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I. INTRODUCTION

Models of inflation [1] considering a nonzero coupling £ between the scalar inflaton field and the gravitational Ricci
scalar have been studied for more than 20 years. Originally introduced to solve the graceful exit problem in the old
inflationary scenario [2], it was soon realized that a nonminimal coupling could also improve the chaotic inflationary
scenario [3-5]. We will motivate the use of a nonzero £ later on. In the context of inflation a nonminimal coupling £
can not only relax the initial conditions for chaotic inflation, but it can also weaken the constraints on the inflaton
potential. For successful chaotic inflation the quartic self-coupling of a minimally coupled inflaton field should take
the unnaturally small value A ~ 107!, but a (large) nonminimal coupling £ modifies this condition as A/|¢|* ~ 10713,
Therefore A can increase by many orders of magnitude if |£| is sufficiently large. This allows the Higgs boson itself to
be the inflaton field [3], an appealing idea that was revived recently by Bezrukov and Shaposhnikov [6].

The constraints on the inflaton potential are obtained from observations of the temperature fluctuations in the CMBJ7].
The temperature fluctuations are ultimately a consequence of quantum fluctuations of the inflaton field, which are in
turn described by the theory of gauge invariant cosmological perturbations [8-13]. Scalar perturbations of the metric
and inflaton field, coupled through the Einstein equations, beautifully combine into a single gauge invariant variable
often referred to as the comoving curvature perturbation.

At first the theory of cosmological perturbations was derived for a minimally coupled scalar field. However, Mukhanov
et al. [14] correctly pointed out that a nonminimal coupling of the inflaton field to gravity can be removed by
performing a conformal transformation of the metric g,,,, g = w?g,,,. Therefore it is in principle sufficient to know the
standard results (e.g. the primordial power spectrum) in the frame where the scalar-gravity coupling is minimal, the
so-called Einstein frame. The Jordan frame (i.e. nonminimal coupling) results are then obtained by performing the
conformal transformation. Although the Jordan and Einstein frame are physically equivalent at the classical level,
it is not obvious that the frames are also equivalent at the level of (quantum) fluctuations. However, Makino and
Sasaki [15] and Fakir et al. [16] proved that the comoving curvature perturbation is not only gauge invariant, but also
invariant under a conformal transformation. This means that it is for example possible to calculate the action for the
comoving curvature perturbation in the Einstein frame and then obtain the action in the Jordan frame by performing
a conformal transformation of the metric, which was done by Hwang [17]. Before, Hwang and Noh[18] already found
the field equation for the comoving curvature perturbation in the Jordan frame, by considering the linearized Einstein
equations for a nonminimally coupled scalar field in the uniform field and curvature gauges.

In this paper it is our goal to derive the gauge invariant free action for the nonminimally coupled inflaton field. To
avoid any confusion regarding gauge freedom or conformal invariance between Jordan and Einstein frames, we do not
fix a gauge or perform a conformal transformation in the derivation. Instead we will keep using all dynamical and
constraint fields in the action and work exclusively in the Jordan frame. As we will see we obtain in a straightforward
and unambiguous way the completely gauge invariant action for the nonminimally coupled scalar field, where as
expected the only dynamical degrees of freedom are the (scalar) comoving curvature perturbation and the (tensor)
graviton. We will use the canonical approach put forward recently in Ref. [19]. This new approach is fundamental
and very general since it keeps all the constraint fields and can in principle be generalized to arbitrary order in field
perturbations. Moreover we will perform our calculations in D dimensions, anticipating dimensional regularization in
future loop calculations.

Our work is motivated by a number of points. First of all the gauge invariant action for cosmological perturbations is
crucial in order to calculate quantum corrections to the inflaton potential. The quantum corrected inflaton potential
determines whether or not the conditions for slow-roll inflation are met. In this paper we consider a nonminimally
coupled inflaton field and we show that we can consistently calculate the free action. The next step is to derive the
higher order gauge invariant action, which is outlined in [19]. A second motivation for our work is to establish the
physical equivalence of the Jordan and Einstein frames at the level of the free action. The main complication in this
respect is the fact that the Einstein and Jordan frames are related by nonlinear field transformations. In fact we will
show that the two frames are also physically equivalent when considering field fluctuations up to quadratic order.
Chisholm [20] and Kamefuchi et al. [21] already proved almost 50 years ago that, although the field equations may
differ in detail under point-transformations of the fields (i.e. transformations without time derivatives of fields), the
(Euler-Lagrange) form of these equations and of the stress-energy tensor remains identical. Thereby the (quantum)
equivalence of two frames related by nonlinear field transformations is established. In this paper we would like to
understand how this equivalence works in detail for the case of the conformal transformation when applied to Einstein’s
gravity coupled nonminimally to a scalar matter.

As for the motivation of the use of a nonzero nonminimal coupling &: if & does not have the conformal coupling é
(which is the case), then ¢ will run with the energy scale, see Ref. [22]. In other words, if we pick £ to be zero
at some scale, it will not be zero at another energy scale. Moreover, if we pick £ to be large at some scale, then &
will remain large since the running is generically logarithmic. In the end of course it is Nature who decides which
value & takes at some energy scale. Fortunately, if & would be nonzero then we should in principle be able to observe



this. Minimal and nonminimal inflationary models are physically different since the matter and gravitational fields
propagate differently if ¢ is nonzero. This is true in both the Einstein and Jordan frame.

The outline of the paper is the following: in section II we formulate the action for the nonminimally coupled inflaton
field in canonical form. We derive the background Friedmann and field equations and show the relation to the
background fields in the Einstein frame. In section III we perturb the action up to quadratic order in field fluctuations
and perform a diagonalization procedure of this action. Our final and most important result is the completely gauge
invariant free action for the nonminimally coupled inflaton field. By performing the conformal transformation we
show that this action, including both dynamical and constraint fields, is physically equivalent to the quadratic action
in the Einstein frame. Finally in section IV we generalize our result to the case of Higgs inflation, where the Higgs
boson itself is the inflaton field. We briefly discuss the idea and the current status of Higgs inflation and show that a
scalar field theory with a local SU(N) or O(N) symmetry contains one dynamical inflaton field.

II. CANONICAL ACTION FOR THE NONMINIMALLY COUPLED INFLATON FIELD

We start with the D-dimensional action for a scalar field ® that is coupled to the Ricci scalar R through some
function F(®),

S = /dD:v\/—_g {—R(D)F(cb) - %g‘“’BMCI)BU(I) - V(Q))} . (1)

The metric convention is (—, 4+, +, +) and we will work in units where h = ¢ = 1. For a nonminimally coupled inflaton
field F(®) = 1 M} — 2£92 (Where M3% = (8nGy)~ 1), where £ = —|—4(D 1) is the conformal coupling value and & = 0
corresponds to minimal coupling. In the following we will keep F(®) completely general. To avoid any confusion for
the rest of this paper we label the D-dimensional Ricci scalar with an index D.

