arXiv:2305.15326v2 [gr-qc] 2 Aug 2023

Comoving curvature perturbation in Jordan and Einstein frames

José Jaime Terente Díaz^1 and Mindaugas Karčiauskas^1

1Departamento de Física Teórica, Universidad Complutense de Madrid, E-28040, Madrid, Spain.

Abstract In the context of F (ϕ)R models of gravity, the conformal invariance of the curvature perturbation on uniform-field slices has been already demonstrated in several publications. In this work we study the curvature perturbation R defined on hypersurfaces that comove with the effective fluid whose energy-momentum tensor is covariantly conserved. We derive the expressions of R at first order in perturbations in the Jordan and Einstein frames and relate the two. Generically R is not conformally invariant, but it is on sufficiently large scales during slow-roll inflation. Using our results we also rederive the expressions for inflation observables in the Jordan frame.

Keywords: Modified gravity, inflation, conformal frames, comoving slicing

1 Introduction

Over the last decades, mostly since the discovery of the accelerating expansion of the Universe [1, 2], many theories of modified gravity have become an essential framework to explore the early and late history of the Universe, the primary example of the former being the paradigm of inflation [3–6]. Scalar-tensor theories, in particular, are among the most frequently used gravity models that have been applied to study inflation [7– 13]. These theories lead into the notion of conformal frames [14] and raise the question of how to interpret them physically [15–20].

In addition to those models of modified gravity, the inflation paradigm has strengthened the development of the theory of cosmological perturbations [21–23]. Not in vain, one of its most striking predictions is the evolution of classical perturbations from quantum vacuum fluctuations into the large scale structures in the Universe

[24]. An important quantity in the inflationary cosmology is the curvature perturbation, often formulated on comoving or uniform-density time slicings. The perturbation defined on those slicings has been shown to become constant once the corresponding modes leave the horizon if the non-adiabatic pressure vanishes [25]. This was proven to hold non-perturbatively in Ref. [26], even when modifications of Einstein’s gravity are included.^1 These modifications may generally be moved to the RHS of the metric field equations and interpreted as contributions to an effective energy-momentum tensor T̃_{μν} [27, 28]. The metric field equations take on the form of the Einstein ones in General Relativity (GR), and the effective energy-momentum tensor is covariantly conserved by virtue of Bianchi’s identity [29].

In the context of scalar-tensor theories, cosmological perturbations have been extensively examined in the Jordan frame [30–34], which is the frame where the gravitational sector of the action includes a non-minimal coupling to gravity and the matter sector couples to gravity only minimally. This analysis has been also performed in the post-inflationary universe, in the presence of matter fields [35]. In those and other works [31, 32, 36–38] it is usually claimed that the curvature perturbation is conformally equivalent on comoving slicings [35–37]. This has been shown to be exactly true (on all length scales and at any expansion rate as we emphasise later, in Eq. (68)) on uniform-field slicings for single scalar field models. Those are the slicings that comove with the scalar field fluid (see e.g. Eq. (A.20) in Ref. [36], and Eq. (2.10) in Ref. [37], or discussion in the paragraph below Eq. (2.3) in the same reference).

One can also define the curvature perturbation on slices that comove with the effective fluid. We call this perturbation R. It is to this perturbation that the results of Ref. [26] apply directly. With this definition of the comoving slicing it does not generally coincide with the uniform-field slicing. This was clearly demonstrated in Ref. [37] in the case of f(R) gravity. The same conclusion holds for F (ϕ)R gravity, as we show it explicitly in this work. Indeed, the presence of gravity modifications in the effective energy-momentum tensor prevents the off-diagonal components T̃^0_i (the momentum density) from vanishing when the perturbations of the non-minimally coupled scalar field ϕ (or F ≡ f_{,R} in f(R) gravity) are set to zero. Since all the perturbations defined on the uniform-field slicing are conformally invariant [37], R will not be equivalent in different conformally related frames.

Given the relevance of the comoving curvature perturbation R in relating observations of the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) and the Large Scale Structure (LSS) with the properties of inflation [39, 40], we address the issue of its conformal invariance in F (ϕ)R theories of gravity at first order in perturbation theory, and derive the exact conformal relation between R in Jordan and Einstein frames (the latter being the frame in which the gravitational sector of the action corresponds to the Einstein-Hilbert action of GR). When applying the results of this analysis to slow-roll inflation, we use some of the results from our previous work [41], where we derived the slow-roll approximation [42] in the Jordan frame.

In the present work, we use geometrical units where c = ℏ = M_{Pl} = 1, M_{Pl} = (8πG)^{−1/2}, and G is the Newton’s gravitational constant. We also adopt the ‘mostly positive’ signature of the metric.

1Assuming the separate universes approach holds.

2 Conformal frames and linear perturbations

Conformal frames are naturally applied in scalar-tensor theories of gravity. In this section, we review the action of a field ϕ non-minimally coupled to gravity and introduce the conformal transformation of the metric that allows to write the action in the more familiar Einstein frame form. We begin by discussing homogeneous manifolds and move to linear perturbations about a spatially flat Friedman-Lemaître-Robertson- Walker (FLRW) metric. To properly introduce the comoving curvature perturbation at first order in perturbation theory in the next sections, we re-examine how the scalar perturbations of the energy-momentum tensor (the scalar momentum in particular) and of the metric transform under gauge transformations. Finally, we summarise the formulae developed in Ref. [41] for the F (ϕ)R theory of gravity needed to analyse the conformal relation between the linear comoving curvature perturbation in Jordan and Einstein frames during slow-roll, as well as the corresponding approximations.

2.1 The conformal transformation

To begin with, we consider a four dimensional spacetime manifold that is being foliated by a family of space-like hypersurfaces. Such a foliation or slicing is performed by adopting a coordinate time t on the manifold [43]. While t is kept fixed, the proper time τ depends on the metric: dτ ≡ N dt , (1) where N is the lapse function, which relates the coordinate time to the physical time τ measured by some fiducial observer [43].

We now assume FLRW spacetime manifolds, meaning that the slices are homogeneous and isotropic. The threading is chosen so that the shift vector vanishes, which simplifies the expressions. The resulting spatially flat FLRW metric is:

ds^2 = −N^2dt^2 + a^2(t)δ_{ij} dx^idx^j , (2)

where a(t) refers to the scale factor that parametrises the relative variation of the proper volume element δV ∝ a^3 of the space-like hypersurfaces over time. The volume expansion rate is given by the Hubble parameter [41]: H ≡ 1 3δV dδV dτ , (3)

which is equal to −1/3 of the trace of the extrinsic curvature tensor associated with the constant time hypersurface. In terms of the coordinate time: H(t) = ȧ(t) N a(t) , (4)

where overdots denote derivatives with respect to the coordinate time.

