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Using lattice simulations we calculate the rate of baryon number violating processes, the sphaleron
rate, in the Standard Model with an external (hyper)magnetic field for temperatures across the
electroweak crossover, focusing on the broken phase. Additionally, we compute the Higgs expectation
value and the pseudocritical temperature. The electroweak crossover shifts to lower temperatures
with increasing external magnetic field, bringing the onset of the suppression of the baryon number
violation with it. When the hypermagnetic field reaches the magitude BY ≈ 2T 2 the crossover
temperature is reduced from 160 to 145 GeV. In the broken phase for small magnetic fields the
rate behaves quadratically as a function of the magnetic flux. For stronger magnetic fields the rate
reaches a linear regime which lasts until the field gets strong enough to restore the electroweak
symmetry where the symmetric phase rate is reached.

I. INTRODUCTION

The results from the ATLAS and CMS experiments
at the LHC are in complete agreement with the Stan-
dard Model of particle physics: a Higgs boson with a
mass of ≈ 125 GeV has been discovered [1, 2], and no ev-
idence of beyond-the-Standard-Model physics has been
observed. If the electroweak-scale physics is fully de-
scribed by the Standard Model, then the electroweak
symmetry breaking transition in the early Universe was
a smooth crossover from the symmetric phase at T > Tc,
where the expectation value of the Higgs field was ap-
proximately zero, to the broken phase at T < Tc where
it is finite, reaching the value 246/

√
2 GeV at zero tem-

perature.

The infrared problems inherent in high-temperature
gauge theories [3, 4] make the physics nonperturbative.
The overall nature of the transition was resolved already
in the 1990s using lattice simulations [5–8], which indi-
cated that the transition is first order with Higgs masses
<∼72 GeV, and crossover otherwise. More recently, the
precise thermodynamics of the crossover at the physi-
cal Higgs mass was analyzed in Ref. [9] (see also [10]),
and e.g. the crossover temperature was determined to be
Tc = 159.6± 1.5 GeV.

The chiral anomaly of the electroweak interactions
lead to the non-conservation of the baryon and the lep-
ton number [11]. In electroweak baryogenesis scenarios
[12, 13] the baryon number of the Universe arises through
processes at a first order electroweak phase transition,
and a smooth crossover makes these ineffective. Thus,
in electroweak baryogenesis the origin of the baryon
asymmetry must be due to beyond-the-Standard-Model
physics (for reviews, see e.g. [14, 15]).

The Chern-Simons (CS) number for weak SU(2) gauge
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is defined as

NW
CS(t) ≡ g2

32π2

∫ t

0

dt

∫
d3xεαβγδTrFαβF γδ , (1)

where Fαβ is the field strength tensor of SU(2), g is the
SU(2) gauge coupling and εαβγδ is the totally antisym-
metric tensor. Analogous to SU(2), the hypercharge U(1)
CS number is given by

NY
CS(t) ≡ g′2

32π2

∫ t

0

dt

∫
d3xεαβγδB

αβBγδ , (2)

where g′ is the hypercharge gauge coupling. The chiral
anomaly couples the baryon and lepton numbers to the
change in the Chern-Simons numbers as

∆B = ∆L = 3∆NCS , (3)

where

NCS(t) ≡ NW
CS(t)−NY

CS(t) . (4)

For SU(2), the Chern-Simons number is topological, and
there exists infinitely many classically equivalent but
topologically distinct vacua that cannot be continuously
transformed into one another without crossing an energy
barrier. The sphaleron is a saddle point finite energy
solution of the classical field equations separating two
topologically distinct vacua [16, 17]. The CS number is
an integer for vacuum field configurations and a half in-
teger NW

CS = 1
2 + n, n ∈ Z for sphaleron configurations

[17].
In contrast, the U(1) field has trivial topology and

without an external (hyper)magnetic field its CS number
in vacuum vanishes. However, in an external magnetic
field the vacuum is degenerate with respect to the U(1)
CS number which can obtain any value in contrast to the
SU(2) case where it is an integer [18, 19]. This can lead
to baryon and lepton number change on its own [18–23].

Close to thermal equilibrium the evolution of the CS
number is diffusive and is described by a diffusion con-
stant known as the sphaleron rate

Γ = lim
V,t→∞

〈NCS(t)2〉
V t

. (5)
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In the absence of hypermagnetic fields the contribution
of the U(1) can be neglected due to it having little ef-
fect on the form of the phase transition [5, 9, 24] and
the sphaleron rate [17, 25–27]. In this framework the
sphaleron rate has been studied extensively with analyt-
ical and numerical lattice methods. The general behav-
ior is that in the broken phase the rate is suppressed
by the energy of the sphaleron Γbrk ∼ α4

WT
4e−Esph/T

[28, 29] and in the symmetric phase the rate is unsup-
pressed behaving as Γsym ∼ ln(1/αW )α5

WT
4 [30–35],

where αW = g2/(4π). In the Standard Model with the
physical Higgs mass the sphaleron rate was recently mea-
sured using lattice simulations across the crossover from
the symmetric phase to deep in the broken phase [36].
The temperature where the transitions decouple, i.e. the
baryon number freezes, was found to be ≈ 132 GeV, sub-
stantially below the crossover temperature ≈ 160 GeV.

The presence of a U(1) hypercharge magnetic field can
affect both the thermodynamics of the crossover and the
sphaleron rate. Large scale magnetic fields exist in the
Universe which may have primordial origin, see e.g. re-
views [37, 38]. Primordial magnetic fields could have
been generated before the electroweak transition corre-
sponding to hypermagnetic fields before the transition
which turn into the U(1)em magnetic fields after the tran-
sition. The magnitude of such fields are largely uncon-
strained [39]. However, see [40] for recent stronger con-
straints at larger scales.

When the U(1) is taken into account the spherical
symmetry of the sphaleron reduces to axial symmetry
and the sphaleron has a magnetic dipole moment. (It
has been shown to be formed from magnetic monopole-
antimonopole pair and a loop of electric current [41].)
Thus the minimum energy of the sphaleron can be low-
ered by an external magnetic field. In a small external
field analytical estimates give a simple dipole interaction

∆Esph = − ~Bext · ~µsph [42]. In addition the form of the
phase transition is modified by an external magnetic field
[43] which has an effect on the sphaleron rate through the
transition.

