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Abstract

We study a modification of the Higgs inflation scenario where we introduce an extra scalar φ, with

mass m, coupled to the Ricci scalar as gφ2R, and mixed with the Higgs field h via the Lagrangian

term µφh2. Both fields participate in the inflation process in a unitary theory that predicts

values of the cosmological observables in agreement with the results from the Planck/BICEP/Keck

collaborations. In addition, by means of a CP-odd effective operator that couples φ to the Chern-

Simons term of the hypercharge gauge group as f−1
φ φYµν Ỹ

µν , maximally helical magnetic fields

are produced during the last e-folds of inflation. We found a window in the coupling fφ where

these fields survive all constraints until the electroweak phase transition, and source the baryon

asymmetry of the Universe through the Standard Model chiral anomaly. From a phenomenological

perspective, the model can solve the Standard Model instability problem at the scale QI ' 1011

GeV, provided that µ . m . QI , and for m . O(few) TeV, the φ-h mixing becomes sizable

while the theory turns natural. The latter thus predicts modifications of the trilinear and quartic

couplings that could be explored at the HE-LHC, as well as at future colliders, and allows for

direct φ production at the LHC followed by decay into hh. Present results from ATLAS and CMS

already put (mild) bounds on the mass of the heavy scalar as m & 0.55 TeV at 95% C.L.
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1 Introduction

Electroweak (EW) baryogenesis is an appealing mechanism to understand the baryon asymmetry of

the Universe (BAU) [1] (for reviews see Refs. [2–7]), which is testable at EW energies. Although the

Standard Model (SM) contains all necessary ingredients required by the three Sakharov conditions, it

quantitatively fails as the amount of CP-violation in the CKM phase is too small and moreover, given

the experimental value of the Higgs mass, the electroweak phase transition (EWPT) is not strong

enough first order, but a continuous crossover [8, 9]. This mechanism should then require beyond the

SM physics.

It was more recently realized, Refs. [10–16], that maximally helical hypermagnetic fields can be

produced at the end of (axial) inflation, and can generate the observed BAU, via the B +L anomaly,

during the EWPT. In this kind of theories, CP is spontaneously violated by the effective dimension-five

operator aY µν Ỹµν , where a is the axial field, Y µν the strength of the hypercharge gauge field Y µ, and

Ỹ µν its dual, whose generation requires an ultraviolet (UV) completion of the model. The generation

of the observed BAU was further elaborated in a number of papers, see e.g. Refs. [17–20].

In a recent paper [21], we proposed a mechanism where the helical hypermagnetic fields were

produced after inflation by the Higgs doublet field H with a CP-violating |H|2Y µν Ỹµν dimension-six

operator, thus entirely relying the nonperturbative production of gauge fields on SM physics. Of course

generating the CP-odd operator |H|2Y µν Ỹµν requires a UV completion, which can be similar to that

giving rise to the CP-even operator aY µν Ỹµν , for which CP is (spontaneously) violated for background

values of the axial field a.

Moreover there are theories, dubbed as Higgs inflation (HI) models [22–24] (for a review see [25]),

where the inflaton is identified with the SM Higgs boson, thus linking the cosmological observables

during the inflationary period of inflation with SM quantities. These models are based on assuming, in

the Jordan frame, a coupling between the Higgs doublet H and the Ricci scalar R as L = −(M2
Pl/2)R−

ξH|H|2R + · · · , where the ellipses refers to the SM Lagrangian. This model has been shown to have

a (dynamical) cutoff MPl/ξH, for values of the Higgs at the electroweak scale, i.e. h ∼ v [26–31],

while at values of the Higgs where inflation happens, i.e. h ∼ MPl/
√
ξH, the cutoff has been proven

to be ∼ MPl/
√
ξH, at least for two-by-two tree level scattering amplitudes, avoiding thus unitarity

violation [32–34]. Moreover, HI models have to face another challenge: for actual values of the

Higgs boson and top-quark masses the SM potential becomes unstable at values of the Higgs field

h ∼ QI ∼ 1011 GeV. This question has been tackled in Ref. [35], where the case of an unstable

potential was considered, taking into account radiative corrections. Because of the Higgs-Ricci coupling

the theory becomes nonrenormalizable in the Einstein frame and requires the addition of an infinite

number of counterterms. By assuming a scale invariant UV completion it is found that there are

threshold effects at scales ∼ MPl/ξH which generate jumps of the SM quartic coupling to positive

values (although one cannot determine their amplitude from the theory) and therefore HI can proceed

in the usual way. Still the potential has two minima: the EW minimum and a much deeper (unphysical)

minimum associated to the instability of the original SM potential. The evolution of the Higgs field

after inflation will depend on the reheating process, and in particular on the reheating temperature.

If the reheating temperature is high enough such that the unphysical minimum is dominated by the

thermal corrections, then the Higgs will relax to the symmetric phase, otherwise the Higgs would go

to the unphysical vacuum and it would stay there forever.

Motivated by HI, we will propose a model where the SM potential is simply stabilized by a

scalar field φ coupled to the Higgs (this coupling was already pursued in Refs. [36, 37]) and with a

mass m . QI , opening up the possibility of direct or indirect detection at present (LHC) and future
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accelerators. Moreover if the stabilizing field has a weak enough self-coupling φ4 and is coupled to

the Ricci tensor as ∼ gφ2R, it can trigger cosmological inflation, as the potential becomes flat in the

Einstein frame, while the COBE normalization does not impose strong constraints on the g coupling.

In this theory the inflaton can couple to the Chern-Simons component of the SM hypercharge and

trigger baryogenesis via the production of helical magnetic fields. Finally through the coupling of

the inflaton and the Higgs field, the latter will also be a component of the inflaton sector, although

we will work out a model where the parameters are such that cosmological inflation will be mainly

driven by the stabilizing field φ. The model thus combine HI, baryogenesis via production of helical

magnetic fields and stabilization of the SM potential by modifying the renormalization group running,

to provide a successful history of the Universe.

In the present paper we will follow the above guideline in order to build such a model of inflation,

which consists in a modification of the HI model by the introduction of a scalar field φ, with a two-

field potential V (h, φ) in which analytical relations between both fields are enforced by its shape. One

major difference with respect to a previous attempt, Ref. [37], is that φ is coupled to the Ricci scalar

as (g/2)φ2R, with φ . Λφ ≡ MPl/g
1, where Λφ is the theory cutoff, while ξH � 1, thus satisfying

the most naive unitarity requirement. Therefore, in our model the Higgs field is not the only inflaton,

but a component of the inflaton system, as inflation is really driven along a particular path in the

two-field space, while its orthogonal direction has a strong curvature around its minimum, where the

field system is anchored.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we introduce the potential in the Jordan frame, as

a function of the fields φ and h, which (for Planckian values of the field φ) can be approximated by

the most general renormalizable polynomial satisfying the Z2 symmetry φ → −φ. As the Ricci term

is quadratic in φ, gφ2R, the beginning of inflation will be controlled by the quartic term λφφ
4, and

the size of the amplitude of density perturbations is provided by the smallness of λφ, for values of

φ ≤ Λφ, consistent with the naive unitarity of the theory. The smallness of the coupling λφ is stable

under radiative corrections, and so is technically natural, but the Higgs potential is unstable for values

of the renormalization scale QI ' 1011 GeV. If the mass m of the φ field is m < QI , the field φ

decouples for values of Q < QI . Then, in the presence of a potential term softly breaking the Z2

symmetry, −µφ|H|2, there is a threshold correction in the one-loop β function of the Higgs quartic

coupling that can stabilize the EW vacuum. This mechanism was introduced in Ref. [37] and we will

use it to constrain our parameter space.2

1It has been proved, in Refs. [29, 31], that there is no tree-level unitarity problem for the amplitude A(φφ→ φφ) as,

in the Einstein frame, see Eq. (2.30), there appears the effective operator φ2(∂µφ)2/Λ2
φ that—upon integration by parts

gives, on-shell, the correction m2φ4/Λ2
φ—leads to a four-point function that does not grow with the energy, and thus

does not violate unitarity. A similar result is obtained in the Jordan frame, where the amplitude A(φφ→ φφ) grows, in

the s-channel, with the energy, and behaves as s/Λ2
φ. However, considering the cross channels, there is a cancellation,

and the four-point amplitude behaves as (s+ t+ u)/Λ2
φ ∝ m

2/Λ2
φ. However, the quick conclusion that unitarity is not

violated at the scale Λφ has been challenged in Refs. [30, 31], where it was pointed out that, in the Jordan frame, the

above cancellation is very unlikely to appear in loop-induced corrections to the same process φφ → φφ, leading to a

cutoff at the value ∼ 4πΛφ, where a loop factor has been included. The observation is similar for higher order processes,

since e.g. φφ → φφ + nφ has a cross section that scales as λ2
φs
n/2−1gn/Mn

Pl, where λφ is the φ quartic coupling. This

indicates that the perturbative description breaks down for energies
√
s & λ

−2/n
φ Λφ, which goes to Λφ for large values

of n. Similarly, in the Einstein frame, on top of the nonproblematic effective operator φ2(∂µφ)2, other higher order

operators, as e.g. φ2(∂µφ)4, are expected to be generated by loop effects, and so are expected to trigger violations of

unitarity beyond the scale Λφ. In view of these arguments we will conservatively consider in this paper Λφ as the scale

at which unitarity is violated.
2Should we have, instead, considered a linear Ricci term, gφR, and a quadratic, m2φ2, inflationary potential, one

could also have achieved the amount of flatness required by the slow roll conditions during the inflationary period, but
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The properties of the inflationary model are presented in Sec. 3. There, we will prove that all

observational constraints from the Planck and BICEP/Keck collaborations on the slow roll parameters,

or equivalently on the spectral index, the spectral index running and the tensor-to-scalar ratio, can be

satisfied for a range of the parameter g such that g � 1, thus easily satisfying the unitarity condition

for the model.

The nonperturbative production of gauge fields at the end of inflation is presented in Sec. 4. In

particular we will consider the CP-violating dimension-five operator 1/(4fφ)φYµν Ỹ
µν , provided by

some UV completion, to trigger baryogenesis at the EWPT. We postpone to App. A the details of

a particularly simple UV completion giving rise to such an operator. Similar UV completions were

proposed in Ref. [38], and recently in Refs. [39, 40], to generate the BAU using various mechanisms,

so we can be agnostic about its origin. We have found a critical value of the parameter fφ, such

that for fφ & f cφ the backreaction of the produced gauge fields on the inflationary dynamics can be

neglected, and so we have explicitly considered this region in the numerical analysis. Moreover, in

the presence of magnetic fields, as those produced in this work, there appear fermionic currents, a

phenomenon called the Schwinger effect, and, for sufficiently strong magnetic fields, their backreaction

on the gauge fields cannot be neglected. As exactly solving the equations of motion of gauge fields, in

the presence of the Schwinger fermionic currents, is beyond the scope of the present paper, we have

followed recent proposals in the literature for gauge field estimates [20, 41], and have worked out two

simple approximations: the maximal estimate, obtained upon maximizing the value of the helicity, and

the equilibrium estimate. A detailed recent analysis [42] shows that the exact solutions lie in between

both estimates, so we can reliably corner the final allowed region in the relevant parameter space.

The reheating mechanism has been studied in Sec. 5, and we have consistently considered the

region fφ > f cφ, where the reheating takes place perturbatively by the leaading inflaton decay process

Γ(φ → hh). The inflaton width, as well as the reheating temperature Trh, are then functions of the

inflaton mass parameter m. In order to stabilize the EW vacuum, the latter must lie in the interval

m ∈ [1 TeV,QI ] which implies, for reheating temperatures, the interval Trh/T
ins
rh ∈ [10−2 , 10−6], where

T ins
rh ' 2 · 1015 GeV would be the instant reheating temperature, i.e. the reheating temperature in the

hypothetical case where Γ(φ→ hh) equals the Hubble parameter at the end of inflation.

We show in Sec. 6 how the baryon asymmetry is generated when helicity transforms into baryon

number at the EW crossover. In particular we show that this mechanism works for fφ > f cφ, and

provides an upper bound on fφ which depends on the value of the reheating temperature.

In Sec. 7 we consider all relevant conditions for the helical magnetic fields to survive from the end

of inflation, when they are generated, to the EWPT, when they convert into the baryon asymmetry.

In particular we have considered the constraints from magnetohydrodynamics (MHD) and Reynolds

numbers, from chiral plasma instability, from the non-Gaussianity of the inflaton primordial fluctu-

ations and from the baryon isocurvature perturbations. Some technical details about the latter are

postponed to App. B. Globally they constrain the region where the baryogenesis mechanism works,

leaving an allowed range for the values of the parameter fφ, which depends on the ratio Trh/T
ins
rh .

Readers not interested in the technical details of the analysis can straightforwardly go to Sec. 7.5, and

in particular to Fig. 9, which summarizes the combined results.

In Sec. 8 some phenomenological considerations, from the point of view of particle physics, are

presented. First of all we study the naturalness problem generated by the mass hierarchy m � mh,

where mh is the Higgs mass, which leads either to a fine-tuning or considering m = O(TeV). The

the size of the amplitude of density perturbations, now controlled by m, would have yielded a value m > QI , which is

too large to stabilize the EW vacuum.
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latter case is phenomenologically appealing as the Z2-breaking term in the potential generates a

mixing between the singlet φ and the Higgs field h. This mixing, which is negligible in the case of very

large values of the parameter m, can be sizable, and with relevant phenomenological applications, for

the case of m = O(TeV) and, furthermore, is already bounded by the present LHC measurements of

Higgs signal strengths. As the mixing angle is inversely proportional to m, the latter already provide

mild lower bounds on m, as m & 0.4 TeV, a region where electroweak observables are shown to be in

agreement with their experimental values. Moreover, the mixing introduces modifications on the SM

parameters λ3 and λ4, which could lead to constraints at the HE-LHC at
√
s = 27 TeV, or even in

future colliders with center of mass energies of 100 TeV. Finally the singlet state can be produced at

LHC by means of its mixing with the Higgs field. Present upper bounds, from the ATLAS and CMS

collaborations, on the production cross section lead to upper bounds on the mixing parameter and,

consequently, to lower bounds on m as m & 0.7 TeV at 95% C.L., while future runs are expected to

provide stronger bounds on it.

Finally we summarize the results and present our conclusions in Sec. 9.

2 The model

As stated in the previous section we consider, on top of the Higgs field h, the scalar field φ with the

Lagrangian LJ as 3

LJ = −M
2
Pl

2
R− g

2
φ2R+

1

2
(∂µh)2 +

1

2
(∂µφ)2 − U(φ, h), (2.1)

which contains a coupling of the field φ to the Ricci scalar 4, and the potential is given by

U(φ, h) = USM(h) +
1

2
m2φ2 +

1

2
λφhφ

2h2 +
1

4
λφφ

4 − 1

2
µφh2

USM(h) =− 1

2
µ2
hh

2 +
1

4
λ0h

4.

(2.2)

The first four terms of the potential U(φ, h) in Eq. (2.2) constitute the most general renormalizable

potential invariant under the Z2 symmetry, φ → −φ, while the last term is a soft breaking of such

symmetry. Besides, for large Higgs field configurations we will be neglecting the mass term µ2
h, as

compared to the λ0 term, in USM(h).

The parameters λφh and λφ should be constrained by the slow roll conditions during inflation to

very small values λφh, λφ � 1, as we will see later on. Their smallness is radiatively stable, as can

easily be deduced from their one-loop β functions 5

βλφh =
λφh
16π2

[
12λ0 + 8λφh + 6λφ −

(
9

2
g2

2 +
9

10
g2

1 − 6y2
t

)]
θ(t− t0), (2.3a)

βλφ =
1

16π2
(8λ2

φh + 18λ2
φ)θ(t− t0), (2.3b)

where t − t0 = log(Q/m), and Q is the renormalization scale. In particular the choice λφh = 0 is

technically natural at one loop, as can be seen from Eq. (2.3a). For simplicity we will adopt hereafter

the value λφh = 0. Moreover, from the amplitude of density perturbations, we will see that typically

λφ ' 10−12, a value that is very mildly changed by radiative corrections.

3In our notation the Lagrangian L will not contain the factor
√
−g, so that the action S is given by S =

∫
d4x
√
−gL.

4Notice that in our model we do not need to primarily introduce any ξH|H|2R term. Although a small value of the

parameter ξH will be generated anyway by radiative corrections [43], its effects on the inflation mechanism will always

be negligible, even for values of ξH ' O(1); so for simplicity we are assuming that ξH = 0.
5We are defining conventionally here βX ≡ dX/dt.
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2.1 Jordan frame

The previous Lagrangian is defined in the so-called Jordan frame, and it is a valid framework provided

that the field φ satisfies the condition φ � MPl/
√
g. This region, as we will see, encompasses part

of the inflationary period, and in particular the end of inflation. The trajectory of fields φ and h

will proceed along the submanifold given by the minimum of the two-dimensional potential surface,

providing a relationship between both fields, as anticipated in the introduction of this paper.

To find the relationship between both fields φ and h, along the potential minimum direction, we

will follow a general procedure summarized here. Given a potential V (x, y) of two fields x and y, the

contour lines corresponding to constant values of the function V (x, y) = constant, satisfy the relation

dV = 0, which reads

∂V

∂x
dx+

∂V

∂y
dy = 0 ⇒ F (x, y) ≡ dy

dx
= −∂V/∂x

∂V/∂y
, (2.4)

where, by definition, the function F [x, y] is the slope along the contour lines at the point (x, y). We

wish to find the direction y = f(x) that intersects orthogonally every contour line. The slope of

this line is obviously f ′(x) and the slope of the orthogonal line is −1/f ′(x), so the condition for the

orthogonal intersection is

F (x, f(x)) = −1/f ′(x). (2.5)

The idea behind the regions is to divide the potential valley into segments such that φ = ahn.

