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Nucleation rate computations are of broad importance in particle physics and cosmology. Per-
turbative calculations are often used to compute the nucleation rate Γ, but these are incomplete.
We perform nonperturbative lattice simulations of nucleation in a scalar field theory with a tree-
level barrier, computing a final result extrapolated to the thermodynamic and continuum limits.
Although the system in question should be well-described by a complete one-loop perturbative cal-
culation, we find only qualitative agreement with the full perturbative result, with a 20% discrepancy
in | log Γ|. Our result motivates further testing of the current nucleation paradigm.

I. INTRODUCTION

First order phase transitions in the early universe have
been of sustained interest. A primordial phase transition
could help to explain the matter-antimatter asymmetry
of the universe [1–6]. The phase transition itself, as well
as any resulting nonequilibrium physics of the primordial
plasma, would produce a stochastic gravitational wave
background that could potentially be detected [7].

Hints of a gravitational wave background have been
seen by the various Pulsar Timing Array (PTA) collab-
orations [8–11]. Such a gravitational wave background
is expected to be due to supermassive black holes [12],
but it is not possible to rule out other new physics such
as a phase transition [13]. Future missions such as LISA
will be well placed to look for gravitational waves from
electroweak-scale phase transitions [14–16], but the the-
oretical uncertainties in the predicted gravitational wave
power spectrum will need to be constrained.

Thanks in part to large-scale simulations [17, 18], con-
siderable progress has been made in modelling the re-
sulting gravitational wave power spectrum [19, 20]. At
the same time, the accuracy of the quantities which
parametrise the power spectrum – including the nucle-
ation rate – have faced growing scrutiny [21–26].

Experimental tests of nucleation theory in condensed
matter systems show a mixed picture. For the AB tran-
sition in superfluid 3He, there is a longstanding and puz-
zling discrepancy [27–29], whereas good agreement was
found for nucleation in a ferromagnetic superfluid [30].
Recently, there have been proposals to test bubble nucle-
ation in ultracold atomic gases [31–37].

There is a need for reliable predictions with controlled
systematic uncertainties so that we can test particle
physics models against gravitational wave observations,
as well as for comparison with analogue experiments. In
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this paper we focus on calibrating the accuracy of nucle-
ation rate calculations in relativistic finite-temperature
field theory, comparing perturbative semiclassical meth-
ods against direct nonperturbative numerical simulation.
At some critical temperature Tc, the effective poten-

tial energy develops two or more degenerate minima as
a function of some order parameter, but the system re-
mains in the higher energy metastable phase even after it
is energetically less favourable, as the temperature con-
tinues to fall. Eventually this will lead into bubble nu-
cleation, where bubbles of the stable phase form.
In the field theoretical context – at zero temperature –

a metastable vacuum state can decay via quantum tun-
nelling [38]. A complete one-loop calculation of the rate
of this process was first carried out by Coleman and
Callan [39, 40], using a saddlepoint approximation of the
path integral. This result has since been rederived from
a number of perspectives and formalisms [41–43].
At high temperature, bubbles may also nucleate clas-

sically. Within classical field theory, a complete one-
loop calculation for this process was first carried out by
Langer [44–46], extending the tree-level theory of Cahn
and Hilliard [47]. However, the analogous calculation
within quantum field theory is much less clear. Early
papers by Linde [48] and Affleck [49] gave slightly differ-
ent expressions in the high temperature regime. Neither
agrees with the classical result of Langer.
The above methods all depend on a semiclassical pic-

ture of the bubble and its fluctuations. A fully numer-
ical, non-perturbative lattice calculation of the bubble
nucleation rate was introduced in Ref. [50]. At the time,
the focus was on the physics of the minimal Standard
Model, where a first-order phase transition would have
arisen from radiative corrections to the quartic Higgs po-
tential. In Ref. [51] a toy model with similar features
was studied. More recently, in Ref. [52] a more complete
study of nucleation in the minimal Standard Model was
carried out, motivated by the idea that any sufficiently
heavy new particles could be integrated out [22].
Another approach has been to study thermal nucle-

ation directly as a real time process [53–60]. This involves
evolving the lattice in time, waiting until a growing bub-
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ble appears and recording the time taken for the bubble
to appear. Since the nucleation rate can vary over many
orders of magnitude, this approach is only viable over a
narrow temperature range.

