Primordial Black Holes Arise When The Inflaton Falls
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Primordial Black Holes (PBHs) have entered the forefront of theoretical cosmology, due their potential role in phenomena ranging from gravitational waves, to dark matter, to galaxy formation. While
producing PBHs from inflationary fluctuations naively would seem to require a large deceleration of
the inflaton from its velocity at the horizon exit of CMB scales, in this work we demonstrate that
an acceleration from a relatively small downward step in the potential that is transited in much less
than an e-fold amplifies fluctuations as well. Depending on the location of the step, such PBHs could
explain dark matter or the black holes detected by the gravitational wave interferometers. The perturbation enhancement has a natural interpretation as particle production due to the non-adiabatic
transition associated with the step.

Introduction.— Primordial black holes (PBHs) are one
of the most intriguing topics in modern cosmology, owing to their potential to explain dark matter (DM) and
the BHs detected by the LIGO-Virgo collaboration [1–
4]. Also, PBHs might be related to other observational results, such as the existence of supermassive
black holes [5–11], the OGLE results [12, 13], the recent
NANOGrav results [14–22], and the anomalous excess of
511 keV photons [23] (see also Refs. [24–26] for recent
reviews). PBHs can be produced when very large density perturbations enter the horizon in the early universe.
In particular, the PBH scenarios for DM or LIGO-Virgo
events can be associated with the large power spectrum
of primordial curvature perturbations, PR ∼ 10−2 [24],
on small scales.
Throughout this letter, we focus on single-field inflation models that can realize the large power spectrum on small scales for the PBH scenarios. Under the
slow-roll approximation, the power spectrum is given by
2
∗ ), where the subscript “∗” denotes
PR = H∗2 /(8π 2 MPl
evaluation at the horizon exit of the perturbation
R and
2
 ≡ −d ln H/dN = (dφ/dN )2 /(2MPl
), where N ≡ Hdt
is the number of e-folds of inflationary expansion. From
this relation, at first glance, the large power spectrum
on small scales needed for the PBH scenarios seems to
require a substantial decrease in , and hence the kinetic
energy of the inflaton, from the horizon exit of CMB
scales. This decrease is realized by a large negative value
of η ≡ d ln /dN which violates the slow-roll assumption [27]. This can be achieved with a very flat potential
in a period of so called “ultra slow roll (USR)” when
Hubble friction dominates over the potential slope [28–
39]. On the other hand since the slow-roll approximation
must be violated [27], this invalidates the naive expectation of a decreased  and leaves the possibility of alternative mechanisms.
In this letter, we show that a decrease in the kinetic
energy of the inflaton relative to that at CMB scales is
not necessary for the large enhancement of perturbations

1.000

1.0
0.8
0.6

0.999

0.4

0.998

end

0.2

1

0
0

0.05

0.15

0.20

0.25

2

0.997
0.996
0

0.10

CMB

0.005

0.010

0.015

0.020

FIG. 1. The inflaton potential of Eq. (14) that realizes the
large enhancement of perturbations, with the steplike transition at φ1 ≤ φ ≤ φ2 highlighted and an inset for the full
range. The parameters are ns = 0.97, 1 = 7.43 × 10−10 ,
2 = 0.01, 3 = 10−9 , and ∆Nstep = 0.5. φend denotes the
end of inflation (red vertical dotted line) and corresponds to
50 e-folds from φCMB .

required for the PBH scenarios. Equivalently, the inflation potential need not have a region that is flatter than
it is at CMB scales. If the inflaton instead gains kinetic
energy by rolling down a sufficiently sharp feature that
it crosses in less than an e-fold, non-adiabatic particle
production occurs. Furthermore if there is thereafter a
period of slow-roll inflation where  returns to near its
previous value, this particle production produces an oscillatory enhancement of the power spectrum whose size
reflects the ratio of kinetic energies before and after the
transition [40]. Fig. 1 shows one example of such an inflaton potential that realizes PR ∼ 10−2 on small scales
consistently with the CMB measurements. The specific
form of the potential is given later in Eq. (14).
Mechanism.— In canonical single-field inflation, the
Fourier mode of the comoving curvature perturbation Rk
obeys the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation [41, 42]:
R00k + (2 + η) aHR0k + k 2 Rk = 0,

