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We prove the conditions under which scaling cosmologies are inevitable late-time attractors of
multi-field multi-exponential potentials, independently of initial conditions. The advantage of such
scaling cosmologies is that the time dependence of the fields and of the scale factor is known analyt-
ically, thus allowing late-time observables to be determined exactly. Expanding the earlier results
of ref. arXiv:hep-th/2303.03418, here we continue the program of analytically characterizing the
late-time behavior of cosmological solutions. Our results are general in that they are derived with-
out relying on any approximation nor are they based on any assumption on the sources of the
potential, such as their higher-dimensional or string-theoretic origin. We point out a number of
model-independent features that follow from our analytic results, including a convex-hull criterion
for cosmic acceleration. When applied to string theory, our analytic knowledge of late-time cosmo-
logical solutions enables us to single out potentials that can describe an accelerating universe from
those which cannot and to quantitatively test several conjectured Swampland criteria.

I. INTRODUCTION

Among the possible mechanisms for cosmic accelera-
tion, the simplest possibility is for it to be sourced by
a positive cosmological constant. Realizing this possi-
bility in string theory however is a notoriously difficult
task. This is because the source of cosmic expansion
should be derived from an ultraviolet-complete theory.
It is a highly non-trivial balancing act that the micro-
physics that stabilize the moduli in string theory would
lead to a metastable de Sitter vacuum. The Dine-Seiberg
problem [1] further highlights the tension between stabi-
lizing moduli and computational control. This tension
is not insurmountable, as a number of sophisticated sce-
narios for realizing de Sitter vacua in string theory have
been developed over the years (for a recent review, see
ref. [2]). However, the lack of fully explicit models has
led some to contemplate the possibility that metastable
stable de Sitter vacua may not exist in string theory [3].
In fact, efforts to find de Sitter vacua reveal more: it is
also rare to find potentials derived in string compactifi-
cations that are positive and sufficiently flat. These and
related considerations are the backdrop for various de
Sitter conjectures [4-7] (see e.g. also refs. [8, 9]) which
bound in one way or another the gradient and/or the
curvature of the potential. While some of these conjec-
tures, if proven, would forbid de Sitter vacua, inflationary
and quintessence scenarios are not a priori ruled out un-
less the order-1 numbers in the bounds can be decisively
determined. This makes the current cosmic acceleration
driven by a rolling potential an interesting possibility, es-
pecially in view of the Dine-Seiberg problem mentioned
above. As the scalar fields roll asymptotically, we reach
the boundary of field space, which in string theory is
characterized by weak couplings and restoration of sym-

metries. It has long been speculated that the observed hi-
erarchies and unnaturally small couplings in nature may
be attributed to the universe approaching the asymptotic
regime, dating back even to Dirac [10]. The Dark Di-
mension scenario [11] is another realization of this idea.
Whether cosmic acceleration can take place at the bound-
ary of the moduli space in string theory has recently been
explored in a variety of approaches [12-17].

In this article, we continue the program — initiated
in ref. [17] — aimed at characterizing multi-field multi-
exponential scalar-field cosmologies at late times. In par-
ticular, we prove and discuss universal convergence crite-
ria to cosmologies with power-law scale factor. These so-
called scaling solutions correspond to the critical points
of the autonomous system of differential equations de-
scribing the time evolution of scalar fields coupled to
gravity in an FLRW-spacetime. This is a very useful
result since we have complete analytic knowledge of scal-
ing cosmologies [18]. Earlier work discussed the stability
of these solutions at perturbative linear order and numer-
ically [18-27]. Moreover, we also present a new general
bound with a simple geometric interpretation. Jointly
with the universal bound for late-time cosmic accelera-
tion presented in ref. [17], which is also simple to inter-
pret geometrically, we are now endowed with powerful
analytic tools to characterize late-time multi-field multi-
exponential scalar-field cosmologies.

