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The Higgs mechanism from the effective theory of the non-minimal gravity action
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The spontaneous symmetry breaking for the massless scalar field naturally arises from the frame-
work of the effective theory (the non-minimal coupling of gravity to a scalar field). A magic key
ingredient is to add the large vacuum energy density, contributing to the cosmological constant,
to the Lagrangian density. By applying this modified spontaneous symmetry breaking with the
gauge theory (called modified Higgs mechanism), the inflation physics and the electroweak phase
transition can be generated from the same framework. However, this comes with the huge price-the
large cosmological constant which is known as the dark energy problem. The possible solution of

this issue is also discussed.
I. INTRODUCTION

It is well known that the Higgs boson plays an essential
role in the modern particle physics for giving mass to the
elementary particles in the Standard Model [1-7]. This
particle also provides the portal, the argument from the
naturalness [8] and the search for the real shape of the
Higgs potential [9, 10], to the new physics beyond the
Standard Model. Moreover, in the context of cosmology,
this particle could be a candidate to drive the cosmic
inflation [11] and could possibly connect the dark matter
to the Standard model particles [12-16]. These give us
strong evidences that the Higgs particle could play the
important role in many areas of modern particle physics.

One of the most questionable features of the Higgs
mechanism is the real shape of the Higgs potential. Up to
now, several famous scenarios have been proposed to ex-
plain the origin of the electroweak phase transition based
on different types of Higgs potential.

In the Standard model, the Higgs potential is given by

VHiggs = 7N2HTH =+ /\(HTH)Qa (1)

which is well known as the Landau-Ginzburg potential-
type. Here, H is Higgs field, X is the Higgs self-coupling
constant, and 2 is the square mass parameter of Higgs
field. However, the origin of the mass parameter of the
Higgs boson could not be explained by the Higgs mecha-
nism itself. This term is artificially added by hand. More-
over, it artificially requires a mass term with a negative
sign. This seems to suggest that there is a missing piece
of our understanding about the Standard Model to natu-
rally explain the spontaneous symmetry breaking process
of the Higgs boson. With the current experimental tech-
nology of collider physics, the search for the real shape

of Higgs potential from the Higgs self-coupling sector has
not yet come to the conclusion [17-27].

As a consequence, various ideas have been proposed
to alternatively explain the electroweak phase transi-
tion. For example, first, the Coleman-Weinberg mecha-
nism shows that the unusual sign of the mass term could
be a result of the quantum correction at one-loop level
[28] and the electroweak phase transition is triggered by
renormalization group running effect [29]. Second, the
Tadpole-induced Higgs, the electroweak phase transition
is triggered by the Higgs tadpole. However, in this sce-
nario still artificially requires the addition of the positive
Higgs mass parameter to the potential. Another possible
explanation is that the spontaneous symmetry breaking
can be induced from by introducing the dilaton field into
the scale-invariant Lagrangian [30-32]. The mass param-
eter of Higgs boson in this approach is not required.

Let us give you an overview of the Higgs field coupled
non-minimally with gravity. The notable action is given
by
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which has long been studied in the inflationary physics
[33-39] and can be originated from the extension of the
Standard Model, involving, the string theory, supersym-
metry. Here, H' = (0 ¢)/v/2 is the Higgs field in the
unitary gauge, X = ¢g"”0,¢0,¢/2 is the Higgs kinetic
energy, R is the scalar curvature, M is an arbitrary mass
scale, € is the dimensionless coupling constant, and V(¢)
is the Higgs potential in the Landua-Ginzberg form (1).

Traditionally, the action with non-minimal interaction
of particle to gravity is so called the Jordan frame grav-
ity. Under the conformal transformation, particles couple
minimally to gravity through the determinant of metric



tensor known as the Einstein frame gravity. In this Ein-
stein frame, the Higgs potential is an effective potential
including the effect from the gravity. The interaction
£p?R/2 can obviously alter the shape of Higgs potential
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where ¢ is the canonical Higgs field in the Einstein frame.
This interaction provides the flatness to the Higgs poten-
tial at the large value of the Higgs field. This charac-
teristic shape of potential in the Einstein frame can be
appropriately used to explain the behavior of inflation
through scalar field in the slow-roll inflation with the
set of parameters & ~ 10%, M ~ M, [11, 40-42], where
M, = 2.44 x 10'® GeV is a reduced Planck mass. There-
fore, the Higgs boson could be interpreted as an inflaton.
However, in the case that the square mass parameter of
Higgs field vanishes, the self-coupling term still remains
in the tree-level potential both Jordan frame and Einstein
frame,
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respectively. These potentials readily provide the zero

tree-level vacuum expectation value (vev) of Higgs field.
So the matter and gauge fields receive zero mass after the
Higgs field comes to tree-level stability point. The elec-
troweak phase transition does not happen as we have seen
in the experimental observation of the electroweak preci-
sion test. Thus, the Colemann-Weiberge mechanism or
other mechanisms is required to trigger the electroweak
phase transition.

