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Abstract

We utilize a recently proposed cubic nilpotent superfield to realize inflation in

supergravity with the minimal degrees of freedom: the inflaton, graviton, and mas-

sive gravitino. As an advantage, the resultant model is free from the catastrophic

production of gravitinos due to its vanishing propagation speed. However, the model

suffers from the standard gravitino problem, and its viability depends on the mass

spectrum and the thermal history of the universe.
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1 Introduction

If the fundamental theory has supersymmetry, its cosmological application involves su-

pergravity and its spontaneous breaking. Supersymmetry breaking in cosmology can be

triggered by any positive energy density such as the kinetic and/or potential energy of

a scalar field and a thermal environment. In particular, a nonzero Hubble parameter H

always contributes to supersymmetry breaking. Since this breaking is of the same order

as the cosmologically relevant scale H, it is reasonable to use the spontaneously broken

supersymmetric theory rather than completely general non-supersymmetric theories.

Speaking about the observational side, the cosmological data are consistent with single-

field slow-roll inflation since there are no significant isocurvature perturbations [1] and

non-Gaussianity [2]. This implies that other fields than inflaton are sufficiently heavy and

they are (semi)decoupled during inflation. In supergravity, generic fields are expected

to have the Hubble-induced mass of O(H), opening up an interesting window for future

observations [3–9].

In particular, the scalar superpartner of the inflaton (sinflaton) should also become

heavy. Typical (inflation) model building gives sinflaton (and/or a stabilizer field [10–12])

a mass much larger than O(H) for its strong stabilization [13–18] and it stays heavier

than the Hubble scale also after inflation. When a part of the supermultiplet is decoupled,

supersymmetry is non-linearly realized [19, 20]. Constrained superfields like a nilpotent

chiral superfield X satisfying X2 = 0 are useful tools to describe such a system [21–25].1

For example, if the sinflaton is in the lowest component of T + T̄ with T being a chiral

superfield, it can be eliminated from the spectrum by the constraint X̄X(T + T̄ ) = 0 [27].

It is then natural to ask whether the fermionic superpartner, inflatino, can also be

eliminated from the inflaton supermultiplet. If this is indeed the case, it has a significant

impact on cosmology. On one hand, we do not need to worry about the cosmological

inflatino problem [40]. On the other hand, the analysis of the gravitino production af-

ter inflation can be significantly simplified given that the diagonalization between the

gravitino-inflatino system [41–44] is no longer needed. Such a setup involves the minimal

degrees of freedom for inflation in supergravity: the (real) inflaton, gravitons, and massive

gravitino. It has been studied in terms of the component fields [45] (see also Ref. [46]) or

in terms of constrained superfields called the orthogonal nilpotent superfields [47–49] X

and T satisfying X2 = X(T + T̄ ) = 0, which also implies (T + T̄ )3 = 0 [25]. The models

1See also Refs. [26–28] for theoretical developments. For cosmological applications of nilpotent super-
fields, see Refs. [29–36]. The inflaton potential is usually constructed from the superpotential, but it can
also arise from the coupling between the inflaton and the nilpotent field in the Kähler potential [37, 38].
However, one needs to be careful about the gravitino problem due to the same coupling [39].
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in Refs. [48, 49] were dubbed as the “minimal supergravity inflation.”

The dynamics of the minimal supergravity inflation [48, 49] after inflation has been

studied in Ref. [50]. It turned out that an anomalously significant gravitino production

happens in this model due to a change of the propagation speed (also called “sound

speed”) of the longitudinal mode of the gravitino. This phenomenon does not look like any

other significant particle production we encounter, e.g., in preheating [51, 52] because the

production in some limit does not depend on the wavenumber of the mode, so any modes

below the cutoff scale, whatever the cutoff scale is, are produced. Roughly speaking,

this happens when the sound speed vanishes (see Ref. [50] for more precise conditions

and discussion on the backreaction). If the theory is theoretically sound, the gravitino

production is phenomenologically catastrophic, but this strange behavior lets one suspect

that the theory might be pathological. This issue has recently been revisited in Refs. [53,

54], including the case of the non-supersymmetric Rarita-Schwinger field, and the authors

proposed a condition that forbids the catastrophic production of the “slow gravitinos” as

a Swampland conjecture [55–58]. Potential causes of the problem in a UV theory were

recently pointed out in Ref. [59].

Recently, Aldabergenov, Chatrabhuti, and Isono proposed an alternative constrained

superfield [60] that has the same independent degrees of freedom with the orthogonal

nilpotent superfields.2 The same degrees of freedom do not necessarily imply the same

interactions. An important difference between these constraints is that the new con-

straint [60] is imposed on a single chiral superfield whereas the orthogonal nilpotency

conditions [25, 47–49, 62] are imposed on two chiral superfields. As we will see, this

difference is crucial in determining the properties of the longitudinal gravitino.

In this paper, we realize inflation in supergravity with minimal degrees of freedom

without the problem of the catastrophic gravitino production due to the change of the

sound speed by utilizing the new constrained superfield of Ref. [60]. In section 2, we

review the constraint proposed in Ref. [60] and derive the solution of the constraint in the

unitary gauge of supergravity. Section 3 describes inflation in our setup. The dispersion

relation and the production of gravitinos are discussed in section 4. We will see that there

is no catastrophic gravitino production due to the sound-speed change, but we also discuss

the “standard” gravitino problem [63–66] which is not directly related to the sound speed

of the gravitino. Section 5 contains a summary and discussions.

