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Abstract. We compute the third order gauge invariant action for scalar-graviton interactions
in the Jordan frame. We demonstrate that the gauge invariant action for scalar and tensor per-
turbations on one physical hypersurface only differs from that on another physical hypersurface
via terms proportional to the equation of motion and boundary terms, such that the evolution
of non-Gaussianity may be called unique. Moreover, we demonstrate that the gauge invari-
ant curvature perturbation and graviton on uniform field hypersurfaces in the Jordan frame
are equal to their counterparts in the Einstein frame. These frame independent perturbations
are therefore particularly useful in relating results in different frames at the perturbative level.
On the other hand, the field perturbation and graviton on uniform curvature hypersurfaces in
the Jordan and Einstein frame are non-linearly related, as are their corresponding actions and
n-point functions.
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1 Introduction

The theory of General Relativity exhibits general covariance — physical laws and observables
are invariant under coordinate reparametrizations. In a field-theoretic framework these physical
laws are derived from an action, written in a manifestly covariant form in terms of tensors,
covariant derivatives, 4-vectors and scalars. Even though the action is manifestly covariant, this
is not at all clear when the action is perturbed around a fixed background. Here is where one
runs into the gauge problem of General Relativity — the perturbations themselves are dependent
on the choice of coordinate system. As a consequence it becomes complicated to extract physical
observables from the perturbed action.

Fortunately it is possible to specify unambiguous quantities through the use of gauge invari-
ant cosmological perturbations [1]. This has been applied to the action for a single scalar field
in an expanding universe, by deriving the manifestly gauge invariant quadratic action for lin-
early gauge invariant scalar perturbations [2, 3]. In an inflationary context the primordial power
spectrum for these fluctuations is predicted to be nearly scale invariant, which has recently been
established at the 5 o level by the Planck mission [4]. Gauge invariant perturbations can also



be constructed at second order in perturbation theory by fixing the gauge transformation order
by order [5-8]. Moreover, in Ref. [9] the third order action for standard single field inflation
was derived in different gauges, while Refs. [10, 11] derived the action for more general single
field inflation in the uniform field gauge. Finally the fourth order action was computed in the
uniform curvature gauge in [12, 13]. Only recently the third order action for scalar perturbations
was treated in a completely gauge invariant way [14, 15], and it was demonstrated how to find
the gauge invariant vertices and second order gauge invariant variables from the action.

Closely related to the coordinate invariance of General Relativity and the associated diffi-
culties at the perturbative level, is the case of frame transformations and physical equivalence. A
single scalar field may be non-minimally coupled to the Ricci scalar in the action, which is then
said to be in the Jordan frame. It has been long known that such a theory may be rewritten into
the standard, minimally coupled Finstein frame form by redefining the metric and scalar field.
Since these are just field redefinitions, no physical content is lost in the frame transformation,
and the Jordan and Einstein frame are in that sense physically equivalent. This proves very
convenient in finding Jordan frame results via the simpler Finstein frame. For example, the
concept of Higgs inflation [16, 17] (see also [18, 19]), where the Higgs field is coupled to the Ricci
scalar by a large non-minimal coupling, is most easily illustrated in the Einstein frame, where
the potential becomes exponentially flat for large field values.

Although the equivalence between the Jordan and Einstein frame is straightforwardly es-
tablished for the complete action, this is not obvious for the perturbed action. The reason is
that the perturbations in one frame do not coincide with those in the other frame, because the
frame transformations are field dependent (note the similarity to the gauge dependent case).
As such it becomes troublesome to relate certain quantity in one frame, for example an n-point
function in the Jordan frame, to the corresponding quantity in the other frame.

Luckily, also here it is possible to define unambiguous perturbations which take the same
form in either frame. We call these perturbations frame independent cosmological perturbations.
In Refs. [20, 21] the frame independent scalar perturbation was derived, and it was shown
that it coincides with the linear gauge invariant curvature perturbation. In terms of such a
frame independent perturbation the equivalence between Jordan and Einstein frame is almost
trivially established for the second order action, and it was used to derive the power spectrum in
the Jordan frame from the well-known Einstein frame result. Also, the second order action was
derived directly in the Jordan frame, and it was shown to be related to the Einstein frame action
via a frame transformation [22]. Furthermore, the frame independence of the gauge invariant
curvature perturbation has been demonstrated to second order, and was used to compute fnr,
in the Jordan frame via the Einstein frame [23]. The action for third order scalar perturbations
in the Jordan frame was computed in Ref. [24] in the uniform field gauge, and it was shown
in Ref. [25] that it can be derived from the Einstein frame action by frame transformations of
the background quantities. In recent work [15] we took a gauge invariant approach and showed
how to derive the cubic Jordan frame action for gauge invariant scalar perturbations from the
Einstein frame.

In most of the works above the only perturbation considered was the scalar degree of
freedom in the action. In this work we extend our previous work to include the graviton and
scalar-graviton interactions in the action. We perform all computations directly in the Jordan
frame with a general non-minimal coupling. In section 2 we introduce the model and pertur-
bations. In section 3 we compute the gauge invariant cubic vertices for the graviton and for
scalar-graviton interactions on different hypersurfaces. Finally, in section 4 we show how the
gauge invariant cubic action in the Jordan frame is related to that in the Einstein frame.



2 The model

We consider a single scalar field in the Jordan frame, i.e. coupled non-minimally to the Ricci
scalar,

S = ;/d‘*x\/?g{RF(cb) — g"'9,89,® — 2V (®)} . (2.1)

The function F(®) is a general function of the scalar field ®. For a minimally coupled theory
F(®) = MI% = 1, where Mp is the reduced Planck mass. In the case of Higgs inflation the
coupling is F(®) = M2 — (92

We are interested in finding the action (2.1) up to third order in perturbations. Since the
theory of general relativity is covariant, some of the degrees of freedom in the action are not
physical. In order to eliminate unphysical degrees of freedom from the action, and to separate
dynamical from constraint degrees of freedom, it is most convenient to slice up spacetime into
spatial hypersurfaces. This can be done using the Arnowitt-Deser-Misner (ADM) metric [26],
which is defined through the line element

ds® = —N2dt? + g;j(da’ + N'dt)(dz? + N7dt). (2.2)

Here g;; is the spatial metric and N and N ¢ are the lapse and shift functions, respectively. In
terms of the ADM metric the action (2.1) can be written (up to boundary terms) as [22]

S = ;/d?’xdt\/g{NRF((I)) + % (EYE;; — E*) F(®) — %EF’((I)) (0,® — N'9;®)

.. 1 . ..
+ 2g”VZNV]F(<I>) + N (8,5(1) - NZ&(I))? - Ng“(?l-@aj@ - QNV((I))} y
(2.3)

where F'(®) = dF(®)/d® and the measure /g, the Ricci scalar R and covariant derivatives V;
are composed of the spatial part of the metric g;; alone. The quantities E;; and E are related

to the extrinsic curvature K;; as F;; = —N K, with
1
Eij = 5 ((%gij — ViNj — VjNZ') (2.4)
E= gijEij . (2.5)

As one observes from Eq. (2.3), there are no kinetic-like terms for N and N?. These fields
therefore act as constraint or auxiliary fields. The remaining dynamical variables are g;; and
®. Although they contain in principle seven dynamical degrees of freedom, only three of them
are physical due to the additional gauge freedom in the action. Diffeomorphism invariance (or
covariance) allows one to reparametrize coordinates, which means that four degrees of freedom
are unphysical. They can be eliminated from the action by (a): fixing the gauge freedom, or
(b): constructing gauge invariant perturbations. Gauge fixing has the advantage that a clever
gauge choice can lead to results much faster. A problem is that there can be gauge artifacts due
to incomplete gauge fixing. Also, it may prove difficult to relate results in one gauge to those
in another, as is the case in gravity where gauge transformations are non-linear. The gauge
invariant approach is on the one hand more tedious, as one should take all degrees of freedom
into account and rewrite e.g. the action or equations of motion in terms of gauge invariant



variables. On the other hand, it is more thorough and one is guaranteed to obtain results for
the physical variables.

In this work we take a mixed approach. We fix the gauge freedom with regards to spatial
coordinate transformations, but treat time reparametrizations in a gauge invariant way. As is
well known from work on first order scalar perturbation theory (and the second order action
describing these perturbations) this describes dynamical scalar and tensor perturbations that are
gauge invariant, and constraint perturbations that are partially gauge fixed. Thus, this approach
treats the most relevant perturbations, that is the dynamical perturbations, in a gauge invariant
manner.

Our goal is to construct the third order action for gauge invariant scalar and tensor per-
turbations, starting from the unperturbed Jordan frame action (2.3). The perturbations are
considered on top of the homogeneous FLRW background.

gij = a”e* (e%);;

=09+
N =N(1+n)
N =a 'N(t)(a '8;s +nl), (2.6)

where 9;n] = 0 and the background quantities are a = a(t), ¢ = ¢(t) and N = N(¢) 1. This
background can be inserted in the action (2.3). The background Friedmann equations and field
equations are obtained by a variation of this action with respect to N, a and ¢. This gives,
respectively,

H? = GLF (62 +2v — 6H |
= oo (-8 4 HE - F)
0:$+3H¢+V’—6(2H2+H> %F’. (2.7)

Here we have defined the dotted derivative as ¢ = da/(Ndt), and the Hubble parameter is
H=a/a.

