arXiv:1707.00866v2 [hep-ph] 27 Nov 2017

KCL-PH-TH/2017-32 IMPERIAL/TP/2017/TM/02

Prepared for submission to JCAP

Do metric fluctuations affect the Higgs dynamics during inflation?

Tommi Markkanen,^a Sami Nurmi,^b and Arttu Rajantie^c

aDepartment of Physics, King’s College London, Strand, London WC2R 2LS, UK bDepartment of Physics, University of Jyväskylä, P.O. Box 35, FI-40014 University of Jyväskylä, Finland cDepartment of Physics, Imperial College London, SW7 2AZ, United Kingdom E-mail: tommi.markkanen@kcl.ac.uk, sami.t.nurmi@jyu.fi, a.rajantie@imperial.ac.uk

Abstract. We show that the dynamics of the Higgs field during inflation is not affected by metric fluctuations if the Higgs is an energetically subdominant light spectator. For Standard Model parameters we find that couplings between Higgs and metric fluctuations are suppressed by O(10^{−7}). They are negligible compared to both pure Higgs terms in the effective potential and the unavoidable non-minimal Higgs coupling to background scalar curvature. The question of the electroweak vacuum instability during high energy scale inflation can therefore be studied consistently using the Jordan frame action in a Friedmann– Lemaître–Robertson–Walker metric, where the Higgs-curvature coupling enters as an effective mass contribution. Similar results apply for other light spectator scalar fields during inflation.

Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 The setup 2

3 From Jordan to Einstein frame 3 3.1 Action with the metric and inflaton fluctuations neglected 4

4 Quadratic action including all fluctuations 5 4.1 Background solutions 5 4.2 Fluctuations around the classical solution 6 4.3 Comparison to results on a fixed metric and inflaton background 7

5 Implications for the Standard Model Higgs 8

6 Summary and conclusions 9

A The quadratic action for scalar perturbations 9 A.1 Inflaton dominated slow-roll limit 11

1 Introduction

A striking feature of the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics is that current observations favour a metastable electroweak (EW) vacuum which should decay given sufficiently long time [1–7]. Its decay rate today is negligible but during inflation the EW vacuum could easily have been destabilised in less than a Hubble time due to fluctuations in the Higgs field. As an experimental observation we know that the EW vacuum must survive the extreme conditions of the Early Universe providing a cosmological constraint for the SM, and any theory beyond, which is currently an actively studied topic [8–31]. In Ref. [32] the reheating epoch was shown also to be capable of triggering the instability, which has subsequently been investigated in [33–38]. The instability has furthermore recently been shown to be enhanced by the presence black holes as they can act as nucleation sites for vacuum decay [39–43].

Due to the unavoidable coupling of the Higgs field to the scalar curvature of gravity the SM alone can in fact be stable during and after inflation [15, 32]. The stability/instability very much depends on the precise value of the non-minimal coupling to curvature ξ which in curved space is always generated by renormalization group running induced by the changing background curvature [15]. Hence any new physics stabilising the EW vacuum must take into account the modification to the running of ξ and its potential significance to vacuum stability.

In the vast majority of works studying vacuum stabilty in the early Universe it is simply assumed that fluctuations of the metric are insignificant and it is only necessary to quantize the matter degrees of freedom paralleling the assumptions usually also made when analysing the dynamics of a spectator fields in general [44–51]. In this approach, the non-minimal coupling ξ enters as an effective mass term. However, this was challenged recently in Ref. [52], which argued that it is incomplete and that the metric fluctuations have to be included.

– 1 –

In this work we address the issue of significance of metric fluctuations for the specific case of a subdomimant spectator Higgs field. Our investigation is performed first at the background level and finally as a full Arnowitt–Deser–Misner (ADM) fluctuation analysis to quadratic order. Our primary goal is to conclusively determine how good an approximation is treating gravity as a classical background when discussing the potential EW vacuum instability during high scale inflation. A related issue arising from the non-minimal coupling to scalar curvature is the potential frame dependence of the results and choosing the correct frame for quantization, which has garnered considerable debate over the years [53–60]. Currently there is no apparent consensus whether or not theories quantised in the Einstein or Jordan frame are equivalent, see for example the opposing conclusions of [57] and [58].

Our conclusion is that when the Higgs field is subdominant, the dynamics of its fluctuations do not depend on the choice of the frame or whether the metric fluctuations are included.

2 The setup

We revisit the stability analysis of the EW vacuum during inflation relaxing the assumption of a fixed gravitational background in the computation of the effective Higgs potential. We consider a setup where slow-roll inflation is driven by a singlet scalar inflaton field ϕ and the rest of the matter fields is described by the SM. We assume the action is given by S = ∫ d^4x √ −g ( R 2 M^2_{pl} − 1 2 ∇^μϕ∇_μϕ − V (ϕ) − 1 2 ∇^μh∇_μh − U(h) − 1 2 ξRh^2 − 1 2 λ_{ϕh}h^2ϕ^2 + L_{SM} ) , (2.1)

where h = √ 2H^†H is the norm of the SM Higgs doublet U(h) = − 1 2 m^2h^2 + 1 4 λh^4 , (2.2)

and L_{SM} stands for the rest of the SM Lagrangian which includes also all the remaining degrees of freedom of H. Generically, the SM Higgs is an energetically subdominant spectator field^1 during inflation [44]. In the following we will always assume this is the case and the energy density of universe ρ_{tot} is dominated by the energy density of the inflaton field ρ_{tot} ≃ ρ_ϕ ≫ ρ_h.

