutions for ¢y. We can chose the right branch by noting
that for A — oo with fixed m, we only have undershots, which implies ¢g — oo. Therefore, we
should choose the branch that has m/¢y — 0 for m/A — 0. This is confirmed by comparison
with ¢g obtained via the numerical solution for the bounce, shown as a solid red line for the
case A = 1. We also see from this comparison at which point the analytical approximation
from (2.20) would need to be corrected for larger m/A.

The tunneling action can then be computed using the previous approximations for the
bounce solution. To compute this action we split the r integration interval into a low-r
subinterval (0,ar,), where we use ¢r(r) and a high-r subinterval (ar,,c0), where we use
¢s(r). Here a is and O(1) arbitrary constant useful to check that the final result does not
depend on the precise location of the matching point. One arrives at

812 3272m?

>\¢(2) 487T2¢(2) 2 /22
Sp o~ 34+ 2vp —1 O A 2.21
E ) + >\2¢3 ( + 27 n2m2> + ENIA2 + O(m*/A?) ( )
8r? 327 (m? P 9
= — 4+ — | =+ == A? 2.22
3/\+ 2 (¢3+5A2)+0(m/ ), (2.22)
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where we have used (2.20) to write the last expression. The terms kept are O(m/A) as
®3 ~ mA, so we have computed S; in the expansion (2.9). Fig. 2 shows a comparison of this
approximation (dashed red line) with the numerical result (solid line), for A = 1, normalized
to So = 87%/(3\), that is Sg/Sy ~ 1 + S;/Sy. To illustrate the numerical impact of higher
order corrections [of order O(m?/A?)] we also plot (dot-dashed line) the resummed quantity
1/(1—=51/Sp), which does a good job in approximating the numerical Sg/Sy (although there
is no theoretical justification for this).

2.3 A General Result

An interesting property of the analytic action (2.21) is that it is an extremal at the ¢, that
satisfies the constraint relation (2.20). In other words, the condition 0Sg/0¢py = 0 gives
eq. (2.20). Usually one expects this to happen for deformations of the bounce profile but
this case is special because changing ¢, does not correspond to changing a trial profile ¢(r).
However, there is a deeper reason for this property to hold in general. If we consider the
Euclidean action evaluated on the bounce, its derivative with respect to In ¢y can be written

as
aSE—[gbB] — /OO 05 d9p dr
aln QSO 0 5¢ 5 alnqbo
* /1 Om? 1 9\ 1 OA2
? = 2 42 4 - 6 3
+ 27 /0 (281n¢0¢8+481n¢0¢3 A481n¢0¢3)rdr' (2.23)

The first term of the right hand side vanishes due to the Euler-Lagrange equation satisfied
by the bounce, §Sg/d¢ = 0. The parameters of the potential have an implicit dependence
on ¢q as this quantity is determined in terms of them, as in (2.20). Simply, if all massive
parameters in the potential are rescaled by some factor, ¢y would be rescaled by that same
factor. It follows that the derivatives of the potential parameters are simply given by the
corresponding engineering dimensions

om? O HA2
—om? _ _9A2 9.24
dmae 2" By 00 Flnoy (2.24)

Simple dimensional analysis guarantees that (2.20) is consistent with these derivatives. More-

over, plugging them in (2.23) we get that 9Sg[¢p]/0In ¢y is proportional to the constraint
(2.3) and therefore vanishes. In fact, the simplest way of obtaining the integral constraint on
the bounce is to take derivatives of the action with respect to In ¢y as done above. It is also
clear that the relation between 0Sg[pp|/0po = 0 and the integral constraint on the bounce
is a general result that holds beyond the particular example we have used to illustrate it and
follows simply from dimensional analysis. One then has

055|¢s] =0 = /Oo Z 8V(¢B)d(a)pa7"3d7’ =0
0 «

T o (2.25)

where p, are the parameters in the potential V', with engineering dimensions dq).
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3 The potential V(¢) = A(¢)¢p*/4

Consider next the potential
1
V(9) = M9 (31)

with a running quartic coupling. For simplicity we take

A(8) = Alu) + Br() (/) + 55 () (/) (32)

where g is some reference scale and 5 = df\/dInpu. As ultimately we are interested in
the SM case, we consider values of A, 8y and /) that imitate the behaviour of the running
quartic in the SM. In particular we start with a positive quartic at low energy A(ug) > 0 that
becomes negative at some high scale due to Sy(ur) < 0 but eventually turns positive again
due to 5, > 0. To simplify the analysis, make the logarithms smaller and have the Fubini
instanton as a good zero-th order approximation to the bounce it is convenient to choose a
renormalization scale close to the scale where )\ is negative.® In particular we use the scale yq
at which Sy (uo) = 0. At that scale A(p9) = —Ao < 0. Omitting the implicit scale dependence
we then write

N6) = ~do -+ 554 126 o) - 33

As an example, for M, = 125.09 GeV and M, = 173.34 GeV |with ag(Mz) = 0.1184] one
gets Ao = 0.0143, 8, = 5.6 x 107° and po/mp = 0.59, where mp = 2.435 x 10'® GeV is the
reduced Planck mass.

3.1 General Considerations

As in the previous section, we can find approximate solutions for the bounce and the tunneling
action considering the 3§ term as a perturbation that breaks scale invariance: due to ) # 0
the bounce configuration deviates from the Fubini bounce and the tunneling action deviates
from 87%/(3)o).

If ¢p(r) is the bounce, consider the rescaled field profile ¢,(r) = a¢p(ar). The Euclidean
action for the rescaled field configuration, after changing the integration variable, reads

o) 2
Sel¢a] = 2772/ [1 (%) — }l)\oqulg] r3dr + 2r? adp
0

00 1 2
gﬁi\gb‘}g (n—> ridr . (3.4)

2\ dr Ho

0

As ¢p(r) extremizes the Euclidean action we shoud have dSg[¢,|/da = 0 at a = 1, which
gives

8 [ obns/u)tar o], (3.5)

3We implicitly assume that we are not close to the critical Higgs mass point, for which the potential has
nearly degenerate vacua, and the minimal value for A is very small. In that case the bounce is thin-walled
and not close to a Fubini instanton.