For simplicity of presentation, we assume real parameters in the main text, and the

2A version of the proposed constraints already appeared in appendix E of Ref. [25]. A cubic nilpotent
constraint on a deformed real linear superfield was proposed in Ref. [61], which also leaves us the minimal
degrees of freedom. See Ref. [60] for more details on the relation between these approaches.
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general case is studied in three appendices. In appendix A, we introduce another example

of an inflation model that has complex parameters. The gravitino Lagrangian and the

equations of motion are studied for the single-superfield case in the presence of the time-

dependent phase of the gravitino mass and the nonvanishing vector auxiliary field in

supergravity. This appendix applies also to the standard supergravity without constrained

superfields. We summarize the general dispersion relation for a fermion with γ0 and

γ∗ ≡ iγ0γ1γ2γ3 dependence in its Lagrangian in appendix C. We use the mostly plus sign

convention for the metric and the reduced Planck unit c = ~ = MP(≡ (8πG)−1/2) = 1,

except when an explicit appearance of MP may help.

2 Cubic nilpotent supermultiplet and the unitary gauge

in supergravity

Recently, a new cubic constraint on a supermultiplet was proposed in Ref. [60]. This can be

viewed as a way to describe a low-energy effective field theory (EFT) of a spontaneously

broken Abelian symmetry. Depending on the linear or nonlinear representation of the

(pseudo-)Nambu-Goldstone mode, they proposed two versions of the constraint. The

constraint on a chiral superfield Φ in the non-linear (shift-symmetric) version is

(Φ + Φ̄)3 = 0, (1)

where the possible vacuum expectation value (VEV) of Φ has been subtracted for simplic-

ity. (More generally, the constraint reads Σ3 = 0 with Σ ≡ Φ+Φ̄−〈Φ+Φ̄〉.) The constraint

on a chiral superfield Z in the linear (U(1)-symmetric) version is (ZZ̄ − 〈ZZ̄〉)3 = 0. In

the following, we consider the former type [eq. (1)], since it may also describe the EFT

of not only an axion-like field but also a dilaton-like field. In that case, we consider a

constraint (Φ− Φ̄)3 = 0.3 We call Φ a cubic nilpotent superfield.

The constraint (1) is solved at the global supersymmetry level in Ref. [60]. We quote

the result for Σ ≡ Φ + Φ̄,

Σ = χ2β + χ̄2β̄ +
2

U
χσµχ̄∂µϕ, (2)

3At this point, these are equivalent via a holomorphic field redefinition Φ→ iΦ. The differences are a
matter of convention. In general, however, the axionic direction and the dilatonic direction are physically
inequivalent since the former has a periodicity (an exact, non-perturbative, and discrete shift symmetry).
We use the word “dilatonic” here in a loose sense to mean that it does not have the exact shift symmetry.
We introduce this distinction because example inflation models in the following sections do not have
periodicity.
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where ϕ = Im Φ is the imaginary part of the lowest component of Φ, χ is the Weyl-spinor

component of Φ, U ≡ 2(|F |2 − ∂µϕ∂µϕ), F is the auxiliary F -component of Φ, and β is

given by [60]

β ≡ F̄
U

+
iχ̄

U2

(
F̄ σ̄µ∂µχ− ∂µϕ∂µχ̄+ 2∂µϕσ̄

µν∂νχ
)
− χ̄2

2U3

(
F∂µχ̄σ̄

µν∂νχ̄+ F̄ ∂µχσ
µν∂νχ

+ ∂µϕ∂νχ (2σµηνρ − σνηρµ − σρηµν − iεµνρσσσ) ∂ρχ̄
)

(3)

in the two-component spinor notation [67]. This shows that the scalar component of

Σ ≡ Φ + Φ̄ is not an independent dynamical scalar field but a composite field made of

fermion bilinear terms and higher-order terms in fermions. The solution will become more

complicated when we consider supergravity; the partial derivative will become a covariant

derivative of supergravity, which includes the gravitino field among others.

Though we are interested in cosmological applications, we are not aiming at obtaining

a general solution to the cubic nilpotent constraint in general gauges in supergravity. A

particularly useful gauge is the unitary gauge. The (would-be) Nambu-Goldstone fermion

(Goldstino) υ in supergravity is defined by [68]

υL ≡ eK/2DiWχiL + gij̄∂µφ
iγµχj̄R, (4)

where the subscripts L and R denote the left or right handedness, the sub/superscript i

and its conjugate ī denote (super)field species, K and W are the Kähler potential and

the superpotential, gij̄ ≡ Kij̄ is the Kähler metric, and DiW ≡ Wi + KiW is the Kähler

covariant derivative. Field derivatives are denoted by subscripts, e.g., Wi ≡ ∂W/∂φi.

We do not consider the extension to include gauge fields since it is not essential in our

discussion.

In the next section, we consider inflation models with a single chiral superfield Φ

that obeys the cubic nilpotent constraint. Ultimately, other fields are to be introduced

to describe, e.g., the Standard Model fields, but the idea is that the inflation dynamics

itself is dominated by the single chiral supermultiplet Φ. We assume therefore that no

other fields contribute to the Goldstino. In particular, the relevant sum of the indices i

and j̄ in the definition of the Goldstino only involves the inflaton supermultiplet. Note

that the potential energy of the inflaton breaks supersymmetry through its nonzero F -

term and the kinetic energy of the inflaton also breaks supersymmetry, which becomes

relevant especially after inflation. These correspond to the first and second term in eq. (4),

respectively. The absence of other supermultiplets in the Goldstino implies the simple
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unitary gauge condition as follows:

υ = χ = 0 (unitary gauge), (5)

where χ is the fermionic component of Φ, which is identified as the inflatino.

In the following, we exploit the unitary gauge condition to obtain the solution of the

cubic nilpotent constraint (1) in supergravity. In the tensor-calculus [69–71] notation, the

components of the general supermultiplet are packaged as (C, ζ,H,K, vµ, λ,D) [72, 73].

