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How is the production of primordial black holes (PBHs) in single-field models of inflation impacted
by the presence of additional scalar fields? We consider the effect of a spectator field—a free scalar
field with sub-Hubble mass, no direct coupling to the inflaton, and which makes a subdominant
contribution to the total energy density—in the context of single-field models of inflation featuring
a transient phase of ultra-slow roll (USR) evolution. Despite the modest title, a spectator field can
have a dramatic impact: the slow-roll evolution of the spectator prevents the combined inflaton-
and-spectator system from entering into USR, which naively might be expected to preclude the
production of PBHs. However, we demonstrate that the growth of perturbations is maintained or
enhanced by the spectator, through the rich interplay of curvature and isocurvature perturbations.
We show in a model-independent way that the single-field phase of ultra-slow-roll is replaced by two
turns in field space encompassing a phase of tachyonic instability for the isocurvature perturbations
and a transfer of power from isocurvature to curvature modes. Furthermore, we highlight a de-
generacy between the fine-tuning of the feature in the inflaton potential and the parameters of the
spectator, leading to an overall resilience of model predictions to parameter variations. This makes
it easier for the underlying PBH model to accommodate both high-precision CMB constraints and
production of PBHs in the asteroid-mass range.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Primordial black holes (PBHs) [1-7] have a long and
storied history, predating the modern era of precision
cosmology. In recent years, PBHs have emerged as a
leading candidate to explain some or all of the observed
dark matter [8-17]. Primordial black holes may also
explain the JWST observations of high-redshift super-
massive black holes [18-22], and a variety of observa-
tions, from gravitational waves at LIGO [23], NANOGrav
[24, 25], and future detectors [26], to ultrahigh-energy
neutrinos [27, 28] and other cosmic rays [29]. In all these
cases the question that remains is the origin of the large
density fluctuations necessary for the direct collapse for-
mation of PBHs.

The origin of PBHs finds a natural home in models of
cosmic inflation.! Inflation provides a causal mechanism
for structure formation, with primordial perturbations
observed in the cosmic microwave background (CMB)
and large-scale structure originating from quantum fluc-
tuations. It is possible these same quantum fluctuations,
on much shorter length scales than those directly probed
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Alternative production mechanisms include bubble collision [30,
31], collapse of cosmic strings [32, 33] or domain walls [34], quark
confinement [35], and others. These mechanisms are beyond the
scope of our work; for a review of these processes, see Refs. [8, 16].

oW 4 — %

by the CMB, could seed the formation of primordial black
holes.

A significant body of work has been dedicated to this
possibility. For example, single-field inflation models
with a potential V' (¢) that is tuned to yield a brief period
of ultra-slow-roll (USR) evolution can lead to an enhance-
ment of perturbations on a characteristic scale, resulting
in a spike in the primordial power spectrum of curvature
perturbations [36-60]. However, the demand that the
model both satisfy CMB constraints [61-64] and produce
a population of PBHs consistent with observations [8-17],
places a significant restriction on model building. In the
context of single-field USR models, this manifests as a
significant parameter fine-tuning [52], in the sense that
the predictions of the model are exponentially sensitive
to small variations in one or more model parameters.

On the other hand, it is not a priori the case that
the early universe can be described by a single scalar
field. The realm of particle physics is far from single-
field: the Higgs doublet of the Standard Model comprises
four real scalars, and particle physics theories beyond the
Standard Model (such as the two-Higgs-doublet model
[65]) typically add yet more scalars [66, 67]. String theory
provides another example, with potentially many moduli
fields at low energies, including the string theory axiverse,
which could add up to tens of thousands of axion-like
particles to the spectrum [68]. Field theory models can
also yield an axiverse-like spectrum [69-72]. It stands
to reason that the dynamics of cosmic inflation could
rely on multiple scalar fields, usually termed “multifield
inflation.”

Multifield inflation offers ample opportunities for PBH
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production [26, 73-86]. Such models typically consider
a direct coupling between the different fields, either in
the kinetic sector or in their potential or both, and may
include multiple distinct phases of inflation driven by the
different scalar fields of the model.

A minimal realization of multifield inflation is given
by the seemingly trivial case of a spectator field, which is
subdominant in energy density to the inflaton and, in its
minimal realization, has no direct coupling to the infla-
ton. The spectator ostensibly plays no role in the back-
ground evolution, but can have important phenomeno-
logical implications: Spectator fields can source CMB
non-Gaussianity [87], gravitational waves [88-90], and
jointly the matter-antimatter asymmetry and production
of dark matter [91], among other signatures.

In this work, and in the accompanying letter [92], we
consider the influence of spectator fields in the context
of single-field models of PBH production. The specta-
tor field is defined as a free scalar field with no direct
coupling to the inflaton, with a mass that is small com-
pared to Hubble scale during inflation, and which makes
a subdominant contribution to the energy density at all
times. In this companion paper we expand upon the ori-
gin and phenomenological implications of the spectator
scenario presented in Ref. [92], in which one of many
available single-field USR, PBH models is supplemented
with a simple spectator field.

Our main finding is that the inclusion of a specta-
tor field as defined above can maintain or enhance the
production of primordial black holes in single-field mod-
els, despite significantly altering the dynamics of both
the background evolution and perturbations. Notably,
the spectator can prevent the system from ever entering
a phase of ultra-slow-roll, and yet still realize the en-
hancement of perturbations required to seed PBHs. The
would-be USR enhancement is supplanted by a tachyonic
growth of isocurvature perturbations, which is converted
to curvature perturbations during a turn in field space.

With the requirement of USR removed, so too is the
extreme fine-tuning of the feature in the potential. The
spectator therefore imbues the single-field PBH model
with a resilience to small variations in the inflaton model
parameters. While the feature in the potential is still a
required ingredient, the degree of precision with which
the single-field model parameters must be specified is sig-
nificantly reduced. As we detail in this companion paper
and the accompanying letter [92], this is realized through
a compensation between inflaton model parameters and
O(1) variations in the spectator parameters. This indi-
cates that this setup may alleviate the well-known issue of
fine-tuning in single-field models of inflation that produce
PBHs, by considering the physically motivated presence
of additional fields.

This manuscript is structured as a comparison between
our Spectator PBH scenario and the single-field models
upon which it is built. We begin by introducing the back-
ground dynamics of both setups in Section II, in which
we review the physics of ultra-slow-roll inflation before

delving into the multifield dynamics. Section III de-
scribes the formation of inflationary perturbations and
highlights the differences and similarities between the
single-field and Spectator PBH scenarios. The shape of
the curvature power spectrum is analyzed in Section IV,
in which we explicitly show consistency with CMB con-
straints and with the production of PBHs in the so-called
asteroid-mass range, with 1017 g < Mppy < 10*%g. The
dependence of the model (and its observables) on both
the inflaton and spectator parameters is the subject of
Section V. While we consider, for simplicity, a particu-
lar form of the inflaton potential throughout the previ-
ous sections, we show in Section VI that this mechanism
is generic to single-field inflation models that produce
PBHs through a phase of USR evolution. Finally, we
summarize and discuss our results in VII, in which we
highlight future research directions.

II. THE SPECTATOR PBH MODEL:
BACKGROUND EVOLUTION

Single-field models of inflation can produce PBHs
through a transient phase of ultra-slow-roll (USR), dur-
ing which the evolution of the inflaton field, ¢, slows
down. As we will see in Section III, this amplifies cur-
vature perturbations, enhancing the inflationary power
spectrum on appropriate scales and allowing for the for-
mation of PBHs.

We begin by asking a simple question: what would hap-
pen to PBH production in these single-field models of in-
flation if another scalar field were to simply exist in the
Universe? Such a field would be spectating inflation, hav-
ing no direct coupling to the inflaton and a subdominant
contribution to the energy density of the Universe. In-
cluding the presence of this spectator field, x, the action
of the system becomes

(8){)2 - V(@a X) )

(1)
where Mp) = 1/+/87(G is the reduced Planck mass, and g
and R are the determinant of the spacetime metric and its
Ricci scalar. The potential of the system is simply given
by the sum of the inflaton and spectator contributions:

Ve, x) = Ver(e) + Vs(x) (2)

with the inflaton potential being of the PBH-producing
kind, supporting a phase of USR.

