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Abstract: We show that one-loop corrections to the large-scale power spectrum from

small-scale modes in non-slow-roll dynamics are always negligible, namely they are volume

suppressed by the ratio of the short to long distance scales. One-loop contributions propor-

tional to the long wavelength tree-level power spectrum, and not sharing this suppression,

appear only when considering a subset of vertexes, but they cancel exactly when all rele-

vant interactions are taken into account. We prove the previous statement in two different

ways, i.e. by using two equivalent forms of the interaction Hamiltonian. Contributions

from boundary terms to equal time correlators are included when necessary.
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1 Introduction

Primordial black holes [1–6] are arguably the Occam’s Razor principle applied to Dark

Matter [7, 8]. Tracing back their origin to an inflationary epoch requires dynamics beyond

the vanilla slow-roll (SR) scenario which are able to enhance the amplitude of the primordial

scalar fluctuations at short scales by several orders of magnitude compared to their value at

CMB scales. A standard way to achieve the desired magnification is via the introduction of

a non-slow-roll phase along the inflationary dynamics, such as, for instance, ultra slow-roll

(USR) [9–16] or constant-roll [17–19]. How these small-scale enhanced scalar fluctuations

influence large scales, for instance, the one probed by the CMB, has recently been the

object of an intense debate [20–28]. Computing one-loop contributions to the equal time

correlators in this context leads to the appearance of corrections sharing the following form

P1−loop
ζ (p) = c Ptree

ζ (p)

∫

d ln k Ptree
ζ (k) +O

(

p3

k3

)

, p ≪ k, (1)

where P
tree/1−loop
ζ are the tree-level and one-loop dimensionless primordial power spectrum,

p and k the momenta corresponding to the long and short scale modes respectively, and

the integral domain is over the range of momenta spanned by the enhanced fluctuations.

Corrections as the one in Eq. (1) has been first found in [20], with c ∼ 10 for a sharp

transition from SR to USR and back to SR. Later, it has also been shown [21, 23–26] that

important suppression factors multiplying these contributions are present when considering

realistic scenarios in which the transition from the ultra slow-roll to the slow-roll phase is

smooth.

Taken at face value, Eq. (1) is telling us something, at the very least, counter-intuitive:

the relative 1-loop corrections to the tree-level power spectrum from small scales to large

scales is independent of how widely separated the two scales are.

Let us trace the source of this type of corrections. Non-slow-roll scenarios, i.e. the ones

under investigations here, are characterized by a sudden increase in absolute value of the

so-called second slow-roll parameter η. That promptly calls attention to a particular subset

of interaction terms present in the Hamiltonian of the scalar fluctuations. For instance,

in [20], that was the cubic interaction proportional to the time derivative of η. It is by

considering one-loop diagrams built out of these selected terms alone that corrections as

the one in (1) arise.

In this work, we note that once additional diagrams —which might seem irrelevant at

first sight— are included, corrections as the one highlighted in Eq. (1) precisely cancel. In

short, we find the following exact result:

In Eq. (1), c = 0. (2)

We prove the previous statement in two different ways. The first is by considering the

same interaction Hamiltonian taken into account in [20] but now with the addition of total

time derivative terms (boundary terms) which are nevertheless present once the third order

action is written in this form. Boundary terms may contribute in general to equal time

correlators [29–34]. The intuition that boundary terms might be relevant in this context
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comes from the fact that the same terms do play a crucial role in computing contact

diagrams such as the bispectrum [30, 31].

The second method consists of rewriting the action of the curvature perturbations in

a form in which boundary terms are inconsequential and the relevant bulk interactions

are proportional to η and not its first time derivative. By doing the computation in this

way, namely with a different but equivalent set of interaction terms, we confirm the exact

cancellation leading to our main result in Eq. (2).

2 Different methods to compute the relevant one-loop diagrams

2.1 Equivalent ways to express the third-order action

We consider standard single-field inflation and work in the gauge where the field fluctuations

are set to zero, i.e. δφ = 0. The spatial part of the metric reads gij = a2δija
2e2ζ , where a is

the scale factor of a flat FLRW background and ζ is the comoving curvature perturbation,

the only degree of freedom needed here to describe the dynamics of the scalar fluctuations.

The standard second-order action for ζ, obtained after integrating the momentum and

Hamiltonian constraints, is given by

L(2) =
1

2
(M2

Pla
32ǫ)

[

ζ̇2 −
(∂iζ)

2

a2

]

, (3)

where ˙≡ d/dt means derivative with respect to the cosmic time, ǫ ≡ −Ḣ/H2 is the first

slow-roll parameter, and H ≡ ȧ/a the Hubble rate. We consider scenarios where the second

slow-roll parameter, defined as

η ≡
ǫ̇

ǫH
, (4)

features a transient growth, i.e. the system experiences a non-slow phase where |η| > 1

in between two SR phases where ǫ, |η| ≪ 1. Ultra slow-roll, characterized by a phase

with η = −6, is a particular example of this type. A phase of large η selects a subset of

interaction terms from the cubic action, i.e. it is natural to neglect terms with no instance

of η in this context. These latter give sub-leading contributions suppressed by the first

slow-roll parameter which remains always small. We first consider the third-order action

for ζ as derived in [35] once it is written to make explicit the size of the cubic interactions

that start at second order in the slow-roll parameters. From there, we consider only terms

with instances of the second slow-roll parameter η, i.e.

