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Primordial non-Gaussianity from Galilean Genesis without strong coupling problem
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Galilean Genesis is generically plagued with a strong coupling problem, but this can be avoided
depending on the hierarchy between a classical energy scale of genesis and a strong coupling scale.
In this paper, we investigate whether or not the models of Galilean Genesis without the strong
coupling problem can explain the statistical properties of the observed CMB fluctuations based on
two unified frameworks of Galilean Genesis. By focusing on the class in which the propagation
speeds of the scalar and tensor perturbations are constant, we show that the models avoiding strong
coupling and allowing a slightly red-tilted scalar power spectrum suffer from an overproduction of

a scalar non-Gaussianity.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Inflation [1-3] is currently the standard paradigm of
the early universe, even though it suffers from the ini-
tial singularity [4]. To avoid the singularity, non-singular
alternative paradigms with the violation of the null en-
ergy condition have also been studied so far (see e.g.,
Refs. [5] and [6]). Inflation not only superbly resolves var-
ious problems in the standard Big-Bang cosmology but
also successfully explains the origins of both the CMB
anisotropies and the rich structure of our universe. Of
particular interest is to see whether such non-singular
paradigms can truly be alternatives to inflation or not
from both theoretical and observational perspectives.

Galilean Genesis [5] is one of the non-singular alterna-
tive scenarios in which the universe is quasi-Minkowski
in asymptotic past. This scenario can resolve the prob-
lems in the standard Big-Bang cosmology as well as infla-
tion [7, 8]. As the generic theoretical problem, the non-
singular scenarios have been found to be plagued with
the occurrence of gradient instabilities in scalar pertur-
bations [9-13], though how to overcome that has been
clarified (see e.g., Refs. [11, 12, 14-21]). Besides this
problem, Galilean Genesis suffers from another theoret-
ical problem: strong coupling at an early stage of gen-
esis [22-25], which indicates that one can trust neither
any analyses based on the perturbation theory at the
early stage nor any successful observational predictions
consistent with CMB data based on it. One can avoid
this problem as long as some typical energy scale of gene-
sis is much lower than the scale at which strong coupling
occurs [22-27].

So far the primordial power spectra of the scalar and
tensor perturbations have been well studied based on uni-
fied frameworks of Galilean Genesis [7, 8] proposed in the
Horndeski theory, the most general single-scalar-tensor
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theory with second-order field equations [28-30] (see also
Ref. [31] for a review). Whereas the strong coupling prob-
lem has been studied in subclasses of the unified frame-
works [22-25, 32] (and in an example outside the frame-
works [32]). Also, the primordial non-Gaussianities are
important quantities as well from both theoretical and
observational viewpoints, though those have not been
calculated in the context of Galilean Genesis so far. The
main purpose of the present paper is to see whether or
not Galilean Genesis without the theoretical problems
can predict the observational signatures consistently with
the observed CMB fluctuations. In the present paper,
after revisiting the strong coupling problem in the uni-
fied frameworks and clarifying the parameter region of
the models predicting the slightly red-tilted scalar power
spectrum, we evaluate the scalar non-Gaussianity in the
allowed parameter region and discuss whether the mod-
els can enjoy all of the observational constraints on the
early universe models.

This paper is organized as follows. In the following
section, we introduce two unified frameworks of Galilean
Genesis. In Sec. III, we give a brief review of the pri-
mordial power spectra for scalar and tensor perturba-
tions in both frameworks. In Sec. IV, we first make ar-
guments on the strong coupling problem and then clar-
ify the model space of Galilean Genesis with the scale-
invariant scalar power spectrum and without strong cou-
pling. In Sec. V, we calculate the scalar non-Gaussianity
in the model space and compare the non-Gaussianity of
the curvature perturbation with the current constraints
on that. A summary of our paper is given in Sec. VI.

II. FRAMEWORKS

In the present paper, we assume a spatially flat
Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric
of the form

ds? = —dt* + a*(t)6;;dz"da?, (1)

where a(t) is the scale factor.
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So far most models of Galilean Genesis have been
studied within the Horndeski theory [5, 33-43]. (See
Refs. [14, 32, 44-49] for the models studied in beyond
Horndeski theories [31, 50-53].) The Horndeski theory
yields the most general second-order field equations for
a scalar field ¢ and a metric g,,, and the Lagrangian of
which is [28-30]

L =G, X) — G3(¢, X)0¢ + Ga(o, X)R

+ Gax [(O¢)* — (V,6V,0)?]
_ Gsx

+ G5(0, X)G L, V'V ¢ T[(D¢)3
—306(V,uV06)* + 2V, Vo)’ (2)
where G; (i = 2,---,5) are arbitrary functions of ¢ and

X with X := —¢"'V 6V, ¢/2 being the kinetic term of
the scalar field, and Gx stands for the partial deriva-
tive of G with respect to X, i.e., Gx = 0G/9X. From
the Horndeski action, one can derive the Friedmann and
evolution equations denoted by £ = 0 and P = 0, respec-
tively, as written in Appendix. A.

In the scenario of Galilean Genesis [5], the cosmic ex-
pansion starts from a quasi-Minkowski phase. In particu-
lar, by assuming the following configuration of the scalar
field

Y :=e X ~ Y, = const., (3)

giving

ML L

W &) @
the Lagrangian with appropriate choices of G; admits a
quasi-Minkowski solution where the Hubble parameter
H := (da/dt)/a is asymptotic to 0 by a power-law man-
ner in asymptotic past (a large |¢| region). In the follow-
ing subsection, we briefly review two unified frameworks
of Galilean Genesis.

A. Generalized Galilean Genesis

The model of Galilean Genesis was originally proposed
in Ref. [5], and each G; of the original model is of the form

G2 == 0162>\¢X + 62)(27 Gg = Cg)(7
_ Mg
2

with constant ¢;. The generalization in a way to include
the original model has been accomplished by choosing
the Horndeski functions as [7]

Gy , G5 =0, (5)

Go = Xt DA (V) Gy = 202 g (Y),

M3 | oone o
+e g(Y), Gs=e g5(Y), (6)

Gy = 5

where ¢;(Y) (i = 2,---,5) are arbitrary functions of
Y, and a and A are constant. Note that go = 1Y +

Y2, g3 =c3Y, gs = g5 =0, and a = 1 for the origi-
nal model. This unified framework is called Generalized
Galilean Genesis. Starting with the discovery of the orig-
inal model, various models included in this framework
have been constructed in Ref. [33-42].