There are therefore no direct couplings between the
inflaton and the spectator field in this setup, neither in
the kinetic sector nor in the potential. The mechanism on
which we focus here requires neither a curved field-space
manifold with its associated noncanonical kinetic sector
nor multiple phases of inflation. This setup is thus starkly
different from the ones considered in the literature, which
explicitly depend on some kind of field coupling [26, 73—
84, 86].
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FIG. 1. The inflationary potential Vpeu,a of Eq. (4), in units
of Mp1. The inset highlights the presence of a local inflection
point that causes the inflaton field to slow down as it rolls
down the potential, yielding a temporary phase of ultra-slow-
roll (USR) evolution. The parameters used in this figure are
delineated in the “Reference” row of Table I.

A. Single-Field Inflation

Let us first review the dynamics of PBH-producing
single-field models in the absence of spectator fields, i.e.
setting Vg(x) =0 and x = 0 in Eq. (1):

2
S = /d4x\/jg {]\éle — %(590)2 —Veeu(p)| - (3)

In order to support a phase of ultra-slow-roll evolution,
the inflaton potential Vegu(p) needs to exhibit a local
feature that will cause the field to temporarily slow down
its evolution. This requires the potential to be nearly flat,
such as in the vicinity of a (quasi-)inflection point. As a
concrete example, consider the potential of Ref. [48],
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which superimposes a Gaussian “bump” (of width o, at
position ¢4) on the well-known KKLT potential [93]. The
shape of Vpgp, 4 is illustrated in Fig. 1, for the reference
model parameters of Table I: a local minimum appears,
followed by a local maximum. (This feature could also
be a plateau region.) We will adopt this potential in the
following discussion, and will show in Section VI that
the mechanism described hereafter is independent of the
particular form of Vppy.

The background evolution of the inflaton field is gov-
erned by its equation of motion and by the Friedmann
equation,

$+3Hp=—0,Vppn, (5)
1 5
H? = e (2 +VPBH> : (6)
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FIG. 2. Evolution of the background field ¢ and of the slow-
roll parameters € and 7 in the single-field regime of Eq. (3).
This is shown for the Vpgu,a potential of Eq. (4), using the
“Reference” model parameters of Table I. The time evolu-
tion is shown in terms of the number of e-folds N before the
end of inflation, see Eq. (12). Top panel: The inflaton ¢
rolls slowly down its potential at the beginning and at the
end of its evolution. When it reaches the feature in Vpgn, 4,
¢’s evolution is considerably slowed down (¢ barely evolves
during 20 < N < 10) until it evolves beyond the feature.
Middle panel: As the inflaton is slowed down by the feature
in Vpga, 4, the slow-roll parameter e¢ quickly decreases from
O(107%) to O(1077). Tt increases again as ¢ picks up speed
after the local feature, eventually reaching the value ¢ = 1
and ending the inflationary epoch. Bottom panel: The signif-
icant slowing down of the field causes a temporary phase of
ultra-slow-roll: as e decreases, n becomes large, crossing into
the USR regime for 1.4 e-folds. All panels: The shaded region
highlights the phase of ultra-slow-roll n > 3.



The dot notation indicates time derivatives, while 0, =
0/0¢ denotes differentiation with respect to the field .
The Friedmann equation (6) relates the field dynamics to
the expansion of space, encoded in the Hubble parameter
H = a/a, where a is the scale factor of the Universe. The
inflationary dynamics can be described by the slow-roll
parameters

H 1 2
€ =E——5 =cTo5, (7)
H? ~ 2 H2M3,
é
= 2¢ — . 8
" ©” 2He )

Inflation (namely, accelerated expansion of space) re-
quires € < 1, while slow-roll inflation refers to the regime
e < 1 and |n| < 1. Ultra slow-roll (USR) inflation occurs
when € < 1 but > 3, corresponding to the condition
that 0, VpgH is a subdominant contribution to the field’s
equation of motion, Eq. (5). In summary,

SR: ex1,
USR:

Inl <1, (9)

e—0", n>3. (10)

In the vicinity of a (quasi-)inflection point, the potential
flattens and its derivative 9, Vppn ~ 0. From Eq. (5), un-
der these conditions the inflaton will evolve as ¢ ~ —3H ¢
and enter a phase of USR. This is illustrated in Fig. 2:
when ¢ encounters the local feature in the potential,
it slows down significantly; € correspondingly becomes
small (O(107?)), while 1 temporarily grows, surpassing
the USR threshold of n = 3. In order for inflation to end,
eventually seeding the conditions that could form today’s
Universe, ¢ needs to exit the USR phase and accelerate
until € = 1.

For completeness we consider an alternative definition
of the second slow-roll parameter, defined by

dlne €
2=TIAN T He: (11)
This is related to our definition of n by eo = —2n + 4e;
note that in the USR regime, e < —6. We introduce the
number of e-folds of expansion before the end of inflation,

AN = —dIna = H dt, (12)

=—-Ina,

where N = 0 at the end of inflation. In Fig. 2 and fol-
lowing, we adopt N as our time coordinate.

B. Enter the spectator

We now turn back to the full form of Eq. (1), i.e. we
add a spectator field x to the single-field model of Eq. (3).
For concreteness, we continue to consider the potential
Ve, of Eq. (4) in what follows. We shall assume the

spectator is a free scalar field with mass m, and potential

given by Vs(x) = 3myx>.

We denote the inflaton-plus-spectator setup as “PBH-
spec,” in contrast to the single-field or “SF” scenario. For
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FIG. 3. Evolution of the background fields and the Hubble

parameter (in units of Mp) for the PBHspec model as com-
pared to the single-field case, for fixed Vppr, 4 parameters (re-
ported in Table I: “spectator” refers to the PBHspec model,
“no spectator” refers to the Variation model). Top panel: The
evolution of ¢ is similar to its single-field behaviour, slow-
ing down when it hits the feature in Vppn and slow-rolling
elsewhere. The spectator field x slow-rolls at near-constant
velocity, since Vs(x) does not exhibit any particular feature.
Bottom panel: The Hubble parameter is increased with re-
spect to its single-field value by the presence of . This causes
additional Hubble friction, which further slows down . All
panels: The highlighted ‘phase II’ corresponds to the period
of slower evolution of ¢, encapsulating the single-field USR
phase. As seen in Fig. 5, it is delimited by the turns in field
space.

the PBHspec case, the background evolution of the fields

is governed by their decoupled equations of motion,
$+3Hp=—-0,Vpu, X+3Hx=-0Vs, (13)

with 0, = 0/0x, as well as one common Friedmann equa-
tion,

1 2 o2
2 = s <‘p2 + % + Vopn + Vs> L (1)
An indirect coupling between the two fields therefore
emerges through their contributions to the Hubble pa-
rameter. Being subdominant, x causes a slight increase
of H, therefore augmenting the Hubble friction of ¢ in
Eq. (13).



Model Vo [M3)] wa [Mp1] my [Mp] X [Mp]
SF Reference| 7.2 x 1071 2.00 — —
SF Variation| 6.5 x 107*%  2.00 x (1 —4 x 107%) - —

PBHspec 83x 107 200x (1—-4x10"") 6x1077 3

TABLE I. Parameter values for the PBHA models considered in this work. For the parameters of Vpgu,a in Eq. (4), we fix
the values M = 1/2, A = 1.7373 x 1073, and ¢ = 1.81 x 1072 (in units of Mp,) for each set of parameters, and always consider
the inflaton initial value p; = 3.5 Mpi. (The dynamics are nearly independent of ¢;, so long as it produces sufficient e-folds of
inflationary expansion.) We set ¢; = x; = 0. The single-field “Reference” model is defined so that it produces an enhancement
of the curvature power spectrum consistent with PBH production, similarly to the baseline models considered in Refs. [48, 52].
The “Variation” model shifts the parameter g — @q ret X (1 —4 X 1074); this excludes PBH production. The “PBHspec” model
then adds a spectator field to the Variation model, keeping the Vppu, 4 parameters fixed (apart from the overall normalization
scale Vp). By including the spectator field, PBHspec allows for PBH production in the asteroid-mass range.

