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We present a new method for calculating quantum tunneling rates using lattice

Monte Carlo simulations in imaginary time. This method is designed with the goal

of studying false vacuum decay non-perturbatively on the lattice. To get results

in real time, we construct an implicit decay amplitude, inspired by Fermi’s Golden

Rule, and use spectral reconstruction. To deal with the suppression of the false

vacuum state in the Euclidean path integral, we develop a new sampling method

which combines results from multiple Monte Carlo simulations. For a simple family

of one-dimensional quantum systems, we reproduce the tunneling rates calculated

from the Schrödinger equation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Some quantum field theories have a meta-stable state, called a false vacuum, which be-

haves somewhat like a ground state. False vacuum states occur when there is a large energy

barrier separating regions of Hilbert space (see Section II for a more detailed discussion).

The false vacuum state eventually decays through quantum tunneling into the true ground

state (the true vacuum).

False vacuum decay is relevant to many interesting field theories. Whenever there is a

first-order phase transition, false vacuum decay can play an important role in the out-of-

equilibrium dynamics of the field as it changes from one phase to another (see Section IIC).

These kinds of decays have been the subject of non-perturbative lattice studies in the high-

temperature limit, where the full quantum field theory can be reduced to a three-dimensional

statistical mechanics problem [1, 2]. In theories with a first-order electroweak phase transi-

tions, false vacuum decay in the early universe could produce detectable gravitational wave
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signals [3, 4] and be responsible for baryogenesis [5]. In QCD at finite chemical potential,

metastable states may be important in heavy ion collisions [6]. False vacuum decay can also

occur at zero temperature and density. The Standard Model electroweak vacuum seems be

a (very long-lived) false vacuum state [7, 8]. Finally, our work may be useful for studying

the Schwinger mechanism (the decay of a strong field through pair production), since the

Schwinger mechanism is related to false vacuum decay in the semi-classical limit [9].

The standard way to calculate false vacuum decay rates is the semi-classical method

of Callan and Coleman [10] (which was adapted from earlier work by Langer on phase

transitions [11]). When the coupling constants are small, radiative corrections may be

introduced order-by-order (see, for example, Ref. [12, 13]). Numerical methods may also be

used within this formalism to calculate the functional determinant that gives the next-to-

leading-order corrections [14]. For strongly-coupled theories, non-perturabtive methods are

necessary. Several non-perturbative methods for extending the semi-classical approximation

have been proposed [1, 15–18], including a method that uses lattice Monte Carlo [19].

In this paper, we present a new method for calculating false vacuum decay rates using

lattice Monte Carlo simulations. Lattice calculations have the advantage of being fully

non-perturbative and systematically improvable. On the other hand, as discussed below,

simulating false vacuum decay on the lattice is challenging. Recently, a first attempt was

made to get false vacuum decay rates using the lattice [19]. In this paper, we use an

independent approach. In comparison with Ref. [19], our method allows us to calculate

extremely small decay rates without restricting ourselves to smaller volumes. Our method

also avoids making semi-classical approximations. Instead, our main source of systematic

error comes from spectral reconstruction. The error from spectral reconstruction can lead

to results which are off by a factor of two, although this could be systematically improved

in the future by using more sophisticated methods for spectral reconstruction.

Lattice Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) calculations for false vacuum decay face

many challenges. First, field configurations which enter the false vacuum have a much larger

action then those associated with the ground state. As a result, those configurations are

exponentially suppressed in the path integral. Second, Markov chain algorithms struggle to

achieve ergodicity because there are multiple, well-separated regions of configuration space.

Finally, even if the challenges with exponential suppression and ergodicity are overcome,

the decay rate must be given in real time, whereas lattice Monte Carlo simulations are done
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using imaginary time.

In Section II, we briefly introduce false vacuum decay. In Section III, we describe our

Monte Carlo method for calculating false vacuum decay rates. In Section IV, we describe our

results for some one-dimensional single-particle systems. Finally, in Section V, we discuss

the generalization to field theory.

II. FALSE VACUUM DECAY

A. A simple example

A simple example of a field theory with a false vacuum state is the scalar field theory

L =
1

2
(∂µϕ)(∂

µϕ)− V [ϕ], where V [ϕ] ≡ λ(ϕ2 − b2)2 − cϕ. (1)

This theory’s potential is plotted in Figure 1 for a constant field ϕ(x) = ϕ. When c = 0, the

ground state of this theory is degenerate and spontaneous symmetry breaking will occur.

When c > 0, the degeneracy is lifted and the ground state associated with ⟨ϕ⟩ < 0 is given a

higher energy than the true ground state. This higher-energy state is called a “false vacuum.”

It is not an energy eigenstate and will eventually decay into the region of Hilbert space with

⟨ϕ⟩ > 0.

It will be useful for us to have a more formal definition of the false vacuum state. There

are multiple ways of doing this (see Appendix A for an alternative approach). For our

purposes, we start by making a division in configuration space based on the spacial average

of the configuration ϕ(x, t)

ϕ̄ ≡
∫
d3xϕ(x, t). (2)

Configurations with ϕ̄ < 0 are associated with the false vacuum, and configurations with ϕ̄ >

0 are associated with the true vacuum. We can now construct a new quantum field theory

by adding an extra term to the potential V [ϕ] which penalizes true vacuum configurations.

We call the Hamiltonian corresponding to this new theory the “false vacuum” Hamiltonian

HFV. Note that H and HFV act in the same way on any state which has no probability of

being in the true vacuum region of configuration space. The ground state of HFV, which we

will call |FV⟩, will be very close to the false vacuum state of the original theory, which we

will call |FVexact⟩.
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FIG. 1. The potential of the field theory in Equation 1 (for a constant field ϕ(x) = ϕ) is shown as

a function of ϕ. The regions associated with the false vacuum, the true vacuum, and the barrier

between them are labeled.

There is one point we need to deal with before finalizing our definition of |FVexact⟩.

