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We prove the universality of predictions for linear perturbations from the entire class of models of
inflation driven by a pseudo-scalar field coupled to an SU(N) gauge boson, where SU(2) subgroups
in the SU(N) crossed with the background spatial SO(3) spontaneously break into a single SO(3).
The effect of which SU(2) subgroup in SU(N) acquires a VEV through spontaneous symmetry
breaking can be quantified by a single parameter λ, which always appears in combination with
the gauge coupling constant g. In the linear perturbations, as well as the background system, the
same dynamics and predictions as in the chromo-natural inflation hold for its SU(N) extension by
replacing g → gλ. The latter class of models thereby draws the same prediction curve on the ns–r
plane as the former at the tree level as long as gλ stays constant during inflation. We briefly discuss
possible transitions from one value of λ to another during inflation and the observational prospects.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Cosmic inflation successfully addresses the flatness and horizon problems in the big bang cosmology and explain
seed fluctuations of the cosmic microwave background (CMB) anisotropies. Inflation is driven by some field(s) called
inflaton and the success of inflation relies on the flatness of the inflaton potential. In order to keep the flatness of the
potential in the presence of radiative corrections, the potential parameter must be fine-tuned, unless some additional
mechanism is at work. If axion-like particle (ALP) acts as the inflaton, called natural inflation, its shift symmetry
protects the potential from radiative corrections and then the flat potential can be naturally realized [1–3]. However,
the natural inflation requires an axion decay constant as large as the Planck scale [4], which typically suggests a
global symmetry associated with the axion be broken above the quantum gravity scale [5] and is considered difficult
to realize in string theory [6].
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Soon after the realization of this issue, a number of mechanisms have been proposed to evade the difficulty and
effectively achieve natural inflation, such as by invoking two [3] or more [7, 8] axion fields or 4-form fields [9], by the
help of extra dimensions [5], by exploiting non-periodic contributions to the axion potential called monodromy [10–12],
or by increased friction due to dissipation to other fields [13]. The simplest models of axion inflation with cosine-type
and monodromy potentials are marginally outside of the 2σ range of the CMB data [14]. Axions naturally couple to
gauge fields, and the phenomenology of this coupling in cosmological settings has been extensively studied, such as
inflationary model buildings [13, 15–20], CMB observables [21–38], generation of magnetic fields [39–48] and baryon
asymmetry [49], formation of primordial black holes [50–54], dark matter physics [55–60], and sources of gravitational
wave [61–80], while some of the models have been directly tested by the Planck mission [81–84].

As another possibility, interactions between a pseudo-scalar inflaton and non-Abelian gauge fields can induce the
slow-roll inflation even with a sub-Planckian decay constant. In particular, the model where the pseudo-scalar inflaton
is coupled with SU(2) gauge fields through the Chern–Simons coupling, Chromo-Natural Inflation (CNI) [85], has
attracted much attention.1 In this model, the inflaton velocity induces a homogeneous, isotropic, and attractor
solution of the gauge fields [90–92], while the gauge field background slows down the motion of the inflaton. Since
the gauge field background spontaneously breaks the spatial SO(3) rotation symmetry and SU(2) gauge symmetry
into the diagonal SO(3) symmetry, the gauge fields can be regarded as a second-order tensor. Interestingly, one
polarization of the tensor components of the gauge field perturbations experiences a tachyonic instability and then
significantly sources chiral gravitational waves [93]. As a result, the original CNI scenario has been excluded by the
CMB observations [94, 95]. However, if the ALP coupled with the gauge fields is a spectator field, the dynamics
of the ALP and gauge fields is expected to be irrelevant to the scalar perturbation and then the observable chiral
gravitational waves can be predicted without spoiling the success of inflation [96]. In this case, the contribution of
the gauge field perturbations can dominate the primordial gravitational waves, resulting in chiral and non-Gaussian
gravitational waves [96–102]. This is contrary to the single-field slow-roll inflation models, where the primordial
gravitational waves are originated from the quantum fluctuations of the metric itself, which are (almost) Gaussian,
non-chiral, and related to the energy scale of inflation. Therefore, the ALP-gauge-fields dynamics is also important
in that it predicts nonstandard gravitational wave or B-mode signals.

In a previous work with two of the current authors [103], we considered the extension of the CNI model with
the SU(N) gauge group, “SU(N)-natural inflation” and provided a general procedure for constructing homogeneous
isotropic attractor solutions of the gauge fields. We found that there are multiple solutions with different background
amplitudes corresponding to different spontaneous symmetry breaking patterns of the SU(N) gauge group. The gauge
fields have nonzero background in the SU(2) subalgebra, which is broken with the spatial rotation SO(3) symmetry
into the diagonal SO(3) symmetry as in the CNI model. We also numerically simulated the dynamics of the gauge
fields and showed that the analytically constructed solutions can explain all of the numerical solutions. However,
the effects of the different background solutions on the metric and gauge field perturbations were not investigated
there. Since the background solution has a similar configuration to in the CNI model, we expect that SU(N)-natural
inflation also show the enhancement of the gauge field perturbations and the generation of the gravitational waves as
in the CNI model. Notably, the original CNI model is observationally excluded, and a näıve expectation infers that
the existence of multiple vacuum configurations corresponding to the different symmetry breaking patterns might
enlarge the viable parameter space compared to CNI – we may refer to Eq. (34) for reasoning. In this respect, the
dynamics of the perturbations in SU(N)-natural inflation is important in that it determine the validity of this model
as an inflationary model or a model predicting observable gravitational waves.