We can use the same notation for the time derivative, i.e. the overdot, irrespective of the frame (metric) as we keep the coordinates of the homogeneous manifold fixed.

However, the metric coordinate components (the lapse function and the scale factor) are altered by a transformation of the metric, and the proper time and proper volume shall differ in different frames. A particular transformation of the metric, which results in a rescaling of the lapse function and the scale factor, is the conformal one [14]:

ĝ_{μν} (x) = Ω^2(x)g_{μν} (x) , (5)

where Ω^2(x) is the conformal factor. When applied to the homogeneous and isotropic metric (2), the conformal transformation yields:

N̂ = ΩN , (6)

â = Ωa , (7)

where Ω = Ω(t). Although the slicing of the spacetime or, equivalently, the choice of the time coordinate, is arbitrary, for convenience we fix the slicing of the unperturbed universe such that N = 1 in the Jordan frame (without the loss of generality), following Ref. [41]. The expressions are then simplified in that frame, which we shall introduce later. This implies that N̂ = Ω.

When it comes to perturbations, we turn our attention to the scalar ones about the spatially flat FLRW background metric in particular. The metric is perturbed such that the full one is:

g_{μν} (x) = ḡ_{μν} (t) + δg_{μν} (x) , (8) δg_{μν} denoting the linear perturbation of the metric and ḡ_{μν} the background metric. From now on, we do not use bars to denote the background components as we will not write the full metric explicitly and there is no risk of mixing them up.

Given ds^2 = (g_{μν} + δg_{μν} )dx^μdx^ν , we can write the line element containing only the scalar part of the metric perturbation as [24]:

ds^2 = −N^2(1 + 2A)dt^2 − 2∂_iBdx^idt + a^2 [(1 − 2ψ)δ_{ij} + 2∂_i∂_j E] dx^idx^j , (9)

where A(x) is the linear perturbation of the lapse function, ∂_iB(x) the shift vector perturbation, ψ(x) the intrinsic curvature perturbation and ∂_i∂_j E(x) the anisotropy in the spatial metric. Under the conformal transformation (5), we obtain the linear perturbation components of the metric in the ‘hatted’ frame:

δĝ_{μν} = Ω^2 ( δg_{μν} + 2 δΩ Ω g_{μν} ) , (10)

where Ω^2 denotes the background conformal factor. The same expression in Eq. (8) applies to the frame with carets. Thus, using Eq. (10), the line element in that frame is: dŝ^2 = − ( 1 + 2A + 2 δΩ Ω ) Ω^2N^2dt^2 − 2Ω^2∂_iBdx^idt + Ω^2a^2 [( 1 − 2ψ + 2 δΩ Ω ) δ_{ij} + +2∂_i∂_j E] dx^idx^j , (11) and we identify the following perturbation variables in the new frame: Â ≡ A + δΩ Ω , (12) B̂ ≡ Ω^2B , (13) ψ̂ ≡ ψ − δΩ Ω , (14) Ê ≡ E . (15)

2.2 Gauge transformations

In addition to the conformal transformations we introduced in the previous section, we consider linear gauge transformations [39]:

x^μ → x^μ + ξ^μ(x) , (16)

where the gauge transformation vector is parametrised as:

ξ^μ(x) = (α(x), ∂^iβ(x)) , (17)

for scalar fluctuations. Under these gauge transformation, the perturbations of the metric (9) transform as: A → A − α̇ − Ṅ N α , (18) B → B − N^2α + a^2β̇ , (19) ψ → ψ + HN α , (20) E → E − β . (21) These represent gauge transformation rules, see e.g. Refs. [24, 29, 34], that we generalised to include a generic lapse function N .

Besides the metric, another important tensor is the energy-momentum one. The scalar components of the linear perturbation of T^μ_ν are [24]:

δT^0_0 = −δρ , (22) δT^0_i = ∂_iΨ , (23) δT^i_j = δP δ^i_j + Π^i_j , (24)

where Π^i_j is the traceless part of δT^i_j known as anisotropic pressure [39]. ρ and P are the homogeneous energy density and isotropic pressure respectively, and δρ and δP are their corresponding linear perturbations. Ψ is the linear scalar momentum perturbation. It can be shown that these perturbations transform as [39]: δρ → δρ − ρ̇α , (25)

Ψ → Ψ + (ρ + P )α , (26) δP → δP − Ṗ α , (27) Π^i_j → Π^i_j , (28)

when subject to the gauge transformations.

2.3 Scalar-tensor theory

Having reviewed both the conformal and gauge transformations, we now proceed to introduce the specific model of modified gravity; that is, F (ϕ)R gravity.

For a canonical scalar field ϕ that couples non-minimally to gravity, the action in the Jordan frame is: S = ∫ d^4x √ −g [ 1 2 F (ϕ)R − 1 2 g^{μν} ∂_μϕ∂_ν ϕ − V (ϕ) ] , (29)

where V (ϕ) is the potential of the field and F (ϕ) the coupling function. In this frame, the gravitational sector of the action includes a scalar degree of freedom ϕ. This action can be brought into the Einstein frame form by performing a conformal rescaling of the metric (see Eq. (5)) and choosing the conformal factor such that [44] (remember that M^2_{Pl} = 1 so that F is dimensionless):

Ω^2 = F (ϕ) . (30)

The Ricci scalar transforms as [14]: R = F [ R̂ + 3 F ( ^□F − 3 2F ĝ^{μν} ∂_μF ∂_ν F )] , (31)

where ^□ ≡ ĝ^{μν} ^∇_μ ^∇_ν is the d’Alembert operator and ^∇_μ the covariant derivative with Levi-Civita connection associated with the rescaled metric ĝ_{μν} . Then, the action in the Einstein frame reads: S = ∫ d^4x √ −ĝ [ 1 2 R̂ − 1 2 ĝ^{μν} ∂_μφ∂_ν φ − U(φ) ] , (32)

where the potential U is given by: U(ϕ) = V (ϕ) F^2(ϕ)

, (33)

and φ is the canonical scalar field of the Einstein frame related to ϕ by [36]: ( dφ dϕ )_2 = K ≡ 1 F ( 1 + 3F^2_{,ϕ} 2F ) . (34)

We see that the gravitational sector of the action in this frame resembles that of the Einstein-Hilbert one of GR, and the scalar field is minimally coupled to gravity.