The chiral supermultiplet Φ in this notation is [48]

Φ =
(
φ+ iϕ,−iχL,−iF,−F,−iD̂µ(φ+ iϕ), 0, 0

)
, (6)

where D̂ is the supercovariant derivative (D̂µΦ = ∂µΦ− i
2
ψµχL where ψµ is the gravitino;

see Ref. [48] and references therein for the action on other fields). In the unitary gauge

with χ = 0, this simplifies to

Φ = (φ+ iϕ, 0,−iF,−F,−i∂µ(φ+ iϕ), 0, 0) . (7)

Using the multiplication rule [72, 73], we obtain

1

8
(Φ + Φ̄)3 =

(
φ3, 0, 3φ2ImF,−3φ2ReF, 3φ2∂µϕ, 0, 3φ

(
−∂µφ∂µφ− ∂µϕ∂µϕ+ |F |2

))
.

(8)

In the unitary gauge, the lowest component φ3 = 0 implies φ = 0. This in turn implies

that all the components of (Φ + Φ̄)3 vanish and the constraint (Φ + Φ̄)3 = 0 is satisfied.

Note that the auxiliary F -component is not constrained. We conclude that φ = χ = υ = 0

in the unitary gauge, and the only remaining fields are the “axion” ϕ and the auxiliary

field F . If we consider (Φ − Φ̄)3 = 0 instead, then we obtain ϕ = χ = υ = 0 with the

“dilaton” φ dynamical.

3 Inflation with minimal degrees of freedom in su-

pergravity

In this section, we consider an inflation model utilizing the cubic nilpotent constraint.

This allows the minimal degrees of freedom to describe inflation in supergravity: the

inflaton, graviton, and massive gravitino. There is no sinflaton. Since there is no other
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candidate for Goldstino than inflatino, it is absorbed by the gravitino and eliminated

from the spectrum. Inflation in supergravity with such minimal degrees of freedom has

been studied in Refs. [45, 47–49]. We consider an alternative realization of this scenario

utilizing a chiral superfield Φ with the constraint

(Φ− Φ̄)3 = 0. (9)

As we saw in section 2, the sinflaton and the inflatino vanish in the unitary gauge, but

the F -term is not eliminated by the constraint. Without the constraint, the models we

consider fit in the frameworks of the so-called sGoldstino inflation or the single-superfield

inflation [74–86].

The general Kähler potential is expanded up to the second order in (Φ− Φ̄) because

of the constraint (Φ− Φ̄)3 = 0,

K(Φ, Φ̄) = K0(Φ + Φ̄)− iK1(Φ + Φ̄)(Φ− Φ̄)− 1

2
K2(Φ + Φ̄)(Φ− Φ̄)2, (10)

where K0(Φ + Φ̄), K1(Φ + Φ̄), and K2(Φ + Φ̄) are real functions of Φ + Φ̄. We assume the

shift symmetry in the Kähler potential to avoid the η problem [10], so that K0, K1, and

K2 become constant. Since K0 is simply absorbed by the redefinition of the superpotential

by a constant factor4 and K2 just determines the normalization of the field, we consider

a generic holomorphic superpotential W (Φ) and the following Kähler potential:

K(Φ, Φ̄) = −ic(Φ− Φ̄)− 1

2
(Φ− Φ̄)2, (11)

where c is a real constant. Note that the superpotential breaks the shift symmetry, and

this is understood as a soft breaking since the magnitude of W is much smaller than the

Planck scale to fit the cosmological data.

The scalar potential in the unitary gauge is given by the standard formula in super-

gravity

V =eK
(
gΦ̄Φ|DΦW |2 − 3|W |2

)
=|WΦ|2 +

(
c2 − 3

)
|W |2 + 2c Im

(
WW Φ̄

)
, (12)

where gΦ̄Φ is the inverse Kähler metric, because the auxiliary component of Φ is not

removed by the constraint. This is in contrast to the setup in Refs. [47–49]. The last

4Since the linear term in K is holomorphic, it can also be absorbed by the superpotential with the
replacement W (Φ)→ e−icΦW (Φ). The two frames are equivalent up to quantum anomaly [87].
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term vanishes if we assume a real holomorphic superpotential, i.e., W (Φ) = W (Φ) [12].

Note that we have used the fact that the sinflaton (Im Φ) vanishes in the unitary gauge.

The above formulas resemble those in Refs. [79, 80, 85]. If we use the phase-symmetric

constraint (ΦΦ̄ − 〈ΦΦ̄〉)3 = 0 instead of eq. (9), we obtain formulas similar to those in

Ref. [88]. On the other hand, the mathematical construction in Ref. [86] allows us to build

any inflaton potential with a tunable cosmological constant and supersymmetry breaking

(and hence the gravitino mass) at the vacuum.

We classify two possibilities:

1. The inflaton supermultiplet breaks the supersymmetry at the vacuum, 〈DΦW 〉 6= 0

[U 6= 0 in eq. (3)]. This is our main focus because, otherwise, the description in

terms of the cubic nilpotent superfield Φ becomes invalid eventually. The inflation

scale and the supersymmetry breaking scale at the vacuum will be generically the

same order of magnitude. However, it is also possible to realize a hierarchy between

them as shown below and in appendix A.

2. The inflaton supermultiplet restores the supersymmetry at the vacuum, 〈DΦW 〉 = 0.

In this case, eq. (3) becomes singular because of the vanishing U in the denomina-

tor. The use of the cubic nilpotent superfield Φ is allowed only temporarily, and the

sinflaton should be restored into the theory eventually. Moreover, the low-energy

supersymmetry breaking field contributes to the Goldstino via eq. (4), so the iden-

tity of the longitudinal gravitino is time dependent and the inflatino reappears in

the physical spectrum. Despite these complications, a potential advantage of this

possibility is that it would be easier to realize a hierarchy between the inflation scale

and the low-energy supersymmetry breaking scale.

In the remainder of the paper, we discuss the first possibility.

