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Dark Energy with a Triplet of Classical U(1) Fields

Avery J. Tishue"[] and Robert R. Caldwell®
! Department of Physics and Astronomy, Dartmouth College, 6127 Wilder Laboratory, Hanover, NH 03755

We present a new mechanism for cosmic acceleration consisting of a scalar field coupled to a
triplet of classical U(1) gauge fields. The gauge fields are arranged in a homogeneous, isotropic
configuration, with both electric- and magnetic-like vacuum expectation values. The gauge fields
provide a mass-like term via a Chern-Simons interaction that suspends the scalar away from its
potential minimum, thereby enabling potential-dominated evolution. We show this mechanism can
drive a brief period of acceleration, such as dark energy, without the need for fine tunings. We obtain
simple analytic results for the dark energy equation of state and dependence on model parameters.
In this model, the presence of the gauge field generically leads to a suppression of long-wavelength
gravitational waves, with implications for the experimental search for cosmic microwave background
B-modes and direct detection of a stochastic gravitational wave background.

I. INTRODUCTION

Cosmic acceleration is a key pillar of the modern cos-
mological paradigm. An early inflationary epoch [IH7]
is widely considered the leading approach for generating
the initial conditions of the Hot Big Bang Cosmology,
especially the quantum fluctuations that seed the ob-
served large-scale structure and cosmic microwave back-
ground (CMB) anisotropies [8]. Furthermore, evidence
from type IA supernova (SNIA) and other probes indi-
cates the late-time accelerated expansion of the Universe
[9, [10]. Significant experimental effort has been devoted
to understanding the fundamental nature of cosmic accel-
eration in both epochs. In the case of inflation, this takes
the form of the search for primordial gravitational waves
(GWs) [IIHI4] and other observational consequences of
inflation in the CMB [I5]. In the case of late-time accel-
eration, the entire catalog of cosmological data is under
scrutiny for some indication of the underlying physics,
whether dark energy or other [16] [I7]. At the same time,
there has been concerted theoretical work to uncover and
model the fundamental physical properties of the drivers
of these accelerating epochs [I8+20]. Yet, despite this ef-
fort and progress, there remains no definitive model of
either inflation or dark energy.

A cosmological constant (A) provides a simple mech-
anism for cosmic acceleration. However, it fails as an
inflationary candidate and offers no insight into the un-
derlying physics of dark energy. Rather, the standard
approach is to adopt an economy of mechanisms, and
model each epoch of cosmic acceleration with a scalar
field slowly rolling on a near-flat potential. Yet, it is a
challenge to obtain a sufficiently flat potential from par-
ticle physics that leads to observationally viable inflation
or dark energy.

A new approach to drive accelerated expansion circum-
vents these challenges by coupling the scalar field to a
gauge field via a Chern-Simons interaction. When the
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gauge field acquires a vacuum expectation value (vev),
this coupling dynamically flattens the effective poten-
tial, thereby enabling slow roll acceleration on an other-
wise steep potential. Scenarios based on this mechanism
have been explored extensively in the literature, includ-
ing realizations with U(1) [21] 22], SU(2) [23H27], and
SU(N) gauge fields [28, 29], though other gauge groups
are possible. In all cases, the background classical gauge
field has isotropic, homogeneous stress-energy. The ad-
vantage of these models is that they achieve slow roll
dynamically, rather than through finely tuned parame-
ters, designer potentials, or super-Planckian parameters
and field excursions. Furthermore, these models exhibit
interesting phenomenology, in part due to the parity-
odd Chern-Simons scalar. Among the effects are GW-
gauge field conversion [30H35], GW chirality, [36H40], GW
opacity during the post-inflationary epoch [41H44], non-
Gaussianity [36, [45], [40], preheating [47H50], magnetogen-
esis [51H54], and baryo- and lepto-genesis [26], [39, 55H57].

In this paper we propose a new mechanism for driving
cosmic acceleration based on this approach. In partic-
ular, we study a toy model in which a scalar field x is
coupled to a triplet of classical U(1) gauge fields AL via
a Chern-Simons interaction. The triplet of U(1) fields,
set up in a flavor-space locked configuration, preserves
homogeneity and isotropy at the background level and
has both electric- and magnetic-like vevs. The Chern-
Simons interaction, representing energy transfer between
the scalar field and electric-like gauge vev, dynamically
flattens the effective potential. Our main result, Eq. ,
is an approximate analytic solution of the scalar field -
gauge field system. We show that this model can accom-
modate a short burst of accelerated expansion, appropri-
ate for a dark energy scenario. We obtain an analytic
model of the equation of state, Eq. , and discuss the
observational consequences for the CMB and a spectrum
of primordial GWs.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [T we intro-
duce the model and present analytic solutions. In Sec-
tions [[II]and [V]we apply this model to dark energy and
inflationary scenarios, and discuss the theoretical consid-
erations in each case. The implications of this model are
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discussed in Sec. [Vl Calculation details are reserved for
the Appendix.

II. MODEL AND CONVENTIONS

We consider a toy model consisting of a scalar field,
X, coupled to a triplet of classical U(1) fields Aﬁ via a
Chern-Simons interaction, where I = 1 — 3 indexes the
U(1) fields. The Lagrangian density for this system is
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where the repeated index I is summed over and L,
is the Lagrangian density for the remaining matter and
radiation. Throughout this paper we use the reduced
Planck mass Mp = 1/v/87G. We neglect the fermions
associated with the gauge fields, assuming they are much
heavier than the scales of interest. The field strength
tensor for each U(1) field is F!, = 9, A} —8, Al and the
dual is FIm = P F,5/2\/—g. Here g = det g,,,,, e"*P
is the anti-symmetric Levi-Civita permutation symbol,
and we take the convention 123 = 1.

