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Alternative approach to the Starobinsky model for inflation scenarios
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The R + R? model of gravity with the corresponding shallow potential in the Einstein frame is
consistent with the observations. Recently, many efforts have been made to generalize the R + R>
(Starobinsky) model of inflation or use other shallow potentials to construct a model for the early
Universe. We revise the question about the shallow potential. We propose a model in which the
Starobinsky model can emerge through a dynamical mechanism. We show that the absence of
ghost modes results to constraints on the parameters of the Starobinsky model. We obtain the
scalar spectral index and the tensor-to-scalar ratio of the extended model and study the three-point
correlation function of the curvature perturbation to estimate the primordial non-Gaussianities of
the proposed model.

I. INTRODUCTION

The recent measurements of the anisotropies of the cosmic microwave background (CMB) by the Planck mission
[1-3] provide more accurate values for cosmological parameters. The data support the cosmic inflation paradigm,
which involves a period of accelerated expansion in the very early Universe that was originally proposed in [4-9].
Confirmation of the inflation scenario for the early Universe could come from the detection of the gravitational waves
as B modes in CMB. The expectation for such gravitational waves and the data have provided significant constraints
on the models of inflation [3]. For example, the data are not consistent with some popular models such as quadratic
chaotic inflation [3]. On the other hand, the observations confirm the existence of the dark sectors in the Universe
[3]. However, the nature of the dark sectors remains as an open question in cosmology and particle physics [10].

The Starobinsky model (or the R + R? model) is described by a Lagrangian [11]

2
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where My, is the reduced Planck mass and f, is a dimensionless constant. This model is in good agreement with
the observations [3]. Fig. 1 shows the agreement (and disagreement) of a selection of inflationary models with the
observations. It is worthwhile to mention that by introducing a mass scale, M, one can parametrize fs as fs = 11;4]5’[12
[3]. Comparing the Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian with the Starobinsky model, the latter model has an additional scalar
degree of freedom which produces the inflationary era.!

It is worth noting that there are no ghost modes in the Starobinsky model [14]. For this reason we do not include
the other quadratic curvature terms, i.e. the square of the Ricci tensor R,, R*” and the square of the Weyl tensor
CrvapC? P, which would involve the problem with ghosts [15].

The Lagrangian (1) represents the Starobinsky model in the Jordan frame [16], for which the cosmological pertur-
bations were obtained in Ref. [18]. It is convenient to use a conformal transformation to represent the Starobinsky
model in the so-called the Einstein frame [18]. For this purpose we may perform a conformal transformation as

G = (14 ;\1/};231 R)g,,, and define a scalar field ¢ as
r= (7 -1). @)
Then, the Starobinsky model takes the following form
Lo = V3| R 5 0,00,0 - V(9)]. Q)
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1 As a side remark it seems that in the eternal inflation theorem [12] (see also [13]) together with an isotropic expansion, there is an
implicit assumption on the validity of the Strong Equivalence Principle (SEP) of the acting gravitational theory therein. In that case,
the Starobinsky model for inflation, being a modified gravity theory does not have the SEP and thus does not satisfy the requirements
of the eternal inflation.
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FIG. 1. Marginalized joint 68 % and 95 % confidence level regions for the scalar spectral index ns and the tensor-to-scalar
ratio r at the wavenumber k = 0.002Mpc™" of the perturbations. Grey regions are from the Planck data alone, red regions
are in combination with the measurement of the CMB B-mode polarization angular power spectrum by the BICEP2/Keck
Array collaboration (BK15), and blue regions further include measurements of the baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) scale.
The theoretical predictions of selected models are plotted for the number of e-folds of the inflationary expansion in the range
50 < N. < 60. The Starobinsky model is included as “R? inflation”. Figure courtesy of Planck Collaboration [3], licensed
under CC BY 4.0.

where R is the Ricci scalar that is constructed from the metric guv and the potential is defined as
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Let us clarify some reasons why one usually prefers to use the Einstein frame and criticize some of them. The first
reason is that the dynamics of scalar fields are well known in particle physics. So, there exist many inflationary
theories which draw motivations from particle physics. However, the shape of V' (¢) shows that it is a highly nontrivial
task to obtain such a potential from particle physics. The second reason is that the study of the reheating era can
be done with the standard tools of particle physics. However, from the observations, the identity and interactions of
the dark sector with the Standard Model are unknown. The Einstein frame is very useful if we neglect other (matter)
fields in the Universe. Otherwise, the conformal transformation induces non-minimal interaction with the matter
fields. The last but not least reason is that Ref. [3] gives the constraints on inflationary cosmological models in the
Einstein frame. For example, Ref. [3] gives a lower bound on fs as fs > 3 x 109 [19, 20].2

The shape of V(¢) with the lower bound on f raises some questions about the Starobinsky model. When fs > 1,
V(¢) is a shallow potential. Since this potential is consistent with the observations, many authors have considered
the question “why such a shallow potential?” and proposed modified versions of V(¢) [17, 22-25].

In this paper we propose an extension of the Starobinsky model in the Jordan frame. The first reason for using the
Jordan frame is that we wish to turn the question “why the shallow potential?” to “why fs has this lower bound?”.
We will show that it is possible to construct a model from where the Starobinsky model can emerge. We will show
that the lower bound on f, results to the absence of the ghost modes and the tachyonic instability in the proposed
model. As we will see, our results provide an alternative interpretation of the Starobinsky model.

4 2
2 It is instructive to define 6 = % and V(¢) = 91\1%’1 [1 — exp (\/gi/f >] . Now we can ask why 6 has such a small value and quest a
s Pl

dynamical mechanism to explain it. This question is similar to the question on the strong CP-violation term in QCD for which the
Peccei-Quinn mechanism was proposed [21]. Analogously to the strong CP problem in QCD, the present attempt aims to propose a
mechanism which would make 6 = % sufficiently small. Note that a possible solution for #-term is the Peccei-Quinn mechanism in
which a scalar field is introduced to answer the question.
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The organization of this paper is as follows. In Sec. I we study the background cosmology of the model. Sec. III
is devoted to the study of the linear perturbation equations, and we derive the scalar spectral index and the tensor-
to-scalar ratio of the model. Furthermore, we study ghost modes and tachyonic instability. In Sec. IV we derive the
corresponding cubic action for scalar metric perturbations in order to study the primordial non-Gaussianities of the
model. Sec. V contains conclusions.

II. THE MODEL

In this section we propose the model and then discuss the background cosmology of our model. We introduce a
scalar field ¢ and consider the following gravitational action

My R —0,00"
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where f is a function and M is a constant of dimension mass. Varying the action (5) with respect to the metric, gives
1 o[ Quplup
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where f = f(X) and fx = %. Varying the action (5) with respect to ¢, gives

V" = 0uj" =0, j*=+/—gR*fxd"p, (7)
which reflects the fact that the action (6) depends on ¢ only through its derivatives d,¢ and is thus invariant under
constant shifts of the scalar field, ¢(z) — ¢(z) + «, with @ = const. The corresponding conserved quantity is
Q= fgf d3zv/hN R? fx0%p, where h is the determinant of the induced metric on the spatial hypersurface ¥; at time ¢
and N is the lapse function (see Eq. (61)). The boundary conditions (or asymptotic conditions) are assumed to be such
that the following integral over the boundary of X; vanishes, [, o5, dzx\ﬁN R? fxr;0'p, where v is the determinant of
the induced metric on the boundary and r; is the unit normal to the boundary.

In this paper our aim has been to provide a new perspective for the Starobinsky model as an emergent model,
while being led by the results of the Planck observations [1-3] to impose the shift symmetry for the new degree of
freedom in the model. After those observations, it turns out that only a field with a potential of plateau type, such
as V = Vp — e %, is consistent with the data. Also, according to the data, it is necessary that such potentials
approach a constant value at the inflationary phase, which means that such a potential has to have an approximate
shift symmetry at the inflationary phase (see the Fig. 1 for the constraints on various models.) At this point, it would
be a motivation to choose the shift symmetry as a guideline for construction of a model from the very beginning. The
shift symmetry has previously been used in cosmology. Indeed, using the shift symmetry in the cosmological models
where a scalar field is minimally coupled to gravity, results in a reduced speed of sound and consequently a significant
non-Gaussianity. Such facts lead us to consider a nonminimally coupled scalar field with the shift symmetry as a
plausible model.