Note that we have not included a ξ_ϕRϕ^2 term or any other direct curvature couplings for the inflaton field. A crucial difference compared to spectator fields is the nonrenormalisability of the inflaton sector which dominates the energy density. Metric fluctuations cannot be neglected in computing radiative corrections to the inflaton potential. Consequently, the quantum corrected action for the inflaton plus gravity at high energies is not uniquely determined by low energy data. Here we assume that the full quantum corrected action takes the minimally coupled form of eq. (2.1) at some scale μ_∗ comparable to ρ^{1/4} during inflation. Curvature couplings can still be generated through radiative corrections at other scales. However, during inflation the inflaton loops are suppressed by the flatness

1Note that Higgs fluctuations generated during inflation do not drive the field to super-Planckian field values if the electroweak vacuum remains stable. The effective mass from either self-interactions or the (positive) non-minimal coupling suppresses fluctuations above H/λ^{1/4}_h or H/ξ, depending on which one is smaller.

– 2 – of its potential (approximative shift symmetry). These slow roll suppressed terms can be neglected in our analysis which verifies that the assumption of minimally coupled inflaton sector is self-consistent.

The role of the non-minimal coupling Higgs coupling is quite different. Firstly, if the SM fields are quantised as test fields in a classical curved background, the SM sector is renormalisable and one-loop corrections generate the non-minimal coupling ξRh^2. Secondly, its running is not suppressed but radiatively natural values ξ ∼ β_ξ can significantly affect Higgs dynamics during inflation.

It should also be noted that even if there was a non-minimal inflaton coupling ξ_ϕRϕ^2, it can be removed at any given scale by a conformal transformation. This generates a ξ_ϕ dependent non-renormalisable Higgs-inflaton coupling in the Einstein frame. If the coupling is small enough, our analysis is not affected and the results hold true also for the nonminimally coupled inflaton. It would be an interesting topic for a future work to investigate this at a quantitative level.

The renormalisable Higgs-inflaton coupling λ_{ϕh}h^2ϕ^2 is not forbidden by symmetries and should therefore be included according to general principles of effective field theories. However, apart from Planck mass suppressed graviton mediated contributions, its running is proportional to λ_{ϕh} only. Therefore, if we impose the renormalization condition λ_{ϕh}(μ_0) = 0 at some scale μ_0 the Higgs-inflaton coupling vanishes on all scales (neglecting the graviton contributions) λ_{ϕh} = 0 . (2.3)

In other words, the choice λ_{ϕh} = 0 is radiatively stable and in the following we will concentrate on this specific case.

The non-minimal curvature coupling of the Higgs ∼ ξRh^2 can also be viewed as an effective Higgs-inflaton coupling, as we will discuss in more detail below. However, in contrast to λ_{ϕh} = 0, setting ξ = 0 is not a radiatively stable choice as was first discovered in [61–63]. While ξ(μ) can of course be renormalized to zero at any given scale μ_0, radiative corrections from Higgs loops in a curved spacetime drive ξ(μ) to non-zero values when moving away from μ_0. As shown in [15] and also discussed in [21, 32] the running scale μ gets a large contribution from the background curvature indicating that a non-zero ξ will always be generated due to the changing Hubble rate of the background, an example of curvature induced running.

At one loop level ξ = 1/6 corresponds to the conformal fixed point where the Higgs does not fluctuate at all and the stability of the EW vacuum is trivially maintained during inflation. The same applies to ξ > 1/6 when the Higgs is effectively massive during inflation and its fluctuations are heavily suppressed. Here we concentrate on the range 0 < ξ < 1/6 where the fate of the EW vacuum is a non-trivial interplay between the positive contribution to the effective Higgs mass from the non-minimal coupling and negative contribution (on large enough energy scales) from the quartic self-coupling λ.

3 From Jordan to Einstein frame

Instead of working in terms of the Jordan frame action (2.1) used e.g. in [15] we choose to investigate Higgs fluctuations in the Einstein frame. This is mainly for computational reasons but also serves to explicitly demonstrate the equivalence of the two frames up to non-renormalizable Planck mass suppressed terms.

– 3 –

To switch to the Einstein frame, we perform the standard conformal scaling of the metric

g̃_{μν} = Ω^2g_{μν} , Ω^2 = 1 − ξh^2 M^2_{pl}

, (3.1)

after which the action (2.1) (with λ_{ϕh} = 0) reads^2 S = ∫ d^4x √ −g̃ [~ R 2 M^2_{pl} − Ω^{−2} 1 2 ~∇^μϕ ~∇_μϕ − Ω^{−4}V (ϕ) (3.2)

− Ω^{−2} 1 2 ~∇^μh ~∇_μh − Ω^{−4}U(h) − 3ξ^2h^2 M^2_{pl}

Ω^{−4} ~∇^μh ~∇_μh .

Here R̃ denotes the Einstein frame curvature scalar computed from the rescaled metric g̃_{μν} and ~∇^μϕ = g̃^{μν} ∂_ν ϕ. In what follows, all the quantities refer to Einstein frame variable, unless explicitly stated otherwise, and we will simply drop the tildes.

We concentrate on the limit where Higgs is energetically subdominant, ρ_h ≪ ρ_ϕ ≃ ρ_{tot}, which implies that h/M_{pl} ≪ 1. To shorten the notation we denote this ratio by α ≡ h M_{pl}

≪ 1 . (3.3)

The action (3.2) can be greatly simplified by expanding in α. To leading order in the expansion we get S = ∫ √ −g [ 1 2 M^2_{pl}R − ( 1 2 ∇^μϕ∇_μϕ + V (ϕ) ) − ( 1 2 ∇^μh∇_μh + U(h) ) (3.4)

− 1 2 ξα^2 (∇^μϕ∇_μϕ + 4V (ϕ)) + O ( ξα^2L_h ) + O ( ξ^2α^4L_ϕ ) ] , where in the error terms we have denoted L_ϕ =^1_2 ∇^μϕ∇_μϕ+V (ϕ) and L_h =^1_2 ∇^μh∇_μh+U(h). Note that performing the usual canonical normalization for the kinetic term would not have changed the result in (3.4).