The regions are separated according to which term dominates in the potential. Hence, we will find it

useful to work with logarithmic variables

y = log φ, x = log h, (2.6)

where the φ and h fields are considered in some arbitrary mass units, such that the relation between

fields translate into straight lines y = nx + log a. Given the shape of our potential we find a unique

solution to (2.5) in each region.

The direction φ = f(h) that intersects orthogonally every contour line in the plane (h, φ) is given

by the solution to the equation
∂V/∂h

∂V/∂φ
· h
φ

∣∣∣∣
φ=f(h)

=
1

f ′(h)
(2.7)

where Eqs. (2.4) and (2.5) have been used.

Therefore, the trajectory in the (φ, h) plane is given by relation (2.7), which changes according to

the different regions of the potential that we will now introduce. This is validated by the plot of the

total potential exhibited in Fig. 1. In all cases, the valley acts as an attractor for the fields, as shown

in Ref. [37].

Region A

In this region both fields take their maximum allowed values in the Jordan Frame, and the potential

can be approximated by the quartic coupling terms

UA '
1

4
λ0h

4 +
1

4
λφφ

4 . (2.8)

The direction along the minimum can be found, after applying Eq. (2.7) to the potential (2.8), with

the function f(h) = (λ0/λφ)−1/4h, i.e.

h =

(
λφ
λ0

) 1
4

φ . (2.9)

7



We plot in Fig. 1 the complete inflationary potential in the Einstein frame (see Sec. 2.3) and show the

direction from Eq. (2.9) with a solid (green) line as specified in the figure caption.

Figure 1: Left panel: Contour plot of the potential V (φ, h) in units where MPl = 1 with Regions Θ, A and B

and the corresponding minimum submanifolds. Right panel: 3D plot of the potential with the same color code.

We use the following numerical values: g = 0.01, m = 1010 GeV, λ0 = 0.23, δλ = 0.15, λφ = 10−12.

Its region of validity is then given by

MPl√
g

& φ &
2
√

2m√
λφ

(
δλ
λ0

) 1
2

, h &
2
√

2m

(λφλ0)
1
4

(
δλ
λ0

) 1
2

, (2.10)

where we have defined the constant δλ as

δλ ≡
µ2

2m2
. (2.11)

Along the minimum direction (2.9) the potential can be written, as a function of φ, as

UA(φ) ' 1

2
λφφ

4 , (2.12)

which will be used in the next section to describe the end of inflation.

To make contact with HI results, in this region we can also use the Higgs field as the explicit

variable using the relation between the fields h and φ given by Eq. (2.9). This implies that the Ricci

term in Eq. (2.1) can be equivalently written as −ξA/2 h2R, with ξA = g
√
λ0/λφ. For typical values

of the parameters (e.g. g ' 0.01, λ0 ' 0.2, λφ ' 10−12, see Secs. 2.2 and 3), we get ξA ≈ 4 · 104, which

is the value required by HI. Moreover the potential (2.12) can be written, using again (2.9) as

UA(h) ' 1

2
λ0h

4 . (2.13)

This result shows how, in region A, the results of HI could be interpreted in our model with g � 1,

being perfectly consistent with the unitarity condition φ . Λφ.
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Region B

In this region, where

φ .
2
√

2m√
λφ

(
δλ
λ0

) 1
2

, m . h .
2
√

2m

(λφλ0)
1
4

(
δλ
λ0

) 1
2

(2.14)

the potential can be approximated by

UB ' −
1

2
µφh2 +

1

2
m2φ2 +

1

4
λ0h

4, (2.15)

which, using Eq. (2.7), has its minimum along the direction

φ = f(h) ≡

(
− 3µ

4m2
+

√
9µ2

16m4
+

2λ0

m2

)
h2 . (2.16)

Direction (2.16) is shown in the potential plot, Fig. 1, with a solid (magenta) line. If we define the

coupling λ as

λ ≡ λ0 − δλ , (2.17)

in the limit λ� 1 we can write the minimum condition as

φ '
√
δλ
2

h2

m
[1 +O(λ)] (2.18)

and the potential (2.15) becomes

UB '
1

4
λh4 +O(λ2), (2.19)

which shows that the effective quartic coupling in this region is given by λ, instead of λ0 as in the

original potential (2.2).

Region C

In this region v < Q ≡ h < m, where v is the Higgs vacuum expectation value (VEV) and Q, the

renormalization scale, is here identified with the classical value of the Higgs field h. The field φ hence

decouples and is integrated out as

φ =
µ

2m2
h2 +O(h6) '

√
δλ
2

h2

m
, (2.20)

which yields a potential

UC '
1

4
λh4 +O(h8). (2.21)

Notice that, to leading order, the solution to the equation of motion of φ, Eq. (2.20), agrees with the

minimum condition in Region B, Eq. (2.18), which guarantees the continuity between both regions.

Moreover the stability of the potential in both Regions B and C is provided by the same condition,

λ > 0.
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2.2 Stability of the potential

In Region C, h < m, the inflaton field φ is integrated out and the potential, as a function of the Higgs

h, is given by Eq. (2.21), so that the parameter λ runs as the quartic coupling in the SM potential,

according to the SM β function, βSM
λ . In Regions B and A, h > m, the inflaton φ propagates and thus

there is an extra contribution to the running of the parameter λ as [37]

βλ = βSM
λ +

1

2π2
δλ(3λ+ δλ) θ(t− t0), (2.22)

where θ(x) is the Heaviside function, equal to 1 (0) for x ≥ 0 (x < 0), and t − t0 = log(h/m). The

parameter δλ also runs with the renormalization scale as

βδλ =
1

2π2
δλ(3λ+ 2δλ) θ(t− t0). (2.23)

The extra contribution to the running of λ in Eq. (2.22) can solve the Higgs vacuum instability

problem provided that:

• The inflaton mass m is smaller than the SM instability scale, QI ∼ 1011 GeV.

• The value of δλ at the scale Q = m, δλ(m), is large enough in order to significantly change the

value of βSM
λ .

Of course, smaller values of m (i.e. wider regions where φ propagates) allow smaller values of δλ(m)

to satisfy the second criterion. Conversely, for values of m close to QI the minimum value of δλ(m)

that solves the instability is a largish one.

As we have seen, the condition for the stability of the potential is that the coupling λ defined in

Eq. (2.17) is positive definite, λ ≥ 0. We have solved at two-loop the RGE’s of the theory for the

following set of values of the input parameters [44] at the pole top mass Mt = 172.76 GeV,

gY (Mt) = 0.358545, g2(Mt) = 0.64765, g3(Mt) = 1.1618,

λ(Mt) = 0.12607, ht(Mt) = 0.9312.
(2.24)

In Fig. 2 we show the two-loop running of the parameters λ and λ0 for two extreme cases, with a

light (m = 1 TeV, upper panels) and a heavy (m = 1010 GeV, lower panels) inflaton. As we can see

typical values of δλ are smaller for smaller values of m. We have chosen δλ = 0.05 for m = 1 TeV,

and δλ = 0.15 for m = 1010 GeV. In both cases the value of δλ(m) can be tuned to smaller values,

such that the corresponding values of λ at high scales are smaller. On the other hand, larger values

of δλ are bound by imposing that the theory remains in the perturbative regime up to the high scale.

In particular we find, for large values of m, m ' QI , δλ(m) . 0.35, while for m in the TeV region,

δλ(m) . 0.2. The dashed lines in the left panels are the SM running, shown for comparison. On both

left panels, we can see that the condition 0 < λ� 1 is satisfied while δλ � λ at Q ∼MPl.

2.3 Einstein frame

For values of the φ field such that φ > MPl/
√
g we must redefine the metric and go to the so-called

Einstein frame to recover the Einstein-Hilbert action for the Ricci scalar. To do so, we perform a Weyl

redefinition of the metric:

gµν → Θ gµν ,
√
−g → Θ2√−g. (2.25)
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Figure 2: In blue, two-loop running of λ (left panels) and λ0 (right panels) for two cases. Top panels: with

m = 1 TeV, δλ(m) = 0.05. Bottom panels: with m = 1010 GeV, δλ(m) = 0.15. The green dashed line is the

SM running. In both cases one has λ0 ' δλ for Q ∼MPl.

For the Ricci scalar this implies

R→ R

Θ
− R̄, R̄ =

6

Θ3/2

∂µ

(
gµν
√
−g ∂ν

√
Θ
)

√
−g

. (2.26)

Note that R is absent in the correction term R̄, hence we will define Θ by demanding that the explicit

coupling between φ and R disappears from the Lagrangian in the Einstein frame. The Ricci part of

the action transforms then as

SR → SER = −
∫
d4x
√
−g
(
M2

Pl

2
+
gφ2

2

)(
RΘ− R̄Θ2

)
(2.27)

and so the definition

Θ(φ) =

(
1 +

gφ2

M2
Pl

)−1

(2.28)

leads to

SER =

∫
d4x
√
−g

[
−M

2
Pl

2
R+ 3Θ2 g

2φ2

M2
Pl

∂µφ∂
µφ

]
. (2.29)

We can see from the second (dimension-six effective operator) term in Eq. (2.29) that the cutoff of the

theory Λφ is identified as Λφ ≡MPl/g (see however comments in footnote 1).
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In the meantime the kinetic terms of φ and h get transformed to Θ
2 (∂µφ∂

µφ + ∂µh∂
µh) so that

the (noncanonical) kinetic terms are given by

LEkin =
Θ

2

(
1 +

6g2φ2

M2
Pl

Θ

)
∂µφ∂

µφ+
Θ

2
∂µh∂

µh (2.30)

leading to the action in the Einstein frame

SE =

∫
d4x
√
−g
(
−M

2
Pl

2
R+ LE

kin − V (Θ, h)

)
, (2.31)

where the Einstein frame potential V (φ, h) is given by

V (φ, h) = Θ2(φ)U(φ, h), (2.32)

and U(φ, h) is given by Eq. (2.2). The potential region where the values of the field φ satisfy the

condition φ > MPl/
√
g is denoted as Region Θ and is explored hereafter.

Region Θ

As just stated, the Region Θ is characterized by the potential V (φ, h) in the Einstein frame, i.e. Eq. (2.32)

for gφ2 > M2
Pl, and a straightforward application of Eq. (2.5) shows that, using Eq. (2.7), the direction

along the minimum in the two-dimensional potential is given by

h2 = MPl

(
λφ

3gλ0

) 1
2

φ, (2.33)

from where the function f(h) in Eq. (2.7) can easily be read out. Along this direction the potential is

VΘ(φ) = Θ2(φ)
λφ
4
φ2

(
M2

Pl

3g
+ φ2

)
' Θ2(φ)

λφ
4
φ4, (2.34)

where again the last equality comes from the very definition of the Θ region. Notice that the values

of the field φ at the beginning of inflation, and in particular its value φ∗ at horizon crossing of the

present Universe, belong to Region Θ.

In Fig. 1 we plot the potential in the Einstein frame V (φ, h) for a chosen set of the parameters

values, and we superimpose the lines of minimum submanifolds given by Eqs. (2.33), (2.10) and (2.16),

for Regions Θ, A and B, respectively. As we can see they intersect orthogonally, by construction, the

contour lines of the potential. In the left panel we plot the contour lines of the potential and in the

right panel the three-dimensional plot with the same color codes.

We can try to make contact with HI in Region Θ, as we did in Region A, using the Higgs field h

as the explicit variable, by means of the relation between the fields φ and h given in Eq. (2.33), which

we can write as

gφ2 = ξΘ
h4

M2
Pl

, with ξΘ ≡
3g2λ0

λφ
. (2.35)

The Ricci coupling can then be written as −ξΘh4R/M2
Pl, where ξΘ ' 3 ·107 by using the typical values

of the parameters, g ' 0.01, λ0 ' 0.2, λφ ' 10−12 (see Secs. 2.2 and 3). Similarly, we can also write

the potential as

VΘ(h) '
(

1 + ξΘ
h4

M4
Pl

)−2
λφ
4g2

ξ2
Θ

h8

M4
Pl

. (2.36)

These two expressions show that our model, written in terms of the Higgs field, departs from the

conventional HI as it requires an effective dimension-eight operator for the potential which could only

appear when the Standard Model is completed by some UV theory, giving rise, after decoupling, to

higher dimensional operators.
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3 Inflation

Inflation takes place only in Regions Θ (for
√
gφ > MPl), and A (for

√
gφ < MPl), thus we will choose

conditions (2.33) and (2.9), respectively, to relate h and φ. In this case the kinetic term (2.30) along

the minimum direction can be written in both Regions Θ and A, as

LR
kin =

Θ

2

[
1 + 6

g2φ2

M2
Pl

Θ + ∆R

]
∂µφ∂

µφ, (R = Θ,A) (3.1)

where ∆R corresponds to the (tiny) contribution of the Higgs kinetic term

∆A =

(
λφ
λ0

) 1
2

, ∆Θ =
MPl

4φ

(
λφ

3gλ0

) 1
2

<

(
λφ

48λ0

) 1
2

(3.2)

and the last inequality comes from the condition
√
gφ > MPl. Putting numbers we obtain that

∆A ∼ 10−6 and ∆Θ . 10−7, so that ∆R can be safely neglected for numerical calculations in Eq. (3.1).

As for the potential in both inflationary regions, Θ and A, using the previous results we can write

it as

VR(φ) ' cR V (φ), V (φ) = Θ2(φ)
1

4
λφ φ

4 , cA = 2, cΘ = 1 , (3.3)

so that, in both regions, they only differ by a global factor. As the slow roll parameters do depend

on ratios of the potential and its derivatives, they will not depend on the global factor cR and can

thus be given a universal expression. So for the computation of the slow roll parameters we will just

remove the global factor cR and use V (φ) as the inflationary potential.

We can now define the inflaton χ as a field with canonical kinetic term as

Lkin =
1

2
∂µχ∂

µχ, (3.4)

where the change of variable φ→ χ is done by

dχ

dφ
'
[
Θ(φ)

(
1 +

6g2φ2

M2
Pl

Θ(φ)

)] 1
2

≡ f(φ), (3.5)

the last equality simply being the definition of the function f(φ) for later use. Solving the above

differential equation gives the approximation

χ 'MPl

√
1 + 6g

g
arcsinh

√
g(1 + 6g)

φ

MPl
, (3.6)

which, for
√
gφ &MPl, can be inverted to get

φ ' MPl

2
√
g(1 + 6g)

exp

(√
g

1 + 6g

χ

MPl

)
, (3.7)

while φ ' χ, for
√
gφ .MPl, as in this limit the Jordan and Einstein frames should coincide.

However, although the slow roll parameters must be computed from the inflaton potential V (χ),

we will not need to use this explicit solution to obtain the inflationary parameters. Instead, we can

keep φ as the explicit variable, since performing the change of variables (3.5) in the slow roll parameters

definition allows us to avoid making inevitable approximations stemming from the relationship between
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the fields φ and χ. Hence, we can keep the description of the model in terms of the φ field and the

potential V (φ) given in Eq. (3.3).6 In this framework the slow roll parameters can be written as [45]

ε(φ) =
M2

Pl

2

(
V ′(χ)

V (χ)

)2

=
M2

Pl

2

(
V ′(φ)

V (φ)

)2

f−2(φ), (3.8a)

η(φ) = M2
Pl

V ′′(χ)

V (χ)
= M2

Pl

[
V ′′(φ)

V (φ)
f−2(φ)− V ′(φ)

V (φ)
f ′(φ)f−3(φ)

]
, (3.8b)

ξ2(φ) = M4
Pl

V ′(χ)V ′′′(χ)

V 2(χ)
= M4

Pl

V ′(φ)

V (φ)
f−4(φ) (3.8c)

·
[
V ′′′(φ)

V (φ)
− 3

V ′′(φ)

V (φ)
f ′(φ)f−1(φ) +

V ′(φ)

V (φ)

(
3f ′ 2(φ)f−2(φ)− f ′′(φ)f−1(φ)

)]
,

where the function f(φ) was defined in (3.5). Their current observational bounds are, from Ref. [46]:

ε < 0.0044 (95%C.L.),

η = −0.015± 0.006 (68%C.L.),

ξ2 = 0.0029+0.0073
−0.0069 (95%C.L.).

(3.9)

We should evaluate the slow-roll parameters at the field value φ∗ = φ(N∗) with

N∗ =
1

M2
Pl

∫ χ∗

χE

V (χ)

V ′(χ)
dχ =

1

M2
Pl

∫ φ∗

φE

V (φ)

V ′(φ)
f2(φ) dφ, (3.10)

being N∗ the number of e-folds at which the reference scale exits the horizon. Here φE , the value of

φ at the end of inflation, is defined by the condition ε(φE) = 1 and can be computed analytically. A

plot of its dependence on g is shown on the left panel of Fig. 3. One can evaluate the integral (3.10)

to find

N∗ =
1

4

[
(1 + 6g)(φ2

∗ − φ2
E)

2M2
Pl

− 3 log
M2

Pl + gφ2
∗

M2
Pl + gφ2

E

]
(3.11)

and then solve for φ∗ ≡ φ(N∗).
7 A plot of φ∗, for N∗ = 60, and its dependence on g is shown in the

left panel of Fig. 3. The dark shading region is excluded as there φ∗ > Λφ ≡MPl/g and so there is a

unitarity violation (see however footnote 1). This constraint provides an upper bound on the value of

the parameter g as g . 0.0508.8

We display, in the right panel of Fig. 3, the functions ε(φ∗) and η(φ∗) as functions of g. The

observational constraints (3.9) provide a lower bound on the Ricci coupling as g & 0.0096. When

combined with the upper bound from unitarity, the allowed region in the g parameter is given in the

6From here on we will use primes to denote derivatives of a function with respect to its functional dependence,

e.g., V ′(χ) = dV (χ)/dχ and V ′(φ) = dV (φ)/dφ.
7We can solve Eq. (3.11) for φ(N∗) recursively, first ignoring the logarithm for the first iteration and then inserting

each solution into the next iteration (which this time contains all terms). The sequence converges quickly to the exact

solution. After 3–4 iterations the relative error is already ∼ 10−3 at most.
8For g < 1 the cutoff Λφ is trans-Planckian, and from Fig. 3 we can see that during inflation ∆φ ' 20MPl, which

satisfies the so-called Lyth bound [47]. Such behavior induces nonnegligible quantum gravity corrections to the potential.

