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Abstract

Here, generation of Primordial Black Holes (PBHs) from quartic potential in the presence of a

tiny bump in non-canonical inflationary model has been inquired. It is demonstrated that, a

viable inflationary era can be driven through the quartic potential in non-canonical framework

with a power-law Lagrangian density. Furthermore, setting a suitable function of inflaton field as a

correction term (like a bump) to the quartic potential, causes the inflaton to slow down for a while.

In such a short time span, the amplitude of the scalar perturbations power spectrum on small

scales grows up sufficiently versus CMB scales. In addition to the bump feature, the enhancing

effect of the α parameter of the Lagrangian on the amplitude of the scalar power spectrum has

been shown. Fine tuning of three parameter Cases of the model results in generating of three Cases

of PBHs. In addition, we investigate the secondary Gravitational Waves (GWs) produced during

generation of PBHs and show that their contemporary density parameter spectra (ΩGW0) can be

tracked down by GWs detectors.
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I. INTRODUCTION

It is well acknowledged that, primal curvature perturbations can be generated in infla-

tionary epoch. By reason of accelerated expansion of the cosmos during the inflationary

era, the pertinent scales to these perturbed modes exit the Hubble horizon. Reentry of the

scales with enough sizable amplitude to the horizon gives rise to produce the ultra-condensed

localities in Radiation Dominated (RD) era. In due time, generation of Primordial Black

Holes (PBHs) originates from gravitational cave-in of these localities. The notion of PBHs

was introduced in the 1970s [1–4] at the very earliest. Thereafter, advantageous discov-

ery of Gravitational Waves (GWs) emanated from two coalescing black holes with masses

around 30M⊙ (M⊙ connotes the solar mass) by LIGO-Virgo teamwork [5–9], has renovated

curiosity about PBHs notion. furthermore, puzzling essence of Dark Matter (DM) content

of the universe [10] and inability to observe the particle DM, have encouraged the scientific

community to ponder about PBHs as a remarkable source for the entirety or a fraction of

DM content and detected GWs [11–50].

Owing to the non-stellar origin of PBHs generation, they could be located in a wide

permitted mass band. PBHs with mass O(10−5)M⊙ and abundance O(10−2), can be located

in the permitted span of OGLE data [27, 51] and they can be suitable to expound the

ultrashort-timescale microlensing events in this zone. Due to the fact that, There is no

constraint on PBHs abundance in the mass scope of O(10−16−10−11)M⊙, the located PBHs

in this zone could be contemplated as an appropriate candidate for the DM content in its

totality [13–21].

It is demonstrated that, amplification of the amplitude of the curvature perturbations

power spectrum to order PR ∼ O(10−2) on small scales is indispensable to generate dis-

cernible PBHs [11–33]. The imposed confinement as P∗
R ≃ 2.1 × 10−9 at pivot scale

k∗ = 0.05 Mpc−1 by CMB observational constraint [52], could be a challenge to amplify

the PR to such a mentioned order on small scales. Hitherto, numerous methodologies have

been proposed to enhance the curvature power spectrum about seven order of magnitude

on small scales relative to CMB scales. This aim could be achievable in Standard Model

(SM) of inflation [29–33], modified gravity models [23–26], scalar- tensor theories [17–22]

and non-canonical scalar field models [11–14] as well. Over and above the single field infla-

tionary models, enhancement of the PR and production of PBHs in multi-field inflationary
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models could be achievable [35–38]. The additional effect of returning the amplified cur-

vature perturbation to the horizon in RD stage, would be the propagation of secondary

gravitational waves synchronous to PBHs generation [11–16, 18–22, 22, 25, 26, 28–30]. Ac-

companied GWs with PBHs could be traceable if their density parameter spectra lie in the

sensitivity scope of GWs detector such as Square Kilometer Array (SKA) [53], European

Pulsar Timing Array (PTA) [54–57], Laser Interferometer Space Antenna (LISA) [58, 59]

and so forth. Subsequently, the credibility of PBHs models could be inspected in light of

the observational data of GWs detectors.

The notable point about PBHs generation scenarios is that, the inflation could occur

during a multi-phase procedure in most of them. Mostly in these models, it has been tried

to slow down the inflaton field in a transitory span of friction governed domain, to wit

Ultra Slow Roll (USR) inflation, vis a vis the Slow Roll (SR) domain to provide the enough

time for PR to grow up sufficiently. In USR phase the SR condition is contravened and

appropriate conditions are provided for enhancing the PR. Subsequently, in this way one

can certify that the detectable PBHs will be able to produce after inflation in RD era. In

the SM of inflation, the USR span to produce PBHs could be attained either by dint of

an inflection point in the inflationary potential [29–32], or adding a correction term like a

bump/dip to the base potential to reduce the velocity of the inflaton [16, 33]. In [17–22],

the PBHs generation has been investigated in NonMinimal Derivative Coupling (NMDC)

to gravity framework as a subclass of Horndeski theory [60]. In these models choosing of

proper function of scalar field as a coupling parameter between field derivative and gravity

gives rise to enhance the scalar power spectrum and produce detectable PBHs in RD era.