We have used the aforementioned shift symmetry as a guideline in obtaining the action (5), which reproduces the
behavior of the Starobinsky model during inflation and provides motivation for the large value of the coupling fs.
Thus, it is essential that the action does not involve a potential term for the field ¢ or interaction terms between ¢ and
curvature. Among the crucial criteria for the model are to ensure that the tensor-to-scalar ratio of the dimensionless
power spectra of the perturbations is sufficiently small, the speed of sound of the perturbations is not changed
significantly, and that the primordial non-Gaussianity remains negligible.

It should be mentioned that, at first glance, the action (5) is similar to the action considered in Refs. [26, 27].
However, inspection of Refs. [26, 27] shows that although the authors began with a general action, they did not
consider our model.?

3 In Ref. [26], the authors begin with a gravitational Lagrangian that depends generally on R, ¢ and X. However, before Eq. (10) of

Ref. [26] they clarify that the authors focused on certain cases, where the Lagrangian density £ is such that % V=9) _ F(p) with F
some function of . Those cases do not include our model, where F' depends now on R and X. Similarly, in Ref. [27] a general action
is introduced as Eq. (74), but just after Eq. (83) in Ref. [27], they focused on specific models which are not the same as our model.



Theories that couple the derivatives of a scalar field ® to the first power of curvature, e.g. as the terms G*9,®0, ®
and RO, ®0"®, where G, is the Einstein tensor, have also been proposed and studied previously, particularly regard-
ing their implications on cosmology. In particular, it has been proposed that the scalar field in such a theory is the
Higgs field of the standard model of particle physics [28]. Indeed, this has been an appealing way to produce inflation
with a known scalar field, providing an interesting new connection between particle physics and cosmology. Also the
cosmological perturbations in this model were studied in [29]. This new version of Higgs inflation is an alternative
to the widely studied Higgs inflation, where the scalar field is coupled to curvature as |®|?R, see [30], [31] and for a
review [32]. A much studied issue with Higgs inflation has been the potential violation of unitarity during inflation;
for recent studies see [33] and [34]. The Higgs inflation model together with the Starobinsky term R? has also been
studied, e.g. in [35] and [36], and it has been argued that the large value of the constant fs of the term R? would be
induced by the quantum effects due to the coupling |®|2R [37].

We also remark that an extension of the Starobinsky model (1), where the scalar curvature terms are coupled to
functions of a scalar field, has been explored in [38]. Such models, and more generally models with arbitrary couplings
of a scalar field and the scalar curvature, can extend or combine the properties of Starobinsky or f(R) gravity and
scalar field theories.

In Appendix A, we show that the action (5) is conformally equivalent to the following action

/dm/~[“R—~W@wm V@wﬂ (8)

where g, = (1 + 41{};)1?)9“,, and

2
V(g 0) = (M4 [1—exp< 20 )] : (9)
16f (= e 7o) 10,00,

The main result in this section is that the scalar field in (5) moves towards a minimum of f(X) and is condensed
during inflation. The condensed phase for the scalar field shows that we have a preferred observer, which is not a new
phenomena in the cosmological context [39, 40].

As we pointed out, we would like to provide some reasons for the lower bound on f,. It is clear that when we consider
a constant value for f(X) as f(X) = fs, our results must reduce to the corresponding results for the Starobinsky
model. So, for a cross-check of our equations, one can use [17] with a constant function f(X). Also, ¢ could be
considered as a scalar field for the dark sectors.

A. Background cosmology

We use the flat Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) metric as the cosmological background metric
ds? = —dt? + a®6;;dx'da’, (10)

where a = a(t) is the scale factor from which the Hubble parameter is defined as H = %, where the dot denotes the

time derivative. Using the FRW metric, the time-time and space-space components of Eq. (6) can be obtained as

202 [X FxR?+ %}

3H? =6HH — V7R (11)
and
—(3H? +2H) =4(H — H)H + 4(H — H)? (12)
+o(H — ) - %,
respectively, where
) (13)

(1+4M:2Rf) dt



From Eqs. (11) and (12), it follows that

- ~ ~ M %X fx R?
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Hence, from Eq. (13) it follows that as far as 1 +4M;2Rf > 0, one can define the following variable
a=a(l+4M;>Rf)? (15)
and that
-G
H=- 16
The scalar field Eq. (7) with ¢ = ¢(t) and the FRW metric is obtained as
T (@R p) =0 17
a (Cl fXQa) = Y% ( )
which leads us to the following equation
X 2 R fx
- =6(1+"—+ | ———— 18
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h =4
where fXX = gxz-

B. Inflationary era

Before we study the inflation scenario for the proposed model, let us bear in mind that the de Sitter solution does
not exist in the Starobinsky model. The de Sitter solution describes a universe that inflates eternally, which is not
suitable for the early Universe. For the early Universe, we just need a solution that remains close to the de Sitter
solution, i.e. we need the quasi-de Sitter solution. It is easy to show that for the proposed model, the de Sitter
solution does not exist. To clarify this issue, note that the de Sitter solution is characterized by a constant value of
the Hubble parameter as H,s, which determines the Ricci scalar as Rgs = 12H3,. Inserting these into Eqs. (11)—(14)
results in Hyy = Hys = 0, which shows that, for the proposed model, the de Sitter solution does not exist. As we
pointed out, we just need a quasi-de Sitter solution for the early Universe. The slow-roll conditions are characterized
by the Hubble flow functions (HFFs), ¢;, as

€1 = —% <1, €41 = ];Zn <1 (n>1). (19)
According to the Planck results [3], we have

€1 < 0.0063 (0.0039) (95% CL),

ez = 0.03073:997  (0.031+0.005) (68% CL), (20)

where the values in parentheses additionally take into account the data from the BICEP2/Keck Array, and CL is the

confidence level. Furthermore, for any time-dependent quantity such as X (¢) we have to impose P}XiX < 1.

It should be mentioned that to report the above data, the Einstein frame is used in [3]. In this work, we will use
the Jordan frame [17]. Although we just need to know that during inflation we have ¢; < 1, in a few places we feel
that the numerical values for €; help us to clarify some issues. In such cases, we will take e; = 4 x 1073. In other
words, Zve make the strong assumption that during inflation the order of magnitude of ¢; are the same in the both
frames.

4 The Einstein and Jordan frame are related by a conformal transformation. There is no physical principle that shows invariance of
physical quantities under the conformal transformation. For an example, see Eq. (118).



Although the slow-roll conditions can be regarded as initial conditions, they must remain valid during inflation.
Hence the consistency of the conditions in Eq. (19) with the dynamics of the model must be investigated. Using
R =12H? + 6H, Eq. (18) can be rewritten as

ix  —6Xfx [1—ter (14 525
dN fx +2X fxx 7

where dN = Hdt = dlIna, which measures the number of e-folds N of inflationary expansion. Note that the above
equation is exact, and in the above equation and all differential equations for €; we have €; = €;(t).
In what follows, we make the ansatz that

(21)

X is moving to a minimum of f(X). (22)

It should be noted that it is not obvious that the ansatz is correct and leads to a consistent solution. So, we have to
check the ansatz at the end of the calculations. We also have to check that if one consider ¢; < 1 as the initial value
at the beginning of the era of inflation, then €; will remain small during inflation.

Now, we want to study the model close to the minimum of f(X) which can be represented as X = 1. Note
that this expansion is a nontrivial step. We must show that this assumption leads us to a well-defined behaviour
for the model. As we will show, our results support this assumption. Although our discussions are general, in
what follows one can consider f(X) = fs + Z(X — 1) +.... As an example, if we take the “Higgs-like” shape as

f(X) = a; — axX + azX? then f(X) has a minimum at X, = ;723 . Then by using f, = a; — % and F = 2as, it
turns out that f(X) = fs + %(X — X,)2. Tt is always possible to take X, = 1 at the background level.