The same condition is obtained from dSg/d¢y = 0, using (2.25) as explained at the end of
the previous section, with

8)\0 N 85;\ o 8;“0 o
81H¢)0_07 8ln¢0_0’ 6ln¢0_'u0' (36)

In order to fulfill the condition (3.5) the integrand should change sign and we learn that

$o = ¢p(0) > po - (3.7)

As i is the only mass scale in the problem, we have ¢y = cpg, and the above condition is
¢ > 1. At first order in 3}, plugging in (3.5) the Fubini profile ¢ (r) for ¢ we get ¢y = poe®.
This result is confirmed below.

For this potential (3.1), dimensional analysis also tells us that the tunneling action, which
is dimensionless, must be a function

Sg = Se(Xo, BY) , (3.8)

with no explicit dependence on the scale pp. When ) — 0 we should recover the action for
the pure (negative) quartic potential, so

8

Se(Xo,0) = v

(3.9)

On the other hand, the thin-wall limit of infinite action is only reached for Ao/ — 0.
Therefore Sg(Ag, 00) = 0o, although we are not interested in this limit.

3.2 Perturbative Analysis

As was done in the previous section, we look at the bounce configuration in two separate field
regimes. Consider first the bounce at small values of r, or large values of ¢ ~ p, for which

¢

Ho
This is satisfied for ¢ > ¢, with
b = po € VR < pig (3.11)
In this regime we approximate the bounce as
61(r) = 2+ 00, (r) (312)
1+ \p2r2/8 ’

where the subscript L refers to the large field regime. The term d¢y(r) measures the deviation
of the bounce from the Fubini configuration at first order in 85. At this point ¢, is an unknown



to be fixed eventually in terms of 1. By expanding the bounce equation at first order in /)
and solving for d¢r(r) with the boundary conditions d¢.(0) = 0, dé¢y/dr(0) = 0 we find

Br%o o o 1
+3(142)In? ujﬁ +1+ é(m — 63) + 6(z — 1)Li2(—x)} , (3.13)

with o = A\gp3r?/8.
In the small-field regime, with ¢ < ¢,, linearizing the bounce equation we find that the
bounce is approximated by

Os(r) = % ) (3.14)

where the subscript S refers to the small field regime.
Small and large-field regimes meet at ¢(r,) = ¢, for
P25
>\0¢0¢$

To match ¢ (r) and ¢g5(r) at r, we use the large r expansion of ¢ :
Bido ¢0 5,\% 11 5 73w
~ — - = Lo+ Lo—|Lo—=)Inzx— — — —
Pulr) = =5, \ Lo 6 T 0T )\ TE) M T3 T 6
(3.16)

where Lo = In¢g/ug. We see that the r — oo (z — o0) limit of ¢, is a constant. Imposing
that this constant is ¢, = 0, fixes ¢ to be

(3.15)

¢o = o €”’® (3.17)

confirming the expectation (3.7) and the previous calculation based on using the Fubini
instanton on the constraint (3.5). This result makes concrete the generic expectation ¢y ~ o,
which goes back to [21].

Imposing that the 1/r% terms in both regimes also match gives

S 9 [, 7
_ 8 AN 1
o= Ndo 300 (” 6) (3.18)

It can be checked that the first derivatives of @, g at r, match, provided ¢, satisfies (3.17).
What we have found is that, unlike the case in the previous section, the large r behaviour

of the bounce (~ 1/r?) is not modified by the perturbation, which now simply corrects
perturbatively the overall coefficient. In other words, once the condition (3.17) is imposed,
the solution (3.13) is valid for all r. It reads

/ 3 1
5¢(r):%{%—iln(l+w)+3m (1+$>+T1 {12+6Ll2( )1} - (3.19)
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The tunneling action can then be computed using the previous approximations for the
bounce solution and one arrives at

812 2m2p,

= — 19 — 30Lg + 1812 12 2

Sk 3)\0+27)\3(9 30Lg + 18Lg) + O(B) (3.20)
8r2  13w?

= — 4+ —— O(B2 3.21

where Lo = In(¢g/1o) and we have used Ly = 5/6 to write the last expression. As expected
on general grounds (see discussion in subsection 2.3) the condition Lo = 5/6 corresponds to
an extremal of the action (3.20).

We can generalize the previous analysis by considering the running to higher loop orders.

We write
In¢

AM@) = —Xo+ Aalp)dne . (3.22)

In 1o
The usual argument rescaling the bounce or Eq. (2.25) lead to the condition

/ ) ¢pB\(dp) rPdr =01, (3.23)
0

that generalizes (3.5), and was already discussed in [22], work that is similar to the current
paper in exploiting the Affleck condition. The constraint (3.23) shows that a running X is not
enough to guarantee a bounce: ) should change sign for the bounce to exist. In this respect,
notice that the expansion in scale-breaking parameters is orthogonal to the loop expansion:
in (3.23) we could expand [, as a series of different loop orders but all the terms would be
of first order in scale breaking and, in order to satisfy (3.23), the expansion should go at
least to two-loops. Finally, as pg is defined by Sx(uo) = 0 it also follows that the bounce
should extend above pg (that is, ¢ > o) to fulfill (3.23), confirming that this result is indeed
general.