Although divided by M^2_{pl}, the fourth term on the right hand side of (3.4) is not suppressed compared to L_h as it is multiplied by a ϕ dependent term which during inflation is proportional to H^2M^2_{pl}. Indeed, as we will discuss below, this term is exactly the Jordan frame non-minimal Higgs coupling written in the Einstein frame.

3.1 Action with the metric and inflaton fluctuations neglected In [15] and [32] the vacuum stability was investigated treating the energetically subdominant Higgs as a test field in a fixed Friedmann–Lemaître–Robertson–Walker (FLRW) background, neglecting all metric and inflaton perturbations. This amounts to using the line element

ds^2 = −dt^2 + a^2(t)dx^2 , (3.5)

and the classical Einstein/Friedmann equations

3H^2M^2_{pl} = 1 2 ϕ̇^2 + V (ϕ) , 2ḢM^2_{pl} = −ϕ̇^2 (3.6)

2For the (+, +, +) conventions we are using the conformal transformation (3.1) gives R̃ = Ω^{−2}R−6Ω^{−3}□Ω.

– 4 – where ϕ = ϕ(t), which yields for the scalar curvature

R = 12H^2 + 6Ḣ = M^{−2}_{pl} (4V (ϕ) − ϕ̇^2) = M^{−2}_{pl} (∇^μϕ∇_μϕ + 4V (ϕ)) = −M^{−2}_{pl} T_μ^μ . (3.7)

Using these in (3.4), the Higgs-dependent part of the Einstein frame action becomes

S_h = ∫ d^4x a^3(t) ( 1 2 ḣ^2 − 1 2 (∇h)^2 a^2(t) − U(h) − ξ 2 Rh^2 + O ( ξα^2L_h ) + O ( ξ^2α^4L_ϕ ) ) . (3.8)

Up to the Planck mass suppressed non-renormalisable terms this exactly coincides with the Jordan frame form we started in (2.1) as it should.

Up to terms ∼ O(h/M_{pl}) the equivalence of the two frames when the metric is fixed can easily be demonstrated to be true for all backgrounds and not just ones that are homogeneous and isotropic. This comes by realizing that the last two equalities of (3.7) do not require the FLRW form of the metric and come via the trace of the Einstein equation and G_μ^μ = −R, and furthermore that (3.4) was also derived without any assumptions of homogeneity or isotropy.

4 Quadratic action including all fluctuations

In this section we move beyond the assumption of the metric being a fixed background. As the first step, we need to expand the action (3.4) to quadratic order around the classical inflationary solutions retaining all scalar perturbations. As the tensor perturbations, i.e. gravitons, do not couple to scalars at this order we can neglect them here [64]. From the quadratic action one may then proceed to compute the one loop renormalisation group improved effective potential for the Higgs field.

4.1 Background solutions The equations of motion for a classical homogeneous and isotropic background obtained from the action (3.4) (retaining only the leading part in α) are given by ( ϕ̈ + 3Hϕ̇ ) (1 + ξα^2) + 2ξα ϕ̇ḣ M_{pl}

+ ∂_ϕV_{tot} = 0 (4.1)

ḧ + 3Hḣ + ∂_hV_{tot} = 0 (4.2) 1 2 ϕ̇^2 + V (ϕ) + 1 2 ḣ^2 + U(h) + ξα^2 ( 2V (ϕ) + 1 2 ϕ̇^2 ) = 3M^2_{pl}H^2 , (4.3)

where we have defined

V_{tot} ≡ V (ϕ) + U(h) + 1 2 ξα^2 ( 4V (ϕ) − ϕ̇^2 ) . (4.4)

We concentrate on inflaton dominated solutions where the Higgs is a dynamically irrelevant spectator,^1_2 ḣ^2 + U(h) ≪ 3H^2M^2_{pl}. Note that the last term on the left hand side of eq. (4.3) is small due to (3.3). We define slow-roll parameters in the usual way

ϵ_i =

M^2_{pl} 2 ( ∂_iV_{tot} 3H^2M^2_{pl}

)_2 , η_{ij} = ∂_i∂_j V_{tot} 3H^2

. (4.5)

– 5 –

For ϵ_ϕ, |η_ϕ| ≪ 1 and |η_h| ≪ 1, the system admits an attractor solution where the dominant inflaton ϕ drives standard slow-roll inflation and the subdominant Higgs is a slowly-rolling light spectator field,

3H^2M^2_{pl} = V (ϕ)(1 + O(ϵ, ρ_h/ρ_{tot})) (4.6) ϕ̇ = −√2ϵ_ϕHM_{pl} (1 + O(ϵ, ρ_h/ρ_{tot}, √ϵ_hξα)) (4.7) ḣ = −√2ϵ_hHM_{pl}(1 + O(ϵ)) . (4.8)

Here O(ϵ) stands for higher order slow-roll corrections, O(ρ_h/ρ_{tot}) terms, where ρ_h =^1_2ḣ^2 + U(h) + ξα^2(2V (ϕ) − ϕ̇^2/2), arise both from the subdominant Higgs contributions in eq. (4.3) and the non-canonical inflaton kinetic term in eq. (4.1), and O( √ ϵ_hξα) comes from the kinetic term.