However, the terms induced by quantum gravity effects are suppressed, not by factors φn/Mn
Pl, but by factors V/M4

Pl

and m2/M2
Pl, see Sec. 2.4 of Ref. [48]. Hence, as long as the inflationary potential takes sub-Planckian values and

m�MPl (like in our model), quantum gravity effects are insignificant, regardless of the values of g or Λφ.
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Figure 3: Left panel: φE, φ∗ and χ∗ in unit of MPl, as functions of g. The dark shading region violates the

unitarity bound φ < MPl/g. The white area corresponds to Region A and the light shading one to Region Θ.

Right panel: slow roll parameters evaluated at the beginning of inflation and their corresponding observational

bounds (dashed, matching color). The bound for ε(φ∗) is an upper bound.

range 9

0.0096 . g . 0.0508. (3.12)

Finally we have found that, in the relevant region of the g parameter, the parameter ξ2 is |ξ2| ∼ 10−4,

well in agreement with the experimental range in Eq. (3.9).

For the allowed region of the slow roll parameters in Fig. 3, the cosmological observables, the scalar

spectral index ns ' 1 − 6ε(φ∗) + 2η(φ∗), the spectral index running n′s ' 16ε(φ∗)η(φ∗) − 24ε2(φ∗) −
2ξ2(φ∗), and the tensor to scalar ratio r = 16 ε(φ∗), fall inside the experimental range given by [46, 50],

ns = 0.9649± 0.0042, n′s = −0.0045± 0.0067, r = 0.014+0.010
−0.011 (3.13)

where we have included, in the last r determination, the most recent combined result from the BI-

CEP/Keck collaboration [50]. In particular, for the allowed range in the coupling g (3.12) the theory

predicts

0.96448 . ns . 0.96695 (0.96783) (3.14a)

−0.00063 . n′s . −0.00019 (−0.00005) (3.14b)

0.0467 & r & 0.0124 (0.00296) (3.14c)

where the unbracketed right-hand side (RHS) bounds come from the unitarity bound, while the brack-

eted ones come from disregarding the latter in view of the comments in footnote 1 10. As we can see

both predicted ranges (with/without considering the unitarity bound) in (3.14) nicely fit inside the

allowed range in Eq. (3.13). These results also agree with those of model (n, p) = (2, 4) in the recent

work of Ref. [51], where general inflationary models with nonminimal inflaton couplings to gravity

have been analyzed.

9One should worry about the stability, under radiative corrections, of such small values of the g parameter. Con-

tributions to the one-loop βξH function, in the Ricci coupling (ξH/2)h2R, from the contribution of the SM fields (top

quark, gauge and Higgs bosons), have been computed in Refs. [43, 49] where it is shown that the renormalization from

the weak to the high scale of ξH is . 20%. In the case of our coupling (g/2)φ2R, as φ is not directly coupled to the SM

fields, the g running between m and the high scales is suppressed by the mixing angle α between the fields φ and h (see

Sec. 8), so that βg ' 2δλ(v2/m2)βξH � βξH . In this way the running of the g parameter can be safely neglected.
10If we disregard the unitarity bound, see the comments in footnote 1, there is no upper bound on g from observational

constraints and the cosmological observables for larger values of g asymptotically go to the RHS values in parenthesis.
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Figure 4: Left panel: The inflaton self-coupling λφ as a function of g. Right panel: The Hubble parameter

H at the end of inflation H(φE) and for the number of e-folds N∗, H(φ∗) as functions of g. In both plots the

vertical red lines show the range for g where the slow roll cosmological observables and unitarity constraints

are met.

We now use the constraint on the amplitude of scalar fluctuations to find an analytical relation

for the inflaton self-coupling λφ, since this quantity is obtained from the potential as

As =
1

24π2M4
Pl

VΘ(φ∗)

ε(φ∗)
, (3.15)

where we are using as inflaton potential VΘ, as the φ∗ line in the left panel of Fig. 3 is inside the light

shading region, where the inflaton potential corresponds to that in Region Θ, Eq. (3.3). We can then

compute λφ as

λφ = 96π2 g2As ε(φ∗)

(
1 +

M2
Pl

gφ2
∗

)2

. (3.16)

Using the observed value of As from Ref. [46], Aobs
s = 2.2 · 10−9, as well as the values of ε(φ∗) and φ∗

from Fig. 3, we plot, in the left panel of Fig. 4 the parameter λφ as a function of the Ricci coupling

g. Notice that, inside the allowed region in Eq. (3.12), we obtain λφ ∼ 10−12 as postulated earlier.

Finally we can compute the Hubble parameter during inflation H(φ). From the Friedmann equa-

tion we have that the energy density of the inflaton reads as ρ(φ) = 3M2
PlH

2(φ). Since we are assuming

a slow roll evolution of the inflaton, we can neglect the kinetic part in the energy density and consider

ρ(φ) ' VR(φ). Therefore in Region A, i.e. around the end of inflation and, in particular, at φE ,

HE ≡ H(φE),

H(φ) =
MPl

g

√
λφ
6

(
1 +

M2
Pl

gφ2

)−1

. (3.17)

For the value φ = φ∗, in Region Θ, this further simplifies to

H∗ ≡ H(φ∗) = 23/2πMPl

√
ε(φ∗)Aobs

s . (3.18)

We plot in the right panel of Fig. 4 the Hubble parameters at the end of inflation, i.e. for φ = φE ,

HE , and at the beginning of inflation, for a number of e-folds N∗ = 60, H∗. As we can see from the

right panel of Fig. 4, for the lower bound of g, g ' 0.01, the Hubble parameter changes, between φE and

φ∗, by one order of magnitude, from H∗ ' 5.5 · 1013 GeV, to HE ' 6.4 · 1012 GeV. On the other hand,

for the upper bound of g, g ' 0.05, the Hubble parameter changes by a few, from H∗ ' 2.8 · 1013 GeV
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to HE ' 1013 GeV. As we can see the absolute upper bound on the Hubble parameter in our model is

H∗ . 5.5 · 1013 GeV, or equivalently an inflation scale V
1/4
Θ (φ∗) . 1.5 · 1016 GeV, in agreement with

the observational upper bounds from the Planck collaboration, Ref. [46], given by

Hobs
∗ < 6 · 1013 GeV, (V obs

∗ )1/4 < 1.6 · 1016 GeV (95% C.L.). (3.19)

Consequently our model, independently of the value of m, is a high scale inflation model, where the

Hubble parameter does depend on the value of g and is maximized for its lower bound.

4 Gauge field production

In this section we will consider the generation of fully helical hypermagnetic fields that will be trans-

formed into baryon asymmetry at the EWPT. Of course all modes produced during inflation, except

the last modes that exit the horizon at the end of inflation reentering the horizon at the onset of

reheating, get diluted [14]. For that reason we will be concerned by the last e-folds of inflation,

corresponding to the inflaton value φ ' φE , well inside Region A with a potential given by Eq. (3.3).

We need a source of CP-violation and we will assume the CP-odd dimension-five operator given

by
√
−gL��CP = −1

4

φ

f̃φ
Yµν Ỹ

µν , (4.1)

where Y µν is the field strength of the hypercharge gauge field Y µ, and Ỹ µν = 1
2ε
µνρσYρσ its dual

tensor. This Lagrangian term is scale invariant (it does not change when going from the Jordan to

the Einstein frame), and should appear in the effective theory after integrating out some UV physics,

heavier than the inflaton field. A possible and simple UV completion, with a heavy vectorlike fermion

coupled to the field φ by a CP-violating Yukawa coupling, and giving rise to Eq. (4.1) is presented in

App. A. However, in the rest of this paper, we will be agnostic about the origin of such a term as it

may arise from a great variety of models.

In addition to this, by virtue of the minimum condition in Region A, Eq. (2.9), the Higgs back-

ground value is nonzero (it is anchored to the value of the field φ), and so the electroweak symmetry

is broken, meaning we are producing ordinary U(1)EM magnetic fields, as the Z fields are very mas-

sive for those values of the background field h, and hence much harder to produce. In this way the

CP-violating term in the broken phase, at the end of inflation, will look like

√
−gL��CP = −1

4

φ

fφ
Fµν F̃

µν , (4.2)

where Fµν is the electromagnetic field strength, corresponding to the photon field Aµ, and we have

rescaled the constant fφ as

fφ =
f̃φ

cos2 θW
, (4.3)

where θW is the EW angle.

At reheating, h will drop at its potential minimum at zero, because of the sudden dominance of the

thermal correction terms, and we will recover the symmetric phase. This is a necessary requirement

for a successful baryogenesis as the helical fields participating in the chiral anomaly must belong to

the unbroken electroweak sector. This is because, in the symmetric phase of the electroweak plasma,

the chiral anomaly induces the phenomenon where variations in baryon, NB , and lepton, NL, number
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can be induced by changes in the SU(2)L Chern-Simons number Ncs and/or U(1)Y hypermagnetic

helicity HY as

∆NB = ∆NL = Ng

(
∆Ncs −

g2
Y

16π2
∆HY

)
, (4.4)

where Ng = 3 is the number of fermion generations and gY the U(1)Y coupling. This equation

tells us that any change in the U(1)Y helicity leads to a fermion asymmetry, in particular when

projecting ordinary magnetic fields into hypermagnetic fields at the end of inflation. However, as long

as T & 160 GeV, the electroweak sphalerons are in equilibrium in the plasma, hence any fermion

asymmetry gets washed out in less than a Hubble time, and only the U(1)Y helical fields remain.

As the U(1)Y helical magnetic fields participate in the baryogenesis process [18], while U(1)EM

helical magnetic fields are produced at the end of inflation, the projection of the latter on the former

must be taken into account with a factor 11

AY = cos θW A, HY = cos2 θW H . (4.5)

The Z fields can also project onto U(1)Y fields but, as stated before, we will ignore this contribution

as they were too heavy to be produced.

Moreover after inflation, in Region B, the Higgs will start relaxing to its minimum and, if some

conditions are satisfied, the Higgs could source extra helical magnetic fields, as was studied in Ref. [21],

and eventually overproduce the BAU from the induced coupling

√
−gL��CP = −1

4

√
2δλ
|H|2

mfφ
cos2 θWYµν Ỹ

µν ≡ −1

4

|H|2

Λ2
H
Yµν Ỹ

µν , (4.6a)

ΛH ' 8.7 · 1013 GeV
( m

1010 GeV

) 1
2

(
δλ

0.15

)− 1
4
(

fφ
0.1MPl

) 1
2

, (4.6b)

where we have used the minimum condition in Eq. (2.18). Nevertheless the required relaxation mecha-

nism found in Ref. [21] should not work under the present conditions, because one necessary condition

for the Higgs relaxing into the hypermagnetic fields is not fulfilled here, namely that h & 3 · 1015 GeV

at the end of inflation. In fact in our model, as a consequence of the definition (2.16) of Region B,

h .
2
√

2m

(λφλ0)
1
4

(
δλ
λ0

) 1
2

. 4 · 1013 GeV,

where we chose the parameters configuration that maximizes the RHS bound. Therefore a significant

production of helical magnetic fields from the Higgs decay after inflation is unlikely, and we can

consider L��CP as inactive in Region B.

4.1 Helical magnetic fields

As stated earlier, we will mainly be interested in values of the inflaton field near the end of inflation,

i.e. φ ' φE , which means that φ and h evolve in Region A of the potential, given by (3.3). For such

values of φ, the differential equation (3.5) admits the simple solution φ ' χ+O(g). We recall that χ

is the true inflaton field with canonical kinetic term and action

S '
∫
d4x

[√
−g
(
−M

2
Pl

2
R+

1

2
∂µχ∂

µχ− 1

4
FµνF

µν − V (χ)

)
− χ

4fφ
Fµν F̃

µν

]
+

∫
d4x
√
−g i ψ̄�Dψ, (4.7)

11Bold characters stands for 3D vectors in space.
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where we have included the interaction of fermionic currents, corresponding to charge Q fermions, with

the electromagnetic fields (encoded in the covariant derivative Dµ ≡ ∂µ − eQAµ), the CP-violation

term and the inflaton potential

V (χ) =
λφ
2

(
1 +

gχ2

M2
Pl

)−2

χ4. (4.8)

Varying the action (4.7) with respect to Aµ = (A0,A) leads to the gauge equations of motion in

the radiation gauge, A0 = 0 and ∇ ·A = 0,(
∂2

∂τ2
−∇2 − χ′

fφ
∇×

)
A = 0, (4.9)

where τ is the conformal time, defined by gµν = a2(τ) ηµν , and we assume a homogeneous inflaton

with only zero mode, χ(τ,x) = χ(τ). Unless otherwise specified, all quantities and fields are comoving.

During the inflationary period one has 12

χ′ = χ̇a ' − χ̇

τH(χ)
, (4.10)

and the field velocity χ̇ is computed from the equation of motion for the inflaton obtained from the

action (4.7)

χ̈+ 3H(χ) χ̇+ V ′(χ) =
E ·B
a4fφ

, (4.11)

where we have used that Fµν F̃
µν = −4E ·B. From the slow roll conditions, we can neglect χ̈, since

χ̈

3Hχ̇
=
ε− η

3
, (4.12)

where we are already neglecting the backreaction of the generated magnetic field on the inflaton (i.e. we

are neglecting the term E ·B/a4fφ in Eq. (4.11)), a hypothesis that will be self-consistently checked

a posteriori (see Sec. 4.3). During the last e-folds of inflation, our model provides |ε − η| / 3 < 0.1.

Hence, we obtain

χ′ =
M2

Pl

τ

V ′(χ)

V (χ)
, (4.13)

where we have made use of Eq. (4.10).

We now quantize the gauge field A in momentum space

A(τ,x) =
∑
λ=±

∫
d3k

(2π)3

[
ελ(k) aλ(k)Aλ(τ,k) eik·x + h.c.

]
, (4.14)

where λ = ± is the photon polarization and aλ(k) (a†λ(k)) are annihilation (creation) operators that

fulfill the canonical commutation relations

[aλ(k), a†λ′(k
′)] = (2π)3δλλ′δ

(3)(k − k′) . (4.15)

12As for fields, we denote the derivative with respect to τ with a prime and the derivative with respect to the cosmic

time t with a dot, e.g. χ′ = dχ/dτ and χ̇ = dχ/dt.
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The polarization vectors ελ(k) satisfy the conditions 13

k · ελ(k) = 0 , k × ελ(k) = −iλk ελ(k) ,

ε∗λ′(k) · ελ(k) = δλλ′ , ε∗λ(k) = ελ(−k) ,
(4.16)

where k ≡ |k|. The equation of motion for the modes yields

∂2Aλ
∂τ2

+ k

(
k + λ

2ξ

τ

)
Aλ = 0, (4.17)

which is the Coulomb wave equation, with

ξ =
M2

Pl

2fφ

V ′(χ)

V (χ)
=
MPl

fφ

√
ε(χ)

2
> 0, (4.18)

where Eq. (4.13) has been used and ε(χ) is the slow-roll parameter. Let us mention that, even if the

first equality in Eq. (4.18) looks model dependent, as it depends on the potential and its derivative,

in fact it is very model independent because the last relation only relies on the slow roll regime of the

inflationary potential, and ε(χ) ' 1 at the end of inflation. We have done a self-consistency check by

comparing the numerical results of both expressions and found no significative difference, see below.

As already emphasized, all modes produced during inflation will get diluted, except the last mode

that exits the horizon right before the end of inflation. This mode reenters the horizon at the onset of

reheating and is the source for the BAU. Hence, it is only necessary to consider the mode produced

at φE ' χE , for which ε(χE) ' 1, and hence, using the last equality in Eq. (4.18) we obtain for ξ the

constant value

ξ ' MPl√
2fφ

. (4.19)

We numerically checked that this approximation coincides with the exact solution:

ξ =

[
M2

Pl

2fφ

V ′(φ)

V (φ)

dφ

dχ

]
φ=φE

, (4.20)

where equations (3.5) and (4.8) should be used. A plot of ξ as a function of g is shown in the top

left panel of Fig. 5 (solid lines) where we compute the exact solution in Eq. (4.20). As we can see

the values of ξ are nearly constant with respect to g, a behavior that is well approximated by the

expression of ξ in Eq. (4.19). A plot of ξ as a function of fφ is displayed in the bottom left panel of

Fig. 5 (solid lines) for the range of values of g allowed by the final inflationary analysis. As all results

of the following sections are very sensitive to the precise value of the parameter ξ we will use next the

exact expression for ξ in all numerical calculations.

Notice that in this section we are neglecting, in the RHS of Eq. (4.17), the possible effect of the

fermion currents eQJψ, appearing in the action Eq. (4.7), and in particular their backreaction on the

produced helical magnetic fields. This phenomenon, known as the Schwinger effect, will appear for

sufficiently strong magnetic fields, hence for large (small) enough values of the ξ (fφ) parameter. In

this section we will consider the case of backreactionless fermion currents (i.e. small values of ξ) and

will devote Sec. 4.2 (where those values will be quantified) to the analysis of the Schwinger effect and

its backreaction on the helical magnetic fields.

