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Abstract

If the inflaton field is coupled to the hypercharge Chern-Simons density FF̃ , an explosive

production of helical gauge fields when inflation ends can trigger baryogenesis at the elec-

troweak phase transition. Besides, Higgs inflation identifies the inflaton with the Higgs

field H, thus relating cosmological observables to properties of electroweak physics. In this

paper we merge both approaches: the helical gauge fields are produced at the end of Higgs

inflation from the coupling |H|2FF̃ . In the metric formulation of gravity we found a win-

dow in the parameter space for electroweak baryogenesis consistent with all experimental

observations. Conversely, for the Palatini formalism the non-gaussianity bounds strongly

constrain the helicity produced at the end of inflation, forbidding an efficient baryogenesis.
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1 Introduction

The Standard Model (SM) of electroweak and strong interactions of particle physics is a well established

theory that, until today, has successfully passed all experimental tests at high-energy colliders (LEP,

Tevatron, LHC,...), as well as the low energy ones. Still there are a number of phenomena that cannot

be easily coped by the SM, in particular a dynamical explanation of the baryon asymmetry of the

universe (BAU), or baryogenesis [1], and the existence of cosmological inflation [2–4] in the early stages

of the universe, both features usually requiring the introduction of beyond the SM (BSM) physics.

Still the reluctancy of experimental data to confirm deviations with respect to the SM predictions has

motivated people to reanalyze those phenomena with SM tools as much as possible.

Two main obstacles for the baryogenesis mechanism to work within the SM are: i) The required

out of equilibrium condition in the electroweak phase transition is forbidden by the present value of

the Higgs mass. In fact it has been shown that the electroweak phase transition is not even first

order, but a continuous crossover [5]. ii) The CP violation in the CKM matrix is too weak to generate

the BAU [6–9], so an extra source of CP violation is required. Both problems were solved assuming

that inflation is driven by a scalar field, the inflaton, with a dimension 5 operator coupling it to the

(CP-odd) hypercharge Chern-Simons density FF̃ and generating, at the end of inflation, an explosive

production of helical hypermagnetic fields [10–12] relaxing its helicity into the baryon asymmetry at

the electroweak crossover [13–19].

Cosmological inflation is supposed to be driven by a BSM scalar field with an appropriate potential.

The Higgs field H with minimal coupling to gravity is excluded as an inflaton candidate, as the quartic

coupling is too large to cope with the measured amplitude of density perturbations. It was however

observed that if the Higgs field is non-minimally coupled to gravity ξh|H|2R, with a large coupling ξh,

it can generate cosmological inflation, dubbed as Higgs inflation (HI), consistently with the value of

the density perturbations [20]. Still HI faces two fundamental problems which possibly require some

UV completion of the SM: i) Assuming that the Higgs quartic coupling λh be O(m2
h/(2v

2)), the tree

level value of the SM, the amplitude of cosmological perturbations [21] require that ξh = O(104),

which can be at odd with the validity of the effective field theory and violate unitarity constraints.

ii) When radiative corrections are considered in the SM effective potential, the value of the quartic

coupling becomes a function of the Higgs background, λh(h), which becomes negative, mainly by the

contribution from the top quark, at a value hI ∼ 1011 GeV [22], much below the values for which

inflation takes place, i.e. h ∼ 10−2MPl. Problem i) has recently been addressed in Refs. [23, 24]

where it was proven that, while in the electroweak vacuum tree-level unitarity is violated at the

scale MPl/ξh, in the inflationary large field background the unitarity limit is at MPl/
√
ξh. Problem

ii) usually requires an ultraviolet (UV) completion of the model [25] which can modify the relation

between the low-energy and high-energy SM parameters, and in particular the value of the coupling

λh at the inflationary scale. Moreover critical HI (CHI) theories [26] aim to solve both problems if UV

physics modify the running of the SM couplings in such a way that λh � 1 at inflationary scales, so

that the Higgs mass is near its critical value, while staying positive all the way towards the electroweak

scale. For a recent approach in this direction see e.g. Ref. [27]. In models of CHI it turns out that

the amplitude of density perturbations requires values ξh . 10 thus greatly alleviating the unitarity

problem.

In this paper we will unify both previous approaches and consider cosmological inflation triggered

by the Higgs field, i.e. Higgs inflation, while we will assume that the Higgs is coupled to the hypercharge

Chern-Simons density with a CP-odd dimension 6 operator, |H|2FF̃ . Helical hypermagnetic fields will

be generated at the end of inflation, relaxing the helicity into baryon asymmetry at the electroweak
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crossover. We will then assume ordinary HI with arbitrary value of the quartic coupling, and we will

be agnostic about the origin on its value and the mechanism stabilizing the Higgs potential. In this

way the value of the coupling λh during inflation will be considered as a free parameter, which should

depend on the particular UV completion of the theory.

The contents of this paper are as follows. In Sec. 2 we review the results on cosmological observables

in Higgs inflation. The equations of motion for gauge fields is presented in Sec. 3, where we prove the

(almost) constancy of the parameter ξ which is responsible for the energy transfer from the inflaton to

the gauge field, and whose value is the critical quantity for the explosive production of helical gauge

field. The cases of no Schwinger effect (motivated by a solution to the flavor problem by means of a

Frogatt-Nielsen mechanism with the flavon coupled to the inflaton) and with Schwinger effect (using a

well motivated analytical approximation) are considered in detail. Also the consistency condition for

the non-backreaction of the gauge field on the inflaton sector, and the bounds from the non-gaussianity

are studied in detail. The baryogenesis capabilities of the model are analyzed in Sec. 4, both in the

cases of Higgs inflation and critical Higgs inflation. We show here that there is an available window

where all constrains can be satisfied. As all previous results are done (by default) in the metric

formulation of gravity, we have considered in Sec. 5 the Palatini formulation of gravity, where it is

known that the inflationary predictions are different than those in the metric formulation. We have

also proven that the baryogenesis predictions are different, and in fact baryogenesis by helical gauge

fields is forbidden in the Palatini formulation of gravity. Finally we have drawn our conclusions and

outlook in Sec. 6, while in App. A we present the technical details of the Frogatt-Nielsen mechanism

where the flavon field is coupled to the inflaton field.