Note that the slow-roll parameter ϵ_h is generically very small

ϵ_h = O(α^2η^2_h) . (4.9)

This follows directly from (4.5) which, using eq. (3.7) and dropping the negligible mass term (for h ≫ 246 GeV) from eq. (2.2), gives the expressions √ 2ϵ_h = λh^3 3H^2M_{pl} + 4 ξh M_{pl}

(1 + O(ϵ_ϕ, ρ_h/ρ_{tot})) , η_h = λh^2 H^2

+ 4ξ(1 + O(ϵ_ϕ, ρ_h/ρ_{tot})) .

(4.10)

4.2 Fluctuations around the classical solution We now move on to consider small fluctuations around the classical solution ϕ_0, h_0, a_0 given by eqs. (4.6), (4.7) and (4.8). We expand the inflaton and Higgs fields as ϕ(t, x) = ϕ_0(t) + δϕ(t, x) , h(t, x) = h_0(t) + δh(t, x) . (4.11) For the metric fluctuations, we follow [65] and write the full metric in the ADM form

ds^2 = −N^2dt^2 + h_{ij} (dx^i + N^idt)(dx^j + N^j dt) , (4.12)

and choose the spatially flat gauge where

h_{ij} = a^2(t)(δ_{ij} + γ_{ij} ), δ^{ik}∂_kγ_{ij} = 0, δ^{ij} γ_{ij} = 0 . (4.13)

Substituting the ADM metric (4.12) into the action (3.4) and setting its variation with respect to N and N^i to zero yields four constraint equations. Their solution in the spatially flat gauge is given by

N = 1 − √ ϵ_ϕ 2 δϕ M_{pl} , N^i = ∂^iψ, ∂^i∂_iψ = √ ϵ_ϕ 2 δϕ̇ M_{pl}

. (4.14)

to first order in perturbations and to leading order in slow-roll. To this order, the result coincides with the single-field inflation [65]. Contributions involving the Higgs fluctuations δh are proportional to √ ϵ_h = O(αη_h) and therefore slow-roll and α suppressed. The full solution with no slow-roll approximation made is given explicitly in the Appendix A.

– 6 –

Substituting the solution (4.14) back into the action (3.4), expanding to second order in perturbations and dropping some boundary terms, we obtain the quadratic action for scalar perturbations

S^{(2)} = 1 2 ∫ d^4x a^3 ( ( δ̇ϕ^2 − ∂^iδϕ∂_iδϕ + 3H^2(2ϵ_ϕ − η_ϕ)δϕ^2 ) ( 1 + O ( ϵ_ϕ, α^2 )) (4.15) + ( δ̇h^2 − ∂^iδh∂_iδh − (U^{′′}(h_0) + 12ξH^2)δh^2 ) ( 1 + O ( ϵ_ϕ, α √ ϵ_ϕ ))

+ O ( δϕδhH^2 √ ϵ_hϵ_ϕ, δϕδhH^2α √ ϵ_ϕ, δ̇ϕδhH √ ϵ_ϕϵ_h ) ) . Details of the computation are given in the Appendix A.

As can be seen in (4.15), any mixing between the Higgs and inflaton (or metric) fluctuations is suppressed by slow-roll and α. To leading order in these small parameters the Higgs and inflaton fluctuations decouple: the inflaton part coincides with the single-field result [65] and the Higgs-dependent part reduces to the result (3.8) obtained by treating the metric as a non-fluctuating background. This is the main result of our paper. For clarity, we recapitulate it explicitly in the next subsection stressing also frame-independency of the outcome.

4.3 Comparison to results on a fixed metric and inflaton background

With the results of sections 3 and 4.2 we can now perform a comparison of the difference between including (and quantising) all fluctuations to quantising only the Higgs fluctuations in the Jordan frame action (2.1) on background with a non-fluctuating inflaton and metric. For this it is sufficient to compare the actions for the quadratic Higgs fluctuations. Denoting the Jordan frame action expanded to quadratic order in Higgs fluctuations δh with the mean fields g^{μν}_0 and ϕ_0 as S^{(2)}_h (g^{μν}_0 , ϕ_0, h_0 + δh)_{Jordan} from (2.1) we can write

S^{(2)}_h (g^{μν}_0 , ϕ_0, h_0 + δh)_{Jordan} = − 1 2 ∫ d^4x a^3δh ( − □ + U^{′′}(h_0) + ξR ) δh . (4.16)

Making use of equation (3.8) one can then derive the result to quadratic order for the Einstein frame action (3.4), which when again quantising only the Higgs fluctuations up to small terms coincides with the Jordan frame result

S^{(2)}_h (g^{μν}_0 , ϕ_0, h_0 + δh)_{Einstein} = S^{(2)}_h (g^{μν}_0 , ϕ_0, h_0 + δh)_{Jordan} + O(ξα^2) . (4.17)

Finally, in the previous subsection we expanded the action to quadratic order in all fluctuations via the ADM formalism resulting in (4.15), from which we obtain our main result

S^{(2)}_h (g^{μν}_0 + δg^{μν} , ϕ_0 + δϕ, h_0 + δh)_{Einstein} = S^{(2)}_h (g^{μν}_0 , ϕ_0, h_0 + δh)_{Einstein}

= S^{(2)}_h (g^{μν}_0 , ϕ_0, h_0 + δh)_{Jordan} , (4.18)

up to small terms of order { √ ϵ_hϵ_ϕ , ξα √ ϵ_ϕ , ξα^2 } ≲ α . (4.19)

We point out that at the level of the action when all fluctuations are quantised the choice of frame only amounts to a choice of a convenient set of variables and one should have

S^{(2)}_h (g^{μν}_0 + δg^{μν} , ϕ_0 + δϕ, h_0 + δh)_{Einstein} = S^{(2)}_h (g^{μν}_0 + δg^{μν} , ϕ_0 + δϕ, h_0 + δh)_{Jordan} . (4.20)

– 7 –

The size of the suppression ∼ α depends on the energetic significance of the Higgs field h_0, but whenever it may be considered as a spectator the suppression is expected to be significant. Our result may be trivially generalised to all spectator scalar fields.