A. Background and Ansatz

We consider a homogeneous and isotropic Robertson-
Walker (RW) background spacetime, with line element
ds? = a®(7)(—dr? + dx?), where T is the conformal time
and the scale factor today is ag = 1. Varying the ac-
tion with respect to the scalar and U(1) fields yields the
equations of motion for each,
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Both the scalar field and gauge field equations of motion
acquire new source terms due to the Chern-Simons inter-
action, which will alter the dynamics and serve to drive
cosmic acceleration.

To preserve the homogeneity and isotropy of the back-
ground cosmology, we assume x = x(7). To the same
end, the U(1) fields are set up in a flavor-space locked
configuration:

F=E(r)8], F} =y B(r), (4)

such that the stress-energy tensor T/fl, = F,{QFVIQ —
9w (FT)?/4 is homogeneous and isotropic. Here E(7)
and B(7) are the vevs of the gauge fields. With this
flavor-space locked ansatz, each U(1) copy is associated
with a principal spatial direction and carries a parallel

‘electric’ and ‘magnetic’ field (which are not the fields
of Standard Model electromagnetism). The electric and
magnetic fields of each flavor must be parallel, or anti-
parallel, otherwise they would generate a Poynting flux
that would not respect the symmetry of the RW space-
time. Similarly, the electric (magnetic) vevs must be
equal in amplitude for each flavor, otherwise isotropy
would be violated. The isotropization of such configu-
rations has been studied elsewhere, e.g. Ref. [58].

The energy density in the U(1) fields is pyn) =
> p{J(l), where pé(l) = utu’T}, and u# is the four-
velocity of an observer at rest with respect to the cosmic
fluid. Likewise, the pressure in the ¢ = z,y, z direction is
PUy = €€l T, where ¢, is a set of three mutually or-
thogonal basis vectors. With the configuration in Eq. ,
the total energy density and pressure in the U(1) fields
are
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The scalar field energy density has the standard form

PU(1) (E® + B?) = 3puq).- (5)

pr = 5 ([0} 4 V(X). (6)

The equation of state of the coherent, classical U(1) fields
is w = 1/3, which means the negative pressure required
for cosmic acceleration must be generated by the scalar
field.

The gauge field equations of motion are as follows.
From the Bianchi identity V|, F,g = 0, we obtain Fara-
day’s Law, B’ = 0. Hence we take B(7) = Bj;, a constant.
The modified Ampére-Maxwell equation becomes
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Here E; and y; are integration constants. The E(7) vev is
locked to the scalar field; even in the absence of an initial
electric vev F;, the scalar field causes one to develop.

The scalar field - gauge field system is reduced to one
effective degree of freedom, y. For simplicity we can as-
sume F; = 0, but our core proposal is independent of
this assumption, which we later relax. The equation of
motion becomes
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Heuristically, one can think of the term on the right hand
side as arising from an effective mass term:

1
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Now we can see how acceleration happens in this sce-
nario. When mZ ¢ dominates the mass of the effective
potential, it traps the scalar field near V(x;), leading to
potential-dominated evolution.

B. Driving Cosmic Acceleration

We seek solutions in which y is potential dominated as
a consequence of the gauge interaction. For now, we will
make the simplifying assumption of a quadratic potential,
V= %mQXQ. Later, we envisage embedding this mech-
anism in a scenario where x is taken to be the pseudo
Nambu-Goldstone boson of a broken shift symmetry, and
the potential has the form V = p*[1 — cos(x/f)]-

With the quadratic potential, the scalar field equation
of motion becomes
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where BZ = Biajz and a; is the scale factor at some
arbitrary initial time when E; = 0 and x = x;. We
define M = 27 f /« for notational compactness. The term
in brackets gives the slope of the effective potential, V.
Acceleration occurs when x slowly rolls in this effective
potential, i.e. when the slope of the effective potential is
small. This slope formally vanishes when x is equal to a
critical solution x.:
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where we define u; = (mM/v/3B;)? and v = u;(a/a;)?.
Since x; > X, X inevitably rolls from x; to xe.

The critical solution provides a good description of the
evolution of the system under a wide range of condi-
tions. To see this, we write x(7) = x.(7) + Ax(7). The
departure from the critical solution is described by the
damped, driven harmonic oscillator equation

AX" +2HAY +a®m® [1+u" | Ax = F(a)  (14)

Xe (13)

where we define a driving term F'(a)

F(a) = 4xe [1 - X] [’H2 (8 - 3’“) + H . (15)
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Under the assumption v < 1, the initial amplitude is
tiny, Ax; =~ u;x;. As a result, the oscillations are negligi-
ble. The driving term is also tiny, owing to the (1—x./x:)
prefactor. As a result, ¥ ~ x., as given in Eq. , is
an excellent description of the system. Additional details
are provided in the Appendix.

A self-consistent potential-dominated solution is ob-
tained as follows. Under the evolution given by the crit-
ical solution, the energy density in the E vev can be
written in terms of the scalar field potential energy,

u  m’x;
PE = (
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Next, py and pg can be written as a single term,

1 m2xl2
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where we have assumed the scalar field kinetic energy
is subdominant. The resulting equation of state of the
scalar field - E vev system is

4u

301w (18)
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We can see that u < 1 will yield an equation of state close
to —1. By contrast, as u approaches 1, w approaches
—1/3, marking the end of acceleration.
The kinetic energy of the scalar field is subdominant
when R, < 1 where
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Under reasonable assumptions about the background ex-

pansion, H decays no faster than a~*. The ratio R,.

grows while u < 1 and decays once u 2 1, when accelera-

tion has ended. Hence, the condition R, < 1 is strictest
as u approaches unity, yielding a lower bound on m:

A slightly stronger condition,

m > V12H |1, (21)

ensures that the kinetic contributions to both the energy
density and total equation of state are also subdominant
to those of the I/ vev. We also require that p,r domi-
nates the total energy density. Together, these conditions
can be used to select parameters for an accelerating sce-
nario.