By assuming Eq. (3), the quasi-Minkowski solution has
been obtained in Generalized Galilean Genesis as [7]

a~ 1+g(_t)2a =1+ O(Ht), (7)
where
ho
H ~ 7(—01”0" (8)
a > 0. 9)

The background spacetime remains the quasi-Minkowski
one as long as

Ht| < 1. (10)

In this framework, the Friedmann and evolution equa-
tions have been found, respectively, to be [7]

£ ~ 20+ 5 (Vy) = 0, (11)

P~ 2G H + 2175 () = 0, (12)
where

Gi = M3, — 4\Yy(g5 + Yogh), (13)

p1(Y) :=2Y gy — g2 — 4NV (ags — Yg3),  (14)
]51 (Y) = g2 — 4a)\Ygg
+8(2a + 1)A?Y (ags — Yg)), (15)

and the dot and prime denote differentiations with re-
spect to ¢ and Y, respectively. Egs. (11) and (12) are
used to determine the values of Y, and hg, respectively.
In particular, the evolution equation is of the linear equa-
tion for hg, and hg can easily be obtained and written as
a compact form [7],

_ 1 p1(Yo)
ho = 2(1 + 2a)(2X2Y) e G (16)

The various aspects of the background dynamics have
been also investigated in the presence of the spatial cur-
vature and spacetime anisotropies [7]. In Ref. [7], it has
been shown that both do not spoil the background evo-
lution under Eq. (9).

B. New Framework

In the Horndeski theory, a model having the quasi-
Minkowski solution has been studied outside Generalized
Galilean Genesis as well [43]. That model is based on



the Lagrangian with G; having the following ¢- and X-
dependence!:
Gy = —d\* e8P — X L A8X3 Gy =0,

M2 AS
G, = Pl
4 2X2 3

G5 = Oa (17)

with constant d. Another unified framework including
the above example has been proposed [8], and the Horn-
deski functions have been chosen as

Go = 2PTDM g (V) 4 2007 DA g, (Y)

+ 6_2(B+27_1)b2(Y),
Gy = 2Py (V) 4 e 205 (V) + e~ 20042030 p, (v
Gy = e—2v)\¢a4(y) + 6—2(,6’+2v)>\¢b4(y),

G5 = e 2B+ D20 (v, (18)
where
as(Y) = 8\Y (Y Oy +7)%A(Y),
az(Y) == —2X\(2Y 0y + 1)(Y Oy +7)A(Y),
a4(Y) = YayA(Y),

ba(Y) := 16X3Y (Y Oy + B+ 27+ 1)*B(Y),

b3(Y) := —4N?Y (2Y 9y + 3)(YOy + B+ 2y + 1) B(Y),
ba(Y) :=20Y (YOy + 1)(Ydy + B+ 27+ 1)B(Y),
bs(Y) := —(2Y 0y +1)(YOy + 1)B(Y), (19)

with arbitrary functions A(Y") and B(Y). Note that g =
—d\ =Y + X8Y3, g3 =0, A=—-M3\8/(4Y?), B=0,
and 8 = v = 2 for the above example.

Before moving to the background dynamics in the new
framework, we refer to a model constructed in Ref. [10].
Its Lagrangian that admits the quasi-Minkowski solu-
tion has been constructed based on the Arnowitt-Deser-
Misner (ADM) formalism within the Horndeski theory.
The covariantized version of the Lagrangian can be re-
produced by choosing g2(Y), g3(Y), A(Y), and B(Y) in
the new framework as®

Y 1/Y\?
V)= 2B+ 4| _ = 4 ~
g(Y)=c A Y + 3\ 1,

I The explicit form of G4 in the Lagrangian in Ref. [43] is G4 =
(M2,/2)(1 4+ A8/X?). The first term in the bracket of this G4
is negligible at some large |t|, compared to the second one since

X~2 o« (—t)*. By using this fact, we ignored the first term in
Eq. (17).
2 In the previous paper [7], @ and B have been introduced instead

of B and ~, respectively. However, by taking into account that
« has already been used in Generalized Galilean Genesis, we
changed the notations to avoid confusion.

3 We changed the notation of ¢ in Ref. [10] as ¢ — c\y/2Yy. By
taking A =1 (i.e., rescaling ¢ to be dimensionless, ¢ — A\¢) and
replacing 8 and v with o + §/2 and —a, respectively, one can
check that the above Lagrangian is corresponding to the ADM
Lagrangian in Ref. [10]

QC—@B—H) (B—=1),

+ 7 Y2, (20)
0
3v2 Y
_9V2 —@pry_ Y
g3(Y) 16 c )\3Y03/2, (21)
A(Y) = 222 [m(%) 1 ‘;27}, (22)
B(Y) =0, (23)

where ¢ is a dimensionless constant, and g is a mass-
dimension one. Note that v < 0 and 14+ 28 +4y < 0
have been chosen in Ref. [10].

Under the ansatz, Eq. (3), the quasi-Minkowski solu-
tion has been obtained in the new framework as

1 ho

a:1+2(ﬂ+”y) e =1+ O(H?), (24)
where
ho
H = g (25)
B+v>0. (26)

Also, Eq. (10) is imposed to keep the background space-
time the quasi-Minkowski one. In this framework, the
Friedmann and evolution equations take the similar forms
as those in Generalized Galilean Genesis:

£ = 21X 5y (Yg) = 0, (27)
P~ 26, H + 2125, (Yy) = 0, (28)
where
Go 1= =2 21Y (A" + 2V, A”)
+ 2" PN B Gy, (6B + 9Y0 B + 2Y7 B”),

(29)
p2(Y) :=2Y gy — g2 — 4NY (Bgs — Yg5), (30)
[32 (Y) = gg — 4[’3)\}/93
+ 8YAH e 20HBTMAy (A" 1 2y A”)
—4(1 428 + y)AH? e 2(1+28+27)2dy 2
x (6B’ +9YB" 4+ 2Y?B"). (31)

The values of Yy and hg are derived from Egs. (30) and
(31), respectively. The first and second terms of the evo-
lution equation are generally quadratic in ho in the case
of B(Y) # 0 since Gr has the linear term of hy and po
does the quadratic one of that. Thus, as opposed to the
case of Generalized Galilean Genesis, hg is determined
by solving the quadratic equation for hg in general and
written as an intricate form. Whereas in the particular
case where 6B’ + 9YyB” + 2Y#B" = 0, the following

simple expression of ho can be obtained:

g2(Yo) — 4BXY0g3(Yo)
Yb(A/ ¥ 2YE)A”)

- 1
h =
07 41 + 2B) (2A2Y,) AT

(32)



Similarly to the case of Generalized Galilean Genesis,
the background evolution is still valid even in the pres-
ence of the spatial curvature under the condition Eq. (26)
as has been shown in [8]. Whereas one needs an addi-
tional condition in order for the spacetime anisotropies
not to spoil the genesis background. We thus briefly
review the property of the spacetime anisotropy in the
present framework. The ratio of the anisotropic expan-
sion rate (denoted by (1) to the isotropic one has been
obtained in the Kasner spacetime as [8]

% oc |t 1H28, (33)

Therefore, the anisotropies do not spoil the background
evolution as long as the following condition holds:

B> —1/2. (34)