At zero temperature the classical sphaleron energy has
been computed on the lattice for a wide range of mag-
netic field values [44]. The situation is complicated by the
appearance of Ambjorn-Olesen phase for large magnetic
field values. At a critical field value Bc1 = m2

W /e the
ground state becomes a nontrivial vortex structure and
at a second critical value Bc2 = m2

H/e the electroweak
symmetry is restored [45–48]. The sphaleron energy is
found to decrease until at the second critical field value
when the symmetry is restored the energy vanishes [44].
At finite temperature around the electroweak scale previ-
ous studies have not been able to find the aforementioned
vortex phase [43].

Elaborate methods have been developed to compute
the sphaleron rate on the lattice accurately [29, 49–51].
We employ the dimensionally reduced effective theory of
the Standard Model and perform the first dynamical sim-
ulations of the sphaleron rate which includes the U(1)

field and compute the sphaleron rate for different magni-
tudes for the external hypermagnetic field over the elec-
troweak crossover with focusing on the behavior in the
broken phase.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Sec. II we
describe the effective theory and its lattice formulation
that we will use in our simulations. In Sec. III the meth-
ods used to measure the sphaleron rate from the lattice
is described. In Sec. IV we present the results and finally
in Sec. V we conclude.

II. EFFECTIVE THREE-DIMENSIONAL
THEORY

In our simulations we use dimensionally reduced three-
dimensional effective theory of the Standard Model. The
method of dimensional reduction is made possible due to
the fact that in finite temperature the fields are natu-
rally expressed in terms of three-dimensional Matsubara
modes having thermal masses around πT . This and the
fact that Standard Model couplings are sufficiently small
around the electroweak scale gives rise to a parametric hi-
erarchy of scales in the Euclidean path integral πT , gT ,
g2T , called superheavy, heavy and light scales respec-
tively. This allows us to integrate out the superheavy
and heavy modes by well defined perturbative methods.
All the fermionic modes are integrated out since their
Matsubara frequencies ωf = (2n + 1)πT are all propor-
tional to πT . In addition all temporal bosonic modes
ωb = 2πnT , n 6= 0 are also integrated out. Thus we are
left with a 3d purely bosonic effective theory with the soft
scales g2T . The soft scales have to be studied regardless
with nonperturbative methods due to the infrared prob-
lem in thermodynamics of Yang-Mills fields [52]. The
resulting (super-)renormalizable Lagrangian reads

L =
1

4
TrFijFij +

1

4
BijBij

+ (Diφ)†Diφ+m2
3φ
†φ+ λ3(φ†φ)2, (6)

where

Fij = ∂iAj − ∂jAi − g3[Ai, Aj ], Ai = 1
2σaA

a
i

Bij = ∂iBj − ∂jBi (7)

Di = ∂i + ig3Ai + ig′3Bi/2.

Here Ai,Bi are the 3d SU(2) and U(1) gauge fields; g3,
g′3 are the dimensionful SU(2) and U(1) couplings and φ
is a complex scalar doublet.

The dimensionful parameters of the 3d theory
g3, g

′
3, λ3,m

2
3 are mapped to Standard Model parameters

αS , GF ,mH ,mW ,mZ ,mt and the temperature T via a
perturbatively computable functions. All the details of
the construction of the effective 3d theory and the map-
ping of parameters can be found in Refs. [53–55]. The
accuracy of the 3d effective theory has been estimated to
be ∼ 1% [53–57].
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FIG. 1. The temperature dependence of the dimensionless
effective 3d theory parameters using the Standard model pa-
rameters GF = 1.1663788× 10−5 GeV−2, mH = 125.25 GeV,
mZ = 91.1876 GeV, mW = 80.377 GeV, mt = 172.69 GeV,
αS = 0.1179 [59].

We choose the SU(2) coupling g23 to set the scale and
use a set of dimensionless couplings defined by

x ≡ λ3
g23
, y ≡ m2

3

g43
, z ≡ g′23

g23
. (8)

The three parameters and the scale are plotted in Fig. 1
in the relevant temperature range (a code for computing
these parameters can be found in zenodo [58]). As seen
from the plot only the parameter y varies significantly
over temperature and it is the natural choice for the
temperature variable of the system. In [9] the crossover
temperature (defined as the peak of the susceptibility
of the Higgs condensate) was found to be few GeV be-
low the temperature where y = 0. We find y = 0 at
T = 162.9 GeV which is slightly different from [9] due to
using an updated value for the top mass.

A. Lattice action

The 3d effective theory in purely bosonic and straight-
forward to put on the lattice. For convenience we write
the Higgs field as

Φ =
1

g23

(
(φ̃)(φ)

)
≡ 1

g23

(
φ∗2 φ1
−φ∗1 φ2

)
, (9)

which transforms under the SU(2)×U(1) gauge transfor-
mation as

Φ(x)→ G(x)Φe−iθ(x)σ3 , (10)

where σ3 is the third Pauli matrix and G(x) is an element
of SU(2). Now the lattice action that corresponds to the
continuum theory (6) can be written as

S = βG
∑
x

∑
i<j

[1− 1
2TrPij ] + βY

∑
x

∑
i<j

1
2α

2
ij

− βH
∑
x

∑
i

1
2Tr Φ†(x)Ui(x)Φ(x+ i)e−iαi(x)σ3 (11)

+ β2
∑
x

1
2Tr Φ†(x)Φ(x) + β4

∑
x

[
1
2Tr Φ†(x)Φ(x)

]2
,

where

Pij(x) = Ui(x)Uj(x+ î)U†i (x+ ĵ)U†j (x), (12)

αij(x) = αi(x) + αj(x+ î)− αi(x+ ĵ)− αj(x). (13)

Here Ui(x), αi(x) are the SU(2) and noncompact U(1)
link variables, respectively, and Pij , αij are their
corresponding plaquettes. The lattice parameters
βG, βY , βH , β2, β4 are related to the continuum param-
eters by perturbatively computable functions computed
in [60]. In addition we employ the partial O(a) im-
provements on these relations [61, 62]. Notably, βG =
4/(g23a) + 0.6674... with a being the lattice spacing. Rest
of the lengthy relations can be found in Appendix A.

Now the lattice observable 〈 12Tr Φ†Φ〉 is related to the

MS renormalized 3d continuum value 〈φ†φ〉 by [60]

〈φ†φ〉
g23

=ZgZm

[
〈 12Tr Φ†Φ〉 − ΣβG

8π

− 3 + z̄

16π2

(
log(3βG/2) + 0.6679...