The Jordan frame action yields the following metric field equations:

G^μ_ν = T̃^μ_ν , (35)

where G^μ_ν ≡ R^μ_ν −^1_2 δ^μ_ν R is the divergence-free Einstein tensor and R^μ_ν the Ricci tensor. The covariantly conserved (by virtue of Bianchi’s identity: ∇_μG^μ_ν = 0 [29]) effective energy-momentum tensor T̃^μ_ν reads:

T̃^μ_ν = 1 F [ ∂^μϕ∂_ν ϕ + ∇^μ∂_ν F − δ^μ_ν ( 1 2 g^{αβ}∂_αϕ∂_β ϕ + V + □F )] , (36)

where □ ≡ g^{μν} ∇_μ∇_ν . From the Einstein frame action, we obtain instead:

Ĝ^μ_ν = T̂^μ_ν , (37)

where T̂^μ_ν is given by: T̂^μ_ν = ∂^μφ∂_ν φ − δ^μ_ν ( 1 2 ĝ^{αβ} ∂_αφ∂_β φ + U ) , (38)

indices being raised with ĝ_{μν} . Ĝ^μ_ν ≡ R̂^μ_ν −^1_2 δ^μ_ν R̂ is the Einstein tensor in the frame with carets, and it is divergence-free with respect to ^∇_μ; i.e. ^∇_μĜ^μ_ν = 0. This means that T̂^μ_ν is covariantly conserved in that frame.

Before we define the linear comoving curvature perturbation R and obtain the conformal relation between R and R̂ in Jordan and Einstein frames respectively, we outline the expressions and approximations of Ref. [41] at background level. We will review those required for an eventual examination of such a relation during slow-roll inflation.

2.4 Slow-roll inflation in the Jordan frame

We now introduce the Hubble-flow (HF) parameters and define them as the relative change of the Hubble parameter (see Eq. (4)) as measured by the comoving observer:

ϵ_{i+1} ≡ 1 Hϵ_i dϵ_i dτ , (39)

where i = 1, 2, ... and: ϵ_1 ≡ − 1 H^2 dH dτ . (40) As we pointed out below Eq. (7), we choose such a spacetime slicing that coordinate time equals the proper one in the Jordan frame, i.e. N = 1. Consequently, given the

Hubble parameter defined in Eq. (4), this will read: H = ȧ a , (41)

in the Jordan frame, while the HF parameters in that frame become:

ϵ_{i+1} ≡ ϵ̇_i Hϵ_i , (42)

where i = 1, 2, ... and ϵ_1 ≡ −Ḣ/H^2.

Besides H, we have a further time-dependent background scale in F (ϕ)R gravity, which is √ F (in GR, √ F = M_{Pl}, or √ F = 1 using the geometrical units adopted in this work). We then present a second hierarchy of parameters:

θ_{i+1} ≡ θ̇_i Hθ_i , (43)

where i = 1, 2, ... and θ_1 ≡ Ḟ /(2HF ). Moreover, the equations derived in this frame are more compact if one introduces the following parameters:

γ_{i+1} ≡ γ̇_i Hγ_i , (44)

where i = 1, 2, ... and γ^2_1 ≡ Kϕ̇^2/(2H^2), and the approximations clearer if these are used in place of the HF parameters of Eq. (42). A useful relation for future purposes derived in Ref. [41] is the one between ϵ_1 and γ^2_1 :

γ^2_1 = (ϵ_1 + θ_1)(1 + θ_1) − θ_1θ_2 . (45)

Eq. (39) applies to the HF parameters of the Einstein frame as well, but with carets: ϵ̂_{i+1} ≡ 1 Ĥϵ̂_i dϵ̂_i dτ̂ , (46)

where i = 1, 2, .... The Hubble parameter in the Einstein frame, Ĥ, can be related to H of Eq. (41) by (see Eq. (4) and remember that, given the choice of the spacetime slicing, N̂ = √ F in the Einstein frame):

Ĥ = ^̇a √ F â = H √ F (1 + θ_1) . (47)

We can write the HF parameters of the Einstein frame that are relevant at first order in the slow-roll approximation (i.e. ϵ̂_1 and ϵ̂_2 [42]) as:

ϵ̂_1 = γ^2_1 (1 + θ_1)^2

, (48) ϵ̂_2 = 2 1 + θ_1 ( γ_2 − θ_1θ_2 1 + θ_1 ) , (49)

such that they are expressed in terms of the γ and θ parameters of the Jordan frame. Slow-roll inflation in the Einstein frame demands ϵ̂_1 ≪ 1 and |ϵ̂_2| ≪ 1 [42], and following on from this, it can be shown that |θ_1| ≪ 1, |ϵ_1| ≪ 1 and γ^2_1 ≪ 1 [41]. Then, the slow-roll equations in the Jordan frame read:

3H^2 ≃ V F , (50) 3Hϕ̇ ≃ 2V F_{,ϕ} − F V_{,ϕ} F^2K

. (51)

These and previous formulae will be important when deriving the conformal relation of the comoving curvature perturbation, that we introduce in the next section, and to study this relation on different horizon scales and during slow-roll inflation.

3 The comoving curvature perturbation

In view of Eqs. (26) and (20), we may define the following gauge-invariant quantity: R ≡ ψ − HN ρ + P Ψ = ψ − ȧ a Ψ ρ + P , (52)

which is the linear curvature perturbation on comoving slicings (known as ‘comoving curvature perturbation’); i.e. those where δT^0_i = 0 [33, 37, 45] or, from Eq. (23), Ψ = 0 (the homogeneous value of Ψ vanishes by construction).

3.1 R in Jordan and Einstein frames

In the Jordan frame, δT̃^0_i is given by (see Eq. (36)):

δT̃^0_i = 1 F ∂_i ( −ϕ̇δϕ − δ̇F + HδF + Ḟ A ) ≡ ∂_iΨ̃ . (53)

One can slice the spacetime in such a way that Ψ̃ = 0. This is what we call the comoving slicing in this work. It is important to observe that, generically, comoving slices do not coincide with the uniform field ones.^2 As was pointed out in Ref. [37], perturbation quantities defined on uniform field slices are conformally invariant. It follows then that perturbations defined on the comoving slices are not generically conformally invariant.