13A simple realization can be given in terms of a real basis with the orthonormal vectors (k/|k|, ei), (i = 1, 2), such

that k · ei = e1 · e2 = 0 and ei · ei = 1, with ελ ≡ (e1 + iλe2)/
√

2, from where identities (4.16) follow.
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The general solution of (4.17) is

Aλ =
iF0(λξ,−kτ) +G0(λξ,−kτ)√

2k
(4.21)

where F0 and G0 are, respectively, the regular and irregular Coulomb wave functions with index

0 [10].14 At early times, the above solution has the asymptotic behavior that corresponds to the

Bunch-Davies vacuum of the modes. In fact during inflation, where ε(χ) � 1, we obtain, using

Eq. (4.18), that ξ � 1 and therefore |kτ | � 2ξ, so we can write Aλ ∝ e−ikτ . However, at the end of

inflation ε(χE) ' 1 and so we can have ξ & 1. Then, only one mode develops both parametric and

tachyonic instabilities for k ' kc where

kc = 2ξaEHE , aE = a(τE), (4.22)

while the other one stays close to its vacuum. As in our model ξ > 0, and during inflation τ < 0,

the mode exhibiting the instability is the one with the λ = + polarization. For late times, k � kc
(i.e. |kτ | � 2ξ), F0 can be neglected and the growing mode solution can be approximated by [10, 14, 52]

Aλ '
G0√
2k
' 1√

2k

(
k

2ξaEHE

) 1
4

exp

{
πξ − 2

√
2ξk

aEHE

}
. (4.23)

Another assumption in this solution is that H(χ) ' HE during the last e-folds of inflation. As we

have seen that the g dependence of ξ is mild, the main g dependence of all our predictions from here

on, will arise only from the g dependence of the Hubble parameter HE , see the right panel of Fig. 4.

Moreover, from the approximated value of the ξ parameter in Eq. (4.19) we can see that ξ can be

traded for the value of the parameter fφ such that ξ � 1 corresponds to fφ �MPl. Moreover, as we

see from the explicit solution in Eq. (4.23), there is an exponential magnification for large values of

ξ. However, as shown later on in Sec. 4.3, for very large values of ξ, the backreaction on the inflation

dynamics from magnetic fields cannot be neglected, which will lead to upper bounds on the values of

ξ, or correspondingly to lower bounds on the values of fφ.

Assuming homogeneity in momentum space, the comoving U(1)EM helicity is by definition

H = lim
V→∞

1

V

∫
V

d3x 〈A ·B〉 =

∫ kc

0

dk
k3

2π2

(
|A+|2 − |A−|2

)
, (4.24)

where 〈·〉 is the expectation value of quantum fields and the integral V −1
∫
V
d3x is the spatial average,

which is trivial for space independent quantities. Since the magnetic fields are maximally helical, we

can neglect one mode and set the other one to (4.23). We cut off the integral at the last mode to exit

the horizon given by (4.22). The resulting computation gives the amount of comoving helicity at the

time of the end of inflation, as

H ' 45

215

a3
EH

3
E

π2ξ4
e2πξ, (4.25)

where we have used the approximation for ξ � 1.15

On the right panels of Fig. 5, we display the magnetic helicity in function of g (top panel) and

fφ (bottom panel). The exponential regime given by Eq. (4.25) is shown by solid lines for values

fφ & 0.15MPl (ξ . 4.7). For solid lines with fφ . 0.15MPl, and dotted lines, the backreaction of

fermion currents on the magnetic fields (Schwinger effect) cannot be neglected, as we will see in the

next section where we will continue our comments on these plots.

14See also Sec. 14 of Ref. [52].
15In fact, we have found that the approximation is valid up to O(e−8ξ) terms, so that it is good enough for ξ & 2-3.
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Figure 5: Top panels: the ξ parameter (left panel) and produced helicity at the end of inflation (right panel)

as a function of g for various values of fφ. The vertical red lines display the range for g where the inflation

model is valid. Bottom panels: the same as top panels but as functions of fφ in the same interval of values

of g. In all panels solid lines correspond to the Schwinger effect maximal estimate while dashed lines are the

equilibrium estimate. In the bottom left panel, blue and orange lines overlap since the result is insensitive to

g.

The comoving U(1)EM energy density in the magnetic and electric fields are similarly computed

as

ρB ≡ lim
V→∞

1

2V

∫
V

d3x 〈B2〉 =

∫ kc

0

dk
k4

4π2

(
|A+|2 + |A−|2

)
, (4.26a)

ρE ≡ lim
V→∞

1

2V

∫
V

d3x 〈E2〉 =

∫ kc

0

dk
k2

4π2

(
|∂τA+|2 + |∂τA−|2

)
. (4.26b)

Using the (backreactionless) value (4.23) for A+, and neglecting the other mode, we similarly obtain

the analytical solutions at the end of inflation, for ξ � 1 (see footnote 15)

ρB '
315

218

a4
EH

4
E

π2ξ5
e2πξ, (4.27a)

ρE '
63

216

a4
EH

4
E

π2ξ3
e2πξ =

4ξ2

5
ρB . (4.27b)

Hence the total comoving electromagnetic energy density is

ρEM = ρE + ρB ' ρB
(

1 +
4ξ2

5

)
. (4.28)
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Finally, we will also need the correlation length of the magnetic field which can be estimated

as [53]

`B =
2π

ρB

∫ kc

0

dk
k3

4π2

(
|A+|2 + |A−|2

)
. (4.29)

Likewise its analytical solution at the end of inflation is given by

`B '
8

7

π ξ

aEHE
, (4.30)

Note that the above three quantities are comoving and apply to ordinary electromagnetic field,

while we will denote in subsequent sections their equivalents for the hypercharge U(1)Y in the sym-

metric phase with the index Y . The corresponding physical quantities are given by H ph = H /a3,

ρph = ρ/a4, `ph
B = a`B . Finally, we will conventionally set aE = 1.

To close this section, we would like to underline that maximally helical fields, E(k) and B(k),

in (Fourier transformed) momentum space are collinear as, using the identities (4.16), one can easily

check that both are proportional to ελ(k). Besides, these fields in configuration space are, using the

approximation (4.23), (almost) collinear. In fact, one can compute, using our approximated solution

for the backreactionless solution, the angle θ measuring the collinearity of the electric and magnetic

fields, as

cos θ =
〈E ·B〉
|E| · |B|

, (4.31)

where we define 16

|E| ≡
√
〈E2〉 , |B| ≡

√
〈B2〉 . (4.32)

Using Eqs. (4.27) and (4.45) we obtain, for ξ � 1

cos θ ' 3
√

5

7
' 0.958, (4.33)

which corresponds to the angle θ ' 0.0016π. As a result we have proved that the fields E and B are

(almost) collinear, a property that will be used when applying the Schwinger effect in the next section.

4.2 Schwinger effect

In the presence of strong gauge fields, i.e. for ξ � 1, fermions charged under the gauge group are

produced by the backreaction of gauge fields which source the fermion equations of motion. The

corresponding currents can then, in turn, backreact on the produced gauge fields and change their

(so-called backreactionless) solutions. This phenomenon is called the Schwinger effect and we will

consider it in this section. Moreover, the fermions produced by this effect are at the origin of another

phenomenon, called the chiral plasma instability, that we will study in Sec. 7.2.

As the Higgs VEV is different from zero at the end of inflation, as we have already explained, the

EW gauge bosons are massive and the system is in the broken phase. Massless gauge bosons are the

photons, and we can consider the theory of electrically charged fermions in the presence of the U(1)EM

gauge group. In the case of a Dirac fermion with mass m and electric charge Q, the produced current

satisfies the Ohm’s law J = σE, where σ is the Schwinger conductivity given, for collinear E and B

fields, by [42]

σ = tr
|eQ|3

6π2

|B|
a2H

coth

(
π|B|
|E|

)
exp

(
− πm2a2

|eQ| |E|

)
, (4.34)

16Hereafter in this paper we are skipping the space average, as all background quantities are homogenous and so

limV→∞
1
V

∫
V d

3x = 1.
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where the trace runs over all charged fermions ψi, with mass mi and charge Qi, such that πm2
i �

|eQi||E|, and e(Q) =
√

4πα(Q) ' 0.33 is the electromagnetic gauge coupling at the characteristic scale

of Schwinger pair production Q ' ρ1/4
EM [42]. However, as the Higgs VEV is suppressed with respect to

the classical value of φ, see Eq. (2.9), while Yukawa couplings for first and second generation fermions,

are small, their corresponding square masses are much smaller than typical values of the produced

electric field, and so we can make the simple reasonable approximation that only the first and second

generation fermions are massless and contribute to the conductivity (4.34).

We have to stress here that, in spite of the fact that the Higgs VEV is large after inflation hE ' 1015

GeV, which yields large masses mf for fermions, as the typical values of the produced electric fields are

also large, typically |E| ' h2
E , the small values of the Yukawa couplings for light fermions make that

their pair production is not effectively blocked. Moreover, as their contribution to the conductivity is

exponential in m2
f we can consider fermions that contribute to the conductivity as effectively massless.

Here we have considered for simplicity that the two first generations of quarks and leptons contribute

to the conductivity. Had we considered also the third generation would have amounted to a global

factor in σ of 3/2, which would not change at all the qualitative results in this paper.

The backreaction of fermionic currents, the Schwinger effect, has been proven to roughly be

encoded into a redefinition of the ξ parameter, ξ → ξeff , as [41]

ξeff = ξ −∆ξ, ∆ξ =
e3

3π2
coth

(
π|B|
|E|

)
|E|
H2
E

, (4.35)

where only first and second generation fermions have been considered. The correction becomes signif-

icant, ∆ξ/ξ & 0.1, for ξ & 3.7, which corresponds to fφ . 0.19MPl. Hence for ξ & 3.7 the Schwinger

effect must be taken into account, and the amplitudes of the gauge fields in equilibrium must satisfy

the equation [41]

2ξeffH|E| |B| − 2H(|E|2 + |B|2) = ρ̇EM = 0 (4.36)

Previous studies [20, 41, 42] have considered two regimes: (i) Maximal estimate and (ii) Equilib-

rium estimate. We will use them to compute the MHD quantities yielding the BAU, i.e., the helicity,

its derivative, the electric and magnetic energies, as well as the magnetic correlation length. Both

regimes follow different strategies: in the maximal estimate all quantities are capped by other rela-

tions that still depend on the parameter ξ, whereas in the equilibrium case the exponential relations

from the previous section stay with the counterpart of the substitution (4.35) on ξ.

4.2.1 Maximal estimate

In this case we assume the exponential behaviors of the backreactionless solutions to be valid until

they saturate the maximal value that we will display hereafter. We numerically determine the value of

crossing, which happens for ξ ' 4.4–4.7 depending on each quantity, corresponding to fφ ' 0.15MPl.

However, as we just saw, for such value the Schwinger effect can no longer be neglected, so there

remains in this process a gray area of uncertainty as to the exact transition between the two regimes.

The maximum electric and magnetic energy density can be estimated as the solution of Eq. (4.36) [41],

i.e.

|E|2 + |B|2 = ξeff |E| |B|. (4.37)

This replacement yields an equation relating the |E| and |B| fields that can be solved analytically. We

then choose, as definition of our maximal estimate, the solution (|E|, |B|) of (4.37) that maximizes the
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product |E| · |B|.17 For ξ � 1, the result approximates to:

|E|max '
2π2

e3
ξH2

E , (4.38a)

|B|max '
2π2

3e3
ξ2H2

E , (4.38b)

although, in the numerical calculations, we of course use the exact solutions. Hence we obtain our

maximal helicity estimate

Hmax '
8π4

9e6
ξ3H3

E (4.39)

as well as our maximal energy density estimate

ρmax
EM '

2π4

9e6
ξ4H4

E . (4.40)

Finally, combining (4.24) and (4.29), and assuming maximally helical magnetic field, we get for the

correlation length (still for large ξ)

`max
B = π

Hmax

ρmax
B

' 4π

ξHE
. (4.41)

In this case the upper labels “max” on ρmax
EM and `max

B mean that they are computed from maximal

quantities, but do not necessarily mean upper bounds. In fact the estimate for `max
B is a conservative

one, as it matches the corresponding backreactionless quantity at a small value, ξ ' 1.4, so in principle

we would expect higher values for `max
B , giving rise to bigger Reynolds numbers (see Sec. 7.1). Still we

will use the estimate in Eq. (4.41) for our numerical calculations.

We finally recall that in this case the parameter ξ remains as given by (4.19), hence it corresponds

to the solid lines displayed in the left panels of Fig. 5. For the solid lines of the right panels, however,

the helicity has two regimes: it first obeys the exponential relation (4.25) until it reaches its maximal

value, then follows (4.39).

4.2.2 Equilibrium estimate

In this case, we take into account the backreaction of the chiral fermions on the gauge fields by just

replacing the parameter ξ with the effective one given by (4.35) in the backreactionless solutions.

Using (4.27) and (4.32) the latter becomes

63

215π2

e2πξeq

ξ3
eq

=

(
3π2

e3

)2

(ξ − ξeq)2 tanh2

(√
5

4

π

ξeq

)
. (4.42)

When the backreactionless solutions are used, and to make it explicit which case we are handling,

we chose to label the effective parameter as ξeq. The solution of Eq. (4.42) provides the function

ξeq = ξeq(ξ) and, using (4.19), we can obtain ξeq as a function of fφ (and g) that we plot on the left

panels of Fig. 5 in dotted lines.

17Notice that our definition of maximal estimate departs from that used in Ref. [41], where separate maximal conditions

to the configurations for the fields E and B (corresponding to absolute maximal values independently reached by the

configurations E and B) are imposed, so that their corresponding partners do not satisfy Eq. (4.37). Conversely, our

criterium of maximizing the helicity guarantees that our solution satisfies Eq. (4.37).
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Next, the MHD quantities are calculated in the same way as in the case without considering the

Schwinger effect, but with the replacement ξ → ξeq, hence

Heq = H (ξeq), ρeq
B/E = ρB/E (ξeq), `eq

B = `B (ξeq), (4.43)

where (4.25), (4.27) and (4.30) should be used. On the right panels of Fig. 5, we plot the equilibrium

estimate for the helicity as a function of fφ and g in dotted lines.

4.2.3 Final comments

Needless to say, neither the maximal nor the equilibrium estimates are true solutions to the gauge

equations of motion in the presence of the Schwinger effect, which introduces highly nonlinear effects

into them. However, numerical solutions taking into account the backreaction from fermion currents

have been recently considered in Refs. [42, 54] which show that, for values of the ξ parameter for which

the Schwinger effect becomes relevant, the numerical solution for the different quantities, in particular

for the helicity, lies between the maximal and equilibrium estimates. This feature remains if the Bunch-

Davies vacuum is damped by the conducting medium, even for extreme cases of very large damping,

leading to very suppressed vacua. Therefore, we expect that the solution to the complicated problem of

taking into account all the backreaction from Schwinger fermions currents will be somewhere between

the two considered estimates, and thus the allowed region by the BAU will be in between the allowed

regions that we will exhibit in Secs. 6 and 7 for both estimates.

4.3 Self-consistency condition

In previous subsections, we have computed the helical gauge fields generated in the presence of the

inflationary background, after estimating the backreaction of fermion currents on gauge fields, but we

have neglected the backreaction of gauge fields on the inflaton dynamics. We will now compute the

conditions to have negligible backreaction of the generated gauge fields on the inflaton equations of

motion, such that we can reliably trust the inflationary predictions, and therefore the actual generation

of helical magnetic fields. Needless to say this condition is mainly a simplifying one, and allows to

work out the inflationary model independently on the generated gauge fields. As we will see in Sec. 5,

this condition is also related to the possibility of reheating the Universe after the inflationary period

by the preheating mechanism, although this scenario deserves further studies.

Once we have obtained the helicity, we can compute the RHS of the inflaton equation of motion

(4.11), as in the radiation gauge they are simply related by

〈E ·B〉 = −1

2

d

dτ
〈A ·B〉. (4.44)

Ignoring for the moment the Schwinger effect on the produced gauge fields, using (4.24), (4.25) and

the relation in the de Sitter universe aH = −τ−1, one gets at the end of inflation, for ξ � 1

|〈E ·B〉| ' 135

216

a4
EH

4
E

π2ξ4
e2πξ. (4.45)

In the absence of backreaction of the gauge field on the inflaton equation of motion, the inflationary

equation (4.11) with slow roll conditions reduces to 3Hχ̇ ' −V ′(χ). Thus, in order to consistently

neglect the backreaction on the inflaton, we must simply enforce that, in the inflaton equation of

motion (4.11), the RHS term is negligible compared to the potential term, i.e.
√

2 ξ

MPl

∣∣∣∣ 〈E ·B〉V ′(χ)

∣∣∣∣� 1, (4.46)

26



where we used (4.19). This condition is independent of the reheating temperature and should hold

during the full magnetogenesis process, hence during the last few e-folds of inflation, so we can evaluate

it using the above solutions for 〈E ·B〉 at the end of inflation. Then, using the definition of the slow

roll parameter ε(χ), we can write V ′ '
√

2V/MPl at the end of inflation, and hence, for χ ' χE ,

Eq. (4.46) becomes

ξ |〈E ·B〉| � V (χE). (4.47)

Moreover it is interesting to note that, if we ignore the Schwinger effect, combining ρEM ' ρE
given by (4.27b), together with (4.45), we get

2 ρEM ' ξ |〈E ·B〉| . (4.48)

Notice that, for collinear E and B with the substitution ξ → ξeff , this equation yields the starting

point of the Schwinger maximal estimate, i.e. Eq. (4.37).