)]
, (14)

where Zg, Zm and z̄ are defined in Appendix A. Finally,
the 3d expectation value is related to the physical SM
Higgs expectation value v as

v2/T 2 = 2〈φ†φ〉/T. (15)

B. Hypermagnetic field on the lattice

A flux of magnetic field perpendicular to the x3 axis,

g′3ΦB =

∫
dx1dx2B12(x), (16)

can be imposed to the lattice by modifying the periodic
boundary conditions of the U(1) link variables αi [43].
Requiring the action to be periodic quantizes the total
flux g′3ΦB/2 = 2πnb, nb ∈ N. Without this restriction
there would be boundary defects and the translational
invariance would be lost. One possible way to add a
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flux of magnitude g′3ΦB/2 = 2πnb is by modifying the
boundary conditions as

α1(n1, 0, n3)− α1(n1, L2, n3) = 2πnbδn1,1 , (17)

for each n3 in a lattice with extent L1L2L3. We define a
dimensionless parameter describing the average magnetic
flux density as

b ≡ g′3B
3d
Y

g43
=

4πnb
L1L2

(
1

g23a

)2

, (18)

where B3d
Y ≡ ΦB/(L1L2) is the magnetic flux den-

sity which is related to the four-dimensional density as
B3d
Y ' B4d

Y /
√
T + O(g′2). The dimensionless parame-

ter then relates to the 4d flux approximately as B4d
Y =

(g′/g4)bT 2 +O(g′3). We cannot use the effective 3d the-
ory to simulate arbitrarily large magnetic fields due to
the external magnetic field affecting higher dimensional
operators invalidating the effective theory, so we require
b� 2π2 [43].

III. MEASURING THE SPHALERON RATE

A. Real time evolution

In itself the effective 3d theory (6) does not describe
dynamical phenomena, such as the sphaleron process. As
shown by Arnold, Son and Yaffe [30], the classical equa-
tions of motion suffer from ultraviolet divergences which
prevent taking the continuum limit on the lattice.

However, in SU(2) gauge theory the dynamics of the
soft modes (k . g2T ), which are relevant for sphaleron
transitions, are fully overdamped and to leading logarith-
mic accuracy 1/ ln(1/g) the evolution can be described
by Langevin equation with Gaussian noise ξai (in A0 = 0
gauge) [31, 32, 49, 63]:

∂tAi = − 1

σel

∂H

∂Ai
+ ξai , (19)

〈ξai (x, t)ξbj (y, t
′)〉 = 2σelTδijδ

abδ3(x− y)δ(t− t′) , (20)

where H/T = S with S defined in (11). Here σel '
0.9239T [64] is the non-Abelian color conductivity of
SU(2).

It can be shown that any diffusive field update algo-
rithm, for example the heat bath update, is equivalent
to Langevin evolution [33]. This is advantageous because
heat bath update is computationally much more efficient.
The Langevin time t for SU(2) can be related to per-
forming n full random order heat bath update sweeps as
∆t = 1

4σela
2n and the leading corrections are observed

to be small [33, 65]. The heat bath approach enables us
to take a well-defined continuum limit on the lattice.

The Higgs field evolves parametrically much faster
than the SU(2) gauge field [65]. Thus, the Higgs field
almost equilibrates in the background of the instanta-
neous SU(2) field. This can be achieved by updating the

Higgs field much more often than the SU(2) field. We
use a mixture of overrelaxation and heat bath updates,
see [66] for details of the algorithms used. We increased
the number of Higgs updates until the lattice observ-
ables of interest stayed constant resulting to around 50
more Higgs updates per gauge field update (similarly as
in [67]).

Finally, in the broken phase the U(1) field also evolves
faster than the SU(2) gauge field for wavelengths rele-
vant for sphaleron transitions. The size of the sphalerons
∼ (g2T )−1 is given by the SU(2) dynamics. Because
the U(1) gauge coupling g′2 is much smaller than the
SU(2) coupling g2, the U(1) modes with wavelength λ ∼
(g2T )−1 behave as weakly coupled nondamped modes
evolving with timescale τ ≈ λ. This is in contrast to
the overdamped SU(2) evolution with timescale ∝ (λ2).
Thus, on the lattice the sphaleron rate should be inde-
pendent of the U(1) update rate provided it is frequent
enough in comparison with the SU(2) updates. Indeed,
we have tested this behavior with a few simulations with
different heat bath update frequencies for the U(1) field
and found no significant effect to the sphaleron rate, as
seen from Fig. 2. In our final analysis we use equal up-
date frequency for SU(2) and U(1) fields.
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Γ/T 4 ×10−7
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T = 158GeV

b = 0.196

FIG. 2. Comparing the obtained sphaleron rate with different
U(1) update frequencies. On the y axis the ratio of U(1)
updates per SU(2) update. The dependence is observed to be
negligible with our statistical accuracy.

We note that in the broken phase the magnetic field
remains unscreened and very long-range magnetic fields
evolve very slowly in comparison with other fields (mag-
netohydrodynamics). These modes have very small effect
on the sphalerons, and indeed if there is no external (hy-
per)magnetic field the contribution from the U(1) sector
is usually ignored [29, 36, 51].

In the symmetric phase the SU(2) and U(1) Chern-
Simons numbers are effectively decoupled and evolve in-
dependently. The U(1) Chern-Simons number is not
topological, and there is no characteristic length scale for
its evolution when the external magnetic field is present.
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It is not clear how to accurately capture the full quantum
dynamics in numerical lattice simulations in this case.
However, this is not a problem for the analysis of the
sphaleron rate in the broken phase, and, as will be dis-
cussed in Sec. IV, the effect of the U(1) remains sublead-
ing in comparison with the SU(2) rate in the symmetric
phase.

B. Calibrated cooling

Topology is not well defined on a discrete lattice, and a
naive discretization of the CS number leads to ultraviolet
noise which ruins the sphaleron rate measurement. How-
ever, for sufficiently fine lattice spacing the sphaleron is
large in lattice units with a length scale of order 1/(g2T )
[34]. This makes it possible to use methods which fil-
ter out the ultraviolet noise and allows us to accurately
integrate the CS number. One of these methods is the
calibrated cooling [29, 68], which we employ here with
the modification that we use gradient flow for all fields
and integrate both the SU(2) and the U(1) CS numbers.
Crucially, in the broken phase we track the difference of
the CS numbers (4). Periodically we cool all the way to
the vacuum and check that the vacuum-to-vacuum in-
tegration result is close to an integer and remove any
residuals in order to avoid the accumulation of errors.

