arXiv:1512.00545v2 [hep-th] 3 Feb 2016

MIT-CTP 4741 CERN-PH-TH-2015-274

Cosmology with orthogonal nilpotent superfields

Sergio Ferrara^{1,2,3}, Renata Kallosh^4, Jesse Thaler^5

1 Theoretical Physics Department, CERN CH1211 Geneva 23, Switzerland 2 INFN - Laboratori Nazionali di Frascati Via Enrico Fermi 40, I-00044 Frascati, Italy 3 Department of Physics and Astronomy, U.C.L.A., Los Angeles CA 90095-1547, USA 4 SITP and Department of Physics, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA 5 Center for Theoretical Physics, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02139, USA

Abstract

We study the application of a supersymmetric model with two constrained supermultiplets to inflationary cosmology. The first superfield S is a stabilizer chiral superfield satisfying a nilpotency condition of degree 2, S^2 = 0. The second superfield Φ is the inflaton chiral superfield, which can be combined into a real superfield B ≡^1_{2i} ( Φ − Φ ) . The real superfield B is orthogonal to S, SB = 0, and satisfies a nilpotency condition of degree 3, B^3 = 0. We show that these constraints remove from the spectrum the complex scalar sgoldstino, the real scalar inflaton partner (i.e. the “sinflaton”), and the fermionic inflatino. The corresponding supergravity model with de Sitter vacua describes a graviton, a massive gravitino, and one real scalar inflaton, with both the goldstino and inflatino being absent in unitary gauge. We also discuss relaxed superfield constraints where S^2 = 0 and SΦ is chiral, which removes the sgoldstino and inflatino, but leaves the sinflaton in the spectrum. The cosmological model building in both of these inflatino-less models offers some advantages over existing constructions.

e-mails: Sergio.Ferrara@cern.ch, kallosh@stanford.edu, jthaler@mit.edu

Contents

1 Introduction 3

2 Orthogonal nilpotent superfields: S^2 = 0, SB = 0 6 2.1 Structure in global superspace . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 2.2 Constructing an action . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

3 From global to local supersymmetry 9 3.1 Importance of unitary gauge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 3.2 Imposing the constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 3.3 Simplification in unitary gauge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

4 Supergravity potential with constrained superfields 13 4.1 A nonstandard potential . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 4.2 Derivation from the off-shell action . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

5 Inflatino-less models with orthogonal nilpotent multiplets 15 5.1 Action in unitary gauge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 5.2 Advantages for cosmology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 5.3 Gravitino dynamics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

6 Alternative inflatino-less constructions 18 6.1 Linear S terms in the Kähler potential . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 6.2 Relaxed constraints: S^2 = 0, SΦ is chiral . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

7 Discussion 19

A General Kähler potential without a shift symmetry 21

B Orthogonality condition in local supersymmetry 22

C Relaxed constraints in local supersymmetry 23

1 Introduction

De Sitter space plays a crucial role in our current understanding of cosmological observations [1]. The inflationary epoch in the early universe occurs in approximate de Sitter space, and the present day acceleration of the universe will lead to de Sitter space asymptotically. If supersymmetry is realized in nature, then it must be spontaneously broken during any de Sitter phase. It is therefore interesting to study de Sitter vacua with spontaneously broken local supersymmetry, especially in cases where the interaction of matter with gravity is an essential ingredient.

In a cosmological context, one can ask whether supersymmetry is linearly or nonlinearly realized in a de Sitter phase. Standard linear multiplets involve partner particles which differ by a half-unit of spin [2]: spin-0 scalars with spin-1/2 fermions, spin-1/2 fermions with spin-1 vectors, spin-3/2 gravitino with spin-2 graviton, and so on. These supermultiplets form representations of the superalgebra and the supersymmetry operation flips the spin of the state by 1/2. It was first recognized in [3] by Volkov-Akulov (VA) that spontaneously broken global supersymmetry can also be realized nonlinearly. In such cases, the corresponding goldstino multiplet contains a spin-1/2 fermion, but it does not contain a spin-0 or spin-1 partner; rather, a nonlinear supersymmetry operation flips a 1-particle fermion state into a 2-particle fermion state. It was recognized a long time ago in [4] that nonlinear realizations of supersymmetry can also be described using constrained superfields, and interest in constrained multiplets was renewed in [5, 6]. While constrained multiplets were originally introduced for global supersymmetry, they can be consistently generalized to local supersymmetry, as will be explained below.

In this paper, we show how single-field inflation can be consistently embedded in local supergravity with the help of constrained multiplets. The resulting supergravity action is surprisingly economical, since it describes the dynamics of just a single real inflaton, a graviton, and a massive gravitino. Our construction uses the superfield content of [7], with two constrained chiral multiplets S and Φ. The stabilizer field S satisfies a nilpotency condition of degree 2,^1 S^2 = 0, (1.1)

and the inflaton is embedded in an orthogonal multiplet Φ satisfying

SB = 0, B ≡ 1 2i ( Φ − Φ ) . (1.2)

The real superfield B also satisfies a nilpotency condition of degree 3, B^3 = 0 [5]. Naively, a chiral inflaton muliplet Φ would contain a fermionic inflatino partner and an additional real “sinflaton” scalar partner,^2 but such states are absent in the nonlinear realization. As we will

1We use the terms “nilpotent” and degree of nilpotency as if superfields were square matrices: a superfield X(x, θ, θ̄) is nilpotent of degree r if r is the least positive integer such that X^r = 0. The term “orthogonal” will be used here as in the case of vectors: two superfields X and Y are orthogonal if XY = 0.

2We use the axion-saxion naming convention here. Together, the real inflation and real sinflation form a complex scalar which appears in the lowest component of Φ.

explain, this presents new opportunities for inflationary model building, since cosmological challenges presented by the inflatino and sinflaton are now absent.

The importance of the S^2 = 0 constraint for cosmology is already well known. The unconstrained linear S multiplet has components

S = (S, χ^s, F^s), (1.3)

where χ^s is the goldstino, S is its scalar partner (i.e. the sgoldstino), and the F^s auxiliary field is the order parameter for supersymmetry breaking. While there have been attempts to identify the sgoldstino with the inflaton [8], sgoldstino inflation scenarios face a number of challenges [9]. Therefore, it is typically necessary to stabilize S and decouple it from cosmological evolution. For example, in the case of a supergravity version of the Starobinsky model, one can use a linear realization of supersymmetry [10] and stabilize the sgoldstino via a Kähler potential term −c(SS)^2 [11]. More economically and elegantly, though, one can use a nonlinear realization of supersymmetry and simply remove the sgoldstino via the S^2 = 0 constraint [12] and in this way one can build the bosonic part of Volkov-Akulov-Starobinsky supergravity.^3

A proposal to use the nilpotent multiplet in a general class of cosmological models was made in [13], starting with Lagrange multipliers in the superconformal models underlying supergravity. The stabilizer field S with S^2 = 0 is now known as a nilpotent multiplet, and the resulting inflationary models are known as “sgoldstino-less” models. By now, there are various cosmological inflationary models consistent with the data and yielding supersymmetry breaking at the minimum of the potential [14–17]. Many recent developments on sgoldstino-less models were described in [18, 19], as well as other directions of work with constrained superfields. There are also supersymmetric effective field theories (EFTs) of inflation [20, 21] built using nilpotent multiplets [22, 7].

It is important to mention that the S^2 = 0 nilpotency condition is of more general interest beyond inflationary cosmology. Unlike the gravitino mass parameter m_{3/2} which contributes universally to a negative cosmological constant in local supersymmetry, the S multiplet always contributes a positive cosmological constant, so it naturally appears in studies of de Sitter space. The minimal case of local supersymmetry coupled just to S leads to a nonlinear realization of pure de Sitter supergravity without low energy scalars [23, 24]. The action is complete with all higher order fermion couplings, and this complete locally supersymmetric action can be subsequently coupled to matter fields [24–26]. In string theory, nilpotent multiplets arise [27, 28] when constructing supersymmetric versions of KKLT uplifting to de Sitter vacua [29].^4 The nilpotent multiplet plays an important role in KKLT and LVS moduli stabilization scenarios, in particular for applications to particle phenomenology and cosmology [33]. Nilpotent multiplets also appear in studies of supersymmetry breaking with

3In [12], supersymmetry is restored at the minimum of the potential, though, and the constrained goldstino multiplet S becomes singular.

4The idea that open string theory and spontaneous symmetry breaking may be associated with branes and non-linearly realized supersymmetry were discussed a while ago [30–32], but only recently were explicit constructions presented.

multiple “goldstini” [34]. In our view, the fact that the complete VA nonlinear goldstino action appears on the D-brane world-volume in string theory [27] suggests that the consideration of constrained versus unconstrained multiplets (and linear versus nonlinear realizations) is broader issue than originally envisaged.

The goal of this paper is apply the logic of nonlinear realizations and superfield constraints to the inflaton itself. The unconstrained inflaton multiplet Φ has components

Φ = (φ + ib, χ^ϕ, F^ϕ), (1.4)

where φ is the inflaton, b is the sinflaton, χ^ϕ is the inflatino, and F^ϕ is an auxiliary field. Just as the nilpotency constraint S^2 = 0 projects out the sgoldstino S and replaces it with a goldstino bilinear term, the orthogonality constraint SB = 0 implies that b, χ^ϕ, and F^ϕ are no longer independent fields and are instead functionals of χ^s, F^s, and φ. The fact that superfield constraints reduce the total number of physical low energy degrees of freedom was one of the motivations for the study of such constrained systems. The relevance of the constrained S and Φ fields for cosmological applications was described in [7] in the context of building a minimal supersymmetric EFT for fluctuations about a fixed inflationary background. Here, we are interested in studying the full inflationary dynamics, including the end of inflation.

