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Abstract

We review the new theory of modified supergravity, dubbedAli&) supergravity,
and some of its recent applications to inflation and rehgatirthe early universe cos-
mology. TheF(R) supergravity is theV = 1 locally supersymmetric extension of
the f(R) gravity in four space-time dimensions. A manifestly supemnetric for-
mulation of theF'(R) supergravity exist in terms a¥ = 1 superfields, by using the
(old) minimal Poincaré supergravity in curved superspafe find the conditions for
stability, the absence of ghosts and tachyons. Three mofl#ie F'(R) supergravity
are studied. The first example is devoted to a recovery oftdredard (pure)V = 1
supergravity with a negative cosmological constant fromAlR) supergravity. As
the second example, a geneRé supergravity is investigated, and the existence of
the AdS bound on the scalar curvature is found. As the thind @ost important)
example, a simple viable realization of chaotic inflatiorsupergravity is found. Our
approach isninimalisticsince it does not introduce new exotic fields or new interac-
tions, beyond those already present in (super)gravity. urtieersal reheating mecha-
nism is automatic. We establish the consistency of our ambrand also apply it to
preheating and reheating after inflation. The Higgs inffagad its correspondence
to the Starobinsky inflation are established in the contésupergravity. We briefly
review other relevant issues such as non-Gaussi@nityyiolation, origin of baryonic
asymmetry, lepto- and baryo-genesis. TH& ) supergravity has promise for possible
solutions to those outstanding problems too.
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1 Introduction and Motivation

A brief history of our universe in pictures is nicely sumnzad in the NASA website
of the Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP) sattdlimission [1]. Very
recently (March 2013) more data about the observationatcaints on inflation has
become available from the PLANCK satellite mission [2]. Ivistreview paper we
focus on a field-theoretical description of the inflationphase of early universe and
its post-inflationary dynamics (pre-heating and re-hggtin the context of modified
supergravity proposed and studied in Refs. [3, 4,5, 6, 7,8)911, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16].

Cosmological inflation (a phase of ‘rapid’ quasi-exponardccelerated expansion
of universe) [17, 18, 19, 20, 21] predicts homogeneity oftmiverse at large scales, its
spatial flatness, large size and entropy, and the almos-goadriant spectrum of cos-
mological perturbations, in good agreement with the ongg®MAP and PLANCK
measurements of the CMB radiation spectrum [22, 23, 24]atiofh is also the only
known way to generate structure formation in the universeamplifying quantum
fluctuations in vacuum. See, e.g., Refs. [25, 26, 27, 28, @9hfcomprehensive re-
view of inflationary physics and mathematics.

However, inflation is just the cosmological paradigm, noheotry! The known
field-theoretical mechanisms of inflation use a slow-radllacfield¢ (calledinflaton)
with proper scalar potentidl (¢).

The scale of inflation is well beyond the electro-weak scalejt is well beyond
the Standard Model of Elementary Particles! Thus the iwihgtry stage in the early
universe is the most powerful High-Energy Physics (HEPghsrator in Nature (up to
101 TeV). Therefore, inflation is the great and unique window to \¢BP!

The nature of inflaton and the origin of its scalar potentialtae big mysteries.

In this paper the units = c = 1 andMp, = k' = J&iTN =2.4 x 10'® GeV, and
the spacetime signatufe-, —, —, —) are used. See ref. [30] for our use of Riemann
geometry of a curved spacetime.

The CMB radiation picture from the WMAP and PLANCK are the maource
of data about early universe. Deciphering it in terms of dgneerturbations, gravity
wave polarization, power spectrum and its various indisesformidable task. It also
requires the heavy mathematical formalism based on GeRetativity [27, 28, 29].
Fortunately, we do not need much of that formalism for ouppses, since the relevant
indices can also be introduced in terms of the inflaton sqadéential (Sec. 4). We
assume that inflation did happen. There exist many inflatjon@dels — see eg.,
Ref. [26] for their description and comparison (without stgymmetry). Our aim is a
viable theoretical description of inflation in the conteksapergravity and its relation
to HEP of elementary particles beyond the SM.

The main Cosmological Principle of a spatially homogenemusisotropid1-+3)-
dimensional universe (at large scales) gives rise to the/finfetric

d 2
dst pw = dt* — a*(t) [1 —Tk:rz + rdez} (1.1)
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where the functioru(t) is known as the scale factor in ‘cosmic’ (comoving) coor-
dinates(t, r, 0, ¢), andk is the FLRW topology indexk = (—1,0,+1). The FLRW
metric (1.1) admits the six-dimensional isometry gréuthat is eitherSO(1, 3), £(3)
or SO(4), acting on the orbité&:/SO(3), with the spatial three-dimensional sections
H3, E3 or S3, respectively. The Weyl tensor of any FLRW metric vanishes,

CFIRW — (1.2)

HUAp
whereu, v, A, p = 0, 1, 2, 3. The early universe inflation (acceleration) means

-1

. d (H
a (t) > 0, or equivalently , 7 (—) <0 (1.3)
a

whereH =a /a is called Hubble function, anH;—1 is called Hubble radius. The latter
describes the causally connected region whose siteaeasingluring inflation. We
takek = 0 for simplicity. The amount of inflation (called threfoldingsnumber) is
given by

ten
N, = W) i/d) Vi (1.4)
CL(tStart) Lstart Mfz’l Pend '

It is well recognized by now that one has to go beyond the Einddilbert ac-
tion for gravity, both from the experimental viewpoint (lese of dark energy) and
from the theoretical viewpoint (because of the UV incomgmetss of quantized Ein-
stein gravity and the need of its unification with the Stadddiodel of Elementary
Particles).

In our approach the origin of inflation geometricabr gravitational ie. is closely
related to space-time and gravity. It can be technicallyagdished by taking into
account the higher-order curvature terms on the left-laded-of Einstein equations
(modified gravity), and extending gravity to supergravityhe higher-order curvature
terms are supposed to appear in the gravitational effeatitien of Quantum Grav-
ity. Their derivation from Superstring Theory may be pokstbo. The true problem
is a selectionof those high-order curvature terms that are physicallgvaait and/or
derivable from a fundamental theory of Quantum Gravity.

There are many phenomenological models of inflation in tieedture, which usu-
ally employ some new fields and new interactions. It is, tfugeg quite reasonable and
meaningful to search for thminimalinflationary model building, by getting the most
economical and viable inflationary scenarios. We are gaingse the approach pro-
posed the long time ago by Starobinsky [17, 18], which is kismwvn as the (chaotic)
R*-inflation. We assume that the general coordinate invagiamspacetime is funda-
mental, and it should not be sacrificed. Moreover, it sho@extended to the more
fundamentallocal supersymmetry that is known to imply the general coordimate
variance. It thus leads us to supergravity which, in addjtautomatically has several
viable candidates fdbark Matterparticle (see Sec. 20 for more).

On the theoretical side, the available inflationary modeds/ ine also evaluated
with respect to theifcost”, ie. against what one gets from a given model in relation
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to what one puts in! Our approach doesintroduce new fields, beyond those already
present in gravity and supergravity. We also exploit (s)grawity interactionsonly,
ie. donotintroduce new interactions, in order to describe inflation.

Before going into details, let us address two common pregsdand objections.

The higher-order curvature terms are usually expectediteleeant near the space-
time curvature singularities. It is also quite possible g@me higher-derivative grav-
ity, subject to suitable constraints, could be in the effeciction of a quantized theory
of gravity, ! like eg., in String Theory. However, there are also some comdoubts
against the higher-derivative terms, in principle.

First, itis often argued that all higher-derivative fiel@thies, including the higher-
derivative gravity theories, have ghosts (i.e. are unglaysibecause of Ostrogradski
theorem (1850) in Classical Mechanics. As a matter of factugh the presence of
ghosts is a generic feature of the higher-derivative tlesoindeed, it is not always
the case, while many explicit examples are known (Lovelaelity, Euler densities,
somef(R) gravity theories, etc.) — see eg., ref. [32] for more detadiiur approach,
the absence of ghosts and tachyons is required, while gdscnsidered as one of the
main physical selection criteria for the “good” higher-gative field theories.

Another common objection against the higher-derivatiavijy theories is due to
the fact that all the higher-order curvature terms in theactre to be suppressed by
the inverse powers dffp; on dimensional reasons and, therefore, they seem to be ‘very
small and negligible’. Though itis generically true, it doet mean that all the higher-
order curvature terms are irrelevant at all scales muchtkess)\/p;. For instance, it
appears that thguadraticcurvature terms haveimensionlessouplings, while they
can easily describe the early universe inflation (in the fogfvature regime). A non-
trivial function of R in the effective gravitational action may also ‘explaintiddnergy
in the present universe [33, 34, 35].

2 Starobinsky approach to inflation

The Starobinsky models were the first inflationary model®thiced as early as 1980
[17, 18]. Remarkably, they are still viable, being consisteith all cosmological
observations at present. To say more, they are currprgferredby the most recent
WMAP9 and PLANCK observational data [23, 24]. In this seatiee approach the
Starobinsky models from the very different (formal) pexpe.

It can be argued that it is thecalar curvature-dependent part of the gravitational
effective action that is most relevant to the large-scaleadyicsH (¢). Here are some
simple arguments.

In four spacetime dimensions all the independgudratic curvature invariants

1To the best of our knowledge, this proposal was first fornaaldty A.D. Sakharov in 1967 [31].



are R R, » R" R, and R?. However, the Gauss-Bonnet combination

/ d*z /=g (R" Ry, — AR™ R, + R?) (2.1)

is topological (ie. a total derivative) for any metric, wil

/ d*z /=g (3R" R,,, — R?) (2.2)

is also topological for any FLRW metric, because of eq. (1.Bgnce, the FLRW-
relevant quadratically-generated gravity actiof8isGy = 1)

1

S:2

/d4x V=g (R — R*/M?) (2.3)

This action is known as the simplest Starobinsky model [B], 1ts equations of
motion allow a stable inflationary solution, and it isattractor! WhenH > M, one

finds

o (2 e

It is the particular realization of chaotic inflation (ie. ttvichaotic initial conditions)
[36] with a Graceful Exit.

In the case of a generic gravitational action with the higtreler curvature terms,
the Weyl dependence can be excluded due to eq. (1.2) againep@ndence upon
the Ricci tensor may also be excluded since, otherwise, itldviead to the extra
propagating massless spin-2 degree of freedom (in addii@ammetric) described by
the fieldoL/0R,,,. The higher derivatives of the scalar curvature in the gatioinal
LagrangianC just lead to more propagating scalars [37], so we simplyrigtioem for
simplicity in what follows.

3 f(R) Gravity

The Starobinsky model (2.3) is the special case off{ife) gravity theories [33, 34, 35]

having the action
1

S =~ | Ao VEII®) 3.1

In the absence of extra matter, the gravitational (tracepggn of motion is of the
fourth order with respect to the time derivative,

3d@@®

3 d dt>+mwwwﬂm=0 32)



where we have useld = % andR = —6(}'1 +2H?). The primes denote the derivatives
with respect tak, and the dots denote the derivative with respect tétatic de-Sitter
solutions correspond to the roots of the equation [38]

Rf'(R) =2f(R)

The 00-component of the gravitational equations is of the thirdeowith respect
to the time derivative,

df'(R)
dt

The (classical and quantura)ability conditions inf(R) gravity are well known
[33, 34], and are given by (in our notation)

3H

(T +HY) F(R) — % F(R) =0 (3.3)

f'(R)>0 and  f"(R) <0 (3.4)

respectively. The first condition (3.4) is needed to get sspdaf (non-ghost) graviton,
while the second condition (3.4) is needed to get a physnal-tachyonic) scalaron
(see Sec. 9 for more).

Any f(R) gravity is known to be classicallyquivalento the certain scalar-tensor
gravity having an (extra) propagating scalar field [39, 40, Zhe formal equivalence
can be established via the Legendre-Weyl transformatide tescribed below.

First, thef(R)-gravity action (3.1) can be rewritten to the form

—1
where the real scalar (or Lagrange multipligi)r) is related to the scalar curvatuke
by the Legendre-like transformation:
R=27'(A) and  f(R) = RA(R) — Z(A(R)) (3.6)

with 2 = 87G y = Mp?.
Next, a Weyl transformation of the metric,

G () — exp [21{%@} G () (3.7)

with arbitrary field parametes(z) yields

V=g R — /=g exp {%jé@] {R —~ \/_Egﬁu (V=99"0,0) k — ffzg””fm@ysﬁ}
(3.8)

Therefore, when choosing

(3.9)

A(kp) = exp {M]

V6
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and ignoring a total derivative in the Lagrangian, we carritevthe action to the form

-k 1
S[gw/v ¢] = /d4l' \/__g {% + iguyau¢au¢

1 4ro(x)
+2—Kzexp[ K\/g

in terms of the physical (and canonically normalized) sciéd ¢(x), without any
higher derivatives and ghosts. As a result, one arriveseastandard action of the
real dynamical scalar field(z) minimally coupled to Einstein gravity and having the
scalar potential

e I

In the context of the inflationary theory, tisealaron(= scalar part of spacetime
metric) ¢ can be identified with inflaton. This inflaton has the cleagioras the spirt
part of spacetime metric, and may also be understood as tiferamal mode of the
metric in Minkowski or (A)dS vacuum.

In the Starobinsky casg(R) = R — R?/M?, the inflaton scalar potential reads

(3.10)

| 2ate0p }

V(y) =Vo(e? —1)° (3.12)

where we have introduced the notation

5 1
Y= \/;Mipl and Vo= SMEM? (3.13)

It is worth noticing here the appearance of the inflaton vatenergyl, driving infla-
tion. The end of inflation (Graceful Exit) is also clear: tlvalsar potential (3.12) has a
very flat (slow-roll) ‘plateau’, ending with a ‘waterfallbtvards the minimum (Fig. 1).

It is worth emphasizing that the inflaton (scalaron) scatdeptial (3.12) is derived
here by merely assuming the existence of Rieerm in the gravitational action. The
Newton (weak gravity) limitis not applicable to early unise (including its inflation-
ary stage), so that the dimensionless coefficient in froth@f:? term does not have to
be very small at early time. It distinguishes the primortdark Energy’ driving infla-
tion in the early Universe from the ‘Dark Energy’ responsifir the present universe
acceleration.

4 Inflationary Theory and Observations

Theslow-roll inflation parameters are defined by

I\ 2 "
0 =3Mh () md w0 = MY @1)
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Figure 1: The inflaton scalar potential(z) = (¢¥ — 1) in the Starobinsky model, after
y— -y

A necessary condition for the slow-roll approximation is #mallness of the inflation

parameters
e(o) < 1 and In(¢)| < 1 (4.2)

The first condition impliesz (t) > 0. The second one guarantees that inflation lasts
long enough, via domination of thfection term in the inflaton equation of motion,
3H ¢= -V".

The CMB temperature fluctuations [1, 22] have the sédl¢T ~ 10~° at the
WMAP normalization o500 Mpc. Actually, the scalafp,) and tensofp,) perturba-
tions of metric dodecouple The scalar perturbations couple to the density of matter
and radiation, so they are responsible for the inhomogeseind anisotropies in the
universe. The tensor perturbations (or gravity waves) atsdribute to the CMB,
while their experimental detection would tell us much mdrew inflation. The CMB
raditation is expected to @larizeddue to Compton scattering at the time of decou-
pling [42, 43].

The primordial (Zeldovich-Harrison) spectrum is propomntl to "', in terms
of the comoving wave number and the spectral index, in the 2-point function

(observable)
3

T T 3

In theory, the slope:, of the scalar power spectrum, associated with the density

perturbations(%”)2 o« k™1 is given byn, = 1 + 2n — 6¢, the slope of theensor
primordial spectrum, associated with gravitational waies, = —2¢, and theensor-
to-scalar ratiois r = dp,/0p; = 16¢ (See eg., ref. [26]).