5 Implications for the Standard Model Higgs

Now we can analyse the specific case of the SM Higgs with a metastable vacuum.

For a generic scalar field φ with the action S[φ, g^{μν} ] we can write the generating functional on a curved background as Z[J] = ∫ Dφ e^{iS[φ,gμν ]+i} ∫ d^4x √ −g Jφ. (5.1) The effective action denoted as Γ[⟨φ̂⟩, g^{μν} ] ≡ Γ[φ, g^{μν} ], can be derived with a Legendre transformation [66] Γ[φ, g^{μν} ] ≡ ∫ d^4x √ −g L_{eff} [φ, g^{μν} ] ≡ −i log Z[J] − ∫ d^4x √ −g Jφ ≡ −U_{eff} (φ) ∫ d^4x √ −g , (5.2) where in the last step in order to obtain the effective potential we have assumed a constant field φ. The above definition can be generalised to all types of fields and for a result quadratic in fluctuations such as in (4.16) by implementing the standard formulae for Gaussian path integrals [66] one may write the 1-loop quantum contribution to the effective potential for the SM Higgs symbolically as [15]

U^{(2)}_{eff, SM}(h_0) = − i 2 ∑ i n_iTr log [ − □ + M^2_i ] , (5.3)

where the sum extends over all SM degrees of freedom that are counted by n_i and the constant volume factor resulting from integration visible in (5.2) is set to unity. If we now parametrize the Higgs doublet as H = 1 √ 2 ( −i(χ_1 − iχ_2) h_0 + (h + iχ_3) ) , (5.4)

where h_0 is again the possible vacuum expectation value, the effective masses M^2_i for the Higgs sector can be read from the definition of U(h) from (2.2)

M^2_h = −m^2 + 3λh^2_0 + ξR M^2_{χi} = −m^2 + λh^2_0 + ξR . (5.5)

Hence one may see that the non-minimal term for the Higgs ∼ ξRH^†H gives rise to an effective mass contribution.

The analysis of the section (4.3) then shows that even if one were to quantize all fluctuations the resulting effective potential can nonetheless be approximated by quantising only the matter fields as defined in the Jordan frame action (2.1), where the error is given by the small terms in (4.19). The central values of the currently measured SM parameters are consistent with an instability at the scale Λ_I ∼ 10^{10}GeV – 10^{11}GeV [5, 6], so we can from (4.19) estimate the error coming from neglecting the metric and inflaton fluctuations to be smaller than α = h_0 M_{pl} ∼ Λ_I M_{pl}

≲ 10^{−7} . (5.6)

– 8 –

This small number also describes the magnitude of a potential frame dependence of the result^3.

To summarize, when investigating Higgs dynamics during inflation to a very good approximation one may treat gravity as a classical background given by some inflaton sector and the non-minimal term ∼ ξRH^†H as an effective mass contribution as defined by the Jordan frame action. This contradicts the claims in Ref. [52]. The effect from the classical background curvature is however non-negligible and a flat space approximation for the effective potential misses relevant physics as demonstrated in [15]. This topic we will further address in [67].

6 Summary and conclusions

The focus of this work has been to determine the validity of treating gravity as a nonfluctuating classical background when discussing the fluctuations of the Higgs field and the potential EW vacuum instability during high scale inflation. What we found was that the corrections from quantum gravity were negligible with a suppression of 10^{−7} or more and similarly that the quantization of the matter fields could equally well be made in the Einstein or Jordan frame.

We first explicitly showed that at the background level up to small terms the action in the Jordan frame coincides with the Einstein frame one. The result is contingent on the requirement of the Higgs field being a subdominant spectator and does not hold when it is a non-negligible component in the energy-density for example as in Higgs inflation. We then proceeded to perform a full ADM fluctuation expansion on the action to quadratic order. Similarly to the background approach the result conclusively showed that up to small terms the result coincided with what one would obtain by neglecting the quantum nature of the metric.

In hindsight our results were entirely to be expected: the best fit value for the instability occurs at a scale that is seven orders of magnitude below M_{pl}, which is precisely the suppression given by our calculation. However, recently in [52] it was claimed that a Jordan frame quantization of only the matter fields as was implemented in [15] and [32] is incomplete. The analysis of this work shows this statement to be incorrect. We conclude that quantum field theory on a classical background is a well-suited approach for analysing the various issues related to the early Universe vacuum instability.

Acknowledgments

The research leading to these results has received funding from the European Research Council under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 program (ERC Grant Agreement no. 648680). AR was supported by STFC grant ST/L00044X/1. AR and TM were supported by STFC grant ST/P000762/1

A The quadratic action for scalar perturbations

We expand the action (3.4) with the ADM decomposition of the metric and choosing the gauge (4.13). Tensor perturbations do not couple to scalars at this order according to the

3To be precise, our argument does not imply the existence of a frame dependence but rather that even if it exists it must be subdominant for the problem at hand.