L(3) = M2
Pl

a3ǫ

2
η̇ζ2ζ̇ +M2

Pl

d

dt

[

−
a3ǫη

2
ζ2ζ̇ + ...

]

+ f(ζ)
δL(2)

δζ
. (5)

To the original cubic action present in [35] we have also included total derivative terms

(boundary terms) which were not explicitly written there.1 The total derivative terms not

specified in Eq. (5) are of two types: either they do not contain time derivative of the

field ζ and so they do not contribute at any order to the correlation functions, or they give

1See e.g. [30] for the full list of boundary terms corresponding to the third-order action in [35].
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contributions which are suppressed on super-Hubble scale —see for instance [30, 31]. The

third group of terms in Eq. (5) labels terms proportional to the linear equation of motion

(eom), i.e. the one satisfied by the free field, and we defined

−
1

2M2
Pl

δL(2)

δζ
≡

d

dt
(a3ǫζ̇)− a3ǫ

∂2ζ

a2
. (6)

While terms proportional to the eom does not contribute to Feynman diagram at any order

in perturbation theory, there is no a priori reason why the boundary term highlighted above

should not contribute to equal time correlators.

Now, let us consider only the terms explicitly written in (5) and do a single integration

by parts to remove the time derivative on η present on the first term:

L(3) = −M2
Plη

d

dt

[

a3ǫ

2
ζ2ζ̇

]

+M2
Pl

d

dt

[

a3ǫη

2
ζ2ζ̇

]

−M2
Pl

d

dt

[

a3ǫη

2
ζ2ζ̇

]

. (7)

The total time derivative cancels and what is left can be rewritten as

L(3) = −M2
Pl

1

2
aǫη ζ2∂2ζ −M2

Pla
3ǫη ζ̇2ζ +

1

4
η ζ2

δL(2)

δζ
, (8)

where we have singled out a term proportional to the linear equation of motion.2

To compute correlators in transient non-slow roll scenarios, which are the focus of this

work, one can equivalently consider either the terms explicitly reported in the action (5)

or the first two terms in the action (8). We stress that in both cases, including all terms

highlighted above turned out to be crucial.

2.2 Equivalent Hamiltonians to compute one-loop diagrams

To compute correlators we switch to conformal time (dt/a = dτ), i.e. S =
∫

d3xdtL =
∫

d3xdτ(aL) and use the interaction Hamiltonian defined as

H
(3)
I = −

∫

d3x (aL(3)). (9)

We wish to compute 1PI one-loop diagrams following from the insertion of two cubic

Hamiltonians. In general, equal time correlators are computed with the in− in formalism

[36–38]

〈ζn(t)〉 = 〈0|
[

T̄
(

e
i
∫ τ

−∞(1+iε) dτ
′HI(τ

′)
)]

ζnI (τ)
[

T
(

e
−i

∫ τ

−∞(1−iε) dτ
′′HI (τ

′′)
)]

|0〉〉, (10)

where T and T̄ are the time and anti-time ordering operators, the subscript I (that we

neglect from now on) labels fields in the interaction picture, i.e. fields evolving with the

linear equation of motions, and the ε prescription is there to project the adiabatic vacuum

of the interacting theory into the vacuum of the free theory |0〉 in the infinite past. The

perturbative expansion of Eq. (10) can be recast, in a compact form, in terms of a series of

2As a side note, this term actually cancels exactly a term proportional to the eom already present in the

action (5).
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nested commutators –see, for instance, [39]. Although this rewriting looses the information

on the UV regularization, the two formulations are equivalent as long as one is interested,

as it is the case here, on the effects of interaction term which becomes relevant from a given

preferred time.3 For our purposes, we find more convenient to work in terms of the nested

commutator form. This latter, for the one-loop contribution we are interested in, leads to

〈ζ̂p(τ)ζ̂p′(τ)〉1−loop = −

∫ τ

τin

dτ1

∫ τ1

τin

dτ2〈[H
(3)(τ2), [H

(3)(τ1), ζ̂p(τ)ζ̂p′(τ)]]〉, (11)

where τin labels a generic initial time selected by the interaction terms considered, and

τ → 0 is the time towards the end of inflation where correlators are evaluated.