Throughout our study, we do not work under the as-
sumptions of slow-roll nor do we look specifically for de
Sitter vacua. Accelerated expansion can take place be-
yond the slow-roll approximation as long as the time vari-
ation of the Hubble parameter is sufficiently slow, i.e
e = —H/H? < 1. As is well known, this e-parameter,
rather than the norm of the potential gradient, pro-
vides the proper diagnostic for cosmic acceleration re-
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gardless of whether the potential or the kinetic term
dominates (see e.g. ref. [28] for a review). In fact,
this e-parameter is related to the deceleration parame-
ter ¢ = —da/a? commonly used in the cosmology litera-
ture by € = 1+ ¢. Given this distinction between cosmic
acceleration in general and the special case of slow-roll,
we discuss the exact relationships between the scalar-
potential directional derivative, the norm of the scalar-
potential gradient and the fate of cosmic acceleration —
including its time dependence — in a model-independent
way. Scaling cosmologies are special in that they satu-
rate many inequalities and allow for exact checks of more
general bounds. This work therefore naturally connects
with the de Sitter conjecture of the Swampland Program
in that it provides analytic results for the late-time po-
tential gradient norm of multi-field multi-exponential po-
tentials commonly found in the asymptotic regions of the
moduli space in string theory.

Importantly, our mathematical results are completely
general, regardless of any higher-dimensional and/or
string-theoretic assumption. Nonetheless, the structure
of the potentials we characterize is ubiquitous in the
asymptotic regions of the moduli space of string compact-
ifications. This motivates us to discuss implications of
our late-time convergence results for the Swampland Pro-
gram. To help keep track of general results from string
theoretical discussions, all instances in which we make a
string-theoretic assumption will be pointed out explicitly.
Concerning late-time cosmologies, we formulate and give
an analytic proof of a convex-hull criterion for cosmic ac-
celeration. With respect to the universal bound on late-
time acceleration of ref. [17], we show analytically that
the distance of the coupling convex hull from the origin
gives the lower bound for the e-parameter, and we fur-
ther show that scaling cosmologies saturate this bound.
Moreover, we introduce a method to compute the lower
bound for the norm of the scalar-potential gradient, as it
is a defining quantity of the de Sitter conjecture. We also
point out that there exist scaling solutions where a subset
of the scalars are stabilized, while the others are rolling.
The fact that scaling solutions are late-time attractors
means that at sufficiently late time, the dynamics of the
rolling fields still keeps the stabilized moduli intact. As
our results do not rely on string-theoretic assumptions,
what we prove is a mathematically-rigorous diagnostic of
cosmic acceleration based on the convex hull of the ex-
ponential couplings. Nonetheless, this convex-hull crite-
rion can be applied to string theoretical models to check
whether the associated couplings allow for cosmic accel-
eration. The same holds for the characterization of the
constant appearing in the de Sitter conjecture. For in-
stance, it has already been discussed by ref. [17] that
a rolling d-dimensional dilaton poses a strong obstacle
to acceleration since it couples universally to all scalar-
potential terms and it does so with a very steep potential
profile. Our formalism makes it clear that the specific

dilaton couplings that appear in string theory rule out
cosmic acceleration in a vast class of models. Recently,
cosmologies with single-field exponential potentials have
received considerable attention in the context of string
theory [12, 13, 16, 29]. Our general results presented here
would enable one to substantially extend such studies.

This paper is organized as follows. In section II, we ex-
tensively review the bound presented in ref. [17] includ-
ing its physical interpretation, and also present a new
bound. In section ITI, we discuss the convergence criteria
to scaling cosmologies and comment on their mathemat-
ical and physical properties. In section IV, we discuss
implications of our bounds and convergence results for
the Swampland Program. In section V, we discuss a few
illustrative toy models. For ease of presentation, all an-
alytic proofs are presented, in a detailed mathematical
fashion, in appendix A; in the main text, we focus pri-
marily on the physical interpretation of the results. Our
conventions on reference frames and the terminologies we
use for various dilatons and radions are summarized in
appendix B 1. For completeness, in appendix B 2 we pro-
vide useful formulae for the string-theoretic scalar poten-
tials generated by internal curvature, fluxes and localized
sources as well as Casimir energies.

II. LATE-TIME COSMOLOGIES

In this paper, we consider low-energy effective theories
in which a number of canonically-normalized scalar fields

o*, for a = 1,...,n, are subject to a scalar potential of
the form
V=) Ajeraradt, (IL.1)
i=1