Example model

Let us discuss a concrete model. We turn off the linear coefficient c in K and consider

the flat Kähler limit of the α-scale supergravity model [82]

W (Φ) =W0

(
e
√

3Φ − e−
√

3ΦF
(
e
− 2Φ√

3α

))
, (13)

where α > 0 is a real positive parameter, W0 > 0 is the overall normalization of the

superpotential, and F (x) =
∑

n=0 fnx
n is a real holomorphic function, i.e., all fn’s are real.

The origin of the inflaton field is a matter of convention, so we assume the minimum of the
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potential is located at the origin of Φ. We impose the following three conditions: (1) the

self-consistency condition about the assumption of the VEV just mentioned V ′(0) = 0, (2)

the small positive cosmological constant V (0) = Λ, and (3) the tunable supersymmetry

breaking parameter (controlling the ratio between the gravitino mass and the inflaton

mass) F (1) = 1 − δ. Note that δ = 0 (as in the original model [82]) under conditions

(1) and (2) with Λ → 0 implies a supersymmetric vacuum, so we assume δ 6= 0 for

the application to the constrained superfield Φ. Note that this construction with Λ >

0 does not contradict the no-go statements in Refs. [89, 90] since the inflaton breaks

supersymmetry also at the vacuum in our setup.

For illustration, we truncate the function F at the third order and impose the three

conditions. The f0, f1, and f2 can be solved in terms of α, δ, and Λ. The gravitino mass

parameter m3/2 = eK/2W at the vacuum is given by W0δ. The inflaton mass squared at

the vacuum is given by

m2
φ =

4(2 + 9
√
α + 9α)

3αδ

(
(2− δ)m3/2

√
3(3m2

3/2 + Λ)− δ(3m2
3/2 + Λ)

)
, (14)

where we discarded the solution of f0, f1, and f2 that is always tachyonic. Note that

the sign of m3/2 = W0δ correlates with that of δ. For a fixed W0, the supersymmetry

restoration limit δ → 0 (which we do not take exactly) implies |m3/2|,mφ → 0. For

a finite δ, the hierarchy |m3/2|/mφ is controlled by δ. For a more general function F

without truncation, the inflaton mass would be adjustable also for small |m3/2|. The

gravitino can be heavier than the inflaton for δ ' 1 and for δ . −8α−1(2+9
√
α+9α). As

usual, the supersymmetry breaking scale at the vacuum is given by |DΦW |2 = 3m2
3/2 +

Λ ' 3m2
3/2. The full expression of the scalar potential is rather complicated, but its

form is similar to that of the α-attractor models [91–93]. It predicts the spectral index

ns = 1−2/N and the tensor-to-scalar ratio r = 12α/N2, where N is the e-folding number

between the horizon exit of the pivot-scale mode and the end of inflation. These are

consistent with the cosmological microwave background data [1]. For |δ| � 1, the bottom

of the inflaton potential is approximated by a quartic term as indicated by a suppressed

inflaton mass in this limit. This deformed α-attractor-like potential is also consistent

with the observational data (see, e.g., Refs. [85, 91]). As already mentioned, more general

models can be embedded in the present setup, i.e., supergravity with a single constrained

superfield by using the model-construction method of Ref. [86].

An alternative way to construct a supergravity inflation model is to use the framework

of Refs. [79, 80]. An example inflation model is presented and analyzed in appendix A.

However, a technical complication arises after inflation due to complex parameters in K
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and W : the gravitino mass parameter develops the inflaton-dependent phase, which works

similar to the chemical potential and leads to a modification of the dispersion relation [47].

This requires a generalization of the previous analyses of the gravitino Lagrangian and

the equations of motion which assumed the reality of the parameters and the inflaton

trajectory. Since this complication is not tied to the presence of constrained superfields

and they can also arise in the linearly realized supergravity models, we study these cases

in appendix B.

4 On the gravitino problems

Although the numbers of degrees of freedom are the same in the theory of a single chiral

superfield Φ with (Φ − Φ̄)3 = 0 and in the theory of two orthogonal nilpotent chiral

superfields [25, 47–49] X and T with X2 = X(T − T̄ ) = 0 as discussed in Ref. [60], it is

important how these degrees of freedom are distributed in superfields. This is a crucial

difference in terms of the property of the longitudinal mode of the gravitino after inflation.

In the former theory, the inflatino and the Goldstino are identical and it is just eaten by

the gravitino, whereas in the latter theory, the inflatino in T is removed by the constraint

and the Goldstino in X is eaten by the gravitino.

To discuss this issue further, let us consider the Lagrangian density of the canonically

normalized longitudinal gravitino ψ` [41–43, 94–97] in the unitary gauge (5) and with the

conformal metric ds2 = a(η)2(−dη2 + d~x2),

L =− 1

2
ψ`
(
γ0∂0 − ĉ3/2

(
~γ · ~∇

)
+ am̂3/2

)
ψ`, (15)

where the sound-speed parameter ĉ3/2 and the effective mass parameter m̂3/2 are

ĉ3/2 ≡
pSB − γ0pW

ρSB

, (16)

m̂3/2 ≡
3HpW +m3/2 (ρSB + 3pSB)

2ρSB

. (17)

The parameter m3/2 = eK/2W = W is the mass of the transverse gravitino.5 ρSB ≡
ρ + 3m2

3/2M
2
P and pSB = p − 3m2

3/2M
2
P are the supersymmetry breaking contributions to

the energy density ρ and the pressure p, respectively, and pW is defined as pW ≡ 2 ˙m3/2M
2
P

with a dot denoting the time derivative.

5In this section, we consider the case in which m3/2 is real as in the example model in section 3. The
physical mass is its absolute value |m3/2|. The general case is studied in appendix B.
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In the original version of the minimal supergravity inflation [48, 49], the orthogonal

nilpotent superfields X and T were utilized. It turns out that the sound-speed parameter

changes [47, 48, 98–102] significantly when the vacuum mass m3/2 is much smaller than

the inflationary energy scale H, and this leads to a pathologically catastrophic gravitino

production [50, 53, 54]. By this, we mean that gravitino modes with any wavenumber

k below the cutoff of the theory, whatever the cutoff is, are produced (if we neglect the

backreaction). This implies either a substantial gravitino production or breakdown of the

effective theory utilizing the non-linear supersymmetry.