(1)

2
where k is the comoving wavenumber, a is the scale factor, and the prime denotes the derivative with respect to
the conformal time, dτ ≡ dt/a with τ = 0 at the end of
inflation. The Bunch-Davies vacuum provides the initial
condition Rk (τini ) = √4k3Hini M (−kτini )e−ikτini , where
ini
Pl
k|τini |  1 and the subscript “ini” indicates the value at
the initial time.
The dynamics of Rk are completely determined by the
expansion history, as encoded in Eq. (1) by η, a, and H.
In this work we develop a mechanism for perturbation
enhancement that can be concisely specified by a simple
background evolution: at the end of an initial stage of
inflation the slow-roll parameter  reaches 1 , as inherited
from CMB scales. At this time,  rapidly increases to a
value of 2 in much less than an e-fold so that η  1.
Following this, the universe enters a USR phase, wherein
η = −6 [31, 38], and  decreases from 2 back to a value
3 ∼ 1 .
This background evolution can be explicitly realized
by an inflaton potential that exhibits a downward step,
as shown in Fig. 1. Inflation with this potential generates
a spike in the primordial power spectrum, and a pattern
of oscillations on small scales. In what follows we will
demonstrate this both analytically for a toy model, and
numerically for an explicit choice of the inflaton potential.
Toy Model with an Analytic Solution.— To understand
the mechanism analytically, we can approximate the evolution of Rk by a piecewise sequence of periods where
η ≈ const. while   1. Under these conditions the general solution for Eq. (1) is
(2)
Rk ≈ C1 G(1)
ν (−kτ ) + C2 Gν (−kτ ),

(2)

where ν = 3/2 + η/2, C1 and C2 are constant in time,
(2)
(1)
and Gν and Gν are defined with the Hankel functions
(2)
(1)
of the first (Hν ) and the second kind (Hν ) as
ν (j)
G(j)
ν (−kτ ) ≡ (−kτ ) Hν (−kτ ),

(3)

with j ∈ (1, 2).
We consider the case where  changes from 1 ( 1) to
2 (> 1 ) with constant positive η and, after that,  decreases with η = −6, which corresponds to a USR phase.
Specifically, we parameterize η as
η = ηc Θ(τ − τ1 )Θ(τ2 − τ ) − 6Θ(τ − τ2 ).

(4)

Once 1 /2 is fixed, we have τ2 /τ1 = (1 /2 )1/ηc and
τ /τ2 = ((τ )/2 )1/6 for τ > τ2 with (τ ) being the value
at τ . Then, the solution of the curvature perturbation is
given by

(1)
(τ < τ1 )

D1 G3/2 (−kτ )
(1)
(2)
Rk = E1 Gνc (−kτ ) + E2 Gνc (−kτ )
(τ1 ≤ τ ≤ τ2 ) ,


(1)
(2)
F1 G−3/2 (−kτ ) + F2 G−3/2 (−kτ ) (τ2 ≤ τ )

where νc = 3/2 + ηc /2. The coefficient D1 is determined
p by the
√ Bunch-Davies vacuum condition as D1 =
− π/2H/( 4k 3 1 MPl ), while the other coefficients are
determined by matching conditions, namely the continuity of R and R0 at τ1 and τ2 . These matching conditions
are the linearized Israel junction conditions [43, 44] for
the metric across the constant-τ hypersurfaces τ = τ1 ,
τ2 .
The dimensionless power spectrum is given by
PR (k) ≡

k3
|Rk (τ3 )|2 ,
2π 2

(5)

where Rk is evaluated at an epoch τ3 after which the
curvature has frozen out. In our toy model we take this
to be at the end of the USR phase so that 3 = (τ3 ). We
shall see that for a step potential there is a second slow
roll phase once (τ ) ≈ 1 .
This toy model admits an analytic solution in the limit
that  undergoes an instantaneous transition from 1 to
2 . This corresponds to the limit |τ1 − τ2 | → 0, ηc → ∞,
with ηc |τ1 − τ2 | held fixed. In this limit, Eq. (1) becomes
R00k +