Expanding Eq. (21) to first order in (X — 1) gives

dX
NV —3K(e1,€2)(X —1), (23)
where
_, 4 __2
K(€1,62)=1_3€1 (1+2(2_61)>. (24)

To determine behaviour of K(eq, €2), expanding Eq. (11) to first order in X — 1 results in

1
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where we have used R = 6H?(2 — ¢;) which results in R = —12H%¢;(2 — ¢;) — 6H?¢). Note that, Eq. (25) is an exact
equation around the minimum of f(X) and we just write it in terms of ¢; . Before investigate the inflationary era of
the proposed model, let us clarify our motivations to study the model. For this goal, from Eq. (25) it turns out that
for the Starobinsky model we have to take the following condition to have the slow-roll inflation

1 3
—— =g K1 26
U f Ml HA(2 —ey) 2 0 (26)

(for the Starobinsky model ),

-3 (25)

+(X -1

where g5 = The above equation can be rewritten as

€2
61(2—61) :

1 3

—————— — — = gs6; < 1 (for the Starobinsky model ). 27
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Another parametrization of the above equation for the Starobinsky model is presented in Ref. [41]. Since we have
€; < 1 during inflation, Eq. (27) gives M ?Rfs > 1 but the reverse is not true. We also know from Ref. [3] that
]V[HPI < 2.5 x 107°. Combining this with the data from (20) and Eq. (26) gives us a bound on f, which is shown in

Table 1.
As in the Starobinsky model, we take the following condition as the necessary condition for inflation in our model

1 3
- - = <1, 28
UM H 2 — ) 2 07 (28)




TABLE 1. Bound on f5 in the Starobinsky model. The bound can be obtained by using Eq. (26) and the Planck results that
give M - <25 x 107" and (20).

€1 Bound on fs
0.006| fs > 3.7 x 10°
0.004| fs > 5.5 x 10°
0.001| fs > 2.2 x 10*°

where g = —2 <4+ (X —1) %22_61) As noted earlier, at the end of calculations, we have to check such assumptions.
€1(2—e1) fel

From Egs. (25) and (28) it follows that

+(X—1)(2—61)~’;X€f = gey. (29)

€1
H€1(2 — 61)

Expanding Eq. (14) to first order in (X — 1) and writing the result in terms of €; gives

€1 €1

2H2(2— 1) | 2H(2— 1) (8= 6e1) (30)
3f
7%(%1)(2%1)—3%

24f M 2H2(2 — 1)
Then inserting Eq. (28) into Eq. (30) gives
€1 €1
2H2(27€1) 2H(2761)
3 2 3 fXX
1

2) - iT(X -1)(2—-e)=0.

From Egs. (29) and (31), we can eliminate the terms which are proportional to (X — 1). This yields a differential
equation for €; as

(3 —6e1) (31)

+(9-

d2€1

dN?

+(6— 761) — (34 9)2(2—€1) =0, (32)

d/\/
where dN = Hdt is used.

The above equation is an example of the Lienard’s equation [42]. There exists a systematic procedure to study the
Lienard’s equation. By introducing an auxiliary variable y, it is easy to find the following representation for Eq. (32)

g% = _661 + 61 + Y, (33)
=06+ 9)61(2 —€1).
Eq. (33) is an autonomous system and has the following fixed points in the phase space of (€1, y),

During inflation, €; < 1, we have to take the initial values around (0,0). To determine the behaviour of this fixed
point, we linearize the system (33) around (0,0) as

(§)~()

where A, is the stability matrix around (0, 0), which has the following form

A, = (‘06 (1)) . (36)



The above matrix has two eigenvalues as \; = —6 and Ay = 0. Thus, (0, 0) is the stable fixed point. Therefore, if we
take €; < 1 as the initial condition, this result shows that €; remains small during inflation. Note that the stability
of (0,0) does not depend on g. Eq. (35) can be solved as

—~

e =Cre N 4+ 0y (close to (0,0)). (37)
where C'; and Cs are constants of integration. Furthermore, we obtain

él 1d61 —6
SLo 2L 2 (close to (0,0
Heq €1 dN 1+ %GGN (C ose to ( ’

~—

)- (38)

€y =

Since N = f Hdt is the number of e-folds of inflationary expansion, one can choose C; and C5 in such a way that
€1 < 1 and €3 < 1 during inflation. For this goal, it is sufficient to take

Cl,CQ < 1, @ > 1. (39)
Cy

Just to complete our knowledge about Eq. (33), let us consider the other fixed point in Eq. (34), i.e. (2,—2). The

linearized system around (2, —2) is

A = (_4(38+ 2 (1)) . (41)

A, has two positive eigenvalues as Ay = 4 4+ 2y/1 — g and Ao = 4 — 24/1 — g. Thus, for any value for g, one of the
eigenvalues of A, is positive. Therefore (2, —2) is not a stable fixed point.

Fig. 2, shows the phase space portrait of Eq. (33) for ¢ = 0, which is in agreement with our discussions. Numerical
solutions confirm our results as is shown in Fig. 3. Here, the important result is that if we take initial conditions in
such a way that €; < 1, the dynamics of the system do not refute such assumptions.

7 N\
===

where

FIG. 2. The phase space portrait of Eq. (33) for ¢ = 0. (0,0) is the stable fixed point and (2, —2) is the unstable fixed point.

Recall that we have to consider Eq. (28) as the essential requirement that leads us to the stated results. Eventually,
at some time ¢ = ty, the Hubble parameter has decreased so much that the assumption made in Eq. (28) is longer
valid. We want to determine the maximum number of e-folds N4, for which Eq. (28) is valid. Consider ¢; as the
time in the beginning of inflation and ¢, as the last time that Eq. (28) is valid. Then Eq. (38) gives

e1(ti) = C1 +Cs, ei(ty) = Co. (42)
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FIG. 3. €1 and €3 as functions of the number of e—foldings of the expansion during inflation A/. For these numerical solutions
of Eq. (32) we take g = 0, and the initial values are e; = 10™* and ¢ = —3 x 10™*. As we discuss in the main text, e; and ez
remain small during inflation.

On the other hand, since ¢; = —% = —%%, Eq. (38) can be solved in terms of N as
H(ty) = H(t;) (6_%6_02N exp[Cge_GND (43)

~ H(ti)e_CQN.
Since Eq. (28) is valid as far as H(ty) ~ H(t;), according to Eq. (43) we have to impose the following relation

1
OQNmax < 5 (44)

Then, from Eqs. (39), (42) and (44) it follows that

1 1
Nmaw < ~ .
261(tf) 261(ti)
Therefore, if we take €; ~ 4 x 1073, we have Ny,4. < 125, which is sufficient to solve the horizon problem [43]. Recall
that for the Starobinsky model the Planck results [3] give the number of e-folds to the end of inflation as 49 < N, < 59
(95% CL).
Returning to the dynamics of X, Eq. (23) can be solved as

(45)

X —1=X,exp (3/1{(61, 62)d/\/>, (46)

where X, is a constant of integration. Eqgs. (24), (37), (38) and (46) imply that as time passes X evolves toward one,
X — 1. Thus, if choose an initial condition such that X is close to one, it remains close to X = 1 during inflation.
Therefore, the scalar field is condensed during inflation. In the next section we will show that this fact leads to a
nontrivial speed of sound for the scalar perturbations.