Furthermore, PBHs generation in non-canonical scalar fields model with a power-law

form of Lagrangian applying a steep-deformed exponential potential has been inspected in

[12]. It is well known that, the non-canonical scalar field inflationary model with power-

law Lagrangian L(X, φ) = Xα − V (φ) could be a conceivable generalization of the SM

of inflation [61–63] (X is the canonical kinetic term). In this model α parameter denotes

deviation from canonicity, in the other statement for (α = 1) canonical Lagrangian of the SM

of inflation is revived. It has been proved that the SR parameters, using the mentioned form

of Lagrangian, could decrease in comparison with the canonical case. Thus the SR conditions

could be achieved more comfortably and the length of inflation could be increased. So the

larger scalar spectral index (ns) and smaller tensor-to-scalar ratio (r) rather than the ones
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in canonical case could be attained [61]. As a result such a non-canonical scalar field model

can be a useful framework to reanimate the ruled out steep potentials like exponential,

power-law and inverse power-law potentials [61–63] in light of recent observational data of

Planck 2018 [52].

A feasible way to accommodate the quartic potential to the viable inflation, is applying

the power-law non-canonical framework [61, 63]. So, in this work, we are interested in

studying the generation of PBHs and GWs in the non-canonical setup containing power-

law Lagrangian, in which the quartic potential with a correction term like a bump has

been embedded. Furthermore, we try to show the amplifying effect of the α parameter of

the non-canonical Lagrangian on the enhanced scalar power spectrum on small scales to

produce PBHs.

This paper is arranged as follows. Firstly, basic groundwork of non-canonical scalar field

model with power-law Lagrangian is reviewed in Sec. II. Thence, the procedure of amplifying

the amplitude of the curvature perturbations at small scale in our setup has been described

in Sec. III. From then on Sec. IV is devoted to compute the mass spectra of the generated

PBHs. At last the current density parameter spectra of secondary GWs are analyzed in Sec.

V and the main consequences of our work are epitomized in Sec. VI.

II. GROUNDWORK OF NON-CANONICAL POWER-LAW SETUP

we start with the following generic action

S =

∫

d4x
√
−g L(X, φ), (1)

wherein the Lagrangian density L(X, φ) can be designated as various functional forms of

scalar field φ and kinetic term X = 1
2
∂µφ∂

µφ [61–65]. In this work, power-law form of the

Lagrangian density is assumed

L(X, φ) = X

(

X

M4

)α−1

− V (φ), (2)

in which, α parameter is dimensionless, M parameter with dimension of mass is related to

scales having the non-canonical status and V (φ) denotes the scalar field potential. Such

an inflationary model with non-canonical kinetic term is well studied in literature under

the name of k-inflation too [66]. As mentioned previously, α determines the diversion of
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canonicity, in other words for α = 1 the canonical Lagrangian L(X, φ) = X − V (φ) can be

restored from Lagrangian (2).

In this section, the main equations governing background and perturbations dynamics

through inflationary non-canonical model driven by action (1) with Lagrangian (2) have

been reviewed. So the Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) metric for the homogeneous

and isotropic cosmos is considered as

ds2 = dt2 − a2(t)
(

dx2 + dy2 + dz2
)

, (3)

wherein a(t) and t designate the scale factor and cosmic time. Applying the FRW metric,

the kinetic term takes the form X = φ̇2/2 (the dot is derivative versus t). For the Lagrangian

(2), the energy density (ρφ) and pressure (pφ) of the scalar field can be obtained as (see [61]

to review these equations in details)

ρφ = (2α− 1)X

(

X

M4

)α−1

+ V (φ), (4)

pφ = X

(

X

M4

)α−1

− V (φ). (5)

Applying Eqs. (4) and (5), the first and second Friedmann equations can be written in the

following form

H2 =
1

3M2
p

[

(2α− 1)X

(

X

M4

)α−1

+ V (φ)

]

, (6)

Ḣ = − 1

M2
p

αX

(

X

M4

)α−1

,

wherein H ≡ ȧ/a indicates the Hubble parameter and Mp = 1/
√
8πG is the reduced Planck

mass.

