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I. INTRODUCTION

In inflationary cosmology [1H7], scalar fields have been extensively used for modeling the inflaton field causing an
exponential expansion in the very early universe which sets up the initial condition of the Hot Big Bang. In the
simplest scenario, a period of quasi-de Sitter phase is accomplished by a canonical scalar field slow-rolling down
a plateau potential. The quantum fluctuations based on such a simple model are phenomenologically sufficient to
match with the slightly tilted power spectrum and non-Gaussianity in the latest measurement of the anisotropies of
the cosmic microwave background [8, 9]. Meanwhile, the supposed high energy scale during inflation gives rise to the
question: what beyond standard model theory or quantum gravity theory contains the inflaton field? As the most
prominent candidate of an ultraviolet (UV) complete theory of fundamental interactions, string theory is widely used
to construct the inflaton field.

However, recently the existence of such a simple scalar field with a plateau potential from string theory construction
has been put into question. Over the past several years, a series of so-called “swampland” conjectures have been
proposed concerning the consistency of effective scalar field models with a UV completion in a theory of quantum
gravity [10], including the de Sitter Swampland Conjecture and its modified versions [11-13]. The de Sitter Swampland
conjecture states that for a scalar potential V' of any consistent theory of quantum gravity, there is a lower bound on
the logarithmic gradient of V' (¢)
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While simple single-field inflation models are in strong tension with the swampland conjectures [14, [15], more com-
plicated models can in principle be consistent. In Ref. [16], Achicarro and Palma point out that in the multi-field
models, the parameter characterizing the logarithmic gradient of the potential ey can largely deviate from the first
Hubble slow-roll parameter e through a large turning rate €2 as
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Therefore, the de Sitter Swampland conjecture ey 2 O(1) can be satisfied without violating quasi-de Sitter condition
e < 1. For instance, in hyperbolic inflation [17], the inflaton can orbit a steep potential and never slow rolls.

Besides having more than one field, another way to go beyond simple inflationary models is by considering models
based on the P(X, ) theory [18, [19], in which the Lagrangian is a general function of the field and its canonical
kinetic term X = —(d¢)?/2. For instance, the well-known Dirac-Born-Infeld (DBI) inflation |20, 21] motivated by
string theory construction belongs to this category. It is then a natural question to ask how to apply the Swampland
conjectures on this type of model. Some possible methods are proposed aiming to generalize the conjectures themselves
[22, 23]. On the other hand, another rather conservative approach suggested in Ref. |23, 24] and further studied in
Ref. [25] is to embed the P(X, ) theory into a two-field modell] by a general embedding scheme [29]
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where A is a constant parameter with mass dimension] When A — oo the action reduces back to that of a P(X,p)
theory. In Ref. [25], Solomon and Trodden derive the first potential slow-roll parameter ey in the embedding two-field

model as
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where [ is a parameter defined in a P(X, ) theory as
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They conclude that to satisfy the de Sitter Swampland conjecture in this “UV extension” of the P(X, ) theory, the
condition is
1-— 025
—=0>0
1+ 625 p (

L

\/E) > 1. (6)

L Other discussions related to the two-field models as (partial) UV completion can be found in Ref. [26-28].
2 Here, we adopt the notation used in Ref. [25].



In this paper, we point out that the resulting two-field model of this general embedding method should be considered
as a special type of two-field model with mass hierarchy, in which the heavy field can be integrated out at the full
action level as was done in the gelaton scenario [30,131]. As a result, the two-field extension has to satisfy the energy
conditions where this embedding is valid. This requirement gives an upper bound of the parameter A in the action
@). Furthermore, we derive ey in series expansion of AS and showing that the two B-dependent terms in Eq. (@)
belong to the next leading order. Especially, we conclude that to have a small deviation between the speed of sound
derived from the P(X, ) theory and the corresponding two-field model, those two terms must be small compared to
a leading term proportional to A® in Eq. (@7).

The organization of this paper is as follows. In Sec. [[TAl and [IBl we briefly review the P(X, ) theory and the
multi-field inflationary models with curved field space. In Sec. [IC| we review the gelaton scenario, a special type
of multi-field model in which the heavy field can be integrated out at the full action level. In Sec. [Tl we show that
the general embedding method (B)) fits into the same category as the gelaton case. To the leading order, both the
turning rate and effective mass of the entropic fluctuations are proportional to a single parameter A%, which is the
same parameter used in the action to turn off the kinetic term of the auxiliary field x. In Sec. [V] we have our main
results. We first show that to correctly relate ey to the turning rate €2, we need to include next to leading order terms
in A. We obtain ey and the speed of sound cg derived from the embedding two-field model in terms of quantities
defined in P(X, ) to the next leading order. From the condition that the two-field model and P(X, ) should give
similar speed of sound, we conclude that the ey can only be dominated by the leading term proportional to AS in a
large turning scenario. Lastly, an upper bound on ey of this type of model is given. The conclusion is in Sec. [Vl