The division between the false and true vacuum regions only makes sense for low-energy

states. High-energy states can move back and forth across the potential barrier with no

difficulty. This accounts for the difference between |FV⟩ and |FVexact⟩. The actual false

vacuum state may have a tail that extends past the potential barrier, giving some “true

vacuum” configurations a small but non-zero probability. The false vacuum Hamiltonian

HFV may cut off this tail too early. This means that |FV⟩ will have some overlap with high-

energy eigenstates of H. This problem can be fixed by defining an operator which projects

onto the low-energy subspace of H

PLow ≡
∑

En<Ethresh

|En⟩⟨En|, (3)

where {|En⟩} are the eigenstates of H. Ethresh must be chosen to be a little higher than the

false vacuum energy. We then define the false vacuum state as

|FVexact⟩ ≡ PLow|FV⟩. (4)
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B. False vacuum decay in other systems

For the ϕ4 theory, the false vacuum state corresponds to an equilibrium point of the clas-

sical field theory. However, quantum effects can create a false vacuum state even when this

is not apparent in the classical Lagrangian [20]. An important example of this phenomenon

is the Standard Model electroweak vacuum [7, 8]. For strongly-interacting theories, strong

dynamics can play a role in creating a false vacuum state, making perturbative treatment

impossible [17].

C. Phase transitions and false vacuum decay

There is a close analogy between false vacuum decay in quantum field theory and first-

order phase transitions in statistical mechanics. In statistical mechanics, the analog of a

false vacuum state is a supercooled/superheated state. This connection was pointed out

by Coleman in his first paper on false vacuum decay [21], and the semiclassical method of

Callan and Coleman for calculating false vacuum decay rates [10] closely followed earlier

work by Langer in statistical mechanics [11].

False vacuum decay can occur as part of a first-order phase transition. In a super-

cooled/superheated state (or generalizations thereof), the unstable initial state is a pseudo-

equilibrium. In a quantum system, the transition from the pseudo-equilibrium to the equi-

librium phase can occur both through thermal fluctuations and through quantum tunneling

(false vacuum decay). The transition rate depends on both of these effects. The semi-

classical method of Callan and Coleman was extended by Linde to deal with quantum

systems at finite temperature [22, 23].
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FIG. 2. The potential from Equation 5 for a one-dimensional, single-particle quantum system is

shown. We define a state |FV⟩, which we will call the “false vacuum." The energy of this state EFV

is marked with a horizontal line, and the wavefunction for |FV⟩ is plotted on top of this line (in

other words, we plot f(x) ≡ N⟨x|FV⟩+ EFV, where N is an arbitrary normalization).

III. METHOD

A. Problem statement

Instead of dealing with a full quantum field theory, we will in this paper consider a

one-dimensional, single-particle system with an action of the form studied in Ref. [19]

S = β

∫
dt

1
2

(
dx

dt

)2

+


1
2
x2 − 1

2
x3 + α

8
x4 x < 3+

√
9−8α
2α

0 otherwise

 . (5)

The corresponding potential is plotted in Figure 2 for one choice of parameters. It has

two local minima separated by a potential barrier. Starting at the lower minimum and

extending to the right, the potential is constant. The parameter α varies from 0 to 1 and

controls the potential difference between between the two local minima (α = 1 gives no

potential difference, while α = 0 gives infinite potential difference).

As explained in Section II A, the false vacuum state |FVexact⟩ is defined by projecting

|FV⟩ (the ground state of HFV) onto the low-energy subspace of H. In this problem, we
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FIG. 3. The false vacuum potential for the Hamiltonian from Equation 6 is shown, along with

its ground state |FV⟩. The energy of this state EFV is marked with a horizontal line, and the

wavefunction for |FV⟩ is plotted on top of this line (in other words, we plot f(x) ≡ N⟨x|FV⟩+EFV,

where N is an arbitrary normalization).

define HFV by

HFV ≡ H + Vbar,FV, (6)

where

Vbar,FV(x) ≡

0 x < xbar,FV

−V (x) + V (xbar,FV) +B · (x− xbar,FV)
2 otherwise,

(7)

with xbar,FV = 3+
√
9−8α
2α

+ xFV offset lying to the right (by amount xFV offset) of the maximum

of the potential barrier between the false vacuum and true vacuum. The potential VFV of

this Hamiltonian is plotted in Figure 3.

Each energy eigenstate of H (with energy less than the height of the potential barrier)

will be exponentially suppressed in the false vacuum region unless its energy lies within a

narrow band around one of the resonant energies (see, for example, Ref. [12]). States which

are confined to the false vacuum region will be mainly composed of eigenstates within one of

these resonant bands. The false vacuum state will be be composed of energy eigenstates from
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the lowest resonant band. States built from the other resonant bands will tunnel through

the barrier more quickly, and so the decay rate of our false vacuum state will determine

the decay rate of any low-energy state initially confined to the false vacuum region in the

long-time limit.

We are interested in the rate of tunneling through the potential barrier (which we will

call the decay rate). The probability of remaining in the false vacuum after time t is

PFV(t) ≡ |⟨FVexact|e−iHt|FVexact⟩|2. (8)

We expect exponential decay PFV(t) = e−Γt. However, this formula does not hold near

t = 0 or when t is large. Nevertheless, for some range of intermediate times t, the decay is

exponential (see, for example, Ref. [12]). If we define

Γ(t) = − 1

PFV

dPFV

dt
, (9)

then Γ(t) will give us a roughly constant decay rate for this intermediate range of times.

B. Euclidean-time observables

So far, we have expressed the decay rate in terms of Minkowski-time observables. If

Γ(t) were constant all the way to t = 0, then the analytic continuation to Euclidean time

could be done trivially. Unfortunately, this is not the case. However, the fact that Γ(t) is

constant for a range of intermediate times will make the inverse problem easier. We need an

observable which will predict the behavior of Γ(t) at intermediate times from its behavior

at short times. This will allow us to construct a constant observable equal to the decay rate

which can be computed in both Minkowski and Euclidean time. We will draw inspiration

from Fermi’s Golden Rule:

Γ = 2π⟨FVexact|Htrδ(H0 − EFV)Htr|FVexact⟩. (10)

Here we have defined H0 and Htr such that H = H0 + Htr, with H0 being the part of

the Hamiltonian which does not allow low-energy states to transition between the false

vacuum and the true vacuum. Then Htr is the part of the Hamiltonain which does allow

low-energy transitions (tunnelling). The state Htr|FVexact⟩ depends only on the short-time

time evolution of |FVexact⟩ in both Euclidean and Minkowski time.
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We construct an explicit form for H0 and Htr in Appendix A, but this approach is not

very useful for practical calculations. Instead, our strategy will be to construct the transition

amplitude in Equation 10 implicitly. We will replace Htr = H−H0 with H−HFV. Similarly,

we will replace H0 in δ(H0 − EFV) with

HTV = H + Vbar,TV, (11)

where

Vbar,TV ≡

−V + V (xbar,TV) +B(x− xbar,TV)
2 x < xbar,TV

0 otherwise
(12)

with xbar,TV = 3+
√
9−8α
2α

being the location of the maximum of the potential barrier between

the false vacuum and true vacuum. HTV is similar to H except for an additional potential

barrier that prevents states from entering the false vacuum.