The power-law non-canonical model akin to the canonical Standard Model of inflation

gives rise to second order equation of motion [61]. Inserting relations (4)-(5) in the con-

servation equation, ρ̇φ + 3H (ρφ + pφ) = 0, results in the scalar field equation of motion

as

φ̈+
3Hφ̇

2α− 1
+

(

V,φ

α(2α− 1)

)(

2M4

φ̇2

)α−1

= 0, (7)

where (, φ) is derivative versus φ. It is notable that, all above equations turns into their

canonical counterparts for (α = 1).
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Here, the first and second Hubble slow-roll parameters are specified as

ε1 ≡ − Ḣ

H2
, ε2 ≡

ε̇1
H ε1

. (8)

In the slow-roll approximation regime, the conditions {ε1, ε2} ≪ 1 are affirmed and the ki-

netic energy term can be negligible through the domination of the potential energy. There-

under Eqs. (6)-(7) can be abbreviated [61] as the ensuing shape

3M2
pH

2 ≃ V (φ), (9)

φ̇ = −θ

{

(

Mp√
3α

)

(

θV,φ
√

V (φ)

)

(

2M4
)α−1

}
1

2α−1

, (10)

wherein θ = 1 for V,φ > 0 and θ = −1 for V,φ < 0. Note that Eq. (10) has been obtained

by replacing Eq. (9) into (7), in which we have neglected the term φ̈ in the slow-roll

approximation.

Employing the first slow-roll expression (ε1 ≡ −Ḣ/H2) thereto converting the time vari-

able into e-folding number (N) via dN = Hdt, the combination of Eqs. (6)-(7) can lead to

the ensuing form of the scalar field equation of motion

φ,NN +

[

3

2α− 1
− ε1

]

φ,N +
V,φ

V

[

3α− (2α− 1)ε1
α(2α− 1)

]

φ2
,N

2ε1
= 0, (11)

where (, N) and (, NN) indexes denote the first and 2nd derivative with regard to N , re-

spectively.

Pursuant to [67], the slow-roll approximation of the power spectrum ofR in non-canonical

framework at sound horizon spanning (csk = aH) via comoving wavenumber k can be taken

as

PR =
H2

8π2M2
pcsε1

∣

∣

∣

csk=aH
, (12)

where

c2s ≡
∂pφ/∂X

∂ρφ/∂X
=

∂L(X, φ)/∂X

(2X) ∂2L(X, φ)/∂X2 + ∂L(X, φ)/∂X
, (13)

is the square of sound speed of the scalar perturbations [61, 67]. The imposed observational

constraint by Planck collaboration on the amplitude of the curvature power spectrum at

pivot scale (k∗ = 0.05 Mpc−1) is PR(k∗) ≃ 2.1× 10−9 [52].
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In our non-canonical framework with power-law Lagrangian (2), one can easily show that

the sound speed (13) reads

c2s =
1

2α− 1
. (14)

Here, to avoid of classical instability we need c2s > 0 which yields α > 1/2. The scalar

spectral index ns in terms of the slow-roll parameters in non-canonical setup can be derived

from the curvature power spectrum as [67]

ns − 1 ≡ d lnPR
d ln k

= −2ε1 − ε2. (15)

The imposed observational constraint by Planck 2018 on the scalar spectral index is ns =

0.9668± 0.0037 (TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing+BK15+BAO, 68% CL) [52].

As for the tensor perturbation, pursuant to [67], the slow-roll approximation of the tensor

power spectrum at k = aH in the non-canonical setup can be taken as

Pt =
2H2

π2M2
p

. (16)

By reason of dependency of the tensor power spectrum on the gravity term of the action,

equality of the tensor power spectrum in non-canonical model and canonical Standard Model

of inflation would be obvious. Using the scalar (12) and tensor (16) power spectra in non-

canonical model, the tensor-to-scalar ratio r could easily be computed as

r ≡ Pt

PR
= 16csε1. (17)

The imposed upper limit by Planck 2018 on the tensor-to-scalar ratio is r < 0.063

(TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing+BK15+BAO, 95% CL) [52]. It is notable that, the latest ob-

servation by BICE/Keck collaboration has tighten the upper bound on r to r < 0.036 at

95% CL [68].

III. ENHANCED CURVATURE PERTURBATIONS

As mentioned previously, so as to create PBHs, a notable increase about seven order of

magnitude in the amplitude of PR in comparison with PR(k∗) at CMB scale is necessitated.

This section is devoted to explain how this amplification could take place on small scales,

in non-canonical setup with power-law Lagrangian (2). In Pursuance of this aim, the basic
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potential of the model is corrected by adding a minute bump like term to make the inflaton

slow down on scales smaller than CMB scale. In this way the modified potential is given as

V (φ) = Vb(φ)
[

1 + ǫ(φ)
]

, (18)

wherein Vb(φ) denotes the basic potential in charge of compatibility of the created quantum

fluctuations during inflation with the latest CMB observations in ns and r. Then, ǫ(φ)

indicates a minute peaked function of φ in charge of modifying the basic potential on small

scales in order to make the inflaton slow down and amplify the scalar power spectrum

without disturbing effect on CMB scales. Pursuant to [16, 33] the bump function is taken

as

ǫ(φ) = ω cosh−2
(φ− φc

b

)

, (19)

which could produce a peak of the height ω and breadth b in φ = φc position. The parameters

{φc, b} have dimensions of mass, whereas ω is dimensionless. It is worth noting that, for

φ 6= φc the effect of bump function lessens and it fades away (ǫ(φ) ≪ 1). Tuning the

parameters of the bump term {ω, b, φc} and α parameter of the Lagrangian (2) gives rise to

amplify PR on the necessary scales without significant effect on CMB scale. Ergo, not only

the consistency of the model with CMB observation on large scales is guaranteed but also

the amplification of PR on smaller scales could be occurred.