Next we consider perturbations. As we are interested in finding the third order action, all
perturbations are of second order. Any third order perturbation vanishes due to the background
equations of motion. The perturbation «;; is part of the scalar-vector-tensor decomposition of
the metric (2.6) and reads

_ &@ﬁ I a(z h?)

. + %5 (2.8)

with
dih] =0, divi; =0, Yii = 0575 = 0. (2.9)

The perturbation «;; is thus the transverse traceless tensorial perturbation, and is often re-
ferred to as the graviton. Even though the complete action (2.1) is generally covariant, the

1Some notes on conventions, such as indices placement and factors of N and a, as well as some intermediate
expansions of quantities in (2.3) can be found in appendix A.



perturbations themselves are not. An infinitesimal diffeomorphism generated by a vector field
o= (€0,¢Y), ¢ = a 196 + £Z~T, induces a gauge transformation of the perturbed metric and
scalar field, which for the particular (dynamical) perturbations in Egs. (2.6) and (2.8) means
that to first order

0
v et
0
H>
(= C+HT
8i8jh &-Gjh 28i6j§
5 2 2
a a a
T T T
8(ihj) . 8(ihj) B 28(,{].)
a a a
’Yij — %-j . (2'10)

Here is where the partial gauge fixing comes in. The spatial gauge freedom can be fixed by
setting

h=0, ' =o, (2.11)

2

such that the perturbed metric can be written as g;; = a?e?¢(e?);; 2. The only remaining gauge
freedom is the temporal gauge freedom, characterized by the gauge parameter £°. At first order
in perturbations the graviton -;; is gauge invariant, but the scalar perturbations ¢ and ¢ are
not. However, it is possible to construct a scalar combination which is gauge invariant to first
order. At second order both the graviton and scalar perturbations are gauge non-invariant, but
also here it is possible to define non-linear variables which are gauge invariant to second order.
In principle there are infinitely many gauge invariant variables at second order, but they are all
related by non-linear transformations. In a previous work [15] we focused on the gauge invariant
scalar perturbations and showed how to construct the gauge invariant action at third order. In
this work we shall focus mostly on the graviton and scalar-graviton interactions.

3 The gauge invariant action in the Jordan frame

We now wish to find the gauge invariant action at third order for the dynamical scalar and
tensor. Of course, the action (2.3) is gauge invariant by definition, since it originates from
the manifestly covariant action (2.1). However, the perturbations (2.6) are not gauge invariant
(2.10). Thus, we set out to find the manifestly gauge invariant action at the perturbative level.

In order to do so, we first have to deal with the lapse function N and shift vector N?. As
was mentioned in the previous section, these fields act as auxiliary fields. Thus, they can be
solved for and their solution can be inserted back into the action[9]. For the second order action,
it is only necessary to find the solution for N and N° to first order in perturbations. Any second
order term for N multiplies the background equation for H? (2.7), as this equation is precisely
derived by varying the action with respect to N. A second order perturbation of N* appears as
a total spatial derivative, and such a term vanishes likewise.

2The gauge fixing essentially means that we choose £ = %ﬁ +0O(€?) and ¢] = %hZT + O(£?). Therefore, in any
other place where & and £~ appear, such as the second order gauge transformations of ¢, ¢ and ~;;, or first order
transformation of the constraint fields, the perturbations h and hT reappear. However, in this work we actually
set h and hT to zero everywhere. In a sense, we thus only consider temporal gauge transformations.



For the third order action, it is also sufficient to know the solutions for N and N* to
first order in perturbations. The third order terms vanish due to the background equations of
motion, and the second order perturbations of N and N? multiply the first order solutions of
the constraint equations.

The first order solutions for N and N*? are found from the equations of motion for these
variables. Starting from the action (2.3) we find

0 :;\/g{[}z ~ N"*(EYE;j; — E®)|F(®) + 2N 2EF'(®)(0,® — N'9;®) — 29"/ V,;V;F(®)

~ N2(0,® — N'9;®)? — ¢ 0,20;® — 2V(<I>)}
0=V, {N*l(Ej’“g,»k — B3 )F(®) — 6;; N~LF'(®)(8,® — Niaicb)}
—~ N"Y~EF'(®) + 0,® — N'0;®)0;® . (3.1)

The second equation gives, to first order in perturbations

) . . . 1V2 .
0=0; [2(2HF 4 FYn — 4F( — 2pp — 2F' ¢+ 2HF' o — 2F"<;5<p} - §V—n2T . (32)
a
which present the solutions
ne——[9F¢ + o+ Flp— HF o + F'¢ }
SHF + F C+op ® © Pp
nt =0. (3.3)

The other constraint in Eq. (3.1) can also be expanded to first order in perturbations, and this
presents the solution for the scalar shift perturbation V2s. By using the equations of motion
(2.7) and the first order solution for n we find

2 3F
st: —1'v22<< 1F’> 1 ¢*+3
1F
“  Htap? +3
v2

- (3.4)

1 <C+1F’ >+
— SEP) X
H+3% 2F

Here we have implicitly defined the scalar quantity y. The solutions (3.3) and (3.4) may be
inserted into the action (2.3) perturbed to second and third order. The remaining terms in the
action only depend on ¢, ¢ and ~;; 3,

Before we start to compute the gauge invariant action for the dynamical perturbations,
let us note that there are alternative ways to deal with the non-dynamical degrees of freedom
N and N, see Refs. [27] and [22]. At second order the perturbations of N and N* can be
decoupled from the rest of the action (essentially ”completing the square”). As a consequence

3Tt is possible to keep the other scalar and vectorial part of the metric perturbation, h and hT, see Eq. (2.8)
In that case the first order solutions of the transverse part of the shift is n} /a = %(hiT/a)', and the longitudinal

part gets an extra contribution V?s/a® = %(VQE/aQ)' +.... When these solutions are inserted in the second order
perturbed action, the quadratic parts in h and hT disappear completely. This shows that these variables are not
propagating degrees of freedom.



extra terms appear in the second order action for the remaining dynamical variables, which,
not surprisingly, are precisely those that one would get after replacing n and s by their first
order solutions. The decoupled perturbations are gauge invariant and their equation of motion
is the first order solution of the constraint equation. At third order the perturbations for N and
N can also be decoupled, with the decoupled fields giving the second order solutions for the
constraint equations, and extra terms in the third order action corresponding to the substitution
of the first order solutions of the constraint fields in the action. The procedure is explained in
appendix B.

3.1 Second order gauge invariant action

Here we briefly review the quadratic computation, which was done before in the Jordan frame
[22]. The scalar field action in the Jordan frame (2.3) can be expanded to second order by
inserting the perturbations (2.6). Details of expansions of individual terms can be found in
appendix A. Next, the perturbations of n and s can be replaced by its first order solutions (3.3)
and (3.4). This immediately yields the gauge invariant action for the graviton,

1 _ S F | i\
S@2?) = 2/d3xdtNa34 [’yij%-j — ( %J) ] . (3.5)

a

Any cross terms ¢y and (v vanish as total derivatives. The remaining terms in the action are
quadratic ¢2 and (2, or mixed terms (¢. They may be combined into the action for a single
scalar perturbation,

1 )2 4 312 Owe \ 2
SO = 5 / & dtNaE"z’iUQ W — (“’<> , (3.6)
sty e
where we is defined as
H
we = ¢ — ¢ (3.7)

This variable is gauge invariant to first order in perturbations, as can be checked straightfor-
wardly from Eq. (2.10). w¢ is commonly called the curvature perturbation on uniform field
hypersurfaces, since it reduces to ¢ in the gauge ¢ = 0. Alternatively, we can define another
gauge invariant variable, the field perturbation on uniform curvature hypersurfaces, by

¢
Also this variable is gauge invariant, and in terms of it the action can be written as
1 ~ 12 | 3F2 H 2 H 2
52 [wi] =- /d?’wdt]\fa3 ot 3 I ( ?.H@) - (8 77%) ; (3.9)
2 (1 +3%) ¢ ¢ ¢

The first order equations for motion for the graviton and the gauge invariant curvature pertur-

bation are
552 a’F 1 N v2
=0=— (—a (a®F4ij) + az%j)

5%‘]‘ 4 3F
55(2) '2+§E '2_‘_§E V2
5o —0=- a3¢72f72u'}< +a3¢2'F2a?w<' (3.10)
1F 1F
¢ <H+ ﬁ) (H+ ﬁ)



The first order equation of motion for the gauge invariant field perturbation is related to that
of the curvature perturbation as

552 —H §S®@
(5w¢, o 5w<

(3.11)

_Huwyp

This is of course true since at first order the gauge invariant curvature perturbation and field
perturbation are related via a rescaling by background quantities

we = —Eww (3.12)
)
The fact that the linear gauge invariant variables on different hypersurfaces are related by time
dependent rescalings, plus the fact that the graviton decouples and is gauge invariant by itself,
makes it relatively easy to find scalar and graviton 2-point functions on different hypersurfaces.
At higher order this is no longer the case, and we shall discuss this next.