2 Higgs inflation

The model of Higgs inflation is based on an action where the Higgs field has a non-minimal coupling

to gravity. In particular the action in the Jordan frame is

SJ =

∫
d4x

[
√
−g

(
−
M2

pl

2
R− ξh|H|2R+ ∂µH∂µH† −

1

4
YµνY

µν − U(H)

)
− |H|

2

2f2
h

Yµν Ỹ
µν

]
(2.1)

whereH is the Higgs doublet, U the Higgs potential in the Jordan frame, and fh (with mass dimension)

provides the inverse coupling of the Higgs to the Chern-Simons term, a CP-odd dimension 6 operator

which will be responsible for the baryogenesis mechanism. Y µν is the field-strength of the hypercharge

gauge field Y µ, and Ỹ µν = 1
2ε
µνρσYρσ is its dual tensor. A possible UV completion giving rise to this

dimension 6 CP-odd operator was provided in Ref. [17]. The action also contains a general non-minimal

coupling ξh of the Higgs field to the Ricci scalar.

During the inflationary stage the background physical Higgs field h is large and electroweak (EW)

symmetry is broken. The higher-dimensional coupling in Eq. (2.1) is accordingly replaced by couplings

to the photon and the Z boson. Since the Z boson is very massive, we will focus on the coupling to

the (massless) photon. Furthermore, all but one degrees of freedom of the Higgs doublet are eaten

and we get for the action

SJ =

∫
d4x

[
√
−g

(
−
M2

pl + ξhh
2

2
R+

1

2
∂µh∂

µh− 1

4
FµνF

µν − U(h)

)
− cos2 θW

4

h2

f2
h

Fµν F̃
µν

]
(2.2)

To alleviate the notation, and for the rest of this paper, we will use units where Mpl ≡ 1. For the

large values of h involved in inflation, we can use U(h) ' λhh
4/4, where λh is taken as a positive
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parameter. As we have explained in the previous section we are not considering any particular UV

completion stabilizing the Higgs potential and, instead, we will consider λh as a free parameter of the

theory.

To go to the Einstein frame, we perform a Weyl redefinition of the metric with gµν → Θ gµν with

Θ(h) =
1

1 + ξhh2
(2.3)

chosen such that we recover the Einstein-Hilbert action explicitly. The potential becomes

V (h) ' λ

4ξ2
h

(
1− 1

ξhh2

)2

(2.4)

where the approximation is valid in the regime ξhh
2 � 1, where the Einstein frame departs from the

Jordan frame.

The inflaton field χ, with canonical kinetic term, is related to h, by the following change of variables

dχ

dh
=
√

Θ(1 + 6ξ2
hh

2 Θ), (2.5)

such that, in the Einstein frame,

SE =

∫
d4x
√
−g
[
−R

2
+

1

2
∂µχ∂

µχ− 1

4
FµνF

µν − V [h(χ)]

]
−
∫
d4x

cos2 θW
4

h(χ)2

f2
h

Fµν F̃
µν (2.6)

where, in the limit ξhh
2 � 1, we obtain

h(χ) ' 1

2
√
ξh(1 + 6ξh)

exp

(√
ξh

1 + 6ξh
χ

)
(2.7)

and the potential in terms of the canonically normalized field χ is then

V (χ) ' λ

4ξ2
h

[
1− 4(1 + 6ξh) exp

(
−

√
4ξh

1 + 6ξh
χ

)]2

. (2.8)

Assuming ξh � 1, which will be proven in the next section, we can write

h(χ) ' e
χ√
6

√
24 ξh

(2.9)

and

V (χ) ' λ

4ξ2
h

[
1− 24ξh e

−
√

2
3 χ
]2
. (2.10)

Variation of the action (2.6) with respect to χ and the gauge field Aµ = (A0,A) leads to the gauge

equations of motion in the radiation gauge, A0 = 0 and ∇ ·A = 0,

χ̈+ 3Hχ̇+ V ′(χ) = K(χ)
〈E ·B〉
a4fχ

(2.11a)(
∂2

∂τ2
−∇2 −K(χ)

a χ̇

fχ
∇×

)
A = J , (2.11b)
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where we are using derivatives with respect to the cosmic time t for the inflaton, as χ̇ = dχ/dt, and

with respect to the conformal time τ for the gauge field, where d/dτ = ad/dt, and

K(χ) ≡ e
√

2
3 χ

63/2ξ2
h

, fχ ≡
2f2
h

cos2 θW
. (2.12)

Moreover, we have used that Fµν F̃
µν = −4E · B and Jµ = (ρc,J) = ieQψ̄γµψ, where ψ are the

light fermions. We assume that initially the Universe does not contain charged particles, and that

these ones are produced only later in particle-antiparticle pairs. Therefore, we set the charge density

to zero, ρc = 0. The current J is given by the Ohm’s law J = σE = −σ∂A/∂τ , where σ is the

generalized conductivity, to be defined later (see Sec. 3.2.2). We assume a homogeneous inflaton with

only zero-mode, χ(t,x) = χ(t). All gauge field quantities are U(1) ordinary electromagnetic fields.

Assuming now slow roll inflation, we will neglect the right-hand side of Eq. (2.11a), i.e. we will

assume K(χ)〈E · B〉 � a4fχV
′(χ), a consistency condition that will be checked a posteriori, after

solving the system in Eq. (2.11). Using the usual slow roll techniques one can easily find the value of

the inflaton field at the end of inflation, χE , as well as its value N∗ e-folds before, χ∗, as

χE =

√
3

2
log (24ξhβ) , β ≡ 1 +

2√
3

χ∗ =

√
3

2

(
log (24ξhβ)− 4N∗

3
− β −W∗

)
(2.13)

where W∗ is the Lambert function evaluated at

W∗ ≡ W−1

[
−β exp

(
−β − 4N∗

3

)]
. (2.14)

The slow roll parameters and the cosmic observables can be written as

ε∗ =
4

3 (1 +W∗)
2 , η∗ =

4 (2 +W∗)

3 (1 +W∗)
2 , (2.15)

so that they are independent on the value of ξh and λh. In particular, for N∗ = 60 (50) one has

ε∗ ' 0.00019 (0.00026) η∗ ' −0.0155 (−0.0184)

ns ' 0.968 (0.962) r∗ ' 0.003 (0.004) ,
(2.16)

inside the experimental range measured by Planck [21].

Finally the constraint on the amplitude of scalar fluctuations translates, for N∗ = 60 (50), into

the values for the parameter ξh
ξh ' 50 (42) · 103

√
λh , (2.17)

which validates our previous approximation ξh � 1 for λh & 10−8.

3 Gauge fields production

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.