Parametrizing the SU(2) links as Ui(x) =
exp[iθai (x)σa/2] the gradient flow can be written
as

∂Ui(x)

∂τ
= −iσ

a

2
Ui(x)

∂S

∂θa(x)
, (21)

∂αi(x)

∂τ
= − ∂S

∂αi(x)
, (22)

∂Φ(x)

∂τ
= − ∂S

∂Φ(x)
, (23)

where τ is the flow time. Evolving the fields with the
gradient flow equations removes ultraviolet fluctuations
smoothing the fields with a smoothing radius related to
the flow time by r =

√
6τa in three dimensions [69].

With these methods we can integrate the CS number
accurately from a real time trajectory generated by heat
bath updates. In the symmetric phase the SU(2) CS
number diffuses rapidly between vacua. In the broken
phase the SU(2) and U(1) gauge fields mix and the dif-
fusion of the difference of the Chern-Simons numbers,
NCS = NW

CS − NY
CS, slows down dramatically, jump-

ing between integer values. This can be seen in Fig. 3,
where the CS number is measured somewhat below the
crossover temperature. Interestingly, the SU(2) and U(1)
Chern-Simons numbers are not suppressed individually,
only their difference is. This is precisely the quantity
which couples to the baryon and lepton number.

Finally, from the real time trajectory we can compute
the sphaleron rate. We use the cosine transform method
described in [70].

0 100000 200000 300000 400000 500000
time step

−8

−7

−6

−5

−4

−3

−2

−1

0

1

2

N
cs

T = 153 GeV, b = 0.196

NW
cs

NY
cs

NW
cs −NY

cs

FIG. 3. Real time CS trajectory in the broken phase at
T = 153 GeV in an external magnetic field b = 0.196. SU(2)
NCS trajectory (yellow), U(1) NCS trajectory (red) and their
difference (blue). It is clear that the difference becomes frozen
at low temperatures.

C. Multicanonical method

Near the crossover temperature we measure the
sphaleron rate using the real-time simulation methods
discussed above, but deep in the broken phase the rate
gets strongly suppressed and normal methods become im-
practical. At any reasonable amount of simulation time
only few transitions take place, if any. Thus in the bro-
ken phase we have to use special multicanonical meth-
ods to compute the rate. Details of the method can
be found in [29, 51, 65]. The computation consists of
two parts. The multicanonical method is used to mea-
sure the probabilistic suppression of the sphaleron at the
height of the potential barrier, i.e. the NCS distribu-
tion between two integer vacua P (NCS). In a nonzero
magnetic field we need to use the NCS given by (4) so
that in a vacuum it is an integer. Dynamical simulations
are performed to compute the rate of tunneling over the
top of the barrier. The tunneling rate is computed by
measuring |∆NCS/∆t| from dynamical simulations when
the trajectory crosses the sphaleron barrier NCS = 1

2 .
This needs to be compensated by a dynamical prefactor
d =

∑
traj δtunnel/(NcrossNtraj) where δtunnel = 0 if the

trajectory does not get to a new vacuum and δtunnel = 1 if
it does, and Ncross is the number of times NCS crosses the
barrier. This is needed due to the fact that the dissipa-
tive update is noisy which can result in multiple crossing
of the barrier in a one trajectory. With these ingredients
the sphaleron rate is given by

Γ =
P (|NCS − 1

2 | < ε
2 )

εV

〈∣∣∣∣∆NCS

∆t

∣∣∣∣〉d , (24)
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where ε� 1 (we used ε = 0.04).

IV. RESULTS

We investigated the lattice spacing dependence of the
sphaleron rate with an external hypermagnetic field for
a few temperatures in the symmetric and broken phase.
The parameters were chosen such that the external mag-
netic field had the same value, see Table I.

4/(ag23) V/a3 nb b

5.6 163 2 0.196

8 163 1 0.196

10 203 1 0.196

12 243 1 0.196

TABLE I. Lattice spacings, volumes, magnetic flux and mag-
nitude of the external magnetic field used when investigating
the lattice spacing dependence.

In the symmetric phase and close to the crossover in
the broken phase the lattice spacing dependence on the
sphaleron rate is small, see the top most plot in Fig. 4.
This is similar to what was observed in previous studies
without U(1) [51].

In the broken phase for large lattice size and small
lattice spacing even the multicanonical method becomes
very inefficient, making the measurement of the Chern-
Simons number evolution impractical at large lattices.
This prevents us from obtaining sufficient range in lattice
spacings for a reliable continuum limit deep in the broken
phase. Nevertheless, our limited results show only a mild
lattice spacing dependence, as shown in Fig. 4. In the
following most of our results have been obtained at single
lattice spacing g23a = 1/2.

Similar inefficiency was noted in previous works where
the U(1) field was omitted [51]. In our case the problem
appears to be worse, presumably due to the additional
noise of the combined SU(2) and U(1) Chern-Simons
number observable.

We investigated the finite volume effects on the
sphaleron rate in an external magnetic field with b =
0.196 for a few different volumes L3a3 with L =
8/g23 , 13.9/g23 , 16/g23 . The chosen temperatures were in
the symmetric and in the broken phase near the crossover
so that we could still use nonmulticanonical simulations.
Similar to the previous studies we do not observe system-
atic volume dependence above L = 8/g23 . In pure SU(2)
theory it was found that L = 8/g23 is close to the smallest
volume where the finite size effects are negligible [34].

Due to the small observed lattice spacing dependence
and no significant finite size effects at L = 8/g23 , we
present the results for the lattice parameters g23a = 1/2,
V = 163a3 when deep in the broken phase where we
need to use the multicanonical simulations. With these
parameters the lattice is still small enough for us to get
reliable measurements of the CS number. This enables

−16.35

−16.30

−16.25

−16.20

−16.15

T = 157GeV

0.000 0.025 0.050 0.075 0.100 0.125 0.150 0.175

ag23/4

−23.00

−22.75

−22.50

−22.25

T = 150GeV

ln
Γ
/T

4

FIG. 4. Sphaleron rate with few different lattice spacings
4/(ag23) = 5.6, 8, 10, 12 in an external magnetic field b = 0.196,
see Table I. Top most plot at T = 157 GeV close to the
crossover using a normal simulation. Bottom plot at T =
150 GeV deep in the broken phase with multicanonical simu-
lation. Both showing a linear and constant fits.

us to get good statistics with reasonable computational
effort. Due to the magnetic field flux being quantized as
(18) the flux quanta are quite large for small volumes and
we can only obtain a few different values of the magnetic
flux for the multicanonical simulations. Thus in addition
we present results for the lattice parameters g23a = 1/2,
V = 323a3 using nonmulticanonical simulations as deep
as possible in to the broken phase.