In the Lagrange formulation the action (1) is invariant under coordinate transformations of the metric field g, . It is
precisely this coordinate invariance however which makes the extraction of true dynamical fields problematic. Because
we are interested in the dynamical fields in the context of cosmological perturbations, we therefore want to break the
general covariance of the metric by separating spacetime into spatial surfaces of constant time. To this end we use
the ADM|23]| decomposition of the metric with the line element

ds® = —N?dt? + g;;(dz’ + N'dt)(dx? + N7dt), (2)

where NV and N’ are called the lapse and shift functions respectively. Under a time change dt the corresponding change
in a coordinate z’ is Ndt in the direction perpendicular to the spatial surface, and Nidt in the direction parallel to the
surface. This geometrical interpretation shows that the lapse and shift functions correspond to coordinate changes,
which seems to leave the spatial metric g;; as the true dynamical field. In fact we can determine this precisely in
the Hamiltonian formulation of gravity, which is obtained using the ADM metric. The ADM formalism is therefore
necessary for a first principle quantization and can be used to check the correctness of any other quantization procedure.
After a series of steps (presented in Appendix A) where we derive the canonical momenta and substitute these back
into the action, we obtain the action for a nonminimally coupled scalar field in canonical form,

S = /de [p700gij + poOo® — NH — N/H'], (3)

where
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Hi 26“I>pq> - 2Vjpij. (5)

p% and pg are the canonical momenta conjugate to g;; and ® respectively and p = g;;p*. The action (3) is a new result
and indeed reduces to the well known canonical action for a minimally coupled scalar field if we set F' = %Mg = 1. The
canonical action indeed shows that the only dynamical field is g;;, whereas the lapse N and shift N ¢ functions appear
as Lagrange multipliers to the constraints. Since p™ is a densitized tensor the covariant derivative is understood as
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V,p¥ = 9;p +T% lpjl where I' %, only depends on spatial derivatives of the spatial metric g;;. The Ricci scalar R in (4)

is the ’spatlal’ RlCCl scalar and only depends on (spatial derivatives of) I' %1~ In the canonical action indices are raised

and lowered by the spatial metric g;;. Furthermore we use shorthand notation where F' = F(®) and F’ = dF/d®,
and we define the convenient variable

D—1F"?

Q=14+2—-—. 6

* D—-2 F (6)

As a consequence of the nonminimal coupling between ® and R, the latter containing double derivatives, the momenta

p and pg are coupled in the Hamiltonian H in Eq. (4). Since this leads to coupled equations when we derive the

Hamilton equations for p and pe we would like to decouple the momenta. We do this by introducing a shifted

momenl um
N 2 F/ (‘ )
D _ 2 1 '

Since the shift in the momentum only depends on F(®) and p, the transformation is canonical, thus the resulting
Hamilton equations of motion will be equivalent for either ps and pg. In terms of the shifted momentum pg we find
that we can write the action (1) as

- 2 F
S:/dDI [pljaogij‘*‘ﬁ@ao@-i-m?pao@ NH — N’HZ} (8)
where
. 1
)a ij i okl 2
—V9R +\/_F[p ik gjip D_2p]
1 11, ij
\/_Q2p¢+f gJ8<I>8<I>+\/_V( ) +2y/99"V;V;F (9)
i i (A 2 I ij
H' =0"®(po + ——=—=p) — 2V;p". (10)

D-2F

The Hamiltonian H has dramatically simplified because of the shifted momentum. On the other hand, there are
additional terms in the kinetic part of the action (8) and the momentum density H’. Our goal is to perturb the
action up to second order in fluctuations around a FLRW background. Therefore we separate all fields in a classical
background plus a small perturbation as

pi = 2(%(?)(;@) (6 + 7' (t,x)) (11)
P = Py(t) (1 + 7t,(t,%)) 12
gij =

P = o(t) + »(t,%)

(12)
a(t)? (85 + hij(t, x)) (13)
(14)
N = N(t) + n(t,x). (15)

The shift N 7 is a pure fluctuation, i.e. its background value is zero. Note that we keep working with hatted quantities
Ps and 7, to clarify that these are not the canonical momenta conjugate to ¢ and ¢.

A. Background equations

To recover the background equations we can perturb the action (8) up to linear order in perturbations (11)-(15)
and set the resulting expressions to vanish. In general this gives the Hamilton equations of motion, which are derived
from the background action

/
SO — /d% {Paoa + Pydod + ﬁ%cﬂ’amb - NH(O)} : (16)

where

11 P2 P3
FaP 34D —1)(D—2) ' 20aP"

HO) — _
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where F(¢) and €(¢) are functions of the background fields only. Varying this action with respect to P and 75¢ gives

1 F } a8)

P=-2D-1)(D—-2)FaP2 {H + quﬁ

Py = Qa4 (19)

where a dotted derivative corresponds to a = N~1da/dt and we have identified the Hubble parameter as H = a/a.
Since N can be picked arbitrary, the action (16) is time reparametrization invariant, a remnant of the diffeomorphism

invariance of the original action (1). Equations (18) and (19) are the on-shell expressions for P and 75¢. A variation
of the background action (16) with respect to a and ¢ gives

. 1 F_. 1D-3 P2 D-1P} D2
_ Py L — % (p- 1)l 2
P Forip-nm-2 " @ 20 P-DaV (20)
B 1 F , 1\ 1 P? 1y 75(#% D-1
Po=—poF@P) + <F> aP=34D - 1)(D-2) (5) gap1 4 Ve (21)

where V4 = dV/d¢. Finally we can vary the background action with respect to N to find the constraint equation

1 1 P? 755 D1
- S— 1% 22
FaP34D-1)(D—2) 2ab 1 ° (22)

If we insert the canonical momenta (18) and (19) in Egs. (20)-(22) we obtain the background Friedmann and field
equations

H? = (D—l)(lD—2)F [%¢2+V—2(D—1)HF] (23)
H= ﬁ (—%¢2+HF—F> (24)
é+(D—1)Hé— (D—1) (DH2 + 2H) F' +Vy=0, (25)
where we recognize the background Ricci scalar
R=(D-1) (DH2 + 2H) . (26)

Egs. (23)-(25) agree with the Friedmann and field equations obtained from a variation of the action (1) with respect
to g"¥ and ¢, see for example Ref. [18]. Note that in all the above equations the minimal result is recovered by setting
1

F= §M123 = 1. Furthermore, only two out of the three equations (23)-(25) are independent.

B. Classical equivalence of Jordan and Einstein frames

The Einstein frame is the frame in which the inflaton field is minimally coupled to gravity. In the Einstein frame
the action in canonical form is [19]

S(O) = /dDCL' {'PanaE + P¢)E80¢E — NEH%))} , (27)
where
1 2 P3
HO = — Pr + 22 1Dy, (28)

ag_3 4(D— 1)(D—2) 2ag_1

The subscript E denotes the quantities in the Einstein frame. This action can be obtained from Eq. (16) by setting
F= %MI% = 1. We can always make a transformation from the Einstein frame to the Jordan frame (with nonminimal
coupling) by performing a conformal transformation of the metric,

Juv,E = Wzguuu (29)



where w = w (®(z)). It is a well known fact that the Einstein and Jordan frames are physically equivalent at the level
of the background equations of motion. Let us now establish this physical equivalence for the background Einstein
and Jordan frame actions. Thus, we want to find out how the background fields in the Einstein frame action (27)
should be rescaled in order to arrive at the Jordan frame action (16). Considering the ADM metric (2) the background
lapse Ng and scale factor ag transform under the conformal transformation (29) as

NE =N (30)
ap = wa, (31)

where we have decomposed the conformal factor w in a background part plus a small (quantum) fluctuation
w(P(x)) = w(t) + dw(t, x). (32)

Now, in order to arrive at the Jordan frame Hamiltonian (17) from Eq. (28) we see that the momenta, field derivative
and the potential in the Einstein and Jordan frames are related as

Pp=1P (33)
obP-2 .
Po.E = ") Py (34)
1
Ve(or) = Q_DV(¢E(¢))= (35)
if we make the identification
F(¢) =aP2. (36)

With these field redefinitions the Hamiltonian in the Jordan frame (17) can be derived from the Einstein frame
Hamiltonian (28). Furthermore we can verify that Prdpap — Pdoa + ﬁ%a’P&m under the field redefinition of
Pr. What remains to be checked is the relation between dy¢r and dy¢. Since the canonical momentum 75¢ depends
on dy¢ in a specific way, we should find the expression for the canonical momentum Py g in terms of Oy¢r. By varying
the action (27) with respect to Pr and Py g we can find the definition of the canonical momenta in the Einstein
frame,

Py =—2(D —1)(D — 2)a2 2Hp (37)

Pop=ay '¢m, (38)

where Hg = ag/ag and ¢E =N = 180¢E is the dotted derivative in the Einstein frame. We now compare Eqs. (37)
and (38) to the momenta in the Jordan frame (18) and (19) and use the relations between Jordan and Einstein frame

momenta in Egs. (33) and (34). This will give us the relation between the Hubble parameter and the background
field in the Jordan and Einstein frames,

1 W 1 1
HE:E(H—’—E): 1 (H+D—2F¢> (39)
1 —
w

op=—\=p- L <z>, (40)

where the dotted derivatives on the left- and right—hand sides are the reparametrization invariant dotted derivatives
in the Einstein and Jordan frames, respectively'. Using the relation for ¢ in Eq. (40), and the field redefinitions in
Egs. (30)-(35), we finally find that we can derive the Jordan frame action (16) from the Einstein frame action (27).
Since the background fields in the Jordan and Einstein frames are related by time-dependent rescalings, we thereby
establish the physical equivalence between the two frames at the classical level both on- and off-shell. In the next
section we will establish the equivalence of the Jordan and Einstein frame actions up to second order in (quantum)
fluctuations.