We consider what we call the real scalar theory [61],
with Lagrangian

L = −1

2
∂µφ∂

µφ− V (φ)− J1φ− J2φ
2, (1)

V (φ) = σφ+
1

2
m2φ2 +

1

3!
gφ3 +

1

4!
λφ4, (2)

where σ, m2, g and λ are the model parameters, J1 and
J2 represent operators of other fields, and we have used
mostly plus signature. Such a scalar field may couple to
the Standard Model, through Higgs portal interactions
(with J1 = κ1H

†H and J2 = κ2H
†H/2) or serve as a toy

model in itself to test key ideas.
Compared with radiatively-induced transitions, the

presence of the tree-level barrier in equation (2) is ex-
pected to allow for stronger transitions [62]. The pertur-
bative expansion is also simpler [63, 64], allowing us to
focus on bubble nucleation without extraneous details.

We will focus on the dynamics of a single bubble and
its real time evolution from the metastable phase to the
stable phase. The bubbles arise as long wavelength ther-
mal fluctuations of the scalar field. These fluctuations
are highly occupied in a thermal bath, and so their ef-
fective evolution is classical [65–68]. The effects of short
wavelength fluctuations appear both through screening
of the effective parameters, and as noise and damping in
the evolution equations [68–70].

Thermal fluctuations significantly modify the scalar
effective potential for temperatures T 2 ∼ m2/λ and
above. At such temperatures, modes with energies of
order m ∼

√
λT satisfy the following Langevin equation,

∂tϕ(t,x) = π(t,x), (3)

∂tπ(t,x) = −δHeff

δϕ
− γπ(t,x) + ξ(t,x), (4)

where (after absorbing factors of T ) ϕ is the effective field,
π is its canonical momentum, γ is a damping parameter
and ξ is a local Gaussian noise term, satisfying

⟨ξ(t,x)ξ(t′,x′)⟩ = 2γδ(t− t′)δ(3)(x− x′). (5)

The effective Hamiltonian, Heff, is constructed to match
the long-wavelength equal-time correlation functions of
the full quantum theory [71, 72]. This matching re-
duces the long-wavelength equilibrium thermodynamics
of a four-dimensional (4d) quantum field theory to that of
a 3d classical statistical field theory, and hence is known
as high-temperature dimensional reduction (see Section I
in the Supplemental Material for details). Importantly,
for a scalar field theory, an appropriate choice of γ also
leads to the matching of the unequal time correlation
functions [65–68].

II. SADDLEPOINT APPROXIMATION

Perturbative calculations of the bubble nucleation rate
are based on saddlepoint approximations to the proba-
bility current between phases. To arrive at this from
Eqs. (3) and (4), one introduces the probability density
P (ϕ, π), which satisfies a Fokker-Planck equation [45, 73].
If the metastable state is sufficiently long-lived, the cal-
culation can be set up as a static problem: one imposes
boundary conditions that the metastable phase is popu-
lated thermally – P (ϕ, π) ∝ e−Heff[ϕ,π] – and the stable
phase is unpopulated. There is then a constant, small
flux of probability over the barrier between phases, which
does not appreciably deplete the metastable state nor ap-
preciably populate the stable state [74].
For field theories, the computation of this probability

current was described by Langer [44–46]. The relation-
ship of Langer’s formalism to high-temperature quantum
field theories has been studied in Refs. [75, 76], and gen-
eralised to higher orders in Ref. [77]. A crucial result is
that the nucleation rate factorises

Γ = Adyn ×Astat, (6)

where Adyn is the dynamical factor and Astat is the sta-
tistical factor. The latter is a purely time-independent
quantity, equal to the vacuum nucleation rate in 2+1 di-
mensions. At leading (one-loop) order, 2πAdyn is equal
to the initial growth rate of the critical bubble. Note
that while this split into dynamical and statistical parts
mirrors the split in our lattice approach, there are nev-
ertheless differences.
The statistical part takes the form of a semiclassical

path integral. Its computation requires first solving for a
radially symmetric saddlepoint of the 3d tree-level action
defined in Section I of the Supplemental Material,

d2ϕ

dr2
+

2

r

dϕ

dr
=

dV3(ϕ)

dϕ
. (7)

The relevant solution, the critical bubble, has spherical
symmetry. This reduces the problem to solving a one-
dimensional boundary value problem, which be solved
using the shooting method [39].
With the critical bubble ϕb in hand, as well as the posi-

tion of the metastable phase ϕ0, the statistical part of the
nucleation rate is proportional to the relative Boltzmann-
weighted phase-space volume of these two stationary
points,

Astat =

√∣∣∣∣ det(S′′[ϕ0]/2π)

det′(S′′[ϕb]/2π)

∣∣∣∣ (∆S[ϕb]

