arXiv:2107.08048v1 [gr-qc] 16 Jul 2021

Draft version July 20, 2021 Typeset using L^ATEX twocolumn style in AASTeX63

Primordial black holes formation and secondary gravitational waves in nonminimal derivative coupling inflation

Zeinab Teimoori,^1 Kazem Rezazadeh,^{1, 2} and Kayoomars Karami^1

1Department of Physics, University of Kurdistan, Pasdaran Street, P.O. Box 66177-15175, Sanandaj, Iran 2School of Physics, Institute for Research in Fundamental Sciences (IPM), P.O. Box 19395-5531, Tehran, Iran

ABSTRACT We study the possibility of the Primordial Black Holes (PBHs) formation with the aim of finding a considerable fraction of Dark Matter (DM), using the gravitationally enhanced friction mechanism which arises from a nonminimal derivative coupling between the scalar field and the gravity. Assuming the nonminimal coupling parameter as a special function of the scalar field and considering the potential of natural inflation, we find three parameter sets that produce a period of ultra slow-roll inflation. This leads to sufficiently large enhancement in the curvature power spectra to form PBHs. We show that under the gravitationally enhanced friction mechanism, PBHs with a mass around O ( 10^{−12} ) M_⊙ can constitute around 96% of the total DM and so this class of PBHs can be taken as a great candidate for DM. We further study the secondary Gravitational Waves (GWs) in our setting and show that our model predicts the peak of the present fractional energy density as Ω_{GW 0} ∼ 10^{−8} at different frequencies for all the three parameter sets. This value lies well inside the sensitivity region of some GWs detectors at some frequencies, and therefore the observational compatibility of our model can be appraised by the data from these detectors.

Keywords: early universe — inflation — primordial black hole — gravitational wave

1. INTRODUCTION The idea of Primordial Black Holes (PBHs) formation from the primordial curvature perturbations was first suggested in 1966 by Zel’dovich and Novikov and later developed by Hawking and Carr in the early 1970s (Zel’dovich & Novikov 1967; Hawking 1971; Carr & Hawking 1974). Based on this scenario, the gravitational collapse of overdense inhomogeneities in the very early universe could lead to the formation of PBHs. In recent years, the successful detection of Gravitational Waves (GWs) from merging black holes with mass O(10)M_⊙ (M_⊙ is the solar mass), by LIGO- Virgo Collaboration (Abbott et al. 2016a,b, 2017a,b,c) has renewed interest in PBHs and the discussions of PBHs as a Dark Matter (DM) candidate have increased (Bird et al. 2016; Sasaki et al. 2016; Blinnikov et al. 2016; Clesse & García-Bellido 2017, 2018). PBHs as DM at other mass values studied in many works. For example, Mróz et al. (2017); Niikura et al. (2019a)

Corresponding author: Kayoomars Karami kkarami@uok.ac.ir

have argued that the PBHs with earth mass (∼ O(10^{−5})M_⊙), can constitute of order O(10^{−2}) of DM and the ultrashort-timescale microlensing events in the OGLE data can be explained by this class of PBHs. PBHs can constitute all the DM in two asteroid mass intervals: 10^{−16} − 10^{−14}M_⊙ and 10^{−13} − 10^{−11}M_⊙ (Carr et al. 2010; Graham et al. 2015; Katz et al. 2018; Niikura et al. 2019b; Laha 2019; Dasgupta et al. 2020).

Generically, PBHs would form due to the gravitational collapse of the curvature perturbations generated during the inflationary phase, when the relevant scales reenter the horizon in the radiation dominated era. After horizon reentry, if the primordial density perturbations have sufficiently large amplitude, the overdense region would collapse and eventually form PBHs. However, to this aim, there is a big challenge. On one hand, the amplitude of the primordial curvature perturbations at large scales is constrained by the CMB observations to be P_s ∼ O(10^{−9}) at the pivot scale k_∗ = 0.05Mpc^{−1} (Akrami et al. 2020). On the other hand, to primordial perturbations lead to form PBHs, it is required that the amplitude of these perturbations be P_s ∼ O(10^{−2}) at some smaller scales. Therefore, a mechanism is needed to enhance the amplitude of the power spectrum of curvature perturbations by seven orders of magnitude at smaller scales, with respect to the CMB scales. Recently, many works have investigated how such an enhancement could be obtained (Cai et al. 2018; Pi et al. 2018; Chen & Cai 2019; Ballesteros et al. 2019; Kamenshchik et al. 2019; Fu et al. 2019; Ashoorioon et al. 2019; Mishra & Sahni 2020; Dalianis et al. 2020). An appropriate way to this aim is to slow down the scalar field evolution by increasing friction. This leads to an ultra slow-roll inflationary phase which the location and duration of this region depend on the model. In the presence of the nonminimal derivative coupling to gravity and by fine-tuning of the model parameters, this goal can be achieved appropriately, because the nonminimal derivative coupling to gravity provides a gravitationally enhanced friction mechanism (Germani & Kehagias 2010; Tsujikawa 2012; Tsujikawa et al. 2013).

The nonminimal derivative coupling model is a subset of the Horndeski theory, which is the most general scalar-tensor theory having second-order equations of motion (Horndeski 1974; De Felice & Tsujikawa 2011a; Tsujikawa 2012; Tsujikawa et al. 2013). This important feature is essential to avoid serious problems such as negative energies and related instabilities (Ostrogradski 1850). An interesting property of the nonminimal derivative coupling scenario is that the mechanism of the gravitationally enhanced friction can be used only for some special potentials (Tsujikawa 2012). Therefore, in this work we consider one of the popular models of inflation, namely natural inflation (Freese et al. 1990; Adams et al. 1993) which fulfills the basic requirements for the potential of the nonminimal derivative coupling scenario (Tsujikawa 2012). Note that, in the standard inflationary scenario based on the Einstein gravity, the natural potential is in tension with current CMB data, and its results can be compatible with only the 95% CL of Planck 2018 TT+lowE results (Akrami et al. 2020). This motivates us to investigate whether it is possible to improve its observational results in the setting of nonminimal derivative coupling scenario, such that it be compatible with 68% CL constraints of these data set. Accordingly, we study the possibility of PBHs formation whose masses are around O(10)M_⊙, O(10^{−5})M_⊙, and O(10^{−12})M_⊙ in the framework of the nonminimal derivative coupling model.

Note that a similar scenario has been considered by Fu et al. (2019). In our work, unlike the study of Fu et al. (2019), the nonminimal derivative coupling scenario is valid during the whole of inflationary stage. At some scales during inflation, the nonminimal derivative coupling presents a peak which leads to a temporary ultra slow-roll period. This ultra slow-roll period, in turn provides the gravitationally enhanced friction that is required for PBHs production. Away from the ultra slow-roll period, the peak of the nonminimal derivative coupling disappears, but in our model, in contrary to Fu et al. (2019), the nonminimal derivative coupling still takes some non-vanishing values. These values result from the existence of another term in the function supposed for the nonminimal derivative coupling which holds all over the inflationary era. As a results, the inflationary observables which are estimated at the epoch of horizon crossing of the curvature perturbations, are affected from the nonminimal derivative coupling, and we hope with the aid of this effect, we can improve the observational results of the natural potential in our setup.

The enhancement of primordial curvature perturbation that leads to the production of PBHs, may also induce the secondary GWs (Matarrese et al. 1998; Mollerach et al. 2004; Ananda et al. 2007; Baumann et al. 2007; Saito & Yokoyama 2009, 2010; Bugaev & Klimai 2010, 2011; Alabidi et al. 2012; Nakama et al. 2017; Inomata et al. 2017; Garcia-Bellido et al. 2017; Peirone et al. 2018; Cheng et al. 2018; Lin et al. 2020). Therefore, the detection of both PBHs and secondary GWs can be regarded to constrain the substantial increment of the amplitude of the primordial curvature perturbation at some scales during inflation. So, in this way, we can acquire valuable information about the physics of the early universe. So far, various scenarios are proposed to generate secondary GWs from inflation. For instance, in Saito & Yokoyama (2009); Bartolo et al. (2019); Cai et al. (2019), a phenomenological delta function provides the required enhancement in the scalar power spectrum to produce PBHs and induced GWs. A broken power-law (Lu et al. 2019) or Gaussian power spectrum (Namba et al. 2016; Garcia-Bellido et al. 2017; Lu et al. 2019) can also give rise to such an enhancement. Furthermore, other mechanisms such as the running-mass model (Stewart 1997; Drees & Erfani 2011; Datta & Bose 2019), the axion-curvaton model (Kasuya & Kawasaki 2009; Kawasaki et al. 2013), oscillons after inflation (Easther et al. 2007; Antusch et al. 2017; Liu et al. 2018), and parametric resonance due to the double inflation (Kawasaki et al. 2006, 2016) can also explain the generation of PBHs and induced GWs in the primordial universe. In this paper, we further investigate the secondary GWs in our inflationary setup. Specifically, we calculate the present fractional energy density of these GWs and compare our findings with the sensitivity regions of different GWs detectors.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In Sec. 2, we propose a brief review of the nonminimal derivative coupling model and find all the necessary equations describing our model. In Sec. 3, applying the Press- Schechter formalism, we review the base formulas for the calculation of the mass and abundance of PBHs first, and then we discuss how to produce the sufficiently large amplitude power spectrum of curvature perturbations with enhanced friction in the framework of the nonminimal derivative coupling scenario. Subsequently, we investigate the secondary GWs in our framework in Sec 4. Finally, we summarize our concluding remarks in Sec. 5. 2. NONMINIMAL DERIVATIVE COUPLING MODEL We start with the nonminimal derivative coupling action (De Felice & Tsujikawa 2011a; Tsujikawa 2012; Tsujikawa et al. 2013)