3.2 Third order gauge invariant action

We continue by finding the gauge invariant vertices for scalar and graviton interactions in the
Jordan frame. Due to the non-linear nature of general relativity the second order perturbations
(2.6) transform non-linearly under gauge transformations. As such, the gauge invariant scalar
and tensor perturbations receive quadratic contributions. This implies that some of the vertices
for scalar and graviton interactions that naively appear in the third order action after inserting
the perturbations (2.6) in (2.3), are actually non-physical. When the naive third order action
is expressed in terms of second order gauge invariant variables, some of the cubic vertices are
absorbed into the quadratic action for these variables. This greatly complicates the construction
of the third order action for scalar and graviton interactions. However, there is a systematic
way to isolate the physical cubic vertices and at the same time find the second order gauge
invariant scalar and tensor perturbation. The procedure was outlined in Ref. [15] where the
cubic vertices for scalar interactions were found. Here we apply the procedure to the cubic
action for scalar-graviton interactions.

3.2.1 Scalar-scalar-graviton vertices on uniform field hypersurfaces

The naive scalar-scalar-graviton vertices are found by collecting those third order terms from
the action (2.3) expanded up to third order in perturbations (2.6). This gives

S[ssg] = /d%dtNa { [F¢+ Flp+ Fnl %J@fﬁ 2Py ;gag

0;0; 0;0;5 Oxij O
+ [-3FC = F'o +nF] 4 a;$+ w5 O ke

om _,0; i 0;
23— ]TSOJW' ’Soj(p}-

a a a

(3.13)

”
jCL a

Note that s and n are linear in scalar perturbations according to (3.3) and (3.4). Gauge in-
variance is not manifest in the action (3.13), because the scalar perturbations ¢ and ¢ are not
linearly gauge invariant. The curvature perturbation on uniform field hypersurfaces, w¢, on the



other hand is gauge invariant to first order. So let us find the gauge invariant cubic vertices for
scalar-scalar-graviton interactions by inserting into the action above

C:wg—i-l;[go. (3.14)

This substitution separates the action (3.13) into a manifestly gauge invariant part with wg’y
vertices, and a gauge dependent part with ¢?v and wey vertices. Schematically

S[ssg] = Sar[wy] + Sap[p*y + weer] .- (3.15)
The gauge invariant vertices are

1 N 0;0;w Owe :w
Saus) = 5 [ diadiNa'F {4 [0 + ] g =g + 2

a a

- [3“’( - nwc] Vij o2 a2 a a

Oy Ossuc Oy o } . (3.16)
where for convenience we have separated the first order solutions of the constraint equations in
a gauge invariant and gauge dependent part,

L N
":WW*(Q =nw<+(¢)

Vis V? -1 Vip V2 V2o

Note from Eq. (3.4) that the x part of the first order solution is gauge invariant by itself.
Although we did not write the gauge dependent part of the third order action Sgp[p?y + wep]
explicitly, it is easy to see that it is nonzero. This seems to pose a major problem, since it
suggests that gauge invariance is broken at the perturbative level. However, we should remind
ourselves that in the third order action we deal with second order perturbations. Likewise,
these perturbations transform to second order under gauge transformations. As a consequence,
the first order gauge invariant curvature perturbation w¢ and graviton 7;; are no longer gauge
invariant. Schematically we can write these second order gauge transformations as (see Refs.
[14] [15])

we — we + Agwg
Vi = Vg + (A57)s5 (3.18)

Under such gauge transformations the second order actions for w¢ and +;; transform as

1 _ 2 653
SOR?) = SO+ 5 / d*zdtNa® {3 oo <A§m}
1J

1 _ 2 §52)
S@[wl] — §Pw? + 3 / dPrdtNa? {(136(50 . A%wg} , (3.19)



up to total derivatives. This second order gauge transformation of the quadratic action can only
be balanced by gauge dependent terms in the third order action which are proportional to the
equation of motion. So in fact, in order for the third order action to be gauge invariant under
second order transformations, we expect to have a gauge dependent part in the third order
action after the substitution (3.14) into (2.3). This gauge dependent part must be proportional
to the linear equations of motion. Indeed, after many partial integrations we find that

235% [WW _ (W‘%‘ch . Waﬁw:)]
a? 5’Yz'j aq'ﬁ aq'ﬁ aq'ﬁ a a(ﬁ a

2 (55(2) 81@ 1 @Y.
“ e Lo (150 (320

The complete action to third order in perturbations can now be written in a manifestly gauge
invariant way by defining second order gauge invariant variables,

1 _
Scplp*y +wepr] = 2/d3:ndtNa3{

- 0;p 0; 0; 0jSw 9;p O0iSw

Teis =g + o LE — (SDJ < MC) +0(vp) (3:21)
ap ap ap a ap @

WC =w¢ + VQJ <4é%j) + O(g@ ) . (3.22)

The first variable is the second order gauge invariant tensor perturbation, and may be called the
graviton on uniform field hypersurfaces, since it reduces to 7;; in the gauge ¢ = 0. Similarly,
W is the second order curvature perturbation on uniform field hypersurfaces. The manifestly
gauge invariant quadratic actions for these perturbations have precisely the same form as Egs.
(3.5) and (3.6), i.e.

~ 1 o F ) 2 85/ ] 2
S@EE = 3 /dsﬂ?dtNa34 [“Yc,iﬂc,z‘j - (C’j> ]

a

2, 3F2 ) 2
S<2>[W2]:1 BratNa -2 T2 E gz (V)T (3.23)
=3 YR a
ﬁ)

The vertices for scalar-scalar-graviton interactions can be found immediately from Eq. (3.16) by
replacing the first order gauge invariant variables by their second order generalizations (which
does not change anything for the cubic vertices). Thus we get

0; 8j WC

~ 1 _ . _ oW, 0 W,
S[Wg’yc] = 5 /d3xdtNa3F{4 [WC + nWC] V¢ i 02 + 2’7{,1’]‘ cYYe

a

- [SWC - an} 'LYC,ij a2 a2 a a

0;0j Wy, N 0i0jsw, OkAc,ij Oksw } (3.24)
Note that the gauge invariant variables can still contain other terms at second order, as can
be seen from Eqgs. (3.22). The O(y¢) terms in the definition for 4. can only originate from
the scalar-graviton-graviton action at third order, which is precisely what we shall discuss in
the next section. The O(p?) terms in the definition for W, originate from the cubic scalar
interactions. They were discussed (in the long wavelength limit) in Refs. [14] and [15].
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In conclusion, we have presented and applied a systematic method to find the manifestly
gauge invariant action at third order. The trick is to simply insert the first order gauge invariant
variable (3.14) into the naive cubic vertices . Not only does this method give the physical
cubic vertices, but it also gives the correct form of the second order gauge invariant variables.
Usually the second order gauge invariant variables are found by fixing the second order gauge
transformation of the perturbations (see e.g. [7, 8]). Here no explicit second order gauge
transformations were necessary . The only ingredient that we used is the manifest general
covariance of the complete action (2.1), and the notion that a manifestly gauge invariant can be
written down order by order in perturbation theory.

The method can also be generalized to higher order perturbation theory. Take the mani-
festly gauge invariant action for second order perturbations, Egs. (3.23) and (3.24). The action
(2.3) expanded to fourth order in perturbation theory contains again ¢, ¢ and ;;. Now replace
(=W:+Hyp/ ¢ and Yij = Y¢,ij- The fourth order action separates in a gauge invariant part with
second order gauge invariant variables W, and 7 ;;, and a gauge dependent part. The gauge
dependent part must be must be proportional to the linear equations of motion, and to §53/ dwe
and 693 /67;;. The first part must be there to balance the third order gauge transformation of
the quadratic action, and can be absorbed into the definition of third order gauge invariant vari-
ables. The second part must be there to balance the second order gauge transformation of the
cubic action, and can be absorbed into the definition of second order gauge invariant variables
in the cubic action. Note that we replaced w; — W in the cubic vertices, which is only allowed
when we consider the action up to third order in perturbations. One could go to even higher
order in perturbation theory, where in general the gauge dependent part of the nth order action
can be absorbed into lower order actions by defining gauge invariant variables at n — 1th order.