– 9 – standard scalar-vector-tensor decomposition of linear perturbations [64] and a straightforward computation yields the quadratic action for scalar perturbations,

S^{(2)} = S^{(2)}_R + S^{(2)}_K + S^{(2)}_V , (A.1)

where the individual terms are given by

S^{(2)}_R = ∫ d^4x a^3 1 2 M^2_{pl}(N − 1) [ − 6H^2(N − 1) − 4H∂_iN^i ] , (A.2)

S^{(2)}_K = ∫ d^4x a^3 [ 1 2 ( δ̇ϕ^2 + δ̇h^2 − ∂^iδϕ∂_iδϕ − ∂^iδh∂_iδh ) − N^i ( ϕ̇∂_iδϕ + ḣ∂_iδh ) (A.3)

+ 1 2 (N − 1)^2 ( ϕ̇^2 + ḣ^2 ) − (N − 1) ( ϕ̇δ̇ϕ + ḣδ̇h ) ] ,

S^{(2)}_V = ∫ d^4x a^3 [ − 1 2 V^{′′}(ϕ)δϕ^2 − 1 2 ( U^{′′}(h) + ξR ) δh^2 − 1 2 ξα^2∂^iδϕ∂_iδϕ (A.4) −ξα δh M_{pl} ( −2ϕ̇δ̇ϕ + 4V^′(ϕ)δϕ ) − 1 2 ξα^2 ( −δ̇ϕ^2 + 2ϕ̇N^i∂_iδϕ + 2V^{′′}(ϕ)δϕ^2 )

+(N − 1) ( −V^′(ϕ)δϕ − U^′(h)δh − ξα δh M_{pl} ( ϕ̇^2 + 4V (ϕ) ) − ξα^2 ( ϕ̇δ̇ϕ + 2V^′(ϕ)δϕ ))

+ 1 2 ξα^2(N − 1)^2ϕ̇^2 ] . where in the above R is given by the background metric. In arriving at eq. (A.2) we have performed partial integrations and used that the shift N^i can be expressed in the form N^i = ∂^iψ, where ψ is a first order scalar perturbation.

The lapse N and shift N^i act as Lagrange multipliers; their equations of motion δS^{(2)}/δN = 0 and δS^{(2)}/δN^i = 0 contain no time derivatives. To first order in perturbations the solution of these constraint equations is given by

N = 1 + ϕ̇(1 + ξα2) 2HM^2_{pl} δϕ + ḣ 2HM^2_{pl} δh , N^i = ∂^iψ , (A.5) ∂^i∂_iψ = − ϕ̇ 2HM^2_{pl} δ̇ϕ(1 + ξα^2) − ḣ 2HM^2_{pl} δ̇h

+ δϕ 2HM^2_{pl} ( ϕ̇(1 + ξα2) 2HM^2_{pl} ( −6H^2M^2_{pl} + (1 + ξα^2)ϕ̇^2 + ḣ^2 ) − V^′(ϕ)(1 + 2ξα^2) )

+ δh 2HM^2_{pl} ( ḣ 2HM^2_{pl} ( −6H^2M^2_{pl} + (1 + ξα^2)ϕ̇^2 + ḣ^2 ) − U^′(h) − ξα 4V (ϕ) + ϕ̇^2 M_{pl} ) . No slow-roll assumptions have been made up to this point.

By substituting the solutions for N and N^i back into eqs. (A.2) - (A.4), we get the full quadratic action for scalar perturbations (note that parts proportional to δhδ̇h and δϕδ̇ϕ can be brought to form δh^2 and δϕ^2 by partial integration).

For our purposes it is however not necessary to do this step explicitly. Our main goal is to show that terms generating Higgs-inflaton mixing δϕδh are suppressed compared to the

– 10 – δh^2 part of the quadratic action in the limit where the Higgs is a subdominant spectator. To this end we only need to keep track on the magnitude of the mixing terms. From eqs. (A.2) - (A.4) and (A.5) we see that the mixing terms (to leading order in α) are proportional to

S^{(2)} ⊃ { ∫ d^4x a^3δ̇ϕδh O ( ϕ̇ḣ HM^2_{pl} ) , ∫ d^4x a^3δ̇hδϕ O ( ϕ̇ḣ HM^2_{pl} ) , (A.6) ∫ d^4x a^3δϕδh O ( ϕ̇ḣ M^2_{pl} , ϕ̇3ḣ H^2M^4_{pl} , ϕ̇ḣ3 H^2M^4_{pl} , ϕ̇U ′(h) HM^2_{pl} , ḣV ′(ϕ) HM^2_{pl} , αϕ̇V (ϕ) HM^3_{pl} , αϕ̇^3 HM^3_{pl} ) } . We recap that no slow-roll has been assumed to arrive at this result.

A.1 Inflaton dominated slow-roll limit We now concentrate on inflaton dominated slow-roll solutions where the Higgs is an energetically subdominant light spectator. From the background solutions (4.6), (4.7) and (4.8), and the definition of the slow-roll parameters (4.5) it follows that

V^′(ϕ) 3H^2M_{pl} = √ 2ϵ_ϕ ( 1 + O(α^2) ) , U^′(h) 3H^2M_{pl} = √ 2ϵ_h − 4ξα (1 + O(ϵ, ρ_h/ρ_{tot})) . (A.7)

Using these together with eqs. (4.6), (4.7) and (4.8) in eq. (A.5), the solutions for the lapse and shift become

N = 1 − √ ϵ_ϕ 2 δϕ M_{pl} ( 1 + O(α^2) ) + O( √ ϵ_h) δh M_{pl}

, N^i = ∂^iψ , (A.8) ∂^i∂_iψ = √ ϵ_ϕ 2 δϕ̇ M_{pl} ( 1 + O(α^2) ) + O ( √ ϵ_h δ̇h M_{pl} , ϵ^{3/2}_ϕ Hδϕ M_{pl} , ϵ_ϕ √ ϵ_h Hδh M_{pl} , α Hδh M_{pl} ) . Noting that √ ϵ_h = O(αη_h) and dropping the slow-roll and α suppressed terms we get the result (4.14) quoted in the text.