IIT. LINEAR PERTURBATIONS

In this section, we study the linear perturbations of the model. We have two objectives for this section. Firstly,
we want to obtain observable quantities for the model, and secondly, we want to study potential ghost modes and
tachyonic instability in the model. Table II and Fig. 4 show the main results for the inflationary parameters. We
will show that the lower bound on f results to well-defined dynamics for the model. For this goal a suitable gauge
is used. As discussed in Ref. [17, 44], this is a nontrivial task for modified theories of gravity. Then, we expand the
action (5) to the second order in scalar and tensor perturbations and study their implications for the model.
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A. Gauge fixing for the scalar perturbations

In this part, we write the perturbed equations as
6Gy, = M20TY,, (47)

where G, = Ry — %ng, is the Einstein tensor, and 67}, is corresponding perturbed quantities.
To choose the gauge, let us parametrize the perturbed metric as [43]
ds?* = — (14 2®(x,t)) dt* 4 2a0; B(x, t)dtdx’ (48)
+ (1 + 2¢(x,t)) a*d;da’ dz? .

Also, we define the following variables

~ 2M 2

O(x,t) = (x,t) + T AMCRT 4M;2Rf6(Rf)’

2 2M;2

C(x,t) = ¢(x,t) + m&ﬁﬂ (49)

Using Eq. (48), the (0i)-component of Eq. (6) can be obtained as (after dropping 9; from both sides)

Hd(x,t) — ¢ = éﬁi i [XJ;);W (50)
+3(H - H)(S(Rf)} :
The (ii)-component of Eq. (6) is obtained using Eq. (48) as
(32 + 2H)d(x,t) + Hd(x,t) — C(x, 1) (51)

_3A((x,t) = [M§1(4HI§[ ~3H? — A?)d(x, 1)

+ (8HH + 4H2 — 3H — 8H? + 8H)3(R{)
 RFS(R) 1) My

+6(H—H
2 ( ) dt | 1+4M.*Rf

- (ﬁ - H)C(X7 t)a
where Eq. (14) is used to obtain the above result.
As discussed in Ref. [43], one can define the scalar component of the velocity perturbation, du, as §G9 = M %(p +

p)0;6u. Then the comoving gauge is defined as the gauge in which éu = 0. So, from Eq. (50), the comoving gauge
can be imposed with the following condition

X fxR?

7 dp+3(H — H)S(Rf) = 0. (52)

Therefore, in the comoving gauge, we have {(x,t) = H®(x,t). Substituting this into the left-hand side (LHS) of Eq.
(51) results in

LHS of Eq. (51) = Hd(x, ). (53)
To obtain the right-hand side (RHS) of Eq. (51), note that

50
S(Rf) = Rfx + f0'R, 6X = —2X®(x,t) + ZXg, (54)
where §' R is the linear part of the perturbed R. So,

fRS'R = R6(Rf) +2R*X fx (é(x,t) - ) : (55)
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Then, by taking the time derivative of Eq. (52) and using Eq. (18), we have

Xfo2 (SQD F 2
- =5 5 — (H-HAES (56)
+ (H - H)%é(Rf) +3H(H — H)J(Rf).

By eliminating ¢ from Eq. (55) and Eq. (56), we have

FRS'R =[R + 36H(H — H) + 12(H — H)|5(Rf) (57)
+ 2R?X fx ®(x,t) + 12(H — H)%a(Rf).

Now, using (;(x7 t) = H®(x,t) and by inserting the above result into RHS of Eq. (51), we have
RHS of Eq. (51) = H®(x, ) + 2M2(H? + H)S(R).
Comparing the above result with Egs. (53) and (52) gives the following results
S(Rf) =0, bp=0. (58)

So, one can use Eq. (58) as the comoving gauge in our model.
Regarding the definitions of {(x,t), ®(x,t) and Eq. (58), we will use {(x,t) and ®(x,t) in the following sections.

B. Linear scalar perturbations from the second order action

In the comoving gauge, ((x,t) is a gauge invariant quantity [43]. So it is convenient to obtain a differential equation
in terms of {(x,t). Also, note that we have shown that it is possible to use a gauge in which ¢ = 0. So, at the
background level, this property enables us to set X, = 1.

One way to obtain the equation for ((x,t) is to use the perturbed (00)-component of Eq. (6). Using Egs. (11) (14)
and (58) the perturbed (00)-component of Eq. (6) is

~a{9213(>c, t) N 0%¢(x,1) _ a?(1+4M;2Rf)

i a? a? 2 2C(x, 1), (59)
where
. 2XM2R? [fx 2X f2
Y=3H-H?>+—2 _— |21 X — X 60
( V1 +4AMS2RS | 2 Txx f (60)

From Eq. (59) and ¢(x,t) = ﬁfb(x, t), it is easy to obtain the equation for {(x,t), as is shown by Eq. (72). However,
we need the second order action in the next section. Thus, we shall obtain the differential equation for {(x,t) by
using the second order action.

For this purpose, we use the Arnowitt-Deser-Misner (ADM) formalism [45]. In the ADM formalism, the spacetime
is foliated by spacelike hypersurfaces with a unit normal vector n®, and the metric is parametrized as [45]

ds? = —N2dt* + hyj (N'dt + da') (N7dt + da?) (61)

where N, N?, hij are the lapse, the shift vector and the spatial metric respectably. Also, in the ADM formalism we
have the following relations [45]

V=9 = NVh, (62)
R=®R+ KK — K* —2(n%n” —n®nl}) |

3

where ; denotes the covariant derivative, ()R is the Ricci scalar constructed from h;; and the extrinsic curvature of
the spatial hypersurface is defined as

Kij = (i = (DV: Ny + OV N (63)
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where K = h;; K i and ®)V denotes the covariant derivative with respect to hy;.
Following [46], we will use h;; = a262<(x*t)(5ij and expand the shift and the lapse as

N=1l+a+as+..., N;=09¥+0, (64)
=yt Bi=B0 48"+
where 9;3; = 0. Also, we will use the following expansion for the Ricci scalar

R=R+0R=R+0'R+6R+...,

(65)
where R is the background value of the Ricci scalar and 4 in §'R denotes the order of perturbations. The explicit
form of the above quantities are given by Egs. (B4) and (B5) in Appendix B.

It follows from Egs. (48), (61) and Eq. (64) that

O(x,t) =1, aB(x,t)=1.
The action (5) is written up to second order in the perturbations as

M2 -
§ == / | NN | OR + KV — K (67)
+2M; 2 f(X) (R+6'R + 6°R)* ] .
Now, using the comoving gauge g:(x, t) = ﬁI@(x, t) and Eq. (58), and using the fact that

. .

W_1—2C@’;IJ”—2a2+3<2](EI’Zt)+..., (68)
we have
. o
fX)=fX)+X (_24(215) — 20z +3C S;t)) (69)
where X =

@
207 -

Plugging the above result into the action (67) and using Eqs. (58), (B4), (B5) and ((x,t) = H®(x, t),
leads us to the second order action, 625, as

2 .
528 = /dtd?’xa?’Mf,l {G~EC2(X, t)
2

(70)

=t

+ (1+4Mm2Rf)(5 + 2_ 1)(84()(”5))2}

a2

where we have used integration by parts and dropped surface terms. Note that one can use Eq. (14) to find that

B . —2 2
_H_{I:{<3(H_H)2+W>.
H H

71
1+ My ’Rf (7D
Variation of Eq. (70) with respect to {(x,t), and using Eq. (71), gives
.. Wy k2
Gk + —Cp + — €3¢ = 0, (72)
W a
where

: 1+ 4M;?
Ck = /d3XC<X7t)€_zk'x7 Ws = a3 * = sz

= i ,
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and ¢, is the speed of sound, which has the following form

1
1+

w N
Il

o

(1]

2M 2 X2R? (fxx —2f%)
3(1+4Ma%Rf)(H — H)? + M2 X fxR?

[1
Il

From Eq. (74), it is clear that for the Starobinsky model, we have ¢, = 1. Note that at the minimum, fx = 0,
fxx > 0, the above equation yields = > 0 and 0 < ¢ < 1. Also, Eq. (74) shows that higher order terms in the
expansion around the minimum of f(X), are suppressed not only by powers of (X — 1) but also by Mim Since in Eq.
(74) everything is exact, this property shows that the model is well-defined around the minimum of f(X).