2π

)3/2

e−∆S[ϕb],

(8)

where S′′ denotes the second functional derivative of the
action, the prime on det′ denotes that zero modes are not
to be included, and ∆S[ϕb] ≡ S[ϕb]−S[ϕ0]. The compu-
tation of the functional determinants can be carried out
using the Gelfand-Yaglom theorem [78, 79].
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For the dynamical factor, one finds that

Adyn =
1

2π

(√
|λ−|+

γ2

4
− γ

2

)
, (9)

where λ− is the single negative eigenvalue of S′′[ϕb] and
γ is the damping rate of equation (4).
For the present theory, the computation of both Astat

and Adyn can be carried out using the numerical package
BubbleDet [80], or the numerical fits from Ref. [81]. This
yields our full one-loop rate, Γone-loop.
However, for applications of nucleation theory, espe-

cially for more complicated models, neither the functional
determinant nor the dynamical prefactor are typically
computed. In Section II in the Supplemental Material
we show two common lower-order approximations: in the
first, Γtree-level, the functional determinant and dynam-
ical prefactor are estimated as T 4, and in the second,
ΓLPA, a local potential approximation is made for the
functional determinant, together with a prescription for
how to drop unwanted imaginary parts.

III. LATTICE SIMULATIONS

Given the limitations of directly simulating the Hamil-
tonian system of Eqs. (3) and (4), our nonperturbative
calculation of the nucleation rate closely follows the ap-
proach introduced in Refs. [50, 51].

The lattice discretisation of the action takes the form

Slat =
∑
x

a3
[
− 1

2
Zϕϕx(∇2

latϕ)x + σlatϕx

+
1

2
ZϕZmm

2
latϕ

2
x +

1

4!
Z2
ϕλlatϕ

4
x

]
, (10)

where the sum over x extends over the 3d lattice sites.
We have removed the cubic term by a constant shift in
the field. One can derive exact lattice-continuum re-
lations for this model within lattice perturbation the-
ory [82, 83], and improvements up to O(a2) [51, 84, 85].
See Section III in the Supplemental Material for more
information about our lattice action.

There are two stages: lattice Monte Carlo simula-
tions which generate configurations, some of which lie
close to the separatrix (sometimes known as the ‘transi-
tion surface’ [45, 75]) of field configurations between the
two phases. Selected near-separatrix configurations are
then evolved numerically in a thermal bath to determine
whether they tunnel or not.

A. Critical bubble probability

The separatrix configurations are suppressed by ∼
e−65 at the temperature we simulate. Our lattice
Monte Carlo simulations therefore use the multicanon-
ical method [86, 87] to overcome this suppression and

θop

lo
g
P

(θ
op

)

Metastable phase

Critical bubble

Stable phase

}ε

FIG. 1. Probability distribution P (θop) of the order parame-
ter at some temperature below Tc. The metastable and sta-
ble phases are separated by an exponentially suppressed area,
the mixed critical bubble. The separatrix configurations are
drawn from the narrow range ϵ around the critical bubble.

generate a sufficient number of near-critical bubble con-
figurations (see Ref. [61] for its application to the current
model). The order parameter θop is measured, yielding a
histogram that (below the critical temperature) will re-
semble Fig. 1. If the choice of order parameter, system
volume and geometry admit, then there will be a local
minimum between the metastable and stable phase peaks
that we identify with the separatrix. From this local min-
imum, an estimate of θop corresponding to critical bubble
configurations, θc, can be inferred. Configurations suffi-
ciently near the separatrix θop ∈ [θc− ϵ

2 , θc+
ϵ
2 ] are used as

the initial conditions for evolution of the the lattice ver-
sions of the stochastic evolution equations (3) and (4),
along with momenta drawn from a Gaussian distribu-
tion. The final result is independent of the exact choice
of ϵ, but it should be sufficiently small that the sampled
configurations correspond to near-critical bubbles.
From the selected near-separatrix field configurations

we can determine the probabilities P (θop) for the criti-
cal bubble and metastable phases and we normalise the
probability of being in the critical configuration to that
of the metastable phase,

P normalised
c =

P (|θop − θc| < ϵ/2)

ϵP (θop < θc)
. (11)