I Note that Eq. (40) corresponds to the nonlinear field redefinition which is commonly used in the Lagrange formulation to bring the

kinetic terms in the Einstein frame into canonical form. See for example Ref. [17], or Ref. [6] for the specific nonminimal coupling term
ERD2.



IIT. FREE ACTION FOR COSMOLOGICAL PERTURBATIONS

In this section we will derive the free action for gauge invariant cosmological perturbations for all dynamical and
constraint fields. A common approach is to fix a gauge by setting either scalar field or metric perturbations to zero,
and then to solve for the lapse and shift perturbations from the linearized constraint equations, see for example Ref.
[24] and Ref. [25] for minimal and nonminimal coupling, respectively. In this paper we do not solve any linearized
constraint equations, nor do we use gauge freedom to set some fields to zero. Instead we keep all the fields up to
second order in fluctuations (11)-(15). We find for the action (8) up to second order in perturbations

P ij i P A4
5(2) = / dD(E{m (271' ‘]hijaoa +am ]aohij) + 'P¢7T<p(90§0

CLP FI i i 1 F/ " )
+ m |:F (71’ hijOop + 77600 + h&ogo) + §(D — 1) (F) w0 0o
Ny
+ (%) ¢ (D —1)8op + (178;; + h)aogz))} —~ NH® —py® — Nﬂti(l)}, (41)

where h = h"76;;. We refer the reader to Appendix A of Ref. [19] for some intermediate steps in the derivation. In
this quadratic action indices are raised and lowered by the Kronecker delta ¢;;. The Hamiltonian up to first order in
perturbations is

__11 P2
aD3 F2(D —1)2(D — 2)
1 P2 1
" of, — —h— =
aD12Q[7T“’ 2" QY

HY = — aP3F [9,0;h" — V?h]

y 1 1 F
{my(sij — (D=5 -5 (D~ 1)74

1
] +aP! khv + V¢<p] +2aP BV, (42)
where V2 = 9;0° = §'70;0;. The Hamiltonian up to second order in perturbations is

j
@ — _ paP3 | pv2na Lnoioin. — Lh oiothe + Lhivth. 4 L o(@iin. — 92
HYY =—Fa 4hV h+ 2h88 hij 2h”88hﬂ+ 4h V<hi; + ng(aa hi; —V<h)
P? L i kl ™ j 7

4(D — 1)2GD_3F |:—7T JAijklﬂ' + —(2(D — 3)hi]‘ - héij) + hih7

2 D —

D—1(1, 1 oF (1Y 1 FD-1/1)"
———— (-Wn+ ) - —— = U5 +h——(D—1)h) — =—— [ =] ¢
D—2<4”+8 ) D—2<F) P(m0i +h =3 (D=1h) 2D—2<F) 9"]

P2 1. 1 - (1Y ISR
b ~2 7 2 ~ N 2
— = 7T<p + Zhih] + gh — hﬂ—g& +Q (5) @(271’50 — ih) + 5 ( ) %2

+

+ 2aP—10Q)

1., 1 .. 1 1 1

+ aD73§81<p8¢<p +aP~? K—Zhgh; + ghQ) V+ §h¢V¢ + §V_¢¢g02}
1 _ y _

+ 20; (aD3 [ghF’(?Qp — F'h0;0 + F”wazng , (43)

where Ajjr = 631651 + dudjn — %5@‘51@1- Note that the final term in Eq. (43) is a total derivative term and vanishes,
but we give this term explicitly for future purpose. Finally the momentum density up to first order in perturbations
is

. . aP F' P i _ Lo
H(l)“?@ﬁ(PHD—zF)_(D_1)a<8”]+8jhj_§ah>' e

Now that we have found the free action (41) we want to make a few remarks:
e The action (41) is quite complicated due to many coupled fields;
e It is unclear what are the dynamical degrees of freedom in Eq. (41);

e The action (41) is not explicitly gauge invariant.



Some clarification is in order. The action (41) contains many different fields (e.g. 7%, h', #,, ¢, n and N;) coupled
in a nontrivial way. We know however that the n and IN; are non-dynamical and impose constraints on h"” and
. Furthermore n and N; are completely arbitrary and need to be fixed by imposing gauge conditions[19]. The
14-dimensional phase space of h*/ and ¢ is therefore reduced to a 14 — 4 — 4 = 6-dimensional physical phase space.
Indeed, a well known result from cosmological perturbation theory is that there is only one dynamical scalar degree
of freedom and two dynamical tensor degrees of freedom, corresponding to a 6-dimensional phase space. This is not
at all obvious from the action (41). Finally we remark that, being derived from a diffeomorphism invariant action (1),
the action (41) should be gauge invariant (i.e. invariant under infinitesimal coordinate transformations). However it
is difficult to see this from Eq. (41). All fields transform in a specific way under a coordinate transformation, and it
is only a special combination of the fields that will be gauge invariant.

In order to extract the three dynamical degrees of freedom and show the explicit gauge invariance of the action, we
will only have to do one thing: decouple all fields by defining shifted fields that diagonalize the action. As it turns out,
the shifted fields will all be gauge invariant and there will only be three dynamical degrees of freedom. As a bonus,
the action acquires a nice and simple form. As a start it is convenient to use the scalar-vector-tensor decomposition
of the spatial metric 2, see Ref. [19],

5ij 5ij -
hij = 5=h+ <aiaj— D11V2>h+8(ih§)+hff, (45)
with
O'h! =0, O'nt =0=00"n}". (46)

Furthermore we decompose the shift vector N in its longitudinal and transverse components,
N; =0;S+ N/, with I'NI =o. (47)

The action can now be diagonalized by defining shifted fields (see Appendix B for a derivation and definitions of
introduced variables)

. 2 1.
7@,:7@,—5 @ (48)
g 1
m =7 = 5 (L = i) (49)
N
A 50
n=nmn G (50)
~ 1 1 _ z ~
26 =V?S— = |J—(D-=2)Na®*V*(h—Jy. h 1
VS = V23 2(D_1)1_a[J (D — 2)Na®V2(h — Ju, ) (51)
9uNT = 0, N+ “N (50T — 5 9 hT 52
@) = 0alVj) + =5 (<i N T Ihi O j)), (52)
and the Sasaki-Mukhanov variable *
¢ = — z0(h — V2h), (53)
where
¢
T9D-nH (54)

After tedious calculations, of which we present some intermediate results in Appendix B, we obtain the free action
1., 1(0p\° 1 = 21 L FT OnTT 2
Lo L (dwy 1 T P N (hz;_T)2_(_J)

2 2 a 2a z 25

4 a
D2
_ Pqﬁ 2 P2 ~ij Aijkl ki w 72 n F
2q2(D-1)Q) " ¥ 4(D — I)QaQ(D*mF 2 aP-1N2 at N2

((1 —a)[V25)? + [0 N]T)]Q) } (55)

2 Qur notation differs from the one used in most literature where h = Tr(h;;) = 2(D — 1)1 + 2V2E,h — V2h = 2(D — 1)3, sce [14].