]
, (3.1)
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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′) . The polarization vectors

ελ(k) satisfy the conditions

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

ε∗λ′(k) · ελ(k) = δλλ′ , ε∗λ(k) = ελ(−k) ,
(3.2)

where k ≡ |k|. Therefore, the equation of motion for the gauge modes (2.11b) yields

A′′λ + σA′λ + k (k + 2λξ aH)Aλ = 0, (3.3)

where we defined the instability parameter as

ξ = −K(χ)
χ̇

2Hfχ
. (3.4)

From the solution of Eq. (3.3), the electric and magnetic energy density, as well as the helicity

and helicity time derivative are given by

ρE ≡
1

a4

∫ kc

dk
k2

4π2

(
|A′+|2 + |A′−|2

)
, (3.5a)

ρB ≡
1

a4

∫ kc

dk
k4

4π2

(
|A+|2 + |A−|2

)
, (3.5b)

H ≡ lim
V→∞

1

V

∫
V

d3x
〈A ·B〉
a3

=
1

a3

∫ kc

dk
k3

2π2

(
|A+|2 − |A−|2

)
, (3.5c)

G ≡ 1

2a

dH
dτ

= −〈E ·B〉
a4

, (3.5d)

where A± are the solutions of (3.3). The upper integration limit

kc =

∣∣∣∣∣ aḣ2fh

∣∣∣∣∣+

√√√√( aḣ

2fh

)2

+
a2

2

[
˙̂σ + σ̂

(
σ̂

2
+H

)]
, σ̂ = σ/a (3.6)

comes because subhorizon modes have an oscillatory behavior and should be regarded as quantum

fluctuations. Therefore, such modes do not contribute to the above classical observables and are

excluded from the integration (see Ref. [19] for more details).

3.1 Almost constancy of ξ

The methods usually employed in the literature to analytically compute the electromagnetic energy

density and helicity (at least in the absence of the Schwinger effect) requires a constant ξ (see Refs. [10–

12]. We then aim to demonstrate in this section that this parameter barely changes during inflation

while its main dependence lies in the couplings fh and λh.

First, let us draw our attention on the fact that HI is a good candidate for an (almost) constant ξ

as the leading interaction term between the Higgs and the gauge field is a dimension six operator. Let

us consider the following interaction term in the action between the inflaton φ and the Chern-Simons

density

SE ⊃
∫
d4x F (φ) Yµν Ỹ

µν . (3.7)

7



As the instability parameter is defined by

ξ = 2F ′(φ)
V ′(φ)

V (φ)
. (3.8)

a constant value of ξ is guaranteed by the condition F ′(φ) ∝ V (φ)/V ′(φ) 1. In HI this condition is

naturally satisfied as, being H an SU(2) doublet, the lowest term in a power expansion is F (h) ∝ h2. 2

In this special case we find an (almost) constant value for the parameter ξ during Higgs inflation. In

fact, in the slow roll approximation, the instability parameter is given by

ξ =
K(χ)

fχ

√
ε

2
=
K(χ)

fχ

8
√

6 ξh

exp
[√

2
3χ
]
− 24ξh

, (3.9)

where, in the second equality, we have used the definition of the potential (2.10). Now, using the defini-

tion of K(χ) and fχ, we obtain that ξ is approximately contant, provided that χ &
√

3
2Mpl log (24ξh) '

χE , and given by

ξ ' 4

3fχ ξh
' 3.2 · 10−5

√
0.1

λ
f−2
h . (3.10)

We verified this computation numerically 3 by solving the full system (2.11) without making the slow

roll approximation and found the behavior displayed on the left panel of Fig. 1, where we plot the

parameter ξ as a function of the number of e-folds during inflation N for various values of the parameter

fh and λh = 0.1. We see in the figure that ξ stays constant during most of the inflationary period and

only increases at the end of inflation. The fact that ξ stays almost constant during the inflationary era

provides confidence to analytically solve the EoM (3.3), while its small variation provides a window

for generating baryogenesis, as we will see later on in this paper.

Figure 1: Left: Plot of the parameters ξ for various values of the coupling fh. Right: Instability parameter at

CMB value ξ∗ for various values of fh from numerical simulations (blue dots) and their numerical fit (orange).

Both perfectly overlap with the analytical relation (3.10) in dashed green.

1Note that a dimension 5 operator φFF̃ in a model where the inflaton φ is an axion-like particle does not provide

a constant ξ, but rather a exponential behavior given by (3.9) with K(χ) = 1, where ξ changes the most at the end of

inflation.
2A linear term in the function F would explicitly break gauge invariance in the symmetric phase.
3See Ref. [19] for the method.
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To know how much ξ does vary during the N∗ e-fold in inflation, we compute, using Eqs. (2.13),

ξ(χE) ≡ ξE =
4

3fχ ξh

β

β − 1
, (3.11a)

ξ(χ∗) ≡ ξ∗ =
4

3fχ ξh

β

β − e 4N∗
3 +β+W∗

. (3.11b)

Hence
ξE
ξ∗

=
β − e

4N∗
3 +β+W∗

β − 1
' 1.84 , (3.12)

this ratio being insensitive to the value of N∗ up the second digit. Notice that it does not contain the

self coupling λh, nor fh.

In conclusion, we see that the instability parameter ξ is flat, regardless on when the simulation

begins or on the chosen value of fh. Only for the very end of the simulation, ξ deviates from its

constant value. In fact, if we plot how this constant value changes with the parameter ξh, we found a

perfect agreement between the numerical calculation and the analytical one (3.10), as we can see in

the right panel of Fig. 1, where we plot ξ∗ as a function of fh for the different estimates.

3.2 Solution of the gauge equations of motion

In the presence of strong gauge fields, light fermions charged under the gauge group are produced

by the backreaction of gauge fields that source the fermion equations of motion. The corresponding

currents can then, in turn, backreact on the produced gauge fields, a phenomenon called Schwinger

effect. The backreaction of fermion currents on the produced gauge fields acts as a damping force in

the explosive production of helical gauge fields. There is nevertheless a condition for a fermion f to

contribute to the magnetic conductivity which is, for the fermion Yukawa coupling,

Yf . 0.45
( ρE
H4

)1/4√
|Qf |, (3.13)

and we have computed all couplings at the characteristic scale µ ' (〈E〉2 + 〈B〉2)1/4 where the

Schwinger effect takes place. If the three generations of fermions satisfy the above condition then the

conductivity for the magnetic field is given by

σ ' e3

π2

a

H

√
2ρB coth

(
π

√
ρB
ρE

)
, (3.14)

where e = gg′/
√
g2 + g′2, e3 ' 0.36.