3.3 Understanding the result for the action

To understand further the origin of the result (3.20) notice that the first-order results for the
scaling constraint (3.17) and the action (3.20) can be obtained using the zero-th order Fubini
approximation for the bounce profile ¢(r) of Eq. (2.6). This allows to change the integration
variable in the action and constraint integrals from r to x = ¢p/¢po. In this way the constraint
integral can be rewritten, at first order, as

/0 (1 — ) Br(xpo)dz =0 . (3.24)

Let us define the average of any function f(¢) over the Fubini bounce with ¢r(0) = ¢g by
1
(@) =6 [ a1~ 2) (o0 (3.25)
0
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where the factor 6 is put in so that the average of a constant is the same constant. Using this
definition, the bounce constraint (3.24) is simply given by

(Ba)go =0 . (3.26)

It is immediate to reproduce the result Ly = 5/6 from this condition when ) is expanded
only up to the 5} term, and the result can be extended to higher loop order if needed.
Using the same approach one gets for the tunneling action, at first order,

5 <%>¢ , (3:27)

understanding that this expression has to be expanded, using

In¢
Mg) = Do+ [ Balp) dinp, (3.28)
In pio
to get
8 2 1 In¢o
S~ <1 +— | Bw dlnu> . (3.29)
3o Ao Jin o b0

Expanding S, up to the 3§ term and averaging, one immediately reproduces the result (3.20).

4 The potential V (¢) = A(¢)¢p*/4 with gravity

4.1 Euclidean Action with Gravity

To include gravitational effects on vacuum decay we follow [5] writing the Euclidean action

se= [ doyg Bzwgwmm +V(9) + G(¢>R] + Sany (4.)

where we take Z(¢) = 1 and
1 1
G(o) = 5. T 5@52 : (4.2)

where k = 1/m%, mp = 2.435 x 10" GeV is the reduced Planck mass and a nonminimal
coupling ¢ of the scalar to gravity is included. The term Sggy is the Gibbons-Hawking-York
boundary term [23], required to get rid of the second-derivatives of the metric and set up
a well-posed variational problem in the presence of a boundary, see below. Assuming O(4)-
symmetry, we take the Euclidean metric to be ds* = g, dz"dz” = dr* + p(r)?dQ3, where r
measures the radial distance along lines normal to three-spheres of radius of curvature p(r)
and d©3 is the line element on a unit three-sphere. The Ricci scalar for this metric is

6 . i}
R= ;(1—/)2—;4)), (4.3)
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where dots stand for derivatives with respect to r. The action (4.1) reads then

se=2r? [ ar {14V + 60— 2 - i} + 2eG@T  )

where the last term is the GHY boundary term. Integrating by parts the p? term removes
the p, cancels out the GHY term, and leads to the simpler expression

Sg = 21 /0 N dr{/f’ Efbuww} +6p GO+ ) +ppG’<¢>cb]} o (45)

The Euler-Lagrange equations following from stationarity of this action under variations of ¢
and p are, respectively

é+3/—;q5 = V'+GR, (4.6)
2
2= 1- gG( ¢ —V +62 G’¢> , (4.7)

where primes denote derivatives with respect to ¢. These differential equations should be
solved for the bounce solution ¢p(r) and the metric function pg(r), and in our case, with
V. ~ 0, the boundary conditions are

$(00) =y =0, ¢(0)=0, p(0)=0, ploc)=1. (4.8)

The exponential suppression of vacuum decay is controlled by the difference ASg =
Selos] — Se[¢p+] between the action of the bounce and the action of the false vacuum back-
ground ¢, = 0, which we take to be well approximated by a Minkowski vacuum V(¢ ) ~ 0,
with the flat metric function p;(r1) = ;. Substituting these values in (4.5) one gets

Sglpy] = 247T2GE/ dror, = 247T2GE/ dr pp (4.9)
0 0
with Gg = G(0) = —1/(2k). In the last expression we have changed variables to bounce

coordinates identifying p, () = p(r). This is convenient in order to write ASE as a single
integral and to enforce the cancellation of divergent contributions in Sg|¢g] and Sg[¢,| for
r — oo so that ASg is finite. In this way one arrives at

ASp = 272 /OO dr {p3 (%gé? + V) +6p [(1 + NG — 2pGp + ppG’ﬂ } . (4.10)
0

4.2 General Considerations

The constraint on the bounce from the rescaling argument can be immediately obtained by
the method explained in subsection 2.3. One has

dASE o 5ASE 8¢B 5ASE 8pB dASE 8pa
—0, (411
dlngg 0578l = /0 ( 56 Olnge | 0p Oy 2 d g ) =0, (411
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where p, = {\o, 54, to, K, £} are the parameters entering the action density Asg. Note that
this method has to be used on the action as expressed in (4.10) as this is the action whose
variation gives the equations of motion for ¢ and p so that the first two terms above vanish.

Using (3.6) and
0K o0&

Imoe - gy

(4.12)

one gets

/ {p%ﬁ&cb‘}g In i—]j + 24mippp(1 — pp)*| dr =0|. (4.13)
0

This constraint shows explicitly that if 5 = 0 and only gravity breaks scale invariance then
pp = r. This flat metric is possible only for the conformal value £ = 1/6 [14,15]. For generic
values of £ no bounce exists, in agreement with the remarks in [13,14]. We then see that the
running of A (with varying ) is indeed needed to get the bounce and gravity simply modifies
the properties of that bounce (its scale in particular, see below), in agreement with [11,15].

We consider now both 3} and x = 1 /mi as small perturbations of the scale-invariant
problem. Working at first order in these perturbations and writing pg ~ r + kp1, ¢ >~ ¢p
with ¢ the Fubini bounce of Eq. (2.6), we get

283, ¢o O /00.2
In — — - dr=20. 4.14
%(nm 2 [t (4.14)

As both terms above are positive, we see that gravity reduces the value of ¢y. This effect,
shown numerically in Fig. 3, is discussed in more detail below.