S = ∫ d^4x √ −g [ 1 2 R − 1 2 ( g^{μν} − g(ϕ)G^{μν} ) ∂_μϕ∂_ν ϕ − V (ϕ) ] , (1)

where g is the determinant of the metric g_{μν} , R is the Ricci scalar, G^{μν} is the Einstein tensor, g(ϕ) is the coupling parameter which has a dimension of inverse mass squared, and V (ϕ) is the potential of a scalar field ϕ. Throughout this paper, we take the reduced Planck mass equal to unity, M_P = (8πG)^{−1/2} = 1. As mentioned in Sec. 1, the action (1) belongs to the Horndeski theory. The Lagrangian in the Horndeski theory contains the terms K(ϕ, X), G_3(ϕ, X)□ϕ, G_4(ϕ, X)R + G_{4,X} × [field derivative terms], and G_5(ϕ, X)G^{μν} (▽_μ ▽_ν ϕ) − (G_{5,X} /6)× [field derivative terms], where K and G_i(i = 3, 4, 5) are general functions of ϕ and the kinetic term X = −^1_2 g^{μν} ∂_μϕ∂_ν ϕ and G_{i,X} = ∂G_i/∂X (Tsujikawa et al. 2013). By setting K(ϕ, X) = X − V (ϕ), G_3 = G_4 = 0, and G_5 = G_5(ϕ), then integrating the term G_5(ϕ)G^{μν} ▽_μ ▽_ν ϕ by parts and finally defining g(ϕ) ≡ −2dG_5/dϕ, the nonminimal derivative coupling action in Eq.(1) is recovered from the Horndeski Lagrangian (Tsujikawa et al. 2013). Note that the case g = 1/M^2, where M is a constant with a dimension of mass, has been studied in Germani & Kehagias (2010); Germani & Watanabe (2011); De Felice & Tsujikawa (2011a); Tsujikawa (2012); Tsujikawa et al. (2013) (see also Amendola (1993) for the original work). It is so useful if a more general function is regarded for g such that it depends also on the scalar field ϕ. In this way, it will be a dynamical quantity that can vary with time during the inflationary period. In this work, we consider this possibility and try to improve the observational results of the natural potential and also provide a reasonable scenario for production of PBHs from inflation, by using a suitable choice for g(ϕ).

In the following, let us briefly review the background dynamics and basic formulas governing the theory of cosmological perturbations for the model described by action (1). To this aim, we follow the approach of De Felice & Tsujikawa (2011a); Tsujikawa et al. (2013) in which we set K(ϕ, X) = X − V (ϕ), G_3 = G_4 = 0 and G_5 = G_5(ϕ) to transform their results to be applicable for our model.

From Eqs. (4), (5), (6), and (7) in De Felice & Tsujikawa (2011a), one can find the modified background equations in the flat Friedmann- Robertson-Walker (FRW) metric g_{μν} = diag ( − 1, a^2(t), a^2(t), a^2(t) ) , as the following forms

3H^2 − 1 2 ( 1 + 9H^2g(ϕ) ) ϕ̇^2 − V (ϕ) = 0, (2)

2Ḣ + ( −g(ϕ)Ḣ + 3g(ϕ)H^2 + 1 ) ϕ̇^2 − Hg_{,ϕ}ϕ̇^3 − 2Hg(ϕ)ϕ̇ϕ̈ = 0, (3) ( 1 + 3g(ϕ)H^2 )¨ ϕ + ( 1 + g(ϕ)(2Ḣ + 3H^2) ) 3Hϕ̇ + 3 2 g_{,ϕ}H^2ϕ̇^2 + V_{,ϕ} = 0, (4)

where H ≡ ȧ/a is the Hubble parameter and the dot denotes derivative with respect to the cosmic time t. We also use the notation (, ϕ) to denote ∂/∂ϕ.

In the context of nonminimal derivative coupling scenario, the slow-roll parameters are defined as the following forms (De Felice & Tsujikawa 2011a; Tsujikawa et al. 2013)

ε ≡ − Ḣ H^2 , δ_ϕ ≡ ϕ̈ H ϕ̇ , δ_X ≡ ϕ̇2 2H^2 , δ_D ≡ g(ϕ)ϕ̇^2 4 , δ_G ≡ g_{,ϕ}ϕ̇^3 4H . (5)

Under the slow-roll approximation, the field equations (2), (3), and (4) reduce to

3H^2 ≃ V (ϕ), (6)

2Ḣ + Aϕ̇^2 − Hg_{,ϕ}ϕ̇^3 ≃ 0, (7) 3Hϕ̇A + 3 2 g_{,ϕ}H^2ϕ̇^2 + V_{,ϕ} ≃ 0, (8)

where

A ≡ 1 + 3g(ϕ)H^2. (9)

For simplicity, we also assume that the following condition holds in the slow-roll regime |g_{,ϕ}Hϕ̇| ≪ A. (10) Using the condition (10), the field equations (6), (7), and (8) can be written in the following forms

3H^2 ≃ V (ϕ), (11) 2Ḣ + Aϕ̇^2 ≃ 0, (12) 3Hϕ̇A + V_{,ϕ} ≃ 0. (13)

Taking the time derivative of Eq. (11) and using Eq. (13), we get

ε ≃ δ_X + 6δ_D ≃ ε_V A , (14)

where ε_V ≡ 1 2 ( V_{,ϕ} V )_2 . (15)

As we see, ε ≃ ε_V for A ≃ 1 and the standard slowroll inflationary model is recovered. In the high-friction limit (A ≫ 1), one has ε ≪ ε_V , which means that the inflaton rolls more slowly down its potential relative to that in standard slow-roll scenario due to a gravitationally enhanced friction.

The power spectrum of the curvature perturbation R at the sound exit horizon, i.e. c_sk = aH (k is a comoving wavenumber), is given by (De Felice & Tsujikawa 2011a; Tsujikawa et al. 2013)

P_s =

H^2 8π^2Q_sc^3_s | | |_{csk=aH} , (16) where

Q_s = w_1(4w_1w_3 + 9w^2 )

3w^2

, (17)

c^2_s =

3(2w^2_1 w_2H − w^2 w_4 + 4w_1ẇ_1w_2 − 2w^2_1ẇ_2) w_1(4w_1w_3 + 9w^2 )

, (18) and

w_1 = 1 − 2δ_D, (19) w_2 = 2H(1 − 6δ_D), (20) w_3 = −3H^2(3 − δ_X − 36δ_D), (21) w_4 = 1 + 2δ_D. (22)

Note that, the quantities w_i (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) are obtained by Eqs. (17)-(20) in Tsujikawa et al. (2013) with setting

K(ϕ, X) = X − V (ϕ), G_3 = G_4 = 0, and G_5 = G_5(ϕ). The observational value of the amplitude of scalar perturbations at the CMB pivot scale k_∗ = 0.05 Mpc^{−1} measured by the Planck team is P_s(k_∗) ≃ 2.1 × 10^{−9} (Akrami et al. 2020).

With the help of Eqs. (6), (22), (23), (24), and (25) in Tsujikawa et al. (2013), and also using Eq. (14) to the lowest order in the slow-roll parameters, one can find

Q_s ≃ δ_X + 6δ_D ≃ ε ≃ ε_V A , (23) and c^2_s ≃ 1 −

2δ_D(3δ_X + 34δ_D − 2δ_ϕ) δ_X + 6δ_D

. (24)

Since c^2_s = 1 − O(ε), applying Eqs. (11), (15), and the last approximate equality in Eq. (23), the power spectrum (16) at the leading order in the slow-roll parameters, can be obtained as

P_s ≃ V^3 12π^2V^2_{,ϕ} A ≃ V^3 12π^2V^2_{,ϕ} ( 1 + g(ϕ)V ) , (25)

where in the last approximate equality, we have used the definition A in Eq. (9) and the first Friedmann equation (11).