II. P(X,9) THEORY AND MULTI-FIELD MODELS WITH NON-TRIVIAL FIELD SPACE METRIC
A. P(X,p) theory

The action of a P(X,¢) theory is given by
M2
S = /d‘{m/——g {TPRJF P(p,X)|, (7)
where X = —% 9" 9,00, is the canonical kinetic term. We take a flat Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) metric,
ds? = —dt* + a? (t) dx?, (8)
and consider only the homogeneous solutions of this scalar field. The energy density of the field is given by
p(X,¢) =2XPx — P(X,¢), 9)

and the Friedmann and Raychaudhuri equations are
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where a(t) is the scale factor and H = a/a is the Hubble parameter. Here, the subscript ”X” indicates a derivative
with respect to the canonical kinetic term, Px = O0P/0X. The resulting equation of motion (EoM) for the field ¢ is
. . (PPX Pga
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Besides the Hubble slow roll parameters quantifying the background evaluation
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it is useful to define a new parameter K as



which quantifies the deviation from a canonical Lagrangian. To see this, we first notice that the first Hubble slow-roll
parameter € in the single non-canonical field model can also be written as
XPx

Then by taking the time derivative of Eq. ({3 and substituting Eqs. (3] [4]), we can derive the following relation

¢=(T-c-5) me (16)

which reduces back to the familiar relation of a canonical field in a FRW spacetime when k& = 0.
In a P(X, ) theory, it is well known that the perturbations travel with a speed of sound
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With Eq. (1), we can further rewrite % as
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where 3 is given by
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is a useful parameter introduced in Ref. [25], and will be used in the later discussion. Notice that 8 is a parameter
invariant from field redefinition in a P(X,¢) theory. Furthermore, P(X, ¢) theories reduce to canonical limit only
when both ¢s — 1 and 8 — 0, which when substituted into Eq. ({I8) give &# — 0. Assuming ¢, < 1, we have

(20)

B. multi-field models with non-trivial field space metric

Here we closely follow Refs. [16, [31] to review the subject of multi-field models with non-trivial field space metricH
Consider a multi-field inflationary model described by the following non-linear sigma model

2
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where G1;(¢) is the field space metric. Together with the FRW metric, the background dynamics is determined by
the Friedmann equation
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where ® = \/Gr;¢!é”, and the EoM of the fields
Dy’ +3H' + GV, =0, (23)

where Vi = 0V/0¢! and D, is the covariant time derivative with respect to the field metric, defined as D;A! =
Al + T4, ¢7 AK. The first Hubble show-roll parameter € ([[3) is related to ® as
(i)2
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3 Discussions related to integrating out the heavy degrees of freedom in multi-field models can be found in Refs. [32-4d].



Taking the time derivative of Eq. (24]) and using Eq. (3], one can obtain a relation similar to that of a canonical
single-field case

. (g - e) Hd. (25)
However, notice that @ includes the time derivative on the non-trivial field space metric since ® = v/ Gr ng'ﬁl (;.5*] .

Next, in the two-field model, it is more useful to consider the field components tangent and normal to the trajectory
in field space. For a given trajectory in the field space, the unit tangent vector is given by

(JAI
TI = T, 26
X (26)
and the unit normal vector (entropic direction) can be defined as
-D,7! —D,T!
NI = td _ ¢ (27)
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where Q0 = |D;T)| is the turning rate. By projecting onto the tangent and normal direction, the EoMs of the fields Eq.

@3) become

d+3HD+ Vp =0, (28)
Vi
Q = =, 29
; 29)
where Vg = TV, and Vy = N'V;. Substituting Eq. (25) into Eq. (28], we have
(g—e—i-?)) Ho = Vs, (30)

Due to the non-trivial field space metric Gy;(¢), the tangential direction differs from the direction defined by the
gradient flow of the potential 9;V, and as the result, slow roll limit can be achieved even with a steep potential.
Quantitatively, this is given by the relation between the first Hubble slow-roll parameter e (I3) and the first potential
Hubble parameter ey,

MpV'Vi — MpVg+ Vi
2 vz o2 vz
Substituting Eqs. (29 B0) into Eq. (3I)) and using Eqs. 22 24)), we then have

evzﬁ[(3—e+g)2+2—z}ze(l+gﬂ—;>. (32)

Notice that the first equality is an exact relation without using any approximation and in the second expression the
general slow-roll condition ¢, < 1 is assumed. So the de Sitter Swampland conjecture ey = O(1) and the slow roll
condition € < 1 can both be simultaneously satisfied if 2 > H. Notice that although the action given by Eq. 21 is
non-canonical, the first potential Hubble parameter ey ([B1)) is still well-defined, i.e., ey is invariant under the local
field redefinition. Therefore, the de Sitter Swampland conjecture ey ~ O(1) would not be changed by a simple field
redefinition.