In this paper, we study the linear perturbations in SU(N)-natural inflation. Although the gauge fields have
additional degrees of freedom in SU(N)-natural inflation compared to the CNI model, we can classify the gauge
field perturbations according to the representation of the SU(2) subalgebra. As a result, the additional components
of the gauge field perturbations are decoupled from the metric perturbations at the linear level. Thus, the gauge field
perturbations in the SU(2) subsectors that spontaneously break to the single SO(3) are the only ones that couple
with the metric perturbations, and the gravitational waves are enhanced in essentially the same way as the CNI
model. In this sense, we show a “universality” of the linear perturbations in SU(N)-natural inflation. The resultant
predictions at the tree level are identical to those in CNI, which is rather contrary to our initial speculation described
in the previous paragraph. In order to break this degeneracy, we also discuss a possible transition of the background
solutions due to the non-stationary behavior of the axion field and mention an expected signature in the gravitational
wave power spectrum.

This paper is organized as follows. In section II, we introduce the model of SU(N)-natural inflation and briefly
summarize the background dynamics of the gauge fields. Then, we consider the superposition of the background

1 In fact, the first introduction of non-Abelian gauge fields in the inflationary contexts is in the so-called gauge-flation model, in which
an SU(2) gauge field alone drives inflation [86, 87], which can be viewed as a massive axion limit of CNI [88] and which is unfortunately
disfavored by observations [89].
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solutions and see that such a solution can be discussed in the context of a single solution in section III. In section IV,
we show the universality of the linear perturbations in SU(N)-natural inflation and discuss the possible transition
of the background solutions and its effects. Section V is devoted to the summary and discussion of our results. In
Appendix A, we derive the quadratic actions of the additional subsectors and explicitly demonstrate their decoupling
from the SU(2) subgroup and from each other in the case of SU(3) gauge fields.

II. MODEL AND BACKGROUND SOLUTIONS

We consider a pseudo-scalar field φ coupled with SU(N) gauge fields Aaµ through the Chern–Simons coupling,
together driving inflation:

L = −1

4
F aµνF

aµν +
1

2
∂µφ∂

µφ− V (φ) +
φ

4f
F aµν F̃

aµν . (1)

The field strength of the SU(N) gauge fields F aµν and its dual F̃ aµν are defined by

F aµν ≡ ∂µAaν − ∂νAaµ − gfabcAbµAcν , (2)

F̃ aµν ≡ εµνρσ

2
F aρσ, (3)

where fabc is the structure constant of the SU(N) algebra, the superscripts a, b, c run from 1 to N2−1, g is the gauge
coupling constant, and εµνρσ is the totally antisymmetric tensor compatible with the spacetime metric. The above
expressions are in the component form with respect to the SU(N) index, but equivalently the gauge fields can also
be expressed by contracting with the SU(N) generators T a as Aµ = AaµTa. We assume that the background metric
during inflation is described by the flat FLRW metric:

ds2 = dt2 − a(t)2dx2 = a(τ)2
(
dτ2 − dx2

)
, (4)

where t and τ are the physical and conformal time, respectively. Throughout this paper, we assume that the de Sitter
limit is relevant for our computation during inflation, and thus a ' exp(Ht) ' −1/(Hτ) with constant H, up to
appropriate integration constants. Note that a particular case of the N = 2 gauge group is known as the chromo-
natural inflation (CNI) [85], and it has several conceptually favorable features while facing a critical observational
problem [93, 95].

In this section, we consider the background solution of the gauge fields Āaµ and inflaton φ̄, both of which depend only
on time to be compatible with the background spacetime (4). In the previous study [103], it has been shown through
the analytical discussion and numerical simulations that the gauge fields have background solutions corresponding to
SU(2) subalgebras in SU(N), dynamically realizing a configuration compatible with the background metric (4). The
non-zero background of the gauge fields spontaneously breaks the spatial rotation symmetry and the global gauge
symmetry of the SU(2) subgroup into the diagonal SO(3), namely SO(3) × SU(2) → SO(3).

In this paper, we focus on this class of configurations of the gauge fields for each SU(2) subgroup of a parent SU(N)
and their superpositions and assume that these configurations are realized as stable solutions with an appropriate
choice of the parameters. First, we consider the configurations corresponding to a single SU(2) subalgebra and discuss
the superpositions later. Here, we adopt the temporal gauge Āa0(t) = 0,2 and then the gauge field configuration of
our interest can be written as

Ā0(t) = 0, Āi(t) ≡ a(t)Q(t)Ti, (5)

where Ti represents the generator of the SU(2) subalgebra. We construct Ti from the total SU(N) generator Ta such
that they satisfy Tr [TiTj ] = δij/2 and [Ti, Tj ] = iλεijkTk. Note that we can always rearrange the SU(2) generators
so that Āi ∝ Ti for the isotropic configuration. Since this definition leaves the normalization of Ti the same as the
original SU(N) generator Ta, a coefficient λ appears in the SU(2)-like commutation relation inside the corresponding
subalgebra, depending on which SU(2) subgroup breaks down by acquiring a vev. If the parent gauge group is already
SU(2), SU(2) gauge fields only take a nontrivial configuration (5) with λ = 1. However, SU(N> 2) gauge fields
can take configurations with λ which is generally different from unity and is determined by the choice of the SU(2)