On the other hand, it is also known that (the absolute value of) the sound-speed

parameter is unity (|ĉ3/2|2 = (p2
SB + p2

W )/ρ2
SB = 1) when there is only a single relevant

chiral superfield [41–43, 94–97]. Since the model in section 3 involves only the single chiral

superfield Φ, it is always possible to rotate the gravitino field by a γ0-dependent phase

to let ĉ3/2 = 1. In fact, it is easy to explicitly check p2
SB + p2

W = ρ2
SB in our setup. Even

without the field redefinition, we can see that the propagation speed is given by |ĉ3/2|2 = 1

as shown in Appendix C. Therefore, there is no catastrophic gravitino production due to

the sound-speed change in our model.

Nevertheless, we need to consider the standard gravitino problem [63–66] which is not

related to the sound speed. This is because the gravitino may be produced in the standard

inflaton decay channel or through the scattering processes in the thermal bath and because

the abundance of gravitinos is tightly constrained by cosmological observations such as

dark matter abundance [103] and the light-element abundance [104–109]. In our model,

the inflaton breaks supersymmetry also at the vacuum and it is the main contribution

to the supersymmetry breaking, so the inflaton decay rate into a pair of the longitudinal

gravitinos is sizable [110–115],

Γ(φ→ ψ3/2ψ3/2) '
m5
φ

96πm2
3/2

, (18)

if it is kinematically allowed. In the standard scenario, this leads to too large effects on the

big bang nucleosynthesis or the overproduction of the lightest supersymmetric particles,

which exceed the observed abundance of dark matter. To avoid exclusion, one typically

has to assume R-parity violation or thermal inflation [116].

Even if the above decay is kinematically forbidden, the thermal production of graviti-

nos [117–122] should also be taken into account. If the gravitino masses are much larger

than the maximum cosmic temperature after inflation, their abundance is suppressed by

the Boltzmann factor. For the heavy gravitino phenomenology, see Refs. [123–125].
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5 Discussions

We have shown that the recently proposed constrained superfield [60], which is nilpotent

with degree three, can be used to describe inflation in supergravity with minimal degrees

of freedom, namely the inflaton, graviton, and massive gravitino, without encountering

the problem of the catastrophic production of slow gravitinos [50, 53, 54]. This resur-

rects the idea of minimal supergravity inflation [48, 49] (see also Refs. [45, 47, 62]) in a

different setup from the original construction with the orthogonal nilpotent superfields.

However, this does not automatically mean the viability of the model, and the model is

constrained by the standard gravitino problem. The final abundance of the gravitinos

depends primarily on the mass spectrum of the model and also on the thermal history of

the universe.

Since there is more than one way to describe inflationary physics with minimal degrees

of freedom in supergravity, it is natural to ask whether there are more. It is important

to note that the multiple descriptions are not necessarily equivalent. Indeed, the physics

of the single-superfield theory with the nilpotency condition of degree three discussed in

this paper is free of the sound-speed issue and different from the physics of the orthogonal

nilpotent superfields because of the different couplings between the gravitino and the

matter fields. If we start from a low-energy EFT, there can be multiple ways of UV

completion. On the other hand, there should be a unique low-energy EFT of a given UV

theory. Which low-energy theory is the correct low-energy limit is thus a UV-dependent

question. In light of the catastrophic gravitino problem [50, 53, 54], it is desirable to

further clarify the relations between non-linearly realized supersymmetric theories and

the linearly realized ones. In this direction, see, e.g., Refs. [59, 126, 127].

We have exploited the unitary gauge to simplify our calculations and discussions. If

we do not take the unitary gauge, the sinflaton component will be expressed by a com-

plicated expression generalizing eqs. (2) and (3). In particular, the expression would

involve supercovariant derivatives of the inflatino/Goldstino χ. Even if we cannot elim-

inate the derivative ∂µχ or the gravitino ψµ appearing in the supercovariant derivative

simultaneously with the non-derivative χ in the unitary gauge, they appear together in

the expression of Σ, so the whole combinations vanish in the unitary gauge. This situa-

tion is similar to the case of the orthogonal nilpotent superfields [48]. An analysis without

specifying a gauge may give us more insights into the structure of the theory or the com-

plementary understanding of the off-shell interactions, but we do not go further since we

are not interested in gauge-dependent issues.

In our analysis, we have assumed that the supersymmetry is solely broken by the

11



inflaton superfield, and the other sectors potentially existing in the full theory have been

neglected. Let us discuss how our discussion is affected when we remove this assumption.

First, if the supersymmetry breaking contribution from the other sectors is relatively small

and parametrized by ε� 1, the Goldstino has a small component suppressed by ε other

than the inflatino. The unitary gauge υ = 0 does not completely eliminate the inflatino

χ, so the solution of the constraint (Φ± Φ̄)3 = 0 is affected by a correction suppressed by

ε. This implies that the correction to the sound speed, if any, is suppressed by ε, so the

conclusion is not affected.

Second, there is a reason to expect that the sound speed does not change even for

unsuppressed ε. A general analysis of the gravitino system taking into account mixing

with other fermions shows that the sound-speed matrix (the multifield generalization

of the sound-speed parameter) can be always diagonalized into the unit matrix in the

absence of constrained superfields [42–44]. The sound-speed change in the theory with

orthogonal nilpotent superfields can be understood as a brute-force intervention to the

diagonalization process by removing a dynamical fermion by the constraint. This point

was also emphasized in Ref. [59]. Since the inflatino in the cubic nilpotent superfield is

not removed by the constraint but just absorbed (partly, in the multi-superfield case)

by the massive gravitino, we expect that the same diagonalization process is possible.