It is straightforward to calculate those indices in any imndilaary model with a
given inflaton scalar potential. In the case of the Stardyimeodel and its scalar



potential (3.12), one finds [44, 45, 8]

2  3lnN, 2 In? N,
m=to e o () 9
and 19
r R e ~ 0.004 (4.5)

with N, ~ 55. The very small value of is the sharp prediction of the Starobinsky
inflationary model towards-measurements in a future.

Those theoretical values are to be compared to the obseatedsvof the CMB
radiation For instance, the WMAP7 observations [22] yield

ne=0.963+£0.012 and r<0.24 (4.6)

with the 95 % level of confidence.
The most recent PLANCK data yields [24]

ns = 0.960 £0.007 and 7 <0.11 (4.7)

also with thed5 % level of confidence.

The amplitude of the initial perturbationd? = M3, V/(247%¢), is also the phys-
ical observable whose experimental value is known since Xife to the Cosmic
Background Explorer (COBE) satellite mission [46]:

Vv 1/4
(;) = 0.027 Mp; = 6.6 x 10" GeV (4.8)

It determines the normalization of thi&-term in the action (2.3)

M 2 e Y
— =44/ 27— 107*~ (35+1.2)- 107 4.9
i NENED T (35412) 4.9)

The inflaton mass is given b/, = M/\/é, and there are no free parameters left.
The main theoretical lessons we can draw from that are:
(i) the maindiscriminantsamongst all inflationary models are given by the values of
ng andr;
(ii) the Starobinsky model (1980) of chaotic inflation is yeimple and economic. It
uses gravity interactions only. It predicts the origin dfaton and its scalar potential.
It is still viable and consistentwith all known observations. Inflaton is not charged
(singlet) under the SM gauge group. The Starobinsky inftatias an end (Graceful
Exit), and gives the simple explanation to the WMAP-obsérvalue ofn,. Thekey
difference of Starobinsky inflation from the other standafthtionary models (having
im2¢* or \¢* scalar potentials) is the very low valueiof— see Fig. 2 for comparison
and ref. [47] for more detalils;
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Figure 2:Starobinsky inflation vsm?¢? /2 and\¢? [47]

(iii) the viable inflationary models, based giiR) = R + f(R) gravity, turn out to
be close to the simplest Starobinsky model (over the randerefevant to inflation),
with f(R) ~ R*A(R) and the slowly varying functiorl(R) in the sense

A(R)

|A(R)| <« = and |A"(R)| <

A(R)
R2

(4.10)

5 Supergravity and Superspace

Supersymmetry (SUSY) is the leading proposal to new physgend the SM. There-
fore, itis quite natural to unify inflation with high-energgrticle physics in the context
of supersymmetry.

SUSY is the symmetry between bosons and fermions. SUSY iextension of
Poincaré symmetry of spacetime, and is well motivated iPiBEyond the SM. Super-
symmetry is also needed for consistency of strings. Supeitgr(SUGRA) is the the-
ory of local supersymmetry that automatically implies general coaidinnvariance.
Hence, considering inflation with supersymmetry necelydeads to supergravity. As
a matter of fact, most of studies of superstring- and brarserology are also based
on their effective description in the four-dimensiofalk= 1 supergravity.

It is not our purpose to give a detailed account of SUSY and BAGhecause of
the existence of several good textbooks — see eg., refs4Ri&0]. In this Section
we recall only the basic facts abalit= 1 supergravity in four spacetime dimensions,
which are needed for our purposes.

A concise and manifestly supersymmetric description of 84Gs provided by
Superspace. In this section the natural uaits h = k = Mp, = 1 are used for more
simplicity.

Supergravity needs@urvedsuperspace. However, they are not the same, because
one has to reduce the field content to the minimal one correipg to an off-shell
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supergravity multiplet. It can be done by imposing certdifrsbell constraints on
the supertorsion tensor in curved superspace [48, 49, 50]offAshell supergravity
multiplet has some extra (auxiliary) fields with noncanahdimensions, in addition to
physical spin-2 field (metric) and spin-3/2 field (gravitjnt is worth mentioning that
imposing the off-shell constraints is independent upotimgia supergravity action.

One may work either in a full (curved) superspace or in a tling. There are
some practical anvantages of using the chiral superspacaube it helps us to keep
the auxiliary fields unphysical (i.e. nonpropagating). Thé&al superspace is more
closely related to supergravity in components (in a WessHAa gauge).

The chiral superspace density reads

E(x,0) = e(x) [1+ 00", (z) — 6% (B*(z) + @Eaa“%b)} : (5.1)

wheree = /—det g,., g, IS @ spacetime metria)s = e/¢} is a chiral gravitino,
B = S +iP is the complex scalar auxiliary field. We use the lower casidirigreek

lettersu, v, ... = 0,1, 2,3 for curved spacetime vector indices, the lower case early
latin lettersa, b, ... = 0, 1, 2, 3 for flat (target) space vector indices, and the lower case
early greek letters,, 3, ... = 1, 2 for chiral spinor indices.

A solution to the superspace Bianchi identities togethéin tie constraints defin-
ing the N = 1 Poincaré-typeninimalsupergravity theory results in ontlireecovari-
ant tensor superfield8, G, andW,s., subject to the off-shell relations [48, 49, 50]:

Go=Gar  Wapy =Wapy, VeR=V W, =0, (5.2)

and
vaga& = VaRu v’YWaﬁﬂf - %Vaagﬁé + %Vﬁaga& y (5.3)

where(V_, ?&.Va&) stand for the curved superspate= 1 supercovariant deriva-
tives, and the bars denote complex conjugation.

The covariantly chiral complex scalar superfi@dhas the scalar curvatureas the
coefficient at its)? term, the real vector superfieldl . has the traceless Ricci tensor,
R, + R, — 39, R, as the coefficient at itér*d term, whereas the covariantly chiral,
complex, totally symmetric, fermionic superfiel, s, has the self-dual part of the
Weyl tensorC', 3.5 as the coefficient at its line@f -dependent term.

A generic Lagrangian representing the supergravitatiefiattive action in (full)
superspace, reads

L=LR,GW,...) (5.4)

where the dots stand for arbitrary supercovariant devigatof the superfields.

The Lagrangian (5.4) it its most general form is, howevesuitable for physical
applications, not only because it is too complicated, bst pecause it generically
leads to the “propagating auxiliary” fields whose physicdeipretation is unclear.
The important physical condition of keeping the superdyasuxiliary fields to be
truly auxiliary (ie. nonphysical or nonpropagating) in figheories with the higher
derivatives was dubbed theuxiliary freedom’in refs. [51, 52]. To get the supergravity
actions with the ‘auxiliary freedom’, we employ the chiralifved) superspace.
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6 F(R) Supergravity in Superspace

Here we focus on the scalar-curvature-sector of a genagieehiderivative supergrav-
ity (5.4), which is most relevant to the FRLW cosmology, byagng the tensor cur-
vature superfield3V.z, andg ., as well as the derivatives of the scalar superfield
R. Then there is only one candidate for a locally supersymimadttion in the chiral
curved superspace,

Sp = / d'zd?0 EF(R) + H.c. (6.1)

governed by a chiranalyticfunction F'(R). 2 Besides having the manifest lodsil =

1 supersymmetry, the action (6.1) has the auxiliary freedioiceshe auxiliary field3
does not propagate. It distinguishes the action (6.1) frimargossible truncations of
eg. (5.4). The action (6.1) gives rise to the spacetionsion generated by gravitino,
while its bosonic terms have the form

Sy=-3 [ d'=v=g f(R) 62)

Hence, eq. (6.1) can be considered as the lodgll 1 supersymmetric extension of

the f(R)-type gravity (Sec. 3). However, in the context of superigyathe ‘super-

symmetrizable’ bosonic function§ R) are very restrictive (see Secs. 9 and 10).
The superfield action (6.1) is classically equivalent to

Sy = / dd?0E [ZR — V()] + He. (6.3)

with the covariantly chiral superfield as the Lagrange multiplier superfield. Varying
the action (6.3) with respect t& gives back the original action (6.1) provided that

F(R)=RZ(R)—-V(Z2(R)) (6.4)
where the functiorg(R) is defined by inverting the function
R=V'(2) (6.5)

Equations (6.4) and (6.5) define the superfield Legendrsfvam, and imply

1

F(R)=ZR) and  F'(R)=Z'(R) = yrrzems

(6.6)
whereV” = d*V/dZ?. The second formula (6.6) is titkiality relation between the
supergravitational functiof’ and the chiral superpotentitl.

A supersymmetric (local) Weyl transform of the acton (6.8) e done entirely
in superspace. In terms of the field components, the supgtive@sform amounts to

2The field construction of this theory by using the 4®,= 1 superconformal tensor calculus was
given in ref. [53].
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a Weyl transform, a chiral rotation and a (superconformiagupersymmetry transfor-
mation [54]. The chiral density superfieflappears to be the chirabmpensatoof
the super-Weyl transformations,

£ — ¢ (6.7)

whose parameteb is an arbitrary covariantly chiral superfielﬁ’,&é = 0. Under the
transformation (6.7) the covariantly chiral superfi@dransforms as

R e 20 <R - ivz) e® (6.8)

The super-Weyl chiral superfield paramefecan be traded for the chiral Lagrange
multiplier Z by using a generic gauge condition

Z = Z(d) (6.9)

whereZ(®) is a holomorphic function ob. It results in the action
Sp = / d*zd*0 E~1e®*® [Z(®) + H.c] — / d*xd*0 E¢**V (Z(®)) + H.c. (6.10)

Equation (6.10) has thetandardform of the action of a chiral matter superfield
coupled to supergravity,

S[®, ®] = /d4xd49 E71Q(®, ) + U d*rd*0 EP(®) + H.c. (6.11)
in terms of the non-chiral potenti&l(®, ) and the chiral superpotentigl(®). In our
case (6.10) we find

A, 8) = P [Z(0) + Z(P)] , P(D) = -V (Z(D)) (6.12)

TheKahler potential K (®, ®) is given by
K = —31n(—%) or Q= -3¢ K3 (6.13)

so that the action (6.11) is invariant under the supersymaon@bcal) Kahler-Weyl
transformations

K(®,®) = K(®,®)+A(®)+A(®),  P(®) = —e @ P(d) (6.14)
with the chiral superfield paramet&f®). It follows that
E— Mg (6.15)

The scalar potential in terms of the usual fields is given lgydtandard formula

[55]
V(p,¢) = X { or + AL |P|2} (6.16)

od 09
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where all the superfields are restricted to their leading ft@imponents®| = ¢(z),
and we have introduced the notation
2

oP 0K _
= |DsP|* = Do P(K,3)Dg P (6.17)

5 "ol

with Ky = 0°K/0®0®. Equation (6.16) can be simplified by making use of the
Kahler-Weyl invariance (6.14) that allows one to choosaagg

P=1 (6.18)

It is equivalent to the well known fact that the scalar paedr(6.16) is actually gov-
erned by thesingle(Kahler-Weyl-invariant) potential

G(D,P) = Q+In|P)? (6.19)
In our case (6.12) we find
G =" [Z(0) + 2(D)] +3(0 +P) + In(V(Z(®)) + In(V(2(D))  (6.20)
So let us choose a gauge by the condition
30 +In(V(Z(®) =0 or V(Z(d))=e"? (6.21)
that is equivalent to eq. (6.18). Then thepotential (6.20) gets simplified to
G = e [2(D) + Z(D)] (6.22)

There is the correspondence between a holomorphic fungt@) in the supergravity
action (6.1) and a holomorphic functid@(®) defining the scalar potential (6.16),

Y=Y

IP P

9°G \ ™ 9G oG
0POD

3 i (6.23)

in the classically equivalent scalar-tensor supergraiigre simplifications are possi-
ble in a particular gauge and for a particular model — see B&c.

To the end of this section, we comment on the standard wayeointtationary
model building by a choice ok (®, ®) andP(®) — see eg., refs. [56, 57] for a review.

The factorexp(K/ME) in the F-type scalar potential (6.16) of the chiral matter-
coupled supergravity, in the case of ttanonicalkahler potential X oc ®®, resultsin
the scalar potentidl” oc exp(|®|* /M2,) that is too steep to support chaotic inflation.
Actually, it also implies; =~ 1 or, equivalently M2 . =~ V, /M3, ~ H?. Itis known
as then-problemin supergravity [58].

As is clear from our discussion above, thiroblem is not really a supergravity
problem, but it is the problem associated with the choicénefdanonical Kahler po-
tential for an inflaton superfield. The Kahler potential upsrgravity is a (Kahler)
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gauge-dependent quantity, and its quantum renormalizé&tioot under control. Un-

like the one-field inflationary models, a generic Kahlemmtial is a function of at least
two real scalar fields, so it implies a honvanishing cunaitarthe target space of the
non-linear sigma-modedssociated with the Kahler kinetic terf.Hence, a generic

Kahler potential cannot be brought to the canonical fornalield redefinion.

To solve then-problem associated with the simplest (naive) choice ofktakler
potential, on may assume that the Kahler poteritigdossesses some shift symmetries
(leading to itsflat directions), and then choose inflaton in one such flat doad60].
However, in order to get inflation that way, one also has to (@didhoqg the proper
inflaton superpotential breaking the initially introducgdft symmetry, and then sta-
bilize the inflationary trajectory with the help of yet anetimatter superfield.

The possible alternative is tHe-term mechanism [61], where the inflaton particle
belongs to the mattgraugesector and, as a result, inflation is highly sensitive to gaug
charges [61]. This mechanism is not related to spacetimegeawaty.

It is worth mentioning that in the (perturbative) supergjrcosmology one gets the
Kahler potential (see e.qg., refs. [62, 63])

K o log(moduli polynomial)cy (6.24)

over a Calabi-Yau (CY) space in the type-IIB superstring paatification, thus avoid-
ing then-problem but leading to a plenty of choices (“embarrassrmoenthes”) in the
String Landscape and the associated high unpredictability

Finally, one still has to accomplish stability of a given atfbnary model in super-
gravity against quantum corrections. Such correctionseeasily spoil the flatness of
the inflaton potential. The Kahler kinetic term is not piadiéel against quantum correc-
tions, because it is given by a full superspace integraikarhe chiral superpotential
term). TheF’(R) supergravity action (6.1) is given bycairal superspace integral, so
that it is protected against the quantum corrections giyefulbsuperspace integrals.

To conclude this section, we claim that &n= 1 locally supersymmetric extension
of f(R) gravity is possible. It is non-trivial because the auxilifneedom has to be
preserved. The new supergravity action (6.1) is classiea|uivalent to the standard
N = 1 Poincaré supergravity coupled tagnamicalchiral matter superfield, whose
Kahler potential and the superpotential are dictated bpglesholomorphicfunction.
Inflaton can be identified with the real scalar field comporanihat chiral matter
superfield originating from the supervielbein, and thusthaggyeometrical origin.

The action (6.1) has yet another natural extension in thelcturved superspace
due to the last equation (5.2), namely,

St = / d'zd?0 EF(R, W) + H.c. (6.25)

whereW,s, is the N = 1 covariantly-chiral Wey!| superfield of th& = 1 superspace
supergravity [16]. In Superstring Theory the Weyl-tendependence of the pertur-
bative gravitational effective action is unambigouslyetstined by the superstring

3See eg., ref. [59] for more about the non-linear sigma-nsdel
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scattering amplitudes or by the super-Weyl invariance efcibrresponding non-linear
sigma-model (see eq., ref. [59]). However, the action oftyipe (6.25) may only be
generated from superstrings nonperturbatively.

A possible connection of'(R) supergravity to the.oop Quantum Gravityvas
investigated in ref. [5].