2 In fact, this gauge condition can as well result from the constraint equation obtained by varying the background action with respect to
Ā0 and does not completely fix the gauge freedom. Nevertheless, for our purpose this condition together with the ansatz (5) sufficiently
removes the gauge ambiguity.
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subalgebra. For example, SU(3) gauge fields can take either of two stable configurations of the SU(2) subalgebras
with λ = 1 or 1/2. In this sense, one can regard λ as the label of different gauge field solutions, corresponding to
different symmetry breaking patterns, at the background level. Using the ansatz (5), the equations of motion (EoMs)
for φ̄ and Āi become

¨̄φ+ 3H ˙̄φ+ ∂φV (φ̄) = −3gλ

f
Q2
(
Q̇+HQ

)
, (6)

Q̈+ 3HQ̇+
(

2H2 + Ḣ
)
Q+ 2g2λ2Q3 =

gλ

f
Q2 ˙̄φ, (7)

where the dots represent derivatives with respect to the physical time t. In the following, we seek for a solution with
which the gauge fields have nonzero background and balance with φ̄’s velocity to realize slow-roll inflation without
necessitating a flat potential V . Moreover, as the leading order in slow roll, we take the de Sitter limit Ḣ = 0, focus
on static solutions with Q̇ = 0, and introduce a dimensionless gauge field amplitude mQ defined by

mQ ≡
gλ

H
Q. (8)

Under these conditions, we can parametrize φ̄’s velocity by a dimensionless parameter ξ ≡ ˙̄φ/(2fH) ' const. Then
the EoM for Q leads to

m3
Q − ξm2

Q +mQ = 0. (9)

The solutions are

mQ = 0,mQ+,mQ−, (10)

with

mQ± ≡
ξ ±

√
ξ2 − 4

2
, (11)

when ξ > 2. From the EoM (9), we introduce the effective potential for mQ as

Veff(mQ) =
1

2
m2
Q −

1

3
ξm3

Q +
1

4
m4
Q, (12)

which has extrema corresponding to the solutions (10) for a fixed value of ξ. Clearly Veff in (12) is invariant under a

simultaneous inversion ξ → −ξ and mQ → −mQ, or equivalently ˙̄φ→ − ˙̄φ and Q→ −Q. This potential is illustrated
in Fig. 1. When ξ > 2, mQ = 0 and mQ+ are local minima, and mQ = mQ− is a local maximum. Moreover,

Veff(mQ+
) < Veff(0) if and only if ξ > 3/

√
2. Therefore, the solution mQ = mQ+ becomes the unique true vacuum

when ξ > 3/
√

2 or equivalently mQ+ >
√

2, and otherwise the trivial solution mQ = 0 is the true vacuum, which
is merely a single-scalar inflation paradigm and is out of our current interest. Thus, in the following, we assume
ξ > 3/

√
2 and focus on the nontrivial solution mQ = mQ+. In fact, mQ+ can also be determined through the EoM

for φ̄ as

mQ+ '
(
−g2λ2f∂φV

(
φ̄
)

3H4

) 1
3

. (13)

The fact that this solution is a dynamical attractor ensures that the potential term in (6) balances the term on the
right-hand side and is the very reason why the axion potential V (φ) does not need to be flat to realize inflation.
Starting from (13), we can view the EoM (9) as an equation which determines ξ from mQ+ as

ξ = mQ+ +
1

mQ+
. (14)

Therefore, once we fix the potential and parameters, we can confirm that the above conditions are satisfied by
calculating mQ+ and ξ from Eqs. (13) and (14).

Note that, in the above equations, λ always appears in the form of gλ. This is because the non-linear part of
the field strength F aµν ⊃ g[Aµ, Aν ] reads g[Āi, Āj ] ∝ g[Ti, Tj ] ∝ gλ εijkTk at the background. Therefore, if only
one nontrivial solution realizes during the inflationary epoch (i.e. fixed λ), the difference in the choice of the SU(2)
subalgebra characterized by λ is degenerate with that of g.
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FIG. 1. Effective potential for the gauge field vev mQ defined in Eq. (12) for ξ = 1 (blue), 3/
√

2 (orange), and 2.4 (green).
One can observe that a non-trivial stable solution at mQ = mQ+ becomes the true vacuum when ξ > 3/

√
2. In the marginal

case with ξ = 3/
√

2, we have a degenerated vacuum at mQ+ =
√

2 (vertical dashed line). Thus, the non-trivial true vacuum
always appears at mQ+ >

√
2. Note that Veff is an effective potential only for the dynamics of Q and the apparent negative

value in the green curve has no physical consequence for the expansion.