0 0
R ≈ 0,
 k

(6)

for τ1 < τ < τ2 , up to corrections that scale as
k 2 /(ηc aH)2 . From its solution (τ )R0k (τ ) = constant,
one may deduce the relation between  and R on either side of the transition, as R0k (τ2 ) = (1 /2 )R0k (τ1 ).
Thus, R0k undergoes a jump down at the transition, by
a relative factor of (1 /2 ), while R itself is continuous,
Rk (τ1 ) = Rk (τ2 ), for any finite .
In the limit 1 /2 → 0, the R0 after the transition
vanishes, R0 → 0. For τ > τ2 , the modes then behave like
they began at τ2 in an excited state with an amplitude
−1/2
Rk ∝ 1
which is much higher than the adiabatic
−1/2
prediction where Rk ∝ 2 . Moreover, matching the
perturbations across the transition converts the incoming
(1)
(τ < τ1 ) positive frequency mode G3/2 into outgoing (τ >
(1)

τ2 ) positive and negative frequency modes, G−3/2 and
(2)

G−3/2 . One may interpret this as particle production
due to the adiabaticity violation at the transition [40].
Indeed, in the limit ηc → ∞, one may explicitly solve
for the coefficients of the positive and negative frequency
modes of the outgoing state, F1 and F2 , to find,
32 + (22 + 1 )(−kτ1 )2 + i(2 + 1 )(−kτ1 )3
,
22
= − D1 e−2ikτ1 (1 − i(−kτ1 ))

F1,lim =D1
F2,lim

×

(32 − 3i2 (−kτ1 ) + (1 − 2 )(−kτ1 )2 )
, (7)
22

where note again τ2 = τ1 in this limit.
In the large-scale limit k  1/|τ1 |, the power spectrum becomes the conventional expression for slow-roll

3
inflation in a potential with
p slow-roll parameter 1 , up to
corrections of order O( 2 /3 (−kτ1 )2 ). We find,

r
2 2
H2
PR (k) ' 2 2
1−
(−kτ1 )2
8π MPl 1
15 3

1 2
+
(−kτ1 )4 ,
(8)
225 3
up to O((−kτ1 )4 ), and where we have also assumed
3 /2  1. On the other hand, for modes which were inside the horizon at the transition (k & 1/|τ1 |), the power
spectrum becomes (see also Ref. [40])
PR (k) ' A

1 − cos(−2kτ1 )
,
2

A=

H2
2
,
2
2
8π MPl 1 3

(9)

where we have assumed 1 /2  1 and we have used the
relation (τ1 /τ3 )6 ≈ 2 /3 . Therefore there is an O(2 /3 )
enhancement of the power spectrum, and oscillations of
frequency ∼ 1/(2|τ1 |) in k.
Beyond this instantaneous transition limit, there are
corrections of order (kτ1 /ηc )2 to the equation of motion. Modes that oscillate much faster than the transition
timescale evolve adiabatically and do not experience enhancement. In the intermediary regime where the modes
oscillate a few times during the transition, the enhancement is damped [45]. Indeed, one can show that [46]
A → |D(k, τ1 , ηc )|2 A,

(10)

where
r


D(k, τ1 , ηc ) '

2
1



−

(−kτ1 )2
2
ηc

+ 2η3c + 14 − 21

.

(11)

For ηc  1, as |kτ1 |  ηc , |D|2 → 1, whereas, in
the limit |kτ1 |  ηc , |D|2 → 1 /2 and removes the enhancement in Eq. (9). Beyond the piecewise toy model
constructed here where ηc is constant, it is useful to relate the damping with an average η̄ that corresponds to
the number of e-folds ∆Nstep for the inflaton to complete
the transition
ηc → η̄ ≡ ln(2 /1 )/∆Nstep ,