During slow-roll inflationary phase, the Hubble parameter H and the sound speed c_s change much slower than the scale factor a of the universe (Garriga & Mukhanov 1999). Therefore, applying the relation c_sk = aH which is valid around the sound horizon exit, we can write d ln k ≈ Hdt. Using this approximation and the definition n_s −1 ≡ d ln P_s/d ln k, one can easily find n_s − 1 ≃ Ṗ_s/(HP_s). From this relation and then using Eqs. (11), (13), (15), and the first approximate equality in (25), we can find the scalar spectral index n_s as

n_s − 1 ≃ − 1 A [ 6ε_V − 2η_V + 2ε_V ( 1 − 1 A )

× ( 1 + g_{,ϕ} g(ϕ) V (ϕ) V_{,ϕ} )] , (26)

where

η_V = V_{,ϕϕ} V . (27)

The observational constraint on the scalar spectral index is n_s = 0.9627 ± 0.0060 (68% CL, Planck 2018 TT+lowE) (Akrami et al. 2020).

Using the approximation d ln k ≈ Hdt and Eq. (13), one can obtain the running of the scalar spectral index as dn_s d ln k ≃ − 1 A ( V_{,ϕ} V (ϕ) ) n_{s,ϕ}. (28) The running of the spectral index measured by the Planck team is about dn_s/d ln k = −0.0078 ± 0.0082 (68% CL, Planck 2018 TT+lowE) (Akrami et al. 2020).

The tensor power spectrum in the framework of nonminimal derivative coupling scenario is given by (De Felice & Tsujikawa 2011a; Tsujikawa et al. 2013)

P_t =

H^2 2π^2Q_tc^3_t | | |_{ct k=aH} , (29) where

Q_t = 1 4 w_1 = 1 4 (1 − 2δ_D), (30)

c^2_t = w_4 w_1

= 1 + 4δ_D + O(ε^2). (31)

At leading order in slow-roll parameters, the tensor power spectrum (29) can be expressed as

P_t =

2H^2 π^2

, (32)

which is evaluated at c_tk = aH. From Eqs. (24) and (34) in Tsujikawa et al. (2013), and also using Eqs. (14) and (24), the tensor-to-scalar ratio in the slow-roll regime is obtained as r ≃ 16ε ≃ 16 ε_V A . (33)

The Planck 2018 data provides an upper bound on the tensor-to-scalar ratio as < 0.0654 (68% CL, Planck 2018 TT+lowE) (Akrami et al. 2020). It is worth mentioning that for the case g(ϕ) = const., Eqs. (26) and (33) are transformed to the corresponding results obtained in Tsujikawa (2012).

3. PRIMORDIAL BLACK HOLES FORMATION In this section, at first, we briefly study the basic formalism for the PBHs formation, and then we apply this formalism in the framework of the nonminimal derivative coupling scenario to investigate the possibility of the PBHs formation.

3.1. Basic Formalism The scalar modes of perturbations reenter the horizon during the radiation dominated era, after inflation. If the amplitude of these perturbations is large enough, they may collapse to form PBHs. The mass of formed PBHs is proportional to the horizon mass as (Di & Gong 2018)

M(k) = γM_{hor} = 3.68 ( γ 0.2 ) ( g_∗ 10.75 )_{−1/6} ( k 10^6 Mpc^{−1} )_{−2} M_⊙, (34)

where γ is the efficiency of collapse and assumed to be γ ≃ 0.2 (Carr 1975), M_{hor} is the horizon mass, and g_∗ = 107.5 indicates the effective degrees of freedom for energy density at the formation of PBHs.

Assuming that the curvature perturbations obey Gaussian statistics, the fractional energy density of PBHs with mass M(k) at formation can be calculated with the help of Press-Schechter formalism as (Press & Schechter 1974; Young et al. 2014; Özsoy et al. 2018; Tada & Yokoyama 2019)

β(M) = √ 2 π σ(M) δ_c exp ( − δ^2_c 2σ^2(M) ) , (35)

where δ_c denotes the threshold of the density perturbation for the PBHs formation. As suggested in Musco & Miller (2013); Harada et al. (2013); Escrivà et al. (2020); Lin et al. (2020), we consider the threshold value δ_c ≃ 0.4. σ^2 ( M(k) ) that is the coarsegrained variance of the density contrast smoothed on a scale k is given by (Young et al. 2014; Özsoy et al. 2018)

σ^2(k) = ∫ dq q W^2(q/k) 16 81 (q/k)^4P_s(q), (36)

where P_s(k) is the power spectrum of the curvature perturbations and W (x) is the window function. In this work, we use the smoothing Gaussian window as W (x) = exp (−x^2/2).

The current energy fraction of PBHs (Ω_{PBH}) to dark matter (Ω_{DM}) is defined as (Carr et al. 2016; Di & Gong 2018)

f_{PBH}(M) ≡

Ω_{PBH} Ω_{DM} = β(M) 3.94 × 10^{−9} ( γ 0.2 )_{1/2} ( g_∗ 10.75 )_{−1/4}

× ( 0.12 Ω_{DM}h^2 ) ( M M_⊙ )_{−1/2} . (37)

Here, we take Ω_{DM}h^2 ≃ 0.12 from the Planck 2018 results (Akrami et al. 2020).

As we mentioned in Sec. 1, in this work we consider three distinct PBH mass scales: O(10)M_⊙, O(10^{−5})M_⊙, and O(10^{−12})M_⊙. With the help of Eq. (34), one can easily find that these masses are corresponding to the comoving wavenumber O(10^5), O(10^8), and O(10^{12}) Mpc^{−1}, respectively.

3.2. Primordial Black Holes from Nonminimal Derivative Coupling Model Now we are in a position to study the possibility of PBHs formation in our model. From Eq. (25), it is realized that the power spectrum of the curvature perturbations gets amplified if the coupling parameter g(ϕ) has a sufficiently large peak about a field value. Therefore, to obtain a desirable power spectrum with a peak on a particular scale which can lead to the formation of PBHs, we take the functional form of g(ϕ) as

g(ϕ) = g_I (ϕ) ( 1 + g_{II} (ϕ) ) , (38)

where

g_I (ϕ) = 1 M^{α+1} ϕ^{α−1}, (39) and g_{II} (ϕ) = ω √( ϕ−ϕ_c σ )_2 + 1 . (40)

In our work, the coupling function g(ϕ) consist of the two functions g_I (ϕ) and g_{II} (ϕ). The function g_{II} (ϕ) have a peak at the critical field value ϕ = ϕ_c, and the height and width of the peak are specified by the parameters ω and σ, respectively. For the field values away from ϕ = ϕ_c, the function g_{II} (ϕ) almost vanishes, so that g(ϕ) ≈ g_I (ϕ). The function g_I (ϕ) is a conceivable generalization for the original coupling 1/M^2 which was first proposed by Germani & Kehagias (2010), and studied later in the literature (De Felice & Tsujikawa 2011a; Tsujikawa 2012; Tsujikawa et al. 2013). More precisely, one can recover this term by setting α = 1 in the expression (39) for g_I (ϕ). In the paper by Fu et al. (2019), the coupling function g(ϕ) consist of only the one function with the form given in Eq. (40). Therefore, away from the peak, the coupling function g(ϕ) disappears and the nonminimal derivative scenario is no longer valid, and we recover the Einstein general relativity. But, in our work, since g_I (ϕ) has a non-vanishing value in the regions away the peak, therefore the scenario of nonminimal derivative coupling remains valid in all the regions of the field excursion. Actually, the validity of this scenario in those regions helps us to improve the consistency of the natural potential results for the inflationary observables with the latest CMB data (Akrami et al. 2020). In other words, in our work the scenario of nonminimal derivative coupling is valid throughout the inflationary era, while in Fu et al. (2019), this scenario is only valid around ϕ = ϕ_c where the coupling function has a considerable value, and in other regions the Einstein gravity is recovered, because the nonminimal coupling term vanishes.

We consider the natural potential which has the following form (Freese et al. 1990; Adams et al. 1993)

V (ϕ) = Λ^4 ( 1 + cos ( ϕ f ) ) , (41)

where Λ and f are constants with dimensions of mass. In the framework of standard inflationary scenario, the consistency of the natural potential with the latest observations is not very good, because its results can satisfy only the 95% CL constraints of Planck 2018 TT+lowE data (Akrami et al. 2020). This motivates us to investigate natural inflation in the nonminimal derivative coupling setting to see whether its predictions can be improved in light of the observational results. It seems that, the regime f ≳ M_P is impossible in string theory (Banks et al. 2003; Barnaby & Peloso 2011). Since a global symmetry related to pseudo- Nambu-Goldstone Boson (pNGB) is broken above the quantum gravity scale and consequently, the effective field theory may not be valid.