The quartic potential is considered for the base potential in Eq. (18) as

Vb(φ) =
λ

4
φ4. (20)

where λ ≃ 0.13 is the dimensionless self-coupling constant [69]. It is well understood that,

the viable inflationary epoch could not originate from the quartic potential in the Standard

Model of inflation. In that case, predictions of this potential for the amplitude of PR as

well as ns (at the pivot scale) cannot be consistent with the Planck data [52]. Furthermore,

because of the large tensor fluctuation predicted by this potential, its resultant value for

r in canonical standard model of inflation cannot place in the scope of observational data

of Planck 2018 [52]. With these aspects in mind, in this work it has been tried to remedy

the observational results of quartic potential on CMB scales in power-law non-canonical

framework. At the same time, adding the bump like term to the base potential, creation of

detectable PBHs and GWs on smaller scales in this framework has been evaluated.
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Thoroughly, this model consists of an assortment of six parameters like {α,M, λ, ω, φc, b}.
For fixed λ = 0.13, the parameter M can be obtained from the restricted amplitude of

the scalar power spectrum (P∗
R ∼ 2.1 × 10−9) at pivot scale (k∗ = 0.05 Mpc−1) [52] as

M = 2.65×10−5Mp. The breadth parameter of the bump for all Cases of the model is set to

b = 7×10−5Mp. The rest of adjusted parameters are listed in Table I. The numerical results

as to inflationary observable values (ns and r) thereto the computed numerical values for

PBHs formation are summarized in Table II.

TABLE I: The adjusted parameters for Cases A, B, and C. Here λ = 0.13, b = 7 × 10−5Mp and

M = 2.65 × 10−5Mp.

# ω φc/Mp α

Case A 4.305 × 10−2 0.01080 17.0370470

Case B 3.790 × 10−2 0.01173 17.0735945

Case C 3.459 × 10−2 0.01248 17.1540680

TABLE II: The resultant numerical values for the Cases of Table I as to the scalar spectral index

ns, the tensor-to-scalar ratio r, the peak values of: the amplitude of the scalar power spectrum

Ppeak
R , the wavenumber kpeak, the PBHs abundances f

peak
PBH and masses Mpeak

PBH thereto the duration

of the inflation ∆N = Nend −N∗. The values of ns and r are computed at CMB horizon spanning

e-fold number (N∗ = 0).

# ns r Ppeak
R kpeak/Mpc−1 fpeak

PBH Mpeak
PBH/M⊙ ∆N

Case A 0.9623 0.030 0.042 3.64× 1012 1 1.77 × 10−13 62.75

Case B 0.9624 0.030 0.051 9.68 × 108 0.0635 2.52 × 10−6 62.81

Case C 0.9624 0.029 0.059 3.69 × 105 0.0012 17.33 62.91

It is well known that, a duration of 60-70 e-folds number of viable inflationary era is needed

to amend the shortcomings of Hot Big Bang (HBB) theory [70–72]. For each Case of Table

I, the duration of inflation (∆N = Nend −N∗) is defined around 63 e-folds (see Table II for

the exact vales), from the CMB horizon spanning moment (N∗ = 0) to the end of inflation

(Nend). The graph of the first slow-roll parameter ε1 in Fig. 1 indicates that the end of

inflation for all Cases of the model occurs at the moment of ε1 = 1.

9



In order to plot the graphs of Fig. 1, we need to know the dynamical behaviour of

the scalar field. Ergo, considering the potential (18) with the bump term (19), the second

Friedmann equation (7) and the equation of motion (11) are solved simultaneously. The

initial conditions for numerical solving of the background equations are taken from the slow-

roll approximation (9)-(10) with the basic potential (20). In Fig. 1, the graphs of evolution

of field derivative φ,N thereto the first and second slow-roll parameters (ε1 and ε2) has been

schemed for Cases A (red lines), B (green lines) and C (blue lines). As it can be seen from

the φ,N graph, the velocity of the scalar field in the proximity of the bump position (φ = φc)

for each case tends to zero, momentarily. Due to the braking feature of the bump, this

reduction in the field velocity takes place. Also at the moment of bump-passing by the

scalar field, a high reduction in the first slow roll parameter occurs for each Case of the

model (see ε1 in Fig. 1). Hence, regarding the Eq. (12), a significant enhancement in PR is

expected owing to the high reduction in the ε1 at the moment of bump-passing (see Fig. 2).