For cosmological applications, the key feature of these orthogonal nilpotent superfields is that they have a particularly simple form when χ^s = 0. In a locally supersymmetric action, one can make a choice of unitary gauge for the gravitino where χ^s = 0. We will show that in this gauge χ^s = 0 ⇒ S = b = χ^ϕ = F^ϕ = 0, (1.5)

such that the sgoldstino, sinflaton, inflatino, and inflaton auxiliary field are not just constrained, but entirely absent from the action. This presents an extraordinary opportunity for cosmology. First, in cosmological models with 2 unconstrained superfields, one has to work hard to stabilize three of the scalars—Re(S), Im(S), and b—since cosmological data favors a single scalar field inflaton φ. The constraints S^2 = 0, SB = 0 automatically project out these unwanted scalar modes while maintaining a nonlinear realization of supersymmetry. Second, at the end of inflation in the presence of two chiral fermions χ^s and χ^ϕ, there is a problem of gravitino-inflatino mixing [35–37], which makes the study of matter creation in the early universe very complicated. Supergravity models based on orthogonal nilpotent superfields have no inflatino in unitary gauge and therefore no gravitino-inflatino mixing. These are obvious advantages for cosmology.

In addition, the fact that F^ϕ = 0 means the scalar potential of these models is different from ones studied in the past. In the simplest case with a canonically-normalized inflaton, we will show that the scalar potential takes the form

V (ϕ) = f^2(φ) − 3κ^2g^2(φ) = f^2(φ) − 3M^2_{Pl}m^2_{3/2}(φ), (1.6)

where κ = √ 8πG = M^{−1}_{Pl} , f(φ) is related to the degree of supersymmetry breaking, and g(φ) gives rise to a field-dependent gravitino mass m_{3/2}(φ). Surprisingly, g^′(φ) is absent from the potential, which appears to be a generic prediction of inflatino-less constructions using constrained multiplets. As shown in [38], this feature simplifies the construction of viable cosmological models. Here, our focus is showing that inflatino-less models in de Sitter supergravity are internally consistent.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. We review the structure of orthogonal nilpotent superfields in global supersymmetry in section 2 and then generalize it to local supersymmetry in section 3. We highlight a counterintuitive feature of the scalar potential in section 4 and discuss generic aspects of inflatino-less models in 5. We provide alternative inflatino-less constructions in section 6 and conclude in section 7.

2 Orthogonal nilpotent superfields: S^2 = 0, SB = 0

2.1 Structure in global superspace

We start our discussion in global superspace. Consider a chiral superfield D_{α̇}S = 0 which is nilpotent of degree 2. In the chiral basis y^μ = x^μ + iθσ^μθ̄ where

S(y^μ, θ) = S(y) + √ 2θχ^s(y) + θ^2F^s(y), (2.1)

the second degree nilpotency condition

S^2(y, θ) = 0 (2.2)

leads to 3 constraint equations involving the complex scalar sgoldstino S(x), the fermionic field goldstino χ^s(x),^5 and the auxiliary field F^s(x):

S^2 = 0, Sχ^s = 0, S =

(χ^s)^2 2F^s . (2.3)

Because the sgoldstino has been removed from the low energy spectrum, this nilpotent superfield has proved to be very useful in constructing viable cosmological models in the framework of 2-superfield models [14–19].

Following [7], we introduce a second chiral multiplet Φ

Φ(y^μ, θ) = Φ(y) + √ 2θχ^ϕ(y) + θ^2F^ϕ(y) (2.4)

with Φ(x) = φ(x) + ib(x). (2.5) Here, the real scalar φ(x) is the inflaton, the real scalar b(x) is its sinflaton partner, the fermion χ^ϕ is the inflatino, and F^ϕ is the auxiliary field. From the anti-chiral superfield

Φ(ȳ^μ, θ) = Φ(ȳ) + √ 2θ̄χ^ϕ(ȳ) + θ̄^2F^ϕ(ȳ), (2.6)

5In local supersymmetry models with many matter multiplets, the name goldstino is typically reserved for the combination v of various spin 1/2 fields interacting with gravitino via ψ_μγ^μv, see section 3.1. The χ^s field will have this property, which justifies the name here.

we can construct the real superfield B, B(x, θ, θ̄) ≡ 1 2i ( Φ − Φ ) . (2.7)

This B field can be defined in a basis where the chiral superfield is short, and the anti-chiral superfield is long. Namely, we keep (2.1) and (2.4) but rewrite Φ as

Φ(y^μ − 2iθσ^μθ̄, θ̄) = Φ(y) + √ 2θ̄χ^ϕ(y) + θ̄^2F^ϕ(y) + . . . (2.8)

We impose an orthogonality constraint on B via

S(y, θ)B(y, θ, θ̄) = 0. (2.9)

This orthogonality relation produces a number of constraint equations for the component fields, for each of the θ^mθ̄^n with 0 ≤ m ≤ 2 and 0 ≤ n ≤ 2. By solving these equations one finds the following [5, 7]:^6

1. The first component of the inflaton multiplet has a real scalar field inflaton φ as well as fermionic χ^s-dependent terms:

Φ = φ + i 2 χ^s F^s σ^μ χ^s F^s ∂_μφ + 1 8 (( χ^s F^s )_2 ∂_ν ( χs F^s ) σ^μσ^ν χ^s F^s − c.c. ) ∂_μφ (2.10) − i 32 ( χs F^s )_2( χs F^s )_2 ∂_μ ( χs F^s ) (σ^ρσ^μσ^ν + σ^μσ^ν σ^ρ)∂_ν ( χs F^s ) ∂_ρφ. Note that there is no independent scalar sinflaton b(x) in this expression, and it has been replaced by terms bilinear or higher in the fermion χ^s. This is desirable from the perspective of cosmology, since there is no need to worry about this sinflaton mode being too light (or tachyonic). This is the analogous feature that we saw with the S^2 = 0 nilpotency condition; the sgoldstino S no longer contributes to the bosonic evolution since it is constrained to be a function of the fermions S = (χ^s)^2/(2F^s). Moreover, when we transition to local supersymmetry in section 3, we can work in a unitary gauge for the gravitino where χ^s = 0, in which case we will be able to show that Φ = φ is a pure real function.

2. The inflatino χ^ϕ is no longer independent and is rather proportional to the goldstino χ^s: χ^ϕ = iσ^μ χ^s F^s ∂_μΦ. (2.11)

This striking feature of the orthogonality/nilpotency constraint might lead to a solution of the long-standing cosmological problem of gravitino-inflatino mixing which will be explained in detail in sections 3 and 5. The importance of this is that in unitary gauge, both the inflatino χ^ϕ and the goldstino χ^s fermion vanish and the only relevant fermionic degree of freedom is the massive gravitino.

6Because [7] only considered fluctuations about a fixed inflationary background, derivative terms on F were neglected.

3. The auxiliary field is at least quadratic or higher in χ^s: F^ϕ = −∂_ν ( χs F^s ) σ^μσ^ν ( χs F^s ) ∂_μΦ + 1 2 ( χs F^s )_2 ∂^2Φ. (2.12)

The fact that F^ϕ vanishes in unitary gauge in a locally supersymmetric model leads to an interesting conclusion that the dependence of the off-shell bosonic potential on F^ϕ is eliminated into the fermionic sector, as discussed in section 4.

By direct computation, one can show that the nilpotency condition (2.3) and orthogonality condition (2.9) imply a 3rd degree nilpotency condition [5]

B^3(x, θ, θ̄) = 0. (2.13)

This can be understood since the imaginary part of Φ contains one undifferentiated 2- component spinor χ^s, and therefore the product of 3 of them vanishes.

2.2 Constructing an action

The most general supersymmetric action for the S and Φ superfields at the 2-derivative level is L = ∫ d^4θ K(S, S; Φ, Φ) + ( ∫ d^2θ W (S, Φ) + h.c. ) . (2.14)

In a cosmological context, it is often useful to impose an approximate shift symmetry on the inflaton φ, which is only broken by the holomorphic superpotential. This can be accomplished by requiring that the Kähler potential has a manifest inflaton shift symmetry and depends only on the real superfield B via (see also [7]):

K(S, S; Φ, Φ) = SS + B^2. (2.15)

Here we neglect terms linear in S and in B, since they may be removed by a Kähler transform.

The superpotential is a holomorphic function of the inflaton superfield Φ, therefore it cannot depend on the shift symmetric B (which contains the anti-holomorphic Φ). Any dependence of the superpotential on Φ introduces deviation from the shift symmetry of the Kähler potential given in (2.15).^7 The most general superpotential we can write is

W (S, Φ) = f(Φ) S + g(Φ). (2.16)

Going beyond the assumption of a strict shift symmetry in (2.15), the most general form of the Kähler potential consistent with nilpotency and orthogonality is

K(S, S; Φ, Φ) = h_0(A) SS + h_1(A) + h_2(A) B + h_3(A) B^2, A ≡ 1 2 ( Φ + Φ ) . (2.17)

7In [7], the superpotential was taken to be independent of the inflaton, leading to a flat inflaton potential. In that case, ⟨φ̇⟩ must be inserted by hand, as expected since that EFT only aims to describe fluctuations about a fixed inflating background.