In this work, we shall present that the Higgs mecha-
nism is naturally embedded in the non-minimal gravity
action with the perspective of the effective field theory.
We first point that the benefit of the interaction £¢? R/2
is not only to explain the inflation of the universe in the
large value of Higgs field in the Einstein frame, but in
the small value of Higgs field fluctuating around the elec-
troweak scale, this type of interaction can alternatively
trigger the electroweak phase transition without the neg-
ative squared mass term. Another key ingredient to pur-
sue our aim is the artificial addition of a constant vacuum
energy density (p) or so called the cosmological constant
to the action,
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We simply set M ~ M, and the value of ¢ is restricted in
the positive region to give a reasonable explanation both
the inflationary physics and the particle physics, since
the vanishing of mass scale M and coupling constant &£

leads the infinite Higgs mass [43, 44] and too much matter
fluctuation for inflation [45], respectively.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec-II, we study
the spontaneous symmetry breaking with the toy-model
of the massless scalar field in the action (6). In Sec-III, we
consider this model of scalar field to be the Higgs field
in the unitary gauge to answer the following question:
What is the possible value of the parameters A, p, and £7.
Then, in Sec-V, we give a concluding summary together
with some remarks.

II. SPONTANEOUS SYMMETRY BREAKING
OF MASSLESS SCALAR FIELD: THE TOY
MODEL

We introduce the conformal transformation of the met-
ric tensor [46-49]

uv = 9729#1/ ’ (7)

where the parameter with tilde notation refers to the
quantity in the Einstein frame. The transformations of
the inverse metric tensor and its determinant are

g =g, J=g=9""/-g. (8)

Under these transformations, the kinetic energy of the
scalar field and the Ricci scalar curvature become

X = g"0,00,¢ = V3G 0,00,¢ = V2 X, (9)

R=0?R+6Q3"V,V,Q - 12§*"V,QV,Q. (10)

Using Eq. (10), the last term in the action (6) can be
rewritten as

M £o?
__pP 4 — >
5 d*x/—g (1 + 3> R

My €67\ =
- __P 4 _50~2 >
= 5 d*xz\/—gs2 (1 + 1 5) R
My i
_p 4 02
5 /d x/—g« <1+ Np2)
x (60719V, 9,0 - 12§ 072V,00,9) . (1)

To decouple the non-minimal coupling term of the scalar
field and the scalar curvature in the conformal frame, the
conformal factor is
£¢?
Q=1+ S (12)
P
Substituting Eq. (12) into Eq. (11) and performing in-
tegration by parts on the second order derivative term
(g"'V,V,Q), we obtain
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Next, applying the metric transformations (7)-(8) to the
vacuum energy density and the scalar field’s kinetic and
potential terms, we have

/ i/~ (X — V(9))
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where the potential term is defined as
Ay
V) =p+ 3 (15)
and the transformed potential is
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Upon using Eq. (13) and Eq. (14), the full action in
the Jordan frame (6) can be expressed in the Einstein
frame as
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Here the dynamics of the spacetime fluctuation is spec-
ified by the metric tensor §,, and the kinetic energy of
scalar field is in the non-canonical form, where

M2 (M2 +£(6€ +1)¢?)
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We then redefine the scalar field ¢ to obtain the kinetic
energy term in the renomalized canonical form by

F(¢) =

(18)

do
@ VE(9). (19)

The expression for the field redefinition (19) in the small
value of ¢ (£¢* < M?) up to order O(M, ?) and in the
large value of ¢ (£¢? > M?) are
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Here, we obtain the perturbative bounds of scalar field in
the Einstein frame that is ¢ < 1/6/]£(6¢ — 1)|M,, for the

small value of field, and ¢ > /6 + (1/€)M,, for the large

value of field. If the value of g?) is beyond these bounds,
the perturbativity of field redefinition therefore breaks
down in our approximation.