Though we have taken E; = 0 for simplicity, we note
that this mechanism can accommodate a non-zero F;. In
this case, the critical solution has a modified amplitude
compared to the F; = 0 case:

Xi ;M
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We must have E;B; > 0 and |E;M/B;x;| < 1; combined,
these conditions ensure x need not roll very far down
from x; to reach the critical solution. Hence, the critical
solution is only marginally modified compared the F; = 0

case. Using Eq. in place of in does not

change the form of the E vev,

Xe [(Ax )
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although the evolution of Ay differs. Nevertheless, for
a wide range of parameters Ay remains negligible com-
pared to the critical solution. Cosmic acceleration pro-
ceeds similarly to the E; = 0 case, and the predictions
are effectively the same. See Sec. for details.



III. DARK ENERGY SCENARIO

We begin with a brief overview of how the proposed
mechanism can drive late-time acceleration. The system
is initialized deep in the radiation era, for which B = B;,
E,=0,x=xi X; =0, and u;, u < 1 at a = a;. The
scalar field evolves along the critical trajectory, x., and
along with the I vev has energy density ppr = pyg =
Py, /(1+u) and equation of state wpr = —1+4u/3(1+u).
The trajectory of (dIn(1 + wpg)/dIna, wpg) describes
a thawing quintessence scenario, with wpg starting near
—1 and slowly growing more positive [59]. Oscillations
and growth of Ax contribute negligibly to the energy
density, as shown in Sec. Initially the dark energy
is subdominant, but as matter and radiation dilute, py g
comes to dominate and drive late-time acceleration, with
u < 1 throughout. For a suitable family of parameter
choices (m, M, B;), the model yields viable present day
values for wpgo and Qpgo. At some a > ag in the
future, u approaches unity, and cosmic acceleration ends.

To construct a viable dark energy scenario, we connect
the cosmological parameters to the model parameters.
Combining Egs. and relates m and x; to QpEo
and wpg,o,

m® xi
HZ M2
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Next, the constraint from the critical solution kinetic en-
ergy, m > v/12Hj, yields an upper bound on x;/Mp,
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In addition to the dark energy component, the B vev
contributes an energy density pp = 3B2/2(a/a;)*, which
we parameterize as a fraction of the standard model cos-
mological radiation, Rg = pg/pr. Writing u; in terms
of RB7
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and using Egs. (18) and , we obtain
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With Egs. and we can construct a fiducial model
to drive late-time acceleration. For a specific realization,
we set Qppo = 0.7 and wpg,o = —0.95, which are con-
sistent with current observations [8] 60H65]. The ratio
Rp is constrained by considerations of Big Bang Nucle-
osynthesis (BBN) as well as the CMB, which constrain
the presence of additional relativistic energy during the
appropriate epoch. The bound is expressed in terms of
the additional effective number of standard model neu-
trino species, ANyg, beyond the Standard Model value

N = 3.046,
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A joint BBN-CMB analysis gives AN.g < 0.168 (95%
CL) [8,[66], which translates to Rg < 0.022. To be con-

servative we take x; to be well below the Planck scale
and Rp to be well below the BBN-CMB bound:

(28)

(RB, i ) = (2% 1073,1079). (29)

We note that values of Rg close to the BBN-CMB limit
help preserve the longevity of the critical solution. This
mechanism can then drive dark energy for

m M ~ 5 10—10
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where u; ~ 4 x 107*(a;/ag)*. For given values of
(wpEe,0,pE,o) we have a three-parameter family of so-
lutions for R, m, M.

We have not included FE; in this analysis. The pres-
ence of an initial E vev does not change the mechanism
of acceleration. Moreover the initial value of FE; is highly
constrained, if we assume that the gauge vev never dom-
inates cosmic expansion. As a consequence, B; > F is

generic. (See Sec.[A1d)

IV. INFLATIONARY SCENARIO?

An epoch of primordial acceleration is feasible in this
model, but the parameters must be pushed to new ex-
tremes. To see this most clearly, we start with the re-
quirement u < 1 throughout inflation, which serves to
define the range of viable parameter space in terms of
the number of efoldings. In particular, this yields the
condition

M 2 2.2 M 2
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We require the first two terms in parenthesis to be much
greater than unity, for sub-Planckian field strength, and
for the scalar field potential to dominate the B vev en-
ergy density. As a result, M must be exceptionally
small. For a fiducial model, we select x;/Mp = 1072
and 3B?/m?x? = 1072, We are free to adjust m to ob-
tain a suitable energy scale of inflation, Hy,s. However,
Eq. places an extraordinary demand on the Chern-
Simons interaction coupling: for N ~ 60 efoldings, we
require M ~ 10736 GeV, or 10H,. The disparity in
scales for the parameters is problematic for a standard
inflationary epoch under this mechanism, as we now ex-
plain.