Replacing the momentum perturbation in Eq. (52) with the above expression (and given our choice of homogeneous slicing such that in the Jordan frame N = 1), the

2 In the case of f (R) gravity, an analogous mismatch is mentioned in Ref. [37], where the uniform-F slicing does not necessarily coincide with the comoving one, F being defined as F ≡ f_{,R}.

linear comoving curvature perturbation reads:

R = ψ + H/F ρ̃ + P̃ ( ϕ̇δϕ + δ̇F − HδF − Ḟ A ) , (54)

where the homogeneous energy density and isotropic pressure of the effective energymomentum tensor are ρ̃ ≡ −T̃^0_0 and P̃ ≡ T̃^i_i /3 respectively. The sum of the two is: ρ̃ + P̃ = 1 F ( ϕ̇^2 − HḞ + F̈ ) . (55) On the hypersurfaces that comove with the effective fluid in the Jordan frame, it can be shown that the curvature perturbation is conserved on large scales whenever the perturbation of the effective pressure is adiabatic [26] (a result similar to what GR prescribes). To that end, we write the momentum conservation equation (∇_μT̃^{μi} = 0):

˙Ψ̃ + 3HΨ̃ + δP̃ + (ρ̃ + P̃ )A = − 2 3 a^{−2}∂_i∂^iσ , (56)

where σ is the contribution from the anisotropic pressure [33]: σ ≡ δF − Ḟ χ F , (57)

χ ≡ B + a^2Ė being the shear potential of worldlines orthogonal to the space-like hypersurfaces [39]. We consider the momentum constraint equation too (G^0_i = T̃^0_i ) [33]: HA + ψ̇ = − 1 2 Ψ̃ . (58)

Using these two equations, and taking the time derivative of R (54), we obtain: Ṙ = H ρ̃ + P̃ ( δP̃_{nad} + ˙P̃ ˙ρ̃ δρ̃^Ψ + 2 3 a^{−2}∂_i∂^iσ ) . (59)

δP̃_{nad} is defined as: δP̃_{nad} ≡ δP̃ − ˙P̃ ˙ρ̃ δρ̃ , (60) i.e., as the pressure perturbation on uniform-density slicings (or non-adiabatic pressure [24, 39]); while δρ̃^Ψ:

δρ̃^Ψ ≡ δρ̃ − 3HΨ̃ , (61) is the energy density perturbation on comoving slicings. The energy constraint equation (G^0_0 = T̃^0_0 ) allows to replace δρ̃^Ψ by gradients:

δρ̃^Ψ = 2a^{−2}∂_i∂^iψ^χ , (62) ψ^χ being the curvature perturbation on shear-free slicings (χ = 0):

ψ^χ ≡ ψ + Hχ , (63)

which is gauge-invariant given that χ transforms as χ → χ − α under gauge transformations (see Eqs. (19) and (21) and the definition of χ below Eq. (57)). Eq. (59) then becomes: Ṙ = H ρ̃ + P̃ [ δP̃_{nad} + 2a^{−2}∂_i∂^i ( 1 3 σ + ˙P̃ ˙ρ̃ ψ^χ )] . (64)

The reason why we obtain an equation for Ṙ similar to the one from GR (which can be found in Ref. [25], for example) is because the fluid that is chosen to define the comoving slicing is the one whose energy-momentum tensor is covariantly conserved (the effective fluid) [26]. In the Einstein frame, this effective fluid corresponds to that of the canonical scalar field φ (see Eq. (38)). From Eq. (38), we calculate δT̂^0_i , which is: δT̂^0_i = − 1 F φ̇∂_iδφ ≡ ∂_iΨ̂ . (65)

The comoving curvature perturbation in this case is (remember that N̂ = √ F ):

R̂ = ψ̂ + Ĥ dφ/dτ̂ δφ , (66) where we have used the fact that ρ̂ + P̂ is:

ρ̂ + P̂ = −T̂^0_0 + T̂^i_i /3 = φ̇^2/F . (67)

3.2 The conformal equivalence of R

As can be seen from Eq. (65) above, the comoving curvature perturbation coincides with the curvature perturbation on uniform-φ slicings in the Einstein frame ψ̂^{δφ} (i.e., if the perturbation of the canonical scalar field is set to zero, δφ = 0, then the scalar momentum perturbation vanishes: δT̂^0_i = 0). This coincidence is due to the fact that the covariantly conserved, effective energy-momentum tensor in this frame is that of the canonical scalar field φ, as was mentioned above. Given Eq. (66), we easily verify that ψ̂^{δφ} is invariant under the conformal transformation and the field redefinition of Eq. (34) [36]:

R̂ = ψ̂^{δφ} = ψ̂ + Ĥ dφ/dτ̂ δφ = ψ − δF 2F + H ϕ̇ (1 + θ^1)δϕ = ψ + H ϕ̇ δϕ = ψ^{δϕ} , (68)

where Eq. (14) was used to replace ψ̂ by ψ, and we remind the reader that the Einstein frame is obtained by setting Ω^2 = F (see Sec. 2.3). Also, δφ = √ Kδϕ (see Eq. (34)) and δF = F_{,ϕ}δϕ. Eq. (68) is generic, valid at all scales and irrespective of how the background spacetime behaves. However, in the Jordan frame, an observer that comoves with the canonical scalar field ϕ does not observe vanishing effective momentum perturbation. The exact relation between R and ψ^{δϕ} can be derived from Eqs. (54) and (58): R = ψ^{δϕ} + θ_1 ϵ_1(1 + θ_1) ψ̇δϕ H . (69) The second term is the direct consequence of the fact that uniform-field slices, where δϕ = 0, do not coincide with comoving slices, as it was discussed below Eq. (53). Since the perturbed quantities defined on the uniform-field slices are conformally invariant (see Ref. [37]), it is not surprising to find that R ≠ R̂.

We then proceed to derive the corresponding relation between R and R̂ for a generic F (ϕ)R gravity theory at linear order and check if the invariance may be true under certain conditions. We begin by writing the comoving curvature perturbation in the Jordan frame as (see Eq. (54)): R = H/F ρ̃ + P̃ ( ϕ̇δϕ^ψ + δ̇F ψ − HδF^ψ − Ḟ A^ψ ) , (70)

where we defined the following gauge-invariant quantities in that frame: δϕ^ψ ≡ δϕ + ϕ̇ H ψ , (71) δF^ψ ≡ δF + Ḟ H ψ , (72) A^ψ ≡ A + ( ψ H )_• , (73)

and used Eq. (55). From the momentum constraint equation (Eq. (58)), we obtain A^ψ :

A^ψ = 1 2HF ϕ̇δϕψ + δ̇F ψ − HδF ψ 1 + θ_1

. (74)

Hence: R = H ϕ̇ 1 1 + θ_1 1 ϵ_1 { [ϵ_1 (1 + θ_1) + θ_1 (θ_K − γ_2)] δϕ^ψ + θ_1 δ̇ϕψ H } , (75)

where we used δF = F_{,ϕ}δϕ and introduced the parameter: θ_K ≡ K̇ 2HK . (76)