The case of a constant ξ is suitable for the following scenarios as they both have been studied

with this assumption:

• Absence of the Schwinger effect i.e. σ ' 0.

• Presence of the Schwinger effect in the so-called equilibrium estimate [28].

In this section we shall review both cases and compute the baryogenesis parameter space accordingly.

3.2.1 No Schwinger effect

In this section we study the case when the conductivity σ vanishes in the equation of motion (3.3).

One possibility that can guarantee this result would be a dynamical mechanism such that all fermion
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Yukawa couplings at the inflation scale are O(1), such that the criterion (3.13) is not met anymore,

and after inflation they relax to the physical values which correspond to fermion masses and mixing

angles. A possible mechanism described in App. A appears if flavor is explained by a Frogatt-Nielsen

mechanism [29], where the flavon field is coupled to the inflaton and get a very large VEV of ∼ h

during inflation, while the flavon VEV relaxes to its low energy value when h ' v.

In this setup, we can rewrite (3.3) as

A′′λ + k

(
k − λ 2ξ

τ

)
Aλ = 0 , (3.15)

where we use the scale factor definition a = −(Hτ)−1 as we are in de Sitter space. We solve this

equation of motion asymptotically in the slow roll regime. At early time, when |kτ | � 2ξ, the modes

are in their Bunch-Davies vacuum. When |kτ | ∼ 2ξ, one of the modes develops both parametric and

tachyonic instabilities leading to exponential growth while the other stays in the vacuum. During the

last e-folds of inflation, i.e. |kτ | � 2ξ, the growing mode (wiwth polarization λ) has the solution [11, 30]

Aλ '
1√
2k

(
k

2ξaEHE

) 1
4

exp

{
πξ − 2

√
2ξk

aEHE

}
, (3.16)

where aE and HE are, respectively, the scale factor and the Hubble parameter at the end of inflation.

Here, as we assume a slow roll regime, we consider HE constant and we take the convention aE = 1.

Using (3.16), the physical quantities in Eq. (3.5) become

ρE '
63

216

H4
E

π2ξ3
e2πξ, ρB '

315

218

H4
E

π2ξ5
e2πξ, H ' 45

215

H3
E

π2ξ4
e2πξ, G ' 135

216

H4
E

π2ξ4
e2πξ. (3.17)

In this setup the Hubble can be computed from 3M2
plH

2
E ' V (χE) where the potential is given by

Eq. (2.10).

These results are only valid when the absence of backreaction on the inflaton EoM (2.11a) is

guaranteed, as we will see in Sec. 3.3. This model-dependent condition puts a lower bound on the

parameter fh or, equivalently, a higher bound on ξ.

3.2.2 With Schwinger effect

In cases where the Schwinger effect is at work, we can use the equilibrium Schwinger estimate [28] and

redefine ξ → ξeff with σ 6= 0 such that

A′′λ + k (k − 2λξeff aH)Aλ = 0. (3.18)

with ξeff given by the solution of [28]

63

215π2

e2πξeff

ξ3
eff

=

(
3π2

e3

)2

(ξ − ξeff)2 tanh2

(√
5

4

π

ξeff

)
. (3.19)

We show its behavior on Fig. 2 where we plot the effective parameter ξeff as a function of ξ. In this

approximation the prediction for the gauge quantities in Eqs. (3.17) as those in the backreactionless

scenario with the replacement ξ → ξeff . The consistency condition and the non-gaussianity bounds

that we will present, respectively, in Secs. 3.3 and 3.4, should apply to the parameter ξ in the backre-

actionless case, and to the effective parameter ξeff in the case of the Schwinger effect with equilibrium

solution.
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Figure 2: In the Schwinger equilibrium estimate, the instability parameter ξ is replaced with an effective one

that mimic the fermion backreaction on the gauge fields. We display their relation in the above plot.

3.3 Backreactionless consistency condition

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

(2.11a) 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 EoM (2.11a), the right-hand

side term is negligible as compared to the kinetic term, i.e.

3Hχ̇� K(χ)
G
fχ
. (3.20)

Using the result (3.17) for G and the definition of ξ (3.4), this condition becomes

45

213

e2πξ

ξ3
� P−1

ζ (3.21)

where the spectrum of primordial perturbations, for around 60 e-folds before the end of inflation

(i.e. for χ = χ∗) is P1/2
ζ = H2/(2π|χ̇|) ' 4.7 × 10−5 [21]. This leads to the upper bound ξ∗ . 4.74,

for which we can neglect the backreaction of the gauge fields on the inflaton EoM for the value of the

inflaton field χ = χ∗. As we will see in the next section this condition is superseded by the condition

of non-gaussianity effects.

We must however ensure that condition (3.20) is valid throughout the end of inflation. Using the

slow roll conditions, and the fact that, for our model, V ′(χE) > V ′(χ∗), we found a stronger bound

than the former one as Eq. (3.20) can be written as

ξ G � V ′2

6H2
, (3.22)

which leads to ξE . 6.45 (i.e. ξ∗ . 3.48), at the end of inflation.

Once the non backreaction condition on the inflaton equation is satisfied, the no backreaction

condition on the Friedmann equation

〈E2 + B2〉
2a4

=
63

216

H4

π2ξ3
e2πξ

(
1 +

5

4ξ

)
� V ' 3H2 (3.23)

holds automatically. In particular the latter condition leads to ξE . 6.55 (i.e. ξ∗ . 3.54).
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3.4 Non-gaussianity bounds for HI

As pointed out in Refs. [31, 32], even if the non-backreaction conditions are satisfied, the coupling

h2FF̃ can generate cosmological fluctuations in the HI model. The perturbations on the inflaton are

obtained by replacing χ(t, ~x) = χ̄(t) + δχ(t, ~x), where χ̄(t) is the inflationary background and δχ(t, ~x)

the fluctuation. The equation for the fluctuation is given by[
∂2

∂t2
+ 3H

∂

∂t
− ∇

2

a2
+ V ′′(χ̄)− K̄ ′ G

fχ

]
δχ = K(χ)

δG
fχ

(3.24)

where K̄ ≡ K(χ̄) and δG = (E ·B− 〈E ·B〉)/a4.

The function K̄ satisfies the condition K̄ ′ =
√

2/3K̄, while for our potential, during the inflation-

ary period, it turns out that V ′′(χ̄) ' −
√

2/3V ′(χ̄). Then, the last two terms of the left-hand side of

Eq. (3.24), are

V ′′ − K̄ ′

fχ
G ' −

√
2

3

(
V ′ +

K̄

fχ
G
)
' −

√
2

3
V ′ ' V ′′ (3.25)

where we have made use of the non-backreaction condition (3.20). In this way the last term in the

left-hand side of Eq. (3.24) can be safely neglected.