However, this expression can typically be simplified using field redefinitions and Kähler transformations; the details are given in appendix A. Assuming the h_i(A) functions are not pathological, (2.17) can be reduced to

K(S, S; Φ, Φ) = SS + h(A) B^2. (2.18)

The function h(φ) generates a nonminimal Kähler metric for Φ and introduces an additional breaking of the shift symmetry. For simplicity, we set h(φ) = 1 for our discussion in section 5, though it might lead to interesting features for cosmological model building.

With regards to model building, it is sometimes more convenient to start with general models in the form

K(S, S; Φ, Φ) = h_0(A) SS + k(Φ, Φ), W = f(Φ) S + g(Φ), S^2 = SB = 0, (2.19)

where k(Φ, Φ) might have a particular symmetry before the constraints are imposed and the term h_0(A) is present in string-inspired models with warped geometry. For example, α-attractor models [16, 17] have a hyperbolic Kähler geometry encoded in k(Φ, Φ), and one might therefore be interested in using these geometric variables directly instead of performing a Kähler transform to simplify the Kähler potential. Examples with warped geometry are given in section 4 of [28], where Φ is a multiplet representing the volume of an extra dimension. Of course, (2.17) and (2.19) are physically equivalent, but using variables with particular physics interpretations may be preferable as a starting point. Indeed, using both variable choices might give extra insights into cosmological model building.

3 From global to local supersymmetry

In ordinary cosmological models with local supersymmetry and (at least) two chiral multiplets, the inflaton is an unconstrained chiral superfield and the inflatino is present in the low energy spectrum.^8 There is only one combination of the spin 1/2 particles which can be removed by a gauge fixing condition, and the inflatino generically remains mixed with gravitino. For this reason, the analysis of gravitino-inflatino production in models with two or more chiral multiplets is rather involved [35–37] (see section 5 below). As anticipated in (2.11), we now show how the orthogonality condition SB = 0 plus the appropriate gravitino gauge choice can remove these inflatino complications.

Compared to the previous section, we are now transitioning from 2-component Weyl notation to 4-component Majorana notation for the fermions in order to make contact with the supergravity literature.

8There are inflationary models built from just one chiral multiplet [39–41], in which case the inflatino and the goldstino are identified. In such models, there is no inflatino in unitary gauge and therefore no inflatino-gravitino mixing. However, in these models it is very difficult to achieve supersymmetry breaking at the end of inflation [41] and a second field typically has to be introduced.

3.1 Importance of unitary gauge

Local supersymmetry, as any gauge symmetry, requires a choice of the gauge-fixing condition. The super-Higgs effect, where the gravitino ψ_μ becomes massive by eating a goldstino v, can be explained by the fact that the action with local supersymmetry requires a gravitinogoldstino mixing term ψ̄^μγ_μ v + h.c., (3.1)

where the goldstino v is some combination of spin 1/2 fermions. In the case of cosmological models with two superfields, a nilpotent stabilizer S and an unconstrained inflaton multiplet Φ, the goldstino field is v = 1 √ 2 e^{K/2}(χ^s∇_sW + χ^ϕ∇_ϕW ), (3.2)

where ∇_i is a Kähler-covariant derivative with respect to the i-th chiral multiplet.

The possible unitary gauges for models with a nilpotent multiplet and an unconstrained inflaton multiplet were discussed in [42]. It turns out that the standard unitary gauge

v = 0 (3.3)

is not convenient for calculational purposes. The reason is that the uneaten linear combination of χ^s and χ^ϕ has complicated couplings inherited from the high powers of χ^s interactions necessitated by the S^2 = 0 constraint. An alternative unitary gauge is^9

χ^s = 0, (3.4)

which has some calculational advantages since it removes these higher order terms in χ^s. The gauge, however, leaves a mixing term between the gravitino and inflatino,

ψ̄^μγ_μ 1√ 2 e^{K/2}χ^ϕ∇_ϕW. (3.5)

Note that one can set either v = 0 or χ^s = 0 in these constructions, and one cannot realize both simultaneously unless ∇_ϕW = 0.

In this context, imposing the orthogonality constraint SB = 0 is a particularly attractive option, since it suggests the possibility of consistent “inflatino-less” cosmological models. Recall from (2.11) that in global supersymmetry, the vanishing of χ^s implies the vanishing of inflatino:

χ^s = 0 ⇒ χ^ϕ = 0. (3.6) If this relation were also to hold in local supersymmetry, then we could find a unitary gauge choice where v = 0 and χ^s = 0, (3.7) despite the fact that local gauge symmetry naively allows only one of these conditions. As we show below, (3.6) is indeed valid in local models, allowing us to achieve a very interesting class of inflatino-less cosmological models.

9Any gauge-fixing condition of local supersymmetry which depends only on chiral matter fermions and not on the gravitino is a unitary gauge, in the sense that there are no propagating ghost degrees of freedom. This is as opposed to gauges like γ^μψ_μ = 0 or D^μψ_μ = 0 which do necessitate propagating ghosts.

3.2 Imposing the constraints

In order to verify (3.6), we need to figure out how the constraint SB = 0 and the corresponding equations (2.10), (2.11), and (2.12) are modified in models with local supersymmetry.

In case of a single nilpotent constraint S^2 = 0, the generalization from global to local supersymmetry is known. At the level of the superconformal theory, the constraint can be implemented via a Lagrange multiplier, a chiral superfield Λ [13]. By supplementing the superconformal action with [Λ S^2]_F + h.c., (3.8)

one can write down the superconformal action (3.8) in components, where the nilpotent chiral multiplet is (S, χ^s, F^s) and the Lagrange multiplier is (Λ, χ^Λ, F^Λ). The corresponding locally superconformal action is given in [23]. The field equation for Λ(x) in the local superconformal theory follows and is given by

2SF^s − (χ^s)^2 + √ 2ψ̄_μγ^μSP_Lχ^s +^1_2ψ̄_μP_Rγ^{μν} ψ_ν S^2 = 0 . (3.9)

By inspecting this equation together with similar equations for χ^Λ and F^Λ, one finds that the solution of S^2 = 0 from (2.3) remains valid in the local theory, the most important one being 2SF^s − (χ^s)^2 = 0 . (3.10)

We also see here that a nontrivial solution is possible only for F^s ≠ 0. This, in turn, means that the positive contribution to the cosmological constant |F^s|^2 in a model with local supersymmetry is a necessary consequence of the existence of a nontrivial nilpotent multiplet in a local theory.

The new orthogonality constraint SB = 0 is no longer holomorphic. This makes it more complicated to transition from the global theory to the local one, since it requires a Dterm analysis in the superconformal theory. First, it is straightforward to prove that by supplementing the superconformal action with a complex vector Lagrange multiplier Ω,

[Ω SB]_D + h.c., (3.11)

the equations of motion for Ω impose the superfield constraint SB = 0.^{10} That said, it is a bit more involved to show how the constraints arising from SB = 0 are modified in the local case, since this constraint equation now involves terms containing the gravitino and the vector auxiliary field of supergravity.

Before proceeding on this, it is worth reflecting on why the nilpotent constraint S^2 = 0 gives expressions (2.3) and (3.10) which are equally valid in global and local supersymmetry. The local superconformal calculus and the rules for multiplication of superfields are well known; for example, in the case of chiral multiplets, the comparison between the global and local rules is described in chapter 16.2.1 of [43]. In general, any ordinary derivative that

10Alternatively, one can impose two real constraints, (S + S)B = 0 and i(S − S)B = 0, using two real vector Lagrange multiplier superfields.

appears in the global case must be replaced by a superconformal derivative in the local case (defined, e.g., in (16.34) and (16.37) of [43]). These superconformal derivatives introduce dependence on the gravitino and on the vector auxiliary field which were absent in the global case, in principle modifying the meaning of S^2 = 0. Note, however, that all equations in (2.3) depend only on the undifferentiated spinor χ^s and undifferentiated scalar S. Therefore, there is no place in these algebraic equations to replace ordinary derivatives with superconformal ones. This is a shortcut to reach the conclusion that the global constraints in (2.3) are valid in the local theory. Note that this same logic holds for any holomorphic constraint.^{11} In the case of SB = 0, on the other hand, the constraints depend on supercovariant derivatives. This is expected since the global equations (2.10)-(2.12) depend on ordinary derivatives. One can see this explicitly in appendix B where we derive the local version of SB = 0 using the tensor calculus in supergravity [45, 46]. The supercovariant derivatives of S and χ^s are D̂_μS = ∂_μS − i 2 ψ̄_μχ^s_L, (3.12)

D̂_μχ^s_L = D_μχ^s_L − ( /DS)ψ_{μR} − F^sψ_{μL} −^i_2 A_μχ^s_L, (3.13)

where D_μψ is an ordinary covariant derivative of a spinor including the spin connection, and A_μ is the vector auxiliary field. These additional terms present in the local case significantly complicate the derivation of the constrained Φ components.