7 No-scaleF'(R) Supergravity

In this section investigate a possibility of spontaneoysessymmetry breaking with-
out fine tuning by imposing the condition of the vanishinglac@otential. Those
no-scale supergravities are the starting point of many @imemological applications
of supergravity to HEP and inflationary theory, includingeststring theory applica-
tions — see eq., refs. [64, 65] and the references therein.

The no-scale supergravity arises by demanding the scatiantpal (6.16) to vanish.
It results in the vanishing cosmological constant withonéfiuning [66]. The no-
scale supergravity potentiél has to obey the non-linear 2nd-order partial differential
equation, which follows from eq. (6.23),

2
825(1) N g_gg_g (7-1)
A gravitino massns/, is given by the vacuum expectation value [49]
mgje = <6G/2> (7.2)
The well known exact solution to eq. (7.1) is given by
G = —3log(® + @) + const. (7.3)

In the recent literature the no-scale solution (7.3) is ligumodified by other terms,
in order to describe the universe with a positive cosmoklgionstant — see e.g., the
KKLT mechanism [67].

To appreciate the difference between the standard no-soplergravity solution
and our ‘modified’ supergravity, it is worth noticing thatrdanding eq. (7.1) gives
rise to the first-order non-linear partial differential etjon

_ _ _ 12
3 <e<1>X' + e<I>X') - ‘eq’X’ FeX (7.4)

where we have introduced the notation

_ax
)

in order to get the differential equation in its most symieednd concise form.

Z(®) =e?X (D), X' (7.5)
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Accordingly, the gravitino mass (7.2) is given by
ms/s = <exp% <e‘i)X + eq)X)> (7.6)

We are not aware of any non-trivial holomorphic exact soluto eq. (7.4). How-
ever, should it obey a holomorphic differential equationhaf form

X' =e%g(X, D) (7.7)

with a holomorphic functiory (X, ®), eq. (7.4) gives rise to the functional equation

_ 2
g+ X

3(g+g)= (7.8)

Being restricted to the real variablés= ® = y and X = X = z, eq. (7.4) reads
67’ =e¥(z' +7)*, where 2/ =—- (7.9)
This equation can be integrated after a change of variables,
r=e¢%u, (7.10)
and it leads to a quadratic equation with respeet te: du/dy,
(u')? — 6u’ + 6u =0 (7.11)

It follows

y:/ugi\/%ﬂ =3t (V3B -2 +3) + 0. (7.12)

8 Fields from Superfields inF'(R) Supergravity

For simplicity, now we set all fermionic fields to zero, ancegeonly bosonic field
components of the superfields. It greatly simplies all equatbut makes supersym-
metry to be manifestly broken. Of course, SUSY is restoréer aidding back all the
fermionic terms.

Applying the standard superspace chiral density formua44, 50]

/d4xd29 EL = /d4x e{Lst + BLrst } (8.1)

to the action (6.1) yields its bosonic part in the form

(—9) Ly = f(R,R; X, X) = F'(X) [§R. +4XX]| + 3XF(X) + Hee. (8.2)
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where the primes denote differentiation with respect togilven argument. We have
used the notation

X =

Ll

B and R,—= R+ %gabcdRabcd — R+iR (8.3)

The R does not vanish if’(R) supergravity, and it represents the pseudo-scalar su-
perpartner of the real scalaron field in our construction.
Varying eq. (8.2) with respect to the auxiliary fieldsand X,

aLbos o 8Lbos

X 00X

gives rise to the algebraic equations on the auxiliary fields

=0 (8.4)

3F+ X(AF' +7TF )+ 4XXF"+1F'R, =0 (8.5)
and its conjugate
3F + X(AF' +7TF )+ 4XXF"+1F"R, =0 (8.6)

whereF’ = F(X) andF = F(X). The algebraic equations (8.5) and (8.6) cannot be
explicitly solved forX in a generict'(R) supergravity.

To recover the standard (pure) supergravity in our approlethus consider the
simple special case when

F"=0  or, equivalently, F(R)=fo—3fAiR (8.7)

with some complex constan and f;, whereRef; > 0. Then eq. (8.5) is easily
solved as

3o
= 8.8
S(Refi) &)
Substituting this solution back into the Lagrangian (8.i2)ds
L=—%iRefi)R+ 1ol = —1iMZR—-A (8.9)
3 5(Ref1) 24Pl

where we have introduced the reduced Planck midss and the cosmological con-
stantA as )
_ =61/

Ref, = 3 M, and A= SALE,

It is the standard pure supergravity witih@gativecosmological constant [48, 49, 50].

(8.10)
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9 GenericR? supergravity, and AdS Bound

The simplest non-triviaF' (R ) supergravity is obtained by choosihf = const. # 0
that leads to th&R?2-supergravity defined by a genedoadraticpolynomial in terms
of the scalar supercurvature [10].

Let us recall that the stability conditions fi{ 2)-gravity are given by egs. (3.4) in
the notation (3.1). In the notation (8.2) used here, ie. whet) = —3 Mg f(R), one
gets the opposite signs,

f'(R) <0 (9.1)

and
f'(R) >0 (9.2)

The first (classical stability) condition (9.1) is relatemthe sign factor in front of
the Einstein-Hilbert term (linear i) in the f( R)-gravity action, and it ensures that
graviton is not a ghost. The second (quantum stability) g¢amrd(9.2) guarantees that
scalaron is not a tachyon.

Being interested in the inflaton (scalaron) part of the bas¢aR)-gravity action
that follows from eq. (8.2), we set gravitino to zero and tbalar X to be real, which
also implies the reak or R, = R.

In F'(R) supergravity the stability condition (9.1) is now replad®da stronger
condition,

F'(X) <0 (9.3)

It is easy to verify that eq. (9.1) follows from eq. (9.3) besa of eq. (8.4). Equation
(9.3) also ensures the classical stability of the bosgiii¢) gravity embedding into
the full 7(R) supergravity against small fluctuations of the axion field.

In this Section we investigate a geneayicadratically generatednsatz (withf” =
const. # 0) that leads to the simplest non-trivial toy-modelfofR) supergravity with
the master function

F(R) = fo— %f173+ %f2R2 (9.4)

having three coupling constanfs, f; and f,. We take all of them to be real, since
we ignore this potential source 6f P-violation here (see, however, the Outlook in
Sec. 20). As regards the mass dimensions of the quantitiesluted, we have

[Fl=1[fo]=3, [Rl=[Al=2, and [R]=[f]=1 (9.5)
The bosonic Lagrangian (8.2) with the function (9.4) reads
(=9) P Loos = 11LXP = THX? + (3R +6f0) X = AR (9.6)
Hence, the auxiliary field equation (8.4) takes the form qtiadraticequation,

BRX?—THX +3Rf>2+3fo=0 (9.7)
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whose solution is given by

7 | A \/2 11
X nax — 9.8
e [ B (Rus = R) (9.8)
where we have introduced tineaximal scalar curvature
7 fi 32 Jo
max — o 9.9
B = 5 152 7, (9-9)

Equation (9.8) obviously implies the automatic bound ongbalar curvature (from
one side only). In our notation, it corresponds to the (Ad&)rx on the scalar curva-
ture from above,

R < Ryax (9.10)

The existence of the built-in maximal (upper) scalar cura{or the AdS bound)
is a nice bonus of our construction. It is similar to the fac{6l — v2/c2 in Special
Relativity. Yet another close analogy comes fromBagn-Infeldnon-linear extension
of Maxwell electrodynamics, whose (dual) Hamiltonian isgortional to [59]

(1_\/1_E2/ 2 — H2/H2 + (B x H?/E2,, max) (9.11)

in terms of the electric and magnetic fieleisand A, respectively, with their maximal
values. For instance, in String Theory one fas, = Hy. = (27a’) ™! [59].

Substituting the solution (9.8) back into eq. (9.6) yields torresponding (R)-
gravity Lagrangian

2 Tff 27 f}
11 fy, 33112 f2

f(R)

(9.12)
321 TN TEANS \/7 ( f2) (P = R
Expanding eq. (9.12) into power seriesiields
fi(R) = —Ay —arR + b R* + O(R?) (9.13)

whose coefficients are given by

2T 2 3/2
Ae=gh (Rma" 2. 3 11 f2) =V ( )Rmax (9.14)
19 / 2 2
at = 32_711]?1 + _1Rmax <32 fz) (9.15)
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and

2 2
by = 9.16
£ TV R, <2 - 32> (9.16)

Those equations greatly simplify when = 0. One finds [7, 10]

_ 5 NTME 207

S Rt s M (R = B [1 /T = B/ R | (017)

where we have chosen 5
i =5M3, (9.18)

in order to get the standard normalization of the Einsteilbéft term that is linear
in R. Then, in the limitR,,x — +oo, both functionsfio)(R) reproduce General
Relativity. In another limitR — 0, one finds avanishingor positivecosmological

constant, )
2% 7
A=0  and AP = 5777 Mo o (9.19)
The stability conditions are given by egs. (9.1), (9.2) an@&), while the 3rd con-
dition implies the 2nd one. In our case (9.12) we have

fi(R) = _%fl + \/% (%fz) V/Ruax — R <0 (9.20)

and
Y(R) =7 (%) \/—11<ij 5 > 0 (9.21)
while egs. (9.3), (9.4) and (9.8) yield
211 19 fi
i\/?(Rm —R) < 77 (9.22)

It follows from eq. (9.21) that
D0 and £ >0 (9.23)

Then the stability condition (9.2) is obeyed for any valug?of
As regards th€ —)-case there ar@wo possibilities depending upon the sign fof
Shouldf; bepositive all the remaining stability conditions are automaticalyisfied,
ie. in the case of bot!ﬁz(_) >0 andfl(_) > 0.
Should f; be negative,fl(_) < 0, we find that the remaining stability conditions
(9.20) and (9.22) arthe sameas they should, while they are both given by
192 f2 3.5 f

2J0 — pins
_ L — g 7 = 24
< Rmax 23 - 11 722 23 -11 722 ; J2 Rmax (9 )
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As regards thg-+)-case,eq. (9.22) implies thaf; should benegative f; < 0,
whereas then egs. (9.20) and (9.22) resuthsnsamesondition (9.24) again.

SinceR™ < R,.x, OUr results imply that the instability happevefore R reaches
R« In all cases with negativé, .

As regards the particularly simple case (9.17), the stglmbnditions allow us to
choose the lower sign only.

A different example arises with a negatifee When choosing the lower sign (ie. a

positive f5) for definiteness, we find

B f1 2-7 | f}
rm=-Eln bl 2 |

AR 2 (B8 (R — R
32 11 ! 11 \ 3372 ) \Fimax

Demanding the standard normalization of the Einstein-¢tilterm in this case implies

(9.25)

a3t <A4g

2

where we have used eq. (9.15). It is easy to verify by usind®4) that the cos-
mological constant is alwaysegativein this case, and the instability bound (9.24) is
given by
ins 34 ) 11M}%l MI%I 19 |f1|
Ry = 22 < 52 +32_11 < Riax

The f_(R) function of eq. (9.12) can be rewritten to the form

(9.27)

O 2.7 19 25

. o 3/2
f(R) 33 112 f2 32 11 fl max 32 - 11f1R+f2 36 ) ll(Rmax R) (928)

where we have used eq. (9.9). Theretareephysically different regimes:
(i) the high-curvature regimeRR < 0 and|R| > R...x. Then eq. (9.28) implies

f(R) ~ —Ay, — apR + ¢, |R|*? (9.29)

whose coefficients are given by

h — ﬂflRmax - 33 112 f2 )
19
ap = 32711fl ) (9.30)

2 (22
Ch = \/; (@ﬁ)
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(ii) the low-curvature regime,R/ R,,.x| < 1. Then eq. (9.28) implies
f(R)~ -\ —aRR, (9.31)
whose coefficients are given by

2R3 22
M=o 2 (25

2Rax [ 2 M2
a; = ap + 11 (—fz)zﬁ—=i>

(9.32)

where we have used eq. (9.15).
(i) the near-the-bound regiméassuming that no instability happens before it),
R = Rpax + R, 0R < 0, and|6 R/ Ryax| < 1. Then eq. (9.28) implies

F(R) ~ —Ay +ay |6R| + ¢ |6R[*? (9.33)
whose coefficients are
1 o
Ab - gflRmax - wf_g )
ap = an (9.34)

2
cy = \/% <%f2)

The cosmological dynamics may be either directly derivednfthe gravitational
equations of motion in th¢( R)-gravity with a given functionf(R), or just read off
from the form of the corresponding scalar potential of aawcal (see below). For
instance, as was demonstrated in ref. [7] for the speci@ fias- 0, a cosmological
expansion is possible in the regime (i) towards the regimeaind then, perhaps, to
the regime (iii) unless an instability occurs.

However, one should be careful since our toy-model (9.4f dud pretend to be
viable in the low-curvature regime, eg., for the presentdrse. Nevertheless, if one
wants to give it some physical meaning there, by identifyingth General Relativity,
then one should also fine-tune the cosmological congtainteq. (9.32) to be “small”
and positive. We find that it amounts to

4. 72 4
37 11MP1:R (9.35)

Rmax ~ 25.192 f22 — TA=0

with the actual value oR,,., to be “slightly” above of that boundR, .. > R,_,- It
is also posssible to have the vanishing cosmological cohsta= 0, when choosing
Ryax = R, _,. It is worth mentioning that it relates the valuesi®f., and f;.
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The particularR?-supergravity model (withf; = 0) was introduced in ref. [7] in
an attempt to get viable embedding of the Starobinsky madelA' (R )-supergravity.
However, it failed because, as was found in ref. [7], the argbrder curvature terms
cannot be ignored in eq. (9.17), ie. th¥-terms withn > 3 are not small enough
against thek??-term. In fact, the possibility of destabilizing the Stairmky inflationary
scenario by the terms with higher powers of the scalar cureain the context of (R)
gravity, was noticed earlier in refs. [68, 69]. The most gahAnsatz (9.4), which is
mostlyquadraticin the supercurvature, does not help for that purpose either

For example, the fulf (R)-gravity functionf_(R) in eq. (9.17), which we derived
from ourR2-supergravity, gives rise to the inflaton scalar potential

V(y) = Vo (11e¥ +3) (e — 1) (9.36)

whereV;, = (33/2°) M3,/ f2. The corresponding inflationary parameters

2

1 [ev (11 + 11e7? + 6e2)]% _ 1
_ 1 > 37
W=3 T e | 23 (9-37)
and 2 (11e¥ + be ¥ + 126%) _ 2
e’ +oe Y + 12e™
_ =z >z _
W) = 3 Mer e 12 =3 (9-38)

are not small enough for matching the WMAP observationa.dAt solution to this
problem is given in the next section.

10 Chaotic inflation in F'(R) Supergravity

Let us further generalize our Ansatz and consider a Ag§®) function having the
cubicform
F(R) = —3fiR + 3 o R? — L fsR? (10.1)

whose real (positive) coupling constants, ; are of (mass) dimensio®, 1 andO0,
respectively. Our conditions on the coefficients are

fa>1,  fi>h (10.2)

The first condition is needed to have inflation at the cunestumuch less than/3,
(and to meet observations), while the second conditionéslee to have the scalaron
(inflaton) mass be much less thafy,, in order to avoid large (gravitational) quantum
loop corrections after the end of inflation up to the preseme

The bosonic action is given by eq. (8.2). For a real scaldrmduces to

1
L/\/—g=2F [§R + 4X2} +6XF (10.3)
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so that the real auxiliary field is a solution to the algebegjoation
1
3F +11F'X + F”" [gR + 4X2] =0 (10.4)

Stability of the bosonic embedding in supergravity requif& X)) < 0 (Sec. 9).