III. PRIMORDIAL POWER SPECTRA

The scalar and tensor perturbations around the FLRW
background are defined in the perturbed metric under the
unitary gauge, do(t, &) = 0, as

ds? = —N2dt? 4 g;;(da’ + Nidt)(da? + N7dt), (35)
where

N =14 én, N, = 0;x, (36)
1
gij = a’e” (5@‘ + hij + §hikh§ + - '), (37)

with on and x being auxiliary fields, and we denote the
curvature and tensor perturbations by ¢ and h;;, respec-
tively. The quadratic actions for ¢ and h;; are found,
respectively, to be [30]

Sé2) = /dtd3ICL3 |:g5'<.2 - %(81<)2:|7 (38)

S\ = % / dtd®za® {gThfj - %(akhij)ﬂ, (39)
where the auxiliary fields were eliminated by using
the constraint equations after expanding the Horn-
deski action up to quadratic order in the perturbations.
Gs,Fs,Gr, and Fp are defined in Appendix. B. Note
that Gs,Gr > 0 and Fg, Fr > 0 are required to avoid
the ghost and gradient instabilities, respectively. We in-
troduce the squared of the propagation speeds of the cur-
vature and tensor perturbations defined, respectively, by
c? .= Fs/Gs and c,% = Fr/Gr.

We also define the Fourier transform of the perturba-
tions by

3 ~ .
C(tx) = / (gﬂ’; C(t K)ex, (40)
3 ~ .
hij (t, X) = / ((217:;3 hij (f, k)eZk'x. (41)

In Fourier space, the quantized perturbations can be ex-
panded as

C(t, k) = Ge(t)ane + Ty (D)al . (42)

hij(t,k) = [ al) + )y a)f el

i

(43)

where (x(t) and hfj) (t) are the mode functions of the
scalar and tensor modes, respectively, and the polariza-

tion tensor eE;) satisfies
digess) (k) = Kel?) (k) = 0, (44)
efy (W)ef; " (k) = b (45)

with s = 4 being the helicity modes of h;;. Here, aix

(ELS)) and a]. (dl(fﬁ) are the creation and annihilation op-
erators of the scalar (tensor) modes, respectively, which
enjoy the canonical commutation relations:

[ax, are] = (2m)°3(k + k'), (46)
others = 0. (48)

The equations of motion for the mode functions are de-
rived from the quadratic actions, Eqgs. (38) and (39), as

9 (a*Gsli) + ak®FsGe = 0, (49)
01(aGrh”) + ak>Frh® = 0. (50)

Now we focus on the genesis phase (i.e., a ~ 1 phase)
where the conformal time 7 is approximately the same
as the cosmic one t, i.e., n ~ t. The solutions of the
mode functions are thus obtained by fixing the time de-
pendence of Gg, Fs,Gr, and Fp. In the present paper,
we fix it by requiring that the propagation speeds of the
perturbations are constant for simplicity as will be ar-
gued in the following subsection.

Also, we solve Egs. (49) and (50) under the initial
conditions such that the solutions of the mode func-
tions of the canonically normalized perturbations, uyx =
V2a(Gs Fs)'/ ¢ and ’Ul((s) = (a(ngT)l/4/2)hfj), in the
far past coincide with those in Minkowski spacetime:

. o 1 —icgkt
(e = No A (51)
1 ,
lim ol® = ——eienkt 52
t——o0 k m ( )

where ¢, c;, = const was imposed as mentioned above.
The mode functions are thus given by the positive fre-
quency modes.

The power spectra for ¢ and h;; are defined, respec-
tively, by

(C00C0) = (2n)*5 + K) TP, (59)

ey 10k, () = (20)70(k + K) 2P, (51)



where
k3 9
Pri= — 55
¢ 27T2|<k| ) ( )

Paim LS O 56
hi=g 0 I (56)
7T-s::i:

We also introduce the spectral indices defined by

dInP,
—1:=3-2 =
s 3 [vs] dlnk’ (57)
dIn Py,
=3—-2 = .
nr 3 [vr| dlnk (58)

We evaluate the power spectra at the end of the gen-
esis phase. In the usual models of inflation, the times
when the phase oscillations of the mode functions stop
(i.e., —cskt = 1 and —cpkt = 1) are equivalent to those
when each mode crosses the Hubble (or sound) horizon
(i.e,, csk = aH and cyk = aH). Whereas both do
not have such one-to-one relationship during the gene-
sis phase where a ~ 1 and H|t| < 1. We, however, call
the times when ¢ enjoys —cskt = 1 and —cpkt = 1 the
horizon-crossing scales for simplicity, and we evaluate the
power spectra at t = t, when the perturbations are on
the superhorizon scales, i.e., —cgskt,, —cpkt, < 1.

When G; and F; are of the power-law functions of ¢
as Gg, Fs  [t|P and Gp, Fr  [t|?, one can derive the
generic forms of the power spectra [8]:

2
= L _1 i 2\1/5\—3/21—‘(']/5') ekt |,
812 Fses t2|,_, I'(3/2)
(59)
2 1 1 o D(lvr)]?
= _- - glvr|=3/2 711 kt,|nT
P | T/2)) M
(60)
where
1—
Vg = ij (61)
1—
vy = Tq. (62)

A. Generalized Galilean Genesis

In this subsection, we briefly summarize the spectral
indices of the scalar and tensor power spectra in Gen-
eralized Galilean Genesis. As we explained before, it is
determined by fixing the time dependence of the coefli-
cients in the quadratic actions.

For the tensor perturbations, the time dependence has
been obtained as [7]

Gr, Fr ~ const., (63)

giving np = 2 irrespective of the concrete model.

For the scalar perturbations, the time dependence has
been found to be [7]

Gs, Fs o (—t)**, (64)

giving vg = (1 — 2a)/2. Thus the spectral index reads

(0<a<1/2), (65)
(a>1/2).
The two divided cases are associated with the time evo-
lution of the superhorizon modes. In the present setup,
the dominant mode of the perturbation on the superhori-
zon scales can be written as ¢ o [t]*571¥s|) and thus the
amplitude of the dominant mode is constant for vg > 0
while that grows for vg < 0. The scale invariance (i.e.,
ng = 1) can be realized only for « = 2 (vg = —3/2).

B. New Framework

First, let us focus on the tensor perturbations. The
time dependence of the coeflicients in the quadratic ac-
tion is [8]

Gr o< (=1)%, (66)
Fr~ A@2B' + YyB")(—t)>B+2) L B(—1)>',  (67)
where A and B are non-zero constants.* For the models
with ¢7 = const., 2B’ + YyB” = 0 is imposed.
Then, we consider the scalar perturbations. During

the genesis phase (a ~ 1), Fs approximately takes the
form

2
Fs :8t<%r) - Fr, (68)

and the first term can be rewritten as

2 0
0 (T ) = 1+ 28+ )0 x (~075F, (69)

where

0= HGr

= const., (70)

and we used © o (—t)"(1*2) and Gr o« (—t)?7 which
are shown in Appendix. B. The first and second terms
of Eq. (68) are proportional to (—t)2(#+27) and (—t)?7,
respectively. Notice that the gradient instabilities occur
in either the scalar or tensor perturbations if the first
term vanishes, i.e., § and ~y satisfy 14 28+ 4~y = 0, since
Fs = —Fr in that case. We thus assume 1+425+4~ # 0.