Following our discussion in Sec. 2.1, to compute one-loop correction to the two-point

correlator 〈ζpζp′〉 one can use different although equivalent forms of the interaction Hamil-

tonian. We proceed following the two equivalent methods summarized below and we obtain

in both cases the same results.4

• Method 1

Insert in Eq. (11) two interaction Hamiltonian as derived from the action (5), i.e.

H(3) = M2
Pl

∫

d3x

(

−
a2ǫ

2
η′ζ2ζ ′ +

d

dτ

[

a2ǫη

2
ζ2ζ ′

])

(12)

• Method 2

Insert in Eq. (11) two interaction Hamiltonian as derived from the action (8), i.e.

H(3) = M2
Pl

∫

d3x

(

a2ǫη(ζ ′)2ζ +
1

2
a2ǫηζ2∂2ζ

)

. (13)

3 One-loop corrections in non-slow-roll dynamics

3.1 Conventions and approximations

Let us list the few ingredients and approximations needed for our purposes. In momentum

space5, canonical quantization of the free fields leads to

ζ̂p(τ) = ζp(τ)â(p) + ζ∗p(τ)â
†(−p), (14)

with annihilation/creation operators satisfying standard commutation relations

[â(p), â†(p′)] = (2π)3δ(p − p′), (15)

3UV divergences that one would usually find using the nested commutator form are not present in our

computations simply because time integrals are cut at the time the interactions start to become relevant.

By using the nested commutator form we will then re-find the same results present in the literature when

considering the same interaction terms.
4There is at least a third method one may envisage. A standard way to remove boundary terms is

by doing a field redefinition on ζ, then compute correlation functions of the new variable and at the end

relate the result to the correlation functions of the original ζ [35]. We plan to investigate this path, in this

non-slow-roll context, in future works. Here we concentrate directly on the variable of interest, i.e. ζ.
5We use the Fourier transform convention f(x) = (2π)−3

∫
dk e−ik·xf(k).
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and ζp(τ) labelling the mode functions of the free fields, solutions of the linear equations

of motion. From the two previous relations, we write explicitly the following equal time

commutators:
[

ζ̂k(τ), ζ̂k′(τ)
]

≡ (2π)3δ(k + k′)2i Im(|ζk|
2) = 0, (16)

and
[

ζ̂k(τ), ζ̂
′
k′(τ)

]

≡ (2π)3δ(k + k′)2i Im(ζkζ
∗′

k ) = (2π)3δ(k + k′)
i

2a2M2
Plǫ

. (17)

Fields commute at equal time and last equality comes from the Wronskian normalization

imposed over the mode functions to have standard commutation relations as in Eq. (15).

We consider a non-slow-roll phase in between two standard slow-roll evolutions. A

simple way to model this scenario, while working directly at the level of the effective field

theory of the perturbations, is by using the following top-hat profile for η:

η = η̃ + ˜̃η, with η̃ = −∆η θ(τ − τe), and ˜̃η = ∆η θ(τ − τs), (18)

τs and τe label respectively the start and the end of the non-slow-roll phase. We stress that

our conclusions are independent of the sharpness of the transition, and θ, here labelling the

Heaviside function, can also be replaced by smoother alternatives. Within our definitions,

what it is usually called ultra slow-roll corresponds to ∆η = −6.

η′ peaks at τs and τe. For simplicity and to capture leading effects when considering

interaction terms proportional to η′ in the correlators, we only consider the peak at τe.

At τs all mode functions are still following their slow-roll, not enhanced, evolution and we

thus disregard these contributions. Thus, we use the following approximation

∫ τ1

dτ2 η
′(τ2)f(τ2) ≃

∫

η̃′(τ2)f(τe) = (η̃(τ1)− η̃(−∞)))f(τe) = [η̃(τ1) + |∆η|] f(τe). (19)

with f(τ) a continuous function at τe.
6

For simplicity, in this study we always work under the approximation p ≪ k where k

label modes exiting the horizon around the times the ultra slow-roll dynamics takes place

while p labels momenta associated to the long wave modes. Since ζp becomes constant well

before reaching the USR region, we can set ζp(τ → 0) ≃ ζp(τi), ∀ τi ∈ [τs, τe]. We, thus,

use

[ζ̂k(τi), ζ̂p(τ)] ≃ [ζ̂k(τi), ζ̂p(τi)] ≃ 0, ∀ τi ∈ [τs, τe]. (20)

and

[ζ̂k(τi), ζ̂
′
p(τ)] ≃ [ζ̂k(τi), ζ̂

′
p(τi)] ≃ (2π)3δ(p + k)

i

2a2M2
Plǫ

, ∀ τi ∈ [τs, τe]. (21)

To our taste, in the context under investigation here, using the nested commutator form

in Eq. (11), together with the compact notation defined in the next section –see Eq. (30)–

allow us to considerably simplify computations. As it will be shown, after unfolding the

nested commutators, one can use directly the commutation relations between fields and

6Although re-written according to our taste, this discussion leads exactly to the same approximation

present, for instance, in [20].
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fields derivative (16)-(17) and (20)-(21). These small set of relations is all we need to

proceed with our computation.