3.2.2 Scalar-graviton-graviton vertices on uniform field hypersurfaces

So far we have only discussed the scalar-scalar-graviton vertices. The gauge invariant scalar-
graviton-graviton and pure graviton vertices can be computed using the same method as de-
scribed in the previous section. We start with the naive scalar-graviton-graviton vertices from
the expansion of (2.3)

1 V 0;0; ik 0j
S[Sgg] = 5 /d3xdtNa5{ — 2F’Yik’)/kj7]< _ 2F'Yik%%

1 1 0y O;
+ (BFC+ F'o) 7 R — (FCH+ Flop) ZMM
a a
1 1 0iv O; 1 Oy O;
B S VRt Okl L i ik 0is (3.25)
4 4 a a 2 a a

Again we separate the cubic terms in manifestly gauge invariant vertices composed of w¢ and
7ij, plus gauge non-invariant terms, by using (3.14). The gauge invariant vertices are

@-ijg _ ai’)/jk aij _ 1

! y By Ois
SGI[U)C'YQ} = 5 /d3:1:dtNa3F{ — 27ik'7kj7 ik p a *’Ykliﬁ

2 a a

1. . 1 0iyr1 Oiy
+ (3?1)( — an)Z’ykl’ykl — (U)C —+ nwc)i . ? , (3.26)

40f course, one could check that the second order gauge invariant variables which follow from the action
procedure agree with those constructed via the gauge transformation method as in [8].
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and the gauge dependent part of the action (3.25) (with ¢y? terms) becomes after several partial
integrations

(@)
P 205 } (3.27)

1 _
SGD[(p’yQ] = 5 /dg.’BdtNGS{ — g’ng 57
]

up to boundary terms. Hence, this gauge dependent part of the scalar-graviton-graviton action
may be absorbed by a redefinition of 7;;. Considering the previously defined second order
graviton on uniform field hypersurfaces 7 ;;, this precisely describes the O(¢) contribution.
Thus, the complete gauge invariant graviton to second order is

dip Ojp _ <8e0 Oysue Wé’ﬁwe) v

i ap Nab @ Tap a )T (3:2%)

The manifestly gauge invariant cubic vertices for scalar-graviton-graviton interactions are then

Veiig =Vij +

1 _ 0;0; W, 0i¢. ik O; W, 1. Oi9¢ 0is
~21 3 3 Cox. o~ GOV o ORIV L, i V¢ kL Y1oWe
SWeigl = 5 /d zdtNa F{ 23¢inVe ki 2 i, LS ——
1. . 1 9i¢ k1 OV kil
+ BWe = nwe) icwVem — (W + nwe) g — == -

(3.29)

3.2.3 Pure graviton vertices on uniform field hypersurfaces

Since the second order tensor perturbation «;; is gauge invariant to first order, the pure graviton
vertices are automatically gauge invariant. Thus the 4 found after an expansion of (2.3) are
the physical vertices. In the cubic vertices we can replace v;; by its second order gauge invariant
generalization, 7. ;;, which gives the manifestly gauge invariant vertices

7< J a a

o 1 s a1 0w OFen 1. Ok 0Fca 1. 0505
S5 :/ddxdtNadF Ly 20w O | Ls ek O¥car Ly Ot O |
2 4 a a 4 a 4

(3.30)

3.2.4 Scalar-graviton interactions on uniform curvature hypersurfaces

In the previous sections we we constructed in a systematic the cubic gauge invariant action for
the second order graviton and curvature perturbation on uniform field hypersurfaces. Similarly,
we can find the gauge invariant action for scalar field and tensor perturbations on uniform
curvature hypersurfaces. The starting point is again the action (2.3), which expanded to third
order for scalar-graviton interactions gives Eqs. (3.13) and (3.25). Instead of replacing ¢ by its
linearly gauge invariant variable w¢, we now make use of Eq. (3.8) to replace

¢

=w, + —=C(. 3.31
¥ ® HC ( )
This separates the cubic vertices into a manifestly gauge invariant part involving linearly gauge
invariant scalar perturbation w, and tensor +;;, plus gauge dependent vertices that involve the
gauge dependent variable (. Analogous to the previous sections, the gauge dependent part of

the cubic action can be brought to a form which is proportional to the linear equations of motion
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for w, and 7;;. These terms may be absorbed into the quadratic action by defining second order
variables

G 0COC (8Os, 0 Disu,
Vs =i H%J + aH oH aH «a + aH a

1
Wy =w, — V2 <4ZC2 ZJ) +0(¢%), (3.32)

where we have separated the first order constraint solutions (3.3) and (3.4) into a gauge invariant
and gauge dependent part

_h Ve (Huw,\ (<YL ¢\
”“H¢%+H+;g<¢ )*(H)Z”%+<H)

2 2 _1F 2 2 2
Vis Vo _TaF We ) V6 _Vo . VG (3.33)
L P
2 F (ZS

a2 H a2 a2 H'

In the gauge ¢ = 0 the perturbations ¥, ;; and W, reduce to the graviton 7;; and field per-
turbation ¢. Therefore, they are called the second order gauge invariant graviton on uniform
curvature hypersurfaces and field perturbation on uniform curvature hypersurfaces, respectively.
The O(¢?) terms in the second order perturbation W, follow from the pure scalar interactions,
which have been discussed (in part) in [14] and [15]. The quadratic action for the perturbations

(3.32) is
~ 1 _ F . - a~ i 2
S(2) [7(,20] - 5 /dgxdtNa34 [’ytﬂij’y‘p,ij — <’}/le7‘7> ]

2 | 3F2 -2 2
s -3 [ s dthM [(H%) _<8Hm)]. (334
H+%%> ¢ ¢ ¢

The interaction vertices are found by replacing w, and ~;; in the gauge invariant part of the
third order action by their second order generalizations. This gives the scalar-scalar-graviton
vertices

1 = WL\ = 0;0; . 0; 0; W,
SIW 2] = 5 / d3xdtNa3{ (nWwF - FJ’) Fpij W 2F%,ij%ii

a? a ¢
- O;W,0;W, 0;058W.,, OkYp.ij Oksw,
ii v F @ ®,1] ® )
Vepiii ™, a + o2 P a ) (3.35)

and the scalar-graviton-graviton vertices

W (1: 10k Ok

1 1 05, k1 OiVp kil
—nw, F <4’7ap,kl7<pkl+w e

iV, Oisw,
4 a a ’

(3.36)

1
§7w,kl
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and finally the pure graviton vertices

- 1 OVt OVt 1 Oipkj Ot 1. 0¥t 05V,

3 3 3 Uikl 95, 1 iVo,kj OjVpil L OiYp,jl O,
S[’y@] 3 /d zdtNa F{4 Yo.ij o . + 47%161 . a0 474p,7,k . o .
(3.37)

In these interaction actions the nyy, and sy, are obtained by replacing w, — W, in Egs. (3.33).

3.3 Uniqueness of the scalar-graviton action

We have now computed two gauge invariant actions for cubic scalar and graviton interactions.
Egs. (3.24), (3.29) and (3.30) describe the interactions for the curvature perturbation and
graviton on uniform field hypersurfaces, W and ¢ ;;. Eqgs. (3.35), (3.36) and (3.37) describe
the interactions for the field perturbation and graviton on uniform curvature hypersurfaces, W,
and 7,;;. If we compare the gauge invariant vertices on different hypersurfaces, we see that
they are not the same. They are however related in a relatively simple way. We can show
this by writing the cubic actions on different hypersurfaces in the same form. For example, the
scalar-scalar-graviton interactions Eqs. (3.24) and (3.35) may be partially integrated in order
to find, up to boundary terms,

1 _ 1 @232 99, 2 32 BiWe 0;W,
S[Wg%]:Q/d?’xdtNa:s{—(b 12F WA i 29X ¢ 12FF A L
: )

~ 2 V(I 2 .
n F@-@jx 8k-y<,ij Ok X n (%aj ”Lycﬂ'j We . 255’(2)
a? a a V2| 4 go 1E ad 6We
L1 L oW W (9We dyx | 95We dix 2653
H+%% H+%% a a a a a a a3 03¢ ij
(3.38)
and
2 | 3[? 2, 3E2
_ H . ;0 + 53 O;HW, 0; HW,
S[W2’7<p] /dgxdtNa3{2 (z) + 2°F W¢’7¢,1jaagx + ¢ 2 F 2:}'/50,74 - Y~ ®
(i) 5 (g e

+F

a? a a

H
;05X OkNp,ij OkX N 0;0; [%” W, %%
X Vel X 1 2 i W

¢
%% aina aij _ (az‘Wgo 8j 8jW<p 81X)] 2 (55(2) }

- : - — —— 4 - = T
i @ N o w o) @,
(3.39)

Similarly, the scalar-graviton-graviton actions (3.29) and (3.36) become after some partial inte-
grations,

o1 o] P W : 1 93¢,ij Dc,ij

(H I 1F>2 2 4 a a
CF. O X - W, 2653
2 5 V¢ij G,tj . ¢,ij Cl 2 — 5 , (340)
H + 5? a 7(77’.7
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L1 L B —gwoN (1. . 105011 Oii
S[qu/i] = /d3xdtNa3{ 2 F - ( . LP) <47¢,,ij’y@,¢j + cp’]@’J)

N2
2 H+%%) 2 o 4 a a
CEs e —hf L (—HW,) 2 65¢)
2 ®,1] a a ®,t] H + %% H ¢ a?} 5:}'/%0’?7 :

(3.41)

We see that the actions for W, and 7¢ ;; on the one hand, are almost of the same form of those
for W, and 9, i; on the other hand. They only differ by terms proportional to the equation of
motion and boundary terms (which can be found in appendix C). In fact, we can see that the
actions (3.38) and (3.39) become of the same form once we identify

N N . WC OiWC OjWg &-Wg 8jSWC 8j W< aiSWC
Vg = Vg — ’yc’ijf  aH aH *

aH a aH a
AWy oy 0051 We oo 42

The action for the curvature and graviton perturbation on uniform field hypersurfaces is thus re-
lated to the action for the field and graviton perturbation on uniform curvature hypersurfaces via
non-linear field redefinitions. Of course, Egs. (3.42) are nothing more than non-linear relations
between gauge invariant variables on different hypersurfaces. It can be checked straightforwardly
that the gauge invariant variables (3.22) and (3.32) satisfy the relation (3.42). The exercise in
this section shows that the non-linear relation between different hypersurfaces also follows from
the action. Note that we did not consider the boundary terms here. They are discussed in the
next section.