The results for δϕ^2 and δh^2 terms in eq. (4.15) follow directly by substituting the constraints (A.8) in eqs. (A.2) - (A.4) and using the backgrounds solutions (4.6), (4.7) and (4.8) together with eq. (A.7).

Finally, using eqs. (4.6), (4.7), (4.8) and (A.7) in eq. (A.6) we find that the leading mixing terms scale proportional to

S^{(2)} ⊃ { ∫ d^4x a^3Hδ̇ϕδh O (√ ϵ_ϕϵ_h ) , ∫ d^4x a^3Hδ̇hδϕ O (√ ϵ_ϕϵ_h ) , (A.9) ∫ d^4x a^3H^2δϕδh O (√ ϵ_ϕϵ_h, α √ ϵ_ϕ ) } , as written in eq. (4.15).

References

[1] J. R. Espinosa and M. Quiros, Phys. Lett. B 353 (1995) 257 [hep-ph/9504241]. [2] G. Isidori, G. Ridolfi and A. Strumia, Nucl. Phys. B 609 (2001) 387 [hep-ph/0104016].

– 11 –

[3] J. Ellis, J. R. Espinosa, G. F. Giudice, A. Hoecker and A. Riotto, Phys. Lett. B 679 (2009) 369 [arXiv:0906.0954 [hep-ph]].

[4] F. Bezrukov, M. Y. Kalmykov, B. A. Kniehl and M. Shaposhnikov, JHEP 1210 (2012) 140 [arXiv:1205.2893 [hep-ph]];

[5] G. Degrassi, S. Di Vita, J. Elias-Miro, J. R. Espinosa, G. F. Giudice, G. Isidori and A. Strumia, JHEP 1208 (2012) 098 [arXiv:1205.6497 [hep-ph]].

[6] D. Buttazzo, G. Degrassi, P. P. Giardino, G. F. Giudice, F. Sala, A. Salvio and A. Strumia, JHEP 1312 (2013) 089 [arXiv:1307.3536 [hep-ph]].

[7] A. V. Bednyakov, B. A. Kniehl, A. F. Pikelner and O. L. Veretin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115 (2015) no.20, 201802 [arXiv:1507.08833 [hep-ph]].

[8] J. R. Espinosa, G. F. Giudice and A. Riotto, JCAP 0805 (2008) 002 [arXiv:0710.2484 [hep-ph]]; [9] O. Lebedev, Eur. Phys. J. C 72 (2012) 2058 [arXiv:1203.0156 [hep-ph]]; [10] O. Lebedev and A. Westphal, Phys. Lett. B 719 (2013) 415 [arXiv:1210.6987 [hep-ph]]; [11] A. Kobakhidze and A. Spencer-Smith, Phys. Lett. B 722 (2013) 130 [arXiv:1301.2846 [hep-ph]]; [12] M. Fairbairn and R. Hogan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112 (2014) 201801 [arXiv:1403.6786 [hep-ph]]; [13] K. Enqvist, T. Meriniemi and S. Nurmi, JCAP 1407 (2014) 025 [arXiv:1404.3699 [hep-ph]]; [14] A. Hook, J. Kearney, B. Shakya and K. M. Zurek, JHEP 1501 (2015) 061 [arXiv:1404.5953 [hep-ph]];

[15] M. Herranen, T. Markkanen, S. Nurmi and A. Rajantie, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113 (2014) no.21, 211102 [arXiv:1407.3141 [hep-ph]].

[16] K. Kamada, Phys. Lett. B 742 (2015) 126 [arXiv:1409.5078 [hep-ph]]. [17] F. Bezrukov and M. Shaposhnikov, J. Exp. Theor. Phys. 120 (2015) 335 [Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz.

147 (2015) 389] [arXiv:1411.1923 [hep-ph]];

[18] F. Bezrukov, J. Rubio and M. Shaposhnikov, Phys. Rev. D 92 (2015) no.8, 083512 [arXiv:1412.3811 [hep-ph]].

[19] S. Di Chiara, V. Keus and O. Lebedev, Phys. Lett. B 744 (2015) 59 [arXiv:1412.7036 [hep-ph]]; [20] A. Shkerin and S. Sibiryakov, Phys. Lett. B 746 (2015) 257 [arXiv:1503.02586 [hep-ph]]. [21] J. Kearney, H. Yoo and K. M. Zurek, Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) no.12, 123537 [arXiv:1503.05193 [hep-th]].

[22] J. R. Espinosa, G. F. Giudice, E. Morgante, A. Riotto, L. Senatore, A. Strumia and N. Tetradis, JHEP 1509 (2015) 174 [arXiv:1505.04825 [hep-ph]].

[23] O. Czerwińska, Z. Lalak and Ł. Nakonieczny, JHEP 1511 (2015) 207 [arXiv:1508.03297 [hep-th]].

[24] I. G. Moss, arXiv:1509.03554 [hep-th].

[25] O. Czerwińska, Z. Lalak, M. Lewicki and P. Olszewski, JHEP 1610 (2016) 004 [arXiv:1606.07808 [hep-ph]].

[26] A. Rajantie and S. Stopyra, Phys. Rev. D 95 (2017) no.2, 025008 [arXiv:1606.00849 [hep-th]]. [27] W. E. East, J. Kearney, B. Shakya, H. Yoo and K. M. Zurek, Phys. Rev. D 95 (2017) no.2, 023526 [arXiv:1607.00381 [hep-ph]].

[28] K. Kohri and H. Matsui, arXiv:1704.06884 [hep-ph]. [29] J. O. Gong and N. Kitajima, arXiv:1705.11178 [hep-ph].