4 Strictly speaking, A is proportional to 1 + 23 + 4 [8] which can
vanish at the present stage. However, as shown later, this cannot
vanish in light of the stability conditions.



In Ref. [8], by taking into account S+ v > 0 (and also
1+ 28+ 4y # 0), the second term of Eq. (68) has been
ignored, which indicates that

Fr o Ht
— =0 1. 71
Fs ( 5 ) < (71)
Also, Gg is of the form
$G2
gs = ®2T + 307, (72)

where the first and second terms are proportional to
(—t)2(F+27) and (—t)?7, respectively. As opposed to Fg,
the first term can vanish in the case of p5(Yy) = 0
(3 o p5(Yp)). The present framework has thus two di-
vided cases about the time dependence of Gg: ph(Yy) =0
and ph(Yy) # O The latter corresponds to the class of the
models with ¢ = const., and hereafter we only consider
the case where

Gs o (—t)2F+2), (73)

In the case of ph(Yy) # 0, the second term of Eq. (72)
has been ignored [8]: Gs ~ %G%/(0©?) where the following
approximation has been imposed,

Gr 5 Ht
= 1. 4
Gs (9( &5 > < (74)

We have used Eq. (71) to derive the above expression.
Under the conditions, Egs. (71) and (74), one can de-

rive the spectral indices, np = 3 — 2|vp| and ng — 1 =
3 — 2|vg| with

1

vr = 5 -7 (75)
1

ngi—ﬂ—?y. (76)

The scale invariance of the scalar power spectrum can be
realized for § +2y+1 =0 (i.e., vs = 3/2) and 5+ 2y —
2 =0 (ie., vs = —3/2).5 Differently from the case of
Generalized Galilean Genesis, the constant mode (vg =
3/2) yields the scale-invariant scalar power spectrum in
addition to the growing one (vg = —3/2).

IV. STRONG COUPLING

Both frameworks have the parameter region where the
coeflicients of the quadratic actions are asymptotic to 0
in the far past:

Gs, Fs oc [t]P, (77)
QT,fT X |t|q, (78)

5 In Refs. [10, 22-25], the model with 1428 +4v < 0 (i.e., vg > 1)
has been studied. In this parameter region, the scale-invariant
scalar power spectrum is realized only from the constant mode
(vs =3/2>1).

with p and/or ¢ being negative. A concrete model having
those asymptotic properties was constructed in Ref. [10].
Egs. (77) and (78) imply that couplings of non-linear in-
teractions for the canonically normalized perturbations
naively diverge, and thus strong coupling occurs. Also,
evenif Gg, Fs, Gr, and Fr increase as the time goes back
(i.e., p,q > 0), strong coupling can occur if couplings of
higher-order interactions, e.g., the cubic interactions, di-
verge. In the present paper, if the canonically normal-
ized perturbations are strongly coupled at cubic order in
the far past, we require, similarly to Refs. [22-27], that
the classical energy scale of the genesis background FE,
(Max{H, H'/2, H/H, etc}) is much lower than the scale
A at which strong coupling occurs:

1
E, ~ n < A, (79)

where we used H < H'/? <« H/H ~ 1/t. We stress that
the above scaling also corresponds to the frequencies of
the perturbations at the horizon-crossing scale. There-
fore, Eq. (79) would be also necessary to avoid the strong
coupling problem around the horizon-crossing scale.

A. Generalized Galilean Genesis

We first write down the cubic interaction terms of the
curvature perturbation. The components of the cubic
interactions are obtained as

£ 5 (¢

)1+6a(8t)3<3, ( )
t)2(1+30¢) (615)2
t)3(1+2o¢) (615)(

) )*

¢ 2(1+2«) (61

o (= *(00)*¢7,

(= (9)°C7, (=) 400 (0:) ¢,
(= 0)* ¢, (=)"(0:)*¢?,

(= ¢%, (80)

where we used the cubic action summarized in Ap-
pendix. B and also Egs. (63), (64), (B13), (B14), (B27),
and (B28). After a change of a variable from the
original variable, (, to the canonically normalized one,
u = ﬁa(gs}'g)l/‘lc, we obtain the conventional form of
the cubic action for the canonically normalized curvature
perturbation as

(3) _ 3,3, 1
‘Cu Al (815) u +AS (815)
1
Asg (0)%(90)%u® + A—f(at)(ai)%?’
+ 00+ - (020 + —— (8,
Ag? Ag AZ?
(81)

where A? (i = 1,---,7) characterize the strong coupling
scales of the interaction terms. Each scale evolves in time



as
AF o (=) 7002 g o (),
Agoc( t) (2+3a)/3 As (_t)—(1+a)/2
AS o (=) TEHOMAG o (1),
3 oc (=)~ (82)

Here, A (i # 6) are always asymptotic to 0 in the far
past since & > 0, and hence we impose Eq. (79) on A?
(i # 6) to avoid strong coupling. By parametrizing the
time dependence of A as A « (—t)~ ", we obtain the
following conditions:

1> . (83)

In particular, the condition obtained from the Af-term
(i.e., 1 > x1) reads

o<1, (84)

which is incompatible with the condition for the scalar
power spectrum to be nearly scale-invariant, i.e., o ~
2. In this framework, the strong coupling problem is
thus unavoidable if one requires the scale-invariant power
spectrum.

B. New Framework

By following the same procedure as in the previous
subsection, we can obtain the conventional form of the
cubic action of the canonically normalized perturbation.
In general, the most dangerous terms in the cubic action
are

2ug5 rgs

200G
= (5t) w3 with A oc (—t)~ (3842072 (g6)

Lges D ¢, ¢, (85)

where we used Egs. (66), (73), (B30), (B16), and (B24) to
derive the time dependence of A. By requiring Eq. (79),
one obtains

1-38—2y>0, (87)

which indicates |vg| < 3/2. Thus the spectral index of
the scalar power spectrum is blue. This is conflicted with
the Planck results, ng ~ 0.96 (i.e., |vs| > 3/2). Note that
by replacing 8 and v with 8 — a4+ 6/2 and v — —a,
respectively, and taking B(Y) = 0 (and hence p = 0),
one can check that our result in the case of 4 = 0 and
I'#£0,1—-38—2y >0, can reproduce 2 — 30 — 2a > 0
which has been obtained as the strongest constraint on
the parameters in the previous papers [22-25].