Hence, the condition (4.46) evaluated at the end of inflation is equivalent to imposing

2 ρEM � V (χE). (4.49)

Notice that the condition (4.49) is stronger than the condition for neglecting ρEM in the Friedman

equation, i.e., ρEM � 3H2M2
Pl ' V (χE), so that the latter does not need to be imposed.

Now taking into account the Schwinger effect, the equilibrium estimate is obtained by the replace-

ment ξ → ξeq in the expression (4.45), as described in Sec. 4.2.2. Hence, the consistency condition in

the Schwinger equilibrium estimate is given by Eq. (4.49) where ξ → ξeq, i.e.

2 ρeq
EM � V (χE), (4.50)

a stronger condition than the one coming from the Friedman equation ρeq
EM � V (χE), but much

weaker than Eq. (4.49) where we were ignoring the Schwinger effect, since ρeq
EM � ρEM.

On the other hand, for the maximal estimate, using the results from Sec. 4.2.1, we can write

|〈E ·B〉|max ' |E|max |B|max '
1

3

(
2π2

e3

)2

ξ3H4
E , (4.51)

Figure 6: Ratio between the potential term and the backreaction term in the inflaton equation of motion, see

Eq. (4.46), for the range of values of g allowed by inflation. Solid lines are the maximal estimate while dashed

lines are the equilibrium estimate, after taking into account the Schwinger effect.
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where in the first step we maximize the product by assuming a collinear configuration of E and B [41],

while the second step is justified for large values of ξ. A similar reasoning for the consistency condition

does apply to this case, for which the total density is dominated by the energy stored in the magnetic

field, ρEM ' ρB , and such that the explicit maximal estimate found implies that, for large ξ,

6 ρmax
EM ' ξ |〈E ·B〉|max . (4.52)

Hence, in the maximal estimate, imposing condition (4.46) is equivalent to requiring

6 ρmax
EM � V (χE), (4.53)

which is again stronger than the condition for neglecting the total gauge energy density in the Friedman

equation, ρmax
EM � V (χE).

We display in Fig. 6 the left-hand side of Eq. (4.46) as a function of fφ for the range allowed on

the parameter g by the inflationary observables, using for the |E| and |B| fields both the maximal and

the equilibrium estimates. In conclusion, condition (4.46) is satisfied for:

fφ & 1.9 · 10−2MPl (Maximal estimate),

fφ & 7.2 · 10−4MPl (Equilibrium estimate).
(4.54)

5 Reheating

At the stage of inflation all the energy is concentrated in the slowly rolling inflaton field. Soon after,

it begins to oscillate near the minimum of its effective potential and eventually perturbatively decays

into SM particles that interact with each other, and come to a state of thermal equilibrium in a

process called reheating. However, the Universe can also be reheated nonperturbatively in a much

quicker timescale through coherent fields effects while it oscillates in its potential, in a process known

as preheating [55].

In inflationary models where the inflaton is coupled to the Chern-Simons term with coupling

1/fφ, as in Eq. (4.2), recent lattice simulations [56, 57], in the absence of fermionic currents, have

shown that even for a negligible electromagnetic energy density at the end of inflation, the Universe

can efficiently preheat provided that the coupling 1/fφ in Eq. (4.2) is large enough. In particular

preheating occurs when fφ . f cφ, with f cφ ' 0.11MPl, i.e. for ξ & ξc with ξc ' 6.7. However, in this

region the backreaction of the fermion currents on the helical gauge fields cannot be neglected, and

we should adapt the previous results to our different estimates in the presence of the Schwinger effect.

For the equilibrium estimate, we have seen in Sec. 4.2.2 that the effect of the backreaction can

be encoded into the redefinition of the parameter ξ → ξeq while using the backreactionless solutions

but as functions of ξeq. Therefore a straightforward application of the results from Refs. [56, 57]

should provide the condition for efficient preheating as ξeq & ξceq with ξceq ' 6.7 which translates, using

Eq. (4.42), to

fφ . 2.4 · 10−4MPl. (Equilibrium estimate) (5.1)

This bound is outside the region where we can neglect the backreaction of the helical fields on the

inflaton, Eq. (4.54).

In the case of the Schwinger maximal estimate of the electromagnetic fields, see Sec. 4.2.1, we can

easily perform a similar translation on the same requirement. To this end, we define a new effective

parameter ξmax that mimics the effect of the maximal estimate once plugged into the backreactionless

solutions as

|〈E ·B〉|ξmax
= |Emax(ξ)| |Bmax(ξ)|, (5.2)
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where |Emax(ξ)| and |Bmax(ξ)| are the maximal estimates of the electromagnetic fields from Eqs. (4.38),

and 〈E ·B〉ξmax
is the corresponding backreactionless product given by (4.45) evaluated at ξ = ξmax.

From there, the condition for efficient preheating ξmax & ξcmax, with ξcmax ' 6.7, translates into

fφ . 5.6 · 10−3MPl, (Maximal estimate) (5.3)

which again is inconsistent with the condition (4.54) on no backreaction of helical fields on the inflaton

dynamics.

The previous results can be easily understood by considering that, in the presence of the back-

reaction of the Schwinger currents on the helical fields, the required coupling, between φ and the

Chern-Simons term, for preheating must be much stronger than in the backreactionless case. This is

because the produced helical gauge fields are much weaker, in the presence of backreaction, for a fixed

value of the coupling MPl/fφ.

We thus conclude that, after considering the backreaction of fermion currents on the helical fields

in both estimates, the preheating mechanism is not consistent with the self-consistency condition

obtained in Sec. 4.3. Hence, in our model preheating does not occur and reheating should take place

by perturbative decays of the inflaton into the SM matter only.

Reheating then takes place after inflation, during the inflaton oscillations around its minimum, by

perturbative inflaton decays. In this period, between the end of inflation tE ∼ 1/HE and the reheating

time trh ∼ 1/Γχ, where Γχ is the inflaton decay width, the Universe temperature first grows from zero

to a maximum temperature T0 given by [58, 59]

T0 ' 0.61
√
TrhT ins

rh , (5.4)

where, assuming thermalization,

Trh =

(
90

π2g∗

) 1
4 √

ΓχMPl (5.5)

is the reheating temperature and g∗ = 106.75 is the number of relativistic degrees of freedom. Also,

in this work we define T ins
rh as a reference temperature given by the above equation with Γχ ' HE .

It would correspond to the reheating temperature for instant reheating, and takes the value T ins
rh '

2.13 (2.61) · 1015 GeV for g ' 0.01 (0.05) in our model.

The temperature T0 is attained at a time t0 when the scale factor a grows by an O(1) factor,

i.e. a0 ' 1.5 aE , and, after that 18, the Universe evolves toward the reheating temperature following

the law T ∼ a−3/8 [43], with a scale factor arh given by

arh ' 0.4 aE

(
T ins

rh

Trh

) 4
3

. (5.6)

At the reheating temperature, the inflaton energy density has completely decayed and the Universe is

fully dominated by radiation, giving rise to a radiation dominated era where the temperature evolves

as T ∼ 1/a. Of course, the value of the inflaton decay width Γχ, and the reheating temperature Trh,

depend on the particular interactions between the inflaton and the Standard Model particles that we

will now explore.

18The energy density is dominated, after the end of inflation, by the inflaton energy density ρχ(t), which decays as

e−Γχt, so that at the reheating temperature the energy density is dominated by the radiation energy density ρR(t).
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In the present model, the Lagrangian from Eq. (2.2) contains the interaction term
√
δλ/2mχh2

which gives rise to the leading inflaton decay channel χ→ hh, with a decay width given by [60]

Γ(χ→ hh) =
δλm

16π

√
1−

4m2
h

m2
, (5.7)

where mh = 125.25 GeV is the Higgs mass. As the inflaton is stabilizing the EW vacuum (see Sec. 2.2),

which has an instability around QI ' 1011 GeV, we can reliably put the upper bound on m as m . QI ,
and fix m ' 5 · 1010 GeV while δλ . 0.35 on perturbative grounds (see Sec. 2.2). This gives for the

decay width Γ(χ→ hh) ' 3.5 · 108 GeV leading, using Eq. (5.5), to a reheating temperature given by

Trh ' 1.6 · 1013 GeV, which corresponds to Trh/T
ins
rh ∼ 10−2. On the other hand, the lowest bound on

m, fixed by phenomenological considerations (see Sec. 8) to m ' 103 GeV, together with δλ . 0.2 (see

Sec. 2.2) provide Γ(χ→ hh) of a few GeV and correspondingly Trh ' 109 GeV, which corresponds to

Trh/T
ins
rh ∼ 10−6. Hence from now on, we will consider the temperature ratio Trh/T

ins
rh as a parameter

of the model, which will become handy for the baryogenesis and constraints calculations. We also

stress that this ratio mainly reflects the dependence of coming results on m, as just sketched above.

There are of course other channels that can contribute to Γχ but, as we will demonstrate hereafter,

they are all subdominant. For instance, the coupling (4.1) gives rise to the decay channel χ → AA

into two gauge bosons with a decay width given by [56]

Γ(χ→ AA) ' m3

64πf2
φ

, (5.8)

which is subleading with respect to the channel χ → hh for the relevant values of m and fφ. In

particular Γ(χ → AA) ' 10−5 GeV for m = 5 · 1010 GeV, while Γ(χ → AA) ' 10−28 GeV for

m = 103 GeV. Moreover, there is a mixing angle α between φ and h (see Sec. 8), which is sizable

for m ∼ O(few) TeV, while of course is negligible for m � 1 TeV, given by sinα '
√

2δλv/m. This

mixing opens up the χ decays into the SM channels, with a total decay width into all SM channels

given by Γ(χ→ SM) = sin2 α · Γ(h→ SM) ' 4 sin2 α MeV, in all cases subleading with respect to the

decay width Γ(χ→ hh).

Note added: after this paper appeared on the arXivs, the possibility that the Lagrangian in

Eq. (2.2) could induce preheating by the explosive production of scalar fields after inflation was con-

sidered in Ref. [61]. In this case, we can identify the scalar fields of Ref. [61] with the Higgs field 19

and this mechanism, if implemented, would be more efficient than the perturbative production that

has been considered so far in this section. First of all, as we wanted the inflaton to stabilize the

Higgs potential we have imposed the condition on its mass m < 10−7MPl. This means that during

preheating the inflaton potential term 1
4λφφ

4 will dominate the mass term 1
2m

2φ2, as λφ ' 10−12 and

φE 'MPl. In Ref. [61] it was proven that there is no runaway solutions provided that δλ < λ0/4, and

preheating imposes the mild condition 2δλ > (100m/φE)
2
, always satisfied as 100m/φE < 10−5. Still

in the rest of the paper we will be agnostic about the (p)reheating mechanism and will consider the

reheating temperature Trh as a free parameter.

19The relation between the parameters q3 and qχ in Ref. [61] and our parameters can be written as

q3 =
√

2δλ
φE

m
, qχ =

λ0φ2
E

m2
.
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6 Baryogenesis

Using the helical gauge fields produced at the end of inflation, and assuming that their corresponding

helicity remains after reheating (a hypothesis that will be self-consistently checked a posteriori, see

Sec. 7.1), until the EWPT (which we assume to be the SM crossover), we can compute the conversion

of the helicity into the (B + L) asymmetry, and therefore the baryon asymmetry of the Universe

(BAU).

At a temperature around the electroweak scale, TEW ≈ 160 GeV, the Higgs VEV departs from zero

and smoothly transitions to the SM VEV at T = 0, v = 246 GeV, making the off-diagonal elements of

the gauge bosons mass matrix gradually compete with the thermal mass for W 3
µ on the diagonal, that

decreases with decreasing temperature. This results in a phase transition controlled by the EW angle

θW whose temperature dependence is subject to significant uncertainties [8, 9]. Following Refs. [20, 21]

we define the parameter fθW , which encodes all the details of the EW transition and its uncertainties,

as

fθW = − sin(2θW )
dθW
d lnT

∣∣∣∣
T=135 GeV

, 5.6 · 10−4 . fθW . 0.32. (6.1)

This gives rise to a source term for the (B +L) asymmetry, while the electroweak sphalerons are still

in equilibrium for T & 130 GeV. In Ref. [18], it was shown in detail how the source and washout terms

balance each other around an equilibrium value of the baryon asymmetry around T = 135 GeV, which

is finally given by

ηB ' 4 · 10−12 fθW
HY

H3
E

(
HE

1013 GeV

) 3
2
(
Trh

T ins
rh

)
' 9 · 10−11, (6.2)

where we have imposed the observed value [62] in the right-hand side.

Figure 7: The baryogenesis region. In the shading region the value of ηB satisfies Eq. (6.2). Left panel:

Schwinger maximal estimate. Right panel: Schwinger equilibrium estimate.

.

In Fig. 7 we show—in the plane (fφ, Trh/T
ins
rh ), for both bounds on the allowed g range, Eq. (3.12),

and for both Schwinger estimates for the magnetic fields, i.e., maximal (left panel) and equilibrium

(right panel) estimates—the region where the value of ηB satisfies Eq. (6.2) taking into account the

range in Eq. (6.1) for the quantity fθW . As we can see from both panels, together with the range

(3.12) on the g parameter where inflationary conditions in Ref. [46] are satisfied, there is an absolute
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upper bound on the parameter fφ as fφ . 0.25MPl for both Schwinger estimates, corresponding to the

reference (instant) reheating temperature, where the baryogenesis conditions are met. Moreover, for

the highest reheating temperature we can get from our model of inflation, Trh ' 10−2 T ins
rh , the bound

lowers to fφ . 0.19 (0.17)MPl for the maximal (equilibrium) Schwinger estimate. Putting together

the lower bounds from (4.54), and the requirement that Trh/T
ins
rh & 10−6, one gets the global ranges

1.9 · 10−2 . fφ /MPl . 0.19 (Maximal estimate),

7.2 · 10−4 . fφ /MPl . 0.17 (Equilibrium estimate),
(6.3)

where baryon asymmetry can be generated consistently with the condition of no backreaction of the

helical gauge fields on the inflationary dynamics.

However, as we will see next, the helical magnetic fields, produced at the end of inflation, interact

after reheating with the thermal plasma and there are a number of constraints that have to be sat-

isfied for the helicity to reach the temperatures where the EWPT takes place. As we will see, these

constraints may reduce the allowed region in the parameters space.

7 Constraints

We have computed, up to now, the baryon asymmetry generated by helical magnetic fields produced

after inflation when their helicity decays into (B + L) asymmetry at the electroweak crossover, and

identified the region of the parameter space (g, fφ, Trh) where the observed value of the baryon asym-

metry is reproduced. However, there are a number of constraints that can further narrow the region

of the parameter space where the BAU can really be reproduced by our theory and will be analyzed

in this section.

7.1 Helicity evolution: Magnetohydrodynamics and Reynolds numbers

Helical magnetic fields are produced at the end of inflation, and we assume their comoving quantities

stay constant until reheating, at temperature Trh. However, at reheating a thermal plasma is generated

by the decay of the inflaton into the SM particles and consequently the electroweak symmetry is

restored—by the appearance of thermal masses—until the EWPT. Hence the helicity in photons H

gets transformed into helicity in hypercharge gauge fields HY , as sketched at the beginning of Sec. 4,

see Eq. (4.5). The latter then interacts with the thermal plasma which, in turn, backreacts on the

gauge fields.

This system can be described by the so-called MHD equations [53, 63, 64], and has been studied

for the case at hand in Ref. [21]. In a nutshell, the physical quantities of interest (amplitudes, en-

ergy densities, correlation length and helicity) do not scale adiabatically in such an environment, or

equivalently their comoving quantities are not constant. Therefore there can be a magnetic diffusion

effect leading to the decay of the helicity. If, on the other hand, the magnetic induction is the leading

effect, then the helicity can be conserved until the EWPT and the baryogenesis mechanism can take

place. This effect is measured by the magnetic Reynolds number Rm, and we will see that it is enough

to require Rm > 1 at reheating for the helicity to be conserved until the EW crossover. Hence, in

this section we will study how this constraint affects the region of the parameter space that yields the

BAU.

The magnetic Reynolds number is defined as the ratio of the magnetic induction term over the

magnetic diffusion term of the corresponding MHD equation. It can be written as

Rm ≡ σv`BY , (7.1)
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where σ = cσT
c
pl/(αY log(α−1

Y )) is the conductivity of the thermal plasma, with cσ ' 4.5, and

T cpl ' 0.8 T ins
rh

(
T ins

rh

Trh

) 1
3

(7.2)

is the typical (comoving) temperature of the plasma, where we have used Eq. (5.6) with aE = 1.

In addition, the typical bulk velocity of the plasma v can be estimated from the MHD Navier-

Stokes equation for the velocity field. The general solution should be computed numerically, but for

asymptotic cases, when one term clearly dominates over the others in the equation, we can sketch some

approximations. To do so, like in the magnetic case, we can compute the electric Reynolds number

Re, given by

Re ≡
v`BY
ν

, (7.3)

where ν = cν/(α
2
Y log(α−1

Y )T cpl) is the kinematic viscosity, with cν ' 0.01. If Re > 1, then there is an

equipartition between the kinetic energy in the plasma and the magnetic energy. In the opposite case,

where Re < 1, the kinetic energy and velocity are smaller than the magnetic energy. Relying, in this

way, on the value of Re, we can compute all quantities in these two separate cases:

• Viscous regime: Re < 1 < Rm ,

• Turbulent regime: 1 < Re < Rm .