C. The Implicit Decay Amplitude Method

We will derive an equation similar to Fermi’s Golden Rule, except we will not use H0 or

Htr explicitly. Instead, we will rely on HFV and HTV to play the role of H0. To start, we

want to calculate the transition amplitude

df (t) = eiEFVt⟨f |e−iHt|FVexact⟩ ≡ eiEFVt⟨f |e−iHtPLow|FV⟩. (13)

Recall from Section II A that |FV⟩ is defined as the the ground state of HFV. The exact

false vacuum state |FVexact⟩ was defined in Equation 4 as PLow|FV⟩, where PLow projects

onto the low-energy subspace of H. The false vacuum energy EFV is defined so that

HFV|FV⟩ = EFV|FV⟩. (14)

We define ⟨f | to be an eigenstate of HTV with eigenvalue Ef . The phase factor eiEFVt is

added for later convenience.

If we take the derivative of the transition amplitude, we get

d

dt
df (t) = i⟨f |e−i(H−EFV)t(EFV −H)PLow|FV⟩ = i⟨f |e−i(H−EFV)tPLow|D⟩, (15)
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where we have defined the difference state

|D⟩ ≡ (HFV −H)|FV⟩. (16)

In deriving Equation 15, we have used the fact that PLow commutes with H. Now note that

the state |D⟩ will be non-zero only in the true vacuum (where HFV and H differ). Since the

initial state |FV⟩ is localized in the false vacuum, with only a small tail extending out into

the true vacuum, the state |D⟩ will be localized around the region where HFV first begins to

differ from H. We will call this region the false vacuum boundary. Note that our definition

of HFV puts the false vacuum boundary on the right side of the potential barrier separating

the false vacuum from the true vacuum (see Figure 3).

So far, Equation 15 is an exact statement. Now we come to the first approximation. We

can write ⟨f |e−i(H−EFV)t as

⟨f |e−i(H−EFV)t = ⟨f |e−i(HTV−EFV)t + ⟨f |
(
e−i(H−EFV)t − e−i(HTV−EFV)

)
. (17)

Because H acts similarly to HTV on |f⟩, we can approximate

⟨f |e−i(H−EFV)t → ⟨f |e−i(HTV−EFV)t = ⟨f |e−i(Ef−EFV)t. (18)

This is valid as long as

|⟨f |PLow|D⟩| ≫
∣∣⟨f | (e−i(H−EFV)t − e−i(HTV−EFV)t

)
PLow|D⟩

∣∣ . (19)

Let us consider the conditions for this inequality to hold. The state |D⟩ is localized on the

false vacuum boundary. We can choose HTV so that it is the same as H in this region.

Then the only reason evolution with H will differ from evolution with HTV is if the time

evolution with H propagates |D⟩ back through the barrier into the false vacuum. For low-

energy states, this is a higher-order effect (the probability of passing through the barrier

twice is lower than the probability of passing through it once). It should be noted that

the low-energy projection PLow is important for making this argument, since higher-energy

components of |D⟩ could propagate back over the barrier more easily.

With the approximation in Equation 18, Equation 15 becomes

d

dt
df (t) ≈ ie−iωf t⟨f |PLow|D⟩ (20)
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where ωf ≡ Ef − EFV. For convinience, we will define

|D′⟩ ≡ PLow|D⟩. (21)

We can now integrate Equation 20 to get

df (t) ≈ df (0) + i⟨f |D′⟩
∫ t

0

dte−iωf t = ⟨f |FVexact⟩+ ⟨f |D′⟩1− e−iωf t

ωf

. (22)

The first-order transition rate is then

d

dt
|df (t)|2 ≈ 2Re

(
⟨FVexact|f⟩⟨f |D′⟩(ie−iωf t)

)
+ |⟨f |D′⟩|2 2 sin(ωf t)

ωf

(23)

Integrating over all final states, we get the total decay probability∫
df
d

dt
|df (t)|2 ≈ 2

∫
df

[
Re
(
i⟨FVexact|f⟩⟨f |D′⟩e−iωf t

)
+ |⟨f |D′⟩|2 sin(ωf t)

ωf

]
(24)

For t ≫ 1/ωf , the function e−iωf t is rapidly oscillating. Therefore, the first term integrates

to zero in this limit. On the other hand, when t≫ 1/ωf , the function sin(ωf t)/ωf is sharply

peaked around ωf = 0 and integrates to π (with respect to Ef ). Therefore, the first-order

decay rate in the limit t≫ 1/ωf is

Γ ≡
∫
df
d

dt
|df (t)|2 ≈ 2π⟨D|PLowδ(HTV − EFV)PLow|D⟩. (25)

Now since the delta function δ(HTV − EFV) ensures we are in the low-energy subspace of

HTV, which is identical to the low-energy subspace of H for states localized in the true

vacuum, we can remove the low-energy projectors PLow. Therefore, our final formula for the

decay rate in terms of the implicit decay amplitude is

Γ ≡ 2π⟨FV|(HFV −H)δ(HTV − EFV)(HFV −H)|FV⟩. (26)

Remember that we are required to choose HFV so that it begins to differ from H only on the

true vacuum side of the potential barrier that separates the false vacuum and true vacuum

(in other words, we require xFV offset > 0 in Equation 7). Additionally, HTV must be chosen

so that it is identical to H in the region where HFV and H start to differ. These two

conditions were required to satisfy Equation 19.



12

D. The inverse problem

We now turn to the problem of implementing the energy-conserving delta function in the

implicit decay amplitude formula (Eq. 26). While we cannot calculate ⟨D|δ(HTV−EFV)|D⟩

directly, we can instead calculate

Q(t) ≡ ⟨D|e−(HTV−EFV)t|D⟩. (27)

If we had perfect data for all t without any statistical noise, we could use Q(t) to infer the

spectrum

ρ(E) ≡ ⟨D|δ(HTV − E)e−(HTV−EFV)t|D⟩. (28)

Note that ρ(EFV) gives us the matrix element we need for the implicit decay amplitude in

Equation 26. Unfortunately, we can only calculate Q(t) a finite number of times, and all our

data will have statistical noise. The problem of inferring ρ(E) based on Q(t) is an ill-posed

inverse problem.