3.3 Simplification in unitary gauge

Crucially, however, there is a simplification to the SB = 0 constraint equation if we work in unitary gauge where χ^s = S = 0. In that case

χ^s = 0 ⇒ D̂_μS = 0, (3.14) D̂_μχ^s_L = −F^sψ_μ. (3.15)

At first glance, this might not seem like enough of a simplification, since D̂_μχ^s_L still involves the gravitino and the (nonzero) auxiliary field F^s. The key point, though, is that each fermionic term on the right-hand sides of (2.10)-(2.12) contains as a factor at least one undifferentiated spinor χ^s, which goes to zero in unitary gauge. As shown explicitly in appendix B, this undifferentiated χ^s remains as a factor in the local expressions as well. So even if D̂_μχ^s_L is nonvanishing, any terms that depend on it do vanish in this unitary gauge.

We therefore conclude that when the local supersymmetry is gauge fixed with χ^s = 0, the constrained values of the inflatino χ^ϕ and auxiliary field F^ϕ vanish:

χ^s = 0 ⇒ χ^ϕ = F^ϕ = 0. (3.16)

11An interesting example of a holomorphic constraint is the chiral orthogonality condition SΦ = 0 [44, 5]. This removes the scalar modes from Φ but leaves the auxiliary field F^ϕ, as is relevant for describing more general matter interactions [19].

Moreover, the scalar component of Φ reduces to just a real inflaton:

Φ = φ. (3.17)

The above logic is validated by the explicit computation in appendix B, which shows that nonzero terms involving the gravitino, which are indeed possible in principle, are in fact absent from the SB = 0 constraint equations in unitary gauge. This now opens the possibility of consistent inflatino-less cosmological models with local supersymmetry.

An interesting property of unitary gauge with vanishing inflatino and sinflaton is that the bosonic part of the vector auxiliary field

A^{bosonic} μ = i 2 (K_i∂_μz^i − K¯_i∂_μz̄^ī) (3.18)

vanishes for Kähler potentials of the form (2.18), though not in the general case (2.19) prior to performing a Kähler transform.

4 Supergravity potential with constrained superfields

In addition to the fact that the inflatino vanishes in unitary gauge, an interesting feature of (3.16) is that the auxiliary field F^ϕ vanishes in this gauge as well. In more general gauges, F^ϕ is nonzero but SB = 0 still implies that F^ϕ does not have a bosonic part. This leads to an interesting property of the bosonic action in these inflatino-less models.

4.1 A nonstandard potential

In ordinary supergravity with unconstrained multiplets, one would expect the supergravity potential with two chiral multiplets S and Φ to take the form

V = e^K (∇_iW g^{iī} ∇¯_iW − 3|W |^2), i = s, ϕ. (4.1)

If the S multiplet is nilpotent, the potential is still given by (4.1), simply evaluated at S = 0. The reason this works is that F^s is a full auxiliary field whose value is determined by its equation of motion, just as in the unconstrained case.

By contrast, if the Φ multiplet is orthogonal with F^ϕ being fermionic, the potential takes the unusual form V = e^K (∇_sW g^{ss̄} ∇_{s̄}W − 3|W |^2), ∇_ϕW ≠ 0. (4.2)

That is, the term ∇_ϕW is not present in the potential, despite the fact that the bosonic part of ∇_ϕW is nonvanishing. The intuitive reason for this result is that F^ϕ does not appear in the component action and has no equation of motion to contribute a ∇_ϕW term to the potential.

4.2 Derivation from the off-shell action

Because (4.2) is sufficiently counter-intuitive, it deserves further explanation. One way to explain it is to start with off-shell supergravity in the form given in [25],^{12} namely

e^{−1}L_{off−shell} = (F^i − F^i_G)g_i¯_i(F^ī − F^ī_G) + e^{−1}L^{book} , (4.3) where F^i_G ≡ −e^{K/2}g^{iī} ∇¯_iW + (F^i_G)^f . (4.4) In these expressions, (F^i_G)^f depends on fermions and L^{book} is the full supergravity action in [43] with auxiliary fields eliminated on their equations of motion. For unconstrained multiplets, the first term in (4.3) vanishes on the F^i equations of motion.

Let us start with the case where S is nilpotent but Φ is unconstrained. If we are interested only in the bosonic action, we can use the expressions above together with the constraint in (2.3) and deduce that the F^s and F^ϕ equations of motion are still F^s = −e^{K/2}g^{sī} ∇¯_iW , F^ϕ = −e^{K/2}g^{ϕī} ∇¯_iW , (4.5) except everywhere the condition S = 0 (4.6) must be inserted. The bosonic potential in this case is simply

V = e^K (∇_iW g^{iī} ∇¯_iW − 3|W |^2) | | |_{S=0} i = s, ϕ. (4.7)

Now consider the situation with an orthogonality constraint on Φ. It is convenient to separate the action into terms that depend on the auxiliary fields,

L(F, F ) = (F^i − F^i_G)g_i¯_i(F^ī − F^ī_G) − F^i_Gg_i¯_iF^ī_G, (4.8) and terms that are independent of F^i,

F^i_Gg_i¯_iF^ī_G + e^{−1}L^{book} . (4.9) Note that the contribution to the bosonic potential proportional to |∇_iW |^2 is absent in (4.9). With the orthogonality condition on Φ, the new and unusual situation is that the off-shell auxiliary field F^ϕ is constrained to be F^ϕ_{bosonic} = 0, (4.10) as implied by the local version of (2.12). Therefore F^ϕ does not contribute in (4.8), L(F, F ) | | |_{bosonic} ⇒ F^sgss̄F^{s̄} + e^{K/2}(F^s∇sW + ∇s̄W F^{s̄}), (4.11)

12We replace the index α labeling chiral multiplets in [25, 43] by i here.

and the total bosonic potential comes from integrating out F^s and from the terms in (4.9), leading to V = e^K (|∇_sW |^2 − 3|W |^2) | | S=0 , ∇_ϕW ≠ 0, (4.12)

as claimed above and taking into account that S^2 = 0.

The argument above can also be given using the off-shell supergravity equations in the construction of [46]. In that language, the part of the action relevant for the bosonic potential is − 1 3 ÛÛ^∗ + (ÛW + Û^∗W )e^{K/2} + K_{ij̄}ĥ^iĥ^{j̄} + (ĥ^iD_iW + ĥ^īD_īW )e^{K/2}. (4.13)

In the standard unconstrained situation, integrating out the compensator field Û and the auxiliary fields ĥ^i leaves us with the supergravity potential in (4.1). If in this off-shell action we first take into account that ĥ^ϕ is fermionic, though, then the contribution of the term ∇_ϕW will drop out from the bosonic part of the action, leading to (4.12).

5 Inflatino-less models with orthogonal nilpotent multiplets

As an example of the model building possibilities presented by inflatino-less constructions, consider supergravity models with a shift-symmetric Kähler potential as in (2.15) and a generic superpotential as in (2.16):

K(S, S; Φ, Φ) = SS − 1 4 (Φ − Φ)^2, W = f(Φ) S + g(Φ), S^2 = SB = 0. (5.1)

In these models, violation of the inflaton shift symmetry enters only via the superpotential.

5.1 Action in unitary gauge

In the unitary gauge with χ^s = 0, the action corresponding to (5.1) is surprisingly simple:

e^{−1}L = 1 2κ^2 [ R(ω(e)) − ψ̄_μγ^{μνρ}D_ν ψ_ρ + L_{SG,torsion} ]

+ g(φ) 2 ψ̄_μγ^{μν} ψ_ν − 1 2 (∂φ)^2 + 3κ^2g^2(φ) − f^2(φ). (5.2)

The field-dependent gravitino mass is

m_{3/2}(φ) = g(φ)κ^2 = g(φ)M^{−2}_{Pl} , (5.3)

and we have taken the simple case where g(φ) and f(φ) are both real functions. Here, the gravitino kinetic term is noncanonical in order to scale out the κ coupling, the spinor derivative D_μ is a vierbein-dependent spin connection, and L_{SG,torsion} is the standard quartic in gravitino term in N = 1 supergravity. There are numbers of ways to confirm this action. One way is to start from the results in [24, 25], set χ^s = 0 and b = 0, and remove the (g^′)^2 term from the potential as advocated in section 4. An alternative approach is to use the explicit action in [26] following from the general formula given in [25]. In particular the term proportional to ϵ^{μνρσ}ψ̄_μγ_ν ψ_ν A_ρ with the vector auxiliary field vanishes in models based on (5.1), as explained in (3.18).

The action in (5.2) describes the graviton, the gravitino with a field-dependent mass term proportional to g(φ), a canonically normalized inflaton φ, and an inflaton potential:

V (ϕ) = f^2(φ) − 3κ^2g^2(φ) = f^2(φ) − 3M^2_{Pl}m^2_{3/2}(φ). (5.4)

This potential has a de Sitter vacuum under the condition that V > 0 at V^′ ≡ ∂V/∂φ = 0, namely f^2 − 3κ^2g^2 > 0 at ff^′ − 3κ^2gg^′ = 0. (5.5)

There is no sinflaton, sgoldstino, or inflatino in the spectrum.

We can also look at general models in the form of (2.19) where the geometry of the moduli space is important but with canonical SS, using [24–26]. In such cases, there will be a few corrections to the action in (5.2): the kinetic term of the real scalar will include dependence on k_{ΦΦ}, the potential might have a nontrivial factor of e^{K(φ)} in front, and the spinor derivative of the gravitino might include a nonvanishing vector auxiliary field in (3.18).