Using Eqs.(38), (39), (40), and (41), the power spectrum (25) is simplified to

P_s ≃ f^2Λ^4 12π^2 csc^2 χ ( 1 + cos χ

)_3

× [ 1 + λχ^{−1+α} f^2 ( 1 + ω √ 1 + (^{f (χ−χc )}_σ )^2 ) ] , (42)

where χ = ϕ/f, χ_c = ϕ_c/f and λ ≡ f^{1+α}Λ^4 M^{1+α}

. (43)

Now, we assume that the following conditions are satisfied:

ω ≫ 1, | ϕ_∗ − ϕ_c | ≫ σω, λ ≫ f^2, (44) where ϕ_∗ is the scalar field value at the moment of horizon crossing. Using Eq. (42) and the three assumptions in (44), one can easily find

P_s | | |_{χ=χc} ≃ ω ( 1 + cos χ_c 1 + cos χ_∗

)_3 ( csc χ_c csc χ_∗

)_2 ( χ_c χ_∗ )_{−1+α}

× P_s | | χ=χ_∗ , (45)

which the amplitude of the power spectrum at the pivot scale k_∗ = 0.05Mpc^{−1} is constrained by the Planck 2018 results as P_s | | |_{χ=χ∗} ≃ 2.1 × 10^{−9} (Akrami et al. 2020).

The anisotropies observed in the CMB radiation exit the Hubble horizon around N_∗ ≈ 50 − 60 before the end of inflation (Liddle & Leach 2003; Dodelson & Hui 2003). The exact value of horizon exit e-fold number depends on energy scale of inflation and reheating mechanism after inflation (Liddle & Leach 2003; Dodelson & Hui 2003). In our model, like most of conventional inflationary models, inflation occurs at the GUT energy scale (10^{16} GeV). Also, in our model, again like most of conventional inflationary models, the details of reheating process after inflation is still unknown for us, and therefore, we cannot determine definitively the exact value of N_∗ in our model. However, we here take N_∗ = 60 since it provides better consistency for the inflationary observables in our investigation. Although, we can get almost similar results for the PBHs parameters with the choice of other values of N_∗ in the range 50 − 60, but it hurts the consistency of the inflationary observables with the CMB observations in our model.

From Eq. (45) it is clear that the power spectrum at χ = χ_c will have a peak of order O(10^{−2}), provided that ω ∼ O(10^7). With this in mind and based on the conditions (44), we chose α = 0, f = 0.2, and λ = 20. Moreover, we consider three distinct parameter sets which are summarized in Table 1.

Note that our model is characterized by eight free parameters {α, M, f, λ, Λ, ω, ϕ_c, σ} which the parameters α, M, f, λ, and Λ are related to each other according to Eq. (43). The value of the other parameter Λ is fixed by imposing the CMB normalization at the observable scale. The derived values of the inflationary observables n_s, r, dn_s/d ln k, and also the quantities relevant for producing PBHs of these three cases are presented in Table 2. Solving the full equations of motion (2)-(4), for the potential (41) and the nonminimal derivative coupling parameter given in Eqs. (38)-(40) numerically, we plot the evolution of the scalar field ϕ as a function of efold number N (where dN = −Hdt) in Figure 1 for Case 1 (solid line), Case 2 (dashed line), and Case 3 (dotted line). In this figure, we see that a plateau-like region appears in the e-folds 17 ≲ N ≲ 36 for Case 1, in 26 ≲ N ≲ 44 for Case 2, and in 33 ≲ N ≲ 50 for Case 3. This behavior in the evolution of ϕ versus N arises from the slowing down of the speed of the scalar field around ϕ = ϕ_c. The presence of this region leads to a large enhancement of the curvature power spectrum (see Figure 4). The plateau-like region exhibiting a phase of ultra slow-roll inflation in which inflaton rolls very slowly due to the high friction.

In Figure 2, the evolution of the first slow-roll parameter ε (left panel), the second slow-roll parameter δ_ϕ, and the expression g_{,ϕ}Hϕ̇/A (right panel) are plotted as a function of N for the three cases of Table 1. The left panel of this figure clears that ε remains below unity up until the end of inflation. Of course, it does not become unity at N = 0 and inflation continues for a few more e-folds (1.159 e-folds for Case 1, 0.557 e-folds for Case 2, and 1.008 e-folds for Case 3). The reason of this behavior is the strong slowing down of inflaton during the ultra slow-roll phase. However, since in our model inflation ends in a few e-folds after N = 0, it ensures us that inflation ends after a finite duration. From the right panel of this figure, we further see that the slowroll condition | δ_ϕ |≪ 1 is violated at the ultra slow-roll period.

From Figure 2, one can easily find that at the time of the sound horizon corresponding to N_∗ = 60, the slowroll approximation remains valid. It is worth mentioning that under the slow-roll limit, both two parameters ε and δ_ϕ should be less than unity. The condition (10) is also valid at N_∗ = 60. Therefore, by using Eqs. (9), (15), (26), (27), (28), and (33), we can find the scalar spectral index n_s, the tensor-to-scalar ratio r, and the running of the scalar spectral index dn_s/d ln k for the model described by Eqs. (38)-(41). The numerical results are presented in Table 2, indicate that the values of r, and dn_s/d ln k predicted by our model in Case 1 and Case 2, are consistent with the 68% CL constraints of Planck 2018 TT+lowE data (Akrami et al. 2020), and the values of n_s satisfy the 95% CL constraints. For Case 3, the value of dn_s/d ln k is in agreement with the 95% CL region of Planck 2018 TT+lowE data (Akrami et al. 2020), while the values of n_s and r satisfy the 68% CL constraints of these data. Therefore, we see that in the framework of the nonminimal derivative coupling, we can improve the consistency of the inflationary observables of the natural potential in light of the Planck 2018 results (Akrami et al. 2020) in comparison with its results in the setup of standard inflationary scenario. This is a remarkable consequence of the consideration of the nonminimal derivative coupling scenario in our investigation.

The evolution of the scalar propagation speed squared c^2_s versus N is illustrated in Figure 3. The figure shows that the sound speed squared always remains subluminal (c^2_s < 1) during the whole period of time domain of interest, and it approaches values very close to unity during the ultra slow-roll phase.

Due to the violation of slow-roll conditions in the plateau-like region, we cannot use Eq. (42) to find the power spectrum during the ultra slow-roll phase, because this equation is obtained by accepting that the slow-roll limit and the condition (10) are valid during

Table 1. The chosen parameter sets corresponding to Case 1, Case 2, and Case 3. The value of Λ is fixed by imposing the CMB normalization at N∗ = 60. # ϕc ω σ Λ Case 1 0.233760 6.22820 × 10^7 5.5930 × 10^{−11} 0.0050 Case 2 0.198752 5.00780 × 10^7 4.2080 × 10^{−11} 0.0049 Case 3 0.176323 4.00821 × 10^7 3.8180 × 10^{−11} 0.0048

Table 2. Results obtained for the three cases of Table 1. We give the scalar spectral index (ns), the tensor-to-scalar ratio (r), the running of the scalar spectral index (dns/d ln k) and the PBHs fractional abundance (f^{peak}_{PBH} ). M^{peak}_{PBH} is the PBH mass corresponding to f^{peak}_{PBH} . The inflationary observables ns, r, and dns/d ln k are computed at horizon crossing e-fold number N∗ = 60.

# ns r dns/d ln k M^{peak}_{PBH} /M⊙ f^{peak}_{PBH} Case 1 0.9527 0.0342 −0.0010 1.47 × 10^{−12} 0.9563 Case 2 0.9560 0.0320 −0.0006 1.64 × 10^{−5} 0.0393 Case 3 0.9645 0.0296 0.0013 25.70 0.0018

inflation. In such a situation, we should compute the exact power spectrum. To this aim, the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation should be solved numerically for all the Fourier modes of interest: υ^{′′}_k + ( c^2_sk^2 − z^{′′} z ) υ_k = 0, (46)

where a prime denotes a derivative with respect to the conformal time η = ∫ a^{−1}dt, and υ ≡ zR, z = a √ 2Q_s. (47)

At the sub-horizon scale c_sk ≫ aH, we can assume that the function υ to be in the Bunch-Davies vacuum, so that its Fourier transform υ_k satisfies (De Felice & Tsujikawa 2013) υ_k → e^{−icskη} √ 2c_sk . (48)

The Mukhanov-Sasaki equation (46) indicates that during inflation, each mode υ_k evolves in time, until this mode stops evolving and reaches a constant value at the super-horizon where c_sk ≪ aH. By solving the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation, numerically, we find the evolution of real and imaginary parts of υ_k, then we estimate the scalar power-spectrum of each mode υ_k using the following relation

P_s = k^3 2π^2 | |υk^2 z^2 | | c_sk≪aH . (49)

In Figure 4, we plot the actual power spectra obtained from the numerical solution of the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation (46), as a function of the comoving wavenumber k. The observational constraints on the primordial curvature power spectrum are also shown. The solid, dashed, and dotted black lines corresponding to the Case1, Case 2, and Case 3, respectively. Figure 4 shows that on the large scales when inflation is in the slow-roll phase, the power spectra are in good agreement with the CMB constraints (Akrami et al. 2020). From this figure, we also see that when the ultra slow-roll phase occurs, the power spectra start to increase to the order of O(10^{−2}) which is large enough to form PBHs.