Lastly, in two-field models, the effective mass of the isocurvature perturbations is given by

MZi; = Vinn + eH?MpRyp — O, (33)

€y = (31)

€

where V.yy = N INJ V.17 is the projection of the covariant Hessian of the potential along the entropic direction, and
Ry, is the Ricci scalar defined by the field space metric Gr. If the effective mass of the isocurvature modes is heavy
compared to the Hubble parameter, i.e. Mcys > H, then the heavy field (isocurvature modes) can be integrated out,
resulting in an effective single field inflationary model with reduced speed of sound
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Notice that in general, this mapping is only valid at the perturbation level, since the heavy field is the isocurvature
perturbations, not the field defined in the full action. However, for some special two-field models, the heavy field
can be integrated out at the full action level [30, I31], in which assuming M.s; — oo is equivalent to turning off the
dynamics of the auxiliary field. In the next subsection, we review the prototype of this type of model named the
gelaton scenario.



C. the gelaton scenario

Here, we review a special case of the gelaton scenario introduced by Tolley and Wyman [30], in which by integrating
out the heavy field, the effective low energy single field action is of the DBI form. Especially, we take the point of
view from Ref. [31] that it can be considered as a special type of multi-field model with curved field space and mass
hierarchy. Related discussion can be found in Refs. [23, 12]].

Consider the following two-field action

e29x/Mp
5= [dey=a |5 00° - 5007 - Vine) . (35)
with the potential
Vix.9) = T(g) [cosh@j—jj) - 1] 1 U(), (36)

where ¢ is some dimensionless constant. The field y is called the gelaton field, which we will see later is the heavy
field, and ¢ is the inflaton field[] Comparing to Eq. (ZII), one can immediately tell that Eq. (35]) is a special case of
a two-field non-linear sigma model with ¢! = (x, ) and field space metric given by

Grs(¢) = diag(1,e*X/Mr), (37)

From Eq. (33)), the equation of motion of the field x is given by

2
Oy + Mip ¢20x/Mr 32 _ o7 () smh(Mij_f) =0. (38)

For large value of g, we can drop the Oy term and Eq. (B8] reduces to a constraint on y as

2
29x/Mpe 52 _ 9 () sinh(Z2X) ~ 0, (39)
Mp
which can be further rewritten as
2X
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e — )
< T(p) (40)

where X = —(9¢)?/2. We then can substitute Eq. (@0) into Eq. (35]) and drop the kinetic term of the gelaton field
to obtain the effective DBI action as

2X
Sess = /d“w—gP(X, p) = /d4x\/—g T(¢) <— Ol 1) ~Ulp) (41)
Notice that the speed of sound (IT) derived from the DBI action (@I is inversely proportional to Px as
2X
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Together with Eq. (@Q), we can see that in the large g limit, the gelaton field is determined by the speed of sound or

Px as
Mp . 1 Mp

~—1In— =—1InPy. 43
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This gelaton scenario, in which the gelaton field can be integrated out at the full action level, can be considered

as a special case of the more general multi-field models with heavy entropic fluctuations [31]. Therefore, Eq. ([#2)

should agree with Eq. (34) under the same approximation, i.e., large g limit and dropping the kinetic term of x in

4 Notice that the convention we use here is opposite to the convention in the original paper [30].



the action ([B4]). From the field space metric (31), we can derive the non-zero components of the Christoffel symbol
and Ricci scalar as

9 agm g =27
ry, = e ox/Me T8 = e Wz (44)
In the large ¢ limit, the unit tangent and normal vector Egs. (28], 27) can be approximated by
T! = (0,e~ /My NT=(-1,0), (45)

and the resulting turning rate and the projection of the covariant Hessian of the potential along the entropic direction
are given by

2
Q2 — G]JDtTIDtTJ ~ g—2€2gX/MP Sb2 (46)
Mp
and
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respectively. In the limit g — oo, though the directions of the tangent and normal vectors are fixed in the (x, ¢) basis,
the turning rate of the trajectory = |D;T)| is still nonzero due to the non-trivial field space metric (BT). Next, by
substituting the above results into Eq. (33) with

. 1 7 .
—H =l = 5 Gry¢' ¢ ~ 2o/Me 2, (48)
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where the approximation is from the fact that the kinetic term of the gelaton field is sub-dominated, the effective
mass of the isocurvature modes in the large g limit is given by

29° 29x .
Mlef = M—l% 2T (p) Cosh(M—P) _ 2ox/Mp 2| )

By substituting Eqs. ({6, @) into Eq. ([B4]), we then have

AT(p) o 2K (50)
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where the constraint ([@0) is used in the second approximation, and the result is just Eq. (@2)). This shows that
integrating out the gelaton field at the full action level is consistent with the picture of having heavy isocurvature
modes. To gain a better understanding of the above quantities in the large g limit, we can use Eq. (@3] to replace x
in terms of cg so that

2 2 2
g 2 g° 1—c5
M2, ~4eg2=T 02~ L
eff Cs Ml% ((p)u M]% cs

T(¢). (51)

We emphasize that both Q% and MZ; ; are proportional to g* at the leading order, so in the large g limit, the speed of
sound (B4 does not depend on g. This limit is also a reasonable condition for dropping the kinetic term of x in the
full action, and at the same time makes M.;y > H, which is the condition for integrating out the heavy isocurvature
modes. However, in the gelaton scenario, the effective mass is also bounded from above by the cutoff of the P(X, p)
theory in order to have a weakly coupled perturbation theory, that is, the effective mass is bounded within the range