III. MULTIPLE SU(2) SUBALGEBRAS

So far, we have focused on the gauge field configuration corresponding to a single SU(2) subalgebra. In this section,
we consider multiple SU(2) subalgebras embedded in SU(N) with N ≥ 4, which can be decomposed into at least two
SU(2) subalgebras, and discuss the case where the gauge fields have nonzero background in each SU(2) subalgebra.
In this case, the gauge field configuration can be represented by

Ā0(t) = 0, Āi(t) ≡ a(t)

n∑
α=1

Q(α)(t)T (α)
i , (15)

where α is an index of the total n SU(2) subalgebras, and T (α)
i is constructed to represent the generator of the α-th

SU(2) subalgebra and satisfies Tr[T (α)
i T (β)

j ] = δijδ
αβ/2 and [T (α)

i , T (β)
j ] = iλ(α)ε

ijkδαβT (α)
k . We again choose T (α)

i so

that T (α)
i corresponds to Āi for each SU(2) subalgebra. Apart from possibly different values of λ(α), the situation is

the same as the model in which n copies of the SU(2) gauge fields are coupled to an axion through the Chern–Simons
term with the same g and f . Using this configuration, the EoMs become

¨̄φ+ 3H ˙̄φ+ ∂φV (φ̄) = −3g

f

n∑
α=1

λ(α)Q
2
(α)

(
Q̇(α) +HQ(α)

)
, (16)

Q̈(α) + 3HQ̇(α) +
(

2H2 + Ḣ
)
Q(α) + 2g2λ2

(α)Q
3
(α) =

gλ(α)

f
Q2

(α)
˙̄φ. (17)

In the de Sitter and slow-roll limit with ξ ≡ ˙̄φ/(2fH) = const., we obtain

∂φV (φ̄) = −3gH

f

n∑
α=1

λ(α)Q
3
(α), (18)

mQ(α) ≡
gλ(α)

H
Q(α) = 0,

ξ ±
√
ξ2 − 4

2
. (19)

Here, we assume ξ > 3/
√

2 and that the gauge fields in each SU(2) subalgebra acquire a non-zero amplitude, which

is generically different from one another, Q(α) = (ξ+
√
ξ2 − 4)H/(2gλ(α)). However, the amplitudes look identical in
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mQ(α) = mQ+ ≡ (ξ +
√
ξ2 − 4)/2. Then, the sum of the background gauge fields in (15) become

Āi(t) =
aHmQ+

g

n∑
α=1

T (α)
i

λ(α)
≡ aHmQ+

gλ̂
T̂i, (20)

where

T̂i ≡ λ̂
n∑
α=1

T (α)
i

λ(α)
, λ̂ ≡

(
n∑
α=1

1

λ2
(α)

)−1/2

, (21)

so that they satisfy Tr[T̂iT̂j ] = δij/2 and [T̂i, T̂j ] = iλ̂εijkT̂k. In other words, T̂i/λ̂ is a generator of an SU(2) subalgebra,

whereas T̂i is a linear combination of all the SU(2) subalgebras. Then Eq. (18) leads to

mQ+ =

(
−g2λ̂2f∂φV

(
φ̄
)

3H4

) 1
3

. (22)

These results are the same as the case of a single SU(2) subalgebra in Sec. II with the replacement {Ti, λ} → {T̂i, λ̂}.
This simple result is a consequence of the fact that each of n SU(2) subalgebras, together with a single SO(3) of the
background spacetime, is broken as SO(3) × SU(2) → SO(3). Therefore, we can relate the background solution of
the gauge fields to a single SU(2) subalgebra. Thanks to this fact, it suffices to consider the case of a single SU(2)

subalgebra with Ti and λ, and the results apply to any multiple SU(2) case simply by the replacement of Ti → T̂i and

λ→ λ̂. In the following, we show that this property propagates to the analysis of linear perturbations.

IV. UNIVERSALITY OF LINEAR PERTURBATION

In this section, we consider the quadratic action of the perturbations and show the universality of the observable
predictions for linear perturbations in SU(N)-natural inflation: the predictions for the linear metric perturbations in
SU(N)-natural inflation are indistinguishable irrespective of the gauge symmetry SU(N) or the background configu-
ration of the gauge fields characterized by λ, as long as λ is constant during inflation. The essential reasons for this
result can be summarized as follows:

• The 3 representation of the SU(2) subalgebra corresponding to the background solution behaves as the 3
representation of the diagonal SO(3).

• Due to this correspondence, only the gauge field perturbations in the 3 representation can linearly couple with
the metric perturbations and the gauge field perturbations in each SU(2) representation decouples from each
other at the linear level.

• The information about the background configuration λ arises only through the nonlinear interactions of
non-Abelian gauge fields and at the linear level enters as, schematically, Tr[F 2] ∼ gTr[A2∂A], g2Tr[A4] ∼
gλQδA∂δA, g2λ2Q2δA2, and therefore λ always appears in the combination gλ.

To show this fact more concretely, we decompose the gauge fields according to the SU(2) representations as

Ai =
(
ĀIi + δAIi

)
TI + δAAi T̃A, (23)

where I runs from 1 to 3, and A runs from 4 to N2−1. Here, TI is the same as the one in Eq. (5) (or T̂i in (21) in the

multiple SU(2) case). T̃A represents the other SU(N) generators, which are further decomposed according to their
SU(2) representation. Although I is an index of the generators and different from a spatial index i, we can identify
I as a spatial index in the presence of the background gauge fields for the aforementioned reason. We thus do not
discriminate between these indices i and I hereafter. Then part of the structure constants can be replaced by

f ijk = λεijk, f ijA = 0, (24)

since Ti generates the SU(2) subalgebra.
First, we consider the linear coupling between the gauge field and metric perturbations. The gauge field perturba-

tions can couple with the metric perturbations through the kinetic term of the gauge fields, −gµνgρσF aµρF aνσ/4. In
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order to determine possible linear couplings, we consider the linear terms of the gauge field perturbations in F aµρF
a
νσ.