In the case (10.1) it gives rise to the conditih< f, fs. For simplicity here, we will
assume a stronger condition,

f3 < fifs (10.5)

Then the second term on the right-hand-side of eq. (10.1)wilaffect inflation, as is
shown below. However, it will be quite important for reheat(see Secs. 13 and 14).
Equation (10.3) with the Ansatz (10.1) reads

L=—5fX"+11HX* — (Tfi + }fsR)X* + 3 fLRX — L fiRR (10.6)
and gives rise to a cubic equation an
33 /2 i, 1 J2
X3 — [ == ) X? —— 4+ _—R| X —-—=—"R= 10.7
<20f3> N (10f3 * 30R) 305,701 (10-7)

We find three consecutive (overlapping) regimes.

e The high curvature regime including inflation is given by

0R] ( f3 )”3
OR <0 and > 10.8
Fo © \Jifs (10:8)
where we have introduced the notati® = 21f,/f; > 0 anddoR = R +
Ry. With our sign conventions we have < 0 during the de Sitter and matter
dominated stages. In the regime (10.8) fhelependent terms in egs. (10.6) and
(10.7) can be neglected, and we get

X?=-LOR (10.9)
and ; F
__Np. I3 2
L= 3R+ 180(R+R0) (10.10)

It closely reproduces the Starobinsly inflationary modeldS2) since inflation
occurs atR| > Ry. In particular, we can identify

[ LM
3 — M2

inf

(10.11)

It is worth mentioning that we cannot simply sgt= 0 in eq. (10.1) because it
would imply X = 0 andL = —£ R for 6R > 0. As a result of that the scalar
degree of freedom would disappear that would lead to thekbrgaf a regular
Cauchy evolution. Therefore, the second term in eq. (18.h¢eded to remove
that degeneracy.
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e The intermediate (post-inflationary) regime is given by

|‘;—R| <1 (10.12)
0

In this caseX is given by a root of the cubic equation

J2Ro
I3

It also implies that the 2nd term in eq. (10.7) is always sntadjuation (10.13)
reduces to eg. (10.9) under the conditions (10.8).

30X% + (6R)X + =0 (10.13)

e The low-curvature regime (up t8 = 0) is given by

SR 12 )1/3
OR >0 d —>(— 10.14
o Ry (flfS ( )
It yields
R

X=—F"— 10.15
f3(R+ Ro) ( )

and 2 2
L= —ﬁRJr /2 (10.16)

3 3f3(R+ Ryp)
It is now clear thatf, should be equal t8A72,/2 in order to obtain the correctly

normalized Einstein gravity dt?| < R,. In this regime the scalaron mass
squared is given by

1 _ fsRoMg  21f1 ., 63Mjp,
3/M(R) 42 a2 T g2

in agreement with the case of the absence ofRh¢erm, studied in the previous
section. The scalaron mass squared (10.17) is much less\fBaimdeed, due

to the second inequality in eq. (10.2), but it is much mora thiae at the end of
inflation (~ M?).

(10.17)

It is worth noticing that the corrections to the Einsteini@etin egs. (10.10) and
(10.16) are of ther same order (and small) at the borderseointiermediate region
(10.12).

The roots of the cubic equation (10.7) are given by the teokl{€ardano) formula
[70], though that formula is not very illuminating in a geilmetase. The Cardano for-
mula greatly simplifies in the most interesting (high cuave) regime where inflation
takes place, and the Cardano discriminant is

R 3
D~ | — 10.1
(90) <0 (10.18)
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It implies that all three roots are real and unequal. The &avdormula yields the
roots

2 [°R 27 11
Xiog ~ 4] == cos <4f + Cl,g,3> 4 U (10.19)
3

3V 10 NS 20f;

where the constartt] , ; takes the valuegr /6, 57/6, 37/2).

As regards the leading terms, egs. (10.6) and (10.19) riesthle (— R)*/ correc-
tion to the(R + R?)-terms in the effective Lagrangian in the high-curvaturgime
|R| > f2/f3. In order to verify that this correction does not change esults under
the conditions (10.8), let us consider th@R)-gravity model with

f(R) = R—b(—R)*? — aR? (10.20)

whose parameters> 0 andb > 0 are subject to the conditions> 1 andb/a* < 1.

It is easy to check that'(R) > 0for R € (—o0, 0], as is needed for (classical) stability.
Any f(R) gravity model is classically equivalent to the scalar-tergravity with

certain scalar potential (Sec. 3). The scalar potentialbsanalculated from a given

function f(R) along the standard lines (Sec. 3). We find (in the high cureatgime)

b
(&
8v2a

in terms of the inflaton field,. The first term of this equation is the scalar potential
associated with the pufé + R?) model, and the 2nd term is the correction due to the
R32-term in eq. (10.20). It is now clear that for large positivihe vacuum energy in
the first term dominates and drives inflation until the vacliemargy is compensated
by they-dependent terms neait = 1.

It can be verified along the lines of ref. [44] that the formidascalar perturbations
remains the same as that for the model (2.3)Ng.~ N2M?2. /(247> M3,), whereN
is the number of e-folds from the end of inflation. So, to fit thxservational data, one
has to choose

Viy) = L (1—e)" + W (v — 1) (10.21)

8a

f3 =~ 5N?/(872A%) ~ 6.5 - 10"°(N,/50)? (10.22)

Here the value of\ is taken from ref. [22] and the subscrigthas a different mean-
ing from the rest of this review.

We conclude that the model (10.1) with a sufficiently snfalbbeying the condi-
tions (10.2) and (10.5) gives a viable realization of theotitd 2 + R?)-type inflation
in supergravity. The only significant difference with respw® the original( R + R?)
inflationary model is the scalaron mass that becomes mugérlttvan)/ in supergrav-
ity, soon after the end of inflation whefR becomes positive. It makes the scalaron
decay faster and creation of the usual matter (reheatingg eftective.

The whole series in powers & may also be considered, instead of the limited
Ansatz (10.1). The only necessary condition for embeddifigtion is thatf; should
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be anomalously large. When the curvature grows;Rhdgerm should become impor-
tant much earlier than the convergence radius of the wholesseithout that term. Of
course, it means that viable inflation does not occur for amgtion /'(R) but only
inside a small region of measure zero in the space of all thoss#ions. However, the
same is true for all known inflationary models, so the vergxice of inflation has to
be taken from the observational data, not from a pure thought

The results of this section can be considered as the viagative to the earlier
proposals [60, 61] for realization of chaotic inflation irpgugravity. But inflation is
not the only target of our construction. As is well known [1B, 71], the scalaron
decays into pairs of particles and anti-particles of quantoatter fields, while its
decay into gravitons is strongly suppressed [72]. It thpsagents theniversal mech-
anism of viable reheatingfter inflation and provides a transition to the subsequent h
radiation-dominated stage of the universe evolution. drtutn, it leads to the stan-
dard primordial nucleosynthesis (BBN) after. A&t{ R) supergravity the scalaron has a
pseudo-scalar superpartner that may be the source of gsttBrviolation and then,
subsequently, lepto- and baryo-genesis that may lead gwhgmatter-antimatter)
asymmetry [73, 74, 75, 76] — see Sec. 20 for more.

11 More about Inflationary Dynamics in our Model

The supersymmetric extension of the simpl&sitype inflationary model in the pre-
vious section has some important improvements against rigenal Starobinsky’s
model, because it is characterized tio mass scales of a scalar degree of freedom
(scalaron): M (associated with the inflationary era) and(associated with the pre-
heating era)* They correspond to two free real parametgr&nd f; in our Ansatz
(10.1). The allowed values of the massdsandm can be derived from the ampli-
tude of the CMB temperature anisotropies. In the previous@ethe viability of our
model was established only in certain limit of its paramefece. Here we show that
our model is consistent with the joint observational caxists of the WMAP and the
PLANCK in the regime where a sufficient amount of inflationtfwihe number of e-
foldings larger than 50) is realized. We also find observetibounds on the parameter
values. In the low-energy regime relevant to preheatingdereve the effective scalar
potential in the presence of a pseudo-scalar fielwupled to the inflaton (scalaron)
field ¢ (the fieldy was ignored in the previous section). This potential is eygd for
numerical analysis of the preheating stage after inflatiom is much larger thai/,
we find that there exists the preheating stage in which theé fietturbationgy and
d¢ rapidly grow by a broad parametric resonance by which thie fieid perturbations
ox anddg are amplified (Sec. 14). The dynamics of reheating appedrs thfferent
from that in the original Starobinsky’#(?) model and, in fact, more efficient.

4Compared to the earlier sections, we resddléy the factor ofy/6 here, in order to make it equal
to the scalaron mass during inflation.
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In order to recover the standard behaviour of General Rélatn the low-energy
regime we require that, = 3113, /2. The mass squared of the scalar degree of freedom
is given bym? = 1/(3f"(R)), where f(R) is related to the Lagrangiah(R) as
L(R) = —MZ f(R)/2. According to Sec. 10 in the limj?| < R, we have

»  21fiMB,  63M

= = 11.1
T TaR TR -
In the high-curvature regime the scalaron mass squareuas ty
15M3
2 = e (11.2)
fs

Hence, the constant§ » ; can be expressed by using the three mass sddjgsm,
and ), as follows:

3 63 M3 1503
fi=3M, f=y==B f= R (11.3)

The conditionsf? < fifs, f3 > 1 andf? > f, of Sec. 10 translate into

m>\/2—70M, M < Mpy, m < Mp , (11.4)

respectively.

The high-energy regime (A) satisfies the conditi&t > R, with the flat FLRW
background described by the line elemést = di? — a*(t)d=?. It is convenient to
introduce the following dimensionless functions:

M? M?
o= PEE

(11.5)

and represenf?, as R, = 21M?/10. During inflation the functions (11.5) should
satisfy the conditions < 1 andj < 1 (see below). In eq. (10.10) the terfnR? /180

is the dominant contribution during inflation. Hence, weleetthe higher-order terms
beyond that of the first (linear) order inand . Then the Lagrangian following from
eg. (10.10) is given by

3 R®  3V105(=R)*?

Ly v R T Ty —— (11.6)
We assume that the Lagrangian (11.6) is valid by the end aitiafi.
In the flat FLRW spacetime the field equations of motion are
3FH? = (f—-RF)/2—-3HF, (11.7)
—2FH = F—HF, (11.8)
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whereF = f'(R). Itis useful to define the new slow-roll parameters as [34]

q _F F

€] = —m s €) = m, €3 = IF (119)
which satisfyl¢;| < 1 (i = 1, 2, 3). It follows from eq. (11.8) that
€1 — —62(1 — 63) (1110)

In what follows we carry out the linear expansion in termstef variables; (i =
1,2,3),a, 8, ands = H/(HH).
For the Lagrangian (11.6) we have

4 g 27
F = 5 <1+ V0 + 36— ) , (11.11)
. SH3
F o= —5a <1+278V00 o+ ) (11.12)

Then the variable; is given by
&2 = —er (1- g — 8+ bes + §s) (11.13)
Comparing this with eq. (11.10) we obtain

=238y 354 1o 41 (11.14)

Similarly, eq. (11.7) gives the following relations:

e =350+ 43 (11.15)
and
€= 330 — L (11.16)

Equation (11.15) is equivalent to

V35 M2 1
_ 3 T (11.17)
200 m 3v/35
This differential equation can be easily integrated. Itdse
10m 3v/35 M? 10m
Ht)=|H +—= ti—t)| — —— 11.18
0=+ 50) e [ 200 )] NG
whereH,; is the initial value ofH att = ¢;. So we find
s = -3, (11.19)
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Substituting eqgs. (11.15) and (11.19) into eq. (11.14) weaiob
€3 = —31\60_a 50 (11.20)

The end of inflation{ = ¢;) is identified by the conditios; = 1. By using the
solution (11.18), we have

L, _200m m( 63M°
T 3v/35M2  \ 80m(3v/35H; + 10m)
y {1 + 800 (%) 41 160 (M)ﬂ) (11.21)

We define the number of e-foldings from the onset of inflattoa ¢;) to the end of
inflation ¢ = t;) asN (¢ fttf H dt. From egs. (11.18) and (11.21) we can express
N(t;) in terms of H;, M andm. The number of e- foldingsv corresponding to the
time ¢ can be derived by replacind; in the expression aN (¢;) for H. It follows that

1
N = 5o [3@(80\/_5 — 21a — \/7(6302 + 16005))

— 4005(81n2+ 31In5) + 80083

Y (ﬁ(63a2 +8003) + 21a/63a2 + 1600ﬁ)}
21a + 21/3508

(11.22)

In the limitaw — 0 one hasV — 10/ — 1/2,ie. 8 — 20/(2N + 1). In this case
the R%/(6M?) term in the Lagrangian (11.6) dominates over the dynamiasfiation,
which corresponds to the Starobinsky's?) model. In another limitt — 0 it follows
that N — 40v/35/(21a) — 1, ie. a — 40+/35/[21(N + 1)]. Then we obtain the
following bounds onx and:

10v/35 20
_VR 11.2
O<e<gmnzn "“P<ania (11.23)

In order to realize inflation with egly = 60, the two variables need to be in the
range0 < « < 0.185 and0 < S < 0.165. For the number of e-foldings relevant
to the CMB temperature anisotropies) (< N < 60) the slow-roll parameters given
in egs. (11.15), (11.16), (11.20) are much smaller thanyusit that the slow-roll
approximation employed above is justified.

12 Facing Observational Tests

In this section we study more closely whether thg?) model (11.6) satisfies the
observational constraints of the CMB temperature anip®go The power spectra of
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scalar and tensor perturbations generated during inflased ory ( R) theories were
calculated in ref. [44].
The scalar power spectrum of the curvature perturbatioivendoy [34]

1 (H\"1
=——\(— ] = 12.1
Ps 24m2F (Mpl) €2 (12.1)

Using egs. (11.11), (11.15), and (11.16), it follows that

1250 ( M \? 2
P~ (M—pl) (3¢£a+105) (12.2)

where in the expression ¢f we have neglected the termsand relative to 1. Us-
ing the WMAP7 normalizatioP, = 2.4 x 1079 at the pivot wave numbek, =
0.002 Mpc~! [22], the massV/ is constrained to be

M =~75x10"° (3\/£a v 10ﬁ> Mp, (12.3)

In the limitar — 0 andg — 20/(2N+1) we haveM /Mp; = 7.5x10~*/(N+1/2).
In another limita: — 40+/35/[21(N + 1)] and 3 — 0 it follows that M /Mp, =
1.5 x 1073/(N + 1). In the intermediate regime characterized by eq. (11.23}ave
numerically find the values af and for given N satisfying the constraint (11.22),
which allows us to evaluat&/ from eq. (12.3). From eq. (11.5) the mass scalés
also known by the relatiom = (1/3/a) M.

In Fig. 3 we plotM andm versusx in the regimel0—* < o < 0.18 for N = 55.
In this casey is bounded to bé < a < 0.201 from Eqg. (11.23). The masy weakly
depends omv with the order ofl0~> Mp,, while m changes significantly depending on
the values ofv. Fora much smaller than 1 we have > M, while m is of the same
order asM for o« = 0.1. We recall that there is the condition > /7/20 M. For
N = 55 this condition gives the upper bound< 0.178.

The scalar spectral index can be defined by, = 1 + dInP;/dIn k, which is
evaluated at the Hubble radius crossing aH (wherek is a comoving wave number)
[77, 78, 79]. Inf(R) gravity it is given by [34]

ng = 1 — 4€1 + 269 — 2€3 (12.4)
By using egs. (11.15), (11.16) and (11.20), we obtain
ne=1-%Fa—1p (12.5)

The tensor power spectrum is given by [34]

2 H\?
Pi= =% (M—pl> (12.6)
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Figure 3:The two masses/ andm versus the variable in the regimel0~* < o < 0.18 for

the number of e-folding®v = 55. We also show the upper bound,., = 0.201 determined
by Eq. (11.23).M is weakly dependent on with the order ofl0~5 Mp;, whereasn strongly
depends omv. The conditionmn > /7/20 M is satisfied forx < 0.178.