– 12 –

[30] A. Joti, A. Katsis, D. Loupas, A. Salvio, A. Strumia, N. Tetradis and A. Urbano, arXiv:1706.00792 [hep-ph].

[31] D. G. Figueroa, A. Rajantie and F. Torrenti, arXiv:1709.00398 [astro-ph.CO]. [32] M. Herranen, T. Markkanen, S. Nurmi and A. Rajantie, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115 (2015) 241301 [arXiv:1506.04065 [hep-ph]].

[33] K. Kohri and H. Matsui, Phys. Rev. D 94 (2016) no.10, 103509 [arXiv:1602.02100 [hep-ph]]. [34] Y. Ema, K. Mukaida and K. Nakayama, JCAP 1610 (2016) no.10, 043 [arXiv:1602.00483 [hep-ph]].

[35] K. Enqvist, M. Karciauskas, O. Lebedev, S. Rusak and M. Zatta, JCAP 1611 (2016) 025 [arXiv:1608.08848 [hep-ph]].

[36] Y. Ema, M. Karciauskas, O. Lebedev and M. Zatta, arXiv:1703.04681 [hep-ph]. [37] M. Postma and J. van de Vis, JCAP 1705 (2017) no.05, 004 [arXiv:1702.07636 [hep-ph]]. [38] Y. Ema, K. Mukaida and K. Nakayama, arXiv:1706.08920 [hep-ph]. [39] R. Gregory, I. G. Moss and B. Withers, JHEP 1403 (2014) 081 [arXiv:1401.0017 [hep-th]]. [40] P. Burda, R. Gregory and I. Moss, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115 (2015) 071303 [arXiv:1501.04937 [hep-th]].

[41] P. Burda, R. Gregory and I. Moss, JHEP 1508 (2015) 114 [arXiv:1503.07331 [hep-th]]. [42] P. Burda, R. Gregory and I. Moss, JHEP 1606 (2016) 025 [arXiv:1601.02152 [hep-th]]. [43] K. Mukaida and Y. Yamada, arXiv:1706.04523 [hep-th].

[44] K. Enqvist, T. Meriniemi and S. Nurmi, JCAP 1310 (2013) 057 [arXiv:1306.4511 [hep-ph]]. [45] K. Enqvist, R. N. Lerner and S. Rusak, JCAP 1311 (2013) 034 [arXiv:1308.3321 [astro-ph.CO]].

[46] S. Nurmi, T. Tenkanen and K. Tuominen, JCAP 1511 (2015) no.11, 001 [arXiv:1506.04048 [astro-ph.CO]].

[47] K. Enqvist, S. Nurmi, S. Rusak and D. Weir, JCAP 1602 (2016) no.02, 057 [arXiv:1506.06895 [astro-ph.CO]].

[48] K. Kainulainen, S. Nurmi, T. Tenkanen, K. Tuominen and V. Vaskonen, JCAP 1606 (2016) no.06, 022 [arXiv:1601.07733 [astro-ph.CO]].

[49] M. Heikinheimo, T. Tenkanen, K. Tuominen and V. Vaskonen, Phys. Rev. D 94 (2016) no.6, 063506 [arXiv:1604.02401 [astro-ph.CO]].

[50] R. J. Hardwick, V. Vennin, C. T. Byrnes, J. Torrado and D. Wands, arXiv:1701.06473 [astro-ph.CO].

[51] R. J. Hardwick, V. Vennin and D. Wands, arXiv:1705.05746 [hep-th]. [52] X. Calmet, I. Kuntz and I. G. Moss, arXiv:1701.02140 [hep-ph]. [53] V. Faraoni and E. Gunzig, Int. J. Theor. Phys. 38 (1999) 217 [astro-ph/9910176]. [54] S. Capozziello, P. Martin-Moruno and C. Rubano, Phys. Lett. B 689 (2010) 117 [arXiv:1003.5394 [gr-qc]].

[55] N. Deruelle and M. Sasaki, Springer Proc. Phys. 137 (2011) 247 [arXiv:1007.3563 [gr-qc]]. [56] X. Calmet and T. C. Yang, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 28 (2013) 1350042 [arXiv:1211.4217 [gr-qc]]. [57] M. Postma and M. Volponi, Phys. Rev. D 90 (2014) no.10, 103516 [arXiv:1407.6874 [astro-ph.CO]].

– 13 –

[58] A. Y. Kamenshchik and C. F. Steinwachs, Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) no.8, 084033 [arXiv:1408.5769 [gr-qc]].

[59] S. Pandey, S. Pal and N. Banerjee, arXiv:1611.07043 [gr-qc].

[60] S. Pandey and N. Banerjee, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 132 (2017) no.3, 107 [arXiv:1610.00584 [gr-qc]]. [61] N. A. Chernikov and E. A. Tagirov, Ann. Inst. H. Poincare Phys. Theor. A 9 (1968) 109. [62] C. G. Callan, Jr., S. R. Coleman and R. Jackiw, Annals Phys. 59 (1970) 42.

doi:10.1016/0003-4916(70)90394-5 [63] E. A. Tagirov, Annals Phys. 76 (1973) 561. doi:10.1016/0003-4916(73)90047-X [64] V. F. Mukhanov, H. A. Feldman and R. H. Brandenberger, Phys. Rept. 215 (1992) 203. [65] J. M. Maldacena, JHEP 0305 (2003) 013 doi:10.1088/1126-6708/2003/05/013 [astro-ph/0210603].

[66] M. E. Peskin and D. V. Schroeder, An Introduction to quantum field theory, Reading, USA:

Addison-Wesley (1995) 842 p [67] T. Markkanen, S. Nurmi and A. Rajantie In preparation

– 14 –