It is important to consider if such a small M is con-
sistently achievable in particle physics. For example, if




the detailed origin of x does not invoke a shift symmetry,
this toy model simply contains a massive scalar coupled
to the U(1) triplet through a Chern-Simons interaction.
In this scenario, the small value of M, particularly in con-
trast to m, is not noteworthy. The mechanism described
above can then drive inflation with parameters given by
Eq. , though the lack of shift symmetry potentially
enables new interactions that can spoil the scenario.

Alternatively, x may be the pseudo Nambu-Goldstone
boson of a spontaneously broken global symmetry. In
this case, x has a residual shift symmetry x — x+2mnM
for integer n, and the potential V() must respect this
symmetry [67]. In the simplest case, V(x) = p[l —
cos(x/M)]. At the same time, the global symmetry has
a quantum anomaly, which gives rise to a new term in the
Lagrangian, the Chern-Simons interaction (x/M)FF.
The M appearing in the potential and the M appearing
in the Chern-Simons term are the same because both are
the consequence of the same spontaneously broken global
symmetry. In this scenario, u* = m?M?2. By examining
Eq. , it is easy to see u; ~ e *N and Px; > pB,; are
incompatible. There is no such issue for dark energy,
since py, < pp,- One possible workaround is that the
M appearing in the Chern-Simons term is exponentially
suppressed compared to the M appearing in the periodic
potential, or more generally, that the Chern-Simons cou-
pling is enhanced. Several mechanisms for achieving this
have been proposed, although the requisite suppression
of M in the model presented here may be out of reach
[68H-TT].

V. DISCUSSION

In this work we have presented a new mechanism for
driving late-time cosmic acceleration in which a scalar
field is coupled through a Chern-Simons interaction to a
triplet of classical U(1) gauge fields. The triplet is set
up in a flavor-space locked configuration that preserves
homogeneous and isotropic stress energy. The key in-
gredient is the presence of both magnetic- and electric-
like gauge vevs, B; and E(7). The modified Maxwell
equations mean that any B; and dynamical x cause the
growth of the electric-like gauge vev. The scalar field, in
turn, rolls along a modified effective potential due to the
presence of the gauge vevs. As shown, this modification
dynamically flattens the effective potential, permitting a
new, slowly rolling critical solution for the scalar field,
which can drive cosmic acceleration.

This model presents several interesting phenomenolog-
ical possibilities for dark energy. Given the validity of the
critical solution x., then for scenarios in which the equa-
tion of state remains close to w, g ~ —1, we have shown
that the potential energy density of the critical solution,
and energy density of the gauge field, dominate the y — F
system with negligible corrections. Rapid oscillations of
Ay contribute a subdominant, dark matter-like compo-
nent. Consequently, we expect the imprint on the CMB

and matter power spectrum will closely resemble that of
a ACDM model supplemented by a dark radiation com-
ponent. That is to say, such a model is viable, in accord
with current observations [72].

A unique imprint of this dark energy model is the
transformation of a primordial GW background via GW-
gauge field conversion. As we have shown elsewhere [44],
the presence of a B-dominated gauge field during the ra-
diation epoch acts to suppress super-horizon GW modes.
The net result, illustrated in Fig. [I| consists of a blue
tilt np = 1 — /1 —16Rp for modes k£ > k4, on top
of an oscillatory modulation with logarithmic frequency,
o cos? [v2Rp In(k)| [44], superimposed on an otherwise
scale-invariant spectrum. In this scenario, B-domination
is generic; F-domination is highly constrained by cos-
mic history. Should current or future CMB experiments
[13, 14] detect a primordial B-mode pattern originating
from a spectrum of primordial GWs, then there may be
a novel, accompanying signal at high frequencies that is
within reach of direct detection by future GW observato-
ries [73]. In addition, we note that this phenomenon may
ameliorate the overproduction of low frequency GWs in
chromo-natural inflationary models [38, [74]. Future work
will examine the full imprint of fluctuations on the CMB
and large scale structure.
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FIG. 1: Modification of stochastic GW background due to
the presence of the gauge vevs. The dominant B; vev su-
perimposes oscillations and a blue tilt onto an otherwise flat
primordial spectrum, as shown in Ref. [44]. The full spec-
trum (light blue, solid) has a tilt that is well approximated
using ny =1 —+/1 — 16Rp (orange, dashed). For illustrative
purposes, we have chosen the maximal value Rg = 0.022; for
smaller values the effect is reduced. The spectral density is
normalized to a scale-invariant spectrum at k. = 0.05 Mpc™'.
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Appendix A: Deviation from the Critical Solution

In this appendix we demonstrate that the deviation Ay from the critical solution contributes negligibly to the
dynamics of the system and hence does not spoil cosmic acceleration and can be neglected. Specifically, we show that
the contribution Ay makes to the energy density, equation of state, and xy = x. + Ay is insignificant. We will assume
E; = 0 and handle the non-zero F; case in Section Explicitly, under the decomposition y = x. + Ay, the total
energy density in the scalar field and E vev can be written

1
pxe = sm*x2 |1+ u+ : (A1)

(Ax/xc)?
2 U +

(Ax/xe)* + <

(14 u) 2a? * a?

4uH )2 Ax?  xLAYX
m

The second and third terms in the brackets stem from the y = x. + Ax decomposition in the E vev, and we refer
to these terms as pg,, and pgay respectively. The fourth term indicates the correction Ay makes to the potential
energy, which we denote pyay—mnote the first order term cancels with the one stemming from the £ vev. The last
term in brackets comes from the kinetic x/? term, which the condition in Eq. ensures can be dropped relative
to the first two terms. Similarly, the x.Ax’ cross term can be dropped because it is either subdominant to the Ax’2
term or subdominant to the dropped x'? term. Hence the energy density contributions stemming from Ay are given
by pax = pvy. [(Ax/xe)?(1+u™h)] + Ax"?/2a?, where because u < 1 the u term dominates and x. &~ x;.