We omit the other cases, where Rm < 1, since we will not be interested in them.

In summary, the evolution of these two scaling regimes with respect to conformal time τ behave

as [20, 65]

Re < 1 : BY ∝ τ−
1
2 , `BY ∝ τ , v ∼ `BY B2

Y /(νρ) ∝ τ0 , (7.4a)

Re > 1 : BY ∝ τ−
1
3 , `BY ∝ τ

2
3 , v ∼ BY /

√
ρ ∝ τ− 1

3 , (7.4b)

where

ρ ' 0.4 ρχ

(
T ins

rh

Trh

) 4
3

, ρχ ' 3M2
PlH

2
E , (7.5)

is the plasma energy density. Inserting the latter relations for v in (7.1) for both cases, we can estimate

the magnetic Reynolds number at reheating as [21]

For Rrh
e < 1 ⇒ Rrh

m ≈ 5.9 · 10−6
ρBY `

2
BY

H2
E

(
HE

1013 GeV

)(
Trh

T ins
rh

) 2
3

, (7.6a)

For Rrh
e > 1 ⇒ Rrh

m ≈ 1.1 · 10−1

√
ρBY `BY
HE

(
HE

1013 GeV

) 1
2
(
Trh

T ins
rh

) 1
3

(7.6b)

where the magnetic energy density is roughly given by ρBY ≈ B2
Y /2. From (7.4), using (7.1) and (7.3),

we see that in both regimes both Reynolds numbers grow with time according to the same scaling

relations:

Re < 1 : Rm ∝ τ, Re ∝ τ , (7.7a)

Re > 1 : Rm ∝ τ
1
3 , Re ∝ τ

1
3 . (7.7b)

Hence, once the requirement Rrh
m > 1 is reached, the magnetic Reynolds number remains greater

than one, as long as there is a plasma filling the Universe. The conservation of helicity is due to an
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inverse cascade in which the helicity is transferred from smaller to larger scales, reflected in the growth

of `BY . Therefore, to guarantee the survival of the comoving helicity at the EWPT, it is enough to

compute both Reynolds numbers at the end of inflation, allowing us to ignore the evolution of the

plasma at later times.

Now, all we have to know is which regime (viscous or turbulent) does apply at the reheating

temperature. This is given by the value of Re at that time. Inserting the above expressions for v,

Eqs. (7.4a) and (7.4b), in the definition of Re, Eq. (7.3), we obtain at reheating [21]

For Rrh
e < 1 ⇒ Rrh

e ≈ 2.5 · 10−9
ρBY `

2
BY

H2
E

(
HE

1013 GeV

) (
Trh

T ins
rh

) 2
3

, (7.8a)

For Rrh
e > 1 ⇒ Rrh

e ≈ 5.4 · 10−5

√
ρBY `BY
HE

(
HE

1013 GeV

) 1
2
(
Trh

T ins
rh

) 1
3

. (7.8b)

Figure 8: Left panels: Plot of the electric (solid lines) and magnetic (dashed lines) Reynolds number at

reheating as a function of fφ for different values of Trh/T
ins
rh = 10−2 (blue color) and 10−6 (orange color).

The ranges of successful baryogenesis for the different values of Trh/T
ins
rh are displayed here by the vertical

bands, whose colors match the corresponding lines color. We see that the production of the helical magnetic

fields at reheating always occurs for Re < 1 but not necessarily for Rm > 1, in the correct baryogenesis

region. The latter condition must nevertheless be met for successful baryogenesis, which reduces the parameter

window mainly (but not only) for high reheating temperatures. Right panels: Plot of the TCPI temperature. In

the baryogenesis regions we always have TCPI < 105 GeV. Top panels correspond to the Schwinger maximal

estimate, and bottom panels to the equilibrium estimate.
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In our scenario it turns out that Rrh
e < 1 for the range of parameters that provides a successful

baryogenesis, as displayed in the left panels of Fig. 8 (solid lines) for the two extreme values of the

parameter Trh/T
ins
rh = 10−2 (blue color) and 10−6 (orange color). Thus, the plasma starts in the

viscous regime and the magnetic Reynolds number should be computed using Eq. (7.6a). Plots of

Rrh
m , as a function of fφ, are shown in the left panels of Fig. 8 (dashed lines) for the same values of the

parameter Trh/T
ins
rh and the same color codes. We consider the Schwinger maximal (top left panel)

and equilibrium (bottom left panel) estimates for the gauge fields. In all cases we exhibit the regions

allowed by the baryogenesis constraint, which depend on the corresponding values of the parameter

Trh/T
ins
rh , using the same color code than for the different lines (both for Rrh

e and Rrh
m) in the plot.

Then even if Rrh
e < 1, at some later time τ the plasma will eventually fall into the turbulent regime

where Re > 1, with evolution given by Eq. (7.6b).

As we can see from the dashed lines in the left panel plots of Fig. 8 the condition Rrh
m > 1 is not

satisfied everywhere in the region allowed by baryogenesis. Therefore, as summarized in Fig. 9, the

condition for magnetic induction dominance, Rm > 1, constrains the available region (6.3) from the

baryogenesis window. Of course, once the conditionRrh
m > 1 is satisfied (at the reheating temperature),

its value increases with time, see Eq. (7.7b), which guarantees that the condition will be fulfilled until

the EWPT.

7.2 The chiral plasma instability

When the symmetric phachiral plasma instabilityse is restored during reheating both, the asymmetries

in the particle/antiparticle number densities, and the hypercharge helicity, are generated via the

Schwinger effect, as described in Sec. 4.2, and via the chiral anomaly, as stated at the beginning

of Sec. 4, see Eq. (4.4). In the absence of any other process, the newly generated asymmetry will

relax into the same amount of the newly generated helicity but with opposite sign, as the gauge fields

configuration has lower energy density than the fermion states configuration, resulting in a cancellation

of the total helicity and hence no baryogenesis at the EWPT. This phenomenon is called the chiral

plasma instability (CPI) [66–72], and has to be avoided for a successful baryogenesis.

CPI can be avoided if we require that the CPI timescale is long enough to allow all fermionic states

to come into chemical equilibrium (so that sphalerons can erase their corresponding asymmetries in

particle number densities) before CPI can happen. The estimated temperature at which CPI takes

place is [21]

TCPI/GeV ≈ 4 · 10−7 H 2
Y

H6
E

(
HE

1013 GeV

)3(
Trh

T ins
rh

)2

. (7.9)

The last fermion species to enter chemical equilibrium, through its Yukawa coupling with the left-

handed electron eL, is the right-handed electron, eR, and it happens at the temperature T ∼ 105 GeV.

Indeed, when the fermionic states are in chemical equilibrium, their asymmetry is washed out through

weak sphalerons and Yukawa couplings. Therefore the constraint TCPI . 105 GeV guarantees that the

CPI cannot occur before the smallest Yukawa coupling reaches equilibrium and all particle number

density asymmetries are erased, preventing thus the cancellation of the helicity generated at the reheat

temperature.

In the right panels of Fig. 8 we show the plot of TCPI as a function of fφ for both, Schwinger

maximal (top panel) and equilibrium (bottom panel), estimates and values of Trh/T
ins
rh = 10−2 (blue

color) and 10−6 (orange color). In each plot, the region between the vertical bands is that selected by

the baryogenesis mechanism for the corresponding value of Trh/T
ins
rh with the same color code. As we
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can see from Fig. 8, the range of values for TCPI in the corresponding baryogenesis region is

102 GeV & TCPI & 10−3 GeV (7.10)

which then prevents the cancellation of any previously generated helicity. So, as we will explicitly

exhibit in Fig. 9, this constraint is satisfied in all the region provided by the baryogenesis condition.

7.3 Primordial non-Gaussianity

Inflation predicts that the statistical distribution of primordial fluctuations is nearly Gaussian. Measur-

ing deviations from a Gaussian distribution, i.e., non-Gaussian correlations in primordial fluctuations,

is a powerful test of inflation. While the two-point function for δχ defines the power spectrum, the

three-point correlation function encodes departures from Gaussianity [73, 74]. Helical gauge fields

yield a new source of cosmological perturbations for the inflaton field δχ as(
∂2

∂t2
+ 3H

∂

∂t
− ∇

2

a2

)
δχ = − 4

a4fφ
E ·B. (7.11)

The magnitude of the three-point function is conventionally quantified using the parameters fNL.

non-Gaussian effects from helical gauge fields are maximal when the three modes have comparable

wavelength, the so-called equilateral form, which in the backreactionless case where gauge fields are

given by Eq. (4.23) is given by [75, 76]

f equil
NL ' 4.7 · 10−16 e

6πξCMB

ξ9
CMB

, (7.12)

where ξCMB ≡ ξ(χ∗). However, we have seen that the Schwinger effect significantly reduces the

magnitude of the RHS of Eq. (7.11), for a fixed value of fφ, and that we can mimic its effect by

the replacement of the effective parameters ξeq and ξmax, for the equilibrium and maximal estimates

respectively, in the backreactionless expression for 〈E · B〉, Eq. (4.45). Hence, in the same way as

we did at the beginning of Sec. 5, we identify the primordial non-Gaussianity constraint with ξeq and

ξmax before translating them back to fφ by the use of Eqs. (4.42) and (5.2).

Current observational bounds on non-Gaussianity of the cosmic microwave background (CMB)

anisotropies lead to [77]

f equil
NL = −26± 47 (7.13)

which translate, from Eq. (7.12) into ξCMB . 2.54 (95% C.L.). Using now the scaling relation

ξeq/max

ξCMB
=

√
ε(χE)

ε(χ∗)
=

√
1

ε(χ∗)
(7.14)

where ξeq/max ≡ ξeq/max(χE) is the value of the effective ξ parameter at the end of inflation in the

equilibrium/maximal Schwinger estimate, one can compute corresponding upper bounds on ξeq/max,

at the end of inflation. In fact, for the lower value of g allowed by the cosmological observables

in our inflation model, g ' 0.01, one gets ξeq/max . 47 while for the upper bound, g ' 0.05, one

gets ξeq/max . 91. However those values of ξeq/max are never reached in our model, as they would

correspond to negligibly small values of fφ which are never met.

In conclusion, in the presence of the Schwinger effect the produced gauge fields are never strong

enough to trigger non-Gaussianity in the distribution of the primordial inflaton fluctuations, in good

agreement with present observations. In other words the model prediction in the presence of the

fermionic Schwinger currents is f equil
NL ' 0, and so we will not consider further this constraint.
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7.4 The baryon isocurvature perturbation

Many models of baryogenesis using (hyper)magnetic fields try to simultaneously explain the origin

of the large scale, intergalactic magnetic fields (IMF) measured today by the Fermi satellite [78–80].

They all face a balance problem when addressing this issue.

While maximally helical fields can indeed generate the BAU without explaining the observed IMF,

they would suffer from baryon overproduction should they try to accommodate IMF. In the case of a

mixture of helical and nonhelical fields, the baryogenesis is less effective so that stronger hypermagnetic

fields are needed to explain the present BAU, and hence they could meet the lower bound from the

IMF observations.

However, it has been recently shown that such models are inconsistent with the baryon isocurvature

perturbations, that are constrained by the observations of cosmic microwave background on large

scales [81]. In particular, it was pointed out that the baryon isocurvature perturbations at a scale

larger than the neutron diffusion scale at the Big Bang Nuclesynthesis (BBN) epoch is constrained by

the deuterium overproduction due to the second-order effect [82]. This translates into an upper bound

on the volume average of the baryon isocurvature perturbation, as

S2
B,BBN < 0.016 (2σ). (7.15)

It was shown that, regardless of their helicity properties, hypermagnetic fields with too large

strength and coherence length are not allowed before the EWPT [81]. Still baryogenesis from the

hypermagnetic helicity decay can be responsible for the present BAU, but additional magnetogenesis,

or an unknown mechanism of the magnetic field amplification after the EWPT, is needed to fit the

IMF observations. However the constraint becomes more severe for less helical hypermagnetic fields.

In our model the magnetic field produced at the end of inflation is maximally helical and we do not

cope with the IMF observations. Hence we should be safe from this constraint. Nevertheless, we will

deserve to App. B the detailed calculation where it is proven that the bound (7.15) is indeed widely

satisfied in our model, so that this constraint does not need to be taken into account any further.

7.5 Summary of constraints

To close this section, we would like to compile all our results about baryogenesis into a single plot,

see Fig. 9. Here, we have displayed in the plane (fφ, Trh/T
ins
rh ) all the relevant constraints described

in this section. In particular:

• The generated baryon asymmetry at the EW crossover, given by Eq. (6.2), should be given by

the observational value

ηB ' 9 · 10−11, (7.16)

where the broadness of the prediction band is associated to the uncertainty in the determination

of the parameter fθW .

• The magnetic diffusion given by MHD, leading to the helicity decay should be smaller than the

magnetic induction, to allow helicity to be conserved until the electroweak phase transition. This

happens when the magnetic Reynolds number at reheating given by Eq. (7.6a) is

Rrh
m & 1. (7.17)

• As the symmetric phase is restored during reheating, an asymmetry via chiral anomaly is gen-

erated and decays into a helicity with opposite sign, resulting into a cancellation of the total
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helicity with no baryogenesis at the EWPT. This phenomenon, called chiral plasma instability,

can be avoided if the temperature at which it is produced TCPI, given by Eq. (7.9), is smaller than

the temperature at which all fermion species enter chemical equilibrium through their Yukawa

couplings, and in particular the last species to reach chemical equilibrium, eR. This condition is

satisfied provided that

TCPI . 105 GeV. (7.18)

We shall choose the overlapping region as that meeting all the constraints. We removed the

dependence on g as the results are not sensitive to it, preferring to choose the value g = 0.05 in the

Figure 9: Summary of constraints on baryogenesis for g = 0.05 (the dependence on g is tiny) in the plane

(fφ/MPl, Trh/T
ins
rh ). The considered constraints are on ηB (blue area), on the magnetic Reynolds number

(orange area) and on chiral plasma instability (green area). We seek for the overlapping region. On the left

side of each plot, the black band displays the region where the backreaction of gauge fields on the inflaton can

no longer be neglected. Left panel: Schwinger maximal estimate. Right panel: Schwinger equilibrium estimate.

allowed range from the inflation model.

From Fig. 9 we can conclude that the CPI constraint is satisfied in all the region where the

constraint of having enough baryon asymmetry ηB holds. On the other hand the constraint from the

magnetic Reynolds number is effective for the case of the Schwinger maximal estimate, by cutting off

the larger available values of the parameter fφ for every value of Trh. However, for the Schwinger

equilibrium estimate the magnetic Reynolds number constraint is effective for the larger values of

Trh/T
ins
rh , by cutting off the larger values of the parameter fφ, while for the smaller values of Trh, in

particular for Trh . 5 ·10−4 T ins
rh , it entirely covers the region satisfied by the constraint on ηB . Finally,

given the range m ∈ [103 , 5 · 1010] GeV, for the corresponding range on Trh/T
ins
rh ∈ [10−2 , 10−6], we

get the available (approximated) regions, for g ∈ [0.01 , 0.05],

fφ/MPl ∈ [0.14 , 0.17] for Trh/T
ins
rh = 10−2

fφ/MPl ∈ [1.9 · 10−2 , 2.8 · 10−2] for Trh/T
ins
rh = 10−6

(Maximal estimate),

fφ/MPl ∈ [4.1 · 10−2 , 0.13] for Trh/T
ins
rh = 10−2

fφ/MPl ∈ [7.2 · 10−4 , 1.1 · 10−2] for Trh/T
ins
rh = 10−6

(Equilibrium estimate).

Let us also mention that the condition (4.46) on the nonbackreaction of the gauge fields on the

inflaton, displayed by the black bands, becomes a constraint only at low temperature, Trh/T
ins
rh .
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2 · 10−5 (3 · 10−6) for the Schwinger maximal (equilibrium) estimate. Finally, the condition for the

nonbackreaction of fermion currents on the gauge fields, which corresponds to fφ & 0.19MPl, is outside

the region of validity of the baryogenesis region, which shows that the Schwinger effect can never be

neglected in the baryogenesis analysis.

8 Some phenomenological considerations

In some chaotic inflation models, the mass of the inflaton is constrainted to a high value because of

the observational constraint on the scalar perturbations amplitude. In our model, though, we have

two terms in the inflaton potential: while inflation is controlled by the quartic term, dominant at

Planckian scales, the quadratic one controls reheating and low energy physics. Thus the value of the

inflaton mass is decoupled from the inflationary dynamics.

In previous sections, we have considered on the one hand the upper value of the inflaton mass as

m . QI , small enough to solve the instability problem of the Higgs potential, and on the other hand we

have roughly imposed m & 1 TeV on phenomenological grounds for the theory to not being excluded

by present experimental data. In fact, an inflaton mass at the TeV scale could have implications for

low energy physics. Therefore, in this section we will make some considerations from the point of view

of collider physics and the Standard Model in the presence of the inflaton field with the interactions

appearing in the Lagrangian (2.2).

The naturalness problem

First of all, our theory has two hierarchically separated scales, the inflaton mass m and the Higgs

mass mh = 125.25 GeV, with m � mh. As such, the theory should exhibit a hierarchy problem,

which in general implies an unnatural fine-tuning of the parameters. In the absence of any symmetry

protecting the EW scale from the high-scale UV physics, one has either to accept the fine-tuning (as

it is customary done in the Standard Model) or to lower the value of the mass m as much as possible.