For all nonmulticanonical runs we simulated 2 × 106

time steps; and for all multicanonical simulations we gen-
erated 12×103 trajectories and generated ∼ 3×106 real-
izations to estimate the CS number distribution P (NCS).

A. Zero magnetic field

Let us first present the results for zero external mag-
netic field since we find slightly different results as in
previous works. We measure the sphaleron rate from
simulations with and without the dynamical hypercharge
U(1) field. We do not observe any systematic difference
between the results, see Fig. 5. This justifies the omis-
sion of the U(1) field when there is no external magnetic
field, as done e.g. in [36]. Below we discuss results with
the U(1) field included.

The Higgs field expectation value is observed to be very
close to the perturbative result [10, 66] even without tak-
ing a continuum limit, see b = 0 points in Fig. 6. For the
Higgs expectation value it is straightforward to check the
continuum limit because the Chern-Simons number mea-
surement can be omitted. We measured the Higgs expec-
tation value on lattice spacings g23a = 1/2, 1/3 and 1/4
on a few temperature values and found the continuum
limit to match the perturbative result.



7

130 140 150 160 170 180
T/GeV

−35

−30

−25

−20

−15

ln
Γ
/T

4

fit

lnαH/T

SU(2)×U(1)

SU(2)

perturbative

FIG. 5. Sphaleron rate in the absence of the external magnetic
field in theories with and without the U(1) field. Data points
marked with squares are obtained using the multicanonical
method. Fits are performed using the data that include U(1).
The perturbative line is from [71] with their nonperturbative
correction removed.

In the symmetric phase the measured sphaleron rate
is approximately constant, with the value

Γsym./T
4 = (6.23±0.05)×10−7 ≈ (13.9±0.1)α5

W , (25)

with αW ≈ 0.03389 at the electroweak scale.1 In the
broken phase the rate is well fitted by a pure exponential
and we obtain

ln(Γbrk./T
4) = (0.86±0.01)T/GeV−(153.1±0.9) . (26)

Using the linear fit we can estimate when the sphaleron
processes freeze out. This happens when the Hub-
ble rate H(T ) becomes comparable to the sphaleron
rate Γ(T∗)/T

3
∗ = α(v/T∗)H(T∗). The function α(v/T∗)

(where v is the Higgs expectation value) is well approxi-
mated by a constant α = 0.1015 in the relevant temper-
ature range. Furthermore, H(T )2 = g∗π

2T 2/(90M2
Pl)

where the effective number of degrees of freedom is
well approximated by g∗ = 106.75 over the electroweak
scale. The Hubble rate is seen in Fig. 5 as the green
line. With these we find the freeze-out temperature
T∗ = 133.5± 0.97 GeV.

The freeze-out temperature is slightly higher than the
value obtained in Ref. [36]. The differences are due to
using an updated value for the top mass and the fact
that the previous simulations did not fully implement
the partial O(a) improvement of the lattice parameters
(see Appendix A). Because neither of the computations

1 The numerical factor in front of α5
W includes contributions from

logarithmic factors lnαW [31]. This form is presented for easier
comparisons with earlier work.

have been able to obtain a reliable continuum limit, the
lack of improvement has an effect on the final results.2

The main effect of both the improvement and the up-
dated top mass is to effectively reduce the parameter y.
The new top mass changes y by an approximately con-
stant shift 0.02, whereas the partial O(a) improvement
modifies y in a temperature-dependent manner, so that
close to the pseudocritical temperature at T ≈ 160 GeV
the effect is small but at T ∼ 140 GeV it reduces y by
∼ 0.09. The net effect is that the sphaleron rate at
b = 0, Fig. 5, reaches a given value at slightly higher
temperatures than in Ref. [36]: for example, the almost-
symmetric phase value ln Γ/T 4 = −16 is reached at
T = 158.8 GeV in [36] and we obtain T = 159.4 GeV
here. Deep in the broken phase the shift is slightly larger,
value ln Γ/T 4 = −30 is obtained at T = 141.9 GeV and
T = 143.1 GeV, in [36] and here respectively. This dif-
ference is well within estimated systematic errors.

B. Nonzero magnetic field

Let us now look at the results for nonzero external
magnetic field. We ran simulations with g23a = 1/2 and
volume V = 163a3 with magnetic flux quantum nb =
0, 1, 2, 3, 4 yielding b in range from b = 0 to 0.785 with a
step of ∆b = 0.196. To get a smaller step size for b we ad-
ditionally performed simulations with g23a = 1/2 and vol-
ume V = 323a3 (without multicanonical simulations due
to problems discussed above) with magnetic flux quan-
tum nb = 0, 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 24
yielding a range b = 0 to 1.178 with ∆b = 0.049.

The form of the electroweak crossover is changed by
the external magnetic field. This can be clearly seen
from plotting the Higgs expectation value against the
temperature with different magnitudes for the magnetic
field, see Fig. 6. The crossover temperature can be seen
to shift to smaller temperatures. To get a better picture
on the effect of the magnetic field on the crossover let us
look at the susceptibility of the Higgs field. We define the
crossover or pseudocritical temperature Tc as the location
of the maximum in the dimensionless susceptibility

χφ†φ(T ) = V T
〈[

(φ†φ)V −
〈
φ†φ

〉]2〉
(27)

where (φ†φ)V = 1/V
∫
V
φ†φ is the volume average. We

use the interpolating function defined in [9] to estimate
the location of the peak. The susceptibility with differ-
ent magnitudes of the magnetic field are shown in Fig. 7.
From this we clearly see that the pseudocritical tempera-
ture is shifted to smaller temperatures and the crossover
region gets wider in the sense of widening the peak of the

2 We note that the analysis of the thermodynamics of the Standard
Model crossover in Ref. [9] implements the continuum limit, but
the sphaleron rate is not measured.
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FIG. 6. Higgs expectation value with different values for the
magnetic field, with V = 323a3. The lines are added for clar-
ity, they are not fits. The expectation value becomes negative
in the symmetric phase due to additive renormalization fac-
tors, see (14). The gray contours are the zero magnetic field
symmetric [10] and broken phase [66] perturbative results.
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FIG. 7. The dimensionless susceptibility with different mag-
nitudes for the magnetic field, with V = 323a3. The lines are
from fitting the interpolating function (defined in [9]) to the
data.

susceptibility. The pseudocritical temperature against
the magnitude of the magnetic field can be seen in Fig. 8.
With small field magnitudes it behaves quadratically af-
ter which it quickly reaches linear regime. At b = 1
(B4d

Y ≈ 2T 2) the crossover temperature has decreased
from 160 down to 145 GeV.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
b

140

145

150

155

160

T
c/
G
eV

(−17.94± 0.06)b+ (162.41± 0.03)

FIG. 8. Pseudocritical temperature against the magnitude of
the magnetic field.