(12)

which can be used to reparameterize Eq. (11) with
∆Nstep . We shall next see that these analytic estimates
provide an excellent fit to the power spectrum in a concrete model.
A concrete model.— We start with a base potential
that can satisfy CMB constraints as well as end inflation
at some φend . For definiteness we take


2
βφ2 /MPl
Vb (φ) ' V0 1 −
,
(13)
1 + φ/φCMB
for φ  φend . Here φCMB is the inflaton value at
the horizon exit of the CMB normalization scale (k =

0.05 Mpc−1 ) during the inflation. Though this specific
φCMB dependent form is not required, this asymptotically
linear potential after φCMB simplifies the relationship to
 and the comparison to the analytic results. Near φend ,
Vb changes form to some Vend in order to end inflation.
Our specific choice is displayed in Fig. 1, but the detailed
form is not important for our analysis, as it does not play
a role in the enhancement of perturbations.
The enhancement of perturbations over the base model
comes from a continuous but step-like transition
V (φ) = Vb (φ)F (φ; φ1 , φ2 , h) .

(14)

In order to mimic the toy model where η is nearly constant during the transition, we take



1


1
F (φ; φ1 , φ2 , h) ≡ 1 − hS φφ−φ
2 −φ1


1 − h

(φ < φ1 )
(φ1 ≤ φ ≤ φ2 ) ,
(φ > φ2 )

(15)
where S(x) ≡ x2 (3 − 2x) and it changes from 0 to 1 with
the change of x from 0 to 1. The parameter h corresponds to the height of the potential step normalized by
Vb , whereas φ1 and φ2 its beginning and end. Note that
with Eq. (15), V 00 is formally discontinuous at φ1 and φ2
though we have verified that a smooth V 00 gives indistinguishable results as long as its net change occurs in much
less than an e-fold. We will discuss this issue again later.
The base potential Vb determines the tilt of power spectrum at the CMB scale and the slow-roll parameter 
before and long after the transition. The tilt of power
spectrum at the CMB scale (ns ) is mainly determined
by the second derivative of the potential as
2
ns − 1 ' 2MPl

V 00 (φCMB )
β
'− .
V (φCMB )
2

(16)

We take the value of β to be consistent with the CMB
measurement. The value of  during the slow-roll phases
(before and well after the transition) can be expressed as
M2
 ' Pl
2



V0
V

2


2
β 2 φ2CMB (φ/φCMB )(2 + φ/φCMB )
'
.
2
2MPl
(1 + φ/φCMB )2
(17)
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We take V0 /MPl
= 24π 2 (φCMB ) × 2.1 × 10−9 to be consistent with the CMB measurements [47].
The potential can now be reparameterized using .
First, at the start of the transition 1 ≡ (φ1 ); next well
2
after the transition 3 = β 2 φ2CMB /(2MPl
); finally right after the transition in the limit of h  1 and ∆Nstep  1,
energy conservation requires that

h=

2 − 1
.
3

(18)
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FIG. 2.
Curvature power spectrum for the potential of
Eq. (14) with different ∆Nstep with the same parameters as
Fig. 1 otherwise. For comparison, we also plot approximate
formulas: Eq. (8) on large scales (black dashed) and Eq. (10)
on small scales (black dotted, with ∆Nstep = 0.1) respectively.

We can also relate the step width φ2 − φ1 to ∆Nstep
through Eq. (12) with [46]
2
24hMPl
η̄ = −6 +
(φ2 − φ1 )2

s
−1 +

2
24hMPl
1+
3(φ2 − φ1 )2

!−1
.