While many methods have been proposed for dealing with this inverse problem, we will

in this work simply assume ρ(E) has a Gaussian distribution and use Q(t) to fit for the

center and width of the distribution. This ansatz will give good results as long as ρ(E) has

a single (roughly Gaussian) peak centered on EFV (remember that we only need ρ(EFV) to

be determined accurately). If we choose t to be large enough to suppress any high-energy

components of ρ(E), but small enough that we do not project to the ground state, we may

hope that ρ(E) will have a single-peak distribution centered on EFV. If this ansatz is not

justified, then the fitting procedure will not give good results, and we will know that a more

sophisticated method is required. On the other hand, if this ansatz is well-justified, then

the fitting procedure will work very well, and we can have confidence in our results.

E. Lattice observables

On the lattice we will calculate

Qlat(t, tFV) ≡
Tr
[
1
a

(
e−Ha − e−HFVa

)
e−HTVt 1

a

(
e−Ha − e−HFVa

)
e−HFVtFV

]
Tr [e−HFV(2a+t+tFV)]

. (29)

Since |FV⟩ is the ground state of HFV, for large enough tFV, we can approximate

Qlat(t, tFV) ≈ ⟨Dlat|e−(HTV−EFV)t|Dlat⟩, (30)
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where

|Dlat⟩ ≡
1

a

(
e−(H−EFV)a − e−(HFV−EFV)a

)
|FV⟩ ≈ |D⟩ ≡ (HFV −H)|FV⟩. (31)

Now recall that HFV = H + Vbar,FV. Therefore, in the lattice discretization, using K to

represent the kinetic term in the Hamiltonians,

e−Ha − e−HFVa = e−Ka/2e−V ae−Ka/2 − e−Ka/2e−VFVae−Ka/2 (32)

= e−Ka/2(e−V a − e−VFVa)e−Ka/2 (33)

= e−Ka/2e−V a(1− e−Vbar,FVa)e−Ka/2. (34)

Because Vbar,FV is positive semi-definite, all the eigenvalues of e−Vbar,FVa are less than or

equal to 1. Therefore, 1− e−Vbar,FVa is positive semi-definite, and 1− e−(Vbar,FV+ϵ)a is positive

definite for any small ϵ > 0. Therefore, we can write,

e−Ha − e−HFVa ≈ e−Ka/2 exp
{
−
[
V − log(1− e−(Vbar,FV+ϵ)a)/a

]
a
}
e−Ka/2. (35)

If we define

H ′
proj ≡ H − log[1− e−(Vbar+ϵ)a]/a, (36)

we can replace the difference e−Ha − e−HFVa with e−H′
proja. To account for the factor of a2 in

the denominator of Qlat, we could add log(a)/a to our definition to get

Hproj ≡ H + Vproj ≡ H − log

[
1− e−(Vbar,FV+ϵ)a

a

]
/a. (37)

Then

Qlat(t, tFV) ≈
Tr
[
e−Hprojae−HTVte−Hprojae−HFVtFV

]
Tr
[
e−HFV(2a+t+tFV)

] . (38)

As we will see in the next section, calculating Qlat(t, tFV) can be expensive. As we saw

earlier, we need to calculate Qlat for several different times t in order to solve the inverse

problem. We can save computational expense by instead calculating the ratio

Qlat(t, tFV)

Qlat(t− a, tFV + a)
≈

Tr
[
e−Hprojae−HTVte−Hprojae−HFVtFV

]
Tr
[
e−Hprojae−HTV(t−a)e−Hprojae−HFV(tFV+a)

] . (39)

As we will see in the next section, this ratio is much less expensive to calculate. Calculating

this ratio at several different points in time allows us to fit for the spectrum ρ(E) without

calculating Q itself multiple times.
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F. The Intermediate Ratios Method

We now turn to the problem of calculating Qlat(t, tFV) and Qlat(t, tFV)/Qlat(t−a, tFV+a)

on the lattice. We want to calculate ratios of the form

Tr [
∏

i exp(−HN,iti)]

Tr [
∏

i exp(−HD,iti)]
=

∫
Dx exp(−SN)∫
Dx exp(−SD)

, (40)

where

Sj[x] ≡
∑
i

∫ ti

ti−1

dtHj,i(x(t), ẋ(t)). (41)

Ratios of traces of the above form can be calculated using Monte Carlo simulations. If we

define

∆S[x] = SN − SD (42)

then ∫
Dx exp(−SN)∫
Dx exp(−SD)

=

∫
Dx exp(−SD) exp(−∆S)∫

Dx exp(−SD)
. (43)

Unfortunately, exp(−∆S) may get exponentially large contributions from configurations

that are exponentially suppressed in the path integral by exp(−SD). To avoid this problem,

we must ensure that we get similar ensembles whether we sample configurations according

to 1
ZD

Dxe−SD[x] or according to 1
ZN

Dxe−SN [x]. In particular, we want to avoid a situation

where e−SD suppresses configurations which are important for e−SN . We can ensure this by

imposing conditions on the relationship between SD and SN .

1. We generally want SD[x] ≤ SN [x] for all configurations x. Otherwise, configurations

which are exponentially important to the observable exp(−(SN − SD)) might be ex-

ponentially suppressed by exp(−SD) in the path integral.

2. We want SD[x] and SN [x] to be similar to each other.

The actions defined by the numerator and denominator of Qlat and Qlat(t+ a)/Qlat(t) do

not obey these conditions (Qlat does not obey either one, while Qlat(t+a)/Qlat(t) obeys only

the second condition). However, we can fix this problem by defining multiple intermediate

actions Si which interpolate smoothly between SD and SN .
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We can define two families of intermediate actions obeying both conditions which together

interpolate between SD and SN

SL(L) ≡
∑
i

∫ ti

ti−1

dt
[
HD,i + Lmax(0, HN,i −HDi

)
]

(44)

and

SM(M) ≡
∑
i

∫ ti

ti−1

dt
[
HN,i +M max(0, HD,i −HNi

)
]
. (45)

These are defined so that SL(L1)[x] ≤ SL(L2)[x] whenever L1 < L2 and SM(M1)[x] ≤

SM(M2)[x] whenever M1 < M2. Note also that

SL(0) = SD, SM(0) = SN , and SL(1) = SM(1) =
∑
i

∫ ti

ti−1

dtmax(HNi
, HD,i). (46)

We can calculate the ratio we want using∫
Dx exp(−SN)∫
Dx exp(−SD)

=
l∏

j=0

∫
Dx exp(−SL(Lj+1))∫
Dx exp(−SL(Lj))

(
m∏
k=0

∫
Dx exp(−SM(Mk+1))∫
Dx exp(−SM(Mk))

)−1

, (47)

where L0 =M0 = 0, Ll =Mm = 1, and the sequences (Lj) and (Mk) are strictly increasing.