H < Meyy < E. (52)

With the resulting DBI model being an effective field theory of inflaton, which can be interpreted as the Goldstone
boson corresponding to broken time translations [41], the cutoff energy scale is given by

5
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Since the effective mass of the gelaton (&) is bounded by the energy condition Eq. (B2)), the value of g cannot be
arbitrarily large. As a result, there is an O(1/¢?) correction to the speed of sound given in Eq. (B0). Notice that one
can obtain the above results (B0, B1)) without using approximation Eq. (@) by calculating exact results from Egs.
6, 27) first, and then taking the leading order in g.

In the next section we will see that the general embedding of a P(X, ¢) into a two-field non-linear sigma model
also belongs to this category, ¢.e., making M.r¢ large and turning off the dynamics of the auxiliary field is controlled
by a single parameter. Also we will use the method described above, since later in Sec. [V] we will see that the
approximated tangent and normal vectors ([45)) are insufficient.

III. THE GENERAL EMBEDDING OF AN INFLATIONARY P(X,¢) THEORY

In this section, we show that the general embedding of a P(X, ¢) theory introduced in Ref. [29] as the generalization
of the gelaton scenario fits into the same picture. That is, the embedding can be considered as a special type of two-
field model in which the heavy field can be integrate out at the full action level. To our knowledge, this is the first
time in the literature that this is explicitly shown.

To begin with, one can rewrite the action of a P(X, ) theory (7)) by introducing an auxiliary field x

S= / doy=g [MTIQ’R + P, X) + (X — X)PX} , (54)

in which the equation of motion of the auxiliary field is just a constraint equation, x = X, providing P, # 0. Then
by introducing a small kinetic term, the action becomes

5= [[atoy=g [MER+ Ple) - 515007 + (X - R )

which can be considered as a two-field non-linear sigma model (1)) with the field space metric

_ 1
Gri(¢) = dmg(F, Py), (56)
and a potential
V(6) = —P+xP,. (57)

Then we can follow the same logic used in the gelaton scenario. The equation of motion of x derived from the action
(5 is
1

O+ Po(X =) =0, (58)

which effectively reduces to the constraint equation, y = X in the large A limit. And the action (B3 can be treated
as a special type of two-field model with heavy isocurvature modes in which the heavy field can be integrated out at
the full action level. In the following, we will show that the leading order term of both M ff 5 and ? are proportional
to AS, so in the large A limit, the speed of sound given by Eq. (34)) matches the result given by the usual single field
formula

P
2 X
== 59
ST Py +2X Pxx (59)
Firstly, the non-zero components of the Christoffel symbol derived from the field space metric (G6) are:
-1 1P, 1P
rx,=—AP,, TI¥¢ =_-2% L, =22 (60)
PP 2 XX X® 2 PX P 2 PX
And the Ricci Scalar of the field space is given by
P2 —2P P
Rfs(X;‘P) _ AG [ XX X XXX} (61)

2P?



which is in general a function of the fields. Substituting the DBI Lagrangian (1) into Eq. (GII) with y ~ X, the Ricci
scalar of the field space is
—5A6 —5T (¢)?

Rys(x = X, ) = = A®, (62)
! 2(T(p) — 2X)2 2c%

which is not a constant. Since the Ricci scalar is invariant from field re-definition, this general embedding method
gives a different two-field picture compared to the previous gelaton scenario. Next, the unit tangent vector (28] is
given by

1 (% &)
G0 § 2Py X5 #)s
and for the two-field models, the corresponding unit normal vector (27))

x ney VDA A6y X
o = e (M) o

(TX,7%) = (63)

can be derived instead from the formula
N = —G"Vdet Ge T, (65)

where €5 is the Levi-Civita symbol. In the large A limit, taking only the leading order term in O(AS), the turning
rate is given by

¢2P2
0?2 = GryDT'D,T! ~ N0 XX (66)
4P,
and the projection of the covariant Hessian of the potential along the entropic direction is

Similar to the gelaton case, the above leading order results of Q% and V.yx can be derived by using the approximated
unit tangent and normal vectors

L [x I x
TX,T¥) ~ 2.0, NX, N¥) ~ A3 <—1, —,) ~ (=A3,0), 68
== (30), o) wip L) = (-4%0) (63)
and dropping the kinetic term of auxiliary fieldd
% = Y2 /A® + P? P, ~ PP, (69)
Substituting Eqgs. (€11 [66] [67) into Eq. (B3]) with
. 1 T 1
—H =¢H? = Gryo' ¢’ ~ P $? 70
€ 2M]23 IJ(Z5 (b 2M123 x¥ ( )
we have the effective mass of the isocurvature modes as
P (2x — @*)P
2 A6ixx XX
X