The evolution of the background fields and of the Hub-
ble parameter, found by solving Eqs. (13)—(14), is shown
in Fig. 3. The PBHspec scenario is compared to the
single-field PBH model, for the same Vppy, 4 parameters
(see “Variation” model in Table I; note this is not the
same as the “Reference” parameters illustrated in Fig. 2).
First, we note from the top panel that the evolution of ¢
(blue curve) is similar to its single-field behaviour (grey
curve), insofar as it substantially slows down when ¢ en-
counters the feature in Vppp(p): this corresponds to the
single-field USR phase. The inflaton ¢ is slowed down
for a longer period in the PBHspec case. Meanwhile,
since Vg(x) has no special features, the spectator field
x slow-rolls down its potential at a near-constant rate
throughout the inflationary evolution. Correspondingly,
the value of H is slightly increased throughout inflation
by the presence of y; most notably, the phase during
which H “plateaus” is extended. This augments the Hub-
ble friction that ¢ is subjected to, through Eq. (13), fur-
ther slowing it down; this also explains why ¢ “plateaus”
for a more extended period of time.

We introduce the usual multifield notation ¢! =
{4, x}, where the index I spans over the number of fields;
in the present scenario, I = 1,2. (For a review of the for-
malism of multifield inflation see, e.g., Refs. [94-101].)
The magnitude of the velocity of the background fields
is given by

6 =0l = V2 + X2, (15)
where the second equality is a consequence of the decou-
pling of the fields in our scenarios. Because of this de-
coupling, the first slow-roll parameter € of Eq. (7), which
in a multifield scenario is given by e = ¢%/(2H2M3,)),
becomes sum-separable:

1 ¢2 1 X2

€= — + =
2 H2M3, 2 H?M3,

=€, + €y - (16)

Being an intrinsically multifield scenario, one must ac-
count for the possibility of turning field trajectories in
field-space. We describe the direction of the background
field system by defining the field-space unit vectors

s =ells;. (17)

1.90

FIG. 4. Inflationary potential V (¢, x) = Veen,a(p) + Va(x)
(in units of Mp1), zoomed in on the region around the Ve, a
feature (corresponding to the inset in Fig. 1). The trajectory
of the background field system is superimposed (black curve),
as well as the direction of &’ (blue) and 4’ (red) at three
points of the inflationary evolution corresponding to phases
I-II1. The “bump” along the ¢ direction causes the trajectory
to temporarily turn from the ¢ direction to the x direction;
during this phase, 67 and &7 switch roles. The PBHspec pa-
rameter values are listed in Table I.

The former points along the direction of the fields’ mo-
tion (called the adiabatic or curvature direction), while
the latter is orthogonal to it (the entropy or isocurvature
direction). In Eq. (17), e/ is the two-dimensional, anti-
symmetric Levi-Civita pseudo-tensor. Lastly, we define
the turn rate pseudo-vector and pseudo-scalar,

w=erselw’, (18)

wl = 9,67,
which describe the time evolution of the fields’ trajectory
in field space. In the setup of Eq. (1), the turn rate
simplifies to w = § where 6 is the angle between 7 and
the p-axis.

The field-space trajectory of the Vppm,4 model is il-
lustrated in Fig. 4, superimposed onto the two-field po-
tential of Eq. (2). This trajectory exhibits two turns,
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FIG. 5. Evolution of the slow-roll parameters and the turn
rate for the PBHspec and single-field models considered in
Fig. 3 (parameter values reported in Table I). Top panel: The
presence of x sets a floor on € > €,: while ¢, becomes small
(tracing the single-field case), ¢, ~ 10™* and we never see € —
0. Middle panel: As € never becomes unusually small, n never
enters the USR regime (unlike the single-field case). Bottom
panel: The trajectory of the background fields exhibits two
turns, corresponding to the transitions between ¢ ~ €, and
€ & ¢y (and vice-versa). All panels: The highlighted ‘phase
I’ is delimited by the turns in field space (the dashed vertical
lines correspond to the extrema of w). During this phase,
€Ex > €.

taking place when the field system reaches the feature in
VpBH,4: when the inflaton ¢ slows down, the small but
steady evolution of the spectator field x becomes impor-
tant, inducing the trajectory to temporarily turn along
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FIG. 6. Evolution of the ez slow-roll parameter, Eq. (11),

for the same models considered in Figs. 3-5. Consistent with
the middle panel of the latter figure, we can see here that
the PBHspec model never enters ultra-slow-roll, whereas the
single-field model spends ~ O(1) efold within USR.

the x direction until ¢ accelerates again. The unit vector
&1 (in blue, at different stages of the inflationary evolu-
tion) traces the direction of the trajectory, while 7 (in
red) is orthogonal to it.

Fig. 5 shows the evolution of the slow-roll parameters
and of the turn rate, for the PBHspec scenario as com-
pared to the single-field PBH model. The same parame-
ters as in Fig. 3 are considered here.

From the evolution of e (top panel), we note that the
sum-separability of Eq. (16) means that the presence of
x sets a floor on the total €, which can never be smaller
than € ~ ¢,. While €, reaches values of O(107%), simi-
larly to the single-field case (although it dips lower than
the dashed-gray curve, due to the additional Hubble fric-
tion provided by x), €, never departs from slow-roll and
is near-constant at ~ O(107%). The first slow-roll pa-
rameter is therefore bounded by € > €. As shown in the
middle panel of Fig. 5, by incorporating the decoupled
spectator field, the system never enters USR: even when
 slows significantly, the system’s velocity along the x di-
rection prevents the system from entering ultra-slow-roll,
with n < 3 at all times.

Lastly, we confirm from the plot of w (bottom panel of
Fig. 5) that two turns take place. Interestingly, these cor-
respond to the beginning and end of the phase in which
€, becomes very small and € is bounded from below by
€y, denoted by “phase II.” This can be understood by
looking at the form of the adiabatic unit vector 67 of
Eq. (17). During the first phase of inflation, €, > €, and
&' predominantly points along the ¢ direction. When
¢ slows down and €, decreases, we rapidly find €, > €,
and 67 turns to point along the x direction. Once ¢ exits
the feature in Vpgy, it quickly accelerates and we return
to the regime €, > €,: 67 thus turns back to point along
the ¢ direction. Note that y never accelerates: its near-
constant velocity, subdominant during phases I and III,
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FIG. 7. Evolution of the inflaton’s slow-roll parameter

€, in the single-field and PBHspec models, and parameter
compensations. In the single-field model, a small variation
wa = (1 —4x 1074)4,0(1 drastically modifies the dynamics
(black to blue curve). When a spectator field is present, this
shift can be compensated by O(1) variations in the spectator
field’s parameters (yellow-dashed to red-dashed).

becomes relevant when ¢ decelerates sufficiently. Only
during the brief phase II does x temporarily dominate
the evolution of the system.

For completeness, we also show in Fig. 6 the evolution
of the ey slow-roll parameter of Eq. (11), for the same
parameter sets considered above. This clearly matches
the behaviour of 7: the single-field model enters a short
phase of ultra-slow-roll (defined here as ez < —6), while
the PBHspec scenario is prevented from entering this
regime. We also point out that the spectator field’s rela-
tive contribution to the energy density of the Universe
is subdominant throughout the inflationary evolution,
P/ Pror S 0.02.

C. Relisience to parameter variations

The addition of the spectator field endows the PBH
model with a resilience to parameter variations. This
can be observed already at the background level, from
the evolution of €,. In Fig. 7 we compare € in the single-
field case to €, in the PBHspec model. The black curve
depicts € for the single-field “Reference” model of Ta-
ble I, protagonist of Section IT A and consistent with PBH
production: as noted previously, € decreases to O(1077).
Through a tiny variation in one of the Vppu,4 parame-
ters, wq — @a(l — 4 x 107%), the black curve is shifted
to the blue curve (“Variation” model of Table I). The
evolution of € is changed dramatically, still supporting a
phase of USR (gray curve in Fig. 5) but not sufficient to
produce PBHs.

Adding a spectator field to the single-field Variation
model may not change the situation (blue to yellow-
dashed), but making the spectator more massive can re-

store €, to its original form (yellow-dashed to red-dashed:
my — 6m,y, X; — 3Xi) without requiring any fine-tuning
beyond O(1) changes. The evolution of €, is therefore
resilient to small variations in the Vppy parameters, due
to compensations by the spectator field.

III. PERTURBATIONS

We now consider perturbations to the background sys-
tem, using the familiar multifield formalism of Refs. [94—
101]. Throughout the classical evolution of the back-
ground fields described in the previous section, quantum
fluctuations will be sourced. At any point in space and
time, each field can be expanded around its homogeneous
background value,

o (o) = ¢' () + 69" () , (19)

where ¢7 = {¢, x} obey Eq. (13) and §¢! represent small
departures from the background value. Considering per-
turbations around flat Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-
Walker spacetimes, one may construct the Mukhanov-
Sasaki variables, which remain gauge-invariant to first
order in the perturbations,
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Q' =66+ T, (20)

where ¥ (z*) is the comoving scalar metric perturbation
on equal-time hypersurfaces.