Let us finally look at how the sphaleron rate is affected
by a non-zero external magnetic field.

We measure the SU(2) and U(1) diffusion rates sepa-
rately, and in Fig. 9 we show an example of the behavior
of the rates through the crossover at b = 0.884. The U(1)
diffusion rate ΓY /T

4 is seen to stay constant through
the transition. In the high-temperature symmetric phase
NW

CS and NY
CS evolve independently, and the evolution of

NW
CS − NY

CS (with rate Γ/T 4) is slightly faster than the
evolution of each of the components alone. In the bro-
ken phase the Chern-Simons numbers are strongly corre-
lated, and the pure SU(2) rate ΓW is no longer strongly
suppressed but reaches a plateau at small temperatures.
Only the physically relevant combination NW

CS−NY
CS be-

comes frozen. The dashed vertical line at T = 145 GeV in
Fig. 9 is the point where the measured rate matches the
one from the pure SU(2) case. This is seen to happen sys-
tematically around 2 GeV below the pseudocritical tem-
perature regardless of the magnitude of the magnetic flux
b.

The full diffusion rate (4) is plotted against the temper-
ature for different values of the magnetic field in Fig. 10.
(For clarity, we do not plot all values of b that were sim-
ulated.) In the symmetric phase the SU(2) sphaleron
rate is unaffected by the presence of the external mag-
netic field and the data is compatible with the b = 0 case
in Eq. (25). However, the U(1) rate increases with in-
creasing b, and so does the physically relevant Γ. This is
discussed in more detail below.

In the broken phase for small field values the slope
at which the rate drops is compatible with the slope ob-
tained from the b = 0 fit. For larger magnetic field values
we do not have enough data to verify this with confi-
dence, but as shown in Fig. 10 the suppression of the
rate continues to drop at approximately the same rate as
at b = 0, only the temperature is shifted to lower val-
ues. The shift in temperature is roughly according to the
shift in the pseudocritical temperature, as seen in Fig. 8.
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FIG. 9. Example of diffusion rates of the pure SU(2) CS
number, pure U(1) CS number and their difference (4) for
magnetic field magnitude b = 0.884. Black dotted vertical
line is the pseudocritical temperature.
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FIG. 10. Sphaleron rate against temperature. Circle data
points are from V = 323a3, diamond data points from
V = 163a3 and square data points from multicanonical sim-
ulations. Grey dotted lines have the same slope as the fit of
b = 0 (black) and are shifted according to the shift of the
pseudocritical temperature seen in Fig. 8. Black horizontal
line is the b = 0 symmetric rate fit.

For the largest magnetic field we simulate, b = 1.178
(B4d

Y /T
2 ≈ 2.3) the sphaleron rate suppression is shifted

approximately to 22 GeV lower temperatures from the
b = 0 case.

The change in the sphaleron rate when the external
field is increased can be understood to arise from two
effects: the Higgs field expectation value decreases, and
the sphaleron interacts with the field through its mag-
netic dipole moments. Both of these effects reduce the

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

〈φ†φ〉/T

−32.5

−30.0

−27.5

−25.0

−22.5

−20.0

−17.5

−15.0

ln
Γ
/T

4

b = 0

b = 0.196

b = 0.393

b = 0.589

b = 0.884

b = 1.178

FIG. 11. Sphaleron rate against the Higgs expectation value.
The Higgs expectation value can get quite large before the
rate gets suppressed.

sphaleron barrier. To isolate the effects arising from
the sphaleron dipole moment from the effects of chang-
ing Higgs expectation value we plot the sphaleron rate
against the Higgs expectation value in Fig. 11. It can be
observed that at larger magnetic field values the Higgs
expectation value can become quite large before the on-
set of the suppression of the rate.

Finally, in Fig. 12 we show how the sphaleron rate
depends on the magnetic field at constant Higgs expec-
tation value. This enables the comparison with the semi-
analytical results in Ref. [42], where the change in the
Higgs expectation value was neglected. The rates at con-
stant Higgs expectation value are obtained by interpo-
lating the data shown in Fig. 11. For small field values
the rate behaves quadratically until around b ' 0.2 it
reaches a linear regime. The linear regime ends when
the field gets strong enough to start restoring the elec-
troweak symmetry where the rate eventually reaches the
b = 0 SU(2) symmetric phase value (25), see left plot in
Fig. 12.

Qualitatively similar behavior is seen when plotting the
sphaleron rate with constant temperature, see Fig. 13. At
small magnetic fields the change in ln Γ is proportional
to b2, turning into approximately linear behavior at in-
termediate b until finally reaching the symmetric phase
value where the rate flattens to constant. Comparing
Figs. 6 and 11, we can observe that the “restoration” of
the rate happens before the Higgs field is fully restored.

To compare the simulation results to a semianalyti-
cal estimate we did the analysis presented in Ref. [42]
(where they used nonphysical Higgs mass) but now with
Standard Model parameters. Details of the computation
can be found in Appendix B. From the analytical com-
putation we get the sphaleron energy as a function of the
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FIG. 12. Left: the rate with constant Higgs expectation value. Vertical dotted line corresponds to the magnetic field value
where the expectation value 〈φ†φ〉/T = 0.21 is obtained at the pseudo critical temperature (i.e. to the right of the line we are
getting in to the symmetric phase). The horizontal gray line is the symmetric b = 0 sphaleron rate (25). Right: comparing the
difference of the rate ∆ ln Γ/T 4 from simulations (black) to the analytical estimate (orange). We also plot the energy difference
of the sphaleron configuration (blue) obtained from the analytical computation, see Appendix B.
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FIG. 13. How the rate changes with the magnitude of the magnetic field with constant temperature T = 144 GeV on the left
and T = 155 GeV on the right. The vertical dotted line is the value of b where the constant temperature of the plot is the
pseudocritical temperature. The horizontal gray line is the symmetric b = 0 sphaleron rate (25).

external magnetic field. Assuming that for small fields
the change in energy is due to a simple dipole interac-

tion ∆E = −~µsph · ~B4d
c and that the change to the rate

∆ ln Γ/T 4 ≡ ln Γ(b)/T 4− ln Γ(b = 0)/T 4 is purely due to
the change in energy, the change in the rate is approxi-
mately

∆ ln Γ/T 4 ∼ ln

[
sinh(∆E/T )

∆E/T

]
. (28)

In Ref. [42] it was assumed that the change in ln Γ is di-
rectly proportional to the change of the minimum energy
for the sphaleron, i.e. ∆ ln Γ/T 4 ∝ ∆E/T . Our result in
Eq. (28) takes into account the random orientations of
the magnetic dipoles at finite T . At small fields Eq. (28)
gives ∆ ln Γ/T 4 ∼ (∆E/T )2/6, and turns into ∼ linear

behavior at larger field values.