Substituting Eq. (@6 [71)) into Eq. (34]), we then have

4P + (2x — sz)Pxx
4P + (2X - sz)PXX + 4¢2PXX7

0%2

5 This is not always true since there is an upper bound for A8, Eq. (Z8). We will discuss the condition of this approximation in the end
of this section.
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which reduces back to the usual form of speed of sound of a P(X,¢) theory (59) when y = ¢?/2. Therefore, we
conclude that this general embedding scheme is similar to the gelaton case in the sense that in the large A limit, the
leading order term in Q% and MZ;, are proportional to A%, and as a result the speed of sound (B4) is independent of
A. Tt is also in this same limit which we can drop the kinetic term of the auxiliary field x, such that the EoM of it
reduces to a constraint equation. Substituting the constraint x = ¢?/2 = X into the above results, we have

P
R - S (73)

X P2 X Py
02~ AT XX M?, . ~ ASPxx, H? ~ ,
ff XX Px +2X Pxx

2PX ’ ¢ o MI%E,

and notice that the quantities are related by

02~ g2, L8 (74)
- el 4c%

which is the consistency condition that Eq. (B4) and Eq. (B9) should give the same result at the leading order
approximation. However, it also shows that when cg &~ 1, the mapping between the P(X, ) theory and the corre-
sponding two-field model is ill-defined. Tt is easy to understand from M2, and c% in Eq. (T3). When cg — 1, we
have M, 62f ¢ — 0, which indicates the break down of the mass hierarchy, H < Meys. Therefore, both of the degrees
of freedom in the field space are relevant, and cannot be described by an effective P(X, ) theory. In the rest of
the paper, we do not consider c¢g ~ 1. Lastly, using Eqgs. (7 B9) with x ~ X, one can show that the EoM of
® from the two-field picture Eq. (28) reduces to the EoM of the P(X,¢) theory Eq. ([I2). Meanwhile, under the
same approximation the relation of the slow-roll parameters in the two-field models, Eq. (28), also reduces to the
corresponding relation in a P(X, ) theory, Eq. (@), so the classical dynamics of the field ® and the background
evolution are well described by the effective P(X, ) theory.

Since we've confirmed that for a P(X, ¢) theory it can be viewed as the low energy EFT of a special type of two-field
model (BE) with large A, then, to be an EFT of inflation, the energy bound on the range of validity, Eqs. (&2 B3],
should apply too. In the remainder of the article when referring to a P(X, ) theory, we implicitly consider only
those with ¢ being the inflationary field. Substituting the above result into Eqgs. (52 (3]), the bound on M 62f s for this
general embedding scheme to be valid is given by

XPX 2 C‘Zv
— <M 4 UXP —= 75
MI%E <& eff< s Xl—C2S7 ( )

which can be rewritten as a bound on A® as

7/2
22 pe o B2 o (76)
Miel—c% VPxx 1—¢%

The first inequality indicates the condition that a model has to satisfy in order to integrate out the auxiliary field,
i.e., large A limit, and the second inequality is the upper bound to avoid strong coupling issues of the P(X, ¢) theory
itself. That is, for consistency, we cannot embed a P(X, ) theory in a two-field UV extension in which the effective
mass of isocurvature modes is heavier than the cutoff energy of the P(X, ) theory. From the condition that the
upper bound in Eq. (6) should be much greater than the lower bound, we immediately have a consistency relation

47TC5/2
H< —2—\/eMp. (77)
1—¢%

Next, by using Eqs. (I8 [73), the large A approximation (69) is valid when
2X2 7\°
AS > (ﬂ—e—5> . (78)

Compared to the lower bound in Eq. (76]), the condition (B3] is satisfied by any value of AS inside the range (76) if

1>L;25)(ﬂ—6—5)2. (79)

Cs

Notice that violation of this condition just means that the lower bound in Eq. (@) should be replaced by Eq. (78],
i.e. one should use the stronger lower bound between Eqs. (76) and (8.
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IV. NEXT TO THE LEADING ORDER CALCULATION AND ey

Due to the upper bound of A, the embedding picture is not exact. In this section we quantify the effect of a finite
A on the embedding picture.

First, in the two-field picture, given a field space metric and potential we are able to calculate the first potential
slow-roll parameter from Eq. (31 as

2
:M_JQDAGXQP;?X‘F(RO_XP«@X) /Py
2 (XPX_P)2

€y (80)

Since A is bounded from above in Eq. (@), ey cannot be made arbitrarily large by a choice of A. Moreover, we will
find that the leading order terms in VZ is O(A®) while Vi is only O(A?). For this reason we will need to expand V3
out to the next to leading order term in A to see the full effect, which means the approximation of the unit tangent
and normal vectors (68)) are insufficient. In the following, the strategy is to expand quantities in the two-field picture
out to O(A?). Then, we express the relevant parameters in the two-field picture with those in the single-field P(X, ¢)
theory by using the constraint with @(1/AS) correction derived from the EoM of the auxiliary field (58) add