Then, we impose both ¢ = 0 and ' = 0. One can
find from Egs. (18), (19), and (B24) that u vanishes for
6B’ + 9YoB” + 2YZB"” = 0. The explicit form of T is
generally intricate due to the presence of H, and I' = 0

is realized by choosing A(Y), B(Y), ¢2(Y), and g3(Y)
appropriately. We here emphasize that the Lagrangian
in Refs. [10, 22-25] where G4 = G4(¢) and G5 = 0 does
not admit I' = 0 since I' = Gz > 0 in that model. In the
present case, the components of the cubic action read
)20 (3,)%¢3,

Lsss D (— )1+45+6’Y( ) CS (_

(—t
( 2(1+2ﬁ+3’y( ) ( ) <3
(—t

t)
£) H00) (0,2, (—6)P(:)7¢,
( )2(1+2ﬁ+3’y( )<3 (88)

where we used the cubic action in Appendix. B and
also Egs. (66), (67), (73), (69), (B15), (B16), (B29),
and (B30). Imposing Eq. (79) on the above interaction
terms yields

1-48>0. (89)

In contrast to the general case (i.e., u # 0 or I £ 0), the
slightly red scalar power spectrum is still allowed.

Strong coupling can also occur in the cross-interactions
among the scalar and tensor perturbations and the self-
interaction among the tensor perturbations. Therefore,
we analyze all of the other cubic interactions of the scalar
and tensor perturbations. The arguments are parallel to
the previous ones, and thus we show only the results
which are obtained by using Eqs. (79) and (B31). The
resultant model space avoiding strong coupling is plot-
ted in Fig. 1. In the parameter space, the range of 3 is
—1/2 < f < 0. (The lower bound is determined from
the argument on the spacetime anisotropy, Eq. (34), and
the upper one is from that on strong coupling.) Note
that the model parameters which can yield the scale in-
variance of the scalar power spectrum are located at the
edge of the parameter region without strong coupling.
The parameter region realizing ng ~ 0.96 from the con-
stant mode (i.e., vg ~ 3/2) and avoiding strong coupling
are not overlapped. In the viable model space, only the
models having the growing mode (i.e., vg ~ —3/2) can
enjoy ng ~ 0.96, and the primordial power spectra of
the curvature and tensor perturbations can be obtained,
respectively, as

11 1
P R Fee ), (90)
2 1 1 D)1’
_ 2 - 2|VT| 3/2- \I"T'1) kt* np
PhE S Fa P t_t*[ r32) ] [kt

(91)
where vp = (8—1)/2 and np = 24+ with —1/2 < § < 0.

Then, the tensor-to-scalar ratio reads

3D (vr))]?
glvrl=3/2 |enkt. |7
t=t. { I'(3/2)

_Pn GE Cs
P( ]:T Chp

(92)

Now, by recalling Eq. (71), one can find that the tensor-
to-scalar ratio is enhanced by Fs/Fr. However, the ten-
sor tilt is always blue: 3/2 < nr < 2, potentially leading



to a small tensor-to-scalar ratio due to the suppression
factor, |cpkt.|™" < 1. More explicitly, one has

nr nr
roc 28 <1o59m* x @> (%) |
F +—r. \0.002Mpc

T H
(93)

By inspecting the above at k = 0.002Mpc™~ ' to com-
pare with the Planck results [54], one can find that the
tensor-to-scalar ratio can be much smaller than unity for
the models in which H/Mp is sufficiently larger than
107°2H|t|(« 107°?) at the end of the genesis phase.
Note that the blue-tilted tensor power spectrum with
np = O(1) makes the detection of the primordial gravi-
tational waves on the CMB scales challenging. In the fol-
lowing section, we investigate the scalar non-Gaussianity
to discuss the observational consistency.

The above argument on the strong coupling problem
might be insufficient to conclude the presence or absence
of strong coupling. First, there is a possibility that strong
coupling occurs in higher-order interactions. It is hence
not evident that the analysis of strong coupling at higher-
order interactions does not yield tighter constraints on
the model parameters. Nevertheless, in Ref. [24], it has
been shown in the subclass of the new framework that
the strongest condition is obtained from the argument at
cubic order. Therefore, it would be important to ascer-
tain the extent to which this statement generally holds.
Second, to verify that the strong coupling problem is in-
deed absent at the onset of genesis, one needs to consider
the scattering process inside the horizon (see further dis-
cussions [26, 27, 32]). The consideration of the scattering
process would clarify how reasonable the present naive ar-
gument is. Furthermore, in order to justify the use of the
perturbation theory completely, one would also need to
take account of loop corrections (see e.g., Refs. [55, 56]).
We leave these points to the future work [57], and we
have roughly evaluated Eq. (116) in the present paper.

Before closing this section, we comment on a no-go
theorem for non-singular cosmologies found in the pre-
vious papers [9-12] in which it has been shown that
non-singular cosmological solutions (i.e., a(t) > 0 during
the entire history) in the Horndeski theory are plagued
with some no-go theorem. This theorem states that the
curvature perturbations suffer from the gradient insta-
bilities (i.e., Fs < 0) unless the following integral con-
verges in the past infinity (¢; = —oc) and/or future one
(ty = +o0):

/WQWN%@%M. (94)

t;

As the non-singular cosmological model to avoid the gra-
dient instabilities, the case which Fr converges in the
past infinity has been considered so far [10, 22-27]. By
recalling Fr o (—t)?7, the models satisfying

1+27<0 (95)

correspond to the case. For the models with g + 2y = 2
(i.e., the scale-invariant power spectrum of the curvature
perturbation), Eq. (95) is equivalent to

B> 3. (96)

Eq. (96) is incompatible with the result of the analysis
of the strong coupling since —1/2 < 5 < 0 in the allowed
region. Therefore, the examples avoiding the gradient in-
stabilities cannot realize the avoidance of strong coupling
and the scale invariance of the scalar power spectrum si-
multaneously. One of the ways to overcome this is to
invoke beyond Horndeski terms at somewhere during the
entire history.® In the present paper, we evade the no-go
theorem by supposing that the quasi-Minkowski phase
which we are focusing on is described by the Horndeski
theory and some beyond Horndeski terms are developed
at some regime away from the genesis phase in the en-
tire cosmic expansion history. Under this assumption, we
do not invoke any beyond Horndeski terms in the present
paper and we still continue to analyze the primordial non-
Gaussianities generated during the genesis phase in the
present setup.
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FIG. 1: The allowed parameter region in the f—+ plane where
p =0 =1T. The orange and purple lines denote the parameter
region in which the scale invariant curvature perturbation is
generated from the constant and growing modes, respectively.
The blue shaded region is the parameter region in which the
strong coupling can be avoided.

6 It has been found in the context of the second-order scalar-tensor
theories that some higher-derivative extensions of the Horndeski
theory or an introduction of a cuscuton field [58, 59] are required
to avoid the no-go theorem [11, 12, 14-17, 19-21]. (See Refs. [12]
and [13] for the no-go arguments in the presence of multiple scalar
fields, and also [60] and [18] for those in the presence of the spatial
curvature and vector modes, respectively.)