For small external field values Eq. (28) is close to
what we obtain from our simulations, however, the sim-
ple dipole approximation quickly becomes invalid, see
Fig. 12. Our results above indicate that at small mag-
netic fields the dominant effect on the sphaleron rate
arises from the magnetic dipole moment of the sphaleron,
and the change in the Higgs expectation value is sublead-
ing.

Finally, let us look at the behavior of the sphaleron rate
in the symmetric phase. Here the SU(2) rate does not
show any systematic dependence on the magnetic field,
see right plot in Fig. 14. Only the U(1) rate is affected
by the magnetic field in the symmetric phase. Despite
the ambiguities associated with the U(1) field evolution
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FIG. 14. Left: diffusion rate of the U(1) CS number with different external magnetic fields (blue) compared with the results from
classical simulations and expected rate from magnetohydrodynamics [20, 21]. The shown rate is computed at T = 168 GeV,
however, we do not find any systematic temperature dependence with the temperatures simulated. Right: pure SU(2) rate
(gray) and the full rate (black) in the symmetric phase. The horizontal line is the b = 0 SU(2) symmetric rate fit (25) and the
blue dashed line is the sum of the latter and the fit from the left plot. The SU(2) rate ΓW /T 4 stays approximately constant
with increased magnetic field.

in the symmetric phase as discussed in Sec. III A, we
investigate the U(1) rate in our simulations and the de-
pendence on the magnetic field fits very well the expected
B2

4d behavior [20], see Fig. 14. As seen in Fig. 9 the U(1)
rate ΓY /T

4 is approximately constant over temperature
and we obtain a fit ΓY /T

4 = (0.5 ± 0.01) × 10−3g′6B2
4d

(with g′2 ' 0.12237). Comparing this to results obtained
from classical simulations of U(1)-Higgs theory (scalar
QED) performed in [20, 21] our rate is ∼ 4 times slower;
comparing with magnetohydrodynamics our rate is ∼ 3
times faster. Given the ambiguities in the update algo-
rithm the qualitative agreement between the results is
good.

V. CONCLUSION

Using lattice simulations of an effective 3d theory of the
Standard Model we have computed the baryon violation
(sphaleron) rate over the electroweak crossover deep into
the broken phase with an external magnetic field. Both
the baryon violation rate and the form of the electroweak
crossover is changed due to an external magnetic field.
We have argued that the fully dissipative Langevin-type
update is accurate to leading logarithmic order in g2W in
the broken phase.

For zero external field we computed the rate with and
without the U(1) fields included and found no difference
between the results. The zero external field results dif-
fer slightly from previous results [36], see (25) and (26)
for our results. The difference is due to us using an up-
dated value for the top mass (which affects the mapping
between the physical and the effective 3d theory param-
eters) and the fact that the previous computations did

not fully implement the partial O(a) improvement. Nev-
ertheless, the difference is well within the uncertainties
of the calculation.

The baryon violation rate is affected by an external
magnetic field due to multiple factors. The sphaleron
has a dipole moment and its energy can be lowered. With
an external field also the U(1) contributes to the baryon
violating rate. With an external field the combination
of the SU(2) and U(1) CS numbers couple to the baryon
violating current and in the broken phase it is precisely
this combination that gets suppressed.

To get a picture of how the electroweak transition is
affected by an external magnetic field we computed the
Higgs expectation value and its susceptibility. As the
magnetic field is increased, the crossover shifts to lower
temperatures and the transition region broadens. This
shifts onset of the suppression of the sphaleron rate to
lower temperatures. In the broken phase the rate in-
creases with the external magnetic field. For small fields
it increases quadratically before switching over to a linear
regime. The linear regime stops after the field becomes
strong enough to restore the electroweak symmetry where
the rate reaches the symmetric phase value.

For small external fields we performed a semianalytical
computation for the sphaleron energy in an external field
(following [42]) and used a simple dipole approximation
to estimate the change in the sphaleron rate. For small
field values the semianalytical result and our simulations
are in relatively good agreement, see Fig. 12. This shows
that for small fields the sphaleron dipole moment has the
biggest effect on the rate. However, for larger fields the
simple dipole approximation quickly becomes invalid and
nonlinear effects become important.

In the symmetric phase the SU(2) and U(1) Chern-
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Simons numbers evolve independently. There are ambi-
guities in how to perform real-time lattice simulations of
the U(1) field evolution in the symmetric phase. How-
ever, from our simulations we find no significant effect
of the magnetic field on the pure SU(2) rate which be-
haves as ∝ T 4 and is compatible with the zero external
field value (25). The U(1) part of the rate is found to in-
crease with the magnetic field with the expected behavior
∝ B2

4d.
Full results of our simulations are available as tables

at Zenodo [58].
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Appendix A: Continuum to lattice parameters with
improvements

We use the partial O(a) improvements computed in
[61, 62] (these are partial since there is an additive cor-
rection to the parameter y that has not been computed
to date). We choose the desired values of x, y, z and g23a
that we want to simulate and then compute the relevant
counterterms given by

Z−1g = 1 +
g23a

4π

(
π

3
+ 6ξ +

Σ

24

)
, (A1)

Zb = 1 + z
g23a

4π

(
π

3
− ξ

12
+

Σ

24

)
, (A2)

Z−1m = 1 +
g23a

4π

[
(9− 24x+ 3z)

ξ

4
+ (3 + z)

Σ

24

]
, (A3)

δx =
g23a

4π

{[
1− 6x(3 + z) + 48x2 + 1

2 (1 + z)2
]ξ

4

− x(3 + z)
Σ

12

}
, (A4)

where Σ = 3.175911... and ξ = 0.152859... are con-
stants. We then construct the lattice action with the
relations between the continuum parameters and the lat-
tice parameters βG, βY , βH , β2, β4 [60]