3 From Footnote 2 it follows that Eq. (53) yields the better known form ¢ = ¢ — %w



where

S LA (56)

AD—1)? (H + 5155 ¢)2

Note that by setting F = $M?2 = 1 that 22 — 2§ and we obtain the well known result from gauge invariant cosmological
perturbation theory for a minimally coupled scalar field (see also Ref. [19]).
The action (55) is our most important result. When we compare this new free action to the original free action from

Eq. (41) we can make the following remarks:
e All shifted fields are decoupled in the action (55);
e The only dynamical degrees of freedom in (55) are 1 scalar and 2 tensor degrees of freedom;
e All shifted fields in Eq. (55) are gauge-invariant up to linear order in coordinate transformations.

For a proof of the third point we refer the reader to Appendix C. Thus our tedious diagonalization procedure has paid
off: we have obtained a simple, explicitly gauge invariant action with one propagating scalar field ¢ and a propagating
graviton hl-TjT. A variation of the action with respect to the non-dynamical 7 and 7, gives the linearized Hamilton

equations of motion. On the other hand the variation with respect to 72, S and N7 gives the solutions of the linearized
constraint equations. Therefore the free action (55) contains all the properties of linearized inflationary perturbations,
as well as the transition between the Hamilton and Lagrange formalism.

In the gauge invariant form (55) the scalar field ¢ can be quantized and the true scalar propagator can be extracted
from the action. If we would also know the gauge invariant cubic and quartic vertices (meaning we have to calculate
the action up to fourth order in perturbations), we would be able to calculate quantum corrections to the inflaton
potential. We would have to work much harder to make the action gauge invariant when we also include these higher
order interaction terms. We leave this for future work. We emphasize that the action (55) is gauge invariant up
to linear order in coordinate transformations. If we include higher order terms the free action would still have the
same form as Eq. (55), but the gauge invariant fields will now also consist of combinations of higher order field
perturbations. This will affect, for example, canonical quantization. This fact makes the construction of a fully gauge
invariant formalism a worthy effort. As a final comment we note that one can extend our treatment for models which
contain non-canonical kinetic terms such as the DBI model [26].

A. Quantum equivalence of Jordan and Einstein frames

In section ITB we showed the classical equivalence of the Jordan and Einstein frame actions in Hamiltonian form.
Now we want to demonstrate the quantum equivalence of the Jordan and Einstein frames at the level of the free
action. Let us first consider the dynamical scalar ¢ in the Jordan frame free action Eq. (55). If we redefine the field
¢ in terms of the comoving curvature perturbation in the Jordan frame R

__¥
R=-= (57)

the scalar action becomes

r 2
S7(z2) = /dDildetanle %'R2 —% <81R> ] . (58)
a

On the other hand the form of the action for a minimally coupled scalar field (see Ref. [19]) is

. (1., 1/0Rp\>
S7('c'21)5 :/dDilxNEdtagflz% §R2E - = (8RE)

1

2 P ~
BT D-1)? HY

(59)

where the dotted derivative here means R =N I 180RE and R is the comoving curvature perturbation in the Ein-
stein frame. The prefactor in the action (59) only depends on the background fields and can therefore be transformed
to a physically equivalent prefactor by performing a conformal transformation. Indeed, we can derive the action in
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the Jordan frame (58) from the action in the Einstein frame (59) by a redefinition of the background fields as in Egs.
(30), (31), (39) and (40). The free actions (58) and (59) are however only truly physically equivalent if the comoving
curvature perturbation does not change under a conformal transformation, i.e. R = Rpg. This can be proved in the
following way. If we decompose the conformal factor and the metric in a background plus a perturbed part as in Eqgs.
(32) and (13) we can show that (see also Appendix D)

(hg — V?hg) = (h — V2h) + 2(D — 1)%". (60)

Now we want to know how the scalar inflaton fluctuation in the Einstein frame g is related to ¢ in the Jordan
frame. Suppose now we have a scalar field @ in the Einstein frame action which is a function of the scalar field ® in
the Jordan frame. We also wish to decompose this @5 into a background part plus a small quantum fluctuation by
substituting ® = ¢ + ¢. This gives

0P 0o ®
Pp(+¢) = Pu(9) + 0 = Pu(d) + S0 = ép + 5. (61)
ol Do
This leads to the convenient relation at the level of linearized perturbations
YE_ 5% = Q5T, (62)
¢E ¢ w

where the extra factor of @ appears because of the difference between the dotted derivatives in the Einstein and the
Jordan frame. The last relation is true since the conformal transformation is a function of ®, i.e. w = w(®). With
this relation and the Hubble parameter in the Einstein frame from Eq. (39), we find

HE H ow
¢E ¢ w

such that

Rg = (hg — V?hg) —2(D — 1)E¢E = (h—V?h) —2(D — 1)5.90 =R. (64)
¢k ¢

Thus the comoving curvature perturbation is invariant under a conformal transformation up to linear order in per-
turbations. This was first proved by Makino and Sasaki[15] and Fakir et al. [16]. In fact one can show that the
comoving curvature perturbation is conformally invariant in the fully nonlinear approach, see Ref. [27]. Therefore we
have established the equivalence of the Jordan and Einstein frame scalar actions at the classical level as well as at the
level of quadratic (quantum) fluctuations.

Now that we have checked the physical equivalence for the scalar sector, let us see how the rest of the action (55)
transforms under the conformal transformation. First of all, let us give the Einstein frame action for the graviton and
constraint fields,

_ [ . OhTT,\ 2 P2 P2 Ak
g2 — /dD—lxNEde—l 1 {(h;?r_:r )2 — ( u,E) ] _ $E -2 B 1] 22ijkl ~kl
E Yy |\uE ap 2a2E(D—1) 2 4D — 1)2G2E(D—2) E o "E

Wg

-9
D=1 2 "B +
ag E

—— (1= ap) (V255 + [6(1-N;*-F)7E]2)}, (65)
EYVE

where Wy and ap are defined in Egs. (B8) and (B15) of Appendix B, where the subscript E denotes that these

quantities depend on the Einstein frame background fields. Now we perform the conformal transformation of the

action (65) using Egs. (30), (31) and (33) - (35). We find that the Einstein frame action transforms to the Jordan

frame action (55) if the graviton and constraint fields transform as

Sg = @28 (67)
Nlg =&*NT (68)
him = hi" (69)
7T%E = 77@, (70)

7Y =74 (71)
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In Appendix D we show that the graviton and constraint fields transform in precisely this way under a conformal
transformation®. Therefore the complete free Jordan frame (55) and Einstein frame (59)+(65) actions are physically
equivalent.

IV. HIGGS INFLATION

Recently Bezrukov and Shaposhnikov[6] revived the old idea by Salopek, Bond and Bardeen [3] that the Higgs
boson can be the inflaton field if it is nonminimally coupled to gravity. The requirement for Higgs inflation is a large
nonminimal coupling || > 1, ensuring the flatness of the Higgs potential for large field values. Since then there has
been much debate whether or not quantum corrections destroy the flatness of the Higgs potential, thereby spoiling
Higgs inflation. One and two loop corrections have been calculated in both the Einstein[28-30] and Jordan[31-33]
frames. Although there is some debate about the calculational methods, all loop calculations predict that Higgs
inflation is valid if the Higgs mass lies in a specific range, testable by the LHC.