B. Effective tunnelling fraction

Following Ref. [51], the dynamical information can be
separated into two parts, the flux – the rate of change
of the order parameter as it crosses the separatrix – and
d – the ratio of tunnelled configurations determined by
real time trajectories. To determine whether a configu-
ration tunnels or not, we directly evolve the stochastic
Hamiltonian equations, (3) and (4), both forwards and
backwards in time, with the initial momenta reversed for
the backwards evolution (see Fig. 2). We use a timestep
∆tλ3 = 0.01 much smaller than the lattice spacing.
If a given trajectory begins and ends in different

phases (either metastable → stable or vice versa), we set
δtunnel = 1, otherwise δtunnel = 0. The ratio of tunnelled
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FIG. 2. Snapshots of a nucleating bubble with lattice size Lλ3 = 72 and spacing aλ3 = 1.5. We remove ultraviolet fluctuations
by performing eight steps of nearest neighbour averaging. Here, t = 0∆t corresponds to the initial separatrix configuration and
the negative time direction describes the backward time evolution. Note that the snapshots are not evenly spaced in time.

trajectories is an observable defined for each trajectory
as

d =
δtunnel
Ncrossings

, (12)

where Ncrossings is the number of times the given tra-
jectory crosses θc. Lastly, we must add a factor of 1

2
to account for metastable → stable trajectories only, to
avoid double counting the tunnelled trajectories.

The full nucleation rate on the lattice is a combination
of the above three elements,

ΓV = P normalised
c

〈
1

2
flux× d

〉
, (13)

where V is the lattice volume.
For field-theory systems with many degrees of freedom,

the flux is dominated by uncorrelated short-time fluctu-
ations, whereas the global behaviour of the trajectories
depends on longer-time correlations. These are therefore
assumed to be uncorrelated and we approximate the rate
by,

ΓV ≈ P normalised
c

1

2
⟨flux⟩ ⟨d⟩ . (14)

These formulae are order parameter independent, but
the choice of order parameter affects the viability of this
method. At larger volumes, the contribution of bulk fluc-
tuations about the metastable minimum will in general
grow relative to the critical bubble. The physical volume
occupied by the critical bubble is fixed, so that eventually
bulk fluctuations dominate.

The flux through the critical separatrix surface is order
parameter dependent. It can be solved analytically due
to the Gaussianity of the momentum field [51]

⟨flux⟩ =
〈∣∣∣∣∆θop∆t

∣∣∣∣
θc

〉
=

√
8

πV (θc +A2), (15)

where our order parameter θop = ϕ̄2 − 2Aϕ̄ and A is a
constant which we choose to be the peak of the histogram
of ϕ in metastable phase. We have used overbar to mean
volume averaging and angle brackets for statistical aver-
aging. We also considered θ′op = ϕ̄ (with corresponding

flux
√

2/(πV)) but found that bulk fluctuations affected
our ability to go to large volumes with this choice.

C. Results

In Figure 3, we show how the obtained nucleation rate
varies with lattice spacing and volume. The dependence
on both is rather mild, allowing us to take controlled
continuum extrapolations.

Given our use of an O(a2) improved lattice discretisa-
tion, the leading dependence on lattice spacing arises at
O(a3). For a fixed volume of Lλ3 = 42 we vary the lattice
spacing and perform a least-squares fit f(a) = b + ca3

to the logarithm of the rate. The best fit line, with
χ2/dof = 5.53, is plotted in the figure. Jackknife resam-
pling this fit yields log(Γ/λ43) = −73.26(10), where the er-
ror is dominated by our largest lattice spacing aλ3 = 3.5.
This is approximately the inverse screening mass of the
system, at which point the cubic form is expected to
break down. A one-loop estimate of the screening mass
yields mPT

s /λ3 = 0.294(1) [61]. From the figure we de-
duce that lattice artefacts are comparable to statistical
uncertainties already with λ3a = 1.5.

For reference we also show the nucleation rate com-
puted using the linear order parameter θop = ϕlin for one
lattice spacing. We find good agreement (within errors)
with our final results, however our final choice of order
parameter shows substantially reduced errors, which we
attribute to the suppression of the metastable phase bulk
fluctuations by our new choice of order parameter.

We then show the dependence on volume at constant
lattice spacing λ3a = 1.5. Away from the second-order
phase transition, this 3d Euclidean model has no massless
modes, so long-range correlations die off exponentially
with distance. Motivated by this, we fit the logarithm of
the rate to an exponential f(L) = b+ c exp(−msL), find-
ing ms/λ3 = 0.287(12), consistent with the perturbative
screening mass. We show the best fit line in the figure,
with χ2/dof = 1.54. Jackknife resampling this fit yields
log(Γ/λ43) = −74.08(5) for the infinite-volume extrapola-
tion. Note that fitting f(L) = b+c/Ln with n ∈ {1, 2, 3}
to our finite-volume data yields much poorer fits with
χ2/d.o.f. ∼ 102.