This indicates that for V,_ to remain dominant requires (Ax/x;)? < v and Ax"?/a*m?x? < 1. If instead Ax/x; <
wand Ax"?/a?m?x? < u, then the Ay contribution to the energy density (and equation of state) is also subdominant
to that of the pgy,. To be concrete we set the bound that the Ax/x;, Ax’, and x/ contributions to the energy
density must remain smaller than 6 = 10~° that of the critical solution potential energy. The initial conditions for
Ax automatically respect this because they give

Ax;
X’? = (A2)
7
AX'?/a? H; ?
iz~ \ M) (A3)

where u; < 1 (for dark energy u; = 3(1 + wpgo)(ai/ag)*/(1 — 3wpg,o) while for inflation u; ~ e~*") and Eq.
ensures the kinetic term is small, even compared to the I vev. Hence pa, is initially negligible so we need only
consider contributions to it that grow. We will find that these contributions grow monotonically. Hence evaluating
Eq. for small Ax/x; as u — 1, we require

H2(u=1 4
(m2 ) <3 (A4)
Ay\? §
( XX> <37 (A5)
Ax?/a? 6
T <3 (A6)

Under these conditions, V,, dominates and X/, and Ay can be safely ignored. Furthermore, as long as both Ax/x;
and Ax?/a*m?x? remain smaller than u, then Ay contributes negligibly compared to the E vev as well.
To demonstrate that Ay obeys these bounds, we solve for its evolution, which is governed by

1
AX' + 2HAY + a?m? [1+u™] Ax = 4y, {1 - X} {’H,Z (8 - 3X> + ‘;] F. (A7)
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For u < 1 the driving term, F', can be approximated

1
F ~ 20Ax;(a/a;)*H? {1 + 5= 3w)} : (A8)
We approximate the evolution of Ay by specifying the background evolution exactly. For inflation, we take w = —1

and we show pa, strictly decays. For dark energy, we assume a piecewise continuous cosmology with successive
radiation- and matter-dominated backgrounds. We are only concerned with the evolution until today, which is not
fully dark energy dominated, so we will take matter domination to last until ag and not consider a dark energy
dominated background. This approximation is reasonable because the period of dark energy dominated background
evolution is not very long and hence makes small corrections to the evolution of Ay, and furthermore pa, decays in
a w = —1 background.

1. Dark Energy
a. Radiation Epoch

For a radiation dominated background, F' ~ 20Ax,;u*H? ~ 20Ax;72 /7. The subscript “i” corresponds to the initial
conditions, which for dark energy we choose to be deep in the radiation epoch for which H? ~ HZ(ag/a;)*Qr,o(1+Rp).
The general solution in the radiation epoch is

2074 1
Ax/Axi = 5 l -+ A7 ORI | g - 30-VT) (49)

where 7 = 7/7; and k = m2a?7? /u;. Imposing a radiation background and the conditions for a viable background
model, Egs. and , we can rewrite K

_ QpEo (xi/Mp)~2
Qro(l+ Rp) 1+wpgo

This is much larger than unity because w, o < —0.9 and we require x;/Mp < 1. This means Eq. (A10) gives
Kaeq 2, 177 (neglecting the small contribution of Rp), and more realistically xa., = 10%. This inequality becomes

more severe for smaller y; and more negative equation of state wpg . For k > 1 we have /1 — 4k ~ 2iy/k. In this
case the solution Eq. (A9 obtains oscillating terms, which we take the real part of, yielding

K

(A10)

Ax/Ax; = 20+ H?‘L + By Y2 cos(k2 In(7)) + B_7 /2 sin(k'/? In(7)). (A11)
The initial conditions give the coefficients as
20
B.=1- A12
+ 20+ w ( )
5 36
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2" ( 20 + Ii) ’ (AL3)

so By > B_. The solution Eq. (A11) has a growing term and decaying oscillating terms. When computing Ax?
and Ax'?, the oscillating terms on their own can only contribute decaying, and hence negligible, potential and kinetic
energy. The cross term is either no bigger than the squared decaying term, or no bigger than the squared growing
term, hence we need only consider
Ax 20
i 20+ kK

u << U, (A14)

so Ay is negligible compared to the E vev, and is largest at a = aeq, for which it is well below the designated bound
(Ax/x:) < (107°/4)1/2. The kinetic contribution gives

Ay 80 \’u
= —. Al
a?m?y? <2O + n) K (AL5)

This is also smaller than u and largest for a = aeq, for which it is well below the designated 10~° bound. Thus
during the radiation era Ay is never significant. We demonstrate the validity of these analytic results as well as the
subdominance of the Ay contributions to the energy density in Figures [2| and
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FIG. 2: Demonstrations of validity of radiation-era analytic solution (blue) of Ay, Eq. , compared to numerical solution
(orange, dashed). The oscillating term dominates at early times (left panel) while at later times the a* growing behavior
dominates (right panel). The evolution is given by a model with (x;/Mp, m/Hy, M/Mp, Rp) = (1072,250,2.2 x 1075,0.01),
which yields (QDE,(),U)DE,()) = (0.7, —0.95).
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FIG. 3: Left panel: Full numerical (orange, dotted) and analytic (blue) solutions of Ax during radiation domination, demon-
strating the transition from oscillation to strict a* growth (black, dashed). Right panel: Comparison of numerically computed
energy densities, in units of initial energy density, of the total energy density (light blue, dot-dashed), 1083VXc (black, dashed),
and 10'®3pa, (orange, solid), where pay includes all terms Ay contributes to the total p. The numerical scaling of V5, and
pay is arbitrary and is intended for visibility. Initially pa, decays as a™° (green,dotted), and later transitions to a® growth
(dark blue, dot-long-dashed). The model parameters are the same as in Figure