We are agnostic about the origin of the potential, whether
it descends from a string compactification, or it simply
describes a phenomenological model without a higher-
dimensional structure. Here, A; and ~;, are constants
and they depend on the microscopic origin of the scalar-
potential, if there is one, while k4 is the d-dimensional
gravitational coupling. In the string-theory context, the
set of scalars ¢% includes minimally the d-dimensional
dilaton ¢ and a radion & that controls the string-frame
volume, unless these fields are stabilized at high energy
scales. This general class of potentials also subsumes
e.g. generalized assisted inflation [30, 31]. For d > 2, let
the non-compact d-dimensional spacetime be described
by the FLRW-metric

dst 4 ) = —dt® + a*(t) dlfa_, (I1.2)
with an Euclidean (d — 1)-dimensional space; the Hubble
parameter is H = a/a, where a is the scale factor. Then,
it can be shown that the scalar-field and Friedmann equa-



tions reduce to
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where for simplicity it has been assumed that the scalars
only depend on the FLRW-metric time parameter. A
combination of eq. (I1.3b) with eq. (I1.3c) gives
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For multi-field multi-exponential scalar potentials of the
form in eq. (I1.1), one can reformulate the scalar-field and
Friedmann equations in terms of an autonomous system
of ordinary differential equations [20, 22, 23]. On the one
hand, this allows one to find and classify specific exact
solutions to the cosmological equations in an easier way
than by solving the original equations [18]. Perturbative
and numerical analyses of the stability of such solutions
are also made simpler in these terms [18-27]. On the
other hand, as shown in ref. [17], this also allows one to
single out universal late-time behaviors for all solutions
to eqgs. (IL.3a, I1.3b, I1.3¢). In this paper, we continue
the program of characterizing late-time cosmologies by
analyzing the asymptotic behavior of the cosmological
autonomous system.

A note on slow-roll cosmologies

In slow-roll scenarios, one assumes that the scalar fields
evolve over time by slowly rolling down through the scalar
potential. Mathematically, we define the slow-roll condi-
tions to be the the conditions under which the solutions

¢ and Hg, to the field equations are such that the fol-

lowing approximations are consistent [32].

(a) The second-order scalar-field derivative is negligible
compared to Hubble-friction term, i.e.

7|¢Sr.| < 1.
HST|¢gr|
In eq. (II.3a), one can thus neglect the second-
derivative term, writing
] 8‘/5r
d—1)Hyudd = — : 1.5
(A= D = =50 (115)

where Vi, = V(¢sr). By the latter expression, one
can also approximate eq. (IL.4) as

K,g 1 8‘/5r 8‘/51‘

Hsr T (d - 2)(d - 1)2 H_s2r a¢sm 8¢gr'

(IL6)

(b) The scalar-field kinetic energy is negligible com-
pared to the scalar-field potential energy, i.e.

1. .
5 ¢sra¢ls1r < V;‘r'

In eq. (I1.3b), one neglects the kinetic energy com-
pared to the potential energy, thus getting

27 Var
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(IL7)

Notice that slow roll is not equivalent to cosmic accel-
eration: while slow roll can imply cosmic acceleration,
cosmic acceleration does not imply slow roll.' In the fol-
lowing, we will consider the conditions for accelerated
cosmic expansion, but we will not assume slow roll: the
equations we base our analysis on are eqs. (II.3a, I1.3b,
II1.3c) and eq. (II.4), not egs. (IL.5, IL.6, I1.7). In fact, we
will actually review how the bound in ref. [17] generally
prevents it from being a reasonable approximation for
multi-field multi-exponential potentials and then we will
discuss in detail the relationship of scaling cosmologies
with the slow-roll approximation.

A. Bounds on late-time acceleration

In ref. [17] it is shown that for multi-field multi-
exponential potentials there is a universal bound on late-
time cosmic acceleration that only depends on the ~;,-
coefficients. Here we review this bound and further elab-
orate on its physical meaning.

An accelerated cosmological expansion can only be
achieved if the total scalar potential is positive. There-
fore, we focus on scenarios in which, at least asymptot-
ically, we have V' > 0. Let A;, >0 and A;_ <0 de-
note the positive- and negative-definite scalar-potential
coefficients, respectively, distinguishing by the indices
1 =14,i_. For each field ¢*, we define v¢ = min;, v;, ¢
and I'Y = max;, 73, % each field such that ¢ >T'* or
7% >T9 contributes towards a non-trivial lower bound
for the e-parameter at sufficiently late times.

For all fields ¢®, for simplicity let us assume that
74 =T if 44 >0, we define v% = ~7¢; otherwise, we
define 74 = 0. If (7o) <T2=4(d—1)/(d — 2), then,
given a sufficiently large time f{.,, the e-parameter is
bounded from below at all times t > ., as

d—2
€= —— (7)*.