Since the background field strength F̄ aµρ has a non-zero value only in the 3 component F̄ iµρ (i.e. F̄Aµρ = 0), we can
decompose F aµρF

a
νσ as

F aµρF
a
νσ = δF iµρF̄

i
νσ + F̄ iµρδF

i
νσ + (higher order terms), (25)

where δF iµρ is the linear perturbation in F iµρ. Moreover, δF iµρ is given by

δF iµρ = ∂µδA
i
ρ − ∂ρδAiµ − gλεijk

(
ĀjµδA

k
ρ + δAjµĀ

k
ρ

)
, (26)

which includes only the gauge field perturbations in the 3 representation, δAiµ, thanks to the properties (24). Therefore,
the metric perturbations can linearly couple only with the gauge field perturbations in the 3 representation.

Next, we discuss the couplings between the gauge field perturbations. They can couple with each other through
the kinetic term and Chern–Simons coupling term. Then, we consider F aµρF

a
νσ again, since its different contractions

yield these terms. The field strength is decomposed as

F iµρ = ∂µ(Āiρ + δAiρ)− ∂ρ(Āiµ + δAiµ)− gλεijk(Ājµ + δAjµ)(Ākρ + δAkρ)− gf iBCδABµ δACρ
= F̄ iµρ +O(δAjµ) +O(δAjµδA

k
ρ) +O(δABµ δA

C
ρ ), (27)

FAµρ = ∂µδA
A
ρ − ∂ρδAAµ − gfAjB(Ājµ + δAjµ)δABρ − gfABjδABµ (Ājρ + δAjρ)− gfABCδABµ δACρ

= ∂µδA
A
ρ − gfAjBĀjµδABρ − (µ↔ ρ) +O(δA2). (28)

As a result, we obtain

F aµρF
a
νσ = F̄ iµρF̄

i
νσ +O(δAjµ) +O(δAjµδA

k
ρ) +O(δABµ δA

C
ρ ) , (29)

up to the quadratic orders. Therefore, the perturbations in the 3 representation are decoupled from the other
representations. Moreover, we also find that the other representations, if there are multiple of them, are decoupled
from each other for the following reason. F aµρF

a
νσ has two types of the O(δABµ δA

C
ρ ) terms; one is proportional to

δAAρ δA
A
σ and the other is proportional to f iBCδABµ δA

C
ρ . It is obvious that the former couples within the same

representation. This is also true for the latter since f iBC describes the action of the SU(2) subalgebra on the
representation labelled by B and takes a nonzero value only when B and C are the labels of the same representation
(see Eqs. (A6) and (A19) for some concrete examples).

From the above discussion, we have shown that only the gauge field perturbations in the 3 representation can
linearly couple with the metric perturbations and that the gauge field perturbations in each representation decouples
from each other at the linear level. Therefore, it is sufficient to focus on the 3 representation to investigate the effect
of the gauge field perturbations on the metric perturbations, which in the end connect to the observables.

As long as we focus on the 3 representation, the relevant degrees of freedom of the gauge field is the same as
the CNI model, and then the dynamics of the gauge fields and metric is practically the same as the CNI model.
The only difference is the replacement of g with gλ corresponding to the choice of the background solutions. Thus,
with this replacement, the observable predictions of SU(N)-natural inflation are identical to those of the CNI model.
Unless one a priori knows the value of the gauge coupling constant g, gλ should be taken as one parameter and we
cannot distinguish these models of inflation. In other words, there is a universality of the linear perturbations in
SU(N)-natural inflation. Though beyond the scope of our present study, we would need to go into higher orders to
see observable differences, since the gauge field perturbations in the representations other than the 3 representation
can affect the metric perturbations at the nonlinear level or through loops. The example of the quadratic action of
the gauge field perturbations in the SU(3) case is studied in App. A.

A. Transition of the solutions

We have shown the universality in SU(N)-natural inflation. Yet, as stated, it assumes that the background solution
is unique throughout inflation, i.e., constant λ. However, this parameter merely labels which of the symmetry breaking
patterns of SU(N) is dynamically realized under the assumptions of stationary solutions, and in reality it faces the
dynamics of the whole system. If the gauge field background experiences the transition during inflation, the degeneracy
between g and λ can be broken due to the change of the λ value, and then we cannot apply the analysis of the CNI
model. Here, we consider the possibility of transitions of the gauge field configuration in SU(N)-natural inflation,
which may be an important caveat to the universality of the CNI prediction.
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First, we discuss how such a transition can occur. In the previous section, we assumed ξ ≡ ˙̄φ/(2fH) = const.
However, in a realistic situation, ξ and mQ+ evolve in time. Here, we choose the cosine-type potential as a typical
example of the ALP potential:

V (φ) = µ4

[
1 + cos

(
φ

F

)]
, (30)

where µ is the scale of the potential, and F is a decay constant of the ALP. The following discussion can also be
applied to other potentials. As discussed in Sec. II, whether each background solution can be realized or not is
determined by the condition mQ+ ≷

√
2. Then, we evaluate mQ+ through Eq. (13) with a fixed λ and check the

condition mQ+ >
√

2. By using the potential (30) and the approximated Friedmann equation 3M2
PlH

2 ' V (φ̄), we
obtain the dependence of mQ+ on φ̄ and λ as

m3
Q+(λ) ∝ −λ2 ∂φV (φ̄)

V 2(φ̄)
∝ λ2

sin
(
φ̄
F

)
[
1 + cos

(
φ̄
F

)]2 , (31)

which is a monotonically increasing function in 0 < φ̄/F < π. Therefore, the solution with smaller λ becomes a

possible solution as φ̄ rolls down the potential. Especially, if mQ+ ≥
√

2 is not initially satisfied even for λ = 1, the
isotropic gauge field background can emerge in the course of inflation as in the SU(2) case [104].