(19)
The potential model is now parameterized by the observed ns , 1 , 2 , 3 , and ∆Nstep . Notice also that 1 ∼ 3 ,
as long as φ1 > φCMB , which fulfills the requirements of
the mechanism along with ∆Nstep  1 and 2 /1  1.
Figure 1 shows the potential that realizes the perturbation enhancement consistently with the CMB measurements. Notice that although ∆Nstep = 0.5 and
2 /1 ' 1.35 × 107 the transition in field space is neither sharp nor large: φ2 /φ1 ' 12.1, h ' 3.33 × 10−3 .
This is because the kinetic energy suddenly increases
from a very small initial value. Figure 2 shows the
power spectra in the potential with different ∆Nstep .
The peak height of the power spectrum is mainly controlled by 2 /3 (or h) and the peak scale is determined
by 1 (or φ1 ) which then determines the PBH mass scale.
As a fiducial example, we take parameters that realize
PR (k ∼ O(105 ) Mpc−1 ) ' O(10−2 ), which corresponds
to the LIGO-Virgo PBH scenario [24, 48]. 1 We can see
that the approximate formulas, given in Eqs. (8) and
(10), fit the numerical result very well. Figure 3 shows
the evolution of  and η, which indicates that Eq. (19)
is a good approximation to the steplike enhancement of
η whereas immediately after the step η ' −6 for all the
cases.

1

log10 (✏2 /✏3 )

This estimate does not take into account the effect of the nonGaussianity [49–56], which could change the specific amplitude
required for a given PBH abundance.
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FIG. 3. The evolution of  and η with different ∆Nstep in
e-folds from N1 = N (τ1 ). Except for ∆Nstep , we take the
same parameters as in Fig. 1.

Although our model provides a concrete realization of
the enhancement, the mechanism itself is generic. The
power spectrum enhancement applies to any base potential Vb (φ) where 1 is sufficiently small so that 2  1.
Our specific example shows that CMB constraints can
also be accommodated. As a consequence, for PBHs to
form abundantly 1 must be so small as to make tensor fluctuations at CMB scales practically unobservable,
which is a falsifiable prediction that distinguishes this
mechanism from most PBH alternatives. Furthermore,
since the enhancement over CMB scales is by 2 /3 , the
mechanism can even accommodate a hierarchy between
1 and 3 as long as 2  1.
The form of Eq. (15) actually encodes two types of
transitions: one for  occurring over ∆Nstep  1 and
the other for V 00 (or relatedly η) at φ1,2 which we have
for simplicity taken to occur over ∆N1,2 → 0. While
this limit does not present a problem for solving Eq. (1),
it does present a strong-coupling problem due to nonlinearity in the full field equation. Perturbation modes
become strongly coupled when V 00 (φ = φ̄ + δφ) can no
longer be approximated by the background field V 00 (φ̄).
As shown in Ref. [57] this will occur for modes of interest for transitions of width ∆N . 10−2 − 10−3 . We
have explicitly checked that smoothing these transitions
to ∆N1 ∼ 10−1 and ∆N2 ∼ 10−2 yields nearly indistinguishable enhancements (see Ref. [46]). Similarly, though
the transitions in  and η may be combined in other models (see Ref. [40]) into a single steplike transition of width
δφ and still enhance the linearized modes, this enhancement would cause them to be strongly coupled near the
end of the transition where the increase in  corresponds
to a decrease in ∆N . While this does not necessarily
prevent the enhancement from occurring, a full calculation requires simulations. By separating the transitions, our concrete model avoids this difficulty with the
sharper transition that occurs before the enhancement:

5
√
∆N1 ≈ δφ/ 21 whereas the field widths associated with
the other transitions are actually much larger due to the
larger .
Conclusion.— In this letter, we have shown that a large
enhancement of perturbations results when the inflaton
crosses a downward step in its potential in less than an
e-fold, which counter-intuitively allows a sizable amount
of PBHs to form in a model wherein the inflaton always
possesses a velocity higher than its value at the horizon
exit of CMB scales. The enhancement can be interpreted
as particle production due to the non-adiabatic transition whose curvature fluctuations are then adiabatically
enhanced to large values as the inflaton loses the extra
kinetic energy from the step due to Hubble friction.
Finally, we mention that, depending on the height and
the location of the downward step, our enhancement
mechanism can generate seeds not only for PBHs with
a variety of masses, but also for ultra-compact minihalos [58–61]. Additionally, the enhancement can be probed
(constrained or discovered) by a range of complementary
observables, such as the gravitational waves induced by
the scalar perturbations [62–70], and CMB spectral distortions [71–73]. Future observations of PBHs and these
varied observable probes will enable us to probe this characteristic feature in the inflaton potential.
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