Some final words on uniqueness of the scalar-graviton interactions. We have seen that
the actions on different hypersurfaces differ by terms proportional to the linear equations of
motion and boundary terms. This means that the complete non-linear equations of motion for
We and 7¢ 45 are actually equal to those for —HW,,/ gi) and 7, ;;, since the boundary terms do
not contribute and the terms proportional to the equation of motion vanish at linear order.
Thus, the evolution of the fields, and of n-point functions, is the same whether one works on
one hypersurface or another. In that sense, there is a unique bulk action that describes the
evolution of non-Gaussianity [15]. Still, n-point functions in the interaction can most certainly
receive contributions from boundary terms in the action, which we shall discuss next.

3.3.1 3-point functions and boundary terms

Due to the non-linear relation between different variables on different hypersurfaces, the 3-
point functions on different hypersurfaces are related via disconnected pieces. For example,
in the case of pure scalar interactions, the disconnected pieces are proportional to the square
of the scalar power spectrum, see for example [9]. In the case of 3-point functions for scalar-
graviton interactions, also the 3-point function on one hypersurface differs from that on another
hypersurface by a product of the scalar and gravitational power spectrum. For example, if
we consider only the local contributions in the non-linear relations (3.42), we find that the
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scalar-graviton-graviton 3-point function on different hypersurfaces are related as

‘f”f.;("’“)%<x2m<x3>> = (We(2)Ae (22)c (5))

(
- % (We (1) We(2)) (e (w2) e (23)) + (We(z1)We (23) (e (22)Fc (23))) + - - . -
(3.43)

Here we used that 7y, = ¢4 — WL’C,ijWC /H + ..., and the dots denote non-local contributions.
Furthermore, we have made use of the Wick contraction and the fact that (W:4:) = 0. The
non-local terms are difficult to deal with in coordinate space, but can be treated consistently in
momentum space. Considering the relation (3.43), one can show that in the so-called squeezed
limit — where one of the momenta is much smaller than the other two — the scalar-graviton-
graviton reduces to a product of the scalar and graviton 2-point correlators multiplied by the
spectral index for tensor fluctuations, nr, see Ref. [9]. For the case of the scalar-scalar-graviton
correlator, it can be seen from the non-linear relations (3.42) that the correlator on different
hypersurfaces differs by non-local terms.

Eq. (3.42) is just an example of two gauge invariant variables that are non-linearly related,
but in principle it can be used for any non-linearly related variables. This is very useful when
computing 3-point functions for a certain variable from an action, since one can choose to work
with a non-linearly related variable for which the action takes a form which is most suitable
in specific situations. For example, during the slow-roll inflationary expansion it is useful to
use the action for W, and 7, ;;, since the orders in slow-roll are separated and it is easy to see
what terms are dominant. This is what was used in Ref. [9] to compute the bispectrum for a
minimally coupled scalar field.

Now some words on the boundary terms. We have derived Eq. (3.43) based purely on the
non-linear relations(3.42). Eq. (3.43) should also follow from the action, but this is not obvious
when we consider the rewritten actions on the uniform field hypersurface (3.38) and (3.40) versus
the actions on uniform curvature hypersurfaces (3.39) and (3.41). The bulk actions are of the
same form, and therefore lead to similar 3-point functions. Terms proportional to the equations
of motion do not contribute to bispectrum, as they vanish when evaluated on the solutions of the
first order equation of motion. This suggests that the disconnected contributions should follow
from the boundary terms that are obtained after partial integrations. Indeed, in the so-called
in-in formalism temporal boundary terms containing time derivatives of fields can contribute to
the bispectrum. These boundary terms were discussed for the pure scalar case in Refs. [28][29]
[14][15]. There, it was found that the temporal boundary terms precisely provide the dominant
contributions to the disconnected pieces of the bispectrum. Thus, in the slow-roll regime the
3-point function for W, can be computed via the 3-point function for W,.

So, in the pure scalar case the non-linear field redefinition (3.42) takes into account the
dominant contributions coming from the boundary terms in the action for W,. However, in
previous work [15] we have argued that the field redefinition should completely take care of all
boundary terms (by which the action on uniform field hypersurfaces differs from that on uniform
curvature hypersurfaces). The argument is straightforward: the gauge invariant action for W¢
and ¢ ;;, and the action for W, and 7, ;;, are both manifestly gauge invariant actions at third
order that follow from the same original covariant action (2.1). The variables are related via a
specific non-linear relation (3.42). Thus, also the manifestly gauge invariant actions should be
related by this non-linear relation. To be more precise, if we write the non-linear transforma-
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tions (3.42) schematically as 4, ; = J¢,i5 + Qi (We, J¢) and —HW¢/$ = We + Qi (We,q¢) the
quadratic actions for 7, ;; and W, (3.34) change under the non-linear transformation as

1 N 2 65

D221 _ a(2)122 3 3 -
1 [dF 0 [F O .
and
1 - 2 652
2 21 _ o2 2 3 3 -
S )[Ww] =5 )[WC] + 2/d zdtNa {Q(Wg,%)&g(WVC
L P +3 | e, i aw )
5 20— WA | - |2 ST “QWe, 30| ¢ -
(H + 5?) (H + 5?)

(3.45)

We have seen that the third order action for W, and 7 ;; can be written as the third order action
for —HW,/ qb and 7, ;;, plus terms proportional to the equation of motion and boundary terms,
see Egs. (3.38) and (3.40). The terms by which the actions differ are precisely the equation of
motion terms as expected by the non-linear transformations (3.44)—(3.45). The boundary terms
are however not precisely the expected ones. In appendix C we give explicit expressions for the
boundary terms and show that the non-linear the redefinitions (3.42) do not completely take
care of the boundary terms. Based on gauge invariance of the action, all boundary terms must
be taken into account by the non-linear field redefinition. We suspect that the discrepancy is due
to two factors that we did not consider. First, boundary terms are already present in the second
order action (3.9). Under a non-linear redefinition (3.42) these second order boundary terms
generate third order boundary terms. Second, boundary terms are also present in the ADM
formulation of the action, i.e. by going from Eq. (2.1) to Eq. (2.3). In total, these boundary
terms could make sure that the action on one hypersurface is related to that on another, at the
bulk as well as at the boundary level.

4 Frame independent cosmological perturbations

4.1 The conformal transformation

So far we have worked exclusively in the Jordan frame and derived the physical vertices for the
manifestly gauge invariant variables. It is however well known that the Jordan frame action with
non-minimal coupling (2.1) can be brought to the Einstein frame action with minimal coupling

1 v
§=3 /d4x\/—gE {Rp — % 0,250, — 2VE(PE)} . (4.1)
by a combined redefinition of the metric and scalar field
Juv,E = Q2guu
dop\? 1 )
1

VE(®E) = mV(@), (4.2)
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with
02 =0%®) = F(D). (4.3)

No physical content is lost by field redefinitions, and thus, in that sense, the Jordan and Einstein
frame are physically equivalent. Nonetheless, there is a defining frame for e.g. the Hubble
parameter that describes the rate of expansion of space. Take the example of Higgs inflation
[16, 17]. Here the defining frame is the Jordan frame, where V(@) is the Standard Model
Higgs potential and ® is the Higgs field that is non-minimally coupled to the Ricci scalar via
F = 1+4£&®2. The metric 9w describes the curvature of spacetime on which the Higgs field lives.