In Refs. [28-33] the validity of Higgs inflation was tested in the inflationary regime. Here the Higgs boson has a large
expectation value (H) > Mp/+/|¢] and slowly rolls down the inflaton potential. Recently [34-37] however, the validity
of Higgs inflation was questioned in the small-field limit where the Higgs expectation value is (H) = v = 246GeV.
Hertzberg[36] considered the general case of a theory with multiple scalar fields. It was found that, for the pure gravity
and kinetic sectors, the small field effective theory has a cut-off at an energy scale of Mp if there is only one scalar
field, but when more than one scalar field is involved the cut-off is Mp/|¢|. In the Jordan frame the cut-off Mp /||
can be almost directly read off from the scalar-graviton interaction term. However, when considering scalar-scalar
scattering via graviton exchange, the lowest order diagrams add up to zero for a single scalar field. Therefore the
actual cut-off scale is Mp. In the Einstein frame this is even more clear. After the conformal transformation the
cut-off appears in a dimension 6 scalar kinetic term, but this term can be removed via a nonlinear field redefinition.
In the case of multiple scalar fields the above reasoning no longer applies. In the Jordan frame the lowest order
diagrams do not vanish because the scalar fields are not identical, giving the cut-off Mp/|£|. In the Einstein frame the
unitarity violating kinetic term cannot be removed by a field redefinition, because it is in general not possible to bring
the kinetic term into canonical form for multiple scalar fields (see Ref. [38] for more details). The arguments above
apply to the pure gravity and kinetic sectors of the theory, but even for the single field case Hertzberg [36] finds that
scalar self-interactions due to the non-polynomial potential in the Einstein frame most likely cause unitarity problems
at the scale Mp/|¢].

Now we switch to the Standard Model. In this case the Higgs doublet contains in principle 4 scalar fields, but the 3
Goldstone bosons are eaten up by the W= and Z bosons. Therefore one might wonder if the cut-off shows up in the
terms containing these gauge bosons. Indeed, Burgess, Lee and Trott [37] showed that in the Standard Model the
cut-off scale Mp/|€| appears in the Higgs-gauge interactions.

Now the crucial point is that the cut-off Mp/|¢| of the small-field effective theory is very close to the energy scale
at the end of inflation Hepg =~ /A/12Mp/|¢| (where 0.11 < A < 0.27 at the electroweak scale), which is also the
point where the small-field limit becomes valid. This means that higher order operators, needed to solve the unitarity
problems at the cut-off scale Mp/|¢| in the small-field effective theory, will affect the inflationary theory and thereby
destroy Higgs inflation. Therefore it seems that Higgs inflation is ruled out as a valid theory.

In contrast to the previous arguments, Bezrukov et al. [39] very recently showed that the effective cut-off actually
depends on the expectation value of the Higgs inflaton field. An intermediate region was identified for field values
M,/|¢] < (¢) < Mp/+/I€| where the cut-off scale scales as A = |¢[(¢)2/Mp. The authors showed that all relevant
energy scales throughout the evolution of the universe are below the corresponding cut-off scale. Still quantum
corrections could spoil the unitarity of Higgs inflation, and a systematic way of obtaining quantum loop corrections
has been proposed.

Considering the ongoing discussion about the unitarity of Higgs inflation, we would like to make a few remarks. First
of all there are so far no rigorous calculations of quantum corrections to the Higgs potential or Higgs-gauge interactions
in the small field limit ((¢) < Mp/|€|) or the intermediate region (M,/|¢] < (¢) < Mp/\/|€]). Secondly, the cut-off
scale is found in the Jordan frame by considering Higgs-graviton interactions. As we have shown before, the inflaton
perturbation actually combines with the scalar part of the metric to form one ’gauge’ invariant variable. Therefore,
in order to consistently calculate quantum corrections to either the Higgs potential or Higgs-gauge interactions, we

4 The gauge invariant lapse perturbation 7 can be made invariant under a conformal transformation if we define the lapse perturbation as
N = N(t)(1 + n(t,x)) as compared to Eq. (15). Moreover, the lapse part of the free action would be time reparametrization invariant.
Furthermore we could have defined the shift perturbations as N; = aNn;, where the diagonalized shift perturbation 7; would also be
invariant under a conformal transformation and the action as a whole would be time reparametrization invariant. Note also that, with

these definitions of the perturbed fields, every spatial derivative in the action (55) as well as (41) contains a factor a~!.
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need to construct the completely diffeomorphism® invariant Higgs action. In the previous section we derived the free
action for a single inflaton field. In this section we apply this to the Standard Model Higgs action with a nonminimal
coupling to gravity. The action reads

2

S = /de\/—_g {— <MTI% - gHTH> R— g"(D,H) D, H — \ <HTH - %)2} , (72)

where H is the complex Higgs doublet with vev (H)y = v/v/2 and

1
D,H = (8# —igALT" — ng/B“> H, (73)
is the co/v;riant derivative with Af and B, the SU(2) and U(1) gauge bosons with coupling constants g and g, and
T =0%/2.

Now, in conventional chaotic inflationary scenarios the inflaton field is a real scalar field with a large classical expec-
tation value. The Higgs doublet in Eq. (72) contains two complex scalar fields, thus it is not clear what the inflaton
field is. This becomes more obvious when we choose the following decomposition of the Higgs doublet

H= % exp (it%a®) - ( (1) > , (74)
where ® and the a® are now four real scalar fields and the projection vector (1,0)7 ensures that H is a doublet. In this
decomposition it is easy to see that HTH = %@2. Furthermore, by a redefinition AZ = Aj — é@ua“ — ia“AZ [7%, 7]
we can absorb the three would-be Goldstone bosons a® into the gauge bosons A%. In fact, we can always perform
an SU(2) rotation on the Higgs doublet in Eq. (74) such that the three would-be Goldstone bosons disappear, which
corresponds to fixing the unitary gauge. If we now define

1
+ 1242
W# = ﬁ (A,U. :F ZA#) (75)
1
Z0 = N (942 —g'B,), (76)
the action (72) becomes
D 1 2 2 1 yi% 1 2 2\2
S=[d z/g _§(MP_§(I) )R—ig 8“(1)(9’/(1)_1)\((1) —v7) (77)
m%v 17— B2 1m22 07052
— FQ#VWN WV (I) + iv—Qg“VZHZU@ 5 (78)

with m$, = 1¢%v? and m% = 1(g% + g’*)v®. We see that the first part of the action (78) is equal to the action (1)
with the identification F(®) = (M3 — (®?) and V(®) = A(®* — v?)?. The second part contains the Higgs-gauge
interaction terms. If we now want to calculate the free gauge invariant action for the Higgs sector of the SM we
can simply do the expansions (11)-(15) with ® = ¢(¢t) + ¢(t,x), which will result in (55). The field ¢ is in this case
identified with the Higgs boson and ¢ is the classical background field with vev v. Since the gauge bosons VVHi and
Z;, are pure fluctuations, the free action (55) will have additional terms

2 1 m?2
S~ /dD—lxdtaD_l{_n:,—gvg“”WJWM? + 5%9‘“’222%2}, (79)

where g" = diag(—N~2,a~26%) is the background ADM metric. So in the end we have shown that the free Standard
Model with a nonminimally coupled Higgs boson, which has a local SU(2) symmetry, can be written in terms of one
diffeomorphism invariant scalar ¢ (53) and three mass terms for the gauge bosons. The free action can be used to

5 We use the terminology ”diffeomorphism invariance” here instead of the previously used ”gauge invariance” in order to avoid confusion
with the well known concept of gauge freedom in the Standard Model
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extract the diffeomorphism invariant propagators for the Higgs inflaton field and gauge bosons. If we want to calculate
quantum corrections to the free propagators and the Higgs potential in an invariant manner, we need to find the gauge
invariant action up to third and fourth order in perturbations. We will leave this for future work. The analysis in this
section shows that, when the backreaction from the W* and Z bosons is neglected, the single scalar field and SU(2)
Higgs doublet lead to identical quadratic actions for cosmological perturbations in nonminimally coupled models.
The approach that we used in this section can be applied in a much more general setting than the Standard Model.
In fact, any theory with a local SU(N) or SO(N) symmetry (for example GUT theories) can be written in terms of
one dynamical scalar and a number of massive gauge bosons if we use the suitable generalization of (74). Therefore it
is always possible in these theories to have a single light inflaton field, thus opening the way for an inflationary era.