We have used ρ̃ + P̃ = −2Ḣ too (which can be derived from the homogeneous metric field equations (35)), and the first HF parameter ϵ_1 from Eq. (42). Since R̂ = ψ̂^{δφ} = ψ^{δϕ} (see Eq. (68)), we have:

R = R̂ [ 1 + θ_1 ϵ_1 (1 + θ_1) ( θ_K − γ_2 + δ̇ϕψ Hδϕ^ψ )] . (77)

Now, given that: δϕ^ψ = ϕ̇ H ψ^{δϕ} = ϕ̇ H R̂ = − ϕ̇ Hẑ û =

1 + θ_1 a √ F K û , (78)

such that û ≡ −ẑR̂, where ẑ is the Mukhanov variable in the Einstein frame [39], defined by: ẑ ≡ − â Ĥ dφ dτ̂ , (79)

then: δ̇ϕψ Hδϕ^ψ = −1 − θ_1 − θ_K + θ_1θ_2 1 + θ_1 + ^̇u Hû . (80)

So we arrive at: R = R̂ [ 1 − θ_1 ϵ_1 ( 1 + 1 2 ϵ̂_2 − 1 Ĥû dû dτ̂ )] , (81)

where we used Eqs. (47) and (49) too.

As we argued at the end of Sec. 2.4, slow-roll inflation demands that ϵ̂_1, |ϵ̂_2| ≪ 1, and from these it can be obtained that |θ_1| ≪ 1. Hence, during slow-roll, Eq. (81) can be written as: R ≃ R̂ [ 1 − θ_1 ϵ_1 ( 1 − 1 Ĥû dû dτ̂ )] , (82)

and H ≃ √ F Ĥ as |θ_1| ≪ 1 (see Eq. (47)). û obeys the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation in Fourier space during slow-roll [39]:

û^{′′}_k + ( k^2 − 2 η^2 ) û_k = 0 . (83)

Primes in this equation are used to denote derivatives with respect to the conformal time, defined as: dη ≡ N a dt . (84) We see that the conformal time is invariant under conformal transformation given Eqs. (6) and (7). Also, the comoving wavenumber k is invariant as well because the spatial coordinates are not affected by the conformal rescaling of the metric.

The solution to Eq. (83) is [39]:

û_k(η) = e^{−ikη} √ 2k ( 1 − i kη ) , (85)

once the Bunch-Davies vacuum has been imposed as initial condition [39, 46].

The conformal time η is related to the conformal Hubble parameter in the Einstein frame, Ĥ ≡ âĤ, by η ≃ −1/Ĥ if slow-roll holds^3 [39]. Hence: 1 − 1 Ĥû_k dû_k dτ̂ = 1 − û^′_k Ĥû_k = k^2 Ĥ2 1 1 − ik/Ĥ . (86)

Eq. (82) becomes: R_k ≃ 1 − ik/Ĥ − ω(k/Ĥ)^2 1 − ik/Ĥ R̂_k , (87)

in Fourier space, where: ω ≡ θ_1 ϵ_1 = − d ln √ F d ln H

, (88)

ϵ_1 and θ_1 being defined after Eqs. (42) and (43) respectively. ω measures how large the variation of ln H and ln √ F is relative to each other over the number of e-folds N ≡ ln a. If |ω| < 1, ln H varies faster than ln √ F , while |ω| > 1 means that the rate of change of ln H is slower than that of ln √ F . We emphasise again that H and √ F are the two time-dependent background scales of the theory in the Jordan frame.

Notice that if ω = 0 (because θ_1 = 0, as in GR), then R_k = R̂_k for all k, as expected.

On the superhorizon regime (k/Ĥ ≪ 1), we have:

R_{k≪Ĥ} ≃ [ 1 − ω ( k Ĥ )_2]

R̂_{k≪Ĥ} , (89)

and the equivalence of the two linear comoving curvature perturbations in Jordan and Einstein frames is valid up to a term quadratic in gradients. We notice that this equivalence implies that the comoving and uniform-ϕ slicings coincide whenever |ω|k^2/Ĥ^2 ≪ 1 in slow-roll (see Eq. (68)): ψ^{δϕ}_{|ω|k2≪Ĥ2} = ψ̂^{δφ}_{|ω|k2 ≪Ĥ2} = R̂_{|ω|k2 ≪Ĥ2} ≃ R_{|ω|k2 ≪Ĥ2} . (90) For subhorizon modes instead (k/Ĥ ≫ 1): R_{k≫Ĥ} ≃ ( 1 − iω k Ĥ ) R̂_{k≫Ĥ} , (91)

and the equivalence between R and R̂ in the two frames does not hold. However, due to the additional factor ω, the length scales on which R can be considered to be conformally invariant depends on the time dependence of F and H. For models with very small ω such an invariance already holds on subhorizon scales. For very large ω, it holds only long after such scales exit the horizon.

When discussing the superhorizon and subhorizon regimes, we delineated them by the magnitude of the k/(aH) ratio. However, the equalities k = aH and k = âĤ are

3Strictly speaking, the equality holds only for exact de Sitter (constant Ĥ). However, given that the usual assumption is that slow-roll is close to de Sitter (quasi-de Sitter), this relation can still be used.

satisfied on two different homogeneous slices, as can be seen from Eq. (47) (see also Ref. [41]):

âĤ = aH(1 + θ_1) . (92) Fortunately, since the analysis performed in this section relies on the slow-roll approximation, where |θ_1| ≪ 1, the difference between those two slices is immaterial. Notice that this implies the equivalence between the conformal Hubble parameters in the two frames, H ≃ Ĥ, during slow-roll, where H ≡ aH in the Jordan frame (Ĥ was defined after Eq. (85))

3.3 Conformal invariance in generalised induced gravity models

As we mentioned in Sec. 2.4, the γ parameters make approximations clearer if they replace the HF parameters of the Jordan frame. Assuming the slow-roll approximation, Eq. (45) may be written as:

γ^2_1 ≃ ϵ_1 + θ_1 , (93) where we have considered |θ_2| ≪ 1 for simplicity, although it was pointed out in Ref. [41] that the slow-roll assumption still permits |θ_2| ∼ 1. Given the slow-roll relation between γ^2_1 and ϵ_1, ω can be written as:

ω ≃ θ_1 γ^2_1 − θ_1 = ( γ^2_1 θ_1 − 1 )_{−1} = ( Kϕ̇ H F F_{,ϕ} − 1 )_{−1} . (94)

Now, two different regimes are in order: either K ≃ 1/F because F^2_{,ϕ} ≪ F ; or K ≃ 3F^2_{,ϕ}/(2F^2) as F^2_{,ϕ} ≫ F . We explored both possibilities in Ref. [41]. The latter yields:

ω ≃ (3θ_1 − 1)^{−1} ≃ −1 , (95) so ω ∼ O(1) (i.e. the evolution rate of both scales, H and √ F , is similar; see Eq. (88)).