b. Matter Epoch

In the matter epoch, F' ~ 22Ay,u*H?, which yields the solution

1/2 1/2 1/2
Ay =A_ [L cos <KT — 51/2> — sin (L — /11/2)]
7 7 7

1/2 1/2 1/2
+ A, [cos (L - H1/2> + 5 sin (L - n1/2>] + f(k,7) (A16)
7 7 7
where 7 = 7/7¢q, f is given by
10 12 1/2 1/2 2 1/2 1/2
F (1, 7) =888 (acq /) — [1 — 57T (L= it ) Bia(—im—) = 5¢"F (1+i~—)Bip(i=——)|,  (AL7)



and the exponential integral is

e} efzt
E,(z) = /1 m dt. (A18)
The function f is purely real, and because x'/2/7 > 177'/2 (a simple consequence of Eq. (A10)), it is dominated by
the first term in the brackets, i.e. to an excellent approximation we can take

f(k,7) = 88Axi(aeq/ai)4%—:. (A19)

This approximation is off by a factor of ~ 2 for the limiting value of x'/2 /T = 177'/2, but quickly reaches ~ 99%
accuracy for /il/Q/? = 100, and ~ 99.999% accuracy for lil/z/’]N' = 3 x 10. Ensuring these accuracies by ag requires
k 2> 10% and k > 10! respectively, which from Eq. translates to modest upper bounds on x;/Mp via Eq. .

In a piecewise cosmology approximation the coefficients A4 are determined by matching Ay, Ax’ from the radiation
and matter era solutions at 7.,

Ay =kt {880 (aeq/ai)4 Ayt — TquX/eq:| , (A20)
Av;

A= g71/? {Axeq (1 - 88(aeq/ai)4,‘$_1A Xi ) + 57 (TegAXLg — 880(acq/ai)* v Axs) |- (A21)
Xeq

Inputting the radiation solution at equality, which is the pure growing mode, gives |[A_| > |A|, and also indicates
that the growing f term is initially slightly larger than the A_ term. We need only growing contributions to pay
anyhow, and hence we can ignore the oscillating terms, which gives

A 88
X _ oou a (A22)
Xi K Geq
from which we have Ax/x; < u. To respect the designated bound (A5)), we rewrite this using Eq. (A10),
A Quro(1+R 1 2/ xi \’
sl (1) (0 s (0 o
Xi QpE,o ag 1—-3wpro \Mp
The bound on Ax/x; thus translates to a bound on y;, which is strictest for a = ao and large wpg,o. Taking
wpg,o = —0.9 yields the modest constraint x;/Mp < 0.2. The kinetic energy contribution gives
AX'\? 8802 5
<amxz‘> TR (a/acq)”, (A24)

which also is less than u. This also yields a bound on x;/Mp,

2 3
AY/ > 9075 (1 + wpg,o)* ( Qaro > . (A25)

amy; 2 1-3wpeo \pEo

/) = (

The strictest bound gives x;/Mp < 0.31. It is possible for one of the oscillating terms to dominate the kinetic term
if 5 2 (220/17)%(ap/aeq)® ~ 2.3 x 10?* in which case the kinetic term is bounded from above,

1\ 2 2y
(2] =2 @/ (A26)

amy;

This is maximized at a., and is much smaller than u and decaying, and hence can be neglected. Hence as long as
xi/Mp < 0.2, Ay is negligible compared to both x. and the E vev, and it does not spoil dark energy prematurely.

This piecewise cosmology provides a good rough estimate that indicates Ay is negligible, but in practice the
background cosmology does not undergo a prolonged period of w = 0 expansion to high accuracy. To confirm our
approximation we supplement these analytic estimates with numerical results, shown in Figure |4} that demonstrate
Ax remains negligible. In the example shown, the energy contribution is pay(ao)/po ~ 1.4 x 1077,
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FIG. 4: Behavior of Ay in a model with (xi/Mp,m/Ho, M/Mp,Rg) = (107'5,66.1,9.95 x 107°,0.02), which yields
(QpE,0,wpE,0) = (0.7,—0.95). Left panel: Numerical evolution of x. (black, dotted) and Ax (orange, solid) from radia-
tion domination to today. Right panel: Comparison of numerically computed energy densities, in units of pg, of the total
energy density (light blue, dot-dashed), V4, (black, dotted), and pay (orange, solid).

c. Nonzero E;

As explained in Sec. [[TB] the inclusion of a nonzero E; has the effect of introducing a small, constant modification
to the critical solution, x. = x;(1 — j)/(1 + u) where j = E;M/B;x; < 1. The E vev takes the same form as before,

_ Bixi(1 —J) 1 Ax(1 A+ u) Xe, | 18X
E= M T ul|—1+u =7 —BMu U - 1]. (A27)

The energy density in the scalar ﬁeld and E vev, pyE, takes the same form as before, Eq. , and Y. is effectively
unchanged. Hence our conditions on the contributions from Ay are unchanged However the initial
conditions and evolution of Ay are changed Axi/xi ~u; +j and AxS/xi = du;T, (1 —2u; — j) = 4u;T; 7, and the
equation of motion acquires an additional source term

2a2

2
A" + 2HAX + mu, d Z—;AX ~ 20x; (ui(a/a;)* + 5)H? [1 + 10(1 — 3w)] : (A28)

Note the initial kinetic energy contribution of the deviation is unchanged, but the larger Ay, value means the initial
potential energy contribution from Ay is larger, as is the initial energy density that Ay contributes via E, i.e. the
(Ax/x¢)?/u term. This fact, combined with the altered dynamics, means this scenario can be appreciably different
than the E; = 0 case.