V. DISCUSSION

In this paper we derived the free perturbation action for the nonminimally coupled inflaton field in the Jordan frame.

By working in the ADM formalism we could split the metric tensor into scalar, vector, tensor and constraint fields.
By performing a diagonalization procedure we obtained the main result (55). In this form the action is explicitly
gauge invariant up to linear order in coordinate transformations and the only propagating degrees of freedom are
the scalar inflaton field and the graviton. We showed that the Jordan frame action can be derived from the Einstein
frame action by performing a conformal transformation of the metric, thereby establishing the physical equivalence
of the two frames at the level of quadratic fluctuations.
In order to calculate quantum corrections to the inflaton potential we need an unambiguous, gauge invariant action.
So far we have obtained the free gauge invariant action, what remains is the higher order gauge invariant action,
with which one can perform definite calculations that will tell us whether or not nonminimal inflation is spoiled by
quantum corrections. The one loop effective inflaton potential was already found in de Sitter space in the limit where
|¢] < 1, see Ref. [22]; what remains to be done is to calculate V.¢s in the limit |{| > 1 for more general cosmological
backgrounds [40-43]. These thorough calculations are especially needed in the context of the Higgs inflation model,
which at the moment seems to possess troublesome large quantum corrections to the small field effective theory. We
hope to give a definite conclusion concerning this question in future work.
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Appendix A: Canonical form of the action for a nonminimally coupled scalar field

In this section we will show how to obtain Eq. (3) from Eq. (1). We start by substituting the ADM metric (2) into
Eq. (1) and we find the standard ADM action (see Ref. [23])

S _/dD:r\/g{ {—gijaoKij — 0K + N(R+ K? — K;; K"7) —2N;V; (K" — g K)

i 11 ; 1 ..
- QQZJVj(ViN - Nszk):| F((I)) + §N ((90(1) - NZ(%I))Q - Nig”ai@(?jfb - NV((I))}, (Al)
where Kij = —NPIY; = —5% (dogi; — ViN; — V;N;) and K = g K;;. It is understood that the only dynamical

metric field present in the action is the spatial metric g;;, such that the covariant derivatives as well as R only depend
on this metric. Now we want to find the canonical momentum p* and pe conjugate to g;; and ® respectively. In
order to find p”/ we have to vary the action with respect to dyg;;, which is up to a factor 2NV equal to varying the
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action with respect to K;;. Since the action (A1) contains derivatives of K;; we remove these by performing partial
integrations. The action then takes the simpler form

S = / de\/g{N (R+ KYK;j — K*) F + 2KF' (9o¢ — N'9;¢) — 2Ng“V;V;F(¢)

+ %% (0@ — N'0; q>) N%g”’aicbap - NV((I))}. (A2)

The canonical momenta can now easily be extracted and are
P = 5 (;505 = =g (Kg”" - KY)F — %\/Z;gijF' (8o® — N'0;®) (A3)
o = % = \/gﬁ (00® — N'0;®) +2,/gK F'. (A4)

We now want to write our action in the form of Eq. (3) by substituting the momenta into Eq. (A2). First we have
to express K and Kj; in terms of the momenta, which gives

1 1 p+(D—-1)Fps

- JGgFD -2 Q (A5)
2
i _ \/;F 1 il +£ F o pi 4 ﬁgij%’p@ , (A6)
where p = p¥g;; and  is given in Eq. (6). The canonical form of the action (A1) is
o= / Pz [p” dogi; + pedod — H(p”, 9", pa, ®)] (A7)
where the Hamiltonian is
H = p”d0gij + psOod — /9L, (A8)

with £ the Lagrangian density from the action (A1) (or the action (A2) after partial integrations). The final canonical
form of the action in Eq. (3) is obtained by substituting Eqgs. (A5) and (A6) into this Lagrangian density, thereby
expressing the Hamiltonian in terms of the canonical momenta.

Appendix B: Diagonalizing the quadratic action

Momenta sector

We first consider the sector of the action (41) containing only the momenta 7 and #,. We can write this as

D2
ORI - S S PN S P? Loiig kg s B1
T ‘ 2aD—10 e TeTe] Ty p T 1epaE |27 AumT T laT (B1)

where Aijkl = 5ik5jl + 5il5jk — %5@'5]@1 and

f@——h—%ﬁp+%n+29<é>/@ (B2)
L 2(DP— ”aD*?Fh;j gl {(D_?)) 20— 1)(D7>_ 2)aP—2F (H+ ﬁ%‘bﬂ ey

- Déﬁ 3~ %Di 2" 4(%7_3 1)FGD_46“N”

[ (oo (5 o) o2 (5) oo
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Note that on-shell, i.e. using Eq. (18), the term multiplying h;; in Eq. (B3) simplifies to 2h;;. If we now define
shifted momenta

Ty =Ty +

i (B4)

—_ N =

79 =g 4 5 (Lij — ;1) o

where I = §%1;;, we find that we can write the momentum action in diagonalized form,

— 'ﬁ2 ~ 1. 732 A 1 3
2) _ D ¢ 292 2 i Adjrl ; )
= _/d xN{_ZaDlﬂ [W“’_ZI“’] BT el G i § L )} . (BO)

The extra terms containing IAZ and (I;;I"7 — I?) now give quadratic contributions of n? and |9; N ;;|?, which allows
us to diagonalize also the terms containing these factors.

Lapse sector

From the diagonalized momentum sector of the action, see (B6), we collect all the terms containing the lapse
function n. We collect these terms from the rest of the action (41) as well, which are only in the —nH™) term. We
find that we can write

. 2 ILin
S@) = /dD N{w— + =t B7
5 N e (B7)
where
1 1 _7)2 7535 on-shell D—1
W == — —a” "V B8
FaD 34D —1)(D—2) | 20D 1 “ (B8)
aP D-3 ij i A aPF’ . D=3 /5 oi
I, =————h F |0;0;h" — 0;0"h| — —_ -2 F'0;0"
xp—1)" [0:0; ] (P¢+(D—2)F v 7
h P ;
Cop—Cph=+——"""=0"N; B9
T Oy T D T DN (B9)
with
11 2 FoP Y
O@:—QD71V¢+— _ P £ ¢ e CLP L (b
’ FaP34D-1)(D-2)F 2QaP-1Q (D-2)\F
onsshell, D=1 [ 4 (14 2F")(D — 1)Hé — 2(D — 1)F'(H? + H)} (B10)
_pe D—5 8(D—2)aP-2F 1P i D1
Cy = — H4+ ——— — \%4
"= 4D - 1)(D —2)aD3F [D—l P T2 F?)| T 3T O
on-shell 0. (Bll)
Note that on-shell, these expressions simplify greatly. We now shift the lapse,
N
n = —1I,, B12
n=mn-+ ST (B12)
such that we can write
=2
@ _ [grandwi _11lp
S, /d N {WNQ 4WI"}' (B13)

Thus, we have diagonalized the lapse sector.
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Shift sector

For the shift V; we do the same. We collect all the terms containing N; coming from Egs. (B6) and (B13) and the
—N;/H'D term in Eq. (41). We can now write

D-5
ngi/#%{azVF(wuNM2—a@ﬂﬂ2+ﬁﬁWNﬁ)}’ (B14)

where [0; N ;|2 = 9; N ;0" N9 and (9;N*)* = 9;N'0;N7. Furthermore,

P2 P
1 (re=ammnmmy - @ - Vani (B15)
D-1 -W
on-shell 1 (D - 2)75£ 1 (D - 2)Q¢2
e~ 11— — = 1-
D-1 < 2Qa2(P-1)Y D—1 2V

and

Jij ZNG2{—iLij + Jh”hij

+8; <ah - W [OkOIh* — 0,07 h] + ﬁ%af’*ma% + Jpp + Jop + th> } (B16)
where
Thsy = — (D_l)(DP_2)aD_2F—2{H+ﬁFFIQZ)] onshell, (B17)
T :2% BT 11)FGD_2 % <75¢ + (;?Z;F) = omehell %(D —9)H (B18)
Jo =2 (FFI)I“” QD@F o= 1)(5- 2)aD—2 % 3D f)aDZ’F% (B19)
onshell, L1y opmyg _oprg - P2 z)Dli?V“L Flécgn'm“]