On the other hand, F^2_{,ϕ} ≪ F yields:

ω ≃ ( ϕ̇ HF_{,ϕ} − 1 )_{−1} ≃ ( 1 − F V_{,ϕ} F_{,ϕ}V )_{−1} , (96)

where the slow-roll equations, Eqs. (50) and (51), were used. ω would be larger than unity if: F_{,ϕ} F ≃ V_{,ϕ} V . (97) This is viable given that: 1 2 ( V_{,ϕ} V )_2 ≪ 1 F , (98)

must be satisfied if ϵ̂_1 ≪ 1 (see Ref. [41] for more details), and if we insert Eq. (97) we obtain F^2_{,ϕ} ≪ F , which is precisely the condition we had imposed in this case. For generalised models of induced gravity inflation^4 however, it was shown in Ref. [41]

4 See Refs. [32, 47–49] for more details about the initial development of the induced gravity inflationary model.

that those cases, in which F^2_{,ϕ} ≪ F , do not fall within the 2σ region of the latest BICEP/Keck results [50], in contrast to those satisfying F^2_{,ϕ} ≫ F . Therefore, for this class of models, ω ∼ O(1), and the comoving curvature perturbation is invariant under the conformal transformation for a few e-folds after horizon-crossing (see Eq. (89)).

3.4 Inflation observables

In Sec. 3.2, we have shown the conformal invariance of the linear perturbation R on sufficiently large scales in slow-roll using the conformal transformation. Now we are going to check the consistency of that conformal invariance by doing all the calculations in the Jordan frame. We will calculate the inflation observables in that frame and compare them with those obtained in Ref. [41], where we considered the Einstein frame expressions in the first place and then applied the conformal transformation.

We begin with the exact relation between R and ψ^{δϕ} at linear order (69). ψ^{δϕ} can be written as: ψ^{δϕ} = H ϕ̇ δϕ^ψ ≡ − u z , (99)

where we defined u and z as: u ≡ √ F K 1 + θ_1 aδϕ^ψ , (100) z ≡ −a √ 2F γ^2_1 1 + θ_1

, (101)

respectively. Hence, Eq. (69) may be rewitten as:

R = − u z [ 1 − ω 1 + θ_1 ( 1 − u^′ Hu + θ_1 + γ_2 − θ_1θ_2 1 + θ_1 )] , (102)

where ω was defined in Eq. (88) and z^′ /z is: z^′ z = H ( 1 + θ_1 + γ_2 − θ_1θ_2 1 + θ_1 ) . (103)

u can be shown to satisfy an equation similar to Mukhanov-Sasaki equation [33]:

u^{′′}_k + ( k^2 − z^{′′} z ) u_k = 0 , (104)

in Fourier space, where: z^{′′} z = H^2 [ (1 + θ_1 + γ_2) ( 2 + θ_1 + γ_2 − ϵ_1 − 2 θ_1θ_2 1 + θ_1 ) + γ_2γ_3 + θ_1θ_2 1 + θ_1

(θ_1 + ϵ_1−

−θ_2 − θ_3 + 2 θ_1θ_2 1 + θ_1 )] . (105)

During slow-roll, assuming that all the parameters are negligible, we have z^{′′} /z ≃ 2/η^2 and we can use the same solution for u_k as that in Eq. (85). Then (see Eq. (86)): 1 − u^′_k Hu_k = k^2 H^2 1 1 − ik/H . (106)

Hence, whenever |ω|k^2/H^2 ≪ 1, R_{|ω|k}2_{≪H}2 ≃ −u_{|ω|k}2_{≪H}2 /z = ψ^{δϕ}_{|ω|k2≪H2} during slow-roll.

Given that result, we may write the power spectrum of the linear comoving curvature perturbation, A_s, as [39] (we drop ‘|ω|k^2 ≪ H^2’ for simplicity): A_s ≡ k^3 2π^2 |R_k|^2 ≃ k^3 2π^2 |u_k|^2 z^2 ≃ H^2 8π^2F γ^2_1 ≃ V 24π^2F^2γ^2_1

. (107)

In the last equality, one of the two slow-roll equations, Eq. (50), shown in Sec. 2.4, was used.

Another important inflation observable is the scalar spectral index n_s, which can be written as [39]: n_s − 1 ≡ d ln A_s d ln k

. (108)

To calculate the spectral index, we use the chain rule first [39]: d d ln k = dN d ln k d dN = 1 1 − ϵ_1 d dN , (109)

where we have used the horizon-crossing relation, k = aH, N ≡ ln a or dN = Hdt being the number of e-folds as defined below Eq. (88). Hence (given that |ϵ_1| ≪ 1 during slow-roll): n_s − 1 ≃ d ln A_s dN ≃ 2 d ln H dN − d ln F dN − d ln γ^2_1 dN ≃ −2(ϵ_1 + θ_1 + γ_2) , (110)

where we inserted A_s from Eq. (107) and in the last equality we used the definition of γ_2 that can be inferred from Eq. (44). We may replace ϵ_1 + θ_1 by γ^2_1 given Eq. (93). Hence:

n_s − 1 ≃ −2(γ^2_1 + γ_2) . (111) Finally, the tensor-to-scalar ratio r is defined as: r ≡ A_t A_s , (112) where A_t is the power spectrum of linear tensor perturbations with polarisation p: A_t ≡ k^3 2π^2 ∑ p |h^p_k|^2 . (113)

Defining: v^p_k ≡ a 2 √ F h^p_k , (114)

we have an equation for tensor perturbations in F (ϕ)R gravity similar to the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation [33, 39]:

v^{p′′}_k + ( k^2 − z^{′′} z ) v^p_k = 0 , (115)

where z is now given by: z ≡ a 2 √ F . (116) Hence: z^{′′} z = H^2 (1 + θ_1) ( 2 + θ_1 − ϵ_1 + θ_1θ_2 1 + θ_1 ) . (117)

During slow-roll, we have z^{′′} /z ≃ 2/η^2 again, and the solution to Eq. (115) will resemble that of u_k. Therefore, on superhorizon scales:

A_t = k^3 2π^2 ∑ p=+,× |h^p_k|^2 = k^3 2π^2 ∑ p=+,× |v^p_k |^2 z^2 ≃ 2 π^2

H^2 F , (118)

where we summed over the two polarisation states ‘+’ and ‘×’.