From Egs. (12.1) and (12.6) the tensor-to-scalar ratio is

2
r=B =486 = oy (3V350 +108) . (12.7)
In the limita — 0 andfg — 20/(2N + 1) the observables (12.5) and (12.7) reduce
to
4
48

which agree with those in the Starobinsky'éR) model [44]. ForN = 55 one
hasns(a — 0) = 0.964 andr(a — 0) = 3.896 x 1073, In another limita —
404/35/[21(N + 1)] and 3 — 0 it follows that

ne(f—0) = 1- NLH | (12.10)
48
r(B—0) = (N+1? (12.11)

For N = 55 one hasi, (8 — 0) = 0.964 andr(8 — 0) = 1.531 x 10~2. While the
scalar spectral indices (12.8) and (12.10) are practicddiytical forV > 1,r(5 — 0)
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Figure 4: The three thick lines show the theoretical valuesipfandr for N = 50, 60, 70
with « ranging in the region (11.23). The thin solid curves are théidside) and 2 (outside)
observational contours constrained by the joint data asabf WMAP7, BAO, and HST. For
a — 0, ng andr are given by Egs. (12.8) and (12.9). In the limdit— 0, ny andr approach
the values given in Egs. (12.10) and (12.11).

is about four times as large aéa — 0). For the intermediate values of between
0 and40+/35/[21(N + 1)] we need to numerically derivé satisfying eq. (11.22) for
given N. Thenng andr are known from egs. (12.5) and (12.7).

In Fig. 4 we plot the theoretical values of andr in the (ng, ) plane forN =
50, 60, 70 together with thel o and20 observational contours constrained by the joint
data analysis of WMAP7 [22], Baryon Acoustic OscillatioB&Q) [80], and the Hub-
ble constant measurement (HST) [81]. The observationaid®are derived by using
the standard consistency relatior= —8n, [79], wheren, = dInP;/dIn k is the ten-
sor spectral index. Igf( R) gravity this relation also holds by using the equivalence of
the power spectra between the Jordan and Einstein framgs [34

The Starobinsky’sf(R) model, which corresponds to the limit — 0 with the
observables given in egs. (12.8) and (12.9), is well withi& turrent observational
bound. In the regime: < 5 one has3 ~ 20/(2N + 1) — v/35a/5, so that

4 V35
m(a <) = 1= g+ Jra (12.12)
a8 V35(2N + 1)

This shows that both, andr increase for larger satisfying the condition < 5. As
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we see in Fig. 4p, switches to decrease at some valuevpivhereas: continuously
grows toward the asymptotic value given in Eq. (12.11).
From Fig. 4 we find that th¢(R) model (11.6) in whichv is in the range (11.23)
is inside thelo observational contour. The conditien > /7/20 M provides the
constraintsy < 0.194, o < 0.165, a < 0.143 for N = 50, 60, 70 respectively, while
the bound (11.23) in each case corresponds ta 0.221, a < 0.185, a < 0.159.
When N = 60 the scalar spectral index and the tensor-to-scalar ragioa+ 0.969,
r = 0.0110 for « = 0.165 andn, = 0.967, »r = 0.0129 for o = 0.185, which are not
very different from each other. For the background in whidtation is sustained with
the number of e-foldingd’ > 50 the model is consistent with the current observations.
Note that the nonlinear paramefgy;, of the scalar non-Gaussianities is of the order
of the slow-roll parameters ifi( R) gravity [82] — see also Sec. 20. Hence, in current
observations, this does not provide additional consisdamthose studied above.

13 Effective Scalar Potential for Preheating

In this section we derive the effective scalar potentialtéwedkinetic terms of aomplex
scalaron field in the low-energy regime (B) characterized®y< Ry. In doing so,
let us return to the original’(R) supergravity action (6.1) and perform the superfield
Legendre transformation — see Sec. 6. As is usual, we temlyosat Mp, = 1 to
simplify our calculations. The Legendre transform yielas €quivalent action

S = /d%: d*0E [-YR+ Z(Y)] +He., (13.1)

where we have introduced the new covariantly chiral supdrfieand the new holo-
morphic functionZ()) related to the functio” as

F(R) = —RY(R) + Z(Y(R)) (13.2)

The equation of motion of the superfie)d) which follows from the variation of
the action (13.1) with respect {9, has the algebraic form

R=27()), (13.3)

so that the functior))(R) is obtained by inverting the functio’. Substituting the
solutionY(R) back into the action (13.1) yields the original action (eb&rause of
eg. (13.2). We also find

Y=-F(R) (13.4)

The inverse functiorR()) always exists under the physical conditiBiR) # 0. As
regards thé’-function (10.1), eq. (13.4) yields a quadratic equatiothwespect tor,
whose solution is

R(Y)

~ V14M? 1_\/ 80m?
- 21M2

ST 14— (Y — 3/4)] : (13.5)
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where we have used the parametrization (11.3). Equatio®)i8also valid for the
leading complex scalar field compone®$ = B/3 = X and Y| = Y, whereY is
the complex scalaron field.

The kinetic terms o}y are obtained by using the identity

/d%d%EyRﬁJio:i/fw#HE*Qﬁ+y% (13.6)

where E~! is the full curved superspace density [48, 49, 50]. Theesftre Kahler
potential reads B
K=-3n(Y+Y) (13.7)

up to an additive constant. It gives rise to the kinetic terms
PK .
= 9, Y'Y
oYY |,y "
8HY8fiY _ (0,9)* + (9,2)*
Y +Y) 4y ’

Lkin

3 (13.8)

where we have used the notatibn= y+iz in terms of the two real fieldgandz. The
imaginary component corresponds to a pseudo-scalar field. The kinetic term8)13.
represent th@on-linear sigma moddb9] with the hyperbolic target space of (real)
dimension two, whose metric is known as the standard Pa@neetric. The kinetic
terms are invariant under arbitrary rescalih@gs+ AY with constant parametet # 0.

The effective scalar potentiai(Y,Y’) of a complex scalaroff in the regime (B),
where supergravity decouples (it corresponds to rigid sypemetry) is easily derived
from eq. (13.1) when keeping only scalars (i.e. ignoringrtepacetime derivatives
together with all fermionic contributions) and eliminaithe auxiliary fields, near the
minimum of the scalar potential. We find

V=32Z)"=%FIR(Y)", (13.9)

which gives rise to the chiral superpotential

W00:¢§ﬂw (13.10)

The superfield equations (13.7) and (13.10)raczlel-independenie. they apply
to any functionF'(R) in the largeMp, limit, near the minimum of the scalar potential
with the vanishing cosmological constant. The exact sqadaential including the
supergravity effects is derived in Appendix A, but it is nety illuminating.

There is no field redefinition that would bring all the kinggems (13.8) to the free
form. The canonical (free) kinetic term ofreal scalarony alone can be obtained via
the field redefinition

y = Aexp(—+/2/39) (13.11)
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The scalaron potential vanishesyat= 3/4. Demanding that this minimum corre-
sponds tap = 0, we haveA = 3/4 and hence) = (3/4) exp(—+/2/3 ¢). Defining a

rescaled fieldy asy = 1/8/3 z, the kinetic term (13.8) can be written as

Lin = $(0,0)" + 32V (9,1)7. (13.12)

Here and in what follows we restore the reduced Planck mass
The total potential (13.9) including both the fieldsndy is given by

147 MM, , 2
V(6,X) = —pgar | VBB +iC00 — 1| (13.13)
where
_ oy 20mE ey
B(o) = 1+=5 <e - 1) , (13.14)
8om? /3 x
C) = Vs T (13.15)

In order to express (13.13) in a more convenient form we witB(¢) + iC(x) =
p+iq, wherep andq are real. This gives the relatiops— ¢*> = B(¢) and2pq = C(x).
Solving these equations fpr we find

p= [BO)+ VEG 0] (13.16)

where we have chosen the solutijpn- 0 to recovernp = /B(¢) for B(¢) > 0in the
limit C(x) — 0. Then the field potential (13.13) reads

147M*M?
Vi, x) = Wm?p{ +/B2(¢) + C*(x)
V2 {B(e)+ VB 1O} 2} | (13.17)
In the absence of the pseudo-scajldahe potential (13.17) reduces to
147M* M?
V() = —mo—" |1+ IB@)] = V2{B(6) + [B(o)|}""] (13.18)

For the fieldy satisfying the conditio8(¢) < 0 it follows that
V(6) = HMAME (1 — e VR (13.19)

which approaches the constante) — 21M?M? /20 in the limit ¢ — oco. Defining
the slow-roll parameter, = (M}/2)(V,4/V)?, we have
2

__ — e~ V/2/30/My 13.20
EV 3(1 _ x)z ) xr e ( . )
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The end of inflation is characterized by the criterign = 1. This givesz; =
e~V2/36:/Mu — (3 — \/3)/2 and hencep; = 0.558M,,. Form > M the condi-
tion B(¢y) < 0 is satisfied, so that the potential (13.19) is valid at the @fridflation.
If m is close to the border valug'7/20 M, then the potential (13.19) is already invalid
at the end of inflation.

For smallg satisfying the conditio8(¢) > 0 the potential (13.18) reads

2
147 MA D2 \/ S0
e U N I S (o= N2/30/ My _
V() = 55— [1 1+ =0 (e Y% 1) (13.21)

In this case Taylor expansion around= 0 gives rise to the leading-order contribu-
tion V(¢) = m?¢*/2. Reheating occurs around the potential minimum through the
oscillation of the canonical field.

The full effective potential involving the interaction leten the fieldg) andy is
given by eq. (13.17). Expanding the potential (13.17) adopir= xy = 0 and picking
up the terms up to fourth-order in the fields, we obtain

V6m2(10m? — 7M?) (1500m* — 1260m>M? + 343M*)m?

1
1% ~ —m2¢? 3 4
(0 = gm o™+ —— e, ¢ T 17GAN M ¢
1, 25mS  ,  5v6mt  ,  smiA(10m? —7TM?) , ,
HEER T VR e, T 147MM, X
(13.22)

The scalaron is coupled to the pseudo-scabathrough the interaction given in the
second line of eq. (13.22).

14 Preheating after Inflation

Here we study the dynamics of preheating for the two-fieldesysdescribed by the
kinetic term (13.12) and the effective potential (13.17hebackground equations of
motion on the flat FLRW background are

SMAH? = ¢*/2+ P )2+ V, (14.1)
G+3HO+Vy—bye® 2 =0, (14.2)
X+ (3H +2bg0)x + e 2V, =0, (14.3)

whereb(¢) = /2/3 ¢/ M, and “ ;" represents a partial derivative with respectto
In Fourier space the field perturbatiang, andéy with the comoving wave num-
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Figure 5:Effective potential (13.17) fom = 1.14 x 10~*M,; andM = 1.62 x 10~° M, in
the region—0.1 < ¢/M;,; < 0.1 and—0.1 < x/M; < 0.1.

ber % obey the following equations:

0y + BHEG, + [K2/a® + Vg — (262 + b og)e™X*] 00

= —Vgy0xn + 25" X0xy, (14.4)
OXy + (3H +2b.4,0)0x, + (K2 /a® + e 2V, )dxk

= —e P (Vigy = 2b,6Viy + 2b,55™ 0X)60k — 2b X5

(14.5)
The derivativeV,, of the potential (13.17) vanishesyt= +y., where
1/2
, = Y2Tou [1 VB _ 2 (%)2] M, (14.6)

The local minima exist in the direction provided that

6> \im[1-3 ()] My=o. . (14.7)

whereas they disappear for< ¢.. In Fig. 5 we plot the potential (13.17) with respect
to ¢ andy for m = 1.14 x 10~*M, and M = 1.62 x 107°M,,. Sinceg, = 6.5 x
1073M,, in this case, the potential has the local minima in thdirection for¢ >
6.5 x 1073 M,,. From eq. (14.6) the field value. increases for larges. For the model
parameters used in Fig. 5, for example, one has= 0.028M/, at¢ = 0.1M,; and
Xe = 0.059M,; at$ = 0.5M,.

If the initial conditions of the fields aré < v < x. and¢ > ¢., the fieldy grows
toward the local minimum at = y.. After ¢ drops belowy,, the fieldy approaches
the global minimum ag = 0. In Fig. 6 we show one example for the evolution of
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Figure 6: Evolution of the background field$ andx* (both are normalized by/
form = 1.14 x 10‘4MR1 andM = 1.62 x 10~°M,, with the initial conditionsp =
0.55Mp1, X = 10_3Mp1, (b =—-1.6x 10_2mMp1, andj( =1.5x 10_3mMp1.

the background fielde and y with the same values ofi and M as those in Fig. 5.
The energy density of the field catches up to that of the inflaton around the onset of
reheating.

As we see in eq. (14.7), the critical field valiiegets smaller for increasing /M.
Hence, for largermn /M, the potential (13.17) possesses the local minima-at+y.
for a wider range ofs. The potential in the regiohy| < x. can be flat enough to
lead to inflation by the slow-roll evolution of the field, even if ¢ is smaller than
¢ = 0.558 M. For larger ration /M inflation ends with the field value much smaller
thang,. If m/M = 20 andm /M = 83, for example, the amplitudes of the fieldat
the onset of oscillations atg = 1.5 x 1072 M, and¢; = 5.0 x 1073 M,,, respectively.

Let us consider the regime where the condition

(2’ % <1 (14.8)

is satisfied. Then the potential (13.22) is approximatelggibyV (¢, x) ~ m?¢?*/2+
m?2x?/2, in which case bothy and x have the same mass. This gives rise to the
matter-dominated epoch (whete= 2/(3t)) driven by the oscillations of two massive

scalar fields. From eq. (14.2) we have that (2/t)¢ + m*¢ ~ 0, whose solution is

o(t) ~ 5=, sin(mt) . (14.9)

Here the initial field value,; corresponds to the time = 7 /(2m).
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Figure 7:Evolution of the field perturbationss, = k3/25¢y /My anddy,, = k>25x./ My
with the wave numbekt = m for m = 1.16 x 1073 M) andM = 1.39 x 1075 M. We choose
the background initial conditions = 0.1M,;, x = 1.0 x 1073 My, ¢ = —8.48 x 10~ 4mM,,
andy = 1.18 x 10~°mM).

In order to discuss the dynamics of the field perturbatioresm (14.4) and (14.5)
we define the two frequencies, andw,, asw; = k*/a* + Vg — (20% + b gp)e*’X”
andw; = k?/a® + e V. As long as the condition (14.8) is satisfied, it is sufficient
to pick up the terms up to cubic order in fields. It then follavat

k? ,  V6m%(10m? — 7TM?)

2~ = 14.10
k? 10v/6m*

2 _ 2 _—2b YV Eny =20 14.11

wy a2+me 21M2Mp16 0, ( )

where, in eq. (14.10), we have neglected the contributioheoferm—(20% +b 4,)e** X .

We introduce the rescaled fieldg, = a*26¢;, andé X, = a®/%ebx; to estimate
the growth of perturbations in the regime (14.8). Neglertime contributions of the
r.n.s. of egs. (14.4) and (14.5) and also using the apprdiame2° ~ 1 in the regime
H < m, the field perturbation&p, ando X, obey the following equations

d2

p&pk + [Ar — 2q4 cos(22)] 0y ~ 0, (14.12)
d2

ﬁcSXk + [Ax — 2¢, cos(22)] 60Xy ~ 0, (14.13)
2
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Figure 8:Evolution of the field perturbations with the wave numbkes m for m = 2.89 x
10~* My andM = 1.46x107° M. We choose the background initial conditiafs= 0.1,
x = 1.0 x 1073 My, ¢ = —7.35 x 1073 mM,;, andy = 6.85 x 10~ mM,,.

where2z = mt 4+ /2. The quantitiesdy, ¢,, andg, are given by

2

A, = 4+4%, (14.14)
mea

7TM? o ¢ /2
— 206 (1 _ my* T T/ 14.1
C_I<Z> 7 < 10m2> (M) Mp] mt Y ( 5)
20v6 ymN\2 ¢ /2
_ m /e 14.16
i 21 (M) M,y mt (14.16)

which are time-dependent.