Note that we can calculate an observable like∫
Dx exp(−SM(Mj+1))/

∫
Dx exp(−SM(Mj)) (48)

using a Monte Carlo simulation before inverting it to get its contribution to Qlat. In this

way, we can always choose the smaller action to be in the denominator.

1. Avoiding Issues with Ergodicity

In defining the intermediate actions, it is important to avoid issues with ergodicity. Note

that the numerator and denominator actions for both Qlat and Qlat(t, tFV)/Qlat(t−a, tFV+a)

do not have any problems with ergodicity because the potentials at each point in time have

only a single local minimum (HFV technically has two minima, but the second one is much

higher by construction and therefore is not important except near Hproj).

If necessary, we can define two new families of intermediate potentials. The first interpo-

lates between SD and S ′
D, and the second interpolates between SN and S ′

N , where we choose

S ′
D and S ′

N to avoid issues with ergodicity in defining SL and SM . There are many ways of
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doing this. For example, we could define S ′
D = CSD and S ′

N = CSN , where 0 < C < 1. By

the analogy between quantum and statistical mechanics, this would correspond to “raising

the temperature.”

In our calculation, we take S ′
N = SN , since no ergodicity issues arise. For Qlat(t, tFV) /

Qlat(t− a, tFV + a), we also take S ′
D = SD. However, when calculating Qlat(t, tFV), we define

a family of actions SD(P ) with SD(0) = SD and S ′
D = SD(1). SD(P ) is defined to be equal

to SD except that we replace VFV on the time slices where Vproj occurs in SN with

VFV → max[VFV(x), (P − 1)VFV(xmin) + PVFV(xbar)], (49)

where xmin is the location of the false vacuum local minimum (the global minimum of VFV).

We then modify our definition of SL(L) and SM(M) to start from S ′
D and S ′

N instead of SD

and SN :

SL(L) ≡
∑
i

∫ ti

ti−1

dt
[
H ′

D,i + Lmax(0, H ′
N,i −H ′

Di
)
]

(50)

and

SM(M) ≡
∑
i

∫ ti

ti−1

dt
[
H ′

N,i +M max(0, H ′
D,i −H ′

Ni
)
]
. (51)

2. Calculating the Observables

We can calculate Qlat using

Qlat =

∫
Dx exp(−SN)∫
Dx exp(−SD)

=

p∏
i=0

∫
Dx exp(−SD(Pi+1))∫
Dx exp(−SD(Pi))

( ∫
Dx exp(−SN)∫
Dx exp(−SD

′)

)
(52)

=

p∏
i=0

∫
Dx exp(−SD(Pi+1))∫
Dx exp(−SD(Pi))

l∏
j=0

∫
Dx exp(−SL(Lj+1))∫
Dx exp(−SL(Lj))

(
m∏
k=0

∫
Dx exp(−SM(Mk+1))∫
Dx exp(−SM(Mk))

)−1

,

(53)

where P0 = L0 = M0 = 0, Pp = Ll = Mm = 1, and the sequences (Pi), (Lj), and (Mk) are

strictly increasing.

The ratio Qlat(t, tFV)/Qlat(t − a, tFV + a) is easier to calculate than Qlat(t, tFV) because

the numerator and denominator actions are already very similar, differing only at two points
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in time. As a result, we only need one intermediate action

Qlat(t, tFV)

Qlat(t− a, tFV + a)
=

∫
Dx exp(−SN)∫
Dx exp(−SD)

=

∫
Dx exp(−SL(1))∫
Dx exp(−SL(0))

(∫
Dx exp(−SM(1))∫
Dx exp(−SM(0))

)−1

.

(54)

IV. RESULTS

A. Decay rates

Our final results for the decay rates are shown in Figure 4 and Table II. The simulation

parameters used to obtain these results are given in Tables I and II. We show the decay

rates determined by three different methods.

• The exact decay rates are determined by numerically solving the Schrödinger equa-

tion. We first use the time-dependent the Schrödinger equation to evolve the constant

wavefunction ψ(x) = 1 in Euclidean time with HFV. This projects out |FV⟩. We then

numerically calculate the eigenvectors |E⟩ of H in order to get |⟨E|FV⟩|2 as a function

of E. Finally, we fit this spectrum near EFV with a Breit-Wigner distribution to get

the decay rate. This method allows us to calculate even very small decay rates with

high precision.

• The “Fermi’s Golden Rule” decay rates are also determined by numerically solving the

Schödinger equation in Euclidean time. In this case, we calculate the implicit decay

amplitude

ρ(EFV) = ⟨FV|e−Hprojaδ(HTV − EFV)e
−Hproja|FV⟩ (55)

and use Equation 26 (which was inspired by Fermi’s Golden Rule) to relate ρ(EFV) to

the decay rate. These results incorporate systematic error from our use of the implicit

decay amplitude method (Eq. 26), from discretizing HFV − H ≈ 1
a

(
e−Ha − e−HFVa

)
,

and from using ϵ ̸= 0 in defining Vproj (Equation 37). We also use the same discretiza-

tion of time as in our lattice results. This covers all sources of systematic error except

the error from spectral reconstruction.