X:X—%%: —%%. (81)
For instance, substituting this modified constraint into P, gives the following O(1/A%) correction
Pxx(X%X—ﬁ%asﬁ’)szx-i-(—%%) Pxxx. (82)
To O(A?), we can have
Vi = (T1Vi)? 2 o [0 (=Po £ XPox) + X00P’ (83)
and
V= VIV = AP, = s (0Px (26 (=P + XPon) + 14, 5)
which when combined give
Vi + Vi = AP+ (Pp = xPoy)” [ Py (85)

as expected from Eq. (B0). Now, to evaluate Vi, V32 and ey in terms of quantities defined in a P(X, ) theory, we
first substitute Eq. (81 into Eqs. (83 B4 BO) then keep terms to O(A?) and rewrite them by using the P(X,¢)
relations in Sec. ([IA]). Firstly, the two-field potential derivatives can be expressed in terms of the single-field P(X, ¢)
parameters,

2
Vi 2 2eMBH" (3 e+ 3) (86)
and
2 6 1_0?9 272 9k B kB 2 2 3
Vi ~ A°Pxx 502 eH"Mp +2eMpH 573 6—26+77+§—§ +4H A(X Pxx+X Pxxx), (87)
S

where A is given byEl

AE(——67’]——)+(_—€—;)(3+7’]—36—FL), (88)

6 Notice that we assume that the quantum correction to the field x is small compared to the classical O(1/A®) correction.
7 The derivation is given in Eq. (A8).
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with higher order slow-roll parameters x = 77/(Hn) and A = &/(H#). Continuing with O(A°), ey is given by

MR ASX2P}y + (P, — XPpx)® /Px — 20X (XPxx + X*Pxxx + X*P}/(XPx — P))
T2 (XPx — P)? '

€y (89)

Notice that this result is different from the result in Ref. [25] since the authors use only the leading order result of the
constraint equation y ~ X. The additional terms —2JX (XPXX + X?Pxxx + X?’P)Q(X/(XPX — P)) are from the
O(1/A5) correction to the constraint equation ®8I)H Using the relations of the P(X, @) theory to rewrite the terms
in Eq. (B9), ey takes the form

ASPyx 1—c% n & B\ 30 1—¢2 e [1-—c2\°
Boetd4o D) pA[SE -5 5 90
e Ut Tg) TRlas T e i\ (0

where )\, Y are two parameters commonly used in the calculation of non-Gaussianity

€

3—¢)?

GV’Z(

2
A= X2Pxx + gX3PXXX, Y = XPx + 2X%Pxx, (91)

and A® satisfying the bound ([76)

2 2 7/2
2X cg < AS < 42X cd .
Miel—c% VPxx 1—¢%
Notice that there is no simple way to rewrite A/¥ into combination of flow parameters and it must be treated case by

case [42]. Also notice that the turning rate is related to Viy through the EoM along the normal direction Eq. (23], so
the following relation is exact to any order,

(92)

Vi=029% = 20%H> M3 (93)
Substituting Eqs. (86 @3) into the definition of ey, @II), we then have

_ MEVEZ+VE € mn2 Q2
vt ey Bt ) tam) (94)

which is ey in terms of the slow-roll parameters and turning rate. We emphasize that, although ey is exactly given
by Eq. (80), to relate the deviation between € and ey to the turning rate, we need to rewrite it into a form that is a
combination of V£ and VZ. However, VZ is a quantity with leading order in O(A®) while V is only in O(A®). To
have the correct approximation result, Eq. (@4]), we need to include O(A°%). This would conclude the argument why
the leading order approximation used in Sec. [IIlis not enough.

Under the general slow-roll approximation €, < 1 and all higher order flow parameters assumed small except /3,
ey ([@0) reduces to

1+A6pr1—2c§_(1—c§§)+<1_c%§)2+%((252c§ 38 )(Q_l—c25+e(1_c25)2)],

€y X €

36H? % 1+¢%3 1+c%6 1+c¢2)2  (1+¢%) by 2 12¢2
(95)
where Eq. (20) is used. Further assuming ¢4 < 1, we have
APyx 1 8 (B 1. .5, 3 1 e
~ell — -S4 (Z) 420282 -38)(2 — -+ —)|.
vl 2 -3 \6) T e Tt g (96)

In Eq. (@), the second term is from the leading order term in V2 and the third to fifth terms include the next to
the leading order contribution. Notice that the third and fourth terms are the two S-dependent terms in Eq. (@)
found in Ref. [25]. Since it is an order expansion, we argue that the second term must dominate in a large turning

8 _o0X (prx + X2Px xx) is the same factor in Vg, Eq. (B1), but —20X (X?’P)Q(X/(XPX - P)) is the factor from the combination
of O(A®) in V2 and O(1/A®) correction to V(x, ¢) "2 by substituting Eq. .
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scenario. Especially, if the next to the leading order contribution is comparable to the size of second term, one should
expect a significant modification to the speed of sound given by Eq. (72)), which is the result from the leading order
approximation. If the two-field picture and the P(X, ¢) theory give significantly different speeds of sound, then the
whole embedding picture is no longer valid. A detailed calculation of the speed of sound (B4]) to the next leading order
is given in the Appendix [Al When the speed of sound is smalﬂ we can relate the two-field speed of sound cy(2— ficia)
calculated from Eq. B4) and the P(X, ) speed of sound ¢, calculated from Eq. (7)) by the following relation