Substituting Eq. (19) to (17), we obtain the scalar field
with the renormalized canonical kinetic energy coupling
minimally with the scalar curvature

s=[atey=5 < 0,505 - V(¢(¢)>—A§”R>
(22)

Now, the scalar potential is an effective potential encoded
with the interaction from the non-minimal coupling to
gravity. ~

e The large value of field (¢ > /6 + (1/€§)M,): The
potential in the Einstein frame (16) is given by substi-
tuting Eq. (21) to Eq. (16) resulting in
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The potential starts to increases from the V = e“)\Mz‘,l +

48%p/4 (1 + 62)252 at ¢ = /6 + (1/€)M,, to asymptotic

constant value,

(23)

(24)
as shown in Fig. 1.
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FIG. 1. The sketch of the potential in Eq. (23). The dashed
line show an asymptotic value of the potential.

This behavior is not new in this framework. We can fre-
quently see this potential in the Higgs inflation model
[33-39]. If this scalar field is interpreted to be Higgs field
with A = m? /2v? and ¢ ~ 10%, this model turns to be
similar model as the Higgs inflation with the same set
of slow-roll parameters. Then, it could drive the infla-
tion in the early universe with slow-rolling down from
asymptotic value of potential. _
e The small value of field (¢ < /6/|£(6€ — 1)|M,

Inserting Eq. (20) into Eq. (16), we obtain
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where O(M,*) includes the contribution from $* and

#5, and ¢®. Here, we notice that the effective value of
ultraviolet cutoff (UV), A, can be specified by flipping
the coefficient of the dimension-6 operator and the scalar
field ¢ is therefore valid below the cutoff,

A My
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Moreover, the scalar field obtains the effective square
mass term (miqbz /2) with negative sign as

_4p
Mj

(26)

mi = (27)

Next, we are going to analyse the potential in two-
different situations.

Case-1: p = 0 and & # 0, the negative square mass
term vanishes. Thus, this scalar field is massless particle
with the self-interaction. There are three-extrema points
for the potential in Eq. (25),

M,
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%0 =0, 2€(1 + 3¢)
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The potential reaches its pseudo maxima at the ¢ gener-
ated from ¢® operator in V(@) (The actual highest max-
imum value of V(¢) can be seen in Eq. (24)). On the
other hand, the potential attains its minimum value at
¢o = 0, resulting in zero vev (v) of é

¢o =v =0, (29)

shown in Fig. 2.

FIG. 2. The sketch of potential in Eq. (25) with p = 0.

Obviously, the spontaneous symmetry breaking in tree-
level cannot happen in this case. After the scalar field
rolling down from large scale potential to the stability
point at v = 0, this crucially leads to the zero mass of
matter and gauge boson. The electroaweak phase tran-
sition cannot be explained by this type of potential.
Case-2: of p # 0 and & # 0, the tree-level vacuum
energy density, p, and the coupling constant from non-
minimal interaction with gravity, £, influence the ground
state of scalar field in the Einstein frame, shown in Fig. 3.
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FIG. 3. The sketch of potential in Eq. (25) with p #0

The ngax is the pseudo maximum point of potential in
the same analogy with ¢4 in Eq. (28). In this case, the
vev of ¢ is non-zero, obtained at ¢n,;,. It is given by

LM Mz [T meas
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(30)

This then triggers the spontaneous symmetry breaking.
The value of v is real, if p < AM,}/326%(1 + 3¢) which
gives us the upper limit of p. When the value of p tends
to AM,; /3262 (1 + 3€), the vev of scalar field becomes
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If this model is set to be inflation model by choosing
¢ ~ 10, the interpretation of this scalar field to be Higgs
field is ruled out. The square vev of the scalar field is
around ten orders of magnitude larger than the square of
Electroweak vev. On the other hand, if this scalar field
is set to be Higgs boson with v ~ 10? GeV, the coupling
constant £ is around sixteen orders of magnitude larger
than the Higgs inflation model. Hence, the large value
of p ~ AM}/326%(1 + 3¢) gives a conflict explanation
between the inflationary physics and particle physics.

Furthermore, if we consider p << AM,;/32£%(1 + 3¢),
we obtain

! T26(1+36)  26(1+3¢) AM2 (32)

AM2

In this limit, the vev can be much smaller than below
the Planck scale although the value of £ is approximately
ten to the fourth. The value of £p/\ is required to be
four orders of magnitude larger than Mp2 to generate the
electroweak vev. This regime of p could possibly reconcile
both the inflationary physics and the particle physics.
This then naturally leads to the spontaneous symmetry
breaking of the scalar field with the hierarchy between
its vev and the Planck scale. This behavior commonly
appears in the Electroweak theory.