Plugging Eqs. (107) and (118) into Eq. (112), we obtain:

r ≃ 16γ^2_1 . (119)

Notice that: A_t ≃ 2 π^2

H^2 F ≃ 2 π^2

Ĥ^2 , (120)

where we used Eq. (47) and the fact that, during slow-roll, |θ_1| ≪ 1. This is nothing but the expected amplitude of linear tensor perturbations in GR during slow-roll inflation (see e.g. Ref. [39] where A_t is calculated in GR or, equivalently, the Einstein frame, and remember that M^2_{Pl} = 1). Moreover, it can be shown that the tensor perturbations are conformally invariant in general to fully non-linear order [37].

The expressions in Eqs. (107), (111) and (119) are the same in Eqs. (96)-(98) in Ref. [41] respectively (except for the θ_1θ_2 term in Eq. (97) because we took |θ_2| ≪ 1 here). In that reference, those equations were obtained by using the Einstein frame expression of A_s, n_s and r, applying the conformal transformation and using the slow-roll approximation. Here, on the other hand, we have arrived at the same results by starting with the analogue of the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation in the

Jordan frame and then using the slow-roll approximation, without resorting to the conformal transformation. This confirms the conformal invariance of the linear comoving curvature perturbation and hence the equivalence between the comoving and the uniform-field slicings on scales sufficiently large such that |ω|k^2/H^2 ≪ 1 in slow-roll (or |ω|k^2/Ĥ^2 ≪ 1 given that Ĥ ≃ H during slow-roll as explained below Eq. (92)).

4 Summary and conclusions

The curvature perturbation is a central object in cosmological perturbation theory and plays an essential role in the inflationary cosmology. Although the conformal invariance of the curvature perturbation has been proved, at all scales and irrespective of the expansion rate, on the uniform-field slicing in F (ϕ)R gravity or, equivalently, on hypersurfaces comoving with the scalar field fluid, the same is not exactly exhibited on the slicing that comoves with the effective fluid of that theory, whose energymomentum tensor is covariantly conserved.

We first make it clear that the comoving and uniform-field slicings do not coincide in general. We define the comoving curvature perturbation at linear order in perturbation theory in any frame, assuming an observer that comoves with the effective fluid, which includes the gravity modifications in the Jordan frame, and derive the conformal relation between this curvature perturbation in Jordan and Einstein frames. This relation is determined on superhorizon scales up to a term which is quadratic in gradients during slow-roll (see Eq. (89)). It is noticed that the equation includes a term proportional to θ_1/ϵ_1. This ratio reflects the relative variation of the two time-dependent background scales of the theory: H and √ F (see Eq. (88)), and it is found to be of order 1 for the generalised induced gravity inflation models that match observations, discussed in Ref. [41]. This means that for this class of models at least, the conformal equivalence between the Jordan and Einstein frames is ensured shortly after horizoncrossing. This result agrees with the one showed in Ref. [37] non-perturbatively given that the uniform-ϕ and comoving slicings coincide on superhorizon scales during slowroll inflation, as we clarified in this work. Such an equivalence cannot be asserted on the subhorizon regime however (see Eq. (91)).

Lastly, the same expressions for the inflation observables of Ref. [41] are obtained in Sec. 3.4 using the linear comoving curvature perturbation of the Jordan frame (see Eqs. (96)-(98) in that paper), and an equation analogous to Mukhanov-Sasaki’s in GR (see Eq. (104) and Ref. [33]). To arrive at those expressions in this work, we assume the superhorizon regime and the slow-roll approximation only. No conformal rescaling of the metric is carried out, in contrast to the strategy followed in Ref. [41], where we started with the Einstein frame expressions and performed the conformal transformation to write them in terms of the Jordan frame variables. We then find it is possible to formulate those inflation observables using the comoving curvature perturbation at first order in perturbation theory in Jordan and Einstein frames. This serves as a demonstration of the conformal invariance of the linear comoving curvature perturbation on superhorizon scales during slow-roll inflation.

Acknowledgments. M.K. is supported by the María Zambrano grant, provided by the Ministry of Universities from the Next Generation funds of the European

Union. This work is also partially supported by the MICINN (Spain) projects PID2019-107394GB-I00/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 (AEI/FEDER, UE).

References

[1] A.G. Riess, et al., Observational evidence from supernovae for an accelerating universe and a cosmological constant, Astron. J. 116 (1998) 1009–1038 [astro-ph/9805201].

[2] S. Perlmutter, et al., Measurements of Ω and Λ from 42 high redshift supernovae, Astrophys. J. 517 (1999) 565–586 [astro-ph/9812133].

[3] A.A. Starobinsky, Spectrum of relict gravitational radiation and the early state of the universe, JETP Lett. 30, 682–685 (1979).

[4] A.A. Starobinsky, A new type of isotropic cosmological models without singularity, Phys. Lett. B91 (1980) 99.

[5] A.H. Guth, The Inflationary Universe: A Possible Solution to the Horizon and Flatness Problems, Phys. Rev. D 23 (1981) 347–356.

[6] A.D. Linde, A New Inflationary Universe Scenario: A Possible Solution of the Horizon, Flatness, Homogeneity, Isotropy and Primordial Monopole Problems, Phys. Lett. B 108 (1982) 389–393.

[7] T. Clifton, P.G. Ferreira, A. Padilla and C. Skordis, Modified Gravity and Cosmology, Phys. Rept. 513 (2012) 1–189 [1106.2476].

[8] S. Nojiri, S.D. Odintsov and V.K. Oikonomou, Modified Gravity Theories on a Nutshell: Inflation, Bounce and Late-time Evolution, Phys. Rept. 692 (2017) 1–104 [1705.11098].

[9] T. Futamase and K.-i. Maeda, Chaotic inflationary scenario in models having nonminimal coupling with curvature, Phys. Rev. D 39 (1989) 399.

[10] R. Fakir and W.G. Unruh, Induced gravity inflation, Phys. Rev. D 41 (1990) 1792.

[11] F.L. Bezrukov and M. Shaposhnikov, The standard model higgs boson as the inflaton, Phys. Lett. B659 (2008) 703 [0710.3755].

[12] D.Y. Cheong, S.M. Lee and S.C. Park, Progress in Higgs inflation, J. Korean Phys. Soc. 78(10) (2021) 897–906 [2103.00177].