On the other hand, if the ALP is a spectator field, the Hubble parameter may be taken approximately constant,
and then the dependence of mQ+ on φ̄ and λ is given by

m3
Q+(λ) ∝ −λ2∂φV (φ̄) ∝ λ2 sin

(
φ̄

F

)
, (32)

which is a monotonically increasing function in 0 < φ̄/F < π/2 and a monotonically decreasing function in π/2 <
φ̄/F < π. Therefore, the range of possible λ values is once broadened and then becomes narrower as the spectator
ALP rolls down the potential from 0 < φ̄/F < π/2.

From the above, we can see that the range of possible values of λ that realizes stable configurations may change as
the ALP rolls down the potential, which potentially induces the transition of the gauge field configuration. Although
a hint of such a transition has been shown previously [103], there is room to understand how it occurs as an entire
system. This question should be addressed by a numerical simulation of the dynamical system of the background
metric, ALP, and gauge fields in future publications, but this is out of the scope of this paper.

Before closing the section, we consider how the change of the λ value could affect the linear perturbations. The
tensor component of the gauge field perturbations experiences a tachyonic instability in the presence of the gauge
field background, and they source the tensor component of the metric perturbations or the gravitational wave, whose
amplitude exponentially depends on the λ value. Thus, we expect that the tensor perturbations most significantly
depend on the λ value for a fixed value of g. The power spectrum of the sourced gravitational waves is given by

k3

2π2
P sourced
h =

εBH
2

π2M2
Pl

|F(mQ+)|2, (33)

where εB ≡ g2λ2Q4/(M2
PlH

2) and |F(mQ+)| ' e2.4mQ+ , whose exact expression is given in [96]. To evaluate the effect
of the transition on the gravitational waves, let us compare their power spectrum by fixing the parameters other than
λ based on Eq. (33). The λ-dependence of P sourced

h is given by

P sourced
h (λ)

P sourced
h (λ = 1)

' λ2/3 exp
[
4.8(λ2/3 − 1)m̄Q+

]
, (34)

where m̄Q+ ≡ mQ+/λ
2/3 is independent of λ and we assume that the gauge fields make a subdominant contribution

to the total energy density. Thus, as λ decreases, the amplitude of the sourced gravitational waves rapidly drops.
For a larger N of SU(N), the gauge fields can take a configuration with a smaller λ =

√
6/(N(N2 − 1)) [103]. For

instance, SU(N ≥ 4) can take λ = 1/
√

10, and then the ratio in Eq. (34) reads 2 × 10−4 for m̄Q+ = 3. This would
indeed break the degeneracy of the prediction between CNI and the SU(N > 2)-natural inflation, since the tensor
sector is exponentially sensitive to the change in λ while the scalar sector does not experience such an exponential
grow due to the gauge field production. Therefore, if such a step-like behavior should be observed in the gravitational
wave power spectrum, it would be a distinctive signal of SU(N)-natural inflation.
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V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this paper, we have discussed the linear perturbations in the SU(N)-natural inflation. There are multiple gauge
field background solutions corresponding to a choice of an SU(2) subalgebra in SU(N), which can be labeled by
a constant λ. Thanks to the simultaneous breaking of the symmetry SO(3) × SU(2) → SO(3), the gauge field
perturbations corresponding to the SU(2) generators can be regarded as a spatial tensor and they linearly couple
with the metric perturbations as in the CNI model. On the other hand, the other components of the gauge field
perturbations do not couple with the metric perturbations due to the absence of the corresponding background gauge
field and they decouple from each other according to the SU(2) representations. As a result, the predictions for
the metric perturbations become the same as in the CNI model except for the replacement of g by gλ if a unique
background solution is realized throughout inflation. In this case, the difference of the background solution or λ can
be compensated by the change of the coupling constant g. In the observational perspective, g and λ are degenerate,
and all the SU(N)-natural models predict the same ns vs r values at the tree level. In this sense, we have shown a
“universality” of predictions for linear perturbations in SU(N)-natural inflation.

This conclusion holds even if multiple SU(2) subalgebras in the parent SU(N) contributes to the background. For,

one linear combination of their generators behaves as a single effective SU(2) with a new but unique λ̂, and the
decomposition of the perturbations is necessarily done in accordance with this effective representation. The same

result as above then follows for the effective SU(2) and λ̂.
We however caution that this does not necessarily imply a complete indistinguishability of SU(N)-natural inflation

from CNI. If there were transitions of the background solution during inflation, the metric perturbations, especially
the gravitational waves, would show features that represent a change of λ. Such behaviors depict transitions of vacua
during inflation that are controlled by the homogeneous dynamics of a considered specific SU(N) model, which can
therefore be a distinctive signal of SU(N)-natural inflation. Whether such transitions can occur in a realistic situation
will be addressed by numerical simulations, which is left for future work.