It can be deuced from the graph of ε2 in Fig. 1 that, the slow-roll approximation con-

dition (εi ≪ 1) is transgressed by ε2 owing to overstepping the limit at the moment of

bump-passing for all Cases. Thus, the slow-roll approximation is not valid in the vicinity

of the bump position (φ = φc), whereas it is valid at the moment of the CMB horizon

passing N∗ = 0 for each Case of the model (see Fig. 1). Accordingly, computing the

scalar spectral index ns and tensor-to-scalar ratio r using Eqs. (15) and (17) in slow-roll

approximation is allowed. The tabulated numerical values in Table II illustrate that ns and

r for all Cases of the model could place in the scope of permitted data by Planck 2018

(TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing+BK15+BAO, 68% CL) [52]. It is worth noting that the values

of r for all Cases could be consistent with the newest constraint of BICEP/Keck 2018 data

(r < 0.036 at 95% CL) [68]. As a result of considering the quartic potential in the power-law

non-canonical model, its observational predictions on CMB scales are revived.

As mentioned formerly, the slow-roll approximation in the vicinity of bump position is

inoperative. So it is not permitted to use Eq. (12) to evaluate the curvature power spectrum

around the bump position. That is why, this equation has been derived under the slow-roll

approximation. Consequently, so as to evaluate the dynamics of the curvature perturbations

throughout the inflationary era, numerical solving of the following Mukhanonv-Sasaki (MS)
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FIG. 1: Variations of the field derivative φ,N , first slow-roll parameter ε1 and second slow-roll

parameter ε2 versus the e-folds number N for the Cases A (red lines), B (green lines) and C (blue

lines).

equation is obliged [67]

υ′′
k +

(

c2sk
2 − z′′

z

)

υk = 0, (21)

wherein prime implies derivative with relation to the conformal time η ≡
∫

a−1dt, and

υk ≡ zRk, z ≡
a
(

ρ
φ
+ p

φ

)1/2

c
s
H

. (22)

The Bunch-Davies vacuum state at the scales deep inward the horizon can be taken as the

nascent condition to solve the MS equation (21) as follows [10]

υk ≃
e−icskη

√
2csk

, (aH ≪ csk). (23)

Thence, the power spectrum of the curvature perturbation can be obtained from the exact

solution of the MS equation as follows

PR ≡ k3

2π2

∣

∣R2
k

∣

∣ =
k3

2π2

∣

∣

∣

∣

υk
2

z2

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (24)
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FIG. 2: The curvature perturbations power spectra obtained from the exact solution of the MS

equation with relation to comowing wavenumber k as to the Cases A (red line), B (green line)

and C (blue line). The light-green, yellow, cyan, and orange districts delineate the restrictions of

the CMB observations [52], PTA observations [73], the impact on the ratio between neutron and

proton during the Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) [74–76], and the µ-distortion of CMB [77, 78],

respectively.

The accurate values of the amplitudes of the curvature power spectra Ppeak
R and their

pertinent comoving wavenumbers kpeak at the peak position (corresponding to the bump

position (φ = φc) in the potential) for all Cases of the model has been tabulated in Table

II. Thereafter, in Fig. 2 the graphs of the computed scalar power spectra PR against the

comoving wavenumber k as to all Cases of the model have been mapped. In this figure,

beside the current observational constraints, the PR as to the Cases A, B and C have been

delineated by red, green and blue solid lines, respectively. It is deduced from the Fig. 2 that,

in the CMB scale (k ∼ 0.05 Mpc−1) proximity placed in slow-roll approximation dominion,

the amplitude of curvature power spectra have been confined to the observational constraint

O(10−9) for all Cases. At the same time, in the bump scale proximity (smaller scales than

CMB scale), the amplitudes of PR experience an enhancement around 7 order of magnitude

for each Case and grow up to O(10−2). In this way, An adequate circumstance is provided

to create PBHs on the bump-passing scales for each Case.

The notable point about this model is that, the non-canonical α parameter related to
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the Lagrangian (2) likewise the bump feature have the enhancing effect on the amplitude

of the curvature power spectra on small scales, without disturbing effect on the CMB scale.

In other word, the sufficient enhancement in the scalar power spectra to create PBHs could

be achievable through fine tuning the bumps parameters as well as the non-canonical α

parameter (see Table II for each Case of the model). The dependence of the amplitude of

the scalar power spectrum for Case A on α parameter is depicted in Fig. 3. This figure

implies that, the greater amounts of α gives rise to the more enhanced PR in the vicinity of

the bump scales with no significant effect on PR on CMB scale vicinity.