The PBHspec setup discussed in Section I1B is intrin-
sically multifield. Having multiple possible directions in
field space, quantum fluctuations will be produced both
along the direction of the background fields’ motion, and
perpendicular to it. These correspond to the adiabatic
and isocurvature directions identified in Eq. (17). The
Mukhanov-Sasaki variables of Eq. (20) can then be pro-
jected along the field-space unit-vectors as

QI = &IQO' + §1Qs ) (21)

thus defining the scalar adiabatic and isocurvature per-
turbations ), and @, respectively. These can be recast
as the canonically normalized comoving perturbations

R="20Q,. (22)
H
§=20.. (23)

The adiabatic (or curvature) perturbation R is also pro-
duced in single-field inflationary models, while the isocur-
vature perturbation S is unique to multifield systems.
Whereas the former reflects variations in the total en-
ergy density of the Universe, the latter leaves the total
energy density unchanged while modifying the ratio of
energy density associated with distinct particle species
at various spacetime locations.



The power spectra for the curvature and isocurvature
perturbations are defined as the two-point correlators

k’3
Pa(k,N) = 53l 4(V)” (24)

for ¥ = {R,S}. When the time dependence is not explic-
itly stated, the power spectrum will be evaluated at the
end of inflation, Py (k) = Pa(k, Nena). This is the prin-
cipal quantity of interest for studying predictions from
inflation, as its shape can be tested against observational
data, as discussed further in Section IV C.

A. Single-field ultra-slow-roll

In the single-field model described in Section IT A, the
Mukhanov-Sasaki variable of Eq. (21) reduces to the
scalar perturbation along the trajectory of the inflaton,
Q5. The curvature perturbation satisfies

H H
=—Qo=—0p+1. (25)
2 ®

It can be decomposed into Fourier modes R, which cross
the Hubble radius (aH)~! at a time N, where the comov-
ing wavenumber k = a(N,)H(N,). To linear order in the
perturbations, these modes obey the equation of motion

. . k2
Ri+ (3 + ) HRy + 3R =0, (26)

where we use the notation § = ez = 4e — 21 for con-
sistency with the literature. In the limit k¥ <« aH,
curvature perturbations will be enhanced whenever the
Hubble damping term (3 + §)HRj becomes negative.
A phase of ultra-slow-roll, as defined by Eq. (10), pro-
vides exactly these conditions. In particular, whenever
e < 1 and n > 3/2, long-wavelength modes for which
k2/(aH)? < |Ry/(HR)| will be anti-damped, growing
quasi-exponentially.

This behaviour can be seen in Fig. 8 for the single-field
VpBH, 4 potential of Eq. (4): when the system enters the
phase of ultra-slow-roll (top panel, n > 3), the curvature
perturbation grows quasi-exponentially (bottom panel),
resulting in an enhancement of ~ 105 with respect to
its pre-USR values. Notice that the figure portrays the
evolution of the time-dependent power spectrum for a
fixed k-mode. The curvature mode shown here crosses
the Hubble radius shortly before the onset of the USR
phase, thus simultaneously satisfying the condition for
anti-damping and being subjected to the entirety of the
USR-induced growth. It thus corresponds to the mode
Ri which is maximally enhanced.

peak’

B. Influence of the Spectator

Curvature perturbations are always produced during
the inflationary expansion. Additionally, the presence of

USR

PR(kpoak-, N)

20 15 10 5 0
N

FIG. 8. Evolution of the second slow-roll parameter n and
corresponding amplification of the curvature mode Ry,
in the single-field “Reference” model of Table 1. Top panel:
As seen previously in Fig. 2, n crosses the USR threshold
for ~ 1.4 e-folds, inducing a phase of ultra-slow-roll evolu-
tion. Bottom panel: We depict the time-dependent power
spectrum for a curvature mode Ry, that exits the Hub-
ble radius shortly before the onset of the USR phase (at
N, ~ 18). While n > 3/2, the curvature perturbation grows,
with Pr (kpeax, N) being enhanced by ~ 10°. After USR, the
curvature mode remains frozen at this enhanced value until
the end of inflation.

the spectator field makes it possible for the isocurvature
fluctuations of Eq. (23) to be produced as well. The
equations of motion for the Fourier modes of these two
types of perturbations are coupled. To linear order, they
obey

% (Rk — 2w8k) +(34+6)H (Rk — 2W8k) + ng =0,
(27)

B} . k2 .
Sk + (34 0)HSk + ((12 + M?) S = —2wRy . (28)
We define the effective isocurvature mass as
P2 = Mys — Moo +2H?*c(3+5 —¢) , (29)

with M., and M, being the projections of the mass-
matrix M, = 879,V along the adiabatic and isocurva-



ture directions, respectively:?
Moo =61670,0,V, (30)
M, =8"870,0,V, (31)

with 9;V = oV/0e!.

In the long-wavelength limit, that is, on super-Hubble
scales (k/a < H), the equations of motion of Eqs. (27)-
(28) simplify to

Ry ~ 2wSy, , (32)
Sk + (34 0)HSy + i3Sk ~ 0, (33)

with the effective isocurvature mass defined as ji; =
w2 + 4w?. The equation of motion for Sy indicates that
isocurvature modes will be enhanced whenever ji2 < 0,
corresponding to a phase of tachyonic instability, and
they will decay whenever i2 > 0. The evolution of Ry,
meanwhile, indicates that there can be a super-Hubble
transfer of power from isocurvature to curvature pertur-
bations whenever the background fields’ trajectory expe-
riences a turn in field-space, with w # 0.

In the PBHspec model of Eq. (1), the USR enhance-
ment of curvature modes is supplanted by a transient
period of tachyonic isocurvature growth and a subse-
quent transfer of power to curvature modes. After the
first turn in field space, when €, > €,, the adiabatic
unit vector ! will temporarily point along the y direc-
tion and, vice-versa, the isocurvature vector §/ will trace
the ¢ direction. For this reason, within phase II, the
mass-matrix projections become M, = 8>2<V5(X) and
My ~ GinBH (¢). The effective isocurvature mass then
simplifies to

u? ~ GZVPBH(QD) — 6)2<VS(X) , (34)

since the last term in Eq. (29) is suppressed by €. The
second term in Eq. (34) is negative definite since the spec-
tator field’s mass must be a real quantity. As mentioned
at the end of Section II B, the first term necessarily be-
comes temporarily negative in order for ¢ to evolve be-
yond the local feature in Vpgy, and for inflation to end.
This indicates that during most of phase II, u? is nega-
tive, indicating a tachyonic instability of the isocurvature
perturbations.

We can indeed observe a tachyonic instability when
examining the evolution of p? for Vppu 4 of Eq. (4), as
shown in the top panel of Fig. 9.3

2 Given our simple setup, with strictly canonical kinetic terms for
both fields and hence a trivial field-space structure, the effective
masses Myo and Ms do not involve any terms related to the
(here vanishing) Riemann tensor of the field-space manifold. For
the more general case, see, e.g., Ref. [100].

3 Note that we consider the evolution of u? instead of the super-
Hubble mass fi2 introduced in Eq. (33), because the k-modes
analyzed here only exit the Hubble radius at the time of the first
turn. Given that k/a ~ H at those times, the effective mass u?2
of Eq. (29) remains most relevant. Shortly thereafter, though,
the regime k/a < H becomes valid, and for most of phases II
and TII, these modes evolve with ji2 ~ u2, as shown in Fig. 12.

20 15 10 5 0

FIG. 9. Evolution of the effective isocurvature mass u2 and
interaction of the curvature and isocurvature perturbations
Repear. and Sk, for the PBHspec model. Top panel: Dur-
ing phase II (when €, > €, and the system evolves along the
x direction), u? becomes negative: the isocurvature pertur-
bations experience a tachyonic instability. Toward the end
of inflation, pu? becomes large and positive. Bottom panel:
The time-dependent power spectra for curvature Ry, and
isocurvature Sk, modes that exit the Hubble radius shortly
before the beginning of phase II, that is, just before the first
turn in field space (at N. = 18). The tachyonic phase causes a
near-exponential growth of S, which then transfers its power
to Ry at the end of phase II, when the second turn takes
place. During phase III, the positive p? causes Sy to decay.