4.3 Perturbative Analysis

We can calculate the O(k) corrections to the bounce in the two field regimes already considered
in the previous section. In both regimes we write

O(r) = duo(r) + K1 (r) + O(8%) , p(r) =71+ rpi(r) + O(K%) (4.15)
where ¢, is the bounce without gravity discussed in Section 3. Consider first the small field
regime, with ¢ < ¢,. There

Pro(1) = ds5(r) = % , (4.16)

with Cy as given in (3.18). Expanding Eq. (4.7) for p to order x we get
24Erpsds + 2°0% + Ar’ds = 24ps | (4.17)

where p;g is the small-field regime approximation to p;. One finds

ps(r) =C, — 23%(5 —1/6) +O(1/r") . (4.18)
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Expanding Eq. (4.6) for the bounce to O(x) and O(1/r) we get
92515

d1s + qbls = —3)\002 (4.19)
which gives ¢15 = Cy1/r?. Therefore
1
9253(7’) = ﬁ((]d, + :‘iC¢1) + O(Ii2) . (420)

Turning to the large field regime, with ¢ > ¢,, and solving the bounce and p equations
(4.6) and (4.7) at linear order in k we get

pialr) = ~(€~ 6oy = | Z v +arctan v | (1.21)

with z = \gp2r?/8, and

o) = ~(€ =10 2 {5 oo = 1) = (14 o)y Farctan(v)]

1
+ g(g —1/6) [6(z* — 1) In(1 + z) + z(z” — 8z — 24)] } : (4.22)
The expected two integration constants are fixed by requiring that ¢;7(r) does not diverge

at 7 = 0 and that ¢;,(0) = 0 (as ¢ at this level is an unknown to be determined, see below).
We match p1g and p;;, by expanding the latter for large r and this gives

Tdo

C,=—(—-1/6 . 4.23
To match ¢15(r) and ¢y (r) we use the large r expansion of the latter, that reads
¢o

uulr) = ~5(€ = 116708 - Soe —1/0) [(6=1/0) (o= ¢ )+ 5| - (@)

Combining this result with the expansion (3.16) we get

gbo 6 oo 11 oo 73w 11¢ 13
M [(L“E)%‘%‘ﬂ ey (- 5)

For r — oo (x — 00), ¢r + ko1, above goes to a constant. Imposing that constant to be
¢+ = 0, leads to the condition

flz (1 o _ g) + 152( —1/6)%k¢? =0 (4.26)
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Figure 3: Ratio ¢g/mp as a function of the non-minimal coupling £ for the SM with M, =
125.09 GeV and M; = 173.34 GeV. Red points: from full numerical solutions for bounce and
metric function. Violet lines from analytical approximations: dashed from Eq. (4.26) and solid
from Eq. (6.1). Blue lines from improved analytical approximations: dashed from Eq. (4.31)
and solid from Eq. (6.8). The maximum corresponds to the conformal value £ = 1/6 (see
inset). The dashed line gives the condition ¢g/mp < Ayy/mp = 1/|¢].

that fixes ¢ implicitly. This choice also implies the cancelation of the (1/z)lnx term in
(4.25). We get the same result (4.26) if we plug p; in (4.14) and perform the integral. Fig. 3
shows with a dashed violet line the numerical solution of (4.26) for ¢y/mp as a function
of & with \g = 0.0143, 8} = 5.6 x 107 and po/mp = 0.59, values that correspond to the
central values M) = 125.09 GeV and M; = 173.34 GeV in the SM. The red points in the
same plot correspond to numerically solving the differential equations (4.6) and (4.7) for the
bounce and the metric function for the same choice of parameters. We used the NNLO Higgs
effective potential, calculated at two-loops, with parameters running at three loops and two-
loop matching conditions [4]. The agreement between (4.26) and the full numerical solution
is quite good for low |£| getting worst for larger values: the error is ~ 16% at |£| ~ 20.

Some comments on the result (4.26) are in order:

(1) As is well known, the inclusion of gravity makes the theory non-renormalizable. When
€2 > 1 the cutoff of the effective theory is Ayy = mp/|€| [24,25]. The gravitational con-
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tribution to (4.26) reflects this through the appearance of the mass ratio ¢o/Ayy. To have
control over the tunneling calculation one needs to impose ¢y S mp/¢ and Fig. 3 shows that
¢ is always safely below Ayy,. On the other hand, this condition implies (£ — 1/6)%k¢* S 1
so that the gravitational correction to the tunneling action cannot be as important as the
non-gravitational one?.

(2) Fig. 3 shows that, for large values of ||, the bounce field value ¢q can be significantly
lower than mp, although it is gravity that causes the decrease. The reason is, once again,
that the relevant scale to determine gravitational effects is Ayy = mp/|€| rather than mp
and typically ¢ is just one order of magnitude below Agy.5

As in the case without gravity we see that, once the condition that determines ¢q is
imposed, the solutions (4.21) and (4.22) are valid for all . One gets (z = \g@Zr?/8)

Brdo 13
12X0(1 + )
(E—1/6)z¢) f1—a 1 1-2z 12

+ K 20+ ) {1+x+%arctan\/5+2(f—l/6)[1+x +5—xln(1+x)]}
722 No(§ — 1/6)"x¢)
258, (1+ax)2

do(r) 1 In(14z) 4 3In*(1 +z) + i—_l {i + 6L12(—x)} }

12 =z +11]12

(4.27)

and p;(r) as given in (4.21).
We now have all the ingredients to calculate the Euclidean tunneling action. We get

8r?  2m?f, 1672

Sp = 19 — 30Lo + 182 —1/6)%k2 498
87  137% ,, 167 1927

- — 1/6)°kdj —1/6)'%%68 . (429

5 T T ey (€= 1/6) g + 257, (€= 1/6)"w"¢q (4.29)

In this formula, ¢, is the solution of (4.26), which we have used to write the last expression. As
in all the examples in previous sections, the condition (4.26) corresponds in fact to dSg/dpg =
0, with Sk as given in (4.28).

Some comments on the result (4.28) are in order:

(1) The gravitational correction vanishes for the conformal value £ = 1/6, as is well
known. However, once the running effects are included, the potential is not scale invariant
and at higher orders in the perturbative expansion gravitational corrections can appear even
for £ =1/6.