5.2 Advantages for cosmology

Supergravity actions based on (5.2) have various advantages for constructing inflationary models and for studying reheating and matter creation after inflation. First, due to the nilpotency and orthogonality constraints, there is only one real scalar inflaton, in agreement with current cosmological data consistent with a single scalar field driving inflation. Second, the three other scalars (complex sgoldstino and real sinflaton) which would be present for unconstrained multiplets are absent and therefore require no stabilization. Third, the absence of the inflatino simplifies the investigation of matter creation at the end of inflation. It is rather encouraging that these three desirable features are present in a locally supersymmetric action.

To understand this importance of these features, it is worth reflecting on the complications present in previous models. In earlier nilpotent models with S^2 = 0 [14–19], the absence of the complex sgoldstino is well known. But because Φ was unconstrained, it was still necessary to stabilize the sinflaton field b in order to ensure that the evolution of the universe is driven by a single scalar inflaton φ. For stabilizing the sinflaton, one can introduce terms associated with the bisectional curvature of the Kähler manifold [47]. In particular, by adding terms of the form

K ⊃ C(Φ, Φ) SS(Φ − Φ)^2, (5.6) one can make the sinflaton heavy m^2_b ∼ C(Φ, Φ) |F^s|^2 and proportional to the moduli space bisectional curvature R_{SSΦΦ} ∼ C(Φ, Φ). Alternatively, terms in the Kähler potential of the form K ⊃ (Φ − Φ)^4 (5.7)

have been shown to stabilize b [16]. In both cases, making b heavy removes it from the cosmological evolution.

Even if the sinflaton was constrained, however, the inflatino was still present in the dynamics, which introduced significant complications in understanding the end of inflation [35–37]. To our knowledge, there is no nilpotent model in the literature with a heavy inflatino (see, however, (6.1) below). As a partial solution, recent inflationary models have been constructed such that ∇_ϕW = 0 at the minimum of the potential [14–17]. In this case, there is no mixing of the gravitino with the remaining spin 1/2 field as in (3.5) in χ^s = 0 unitary gauge, at least at the minimum. This condition is still not quite satisfactory, though, since ∇_ϕW does not vanish exactly for oscillations about the minimum of the potential, still leading to gravitino-inflatino mixing. This complicates the whole analysis of creation of matter at the end of inflation, since the equations of motion for the gravitino do not decouple from the leftover combination of the matter multiplets. For this reason, the fact that orthogonal nilpotent multiplets have no inflatino in their spectrum is very promising.

5.3 Gravitino dynamics

The super-Higgs mechanism in cosmology was studied in [35], where the supersymmetry breaking scale was shown to be equal to

α = 3M^2_{Pl}(H^2 + m^2_{3/2}), (5.8)

where H is the Hubble parameter. The equations of motion for the gravitino were derived in [48] for a model with one chiral inflaton multiplet, assuming that during inflation the inflaton is real, and therefore terms depending on the vector auxiliary field A_μ drop from the bosonic evolution. Analogous equations for gravitino were given in [49].

Later, a more general form of the gravitino equations for models with any number of chiral multiplets was derived in [35], and the case of two chiral multiplets was treated in detail. As in section 3.1, however, it was not possible to find a unitary gauge choice which would remove all mixing terms between the gravitino and the chiral fermions. Moreover, the vector auxiliary field played a significant role in the gravitino equations of motion in an FRW background, since one had to use “hatted” time derivatives in the form ^∂_0 = ∂_0 −^i_2 γ_5A^{bosonic}_0 .

These complications are now absent for these new inflatino-less constructions. As emphasized above, we can work in unitary gauge with χ^s = χ^ϕ = 0 and the vector auxiliary field is zero if we work with a Kähler potential in the form of (5.1), allowing us to avoid the assumptions made in [48]. As a result, the massive gravitino equations of motion are of the same kind as in [48, 49], since despite starting with two chiral multiplets S and Φ, the constraints imply a unitary gauge with just a massive gravitino and no other fermions.

In an expanding universe, the equations of motion for the spin-1/2 and spin-3/2 components were derived in [35]. They were brought to a simpler form in [37], and in this notation, the equations for the spin-1/2 longitudinal component θ = γ̄^iψ_i and for the spin-3/2 transverse component ⃗ψ^T are [ ∂_0 + B̂ + i γ̄^ik_i γ̄^0 Â ] θ(⃗k) = 0, (5.9) [ γ̄^0∂_0 + i γ̄^ik_i + ȧ 2 γ̄^0 + a m_{3/2} ] ⃗ψ^T (⃗k) = 0, (5.10)

where we have assumed that m_{3/2} is real, a is the scale factor, γ̄^μ are flat space gamma matrices, dots represent derivatives with respect to physical time ḟ ≡ a^{−1}∂_0f, H ≡ ȧ/a is the Hubble expansion rate, and

Â = −1 − 2 3 Ḣ + γ̄0ṁ_{3/2}

H^2 + m^2_{3/2} , B̂ = − 3 2 ȧ Â + 1 2 a m_{3/2} γ̄^0 ( 1 + 3 Â ) . (5.11)

Note that the extra fermionic terms Υ = g_j^i (χ_i ∂_0 ϕ^j + χ^j ∂_0 ϕ_i) present in the gravitino equations with two or more chiral multiplets in [35,37] are absent in our inflatino-less models since no such fermions appear in unitary gauge.

We see that the transverse modes ⃗ψ^T have canonical kinetic terms, but the spatial part of the kinetic terms for the longitudinal modes θ are modified by the matrix Â. As recently emphasized in [7], these modifications to the kinetic structure are known as the “slow gravitino” [50–54] and are required to consistently embed supersymmetry in a (cosmological) fluid background.

6 Alternative inflatino-less constructions

Given the above discussion, it is clearly desirable to have mechanisms to decouple the inflatino from the inflationary dynamics. Here, we briefly present two alternative constructions that do not rely on the SB = 0 constraints, leaving a more complete study to future work.

6.1 Linear S terms in the Kähler potential

In standard sgoldstino-less constructions with S^2 = 0 but Φ unconstrained, the operator

K ⊃ c(S + S)(Φ − Φ)^2 (6.1)

gives rise to an inflatino mass, where c is a constant. Note that this expression is linear in S, and the resulting inflatino mass is proportional to c F^s. Since this term maintains the shift symmetry on φ, it does not introduce any additional terms in the inflaton potential, though it does modify the dynamics of the sinflaton. To our knowledge, this term does not appear in the literature on supergravity and inflation, though it is reminiscent of a Giudice- Masiero-like μ term [55]. It leads to a nondiagonal kinetic term K_{SΦ} which is present during the cosmological evolution at the stage when the scalar b(x) still evolves. Note that (6.1) does not decouple F^ϕ from the scalar potential, so unlike the discussion in section 4, the standard supergravity scalar potential applies to this kind of inflatino-less construction.

6.2 Relaxed constraints: S^2 = 0, SΦ is chiral

An alternative mechanism for decoupling fermions from chiral multiplets was studied in [5], based on the constraints S^2 = 0, D_{α̇}(SΦ) = 0, (6.2)

such that SΦ is a (composite) chiral multiplet. At the level of global supersymmetry, it was shown that the first component of the inflaton multiplet Φ = φ + ib is left unconstrained, but the expressions in (2.11) and (2.12) still hold, relating the inflatino and auxiliary field to Φ and the goldstino χ^s. In particular in unitary gauge with χ^s = 0, χ^ϕ and F^ϕ both vanish. Because Φ is a general complex field, these constraints do not lead to a nilpotency condition of 3rd degree (B^3 ≠ 0), making it possible to write down more general Kähler potentials than in the SB = 0 case. We verify the above features for local supersymmetry in χ^s = 0 gauge in appendix C.

If we impose a shift symmetry on the Kähler potential broken only via the superpotential, these models start with

K(S, S; Φ, Φ) = SS + k(Φ − Φ) + c SS(Φ − Φ)^2 + . . . , W = f(Φ) S + g(Φ), (6.3)

where k is a function and c is a constant. Because F^ϕ is constrained to be fermionic, one should again take out ∇_ϕW terms from the scalar potential as discussed in section 4. Because the inflatino is no longer in the spectrum in unitary gauge, one need not impose ∇_ϕW = 0 at the minimum to avoid inflatino-gravitino mixing. The sinflation b is still in the spectrum, however, so one has to verify that it is properly stabilized.

Models based on (6.3) are interesting for studies of the initial conditions for inflation. For example in [17], it was found that the sinflaton evolved to the bottom of the valley at b = 0 during cosmological evolution. Using the relaxed constraints in (6.2), such models would effectively achieve B^3 = 0 dynamically, and the absence of the inflatino would still simplify the analysis of matter creation during oscillations near the minimum of the potential.

7 Discussion

In this paper, we used orthogonal nilpotent superfields to consistently embed single-field inflation in nonlinearly realized local supersymmetry, thereby achieving inflatino-less models of early universe cosmology. Perhaps a more apt description is that we achieved inflatinosinflaton-and-sgoldstino-less cosmology, since the constraints S^2 = SB = 0 not only decouple the inflatino, but project out three of the four real scalars naively present in two chiral multiplets S and Φ. This leaves one real scalar in the spectrum with an approximate shift symmetry, yielding a locally supersymmetric action compatible with cosmological data which favors single-field slow-roll inflationary scenarios.