Correspondingly, isocurvature modes Sy, experience a
rapid growth during phase II (bottom panel, red curve).
They then transfer their power to Ry (blue curve) during
the second turn in field space, at the interface between
phases II and III. Afterwards, Sy modes quickly decay
due to p? becoming large and positive, while modes Ry,
instead become frozen at their amplified value.

C. Common ground

Both the single-field and PBHspec models show an en-
hancement of perturbations, though by means of totally
different mechanisms. It is helpful to pause and consider
the relation between the two models.



To understand the mapping between the single-field
and PBHspec model, consider the equations of motion
for the field fluctuations, namely the gauge invariant
Mukhanov-Sasaki variables of Eq. (21). Denoting the
perturbations Q7 = {Q,, @, }, we note that these are re-
lated to @, Qs by a time-dependent rotation defined by
the direction of 47. Let us compare the single-field USR
phase with the PBHspec phase II, when w = 0 and the
crucial growth of isocurvature occurs.

In the single-field case, @, = Q,, which evolves fol-
lowing [100]

. - k2 1 d [(d®¢?
H = - = =0.
Qp+3 Q¢+[QQ+MW Mgla?’dt( e )]QW 0
(35)

The third term in the brackets is suppressed by €, which
is exponentially small during the single-field USR phase.
Since My, = 8inBH in this scenario, we can therefore
approximate Eq. (35) as

. . 2
Qtp + 3HQ<p + l:zQ + 8iVPBH(§0):| Qw ~0. (36)

In the PBHspec case, one has both @, and Q. We
are especially interested in the latter, which evolves as
[100, 102, 103]

. . k2 9 5 wk?
Qs +3HQ, + [az + Mg + 3w ] Qs = 4Mplg¥
(37)
During phase II, while 67 is aligned with the y direction,
one has Qs ~ Q, and M, = 839VPBH. Since w = 0
during this phase, Eq. (37) takes the simple form

. . E2
Qo+ 3+ [+ 02Vhen(o)| Q. =0, (39

which exactly matches the equation for (), in the single-
field model, Eq. (36). Both are completely determined
by H and 5ZVPBH, and in particular, we expect the evo-
lution to be completely described by the evolution of the
dimensionless ratio 97 Vppn/H?. To make this more ex-
plicit, we rewrite Eq. (38) by changing variables from
cosmic time to number of e-folds (see Eq. (12); primes
denote N-derivatives) and dividing by H?:

, k? 92Vepn(p)
Qu+(B—e)Q,+ (aH)2+ £ 73

Qy~0. (39)

The quantity 02Vppu/H? will therefore act as a mass
term for the evolution of @),. On super-Hubble scales,
when k/(aH) < 1, this equation will display the same
behaviour as Eq. (33): we expect @, to grow when
92Vepu/H? < 0, and to decay when 92Vepu/H?> > 0.
In Fig. 10 we compare the evolution of 83)VPBH/H2 in
the single-field model and in the PBHspec model.

This establishes a correspondence between the growth
of perturbations in the two models. In the single-field
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FIG. 10. Evolution of 83‘// H?. This quantity determines

the USR growth of the single-field PBH model and the tachy-
onic growth of isocruvature perturbations in the PBHspec
model. The former relies on a finely-tuned feature of the po-
tential, whereas the latter does not.

case, the growth is attributed to ultra-slow-roll evolu-
tion while the field traverses a fine-tuned feature of its
potential. In the PBHspec scenario, this is realized as
a tachyonic growth of isocurvature perturbations, which
can then transfer power to the curvature perturbations
during a field-space turn. Importantly, the latter is real-
ized without the need to fine-tune the potential.

IV. POWER SPECTRUM AND CMB
OBSERVABLES

We numerically solve the background equations of
Egs. (13)—(14) and perturbation equations of Eqs. (27)-
(28), with Bunch-Davies initial conditions imposed on
the perturbations. We perform the calculations of both
background quantities and perturbations using two in-
dependent codes written in Python and Mathemat-
ica, respectively, and find excellent agreement between
the two. In Python, we use the publicly available
code PyTransport [104, 105], which uses the Transport
Method [106] to directly compute the time-evolution of
correlation functions. In Mathematica, we solve the per-
turbation equations in the form presented in Ref. [107]
and, from this, construct the power spectra.

The power spectrum of curvature perturbations Pr (k)
for the PBHspec model is shown in Figure 11. In this sec-
tion we analyze this power spectrum in detail, separating
our discussion into the modes relevant to PBH formation
and those relevant to CMB observations.

A. Shape of the Power Spectrum

As we have seen in Section III, the dynamics of the
single-field and PBHspec models produce an amplifica-
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FIG. 11. Power spectrum of curvature perturbations for the

Veeu,a potential of Eq. (4), in both the single-field (black
and blue curves) and PBHspec (red curve) scenarios. The
parameters used in the Figure are summarized in Table I.
The black and red curves exhibit a large (and similar) en-
hancement of Pr, albeit due to different mechanisms; as the
peak of these spectra surpasses the threshold of 1073, these
models allow for the production of primordial black holes.
These models satisfy the “steepest growth” constraints [108],
as Pr o k* to the left of the peak, and the CMB parametriza-
tion Pr = As(k/k:CMB)"S*l at the CMB scales highlighted
by the black star.

tion of the curvature perturbations for certain “peak”
k-modes, albeit through very different mechanisms. This
leads to an enhancement of the curvature power spec-
trum on a characteristic scale k set by the timing of the
onset of the USR (single-field) or tachyonic (PBHspec)
phase. This is illustrated in Fig. 11, in which we show
the curvature power spectrum for varying k evaluated at
the end of inflation.

One may appreciate that the characteristic peak of
Pr(k) in the PBHspec scenario (red curve) closely mir-
rors the single-field result (black and blue curves), even
though the multifield PBHspec system never enters a
phase of USR. To the left of the peak, the spectrum real-
izes the well-studied “steepest growth,” with Pr (k) o< k*
[108]. To the right of the peak, the spectrum features a
sharp decay (which is a power law for constant-n mod-
els [51]). The peak of the power spectrum is realized by
the modes which exit the Hubble radius shortly before or
during phase II, analogous to the single-field scenario in
which the peak is due to modes that exit at the onset of
the USR phase.

To understand the emergence of the peak in the spec-
trum, it is useful to contrast the peak modes with modes
that exit the horizon much earlier than the first turn in
field space. Here there is a key consideration: the effec-
tive isocurvature mass is different for sub-Hubble and
super-Hubble modes. In particular, the super-Hubble
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FIG. 12. Evolution of the effective isocurvature mass for sub-
Hubble (u2) and super-Hubble (2) modes, for the PBHspec
model of Vppm,a. The two quantities differ by 4w?, which
becomes significant during the transitions between different
phases. Most remarkably, at the transition between phases I
and II, 2 gains a substantial contribution from the turn. As
fi2 becomes large and positive, it causes isocurvature modes
that are already super-Hubble at this time to be largely sup-
pressed. The tachyonic instability is near-identical for the
two quantities, meaning all Sy modes experience a similar
tachyonic growth during phase II, and eventually decay dur-
ing phase III.

mass, fi2, gains an additional term 4w?. The effective
isocurvature mass is shown in Fig. 12, where black and
grey correspond to sub- and super-Hubble modes, respec-
tively. One can appreciate from this that modes which
are already super-Hubble at the onset of phase IT will
experience a brief period of superheavy mass: i2/H?
spikes up to O(10). This causes isocurvature modes that
are already super-Hubble at that time to be suppressed,
before the start of the phase II tachyonic instability. This
behaviour is illustrated in Fig. 13 for modes which exit
the Hubble radius at CMB scales. Similarly, modes that
become super-Hubble in phase III, after the tachyonic
instability, have predominantly heavy isocurvature mass,
resulting in negligible growth (and then decay) of isocur-
vature perturbations.