1 (IL.8)

1 See ref. [33] for a discussion of this in the context of multi-field
inflation, in relation to the Swampland Program; for an example,
see e.g. ref. [34].



Of course, the e-parameter is also bounded from above
as e <d—1. If v >T9 for a field, then one can rede-
fine this field as ¢'* = —¢“ and find the same bound in
terms of the flipped ~v-coefficients. If for a field none of
these orderings is in place, then we must set 7% = 0. If
(Yo0)? > I'?, irrespective of the ordering of the - and
4 -coefficients, then the e-parameter asymptotically ap-
proaches the value ¢ = d — 1.2 This extreme scenario
corresponds to a late-time realization of kination [29].

For a positive-definite scalar potential, the bound in
eq. (IL.8) is easily interpreted. If all couplings are pos-
itive, each field ¢* is pushed towards ¢* ~ 400 at suffi-
ciently late times. Asymptotically, the dominating term
is the one with the smallest coupling ~, = min; y;, > 0.
Such term determines the minimum steepness of the po-
tential in that field direction, which determines the min-
imum kinetic energy from the field ¢*, and thus the min-
imum contribution to cosmic deceleration, as apparent
from eq. (I1.4). If the potential is steep enough, there
cannot be acceleration: the kinetic terms are large and
provide a large e-parameter. There is however a limita-
tion on how large such kinetic terms can be relative to
the Hubble parameter due to energy-momentum conser-
vation, as apparent from eq. (I1.3b). This is the reason
why the e-parameter is bounded from above as well. If
the minimum ~;,-coupling is negative, and it cannot be
made positive by a field sign flip, then the scalar potential
has a valley and the field is not necessarily being driven
towards the moduli-space boundary. In this case, we are
not, generally receiving a non-trivial contribution to cos-
mic deceleration due to a kinetic term, for this specific
field direction. A couple of representations of the bound
for positive-definite potentials are in figs. 1 and 2.

2 As shown rigorously in ref. [17], the upper bound € = d — 1
is universal for all multi-field positive-definite multi-exponential
potential. Nonetheless, locally in field space the potential gradi-
ent norm ~ may be larger than v =2./(d —1)/(d — 2). As we
detail in subsec. III D, the value of v is generally unrelated to
cosmic acceleration. Also, notice that the upper bound e = d—1
is unrelated to slow roll.
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FIG. 1. A representation of the late-time acceleration bound
for a positive-definite scalar potential with non-negative ex-
ponential couplings. Here we also show the limiting value I'g.
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FIG. 2. A representation of the late-time acceleration bound
for a positive-definite scalar potential with both positive and
negative exponential couplings: the bound is less restrictive
than with non-negative-only couplings but still non-trivial.

In the presence of both positive- and negative-definite
terms in the potential, the interpretation of the bound
is trickier, since it depends on the hierarchies and the
relative sizes of all the couplings. It should not be for-
gotten that we are always assuming the total potential
to be positive, as this is a prerequisite to even hope for
acceleration. A representation of the bound with scalar-
potential terms of both signs is in fig. 3.

A noteworthy observation to make is that the bound in
eq. (IL.8) generically rules out late-time slow roll. Indeed,
we can see immediately that the on-shell late-time w-
parameter of the cosmological fluid of a multi-field multi-
exponential potential is bounded from below as

T-V 1d—2

e R

— = (70)?. I1.
T+V 5 g1 ) (1L.9)
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FIG. 3. A representation of the late-time acceleration bound
for both positive- and negative-definite scalar-potential terms.
Here, the solid teal and green lines represent the exponential
couplings for the positive- and negative-definite terms in the
potential, respectively; the dotted teal and green lines repre-
sent the couplings after flipping the sign of the field ¢ (the
field ¢* does not require any flip). The definition of the (yoo)?-
term is analogous to the case of a positive-definite scalar po-
tential.

This clearly shows that, as long as the (7. )2-parameter
is not infinitesimally small, or vanishing, the kinetic en-
ergy T = gf)agf)“ /2 is not parametrically suppressed with
respect to the scalar potential energy V.