In the E; = 0 scenario, we showed the Ay contributions in p, g are all smaller than not only p,, but also pgy.,
and hence they do not spoil cosmic acceleration and their effects on the equation of state and energy density are
totally subdominant to those of x. and E. While this is sufficient for a dark energy scenario, it is not necessary. In
particular, the ppay, = Vy.(Ax/xc)?/u term can be larger than V,_ before dark energy domination as long as it is
well below the energy density of the radiation or matter that dominates the background evolution. That is, we require
Vi (AX/xc)?Ju < 3H?a? M3. In both the radiation and matter dominated epochs, this leads to the same condition:

Qro

(Ax/xi)* < ug (A29)

QpEo

Note that while Ax does contribute to the total energy density and equation of state, we do not include the Ay
contributions in the definitions of ppg and wpg because pa, does not evolve as a simple modulation of V,_ the way
does. To ensure dark energy via the critical solution is viable, we require the same conditions from before Egs.
‘ , which bound Va, and Ax"?/2a? compared to V,,
In a pure radiation background, the solution acquires an additional constant term,

205 20u; _
Axhxa ==~ K +20—|— ™

+ By 7 Y2 cos(k/2In(7)) + B_7~ Y2 sin(k!/? In(7)), (A30)
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where
By = (14206 ) 4+ uik/(20 + k) ~ u; + 3§ (A31)
§(400 + K2) + 9K2u; , 12
B_ = ~ (9u; 2 . A32
Gy O+ I/ 2R (A32)

Note that the growing term remains the same as in the F; = 0 case. For j < u; we recover the E; = 0 behavior, and
hence we need only study the j > u; case, and we have Ay; = j. Initially Ay decays, and if the growing term ever
dominates, we are returned to the sufficiently bounded E; = 0 scenario. Hence we need only consider Ax;/x;, which
gives

2 < 5/4 (A33)

Q
3% < upg =20 (A34)
QpEeo

from Egs. and respectively. The kinetic contribution is similarly simple, as the form of Ay’ is the same
as in the F; = 0 case, but with modified By coefficients. Hence either the kinetic energy has strictly decayed from a;
t0 Gegq, Or else the growing term dominates if 7yin = [(jn3/2/20ui)]2/9 > Teq, for which case the kinetic contribution is
the same as in the F; = 0 case.

In a pure matter background, Ay acquires new terms comprised of special functions owing to the new source term;
similar to the E; = 0 case, we can again study this in the /k >> 7 limit for which the solution is

) N4 . 1/2 1/2 1/2
Ax/x ~28Uil0ea/ @) 210 | 8850 |y {*{ cos <F~ _ Hm) in (H _ Hl/z)]
K K T T T

1/2 1/2 1/2
+ A, [cos <I€~ - n1/2> + 5 sin <I{~ - /{1/2)] . (A35)
7 7 7

The effect of E; on Ay in the matter era is to add a new growing term o j72, and alter the coefficients A4 of the
oscillating terms, while the 7'© term is the same as in the E; = 0 case. Much of the same logic used in previous
sections can be used here. The oscillating terms in Ay are at best constant on average, and decaying as 772 in Ay’.
Because we have shown the deviation is negligible at a.q, we again need only consider the growing terms. We have
already shown in the E; = 0 case that the 7'° term is sufficiently bounded. Hence we need only consider the new
term, which is largest today and gives the potential energy bound

K a
< ——=(5/4)V2. A36
i S g5 ae6/) (A36)
Note this term automatically satisfies (Ay/x;) < u because kug ~ 6(x;/Mp) 2(QpE.0/Qr0). This term on its own
generates a decaying energy density,

N 17652 a.
— Ze A
(amxz-) K3p(aeq/ai)* a (A37)

and hence can be neglected. The 710 term already satisfies (Ax/x:)? < u?, and to satisfy (A29) imposes the constraint

2
QpEoah

2 2
K~ > 88%uyg ,
QR,Oan

(A38)

which is automatically satisfied by K = K. To satisfy the same constraint if the j term dominates requires

Qg oa?
9 ug $2R,00¢,

ot el A39
G/r)" < 882 Qpp,0ad ( :

which combined with the above condition yields the sufficient but not necessary condition j < ug. The conditions

laid out in this section ensure Ay does not spoil the cosmic acceleration driven by x.. Note also that Eq. easily

satisfies Ax/x; < u at ag, and hence this case still recovers the late time behavior of w, g from the E; = 0 case.
The behavior of E(a) may also be significantly different than the E; = 0 case. This is important because the gauge

vevs will modify GW evolution, and in particular the tilt superimposed on a flat GW spectrum depends on the relative
amplitudes of the E and B vevs [44]. A blue (red) tilt is superimposed if B (E) dominates, leading to a suppressed
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FIG. 5: Parameter space demonstrating relationship between x;/M and dark energy equation of state wpg,o for various initial
fractions Rp of B-radiation. For all dark energy scenarios x;/M > 1, though obtaining x;/M 2 10" requires both extreme
dark energy equation of state and a very small value of Rp.