Equations (14.12) and (14.13) are the so-cal&thieu equationslescribing the
parametric resonance caused by oscillations of the &el@3, 84, 85, 86]. In the
regime (14.8) botly, andg¢, are smaller than 1 for > ¢, = «=/(2m). In this case
the resonance occurs in narrow bands ngar= 12, wherel = 1,2, --- [85, 86, 87].
As the physical momenturh/a redshifts away, the field perturbations approach the
instability band atd, = 4. Althoughdy, andé X, can be amplified ford; ~ 4 and
7 S 1, ¢ S 1, this narrow parametric resonance is not efficient enoudgeto to the
growth ofd¢,, anddy, against the Hubble friction [85, 86].

If the initial field ¢; satisfies the conditiotvn/M)?|¢;| /M, > 1, the quantities
¢, andg, are much larger than 1 at the onset of reheating. This carneispto the
so-calledbroad resonance regime [85, 86] in which the perturbationg and 6y
can grow even against the Hubble friction. We caution, h@rethat eqs. (14.12)
and (14.13) are no longer valid because the backgroundi@ol(it4.9) is subject to
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change due to the effect of higher-order terms in the pak(itB.17). Still, the non-
adiabatic particle production occurs around the potentiaimum ( = 0) [85, 86].
In this region the dominant contribution to the potentiahis quadratic ternm?¢? /2.
Hence, it is expected that preheating can be efficient fovahees ofg, andg, much
larger than 1 at the onset of the field oscillations.

We numerically solve the perturbations equations (14.4) (44.5) together with
the background equations (14.1), (14.2), and (14.3) fofut@otential (13.17) with-
out using the approximate expression (13.22). In Figs. 78we plot the evolution
of the field perturbationg¢, anddy with the wave numbek = m for two different
choices of the parameters and M (which are constrained by the WMAP normal-
ization in Fig. 3). The initial conditions of the perturbatis are chosen to recover the
vacuum state characterizeddy;.(t;) = e~ /| 2w, andd Xy (t;) = e~ ™' /| 2w, .

Figure 7 corresponds to the mass scales- 1.16 x 1073M,; and M = 1.39 x
107°M,, i.e., the ration/M = 83. The field value at the onset of oscillations is found
to beg; = 5.0 x 1073 M,,, in which casey,(t;) = 244 andq, (t;) = 81. Figure 7 shows
that bothd ¢, anddy rapidly grow by the broad parametric resonance. The growth o
the field perturbations ends whepnandg, drop below 1.

Figure 8 corresponds to the ratio/ M = 20, in which casep; = 1.5 x 1072M,,
¢s(t;) = 41, andq, (t;) = 4.6. Compared to the evolution in Fig. 7, preheating is less
efficient because of the smaller valuesggft;) andg, (¢;). The parameter to control
the efficiency of preheating is the mass ratigM. For largerm /M the creation of
particles tends to be more significant. For the massmaller thanl0~*1/,, the field
perturbations)¢, anddy, hardly grow against the Hubble friction because they are
not in the broad resonance regime.

In our numerical simulations we did not take into accountréecattering effect
between different modes of the particles. The lattice sitmoth [88, 89, 90, 91] is
required to deal with this problem. It will be of interest tees how the non-linear
effect can affect the evolution of perturbations at the fgtagje of preheating.

15 Current Status of our Model

In the preceeding sections we studied the viability of fi&) inflationary scenario
in the context ofF'(R) supergravity. In the high-energy regime characterizedhiey t
condition|R| > R, there is a correction of the for-R)*?/m to the function
f(R) = 3R/10 — R%*/(6M?). Introducing the dimensionless functionsand 3 in
egs. (11.5), we showed that these are constrained to be ranige (11.23) to realize
inflation with the number of e-foldingd'.

The masses of the scalaron field in the regimes > R, and |R| < R, are
approximately given by\/ andm, respectively. From the WMAP normalization of
the CMB temperature anisotropies we derivddandm as a function oty in Fig. 3.
The weak dependence df with respect tax means that the term 22 /(6M?) needs
to dominate over the correctidn-R)3/2 /m during inflation. We also showed that the
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model is within the & observational contour constrained from the joint datayasisi
of WMAP7, BAO, and HST, by evaluating the scalar spectraéiwl, and the tensor-
to-scalar ratio-.

In the presence of the pseudo-scalar figldoupled to the scalaron field we
derived the effective potential (13.17) and their kinethemgies (13.12) in the low-
energy regime|R| < Ry). Provided that the condition (14.7) is satisfied, the ¢ifiec
potential has two local minima at= +x.. Around the global minimumat = y =0
the system is described by two massive scalar fields withr atkeraction terms given
in Eq. (13.22). Even if is initially close to 0,y typically catches up te around the
onset of the field oscillations (see Fig. 6).

In the regime where the field is in the range (14.8) we showed that both the
field perturbation$y, = a®/25¢, andd X, = a*?e’5y, obey the Mathieu equations
(14.12) and (14.13). This corresponds to the narrow resmn@gime in whicly, and
q,, are smaller than the order of unity. The broad resonanceneet characterized
by the condition(m/M)?|¢|/M, > 1, but in this case the expansion (13.22) of the
effective potential around the minimum is no longer validotder to confirm the pres-
ence of the broad resonance we numerically solved the peattan equations (14.4)
and (14.5) for the full potential (13.17). Indeed we foundtthreheating of the both
perturbationsi¢, anddy; is efficient in this regime. As we see in Figs. 7 and 8, the
broad parametric resonance is more significant for larglelegaofm /M.

Our results lend compelling support to the phenomenoldyiahility of the bosonic
sector ofF'(R) supergravity, in addition to its formal consistency. Itlscaworthwhile
to recall that supergravity unifies bosons and fermions @Giimeral Relativity, highly
constrains particle spectrum and interactions, has the @indidate for a dark mat-
ter particle such as the lightest super-particle (see S¥c. 2 may also be deduced
from quantum gravity such as superstring theory. Fii& ) supergravity action (6.1)
is truly chiral in superspace, so that it is expected to beaegted against quantum
corrections, which is important for stabilizing the mas&éandm in quantum theory.

16 Cosmological Constant inf'(R) Supergravity

The Standard \-CDM) Model in cosmology gives a phenomenological desmipt
of the observedark Energy(DE) and Dark Matter (DM). It is based on the use
of a small positive cosmological constahtand aCold Dark Matter(CDM), and is
consistent with all observations coming from the existingmological, Solar system
and ground-based laboratory data. Howeverf@&DM Model cannot be the ultimate
answer to DE, since it implies its time-independence. Fangde, the ‘primordial’
DE responsible for inflation in the early Universe was dgfg@rfrom A and unstable.
Thedynamical(ie. time-dependent) models of DE can be easily construmyadsing
the f(R) gravity theories, defined via replacing the scalar cuneafuby a function
f(R) in the gravitational action. Th¢(R) gravity provides the self-consistent non-
trivial alternative to theA-CDM Model. The viablef(R)-gravity-based models of
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the current DE are known [92, 93, 94], and the combined ioftary-DE models are
possible too [34].

The natural question arises, whetl#&fR ) supergravity is also capable to describe
the present DE and eg. pasitivecosmological constant. It is non-trivial because the
standard (pure) supergravity can only have a zero or negadsmological constant. In
this section we further extend the Ansatz used in Sec. 1hé&f'tfunction, and apply
it to get a positive cosmological constant in the regime lovaspacetime curvature.

Throughout this section we again use the units 74 = Mp, = 1. We recall that
an AdS-spacetime has a positive scalar curvature, and pat®tme has a negative
scalar curvature in our notation.

The embedding of (R) gravity into F/(R) supergravity is given by (Sec. 8)

f(R) = f(R, X(R)) (16.1)
where the functiorf (R, X) (or the gravity Lagrangiad) is defined by

L=f(R X)=2F(X) ER + 4X2} +6XF(X) (16.2)

and the functionX = X (R) is determined by solving an algebraic equation,

If(R,X)
0X

The cosmological constant ifi(R) supergravity is thus given by

~0 (16.3)

A= —F(0, Xo) (16.4)

whereX, = X(0). It should be mentioned thaf, represents the vacuum expectation
value of the auxiliary fieldX that determines the scale of the supersymmetry breaking.
Both inflation and DE implyX, # 0.

To describe DE in the present Universe, ie. in the regime twwaspacetime
curvatureR, the functionf (R) should be close to the Einstein-Hilbert (linear) function
fen(R) with a small positive\,

[f(R) = fen(B)| < | fen(R)],  [f'(R) — fuul <1, [Rf'(R)] <1 (16.5)

ie. f(R) ~ —3R — A for small R with the very small and positiv& ~ 10~%(M3)).
Equations (16.2) and (16.4) imply

A= —8F'(Xo)X; — 6XoF (Xo) (16.6)
where X is a solution to the algebraic equation

4X2F"(Xo) + 11X F' (Xo) + 3F(X) =0 (16.7)
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As is clear from eq. (16.6), to have=# 0, one must have, # 0, ie. a (spontaneous)
supersymmetry breaking. However, in order to proceed éuytlve need a reasonable
Ansatz for theF'-function.

The simplest opportunity is given by expanding the functiaf® ) in Taylor series
with respect toR. Since theN = 1 chiral superfieldR hasX as its leading field
component (ir-expansion), one may expect that the Taylor expansion isd gp-
proximation as long agX,| < 1(Mp;). As was demonstrated in Sec. 10, a viable
(successful) description of inflation is possibleAifR) supergravity, when keeping
thecubictermR? in the Taylor expansion of thE(R) function. It is, therefore, natu-
ral to expand the functiof’” up to the cubic term with respect @, and use it as our
Ansatz here,

F(R) = fo— %fﬂ% + %fﬁ? — éng?’ (16.8)

with some real coeffieintf, fi, f2, f3. The Ansatz (16.8) differs from the one used in
eg. (10.1) by the presence of the new paramgiemnly. It is worth emphasizing here
that f;, is nota cosmological constant because one still has to elimihatadxiliary
field X. The stability conditions (Sec. 9) imply

fi>0, fao>0, f3>0 (169)

and
13 < fifs (16.10)

Inflation requiresf; > 1 and f? > f,.° As was already found in Sec. 10, in order
to meet the WMAP observations, the paramgteshould be approximately equal to
6.5 - 10'°(N,./50)2. The cosmological constant in the high-curvature regimesdumt
play a significant role in early universe, so it can be ignored

In the low curvature regime, in order to recover the Einstdilbert term, one has
to fix f{ = 3/2 (Sec. 10). Then the Ansatz (16.8) leads to the gravitatibagfangian

f(R,X) = —5fX*+11f,X° — —f3 <R+ %) X%+ <6f0 + ;ng) X — %R
3
(16.11)
and the auxiliary field equation
33 fa 63 1
X3 — X2 4 <R+—>X—— R+9fy) =0 16.12
20f3 2f3 30f3 (f2 fO) ( )

whose formal solution is available via the standard Careéate formulae [70].
In the low-curvature regime we find a cubic equationirin the form

331, 21 3fo\
X3 - (20f3) X2+ (M) Xy — (ﬁ) =0 (16.13)

The stronger conditioif < f; f3 was used in Sec. 10 for simplicity.
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‘Linearizing’ eq. (16.13) with respect t&, brings the solutionX, = 2f,/7 whose
substitution into the action (16.11) gives rise toegativecosmological constand,, =
—6f2/7. This way we recover the standard supergravity case.

Equations (16.11) and (16.13) allow us to write down the eggc (16.4) for the
cosmological constant in tHactorizedform

11/
4

A(Xo) = ———Xo(Xo — X_)(Xo — X4) (16.14)

whereX . are the roots of the quadratic equatich— 7= + % =0, ie.

21 2311
Xy = 1+4/1—
. 2%[ % ——fof:

Sincef; f» is supposed to be very small, both rodis are real and positive.

Equation (16.14) implies that > 0 when either (1)X, < 0, or (Il) X, is inside
the interval( X _, X, ).

By usingMatematicawe were able to numerically confirm the existence of solu-
tions to eq. (16.13) in the region (I) wheh < 0, but not in the region (I1). So, to this
end, we continue with the region (I) only. All real roots of é8)6.13) are given by

(XO)l = 2 —Q COS <ﬁ) + 11f2 5

(16.15)

3 20 f
B 9+ 27 111,
(Xg)2 = 2 Qcos( 3 ) + 207, (16.16)
79+47T 11f2
Xo)s = 2¢/—
(Xo)3 QCOS< 3 )+20f3’
in terms of the Cardano-Viete parameters
0 — 11/, o 1lf
T 2.5f; 2052027 20f;
3.7 fflf 3? 11f§f3 1 21 (16.17)
5 3:7-11f ) P 21
= 5 572 22.hfy | 20 5[] 20f3< 2Q+3f°)
and the anglé defined by A
cost = al (16.18)

V@
The Cardano discriminant reads = 1* + Q. All three roots are real provided that
D < 0. Itis known to be the case in the high-curvature regime ($@).and it is also
the case wherf, is extremely small. Under our requirements on the paramséber
angled is very close to zero, so the relevant solutiofs< 0 are given by the 2nd and
3rd lines of eq. (16.16), witkX, ~ f;,/10.
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We thus demonstrated that it is possible to hap®sitivecosmological constant
(at low spacetime curvature) in the particulafR ) supergravity without its coupling
to super-matter, as described by the Ansatz (16.8). The sars&tz is applicable for
describing a viable chaotic inflation in supergravity (agthspacetime curvature). A
positive cosmological constant was achieved asthelineareffect (with respect to
the superspace curvature and spacetime curvature) in tt@wngart of the parameter
space (it is, therefore, highly constrained). It also irplihe apparent violation of the
Strong Energy Condition in our model.

Of course, describing the DE in the present Universe regemermous fine-tuning
of our parameters in thé'-function. However, it is the common feature of all known
approaches to the DE. Our analysis does not contribute pddenng’ the smallness of
the cosmological constant. Yet another attempt for desgyiDE by anF'(R) super-
gravity model with spontaneous breaking of supersymme#ay proposed in ref. [15].

17 Nonminimal Scalar-Curvature Coupling in Gravity
and Supergravity, and Higgs inflation

One can pursue different strategies in a theoretical sdaranflaton. For instance,
inflaton may be either a new exotic particle or something weatlready know ‘just
around the corner’. In this review we advocate the secondriemical” approach.
Besides the Starobinsky inflation another “economical’rapph is given by the so-
calledHiggsinflation [95, 96, 97].

According to the cosmology textbooks, a Higgs particle & Standard Model
cannotserve as inflaton because the SM parameters atel, my ~ 10? GeV, and
(0T/T) =~ 1, whereas inflation requires (see Sec ¥ 10713, my,r ~ 10" GeV,
and(6T/T) ~ 107°. Nevertheless, it is possible to reach the required vallesnw
assuming that Higgs particle monminimallycoupled to gravity [95, 96, 97]. For
instance, adding the nonminimal coupling of the Higgs fieldne scalar spacetime
curvature is natural in curved spacetime because it isredjbly renormalization [98].

In this section we compare the inflationary scalar potendiatived by the use of
the nonminimal coupling [95, 96, 97], with the scalar potarthat follows from the
(R + R?) inflationary model (Sec. 2), and confirm that they tre same Then we
also upgrade that equivalence to supergravity. In this@euete set)/p, = 1 too.