The resulting fluctuation equation has been explicitly solved in Ref. [33], provided the backre-

actionless consistency condition of Sec. 3.3 is satisfied, as well as the correlation functions for the

curvature perturbations on uniform density hypersurfaces ζ(t, ~x) = −Hδχ(t, ~x)/ ˙̄χ. A good fit for the

equilateral configuration of the three-point function yields the fit, valid for values 2 . ξ . 3 [33],

f equil
NL ' 1.6× 10−16

ξ8.1
e6πξ (3.26)

The current Planck bound on f equil
NL [34], f equil

NL = −26±47 yields, at CMB scales, the upper bound

ξ∗ . 2.55, at 95% CL. A much stronger condition than that leading to the absence of backreaction.

Given that in our model the almost constancy of ξ leads to the relation (3.12) the non-gaussianity

bound translates in our model into the bound ξE . 4.71 . As already stated, all the calculations

done in the absence of Schwinger effect apply, in the presence of Schwinger effect in the equilibrium

approximation, to corresponding bounds on the effective parameter, i.e. ξeff∗ < 2.55.

4 Baryogenesis

We will follow in this section the formalism and technical details from Ref. [18] for the baryogenesis

mechanism. In particular the value of the baryon-to-entropy ratio generated by the decay of the

helicity at the electroweak phase transition is given by

ηB ' 4 · 10−12 fθW
H
H3
E

(
HE

1013 GeV

) 3
2
(
Trh

T ins
rh

)
' 9 · 10−11, (4.1)

where the last equality is the observational value [35]. Following Refs. [16, 17] we define the parameter

fθW , which encodes all the details of the EW phase transition and its uncertainties,

fθW = − sin(2θW )
dθW
d lnT

∣∣∣∣
T=135 GeV

, 5.6 · 10−4 . fθW . 0.32. (4.2)

We assume instant reheating [36–38], Trh ' T ins
rh , hence the ratio Trh/T

ins
rh drops in Eq. (4.1).

However, in addition to their dependence on the gauge sector observables, the quantities used in this

section vary according to the quartic coupling λh as ξ ∝ λ
−1/2
h , see Eq. (3.10). Besides, the Hubble

ratio at the end of inflation HE '
√
V (χE)/3 also depend on λh as V does.

12



4.1 Constraints

There are however, a number of constraints that must be fulfilled before any claim on the BAU can

be made, see Ref. [18]. To ensure that the required magnetohydrodynamical conditions are fulfilled

for the (hyper)magnetic fields to survive until the electroweak crossover, we must demand that the

magnetic Reynold’s number at reheating Rrh
m is bigger than one. As we are in the viscous regime, we

can compute

Rrh
m ≈ 5.9 · 10−6 ρB`

2
B

H2
E

(
HE

1013 GeV

)(
Trh

T ins
rh

) 2
3

, (4.3)

where `B is the physical correlation length of the magnetic field given by

`B =
2π

ρB a3

∫ kc

dk
k3

4π2

(
|A+|2 + |A−|2

)
' 8

7

π ξ

HE
, (4.4)

where in the second step we use the solution (3.16).

Then, the chiral plasma instability (CPI) temperature must be low enough to ensure that the

CPI time scale is long enough to allow all right-handed fermionic states to come into chemical equi-

librium with the left-handed ones via Yukawa coupling interactions (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

TCPI/GeV ≈ 4 · 10−7 H2

H6
E

(
HE

1013 GeV

)3(
Trh

T ins
rh

)2

. (4.5)

The constraint TCPI . 105 GeV (the temperature at which eR comes into chemical equilibrium)

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 reheating temperature.

Finally, with the values of energy densities and helicity at our hand we checked that the generation

of baryon isocurvature perturbation provides no constraint.

4.2 Higgs inflation

As we have previously explained we will be agnostic about the mechanism stabilizing the Higgs

potential and then just will consider λh as a free parameter. The corresponding plot, for values

10−3 . λh . 1, is shown in Fig. 3, for the backreactionless case (left panel) and the Schwinger equilib-

rium solution (right panel), which shows that condition (4.1) provides a wide window for baryogenesis

(in blue). Then we display in orange the region where Rrh
m > 1, see (4.3), and in green the region

where TCPI . 105 GeV, see (4.5). In both plots the red region is excluded because of the CMB

non-gaussianity bound.

We can see that in this scenario, the BAU is attained for values

3.6 . ξE . 4.1. (4.6)

This range is the same for both the backreactionless and the Schwinger equilibrium case by construction

of the latter. However, because of the replacement ξ → ξeff , the relation between ξ and the couplings

λ and fh is different in both cases (this is why we showed two panels on Fig. 3). These bounds
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Figure 3: The baryogenesis parameter space for the backreactionless (left panel) and Schwinger equilibrium

(right panel) cases. The red region is excluded because of CMB non-Gaussianity. We seek the overlapping

region between the first three one. The condition on CPI temperature is no constraint since it overlaps the

entire region for ηB. Hence the tradeoff must be made between ηB and the magnetic Reynolds number.

correspond to the values

1.4× 104 .
ρE
H4
E

. 1.7× 105 1.4× 103 .
ρB
H4
E

. 1.3× 104

5.6× 103 .
H
H3
E

. 6.2× 104 8.4× 103 .
G
H4
E

. 9.3× 104
(4.7)

4.3 Critical Higgs Inflation

Depending on the values of the Higgs and top quark masses, λh could remain positive till the Planck

scale, and such that λh � 1 and βλh � 1 (exhibiting a critical behavior) without any need of new

physics. In particular this should happen if the top quark mass is mt ' 171.3 GeV [22, 39, 40],

which however exceeds its current value from direct measurements, mt = 172.76± 0.30 [41] by ∼ 3σ.

Those models initially proposed in Refs. [26, 42–47] were dubbed critical Higgs inflation (CHI) and in

principle would not need any UV completion for the Higgs potential stabilization.

Nevertheless, in view of the actual experimental values of the Higgs and top quark masses, people

have been proposing UV completions changing the size of the quartic β-function, and such that λh,

and βλh , can attain a critical behavior for the values of the Higgs for which HI takes place, and stay

positive all the way down to the electroweak scale [27].