Generally speaking, it is complicated to do computations directly in the Jordan frame due
to the non-minimal coupling. Fortunately we can exploit the physical equivalence of Jordan and
Einstein frame. It is possible to first transform to the Einstein frame, then perform the relevant
computations in that simpler frame, and finally transform the results back to the Jordan frame.
For instance, for the background alone one can straightforwardly show that

Np = F2 N
aE:F%a
1 1F
Hg=—|H+—-—
E F%( +2F>
. 1 dog . 1 1 3F72.
= — = —4\/ — + ——— 4.4

where the dotted derivative in Einstein frame is defined as ¢ = do g /(Ngdt), and Hg = ag/ag.
With these background relations the Friedman and field equations in the Jordan frame (2.7) can
be derived immediately from the well-known Einstein frame equations,

1r.
2 _ 1[0
HY = [¢>E+2VE]
) 1.
HE:_§¢2E
0:¢E+3HE¢E+Vé~ (4.5)

This demonstrates the equivalence at the level of the background equations of motion. In Higgs
inflation, or more general theories with non-minimal coupling, the equivalence is frequently used
to study the inflationary expansion of the early universe. In order to solve the horizon and
flatness problems inflation must have lasted sufficiently long, which translates to the condition
that the number of e-folds N, = [ H Ndt exceeds 60. This means that H must be roughly
constant and very slowly changing in time, which is not easy to see in the Jordan frame. However,
in the Einstein frame it is easy to see that the potential becomes almost flat for very large field
values, which leads to a slow-rolling trajectory and an approximately constant Hubble parameter
Hp, which in turn is closely related to the Jordan frame Hubble parameter H °.

4.2 Frame independent perturbations at first order

Even though the equivalence between Jordan and Einstein frame can be easily demonstrated for
the background fields and action, it is far from obvious for the perturbed action. The reason is

°It can be shown that in Higgs inflation the number of e-folds in Jordan and Einstein frame are approximately
the same, N. ~ N¢ g.
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that the perturbations in Einstein frame do not coincide with those in the Jordan frame. For
example, if we expand the complete field redefinitions (4.2) up to first order in perturbations,
we find that

_ dog
YE do P
1F
(e=(+ 5;9‘7
Yij,E = Yij - (4.6)

Thus, if we take the quadratic Einstein frame action for perturbations g, (g and 7;; g, with
background quantities Hg and (ﬁE, it is difficult to see that we obtain the quadratic Jordan
frame action when we insert the relations (4.4) and (4.6). Of course, we should obtain the
perturbed Jordan frame action after transforming the action in Einstein frame, since we know
that the complete Jordan and Einstein frame action Eqgs. (2.1) and (4.1) are related via (un-
perturbed) field redefinitions. Thus, the frame transformation should also work order by order
in perturbation theory.

At this point we can draw a nice analogy with the discussion of gauge invariance in the
previous section. For the original, unperturbed action (2.1) general covariance was manifest.
Thus gauge invariance should also be present order by order in perturbation theory. For the
background the gauge invariance is trivial, since the background is by definition the part of
the metric that does not transform under a gauge transformation. The gauge invariance at
the perturbative level is not so obvious, because the perturbations themselves are not gauge
invariant. However, we were able to write the perturbed action also in a manifestly gauge
invariant way, by expressing it in terms of variables which are inherently gauge invariant.

Based on this analogy we can ask ourselves: is it possible to express the quadratic Einstein
and Jordan frame action in terms of certain variables in which it is particularly simple to see
that they are related via a frame transformation? The answer is yes. First of all, the graviton
in the Einstein frame is equal to that in the Jordan frame, see Eq. (4.6). Thus, if we take the
quadratic Einstein frame action

1 = 1]. . e\’
S [’Y?E] =3 /d3xdtNEa3E4 [%‘j,E%‘j,E - <W> ] , (4.7)

af

we immediately obtain the Jordan frame action (3.5) when we transform the background quan-
tities according to Eq. (4.4) and replace 7;; g = vi;. Now, for the scalar perturbations we can
combine (r and ¢ in such a way that

wng:CEf@goE:(:fEcpEwc. (4.8)

¢E ¢

Thus, the linearly gauge invariant curvature perturbation in the Einstein frame coincides with
the curvature perturbation in the Jordan frame [20, 21]. Thus, in terms of this variable, the
quadratic Jordan frame action can be found straightforwardly from the Einstein frame action
by transforming the background quantities, as we can see when we compare the Jordan frame
action (3.6) with the Einstein frame action

2)r,,.2 1 3 73 qﬁ% ) dwe g ?
E
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The gauge invariant graviton 7;; and curvature perturbation w, take the same form after a frame
transformation. Thus, they can be called frame independent cosmological perturbations, at least
to first order. Analogous to the discussion of gauge invariance, where a manifestly gauge invariant
form of the action is reached when using gauge invariant variables, here the action is "manifestly
equivalent” in terms of frame independent perturbations. What we mean is that, when expressed
in terms of w¢ and +;;, the actions in Jordan and Einstein frame are directly related via (trivial)
frame transformations of the background alone. Thus, if one computes certain results in the
Einstein frame using these frame independent perturbations, such as the scalar or tensorial power
spectrum, the corresponding Jordan frame result is immediately obtained by transforming the
background quantities. This was used in, for example [16, 20, 21, 30]. Note that the power
spectrum, for example, is expressed in terms of H and ¢ in the Jordan frame, but in terms of
Hg and qSE in the Einstein frame. Of course, the actual value of the amplitude and spectral
index is independent of the frame, once the equations of motion for H and ¢, or Hg and ¢ are
solved and their values computed at horizon crossing. This shows that physical observables are
independent of the choice of frame.

It is no surprise that the gauge invariant curvature perturbation on uniform field hypersur-
faces is a frame independent perturbation as well. In the gauge ¢ = 0 the curvature perturbation
we reduces to ¢. Also, in this gauge the frame transformation, which is a function of ®, becomes
a function of the background field alone. Thus the frame transformation does not affect the
perturbations, and the perturbed action in Jordan frame is simply obtained from the Einstein
frame by transforming the background fields alone.

4.3 Frame independent perturbations at second order

As we have seen in section refsec: Third order gauge invariant action, at higher order the gauge
transformations become non-linear, such that the manifestly gauge invariant action at third
order is expressed in terms of second order gauge invariant variables. In analogy to this, we
expect that a manifestly equivalent action can be expressed in terms of second order frame
independent perturbations. Based on the previous section, we are lead to believe that the
second order curvature perturbation and graviton on uniform field hypersurfaces are also frame
independent. This was verified previously for the scalar perturbation W, [15, 23], although only
the scalar gauge invariant part important on long wavelengths has been considered. Here we
computed the tensorial contributions to the second order gauge invariant variable W, and for
those contributions we can show using Eqgs. (4.4) and (4.6) that

0;0; (1 0;0;
2 (15500 ) + 0leh) = ue+ S (§50) + 0N = e, (a0

Similarly we can show for the graviton on uniform field hypersurfaces
Oipp Oip ((ME Oisuwer | Oivp 3z‘5w<,E> _vE,

We e =

:Y,",E =i, E + - - - - —%ij
¢ Y apPE apdE appp OF ap¢p OE op
0;p 0; 0 05 0;p 0;s ) -
=7i; + 9P _ <Z¢j we 4 9P 70w wC) — £'Yz'j =¢,ij - (4.11)
ap ad ap @ ap @ ¢

Here we used that aElstE = a_lswg, where sy, is defined in (3.17). Thus W¢ g = W, and
Y¢,ij,E = 7¢ij, such that the gauge invariant scalar and tensor perturbations on uniform field
hypersurface are frame independent to second order . Of course, in the gauge ¢ = 0 it becomes

5The frame independence of the gauge invariant curvature perturbation can be demonstrated to all orders
[31, 32] by using the fully non-linear generalization of the curvature perturbation [33-35].
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particularly clear that W, and 7 ;; do not transform under a frame transformation, which can
be generalized to arbitrary order to show that the curvature perturbation is frame independent
[36]. By similar reasoning, also the graviton on uniform field hypersurfaces is frame independent
to all orders.

Now that we have proven that W, and 7 ;; are frame independent variables, it is trivial
to show that the cubic Jordan and Einstein frame actions, expressed in those variables, are
physically equivalent. Take the cubic vertices for scalar-graviton interactions in the Jordan
frame, Eqs. (3.24) and (3.29). The same vertices are obtained by taking the corresponding
Einstein frame action (setting F' = 1) and transforming the background quantities according to
Eq. (4.4). Thus one can use the Einstein frame action to compute, for example, the 3-point
function for W¢ in terms of Hg and $, and then re-express everything in terms of H and )
to find the 3-point function in the Jordan frame. Again, once these background quantities are
solved for through their equations of motion and their values inserted in the 3-point function,
we would find exactly the same number. For example, fn1, computed in the Einstein frame
coincides with that computed in Jordan frame, and is thus invariant under (unphysical) field
redefinitions [23].