(2) If we compare (4.28) with the results of [15] we find the same gravitational correction.
Nevertheless, to get the final analytic result for the action it is crucial to use the constraint

4This assumes that the potential is well approximated by V = —\¢*/4 with a nearly constant )\, an
assumption that fails near the critical Higgs mass case, for which the vacuum at high field values is almost
degenerate with the electroweak one. In that case, gravitational corrections can prevent vacuum decay, as is
well known in general [5]. (See [12] for an analysis of this case in the SM.)

°This has a bearing on the claim [26] that a nonmiminal coupling reduces the impact of nonrenormalizable
operators suppressed by mp on the stability of the potential, which can be understood from ¢y < mp.
However, for nonzero £, the dominant operators are suppressed by mp /€ rather than mp.
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Figure 4: Tunneling action as a function of the non-minimal coupling ¢ for the SM with
M;, = 125.09 GeV and M; = 173.34 GeV. Red points: from full numerical solutions for bounce
and metric function. Violet lines from analytical approximations: dashed from Eq. (4.28)
and solid from Eq. (6.5). Blue lines from improved analytical approximations: dashed from
Eq. (4.32) and solid from Eq. (6.9). The minimum corresponds to the conformal value £ = 1/6.

(4.26) that links the gravitational piece with the one due to the running of A, which was not
made explicit in [15]. Comparison of (3.21) and (4.29) shows that it would be wrong to simply
add the gravitational piece directly to (3.21).

(3) In [11,15] the Euclidean action was expressed in terms of p; only, avoiding the need
to calculate ¢, and the theoretical approximation to the action in [15] was not used directly
but rather evaluating numerically the Euclidean action over the Fubini instanton (with the
running coupling evaluated on the Fubini instanton too). Not having ¢;, however, prevents
going to higher order in the perturbative expansion. Our approach puts on a firmer basis this
kind of perturbative analysis, offers an explicit analytic result (having ¢; under theoretical
control), and allows to calculate higher order corrections.

Fig. 4 shows with a dashed violet line the analytical approximation (4.28) for the tunneling
action compared with the full numerical result obtained by solving for the bounce and metric
(red points) for the SM parameters M, = 125.09 GeV and M; = 173.34 GeV. The agreement
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is good although the error grows with |¢| and is of order 1.7% for |{| ~ 20. This error is
much smaller than the one for ¢¢/mp as the action is an extremal at ¢g, and can be lowered
significantly as follows.

It is possible to go beyond the fixed order expansions we have derived so far to improve
the agreement with the fully numerical results. This is especially relevant at large & when
¢ can be orders of magnitude lower than gy so that expanding around g is not optimal. It
is straightforward to rewrite the constraint (4.26) and action (4.28) without reference to
in terms of A and (3, evaluated at a scale ¢y/a, where a ~ O(1) can be varied to optimize
agreement. Different choices of the scale at which to evaluate 8} impact the tunneling action
by higher order corrections. Still we find it is better to take 5 = 5} (¢o/10) and we do that
in the plots. Writing

Aa=—=Ao/a) ,  Bra=Br(do/a), (4.30)

the constraint equation for ¢, takes the form

12

S halE—1/6)267 (4.31)

5
026)\,@_’_5& (La_6)+ 5

Using the same quantities, the tunneling action reads

8r? 8w [1 (19 5 1672
_ (22 L —= — k2. 4.32
S 3)\(1 + 3)\2 |:2 (18 a) 5)\ + ( a 6) 5)\70,:| + 5)\a y§/€¢0 ( 3 )

These expansions are much closer to the fully numerical results as is shown in Fig. 3 and
Fig. 4 by the blue dashed lines. For |[¢]| ~ 20 the error in ¢g/mp is down to 4.4% while for
S(€) is 0.17%. In these figures, we choose a = 2, value that is well justified by the discussion
in Subsection 3.3.

5 Tunneling Potential Approach

In this section we reconsider the potential of the previous section (SM potential with running
quartic and gravity) using a novel approach for the calculation of tunneling actions. This new
method has some advantages in terms of simplicity and, after reproducing the results for the
action derived in the previous section using the Euclidean approach, we use it in the next
section to extend the calculation to second order in perturbations.

The alternative method was first introduced in [17] and was later on extended to include
gravitational corrections in [27]. This approach recasts the original problem into an elemen-
tary variational problem: find the “tunneling potential” V;(¢) that interpolates between the
symmetric false vacuum at ¢, and the basin of the true vacuum phase and minimizes an
action functional, an integral in field space of the appropriate action density, that takes the
simple form:

$o (D+V/)2
S[‘/;f] = 67T2m4]13/¢+ d¢ T_Dt s

where D? = V/? + 6x(V — V;)V; and ¢y is in the basin of the true vacuum.

(5.1)
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5.1 Extension to Nonminimal Coupling

To apply this new approach to the SM vacuum decay in the presence of a nonminimal coupling
of the Higgs to the Ricci scalar we need to extend further the formalism (as [27] implicitly
assumed £ = 0). For the Euclidean action in (4.1) one can obtain the corresponding S[V}]
either by repeating the procedure used in [27] (done for the special case Z = 1 and £ = 0,
i.e. an Einstein-frame action) or by using a Weyl transformation to the Jordan frame with
action (4.1). The end result is [28]

%o (D + V/)2
= 2472 2A7 Tt
S[V;] = 247 /qs o G (5.2)
with
~ 3 -
D= \/X/t’?—EZ?(V—V;)Vt ) (5.3)
We have introduced the combinations
. 2V,G’ . 3G
V=V — é . 2r=77— a (5.4)

As in the previous section we are interested in the case Z(¢) = 1 and G(¢) = (—1/k+E¢?) /2.
The Euler-Lagrange equation following from the stationarity of the action (5.2) under
variations of V; is:

- 3G 7'\ ., Z%/(3
v;’—<2G+;)v;—5(§v—vt)

In the case of the false vacuum being a Minkowski vacuum (or nearly so as for the SM