Even with our improved choice of order parameter, we
are limited in the largest volume we can reach for a num-
ber of reasons. For sufficiently large volumes, critical
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0 1 2 3
aλ3

−73.8

−73.6

−73.4

−73.2

−73.0

−72.8

lo
g(

Γ
/λ

4 3
)

φlin

Lλ3 = 42

log(Γ/λ4
3) = −73.28(3)

0.000 0.005 0.010 0.015 0.020 0.025
1/(Lλ3)

−74

−73

−72

−71

−70

lo
g(

Γ
/λ

4 3
)

aλ3 = 1.5

log(Γ/λ4
3) = −74.09(5)

FIG. 3. The zero lattice spacing (top) and infinite volume
(bottom) extrapolations, together with cubic and exponential
fits respectively. The vertical line in the top plot marks a
perturbative estimate of the correlation length.

bubble configurations are again buried under the bulk
fluctuations of the metastable phase. Nevertheless, we
see that the bubble is well resolved for the volumes we
simulate in two ways: both geometrically determining
which interface geometry (bubble, cylinder or slab) is
favoured in the thin-wall approximation [50], and also
visual inspection of configurations show a well-resolved
spherical bubble configuration, see Fig. 2.

IV. DISCUSSION

The main result of this work is the logarithm of the
nucleation rate, reliably computed to high precision for
a real scalar quantum field theory at high temperature.
Statistical uncertainties are much smaller than discrep-
ancies with other methods, as seen in Fig. 4. Systematic
uncertainties related to the continuum extrapolation are
also well under control, as evidenced by Fig. 3. This has
been made possible by use of efficient multicanonical al-
gorithms [50, 51, 86, 87], and exact and O(a2) improved
lattice-continuum relations [51, 82–85].

The benchmark parameter point that we simulated was
chosen with the hope of testing perturbation theory in a
regime where it is expected to work well. At the criti-
cal temperature, the tree-level approximation to the dis-

92.0 92.5 93.0 93.5 94.0 94.5 95.0

T (GeV)

−120

−100

−80

−60

−40

−20

lo
g(

Γ
/λ

4 3
)

tree-level

LPA

one-loop

lattice

FIG. 4. The nucleation rate as a function of temperature.
Uncertainty bands for the tree-level and one-loop perturbative
results are based on varying the renormalisation scale over
µ3/λ3 ∈ {0.5, 1, 2}. The uncertainty estimate on the LPA
relflects different choices for removing imaginary parts of the
potential. The lattice points are continuum extrapolated; the
red triangle highlights the temperature actually simulated,
while the orange circles have utilised reweighting. The orange
continuous line is the reweighted result for aλ3 = 1.5, Lλ3 =
60. The results in this figure are tabulated at https://doi.
org/10.5281/zenodo.10891523.

continuity in the background field value agrees with the
lattice to 10% accuracy, and the one-loop approximation
agrees to better than 1% [61].

Yet, for | log Γ| at the temperature simulated, we have
found that the lattice result is 100% larger than the tree-
level approximation and almost 20% larger than the one-
loop approximation. It may be that this is explained by
the growth of the loop expansion parameter as the sys-
tem supercools, which becomes almost twice as large at
the temperature we have simulated than at the critical
temperature. Note that the discrepancy in | log Γ| can-
not be explained by a shift of the critical temperature
between orders, as in this model the critical temperature
is fixed by the Z2 symmetry between phases, and hence
is exact already at tree-level within the 3d EFT [61].

However, what if the discrepancy between the one-loop
and lattice results cannot be explained simply by the
next loop order? While the critical bubble is a saddle-
point of the path integral, there may be other relevant
saddlepoints [88, 89]. Further, for such weakly-damped
systems, it has been argued that the saddlepoint approx-
imation itself breaks down for the dynamical part of the
nucleation rate [77, 90]. Alternatively, a number of sug-
gestions have been put forward to resolve the longstand-
ing discrepancy between theory and experiment for the
nucleation rate between the A and B phases of super-
fluid 3He, including resonant tunnelling and tunnelling
via intermediate solitonic configurations [91, 92].

As far as we are aware, there has never been a calcula-
tion of the thermal nucleation rate of any quantum field
theory beyond one-loop order. To really test whether
perturbation theory provides a reliable guide to bubble

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10891523
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10891523
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nucleation, a complete two-loop calculation at our bench-
mark point provides a clear target for future work. Fur-
ther, nonperturbative results over a range of couplings
could test convergence.