To conclude, we discuss a crucial observation on the
bound in eq. (II.8). As therein stated, the bound is
basis-dependent (as is also apparent e.g. in figs. 1 and
2). Of course, it is clear by the inequality that one can
optimize the bound via a choice of field basis. In fact,
the action is invariant under field-space O(n)-rotations
QAS‘I = Rab¢b, provided that one also redefines the expo-
nential couplings as 9i, = vis(R™!)?,. Therefore, one can
refine the bound by rotating the field-space basis so as to
maximize the lowest-possible value that the e-parameter
can take. In practice, the optimal version of the bound
can be expressed as

d—2

e > —— max [yx(R)]%,

11.10
4 ReO(n) ( )

where R € O(n) indicates all possible O(n)-rotations in
the n-dimensional field-space basis and [y (R)]? repre-
sents the (7. )%-coefficient computed in the R~!-rotated
field-space basis. Although this formulation of the bound
is even stronger than the previous one, there can still
be situations in which the bound happens to be trivial.
From now on, we will express the optimal bound in eq.
(I1.10) by referring to the quantity

('A}/oo)2 = Rglg();) ['Yoo (R)]Qa (H'll)

which specifies the bound assuming that we have rotated
the field-space basis in such a way as to reach the best
bound among all the possible ones. Of course, all consid-
erations made so far in terms of the quantity (v )? also
immediately translate to the quantity (Y0 ).

In fact, we can explain the physical meaning of the
analytic bound in eq. (I1.10). Let (¢*)"_, = (@, (¢a)=1)
be the field-space basis in which the (§.)?-parameter is
optimal and assume it is non-vanishing. Then the scalar
potential in eq. (IT.1) can be written as

m
V=V, + Z A, e*lid’%gatﬁfﬁd'%aqba,

L=Meo+1

(IL12)

where we define

Voo = [Z Ay e—“d%d‘f’a] e RV ? (I1.13)
o=1

Here, Yoo = v/(Yo0)? > 01is a universal coupling for a sub-
set of the potential terms for the field ¢ labelled by an in-
dexo =1,...,ms < m; by definition, this universal cou-
pling is such that 4. < 4,4 for the complementary subset
of potential terms. All the other couplings are denoted
as ;5. On the one hand, physical intuition suggests that
the potential should drive the universally-coupled scalar
towards the region ¢ ~ co. On the other hand, the rest
of the terms should combine in a way that either stabi-
lizes the fields (if couplings of opposite signs appear) or
pushes them to also roll towards asymptotic regions (if all
couplings are of equal sign). Therefore, the e-parameter
is intuitively bounded from below by the minimal slope

RS
VOO Kd(‘:)([?'
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In a single-field theory with the single exponential poten-
tial VOO = AOO e fa¥~? the late-time e-parameter would
then be exactly the value €= éo = [(d — 2)/4] (Fo0)?,
which corresponds to the lower bound in eq. (I1.10). If
Yoo = 0, the discussion above is unchanged, but with the
possibility that the leading term may give a de Sitter sta-
tionary point. A schematic interpretation of the bound
of eq. (I1.10) is provided in figs. 4 and 5.

B. Alternative late-time acceleration bounds

As usual, we assume that the total scalar potential
is positive, but make no assumption on the sign of the
individual contributions. Let 5,)* be the solutions to
the system of equations

%V = (7),

for each index i = 1,...,m, where the o-subscript is
a label for each of the solutions. Then, if we define
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FIG. 4. A representation of the optimal late-time acceleration
bound € > [(d — 2)/4] (4o )?: lighter lines denote the original
field basis, while darker lines denote the basis with the max-
imal lower bound.
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FIG. 5. A representation of a situation in which the acceler-
ation bound is trivial. In a scenario like this, we do not see
any obstruction for late-time acceleration.

52 = maxg(ﬁ(g))Q and 7% = min{I'3,5?}, we can show
that the late-time e-parameter is bounded from below as
d—2_,

€> ——7

. I1.14
> 2%, (1L.14)

A mathematical proof of this is in appendix A: see corol-
lary 2.1 and remarks 2.1 and 2.3. Such a bound is gen-
erally different from the bound in egs. (IL.8, I1.10). For
ease of presentation, a clear physical interpretation of
this bound is deferred to subsec. IV C.

C. Comments on canonical normalization

A comment on canonical normalization is in order. Our
analysis is general, independently of any string-theoretic
input. If it comes to string-theoretic realizations, how-

ever, one may worry that the assumption of canonically-
normalized fields is not always justified. Here we argue
that this is not the case.