Although the cubic action for W, and 7¢;; is "manifestly equivalent”, the perturbative
physical equivalence of Jordan and Einstein frame is not so obvious when the action is expressed
in terms of the gauge invariant field and graviton perturbations on uniform curvature hypersur-
faces, W, and 7, ;;. The cubic interaction vertices for these perturbations in the Einstein frame
are (set F' =1 in Egs. (3.35) and (3.36))

1 1¢2 HeW, p - 0 xE % - O HgW, g O;HEW,,
S[w2 /dgfndtNa L SETeby ATAE VB ®, ©,
[ ®, E%P, ] E 2 H2 (Z5E ——— Yy,ij,E a% H% Yo,ijf, E aE¢E CLE(ﬁE
0.0 1 O i 2 O
+ i jQXE kVp,ij,E OkXE } : (412)
(IE ap ap
and
1 3 ¢E 1 _HEW%E 1. : 1 a’Ygo,lj E 8’750,1] E
S[W%E%’ I= 2 /d xdtNEaE{H%Q <¢E 47@’” BleiB+ g 4 ag ag
1. ONp,ij,E OkXE
- 5%,@']',E+EUE : (4.13)
Here xg is defined by
2 1¢% (—HgW, g\
V§E:¢EZ( E %E) (4.14)
ap 2Hp ¢E

Now, if we compare with the Jordan frame actions (3.35) and (3.36), we see that the actions
in the two frames are not simply related by re-expressing the background fields as (4.4). The
reason is that the second order field perturbation on uniform curvature hypersurfaces, are not
frame independent, W, g # W, and 7, # V,j- Even so, it is not clear how exactly the
different frames are related at the perturbative level when working on the uniform curvature
hypersurface. Fortunately, we can make this more explicit by several partial integrations of
the Jordan frame action, which make it look more like the transformed Einstein frame action.
In fact, we have already performed these partial integrations in section 3.3, and the resulting
actions are Egs. (3.39) and (3.41). These actions are almost of the same form as the Einstein
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frame actions (4.12)—(4.13) after a frame transformation of the background, but they differ by
terms proportional to the linear equation of motion and boundary terms. In analogy to the
relation between the actions on different hypersurfaces in section 3.3, we can now identify

T | Wer o 5F OWe W, (W, 05y | O;W, Oix
Yo,ij, B =Vp,ij T P — Yop,ij T : - - + -
H+lE| 4 H+lE ab  ad b a | af a
H H LE 9.8, (1W, .
EW E _ Ws& _ 2F 882] <Ww’~yw,ij> —|—(9(W3>), (4.15)
03 ) H+ 1L Ve 4 ¢

such that the Jordan and Einstein frame actions on uniform curvature hypersurfaces are related
by combined transformations of the background (4.4) and non-linear transformations of the
perturbations (4.15) 7. This demonstrates the physical equivalence for the third order action
expressed in gauge invariant variables on the uniform curvature hypersurface, although the
action is not ”manifestly equivalent”.

The non-linear relation (4.8) between the gauge invariant variables in different frames
implies that the n-point functions in different frames are related via disconnected terms. For
example, the 3-point function for W, g differs from the 3-point function for W, by squares of
the 2-point function [15]. Thus, care must be taken when computing Jordan frame quantities
via the Einstein frame, if one works on the uniform curvature hypersurface. An example of a
delicate situation is the computation of the naive cut-off in Higgs inflation [37-42], where the
cut-off seems to depend on whether it is found directly in the Jordan frame, or via the Einstein
frame. As we have discussed in previous work [15], and emphasize again here, the cut-off should
not depend on the frame. This is most obvious when working with frame independent variables,
but the frame equivalence is also non-linearly realized in the variables W, and 7, ;;.

5 Summary and outlook

The aim of this work was to compute the gauge invariant action at third order for a single scalar
field in the Jordan frame, with emphasis on the graviton and its interactions with the scalar
perturbations. Even though the unperturbed action is manifestly covariant, it is not obviously so
at the perturbative level. The reason is that the perturbations themselves are gauge dependent.
We have demonstrated a method to find the manifestly gauge invariant level order by order
in perturbation theory. The procedure relies on separating the higher order action in a gauge
invariant plus a gauge dependent part and absorbing the latter into the definition of a new
variable. By doing so one not only obtains the physical vertices, but at the same time finds the
correct higher order gauge invariant variables. The method thus provides an alternative way to
find gauge invariant variables directly from the action, without having to resort to non-linear
gauge transformations.

In section 3 we computed the cubic gauge invariant action for the second order curvature
perturbation and graviton on uniform field hypersurfaces, and for the second order field pertur-
bation and graviton on uniform curvature hypersurfaces, both directly in the Jordan frame. We
demonstrated that the different action are related via non-linear transformations of the gauge
invariant variables, which are precisely the non-linear relations between the variables on different
hypersurfaces. The actions on different hypersurfaces only differ by terms proportional to the

"The non-linear relations (4.15) can also be derived from the definitions of the gauge invariant perturbations
in the Einstein frame (3.32) and replacing (4.4) and (4.6).
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equation of motion and boundary terms, such that the evolution of an n-point function is the
same for one set of gauge invariant variables or another. In this sense the gauge invariant action
is unique. Still, the n-point functions, for example the bispectrum, for one set of variables differs
from that for another by disconnected pieces due to the non-linear relation.

The situation concerning gauge invariance is quite similar to that of the frame transforma-
tion. For the unperturbed action in the Jordan frame it is well known that it can be brought
to the Einstein frame action via field redefinitions, and are in that sense physically equivalent.
This is however not obvious at the perturbative level, since the perturbations themselves are not
invariant under the frame transformation. However, the perturbed action can be written in a
"manifestly equivalent” form by expressing it in terms of frame independent perturbations. We
have demonstrated that the gauge invariant curvature perturbation and graviton on uniform
field hypersurfaces in the Jordan frame coincide with the corresponding perturbations in the
Finstein frame, and are thus frame independent. In terms of these variables, the perturbed
action in the Jordan frame can be obtained from the Einstein frame action by a frame transfor-
mation of the background fields alone. Moreover, we have shown that the field perturbation and
graviton on uniform curvature hypersurfaces in the Einstein frame are non-linearly related to
their counterparts in the Jordan frame. This can be derived from the pertubations themselves,
but also follows from the action for these variables. As a consequence, n-point functions for per-
turbations on uniform curvature hypersurfaces differ by disconnected pieces between different
frames.

In conclusion, we have shown that whether one takes the action for gauge invariant pertur-
bations on different hypersurfaces in the same frame, or the action for the same gauge invariant
perturbations in different frames, they are all related via non-linear transformations, which
makes it very convenient to find n-point functions on a specific hypersurface/in a specific frame
via the n-point functions on a different hypersurface/in a different frame.

The results in this work may be used to compute gauge invariant 3-point functions for
scalar-graviton interactions, and can be extended to compute gauge invariant 1-loop quantum
corrections to, for example, the scalar or tensorial power spectrum in a general non-minimally
coupled theory. For such loop corrections one should derive the fourth order gauge invariant
action, and the procedure outlined in this paper can be readily extended to do precisely that.
Moreover, we can readdress quantum corrections and the naturalness problem in Higgs inflation
in an unambiguous way by using physical, frame independent perturbations. We intend to
address these questions in following work.
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A Conventions and expansions

In the main text we are using the action (2.3) and perturb it to third order using the second
order perturbations defined in Eq. (2.6) with the spatial gauge fix (2.11). Thus the perturbed
metric becomes

1
gij = a’e* (€7);; = a’e* <5z‘j +i + 2%%;’) : (A1)
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where we have expanded to second order. The conventions we are using here is that, at the
perturbative level, we define all quantities such as spatial derivatives, tensors, vectors and the
Kronecker delta with lower indices. Thus, the Laplacian for perturbations is defined as V? =
0;;0;0;, and the inverse of the metric is

. o B L 1
g7 =a 2—2¢ (e W)ij — a2 % <5ij_'7ij+2’7ik"7kj) ) (A.2)

It can be checked straightforwardly that g;,¢g" = 0i;. Moreover, we define the shift perturbation

with an upper index according to (2.6). For the unperturbed quantities such as N’ and E;;

indices are raised and lowered by the unperturbed metric, i.e. N; = g;; N 7 and EY = ¢"*¢gi°E,.
With the definition of the perturbed metric (A.1) the determinant becomes

Vg =ades. (A.3)

Derivatives of the metric are also particularly simple, and at second order they are

gij = 2(H + {)gij + %(%‘kgkj + 9ikVrj)
Or9ij = 20rCgij + %(gljak%‘l + 9a0kVij) - (A.4)
With this we can construct the Christoffel symbols
I} = [60;¢ + 6;60i¢ — 0i5OkC]

1
+5 {83%1@ + vk + 99113 im — Ommj) + 95 951(8iYim — Om Vi)

T, = 30,C, (A.5)
which can be used to find for example
VN = 9;N* + 39,CN*, (A.6)
and the Ricci scalar
R = — 49" 8:0;¢ — 29" 9:0;¢ + 29" 0iy;10C — %gi‘jaﬂmaﬂkl - %gijak%laﬂjk
+ ég” 9" G (= 0ivkm O + OivinOhYjm) - (A7)

If we expand this to third order in perturbations we find
VIR =ae | —4AV2( — 2(9¢)? + 47450;0;¢ + 27;0iC0;¢ — 27k 0:05¢ — 29in i 03¢