Strictly speaking, the fermionic part of the Lagrangian is modified in the presence of a

constrained superfield and multiple fermion species since eq. (5) becomes no longer valid.

Thus, whether this intuition also applies to the case with a constrained superfield is a

nontrivial issue and should be explicitly checked elsewhere.
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A Inflation model with complex parameters

In this appendix, we consider an inflation model with complex parameters since the pres-

ence of complex parameters or, more precisely, the non vanishing value of Gi∂µφ
i−Gī∂µφ̄

ī
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where G ≡ K + ln |W |2 affects the analysis of the gravitino equation of motion. The lat-

ter is studied in appendix B while we summarize the mass spectrum, supersymmetry

breaking, and dark energy for an example model in this section.

The model we consider is essentially one of the models in Refs. [79, 129]. We consider

the Kähler potential (11), which leads to the general expression of the scalar potential in

eq. (12) under the constraint (9). The superpotential is

W = µ
(
b− e−

√
2aΦ
)
, (19)

where µ is the overall coefficient which can be taken as real without loss of generality, a is

a real parameter (which should not be confused with the scale factor), and b is a complex

parameter.

The scalar potential for the canonically normalized inflaton φ = Re Φ/
√

2 is

V = µ2

(
(c2 − 3)

(
bR − e−aφ

)2
+
(
cbI −

√
2ae−aφ

)2

− 3b2
I

)
, (20)

where we decomposed b = bR + ibI into its real and imaginary parts. This is written as a

sum of a constant term, a term proportional to e−aφ, and a term proportional to e−2aφ, so

the potential can be regarded as a Starobinsky-like potential [130, 131] plus a cosmological

constant. Parametrizing a =
√

2/(3α), it is similar to the α-attractor models [91–93].

Similar to the model studied in the main text, it is consistent with the observational data.

The VEV of the inflaton is given by

e−aφ =
(c2 − 3)bR −

√
2acbI

c2 + 2a2 − 3
, (21)

which must be positive. The inflaton mass squared is

m2
φ =

2a2µ2
(
(c2 − 3)bR −

√
2acbI

)2

c2 + 2a2 − 3
. (22)

This is to be compared with the gravitino mass squared,

|m3/2|2 = µ2

∣∣∣∣∣a
(
2abR +

√
2cbI

)
c2 + 2a2 − 3

+ ibI

∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (23)
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The cosmological constant is

Λ = µ2
(

(
√

2abR + cbI)
2(c2 − 3)− 3b2

I (c2 + 2a2 − 3)
)
. (24)

Note that this construction with Λ > 0 does not contradict the no-go statements in

Refs. [89, 90] since the inflaton breaks supersymmetry also at the vacuum in our setup.

Now, let us require that the potential can be written as

V =
m2
φ

2a2
(1− e−aφ)2 + Λ, (25)

so that the VEV of φ vanishes, where the inflaton mass is now m2
φ = 2a2µ2(c2 + 2a2− 3).

This is a requirement on bR and bI, and there are two solutions for c2 > 3 that lead to a

positive potential. Depending on the solutions of b, the gravitino mass is given by

|m3/2|2

µ2
=

1

(c2 − 3)(9 + 2c2(a2 − 3) + c4)

(
4a4c2 + (c2 − 3)2Λ + 2a2(−9 + c4 + c2Λ)

±2
√

2a2c2(c2 − 3)(12a4 + (c2 − 3)2Λ + 2a2(−9 + c2(3 + Λ)))
)
. (26)

The supersymmetry breaking scale DΦW is given by |DΦW |2 = 3|m3/2|2 + Λ ' 3|m3/2|2.

The ratio |m3/2|/mφ scales as 1/(ac) in the large a limit and 1/c2 in the large c limit.

In summary, it is possible to realize a tiny positive cosmological constant Λ by tuning

the complex parameter b. In addition, we may consider the following limits.

1. For 0 < c2 − 3 . O(1), depending on the value of a, the gravitino mass can be

arranged so that the inflaton decay into gravitinos is kinematically forbidden. The

gravitino yield will be significantly reduced. The supersymmetry breaking scale is

comparable with or higher than the inflation scale.

2. In the large a or large c limits, the gravitino can be parametrically much lighter than

the inflaton so that the supersymmetry breaking scale at the vacuum is hierarchically

smaller than the inflation scale. A drawback of this is the unsuppressed perturbative

decay of the inflaton into a pair of gravitinos.

B Gravitino Lagrangian with complex parameters

We follow Refs. [42, 43, 97] to study the gravitino Lagrangian. In the analyses of these

references, the reality conditions are imposed at some point such that the auxiliary vector

14



field of the (old-minimal) supergravity multiplet vanishes and the gravitino mass param-

eter is real. (See, however, Ref. [44] which takes into account the phase of the gravitino

mass.) For the setup of appendix A, we need to break these assumptions, so we gen-

eralize the relevant part of the analysis in Ref. [43]. We explicitly write MP in this

appendix. The Dirac gamma matrix γµ is defined in the Minkowski spacetime, which

satisfies {γµ, γν} = 2ηµν .