Part of the reason we have emphasized the inflatino-less aspect of these constructions^{13} is that the absence of a sinflaton and sgoldstino is a feature already present in existing models. Even for unconstrained chiral multiplets in linearly realized supersymmetry, it is known that the sectional curvature R_S¯_{SS}¯_S makes the sgoldstino heavy and the bisectional curvature R_Φ¯_{ΦS}¯_S makes the sinflaton heavy (see eqs. (12), (13), (31) of [47]). There are also models based on vector multiplets in the Higgs phase [56], where half of a complex scalar is eaten by a massive gauge field, decoupling the sinflaton and leaving only a real inflaton at low energies.

To our knowledge, though, there is no previous supergravity construction where the inflatino does not participate in cosmological dynamics. The fact that the inflatino is no longer an independent field—and is entirely absent in unitary gauge—is a real bonus for orthogonal nilpotent models, since it eliminates the inflatino-gravitino problem for studies of reheating after inflation [35–37]. Another new feature in inflatino-less models using the orthogonal SB = 0 or relaxed D_{α̇}(SΦ) = 0 constraints is the modified scalar potential where the contribution from ∇_ΦW is absent. This unique feature turns out to be very useful for building new inflatino-less cosmologies [38].

Before concluding, we would like add a comment here on a consistency of this scenario with gravitino scattering unitarity.^{14} In the EFT language, the constraint equations S^2 = SB = 0 should be regarded as “infinitely relevant” operators, since they impose constraints at every dynamical scale. Because of this, one has to be careful when performing naive power counting, since the effective cutoff of these constructions is not the Planck scale, but rather the scale at which scattering amplitudes violate unitarity, in particular longitudinal gravitino scattering. That said, the effective cutoff of the theory is generically at Λ^4 ≃ (H^2 +m^2_{3/2})M^2_{Pl}, [35,15,7], which in most cases is safely above any of the scales considered during inflationary evolution. We reserve a detailed study of this point to future work, where we study under which circumstances the reheating epoch can be described using constrained multiplets. We will also study how to couple these models to matter fields and whether this might give new insights into the possible mechanisms for reheating.

It is tempting to notice that, taken at face value, these models look almost too good to be true: a single inflaton as ordered by observations from the sky, yet the underlying action has nonlinearly realized local supersymmetry. Based on the results of this paper, it is now possible to construct interesting and elegant cosmological models using orthogonal nilpotent superfields interacting with supergravity [38]. We look forward to further investigations of the new observational consequences that arise from inflatino-less inflation.

13(beyond the fact that “inflatino-sinflaton-and-sgoldstino-less” does not exactly roll off the tongue) 14Four-fermion interactions in models with nonlinearly realized supersymmetry were studied in [44].

Acknowledgments

We are grateful to I. Antoniadis, E. Bergshoeff, J. J. Carrasco, C. Cheung, G. Dall’Agata, E. Dudas, D. Freedman, Y. Kahn, A. Kehagias, A. Linde, M. Porrati, D. Roberts, A. Sagnotti, L. Senatore, F. Zwirner, A. Van Proyen and T. Wrase for discussions and collaborations in related projects. The work of SF is supported in part by INFN-CSN4-GSS. The work of RK is supported by the SITP, and by the NSF Grant PHY-1316699. The work of JT is supported by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) under cooperative research agreement DE-SC-00012567, by the DOE Early Career research program DE-SC-0006389, and by a Sloan Research Fellowship from the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation.

A General Kähler potential without a shift symmetry

In this appendix, we show how to reduce (2.17) to (2.18) by using field redefinitions and Kähler transformations. Repeating (2.17) for convenience, the most general Kähler potential consistent with S^2 = 0 and SB = 0 is

K(S, S; Φ, Φ) = h_0(A) SS + h_1(A) + h_2(A) B + h_3(A) B^2, A ≡ 1 2 ( Φ + Φ ) . (2.17)

By the orthogonality condition SB = 0, though, we can freely covert Φ ↔ Φ inside of the function h_0:

SS h_0(A) = SS h_0(Φ) = SS √ h_0(Φ)h_0(Φ). (A.1)

Because the holomorphic field redefinition S → S √ h_0(Φ)

(A.2)

does not affect the nilpotent or orthogonality conditions, we can use this freedom to set h_0 = 1. By invoking the square root in (A.2) we are implicitly assuming that h_0(φ) is a positive function of φ over the relevant field space, otherwise S would have a wrong sign kinetic term.

To further simplify the Kähler potential, we can perform a general Kähler transformation on (2.17) using a complex function j:

δK = j(Φ) + j^∗(Φ). (A.3)

Expressing this in terms of Φ = A + iB and Φ = A − iB and Taylor expanding in B, we have δK = ( j(A) + j^∗(A) ) + i ( j^′(Φ) − j^{∗′}(A) ) B − ( j^{′′}(A) + j^{∗′′}(A) ) B^2. (A.4)

With j being a real function, we can set h_1 = 0. With (the derivative of) j being a pure imaginary function, we can set h_2 = 0. Thus, the only physical function is h_3, which is a generic function of A and, in the context of cosmology, must be chosen to satisfy slow-roll requirements.

Rewriting h_3 → h, the most general Kähler potential consistent with nilpotency and orthogonality is (2.18), repeated for convenience: K(S, S; Φ, Φ) = SS + h(A) B^2. (2.18) Thus, at the 2-derivative level, any orthogonal nilpotent model for cosmology depends only on the superpotential functions f(ϕ) and g(ϕ) and the Kähler potential function h(ϕ).

B Orthogonality condition in local supersymmetry

In this appendix, we derive the local version of the SB = 0 constraints. From these, it is straightforward but tedious to derive the components of the constrained Φ superfield. Our main goal is to support the assertion in section 3.3 that the inflatino χ^ϕ and auxiliary field F^ϕ are both zero in unitary gauge χ^s = 0.

We start with multiplets written in the notation of [45]: S = (S, −iχ^s_L, −iF^s, −F^s, −iD̂_μS, 0, 0), (B.1) Φ = (φ + ib, −iχ^ϕ_L, −iF^ϕ, −F^ϕ, −iD̂_μ(φ + ib), 0, 0), (B.2) Φ = (φ − ib, iχ^ϕ_R, iF^ϕ, −F^ϕ, iD̂_μ(φ − ib), 0, 0), (B.3) B = 1 2i (Φ − Φ) = (b, −^1_2 χ^ϕ, −Re(F^ϕ), −Im(F^ϕ), −D̂_μφ, 0, 0), (B.4) SB = (C, ζ, H, K, v_μ, λ, D). (B.5) The components of the composite (complex) vector multiplet are: C = S b, (B.6) ζ = −^1_2 Sχ^ϕ − ibχ^s_L, (B.7) H = −S Re(F^ϕ) − ibF^s +^i_4 χ^ϕ_Lχ^s_L, (B.8) K = −S Im(F^ϕ) − bF^s +^1_4 χ^ϕ_Lχ^s_L, (B.9) v_μ = −SD̂_μφ − ibD̂_μS −^i_4 χ^ϕ_Rγ_μχ^s_L, (B.10) λ =^1_2 ( /D̂S + F^s)χ^ϕ_R −^1_2 ( /^ D(φ − ib) + F^ϕ ) χ^s_L, (B.11) D = −iD̂_μSD̂^μ(φ − ib) + iF^sF^ϕ +^1_4 χ^ϕ_R /D̂χ^s_L +^1_4 χ^s_L /D̂χ^ϕ_R. (B.12) The relevant supercovariant derivatives are D̂_μS = ∂_μS −^i_2 ψ_μχ^s_L, (B.13) D̂_μχ^s_L = D_μχ^s_L − ( /DS)ψ_{μR} − F^sψ_{μL} −^i_2 A_μχ^s_L, (B.14) D̂_μχ^s_R = D_μχ^s_R − ( /DS)ψ_{μL} − F^sψ_{μR} +^i_2 A_μχ^s_R, (B.15) where ψ_μ is the gravitino and A_μ is the vector auxiliary field of supergravity.

The SB = 0 constraint is now equivalent to C = ζ = H = K = v_μ = λ = D = 0. (B.16) Replacing supercovariant derivatives with ordinary ones and neglecting gravitino and supergravity auxiliary fields, these reduce to the global constraints [5, 7], whose solution is (2.10)-(2.12). Solving these equations in the local case is rather involved for a generic gravitino gauge choice.

In unitary gauge for the gravitino, though, χ^s_L = 0 and S = 0 imply D̂_μS ⇒ 0, D̂_μχ^s_L ⇒ −F^sψ_{μL}, D̂_μχ^s_R ⇒ −F^sψ_{μR}, (B.17) as anticipated in (3.14). The components of SB simplify dramatically in this gauge: SB ⇒ (0, 0, −ibF^s, −bF^s, 0,^1_2 F^sχ^ϕ_R, −iF^sF^ϕ). (B.18) By assumption F^s ≠ 0, so setting the above expression to zero implies b = 0, χ^ϕ = 0, F^ϕ = 0, (B.19) in agreement with (3.16) and (3.17). The only nonzero component of Φ is α and we have S = (0, 0, −iF^s, −F^s, 0, 0, 0), (B.20) Φ = (φ, 0, 0, 0, −i∂_μφ, 0, 0), (B.21) Φ = (φ, 0, 0, 0, i∂_μφ, 0, 0). (B.22) Note that SΦ = (0, 0, −iφF^s, −φF^s, 0, 0, 0) is a chiral multiplet.