!/

4 G
+ V) [gv;’—v'+2v5 ~0. (5.5)

2(V =V

potential) the boundary conditions for V; are [27]
V(o) =V(e+) =0,  Vi(o) = V(do) , (5.6)

with ¢g [equal to ¢p(0) in the Euclidean bounce approach] being an unknown to be found.
The equation of motion for V; also fixes the derivatives at the two extremes of the interval

(¢+> ¢0) as
G'(¢o)

G(¢o)

V(o) =VI(0:) =0, Vi(60) = 3V (9n) + 5V (60) 6.7

5.2 Perturbative Analysis

To understand the impact of gravity on the decay of Minkowski (or AdS) vacua it is instructive
to expand the tunneling potential, the Euler-Lagrange equation for V; and the tunneling action

to first order in k. We write
V;‘, == V;fn(] + K"/tfil + 0(52) ) (58)

where V}.o is the tunneling potential without gravity. The zeroth-order EoM for Vg is

AV} = 3V = 6(Vieo — VIV, . 5.9
tk0 0 tk0
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The general expansion of the tunneling action density s(¢) can be written simply as [28]

2
143k (ngs - tho)

tk0

s(9) = sx0(0) +0(r%) (5.10)

up to a total-derivative term discussed below. The zero-th order term in this expansion
reproduces the tunneling action density in the absence of gravity [17]

(V - %50)2

8x0(¢) = —bdn? i (5.11)
tk0

As V., < 0[17], this contribution is always positive. The second term in (5.10) gives the O(k)
effects of gravity on the tunneling action and is also positive definite. So we see from here that
gravity makes metastable vacua more stable.> Moreover, turning on a large ¢ can add further
to the stabilization effect. Although this perturbative proof holds at O(k) the stabilizing
effect of gravity (for Minkowski or AdS vacua) can be proven in more generality [28].

We omitted from (5.10) a term that after using the EoM for V; is a total derivative that
contributes a boundary term to the integrated tunneling action

d (V - thO)2 (V B VtmO)V?{O
5s(¢) = 1627r2md—¢ {TF% Viel + 7 : : (5.12)
However this boundary term does not contribute to the action integral: at ¢, one has

Vio(Po) = V(¢o) with non-zero V;. ,(¢p) so that the boundary term vanishes at ¢q. To
show that the boundary term also vanishes at ¢, one needs to know how the functions V, V.

and V., approach zero. The general proof is given in [28]. For the current potential it is
enough to know that for ¢ — 0 we have V ~ O(¢%), V; ~ O(¢?*), see below.

An interesting property of the expansion result (5.10) is that the first order O(k) term
depends only on zero-th order quantities. This is ultimately due to the fact that we are
expanding the action around its minimum so that a first order shift in V; affects the action
value only at second order. This is exploited in the next subsection in applying this method
to the SM case.

5.3 Application to the Standard Model

As in the previous sections, let us expand the tunneling potential in powers of 5} and & [taken
to be of O(ey)] writing

Vi(#) = Vio(¢) + Via (o) + O(e5) (5.13)
where V;; ~ O(ep). For the potential we similarly write
Loy 1,009
V=Vp+Vi=—>As* +-BigIn2 2 . (5.14)
4 8 Ho

6 Besides proving that gravity makes the action density larger one should care about how gravity changes
the integration interval via changes in the end-point of that interval, ¢g. However, an O(k) change in ¢g does
not modify the action integral at that order as s(¢g) = 0.
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At zero-th order, without running or gravitational effects, the EoM for V; is
6(Vo — V%,O)th,lo + ‘/15,,0(4‘/15,,0 - 3V0,) =0, (5.15)

with boundary conditions

Vio(d+) =0, Vio(go) = Vo(do) . Vig(d+) =0, Vip(¢o) = Vo((bo) : (5.16)
and the action . )
°(V -V,
SV = —54#2/ %dgﬁ + O(ep) (5.17)
o+ Vt,O
The solution is quite simple [17]:
Ao, 3
Vio(9) = _Z¢O¢ ; (5.18)
with arbitrary ¢q, leading to
8 2
S[Vi] = 2 + Olep) - (5.19)
3o

Interestingly, we do not need to solve the EoM for V; ; in order to get the tunneling action
at O(€ey). We saw this in the previous subsection for the O(k) corrections and the same holds
for the O(}) ones. To see this latter point, we just need to consider O(f}) perturbations of
the action without gravity (5.17). We only care about the correction V; to the potential and
can ignore the correction from V;; because the action functional is stationary with respect to
changes of V;. We then simply have

Q(VO_—VtvO)Vl ) (5.20)

ds(¢) = —1087
Putting this together with the results (5.10) and (5.12), the expansion of the action density
up to O(ep) is simply

2 @

s(¢) = )\%((b $o)” [1+125¢2(5—1/6” (¢ do) PP In i

327% d (¢—¢0)2
A3 é%{ ¢?

The last term is a total derivative and contributes a boundary term to the action that vanishes,

>\3¢o
Via(6) — JAor6*(6 — 0u)° | (5.21)

due to the fact that V;; must go to zero as Vo ~ ¢*. The rest of the terms can be integrated
immediately to get

%o 8w 27wt 1672
= = —— +——=B\(18L5 —30Ly + 1 —1/6)*ke; 22
S= [ 5(0) = 5 + g AISE ~ 300y + 19+ (€16 ReE (522

where Ly = In(¢o/p0). This reproduces in a simple way the result (4.28) found using the
Euclidean bounce approach.
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For completeness, and for later use, one can solve the EoM for V;;, which reads

0 = 6(Vo— Vi) [V/h + K(3Vy — 2Vio + 46V — 6620V7)] + (8V/ — 3V VY4
— 3VIVio + 6(Vi — Vi) Vi + 2660 [5(3Vh — Vi) Vg — 6Vio V5] (5.23)

with boundary conditions

Va0 =0, Vialon) = BB L 11160 =0, Vilon) = —neantilen) . (20
getting
V() = C16° + Cod? [2¢0+¢¢0¢ +2¢1n (%—1)} +5Aq§¢° EngL (jo)}
b ks |26 — o)+ 267 = ) (e~ 1/6) — 22367 — 3600+ )(E — 1/67