Additionally, the peak modes—as opposed to modes on
scales relevant to CMB measurements—only satisfy k <
aH during one turn in field space (the second one). This
causes a positive transfer of power from the enhanced Sy
to the Ry modes at the end of phase II, as was previously
observed in Fig. 9. On the other hand, CMB modes (and
any k-mode that is super-Hubble at the onset of phase II)
satisfy k < aH during two opposing turns in field space.
As can be appreciated from Fig. 13, the first turn induces
a positive transfer of power from Sy to Ry, while the
second one—being of opposite sign—induces a negative
transfer from Sy to Ry. The curvature perturbations Ry
on such scales are therefore decreased by the second turn,
reducing them near-exactly to their phase I values.
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FIG. 13. Evolution of the super-Hubble effective isocur-

vature mass ji2 and the curvature and isocurvature pertur-
bations Rx and Sk, for two k-modes that cross the Hubble
radius around CMB scales, near kcvyp = 0.05 Mpc_l‘ Top
panel: At the boundary between phases I and II, 2 briefly
becomes large and positive due to the presence of a turn in
field space. During phase II (when €, > €, and the system
evolves along the x direction), ji2 drives a tachyonic insta-
bility for modes Sk, while in phase III it grows to become
large and positive. Bottom panel: The time-dependent power
spectra of Eq. (24), for the curvature and isocurvature per-
turbations of two modes kcwmgs,1 and kcwms,2 that cross the
Hubble radius 2 e-folds apart, at CMB scales. Before exhibit-
ing the tachyonic growth of phase II (similarly to the “peak”
modes of Fig. 9) and the late-time decay of phase III, CMB
modes are suppressed by ~ O(10™*) between phases I and
II. This is due to the positive peak of ji2, which affects the
evolution of modes near kcyp but which occurs while modes
with kpeak > kcwmp remain deep inside the Hubble radius.
The sharp peak of ji? therefore compensates the tachyonic
enhancement for modes near kcmp, but not for those near
kpeak. Furthermore, the two opposing field-space turns that
occur while the modes with kcymp are outside the Hubble ra-
dius cause two transfers of power from Sp to Ry: the first
one is positive, while the second is negative. The value of
Pr(kcvp) at the end of inflation is therefore near-identical
to its single-field value when CMB modes first cross the Hub-
ble radius (explaining the similarity in A). Furthermore, the
evolution of kcmp,1 and kcwms,2 is self-similar, explaining why
the values of ns (and «s) are similar to the single-field model.

In sum, these effects lead to the characteristic peak
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structure of the curvature power spectrum, in which the
enhanced modes become amplified by the transfer of
power from the tachyonic growth of isocurvature modes
identified in the previous section.

B. Primordial Black Holes

Primordial black holes are formed through the gravita-
tional collapse of large overdensities after the end of in-
flation. For such overdensities to be produced, the infla-
tionary curvature power spectrum needs to be enhanced
by O(10°) with respect to its CMB scales, while remain-
ing within the perturbative regime. A power spectrum
which exhibits a peak with 1073 < Pg (kpeax) < 1 will
therefore support PBH production [14, 109-113].

In the PBHspec model, the peak of the power spectrum
occurs at the mode kpeax Which exits the horizon shortly
before the onset of phase II. This maps onto the typical
mass of the produced primordial black holes (that is, the
mass at the peak of the PBH mass distribution [29]) in
an identical manner to the single-field case, as

1
Mppns (l) (9* (Tf))5 ( kpeak >2
30M, ~ \0.2/ \ 106.75 3.2 x 105 Mpc™? ’
(10)
where Mppn ¢ is the PBH mass at the time of its for-
mation [51]. We take the efficiency factory v = 0.2 [5]
and consider the effective number of degrees of freedom
to be g.(Tt) = 106.75 at the time of formation; the solar
mass is My =~ 2.0 x 103 g. From this, we find that the
power spectrum in Fig. 11 yields primordial black holes
with typical mass 5.9 x 101, which is within the asteroid
mass range, 1017 g < Mppy < 10 g [8-17].

C. CMB Observables

A remarkable feature of the PBHspec scenario is that it
preserves the CMB predictions of the single-field model.
The CMB observables for all the models considered in
this work are summarized in Table II.

Modes that correspond to the comoving CMB pivot
scale kcyp = 0.05 Mpc_1 exit the Hubble radius at a

time [114, 115]
1- 3wreh (prad)
In
12(1 + wyen) De

before the end of inflation. Here pcuvp is the energy
density of the Universe at the time Ncyp, while praq
is the value at the onset of radiation-domination [116—
119]; the quantities H, and p. are calculated at the end
of inflation. The equation of state during reheating falls
within the range wyen € {—1/3,+1}: the result Novp =
56 in Eq. (41) assumes instantaneous reheating (wren =

1 /%MB
N, ~ 62+ -1
omp = 62+ 71n (3M1§1H§ +

~56+£5
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Model AS Ns Qs r /Biso fferthD MPBH [g] VS/VPBH mX/H
SF Reference| 2.11 x 107 0.9678 —6.8x10~% 0.002 — 0.25 1.0 x 10™° — —
SF Variation| 2.10x107° 0.9698 —6.0 x 10™*  0.002 - 0.25 - — -
PBHspec 210x107% 09685 —6.4x10"* 0.003 15x10"* 025 5.9 x10%° 0.01 0.12

TABLE II. Observables for the parameter sets considered for the PBHA model (as defined in Table I). CMB scales exit at
Ncoume = 56. The non-Gaussianities are peaked in the orthogonal configuration, and Bis. is taken at the scale k = 0.05 Mpc™*
(i.e., kmia in Ref [63]). We evaluate the ‘spectator-ness’ measures Vs/Vppu and my/H at Ncus. Observables are computed

using PyTransport.

1/3), and the range 5 comes from the uncertainty in
the duration of the phase of reheating [116].

We parametrize the primordial power spectrum of cur-
vature perturbations P (k) on CMB scales via the con-
ventional form [120]

k )"S“%%l“(wi@) W

kcvB

Pr(k) = As (

where A; = Pr(kcump) is the amplitude at the CMB
pivot scale, ng is the spectral index, and « is the running
of the spectral index. The latter are defined as

dInPr (k)

dInk ’ (42)

ng =

k=kcmB
dng
4= dnk

(43)

k=kcmB

We also define the tensor-to-scalar ratio r as the ratio
between the amplitudes of tensor and scalar (curvature
plus isocurvature) perturbations at the CMB pivot scale,

Pyi(k)
Pr(k) + Ps(k)

r (44)

k=kcmB

The primordial isocurvature fraction is defined as [63]

Biso(k) = PS(k)

= Palh) + Ps(h) (45)

which we evaluate at the CMB pivot scale, correspond-
ing to the scale kpiq in Ref. [63]. Constraints on these
quantities are summarized in Table ITI.

Parameter Constraint
As [x1077]] 2.10+£0.03
N 0.9665 + 0.0038
Qs —0.0045 + 0.0067
r < 0.037
Biso < 0.001

TABLE III. Parameter constraints for CMB observables from
Planck 2018 CMB data [62-64]. For Siso, we adopt the most
conservative constraint on the isocurvature fraction at the
CMB pivot scale from Table 14 of [63].

As discussed in the previous section, the CMB-scale
modes do not experience a significant enhancement in the

PBHspec scenario. This results in an overall preservation
of the single-field predictions for the CMB.

The presence of the spectator field may rescale the am-
plitude Ag by O(0.1 — 1) with respect to its single-field
values. This effect is due to a partial compensation be-
tween the turns into and out of phase II, and is com-
pletely degenerate with the normalization of the poten-
tial. An O(1) change in the Vppn, 4 parameter V; can
thus keep the PBHspec model consistent with CMB con-
straints.

Crucially, nearby k-modes on CMB scales experience
a near-identical change in amplitude, resulting in a neg-
ligible change to ns. To demonstrate this explicitly, we
show in Fig. 13 the evolution of two neighboring k-modes
exiting the Hubble radius around CMB scales (two e-
folds apart). One may see that the two k-modes ex-
perience identical evolution during phase II. In partic-
ular, the small difference between the amplitudes of Ry
for the two modes is maintained to sub-percent precision
between early times (N ~ 40, long before the phase II
mechanism has an impact on the dynamics) and the end
of inflation (N = 0, after the phase II dynamics). The
same reasoning also explains the small change in as.

The isocurvature fraction Bjs, may also be read off from
Fig. 13, from the relative size of Ps and Px at the end of
inflation. From this we find Siso = 1.5 x 1074, well below
the CMB constraint.

Meanwhile, the tensor modes are not impacted at all by
the spectator dynamics. The spectrum of tensor modes is
given by P, = H?(Ncomg)/ (872 M3g,), from which we infer
r=8n2As/H?*(Nomp) = 3% 1073, essentially unchanged
from the single-field model.