α=17.037

α=17.03

α=16.9

α=16

α=15

0.01 100.00 10
6

10
10

10
14

10
1�

10
22

10
-11

10
-9

10
-7

10
-5

0.001

0.100

k/Mpc-1

P
R
(k
)

FIG. 3: The dependence of the curvature perturbations power spectrum on the non-canonical α

parameter for Case A of Table I. The amplitude of PR increase with the increase of α in each Case

of the model in the bump scales vicinity

IV. PBHS MASS SPECTRUM

In this section, creation of PBHs from the amplified perturbed modes, emanated from

the quartic potential in the presence of a minute bump in power-law non-canonical setup,

is analyzed. As a consequence of reverting these modes (originated form the inflationary

era) to the horizon in RD era, the ultra dense localities have been created. Subsequently,

gravitational collapse of such localities results in create PBHs, as already mentioned. The
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mass of these PBHs is specified as a fraction of the horizon as follows

MPBH(k) = γ
4π

H

∣

∣

∣

csk=aH
≃ M⊙

( γ

0.2

)

(

10.75

g∗

)
1
6
(

k

1.9× 106Mpc−1

)−2

, (25)

where γ =
(

1√
3

)3
indicates the collapse efficiency [4] and g∗ = 106.75 is the effective number

of relativistic degrees of freedom. Surmising the Gaussian distribution for the curvature per-

turbations, the creation rate of PBHs with mass M(k) using the Press-Schechter formalism

is calculated as [79, 80]

β(M) =

∫

δc

dδ
√

2πσ2(M)
e
− δ2

2σ2(M) =
1

2
erfc

(

δc
√

2σ2(M)

)

, (26)

in which ”erfc” is the error function complementary and δc indicates the density pertur-

bations threshold specified as δc = 0.4 [81, 82]. Here, σ2(M) is the coarse-grained density

contrast smoothed on the scale k given by

σ2
k =

(

4

9

)2 ∫
dq

q
W 2(q/k)(q/k)4PR(q), (27)

wherein PR is the curvature power spectrum, and W is the Gaussian window W (x) =

exp (−x2/2). In the end, the abundance of PBHs is specified as the ensuing form

fPBH(M) ≃ ΩPBH

ΩDM

=
β(M)

1.84× 10−8

( γ

0.2

)3/2 ( g∗
10.75

)−1/4
(

0.12

ΩDMh2

)(

M

M⊙

)−1/2

, (28)

where, according to the Planck 2018 data [52], the current DM density parameter is specified

as ΩDMh
2 ≃ 0.12.

Consequently, replacing the numerical values of the PR from solving the MS Eq. (21) in

Eq. (27) and employing Eqs. (25)-(28), the PBHs abundance for each Case of Table I can

be calculated. Thence, the numerical resultant values have been tabulated in Table II and

the graphs of PBHs mass spectra have been plotted in Fig. 4 for all Cases of the model.

The foretold PBHs for the parameter Case A with a mass spectrum located in asteroid-mass

scope through Mpeak
PBH = 1.77 × 10−13 could be an acceptable candidate for the whole DM

content (fpeak
PBH ≃ 1). The acquired PBHs mass spectrum for the parameter Case B has

placed in the earth-mass scope through Mpeak
PBH = 2.52×10−6 and abundance fpeak

PBH = 0.0635.

The peak of the mass spectrum of this case has situated in the permitted sector of the

OGLE data [27, 51], therefore it could be appropriate to explain the ultrashort-timescale

microlensing events. As for the parameter Case C, the resultant PBHs in the stellar-mass
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scope with Mpeak
PBH = 17.33M⊙ and fpeak

PBH ≃ 0.0012 have located in the observable band of

LIGO-VIRGO events, hence their coeval GWs can be detected by these detectors.

It is worth noting that, in order to compute the PBHs abundance fPBH in this section, we

have considered the Gaussian distribution for the scalar perturbations. Nevertheless, it is

proven by Atal et al. [83, 84] that, when the inflaton potential is considered in the presence

of a bump, the non-attractor evolution around the bump will make the final curvature

perturbation non-Gaussian. Moreover, it is well known that, the non-canonical framework

with power-law Lagrangian leads to the equilateral type of the non-Gaussianity parameter

which depends on α parameter as f equil
NL = −275

486
(α − 1) [62]. So, f equil

NL ≃ −9 for all Cases

of Table I, which could be consistent with the constraints of Planck 2018 on primordial

non-Gaussianity (f equil
NL = −26 ± 47 68% CL) [85]. In [83, 84], it is inferred that, the PBHs

abundance could be amplified through taking the non-Gaussianity into account. It means

that, one could catch the favorable abundances for PBHs with the smaller amplitude of

the scalar power spectrum than O(10−2) [83, 84]. However, we have not taken the effect

of non-Gaussianity (brought by the bump in the potential and non-canonical kinetic term)

into account on the PBHs abundance in this work and we postpone the analysis of this issue

to future works.
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FIG. 4: The PBHs mass spectra as to the Cases A (red line), B (green line) and C (blue line). The

colorful sectors portray the current confinement on the PBHs abundance. Most of these sectors are

prohibited by constraints of CMB [86] (purple sector), LIGO-VIRGO event [87–90] (red sector),

microlensing events via MACHO [91], EROS [92], Kepler [93]), Icarus [94], OGLE [27, 51], and