For phenomenological studies of cosmological phase
transitions, and their gravitational wave signals, our re-
sults demonstrate that the widely-used tree-level and lo-
cal potential approximations give relatively poor accu-
racy for the logarithm of the bubble nucleation rate.
The full one-loop approximation fares significantly bet-
ter. This calculation can be carried out in simple models
using existing numerical tools [80], but is still out of reach
for e.g. scalar extensions of the Standard Model.

While our lattice simulations give reliable and precise
predictions for the nucleation rate, their calculation is
slow. To use such lattice simulations for phenomeno-
logical studies of cosmological phase transitions, faster
sampling of the relevant bubble configurations is needed.
We have identified one direction of progress, through the
development of order parameters optimised to enhance
the sampling of tunnelling configurations. Our quadratic
order parameter θop = ϕ̄2−2Aϕ̄ was crucial for efficiently
simulating the larger volumes. In a subsequent paper we
will explore this further and also set out how our compu-
tations can be applied to predictions of the gravitational
wave spectrum.
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Supplemental material

I. HIGH-TEMPERATURE EFFECTIVE FIELD
THEORY

At high temperatures, the equilibrium thermodynam-
ics of a weakly coupled 3+1 dimensional quantum field
theory is captured by a 3 dimensional effective field the-
ory containing only the light bosonic fields [71, 72]. The
parameters of this effective theory depend on those of the
full theory and on the temperature. The precise match-
ing relations can be computed order-by-order in powers
of couplings.

In the vicinity of a phase transition, the effective mass
of the field undergoing the transition becomes small, and
hence the longest wavelength modes may often be de-
scribed by an effective theory for this field alone, with all
other fields integrated out. We will assume that this is
the case for the real scalar field, in which case the effec-
tive 3d Lagrangian is

Leff =
1

2
∂iϕ∂iϕ+ V3(ϕ), (16)

where V3(ϕ) = σ3ϕ+
m2

3

2
ϕ2 +

g3
3!
ϕ3 +

λ3
4!
ϕ4, (17)

where i = 1, 2, 3 runs over the spatial dimensions. Note
that the field has mass dimension 1/2, being canonically
normalised in 3 dimensions. To leading order, it corre-
sponds to the zero Matsubara mode of the 4d field φ
divided by

√
T .

For the real-scalar extended Standard Model, the pa-
rameters of the effective action are, at leading order,

σ3(T ) =
σ√
T

+
1

24
(g + 4κ1)T

3/2, (18)

m2
3(T ) = m2 +

1

24
(λ+ 4κ2)T

2, (19)

g3(T ) =
√
Tg, (20)

λ3(T ) = Tλ. (21)

At this leading order, the dimensional reduction relations
take the same form for a wide range of interactions to
the real scalar. For example, coupling to a Dirac fermion
through a Yukawa interaction, J1 = yψ̄ψ, instead of to
the Standard Model Higgs, would simply replace κ1 →
ymψ, κ2 → y2 in Eqs. (18) to (21), where mψ is the
tree-level mass of the fermion [75].

High-temperature dimensional reduction describes
only the equilibrium thermodynamics of our model. The
real-time dynamics of ϕ are described by the Langevin
equations given in equation (3) and (4) [65–68]. The rel-
evant effective Hamiltonian is

Heff =

∫
d3x

[
1

2
π2 +

1

2
∂iϕ∂iϕ+ V3(ϕ)

]
. (22)

The parameter γ in equation (4) describes the damp-
ing and fluctuations that ϕ experiences due to hard ther-
mal fluctuations. This parameter can be found by en-
suring that the Langevin equation reproduces the long-
wavelength real-time correlation functions of the under-
lying quantum field theory. The result is that γ =
O(λ3/2T/π) [68], so that the damping and noise terms
are subdominant in equation (4). At leading order γ
may therefore be taken to be zero.

However, a nonzero positive value for γ can help reduce
finite size effects due to the heating of the lattice upon
bubble nucleation. Thus, in our simulations we follow
Ref. [51] and take γ = 1/L, thereby reaching γ → 0+ in
the infinite volume limit.

For our benchmark point of the xSM, we have chosen

Mϕ = 240 GeV, sin θ = 0.1, κ2 = 1.5,

g = −223.75 GeV, λ = 1.5489,

where Mϕ is the physical scalar mass, and θ the Higgs
mixing angle, both evaluated at tree-level; for details,
see Appendix A of Ref. [22]. The corresponding La-
grangian parameters are σ = −5.1340 × 105 GeV3,
κ1 = 16.937 GeV and m = 108.23 GeV.