The original motivation of Refs. [95, 96, 97] is based on tesuanption that there
is no new physics beyond the Standard Model up to the Plarat&.sEhen it is natural
to search for the most economical mechanism of inflation bwytiflying inflaton with
Higgs particle. We assume that there is the new physics laerenStandard Model,
and it is given by supersymmetry. Then it is quite naturaldarsh for the most eco-
nomical mechanism of inflation in the context of supergsavifloreover, we do not
have to identify our inflaton with a Higgs particle of the Mimal Supersymmetric
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Standard Model. Let us begin with the 4D Lagrangian

L, 630,65 — V(6y) (17.1)

Lo= =g | 5L+ ERDR, + 5

2
where we have introduced the real scalar figJtlc), nonminimally coupled to gravity
(with the coupling constarg) in Jordan frame, with the Higgs-like scalar potential

V(gs) = 36}~ (172)

The action (17.1) can be rewritten to Einstein frame by rededithe metric via a

Weyl transformation, »
nyo gJ
TR (73

It gives rise to the standard Einstein-Hilbert te(rnf%R) for gravity in the Lagrangian.
However, it also leads to a nonminimal (or noncanonicalgkaterm of the scalar field
¢y. To get the canonical kinetic term, a scalar field redefinittoneededp; — p(¢y),
subject to the condition

dp 1+ E+68)e3
dey 1 +&¢7
As a result, the non-minimal theory (17.1) is classicallyigglent to the standard
(canonical) theory of the scalar fied =) minimally coupled to gravity,

(17.4)

1 1
Lo =7 {3 R+ g Ot - V(o) ) (175

with the scalar potential

V(i)
V) =TT eaior

Given a large positiv€ > 1, in the small field limit one finds from eq. (17.4) that
¢35 ~ ¢, Whereas in the large limit one gets

(17.6)

3
o~ \/;log(l + £¢3) (17.7)

Then eq. (17.6) yields the scalar potential:
(i) in the very smalffield limit, ¢ < \/gf‘l, as

A
Valp) = 7" (17.8)
(i) in the smallfield limit, \/gg—l <K \/g as
Ay
Vilp) ~ e’ (17.9)
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(iii) and in thelarge field limit, © > \/gg—l, as

2
Vi(p) ~ 4%2 (1 — exp [— ?pD (17.10)

We have assumed here tiat> 1 andvé < 1.

Identifying inflaton with Higgs particle requires the parerv to be of the order
of weak scale, and the couplingo be the Higgs boson selfcoupling at the inflationary
scale. The scalar potential (17.10) is perfectly suitabkupport a slow-roll inflation,
while its consistency with the WMAP normalization conditi¢Sec. 4) for the ob-
served CMB amplitude of density perturbations at the eHfiglsl numberN, = 55
gives rise to the relatiof/v/A ~ 5 - 10* [95, 96, 97].

The scalar potential (17.9) corresponds to the post-iofiatiy matter-dominated
epoch described by the oscillating inflaton figldvith the frequency

W= gg—l = Mg (17.11)
When gravity is extended to 4DV = 1 supergravity, any physical real scalar field
should be complexified, becoming the leading complex sdahlt component of a
chiral (scalar) matter supermultiplet. In a curved supgesfN = 1 supergravity, the
chiral matter supermultiplet is described by a covariaotlial superfieldP obeying
the constarainW&CD = 0. The standard (generic and minimally coupled) matter-
supergravity action is given by in superspace by egs. (&ad)and (6.13), namely,

Smsa = —3/d4$d49E_1 exp [—%K(@,@)] + {/d4xd295W(<I>) + H.c.}

(17.12)
in terms of the Kahler potentidt’ = —3log(—§§2) and the superpotenti&l’ of the
chiral supermatter, and the full densiyand the chiral density of the superspace
supergravity (Sec. 5).

The non-minimal matter-supergravity coupling in supecgp@ads

Snv = / d*rd*0EX (®)R + H.c. (17.13)
in terms of the chiral functioX (¢) and the N=1 chiral scalar supercurvature super-
field R obeyingV.R = 0. In terms of the field components of the superfields the
non-minimal action (17.13) is given by

/ d'zd®0EX (®)R + Hec. = —% / dov=gX(¢)R+He +...  (17.14)

stand for the fermionic terms, ad = ®| = ¢+ is the leading complex scalar field
component of the superfiefd. GivenX (®) = —£®? with the real coupling constant
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¢, we find the bosonic contribution

S = € / dey=g (" - ) R (17.15)

It is worth noticing that the supersymmetrizable (bosonar)-minimal coupling reads

(62 + (6] R, not(6}6.)R.
Let us now introduce the manifestly supersymmetric nonmahiaction (in Jordan
frame) as
S = Susa + Sxm (1716)

In curved superspace of = 1 supergravity the (Siegel’s) chiral integration rule

Len

- (17.17)

/ d*zd*0ELy, = / d*zd*oE1
applies to any chiral superfield Lagrangigg, with ﬁéﬁch = 0. ltis, therefore,
possible to rewrite eq. (17.13) to the equivalent form

Snm = / d*zd'0E~" [ X(®) + X (D)] (17.18)

We conclude that addin§yy to Susq is equivalent to the simple change of the
potential as¢f. ref. [99])

It amounts to the change of the Kahler potential as

wp K@)+ X@)]

; (17.20)

KNM =—-3In [

The scalar potential in the matter-coupled supergravityl@) is given by eq. (6.23),

9 —1
V(p,¢) =e” (88¢§<5> g—jg—g - (17.21)
in terms of the Kahler-gauge-invariant function (6.18), i
G=K+hn|Ww/| (17.22)
Hence, in the nonminimal case (17.16) we have
Gy = Kxyg + In |[W ) (17.23)

Contrary to the bosonic case, one gets a nontrivial Kahiéemial Ky, €. a
Non-Linear Sigma-Mod€NLSM) as the kinetic term ab. = ¢ + iy (see ref. [59] for
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more about the NLSM). Since the NLSM target space in genealahnonvanishing
curvature, no field redefinition generically exist that ablting the kinetic term to the
free (canonical) form with its Kahler potential., = ®®.

Let's now consider the full action (17.16) under the slow-condition, ie. when
the contribution of the kinetic term is negligible. Then €ij7.16) takes the truly chiral
form

Sep, = / d*zd*0& [X(®)R + W (®)] + Hec. (17.24)

When choosingX as the independent chiral superfiekd,, can be rewritten to the
form

Sep. = /d4xd285 [XR — Z(X)] + H.c. (17.25)
where we have introduced the notation
Z(X)=-W(P(X)) (17.26)

In its turn, the action (17.25) is equivalent to the chifglR) supergravity ac-
tion (6.1), whose functiort’ is related to the functio® via Legendre transformation
(Sec. 6)

Z=XR-F, F(R)=X and Z'(X)=R (17.27)

It implies the equivalence between the reduced action ) a@d the corresponding
F(R) supergravity whosé'-finction obeys eq. (17.27).

Next, let us consider the special case of eq. (17.24) whesuperpotential is given
by

W(d) = %m@Q + éS@?’ (17.28)

with the real coupling constants > 0 and\ > 0. The model (17.28) is known as the
Wess-ZumingWZ) model in 4D,N = 1 rigid supersymmetry. It has the most general
renormalizablescalar superpotential in the absence of supergravity. rmdef the
field components, it gives rise to the Higgs-like scalar ptiée.

For simplicity, let us take a cubic superpotential,

Wy(®) = %Xqﬁ (17.29)
or just assume that this term dominates in the superpotéhia®8), and choose the
X (®)-function in eq. (17.24) in the form

X(®) = —£2 (17.30)

with a large positive coefficiergt, ¢ > 0 and{ > 1, in accordance with egs. (17.14)
and (17.15).

Let us also simplify the”'-function of eq. (10.1) by keeping only the most relevant
cubic term,

F3(R) = —%ngg (17.31)
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It is straightforward to calculate th&-function for theF'-function (17.31) by using
eg. (17.27). We find

—lengz and Z'(X) = —2X (17.32)
2 /3
Integrating the last equation with respectXoyields
2 [2 24/2 £3/2
Z(X)=—24 ) =(—X)3 = 2> g3 17.33
(X) = =5 70 5 (17.33)

where we have used eq. (17.30). In accordance to eq. (1Th2g)(R)-supergravity
Z-potential (17.33) implies the superpotential

2\/§i/2q)3

1/2
3 p

It coincides with the superpotential (17.29) of the WZ-mlipdeovided that we identify
the couplings as

Wis(®) = (17.34)

32¢3
=5

We conclude that the original nonminimally coupled mastepergravity theory
(17.16) in the slow-roll approximation with the superpdiain(17.29) is classically
equivalent to theé"'(R)-supergravity theory with thé-function given by eq. (17.31)
when the couplings are related by eq. (17.35).

The inflaton mas$// in the supersymmertic case, according to egs. (10.11) and
(17.35), is given by

(17.35)

. 15)2

inf — 3263
Since the value ob/;,¢ is fixed by the WMAP normalization (Sec. 4), the value ah
the supersymmetric caseds,, = (45/32)&2.,, Of &y ~ 10°, ie. islower than that

in the bosonic case. We have asssumed here\that)(1).

The established equivalence begs for a fundamental reasdime high-curvature
(inflationary) regime the?2-term dominates over th&-term in the Starobinsky action
(2.3), while the coupling constant in front of tli&-action is dimensionless (Sect. 2).
The Higgs inflation is based on the Lagrangian (17.1) withréhevant scalar potential
Vi = 1\¢% (the parameter is irrelevant for inflation), whose coupling constagiand
A are also dimensionless. Therefore, both relevant acti@scale invariant Inflation
breaks that symmetry spontaneously.

The supersymmetric case is similar: the nonminimal actioh24) with theX -
function (17.30) and the superpotential (17.29) also hae dimensionless coupling
constants and A, while the same it true for thé&'(R )-supergravity action with the

(17.36)
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F-function (17.31), whose coupling constggis dimensionless too. Therefore, those
actions are botkcale invariantwhile inflation spontaneously breaks that invariance.
A spontaneous breaking of the scale invarianeeessarilyleads to a Goldstone
particle (or dilaton) associated with spontaneously bnoftigatations. So, perhaps,
Starobinsky scalaron (inflaton) may be identified with thédStmne dilaton!
The basic field theory model, describing both inflateordthe subsequent reheat-
ing, reads (see eg., eq. (6) in ref. [85, 86])

1 1- .
5+ SERY + G(i" 0y — my )0

LINTG = 50,000~ V(0) + 20,7y — 5

— S8 — b
(17.37)
with the inflaton scalar fielgh interacting with another scalar fiejdand a spinor field
1. The nonminimal supergravity theory (17.16) with the Weéssaino superpotential
(17.28) can be considered as tNe= 1 locally supersymetric extension of the basic
model (17.37) after rescaling. to (1/v/2)¢. and identifyingé = —%5 because of
eg. (17.15). Thereforgyre-heating(ie. the nonperturbative enhancement of particle
production due to a broad parametric resonance [85, 86]genaric feature of our
supergravity models.
The axiony and fermiony are both requred by supersymmetry, being in the same
chiral supermultiplet with the inflaton. The scalar interactions are

32
Vinl6,7) = mAG(S + %) + (6 4 77 (17.39)

whereas the Yukawa couplings are given by
1o - 1o .
Lyw = 500(00) + S Ay (irse) (17.39)

Supersymmetry implies the unification of couplings sihce: —1) andg? = A% in
terms of the single coupling constant If supersymmetry is unbroken, the masses of
¢, v andy are all the same. However, inflation already breaks superstry, so the
spontaneously broken supersymmetry is appropriate here.

To conclude, inflationary slow-roll dynamics in Einsteimgity theory with a non-
minimal scalar-curvature coupling can be equivalent toiththe certainf (R) gravity
theory. We just extended that correspondencl¥ te 1 supergravity. The nonminimal
coupling in supergravity can be rewritten in terms of thendtad (‘minimal’) N = 1
matter-coupled supergravity, by using their manifestlgessymmetric formulations
in curved superspace. The equivalence relation betweesugergravity theory with
the nonminimal scalar-curvature coupling and #(gR ) supergravity during slow-roll
inflation is, therefore, established.

The equivalence is expected to hold even after inflationindunitial reheating
with harmonic oscillations. In the bosonic case the eqeived holds until the inflaton

55



field value is higher thamw ~ Mp; /&0 &~ 107°Mp. In the superymmetric case we
have the same boungd~ Mpl/gflffy ~ 1075 Mp;.

The Higgs inflation and the renormalization group can be tsedmpute the mass
of a Higgs patrticle in the Standard Model by descending frioennflationary scale to
the electro-weak scale. For example, in the-loopapproximation one finds [100]

120 GeV < my < 194 GeV (17.40)

with the theoretical uncertainty of abott®2 GeV'. Itis to be compared to the observed
Higgs mass at the Linear Hadron Collider (LHC) in 2012 [101]

LHC (ATLAS) : my = 126 = 0.8 GeV’ (17.41)

Therefore, the bosonic Higgs inflation is (almost) ruled diLis worth noticing that in

a supersymmetriextension of the SM (like the MSSM and NMSSM) there are more
particles, when compared to the bosonic SM. Hence, the Sli@8dtmalization group
trajectory is going to be steeper, while the theoretical $38unds on the Higgs mass
at the electro-weak scale are going tddser than those in eq. (17.40).

18 Quantum Particle Production (Reheating)

Reheating is a transfer of energy from inflaton to ordinangipias and fields. It took
place after inflation but before BBN and hot radiation dortiora All particles in the
universe are believed to be created via the inflaton decay afber the inflation. The
leading channel of the particle production is preheatinge(tb the nonperturbative
parametric resonance). The resonance eventially diseggp@dnen the inflaton field
became sufficiently small, and it was replaced by pertwbatecay. The reheating
providedinitial conditionsfor the BBN that began after the first 3 minutes (such as the
initial temperature of baryogenesis, DM abundance, relimopoles and gravitinos,
etc.). Both preheating and reheating are highlydel-dependentn our approach we
advocate the (super)gravitational preheating and refgealie to the universal cou-
pling of (super)inflaton to conformally noninvariant fielgee also Ref. [102]).

The classical solution (neglecting particle productioeamthe minimum of the
inflaton scalar potential reads

alt) ~ ag (i)2/3 and wm(M”)COS[Mi“f(t_tO” (18.1)

to 3 Ming t—to

A time-dependerdlassical spacetime background leadguanturmproduction of par-
ticles with massesn < w = M, [98]. Actually, the amplitude ofp-oscillations
decreases much faster [85, 86], namely, as

exp[—%(?)H + T (18.2)
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via inflaton decay and the universe expansion, as the soltdithe inflaton equation
O 4+3Hp+ (m*> + 1) =0 (18.3)

Herell denotes the polarization operator that effectively déssrparticle produc-
tion. Unitarity (optical theorem) requires [ifi) = mI". The assumptiom > H was
used here [85, 86].

The Starobinsky model (in Jordan frame) with the action

5= / a2\ /=g, fs(R,) + Ssi(g™ . ¥) (18.4)
after the conformal transformation to Einstein frame takesform

S = Sscalar—tonsor gravity(gw/; 90) + SSM (gwje_wa ¢) (185)

so that the inflatorp couples to alhon-conformaterms and fields), due to the univer-
sality of gravitational interaction. Therefore, the Stansky inflation automatically
leads to thainiversalmechanism of particle production.