We work up to the quadratic order in gravitinos and take the unitary gauge υ = 0 [see

eqs. (4) and (5)]. After solving the constraint equations, i.e., the components of equations

of motion without time derivatives, the spatial components of the gravitino field ~ψ can be

decomposed into its transverse mode ~ψt and its longitudinal mode ψ` ≡ ~γ · ~ψ as follows:

~ψ = ~ψt +
1

k2

(
~k
(
~γ · ~k

)
+
ia

2

(
3~k − ~γ

(
~γ · ~k

))(
m†

3/2 −Hγ
0
))

ψ`, (27)

in the Friedmann-Lemâıtre-Robertson-Walker universe with the conformal metric ds2 =

a(η)2(−dη2 + d~x2). The mass parameter m3/2 is defined as m3/2 ≡ (m3/2PR + m∗3/2PL),

where m3/2 ≡ eK/2M
2
PW/M2

P is complex, in general, and PL = (1 + γ∗)/2 and PR =

(1− γ∗)/2. The gravitino Lagrangian density is

L3/2 = (Lt + L` + Lmix) . (28)

The parts related to ψt, ψ`, and the mixing term are given by

e−1Lt = − 1

2a3
~ψt
[
/D + am3/2

]
~ψti, (29)

e−1L` = − ρSB

4ak2M2
P

ψ`
[
γ0∂0 +

(
i~γ · ~k

)
ĉ3/2 −

3a

2

(
m†

3/2 +Hγ0
)
ĉ3/2 −

1

2
am†

3/2 + iγ0γ∗A0

]
ψ`,

(30)

e−1Lmix =

√
2

a2MP

ψ`γ0gij̄

(
∂0φ̄

j̄χiL + ∂0φ
iχj̄R

)
, (31)

where e =
√
−g is the measure. The covariant derivative on the gravitino is Dµψ =

(∂µ + (3/2)aHγ0 − iAµγ∗)ψ, where γ∗ ≡ iγ0γ1γ2γ3. Note that the fermionic combination

appearing in the mixing term vanishes in the unitary gauge in the single-superfield case

of our scenario, Lmix = 0. In the above expressions, Aµ is the auxiliary gauge field of

U(1)R symmetry (vector auxiliary field of the old-minimal supergravity),

Aµ =
i

4M2
P

(
Ki∂µφ

i −Kī∂µφ̄
ī
)
. (32)
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In the shift-symmetric case with the linear term (11), we have A0 =
√

2cφ′/4MP where a

prime denotes the conformal time derivative. Another important parameter in L` is the

sound-speed parameter ĉ3/2,

ĉ3/2 ≡
pSB − 2γ0M2

PaD0m
†
3/2

ρSB

≡ pSB − γ0p†W
ρSB

, (33)

where p†W ≡ 2M2
PaD0m

†
3/2 and Dµm3/2 ≡ (∂µ + 2iγ∗Aµ)m3/2. We here record several

formulas involving ĉ3/2,

ĉ†3/2 =
1

ρSB

(
pSB + 2M2

PaD0m3/2γ
0
)
, (34)

ĉ3/2 ≡ βĉ†3/2β =
1

ρSB

(
pSB + 2γ0M2

PaD0m3/2

)
, (35)

(~γ · ~k)ĉ3/2 =ĉ3/2(~γ · ~k), (36)

where β ≡ iγ0, and we have used m3/2

←−
D 0 = D0m3/2 because γ∗m3/2 = m3/2γ∗.

Now that we have introduced various variables, let us discuss the transverse gravitino

Lagrangian as a warm-up before we discuss the longitudinal one. By conformal rescaling,

we can canonically normalize the transverse mode as ~ψtc ≡
√
a~ψt,

Lt = −1

2
~ψtc

[
γ0∂0 + i

(
~γ · ~k

)
+ am3/2 − iγ0γ∗A0

]
~ψtc. (37)

The gradient term has the same weight as the time-derivative term, so the sound speed

is unity for the transverse mode. Note that the gravitino mass has a nontrivial phase.

The role of this phase was studied in Ref. [47], and the shift of the wavenumber in the

dispersion relation was found. As noted in the reference, one can optionally erase this

phase by the redefinition of the gravitino, which gives rise to a new term in the Lagrangian.

Writing m3/2 = |m3/2|(e2iθ3/2PR + e−2iθ3/2PL) = |m3/2|e−2iθ3/2γ∗ , we rotate ~ψtc = eiθ3/2γ∗ ~̃ψtc
to obtain

Lt = −1

2
~̃ψtc

[
γ0∂0 + i

(
~γ · ~k

)
+ a|m3/2| − iγ0γ∗Ã0

]
~̃ψtc, (38)

where

Ã0 ≡ A0 − θ′3/2 =
i

4M2
P

(
∂iG∂µφ

i − ∂īG∂µφ̄ī
)

(39)
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where G = K + M2
P ln(|W |2/M6

P). In the limit Ã0 = 0, it reduces to the transverse

gravitino Lagrangian in Ref. [43]. Let us see the effects of the new term Ã0 using the

results in appendix C. We decompose the transverse gravitino as in eq. (48) and obtain

the dispersion relation (50) for the general Lagrangian (47) with c0 = 1, c1 = c2 = 0,

m0 = Rem3/2, m1 = −Imm3/2, and m2 = 0,

u±~k,h
′′ −

[
log
(

(kh− Ã0)/MP

)]′
u±~k,h

′

+

(
(a|m3/2|)2 +

(
k + hÃ0

)2

∓ i(a|m3/2|)′ ± i
[
log
(

(kh− Ã0)/MP

)]′
a|m3/2|

)
u±~k,h = 0.

(40)

In the Minkowski spacetime limit a = 1 with a constant Ã0, the dispersion relation

reduces to ω2
k = |m3/2|2 +

(
k ± Ã0

)2

, which coincides with the result for a Majorana

spin-1/2 fermion in Ref. [47].

Let us now move on to the longitudinal mode. First, we canonically normalize the

field

ψ`c ≡ −
√
ρSBa

3/2

√
2k2MP

i
(
~γ · ~k

)
ψ`. (41)

The Lagrangian becomes

L` =− 1

2
ψ`c

[
γ0∂0 − i

(
~γ · ~k

)
ĉ3/2 +

3a

2

(
m3/2 −Hγ0

)
ĉ3/2 +

1

2
am3/2 − iγ0γ∗Ã0

]
ψ`c.