In the next section, we then interpret the Einstein
frame as a physical frame, and the ¢ is the fundamen-
tal field for unitary Higgs field with the renormalized

(31)




canonical kinetic energy in the Electroweak theory. We
apply the modified Mexican-hat potential in Eq. (25), see
Fig. 3, to fit the parameters A, p, ¢ with Fermi-coupling
constant, Higgs mass, and cosmological constant in tree-
level.

III. HIGGS BOSON

Let us start with promoting the scalar field ¢ in Eq. (6)
as the Higgs field (Jordan frame) in the unitary gauge

10 =5 (40). (53

and adding the gauge field and leptonic field to the ac-
tion (6). We have

S = / d4$(} V=4 {EHiggs + £Gauge + ELepton + ‘CGravity} 3

(34)
where
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Here, D, in Eq. (35) is the covariant derivative of

SU(2) x U(1) symmetry given by

g o ig ig’
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where g and ¢’ are the gauge coupling constant, o; are
Pauli matrices, W), are SU(2) gauge field, B, is U(1)
gauge field. The Wlf and B, can be reorganized in terms

of Z-field (Z,,) and photon-field (A4,,) as
WS =7, cos(fw) — A, sin(6w), (40)
B, =Z,, sin(0w) + A, cos(Ow ). (41)

The W, Z, and Ay, in Eq. (36) are the field strength
tensor of W, Z boson, and photon, respectively. The L
and R in Eq. (37) are left-right handed spinor doublet
field of SU(2) symmetry given by

L= (Zﬁ) R =1p, (42)

which v and v are generic field of neutrino and lepton,
respectively. Lastly, A¢ is Yukawa coupling constant.

Substituting Eq. (33) into Eq. (34) and then perform-
ing the conformal transformation Egs. (7)-(8) together
with the field redefinition (20) of unitary Higgs field in
Jordan frame, the action (34) in the small value of Higgs
field is reorganized as

Sz/d‘lac\/—ig’
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and we have geﬁned Y = Y + Yr. After the transfor-
mations, the ¢ is interpreted as the canonical Higgs field
in unitary gauge with canonical kinetic energy. The ki-
netic energy terms of gauge boson are invariant therefore
we do not need re-scaled gauge fields to reorganize the
kinetic energy in the canonical form. The only change
for the gauge bosons is quadratic term coupling to the
Higgs field. In the case of fermionic field, the kinetic en-
ergy is not the canonical form. We then require the field
redefinition,

0= D, v Q¥ (48)

to obtain the renormalized canonical kinetic energy. We
have

—iphp + i v, — ZLo(d)y + me
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Now, what we can see is that the fermion-gauge interac-
tion is invariant, while the Yukawa coupling is modified
by the conformal factor.

A. Tree-level fitting the vev to the Fermi coupling
constant

We show the relative deviation of the vev in our model
from the Standard Model prediction.

The vev, v, is traditionally defined by matching the
electroweak theory to the four-fermion theory in the low
energy limit of muon decay channel. We briefly provide
the calculation as follows. The coupling constant in the
four-fermion theory, so called Fermi coupling constant
(Gr =~ 1.166 x 1075 GeV~2 [50]), can be obtained by
integrating out the field of W-boson from the weak inter-
action with lepton, and could be written in terms of the
mass of W boson and gauge coupling constant (g) as

¢ _Gr
S T Va

where My is the mass of W= bosons defined as

(50)

g2 921}2
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after spontaneous symmetry breaking. The mass of W+
bosons can be written in terms of Higgs vev as
gusm

My = S5 (52)

Substituting Eq. (52) to Eq. (50), the vev can be obtained
as follows

vsm = 1/1/V2Gk ~ 246.3GeV. (53)

In our case, the interaction of lepton and W-boson is
not modified from the four-fermion theory, the fourth
term in Eq. (49). Therefore, the G is not altered from
Eq. (50). However, the mass square of W boson in terms
of g and vev is modified by the conformal factor. Ex-
panding ¢ around vev in Eq. (45), we obtain

_g_¢)
YT 20(6(v))

Substituting My, from Eq. (54) into Eq. (50), we obtain

G 02

V2 20°(v)
Then, if we parametrize G in Eq. (55) with Eq. (53),
we obtain the relation of modified Higgs vev from this
model and the vev from the electroweak theory as

V2, = $(v)?
M Q(6(0))?