(enhanced) GW spectrum at low frequencies. For the E; = 0 case, Ax/x; < u throughout the radiation epoch, and
so Eq. gives E/B; ~ —(x;/M)u. This gives |E/B;| < 1 for large regions of the parameter space (see Figure
b)), and hence the GW spectrum is uniformly suppressed. However, the behavior is different for non-zero F;. For this
case, we need only consider the new term and dominant (B4) decaying term in Eq. , as the 7 growing term is
the same as for E; = 0, i.e. it gives Ax/x; < u and cannot give |E/B;| > 1. These two terms give

Ax/xi~j % + 7712 cos(ml/2 In(7))], (A40)

This can easily satisfy Ax/x; > u, and hence E/B; ~ (x;/M)(Ax/x:), for some or all of the radiation epoch. In turn,
for sufficiently large x;/M and not too small Ay/x;, there can be an extended period of |E/B;| > 1. The biggest
inequality comes for small &, which is bounded by Kmin & 107, and for large j. As a limiting example, we can consider
j ~ 107° and Kk & K. In this scenario, Ax/x; is roughly 10~!! by Geq. At the same time, pg decays by at least
10'? relative to pp and pr throughout the radiation epoch. Therefore, because pg is initially small compared to the
background (i.e. Rg; < 0.022), it quickly becomes even smaller. This means the already modest E-enhancement of
the GWs is further reduced, and even small Rp fractions will cause low frequency GW modes to be net suppressed.
The relationship between important model parameters is shown in Fig. The upshot is that for large swaths of
parameter space this model generically predicts a B-dominated gauge vev, while E-dominated gauge vevs correspond
to extremal models, e.g. those with wg exceptionally close to —1. Generically, the GW spectrum acquires a blue-tilt
and a suppression at long wavelengths. The caveat to this is the novel case in which well before BBN, we permit the
FE vev to dominate the background evolution even compared to standard model radiation — we leave such a scenario
and its implications for GW evolution for future study.

2. Inflation

The arguments for an inflationary scenario are simpler because the deviation contributes strictly decaying energy
densities and thus is never significant. In an inflating background with w ~ —1 and a o< 77!, Ay evolves according to

2 2m272
AY" — ZAY + m_zAx ~ 28 A ;7 6. (A41)
T €

This has the solution Ax = Axp + Axin, with the solution to the homogeneous equation as

. m/./u; _ _ . m/+/U; _
Axn =C1a5/2J5/4< 2}\[(a/ai) 2>+02a 5/2J1/4< Q/P\f(a/ai) 2), (A42)



13

and the solution to the inhomogeneous equation as

R I G S Y Ty 3L, 2
A = |- (g ) o e (-3, 05
7 _ xr 2,0 3 $2
+ g{t 5/4J_3/4(§)G1’3 ({2}, {0, 1, _Z_l}’ 1—6):|, (A43)

where = = k!/272, ,,F,,(2) is the generalized hypergeometric function, and G\ () is the Meijer G function. During

inflation H ~ const, so = (m/H;)(u)~/2. The constraint Eq. , evaluated at the end of inflation, gives = 2
(4u E)l/ 2 where ug ~ 1 corresponds to the end of inflation. Hence z decays from approximately x; ~ 4/ ug/ %~ 4e2N
to xg ~ 4 during inflation, so we can safely take the x > 1 limit when evaluating these expressions. The solution to

the homogeneous equation can be written in terms of = as
A —C 5/4 ; x 5/4 T A
Xn=C12”"jossa |5 ) + Cox” " j1)4 3) (A44)
Asymptotically, j,(x) ~ =1 sin(x — nmr/2) for z > 1 and x> n(n + 1)/2, which gives
Ay, =Crzt/* sin(z 4 57/8) 4+ Coxt/4sin(z — 7/8). (A45)

The potential energy contributed by these terms is initially subdominant and subsequently decays enormously, by
roughly /2] so it remains negligible. For the kinetic energy, using d/dr = 2a; H;x"/*x'/?d/dz, the leading term for
the kinetic energy Ax}?/a? comes from the derivative hitting the oscillating terms. This yields contributions that go
as as £%/2, i.e. as a~°, and so the kinetic contribution of the oscillating terms is also decaying and therefore will not
spoil cosmic acceleration. Examining Ay;, in the x > 1 limit gives

Axin/Axi =~ %I‘(S/4):c*3/‘1 [5cos (z/2 — m/8) + 16z sin (z/2 — m/8)] (A46)
AxG ] Axi ~ Mr@/@x*s/‘* [(5122® — 105) cos (z/2 — m/8) + 96 sin (/2 — 7/8)] . (A47)

1536

The dominant term for Ay, goes as z'/4, and hence a~'/2. Similarly, the leading kinetic term goes as /2 /a?, and
hence, a=°. Because Ay contributes decaying energy density, it can always be neglected, it remains subdominant to
both x. and the E vev, and it does not spoil inflation. We confirm these analytic conclusions with numerical results
in Figure[§] We note these conclusions do not change for non-zero E;, as the leading behavior of the dominant terms

is the same, i.e. the energy density of Ay is strictly decaying. The only caveat is that ppa, cannot dominate the
1/2
S

initial energy density, which requires j < u

107!

1072

o/ pi

1073

AX/AXi

1074

107°

107! 106

N N

FIG. 6: Left panel: numerical evolution of Ax (orange, solid) over several efoldings N of inflation, demonstrating a™/? decay
(green). Note the oscillations are fast, so the orange lines appear dense. Right panel: Comparison of numerically computed
energy densities, in units of initial energy density p;, over the same period. The total energy density (light blue, dot-dashed)
and Vj,, (black, dotted) are nearly constant and equal while pa, (orange, solid, amplified by 10'%°) decays as a = (green, solid).
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