@0 [_& ¢ , (¢ 5\ 12
BT {d) g T2 <1 - %ﬂ {*BA (m% - g) + - 1/6)2)\05(,15(2)} . (5.25)

where ('} 5 are integration constants. This expression contains divergences in the limit ¢ — ¢y
that require

5\ 12
Cp— 20 {ﬁA (1 %— 6) =o€ — 1/6)2/«%] =0, (5.26)

the last equality following from (4.26).” The ¢ — ¢, divergences coming from the last line
of (5.25) are also absent as the last bracket vanishes for ¢ = ¢, precisely due to the same
condition (4.26). Finally, C} is fixed to

1
Cr = =608} (20 + 9Ly — 18LG + 37°) (5.27)

by demanding V;(¢o) = V(¢o). With all these ingredients we arrive at the final form

_ 1 _ﬁ; 7 xhha o
Vilg) = 4)\0¢¢0{1 I [18+x—1 2Li; (1 — ) (5.28)

- %mg [a:?(x S 1) 43 — 1)(E— 1/6) — g(g —1/6)2[6Lo + 5 + 9 (x 1)]} } |

where now © = ¢/¢pg. It can be checked that using this V; in the action formula (5.2)
reproduces the result (5.22). In terms of simplicity, the single result for V; in (5.28) should
be compared with the expressions for p;(r) in (4.21) and ¢;(r) in (4.27) for the Euclidean
bounce approach.

7 Alternatively, a small field expansion gives Vi1 (¢) ~ Capod?+O(¢?) which would imply that the Euclidean
bounce does not extend to r = oo [18], which again shows Cy = 0 is needed.
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6 Second Order Corrections

It is straightforward to add the O(e2) corrections to the results for the integral constraint and
the tunneling action obtained in the previous section. The scale-breaking condition that fixes
¢o can be obtained from the general formula (4.14) expanded to O(e2). It depends on ph(r),
that can be eliminated in terms of O(¢y) quantities from equation (4.7), so that only ho(r),
hi(r) and p;(r) are needed to obtain that condition for ¢y to O(e3). It reads

0 = B\(Lo—5/6)+ 1—52/\0( —1/6)k (69 (12L3 — 18L5 +19Lg — 17 + 7°)
+ iﬁ&m%( —1/6) {% — 12—5L0 + (£ -1/6) (30/:3 +101Ly + 1072 — %)}
809
+ ngm%‘*( —1/6)° { 55 (€= 1/6) - 1} : (6.1)

The same result can be obtained in the tunneling potential approach. The general expression
for the constraint integral in that formulation can be derived simply by expanding the action
integral to O(e3) and then equating to zero its derivative with respect to log ¢y. Formally the
constraint takes the form

0:/¢+ P‘;f)( 2n)+82(v¢) gxuo} d | (6.2)

where we have used (3.6) and (4.12).8

As the tunneling potential method is in fact somewhat simpler for calculating the tunneling
action, it is the one we detail here (nevertheless the result below has been cross-checked
following the Euclidean method also). Explicitly one gets for the O(e2) correction to the
action density:

2 d _
so(@p) = 32)\—7(2:% {@ —-1) {(gij 1)vt2(:v) — g/ﬁzqﬁg(m - 1) (5:r — g + 6ye — 54y§) v ()
2mla? {451\

/

P+ (o) o) |+

rogr(z — 1) (32 — 2 — 36y7) L7

Aodo | 3Ao
+ i*g Lj+ - L2t (1(132 217% - %yg — 16y} + 48@/21)}
N 647;3(;; 1) {)f;vtl(:c)Ld, + )\08965031(:13) + 4;1;\—0;31)21;12(37)
+ §“¢3 [1 — % + 327 + (5 — 3)ye + 18(1 — x)yg] uﬂ(x)} : (6.3)
where © = ¢/do, ye = £ — 1/6, and
v (z) = Vt;(gb) . vpl(r) = th;gb) , vy (x) = %;1;;) , Lsy=In % : (6.4)

8 A similar formula can be derived for any other potential that depends on parameters p,,, with the derivative
(0V/0uo) in (6.2) replaced by 3 (0V/0pa)d(a)Pa» Where d(y) is the engineering dimension of p,.
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The function g(x) is simply a polynomial in z with g(0) = 0. We do not write it explicitly
as this is the only property that matters. Upon integration, the total derivative term in (6.3)
gives a boundary contribution that vanishes: the function inside the curly brackets is zero at
r =0 and z = 1. This is guaranteed by the fact that for ¢ — 0, Vi;(¢) ~ ¢3. This means
that Via(¢) is not needed to calculate the tunneling action at O(e?) and it suffices to know
Vi1(¢), which is given in the previous section. Using that result and performing the integral
one arrives at

8t 2m2p) 1672
S = — A (19 — 30L, + 18L2 —1/6)%k?
I + Y, ( o+ 0) + B (€ /6)" kg
232 553 11m? ) ) 5 .
T on [18K0+%— G +2(-12+7 )L0+8L0—8L0+6L0]
w23, 419 14 8r2 623 132
+ (€ —1/6)kd? {—— + Lo+ (— -+ 40L2) (€ — 1/6)]
503 °l 90 3 325 5 0
8’ 3.2 4 1
+ (€ —1/6)3k%p8 |6 + — (739 + 840L¢) (€ — 1/6)] , (6.5)
35X 25
where Ly = In ¢/ 110 and
1
Ky = / (1 — 62 + 622) [Lig(z)]* dz ~ 0.118718 . (6.6)
0

Some comments on the result for S above are in order:

(1) For large |£|, the powers of the potentially large £ contributions to S above are limited
by the fact that whenever kg™ appears, one always has n < 2 as necessary to be consistent
with Ayy = mp/|€|. Of course, n = 0 or 1 are possible as such powers correspond, respectively,
to suppressions by mp or mp/ \/E , both larger than Agyy .