From the diagram of the scalar power spectra in Figure 4, it seems to some extent strange how the comoving wavenumber changes from k_∗ = 0.05 Mpc^{−1} at the horizon crossing with N_∗ = 60 to such rather large values at later epochs at which the peaks of the power spectra appear, while the variations of e-folding are not very substantial in this period. In order to explain this exotic behavior, we plot in Figure 5 the variation of the comoving wavenumber k against of the e-fold number N at which that k leaves the Hubble horizon during inflation. We see in this figure that log(k) has an almost linear relation with −N, or, in other words, k is approximately proportional to exp(−N). Due to this exponential dependency, it is possible for k to change considerably within a few number of e-folds. In the figure, we have also specified the comoving wavenumber and its corresponding e-fold number at which the peak of the scalar power spectrum takes place for each Case 1, 2, and 3. The numerical values of these quantities are presented in Table 3. In the table, we also report the peak value of the scalar power spectrum. The numbers for k^{peak} and P^{peak}_s in the table are in agreement with those can be seen visually in Figure 4.

Substituting the actual power spectrum obtained by solving the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation, into Eq. (36) and then calculating the integral, then using Eqs. (34), (35), and (37), we can find the primordial black holes

Figure 1. Evolution of the scalar field ϕ as a function of the e-fold number N for Case 1 (solid line), Case 2 (dashed line), and Case 3 (dotted line). The initial conditions are found by using Eqs. (11) and (13) at N∗ = 60.

Table 3. The amplitude of the peak of the scalar power spectrum (P^{peak}_s ) for Cases 1, 2, and 3. N^{peak} and k^{peak} are the e-fold number and comoving wavenumber corresponding to P^{peak}_s , respectively.

# N^{peak} k^{peak}/Mpc^{−1} P^{peak}_s Case 1 28.74 1.714 × 10^{12} 0.0316 Case 2 36.91 5.071 × 10^8 0.0388 Case 3 44.01 4.259 × 10^5 0.0460

abundance for the parameter values given in Table 1. The results are shown in Figure 6 and Table 2. Our analysis indicates that in Case 1, our model generates PBHs with mass M ≃ 1.47 × 10^{−12}M_⊙ and f_{PBH} ≃ 0.9563 which means that this class of PBHs constitute around 0.96% of DM content of the universe. Therefore, the formed PBHs in Case 1, can be taken as a suitable candidate for DM.

For the parameters set of Case 2, the model predicts PBHs with the mass around O(10^{−5})M_⊙ which the peak of f_{PBH} places on the inferred region of the PBH abundance by the ultrashort-timescale microlensing events in

OGLE data. Therefore, one can consider these PBHs as a source of these microlensing events.

In Case 3, the produced PBHs mass is M ≃ 25.70M_⊙ with f_{PBH} ≃ 0.0018. Figure 6 indicates this class of PBHs can satisfy the constraint from the upper limit on the LIGO merger rate.

4. SECONDARY GRAVITATIONAL WAVES Production of the primordial perturbation from inflation may induce the generation of secondary GWs. These GWs are a significant criteria to check the validity of inflationary models, because they can be tested through the data of some designed GWs detectors. In this section, we aim to calculate the

Figure 2. Evolution of the first slow-roll parameter ε (left), the second slow-roll parameter δ_ϕ, and the expression g_{,ϕ}Hϕ̇/A (right) versus the e-fold number N for Case 1 (solid line), Case 2 (dashed line), and Case 3 (dotted line).

secondary GWs in our nonminimal derivative inflationary setup. For this purpose, we first decompose the transverse and traceless tensor perturbation h_{ij} into two independent polarization modes, as h_{ij} = h_+e^+_{ij} + h_×e^×_{ij} . The tensors modes e^λ_{ij} with λ = +, ×, satisfy the orthogonality relations e^+_{ij} (k)e^+_{ij} (−k)^∗ = 2, e^×_{ij} (k)e^×_{ij} (−k)^∗ = 2, and e^+_{ij} (k)e^×_{ij} (−k)^∗ = 0 in Fourier space. The second-order action for the tensor perturbation in our model takes the following form (De Felice & Tsujikawa 2011a; Gao & Steer 2011; Kobayashi et al. 2011; Tsujikawa et al. 2013)

S^{(2)}_t = ∑ λ=+,× ∫ dtd^3xa^3Q_t [ ḣ^2_λ − c^{2t} a^2

(∂h_λ)^2 ] , (50)

where Q_t and c^2_t are given by Eqs. (30) and (31), respectively. In Figure 7, we plot Q_t (left panel) and c^2_t (right panel), versus number of e-folding during inflation in our model. Figure 7, shows that the tensor propagation speed squared c^2_t is greater than unity during some periods of the time domain of interest. In general, the theories with noncanonical kinetic terms

Figure 3. Evolution of the sound speed squared c^2_s versus the e-fold number N. The solid, dashed, and dotted plots correspond to Cases 1, 2, and 3, respectively.

typically show a superluminal behavior for the tensor modes (Izumi 2014; Reall et al. 2014; Deser & Waldron 2013; Deser et al. 2014b,a; Minamitsuji 2015). The nonminimal derivative coupling model is one such theory. This superluminal behavior necessarily does not threaten causality, because the Lorentz symmetry on the FRW background is explicitly broken (Tsujikawa 2012). In these theories, a different notion of causality than the standard local Lorentz invariant theories is needed (Burrage et al. 2012a). Minamitsuji (2015) has studied the causal structure in nonminimal derivative coupling scenario and argued that the superluminality does not necessarily mean the violation of causality, and declared that this subject requires the further careful studies. If a superluminal mode exists, the appearance of the closed time-like curves (CTCs) is a problem that can occurs (Minamitsuji 2015; Burrage et al. 2012a; Ohashi & Tsujikawa 2012; Izumi 2014; Burrage et al. 2012b). In Burrage et al. (2012b), it has been proposed that the construction of CTCs is not possible in the models with the noncanonical kinetic terms, since at the onset of the formation of a CTC, the scalar field becomes strongly coupled. Besides, it is worth mentioning that, as argued in Ezquiaga & Zumalacárregui (2017); Kase & Tsujikawa (2019), the nonminimal derivative coupling theory cannot serve as a dark energy model, after the observation of GW170817 detected by the LIGO-VIRGO Collaboration on August 17, 2017 (Abbott et al. 2017d), which places a bound on the GW speed at low redshifts. Therefore, we eliminate any late-time application of this theory, and confine ourselves to its implications for the early universe.

Applying the same procedure that was followed for the scalar perturbations, we can compute the exact tensor power spectrum during inflation. After deriving the evolution of real and imaginary parts of u_k for each mode k, we estimate the tensor power-spectrum using the expression P_t = 4k^3|h_λ|^2/2π^2 in which u_k ≡ zh_λ and z_t = a √ 2Q_t (De Felice & Tsujikawa 2011b). The actual tensor power spectra as a function of the comoving wavenumber k is plotted in Figure 8. Our numerical calculations imply that in our model, the amplitude of tensor power spectrum is P_t ∼ 2.0 − 7.2 × 10^{−11} during

Figure 4. The curvature power spectra found by solving the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation, numerically, as a function of the comoving wavenumber k for Case 1 (solid line), Case 2 (dashed line), and Case 3 (dotted line). The light green shaded region shows the CMB observations (Akrami et al. 2020). The orange, blue, and cyan shaded regions indicate the constraints on the power spectrum from the μ distortion of CMB (Fixsen et al. 1996), the effect on the ratio between neutron and proton during the big bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) (Inomata et al. 2016), and the current PTA observations (Inomata & Nakama 2019), respectively.

the time domain of interest, and it decreases as we go towards the smaller scales (larger values of k). In the ultra slow-roll phase, the tensor power spectrum becomes very flat and to explain this behavior, we note that the tensor power spectrum depends on the energy scale of the universe, and it in turn is related to the Hubble parameter through the first Freidmann equation (2). In addition, the Hubble parameter varies very slowly with time in the ultra slow-roll regime, due to the friction coming from the peak of the nonminimal derivative coupling term. Therefore, a plateau-like region appears in the tensor power spectrum for the values of k corresponding to the ultra slow-roll regime.

In Figure 7, we see that the quantities of Q_t and c^2_t for a considerable period of the time domain of interest are approximately as Q_t ≈ 1/4 and c^2_t ≈ 1 in our model, and so the action (50) simply reduces to

S^{(2)}_t ≈ 1 4 ∑ λ=+,× ∫ dtd^3xa^3 [ ḣ^2_λ − 1 a^2

(∂h_λ)^2 ] , (51)

which is the second-order action for the tensor perturbations in the Einstein gravity (Boubekeur et al. 2008).