We are ultimately interested in computing the dimensionless power spectrum Pζ de-

fined as

〈ζ̂p(τ)ζ̂p′(τ)〉 = δ(p + p′)(2π)3
2π2

p3
Pζ(p, τ). (22)

Pζ is computed perturbatively, i.e.

Pζ = Ptree
ζ + P1−loop

ζ + ... , (23)

where the tree level power spectrum Ptree
ζ , obtained by taking the correlators of linear

fields, is given by7

Ptree
ζ =

p3

2π2
|ζp|

2, (24)

while the one-loop corrections P1−loop
ζ , computed in the next sections, are given by con-

sidering, in Eq. (22), the correlator in Eq. (11).

3.2 Method 1

Let us compute (11) with the interaction Hamiltonian (12) divided in the two sub-pieces

H(3) = H(3)
a +H

(3)
b

H(3)
a ≡ M2

Pl

∫

d3x

(

−
a2ǫ

2
η′ζ2ζ ′

)

, H
(3)
b ≡ M2

Pl

∫

d3x

(

d

dτ

[

a2ǫη

2
ζ2ζ ′

])

. (25)

3.2.1 Contribution from bulk interactions

We start by considering only instances of H
(3)
a . That allows us to recover the result first

found in [20] by means of the nested commutator form. From (11) we can write

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[a, a] ≡ −

∫ τ

dτ1

∫ τ1

dτ2〈[H
(3)
a (τ2), [H

(3)
a (τ1), ζ̂p(τ)ζ̂p′(τ)]]〉

≡

∫ τ

dτ1η
′(τ1)

∫ τ1

dτ2η
′(τ2)〈f̂a(τ2, τ1)〉, (26)

where

f̂a(τ2, τ1) ≡ −
M4

Pl

4
a2(τ1)ǫ(τ1)a

2(τ2)ǫ(τ2)

∫

dK
[

ζ̂k1 ζ̂k2 ζ̂
′
k3
|τ2 ,
[

ζ̂k4 ζ̂k5 ζ̂
′
k6
|τ1 , ζ̂pζ̂p′

]]

(27)

and Fourier transforming has left us with

∫

dK ≡

3
∏

i=1

[
∫

dk1,i

(2π)3

]

(2π)3δ

(

3
∑

i=1

k1,i

)

3
∏

i=1

[
∫

dk2,i

(2π)3

]

(2π)3δ

(

3
∑

i=1

k2,i

)

. (28)

7Standard Wick contraction between two linear modes gives ζ̂p(τ )ζ̂p′(τ ) = δ(p+ p′)(2π)3|ζp|
2.
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Before unfolding the nested commutator let us apply multiple times the approximation in

Eq. (19) to Eq. (26):

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉a ≃

∫ τ

dτ1η
′(τ1)

∫ τ1

dτ2 η̃
′(τ2)〈f̂a(τe, τ1)〉 =

∫ τ

dτ1η
′(τ1)[η̃(τ1) + |∆η|]〈f̂a(τe, τ1)〉

≃

∫ τ ((η̃η̃)′

2
+ η̃′|∆η|

)

〈f̂a(τe, τe)〉 =
|∆η|2

2
〈f̂a(τe, τe)〉. (29)

Let us now turn our attention to the nested commutator inside 〈f̂a(τe, τe)〉. To simplify

notation and focus on the commuting structure, we label with the same index operators

coming from the same vertex, i.e.
[

ζ̂k1,1 ζ̂k1,2 ζ̂
′
k1,3

|τ2 ,
[

ζ̂k2,1 ζ̂k2,2 ζ̂
′
k2,3

|τ1 , ζ̂pζ̂p′|τ

]]

≡
[

ζ̂22 ζ̂
′
2,
[

ζ̂21 ζ̂
′
1, ζ̂pζp′

]]

. (30)

Note that, after doing all contractions and integrating over the Dirac deltas, the overall

momentum conservation allows us to simply replace k and |p − k| to the momenta of the

mode functions corresponding to internal contractions (contractions of ζ̂’s corresponding

to different vertexes) and p to the momenta of the mode functions corresponding to con-

tractions with external legs, all that by leaving behind an overall integration
∫

dk. From

the approximation (29) and using notation (30), what we wish to compute takes the form

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[a, a] =− |∆η|2
M4

Pla
4ǫ2|τe
8

∫

dK〈
[

ζ̂22 ζ̂
′
2,
[

ζ̂21 ζ̂
′
1, ζ̂pζ̂p′

]]

〉

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

τ1=τ2=τe

. (31)