D. Non-Gaussianity

Finally, we examine the non-Gaussianity of the PBH-
spec model. That is, we investigate how the curvature
perturbations produced in this setup depart from a Gaus-
sian distribution, as probed by the three-point correlator,

(Ric, Riey Ricy) = (2m)°8° (k1 + ko + ka) Br (k1 k2, k3)
(46)
which defines the bispectrum Bpg (k1, k2, k3) for three k-
modes which form a closed triangle in Fourier space, ki +
ko+ks = 0. It is useful to define the reduced bispectrum,
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FIG. 14. Reduced bispectrum of curvature perturbations, projected onto the e — 8 plane for fixed k-modes, evaluated at the
end of inflation. We find the non-Gaussianity is near-constant across all shapes, with a shape-dependence that is much smaller
than the experimental sensitivity to non-Gaussianity. Left panel: fxr on CMB scales. Non-Gaussianities are slightly peaked in
the equilateral configuration, with 5" = 0.02, and are consistent with the CMB constraints of Table IV. Right-panel: fxt, on
PBH scales (k = kpeax). Non-Gaussianities are enhanced with respect to CMB scales, being peaked in the local configuration

with fi* = 0.6. The presence of significant non-Gaussianity at these scales may assist the formation of primordial black holes.

or non-Gaussianity parameter [121], N
60 50 40 30 20 10
fan = 5 Br (k1 k2, k3) N ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ]
6 Pr(k1)Pr(k2) + Pr(k2) Pr(k3) + Pr(k1)Pr(ks3) ,
(47) ol SF Reference 1
where Pr (k) = 2n*Pr(k)/k? is the dimensionful power ---- PBHspec
spectrum. 10E ]
To determine the shape of the non-Gaussianity and =
in which configuration it is peaked, we adopt the o — 3 ?f 100¢ 1
formalism of Refs. [122, 123]. This defines the variables
1071 PBH scales J
ko — k k—k ki + ko + k
P N O k| N Sk ]
k k 2 (48) 10 CMB scales
where 0 < 3 < 1land —(1-8) < a < 1-4. Asillustrated 07
in Fig. 14, the bispectrum can be projected onto the o — 104 10° 10* 108 1012 106 10%
B plane, forming a triangle. The center of the triangle k [Mpc']

corresponds to the equilateral configuration (k1 = ko =
k3), its corners represent jche squeezed. (or .100.31) limit FIG. 15. Amplitude of the equilateral configuration of the
(k1 < kg = k3), and the middle of the sides indicate the non-Gaussianity, fe2"" for modes that exit the Hubble ra-
orthogonal configuration (ki = 2ke = 2ks). dius at different times during inflation. The star and trian-
We first calculate the non-Gaussianity for modes that gle indicate CMB and PBH scales, respectively. The single-
cross the Hubble radius at CMB scales. The projection field and PBHspec models have small and near-identical non-
of fx1, onto the a— S plane is illustrated in the left panel Gaussianity at CMB scales, which is significantly enhanced
of Fig. 14. The values of fy1, in each configuration can on PBH scales, where the PBHspec scenario shows a slightly
be read off from the figure, corresponding to smaller fni, than the single field model.

flocal = 0.01, R =0.02, [P =002, (49)
in the single-field model. This can be understood by the
The non-Gaussianity on CMB scales is weakly peaked fact that k-modes exiting around CMB scales are only
in the equilateral configuration, with each component modestly impacted by the tachyonic instability of the
sitting well below the CMB bounds summarized in Ta- isocurvature modes, thus reproducing the single-field re-
ble IV. Interestingly, these values are very similar to those sults.
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FIG. 16. Parameter dependence of the curvature power spectrum for the PBHspec model. The base model PBHA of Eq. (4)
is adopted for illustrative purposes. Left panel: Dependence of the model on O(1) variations in the spectator parameters,
producing O(10) shifts in the amplitude of the peak of Pz (black to blue and blue to red), and partial compensation between
the shifts in m, and x; (black to red). The PBH parameters for all the curves are fixed to their fiducial values as reported
in the PBHspec row of Table I, with the “baseline” model having m, = 3.5 X 1077 Mp; and x; = 4 Mp;; the corresponding
observables are consistent with those described in Table II. Right panel: Dependence of the single-field model on a O(10™%)
variation in the inflaton parameter g, producing an O(10) shift in the amplitude of the peak of Pz (black to blue). Null
effect of adding a small spectator field to the system (blue to yellow-dashed), and compensation of the previous shift by O(1)
variations in the spectator parameters (yellow-dashed to red-dashed). The model parameters used here are reported in Table 1.

Parameter | Constraint

flocal " T_0.9+5.1
equil

N‘i —26 + 47

Qhe | 38424

TABLE IV. Parameter constraints for the non-Gaussianity
parameter fxr, from Planck 2018 CMB data [61].

The right panel of Fig. 14 shows the a— g projection of
the non-Gaussianity for modes exiting the Hubble radius
at PBH scales. One may appreciate an enhancement of
the non-Gaussianity for these modes, leading to fnp, ~
0.5. This is peaked in the equilateral configuration, and
is similar to the single-field model.

To understand the scale dependence of the non-
Gaussianity, in Fig. 15 we plot fﬁiull as a function of
wavenumber k. From this, one may appreciate the dra-
matic enhancement of non-Gaussianity on small scales
around the PBH scale. In this case, we also include
the single-field PBH model for reference. The non-
Gaussianity of PBH modes is, in fact, much lower in the
spectator case than in the single field case. This can be
attributed to the reduction of |n| in the PBHspec scenario
as compared to the single-field case.

V. PARAMETER DEPENDENCE

The spectator sector of the model of Eq. (1) depends
only on two parameters: the field’s mass, m,, and its
initial value, x;. An O(1) variation in either parame-
ter can produce ~ O(10) shifts in the peak amplitude of
‘Pr, which is significant but modest in comparison to the
sensitivity of the single-field model to variations in the
parameters of Vpgua. An example of this dependence is
illustrated in the left panel of Fig. 16: varying x; — 0.7x;
can decrease the peak of Pr(k) by O(10) (black to blue
curve), and shifting m, — 2m, can increase it by a sim-
ilar amount (blue to red). Since these shifts compensate
each other, one may also appreciate a partial degeneracy
in m, and x;. This can be physically understood in terms
of their combined contribution to the Hubble parameter
and to the slow-roll parameter ¢, .

On the other hand, the inflaton sector of the model
is highly dependent on parameter variations. It is well
known that the issue of fine-tuning plagues single-field
inflationary models that produce PBHs through a phase
of USR [52]. Indeed, predictions for observables in such
models are exponentially sensitive to small variations
their model parameters: a delicate balance needs to be
struck to produce an appropriate abundance of PBHs
(of the correct mass) while also satisfying high-precision
CMB constraints. This is shown in the right panel of
Fig. 16: a small variation (of O(107%)) in the PBHA
model parameter pg4 shifts the peak amplitude of the cur-



vature power spectrum by O(10), from Pr ~ few x 1073
(black curve; consistent with PBH production) to Pr <
10~* (blue curve; too low to produce PBHs).

These two contrasting trends indicate that the
spectator-plus-inflaton system retains a certain resilience
to small variations in the PBH model parameters. In
the illustrative example of Fig. 16 (right panel), the
above-mentioned (O(10) shift in the peak amplitude of
Pr due to the small PBH parameter variation (black to
blue curve) can be compensated by a O(1) variation in
the spectator parameters (yellow-dashed to red-dashed
curve). The compensated model (red) is consistent with
the initial one (black) and compatible with PBH produc-
tion in the asteroid-mass range, as well as with all CMB
constraints.

This significant resilience of the model to small param-
eter variations suggests that fine-tuning of the single-field
model may be ameliorated. To quantify this statement,
we perform a Markov Chain Monte Carlo analysis of the
single-field and spectator models fit to CMB data un-
der the prior of asteroid-mass PBH dark matter, and
compute the Bayesian evidence. This will be presented
elsewhere [124].

VI. MODEL (IN)DEPENDENCE

In the previous sections, we took the inflaton potential
to follow the particular form of Eq. (4) for the sake of
clarity. However, the mechanism we present is strongly
model-independent: any potential Vppu(p) that pro-
duces PBHs through a transient phase of ultra-slow-roll
(when treated as a single-field model) would be similarly
affected by the presence of a spectator. This is due to
two reasons.