Therefore, we conclude that up to a good approximation, the dynamics of GWs in our model is similar to their dynamics in the Einstein theory. We besides suppose that this approximation is also preserved throughout the subsequent cosmological evolutions, and so we are allowed to apply the formulation based on the Einstein general relativity to evaluate the dynamics of GWs in our model. It has been shown that in this formulation, the fractional energy density of the induced GWs in the radiation dominated era is given by (Lu et al. 2019)

Ω_{GW} (k, η) = 1 6 ( k aH )_2 ∫_∞ 0 dv ∫_{|1+v|} |1−v| du ( 4v^2 − ( 1 − u^2 + v^2

)_2 4uv )_2 I^2_{RD} (u, v, x)P_s(ku)P_s(kv), (52)

where η is the conformal time, and the time average of the source terms is

Figure 5. Evolution of the comoving wavenumber k versus the e-fold number N. The solid, dashed, and dotted plots correspond to Cases 1, 2, and 3, respectively. The orange horizontal and vertical lines specify respectively k and N of the peak of scalar power spectrum for each case.

I^2_{RD} (u, v, x → ∞) = 1 2x^2 [( 3π ( u^2 + v^2 − 3

)_2 Θ ( u + v − √ 3 ) 4u^3v^3 + T_c(u, v, 1) 9 )_2 + ( T̃_s(u, v, 1) 9 )_2 ]

, (53)

where the expressions of the functions T_c and T̃_s are given in Appendix A.

Due to the fact that GWs behave like radiation, the present energy densities of GWs are related to their values well after the horizon reentry in the radiation dominated era,

Ω_{GW} (k, η_0) = Ω_{GW} (k, η)

Ω_{r0} Ω_r(η)

, (54)

where Ω_r is the fractional energy density of radiation, and the subscript 0 refers to the present epoch. In this work, we have taken the current radiation density parameter as Ω_{r0}h^2 ≃ 4.2×10^{−5} (Cai et al. 2020; Fu et al.

2020a,b). It should be noted that in Eq. (54), the conformal time η ≫ η_k is taken to be earlier than the epoch of matter radiation equality, and of course late enough so that Ω_{GW} (k, η) converges to a constant value.

We use Eq. (54) and plot the present fractional energy density of the secondary GWs for the three cases of our model as presented in Figure 9. To compare the predictions of our model with observations, the sensitivity curves of European PTA (EPTA) (Ferdman et al. 2010; Hobbs et al. 2010; McLaughlin 2013), the Square Kilometer Array (SKA) (Moore et al. 2015), Advanced Laser Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory (aLIGO) (Harry 2010; Aasi et al. 2015), Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) (Danzmann 1997; Amaro-Seoane et al. 2017), TaiJi (Hu & Wu 2017), and TianQin (Luo et al. 2016), are also specified in the figure. As we see in the figure, the prediction of Cases 1, 2, and 3 of our model have peaks for Ω_{GW 0} at different frequencies, while the height of the peaks is almost similar for all of them and are of order 10^{−8}. For Case 1, the peak appears at the frequency 2.953×10^{−3}Hz, and it lies

Figure 6. The fractional abundance of PBHs as a function of PBH mass for Case 1 (solid line), Case 2 (dashed line), and Case 3 (dotted line). The red points show the potential upper bounds on the PBH abundance from requiring that the merger rate of PBHs does not exceed the upper limit on the LIGO merger rate (Ali-Haïmoud et al. 2017). The brown-shaded region represents the allowed PBH abundance from the ultrashort-timescale microlensing events in the OGLE data (Mróz et al. 2017; Niikura et al. 2019b). The other shaded regions indicate the current observational constraints on the abundance of PBHs: extragalactic gamma-rays from PBH evaporation (EGγ) (Carr et al. 2010), galactic center 511 keV γ-ray line (INTEGRAL) (Laha 2019), white dwarfs explosion (WD) (Graham et al. 2015), microlensing events with Subaru HSC (Subaru HSC) (Niikura et al. 2019b), with the Kepler satellite (Kepler) (Griest et al. 2013), with EROS/MACHO (EROS/MACHO) (Tisserand et al. 2007), and accretion constraints from CMB (CMB) (Ali-Haïmoud & Kamionkowski 2017).

inside the sensitivity regions of LISA, TaiJi, and Tian- Qin. In Case 2, the peak takes place at 8.017 × 10^{−7}Hz, but the prediction of this case lies outside the sensitivity curves of the mentioned GWs detectors. The peak of Case 3 occurs at 5.848 × 10^{−10}Hz, and it is located within the sensitivity region of EPTA and SKA. Since the predictions of our model in some cases can lie inside the sensitivity of the GWs detectors, therefore the viability of our model can be checked when the data of these detectors are released.

5. CONCLUSIONS In this work, we investigated PBHs formation scenario in a single field model of inflation with a nonminimal field derivative coupling to gravity described by the action (1), which belongs to the family of Horndeski theory. The nonminimal derivative coupling to gravity provides a gravitationally enhanced friction mechanism that works for some special potentials. Therefore, we considered the potential of the natural inflation V (ϕ) = Λ^4 [ 1 + cos(ϕ/f) ] , where Λ and f are constants with dimensions of mass. Note that the predictions of the natural potential in the standard scenario are compatible with only the 95% CL constraints of Planck 2018 TT+lowE data (Akrami et al. 2020). This motivated us to investigate the natural inflation in the nonminimal derivative coupling scenario to see whether its predictions can be improved in light of the current CMB data. With the coupling parameter g(ϕ) in the form of Eqs. (38)-(40), for α = 0, f = 0.2, and λ ≡ f^{1+α}Λ^4/M^{1+α} = 20 we fixed Λ, using the normalization of the power spectrum at the epoch of horizon crossing with the e-fold number N_∗ = 60 as P_{s∗} ≡ P_s | N=N_∗ ≃ 2.1 × 10

−9, and then by fine-tuning of the model parameters, we found three parameter sets (see Table 1) which produce an ultra slow-roll phase in which the evolution of inflaton slows down enough to form PBHs by increasing friction. By solving the dynamical equations numerically, we plot the evolution of the scalar field ϕ, the first slow-roll parameter ε, the second slow-roll parameter δ_ϕ, the expression g_{,ϕ}Hϕ̇/A and the scalar propagation speed squared c^2_s, as functions of e-fold number N in Figs. 1-3. From Figure 2 it is clear that in the ultra slow-roll phase, the first

Figure 7. Evolution of Qt (left) and c^2_t (right) versus N. The solid, dashed, and dotted plots correspond to Cases 1, 2, and 3, respectively.

slow-roll condition is preserved (ε ≪ 1), but the second one is violated (|δ_ϕ| ≳ 1). Consequently, to compute the power spectra of curvature perturbations, we solved the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation for three cases summarized in Table 1, numerically. We showed that the resulting power spectra have large enough peaks to produce PBHs on the small scales and satisfy the Planck observational constraints on the large scales (see Figure 4 and Table 3). Moreover, we estimated the inflationary observables in our model and showed that the values of r, and dn_s/d ln k predicted by Cases 1 and 2, satisfy the 68% CL constraints of Planck 2018 TT+lowE data (Akrami et al. 2020), while the values of n_s are in agreement with the 95% CL constraints of these observational data. For Case 3, the values of n_s and r fulfills the 68% CL constraints of Planck 2018 TT+lowE data (Akrami et al. 2020), while the value of dn_s/d ln k is consistent with the 95% CL constraint of these observational data (see Table 2). Thus, we conclude that in the framework of the nonminimal derivative coupling, we can improve the consistency of the inflationary observables of the natural potential in light of the Planck 2018 results (Akrami et al. 2020) in comparison with its results in the setup of standard inflationary scenario.

Applying the Press-Schechter formalism and using the exact power spectra, we obtained PBHs with masses

Figure 8. The tensor power spectra found by solving the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation, numerically, as a function of the comoving wavenumber k for Case 1 (solid line), Case 2 (dashed line), and Case 3 (dotted line).

O(10^{−12})M_⊙ (Case 1), O(10^{−5})M_⊙ (Case 2), and O(10)M_⊙ (Case 3), which can explain around 96% of DM, the ultrashort-timescale microlensing events in OGLE data and the LIGO events, respectively (see Figure 6 and Table 2). We realized that the produced PBHs in Case 1 can be taken as a good candidate for DM.

We plotted the exact tensor power spectra as a function of the comoving wavenumber k, in Figure 8. Our findings imply that in our scenario, the amplitude of tensor power spectrum is P_t ∼ 2.0 − 7.2 × 10^{−11} during the time domain of interest, and it decreases as we go towards the smaller scales (larger values of k). We further showed that the tensor power spectrum of our model exhibits a plateau-like region in the comoving wavenumbers related to the ultra slow-roll phase.

We moreover studied the secondary GWs induced due to the PBHs formation in our setup. In particular, we estimated the present fractional energy density (Ω_{GW 0}) for the three parameter sets of our model, and showed that these cases result in peaks for Ω_{GW 0} in different frequencies. The peak height is of order 10^{−8} and it is almost identical for all the cases. The peaks for the Cases 1, 2, and 3 take place at the frequencies 2.953×10^{−3}Hz, 8.017×10^{−7}Hz, and 5.848×10^{−10}Hz, respectively. The peak of Ω_{GW 0} for Case 1 lies in the sensitivity region of LISA, TaiJi, and TianQin, and for Case 3 in the sensitivity regions of EPTA and SKA, while for Case 2, the peak cannot be placed inside the sensitivity regions. Consequently, our model is capable to be tested in light of GWs observations when the data of these detectors are released.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS The authors thank the referee for his/her valuable comments.