We now unfold the nested commutator. As already mentioned, fields operators (with no

derivative) commutes at equal time. That simplifies considerably the computation which

is then almost trivialized in the few lines below:
[

ζ̂22 ζ̂
′
2,
[

ζ̂21 ζ̂
′
1, ζ̂

2
p

]]

=2
[

ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p

]

·
[

ζ̂22 ζ̂
′
2, ζ̂

2
1 ζ̂p

]

=2
[

ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p

]

· ζ̂22

([

ζ̂ ′2, ζ̂
2
1

]

ζ̂p + ζ̂21

[

ζ̂ ′2, ζ̂p

])

=2
[

ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p

]

·
(

2
[

ζ̂ ′2, ζ̂1

]

ζ̂22 ζ̂1ζ̂p +
[

ζ̂ ′2, ζ̂p

]

ζ̂22 ζ̂
2
1

)

. (32)

We replace each building block commutator with (17) which cancels the prefactor M4
Pla

4ǫ2

in (31), and we then Wick contract operators left outside the commutators. That promptly

leads to

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[a, a] = δ(p + p′)
|∆η|2

4

∫

dk

(

|ζp|
2|ζk|

2 +
1

2
|ζk|

2|ζ|p−k||
2

)

. (33)

The second term is a convolution of the modes running in the loop. Once going to the

dimensionless power spectrum (22), that correction is volume suppressed, i.e. scale as the

ratio of the short to the long scales cube:
∫

d ln k k3|ζ ′k|
2|ζ|p−k||

2 ∝
1

k3
=⇒ P1−loop

ζ (p) ∝
(p

k

)3
∼= 0. (34)

We mention this explicitly only once here and neglect this type of contributions in the

following sections.8

8One can check that, by using the approximation (20), we had already neglected volume suppressed

terms proportional to convolution of first derivatives of the mode functions with momenta k and |p− k|.
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We use the symbol ∼= to identify quantities which are equal up to volume suppressed

terms.

Considering the first and dominant term in Eq. (33) and using the definition (22) we

get, with obvious notation,

P1−loop
ζ, [a,a] (p)

∼=
|∆η|2

4
Ptree
ζ (p)

∫

dk

(2π)3
|ζk(τe)|

2. (35)

Last expression has the form of the first term in Eq. (1) with c = |∆η|2/4.

3.2.2 Contributions from boundary terms

Let us now compute contributions from boundary terms. By inserting two instances of Hb

defined in Eq. (25) into Eq. (11) we get

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[b, b] ≡ −

∫ τ

dτ1

∫ τ1

dτ2〈[H
(3)
b (τ2), [H

(3)
b (τ1), ζ̂p(τ)ζ̂p′(τ)]]〉

≡

∫ τ

dτ1

∫ τ1

dτ2〈f̂b(τ2, τ1)〉 (36)

with

f̂b(τ2, τ1) ≡ −
M4

Pl

4

∫

dK

[

(

a2ǫηζ̂k2,1 ζ̂k2,2 ζ̂
′
k2,3

)′ ∣
∣

∣

τ2
,

[

(

a2ǫηζ̂k1,1 ζ̂k1,2 ζ̂
′
k1,3

)′ ∣
∣

∣

τ1
, ζ̂pζ̂p′

]]

,

(37)

where dK was defined in Eq. (28). Integration over τ2 can be performed straightforwardly.

Then we expand the derivative in the first nested commutator and obtain

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[b, b] = −
M4

Pl

4

∫

dK

∫ τ

dτ1〈
[

a2ǫηζ̂2ζ̂ ′,
[

η(a2ǫζ̂ ′)′ + η′a2ǫζ̂2ζ̂ ′ + 2a2ǫ(ζ̂ ′)2ζ̂, ζ̂2p

]]

〉,

(38)

where all operators in the nested commutator are evaluated at the same time τ1. By using

the linear equations of motion to rewrite the first term in the nested commutator in Eq.

(38), i.e. (a2ǫζ̂ ′)′ = a2ǫ∂2ζ̂, one notices that this term gives zero contribution since fields

commute at equal time. Applying, as in the previous section, the same approximations

(19) to the second term in the nested commutator in Eq. (38) we get

−
M4

Pl

4

∫

dK

∫ τ (ηη)′

2
a4ǫ2〈

[

ζ̂2ζ̂2ζ̂
′
2,
[

ζ̂1ζ̂1ζ̂
′
1, ζ̂pζ̂p′

]]

〉 ≃ −
|∆η|2

2
〈f̂a(τe, τe)〉 = −〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[a,a],

(39)

where f̂a was defined in Eq. (27). By adding the third term in the nested commutator in

Eq. (38) we can rewrite this all contribution as

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[b,b] = −〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[a,a] −M4
Pl

|∆η|2

2

∫

dK

∫ τe

τs

dτ1a
4ǫ2〈

[

ζ̂2ζ̂2ζ̂
′
2,
[

ζ̂ ′1ζ̂
′
1ζ̂1, ζ̂pζ̂p′

]]

〉. (40)

By proceeding analogously one can show that

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[a, b] ∼= −〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[b, a] ∼= −〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[a, a], (41)
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where, with the same notation as in Eq. (36), 〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[a, b] refers to Eq. (11) with the

insertions H
(3)
a (τ2) and H

(3)
b (τ1), while 〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[b, a] refers to Eq. (11) with the insertions

H
(3)
b (τ2) and H

(3)
a (τ1). From Eq. (41) we thus note that the total contribution from

boundary terms is just given by 〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[b, b].