. (54)

(56)
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By expanding q~5 around vev in the second term of Eq. (45)
and Eq. (49), we obtain

_ o) \_ .,
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which my, is lepton mass. Interestingly, the mass of lep-
ton and gauge boson remains the same with the Standard
model prediction even though the vev is modified

26 (14 3¢) vy

v? = vy (1 + 30 + O(Mp—‘*)) . (59)

where we have substituted Eq. (20) to Eq. (56) and per-
formed the series expansion up to the order M, 2, Now,
the vev of Higgs field cannot be identified in the same
ananoly with the electroweak theory since the v depend
on the parameter &.

The convergent condition of Eq. (59) gives us the upper
bound of &: § < M,/ v2vsp therefore the value of ¢ in
our model could be in the regime 0 < & < Mp/\/ist.
This bound of £ includes the case of inflationary physics
at large scale of Higgs field with &€ ~ 10%. The square vev
of Higgs field in this model is modified from the square
vev in the standard electroweak theory at the order v2 ~
(1 + 10~24)vdy;. If the value of ¢ approaches its upper
bound, the value of the square vev will be approximately
doubled the value of the square electroweak vev: v? ~
202, with the unchanged of the value of Fermi coupling
in Eq. (55) and particle mass in Eq. (57) and Eq. (58).

B. Matching p and ) to Higgs mass and Higgs vev

We consider the expansion of the Higgs field around
the vev,

g?)(z) =v+ h(x), (60)

where v is defined in Eq. (30) and h(z) is fluctuation
around the vev. Substituting Eq. (60) into Eq. (25), the
potential of Higgs field becomes

V(ow+h) =5
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+<M§+4§(3511) \/1/\M§1 >h
+ O(h?). (61)

Here, we consider the expansion in Eq. (61) up to the
order O(h?), since the mass term comes with h2. There-



fore, the square Higgs mass, denoted by M 27 is
326+ Dp
AM ’
(62)
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where M), = 125 GeV is Higgs mass [51, 52]. In the limit
p <K )\1\4;,1 /32€2(1+3¢), which gives a consistent explana-
tion for both the inflationary physics and the electroweak
theory, we find that the large term proportional to square
Planck mass in Eq. (62) is cancelled out and the Higgs
mass is proportional to M, 2 as

2~ AMy MM 16¢p  8p _ 8&p
hT2E(BE+1) 26(36+1) T M2 M2 M2
(63)

Then, from the relation between Eq. (32) and Eq. (62),
we can solve the parameters A\ and p in terms of M} and
v as follows

= MiM; 64
202(M2 — 4€(36 + 1)v?)’ (64)
~ MPM; (M2 —2¢(3¢ 4 1)v?)

PT TR (M2 = 46(3¢ + 1)o?)

(65)

Substituting Eq. (59) into Eq. (64) and Eq. (65), we ob-
tain the parameters A\ and p in terms of the observable
parameters M} and vsy as

M 5¢(3€ 4+ 1) M}

A= M 6
M2 (3¢ +1)M?2v3 _
p=M; (sgh + (4]345’15“4 +0(M, 4)) . (67)

Now, employing the bound of paramter £, 0 < £ <
Mp/\/E’USM, we find that the value of A can possibly reach
to six times of the Agnr, predicted from the standard elec-
troweak theory: A =~ 6\gy.By substituting the maximum
value of £ to Eq. (67), we can obtain the minimum value
of p 2 MZMyvsy/4v2 =~ 10%* GeV*, in order to pro-
vide the electroweak phase transition. Next, if we are
working with the inflaton model, ¢ ~ 10%, the Higgs self-
coupling constant is modified as A = (1 + 10723) gy ,
and the required value of constant vacuum energy den-
sity is p ~ 1035 GeV*. All possible values of the £ in the
positive regime give to a huge contribution to the vac-
uum energy density. This then leads to the cosmological
constant problem.