- L
:aD—12(D—1)(D—2)QMIf (2(Df1)H>

P 5(}5 + P ﬁ on-shell
(D —1)(D — 2)aP—2F D-2F AD—1aP—2W

Jp = +2 {H + 0, (B20)

where C,, and C}, were defined in Egs. (B10) and (B11). In order to diagonalize the shift sector (B14), we separate
the longitudinal and transversal degrees of the shift vector,

N; = 9;S + NI, with I'NT =o. (B21)

Then, up to boundary terms, the shift action (B14) becomes

D75 . . — . . .
5@ = /d% { a4 - r ((1 —a) [V25)% + [0, NG + J;;0'0°S — Na? (hij — Jn,, hij) o NTJ)) } . (B22)

Note that we have been able to separate the longitudinal and transversal degrees of the shift vector. Now we substitute
the scalar-vector-tensor decomposition of h;;, see (45). With this decomposition, we can show that

. 1 _ 2 ~
S0 = [J — (D - 2)Na®V2(h — J,Wh)} Vs

~Na?hj; 0 T = = Na? (9 %) = Jn, a0y ) 00 NT),
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where J = §% J;; and we did not write down any total derivative terms. We can now diagonalize the action (B22) by
introducing

1 1

20 2
VS VS T,

[/ = (D =2)Na*V2(h = Jn,, )] (B23)
)

T v a°'N iT T
0aNj) =0aNj) — —5— (3@ Wiy = Jni; 96 hj)) ; (B24)

and the action becomes

D—-5 2 D—1
2) _ G)a °F 5 « aP—lF_ .
SN _/d%N{ e ((1 —a) [v2s} + [6(1-N;F)]2) - [a(ihf) — Jhija(ihijf_)]z

_aPF 1 L [J — (D~ 2)Na®V2(h — J,, 15)} 2}. (B25)

N2 4D-121-a

Gauge invariant scalar action

So far we have diagonalized the perturbed momenta 7%/ and #, and the perturbed lapse n and shift N; functions.
What remains from the action are the field and metric perturbations ¢ and h;;. For the interested reader who wants
to check the derivation we present an intermediate result where we collect all the terms containing these fields. Since
there are many terms containing these fields we will do this step by step. First of all we collect the leftover terms in
the action (41)

@ [ .p NaP~'F AP Fooo1 o (FNT L (FY I
S’W_/dx 4 {(D—l)(D—Z)aDQF Fhet 5D 1)(F)(p¢+<F>(p((D 1)9"+h¢)}

4 | - L ia 1 inl 1 i P 2
+ 2 ——hV*h + §h6 0 hij — §hij8 (9hj[+1h \V4 hij-i-FgD((Q) 0 hij =V h)

4

; .
| 4D -1)(D-2)aP3F +

172
5h

D1
+a 14 PR

52
_ ¢
2QaP—1

D2 i
P? 8D—-7 . Py poay| Py
AD—-1)(D—=2)aP3F D—1 ' 2QaP1 aP—1F

P2 1 " 75(125 1 " b
— |- — ~ -y
4(D —1)(D — 2)aD—3 (F) T oep (Q) o Ve
o P2 D=5 P (1N | 2he
4AD-1)(D-2)aP3\F) D—1 2aP-1\Q P oD-1F

1 @

2(,02

aP-1F

Remember that we diagonalized the momenta by shifting them. By doing this we managed to write all the momentum
terms from the action in terms of quadratic shifted momenta, see Eq. (B6). As a consequence, we obtained additional
terms that do not contain the momenta, but do contain A and ¢ and combinations. We find

e _ B =9 _ 52 (AN 2
NP lfQ(h o) = NaP~'F | P§ ih? N 9%72 N 2P; Q) E
2aD-1031 #\" 1 )aPQaD1F ' F FO3(aD-1)2
P , 2P0 AP,
———2h — h — . B27
Topip T FQ2(aD-1)2 YT DpoigptY (B27)

Now we consider the other part of Eq. (B6) with the term I;;I% — I?. For this term we will put the canonical
momentum P on-shell in the term multiplying h;; in Eq. (B3). This will dramatically simplify our calculations. We
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7)2
4(D = 1)2aP—3F
NaP'F | . . . 2P 1.
= hhi -0 — —— 2 \BhERy — —hi
4 { J (D—l)FaDQ[ 172 }

D—2171i 2
N P2 [4ﬁhghj_h} _4D—1F_’2¢2
AD—-1)(D-2)aP3F  aPIF D—2F?

R [4% (%) P Do 1>(DP—2 2)a? D) G) " % (%) @)
: [‘lD_f(g —2) 11::_; <4(D - ;D)FGD% <Ff/)/a3+ o2F (%)lﬂ o
F'. 4<%>/¢+$ <%)/ 2(D — 3)P Jod

—AFhe - D —1)(D —2)aP—2F F
2(D — 3)P ' (D —3)P? 1\’
(D =1)(D = 2)aP—2F ( ) o (D —=1)*(D = 2)a*P=2)F <F) hw}'

i (Iijlij —12) =

iup—i— ( he

+

F

The completion of the square for n also gives extra terms,

N
1% =
awr
NaP-1F 1 P2 . P . 1
—_— (- h? — Cphh — ———C?h?
4 W{ 4D —1)2aP3F " ~ 2(D—1)aP2F " 4FgD-1""

1 . aPF \* ., 20, (- aPF’ , 1 L,
" Fab-1 (R" A= 2)F> Pt Fap <P¢ = 2)F) PO g 1Y
P - aPF’ . P .
S " VY he4+——" C.h
(D —1)aP—2F <P¢ A= 2)F) P D 1yapzp e
1 ~ aPF’ ; 1
- W (P¢ + m) CthD + Wchcwh(p

9 ) , WP ho aPF’
_ .A-hY —_ H.A I _ - -
= [0;0;h" — 0;0"h] ( 2(D—1)h Chy (7’¢+(D_2)F)<p+c¢go)
4F" _, aP h - aPF’
Y o A
T2V g”< sm—1)" 93 (P"’+(D—2)F>‘P+CW)

1
T gD-1

(aP73F [0;0;h" — 0;0'h] — 2aD_3F’V2g0)2}.
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(B28)

(B29)

As for the final contributions coming from completing the square in the shift sector, we use the following useful

relations:

1w
—a P2
e s ESEres

D2
D-2 P

D-la—l=2—=_"9
( ) W 2QaP-1’

(B30)

(B31)
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which gives
_aPOF 1 1 _ 2 ~12
- N— J— (D —=2)Na®V?(h—J, h)| =
N? 4(D—1)21—a[ (D =2)Na"V(h = Jn, )}

NeP-'F W [D-2 P2

h— (D = 2)V2h + [Ju,, + (D = 1)Ja] h+ (D — 2)J,,, V2h

4 P | W 20aP!
2
P i ; P _F 5 :
= 577 [0:0;hY = 0i0'h] + —5=5 250" Ve + (D = 1) + (D — 1)JW] : (B32)

Now that we have obtained all the terms containing h and ¢, we want to express the scalar part of Eqs. (B26), (B27),
(B28), (B29) and (B32) in terms of the gauge invariant variable
) 19

sngp_72@_1)E(h—v2ﬁ). (B33)

This is a tedious procedure which we will not explicitly write down in this Appendix. However, we can provide the
interested reader with calculations and intermediate steps. An important step in the derivation is a partial integration
of all the terms containing only one time derivative. The final diagonalized free action we obtain is

- 201 ., 1/8:3\° 1 = 27 FT . ORI\ 2
52 :/dD—l NdtgP-1d 2 (2522 (Y% 1% | p1® | -2 Lgrryz (i)
raa 22 2% "3\ 0 ) Taap1z | 2320 A (his")

a
P2 P2 Ay W F i i
_ ¢ 22 ~ij LYigkl ~ ki ~2 _ 212 T2
222000~ YD —1)2a20-2F" 2 " TopiNe 't T AN ((1 Q)[VS] + 106 Nj) ) ,
(B34)
where
1 4
2
_ 9 B
VT UD 12 H? (B35)
1 Qg2
42— — (B36)
AD=1)* (H + 5555 4)2

Interestingly enough we only have to use the on-shell Friedmann and field equations (23)-(25) for the single time
derivative terms after we have partially integrated these terms. Therefore the free action (B34) is obtained up to
some terms multiplying the on-shell relations. Since the-off-shell corrections are only higher order in perturbations,
we can neglect these terms.