Let us next focus on the inflationary era. Expanding Eq. (74) around the minimum of f(X), i.e. X = 1, and
keeping the terms proportional to €; and e results in

E:fX§(2+261—62)+..., (75)
fel
where Eq. (28) is used. For reasons that will soon become clear, we have to impose the following condition
fxx
< L (76)
fet
Thus, Z <« 1. Therefore, during inflation, we have
2 fxx
c;=1-"5 (2426 —€). (77)
fet

Furthermore, it is convenient to define the following variable

Cs

= . 7
s e (78)
It follows from Eq. (77) that
o~ 265X 1, (79)
fet
For fluctuations outside the horizon, % < 1, Eq. (72) simplifies as
. b
G+ —C =0, (80)
Ws
which has two solutions as
dt
Ge=0Cs G=0Ca [ (81)

S

where C5 and Cy4 are constants of integration. From Eq. (60) it is clear that around the minimum of f(X) we have
3 > 0. If we impose the following condition

1+4M;?Rf > 0, (82)

then it follows from Eq. (73) that ws > 0. Note that the above condition is consistent with Eq. (28). Therefore, one
of the solutions (81) of Eq. (80) is a constant and the other solution decays.

In order to obtain the power spectrum of (i, it is convenient to represent Eq. (70) in the canonical form. For this
purpose, we define the following variable

,  2a? (1+4M;12Rf)2
H?2

z ; (83)
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and the conformal time as dr = % Then Eq. (70) takes the following form

628 = M2, / d%dr[z;(g’(x,ﬂ)? (84)

g H
+a*(1+ 4MP12Rf)(H

J6octxm2].

where a prime ' denotes a derivative with respect to 7. Then variation of Eq. (84) with respect to {(x,7) and using
the corresponding Fourier component (., yields

!/
122 4 2R, =0, (85)
z
Using Egs. (60), (71), (83), and imposing Eq. (28), gives
"y 2aH (1 + %2 - s) ¢ k2, = 0, (86)

where we keep the terms proportional to €;. Then we use the so-called slow-roll approximation which asserts that
during inflation we have [43]

aH =~ ﬁ (87)

Inserting Eq. (87) into Eq. (86), and keeping only terms of the first order in the perturbations, results in
2
k—f(l—i-el—s—&- )gk+c2k2gk—o (88)

In order to solve the above equation, consider a new variable vy, = My, 2k, and then using Eq. (83) rewrite Eq. (88)
as

2,0 Vi~ i
12 S
Uk + <Csk - 7_2) Ve = Oa (89)
where
3 €
VSE§+€1+52_S' (90)

Eq. (89) has two solutions as /— H,,1 (—cskT) and \/*TH,&?)( cskT), where H,El) and H,EZ) are the Hankel functions

for which we have H, (1) Hl(,f)* To find suitable combinations of the solutions, note that the asymptotic expansion
of the Hankel function has the following form [47]

lim H() —cskT) = eTieskT =15 (vets) (91)

kT——o00 \/7\/ —CskT

If we take the Bunch-Davies vacuum for the perturbations deep inside the horizon, i.e. k7 — —oo, the suitable solution
is [48]

Vg = \/Ze 503 T HD (k). (92)
For the limit outside the horizon, i.e. k7 — 0, Eq. (92) gives that [47]

vy A %r( )\/;e Fot} >\ﬁ(—“"”> - (93)

The power spectrum of vy is defined as

(oevi) = Poo(k + k). (94)
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(95)

Also, from vy = Mp2(y, it follows that the power spectrum of curvature perturbations, P, can be obtained by

Pr = M;2272P,. Also, the dimensionless scalar power spectrum, A2, is defined as
_ PR

Ng

A2 = .
5 22
So, from Egs. (83), (93) and (94), we have
M2 —cokT\
A2 = Mo pareg, -2 (AT (96)
472 2
Therefore, the scalar spectral index ng is obtained as
dIn(A2)
1=2""s) g9,

dln k 3 Vs, (97)

(98)

fxx
fG% > €.

—2€1 — €2+ 25 = —2¢1 — (1—4
< 1072, Using

f
€1

XX
f2

which gives
ng — 1
If we take fxx = 0, the above result reduces to the corresponding result for the Starobinsky model. Note that for
(99)

the Starobinsky model in the Einstein frame, we have e; = 2¢; [17].

The Planck results are in good agreement with the Starobinsky model. So, we have to impose 4
XX 41070,

€1 ~ 4 x 1073, it turns out that
f
This condition is satisfied if we take f(X = 1) >3 x 10, and fxx ~ O(1).
C. Tensor perturbations from the second order action
For the tensor perturbation, we consider the following metric [43]
ds® = —dt* + a*(0;; + hij(x,t))dz'dx? (100)
where hi = O;h;; = 0. The tensor perturbations have two polarization modes (+, x) and the Fourier representation
dsk a ik-x
> ha(t)e™, (101)

hz‘j(xat) = / (271_)% W
(102)

is written as [43]
where n%nf‘jl = 2000 and ¢ = kin® = 0.
We insert Eq. (100) into the action (5), and use Egs. (11) and (14), which gives the second order action for tensor
(Ohij(x, 1))
a? ’

M2
Sy = 8l/dtd3xa3(1+4Mp_lzRf) [hz( t) —
(103)

(104)

perturbations as
where we have used integration by parts, dropped surface terms and the subscript 7" stands for “tensor”. Variation
e+ ——hico + ki =0,
wr

of Eq. (102) with respect to h;;(x,t), and then using Eq. (101), yields

wp =1+ 4M_>Rf.

where
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For fluctuations outside the horizon, £~ < 1, Eq. (103) simplifies as
fio + —Lhgea ~0, (105)
wr

which has two solutions as

dt
hg,a =Cs, hxo=Cs [ —, (106)
wp
where Cs and Cy are constants of integration. Since wr > 0, the above result shows that one solution is a constant
while the other decays.
In order to obtain the power spectrum, we define the following variable

2

2= %(1 +4MI2RY). (107)
Then the action (102) takes the following form,
2 M2 3.2 ([(1n 2 2
0°St = - drd®zz3([(hij(x,7))? = (Ohi(x,7))?] . (108)

Variation of Eq. (108) with respect to h;;(x,7) and using the corresponding Fourier component, hy o, results in
Z/
oot 2£h{w + k2hi.o = 0. (109)

Using Eq. (107), and vk,q = M 2rhk o, yields
Vit o + [F* = 20°H?(1 — 2¢1)] vi,a = 0, (110)

where Eq. (28) is used and only terms of first order in perturbations have been kept.
Using Egs. (87) and (110) then give, to first order in ¢,

2
U o + (K* — ﬁ)vkﬂ =0. (111)

The above equation has two solutions as \/—THgl)(—kT), and \/—TH.(f)(—kT). Using Eq. (91) and the Bunch-Davies
2 2

vacuum, the suitable solution is obtained as
Uk = ge—iﬁ/—TH;”(—kT). (112)
2
Thus, for the limit outside the horizon, i.e. k7 — 0, the above result gives

3
T3, T i —kT\ 2
Uk,()z ~ ;F(g) 56 vV —T <2> . (113)

The power spectrum of vk o, P, is defined by

Vk,a?
<vk7avk/7a> = ka,aé‘(k =+ k/) (114)
Since we have defined, vk o = Mpi27hK o, it follows that the power spectrum of hy o can be obtained by P, , =
k3P
MPTQZ;QPUKQ. The dimensionless tensor power spectrum A2 is defined as A% = 2 2;;"“ , and hence

(115)

M—2
A%" = kSTPQIZY_“2PUk,a'
Thus, we obtain the dimensionless power spectrum of the tensor perturbations from Egs. (113), (114) and (115) as

M3% 3 4 —kr\ °

2m2
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The spectral index for the tensor perturbations, nr, is given by

dIn(AZ%)
_ 11
nr dlnk ) ( 7)
which gives
nr =0 (in the leading order for A%). (118)

Note that, we use the Jordan frame. As is shown in Ref. [17], the corresponding results for the Starobinsky model
gives the same results in the Jordan frame.> However, note that the last result is based on the fact that A% does not
depend on k in the leading order. As is shown in Ref. [49], if one wants to check the consistency relation in a modified
theory of gravity, sometimes it is necessary to go beyond the leading order. We will see that in order to obtain the
tensor-to-scalar ratio in our model (which is an important observable quantity), we just need to consider our results
in the leading order.