C Relaxed constraints in local supersymmetry

For completeness, we also consider the less restrictive constraint that SΦ is a chiral multiplet. The calculation follows the same logic as above. The starting point is S = (S, −iχ^s_L, −iF^s, −F^s, −iD̂_μS, 0, 0), (C.1) Φ = (Φ, iχ^ϕ_R, iF^ϕ, −F^ϕ, iD̂_μΦ, 0, 0), (C.2) SΦ = (C, ζ, H, K, v_μ, λ, D). (C.3)

The components of SΦ are C = S Φ, (C.4) ζ = iSχ^ϕ_R − iΦχ^s_L, (C.5) H = i(SF^ϕ − ΦF^s), (C.6) K = −(SF^ϕ + ΦF^s), (C.7) v_μ = iSD̂_μΦ − iΦD̂_μS −^i_2 χ^ϕ_Rγ_μχ^s_L, (C.8) λ = −i( /D̂S + F^s)χ^ϕ_R + i ( /^ DΦ + F^ϕ ) χ^s_L, (C.9) D = −2D̂_μSD̂^μΦ + 2F^sF^ϕ −^i_2 χ^ϕ_R /D̂χ^s_L −^i_2 χ^s_L /D̂χ^ϕ_R. (C.10)

For SΦ to be chiral, we need P_Rζ = 0, H = iK, −iD̂_μC = v_μ, λ = D = 0. (C.11) Going to unitary gauge with χ^s_L = 0 and S = 0, we have the simplification

SΦ ⇒ (0, 0, −iΦF^s, −ΦF^s, 0, −iF^sχ^ϕ_R, 2F^sF^ϕ +^i_2 F^sχ^ϕ_Rγ^μψ_{μL}). (C.12) Imposing the chirality constraints sets χ^ϕ = 0, F^ϕ = 0, (C.13) but leaves the complex Φ unconstrained:

S = (0, 0, −iF^s, −F^s, 0, 0, 0), (C.14) Φ = (Φ, 0, 0, 0, −i∂_μΦ, 0, 0). (C.15)

References

[1] P. A. R. Ade et al. [Planck Collaboration], “Planck 2015 results. XIII. Cosmological parameters,” arXiv:1502.01589 [astro-ph.CO].

[2] Y. A. Golfand and E. P. Likhtman, “Extension of the Algebra of Poincare Group Generators and Violation of p Invariance,” JETP Lett. 13 (1971) 323 [Pisma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 13 (1971) 452]. J. Wess and B. Zumino, “A Lagrangian Model Invariant Under Supergauge Transformations,” Phys. Lett. B 49, 52 (1974).

[3] D. V. Volkov and V. P. Akulov, “Possible universal neutrino interaction,” JETP Lett. 16, 438 (1972) [Pisma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 16, 621 (1972)]. D. V. Volkov and V. P. Akulov, Phys. Lett. B 46, 109 (1973).

[4] M. Rocek, “Linearizing The Volkov-Akulov model,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 41, 451 (1978).

E. A. Ivanov and A. A. Kapustnikov, “General relationship between linear and nonlinear realizations of supersymmetry,” J. Phys. A 11, 2375 (1978); U. Lindstrom and M. Rocek, “Constrained local superfields,” Phys. Rev. D 19, 2300 (1979); R. Casalbuoni, S. De Curtis, D. Dominici, F. Feruglio and R. Gatto, “Nonlinear realization of supersymmetry algebra from supersymmetric constraint” Phys. Lett. B220, 569 (1989).

[5] Z. Komargodski and N. Seiberg, “From linear SUSY to constrained superfields,” J. High Energy Phys. 09 (2009) 066 [arXiv:0907.2441 [hep-th]].

[6] S. M. Kuzenko and S. J. Tyler, “Relating the Komargodski-Seiberg and Akulov- Volkov actions: Exact nonlinear field redefinition,” Phys. Lett. B698, 319 (2011) [arXiv:1009.3298 [hep-th]].

[7] Y. Kahn, D. A. Roberts and J. Thaler, “The goldstone and goldstino of supersymmetric inflation,” JHEP 1510, 001 (2015) [arXiv:1504.05958 [hep-th]].

[8] L. Alvarez-Gaume, C. Gomez and R. Jimenez, “Minimal Inflation,” Phys. Lett. B 690, 68 (2010) [arXiv:1001.0010 [hep-th]]. L. Alvarez-Gaume, C. Gomez and R. Jimenez, “A Minimal Inflation Scenario,” JCAP 1103, 027 (2011) [arXiv:1101.4948 [hep-th]].

[9] A. Achucarro, S. Mooij, P. Ortiz and M. Postma, “Sgoldstino inflation,” JCAP 1208, 013 (2012) [arXiv:1203.1907 [hep-th]].

[10] S. Cecotti, “Higher Derivative Supergravity Is Equivalent To Standard Supergravity Coupled To Matter. 1.,” Phys. Lett. B 190, 86 (1987).

[11] R. Kallosh and A. Linde, “Superconformal generalizations of the Starobinsky model,” JCAP 1306, 028 (2013) [arXiv:1306.3214 [hep-th]].

[12] I. Antoniadis, E. Dudas, S. Ferrara and A. Sagnotti, “The Volkov-Akulov-Starobinsky supergravity,” Phys. Lett. B 733, 32 (2014) [arXiv:1403.3269 [hep-th]].

[13] S. Ferrara, R. Kallosh and A. Linde, “Cosmology with Nilpotent Superfields,” JHEP 1410, 143 (2014) [arXiv:1408.4096 [hep-th]].

[14] R. Kallosh and A. Linde, “Inflation and Uplifting with Nilpotent Superfields,” JCAP 1501, no. 01, 025 (2015) [arXiv:1408.5950 [hep-th]]. R. Kallosh, A. Linde and M. Scalisi, “Inflation, de Sitter Landscape and Super-Higgs effect,” JHEP 1503, 111 (2015) [arXiv:1411.5671 [hep-th]]. R. Kallosh and A. Linde, Phys. Rev. D 91, 083528 (2015) [arXiv:1502.07733 [astro-ph.CO]].

[15] G. Dall’Agata and F. Zwirner, “On sgoldstino-less supergravity models of inflation,” JHEP 1412, 172 (2014) [arXiv:1411.2605 [hep-th]].

[16] J. J. M. Carrasco, R. Kallosh, A. Linde and D. Roest, “The Hyperbolic Geometry of Cosmological Attractors,” Phys. Rev. D 92 (2015) 4, 041301 [arXiv:1504.05557 [hepth]]. J. J. M. Carrasco, R. Kallosh and A. Linde, “α-Attractors: Planck, LHC and Dark Energy,” JHEP 1510, 147 (2015) [arXiv:1506.01708 [hep-th]].

[17] J. J. M. Carrasco, R. Kallosh and A. Linde, “Cosmological Attractors and Initial Conditions for Inflation,” Phys. Rev. D 92, no. 6, 063519 (2015) [arXiv:1506.00936 [hep-th]].

[18] S. Ferrara and A. Sagnotti, “Supersymmetry and Inflation,” arXiv:1509.01500 [hep-th].

E. Dudas, S. Ferrara, A. Kehagias and A. Sagnotti, “Properties of Nilpotent Supergravity,” JHEP 1509, 217 (2015) [arXiv:1507.07842 [hep-th]]. S. Ferrara, M. Porrati and A. Sagnotti, “Scale invariant VolkovAkulov supergravity,” Phys. Lett. B 749, 589 (2015) [arXiv:1508.02939 [hep-th]]. I. Antoniadis and C. Markou, “The coupling of Non-linear Supersymmetry to Supergravity,” Eur. Phys. J. C 75, no. 12, 582 (2015) [arXiv:1508.06767 [hep-th]].

[19] G. Dall’Agata, S. Ferrara and F. Zwirner, “Minimal scalar-less matter-coupled supergravity,” Phys. Lett. B 752, 263 (2016) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2015.11.066 [arXiv:1509.06345 [hep-th]].

[20] C. Cheung, P. Creminelli, A. L. Fitzpatrick, J. Kaplan and L. Senatore, “The Effective Field Theory of Inflation,” JHEP 0803, 014 (2008) [arXiv:0709.0293 [hep-th]].

[21] L. Senatore and M. Zaldarriaga, “The Effective Field Theory of Multifield Inflation,” JHEP 1204, 024 (2012) [arXiv:1009.2093 [hep-th]].

[22] D. Baumann and D. Green, “Signatures of Supersymmetry from the Early Universe,” Phys. Rev. D 85, 103520 (2012) [arXiv:1109.0292 [hep-th]]. D. Baumann and D. Green, “Supergravity for Effective Theories,” JHEP 1203, 001 (2012) [arXiv:1109.0293 [hepth]].

[23] E. A. Bergshoeff, D. Z. Freedman, R. Kallosh and A. Van Proeyen, “Pure de Sitter Supergravity,” Phys. Rev. D 92, no. 8, 085040 (2015) [arXiv:1507.08264 [hep-th]].

[24] F. Hasegawa and Y. Yamada, “Component action of nilpotent multiplet coupled to matter in 4 dimensional N = 1 supergravity,” JHEP 1510, 106 (2015) [arXiv:1507.08619 [hep-th]].