6X H?
—2 —2 2 2
Co(a—fietd) = 5"~ Nopy (28 + B%c3) . (97)

The requirement that the difference between cya_ fie1q) and ¢ is small leads to the following condition

AS > 12B8c% + B2cL). (98)

6X H?
Px
Substituting Eq. (@8) into the O(A®) term of ey ([@6) we have

APyx 1 _ 128

2
— . 99
36H? % 12 | c% +5 (99)
For a DBI model,
A X 1—¢c2
A -4 (100)
Y T(p)—2X 2c%
and Eq. (@6) becomes
A°Pyx 1B (B (8 _ 5
cellp XX 2 (2 £ 2 101
vEAT T6E 2 3+(6)+<3 3c25)’ (101)

in which the only possible dominating O(A°) terms are terms proportional to 32 or 3/c%. However, from Eq. (@9)
we see that both terms must be small compared to the leading order term to satisfy the condition that the deviation
of the speed of sound given by two-field model and P(X, ) theory is small. Though the term \/¥ has different form
for different P(X, ) theories, to be consistent, the leading order term should dominate the sub-leading terms if the
P(X, ) theory is an effective field theory of the two-field action. That is, the deviation between ey and € in this type
of model should be dominated by the O(A%) term as

- AGPX)(i
~6H? &

v (102)

Though above analytic calculation is performed under the condition cg < 1, one can use Eq. (AI0Q), which is the
form valid for 0 < ¢g < 1, to obtain the same conclusion that to have small next order correction to the speed of
sound, the O(A®) term in ey should be the dominating term in a large turning scenario. The upper bound of A is
of particular interest since it gives the maximum deviation between ey and e. By using the upper bound in Eq. (Z6)
and take only the leading contribution in Eq. (05), we obtain the upper bound of ey as

M
ey < %1/(1 - 02)0563/2%, (103)

where €, < 1 is assumed and notice that H has to satisfy Eq. ([T7). Then, for a given background evolution, we can
determine how large ey can be in this special UV extension. Next, for a P(X, ¢) inflationary theory to satisfy the de
Sitter Swampland conjecture in this UV extension, using the simplified version ey > 1, we then have an upper bound
on the Hubble parameter as

H< % (1= c2)ege®Mp. (104)

9 To have the simple form in Eq. (@1), we need to assume some other flow parameters are also small, which are discussed in the Appendix

A
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Notice that a choice of P(X, ) theory must satisfy Eq. (T7) in order for this embedding method to work. The model
must also satisfy Eq. (I04) for the de Sitter conjecture to be met in this embedding.

Interestingly, another recently proposed swampland conjecture, the trans-Planckian censorship conjecture (TCC),
also gives an upper bound to the energy scale during inflation [43, |44]. The trans-Planckian censorship conjecture
postulates that any consistent theory of quantum gravity must forbid quantum fluctuations with wavelengths shorter
than the Planck length from being redshifted by cosmological expansion to wavelengths where they become classical
perturbations. In Ref. [45], Lin and Kinney generalize the TCC to certain k-inflation scenario and derive the
corresponding bound on the inflationary energy scale. It is then an interesting subject to compare the energy bounds
derived from different swampland conjectures in the k-inflation scenario.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work we examine the general embedding of a P(X, ¢) inflationary theory into a two-field theory with curved
field space. By promoting the canonical kinetic term of the field X to an auxiliary field x and introducing a small
kinetic term to y, the resulting two-field action is

4 M3 1 2
S= | dav=g| =B+ Plp.x) = 53500)° + (X = )Py, (105)

which reduces back to the original P(X,¢) theory when A® — co. The resulting two-field theory is consistent to a
special type of two-field model with heavy entropic fluctuations, in which the heavy field can be integrated out at full
action level. In the two-field model generated from this embedding, both the turning rate and effective mass of the
entropic fluctuations are proportional to the single parameter A®, which is the same parameter used in the action to
turn off the kinetic term of the auxiliary field.

However, in this type of model, the effective mass of the heavy field is bounded by the cutoff scale of the inflationary
P(X, ) theory, so A is bounded from above making this embedding an approximation. The bounds on A are given
by

7/2
2)22 % < A6 < 4121 X cg . (106)
Mgel —cg VPxx 1—cg

where the lower bound is from the condition that the effective mass of the heavy field has to be much greater than
the Hubble parameter to be integrated out.

We quantify the effect of a finite A on this embedding picture and derive the first potential slow-roll parameter
to the next leading order in terms of quantities defined in a P(X,¢) theory. With ¢4 < 1 and assuming small flow
parameters, it is given as

1+A6PXX 1 ﬁ ﬁ 1 €
€y e - =
v 36H2 2 3

2
1. s 3\
g) +§(2ﬁ 05—3ﬁ)(§—5+@) ; (107)

where 3 = ¢P,x /(HPx) and cg is the speed of sound derived from the P(X, ¢) theory. We also derive the first order
correction to the speed of sound given by the two-field picture. Assuming ¢% < 1 and small flow parameters, it is
given as

_ ., 6XH?