For example, let us consider the scalar and spinor fieldseidoindan frame, with
the action
MI%I 4
"2 [ oG B) + S (18.6)
where the matter is represented by the the standard Klerdgaaand Dirac actions,
Smatter = Ska + Spirac, With the minimal coupling to gravity,

S = —

1 1
Ska = /d4xv -9 <§9uyau80au@ - 5”%%02) (18.7)
and
Soiac = [ d'ay/=g (1000 ~ miv) (189

After rewriting the full action to the Einstein frame by a Wesansformation of
the metric with the scalaron field,

gul/ — ng/a Q(¢) = exp |:\/ 2/3 ¢/MP1:| ) (189)
and rescaling the matter scalar and spinor fields to get¢hewmnical kinetic terms as
e @=0"0 Yo =07y, (18.10)

where we have usell = +#D,, = e#*D, andD — Q~'/2D, one finds

S = Squintosscnco [¢7 g] + SKG [@7 g? (b] + SDiraC[qzu ga ¢] (1811)
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where [106]

1 g
Skc [P, /d z\/— ( g"" 0,90, p — 2Q_Imigoz

~9 ~

Z g G
O +
12Mglg k009 V6 Mp,

(18.12)
+

g" ”%sﬁaucb)

and [106]
Spiacl®, G, ¢ = /d 2y/—§ (up D -0V w) (18.13)

As is clear from those equations, all interactions with tofteare suppressed by
the factors ofMp,. Hence, they are only relevant for the largeralues comparable
to Mp;. Those interactions (and decay rates) are sensitive to #ss mnd spin of
the created particles. The conformal couplings to not doutie to the inflaton decay
[106]. In particular, the domimant contribution to the indla decay rate in thecalar
channel comes from the 3rd term in the acti® [, g, ¢| of eq. (18.12). The only
contribution to the inflaton decay rate in thginorchannel comes from the mass term
in SDirac[()av gv ¢] of €q. (1813)

The perturbative decay rates of the inflaton into a pair ofess#s) or into a pair
of spin-1/2 fermiong /) are given by [17, 18, 103]

r My d T Mini M (18.14)
TS VN CE TS VPR '
respectively. The perturbative decay rate of the inflatém @pair ofgravitinois [104]
Gol” My
r = = 18.15
PR T 88T m , M (18.15)

Being proportional td/Z? ., eq. (18.15) may lead to the cosmologically disastrous-grav
itino overproduction in early universe [105], if the grantd mass is relatively small
(under100 GeV). In the case of the large-field inflation, when the inflatopestation
value has the order of the Planck mass (it includes the Steskpinflation), one can
demonstrate that eq. (18.15) reduces to the scalar de@yl&tl4) proportional to

M}, [105].
The energy transfers by the timg, > (Zs,f F&f) . Thereheating temperature
is given by [45, 106]

Mp I’
(#d.o.f.)1/?
that gives the maximal temperature of the primordial plasma

In the context of supergravity coupled to the supersymmetatter (like MSSM)
gravitino can be either LSP (= the lightest sparticle) or RL& not LSP). In the

Tren X ~ 10° GeV (18.16)

58



LSP case (that usually happens with gauge mediation of syupenetry breaking and
ms, < 10? GeV) gravitino is stable due to the R-parity conservatidrgravitino

is NLSP, then it is unstable (it usually happens with gravity anomaly- mediation
of supersymmetry breaking, and;», >> 10 GeV). Unstable gravitino can decay
into LSP. See ref. [107] for a review of mediation of superaygiry breaking from the
hidden sector to the visible sector.

Stable gravitino may be the dominant part@dld Dark Matter(CDM) [108].
There exist severe Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBNynstraints on the overproduc-
tion of He in that case, which give rise to the upper bound on the refhgé&timper-
ature of thermally produced gravitinds,,, < 10°°¢ GeV [110, 111]. The reheating
temperature (18.16) is unrelated to that bound becauserésmonds to the much ear-
lier time in the history of the Universe.

When gravitino is NLSP of mass;, > 102 GeV, the BBN constraints are drasti-
cally relaxed because the gravitino lifetime becomes muoiter than the BBN time
(about 1 sec) [110, 111]. In that case the most likely CDM ¢dete is MSSM neu-
tralino, while the reheating temperature may be as higlodsGeV [111].

An overproduction of gravitinos from inflaton decay and s&r@tg processes should
be avoided, in order to prevent overclosure of the univeiidege cosmological con-
straints on gravitino abundances were formulated in réf5]1 Those constraints are
very model-dependent.

The rate of decay changes with time, along with the decrgasmplitude of infla-
ton oscillations. It stops when the decay rate becomes snthfin the production rate.
The reheating transfers most of energy to radiation, ardsleaa radiation-dominated
universe witha oc /2,

In the matter-coupled’(R) supergravity with the action

5— { / w0 EF(R) + He. | + S, (B, 0) (18.17)
after the super-Weyl transformatiofi,— £¢3®, we get
S = Sscalar—tensor supergravity(E7 (b) + SSSM(6¢+$E’ ‘II) (1818)

so that the superscalardnis universallycoupled to the SSM matter superfiels

19 Conclusion

e A manifestly4D, N = 1 supersymmetriextensionof f(R) gravity exist,
it is chiral and is parametrized by a holomorphic function. AGR) supergravity
is classicallyequivalentto the scalar-tensor theory of a chiral scalar superfieldh(wi
certain Kahler potential and superpotential) miminathypled to theV = 1 Poincaré

6See ref. [109] for a review of BBN.
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supergravity in four spacetime dimensions (with nontfiviaand K), ie. theN = 1
supersymmetric quintessence.

The classicalequivalence between thE(R) supergravity and the quintessence
N=1 supergravity has the same physical contents as theadhsguivalence between
f(R) gravity and scalar-tensor gravity, idtne samenflaton scalar potential and, there-
fore, the same inflationary dynamics. However, the physiaalire of inflaton in the
f(R) gravity and the scalar-tensor gravity is very different.the f(R) gravity the
inflaton field is the spirt} part of metric, whereas in genericscalar-tensor gravity
inflaton is a matter particle. The inflaton interactions wother matter fields are, in
general, different in both theories. It gives rise to théedédnt inflaton decay rates and
different reheating, ie. implies different physics in trespinflationary universe.

Similar remarks apply to the equivalence between Higgstiofiaand Starobinsky
inflation (Sec. 12). The equivalence does not have to be wadtat inflation. For
example, theeheatingtemperaturel};, after the Higgs inflation is about)!'® GeV
[95, 96, 97], whereas after the Starobinsky inflation onethas~ 10° GeV/ [18], or
the one order more in the supersymmetric case.

e |t is expected that the classical equivalencérgkenin quantum theory
because the classical equivalence is achieved via a noatfield redefinition (Secs.
3 and 6). When doing that field redefinition in the quantum patégrals defining
those quantum theories (unter their unitarity bounds)yagrise to a non-trivial Jaco-
bian that already implies thguantum inequivalenceven before taking into account
renormalization’

In the supergravity case, there is one more reason for thetguainequivalence
between thé'(R) supergravity and the clasically equivalent quintessenpergrav-
ity. The Kahler potential of the scalar superfield is ddsedi by afull superspace
integral and, therefore, it receives quantum correctibas ¢an easily spoil classical
solutions describing an accelerating universe (thosectans are not under control).
It was the reason for introduction of flat directions in thatfer potential and popu-
lar realizations of inflation in supergravity by the use oféral scalar superpotential
along the flat directions [58, 60, 57]. THER) supergravity action is truly chiral, so
that the function/'(R) is already protected against the quantum perturbativeecorr
tions given by full superspace integrals. It is the imparfzart of physical motivation
for F/(R) supergravity. It also explains why we considéfR ) supergravity as the vi-
able and self-consistent alternative to the Kahler flagations for realizing slow-roll
inflation in supergravity. Of course, one can also consiad¢h lvays together [102].

e The Starobinsky model of chaotic inflation can be embeddeul Ai{R)
supergravity. It is the viable realization of chaotic infiatin supergravity, and gives
a simple solution to the-problem.

e A simple extension of our inflationary model (Sec. 16) ham®aitivecos-
mological constant in the regime of low spacetime curva(@exs. 10 and 11). Itis
non-trivial because the standard supergravity with usugtencan only have a nega-

"See ref. [112] for the first steps of quantization with a higitae derivative.
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tive or vanishing cosmological constant [113]. It happeasduse the usual (known)
matter does not violate thetrong Energy ConditiogSEC) [114]. A violation of the
SEC is required for an accelerating universe, and is eashijesed inf(R) gravity
due to the fact that the quintessence fieldf{iR) gravity is part of metric (ie. the
unusual matter). Similarly, the quintessence scalar $iefitin (R ) supergravity is
part of super-vielbein, and also gives rise to a violatiothef SEC.

In the F'(R) supergravity model we considered (Secs. 10 and 11), thetietie
f(R) gravity function in the high-curvature regime is essefhigiven by the Starobin-

sky function(—MT%R + lé‘fj; R?). In the low-curvature regime it is essentially given
inf

by the Einstein-Hilbert function with a cosmological coars, (—%SLR —A). There-
fore, our model has a cosmological solution describing #ationary universe of the
quasi-dS type withH (t) = (M?2;/6)(t..q — t) at early timeg < t.,4, and an acceler-
ating universe of the dS-type witH = A at late times.

The dynamical chiral superfield iA(R) supergravity may be identified with the
dilaton-axion chiral superfield in quantum 4D Superstrirfigedry, when demanding
the SL(2,Z) symmetry of the effective action. As is well known, Stringebiny sup-
ports the higher-derivative gravity. In particular, theueed R A(R) terms may ap-
pear in the (nonperturbative) gravitational effectiva@ctfter superstring compacti-
fication (with fluxes, after moduli stabilization). The ptein is how to get the anoma-
lously large coefficient in front of theR3-term in the effectivel’(R) supergravity
theory that would be consistent with the superstring dyeami

Supersymmetry ifd’( R) supergravity is broken by inflation but is restored near the
minimum of the scalar potential. The anomaly- or gravitadiby-mediated supersym-
metry breaking (in the hidden sector) may serve as the irapbelement for the new
particle phenomenology (beyond the Standard Model) bagetthe® matter-coupled
F(R) supergravity theory.

20 Outlook: C'P-violation, Baryonic Asymmetry,
Lepto- and Baryo-genesis, Non-Gaussianity, Tests

The observed part of our Universe is higlidly- andC' P—asymmetric (no antimatter).
Inflation naturally implies @ynamicalorigin of the baryonic matter predominance due
to a nonconserved baryon number. The main conditions fodyhamical generation
of the cosmological baryon asymmetry in early universe vi@maulated in Ref. [31]:

1. nonconservation of baryonsf(SUSY, GUT, EW theory),
2. C— andC P—symmetry breaking (confirmed experimentally),

3. deviation from thermal equilibrium in initial hot uniwas.
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The first condition is clearly necessary. And (in theory)éhis no fundamental
reason for the baryon number conservation. The baryon aggmyishould have orig-
inated from spontaneous breaking of th& symmetry that was present at very early
times, so is the need for the second condition. Then the taindlition is required by
the C' PT symmetry, when thé€' P-violation is compensated by ti¥é-violation, so it
has to be no thermal equilibrium.

There exist many scenarios of baryogenesis (see ref. [74]rfeview), all designed
to explain the observed asymmetry (BBN, CMB):

g="E""5 _ (60+0.5) 1071 (20.1)
Ty
Herenp stands for the concentration of baryoms; for the concentration of anti-
baryons, and., for the concentration of photons.

Perhaps, the most popular scenario is the nonthdoargb-through-lepto-genesis
[75, 73], ie. a creation of lepton asymmetry by L-nonconsey\decays of a heavy
(m ~ 10'° GeV) Majorana neutrino, and a subsequent transformatidheofepton
asymmetry into the baryonic asymmetry ©y’-symmetric, B-nonconserving and (B-
L)-conserving electro-weak processes.

The thermal leptogenesis requires the high reheating teanpe, 7}, > 10° GeV
[115], which is consistent with eq. (18.16).

The matter-coupled’(R) supergravity theory may contribute towards thégin
and themechanisnof C' P-violation and baryon asymmetry, because

e complexcoefficients ofF'(R)-function and the complex nature of th&R)
supergravity are the simpsmurceof explicit C' P-violation and complex Yukawa cou-
plings;

e the nonthermal leptogenesis is possible via decay of he@vifesneutri-
nos (FY-mechanism)niversally producedby (super)scalaron decays, or via neutrino
oscillations in early universe [116];

e the existence of the natural Cold Dark Matter candidagesv{tino, axion
inflatino or, maybejnflatonitself!) in F(R) supergravity;

e asis well knownnon-Gaussianitys a measure of inflatomteractionsde-
scribed by its 3-point functions and higher — cf. eq. (4.3)e ion-Gaussianity param-
eter fyi, is defined in terms of the (gauge-invariant) comoving cumaperturbations
as

. . 3 R
R =R + : fNLRgr (20.2)

The non-Gaussianity was not observed yet, though it is egdecAs regards the
single-field inflationary models, they predict [117]

5
faL = E(l —ng) ~ 0.02 (20.3)

The Starobinsky inflation is known to yield highly Gaussiamnctuations, which is
consistent with the recent Planck (2013) data [24].
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Finally, we would like to comment on possible testingf@f?) gravity andF(R)
supergravity in Solar system and ground-based experiments

As regards the large-scale structure of the present umiyére scalaron (ie. the
dynamical spin-0 part of metric) may be responsible for dsederation or Dark En-
ergy. However, since scalaron is universally coupled toredtter with gravitational
strength, it may lead to an unacceptable violation of thevadgnce principle. To
avoid it, the scalaron should be “screened off” on the Solatesn scales, because of
the strong observational constraints from experimensa$tef the equivalence princi-
ple [118, 119]. Moreover, it should not give rise to a largal@iion of the equivalence
principle in ground-based (on Earth) laboratories, begaighe tight constraints on
the fifth fundamental force in Nature [120].

A natural solution to both problems is provided 6jrameleon Cosmolod$21,
122], because the effective scalaron mass is dependentaulpmal matter density
(see also refs. [123, 124]). The effective scalar potepfigthe scalaron (Chameleon)
field takes the form

Vet (¢) = V() + pexp (Bp/Mp) (20.4)

where the parametet is of the orderl. The exponential factor here arises due to
the universal coupling of the scalaron to the matter of dgnsi— see eq. (18.5).
As a result, the effective Chameleon mass is abowo that in a sufficiently dense
environment one can evade the observational constraintiseoaquivalnce principle
and the fifth force.
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Appendix A: Scalar Potential in F'(R) Supergravity

The exact Kahler potential and the superpotential gemericF'(R) Supergravity de-
scribed by the action (6.1) with the fixed chiral compensaterfound in Sec. 13 —
see egs. (13.7) and (13.1), respectively. It is, there&iraightforward to compute the
full scalar potential by the use of egs. (6.16) or (6.23)hwit gravitational corrections
included.
Equation (6.23) in the units with/p; = 1 for the chiral superpotentid ()’) reads
2 -1
Y _ o€ 0G< 0°G ) oG

o \oyoy) @ (A1)

y=Y

in terms of the Kahlegauge-invarianfunction G(),Y) = K(Y,Y) + In|Z(Y)|*.
Substituting the Kahler potential of eq. (13.7) yields slealar potential in the form

1 oz|> 3 (07 0Z
V=—>=oilas| ————= 45+ 2= A.2
3<y+y>{'ay y+y< 0y " ay)} (A2)

In the case of the cubi&nsatz(10.1) for theF'(R) function, we find
V1M \/ 80m?
Z2(Y) = 60 {3(37— 3/4) =2(Y = 3/4\/1 + W(y —3/4)
21M? 80m?

+M (1—\/1+W(J}—3/4)>} (A.3)

When substituting it into eq. (A.2) one arrives at a very lydgormula for the scalar
potential with many square roots, which is not very illuming. It is therefore, no
surprise that such scalar potentials were not investigzsddder.

We would like to emphasize that in our approach there is nd teese the scalar
potential because it is much easier to work in the originetiyse with theF’-function.
See recent refs. [125, 126] for the different (non-mininaglproaches to the Starobin-
sky inflation in supergravity by the use of two or three chaaperfields.
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