Moreover, the loop contributions of the gauge field perturbations in the representations other than the 3 represen-
tation can break the universality. The loop contributions can change the prediction in the ns–r plane and induce the
non-Gaussianity of the metric perturbations.

Another possible direction for future research is an extension of the SU(N)-natural inflation model. For example,
we can consider a model with multiple gauge groups such as SU(N) × SU(M). In this case, each of SU(N) and
SU(M) gauge fields can have a nonzero background in an SU(2) subalgebra and both of them affect the dynamics of
the same ALP field (or multiple ALPs, in which case the universality would be trivially broken). Since the SU(N)
and SU(M) gauge groups have different gauge coupling in general, the unification of multiple SU(2) subalgebras into
a single SU(2) subalgebra discussed in Sec. III cannot be straightforwardly applied to this case. Thus, this extension
could lead to some interesting modification of the universality. We can also consider the effect of matter components
coupled with the SU(N) gauge fields.
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Appendix A: Rest of the perturbations of the gauge fields

In Sec. IV, we have shown the decoupling of the linear perturbations according to the representations of the
SU(2) subalgebra. Here, we consider N = 3 as a concrete example and explicitly show the decoupling of the gauge
field perturbations. In SU(3)-natural inflation, the gauge fields have two background solutions corresponding to the
symmetry breaking pattern shown in Tab. I.

TABLE I. Decomposition of the fundamental and adjoint representations of SU(3) [105].

case subgroup N N2 − 1
(a) SU(2)×U(1) 2−1 + 12 30 + 23 + 2−3 + 10

(b) SU(2) 3 3 + 5
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1. Case (a)

First, we discuss the perturbations around the background solution in case (a).

a. Decomposition of the adjoint representation

In this case, we consider the embeddings of SU(3)⊃SU(2)×U(1) and then the adjoint representation of SU(3) is
decomposed as 8 = 30 +23 +2−3 +10. The background gauge fields have the VEV in the 30 component and its basis
is given by

Ti =

1

2

0 1 0
1 0 0
0 0 0

, 1

2

0 −i 0
i 0 0
0 0 0

, 1

2

1 0 0
0 −1 0
0 0 0

 . (A1)

On the other hand, the 23 + 2−3 components are spanned by

E(+,↑) =
1√
2

0 0 1
0 0 0
0 0 0

, (A2)

E(+,↓) =
1√
2

0 0 0
0 0 1
0 0 0

, (A3)

E(−,↑) =
1√
2

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 1 0

, (A4)

E(−,↓) =
1√
2

 0 0 0
0 0 0
−1 0 0

, (A5)

where q = +,− and s =↑, ↓ of E(q,s) represent the sign of U(1) charge and spin, respectively. Note that these matrices
satisfy [

iTi, E(q,s)
]

=
iσi,s′s

2
E(q,s′), (A6)

where σi are the Pauli matrices and σx,↑↓, for example, represents σx,12.
The 10 component corresponds to the generator of the U(1) subalgebra and its basis is represented by

T8 =
1

2
√

3

−1 0 0
0 −1 0
0 0 2

. (A7)

With this decomposition of the adjoint representation, we represent the gauge fields as

Ai = AjiTj +A
(q,s)
i E(q,s) +A8

iT8. (A8)

Note that A
(q,s)
i satisfies (

A
(q,s)
i

)∗
= −εqq′εss′A(q′,s′)

i , (A9)

where εqq
′

is an antisymmetric tensor with ε+− = 1. In the following, we use the doublets

A±i ≡
(
A

(±,↑)
i

A
(±,↓)
i

)
(A10)
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b. Quadratic action

After some calculations, we obtain the quadratic action of the gauge field perturbations for each component as

L2,3 =
1

2

[
(δAj′i )2 − (∂iδA

k
j )2 + ∂iδA

k
j ∂jδA

k
i

]
+ gaQεilk

(
∂iδA

k
j − ∂jδAki

)
δAlj

− aξHεijk
(
δAli∂jδA

l
k − gaQεilmδAljδAmk

)
. (A11)

L2,2+2 =
(
δA+′

i

)†
δA+′

i −
(
∂iδA

+
j

)†
∂iδA

+
j +

(
∂iδA

+
j

)†
∂jδA

+
i

+ gaQ

[(
δA+

j

)† iσi
2
∂iδA

+
j −

(
∂iδA

+
j

)† iσi
2
δA+

j −
(
δA+

j

)† iσi
2
∂jδA

+
i +

(
∂jδA

+
i

)† iσi
2
δA+

j

]
− (gaQ)

2

2

[(
δA+

i

)†
δA+

i − 3εijk
(
δA+

i

)† iσj
2
δA+

k

]
− aξHεijk

[(
δA+

i

)†
∂jδA

+
k − ∂j

(
δA+

i

)†
δA+

k + 2gaQ
(
δA+

i

)† iσj
2
δA+

k

]
. (A12)

L2,1 =
1

2

[
(δA8′

i )2 − (∂iδA
8
j )

2 + ∂iδA
8
j∂jδA

8
i

]
− aξHεijkδA8

i ∂jδA
8
k, (A13)

where prime denotes the derivative with respect to τ . Extracting the terms with the traceless and transverse compo-
nents tij of δAji in L2,3, we obtain

LTT
2,3 =

1

2

[
t′ijt
′
ij − ∂itjk∂itjk

]
+
ξ +mQ+

τ
εijktil∂jtkl −

ξmQ+

τ2
tijtij , (A14)

where we used τ ' −1/(aH) during inflation. Except for the replacement of g with gλ, these actions are the same as
in the CNI model [95].