In string-theoretic realizations, the moduli space is not
always flat, typically due to the presence of axions.?
For instance, in type-II compactifications with Ny = 1
supersymmetry, typically such axions 6 belong to chi-
ral supermultiplets as components of complex scalars
€ = 0 + ie!®, where ¢ approaches the boundary as
lo — oo. Here, we can identify ¢ as one of our canoni-
cally normalized scalars, provided the constant rescaling
© = (V2k4/y/nl) ¢, and | and n are constants that de-
pend on the details of the fields, with Kahler potentials
of the form k3K = —nln[—i(¢ — &)]. In this case, the
kinetic action takes the form

n _
St = [ atey/mas g o200 + P00,

1
and the field equations thus read

j 2'@21 e2lsaa_v —
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If the initial conditions are such that g > 1, then the
62-term in the ¢-field equation and the axion kinetic term
in the Friedmann equation are highly suppressed, unless
the axionic time derivatives are large. On the other hand,
the 6-field equation can have an exponential suppression
of the time-derivative terms or not, depending on the po-
tential. If the axion is stabilized, then our analysis applies
unchanged, since the axionic dynamics is asymptotically
decoupled. If the axion is not stabilized, instead, the ax-
ionic kinetic energy could in principle be large and mod-
ify non-negligibly the other equations too. Remarkably,
this latter scenario may accommodate late-time cosmic
acceleration with less restringent bounds [37-41].

3 For instance, consider the type-1IB axio-dilaton 7 = Cy +ie™ ¢
and Kahler modulus p = a+ie?®, where Cp and « are the 0- and
4-RR-form axions. In the presence of 3-form flux G3 = F3—7Hs,
in a 4-dimensional Calabi-Yau orientifold compactification, their
purely kinetic action can be read off the Kéhler potential [35, 36]

W2K = —In[—i(r — 7)] — 3In[=i(p —7)] + In %

The cosmological equations of a set of real scalars p® with field-
space metric kog = kag(p) in an FLRW-background read
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Although the discussion above has been referred to spe-
cific string models, we expect analogous conclusions to
hold quite generally. Indeed, the factorized structure of
the kinetic terms for pairs of fields involving an axion and
a canonically-normalized scalar that has been discussed
above is fairly generic in string compactifications. It does
not apply just for the dilaton and the radion of a triv-
ial compactification, but also for the radion controlling
the overall compactification volume. This structure is
also fairly generic for complex-structure moduli, at least
asymptotically [14, 42]. However, for compactifications
with multiple non-trivial intersection numbers, this may
not be true for radions controlling the size of internal cy-
cles. If such fields are rolling in the asymptotics of moduli
space, they require a generalization of our results. If such
fields are stabilized, our analysis still applies.

IIT. LATE-TIME SCALING COSMOLOGIES

Although the bounds in egs. (I1.8, 11.10) and eq.
(I1.14) are strong ones, in certain conditions we can do
even more and compute the late-time e-parameter ana-
lytically. We discuss how to do this below.

A. Scaling cosmologies

Scaling cosmologies are defined as solutions to the
Friedmann equations in which the scale factor is of power-
law form, meaning that it evolves over time as

a(t) = agp (i)p,

- (ITL.1)

where the constant and positive power p is related to
the Hubble parameter through the identity H = p/t and
to the e-parameter as ¢ = 1/p, which is necessarily con-
stant and positive. For a multi-field multi-exponential
potential, scaling cosmologies are well-known exact so-
lutions to the cosmological equations and, in particular,
they correspond to the critical points of the cosmologi-
cal autonomous system. In this subsection we consider
the scaling cosmologies that generically always exist, fol-
lowing the classification of ref. [18]; more details can be
found in appendix A: see lemmas 3 and 5.

In detail, we consider the case in which the rank of the
Yig-matrix matches the number of terms in the scalar
potential, i.e. rank~y;,, = m. This can easily be the
case whenever the number of fields is not smaller than
the number of scalar-potential terms, i.e. n > m. If
rank v;, = m and also n = m, then the scalar poten-
tial can be regarded as the non-trivial multi-field ex-
tension of a single-field exponential potential; if instead
rank v;, = m and n > m, the scalar fields outnumber the
scalar-potential terms, but then we can rotate the field-
space basis and obtain a theory where n — m scalars are

flat directions, thus reducing the problem to the previ-
ous case. If this rank-condition rank;, = m is in place,
then, given the matrix M;; = 7;477;“, rolling-scalar solu-
tions exist of the form

2 [o= g
L) = 6 + [ZZ%“(M*)”} 1n%, (I11.2)

i=1 j=1

where the scale-factor power is

(I11.3)

It can also be shown that in this case there are no de
Sitter stationary points. Physically, this is because the
shape of the multi-dimensional exponential potential is
not complicated enough to constrain all the fields into a
stationary point. It may also be the case that n > m,
but rank~v,, < m, in which case scaling solutions may
exist but are not of the form above. Scaling cosmologies
in cases with rank v;, < m are discussed in subsec. 1T E.