In all cases, for critical values of λh, CHI has the advantage that the required value of the coupling

to the Ricci scalar ξh, as given by Eq. (2.17), is considerably reduced with respect to ordinary HI. In

particular ξh . O(10) for λh . 4 · 10−8. For these reasons, we found it interesting to show a wider

parameter window of Fig. 3 that covers smaller values of the self coupling parameter λh. We show, in

Fig. 4, the overlapping region of Fig. 3 for λh � 1 where all conditions are met to successfully produce

the BAU. As in this case, the Higgs self coupling can be arbitrary small, we used the exact solutions

(2.7) and (2.8) instead of their approximations (2.9) and (2.10), with only minor differences.

5 Palatini formulation

In this paper we have used the metric formulation of gravity, where the connection giving rise to

the Ricci scalar is identified with the Levi-Civita connection Γρµν , and thus related to the metric

14



Figure 4: Region where the BAU can successfully be achieved, for a wider range of the parameters.

gµν . There is an alternative formulation, the Palatini formulation of gravity, where the connection is

arbitrary and torsion-free, i.e. Γρµν = Γρνµ. One of the main features of the Palatini formalism is that

the inflationary predictions are different than those in the metric one [48].

In the Palatini HI (for a review, see e.g. Ref. [37]), the connexion from which the Ricci tensor is

calculated does not depend on the metric, and the Weyl rescaling (2.3) leaves R invariant. Hence, in

the Einstein frame, the Palatini action is written as

SE =

∫
d4x
√
−g
[
−R

2
+

Θ2

2
∂µh∂

µh− 1

4
YµνY

µν − V (h)

]
−
∫
d4x F (h) Fµν F̃

µν ,

where Θ is given by (2.3), and the canonical inflaton χ is obtained by

dχ

dh
=
√

Θ =
1√

1 + ξhh2
. (5.1)

This considerably simplifies the equations in terms of χ as we can now write exact analytical relations

such as

χ(h) =
sinh

(√
ξh h

)
√
ξh

, (5.2a)

V (χ) =
λ

4ξ2
h

tanh4
(√

ξh χ
)
. (5.2b)

The slow roll analysis from HI in the metric formulation is then modified as we now have

sinh(2
√
ξhχE) = 4

√
2ξh (5.3a)

cosh(2
√
ξhχ∗) ' 16ξhN∗, (5.3b)

Using Eq. (5.3b), the amplitude of scalar fluctuations at N∗

As =
λh

768π2

sinh4(
√
ξhχ∗) tanh2(

√
ξhχ∗)

ξ3
h

(5.4)

leads to

ξh ' 1.4× 109 λ

0.1

(
N∗
60

)2

. (5.5)
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Finally, considering the coupling to the Chern-Simons density F (χ)FF̃ given by the quadratic

function

F (χ) =
cos2 θW

4

h2(χ)

f2
h

=
cos2 θW

4

sinh2(
√
ξhχ)

ξhf2
h

(5.6)

the parameter ξ is given, using Eq. (3.8), by

ξ =
4 cos2 θW

f2
h

. (5.7)

which is constant throughout all the inflationary period.

Notice the important difference between HI in the metric and Palatini formalisms. While in the

former the parameter ξ is almost constant, just providing a small growth ξE ∼ 1.84ξ∗ at the end of

inflation, in the latter the parameter ξ is exactly a constant throughout all the inflationary period.

Therefore while in the metric formulation the non-gaussianity bound on ξ at the CMB ξ∗ < 2.55

translates into the bound ξE < 4.71 at the end of inflation, when the helical magnetic fields are

generated, relaxing its helicity into the baryon asymmetry at the electroweak phase transition, in

the Palatini formulation the non-gaussianity bound at the end of inflation is ξE < 2.55. Given the

baryogenesis window (4.6) we have found, this result means that, while Palatini HI can be a viable

candidate to produce cosmological inflation, however the magnetic fields produced at the end of Palatini

HI have not enough strength to generate the baryon asymmetry of the universe.

6 Conclusion

Baryogenesis and cosmological inflation are two main issues which usually require the existence of

BSM physics. i) The baryogenesis mechanism is too weak in the SM for the present values of the

Higgs boson, as the electroweak phase transition is too weak (a crossover) and the amount of CP-

violation induced by the CKM phase too small due to the presence of light quark masses. Thus most

baryogenesis mechanisms rely on BSM extensions for which the electroweak phase transition is strong

first order and have an extra source of CP-violation. Still there is a tension between electric dipole

moment (EDM) bounds and the required amount of BAU. ii) On the other hand, cosmological inflation

requires the presence of an extra BSM field χ, the inflaton, with an appropriately flat potential. In

view of the lack of experimental evidence for BSM physics at low energy, there have been attempts to

solve the above problems with as much as possible SM physics.

i) Concerning the baryogenesis mechanism, in the presence of the inflaton coupling to the Chern-

Simons hypercharge density χFF̃ , generating CP-violation, helical gauge fields can be produced at the

end of inflation and the helicity relaxes to baryon asymmetry at the electroweak crossover generating

the observed BAU. In this way the physics at the electroweak breaking scale is that provided by the

SM of electroweak and strong interactions.

ii) Concerning the problem of cosmological inflation, it was proven that the Higgs field H can gen-

erate enough inflation, consistent with cosmological observations by the Planck collaboration, provided

that it is non-minimally coupled to gravity. In this case one could achieve cosmological inflation with

the SM degrees of freedom. Still this approach has some caveats. One of them being that, in the SM,

for the current values of the Higgs and top-quark masses, the Higgs self coupling is driven to negative

values at scales ∼ 1011 GeV, much lower than the inflationary (Planckian) scales, so one needs some

UV completion to change the RGE evolution of the SM couplings, or perhaps some criticality value

of the SM quartic coupling at the inflationary scales.
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In this paper we have merged both above approaches. In particular we have considered Higgs

inflation, where the Higgs is non-minimally coupled to gravity, and added a dimension 6 CP-violating

operator coupling the Higgs to the hypercharge Chern-Simons density: |H|2FF̃ . We have proven there

is an explosive production of helical hypermagnetic fields which can produce baryogenesis when the

helicity relaxes into the BAU at the electroweak crossover. The parameter ξ responsible for the energy

transfer from the inflaton to the gauge fields is almost a constant, due to the particular shape of the

inflationary potential and the coupling of the Higgs to the Chern-Simons density, and we can thus

fully rely on analytic approximations to consider the gauge field solutions. We have also proven that

the helicity produced at the end of inflation satisfies the required magnetohydrodynamical conditions

to survive to the electroweak phase transition, and produce the observed BAU, for a window of ξ at

the CMB scales given by 1.96 < ξ∗ < 2.23 (corresponding at the end of inflation to 3.6 < ξE < 4.1),

thus satisfying the bound ξ∗ < 2.55 on non-gaussianity.