The action (B34) is time parametrization invariant since the function N can be picked arbitrarily. For example, if
N =1 corresponds to real time, whereas we switch to conformal time dn = adt if we choose N = a. In conformal
time we can define another convenient variable, the (generalized) Mukhanov-Sasaki variable

v=a7 icﬁ, (B37)
20
which changes the scalar part of the action to
1 (a D;Z Z)I/
52 — / dP~Ladn= [1/2 — (0v)* + —550?]. (B38)
2 a7z z

Another convenient variable is the comoving curvature perturbation, which has the special property that it is invariant
under a conformal transformation. In the main text we show how the action transforms in terms of this variable.

Appendix C: Gauge invariance of the dynamical and constraint fields in the free action

In this Appendix we want to verify that the action (55) is gauge invariant (up to linear order in coordinate
transformations). The metric transforms under an infinitesimal coordinate transformation z# — z# + £#(x) as
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Juv = G — Vo — Vi€, & = 9u€”. The metric components to linear order in perturbations are

g(%) = —2Nn; géi) Ni; gfjl) = a’hyj, (C1)
whereas the nonvanishing background Christoffel connections are,

0)0 - 0)i Na2oY] oo _ a’H
s o oL, 2

If we now decompose h;; as in Egs. (45) and (47), and similarly & = & = & + 9;¢, 8,6 = 0, we find that the
perturbed metric fields transform as

n—>n+€0—£§0; NI — NI — N¢F +oNHEE;, S — S— Né—¢& +2NHE

3

2 _
,Hh_gv_mﬂ
N

K2

- -2 2
i hoo h- 5 rl — hiT—EgiT; hiT = hlT (C3)

Moreover, from ®(z#) — ®(z# + £*) we find that

¢ — <P+%§o- (C4)

By substituting the transformations (C3) and (C4) into the shifted fields (B12), (B23), (B24) and (B33) we find that
f, S, NI, ¢ and h;fS-T are invariant under linear coordinate transformations.

The free action (55) is only completely gauge invariant if the canonical momenta 7:@, and 7% are also gauge invariant.
We shall now argue why this is so. For this we go back to the canonical form of the action for a nonminimally coupled
scalar field, i.e. Eq. (8). Remember that we derived this action from the original action (1). In other words, if
we vary the action (8) with respect to the canonical momenta and substitute these back into action, we obtain the
diffeomorphism invariant action (1). Since this action is invariant under linear coordinate transformations, this means
the canonical momenta should also transform in such a way that the free action (55) is gauge invariant

To see how this works, let us vary the free action (55) with respect to 7, and 7. We find that 7, = 7, + I,/2 = 0
and @7 = 7" 4 (I;; — 6;;1)/2 = 0, which are the Hamilton equations of the linearized theory and must be gauge
invariant. Therefore 7@, and 7% are gauge invariant, and the free action (55) as a whole is gauge invariant. From the
transformations (C3) and (C4) and Eqs. (B2) and (B3) we find that

; T2

D‘I 2

. 2
I, — I,+2 ¢(¢+( —1)Hp)éo — ~ g (C5)
4 2 V2§ 2 1 0;0;&o0
o = =G0l t @ T D sy Ly Na?
1 F Y
2 (H+ m?¢) F' | 66
D—-3)H + — L C6
+ 5 T + H + 50| === (C6)
such that the momenta transform as
v o1 . 1Q
i Fp— —= + — - 1)H —= Cc7
fo = T — +N¢(¢+( VH)Eo + N (C7)
i y 2 V2§ 2 1 (8i6j - 6ijV )fo
7TJ_>7TJ+¥8(i§j)_76ij_D—2H+D12FT/. NCL2
(H+ 55%9) F | 0e
/4 (D—-3)H + —¢| 2550, cs
H+D 2F ( ) F¢ N ( )
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Appendix D: Conformal invariance of the dynamical and constraint fields in the free action

In the main text we showed that the dynamical and constraint fields in the free action (55) should transform as
Egs. (66)-(69) if the free Jordan frame action is physically equivalent to the free action in the Einstein frame. In this
Appendix we prove that this is indeed the case. For the dynamical scalar field in (55) we already proved that the
Jordan and Einstein frame actions are physically equivalent. Our approach will be similar to Appendix C where we
showed gauge invariance of the free action.

We first consider the unperturbed act1o (8). Under a conformal transformation the metric transforms as g,.,, 5 =
w(®)%g,, with the identification wP~2? = F(®). The action (8) can be transformed to the Einstein frame action
through the following relations:

Ng =wN Ni g = = w? 9ij.E w2gij

ij L wP=2 Q

In this equations the quantity © (see Eq. (6)) is understood to be unperturbed, i.e. = Q(®). We now decompose
the metric as g, = guv + 09, where the perturbed metric contains the lapse, shift and spatial metric perturbations.
Similarly we substitute ® = ¢+ ¢, thereby decomposing the conformal factor, as well as the factor €2, in a background
and perturbed part, w = @+ dw. The background fields and momenta then transform as in Eqs. (30), (31), (33)-(35),
(39) and (40). It is easy to show that the perturbed metric fields transform as

]
nE—(IJ(n—I—N w) NEE:@2N1'T§ Sp = @28
5w ~ ~
hig =h+2(D—1)— hg=h;  hig=hl;  hlp=hnl", (D2)
where %" = DL—cp From here we can already see that the graviton is invariant under a conformal transformation.

Furthermore, from Eqs. (62) and (40) we find that

[ Q
PE = m@- (D3)

We now substitute these relations into the Einstein frame fields 71z, Sg and N7 ‘> which we obtain from Eqgs. (B12),
(B23) and (B24) by setting I = 1. We find indeed that these fields transform under the conformal transformation
as, ng = wn, Sp = @25 and N I = ’2N T Therefore we conclude that the corresponding terms in the free Einstein
frame action (65) are physmally equlvalent to the terms in the Jordan frame action (55).

We now want to show that the shifted momentum perurbations 7, g and 7 LZ are invariant under a conformal trans-
formation. Consider the unperturbed Einstein frame momenta ps g and pé If we use the relation between the
Einstein and Jordan frame momenta from Eq. (D1) and expand up to linear order in perturbations, we find that the
momentum perturbations are related as

. 1 /F
Tp B = Ty + 3 (F - 5) ® (D4)
p y 2 F
Wézﬂj—mfwé‘]. (D5)

On the other hand we can also perform the conformal transformation of the shifts in the momenta, I, g and I;; g
from Egs. (B2) and (B3). We find that under the conformal transformation

. Q F
Icp,E:I<p+ (E—F)QP (DG)
4 F'
Lijp = Iij — D2 F ©0ij. (D7)

~1j 7/.7 (

Therefore the shifted momentum perturbations 7, g = 7y g + 31, ¢ and T2 =77 + — 0;;1%) transform as

FoB = Ty (D8)
7 7. (D9)
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Therefore the corresponding terms in the free Einstein action (65) are physically equivalent to those in the Jordan
frame. In conclusion, we prove the physical equivalence of the free Jordan and Einstein frame actions for all dynamical
and constraint fields.
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