[13] T. Kodama and T. Takahashi, Relaxing inflation models with nonminimal coupling: A general study, Phys. Rev. D 105 (2022) 063542 [2112.05283].

[14] M.P. Dabrowski, J. Garecki and D.B. Blaschke, Conformal transformations and conformal invariance in gravitation, Annalen Phys. 18 (2009) 13–32 [0806.2683].

[15] V. Faraoni and E. Gunzig, Einstein frame or Jordan frame?, Int. J. Theor. Phys.

38 (1999) 217–225 [astro-ph/9910176].

[16] E.E. Flanagan, The Conformal frame freedom in theories of gravitation, Class.

Quant. Grav. 21 (2004) 3817 [gr-qc/0403063].

[17] N. Deruelle and M. Sasaki, Conformal equivalence in classical gravity: the example of ’Veiled’ General Relativity, Springer Proc. Phys. 137 (2011) 247 [1007.3563].

[18] A. Karam, T. Pappas and K. Tamvakis, Frame-dependence of higher-order inflationary observables in scalar-tensor theories, Phys. Rev. D 96 (2017) 064036 [1707.00984].

[19] F. Rondeau and B. Li, Equivalence of cosmological observables in conformally related scalar tensor theories, Phys. Rev. D 96 (2017) 12, 124009 [1709.07087].

[20] H. Azri, Are there really conformal frames? Uniqueness of affine inflation, Int. J.

Mod. Phys. D 27 (2018) 1830006 [1802.01247].

[21] H. Kodama and M. Sasaki, Cosmological Perturbation Theory, Prog. Theor. Phys.

Suppl. 78 (1984) 1–166.

[22] V.F. Mukhanov, H.A. Feldman and R.H. Brandenberger, Theory of cosmological perturbations. Part 1. Classical perturbations. Part 2. Quantum theory of perturbations. Part 3. Extensions, Phys. Rept. 215 (1992) 203–333.

[23] K.A. Malik and D. Wands, Cosmological perturbations, Phys. Rept. 475 (2009) 1–51 [0809.4944].

[24] D. Lyth and A. Liddle, The Primordial Density Perturbation: Cosmology, Inflation and the Origin of Structure, Cambridge University Press (2009).

[25] S. Weinberg, Adiabatic modes in cosmology, Phys. Rev. D 67 (2003) 123504 [astro-ph/0302326].

[26] D.H. Lyth, K.A. Malik and M. Sasaki, A General proof of the conservation of the curvature perturbation, JCAP 05 (2005) 004 [astro-ph/0411220].

[27] L. O. Pimentel, Energy Momentum Tensor in the General Scalar-Tensor Theory, Class. Quant. Grav. 6, L263-L265 (1989).

[28] V. Faraoni and J. Coté, Imperfect fluid description of modified gravities, Phys.

Rev. D 98 (2018) 084019 [1808.02427].

[29] S.M. Carroll, Lecture notes on general relativity, gr-qc/9712019.

[30] J.c. Hwang, Perturbations of the Robertson-Walker space - Multicomponent sources and generalized gravity, Astrophys. J. 375 (1991) 443–462.

[31] N. Makino and M. Sasaki, The Density perturbation in the chaotic inflation with nonminimal coupling, Prog. Theor. Phys. 86 (1991) 103.

[32] R. Fakir, S. Habib and W. Unruh, Cosmological density perturbations with modified gravity, Astrophys. J. 394 (1992) 396.

[33] J.-c. Hwang and H. Noh, Cosmological perturbations in generalized gravity theories, Phys.Rev. D54 (1996) 1460.

[34] J.c. Hwang and H.r. Noh, Gauge ready formulation of the cosmological kinetic theory in generalized gravity theories, Phys. Rev. D 65 (2002) 023512 [astro-ph/0102005].

[35] T. Chiba and M. Yamaguchi, Conformal-Frame (In)dependence of Cosmological Observations in Scalar-Tensor Theory, JCAP 10 (2013) 040 [1308.1142].

[36] T. Chiba and M. Yamaguchi, Extended slow-roll conditions and rapid-roll conditions, JCAP 0810 (2008) 021 [0807.4965].

[37] J.-O. Gong, J.-c. Hwang, W.-I. Park, M. Sasaki and Y.-S. Song, Conformal invariance of curvature perturbation, JCAP 1109 (2011) 023 [1107.1840].

[38] T. Kubota, N. Misumi, W. Naylor and N. Okuda, The Conformal Transformation in General Single Field Inflation with Non-Minimal Coupling, JCAP 02 (2012) 034 [1112.5233].

[39] D. Baumann, in Theoretical Advanced Study Institute in Elementary Particle Physics: Physics of the Large and the Small, TASI 2009 (2011) 523–686 [0907.5424].

[40] R.L. Workman, et al., Review of Particle Physics, PTEP 2022 (2022) 083C01.

[41] M. Karčiauskas and J.J.T. Díaz, Slow-roll inflation in the Jordan frame, Phys.

Rev. D 106 (2022) 8, 083526 [2206.08677].

[42] A.R. Liddle, P. Parsons and J.D. Barrow, Formalizing the slow roll approximation in inflation, Phys. Rev. D 50 (1994) 7222–7232 [astro-ph/9408015].

[43] E. Gourgoulhon, 3+1 formalism and bases of numerical relativity,

gr-qc/0703035.

[44] K.i. Maeda, Towards the Einstein-Hilbert Action via Conformal Transformation, Phys. Rev. D 39 (1989) 3159.

[45] J.c. Hwang and H. Noh, Cosmological perturbations with multiple fluids and fields, Class. Quant. Grav. 19 (2002) 527–550 [astro-ph/0103244].

[46] D.H. Lyth, K.A. Malik, M. Sasaki and I. Zaballa, Forming sub-horizon black holes at the end of inflation, JCAP 01 (2006) 011 [astro-ph/0510647].

[47] F.S. Accetta, D.J. Zoller and M.S. Turner, Induced Gravity Inflation, Phys. Rev.

D 31 (1985) 3046.

[48] D.I. Kaiser, Constraints in the context of induced gravity inflation, Phys. Rev. D 49 (1994) 6347 [astro-ph/9308043].

[49] D.I. Kaiser, Induced gravity inflation and the density perturbation spectrum, Phys.

Lett. B 340 (1994) 23 [astro-ph/9405029].

[50] BICEP, Keck collaboration, Improved Constraints on Primordial Gravitational Waves using Planck, WMAP, and BICEP/Keck Observations through the 2018 Observing Season, Phys. Rev. Lett. 127 (2021) 151301 [2110.00483].