In any such model, a light spectator field can easily
realize an €, larger than e, when ¢ slows down (causing
€, to become small). This will produce two opposite
turns in field space, delimiting a phase wherein the field
trajectory is aligned with the y direction (our “phase
).

Additionally, the presence of a local USR-inducing fea-
ture in Vppu requires O,Vpeu ~ 0. In order for ¢ to
eventually escape the USR feature and terminate infla-
tion, the potential must (briefly) obey 8ZVPBH < 0 dur-
ing phase II. The latter condition necessarily causes u?
to temporarily become negative when the field trajec-
tory is aligned with the x direction, sourcing a tachyonic
growth of isocurvature perturbations. These will enhance
the curvature modes when the second turn occurs, at the
end of phase II.

To demonstrate this point, we calculate the evolution
of the background fields and their perturbations for a
second single-field model that can produce PBHs:

MA vt 22 (6 —dax + 3:172)
Vepn.B(p) = —2F , 50
(o) = T (50)

10°F :

---- €, (no spectator)
107%¢
L — €

10-8F — &y

-

" — €= €, T € ]

0.5

w/H

0.0

60 40 20 0
N
FIG. 17. Evolution of ¢ and w in the PBHspec scenario, for

the Vpea, s potential of Eq. (50). The parameters used in the
Figure are summarized in Table V.

with = ¢/v. This is the model developed in Refs. [39,
40], in which a cubic term is added to a Higgs-like po-
tential [125] to engineer a local USR-inducing quasi-
inflection point.

Note that, apart from exhibiting a local feature that
slows down the evolution of ¢, the potentials Vppn, 4 of
Eq. (4) and Vppu,p of Eq. (50) do not have much in
common. They are in fact derived from different consid-
erations and use different sets of parameters.

The evolution of the background quantities ¢ and w
for the potential Vppu, g of Eq. (50) is shown in Fig. 17.
The same behaviour previously encountered in Fig. 5 can
be found here: the presence of the spectator field x sets
a floor on €, and causes two turns in field space while
eliminating the phase of ultra-slow-roll.

The corresponding evolution of the curvature and
isocurvature perturbations is illustrated in Fig. 18. Here
again, we find a tachyonic instability of y2 during phase
II: this sources a near-exponential growth of modes Sy,
which then transfers power to modes Ry at the time of
the second turn in field space. The curvature power spec-
trum is thus enhanced, as shown in Fig. 19.

One may notice that phase II lasts longer in the PBHB
model than in PBHA, while phase III is shortened. We
can expect additional modes to cross the Hubble radius
during phase II and experience the tachyonic enhance-
ment, while only a few will exit during phase III. These
considerations will affect the shape of the peak of the cur-
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Model X v [Mp)] my [Mpl] — xi [Mp]
SF Reference| 1.16 x 107° 0.19669 — —
SF Variation| 9.10 x 1077 0.19669 x (1 — 4 x 107%) - -
PBHspec 1.19x 107%  0.19669 x (1 —4x107%)  7x 1077 2.5

TABLE V. Parameter values for the PBHB models, with a = 0.719527, b = 1.500016, and ¢, = 3 Mp; fixed throughout
(we take ¢; = x; = 0). The single-field “Reference” model reproduces the results introduced in Ref. [39], modified to align
with the latest CMB constraints and produce PBHs in the asteroid-mass range. The “Variation” model shifts the parameter
U = Uper X (1 —4 X 1073); this excludes PBH production. The “PBHspec” model includes the effect of a spectator field to the
“Variation” Vppn,p parameters; it is again consistent with PBH production in the asteroid-mass range.

Model A, N Qs r Biso fortho MpeH [g] Ry my/H
Reference| 2.10x 1077 0.9599 —1.8x 10~°  0.005 — 0.66 1.1 x 10Y7 — —
Variation| 2.10x 10™° 0.9665 —8.2x 107* 0.004 - 0.66 - - —
PBHspec| 2.09x107° 0.9640 —1.0x10"% 0.005 29x10"* 0.66 4.0x 10*®| 0.008 0.10

TABLE VI. Observables for the parameter sets considered for the PBHB model (as defined in Table V). CMB scales exit at

Ncwvp = 56. The non-Gaussianities are peaked in the orthogonal configuration, and Siso is taken at the scale k = 0.05 Mpc

—1

(i.e., kmia in Ref [63]). We evaluate the ‘spectator-ness’ measures Vs/Vpgu and m,/H at Noms. Observables are computed

using PyTransport.
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FIG. 18. Evolution of u? and of the curvature and isocur-
vature perturbations R and S, for the Vppu,p potential of
Eq. (50). The parameters used in the Figure are summarized
in Table V.

vature power spectrum (which is broadened in PBHB),
but will nevertheless be in accordance with the single-
field case, since the phase of ultra-slow-roll enhancement
of modes Ry, will also be extended. The striking simi-
larity between the single-field and PBHspec scenarios for
VpBH,B can be observed in Fig. 19.

N*
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FIG. 19. Curvature power spectrum for the Vppu,p po-

tential of Eq. (50). The parameters used in the Figure are
summarised in Table V.

VII. DISCUSSION

Scalar fields are ubiquitous in models of high energy
physics. In the context of inflationary cosmology, scalar
fields in addition to the inflaton can play the role of
a spectator field, which does not couple to the inflaton
directly and which contributes a subdominant fraction
of the total energy density of the Universe. The phe-
nomenology of inflation in the presence of spectator fields
has been extensively studied (cf. [87-91]). In this work,
we have extended this body of work to include spectator
fields in single-field inflation models which seed primor-
dial black holes through a phase of ultra-slow-roll (USR)
evolution.



While USR models of PBH production are premised
on a exponential slow-down of the inflaton and hence
a sharp decrease in the slow-roll parameter ¢, a specta-
tor field maintains a near-constant velocity at all times.
This creates a floor for the combined total € below which
the system cannot cross, and prevents the system from
entering into USR. One might naively expect this to pre-
clude the enhancement of perturbations for which these
single-field models were engineered. In this work, and
the companion paper [92], we have demonstrated that
the enhancement survives, and moreover the spectator
alleviates much of the fine-tuning of parameters required
of the underlying single-field model.

The spectator qualitatively changes the dynamics of
both the background and perturbations: the would-be
USR phase is supplanted by a phase wherein the infla-
tionary trajectory turns to flow along the spectator di-
rection. Despite the spectator providing a subdominant
contribution to the energy density, it briefly dominates
the kinematics. This phase is characterized by tachyonic
instability for isocurvature perturbations, and bracketed
by turns in field space, which convert power from isocur-
vature perturbations to curvature perturbations, follow-
ing which the isocurvature modes decay. The net result
is an enhancement of the amplitude of curvature pertur-
bations that parallels that in the single-field case.

The observables of the model are in remarkable agree-
ment with the underlying single-field models. The power
spectrum inherits the same predictions for CMB observ-
ables, the same slope of the peak of the power spectrum
of PBH-relevant scales, and the same decay of the peak.
As we have explained in detail in Sec. IV and VI, this
commonality arises from the shared evolution of inflation
fluctuations in the two models.

Where the two models differ is the extent to which the
feature of the inflaton potential must be set by hand: the
spectator model can accommodate a much less fine-tuned
feature in the inflaton potential, by compensating O(1)
parameter variations of the spectator mass and initial
condition. Whether this amounts to a definetuning in a
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Bayesian sense requires a full statistical analysis, which
is topic of future work [124].

These results are illustrated in the context of a few
specific single-models—those of Refs. [39, 40, 48]—but
apply broadly to any model of single-field inflation model
that is minimally coupled to gravity and which realizes
USR through a feature in the potential. We have demon-
strated this by undertaking our analysis for second dis-
tinct and unrelated models, finding the same results: the
spectator maintains or enhances the perturbations rela-
tive to the single-field models.

There are many directions for future work. Foremost
among these is a detailed exploration of parameter space
to quantify the fine-tuning in the spectator versus single-
field models. This exploration will enable study of other
parameter regimes, such as ones in which the spectator
field generates a second phase of slow-roll inflation. It
will also be interesting to generalize the spectator model
to other spectator potentials, to multiple spectators, or
to a spectator nonminimally coupled to gravity. We leave
this and other interesting directions to future work.
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