At the critical temperature (in this case Tc =
98.513 GeV), this goes through the second benchmark
point studied in Ref. [61]. The critical temperature is
exact within the 3d EFT, as it is protected by a Z2

symmetry. The equilibrium thermodynamics at the crit-
ical temperature was found to be under good perturba-
tive control at one-loop order, at which point the di-
mensionless loop-expansion parameter within the EFT
is α3 ≈ 0.13 [61]. The temperature of spinodal decom-
position, where the mass in the metastable phase goes
through zero, is Ts = 89.920 GeV at tree-level, though
this is corrected by loops within the EFT.

Our lattice simulations are carried out within the 3d
effective theory. The majority of our simulations were
carried out at the parameter point corresponding to
T = 93.121 GeV, where we have used Eqs. (18) to (21)
to fix the corresponding 3d effective parameters. The
dimensionless loop-expansion parameter at this temper-
ature is α3 ≈ 0.23 [61]. Note that, while we have used
only leading order dimensional reduction matching rela-
tions, our calculations within the 3d effective theory are
valid nonperturbatively at the values of the effective pa-
rameters studied.
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T (GeV) µ3/λ3 σ3/λ
5/2
3 m2

3/λ
2
3 g3/λ

3/2
3 λ3 (GeV)

93.121 1 −0.016687 −0.082770 0 144.23

TABLE I. Parameters of our lattice simulations. Note that
neither T nor λ3 explicitly enter the simulations: the temper-
ature is used to fix the 3d parameters through dimensional
reduction, and λ3 can be scaled out by dimensional analysis.

II. LOWER ORDER SEMICLASSICAL
APPROXIMATIONS

A common approximation to the nucleation rate is to
take

Γtree-level = T 4

(
∆S[ϕb]

2π

)3/2

e−∆S[ϕb], (23)

where T 4 replaces the functional determinant and dy-
namical prefactor.

The local potential approximation (LPA) is an alter-
native and widely-used approximation, utilising the one-
loop effective potential when solving for the critical bub-
ble,

Vone-loop(ϕ) = − 1

12π
V ′′
3 (ϕ)3/2. (24)

This is imaginary where V ′′
3 (ϕ) < 0, such as on the tree-

level potential barrier between phases. Such field val-
ues are absolutely unstable (as opposed to metastable),
and the imaginary part of the potential gives the corre-
sponding decay rate, which, unlike bubble nucleation, is
not exponentially suppressed [93]. The imaginary part
arises because the computation of the effective poten-
tial assumes the background field is constant, yet for the
critical bubble this assumption fails [24, 75]. To bypass
this complication, one throws away the imaginary part
in some ad-hoc way, for example one of

VLPA(ϕ) = V3(ϕ) +

{
−1
12π |V ′′

3 (ϕ)|3/2,
−1
12πRe

(
V ′′
3 (ϕ)3/2

)
.

(25)

Note that these different choices will yield different physi-
cal results. The former choice [94] is negative for V ′′

3 (ϕ) <
0, while the latter choice [95, 96] is zero. One then solves
equation (7) using VLPA(ϕ) as the potential, and inserts
the resulting action into equation (23) to yield the LPA
rate, ΓLPA.

III. LATTICE DETAILS

Here we give further details of our lattice discretisa-
tion. We outline the purely spatial action used in the
Monte-Carlo simulations, as well as details of our real-
time update algorithm. Our simulation code is available
at https://bitbucket.org/og113/scalnuc/.

For the discretised action we use, Eq (10), possible
discretisations of the lattice Laplacian include

(∇2
latϕ)

(1)
x =

∑
i

1

a2
(ϕx+i + ϕx−i − 2ϕx) , (26)

(∇2
latϕ)

(2)
x =

∑
i

1

a2

(
− 1

12
ϕx+2i +

4

3
ϕx+i

− 5

2
ϕx +

4

3
ϕx−i −

1

12
ϕx−2i

)
, (27)

where i runs over the three directions of the lattice.
These expressions have O(a2) and O(a4) errors accurate
respectively. For smooth field configurations, such as one
encounters in classical field theory in the absence of fluc-
tuations, one can simply set the lattice parameters equal
to their renormalised continuum counterparts. However,
in the presence of thermal fluctuations the lattice action
requires renormalisation, and the relationships between
lattice and renormalised continuum coefficients are mod-
ified as κlat = κMS + δκ.

The interaction terms of this 3d real scalar theory all
have coefficients with positive mass dimension. As a con-
sequence the way that physical quantities can depend on
the lattice spacing a is tied to the way that they depend
on the couplings. In the approach to the continuum limit,
the leading a dependence is determined by dimensional
analysis up to a small number of constants, which can
be computed in lattice perturbation theory. Further, the
lattice regularisation scheme can be related to other regu-
larisation schemes, such as MS, by matching perturbative
computations of the vacuum energy [82, 83].