2 ~ 2 32
Cs(2—field) = s T N6p (28 +c58%) . (108)

s(2— field)
AS. From the upper bound of A%, we then have the upper bound of ey in this type of model as

To have ¢ ~ c§2, we show that the deviation of € and ey can only be dominated by the term proportional to

sj2Mp

v < g (1 - c2)cge (109)

This result is of particular interest since for this type of model, satisfying the de Sitter conjecture gives an upper

bound on the inflationary energy
H< g,/a — )ege¥2Mp, (110)



15

which can be compared with another upper bound on the inflationary energy scale from the trans-Planckian censorship
conjecture in k-inflation scenario [45]. Besides the immediate comparison of the two upper bounds from two different
swampland conjectures, it is also interesting to see what kind of conditions emerge to satisfy other swampland
conjectures and the other well-known bounds, for instance, the distance conjecture [46] and the Lyth bound [47].
This general embedding offers a framework to examine the relations between those different swampland conjectures
and other well-known bounds in P(X,¢) inflationary theory. The study of the relations between the swampland
conjectures and the corresponding bounds in k-inflation will be in the next work.
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Appendix A: Speed of sound to the next leading order

-2
s(2—field)
to order O(A~5). First, by using the formulas for the speed of sound (34 and the effective mass of the isocurvature
perturbations (B3], together with the action of the embedding two-field model (B5]), to order O(A~%) we have

In the following, we calculate the speed of sound c in terms of quantities can be defined in the P(X, ¢)

402
2
Cs(2—field) = I+
( ) MZ,
2 p2
L 16x*P2,

Py [40° Py + (91 — 4x?) Py + 2602 (97 — 2X) Py Prxx
+16X X Pyy {_PXX [_2¢3(Psa — XPyp) Pyx + 3X¢2XP>?X + 2XX Py (2Py + X Pyx)
—4¢(Pgo - Xsza)(QPx + XPXX) - 8¢X2Pxpxxw]
2P Pyyx [2¢(_2X + ¢2)(_P§9 + XPXLP) + XXPxx(_2X + 3‘%.72)} }
. . . , 2
/AGPX {PXX [4902Px + (_4X2 + 904)Pxx] - 2902(_2)( + 902)PXPXXX} :
Notice that Eq. (@3) is used to evaluate the turning rate 2 to have the above expression, which is the reason why the
O(A%) terms is different from the form in Eq. (72). If we substitute x ~ X, the O(A°) terms give the speed of sound
formula of P(X,¢) theory (B9) as it should be.

Here, to have the next order result, we substitute the constraint with O(A~%) correction (®I]) and keep only terms
to O(A~6). After some algebra we have

(A1)

2XPxx 40X

—2
Co(ofieta) =1+

Px  ASPx
X XPxx . ;
* rapT [P0+ 5 — G(oPx, + Pr)| (42

+ o7 |~2XPxxPx +2XPxPxx].
X

To rewrite it into flow parameters, we first use Eq. ([I6) to rewrite X as
K
T _e_ L

v n

5 2) H@? =2HXA, (A3)

where A = (2 — ¢ — £) for simplification. And from Eq. (&3), we have

X —oHx [A +HA2A - e)} , (A4)

where by using the flow parameters x = i/(Hn) and A = &/(HF&), A is given by

A
A-H(Im—en—@>. (A5)
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Using Eqs. (A3] [Ad)) we have

OX = —X — 3HX = —2H?X (%—67]——)—0—(——6—

Next, to rewrite P).( x, we take the time derivative of the relation 2X Pxx = Px (c§2 — 1) to have
2X Pxx = kPxH(cg? — 1) — 2sHPxcg? — 4AHX Px x, (A7)

where s = cs/(Hcg) is the first speed of sound flow parameter. Using the relations above and in Section [l A, we
have 05(22_ﬁeld) to order O(A~F) in terms of quantities defined in the P(X, ) theory as

SH?X
~ 21
S(2 field) = €8 WA
2H?X 1+ c2
——A|2B3+A+F S) —B—&
+A6PX {(—i— +I€)( ) ) B Ii] (A8)
4H?X [ (1—02) s]
———_—A|A S)+ |-
APy C% C%
Notice by using Eq. ([I8]), we can replace & and also rewrite A as
e
—=5(n—2¢-p), (A9)

l—l—c

which is a more convenient form for the common scenario that all the flow parameters are small except 3 since it is
technically not a flow parameter. With this approximation, €,7, %, s, A < 1, Eq. (AS8) reduces to

s o XH?2B[6(1+3c%)(1+ c%)+ Bck(3—11c)] AL
Cs(2—field) = s T AGp. 1+ 2)2 : (A10)
If we further assume c% < 1 we have Eq. (1) used in Sec. [V]
_ _ 6X H?
¢ (22 field) — CS2 - AGP (2[3 +c Sﬂ ) (All)
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