• Finally, we show the decay rate calculated using lattice Monte Carlo. In addition to the

statistical errors (which are shown by the error bars in Figure 4), and the systematic
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a (lattice spacing for discretizing action, Eq. 5) 0.1

Nt (number of lattice sites) 200

Number of trajectories in Monte Carlo simulation 50,000

Number of trajectories used for thermalization 10,000

Jackknife block size 2,000

B (barrier strength, Eqs. 7 and 12) 100

xbar,FV (false vacuum barrier offset, Eq. 7) 0.3

ϵ (used in definition of Vproj, Eq. 37) 0.01

Parameters for intermediate ratios (see Section III F)

{Pi} (see Eq. 49) 0, 0.6*

{Li} (see Eq. 50) 0, 0.02*, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3†, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8

{Mi} (see Eq. 51) 0, 0.1, 0.5, 0.8

TABLE I. Simulation parameters used in Figure 4. *This parameter was not used for α = 0.8,

β = 9.0. †This parameter was only used for α = 0.8, β = 9.0.

errors present in the “Fermi’s Golden Rule” results (discussed above), these results also

have systematic error from the spectral reconstruction. As the figure shows, spectral

reconstruction is by far the most significant source of systematic error.

B. Spectral reconstruction

The main source of systematic error in our calculation is the spectral reconstruction. The

spectrum of the difference state |D⟩ (defined in Equation 28) is plotted in Figure 5 after

Euclidean time evolution with e−(HTV−EFV)t for various choices of t. Note that our Gaussian

ansatz works best after high-energy components are suppressed by Euclidean time evolution

but before ρ(E) becomes supressed at E = EFV.

In Figure 6, we show a fit to the ratio Qlat(t, tFV)/Qlat(t− a, tFV + a) (discussed in Sec-

tion III E) using the Gaussian ansatz from Section IIID. When the fit is very close to the

actual data, we can have a high degree of confidence in our reconstruction of the spectrum.

Significant departures from the fit can be caused by the higher-energy components shown

in Figure 5 (for small t), and by projecting out the ground state (for large t).
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0.60 0.65 0.70 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 1.000.000

0.002

0.004

0.006

0.008

0.010 = 9.0
Exact
Fermi's Golden Rule
Monte Carlo

0.60 0.65 0.70 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 1.00

10 9
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10 6

= 20.0

Exact
Fermi's Golden Rule
Monte Carlo

FIG. 4. The exact decay rates, decay rates from the implicit decay amplitude method (Eq. 26,

“Fermi’s Golden Rule”), and the decay rates calculated from lattice Monte Carlo are plotted for

various choices of the parameters α and β. The errors shown are statistical only. The exact

decay rates and the “Fermi’s Golden Rule” decay rates are determined by numerically solving the

Schödinger equation, as explained in Section IV A. The difference between the Monte Carlo and the

“Fermi’s Golden Rule” results is due to error in the spectral reconstruction. Note that the second

plot uses a log scale for the decay rate while the first does not. The simulation parameters used to

obtain these results are shown in Tables I and II.
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α β {t} tTV,fit ΓMC ΓFGR Γexact

0.6 9.0 {2a, 4a, 10a} 4a 0.00458(27) 0.00806 0.00832

0.7 9.0 {2a, 4a, 10a, 14a} 4a 0.00325(19) 0.00535 0.00548

0.8 9.0 {2a, 4a, 10a, 14a} 4a 0.00199(14) 0.00308 0.00314

0.9 9.0 {2a, 4a, 10a, 14a} 4a 0.00097(15) 0.00136 0.00138

1.0 9.0 {2a, 4a, 10a, 14a, 20a} 10a 0.000242(28) 0.000357 0.000362

0.6 20.0 {2a, 4a, 10a} 4a 2.80(20)e-06 4.28e-6 4.52e-6

0.7 20.0 {2a, 4a, 10a} 4a 1.08(16)e-06 1.40e-6 1.42e-6

0.8 20.0 {2a, 4a, 10a, 14a} 4a 2.24(32)e-07 3.06e-7 3.06e-7

0.9 20.0 {2a, 4a, 10a, 14a, 20a} 10a 3.29(44)e-08 3.24e-8 3.21e-8

1.0 20.0 {2a, 4a, 10a, 14a, 20a} 10a 3.9(11)e-10 4.25e-10 4.19e-10

TABLE II. Simulation parameters and results for Figure 4. α and β are the parameters in the action

(see Equation 5). {t} gives the values of t at which Qlat(t, tFV)/Qlat(t− a, tFV + a) was calculated

in order to fit the spectrum (see Section III E). tTV,fit gives that value of t at which Qlat(t, tFV) was

calculated. ΓMC is the decay rate determined by Monte Carlo (errors are only statistical). ΓFGR

and Γexact are, respectively, the “Fermi’s Golden Rule” and “exact” decay rates discussed in Section

IV A.

C. Intermediate ratios

In Section III F, we showed how the results from multiple ensembles can be combined to

build up a ratio of the form ∫
Dx exp(−SN)∫
Dx exp(−SD)

. (56)

For Figure 7, we show how this works for just one family of intermediate ratios. We construct

a series of intermediate ratios {SL(Li)} (as defined in Equation 50). For the ensemble

generated using L = 0, we simply plot the expectation value

⟨exp[−(SL(Lj)− SL(0)]⟩L=0 ≡
∫
Dx exp[−(SL(Lj)− SL(0))] exp(−SL(0))∫

Dx exp(−SL(0))
(57)

=

∫
Dx exp(−SL(Lj))∫
Dx exp(−SL(0))

. (58)
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FIG. 5. The energy spectrum ρ(E) (defined in Equation 28) of the time-evolved difference state

e−HTVt|D⟩ = e−HTVte−aHproj |FV⟩ is plotted at various times t (Hproj is defined in Section III E).

Here we set α = 0.8 and β = 20.0 in the Lagrangian. Other parameters are the same as those

given in Table I. Since we want to fit the spectrum to a Gaussian distribution and get ρ(EFV), our

results will be most accurate when t is long enough to suppress higher-energy components but short

enough that ρ(EFV) is still large.

Then for L1, we instead plot

⟨exp[−(SL(Lj)− SL(L1)]⟩L=L1 × ⟨exp[−(SL(L1)− SL(0)]⟩L=0

=

∫
Dx exp(−SL(Lj)∫
Dx exp(−SL(0))

(59)

where the second factor is what we calculated on the previous ensemble. Continuing this

pattern, for each subsequent ensemble, we plot

⟨exp[−(SL(Lj)− SL(Li)]⟩L=Li
×

(
k=i−1∏
k=0

⟨exp[−(SL(Lk+1)− SL(Lk)]⟩Lk

)

=

∫
Dx exp(−SL(Lj))∫

Dx exp(−SL(L = 0))
(60)

This means that, in Figure 7, we plot many different ways of calculating the same ratios.