V. PRIMORDIAL NON-GAUSSIANITY

In this section, we compute the primordial non-
Gaussianity generated from the viable models which re-
alize the slightly red scalar power spectrum and have no
strong coupling. In doing so, we use the mode function in
the case of the scale-invariant power spectrum generated
from the growing mode and eliminate v by using the con-
dition for the scale invariance, 8 + 2y — 2 = 0. Following
the in-in formalism, the three-point correlation function
at the end of the genesis phase can be computed as

(C(k1)¢(k2)C (k3))
= - / A a(t)([E (b e )t k) C (1 ) HE

— 00

2

)
= (2#)75 (k1 + ko + k3) k:l;k—gkg-/‘g, (98)

where Hi,; is the interaction Hamiltonian of the curva-
ture perturbation defined by

Hypy = — / Ll (99)

Here, Eég) denotes the cubic Lagrangian of the curvature
perturbation which has been obtained as [61-63]

Ay ' (9:0)°
¥ = QSQS{ ﬁlé +A2(C? + AsC3

+ %_2 (62,0 — 0;0; (8:€0;9)] }
F(O)Bs, (100)

where

Are : Are _
F(Q) = == (C = =222 (9iC0n) — 0720i0;(0i0;))

AI‘C —
+ 5 ((0:0)? = 9720:0;(0:60,¢)),  (100)
Es := —20,(a*Gs() + 2aFs0°C. (102)

Each A; is defined in Appendix. B. The explicit forms of
Ayea,i are given by

HGrGs
Arc. = ) 1
4,1 0Fs (103)
_ HI'Gs
red,2 — 2@gT ) (104)
H?TGr
Ared,3 - 102 ) (105)

and hence A,cq,(2,3) = 0 in the allowed parameter region.
Note that Eg = 0 is the equation of motion for the linear
curvature perturbation. One can eliminate the last line of
Eq. (100) by performing the following field redefinition:

¢ = (= F(Q). (106)
In light of that C ~ —3(/t on the superhorizon scales, the
field redefinition in Fourier space reduces to

3Are B /
ﬁ@ a< + AsCOCO + AsDC (9i0))” C(k) = (k) — =7 / GGk —X). (107)
+ %% [ 2¢(0:¢)° - €0;0; (@'C@jC)} The resultant form of A reads
_3[3A10 9 A 3, [ 3(1+ 2B) ] ;
AV = k; A —A ks
A 2[4 Ht  2(8-4) Ht} t:t*zi: ' 20T IE-DE-n t:t*zi: i
3 1 71.2 51.4 2 2 3
EETICE CEY) As oli= t*k2k2k2{(ﬂ 4(;}:1@ Z;kk> 1+2ﬂkk2k32k}
3
+WA60|16 ta k21€2k2|: Zkg 3Zk7k2 ZkaS Zk5k4
i#j i#] ]
3 Arc
-G R | - | S (108

i

where we ignored the terms proportional to the posi-
tive powers of |csKt.| which are suppressed on the su-
perhorizon scales, |csKt,.| < 1. One here notices that
the amplitude of the non-Gaussianity is generically en-
hanced in proportion to |Ht|~* > 1. This factor is

of O(e) where € is the usual “slow-roll” parameter de-
fined by € := —H/H?. In the case of inflation and mat-
ter bounce cosmology which generate the scale-invariant
scalar power spectrum, one has € < 1 and € = O(1), re-
spectively. Whereas in the present case, € is much larger



than unity. This fact can result in an enhanced non-
Gaussianity, compared to the non-Gaussianities from
those models. Below we explore the possibility to sup-
press this enhancement by detuning model parameters.
In doing so, we compare the non-Gaussian amplitude
with the observational constraint on that obtained by
Planck [64], and we evaluate the following non-linearity
parameter

f ._E AC
A

at the squeezed, equilateral, and folded limits which are
defined by kl < kg == k3, kl = kz = kg, and kl = 2/€2 =
2ks3, respectively. The non-linear parameters at these
limits are denoted by fioca!, ﬁiml, and fiold) respectively.

Each of the non-linearity parameters is obtained from

Eq. (108) as

(109)

local __ 5(2 — 56) k_%@

N =T DG Do), (O
equil _ ~» 5(1 + 2[3) %

NS wEoae-Der,, WY
fold _ 94— 3 Us

N = DG o, (112

where C denotes the terms contributed from the terms
o Y, k¥ in Eq. (108). To simplify the argument on the
consistency with the current constraints on fyi,, we con-
sider the difference of each fyi, instead of the magni-
tude of itself. In doing this, the above common contri-
butions do not affect that argument, and hence we do
not write the explicit form of C. The difference of each
non-linearity parameter reads

local _ gfold 94-p5 gs
o, 94=fF Gs 113
NL NL 4(6_4)(ﬁ_1) gT t:t*a ( )
local __ pequil _, 5(1 + 26) % 114
AN S G- 6, Y
equil _ gfold __ 3(2[3 + 127) % 11
NE 6B —-4)(B-1)Gr |,y "

where we used k1 /ky < 1. As long as 8 enjoys —1/2 <
B < 0, the above three quantities are generally much
larger than unity. Therefore, at least two out of the non-
linearity parameters are much larger than unity, which
indicates that the genesis models are ruled out by the
constraints on the primordial scalar non-Gaussianity [64].
One may consider the 1+ 23 — 0 limit, but at least one
of the non-linearity parameters is much larger than unity
in such a case, and thus that case is also unacceptable
from the observational viewpoint.

The above arguments imply that the dangerous
terms in fxp, are naively at most of O(Gs/Gr)|i=t, ~
O(|Ht|™Y|¢=s,. To check the validity of the pertur-
bation theory from both theoretical and observational
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viewpoints, we estimate fnr,¢ which is roughly the ra-
tio of the cubic action to the quadratic one (see e.g.,
Refs. [55, 65, 66]). This quantity contributed from the
dangerous terms can be evaluated as

JNLC ~ % (116)

t=t.

The amplitude of the curvature perturbation has been
constrained as ((t.) ~ O(107°). For the models enjoy-
ing fnpCli=r, < 1, say 1072 < H|t| < 1 at t = t,, the
perturbative analysis is still valid at the end of the gen-
esis phase, even though those are ruled out by the argu-
ments on fxr,. Also, after the horizon-crossing, Eq. (116)
is proportional to (Ht*)™! o (—t)?~! which monotoni-
cally increases with time in the allowed parameter region
(i.e., for —1/2 < 8 < 0). Therefore, at least based on the
present naive arguments, the perturbative analysis would
be guaranteed from the time of the horizon-crossing to
that of the end of the genesis phase as long as it is guar-
anteed at the latter time.