From (40) we proceed as in Eq. (32) (also symmetrizing not commuting operators9).

After tedious manipulations we get
[

ζ̂ ′1ζ̂
′
1ζ̂1, ζ̂pζ̂p′

]

= 4
[

ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p′

] (

2ζ̂pζ̂2ζ̂1ζ̂
′
2

[

ζ̂2, ζ̂
′
1

]

+ ζ̂22 ζ̂1ζ̂
′
1

[

ζ̂ ′2, ζ̂p

]

+ ζ̂22 ζ̂pζ̂
′
1

[

ζ̂ ′2, ζ̂1

]

+ 2ζ̂ ′2ζ̂1ζ̂pζ̂2

[

ζ̂2, ζ̂
′
1

]

+ ζ̂1ζ̂
′
1ζ̂

2
2

[

ζ̂ ′2, ζ̂p

]

+ ζ̂pζ̂
′
1ζ̂

2
2

[

ζ̂ ′2, ζ̂1

])

. (42)

All commutators are evaluated at equal time so that we can use Eq. (17) to cancel the

4a2ǫ2 prefactor. Wick contracting operators outside commutators, and using the power

spectrum definition in Eq. (22) lead to (still neglecting terms proportional to ζ ′p)

P1−loop
ζ, [b,b] + P1−loop

ζ, [a,a]
∼=−

|∆η|2

2

p3

2π2

∫

dk

(2π)3

∫

dτ1
(

|ζp|
2(|ζk|

2)′ − |ζp|
2(|ζk|

2)′ − |ζk|
2(|ζ|p−k||

2)′
)

∼= 0. (43)

Note that terms proportional to the long-wave power spectrum, namely the first two terms,

exactly cancel. The last term just gives a volume suppressed contribution, i.e. scales as

(p/k)3.

3.3 Method 2

We now carry out an equivalent derivations which does not require the introduction of

boundary terms. In a sense, this is a more orthodox way of proceeding. We compute (11)

with the interaction Hamiltonian (13). As before, it is useful to divide the Hamiltonian in

two sub-pieces:

H(3) = H(3)
c +H

(3)
d

H(3)
c = M2

Pl

∫

d3xa2ǫη(ζ ′)2ζ, H
(3)
d =

1

2
M2

Pl

∫

d3xa2ǫηζ2∂2ζ. (44)

From (11) we have two non-trivial contributions:

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[c, c] ≡ −

∫ τ

dτ1

∫ τ1

dτ2〈[H
(3)
c (τ2), [H

(3)
c (τ1), ζ̂p(τ)ζ̂p′(τ)]]〉, (45)

and

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[d, c] ≡ −

∫ τ

dτ1

∫ τ1

dτ2〈[H
(3)
d (τ2), [H

(3)
c (τ1), ζ̂p(τ)ζ̂p′(τ)]]〉. (46)

Terms where the Hamiltonian in the first nested commutator is equal to H
(3)
d give negligi-

ble (volume suppressed) contributions since ζp is frozen during the USR phase and fields

operators commute at equal time, see (20).

9Operators which do not commute at equal time have always to be thought as in their symmetrized

version, i.e. (ζ̂′1)
2ζ̂1 = 1/2((ζ̂′1)

2ζ̂1 + ζ̂1(ζ̂
′

1)
2), we did not write that explicitly at each step just to leave the

notation lighter, but we performed the full computations with the symmetrized operators.
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3.3.1 [c-c] contribution

Let us consider two instances of Hc, as defined in (44), into Eq. (11):

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[c, c] = −M4
Pl|∆η|2

∫ τe

τs

dτ1(a
2ǫ)|τ1

∫ τ1

τs

dτ2(a
2ǫ)|τ2

×

∫

dK〈[(ζ̂ ′k1
ζ̂ ′k2

ζ̂k3)|τ2 , [(ζ̂
′
k4
ζ̂ ′k5

ζ̂k6)|τ1 , ζ̂pζ̂p′ ]]〉. (47)

We start by unfolding the first nested commutator. Using the same compact notation

defined in Eq. (30), that becomes

[ζ̂ ′1ζ̂
′
1ζ̂1, ζ̂pζ̂p′ ] = [ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p′ ](ζ̂ ′1ζ̂pζ̂1 + ζ̂pζ̂