D. The tensor-to-scalar ratio

The tensor-to-scalar ratio, r, is defined by

A2
?g|k:Ha7 (119)
where k = Ha shows that we evaluate the tensor-to-scalar ratio at the moment of horizon crossing.

Using Egs. (83), (87) and (96), we have

T =

1 ¢l H?
A2 pe = S 120
sl 1272(1 4+ 4M:2Rf) €& M2 (120)

where we have set v, ~ 3 and used I'(3) = @ Using Eq. (28), the above result gives

A2pge = — G : (121)
sih=Ha = og8r2f €2
Similarly, Eq. (116) gives
4 H?
ALl te = —_— 122
T|k Ha 7_1_2(1_‘_4]\41)—12]{.]0) Mlgl ( )
which leads us to the following result
1
AF et = —5- 123
Tlk=m on2f (123)
Finally, Egs. (119), (121) and (123), result in
r=48€3c, = 48¢2 (1 — fX§ , (124)
fer

where Eq. (77) is used.
The main results of this part are collected in Table II, which are obtained from Eqgs. (98) and (124) using the fact
that ff’% < 1. In Fig. 4, we compare the proposed model with the Starobinsky model in the (ng,r)-plane. As is

shown in Fig. 4, the predictions of the proposed model are very close to the predictions of the Starobinsky model.
Since observations give €; to be of the order of 10=3 (or slightly larger), and the two models have similar predictions
if and only if fe? > 102 (for a bound on fxx see below), having f > 10 ensures that the two models have similar
predictions. Another approach to interpret the above results is that the Starobinsky model is just a special limit of
the proposed model. From the theoretical side, the advantage of this approach is that it provides a reason for the
value of f,. From the observational side, it provides a model to compare with the Starobinsky model.

5 For the Starobinsky model, it is easy to define the Einstein frame and then obtain nt in it. To see this point, in this footnote, consider
f = fs. From Egs. (15) and (107) it follows that 27 = § and then Eq. (109) takes the following form

My o + 2Hhy o + K2 hic o = 0.

This equation is the same as the equation for the tensor perturbations of a usual scalar filed in the Einstein frame.
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TABLE II. Comparing inflationary parameters.

Parameter | Starobinsky model | Proposed model
ns — 1 —4€q —4eq + 8fxé( €1
fe3
nr 0 0
r 3(ns — 1)? 3(ns — 1)%(1 + 3f;<€§<)
001 FN e Proposed model with L% = 0.05 | 1
N\ 1
N\ — - — Proposed model with ff’ié‘ =0.01
NN 1
0.008 1 \ — Starobinsky model 1

0.006

0.004

Tensor-to-scalar ratio (r)

0.002

(] 1 1 1 1 ) 1
0.94 0.95 0.96 0.97 0.98 0.99

Scalar spectral index (ng)

FIG. 4. The predictions of the proposed model and the Starobinsky model in the (ns,r)-plane. The Planck results [3] determine
ns = 0.9649 + 0.0042 at 68% CL and r < 0.056 at 95% CL. The predictions of the proposed model are very close to those of
the Starobinsky model and in good agreement with the Planck results.

E. Absence of ghost modes and tachyonic instability

Since the model has extra degrees of freedom, in this part we will obtain conditions for which such extra degrees of
freedom are not ghost and/or tachyons. We first focus on the scalar perturbations. In order to avoid ghost modes in
the model, the second order action in Eq. (70) gives the following conditions

H H
>0, —(1+4M;*R — +—=—1]>0. 125
ez () s
These conditions ensure that the scalar perturbation is healthy in all stages of cosmological evolution. Although
one can use Egs. (60), (71) and Eq. (125) to impose conditions on the parameters of the model in any stage of
cosmological evolution, we aim to impose the conditions generally on the function f. For this goal Egs. (60), (71)
and Eq. (125) suggest the following conditions

2
%{ + X fxx — 2XffX
These conditions must be satisfied during the whole cosmological evolution and regardless of the initial value of X
and the specific form of the function f. However, we do require that the initial value of X is larger than the value
of X at the minimum of f, i.e., initially X > 1, which ensures that fx > 0 can be satisfied, where the minimum of
f can be set to be at X =1 (by redefining the constant M). It is interesting that in the vicinity of the minimum of
f, where we can use f = f; + g(X —1)2 4 ..., the conditions (126) are satisfied if f, > 1. Note that this condition
is consistent with our motivations and goals in this paper. These conditions are also consistent with the absence of
ghosts in the Starobinsky model.

In order to avoid tachyonic instability of the scalar perturbation, Eq. (74) gives the following conditions for well-
defined behavior

>0, 1+4M;?Rf >0, fx>0. (126)

fxx =2f%x >0, fx>0. (127)
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Thus, close to the minimum of f it follows that 1 — 2F(X — 1)®> > 0, which shows that it is sufficient to require
fxx=F <3

Regarding the tensor perturbations, we observe from Eq. (108) that well-defined behaviour is ensured when we
impose 22 > 0, which is satisfied by the conditions in Eq. (126). Hence the healthiness of the tensor perturbations
does not imply further conditions.

IV. THE THIRD-ORDER ACTION

The primordial non-Gaussianity is negligible for the Starobinsky model, which is in agreement with the observations
[50, 51]. So, it is necessary to study the action (5) to obtain information about any additional sources for this sector.

The leading non-Gaussian signature arises from interactions in the third-order action. From the third-order action,
one can obtain the three-point correlation function of the Fourier modes of the curvature perturbation which is related
to the bi-spectrum, B(k1, k2, k3), as

(Ger o Cies) = (27)%8 (K + ko + k) B (k1 ko, k3). (128)

Ref. [51] provides constraints on a dimensionless parameter, fnr, which is defined as

5 Belky ko k
Inp(ki, ko, k3) = ¢k, ko, hs)

= - 12
6 P¢(k1)Pe(k2) + 2 perms.’ (129)

where “perms.” stands for permutations.

In order to find the third-order action, we need §3R in Eq. (65), which is given by Eq. (B6) in Appendix B. Using
the comoving gauge, integrating by parts and the background equations of motion, the third-order action can be
obtained as

2
538 = / dtd®za® (Ag"‘[l +4M; 2 Rf) (130)

2 H H
x [CL2C(X7 t)(aC(Xv t))2(ﬁ + ﬁ — 1)
{(x,1)
.ﬁa‘l
4
- Cl(f;((;) (9;0;91)(9:0;¢1) — ajaQL/haiC(X, )01
$(x,t)
H3

+

(%01)* = (1) (0P

+ %C(X, t)(&ajwl)(&ajwl) -2 by

+6WE]
H2
CoxegedE (D)

f 2

Ix[Ixx 2 fexx Fex ) CGx.t)
. ;e ~5% ) )

At X =1, the above action takes the following form
538 = 838\ r2 + fSy, (131)
where §2S|g2 is the corresponding action for the Starobinsky model and

NS SC BN SIC t>] | (132)
H? H3

S = fXTX /dtd3x2a3R2

In Eq. (131), f is intentionally considered as the coefficient of Sy. Therefore, in the extended model we have

two additional sources for the primordial non-Gaussianity at the minimum. However, during inflation, §2S|g= is
fxx

proportional to f, while Sy is suppressed by =
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Using Sy, it is straightforward to calculate the bi-spectrum as in Refs. [50, 52]. However, even for the Starobinsky
model the primordial non-Gaussianity is small enough that we neglect it. Thus, regarding Sf, which is further
suppressed by ! )}X in comparison to 03S|r2, we think that such calculations are not necessary for the proposed
extension of the model.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have considered a model for the early Universe, which is motivated by the existence of a dimensionless constant
in the Starobinsky model. Usually, we would prefer to have a mechanism to justify the existence of a very small or a
very large value for a dimensionless constant in a model. In the cosmological context, we have shown that the proposed
model has a mechanism from which the Starobinsky model of inflation emerges. Furthermore, the lower bound on the
value of the constant parameter in the Starobinsky model can be justified by the dynamics of the proposed model.
We have also obtained observable quantities of the proposed model by using cosmological perturbations.