In the above analysis we have worked in the metric formulation of gravity and considered two

especially simple cases: a) In the absence of Schwinger effect, and; b) In the presence of Schwinger

effect. We have implemented case a) by assuming that the SM flavor problem is implemented by

means of a Frogatt-Nielsen mechanism, in the case where the flavon field is coupled to the inflaton. As

a consequence of this coupling, during inflation one can easily impose the condition that all fermions

be heavy (say as heavy as the top quark) in such a way that the Schwinger conductivity, which is

exponentially suppressed by the fermion mass squared, is negligible and the Schwinger effect turns out

to also be negligible. After inflation the flavon field relaxes to its usual minimum which can describe all

fermion masses and mixing angles at the electroweak scale. The details of the mechanism are described

in App. A. As for case b), in the presence of the Schwinger effect, we have taken advantge of the (almost)

constancy of the parameter ξ to use the simple Schwinger equilibrium approximation, which simply

amounts to a redefinition of the ξ parameter. In all cases we have extended our calculation to the

case of critical Higgs inflation and found that for values of the quartic Higgs self-coupling . 10−10 the

coupling 1/fh of the Higgs to the Chern-Simons density h2

f2
h
FF̃ can be .M−1

Pl , in the weakly coupled

region.

We also have considered the Palatini formulation of gravity. In this case the equations for the

change from the Jordan to the Einstein frame are analytic, as well as the inflationary potential and the

relation between the inflaton χ and the Higgs field h. As a consequence of the shape of the inflationary

potential it turns out that in this model the parameter ξ is exactly a constant, i.e. ξ∗ = ξE . In this

formalism helical gauge fields can be produced, however the bounds on non-gaussianity imposes that its

production is not so explosive as required to trigger electroweak baryogenesis, which is then forbidden

in this model. It was already known that the two formalisms of gravity, the metric and the Palatini

formulations, lead to different inflationary predictions. In this paper we have also proven that they

behave differently concerning the baryogenesis capabilities of the helical gauge fields produced at the

end of inflation.

Finally there are a number of physics problems that are left open in the present work, and deserve

future analysis, some of them being related to the classical problems of Higgs inflation. One of them

is related to the stabilization of the Higgs potential, and the possibility of getting critical values of the

Higgs mass at the inflationary scales. This problem is particularly relevant in the case where the SM

flavor problem is solved by a Frogatt-Nielsen mechanism where the flavon field is coupled to the inflaton,

in the way we have described in this paper. This analysis clearly requires a more detailed analysis

of the renormalization group running in the presence of the Frogatt-Nielsen mechanism, working at

the inflationary scales. Another obvious problem, which was outside the scope of the present paper,

is the analysis of the Schwinger effect, in Higgs inflation, by numerical methods as those used in
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Refs. [19, 49–51].
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A Froggatt-Nielsen mechanism in de Sitter space

The Froggatt-Nielsen (FN) mechanism [29] is one of the simplest and most elegant solutions to the

problem of flavor for the SM fermions. The hierarchy of masses and mixing angles for quarks and

leptons can be explained by a global, generation dependent, U(1) symmetry under which the fermions

are charged. This symmetry is spontaneously broken by the radial part of scalar field S ≡ σeiθ, the

“flavon field”, which is charged under the U(1) (with charge conventionally normalized to -1) and

which has a VEV, 〈σ〉 = vσ. The breaking is communicated to the fermion sector at different orders

in the parameter λ(〈σ〉) = 〈σ〉/M?, where M∗ is the scale of flavor dynamics, which depend on the

charges of the SM fermions qi, u
c
i , d

c
i , `i, e

c
i involved in Yukawa couplings.

If we denote the U(1) charge of the fermion f by [f ], the Yukawa coupling matrices are given by

Y iju ∼ λ[qi]+[ucj ], Y ijd ∼ λ
[qi]+[dcj ], Y ij` ∼ λ

[`i]+[ecj ] (A.1)

When the field σ is at its minimum, and provided that λ(vσ) ' 0.2, of the order of the Cabibbo angle,

one can choose the U(1) charges such that the SM fermion mass spectrum and mixing angles are

correctly described. A simple example is provided by (see e.g. Ref. [52] for a pedagogical introduction):

[q3,2,1] = [uc3,2,1] = (0, 2, 4), dc3,2,1 = (2, 2, 3), [`3,2,1] = (2, 2, 3), [ec3,2,1] = (0, 2, 4). However the details

of the model are not important for our argument here.

We will introduce a coupling between the flavon and the inflaton (Higgs fields) as |S|2|H|2, and

assume that the flavon field has a potential given, in the Jordan frame, by

U(σ) = λ1

(
|S|2 − v2

σ − λ2|H|2
)2

(A.2)

which corresponds, in the Einstein frame, to the potential

V (σ) =
λ1

(
σ2 − v2

σ − 1
2λ2h

2
)2

(1 + ξhh2/M2
p )2

(A.3)

where vσ � v, so that at electroweak scales (h ∼ v) the vacuum expectation value 〈σ〉 ' vσ, which

spontaneously breaks the flavor symmetry 4.

At the electroweak phase transition, when the field σ is at its minimum vσ, and provided that the

flavor scale be M∗ ' 5vσ, it is possible to solve the flavor problem for fermion masses. Moreover, there

4After the global U(1) symmetry breaking a (massless) Goldstone boson will remain in the spectrum. To avoid

phenomenological problems it is usually assumed that there is a small explicit soft breaking of the U(1) symmetry

giving a mass to the (pseudo) Goldstone boson. These model details are also orthogonal to our argument here.
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is an extra quartic coupling for the Higgs field from the potential (A.2) which is negligible, compared

to the SM one, provided that λ1λ
2
2 � λh, where λh is the SM Higgs quartic coupling evaluated at the

electroweak scale. This condition can be widely satisfied e.g. for typical values of the couplings

λ1 = λ2 = 0.1 (A.4)

However during the de Sitter phase, things can be pretty much different. We will study the

possibility that at the end of inflation λ(〈σ〉) ' 1. In fact, at the end of inflation hE ' 10−2Mp and

one can safely neglect v2
σ as compared to 1

2λ2h
2
E , so that 〈σ〉 '

√
λ2/2hE , which dictates the flavor

scale M∗ by imposing the condition λ(〈σ〉) ' 1 as

M∗ '
√
λ2/2hE , (A.5)

which yields, e.g. for the values of the couplings in (A.4), vσ ' 1015 GeV.