IV. DISCUSSION ON THE COSMOLOGICAL
CONSTANT PROBLEM

The cosmological constant (A) is defined as

A= 877Gpvacuum7 (68)

where G is the gravitational constant and pyacuum =
2.5 x 10747 GeV* is the observable value of vacuum en-
ergy density. The role of this cosmological constant has
been famously used to explain the accelerating expansion
of the universe, known in the name of “dark energy”.
However, in our scenario, the role of vacuum energy den-
sity p is not used to explain the dark energy, but, rather,
is used to trigger the symmetry breaking. Now, we con-
sider the constant term, denoted by p, in Eq. (61),

st (ateepr M0
Tyl AR = TraneTy

1 AM;) . 3262(3¢ + 1)p
T3040 \ P 3 +30) CTaME

(69)

which will be seen later contributing to pyacyum- Sub-
stituting A, p from Eq. (66), Eq. (67) into Eq. (69), we
obtain

M2M2 1
’ég L g (66 + ) MEvdy +O(M,2).  (70)

Obviously, the p is dominated by M, ﬁMg /8¢ GeV™. If we
set p = Pvacuum, the value of £ can be computed from the
first term in Eq. (70)

ﬁ:

M?M?
E~ —hP 1086, (71)

pvacuum

which turns out to be a huge number and is not in the
range of the convergent condition: 0 < § < M,/ V2vg01.
This suggests that the dimensionless coupling constant £
could not be specified by the cosmological constant. The
big elephant in our scenario seems to be the dark energy
problem. Therefore, we require the accurate cancellation
of tree-level vacuum energy density.

To modify the vacuum energy density so that it agree
with the observation, we expect the remaining of j in
Eq. (70) to be at the order O(M,™*), which could be

parametrically written in terms of

2,6
_ Mjvsy
4
M,

~ 107°5(GeV)*. (72)

We propose one possible way to fix this problem. The
kinetic energy of the Higgs field in the Jordan frame may
be given in the non-standard form as

2 2 L
A} (1 + jfz) 1+ —8“(’5&? ‘2 (73)
P )

where Ay, is constant with energy-dimension E'. By as-
suming that 9,¢0"¢/2 < A}, the term (9,00 ¢/2A})?
appearing from the series expansion can be ignored in
our calculation. After the conformal transformation, the
lowest order expansion of the kinetic energy (73) does not



change from Eq. (17) so the field redefinition in Eq. (19)
is also in the same form. This then results in the shape
of the effective potential V' in Eq. (22) not being spoiled.
The value of £ &~ 1.76 x 10* and the prediction of the pa-
rameters A and p from Eq. (66)-(67) are approximately
applicable. In the Einstein frame, we fine that the value
of the tree-level vacuum energy is

p—p— AL (74)

To obtain the compatibility between the theoretical pre-
diction and the observed value of the cosmological con-
stant, we have to parametrize the A} in the following
form

M2M2 1 £(6€ + 1)M2vl
4 Mp 2.2 hVUsM
Ay = T: L +§(6§+1)Mh’USM+ SM2
€2(186 — 17) Mgy (75)
24N} '

By this definition, the large-value contributions to the
cosmological constant in tree-level are cancelled and the
remaining of the tree-level cosmological constant can be
compatible with the observation,

5M2 6 2
p— A} = % + O(M; %) ~ 2.5 x 107*7(GeV)*
p

(76)

where & ~ 1.76 x 10*, M; = 125 GeV, vgy = 246
GeV. Then, we consider the zero-point energy (paero)
from whole particles in the Standard Model contribut-
ing to the vacuum energy density. We apply the on-shell
subtraction scheme in our calculation. Here, overall pa-
rameters in the action are the physical quantity and the
overall loop-corrections can be absorbed into the added
counterterms. Now, the UV-divergence from pyacyum can
be cancelled out by taking the counterterm §p into the

account,

5M2,U6 2 B
Pvacuum = <g']\4siv[€ + O(Mp 6)) + Pzero + 0p. (77)
p

Under the on-shell condition dp = —per0, the remainder
in the cosmological constant is

5M?2vS, &2 _
Pacuum & gTS? ~ 2.5 x 10717(GeV)*.  (78)
Finally, we can obtain the compatibility between the
Pvacuum from the model and the observation of the cos-
mological constant.

V. CONCLUSION

In our scenario, the original theory in Eq. (6) is re-
stricted in the Jordan frame. The spontaneous symmetry
breaking and electroweak phase transition are promoted
as the effective theory from the gravity. This frame work
might be an alternatively possible way to unify the elec-
troweak phase transition and inflation. Here, a huge
cosmological constant from the prediction of the model
leads to a major problem. However, this problem could
be solved in the on-shell subtraction scheme when the ki-
netic energy of the Higgs field is in the non-standard form
(73) with the cutoff A ~ 10° GeV as we have shown in
the discussion. We finally note that the presented scheme
on modifying kinetic energy is just one of many possible
ways to match with the observable cosmological constant.
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