The proposed model contains a scalar field, which is condensed during the inflation. We have shown that the
absence of ghost modes leads us to a lower bound on the constant in the Starobinsky model. We have also studied the
primordial non-Gaussianity in the model. Although there exist two additional sources of primordial non-Gaussianity
in the proposed model, they are negligible if we impose now the obtained lower bound on the value of the constant in
the Starobinsky model.

All our results lead us to conclude that the Starobinsky model emerges from the proposed model. This conclusion
is valuable if we compare it to other ways to generalize the Starobinsky model. i.e. by adding additional terms in the
Jordan or Einstein frame.

Note that we have not claimed that the proposed model is a fundamental one. We just wish to introduce an
alternative approach to interpret the Starobinsky model.

The implications of the proposed model for the reheating period and the study of possible interactions of the scalar
field with other particles are beyond the scope of this work and we intend to investigate them in future works.
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Appendix A: The model in the Einstein frame

In this appendix, we show that the two actions for our model in (5) and (8) are conformally equivalent. The
equivalent action in the Einstein frame is obtained with a standard procedure [17]. We introduce two auxiliary fields
A, A, and then rewrite the action (5) as

S = /d4 <A+ {\EIQ)AQ—&—A(R A)) (A1)

From variation of the above action with respect to A, it is clear that (A1) is equivalent to (5). Also, variation of the
above action with respect to A results in

Mz,
4f(X)
Inserting Eq. (A2) into (A1) gives the following action

S = /d4 ( RA — %i)(l —A)2>. (A3)

On the other hand, under the conformal transformation as g, = Q2g,, we have /=g = Q~*,/=§ and

A:

(A-=1). (A2)

Lo 0,0 9,00,0
R=02 (R + 6V (3" ‘) :

v _ ny
) ) — 69 o2
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where R is the Ricci scalar constructed from g and the covariant derivative V is taken with respect to the metric
Guv- Inserting Eq. (A4) into (A3) gives

ey

0120,

) — 6072 AG g

S = /d4 ( Q72RA + 6Q72AV (5"
20—4
_ M A)?).
8F(022X)
where

—§" 0,0, —Q7 29" 0,00,

_ —2
2M4 B 2M4 =Q7X

X:

Therefore, by choosing Q2 = A in (A5) and dropping the surface term, it follows that

M? 0, A0, A M2A 2
_ 4 Pl = ~ v _ 2
S /d TV g(R 29 3 8f( )(1 A) ) (A6)

Now, in order to have a canonical action, we define a scalar field ¢ as

= on [ 20
A=c p<\/5Mp>'

Thus, (A6) takes the following form

se= [ d“xf[ R L 0,00, - Vo, >], (A7)

where
M4 —2¢ \1?
Vg, ¢) = 5 [1 —exp ( )] : (A8)
16f (_ 2A144e(ﬁf@)gwawal,¢) V6 M,

Therefore, (5) and (8) are conformally equivalent.

Note that (8) depends on two fields and since there is no symmetry that relates ¢ to ¢, the study of perturbed
equations and choosing a suitable gauge for (8) is not an easy task.

It is worth to mention that for the background cosmology, for which the FRW metric is used, ¢ and ¢ depend only
on time. Then (A8) is reduced to a simple function for the FRW metric. In this case, the potential is written as

M41 _2¢(£)

. 1 —exp (
2¢(1) 2 |:
16f ( 1 (\/?Mp) (%) ) \/61\4131

V(p,p) =

2
)} (for the FRW metric), (A9)

where # denotes time in the Einstein frame. On the other hand, in Sec II, we have shown that ¢ could be condensed
in such way that f — fs;. So, the above result shows that for the FRW metric we can have V(¢,p) — V(¢) in the
condensed phase. Therefore, the Starobinsky model emerges and we will have an inflation phase. Note that for the
perturbed metric, the fields depend on (Z,t) and it is not possible to use the above arguments for the perturbed
metric.

Appendix B: The perturbed Ricci scalar

In the main part of this paper, we have used the following expansion for the Ricci scalar
R=R+6R+PR+R+.... (B1)
Note that we have written the Ricci scalar in terms of the ADM variables as [53]

R=OR+ Kk, — K? = 2(n%nf —nnf}), . (B2)
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The last term in the above formula is the total derivative term. So, this term has no effect in the Einstein-Hilbert

action.

However, in our work this term is important.

additional terms in the following formulas.
The explicit form of the above quantities are

Therefore, compared with other references, reader finds

R=12H? +6H, (B3)
§'R =— 240, H? + 24H( — 8HO;N' — 6Hciy (B4)
+6¢ — 20,0;N' — 12Ha; — 4a=20°%¢
— 2a_282a1,
62R = — 24H20y — 2a"20%ay — 6Hdg — 12H s (B5)

+ %&NJ&NJ' +8a72C0%C — 2a720;C0iC

+ 4a*2C82a1 — 2a*28i(8i041 + 20 %010%
+36a2H? — 48H o, ¢ + 12¢% — 601 ¢
+18Hancy — 12a:C + 18a2H

—120,(N* + 16Ha10;N* — 24HN'9;¢

— 8CO; N + 2610;N* — 69;¢9, N*
+4010;0;N" + 6HN"9;c1 + O;N'0; N7

. . 1 . .
+2N*0;(0;N7) + 5(‘)Z-Nfale,

3R = —8a72C%0%¢C + 4a7%¢8;¢8;¢ + T2H2¢ (B6)
—24Ho29;N* — 240,¢? — ;N7 9; N7
— 1O NIO; N + 480, HO;CN* + 1601 CO; N*
+89;N'N79;¢ — 24(N'9;¢ — 20,9; N'9; N’
—4a72C%0%0 +4Ca20;C0501 — 4Ca 201 0%y
+4a"%010;00 05001 + 2a720;Car 0;00q + 661 0;CN*
+ 18Cdnay — 60161 9;N' — 36 Hén o
+ 24019;CN? 4 120,8;CO, N* + 18(c/?
— Ga?@@i]\ﬂ — 18Ha10;a1 N + 6éNi8ia1
—2N79;N'9jay + 6N'0;(9;¢N7)
—4a;N'9;(9;N7) — 36 H?*a? — 24H o}
+ terms contain as and asg
+ 0;( third-order terms),

where ¢ = ((x,1).

Planck Collaboration, N. Aghanim, et al., Astronomy & Astrophysics, 641, A1 (2020).
Planck Collaboration, N. Aghanim, et al., Astronomy & Astrophysics, 641, A6 (2020).
Planck Collaboration, Y. Akrami, et al., Astronomy & Astrophysics, 641, A10 (2020).

D. Kazanas, Astrophys. J. 241, L59 (1980).

[1]
[2]
3]
[4] A. A. Starobinsky, Phys. Lett. B 91, 99 (1980); A. A. Starobinsky, Sov. Astron. Lett. 9, 302 (1983).
[5]
[6]

V. F. Mukhanov, G.V. Chibisov JETP Lett. 33, 532 (1981), Pisma Zh.Eksp.Teor.Fiz. 33, 549 (1981)



23

A. H. Guth, Phys. Rev. D 23, 347 (1981).

A. D. Linde, Phys. Lett. B 108, 389 (1982); 114, 431 (1982); 116, 335 (1982).

A. Albrecht and P. J. Steinhardt, Phys. Rev. Lett 48, 1220 (1982).

D. S. Akerib et al. [LUX Collaboration], Phys. Rev Lett 118, 021303 (2017); X. Cui et al. [PandaX-II Collaboration],

Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 181302 (2017); E. Aprile et al. [XENON Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 111302 (2018).