1 1 1 1
— Zai’Yklai’Ykl + Z’Yijai’chlaj’Ykl + Z’Yklai’ijaj%‘l - Z'Yikaﬂjlaj’)’kl . (A.8)

B Decoupling the constraint fields in the action

We now present an alternative method to deal with the auxiliary fields in the action. Instead of
solving for them to first order in perturbations, as was done in [9], we can decouple them from
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the dynamical fields in the action. The method was explained in Refs. [22, 27]. After inserting
the perturbations (2.6) in the action (2.3) and expanding to second order, we can collect only
those terms that contain perturbations of the lapse and shift field. After performing some partial
integrations and making use of the background equations of motion the action takes the form

1 _ . 2
52 [n,s] = 2/d3xdtNa3{—2Vn2 + Ipyn + 2 (QHF + F) nsolva;} , (B.1)
where
I, =6(2HF + F)( + (6HF' — $)p + (6H*F' + 6HF" — 2V")¢
. V2 \&
— 2(2HF+F)7 —2§(2F<+F’gp), (B.2)
and
Mgl = ————— |2F¢ + o+ F'p — HF' +F”'}. B.3
T C+9p @ @ dp (B.3)

In terms of ng, we may re-express I, as

. VQS stsol
where
V25501 ~1 V2 1F 1 ¢+ 3L H
e e e (050 (55

Now we define new variables s and 7 as

V35 VZs B V25601
2 2 2

a a a
o 1 . V23
In terms of these variables, the action (B.1) can be rewritten as
1 . 2HF + F)? (V25)? . 2
S@n, 5] = = / BratNat] —avizy CHE L) (VSN 02 4o (2HF+F) g 2501
2 Vv a? a?
(B.7)

Now, the first two terms in the action are the completely decoupled quadratic actions for 7 and
5. The equations of motions for these variables are simply # = 0 and V?5/a? = 0, which give
the first order solutions of the constraint equations, n = ng, and VZ2s/a® = V?s4/a®. The
additional two terms in the rewritten quadratic action are precisely the terms that we would
have obtained if we would have solved the constraint equations to first order in perturbations
and inserted the solution in the action. This is what we wanted to proof, although we have so
far only shown it for the second order action.

The extra terms in Eq. (B.7) are needed to construct the manifestly gauge invariant action
for w¢. This implies that the variables 7 and 5 are gauge invariant by themselves, which can be
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shown explicitly [22]. The gauge invariance can be exploited to decouple non-dynamical degrees
of freedom from dynamical ones at higher order. The reasoning is very similar to that in section
3.2.1.

Let us consider the schematic form of the cubic action for the lapse perturbation alone
1 _
S@)[n] = B /d3xdtNa3{2Vn3 +n2QW + nQ(Q)} . (B.8)

Here the Q) and Q® are linear and quadratic functions of the dynamical perturbations ¢, ¢
and 7;; (and of s, but for simplicity we neglect it). The explicit form of these functions can
be derived when expanding Eq. (2.3) up to third order in perturbations. We want to decouple
the non-dynamical degrees of freedom from the dynamical ones, but this naively does not seem
possible. Here is where we exploit the gauge invariance of the action. Although 7 is gauge
invariant to first order, it transforms under second order gauge transformations as

i — i+ ASq. (B.9)
This induces a change in the quadratic action (B.7)

2 5§52
a3 o

SAa] — SO[n) + % / d3mdtNa3{ Agﬁ} = S@[a) + % / d3xdtNa3{—4VﬁA§ﬁ

(B.10)
Such a second order gauge transformation was also shown for the dynamical perturbations (3.19),
and a similar gauge transformation can be derived for the action for §. Now, the only way in
which such a second order gauge transformation of the quadratic action can be balanced, is by
terms proportional to the equations of motion for 7 in the third order action. Since the equation
of motion for a non-dynamical field is simply proportional to the field itself, we should find all
the terms in the third order action proportional to 7. We can do this systematically for the
action (B.8) by replacing n by n using Eq. (B.6). The result is

Vo ; O 1) (2)
Sa) = % / d3xdtNa3{2Vﬁ3 — 4V [—;)fmsol 32 @1 QN Q

9 sl Ty 2V 4V

+ 2vn§ol + ngolQ(l) + nsolQ(z)} . (B.ll)

The terms on the first line is a gauge invariant vertex for the non-dynamical 7, and terms
proportional to the linear equation of motion. The latter can be absorbed into the quadratic
action by defining a new second order gauge invariant variable

- 3. 3 QWn  QWng Q@
N =7 — Sfing — on2, — -~ sol B.12
T gl T g el T Ty 2V 4V (B.12)
such that the cubic action (B.13) becomes
~ 1 _ ~
O =3 [ dSwdtNa?’{?VN?’ 2V, + 2, QU + nsolcz@)} SN RE)
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Thus we have found a decoupled cubic vertex for N, plus remaining terms which are the same
as those obtained by replacing n in Eq. (B.8) by its first order solution. In Eq. (B.13) we have
neglected the § terms, but in a very similar way they can be absorbed into the definition of
a second order gauge invariant shift perturbation S. So, finally we are left with a decoupled,
manifestly gauge invariant cubic action for the non-dynamical fields N and S, and extra terms
that we would have obtained when the constraints would have been replaced by their first order
solution. This is precisely what we wanted to prove. The method outlined here is a nice and
systematic way to decouple the non-dynamical sector from the dynamical one, while at the
same time finding the second order gauge invariant constraint fields (which are the second order
solutions of the constraint equations).

The procedure here can be extended to higher order, for example fourth order. First, we
found the second order gauge invariant action in terms of the linearly gauge invariant 7 and
5. Next, we insert these quantities in the third and fourth order action. From the third order
action we now find the definition for second order perturbations N and S. We can now replace
in the third and fourth order action 7 = N —|—n£(2)% +...and § =S5+ sg + ..., where n(2% and sgi%
are the second order parts of the solution of the constraint equation. ThlS gives gauge invariant
cubic vertices for N and S. Finally, the terms proportional to N and S in the fourth order
action can be absorbed in the quadratic action for N and S by defining a third order gauge
invariant variable. The remaining terms in the action are those where n and s are replaced by
their second order solution n(zf and sgo% This was also found in Ref. [11], and applied in Refs.
[12, 13] to find the fourth order action for perturbations in the uniform curvature gauge.

C Boundary terms

Here we discuss some of the boundary terms that appear due to the partial integrations section
3.3. We only show the temporal boundary terms, as these are terms that can possibly contribute
to the bispectrum.

We start with the boundary terms in the scalar-graviton-graviton action. By going from
Eq. (3.29) to Eq. (3.40), we find the following temporal boundary terms

_ 1 CL3F 1. 2 185’,@"8’3’,1”
SalWeAE) = 5 /d%{l =W <—47<,iﬂ<,ij - 4;J;J> } : (C.1)
H+3F

Likewise, going from Eq. (3.36) to Eq. (3.41) we obtain

3 1 @F —F1 (—HW, 1. . 109,45 0904
21 = 3 - - ¥ _A A e T TP
SalWpT,l = 2/d :C{H+%§ Yol ( 3 ) ( A e Tedi = 1T, o >} (C.2)

In section 3.3.1 it was argued that by the non-linear relation (3.42) the action for W, and 4,
should transform into that for W, and 5, both at the bulk and boundary level. If we consider
the scalar-graviton-graviton action alone, and see what boundary terms for W, and 7, we get
under the transformation (3.42), we find

1 @F —FW, 1. . 1 0%¢.ii Ov¢ i adF . We.
“ B A S L S1 R SU/ N R T
2/ m{HJr 1E2F H < g1 g G 16

- W, 1. 10%¢,i5 09¢,i
= S@[WC"V?] /d3 { fc < 4’YC 137(,1] + Z# = ]>} (03)

a a
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The first line contains terms coming from the boundary terms in Eq. (C.2), plus terms that
are generated from the quadratic action through the transformation, see Eq. (3.44). Eq. (C.3)
suggests that the scalar-graviton-graviton boundary terms are not related via the non-linear
transformation (3.42). In the main text we argue why the boundary terms must be related as
well, and we discuss what may cause the discrepancy.

Similarly, we can compute the boundary terms for scalar-scalar-graviton interactions. By
going from Eq. (3.24) to Eq. (3.38), we find the following temporal boundary terms

3 1 —a3F |- W 0 O;We 0; 1 oW oW,
SolW¢dc] = 2/d3:1:{1F Viig ( LOX LaX_ 1 = C)
H+ a a a a H+iL a a
. OWe 0, W,
+ P Cija C] } (C.4)

Likewise, after many partial integrations to get Eq. (3.39) from Eq. (3.35), we find the following
boundary terms,

H+1E|2 Vi H+%% a¢ a¢ ap ap  ap ad
O W, 0;W,
— Y4 . (05)
ab  ad

Also here we find that, after the redefinition of W, and 7, using Eq. (3.42), the total boundary
terms for scalar-scalar-graviton interactions do not agree with those in (C.4).
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