VI. SUMMARY

In the first half of the present paper, we have derived
the conditions to avoid the strong coupling problem in
two unified frameworks of Galilean Genesis in which the
propagation speeds of the perturbations are constant. As
a result, we have clarified that the new framework has
the parameter region without strong coupling and with
the slightly red-tilted scalar power spectrum. This is in
contrast to the case of the model studied in Refs. [22-25]
where the spectral index of the scalar power spectrum
was blue in the model space without strong coupling. In
general, the Lagrangian of the new framework includes
the functional degrees of freedom (g2(Y),g3(Y), A(Y),
and B(Y'), etc) to reduce the dangerous cubic interaction
terms leading to strong coupling. We particularly chose
the general class of the models which allow p and I' to
vanish thanks to the functional degrees of freedom. (Note
that p # 0 and/or T’ # 0 yield the most dangerous cubic
interaction terms.) Whereas the theory in Refs. [10, 22—
25] where p = 0 does not allow I' = 0. This difference
has yielded the parameter region without strong coupling
and with the slightly red power spectrum.

In the second half of the present paper, we have cal-
culated the non-Gaussianity of the curvature perturba-
tions. The primordial bispectrum has been calculated
for the first time in the context of Galilean Genesis in
the present paper. Note that the trispectrum has been
studied in Ref. [67]. We have also found that the non-
Gaussian amplitudes are generically enhanced and clari-
fied that the non-Gaussian signatures are different from
those in the other scenarios generating the scale-invariant
power spectrum because of the large value of the usual
slow-roll parameter, ¢ = —H /H? > 1. Then, by evaluat-
ing the non-linearity parameters, we have shown that the



models considered in the present paper cannot be consis-
tent with the current CMB data due to the enhanced
non-Gaussian amplitudes.

As the further study of various aspects of the perturba-
tive analysis in the context of Galilean Genesis, it would
be important to investigate the scattering process and
loop corrections as has been mentioned in Sec. IV. It
would be also interesting to go outside the model space
considered in the present paper, e.g., by allowing the time
variations of the propagation speeds of the perturbations
and using beyond Horndeski theories [14, 32, 44-49].
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Appendix A: Background Equations

From the Horndeski action, Eq. (2), one can obtain the Friedmann and evolution equations, respectively, as

£ =2XGyx — Go + 6XpHG3x — 2X 3y — 6H>Gy + 24H?X (Gax + XGuxx)
—12HX $Gapx — 6HPGuy + 2H3X § (5G5x +2X Gsxx) — 6H?X (3G54 + 2X Gspx) (A1)
P =Gy —2X(Gag + ¢Gsx) + 2(3H% + 2H)Gy — 12H*X Gyx — 4H X Gyx — SHX Gux
—8HXXGuxx +2(¢ +2H)Gug + 4X Gagy + 4X (¢ — 2HP)Gupx — 2X (2H? ¢+ 2HH$ + 3H?$)Gsx
—4H*X%¢Gsxx +4HX(X — HX)Gspx +2 [2(HX) + 3H?X]| G5 + 4AH X $G50. (A2)

In Generalized Galilean Genesis, the Friedmann and evolution equations have been obtained as [7]

£ = 2TV 5 (V) 4+ 6Hpe?* [V gh — 2a)ga + 2(3 — 20)AY g} + 40Y % g} ]
— 3H? [M — 12\Y g5 — 28AY gL — 8AY3gl/] — 3H%e?** (294 — 8Y g} — 8Y?g}) + 2H3 e "2 (5Y g, + 2Y2gY)),

(A3)

P =207 H + 2ty L SHGaN?* (g4 — 2Y g}) + H? [3MB, — 4\Y (395 + 2Y g})]

+ 6H?e2M (g4 — 2Y ) — 4AH3 g~ Y gL,

(A4)

respectively. Substituting Eqgs. (3) and (8) into Eq. (A3) yields the leading-order terms of £ and P in asymptotic

past:

£ = 2o+ [m (¥o) + 011>, (A5)

P = 2+ {ze-w“wglﬂ T 51(Yo) + 01172 . (A6)

Note that p1(Yp) in € and both the first and second terms of the bracket in Eq. (A6) are constant, and thus the

O(|t|=2%)-terms with a > 0 are sub-leading.

In the new framework, the Friedmann and evolution equations are of the form [8]

E = DN 50 (V) 4 6P HPY gy + 662 H2Y (34" + 12Y A" 4+ 4Y2 A"
— 2 20HAH2IN g3 4y (30B' + 75Y B” + 36Y2B" + 4Y3B""), (A7)
P =267 H + 215, (V) 4+ 8yNHpe 2PV (A" +2Y A”) — 4(1 + 28 + 4y)A\H?e~ (2F+27)A0y2

x (6B +9YB" +2Y?B"") —

6H2e~ MY (A" + 2Y A") + 4H3 g 21HBT20MY (6B’ + 9V B” + 2Y2B"),

(A8)



12

and the leading-order of which in asymptotic past can be obtained as
£ = T | (1) + (2. (A9)
P = e2FFDA {2e—2<6+1>k¢g2H + p2(Yo) + O(|t| 2B+ . (A10)

We note that, as long as 8+ > 0, the O(|t|"2#+7))-terms of the brackets in Egs. (A9) and (A10) are sub-leading
since p2(Yp) and both the first and second terms of the bracket in Eq. (A10) are constant.

Appendix B: Quadratic and Cubic Actions

By substituting the perturbed metric, Egs. (35) and (37), into the Horndeski action (2) and expanding it up to
cubic order in the scalar and tensor perturbations, one obtains the perturbed actions,

S =8® 453 (B1)

where S and S®) denote the quadratic and cubic actions, respectively. One can eliminate the auxiliary fields én
and x by solving the constraint equations, and the solutions of which are

o= 0¢. (B2)
_ 1 3 ag%
X = E <CL Gsv — FC)’ (B3)

where ¢ 1= 8_2C. First, the quadratic action takes the form
S® = 5?1 52 (B4)

where Sé2) and S,(f) are given in Eqs. (38) and (39), and the coefficients of the quadratic actions read [30]

>
Gs = gT<g +3), (B5)
1d [(aG7
7= () - o
Gr =2 {G4 —2XGax — X(HdGsx — G5¢)] ) (BT)
Fr =2 {G4 - X((b.GSX + G5¢)} ) (B8)

with

O := —¢XGsx +2HG, — 8HXGyx — SHX?Guxx + ¢Guy + 2X pGagx

— H*$(5XGsx +2X*Gsxx) + 2HX (3G54 + 2X Gs4x), (B9)
Y= XGox +2X%Goxx + 12HX Gsx + 6HIX?Gaxx — 2XG3y — 2X2Gayx — 6H?Gy

+6[H*(TXGax + 16X ?Guxx +4X3Gaxxx) — HP(Gap + 5X Gapx +2X*Gapxx)]

+2H3) (15X Gsx + 13X %Gsxx +2X°Gsxxx) — 6H2X(6G5 + 9X Gsgx + 2X2Gspxx). (B10)

Note that G; in Eq. (12) and G in Eq. (28) are corresponding to the leading-order terms of G in each framework.
We also note that ¥ and © can be rewritten as

0 H o0&
Y= 7y + CXik (B11)

C60H
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By using the above and Eqgs. (A3) and (A7), these time dependence in Generalized Galilean Genesis and the new
framework are obtained, respectively, as