APPENDIX

A. ANALYTICAL FUNCTIONS In this appendix, we present the expressions of the analytical functions that are used in Eq. (53) for time average of the source terms.

The functions T_c and T_s are defined in the following forms (Lu et al. 2019):

Figure 9. The present fractional energy density of the secondary GWs in terms of frequency. The solid, dashed, and dotted

plots correspond to Cases 1, 2, and 3, respectively.

T_c = − 27 8u^3v^3x^4 { − 48uvx^2 cos ( ux √ 3 ) cos ( vx √ 3 ) (3 sin(x) + x cos(x)) + 48 √ 3x^2 cos(x) ( v sin ( ux √ 3 ) cos ( vx √ 3 ) + u cos ( ux √ 3 ) sin ( vx √ 3 )) + 8 √ 3x sin(x) [ v ( 18 − x^2 ( u^2 − v^2 + 3 )) sin ( ux √ 3 ) cos ( vx √ 3 ) +

u ( 18 − x^2 ( −u^2 + v^2 + 3 )) cos ( ux √ 3 ) sin ( vx √ 3 ) ] + 24x cos(x) ( x^2 ( −u^2 − v^2 + 3 ) − 6 ) sin ( ux √ 3 ) sin ( vx √ 3 ) + 24 sin(x) ( x^2 ( u^2 + v^2 + 3 ) − 18 ) sin ( ux √ 3 ) sin ( vx √ 3 ) }

− ( 27 ( u^2 + v^2 − 3

)_2)

4u^3v^3 { Si [( u − v √ 3 + 1 ) x ] − Si [( u + v √ 3 + 1 ) x ]

+ Si [( 1 − u − v √ 3 ) x ] − Si [( 1 − u + v √ 3 ) x ] } (A1)

T_s = 27 8u^3v^3x^4 { 48uvx^2 cos ( ux √ 3 ) cos ( vx √ 3 ) (x sin(x) − 3 cos(x)) − 48 √ 3x^2 sin(x) ( v sin ( ux √ 3 ) cos ( vx √ 3 ) + u cos ( ux √ 3 ) sin ( vx √ 3 )) + 8 √ 3x cos(x) [ v ( 18 − x^2 ( u^2 − v^2 + 3 )) sin ( ux √ 3 ) cos ( vx √ 3 ) +

u ( 18 − x^2 ( −u^2 + v^2 + 3 )) cos ( ux √ 3 ) sin ( vx √ 3 ) ] + 24x sin(x) ( 6 − x^2 ( −u^2 − v^2 + 3 )) sin ( ux √ 3 ) sin ( vx √ 3 ) + 24 cos(x) ( x^2 ( u^2 + v^2 + 3 ) − 18 ) sin ( ux √ 3 ) sin ( vx √ 3 ) } − 27 ( u^2 + v^2 − 3 ) u^2v^2 + ( 27 ( u^2 + v^2 − 3

)_2)

4u^3v^3 { − Ci [| | |1 − u + v √ 3 | | | | x ] + ln | | | | 3 − (u + v)^2

3 − (u − v)^2 | | | | + Ci [( u − v √ 3 + 1 ) x ] − Ci [( u + v √ 3 + 1 ) x ] + Ci [( 1 − u − v √ 3 ) x ] } (A2)

In these equations, we have used the sine-integral Si(x) and cosine-integral Ci(x) functions which are defined as

Si(x) = ∫_x 0 sin(y) y dy, Ci(x) = − ∫_∞ x cos(y) y dy. (A3) In addition, in Eq. (53), we have used the function T̃_s(u, v, 1) which is expressed as

T̃_s(u, v, 1) = T_s(u, v, 1) + 27 ( u^2 + v^2 − 3 ) u^2v^2 − 27 ( u^2 + v^2 − 3

)_2

4u^3v^3 ln | | | | 3 − (u + v)^2

3 − (u − v)^2 | | | | . (A4)

REFERENCES

Aasi, J., et al. 2015, CQGra, 32, 074001,

doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/32/7/074001

Abbott, B., et al. 2016a, PhRvL, 116, 061102,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.061102

—. 2017a, PhRvL, 119, 141101,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.141101

Abbott, B. P., et al. 2016b, PhRvL, 116, 241103,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.241103

—. 2017b, PhRvL, 118, 221101,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.221101

Abbott, B. P., Abbott, R., Abbott, T., et al. 2017c, ApJL,

851, L35

Abbott, B. P., et al. 2017d, PhRvL, 119, 161101,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.161101

Adams, F. C., Bond, J., Freese, K., Frieman, J. A., &

Olinto, A. V. 1993, PhRvD, 47, 426,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.47.426

Akrami, Y., et al. 2020, A&A, 641, A10,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361/201833887

Alabidi, L., Kohri, K., Sasaki, M., & Sendouda, Y. 2012,

JCAP, 09, 017, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2012/09/017

Ali-Haïmoud, Y., & Kamionkowski, M. 2017, PhRvD, 95,

043534, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.95.043534

Ali-Haïmoud, Y., Kovetz, E. D., & Kamionkowski, M. 2017,

PhRvD, 96, 123523, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.96.123523

Amaro-Seoane, P., et al. 2017.

https://arxiv.org/abs/1702.00786

Amendola, L. 1993, PhLB, 301, 175,

doi: 10.1016/0370-2693(93)90685-B

Ananda, K. N., Clarkson, C., & Wands, D. 2007, PhRvD,

75, 123518, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.75.123518

Antusch, S., Cefala, F., & Orani, S. 2017, PhRvL, 118,

011303, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.011303

Primordial black holes formation and secondary gravitational waves ... 19

Ashoorioon, A., Rostami, A., & Firouzjaee, J. T. 2019.

https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.13326 Ballesteros, G., Beltran Jimenez, J., & Pieroni, M. 2019, JCAP, 06, 016, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2019/06/016 Banks, T., Dine, M., Fox, P. J., & Gorbatov, E. 2003, JCAP, 06, 001, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2003/06/001 Barnaby, N., & Peloso, M. 2011, PhRvL, 106, 181301, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.181301 Bartolo, N., De Luca, V., Franciolini, G., et al. 2019, PhRvL, 122, 211301, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.211301 Baumann, D., Steinhardt, P. J., Takahashi, K., & Ichiki, K.

2007, PhRvD, 76, 084019, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.76.084019 Bird, S., Cholis, I., Muñoz, J. B., et al. 2016, PhRvL, 116, 201301, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.201301 Blinnikov, S., Dolgov, A., Porayko, N., & Postnov, K. 2016, JCAP, 11, 036, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2016/11/036 Boubekeur, L., Creminelli, P., Norena, J., & Vernizzi, F.

2008, JCAP, 08, 028, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2008/08/028 Bugaev, E., & Klimai, P. 2010, PhRvD, 81, 023517, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.81.023517 —. 2011, PhRvD, 83, 083521,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.83.083521 Burrage, C., de Rham, C., Heisenberg, L., & Tolley, A. J.

2012a, JCAP, 2012, 004 —. 2012b, JCAP, 07, 004,

doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2012/07/004 Cai, R.-G., Guo, Z.-K., Liu, J., Liu, L., & Yang, X.-Y. 2020, JCAP, 06, 013, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2020/06/013 Cai, R.-g., Pi, S., & Sasaki, M. 2019, PhRvL, 122, 201101, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.201101 Cai, Y.-F., Tong, X., Wang, D.-G., & Yan, S.-F. 2018, PhRvL, 121, 081306, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.081306 Carr, B., Kohri, K., Sendouda, Y., & Yokoyama, J. 2010, PhRvD, 81, 104019, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.81.104019 Carr, B., Kuhnel, F., & Sandstad, M. 2016, PhRvD, 94, 083504, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.94.083504 Carr, B. J. 1975, ApJ., 201, 1 Carr, B. J., & Hawking, S. 1974, MNRAS, 168, 399 Chen, C., & Cai, Y.-F. 2019, JCAP, 10, 068,

doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2019/10/068 Cheng, S.-L., Lee, W., & Ng, K.-W. 2018, JCAP, 07, 001, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2018/07/001 Clesse, S., & García-Bellido, J. 2017, PDU, 15, 142, doi: 10.1016/j.dark.2016.10.002 —. 2018, PDU, 22, 137, doi: 10.1016/j.dark.2018.08.004

Dalianis, I., Karydas, S., & Papantonopoulos, E. 2020, JCAP, 06, 040, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2020/06/040 Danzmann, K. 1997, CQGra, 14, 1399,

doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/14/6/002 Dasgupta, B., Laha, R., & Ray, A. 2020, PhRvL, 125, 101101, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.101101 Datta, S., & Bose, S. 2019, PhRvD, 99, 084001, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.99.084001 De Felice, A., & Tsujikawa, S. 2011a, PhRvD, 84, 083504, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.84.083504 —. 2011b, JCAP, 2011, 029 —. 2013, JCAP, 03, 030,

doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2013/03/030 Deser, S., Izumi, K., Ong, Y. C., & Waldron, A. 2014a, in Conference in Honor of the 90th Birthday of Freeman Dyson, 430–435, doi: 10.1142/9789814590112 0029 Deser, S., Sandora, M., Waldron, A., & Zahariade, G.