′
1ζ̂1 + ζ̂1ζ̂

′
1ζ̂p + ζ̂1ζ̂pζ̂

′
1)

= [ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p′ ](2ζ̂ ′1ζ̂pζ̂1 + [ζ̂p, ζ̂
′
1]ζ̂1 + 2ζ̂1ζ̂

′
1ζ̂p + ζ̂1[ζ̂p, ζ̂

′
1])

= [ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p′ ](4ζ̂ ′1ζ̂1ζ̂p + 2[ζ̂1, ζ̂
′
1]ζ̂p + 2ζ̂1[ζ̂p, ζ̂

′
1]). (48)

In the second line we have added and subtracted terms equal to the first and third one

in parenthesis on the first line. On the third line we added and subtracted a term equal

to the first in parenthesis on the second line and used the fact that [ζ̂p, ζ̂1] ≃ 0. Terms

proportional to commutators in the parenthesis of the final expression just lead to tadpole

diagrams, namely they force contractions between two legs from the same vertexes once

embedded in the full expression (47). As before we focus on 1PI diagrams and so we

disregard these terms. Inserting Eq. (48) in the full nested commutator in (47), and after

similar manipulations as the one just discussed, we get

[ζ̂ ′2ζ̂
′
2ζ̂2, [ζ̂

′
1ζ̂

′
1ζ̂1, ζ̂pζ̂p′ ]] = 8[ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p′ ]

(

[ζ̂ ′2, ζ̂
′
1]ζ̂

′
2ζ̂2ζ̂1ζ̂p + [ζ̂ ′2, ζ̂1]ζ̂

′
1ζ̂

′
2ζ̂2ζ̂p + [ζ̂ ′2, ζ̂p]ζ̂

′
1ζ̂1ζ̂

′
2ζ̂2

)

.

(49)

Last term in the previous equation just lead to a volume suppressed contribution, see (34).

Let us then consider only the first two terms in (49). After the usual Wick contractions we

have that the one-loop correction to the power spectrum from these terms can be written

as:10

P1−loop
ζ, [c, c] (p)

∼= −8M2
Pl|∆η|2Ptree

ζ (p)

∫ τe

τs

dτ1

∫ τ1

τs

dτ2 a
2(τ2)ǫ(τ2)

∫

dk

(2π)3
Im
(

XkY|p−k|

)

,

(50)

where

Xk = ζ ′k(τ2)ζ
′∗
k (τ1), and Yk = ζ ′k(τ2)ζ

∗
k(τ1). (51)

As before, we replace commutators such as [ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p] with the Wronskian conditions in Eq.

(21). From (50) we single out terms which depend only on τ2 and we carry out integration

by parts using the linear equation of motion for ζ, i.e. (a2ǫζ ′)′ = a2ǫ∂2ζ. As mentioned,

we do not need to use the explicit form of the mode functions. Proceeding in this way, the

integrals over τ2 can be rewritten as
∫ τ1

dτ2a(τ2)
2ǫ(τ2)ζ

′
kζ

′
|p−k| = (a2ǫ ζ ′kζ|p−k|)|τ1 +

∫ τ1

dτ2a
2ǫ k2ζk ζ|p−k| (52)

10Eq. (50) coincides with the leading order result found in [24] (see Appendix A, Eq. (97)), with the

exception that we found a crucial time switch τ1 ↔ τ2.
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We symmetrize the integrand over the two momenta k and |p − k|, then we insert the

previous expression and its complex conjugate in (50). Surface terms cancel and after

regrouping what is left, we finally obtain

P1−loop
ζ, [c, c] (p)

∼= − 4M2
Pl|∆η|2Ptree

ζ (p)

∫ τe

τs

dτ1

∫ τ1

τs

dτ2a
2(τ2)ǫ(τ2)

∫

dk

(2π)3
(k2 + |p− k|2)

× Im
(

ζ∗k(τ1)ζ
′∗
|p−k|(τ1) ζk(τ2)ζ|p−k|(τ2)

)

. (53)

3.3.2 [d-c] contribution

〈ζ̂pζ̂p′〉[d, c] = −M4
Pl

|∆η|2

2

∫ τe

τs

dτ1(a
2ǫ)|τ1

∫ τ1

τs

dτ2(a
2ǫ)|τ2

×

∫

dK · A 〈[(ζ̂k1 ζ̂k2 ζ̂k3)|τ2 , [(ζ̂
′
k4
ζ̂ ′k5

ζ̂k6)|τ1 , ζ̂pζ̂p′ ]]〉. (54)

where

A = −
1

3

3
∑

i=1

k22,i. (55)

The first nested commutator is the same as in the previous section, we thus use Eq. (48)

and neglect tadpoles. Using the same compact notation as defined in (30) and the same

approximation of the previous sections we have

[ζ̂2ζ̂2ζ̂2, [ζ̂
′
1ζ̂

′
1ζ̂1, ζ̂pζ̂p′ ]] = 4[ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p′ ] · [ζ̂2ζ̂2ζ̂2, ζ̂