[11] The appearance of higher powers of R in the action, naturally appear due to quantum corrections as e.g. in A.D. Sakharov,
Dokl. Akad. Nauk SSSR, 177, 70 (1967); in English: General Relativity and Gravitation 32, 365 (2000).

[12] A. Borde, A. H. Guth and A. Vilenkin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 151301 (2003).

[13] A. D. Linde, Lect. Notes Phys. 738, 1-54 (2008).

[14] K. S. Stelle, Phys. Rev. D, 16, 953 (1977); K. S. Stelle, Gen. Rel. Grav. 9, 353 (1978).

[15] J. Kluson, M. Oksanen and A. Tureanu, Phys. Rev. D 89, 064043 (2014).

[16] We consider the Lagrangian (1) and the action (5) as models which are written in the physical frame (Jordan frame) in the

sense that the baryons and the cold dark matter are minimally coupled to the metric g,, and obey the standard continuity

equation [17]. Note that, alternatively, one can consider (3) just as a given model without any relation to the R* model

and consider it as the physical frame. Thus, the choice of the physical frame is a crucial part of the theory and it depends

on the chosen point of view. During inflation, the effects of baryons and cold dark matter can be neglected.

A. D. Felice and S. Tsujikawa, Living Rev. Rel. 13, 3 (2010).

V. F. Mukhanov, Phys. Lett. B 218, 17 (1989).

T. D. P. Netto, A. M. Pelinson, I. L. Shapiro, A. A. Starobinsky, Eur. Phys. J. C 76, 544 (2016).

A. R. R. Castellanos, F. Sobreira, I. L. Shapiro, A. A. Starobinsky, JCAP 12, 007 (2018).

R. D. Peccei, H. R. Quinn, Phys. Rev. Lett. 38, 1440 (1977); R. D. Peccei, H. R. Quinn, Phys. Rev. D. 16, 1791 (1977).

S. Gottlober, H. J. Schmidt, A. A. Starobinsky, Class. Quant. Grav. 7, 893 (1990); A. L. Berkin, K. i. Maeda, Phys. Lett.

B 245, 348 (1990); L. Amendola, A. B. Mayer, S. Capozziello, F. Occhionero, S. Gottlober, V. Muller, H. J. Schmidt,

Class. Quant. Grav. 10, L43 (1993); R. R. Cuzinatto, C. A. M. D. Melo, L. G. Medeiros, P. J. Pompeia, Gen. Rel.

Grav. 47, 29 (2015); C. van de Bruck, L. E. Paduraru, Phys. Rev. D. 92, 083513 (2015); R. Myrzakulov L. Sebastiani,

S. Vagnozzi, Eur. Phys. J. C 75, 444 (2015);N. Kan, K. Shiraishi, M. Yashiki, Gen. Rel. Grav. 51, 90 (2019).

[23] T. P. Sotiriou, V. Faraoni, Rev. Mod. Phys. 82, 451 (2010); T. Clifton, P. G. Ferreira, A. Padilla, C. Skordis, Physics
Reports. 513, 1 (2012).

[24] S. Nojiri, S. D. Odintsov, V. K. Oikonomou, Nucl. Phys. B, 941, 11 (2019).

[25] S. Ferrara, R. Kallosh, A. Linde and M. Porrati, Phys. Rev. D 88, 085038 (2013); R. Kallosh, A. Linde and D. Roest,

JHEP 11, 198 (2013); S. Ling, A. J. Long, Phys. Rev. D 103, 103532 (2013).

J. C. Hwang, H. Noh, Phys. Rev. D. 66, 084009 (2002).

J .C Hwang, H. Noh, Phys. Rev. D. 71, 063536 (2005).

C. Germani and A. Kehagias, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 011302 (2010).

C. Germani and A. Kehagias, JCAP 05, 019 (2010) [erratum: JCAP 06, E01 (2010)].

J. L. Cervantes-Cota and H. Dehnen, Nucl. Phys. B 442, 391 (1995).

F. L. Bezrukov and M. Shaposhnikov, Phys. Lett. B 659, 703 (2008).

J.

L

A.

M.

[17]
[18]
[19]
[20]
[21]
(22]

Rubio, Front. Astron. Space Sci. 5, 50 (2019).
Antoniadis, A. Guillen and K. Tamvakis, JHEP 08, 018 (2021); JHEP 05 (2022) 074 (addendum).
Ito, W. Khater and S. Rasanen, JHEP 06, 164 (2022).
He, A. A. Starobinsky and J. Yokoyama, JCAP 05, 064 (2018)
I Antonladls A. Karam, A. Lykkas and K. Tamvakis, JCAP 11, 028 (2018).
X. Calmet and I. Kuntz, Eur. Phys. J. C 76, no.5, 289 (2016).
S. Kaneda and S. V. Ketov, Eur. Phys. J. C 76, 26 (2016).
C. Armendariz-Picon, T. Damour, V. Mukhanov, Phys. Lett. B 458, 209 (1999).
N. Arkani-Hamed, P. Creminelli, S. Mukohyama, and M. Zaldarriaga, JCAP 04, 001 (2004); N. Arkani-Hamed, H-C Cheng,
M. A. Luty, and S. Mukohyama, JHEP 05, 074 (2004); S. Mukohyama, JCAP 0610, 011 (2006).
A. S. Koshelev, L. Modesto, L. Rachwal, A. A. Starobinsky, JHEP 11, 067 (2016).
L.
S.

[4 | L. Perko, Differential Equations and Dynamical Systems (Springer-Verlag, New York, U.S.A. , 2001).

[43] S. Weinberg, Cosmology (Oxford University Press, Oxford, England, 2008); R. Durrer, The Cosmic Microwave Background
(Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, England, 2008).

44) Rador, Phys. Lett. B 652, 228, (2007).

[44] T.

[45] R. Arnowitt, S. Deser and C. W. Misner, Phys. Rev. 117, 1595 (1960).

[46] J. Maldacena, JHEP 0305, 013 (2003).

[47] G. B. Arfken , H. J. Weber and F. E. Harris, Mathematical Methods for Physicists: A Comprehensive Guide (Academic
Press, San Diego, U. S. A, 2012).

[48] N. D. Birrell and P. C. W. Davies, (Quantum Fields in Curved Space (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, England,

1982).

©

[49] L. H. Liu, T. Prokopec and A. A. Starobinsky, Phys. Rev. D 98, 083526 (2018).

[50] M. Liguori, E. Sefusatti, J. R. Fergusson and E. P. S. Shellard, Adv. Astron. 2010, 980523 (2010); A. P. S. Yadav and
B. D. Wandelt, Adv. Astron. 2010, 565248 (2010); E. Komatsu, Class. Quantum Grav. 27, 124010 (2010).

[51] Planck Collaboration, N. Aghanim, et al., A&A, 641, A9 (2020).

[62] D. Seery and J. E. Lidsey, JCAP 0506, 003 (2005); X. Chen, Phys. Rev. D 72, 123518 (2005); X. Chen, M.-x. Huang,
S. Kachru and G. Shiu, JCAP 0701, 002 (2007); D. Langlois, S. Renaux-Petel, D. A. Steer and T. Tanaka, Phys. Rev.



Lett. 101, 061301 (2008); Phys. Rev. D 78, 063523 (2008); X. Chen, Adv. Astron. 2010, 638979 (2010).
[63] R. Wald, General Relativity (University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1984).

24



	Alternative approach to the Starobinsky model for inflation scenarios
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II The model
	A Background cosmology
	B Inflationary era

	III Linear perturbations
	A Gauge fixing for the scalar perturbations
	B Linear scalar perturbations from the second order action
	C Tensor perturbations from the second order action
	D The tensor-to-scalar ratio
	E Absence of ghost modes and tachyonic instability

	IV The third-order action
	V Conclusions
	 Acknowledgments
	A The model in the Einstein frame
	B The perturbed Ricci scalar
	 References