2014b, PhRvD, 90, 104043, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.90.104043 Deser, S., & Waldron, A. 2013, PhRvL, 110, 111101 Di, H., & Gong, Y. 2018, JCAP, 07, 007,

doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2018/07/007 Dodelson, S., & Hui, L. 2003, Phys. Rev. Lett., 91, 131301, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.91.131301 Drees, M., & Erfani, E. 2011, JCAP, 04, 005,

doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2011/04/005 Easther, R., Giblin, John T., J., & Lim, E. A. 2007, PhRvL, 99, 221301, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.99.221301 Escrivà, A., Germani, C., & Sheth, R. K. 2020, PhRvD, 101, 044022, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.101.044022 Ezquiaga, J. M., & Zumalacárregui, M. 2017, PhRvL, 119, 251304, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.251304 Ferdman, R., et al. 2010, CQGra, 27, 084014,

doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/27/8/084014 Fixsen, D., Cheng, E., Gales, J., et al. 1996, ApJ, 473, 576, doi: 10.1086/178173 Freese, K., Frieman, J. A., & Olinto, A. V. 1990, PhRvL, 65, 3233, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.65.3233 Fu, C., Wu, P., & Yu, H. 2019, PhRvD, 100, 063532, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.100.063532 —. 2020a, PhRvD, 101, 023529,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.101.023529 —. 2020b, PhRvD, 102, 043527,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.102.043527 Gao, X., & Steer, D. A. 2011, JCAP, 12, 019,

doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2011/12/019 Garcia-Bellido, J., Peloso, M., & Unal, C. 2017, JCAP, 09, 013, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2017/09/013 Garriga, J., & Mukhanov, V. F. 1999, PhLB, 458, 219

20 Teimoori et al.

Germani, C., & Kehagias, A. 2010, PhRvL, 105, 011302,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.011302 Germani, C., & Watanabe, Y. 2011, JCAP, 2011, 031 Graham, P. W., Rajendran, S., & Varela, J. 2015, PhRvD, 92, 063007, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.92.063007 Griest, K., Cieplak, A. M., & Lehner, M. J. 2013, PhRvL,

111, 181302, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.181302 Harada, T., Yoo, C.-M., & Kohri, K. 2013, PhRvD, 88,

084051, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.88.084051 Harry, G. M. 2010, CQGra, 27, 084006,

doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/27/8/084006 Hawking, S. 1971, MNRAS, 152, 75 Hobbs, G., et al. 2010, CQGra, 27, 084013,

doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/27/8/084013 Horndeski, G. W. 1974, IJTP, 10, 363,

doi: 10.1007/BF01807638 Hu, W.-R., & Wu, Y.-L. 2017, NAsRev, 4, 685,

doi: 10.1093/nsr/nwx116 Inomata, K., Kawasaki, M., Mukaida, K., Tada, Y., &

Yanagida, T. T. 2017, PhRvD, 95, 123510, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.95.123510 Inomata, K., Kawasaki, M., & Tada, Y. 2016, PhRvD, 94,

043527, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.94.043527 Inomata, K., & Nakama, T. 2019, PhRvD, 99, 043511,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.99.043511 Izumi, K. 2014, PhRvD, 90, 044037,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.90.044037 Kamenshchik, A. Y., Tronconi, A., Vardanyan, T., &

Venturi, G. 2019, PhLB, 791, 201, doi: 10.1016/j.physletb.2019.02.036 Kase, R., & Tsujikawa, S. 2019, IJMPD, 28, 1942005,

doi: 10.1142/S0218271819420057 Kasuya, S., & Kawasaki, M. 2009, PhRvD, 80, 023516,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.80.023516 Katz, A., Kopp, J., Sibiryakov, S., & Xue, W. 2018, JCAP, 12, 005, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2018/12/005 Kawasaki, M., Kitajima, N., & Yanagida, T. T. 2013,

PhRvD, 87, 063519, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.87.063519 Kawasaki, M., Kusenko, A., Tada, Y., & Yanagida, T. T.

2016, PhRvD, 94, 083523, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.94.083523 Kawasaki, M., Takayama, T., Yamaguchi, M., & Yokoyama, J. 2006, PhRvD, 74, 043525, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.74.043525 Kobayashi, T., Yamaguchi, M., & Yokoyama, J. 2011,

PThPh, 126, 511, doi: 10.1143/PTP.126.511 Laha, R. 2019, PhRvL, 123, 251101,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.251101 Liddle, A. R., & Leach, S. M. 2003, Phys. Rev. D, 68,

103503, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.68.103503

Lin, J., Gao, Q., Gong, Y., et al. 2020, PhRvD, 101, 103515, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.101.103515 Liu, J., Guo, Z.-K., Cai, R.-G., & Shiu, G. 2018, PhRvL, 120, 031301, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.031301 Lu, Y., Gong, Y., Yi, Z., & Zhang, F. 2019, JCAP, 12, 031, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2019/12/031 Luo, J., et al. 2016, CQGra, 33, 035010,

doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/33/3/035010 Matarrese, S., Mollerach, S., & Bruni, M. 1998, PhRvD, 58, 043504, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.58.043504 McLaughlin, M. A. 2013, CQGra, 30, 224008,

doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/30/22/224008 Minamitsuji, M. 2015, PhLB, 743, 272,

doi: 10.1016/j.physletb.2015.02.064 Mishra, S. S., & Sahni, V. 2020, JCAP, 04, 007, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2020/04/007 Mollerach, S., Harari, D., & Matarrese, S. 2004, PhRvD, 69, 063002, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.69.063002 Moore, C., Cole, R., & Berry, C. 2015, CQGra, 32, 015014, doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/32/1/015014 Mróz, P., Udalski, A., Skowron, J., et al. 2017, Nature, 548, 183 Musco, I., & Miller, J. C. 2013, CQGra, 30, 145009, doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/30/14/145009 Nakama, T., Silk, J., & Kamionkowski, M. 2017, PhRvD, 95, 043511, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.95.043511 Namba, R., Peloso, M., Shiraishi, M., Sorbo, L., & Unal, C.

2016, JCAP, 01, 041, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2016/01/041 Niikura, H., Takada, M., Yokoyama, S., Sumi, T., & Masaki, S. 2019a, PhRvD, 99, 083503, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.99.083503 Niikura, H., et al. 2019b, Nature Astron., 3, 524, doi: 10.1038/s41550-019-0723-1 Ohashi, J., & Tsujikawa, S. 2012, JCAP, 2012, 035 Ostrogradski, M. 1850, Mem. Ac. St. Petersbourg, 6, 385 Özsoy, O., Parameswaran, S., Tasinato, G., & Zavala, I.

2018, JCAP, 2018, 005 Peirone, S., Frusciante, N., Hu, B., Raveri, M., & Silvestri, A. 2018, PhRvD, 97, 063518, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.97.063518 Pi, S., Zhang, Y.-l., Huang, Q.-G., & Sasaki, M. 2018, JCAP, 05, 042, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2018/05/042 Press, W. H., & Schechter, P. 1974, ApJ, 187, 425, doi: 10.1086/152650 Reall, H., Tanahashi, N., & Way, B. 2014, CQGra, 31, 205005, doi: 10.1088/0264-9381/31/20/205005 Saito, R., & Yokoyama, J. 2009, PhRvL, 102, 161101, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.161101 —. 2010, PThPh, 123, 867, doi: 10.1143/PTP.126.351

Primordial black holes formation and secondary gravitational waves ... 21

Sasaki, M., Suyama, T., Tanaka, T., & Yokoyama, S. 2016, PhRvL, 117, 061101, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.061101 Stewart, E. D. 1997, PhLB, 391, 34,

doi: 10.1016/S0370-2693(96)01458-X Tada, Y., & Yokoyama, S. 2019, PhRvD, 100, 023537, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.100.023537 Tisserand, P., et al. 2007, A&A, 469, 387,

doi: 10.1051/0004-6361:20066017

Tsujikawa, S. 2012, PhRvD, 85, 083518,

doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.85.083518 Tsujikawa, S., Ohashi, J., Kuroyanagi, S., & De Felice, A.

2013, PhRvD, 88, 023529, doi: 10.1103/PhysRevD.88.023529 Young, S., Byrnes, C. T., & Sasaki, M. 2014, JCAP, 07, 045, doi: 10.1088/1475-7516/2014/07/045 Zel’dovich, Y. B., & Novikov, I. 1967, SvA, 10, 602