= −1

2
ψ`c

[
γ0∂0 − i

(
~γ · ~k

)
ĉ3/2 + m̂3/2 − iγ0γ∗Ã0

(
1−

6|m3/2|2M2
P

ρSB

)]
ψ`c, (42)

where

m̂3/2 ≡
3HpW + m3/2 (ρSB + 3pSB)

2ρSB

(43)

is a generalization of m̂3/2 in eq. (17). Using the fact that

Dµm3/2 =eK/2M
2
P(DiW∂µφ

iPR + D̄īW̄∂µφ̄
īPL)/M2

P, (44)

one can show

ĉ†3/2ĉ3/2 =
p2

SB + 4a2D0m3/2D0m
†
3/2

ρ2
SB

= 1 = ĉ3/2ĉ
†
3/2. (45)
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This implies that ĉ3/2 can be written as −ĉ3/2 = e2γ0(θPR+θ∗PL) with θ a complex number,

which also implies −ĉ3/2 = e−2(θPR+θ∗PL)γ0
. We redefine the longitudinal mode as ψ`c ≡

e−(θPR+θ∗PL)γ0
ψ̃`c ≡ Uψ̃`c to diagonalize the gradient term. The new Lagrangian reads

L` = = −1

2
ψ̃`c

[
γ0∂0 + i

(
~γ · ~k

)
+ Ūm̂3/2U − iγ0γ∗Ã0

(
1−

6|m3/2|2M2
P

ρSB

)
U2 − γ0U †∂0U

]
ψ̃`c.

(46)

This shows that the sound speed of the longitudinal mode is also equal to the speed of light

even in the presence of complex parameters. The effective mass term has the structure

m01 + m1γ∗ + m2γ
0γ∗. We study the dispersion relation of the fermion containing such

terms in appendix C.

C Generalized dispersion relation for a Majorana spinor

After the decomposition of the gravitino field into its transverse and longitudinal modes,

each equation of motion essentially reduces to that of a spin-1/2 Majorana fermion. In

general setups, the Lagrangian contains complex parameters and the equation of motion

can contain nontrivial terms such as γ0γ∗-dependent mass terms. In this appendix, we

study such a generalized Lagrangian for a Majorana fermion ψ.

We consider the Lagrangian

L =− 1

2
ψ
(
γ0∂0 + i(~γ · ~k)(c0 + c1γ

0 + ic2γ
0γ∗) +m0 + im1γ∗ + im2γ

0γ∗

)
ψ, (47)

where c0, c1, c2, m0, m1, and m2 are real parameters that can be time dependent. We

decompose the fermion field into spinor modes as in Ref. [39, 43],

ψ =
∑
h=±1

∫
d3k

(2π)3/2
ei
~k·~x

(
u+
~k,h

(η)

u−~k,h(η)

)
⊗ ξ~k,hb̂~k,h + H.c., (48)

where ξ~k,h satisfies (~σ · ~k)ξ~k,h = hkξ~k,h, b̂~k,h is the annihilation operator, and H.c. denotes

the Hermitian conjugate. Combining the first-order mode equations for u±~k,h(η),

u±~k,h
′ ∓ i (am0 + hc2k)u±~k,h = (a(m1 ± im2)− ih(c0 ± ic1)k)u∓~k,h, (49)
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we obtain its second-order mode equation as follows:

u±~k,h
′′− log[kh(c0 ± ic1)∓ iam1 + am2]′u±~k,h

′ +
(
a2m2

eff + c2
effk

2 ∓ i(am0 + hc2k)′

+2hka(~c · ~m)± i log[kh(c0 ± ic1)∓ iam1 + am2]′(am0 + hc2k))u±~k,h = 0, (50)

where m2
eff ≡ m2

0 +m2
1 +m2

2, c2
eff ≡ c2

0 + c2
1 + c2

2, and ~c · ~m ≡ c0m2 + c1m1 + c2m0.

Some comments are in order. First of all, if we set c1 = c2 = m1 = m2 = 0 with

c0 = ±c(= ±1) and m0 ≡ m, this reduces to the standard dispersion relation (ωk/a)2 =

m2 + c2(k/a)2. More generally, the dispersion relation contains more terms and splits

with signs. In the case of the transverse gravitino, c0 = 1, c1 = c2 = 0, m0 = Rem3/2,

m1 = −Imm3/2, and m2 = 0. The longitudinal gravitino can have nonzero values for any

of the six parameters. As we saw in appendix B, we can set c0 = 1, c1 = c2 = 0 by field

redefinition. In the Minkowski limit a = 1 and with constant parameters, time-derivative

terms drop and the expression simplifies to ω2
k,h = (k~c + h~m)2 where ~c = (c0, c1, c2) and

~m = (m2,m1,m0). This reproduces a part of the results in appendix C of Ref. [47] where

constantm2 is introduced as a non-minimal term. However, we do not find superluminality

due to m1 or m2 found in the reference provided that c2
0 + c2

1 + c2
2 ≤ 1. When we set

c1 = m1 = m2 = 0 with a time-dependent c0, it reproduces the dispersion relation found

in Ref. [39] for the case of orthogonal nilpotent superfields with real parameters. In this

case, the singularity due to the vanishing argument of the log leads to particle production.

Intriguingly, the logarithmic-derivative part also depends on m1 and m2, which implies

that nontrivial time dependence of m1 and m2 can lead to particle production. A qual-

itatively different feature is that the singularity does not happen for sufficiently large k

modes since k also appears in the log. This precludes the potential unlimited production

of UV modes. It will be interesting to study the phenomenological and cosmological ap-

plications of the particle production based on the time dependence of these non-minimal

parameters c1, c2, m1, and m2, which naturally appear in the supergravity context. This

has been studied in Ref. [44], based on Refs. [132, 133], in the two-superfield case without

the matrices corresponding to c2 and m1 to study the fermion production during inflation.

We wish to study various applications in future work.
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