¥ o (—t) 2D, (B13)

O o (—t)~ 2t (B14)
and

¥ o (—t) 7208+, (B15)

O o (—t)~ A+, (B16)

By using the above, one can derive Eqgs. (63), (64), (66), and (67).
The cubic action is of the form

SG) = /dtd3xa3 [ﬁsss + Lssh + Lo + Ehhh:| ; (B17)

where Lgss, Lssh, Lshn, and Lppp stand for the cubic Lagrangians of the scalar-scalar-scalar, scalar-scalar-tensor,
scalar-tensor-tensor, and tensor-tensor-tensor interactions, respectively, and the explicit forms are [61-63]

5, 2€ 1 1
Luee = [0 (9667 + 35 (0P +01601%) + 7 (00" 9% + 5156 (0°0)° - @0)”) )
- QTZ—Z ((&C)2 + 2ca2<) + %C (9:0)* + 35¢on* + 204n (944' ~COx — 3i<<9ix)

2¢ 26n

+u(2é3 82 x¢% + < ((82 ) —(0;95x) )+46 Ca (82C62x 0;0;C0; @x))

. . . 2
+T (35n§2 — 32671(82)( + %571 ((82)()2 — (8i8jx)2)) + Z6n? ( — %)

3a?
+(T' = Gr) —a2g - = (2 +2XYx + HE)on } (B18)
Lssh = a [2@5713 Ojxhij + = 5713 8jxhw —I— 5n8 0jx0%hij — 3gT —(0; 8jxhw —2G:C0; Ojxhij + 1€ 0 xhij
- ]'—T(?ZC(?JCh” - QQTai(Snanhij + u(?ﬁn@(h” + g—gakxaiajxakhij + %8]@)(818])(8]@}%]] y (Blg)
3G F: g
ﬁshh = a3 |:TT hzzj - Ra T;C(akhw) Ch2 - _5 h2 87;5 (akhzj)
K i Gr N . 1 .
. ﬁénh”62h” — akxh”akhl] a2 (azajxhlkh]k — §a2xhgj>:|7 (B20)
Lo = @ | 22 (Bt — Shiyhu ) Onouh h3 B21
hhh = @ T2 \ ikt = 5 il klij+ ij | ( )
where
[:=2G, — 8XGyx — 8X2CGuxx — 2HH(5X Gsx + 2X2Csxx) 4+ 2X (3G5 + 2X Gs4x), (B22)

Z:=12¢XGsx + 66X%Gsxx — 12HG4 + 6 {2H(7XG4X +16X2Guxx +4X>Gaxxx) — ¢(Gag

+5XGupx + 2X2G4¢XX)} +90H%)X Gsx + T8H?$X*Csx x + 12H? X G x x x

—12HX (6G54 + 9X Gspx + 2X*Gspxx), (B23)
1= X Gsx. (B24)
Note that = and I' can be written as
ox
E=—— B25
= (B25)
r_ 99 (B26)
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Then by using Egs. (A3), (A7), (B11), and (B12), the time dependence of the above quantities in Generalized Galilean
Genesis and the new framework are obtained, respectively, as

= oc (1)~ Gty (B27)

I' = const., (B28)
and

2 o (—t)" 38D, (B29)

T o (—1)2. (B30)

Also, the time dependence of y is derived from Eqs. (3) and (18) as u oc (—t)'+28+47,

By taking into account the time dependence of Gg, Fg, G, Fr, 0,3, =, I', and p, one can write down the components
of the cubic actions as written in Eqgs. (80), (82), and (88), and also those of the other cubic actions in the new
framework used in Sec. IV as

LE) S (=)@ (9,2 hyy, (=) TH9,(9,)2Chag, (—8)27(8:)2Chag, (=) FEE3)(9,)4 P hy;
(—t)2B+20(0,)2ChE;, (—t)'F20H49(9,)(9:)2ChE;, (—6)27(0:)%Ch3,, (—t)(8:)2hE,, (B31)

where we imposed = 0 and I' = 0 in light of the strong coupling argument.
For the calculation of the scalar non-Gaussianity, it is convenient to derive the following expression [61-63]:

M2
SO = [ antrags] i+ aact + a5 4 a2 GC + AsCOCO + Mo (911
A7 1 2 2 2
£ 2L 1520002 — (05 (0050)] + T [0°COC0 — C0ud, (0G0,
+ / dtd*zF(¢)Es, (B32)
where
1
A= Ajq for (i #3,4), (B33)
2
= Z A3,au (B34)
a=0
— 2| 91 gnIr Gi
Naim 1P| 5 o5 + 06+ BT - gT)gS@}’ (B35)
with
HG}= 1 [30r 207
Ao —H{—3 @3gs+gs_ (Gr+T)+ o2 }}, (B36)
|9 (L ) =9 20 2 Z 9r s

Ay o= H[ 5 (cg 1) 307 "6 o 3096 XEx)], (B37)

B HGrGs
Az 3(1_ oF. ) (B38)

H

Aaai= S5 (g7 fs - fo). (B39)

g HG
Az = g—z (Ci - TT)a (B40)

HGr gr
Moy = 8 1= T2~ fo). (Ba1)

H

Ag o= TQ(QT +9s — fo), (B42)
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Gs ( 3HT 6uH>
Asoi=—go 1+ +t5 ) B43
YT gy o ' Gr (B43)
Gs [HT 2uH |
Asai= =50 g lor = (297 - B44
5,1 26 | @ (gT Jr+ fo) + Gr ( g fu)_ , ( )
3Gs ( HT 2uH>
Moo=\l ~75. ) B45
o0 467 S} Gr ( )
Gs [HT 2uH ]
Noai=—7o- |5 l9r - o) + 5 — (297 - B4
6,1 TG (g7 — fr + fo) + Gr (297 f#)_, (B46)
H?G} HT  6uH
A= 6020 (1 B ?) (B47)
H?G2 [HT 30Fs 6uH 20T
A1 = Gag, 397 =3 297 — 2 B48
o 2G4 |: ( gr fo+fr— Hg%)'i_ Gr ( gr f®+fu Hg% ) ( )
HGr HU  4uH
Aso=-—g~\1-g ~ G- B4
> © ( o G ) (B49)
HQT HT 2@.7:5 4[1,H @]:S
As1="58 -2 — <\ fo—fut a2 )| B50
8,1 26 [ o (9T+fr fo — Hg%) Gr fo—fu+ HGE (B50)
We also defined
Gr }' &)
T HG 95T = : B51
gr HgT7 gs 7 fS 7 f@ @7 fF 7 fu H'[L ( )
In the calculation of the non-Gaussianity in Sec. V, we used the following time dependence:
A1,0,Az,0, Mgy A7 g oc (—2) 720,
A11,M20,A31,As,0 = const.,
A12,A3.9, A5 0, Mg ox ()2, (B52)

We note that As 1, Ag1, A7, and Ag; vanish in the case of p=0=T
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