From the figure, it can be seen that calculations of this same quantity on different ensembles
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Schrodinger eq
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FIG. 6. Using the Gaussian ansatz from Section III D, we can fit the ratio

Qlat(tTV, tFV)/Qlat(tTV − a, tFV + a) (discussed in Section III E) as a function of tTV. This fit

then allows us to reconstruct the spectrum of the difference state |D⟩. Here we set α = 0.8 and

β = 20.0 in the Lagrangian. Other parameters are the same as those given in Table I. The fit is

performed using only the first four Monte Carlo data points.

are consistent with each other as long as the difference in the actions SL(Lj)−SL(Li) is not

too large. We see that we will get consistent results for the final value at Lj = 1 whether

that largest value of Li that we simulate is Li = 0.4, 0.6, or 0.8.
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exp[ (SL(Lj) SL(Li)] L = Li × (
k = i 1

k = 0
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FIG. 7. The ratio ⟨exp[−(SL(Lj) − SL(Li)]⟩L=Li ×
(∏k=i−1

k=0 ⟨exp[−(SL(Lk+1)− SL(Lk)]⟩Lk

)
=∫

Dx exp(−SL(Lj))/
∫
Dx exp(−SL(L = 0)) is plotted for various choices of the final denominator

action SL(Li). The x-axis gives Lj for the numerator action SL(Lj). Here we set α = 0.8 and

β = 20.0 in the Lagrangian. Other parameters are the same as those given in Table I. The results

from different ensembles are consistent with each other as long as the difference in the actions

SL(Lj) − SL(Li) is not too large. We see that we will get consistent results for the final value at

Lj = 1 whether that largest value of Li that we simulate is Li = 0.4, 0.6, or 0.8.

V. FUTURE WORK

A. Generalization to field theory

In a field theory, the false vacuum will be distinguished from the true vacuum by the

value of some collective variable, such as ϕ̄ ≡
∫
d3xϕ(x, t) from Equation 2. Let us consider

how to define the false vacuum Hamiltonian for the field theory discussed in Section IIA.
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Naively, we might define, for example, the non-local Hamiltonian

HFV,naive ≡

H for ϕ̄ < ϕ0

H +B(ϕ̄− ϕ0)
2 otherwise

(61)

(While non-local Hamiltonians are more difficult to simulate than local Hamiltonians, they

can be handled using algorithms like Hybrid Monte Carlo.) Unfortunately, this is not a good

definition of the false vacuum Hamiltonian. The problem comes from the fact that the the

quantum false vacuum state can form small localized bubbles of the true vacuum state. If a

bubble gets too large, it becomes stable and will continue to expand until the entire system

is converted to the true vacuum state (see, for example, the discussion in [21]). To make

sure that we do not allow any stable bubbles to form, we must choose ϕ0 to be far on the

false vacuum side of the potential barrier. However, choosing ϕ0 so small may also remove

non-localized fluctuations which should be included in the false vacuum state.

Instead, we can choose a false vacuum Hamiltonian that specifically targets localized

fluctuations. We first define a smeared field ϕsmeared(x) which smooths out the fluctuations

in ϕ(x). Then, we can define a non-local Hamiltonian

HFV ≡

H for max(ϕsmeared(x)) < ϕ0

H +B(max(ϕsmeared(x))− ϕ0)
2 otherwise,

(62)

where max(ϕsmeared(x)) returns the maximum value of ϕsmeared(x) as x is varied.

Note that instead of calculating how long the field takes to be completely converted to

the true vacuum state, we can simply calculate how long it takes for a stable bubble to

form. Once a large enough bubble forms, we know that the rest of the field will eventually

transition to the true vacuum.
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B. Continuous intermediate ratios

Instead of performing many Monte Carlo simulations for the intermediate ratios of Section

III F, we can write∫
Dx exp(−Sλn)∫
Dx exp(−Sλ0)

=
∏
i

∫
Dx exp

(
−(Sλi+1

− Sλi
)
)
exp(−Sλi

)∫
Dx exp(−Sλi

)
(63)

= exp

[∑
log

(∫
Dx exp

(
−(Sλi+1

− Sλi
)
)
exp(−Sλi

)∫
Dx exp(−Sλi

)

)]
(64)

= exp

[∫ λ1

λ0

dλ log

(∫
Dx exp(− d

dλ
Sλ) exp(−Sλ)∫

Dx exp(−Sλ)

)]
. (65)

The integral over λ can be performed by the Monte Carlo method, or with some quadrature

rule.

C. Multi-action Monte Carlo

When calculating Qlat(t, tFV)/Qlat(t− a, tFV + a), instead of performing two Monte Carlo

simulations as in Section III F 2 to calculate the ratio as∫
Dx exp(−SN)∫
Dx exp(−SD)

=

∫
Dx exp(−SL(1))∫
Dx exp(−SL(0))

(∫
Dx exp(−SM(1))∫
Dx exp(−SM(0))

)−1

, (66)

we can combine the two intermediate actions into one big Monte Carlo simulation:∫
Dx exp(−SN)∫
Dx exp(−SD)

=

∫
Dx exp(−SL(1))∫

Dx [exp(−SL(0)) + exp(−SM(0))]

×

(∏
k

∫
Dx exp(−SM(1))∫

Dx [exp(−SL(0)) + exp(−SM(0))]

)−1

. (67)

Only one Monte Carlo simulation is needed because both observables are over a common

denominator.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have developed a method for calculating false vacuum decay rates using Euclidean-

time lattice Monte Carlo simulations. In Sections III B, III C, and III E, we related the

decay rate to a Euclidean-time observable through the implicit decay amplitude method
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(inspired by Fermi’s Golden Rule). In Section IIID, we discussed a simple method for

spectral reconstruction. Finally, to measure our observables, we developed a new sampling

method in Section III F which eliminated problems with ergodicity and signal suppression

at the cost of requiring multiple Monte Carlo simulations. In Section IV, we presented

our results for a simple one-dimensional quantum tunneling problem. In Section VA, we

discussed the differences between this tunneling problem and false vacuum decay in a full

quantum field theory.

Our Monte Carlo results for the decay rates can differ from the exact results by a factor

less than 2. The difference is mainly due to the error from spectral reconstruction. This

error could, in principle, be systematically reduced by calculating observables at more points

in time and by using more sophisticated methods for spectral reconstruction, although this

increases the computational cost by requiring additional Monte Carlo simulations.