Subaru-HSC [95] (green sector), PBHs evaporation [28, 96–99] (pink sector). The only permitted

sector is the ultrashort-timescale microlensing events in the OGLE data [27, 51] (brown sector).

V. SECONDARY GRAVITATIONAL WAVES

The secondary GWs may be emanated from the re-entering amplified scalar perturbation

modes coeval with PBHs creation in RD stage. These GWs can be traceable through the

various earth-based or space-based detectors, if their frequencies be situated in the sensibility

bands of them. The traceability of the GWs signals can afford the researchers to check the

rectitude of the multifarious inflationary models. That is why, probing the secondary GWs

in PBHs concepts has been an interesting topic theses days. This section is allotted to

compute the current energy density spectra of the secondary GWs in terms of frequency as

to the created PBHs (Fig. 4) from the quartic potential with a tiny bump in the power-law

non-canonical setup. The energy density of the secondary GWs in RD stage is formulated
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as [100]

ΩGW(ηc, k) =
1
12

∫ ∞

0

dv

∫ |1+v|

|1−v|
du
(

4v2−(1+v2−u2)2

4uv

)2

PR(ku)PR(kv)
(

3
4u3v3

)2
(u2 + v2 − 3)2

×
{

[

−4uv + (u2 + v2 − 3) ln
∣

∣

∣

3−(u+v)2

3−(u−v)2

∣

∣

∣

]2

+ π2(u2 + v2 − 3)2Θ(v + u−
√
3)

}

, (29)

wherein Θ and ηc signify the Heaviside theta function, and the increment ending time of the

ΩGW. The association between the present GWs energy spectrum and its counterpart at ηc

is expressed by [73]

ΩGW0h
2 = 0.83

( g∗
10.75

)−1/3

Ωr0h
2ΩGW(ηc, k) , (30)

where Ωr0h
2 ≃ 4.2× 10−5 denotes the present radiation density parameter and g∗ ≃ 106.75

defines the effective degrees of freedom in the energy density at ηc. The frequency is pertained

to wavenumber by way of

f = 1.546× 10−15

(

k

Mpc−1

)

Hz. (31)

In this stage, utilizing the numerical values of PR derived from the precise solution of

the MS equation (21), thereto Eqs. (29)-(31) the present energy spectra of secondary GWs

as to PBHs for each Case of Table I are calculated. The resultant graphs have been verified

in the light of sensibility bands of GWs detectors such as SKA (purple domain) [53], EPTA

(brown domain) [54–57], LISA (orange domain) [58, 59], BBO (green domain) [101, 102] and

DECIGO (red domain) [101, 103] (see Fig. 5). It can be inferred from this figure that, the

resultant spectra of ΩGW0 as to the parameter Cases A (red line), B (green line), C (blue

line) have peaks of nearly identical height about 10−8 placed in diverse frequencies (see Table

III). The frequency of the peak of ΩGW0 spectrum as to Case A is around O(10−3), and it

can be tracked down by LISA. Moreover, the frequencies of the peaks of ΩGW0 spectra as

to Cases B and C are around O(10−6) and O(10−10), respectively and they can be traced

via SKA detector. As a result, the verity of this model could be checked by dint of the

forthcoming data of these detectors. In the end, the inclinations of the ΩGW0 spectra at

various frequency bands have been appraised . It has been demonstrated that, the current

density spectra of secondary GWs have a power-law inclinations in terms of frequency as

ΩGW0(f) ∼ fn [22, 104, 105]. Table III embodies the computed frequencies of peaks ( fc)

and appraised power index n in three frequency bands as f ≪ fc, f < fc and f > fc for
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all Cases of our model. As another consequence, the resultant values for n in the infrared

band f ≪ fc can be consistent with the logarithmic relation n = 3 − 2/ ln(fc/f) procured

in [106–108].
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FIG. 5: The resultant present energy density spectra of secondary gravitational waves ΩGW0 in

relation to frequency as to the parameter Cases A (red line), B (green line) and C (blue line) of

Table I, thereto the observational domains of the GWs detectors like EPTA (brown domain), SKA

(purple domain), LISA (orange domain), DECIGO (red domain) and BBO (green domain). The

power-law aspect of ΩGW0 is portrayed by dashed black lines in three frequency zones for Case A.