Moreover, the condition for the de Sitter fluctuations to be suppressed, so that the field σ stays

anchored to its minimum V (〈σ〉) = 0, during inflation V ′′(〈σ〉) > 9
4H

2
E [53], translates into the

condition
8λ1〈σ〉2

(1 + ξhh2
E/M

2
p )2

>
9

4
H2
E (A.6)

which, using the value of hE above and HE ' 2 · 1013 GeV, yields the condition
√
λ1λ2 & 10−3, which

is satisfied for the choice in Eq. (A.4).

What are the implications of the above scenario for the conductivity in the Schwinger effect? As

we have seen the conductivity from a Dirac fermion f , of electric charge Qf and Yukawa coupling Yf ,

is exponentially suppressed as ∼ e−Af where

Af =
πY 2

f h
2

2|eQf ||E|
(A.7)

and for Af � 1 it does not contribute to the Schwinger effect. Now, considering, at the end of HI,

Yf ∼ 1 and hE ' 10−2Mpl, the condition for the fermion f to not create any conductivity, Af � 1,

self-consistently translates into an upper bound on the generated electric field |E| in the absence of

Schwinger effect, as
|E|
H2
E

� 107

|Qf |
(A.8)

The strongest bound is then provided by the leptons, for which |Q`| = 1 so that a (conservative)

safe bound for all charged SM fermions to not contribute to the Schwinger effect is E . 106H2
E . If we

use the analytic expression for zero conductivity, ρE = 63/(216π2ξ3)e2πξH4
E , we get the corresponding

upper bound ξ . 6.7, which translates into the lower bound on the parameter fh, as fh & 0.0022Mpl.
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[17] Y. Cado, B. von Harling, E. Massó and M. Quirós, Baryogenesis via gauge field production from a

relaxing Higgs, JCAP 07 (2021) 049, [2102.13650].

[18] Y. Cado and M. Quirós, Baryogenesis from combined Higgs – scalar field inflation, Phys. Rev. D 106

(2022) 055018, [2201.06422].

[19] Y. Cado and M. Quirós, Numerical study of the Schwinger effect in axion inflation, Phys. Rev. D 106

(2022) 123527, [2208.10977].

[20] F. L. Bezrukov and M. Shaposhnikov, The Standard Model Higgs boson as the inflaton, Phys. Lett. B

659 (2008) 703–706, [0710.3755].

[21] Planck collaboration, Y. Akrami et al., Planck 2018 results. X. Constraints on inflation, Astron.

Astrophys. 641 (2020) A10, [1807.06211].

[22] G. Degrassi, S. Di Vita, J. Elias-Miro, J. R. Espinosa, G. F. Giudice, G. Isidori et al., Higgs mass and

vacuum stability in the Standard Model at NNLO, JHEP 08 (2012) 098, [1205.6497].

[23] I. Antoniadis, A. Guillen and K. Tamvakis, Ultraviolet behaviour of Higgs inflation models, JHEP 08

(2021) 018, [2106.09390].

20

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.48.1220
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(97)00164-8
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-lat/9612006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.70.2833
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9305274
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.50.774
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9305275
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217732394000629
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9312215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(94)00410-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9406289
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.81.043534
http://arxiv.org/abs/0908.4089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.101501
http://arxiv.org/abs/1507.00744
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/04/047
http://arxiv.org/abs/1611.02293
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.063501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.063501
http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.08891
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.123509
http://arxiv.org/abs/1610.03074
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2017/12/011
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.07943
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/10/032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/10/032
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.13318
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2021/07/049
http://arxiv.org/abs/2102.13650
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055018
http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.06422
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.123527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.123527
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.10977
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.11.072
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2007.11.072
http://arxiv.org/abs/0710.3755
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833887
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201833887
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.06211
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2012)098
http://arxiv.org/abs/1205.6497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2022)074
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2022)074
http://arxiv.org/abs/2106.09390


[24] A. Ito, W. Khater and S. Rasanen, Tree-level unitarity in Higgs inflation in the metric and the Palatini

formulation, JHEP 06 (2022) 164, [2111.05621].

[25] F. Bezrukov, J. Rubio and M. Shaposhnikov, Living beyond the edge: Higgs inflation and vacuum

metastability, Phys. Rev. D 92 (2015) 083512, [1412.3811].

[26] F. Bezrukov and M. Shaposhnikov, Higgs inflation at the critical point, Phys. Lett. B 734 (2014)

249–254, [1403.6078].

[27] A. Salvio, Critical Higgs inflation in a Viable Motivated Model, Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019) 015037,

[1810.00792].

[28] V. Domcke and K. Mukaida, Gauge Field and Fermion Production during Axion Inflation, JCAP 11

(2018) 020, [1806.08769].

[29] C. D. Froggatt and H. B. Nielsen, Hierarchy of Quark Masses, Cabibbo Angles and CP Violation, Nucl.

Phys. B 147 (1979) 277–298.

[30] M. M. Anber and L. Sorbo, N-flationary magnetic fields, JCAP 10 (2006) 018, [astro-ph/0606534].

[31] N. Barnaby and M. Peloso, Large Nongaussianity in Axion Inflation, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106 (2011)

181301, [1011.1500].

[32] N. Barnaby, E. Pajer and M. Peloso, Gauge Field Production in Axion Inflation: Consequences for

Monodromy, non-Gaussianity in the CMB, and Gravitational Waves at Interferometers, Phys. Rev. D

85 (2012) 023525, [1110.3327].

[33] N. Barnaby, R. Namba and M. Peloso, Phenomenology of a Pseudo-Scalar Inflaton: Naturally Large

Nongaussianity, JCAP 04 (2011) 009, [1102.4333].

[34] Planck collaboration, Y. Akrami et al., Planck 2018 results. IX. Constraints on primordial

non-Gaussianity, Astron. Astrophys. 641 (2020) A9, [1905.05697].

[35] Particle Data Group collaboration, P. Zyla et al., Review of Particle Physics, PTEP 2020 (2020)

083C01.

[36] E. I. Sfakianakis and J. van de Vis, Preheating after Higgs Inflation: Self-Resonance and Gauge boson

production, Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019) 083519, [1810.01304].

[37] J. Rubio and E. S. Tomberg, Preheating in Palatini Higgs inflation, JCAP 04 (2019) 021, [1902.10148].
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