More quantitatively, the coupling in the Lagrangian µφ|H|2 =
√

2δλm|H|2 generates a contribution to

the Higgs mass term µ2
h through the one-loop radiative corrections. In the limit µ→ 0 (i.e. δλ → 0),

there is an enhanced Z2 symmetry φ → −φ indicating that any value of µ, as small as it can be, is

natural in the sense of ’t Hooft, since in this limit the symmetry is recovered. Moreover, this coupling

induces a correction to the parameter µ2
h in the Lagrangian as [83]

∆µ2
h ' −

δλ
8π2

m2 log
m2

m2
h

. (8.1)

Naturalness would then require |∆µ2
h| . µ2

h = m2
h/2, which translates into the bound

m . 1.2 TeV , (8.2)

where we have considered the typical value of the coupling δλ ' 0.1. This leads to the exciting

possibility of having an inflaton with an O(TeV) mass, which does not spoil naturalness, solve the

problem of the instability of the EW minimum, and has phenomenological implications for present

and future colliders.

The Higgs-inflaton mixing

Near the vacuum, the potential for the Higgs and φ fields is given by

V (φ,H) = −
√

2δλmφ|H|2 +
1

2
m2φ2 − µ2

h|H|2 + λ0|H|4 . (8.3)
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The vacuum is defined as the solution to the minimum equations ∂V/∂φ = ∂V/∂h = 0, which provides

〈h〉 = v = 246 GeV and 〈φ〉 = vφ, with

µ2
h = λv2, vφ =

√
δλ
2

v2

m
, (8.4)

where the parameters δλ and λ were defined in Eqs. (2.11) and (2.17), respectively.

In the presence of the parameter δλ, there is a mixing between the Higgs h and φ fields given by

the squared mass matrix at the minimum

M2 =

(
2(λ+ δλ)v2 −

√
2δλmv

−
√

2δλmv m2

)
. (8.5)

This matrix is diagonalized by an orthogonal rotation with angle α 20 as(
cα sα
−sα cα

)
M2

(
cα −sα
sα cα

)
=

(
m2
h̃

0

0 m2
φ̃

)
, (8.6)

such that the mass eigenstates are

h̃ = cα h+ sα φ, φ̃ = cα φ− sα h , (8.7)

and the mass eigenvalues are

m2
h̃, φ̃

m2
=

1

2
+ (λ+ δλ)

v2

m2
∓
√

1

4
− (λ− δλ)

v2

m2
+ (λ+ δλ)

2 v4

m4
. (8.8)

In this way the physical mass eigenstate h̃ is associated with the Standard Model Higgs, with a

mass mh̃ = 125.25 GeV, while φ̃ is the physical singlet, and both of them are coupled to the SM fields

through the mixing angle α.

Hence this theory predicts then the existence of a scalar φ̃ that decays mainly into the channel

φ̃→ h̃h̃ with a decay rate

Γ(φ̃→ h̃h̃) =
κ2m

32π

√√√√1−
4m2

h̃

m2
φ̃

, κ =
√

2δλcα(1− 3s2
α) + 6sαc

2
α(λ+ δλ)

v

m
. (8.9)

which was responsible for the reheating in Sec. 5. Contour lines of Γ(φ̃ → h̃h̃) are exhibited in the

upper left panel of Fig. 10 in the parameter space (m, δλ). As we can see, typically the width of the

resonance φ̃ is around a few GeV. As was already stated in Sec. 5, there are also subleading decay

channels into SM particles (X ∈ SM), as φ̃→ XX̄, induced by the mixing with the Higgs, with very

suppressed branching fractions

B(φ̃→ XX̄) = B(h̃→ XX̄) · s2
α

Γh̃
Γφ̃

(8.10)

as Γh̃ ' 4c2α MeV in the SM, Γφ̃ ' Γ(φ̃→ h̃h̃) ' few GeV, so that s2
αΓh̃/Γφ̃ � 1.

20We are using the notation cα ≡ cosα, sα ≡ sinα, tα ≡ tanα.
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Electroweak precision constraints

The doublet-singlet mixing can affect the electroweak precision observables (EWPO) through changes

in the gauge boson propagators. Explicit expressions for the modified scalar contributions to the W

and Z propagators are given in Refs. [84, 85]. In particular the contribution to the S and T oblique

parameters from the new physics, ∆S ≡ SNP − SSM and ∆T ≡ TNP − T SM, are found to be given by

∆T ' 3

16π

s2
α

s2
W

[(
1

c2W

m2
h̃

m2
h̃
−m2

Z

log
m2
h̃

m2
Z

−
m2
h̃

m2
h̃
−m2

W

log
m2
h̃

m2
W

)
−
(
mh̃ → mφ̃

)]
(8.11)

and

∆S =
s2
α

12π

[
m̂6
h̃
− 9m̂4

h̃
+ 3m̂2

h̃
+ 5 + 12m̂2

h̃
log(m̂2

h̃
)

(m̂2
h̃
− 1)3

−
(
m̂h̃ → m̂φ̃

)]
(8.12)

where we are defining masses in units of mZ , i.e. m̂X ≡ mX/mZ .

The model predictions, Eqs. (8.11) and (8.12), must be compared with the experimental values,

given by [62]

∆T = 0.05± 0.06, ∆S = 0.0± 0.07 (8.13)

and 92% correlation between the S and T parameters. This gives rise to a ∆χ2(m, δλ) distribution,

which defines the allowed region in the parameter space (m, δλ), exhibited in all panels of Fig. 10.

In particular we display, in orange shading, the region in the parameter space (m, δλ) for which

∆χ2(m, δλ) < 5.99, that corresponds to the bound at 95% C.L. As we can see, for large values of the

parameter δλ the lower bound on m can be near the TeV scale.

LHC constraints

In this section we will consider several constraints arising from LHC physics where we are led to the

exciting possibility to explore the inflaton sector at present and future high energy colliders and, in

particular, at the LHC.

- The Higgs signal strength

From Eq. (8.7) we see that the coupling of the mass eigenstate h̃ to the SM particles, is suppressed,

with respect to the coupling of the SM Higgs h, by the factor cα. Given that, the signal strength

modifier rfi for a specific process i→ h̃→ f , is given by

rfi =
σi Bf

(σi)SM BfSM

' c2α (8.14)

where σi is the production cross section for the initial state into h̃, and Bf its branching fraction on

the final state. For the last equality we have considered that the production cross section is suppressed

by c2α while the branching fraction is approximately equal to the SM one. Experimental data from

ATLAS [86] and CMS [87] provide the global values

r = 1.11+0.09
−0.08 (ATLAS), r = 1.17± 0.1 (CMS) (8.15)

which are consistent with a value of r = 1 (the SM prediction) with ∼ 10% error, thus providing a

lower bound on cα as

c2α & 0.9. (8.16)
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Figure 10: Contour lines in the plane (m/TeV, δλ) of the decay rate Γ(φ̃ → h̃h̃)/GeV (top left panel), the

quartic parameter at the weak scale λ(mW ) (top right panel) as well as the Higgs trilinear (bottom left panel)

and quartic (bottom right panel) couplings normalized to the SM values with the regions of validity defined by

the signal strength modifier (8.16) (blue) and the constraints from the electroweak parameters (8.13) (orange)

superimposed. One should read the contour lines in black that pass through the overlapping region, and hence

that satisfy both constraints. As discussed in Sec. 2.2, for m ∼ O(TeV), to solve the stability problem and

after imposing that the theory remains in the perturbative regime up to the high scale, the parameter δλ is

constrained to be in the region 0.05 . δλ . 0.2.

For m � v the mixing angle is sα '
√

2δλ(v/m) � 1 so that the bound (8.16) is easily satisfied.

However for TeV values of m the bound (8.16) translates into a lower bound on the value of m. We

shade in blue, in all panels of Fig. 10, the region in the parameter space (m, δλ), where this constraint

is satisfied. In particular we see that, for δλ = 0.1, the bound (8.16) is satisfied for m & 0.4 TeV. For

m ' 1 TeV and δλ = 0.1, the mixing is given by c2α ' 0.988, which is not excluded by the actual LHC

data.

- Trilinear and quartic Higgs couplings

As the light state h̃ is to be identified with the SM Higgs, with mass mh̃ = 125.25 GeV, for any fixed

value of the parameter δλ the experimental value of the Higgs mass fixes the value of the quartic

parameter at the weak scale, λ(mW ), at a different value than in the SM case. In the upper right

panel of Fig. 10 we plot contour lines of λ(mW ) in the parameter space (m, δλ). As we can see

λ(mW ) > λSM(mW ), and only for values of m→∞ one recovers the SM value.

Moreover, the mixing of the Higgs with the singlet φ modifies, in the broken phase, the trilinear
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λ3 and quartic λ4 SM couplings. Recent experiments on di-Higgs searches are putting bounds on

these two parameters by looking for possible departures with respect to the SM values λSM
3 ≡ vλSM

and λSM
4 ≡ λSM. In our theory the h-φ mixing angle α generates such a departure. After going

to the broken phase by means of the shifts φ̃ → φ̃ + ṽφ, h̃ → h̃ + ṽ (where ṽ ≡ cα v + sα vφ and

ṽφ ≡ cα vφ − sα v), and integrating out the field φ̃, which yields the value

φ̃ = cα

[√
δλ
2

(1− 3s2
α) + 3(λ+ δλ)sαcα

v

m

]
h̃2

m
+ · · · , (8.17)

one gets the Higgs potential, in the broken phase,

V (h̃) =
1

2
m2
h̃
h̃2 + λ3h̃

3 +
1

4
λ4h̃

4 + · · · (8.18)

where the ellipses are higher order terms, giving rise to powers h̃n (n > 4) in the potential, and

λ3 = c3α v

[
λ+ δλ − tα

√
δλ
2

m

v

]
,

λ4 = c4αλ+ c2α(−c4α − 4s4
α + 4c2αs

2
α + c2α)δλ

−6
√

2δλ c
3
αsα(c2α − 2s2

α)(λ+ δλ)
v

m
− 18s2

αc
4
α(λ+ δλ)2 v

2

m2
.

(8.19)

The model can then, in the future, be excluded or confirmed by experimental data on trilinear

(and quartic) Higgs couplings data. Notice that in the limit m � mh the mixing angle behaves as

sα '
√

2δλ v/m so that λ3 ' λSM
3 and λ4 ' λSM

4
21, and the decoupling is automatic. We plot

in the bottom panels of Fig. 10 contour lines of the trilinear and quartic couplings, normalized to

the corresponding SM values, as functions of the parameters m and δλ. At present, with 89 fb−1

of LHC data, the triple Higgs coupling has been constrained by the ATLAS collaboration to be

λ3/λ
SM
3 = 4.0+4.3

−4.1, excluding it outside the interval [−3.2 , 11.9] at 95% C.L. [88], while the CMS

collaboration finds λ3/λ
SM
3 = 0.6+6.3

−1.8, excluding it outside the interval [−3.3 , 8.5] at 95% C.L. [89].

Theoretical studies based on the HE-LHC at
√
s = 27 TeV and 15 ab−1 luminosity foresee exploring

the interval range λ3/λ
SM
3 ∈ [0.6 , 1.46] at 68% C.L. [90], while a future 100 TeV hadron collider could

achieve the trilinear coupling measurement within better than 5% accuracy [91], thus potentially

imposing strong constraints on m from the plots in Fig. 10.

- Heavy Higgs production

Finally the state φ̃ can be produced at the LHC by the same mechanisms of Higgs production with a

cross section given by

σ(pp→ φ̃+X) = s2
α σ(pp→ H +X) (8.20)

where H is a heavy SM-like Higgs with a mass equal to m. Using the results of inclusive cross sections

for σ(pp→ H) for the leading mechanism of gluon-gluon fusion (ggf) [92] we plot, in Fig. 11, the cross

section σggf (pp → φ̃) as a function of m for two relevant values of the parameter δλ for m . 1 TeV

and a center of mass energy
√
s = 13 TeV. Given that, as we have explained earlier in this section

B(φ̃→ h̃h̃) ' 1, we can compare these cross sections with the SM cross sections for di-Higgs production

σ(pp→ hh) given by σSM
ggf (hh) ' 33.5 fb [93].

21Of course, in the limit m� v, λ ' λSM as exhibited in the top right panel of Fig. 10.
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Figure 11: Plots of cross section σ(pp → φ̃) in fb for relevant values of δλ = 0.05, 0.15. The dots (stars)

are the 95% C.L. upper bound from ATLAS [94] (CMS [95]), that bring the approximate constraint m & 0.55-

0.7 TeV, depending on the value of δλ.

The predicted cross sections in Fig. 11 are compared with the present experimental upper bounds

at 95% C.L. on the production of a scalar field (φ̃) which decays into two Higgs bosons, from ATLAS

with luminosities 27.5-36.1 fb−1 [94] and CMS with luminosity 35.9 fb−1 [95], at present LHC center

of mass energies,
√
s = 13 TeV (see Fig. 11). We conclude from here that the present lower bounds

on the value of m are

m & 0.55 (0.7) TeV @ 95% C.L., for δλ = 0.05 (0.15), (8.21)

while in the future much stronger bounds could be achieved.

9 Conclusion

In this paper, we have explored the possibility of modifying the Higgs inflation theory by means of

the introduction of an extra scalar field φ, with the Ricci coupling (g/2)φ2R, and an interaction term

µφh2 to solve the stability problem of the electroweak vacuum. Both fields, φ and h, participate in

the dynamics of inflation through the two-field potential V (φ, h), which has the shape of a valley in

which they are related by simple analytical expressions so that we can express one field in term of the

other. This allows us to define the true inflaton field χ as the one following the valley with canonical

kinetic term although we kept the description in terms of φ for mathematical convenience.

A key point is that we have considered for the φ field a quartic coupling λφ and a mass m, such

that inflation is driven by the quartic coupling term, while reheating is driven by the mass term.

The Lagrangian coupling δλ = µ2/2m2 triggers a positive contribution to the β function of the Higgs

quartic coupling such that, if the mass scale m is in the range 1 TeV . m . QI , where QI ' 1011 GeV

is the instability scale of the electroweak potential, the instability problem of the electroweak vacuum

can be solved just by roughly imposing the mild constraint δλ . O(1).

We find that the beginning of inflation φ = φ∗ (N∗ = 60) is mainly driven by the scalar field φ,

and since the amplitude of density perturbations is fixed by the φ quartic coupling (and not by the

Higgs quartic coupling), the main problem of Higgs inflation is easily solved with g . 1. On the other

hand, the end of inflation (N ' 0), where the hypermagnetic helicity will be produced, is equally

44



driven by both the scalar φ and the Higgs h quartic terms, so that the role played by the Higgs field is

relevant. Both regimes are separated, for g ' 0.01 (0.05), by a critical value of the field φc/MPl ' 10

(4), which corresponds to the critical number of e-folds Nc ' 12 (2). After imposing the Planck and

BICEP/Keck conditions on the slow roll parameters and the unitarity condition φ∗ . MPl/g (see

however footnote 1 for a nuance) we obtain the allowed interval on the parameter g, 0.01 . g . 0.05,

which translates into the prediction for the cosmological observables in agreement with observations,

and with a Hubble parameter almost saturating the Planck upper bound Hobs
∗ < 6 · 1013 GeV:

0.965 . ns . 0.967, 0.047 & r & 0.012, 5.5 · 1013 GeV & H(φ∗) & 2.8 · 1013 GeV

During the last e-folds of inflation we generate maximally helical magnetic fields that will source the

BAU via the (B+L) anomaly of the SM during the EWPT [10–21]. This results from the introduction

of a coupling of the Chern-Simons term of the hypercharge gauge group with the inflaton, as φYµν Ỹ
µν ,

with coupling strength MPl/fφ, that breaks the CP symmetry. This effective CP breaking operator can

be easily obtained from a UV completion with a CP-violating Yukawa coupling of φ to a hypercharged

vector like heavy fermion, as it is shown in App. A. This source of CP-violation is needed by the

Sakharov conditions [1], the two other conditions being provided by the chiral anomaly of the SM,

which violates the baryon number, and the helical magnetic fields conversion to baryon asymmetry at

the EWPT, which happens during EW sphalerons freeze out, when they go out of thermal equilibrium.

We have undertaken both backreation processes, namely the one of the gauge fields on the inflaton,

and the one of the thermally produced chiral fermions on the gauge fields, known as the Schwinger

effect. The latter significantly reduces the amount of electromagnetic energy and helicity generated

at the end of inflation as, for fφ/MPl . 0.19, we have to trade their exponential behavior with two

polynomial cases: the maximal and the equilibrium estimates. This raises the effective coupling of the

CP-violating term MPl/fφ, thus compensating its lowest overall value since electromagnetic fields are

simultaneously weakened.

As for the former issue, we have found a critical value of the coupling strength of φ to gauge

bosons in the CP-violating operator, f cφ, such that for fφ & f cφ, the backreaction of the gauge field

on the inflaton can be neglected. In particular we find f cφ/MPl ' 0.02 (7 · 10−4) for the Schwinger

maximal (equilibrium) estimate. On the contrary, for fφ . f cφ, the field φ is strongly coupled to the

gauge fields, the backreaction of the latter on the inflaton equations of motion cannot be neglected,

and the preheating of the Universe proceeds by the nonperturbative production of gauge fields. In this

paper we have concentrated in the case fφ & f cφ, where the field φ is weakly coupled to the gauge fields,

the backreaction of gauge fields on the inflaton dynamics can be neglected and the Universe reheating

proceeds by the perturbative decay of the inflaton into SM particles. Besides, we have considered the

constraints from non-Gaussianity of primordial fluctuations, and baryon isocurvature perturbations,

and find that they have no influence on our model.