′
1ζ̂1]ζ̂p

= 4[ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p′ ] · [ζ̂2, ζ̂1](2ζ̂2ζ̂2ζ̂
′
1ζ̂p + ζ̂2ζ̂p[ζ̂

′
1, ζ̂2] + ζ̂ ′1ζ̂2ζ̂2ζ̂p)

+ 4[ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p′ ] · [ζ̂2, ζ̂
′
1](2ζ̂2ζ̂2ζ̂1ζ̂p + ζ̂2ζ̂p[ζ̂1, ζ̂2] + ζ̂1ζ̂2ζ̂2ζ̂p). (56)

As before, once replaced by (21), the commutator [ζ̂ ′1, ζ̂p′ ] annihilates the prefactor with

the τ1 dependence. Inserting (56) in Eq. (54), and going back to the dimensionless power

spectrum, we obtain

P1−loop
ζ, [d, c] (p)

∼= −M2
Pl

|∆η|2

2
Ptree
ζ (p)

∫ τe

τs

dτ1

∫ τ1

τs

(a2ǫ)|τ2dτ2

∫

dk

(2π)3
· A · 3 · 8 Im (ZkWq)

(57)

where

Zk = ζk(τ2)ζ
′∗
k (τ1), and Wk = ζk(τ2)ζ

∗
k(τ1). (58)

After integrating over the various momenta the prefactor in Eq. (55) becomes11

A = −
1

3
(k2 + |p− k|2 + p2) ≃ −

1

3
(k2 + |p− k|2), (59)

it is then easy to rewrite the final expression for this contribution as

P1−loop
ζ, [d, c] (p)

∼= 4M2
Pl|∆η|2Ptree

ζ (p)

∫ τe

τs

dτ1

∫ τ1

τs

dτ2a
2(τ2)ǫ(τ2)

∫

dk

(2π)3
(k2 + |p− k|2)

× Im
(

ζ∗k(τ1)ζ
′∗
|p−k|(τ1) ζk(τ2)ζ|p−k|(τ2)

)

. (60)

11We would have found terms proportional to p2 also in the previous section by including terms propor-

tional to ζ′p (which we always neglect) and doing integration by parts as in Eq. (52).
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By summing Eq. (53) with Eq. (60), one finds the desired results:

P1−loop
ζ, [c, c] (p) + P1−loop

ζ, [d, c] (p)
∼= 0, (61)

where, as before, the symbol ∼= identifies quantities up to volume suppressed terms.

4 Conclusions

We have shown that one-loop corrections on large scales from short modes which are

enhanced due to a period of non-slow-roll evolution are volume suppressed by the ratio of

the two scales involved in the problem. Corrections proportional to the tree-level power

spectrum of the long wavelength modes appear when considering part of the computation,

but exactly cancel when including all relevant diagrams. We prove our main result, i.e. Eq.

(2), by using two equivalent forms of the cubic interaction Hamiltonian for the comoving

curvature perturbation. From both methods we learn something. Our first approach shows

that, in general, boundary terms cannot be neglected in this context. Our second method

confirms the explicit cancellation of non-volume suppressed terms without the need of doing

any explicit time integrals. This indicates that our result is quite general, i.e. it goes far

beyond the specific setup of a sharp transition during an ultra-slow-roll phase, which was

the original motivation behind this computation.

There are several possible extensions that one may envisage for future studies. Let us

just list a few. By not taking the long-scale short-scale approximation, one can generalize

the computations above and derive one-loop effects on all wavelengths as induced by en-

hanced short modes. A physical effect will likely appear around momenta corresponding

to the short scales and a proper renormalization procedure should be implemented there.

Further, we focus our attention on 1PI diagrams and neglect tadpoles. The latter should

also be computed and properly regularized in this context. Another possible extension

of our work would be to check explicitly that the same cancellation manifests itself when

going at the next order in the perturbative Hamiltonian (see [24] for a first attempt on

that). Moreover, as already mentioned, it would be interesting to prove the cancellation of

the would be leading terms by implementing the field redefinition procedure in [35] in this

frameworks. We leave all this for future investigations.

We conclude with a speculative thought. Each time in physics there is an exact can-

cellation, something more deep lies underneath. Here we have only shown the result of a

computation, but understanding the deep reasons behind that remains an open question.

Acknowledgments

The author sincerely thanks Jaume Garriga for a first discussion on this issue and for

numerous subsequent enlightening conversations. The author is also greatful to Cristiano

Germani, Sadra Jazayeri and Alexandre Serantes for different and useful inputs and clarifi-

cations. The research of J.F. is supported by the State Agency for Research of the Spanish

Ministry of Science and Innovation through the “Unit of Excellence Maŕıa de Maeztu
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