Note that the 3 and 1 components have the same action as that for the SU(2) and U(1) gauge fields, respectively.
On the other hand, the action of the 2 + 2 component is unique to case (a). By assuming the transverse condition,
the action of the 2 + 2 component becomes

L2,2+2 =
(
δA+′

i

)†
δA+′

i

+
(
δA+

i

)†[
δik

(
∂2 + 2gaQ

iσl
2
∂l −

(gaQ)
2

2

)
+ εijk

(
3(gaQ)

2

2

iσj
2
− 2aξH

(
∂j + gaQ

iσj
2

))]
δA+

k (A15)

Considering the Fourier modes of the gauge field perturbations, the dynamics of these components can be described
by the “mass matrix” given by

M2 = δik

(
k2 + gaQσlkl +

(gaQ)
2

2

)
+ iεijk

(
−3(gaQ)

2

4
σj + 2aξH

(
kj +

gaQ

2
σj

))
. (A16)

2. Case (b)

Next, we discuss the perturbations around the background solution in case (b). Note that λ = 1/2 in this case.

a. Decomposition of the adjoint representation

In this case, we consider the embeddings of SU(3)⊃SU(2) and then the adjoint representation of SU(3) is decomposed
as 8 = 3 + 5. The background gauge fields have the VEV in 3 component and its basis is given by

Ti =

 1

2
√

2

0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

, 1

2
√

2

0 −i 0
i 0 −i
0 i 0

, 1

2

1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 −1

 (A17)
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Note that the SU(2) subalgebra is generated by Ti/λ = 2Ti.
We decompose the 5 representation by

T (p) =

1

2

0 0 −i
0 0 0
i 0 0

, 1

2
√

2

0 1 0
1 0 −1
0 −1 0

, 1

2
√

3

−1 0 0
0 2 0
0 0 −1

, 1

2
√

2

0 −i 0
i 0 i
0 −i 0

, 1

2

0 0 1
0 0 0
1 0 0

 . (A18)

Using this basis, the action of the SU(2) generators are[
iTi, T (q)

]
=
iR̃

(p)(q)
i

2
T (p), (A19)

with

iR̃i =




0 1 0 0 0
−1 0 0 0 0

0 0 0
√

3 0

0 0 −
√

3 0 1
0 0 0 −1 0

,


0 0 0 −1 0

0 0
√

3 0 1

0 −
√

3 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0 0

,


0 0 0 0 −2
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 −1 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0


 . (A20)

With this decomposition of the adjoint representation, we represent the gauge fields as

Ai = AjiTj +A
(p)
i T (p). (A21)

In the following, we use the vector

A5
i ≡


A

(1)
i

A
(2)
i

A
(3)
i

A
(4)
i

A
(5)
i

. (A22)

b. Quadratic action

After some calculations, we obtain the quadratic action of the gauge field perturbations for each component as

L
(b)
2,3 =

1

2

[(
δAj′i

)2

−
(
∂iδA

k
j

)2
+ ∂iδA

k
j ∂jδA

k
i

]
+ gaQλεilk

(
∂iδA

k
j − ∂jδAki

)
δAlj

− aξHεijk
(
δAli∂jδA

l
k − gaQλεilmδAljδAmk

)
. (A23)

This is the same as Case (a) except for the replacement g → gλ.
On the other hand, the 5 component has a unique action as in case (a):

L
(b)
2,5 =

1

2

[(
δA5′

i

)T
δA5′

i −
(
∂iδA

5
j

)T
∂iδA

5
j +

(
∂iδA

5
j

)T
∂jδA

5
i

]
− gaQλ

(
∂iδA

5
j − ∂jδA5

i

)T
iR̃iδA

5
j

− (gaQλ)
2

2

[
6
(
δA5

i

)T
δA5

i −
(
iR̃iδA

5
j

)T
iR̃jδA

5
i − εijk

(
δA5

i

)T
iR̃jδA

5
k

]
− aξHεijk

[(
δA5

i

)T
∂jδA

5
k + gaQλ

(
δA5

i

)T
iR̃jδA

5
k

]
. (A24)

By assuming the transverse condition, the action of the 5 component becomes

L
(b)
2,5 =

1

2

(
δA5′

i

)T
δA5′

i

+
(
δA5

i

)T [
δik

(
∂2

2
+ gaQλiR̃j∂j − 3(gaQλ)

2

)
− (gaQλ)

2

2
R̃T
k R̃i + εijk

{(
gaQλ

2
− aξH

)
gaQλiR̃j − aξH∂j

}]
δA5

k, (A25)
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and then the “mass matrix” is

M2 = δik

[
k2 + 2gaQλR̃lkl + 6(gaQλ)

2
]

+ (gaQλ)
2
R̃T
k R̃i − εijk

[
(gaQλ− 2aξH)gaQλiR̃j − 2iaξHkj

]
. (A26)
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