Another method for calculating false vacuum decay rates (using Euclidean-time lattice

Monte Carlo) was proposed in Ref. [19]. This method was tested on the same quantum

tunneling problem (using the action from Equation 5), and so it is interesting to compare our

results. Their results for β = 9 are more accurate than ours (except perhaps for α = 0.9).

They do not have results for β = 20 because their method cannot be used for very small decay

rates. They do propose an alternative method for small decay rates, and it is possible that

their method could be extended to smaller decay rates using more sophisticated sampling

methods in the future. The sources of systematic error between the two methods are very

different. In their method, they solve the suppression problem by rejecting any configurations

with actions below a certain cut. They estimate, using the semi-classical approximation, that

this can result in their decay rates being off by a factor of order 1. They also use the semi-

classical approximation to estimate the probability flow velocity out of the false vacuum at

the classical turning point. Our method does not rely on semi-classical approximations, but

it does suffer from systematic error due to analytic continuation.

In the future, we hope to test our method on false vacuum decay in some simple field

theories. Other future directions of research could include introducing more sophisticated

spectral reconstruction with estimates of systematic errors and attempting to generalize this

method to finite temperature.



27

VII. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank our RBC and UKQCD collaborators, and especially Tom Blum, for helpful

discussions and and critical software and hardware support. L.J. and J.S. acknowledge

the support of DOE Office of Science Early Career Award DE-SC0021147, DOE grant DE-

SC0010339 and DE-SC0026314. We developed the computational code used for this work

based on Qlattice. The research reported in this work made use of computing facilities of the

USQCD Collaboration, which are funded by the Office of Science of the U.S. Department

of Energy. This work was supported by resources provided by the Scientific Data and

Computing Center (SDCC), a component of the Computational Science Initiative (CSI) at

Brookhaven National Laboratory (BNL) and a DOE Office of Science User Facility supported

by the Office of Science of the U.S. Department of Energy. Part of the computational work

for this project was conducted using resources provided by the Storrs High-Performance

Computing (HPC) cluster. We extend our gratitude to the UConn Storrs HPC and its team

for their resources and support, which aided in achieving these results.

Appendix A: Fermi’s Golden Rule for false vacuum systems

We can formally define H0 and Htr such that H = H0 + Htr, where H0 does not allow

false vacuum decay, and Htr is a small perturbation (in that its matrix elements are small for

relevant states). To begin, we need to formally divide our Hilbert space into a false vacuum

and true vacuum region. Let PFV be the projection operator

PFV(x) =

1 x < xdiv

0 xdiv ≤ x
(A1)

and define PTV ≡ 1 − PFV. Naively, these two projection operators accomplish our goal.

However, we immediately run into problems because PTVψ and PFVψ have infinite energy for

any state ψ with ψ(xdiv) ̸= 0. Even if we fix this problem by making a smoothed version of

PFV and PTV, the resulting division of true and false vacuum would be rather arbitrary. The

false vacuum and true vacuum are only well-separated for low-energy states. For sufficiently

high energy states, the barrier between the true vacuum and false vacuum is negligible.

Instead, we first define PH as the operator that projects onto the space spanned by energy

https://github.com/jinluchang/Qlattice
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eigenstates with energies greater than some threshold energy:

PH =
∑

En>Ethresh

|n⟩⟨n|. (A2)

The threshold energy should be less than the height of the potential barrier, but large enough

to include the band around the lowest resonant energy. We can also define a projection

operator onto low-energy states by PL = 1− PH. Then we define

F = PLPFVPL. (A3)

This is a Hermitian operator, and can therefore be diagonalized (it is also compact, unlike

PFV). The eigenvalues of F all lie between 0 and 1. An eigenstate with eigenvalue close

to 1 has its low-energy components localized mostly in the false vacuum, and a state with

eigenvalue close to 0 has its low-energy components localized mostly in the true vacuum.

Note also that states with low-energy components that have significant probability in both

the false and true vacuum cannot be eigenstates of F . Therefore, we divide the eigenvectors

of F into two categories based on whether the corresponding eigenvalue is less than 0.5 or

not (the exact choice of 0.5 is not important since most eigenvalues are close to either 0

or 1). Then we can define modified projection operator P ′
FV that projects onto the space

spanned by eigenvectors of F with eigenvalues greater than 0.5. We define the modified true

vacuum projection operator as P ′
TV = PL − P ′

FV.

We can now write our Hamiltonian as

H = (PH + P ′
FV + P ′

TV)H(PH + P ′
FV + P ′

TV) = H0 +Htr, (A4)

where

H0 = PHHPH + P ′
FVHP

′
FV + P ′

TVHP
′
TV (A5)

and

Htr = P ′
TVHP

′
FV + P ′

FVHP
′
TV. (A6)

Note that terms like P ′
FVHPH vanish because PH projects onto the high-energy subspace

whereas P ′
FV projects into the low-energy subspace (acting with H does not allow transitions

between the high-energy and low-energy subspaces). With this division of the Hamiltonian,

we see now that Htr is the part which is responsible for transitions of low-energy states
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from the false to the true vacuum, and vice versa. Such transitions are not allowed under

evolution with H0.

Consider the action of P ′
TVHP

′
FV on a low-energy state ψ. Acting with P ′

FV will project

out a low-energy state that is mainly localized in the false vacuum. Now if we were to evolve

P ′
FVψ with H, it would leak out exponentially slowly. Therefore, the norm of P ′

TVHPFVψ
′

is exponentially suppressed compared to the norm of ψ. By the same reasoning, the norm

of P ′
FVHP

′
TVψ is exponentially suppressed. Finally, we conclude that the norm of Htrψ

is exponentially suppressed. We can therefore treat Htr as a small perturbation from H0.

Note that the only assumption needed to justify the use of perturbation theory is that there

exist low-energy states which have an exponentially suppressed probability of transitioning

between the false and true vacuum. If this were not the case, then we would not have a false

vacuum state in the first place.

Let |FV⟩ be a state constructed from the band around the lowest resonant energy and

localized in the false vacuum. By Fermi’s Golden Rule, the transition rate from this low-

energy state to a low-energy true vacuum state is

Γ = 2π
∑
n

|⟨n|Htr|FV⟩|2δ(En − EFV) = 2π⟨FV|Htrδ(H − EFV)Htr|FV⟩, (A7)

where EFV ≡ ⟨FV|H|FV⟩ is approximately equal to the lowest resonant energy.
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