TABLE III: The frequencies and heights of the peaks of ΩGW0 , thereto the power index n in

frequency bands f ≪ fc, f < fc and f > fc as to Cases A, B and C.

# fc ΩGW0 (fc) nf≪fc nf<fc nf>fc

Case A 5.642 × 10−3 1.049 × 10−8 3.011 1.784 −3.503

Case B 1.497 × 10−6 1.654 × 10−8 3.018 1.244 −1.780

Case C 6.945 × 10−10 2.378 × 10−8 2.883 1.133 −1.999

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, PBHs creation form the quartic potential in the presence of a minute bump

has been investigated. The non-canonical scalar field inflationary framework with a power-

law lagrangian (2) has been chosen so as to not only have a viable inflation emanated from
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the quartic potential, but also be able to create detectable PBHs.

Inconsistency between the prognostications of the quartic potential (for ns and r) and

observational data on CMB scale [52] in the Standard Model of inflation is well known.

That is why, this potential is considered in the power-law non-canonical setup to emanate

viable inflationary era. With regard to the Table II, the resultant values of scalar spectral

index ns and tensor-to-scalar ratio r for all Cases of this model lie inside the permitted data

of Planck 2018 (TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing+BK15+BAO, 68% CL) [52]. Also the values of

r for all Cases of the model satisfy the newest constraint r < 0.036 of BICEP/Keck 2018

data at 95% CL [68]. As a consequence of choosing the power-law non-canonical setup, the

observational predictions of the quartic potential could be rectified.

The presence of the minute bump (19) in the quartic potential takes effect as a brake and

makes the inflaton slow down on small scales momentarily, without a significant effect on

large scales (CMB scale). Ergo, fine tuning of the bump parameters and the non-canonical

α parameter of the Lagrangian (2) (see Table I) give rise to slow the inflaton down in a

moment. In this way, enough time to enhance the curvature perturbations in the bump

position on small scales is provided, without disturbing the CMB scale.

After solving the background Eqs. (7)-(11) numerically, evolution of the field velocity φ,N ,

the first and second slow-roll parameters (ε1 and ε2) against the e-fold number N in Fig. 1

have been delineated. Regarding this figure, at the moment of bump-passing ε1 experiences

a high reduction and guarantees the enhancement in the scalar perturbation modes (12).

At the bump-passing moment the ε1 comports the slow-roll condition (εi ≪ 1) but the ε2

violates it. Hence, the power spectra of the curvature perturbations as to all Cases of Table

I have been obtained through the numerical solutions of the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation

(see Table II and Fig.2). The depicted scalar power spectra in Fig. 2 take nearly fixed

values compatible with the Planck 2018 data on CMB scales, although on smaller scales

they exhibit a peak of sufficient height to produce detectable PBHs.

Using the attained scalar power spectra from the numerical solution of Mukhanov-Sasaki

equation and Press-Schechter formalism, the PBHs mass spectra for each Case of Table I have

been analyzed. The foretold PBHs for the parameter Case A with mass Mpeak
PBH = 1.77×10−13

and fpeak
PBH ≃ 1 could be considered as an acceptable candidate for the whole DM content.

The acquired PBHs for the parameter Case B with Mpeak
PBH = 2.52 × 10−6 and abundance

fpeak
PBH = 0.0635 has situated in the permitted sector of the OGLE data [27, 51], therefore it
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could be appropriate to explain the ultrashort-timescale microlensing events. The resultant

PBHs for the parameter Case C with Mpeak
PBH = 17.33M⊙ and fpeak

PBH ≃ 0.0012 have located in

the observable band of LIGO-VIRGO events, hence their coeval GWs can be detected by

these detectors (see Table II and Fig. 4).

In the following, the propagated secondary GWs originated from PBHs creation have been

evaluated. Thence, the spectra of ΩGW0 for the each Case of Table I have been computed.

The resultant graphs of ΩGW0 as to the parameter Cases A, B, C have peaks of nearly

identical height about 10−8 placed in diverse frequencies (see Table III) and they have been

verified in the light of sensibility bands of GWs detectors. The ΩGW0 spectrum as to Case

A can be tracked down by LISA, whereas the ΩGW0 spectra as to Cases B and C can be

traced via SKA detector (see Fig.5). As a result, the verity of this model could be checked

by dint of the forthcoming data of these detectors.

Finally, the power-law inclinations of the ΩGW0 spectra (ΩGW0(f) ∼ fn) [22, 104, 105]

at various frequency bands have been appraised for all Cases of Table I (see table III for

appraised power index n for each Case). As the last consequence, the resultant values for

n in the infrared band f ≪ fc for all Cases can be consistent with the logarithmic relation

n = 3− 2/ ln(fc/f) procured in [106–108].
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