Concerning the value of the baryon asymmetry of the Universe generated at the EW crossover,

ηB depends on the value of the reheat temperature Trh, and in particular on its ratio with respect

to the reference instant reheat temperature Trh/T
ins
rh (in our model T ins

rh ' 2 · 1015 GeV). As we are

imposing no backreaction of gauge fields on the inflaton dynamics, and reheating should proceed by

perturbative inflaton decays, the value of Trh/T
ins
rh depends on the inflaton decay width Γχ. In our

model the inflaton mainly decays through the channel χ→ hh, with a width which increases with the

value of the inflaton mass m and ranges in the interval 1 GeV . Γχ . 109 GeV, which corresponds to

10−6 . Trh/T
ins
rh . 10−2, for 1 TeV . m . 5 · 1010 GeV.
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Moreover, as helicity is converted into baryon asymmetry at the EWPT, while it was produced at

the end of inflation, it has to survive MHD processes between these two times. By imposing that the

magnetic Reynolds number is bigger than unity, and that the chiral plasma instability effect does not

washout the produced gauge fields, the available parameter window is reduced by an amount which

depends on the value of the reheating temperature. We have shown that all these constraints are

satisfied for a large range of the parameters fφ and Trh, very insensitive to the value of the parameter

g, inside its allowed range from cosmological observables:

fφ/MPl ∈ [0.14 , 0.17] for Trh/T
ins
rh = 10−2

fφ/MPl ∈ [1.9 · 10−2 , 2.8 · 10−2] for Trh/T
ins
rh = 10−6

(Maximal estimate)

fφ/MPl ∈ [4.1 · 10−2 , 0.13] for Trh/T
ins
rh = 10−2

fφ/MPl ∈ [7.2 · 10−4 , 1.1 · 10−2] for Trh/T
ins
rh = 10−6

(Equilibrium estimate)

The complete available parameter region is summarized in Fig. 9.

Notice that the fact that the inflaton potential has both quadratic and quartic terms allows

to decouple the mass m from the actual value of the amplitude of density perturbations, which in

the absence of a quartic term would fix its value to m ' 1012 GeV (or smaller at the price of the

introduction of a curvaton scalar), allowing any value m < QI in order to stabilize the electroweak

vacuum. This is achieved by the contribution, to the Higgs quartic coupling β function, provided by the

coupling δλ in the Lagrangian term,
√

2δλmφ |H|2. We have found for the parameter δλ the absolute

bounds, δλ & 0.05 in order to solve the stability problem, and δλ . 0.35 to not spoil the perturbativity

of the theory, although its particular range depends on the actual value of m. Nevertheless, values

m � mh create a naturalness/fine-tuning problem, essentially given by the fact that there appears

a loop correction to the Higgs squared mass term µ2
h. It translates into a fine-tuning of the order of

4π2/(δλρ
2 log ρ2) where ρ ≡ m/mh. While for δλ ' 0.1 and m = 1010 GeV the fine tuning is ∼ 10−14

(similar to the SM fine-tuning), and for m = 10 TeV it is ∼ 0.01, there is essentially no fine-tuning

for values m . 1 TeV. This leads to the exciting possibility of a light inflaton which could possibly be

detected by direct measurements at LHC and/or future colliders.

The key point here was that the Lagrangian term
√

2δλmφ |H|2 creates a φ-h mixing, sizable

for low values of the mass m, leading to an interesting phenomenology for high energy colliders. In

fact all the collider phenomenology is triggered by the mixing angle α. The mass eigenstates (φ̃, h̃),

where h̃ should be identified with the experimentally detected Higgs with a mass equal to 125.25

GeV, are related to the weak states (φ, h) by a rotation with angle α. This fact triggers that λ(mW )

be different from λSM(mW ) ' 0.13, which leads to predictions on the ratios λ3/λ
SM
3 and λ4/λ

SM
4

which could be probed by future experiments, as HE-LHC and/or a 100 TeV collider. The mixing

is already bounded by present ATLAS and CMS results on the SM Higgs signal strengths, which

provides the bound m & 0.3 (0.45) TeV for δλ = 0.05 (0.15). It also generates a contribution to the

oblique electroweak observables, and yields for e.g. δλ = 0.15 the lower bound m & 0.5 TeV. Finally,

the mixing is responsible for the inflaton production and decay. In particular φ̃ → h̃h̃, triggered by

the coupling δλ, is the main decay channel, while other decay channels into the SM particles, via

the mixing sα, are subleading. The inflaton φ̃ can also be produced mainly by the gluon-gluon fusion

mechanism through its Higgs mixing. Present data from ATLAS and CMS translate into lower bounds

m & 0.55 (0.7) TeV at 95% C.L. for δλ = 0.05 (0.15).
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There are a number of research lines which could be safely explored in the future. First of all,

we have considered models of inflation based on the Ricci coupling φ2R, and a φ dependent potential

dominated, for large values of φ, by the quartic coupling. This kind of theories, when considered

in the Einstein frame, give naturally rise, for large values of φ, to flat potentials, appropriate for

inflation, without invoking any particular symmetry. It is clear that similar results could be obtained

for theories with a Ricci coupling as F (φ)R, and a Jordan frame potential behaving, for large values

of φ, as U(φ) ' F 2(φ). In particular it would be interesting to see what kind of theories would

produce enough baryon asymmetry in the presence of a period of preheating, by the nonperturbative

production of gauge fields. A very recent work [51] has already explored a general class of inflationary

potentials and shown consistency with cosmological observables. In particular our model, labeled

therein by (n, p) = (2, 4), give results for the cosmological observables, which are in good agreement

with this paper. These general theories are therefore good candidates to generate also the observed

value of the BAU, provided they contain the inflaton coupling to the Chern-Simons term. In addition,

as far as we are aware of, there are no in-depth studies in the literature of preheating mechanisms

taking into account the Schwinger effect, which has led us to make some shortcuts in this article.

Therefore we leave for future work a more rigorous study of nonperturbative production of gauge

fields at preheating, leading to the BAU, that takes this effect into account. Lastly, at the level

of particle physics it remains as an exciting playground the possibility of detecting the inflaton at

present or future colliders, or that future experimental results on the production of heavy scalars,

coupled to the SM fields, or on the measurements of the trilinear and quartic Higgs couplings, by

di-Higgs production, could start cornering the present theory and put stronger bounds on the mass of

the inflaton and its mixing with the SM Higgs.
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A UV completion for CP-violation

CP-violation in our model is driven by the effective dimension-five operator

S��CP = −
∫
d4x

φ

4f̃φ
Yµν Ỹ

µν (A.1)

where Y µν is the hypercharge field strength.

A simple UV completion generating such effective operator can be a massive (with mass M)

hypercharged vectorlike fermion ψ with a CP-violating Yukawa coupling to φ as

L = −ψ̄L(M + |λψ|eiθλφ)ψR + h.c. = −|λψ|φ
[
cos θλψ̄ψ + sin θλψ̄iγ5ψ

]
(A.2)

where CP-violation is induced by the angle θλ. The CP-even φYµνY
µν , and CP-odd φYµν Ỹ

µν , cou-

plings are generated by loop diagrams where the fermion ψ propagates in the loop and emits two gauge
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bosons Yµ, via the cos θλ and sin θλ couplings in Eq. (A.2), respectively. The corresponding Feynman

diagrams are finite and thus one gets f̃φ ∝ M . For maximal CP-violation, i.e. θλ = ±π/2, only the

coupling φYµν Ỹ
µν is generated such that

M ' |λψ|g
2
Y

4π2
f̃φ ' 8 · 1015 GeV |λψ| (f̃φ/MPl) . (A.3)

- Stability of the inflationary potential

The UV completion here proposed could affect the stability of the inflationary potential through

radiative corrections in the high energy theory. In fact, the coupling in Eq. (A.2) provides a correction

to the β function of the coupling λφ, similar to the correction to the β function of the Higgs quartic

coupling coupling βλ from the top quark Yukawa coupling. This contribution comes from the box

diagram with four φ external legs, where the fermion ψ is exchanged, and the resulting contribution

to βλφ is given by

∆βλφ = −2|λψ|4

16π2
θ(t− tM ), t− tM = log (Q/M). (A.4)

Notice that the correction given by Eq. (A.4) is negative, as it arises from a fermion loop, which can

lead the coupling λφ to negative values and thus destabilize the whole inflationary scenario, a process

similar to the destabilization of the EW vacuum by the loop corrections induced by the top quark. It

is then required to prevent such destabilization. A sufficient condition to not destabilize the quartic

inflaton coupling, without any tuning of parameters, is to impose |λψ| . λ
1/4
φ which translates, using

the typical value, from Fig. 4, λφ ' 10−12, into |λψ| . 10−3, and so into an upper value of the ψ-mass

as

M . 1013 GeV(f̃φ/MPl). (A.5)

Notice that in the limit λψ → 0 the UV Lagrangian has the enhanced Z2 symmetry, φ → −φ, and

thus any small value of λψ is natural in the sense of ’t Hooft. For instance, values of λψ ∼ 10−12

would lead to values of M ' O(TeV).

- Naturalness problem

The UV completion brings a new naturalness problem as there is the hierarchy of masses M � mh.

In fact, the presence of the vectorlike fermion ψ coupled to the field φ through the coupling (A.2),

along with the φ-h mixing generates the Lagrangian

L = |λψ|sα h̃ ψ̄iγ5ψ + |λψ|cα φ̃ ψ̄iγ5ψ (A.6)

whose first term provides at one-loop (for scales Q &M) a contribution to the mass parameter µ2
h as

∆µ2
h '

1

4π2
s2
α |λψ|2M2 log

M2

m2
h

(A.7)

which would require, for large values of M , a fine-tuning. In particular, the naturalness condition

∆µ2
h . m2

h/2 implies, for m ' 1 TeV, the upper bounds on M and |λψ| given by

M . (7.6, 2.5, 0.8) · 108 GeV, |λψ| . (1, 3, 10) · 10−6 , (A.8)

where the values in parenthesis correspond to f̃φ/MPl = (0.1, 0.01, 0.001), respectively, and where we

have used δλ = 0.15.
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Of course the second term of (A.6) can create a second naturalness problem, as M � m by

radiative corrections providing a one-loop contribution to m2
φ̃

as

∆m2
φ̃
' 1

4π2
c2α |λψ|2M2 log

M2

m2
(A.9)

However, once we have solved the naturalness problem between M and mh, as m2 � m2
h, the second

naturalness problem between M and m is automatically solved as, for all values in Eq. (A.8), it turns

out that ∆m2
φ̃
/m2 ' 0.4.

- Cosmological problems

The Lagrangian (A.2) has the (ψ number) discrete Z2 symmetry ψ → −ψ making the fermion ψ

cosmologically stable, inconsistent with direct Dark Matter detection, and possibly overclosing the

Universe. A simple way out is explicitly breaking the Z2 symmetry. For instance we can identify

ψ ≡ E with a heavy vectorlike, SU(2) singlet, lepton E = (EL, ER)T , with hypercharge -1, as the

SM right-handed leptons eRi . We can then generate a tiny mixing of e.g. the third generation leptons

with E by means of the Yukawa coupling Y ′3

LE = −MĒLER − Y3
¯̀
L3
HτR − Y ′3 ¯̀

L3
HER + h.c. (A.10)

The mixing in (A.10) generates a mass matrix as

(
τ̄L ĒL

)
M
(
τR
ER

)
, M =

(
m3 m

′
3

0 M

)
(A.11)

where m3 = Y3v/
√

2 is the τ -lepton mass in the absence of the mixing with the heavy fermion, and

m′3 ≡ Y ′3v/
√

2. One can diagonalize the mass matrix M with left and right unitary transformations,

with angles θL and θR, respectively, as

Md = U†LMUR, UL/R =

(
sin θL/R cos θL/R
− cos θL/R sin θL

)
. (A.12)

In the limit M � m3,m
′
3 we get

sin θL '
m′3
M

[
1 +

m2
3

M2
+ · · ·

]
, sin θR '

m3m
′
3

M2

[
1 +

m2
3 −m′23
M2

+ · · ·
]
. (A.13)

As a consequence of the mixing the mass eigenfunctions are shifted as

τR → τR +
m3m

′
3

M2
ER, ER → ER −

m3m
′
3

M2
τR. (A.14a)

τL → τL +
m′3
M

EL, EL → EL −
m′3
M

τL. (A.14b)

and the mass eigenvalues as

m3 → mτ = m3

[
1− m′23

2M2
+ · · ·

]
, M →M

[
1 +

m′23
2M2

+ · · ·
]

(A.15)

by which the fermion E decays as E → Hτ , as well as to leptons and gauge bosons through the

mixing with τL and τR, as E → Wντ or E → τZ, τγ. These decays prevent the heavy fermion from

overclosing the Universe.
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B Baryon isocurvature perturbations

Baryon isocurvature perturbations can be generated by the presence of strong gauge fields [81]. To

be conservative, in this section we will consider the case where the generated gauge fields are as

strong as possible: where one neglects the backreaction from the fermionic Schwinger currents (the

backreactionless case). Borrowing the notation from [81], we have in our case for the symmetric and

antisymmetric combinations, S(k) = (|A+(k)|2 + |A−(k)|2)/2 and A(k) = (|A+(k)|2 − |A−(k)|2)/2.

For the case of maximally helical gauge fields one obtains

S(k) ' A(k) ' |A+|2

2
' 1

4kλ

(
k

kλ

)− 1
2 e2πξ

ξ
exp

(
−4

√
k

kλ

)
, (B.1)

where we are choosing e.g. A+(k) as the amplified mode, and (4.23) was used together with the

definition kλ = aEHE/2ξ ' 1012 GeV, which corresponds to the spectrum peak of A+. Writing

B2 ' 2ρB in term of kλ, and using (4.27a), we obtain a relation for the spectrum given by [81]

A(k) ' 1024π2

315

B2

k5
λ

(
k

kλ

)− 1
2

exp

(
−4

√
k

kλ

)
. (B.2)

It may be interesting to note that in these terms, the magnetic field and the helicity are written as

B2 ' 1

4π2

315

1024

e2πξ

2ξ
k4
λ, H ' 2

7

B2

kλ
. (B.3)

From this we can estimate the baryon isocurvature perturbation at the BBN as

S2
B,BBN '

7
√
π

20
√

3

(
kd
kλ

)3(
kλ

kEWPT
λ

)3

+O
(
kd
kλ

)5

, (B.4)

where kd is the comoving neutron diffusion scale at the BBN, k−1
d ' 0.0025 pc. From the expansion

ratio kd/kλ ∼ 10−42, we can see that Eq. (B.4) is suppressed provided that kλ/k
EWPT
λ is not too big,

which we will next demonstrate.

Eq. (B.4) should be evaluated at the time of baryon asymmetry production at TEWPT ' 135 GeV,

hence the rescaling for the wave number kλ. At first glance, this rescaling could appear to be exactly

one since kλ is comoving, but because of the peculiar dynamic of the plasma decribed by the MHD

equations, comoving quantities do scale with the expansion of the Universe after reheating, as already

stated in section 7.1.

We shall now study how the comoving coherence length scales until the EWPT. Every plasma

quantity (field amplitude, correlation length, wave number) evolves adiabatically from reheating until

the eddy turnover temperature Tt ' vTrh where v is the typical bulk velocity of the plasma. For T < Tt
the scaling regime depends on the value of the electric Reynolds number at the end of inflation. The

velocity of the plasma is

Re < 1 ⇒ v ≈ 2.9 · 10−10 `BY ρBY
H3
E

(
HE

1013 GeV

) 3
2
(
Trh

T ins
rh

)
(B.5a)

Re > 1 ⇒ v ≈ 5.3 · 10−6

√
ρBY
H2
E

(
HE

1013 GeV

)(
Trh

T ins
rh

) 2
3

(B.5b)
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For Rrh
e < 1, as Re grows with time, we eventually reach the point where it becomes one, at temper-

ature [20]

T1 ≡ T (Re = 1) = Rrh
e Tt. (B.6)

Once Re > 1, the scaling regimes for comoving quantities become (7.4b) until recombination.

In summary, the magnetic energy and correlation length scale adiabatically until the eddy turnover

temperature Tt, then they scale according to (7.4a) until Re = 1, where the regime changes to

(7.4b) until recombination. However we compute the scaling only until TEWPT = 135 GeV since the

comparison with the neutron diffusion scale must be done at the EWPT temperature [81]. This yields

a total dilution factor for comoving quantities as

BEWPT
Y

Brh
Y

=

(
TEWPT

T1

) 1
3
(
T1

Tt

) 1
2

, (B.7a)

`EWPT
BY

`rhBY
=

(
TEWPT

T1

)− 2
3
(
T1

Tt

)−1

. (B.7b)

We stress that Tt and T1 depend on v, which in turn depends on `BY and ρB . For values of the

parameters space yielding the correct BAU, e.g. for g = 0.01, fφ = 0.15MPl and Trh ' 10−2 T ins
rh (blue

region in Fig. 8) we find that Tt ' 2 · 108 GeV and T1 ' 3 · 107 GeV. Then we get that the comoving

quantities BY and `BY get scaled between the reheating and EWPT temperatures as

BEWPT
Y

Brh
Y

∼ 10−2,
`EWPT
BY

`rhBY
∼ 104. (B.8)

Going back to the baryon isocurvature perturbation (B.4), we hence have(
kλ

kEWPT
λ

)3

∝
(
Trh

T ins
rh

)−4

,

(
kλ

kEWPT
λ

)3

∼ 10−13, (B.9)

which therefore get for the observable S2
B,BBN an exceedingly small value. A similar result is obtained

for all allowed values of the parameters (g, fφ, Trh), so for our model the prediction is S2
B,BBN ' 0.

This result also holds for the case where the Schwinger effect is considered, as in this case gauge fields

are much weaker than in the backreactionless case studied above, and so their contribution to S2
B,BBN

is expected to be much smaller.
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