[25] R. Kallosh and T. Wrase, “De Sitter Supergravity Model Building,” Phys. Rev. D 92, no. 10, 105010 (2015) [arXiv:1509.02137 [hep-th]]. M. Schillo, E. van der Woerd and T. Wrase, “The general de Sitter supergravity component action,” arXiv:1511.01542 [hep-th].

[26] R. Kallosh, A. Karlsson and D. Murli, “From linear to nonlinear supersymmetry via functional integration,” Phys. Rev. D 93, no. 2, 025012 (2016) [arXiv:1511.07547 [hepth]].

[27] E. A. Bergshoeff, K. Dasgupta, R. Kallosh, A. Van Proeyen and T. Wrase, “D3 and dS,” JHEP 1505, 058 (2015) [arXiv:1502.07627 [hep-th]]. R. Kallosh and T. Wrase, “Emergence of Spontaneously Broken Supersymmetry on an Anti-D3-Brane in KKLT dS Vacua,” JHEP 1412, 117 (2014) [arXiv:1411.1121 [hep-th]]. J. Polchinski, “Brane/antibrane dynamics and KKLT stability,” arXiv:1509.05710 [hep-th].

[28] R. Kallosh, F. Quevedo and A. M. Uranga, “String Theory Realizations of the Nilpotent Goldstino,” JHEP 1512, 039 (2015) [arXiv:1507.07556 [hep-th]].

[29] S. Kachru, R. Kallosh, A. D. Linde and S. P. Trivedi, “De Sitter vacua in string theory,” Phys. Rev. D 68, 046005 (2003) [hep-th/0301240]. S. Kachru, R. Kallosh, A. D. Linde, J. M. Maldacena, L. P. McAllister and S. P. Trivedi, “Towards inflation in string theory,” JCAP 0310, 013 (2003) [hep-th/0308055].

[30] J. Polchinski, “String theory. Vol. 1: An introduction to the bosonic string,” J. Polchinski, “String theory. Vol. 2: Superstring theory and beyond,” Cambridge University Press, 1998.

[31] S. Sugimoto, “Anomaly cancellations in type I D-9 - anti-D-9 system and the USp(32) string theory,” Prog. Theor. Phys. 102, 685 (1999) [hep-th/9905159]. I. Antoniadis, E. Dudas and A. Sagnotti, “Brane supersymmetry breaking,” Phys. Lett. B 464, 38 (1999) [hep-th/9908023]. C. Angelantonj, “Comments on open string orbifolds with a nonvanishing B(ab),” Nucl. Phys. B 566, 126 (2000) [hep-th/9908064]. G. Aldazabal and A. M. Uranga, “Tachyon free nonsupersymmetric type IIB orientifolds via Brane - anti-brane systems,” JHEP 9910, 024 (1999) [hep-th/9908072].

[32] E. Dudas and J. Mourad, “Consistent gravitino couplings in nonsupersymmetric strings,” Phys. Lett. B 514, 173 (2001) [hep-th/0012071]. G. Pradisi and F. Riccioni, Nucl. Phys. B 615, 33 (2001) [hep-th/0107090].

[33] L. Aparicio, F. Quevedo and R. Valandro, “Moduli Stabilisation with Nilpotent Goldstino: Vacuum Structure and SUSY Breaking,” arXiv:1511.08105 [hep-th].

[34] C. Cheung, Y. Nomura and J. Thaler, “Goldstini,” JHEP 1003, 073 (2010) [arXiv:1002.1967 [hep-ph]].

[35] R. Kallosh, L. Kofman, A. D. Linde and A. Van Proeyen, “Superconformal symmetry, supergravity and cosmology,” Class. Quant. Grav. 17, 4269 (2000) [Class. Quant. Grav. 21, 5017 (2004)] [hep-th/0006179].

[36] H. P. Nilles, M. Peloso and L. Sorbo, “Nonthermal production of gravitinos and inflatinos,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 051302 (2001) [hep-ph/0102264].

[37] H. P. Nilles, M. Peloso and L. Sorbo, “Coupled fields in external background with application to nonthermal production of gravitinos,” JHEP 0104, 004 (2001) [hep-th/0103202]. H. P. Nilles, K. A. Olive and M. Peloso, “The Inflatino problem in supergravity inflationary models,” Phys. Lett. B 522, 304 (2001) [hep-ph/0107212].

[38] J. J. M. Carrasco, R. Kallosh and A. Linde, “Inflatino-less Cosmology,” arXiv:1512.00546 [hep-th].

[39] A. S. Goncharov and A. D. Linde, “Chaotic Inflation Of The Universe In Supergravity,” Sov. Phys. JETP 59, 930 (1984) [Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 86, 1594 (1984)]. A. Linde, “Does the first chaotic inflation model in supergravity provide the best fit to the Planck data?,” JCAP 1502, 030 (2015) [arXiv:1412.7111 [hep-th]].

[40] S. V. Ketov and T. Terada, “Inflation in Supergravity with a Single Chiral Superfield,” Phys. Lett. B 736, 272 (2014) [arXiv:1406.0252 [hep-th]].

[41] A. Linde, D. Roest and M. Scalisi, “Inflation and Dark Energy with a Single Superfield,” JCAP 1503, 017 (2015) [arXiv:1412.2790 [hep-th]]. A. Linde, “Single-field α-attractors,” JCAP 1505, 003 (2015) [arXiv:1504.00663 [hep-th]].

[42] R. Kallosh, “Matter-coupled de Sitter Supergravity,” arXiv:1509.02136 [hep-th].

[43] D. Z. Freedman and A. Van Proeyen, “Supergravity,” Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ.

Pr. (2012).

[44] A. Brignole, F. Feruglio and F. Zwirner, “On the effective interactions of a light gravitino with matter fermions,” JHEP 9711 (1997) 001 [hep-th/9709111]. A. Brignole, F. Feruglio and F. Zwirner, “Four-fermion interactions and sgoldstino masses in models with a superlight gravitino,” Phys. Lett. B 438, 89 (1998) [hep-ph/9805282].

[45] K. S. Stelle and P. C. West, “Minimal Auxiliary Fields for Supergravity,” Phys. Lett.

B 74, 330 (1978). K. S. Stelle and P. C. West, “Tensor Calculus for the Vector Multiplet Coupled to Supergravity,” Phys. Lett. B 77, 376 (1978). S. Ferrara and P. van Nieuwenhuizen, “The Auxiliary Fields of Supergravity,” Phys. Lett. B 74, 333 (1978). S. Ferrara and P. van Nieuwenhuizen, “Tensor Calculus for Supergravity,” Phys. Lett. B 76, 404 (1978).

[46] E. Cremmer, S. Ferrara, L. Girardello and A. Van Proeyen, “Coupling Supersymmetric Yang-Mills Theories to Supergravity,” Phys. Lett. B 116, 231 (1982). E. Cremmer, S. Ferrara, L. Girardello and A. Van Proeyen, “Yang-Mills Theories with Local Supersymmetry: Lagrangian, Transformation Laws and SuperHiggs Effect,” Nucl. Phys. B 212, 413 (1983). T. Kugo and S. Uehara, “Improved Superconformal Gauge Conditions in the N = 1 Supergravity Yang-Mills Matter System,” Nucl. Phys. B 222, 125 (1983).

[47] R. Kallosh, A. Linde and T. Rube, “General inflaton potentials in supergravity,” Phys.

Rev. D 83, 043507 (2011) [arXiv:1011.5945 [hep-th]].

[48] R. Kallosh, L. Kofman, A. D. Linde and A. Van Proeyen, “Gravitino production after inflation,” Phys. Rev. D 61, 103503 (2000) [hep-th/9907124].

[49] G. F. Giudice, I. Tkachev and A. Riotto, “Nonthermal production of dangerous relics in the early universe,” JHEP 9908, 009 (1999) [hep-ph/9907510]. G. F. Giudice, A. Riotto and I. Tkachev, “Thermal and nonthermal production of gravitinos in the early universe,” JHEP 9911, 036 (1999) [hep-ph/9911302].

[50] V. V. Lebedev and A. V. Smilga, “Supersymmetric Sound,” Nucl. Phys. B 318, 669 (1989).

[51] K. Kratzert, “Finite temperature supersymmetry: The Wess-Zumino model,” Annals Phys. 308, 285 (2003) [hep-th/0303260].

[52] C. Hoyos, B. Keren-Zur and Y. Oz, “Supersymmetric sound in fluids,” JHEP 1211, 152 (2012) [arXiv:1206.2958 [hep-ph]].

[53] K. Benakli, Y. Oz and G. Policastro, “The Super-Higgs Mechanism in Fluids,” JHEP 1402, 015 (2014) [arXiv:1310.5002 [hep-th]].

[54] K. Benakli, L. Darm and Y. Oz, “The Slow Gravitino,” JHEP 1410, 121 (2014) [arXiv:1407.8321 [hep-ph]].

[55] G. F. Giudice and A. Masiero, “A Natural Solution to the mu Problem in Supergravity Theories,” Phys. Lett. B 206, 480 (1988).

[56] S. Ferrara, R. Kallosh, A. Linde and M. Porrati, “Minimal Supergravity Models of Inflation,” Phys. Rev. D 88, no. 8, 085038 (2013) [arXiv:1307.7696 [hep-th]].