(2) While (6.5) shows that gravitational corrections vanish for £ = 1/6 at O(€2) it can be
shown that a nonzero contribution appears in S at the O(ej) order 32

(3) It can be checked that dS/d¢y = 0 gives back the constraint (6.1), as expected on
general grounds.

Numerical O(e3) results for ¢o/mp from (6.1) and for the tunneling action from (6.5) are
shown with a solid violet line in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, respectively, showing good agreement with
the fully numerical points. At || ~ 20, the error in ¢g/mp is 14% and 1.2% in S, a marginal
improvement with respect to the O(€y) approximation of section 4.

It is straightforward to rewrite the previous results for the constraint and action in terms
of By and B4 evaluated at the scale ¢y/a, as we did in Section 4.3. At this order however,
a =1 is a better choice and is the one we take. Writing

A= =A0o/a) , Bra=DBr(0/a) . Fra=Prat BiLa (6.7)
where L, = In a, the constraint for ¢q takes the form
~ 5 120 5 5 12 5 4 41809
0 = Bra— éﬁ; + g)\ayg"“ﬁo + g)\aﬁ PoYe %yi -1
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| 97 , 15+ ~ 5777 2\ L
— — 0By — —0ra 101 + 60L,) B . 1072 — =—— — 30L
+ 25“%9&{ 3 B\ 5 Bra + e {( + )5A, + ( a 60 )B/\
1

+ [8(3La —1)B2, + (19 — 20L, — 1212)By 1B + (—17 + 72 + 10L2) ;2} . (6.8)

where ye = £ — 1/6.
Using the same quantities, the tunneling action reads

$2 872 [1 (19 5 1672
S = 5o | o __L2 , La__ a 5
e | 3A2 {2 (18 )ﬂﬁ ( 6) B ] o, Ve

2 553 11w 25 19
— ¢ |18K 2=~ —=L,+3L?
* 9/\3{{ T35 T 6 T (6 g et )}

97 4 5 . 46 .
+ [_3 + 272 + 12L, (5 + §La - 2LZ>} B\Bra + {3 + 4L, (=7 + 6La)} Bi,a}

2 2
T 9 419 T 623 80 9 ,
T o (A Ry Y5
+ 5/\33/5%%{{ 90 +( 5 % 3 2 ) vel By
14 1 ~ 87T2 739
— 4+ 4 12L @ 6 — + 168L . 6.9
o |3t a2 B+ gt [o4 (st )] 09)
The values of ¢g/mp from (6.8) and of the tunneling action from (6.9) are plotted respectively
in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 (solid blue lines). The agreement with the fully numerical results is quite
good: for [¢| ~ 20 the error in ¢o/mp is 3.8% and 0.14% for S, although these numbers
represent a marginal improvement over those obtained at O(¢g) in section 4. This shows that,

if needed, a better analytical precision should come from a more faithful description of the
shape of the SM potential rather than from corrections of higher orders in €.

7 Summary and Conclusions

This paper revisits the decay of the metastable Standard Model vacuum using an analytic per-
turbative approach with expansion parameters that correspond to two scale-breaking effects:
the running of the Higgs quartic coupling and the presence of gravity (with a nonminimal
coupling £). Analytical results are helpful to grasp the parametric dependence of different
quantities (like the tunneling action or the field value of the bounce) and to properly un-
derstand numerical results. The discussion clarifies the conditions under which a proper
Euclidean bounce ¢g(r) describing the decay exists, making use of a very useful integral con-
straint that ¢p(r) must satisfy. This constraint, used long ago by Affleck [16] in discussing
constrained instantons, follows simply from stationarity of the action and dimensional anal-
ysis and proves quite useful to derive analytical expressions for the scale of the bounce in
field space, ¢g = ¢p(0). We also highlight the general link between Affleck’s integral con-
straint and the extremality of the tunneling action with respect to changes in ¢q, as given
in Eq. (2.25). We illustrate in Section 2 how this approach works using a toy model and
then apply it to the case of the SM vacuum decay. First (Section 3) we analyze the problem
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without gravity, modeling the running of the Higgs quartic analytically, so that one is able
to obtain analytical results both for the Affleck constraint (that gives ¢g) and then for the
tunneling action, at first order in the expansion parameter, taken to be 8 = d*\/(dlog u)?,
where g is the renormalization scale (that is, 5} is the “running of the running coupling”).
The simple result ¢o = €*/®pg, where p is the scale at which By (uo) = 0, makes precise the
usual expectation ¢y ~ 9, which dates back to [21].

Then we add gravitational corrections in Section 4. At first order in the perturbative
expansion (in 8} and ¢2/m%) Affleck’s constraint leads to a very simple relation that shows
the interplay between gravity and running for the determination of ¢, explaining in particular
how gravity lowers significantly ¢, for increasing values of £2. This effect is shown to be related
to the fact that the scale at which gravitational effects become relevant is mp /£ (as discussed
before in the context of Higgs inflation [24,25]). The tunneling action is also calculated at
first order and compared with fully numerical results. The analytical result, improved to take
into account that ¢y < po at large ||, has a precision better than 0.17% for |¢| < 20.

Once the first order perturbative result is in place and fully under control, it is not difficult
to obtain the second order corrections. In order to do that we found it convenient (for its
simplicity) to use the tunneling potential formulation of [17,27] instead of the usual Euclidean
approach. Section 5 applies this new method to the SM potential and obtains in a very simple
manner the first-order results of Section 4. Then, Section 6 calculates explicitly Affleck’s
condition for ¢ and the tunneling action at second order in perturbations. The second order
result is quite close to the first order one, with a marginal reduction of the error of the analytic
evaluation of the tunneling action, which is now below 0.14% for |¢| < 20.
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