βY =
βG
z̄

, βH =
8

βG
, β4 =

β2
H

βG
x̄, (A5)

β2
βH

= 3 +
8ȳ

β2
G

− (3 + 12x̄+ z̄)
Σ

4πβG

− 1

2π2β2
G

[(
51

16
− 9z̄

8
− 5z̄2

16
+ 9x̄− 12x̄2 + 3x̄z̄

)
×
(

ln( 3
2βG) + 0.09

)
+ 4.9− 0.9z̄ + 0.01z̄2 + 5.2x̄+ 1.7x̄z̄

]
, (A6)

using the modified parameters

βG =
4

g23a
Z−1g =

4

g23a
+ 0.6674... , (A7)

x̄ =
x+ δx

Zg
, ȳ = y

Zm
Z2
g

, z̄ = z
1

ZgZb
. (A8)

Then the lattice observables are related to the continuum
values with the parameters x, y, z by a multiplicative cor-
rection (and possible renormalization factors). For exam-
ple, the lattice observable 〈 12Tr Φ†Φ〉 is related to the MS

renormalized 3d continuum value 〈φ†φ〉 by Eq. (14).

Appendix B: Small field analytical estimate

In this appendix we present details on the analytical
computation in a small external field. We follow the anal-
ysis performed in [42].

When the U(1) field is included the sphalerons spher-
ical symmetry is reduced into an axial symmetry. With
the physical value for the weak mixing angle θW the an-
gular dependence of the solution is found to be mild [27]
at zero magnetic field. The expansion parameter, with
external magnetic field B4d

c , is effectively θWB
4d
c /gv

2 and
the angular dependence becomes relevant for larger mag-
netic fields. For small fields it suffices to use simpler
ansatz that is spherically symmetric [26]. The ansatz
depends on four functions f(ξ), f0(ξ), f3(ξ), h(ξ) of di-
mensionless radial coordinate ξ ≡ gvr, where v(T ) is the
temperature dependent Higgs expectation value. The en-
ergy functional of the sphaleron using the ansatz (see
[26][42]) in a constant external hypermagnetic field B4d

c

is E = E0 − Edip with

E0 =
4πv

g

∫ ∞
0

dξ

[
8

3
f ′2 +

4

3
f ′3

2 +
1

2
ξ2h′2 +

4g2

3g′2
f ′0

2

+
8

3ξ2

{
2f23 (1− f)2 + [f(2− f)− f3]2 +

g2

g′2
(1− f0)2

}
+
h2

3

{
(f0 − f3)2 + 2(1− f)2

}
+

λ

4g2
ξ2(h2 − 1)2

]
,

(B1)

and

Edip =

∫ ∞
0

dξ
8π

3gg′v
[−2ξf ′0 + 2(1− f0)]B4d

c . (B2)
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The field equations for the ansatz functions turn out as

h′′ +
2

ξ
h′ − 2h

3ξ2
[
2(1− f)2 + (f0 − f3)2

]
− λ

g2
(h2 − 1)h = 0,

f ′′ +
1− f
ξ2

[
2f(f − 2) + 2f3 + 2f23

]
+

1

4
(1− f)h2 = 0,

f ′′0 +
2(1− f0)

ξ2
− g′2

4g2
(f0 − f3)h2 = 0,

f ′′3 −
2

ξ2
[3f3 + f(f − 2)(1 + 2f3)]− h2

4
(f3 − f0) = 0.

(B3)

The ansatz functions are subject to the following bound-
ary conditions

f, h→ 1, f3, f0 → 1− sin 2θW ξ
2

8gv2
B4d
c , as ξ →∞ ,

f, h, f3 → 0, f0 → 1, as ξ → 0 . (B4)

It is convenient to make a change of variables

gi(ξ) = fi(ξ) + sin 2θW
ξ2

2gv2
, (B5)

for i = 0, 3, so that the boundary conditions for the new
functions at infinity are simply gi → 1 as ξ → ∞. Fur-
thermore, we use a change of variables x ≡ ξ/(3 + ξ)
which maps ξ → ∞ to x → 1. Finally we use the stan-
dard model values for the parameters λ, g, g′ at the elec-
troweak scale.

With the above we have all the ingredients to compute
the change to the sphaleron energy for small fields in the
spherical approximation. From the set of coupled differ-
ential equations (B3) we solve the functions f, h, g0, g3
numerically using a fourth order collocation method im-
plemented in [72] . Equations (B3) are divergent at the
boundaries and thus we solve the system only in range
[ε1, 1− ε2] where the εi are small offsets. Despite the di-
vergences in the equations the solutions are completely
regular near the boundaries and we just linearly extrapo-
late them to boundary values. The accuracy of this sim-
ple procedure is sufficient for our comparison purposes.
A set of solved functions is plotted in Fig. 15 for zero
magnetic field and for one example of a nonzero mag-
netic field. Typical range of [ε1, 1− ε2] is [0.0006, 0.913],
but even large variations of these values does not signifi-
cantly change the solutions or the energy computed from
them.

The energy of the sphaleron configuration is obtained
by numerically integrating over the energy functional
while omitting the constant external magnetic field terms
which would make the expression divergent. The en-
ergy as a function of the magnetic field is plotted in

Fig. 16. Assuming that the change in energy ∆E ≡
E(B = 0) − E(B) is due to a simple dipole interaction

∆E = −~µsph · ~B4d
c and that the change of the rate Γ

is only due to this energy difference Γ ∼ exp(∆E/T )Γ0,
where Γ0 is the rate without magnetic field. Averaging
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FIG. 15. Examples of numerical solutions for the functions
f, h, g0, g3 for zero and non-zero magnetic field.

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25

B4d
c /v2

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

E
/
4π

v
g

FIG. 16. Energy of the sphaleron configuration (computed
using the spherical approximation) in terms of the magnitude
of the magnetic field.

over the space of orientations for the dipole the change
to the rate is roughly

∆ ln Γ/T 4 ∼ ln

{∫
dΩ

4π
exp

[
−µsphB

4d
c

T
cos θ

]}
' ln

sinh(∆E/T )

∆E/T
. (B6)
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[67] Oliver Gould, Sinan Güyer, and Kari Rummukainen,
“First-order electroweak phase transitions: a nonpertur-
bative update,” (2022), arXiv:2205.07238 [hep-lat].

[68] Jan Ambjorn and A. Krasnitz, “Improved determination
of the classical sphaleron transition rate,” Nucl. Phys. B
506, 387–403 (1997), arXiv:hep-ph/9705380.
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