For the real scalar theory, shifting the field by a con-
stant so that glat = 0 ensures that the coefficients of odd
powers of the field are not renormalised, i.e. δσ3 = 0 and
δg3 = 0. One can then extract the lattice-continuum
relations from Refs. [51, 84, 85],

δm2
3 = − Σλ3

2(4π)a
+

λ23
(4π)2

[
log

6

aµ3
+ C3 − Σξ

]
, (28)

δλ3 =
3ξλ23a

2(4π)
+
λ33a

2

(4π)3

(
3

4
ξ2 − 3C1 −

C2

3

)
, (29)

Zϕ = 1 +
C2λ

2
3a

2

6(4π)2
, (30)

Zm = 1 +
ξλ3a

2(4π)
+
λ23a

2

(4π)2

(
ξ2

4
− C1

2
− C2

6

)
, (31)

which all receive corrections at O(a3), except the squared
mass parameter, which receives corrections already at
O(a). In these equations Σ, ξ, C1, C2 and C3 are numer-
ical constants which were computed in Ref. [51]. Their
values depend on the scalar propagator, and hence on
the choice of lattice Laplacian. For the O(a4) accurate
Laplacian, which we have used for our final results, their

https://bitbucket.org/og113/scalnuc/
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values are

Σ = 2.75238391130752, (32)

ξ = −0.083647053040968, (33)

C1 = 0.0550612, (34)

C2 = 0.0334416, (35)

C3 = −0.86147916. (36)

Note that if the O(a2) terms in Eqs. (28)-(31) are re-
tained, one must use the higher order accurate Laplacian,
Eq. (27) for the kinetic term to have the same accuracy.

Eqs. (28)-(31) give the relationship between bare and
MS parameters up to cubic O(a3) corrections, except for
the mass, which still has linear O(a) corrections. How-
ever, the residual lattice-spacing dependence of the mass
squared is of the form c3λ

3
3a + c4λ

4
3a

2 with c3 and c4
pure dimensionless numbers. These corrrections are in-
dependent of the mass. As a consequence, they cancel
when considering differences such as m2

3 −m2
3,c, a trick

which can be used to ensure faster convergence to the
continuum limit for physical quantities.

The real time evolution is a mix of the Forest-Ruth al-
gorithm [97] and momentum refresh (sometimes referred
as partial momentum refreshment or partial momentum
Monte Carlo) [51, 98, 99]. Forest-Ruth is a symplectic
and fourth order accurate algorithm, which can be con-
structed starting from the second order accurate leapfrog
aglorithm [100]. In our case, in order to make measure-
ments at every timestep, we utilise the kick-drift-kick
form of the leapfrog algorithm. For the field ϕt,x and
momentum πt,x this latter update algorithm is

πt+ 1
2 ,x

= πt,x −
∂Heff

∂ϕt,x

∆t

2
, (37)

ϕt+1,x = ϕt,x + a3πt+ 1
2 ,x

∆t, (38)

πt+1,x = πt+ 1
2 ,x

− ∂Heff

∂ϕt+1,x

∆t

2
. (39)

Forest-Ruth then consists of three successive kick-drift-
kick updates, with timesteps, ∆t1, ∆t2 and ∆t3, given
by

∆t1 = (2− 21/3)−1∆t, (40)

∆t2 = −21/3(2− 21/3)−1∆t, (41)

∆t3 = ∆t1. (42)

Being symplectic, for γ = 0 this algorithm conserves en-
ergy for long times, with errors of order O(∆t/a)5. For
our choice of timestep ∆tλ3 = 0.01, we have demon-
strated energy convergence at the level of O(10−6). We
have also demonstrated that for γ = 0 the algorithm is
reversible to numerical precision.

In order to reproduce the damping γ and Gaussian
random noise ξ of the Langevin Eqs. (3) and (4), we use
the momentum refresh. In our case the update reads

πt+0,x =
√

1− ϑ2πt−0,x + ϑξt,x, (43)

ϑ = 1− exp(−2a3γ∆t). (44)

The momentum refresh is applied after each Forest-Ruth
evolution step, together completing one full time evolu-
tion iteration.

This complete algorithm conserves the thermal
distribution of the momenta with errors of order
O(∆t/a)4 [51]. For our parameter choices, we found ex-
perimentally that this level of accuracy was crucial for
the real-time and Monte-Carlo parts of the code to agree
sufficiently precisely on the position of the separatrix.
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