Before moving on, we stress an obvious but important
point: scaling cosmologies do not respect the slow-roll
approximation, by which one drops the second-derivative
term and the kinetic energy in eqs. (I.3a, I1.3b, 11.3c),
and thanks to which one manages to express the e-
parameter through the gradient of the scalar potential.
This is obvious from eq. (IT1.2) and it will be commented
on also in subsubsecs. 111 C 1 and 111 C 3. All this means
that, in a scaling cosmology, the slow-roll conditions are
not fulfilled. Nonetheless, accelerated expansion is still
possible if p > 1.

B. Scaling cosmologies as late-time attractors

Scaling cosmologies can be perturbatively-stable at-
tractors of theories with multi-field multi-exponential po-
tentials [20-27]. Moreover, at sufficiently late times, if
(90)? < T2, in view of eq. (IL.10), the scale factor is
bounded from below and from above by power-law evolu-
tion; if (§o0)? > I'2, scaling solutions are inevitable, with
a power p =1/(d—1). In this paper, we extend these
observations by showing the sufficient conditions under
which scaling cosmologies are late-time attractors inde-
pendently of the initial conditions, thus going beyond a
perturbative analysis.

Given n canonically-normalized scalars ¢%, let a multi-
exponential potential V' of the form in eq. (IL.1), in a
d-dimensional FLRW-metric, as in eq. (I1.2). Under cer-
tain assumptions, we are able to prove analytically the
late-time form of any cosmological solution to egs. (II.3a,
I1.3b, I1.3c). We focus on two distinct cases.

First, we consider scenarios that correspond to proper
scaling solutions. In particular, let the following condi-
tions be in place.



(i) All scalar potential terms are positive-definite, i.e.
A; > 0, for all i-indices. Also, let rank~y;, = m: this
is a necessary condition for the scaling solutions in
egs. (IIL.1, TI1.2, T11.3) to exist.

(ii) Given the matrix M;; = 7,47y;%, for all i-indices we
have the inequalities

m

XN=> (M7 >0,

j=1

subject to the additional condition

i)\i > 0.
=1

Physically, this means that the scalar-potential
terms are such that there cannot be any apparent
notion of subdominant terms (see e.g. the physi-
cal interpretation of the late-time convergence re-
sult below and the discussions in subsecs. [V B and
IV C).

(iii) The time-integral of k2V/H is divergent, i.e.

A :/ dt [(d—1) —€(t)] H(t) = oo.
to
Intuitively, this represents the fact that the ~;,-
couplings are not too large, since, if they were, then
we would have A < oo [17].

If conditions (i), (ii) and (iii) are satisfied, we can show
that the late-time solutions to the scalar-field and Fried-
mann equations are the scaling solutions in egs. (IIL.1,
I11.2, T11.3). This is proven in appendix A: see theorem 2.
This is the first analytic proof that scaling cosmologies
are attractors of the scalar-field and Friedmann equations
for a multi-scalar multi-exponential scalar potential and
it represents a fundamental result of this paper.

Second, we consider scenarios that correspond to de-
generate non-proper scaling cosmologies: from now on,
we define them to be the aforementioned scenarios in
which the integral A is finite. If we have

A= /Oo dt [(d— 1) — e(®)] H(t) < o0,

0

then the e-parameter asymptotically approaches the
value € = d — 1 [17]. Notice that this is the case when-
ever we have (9o0)% > I'4, in the terminology of subsec.
IT A; in this case, we do not even need to consider condi-
tions (i)-(ii), but it is enough to have a positive-definite
potential.

Before going on, we provide a simple physical inter-
pretation of the late-time convergence to a scaling cos-
mology. In view of eqs. (I1.12, T1.13), in an appropriate
field-space basis, if there are no manifestly subdominant

terms in the potential, a multi-exponential potential is
asymptotically equivalent to a 1-field 1-term potential.
Indeed, all the field besides the minimally necessarily-
rolling one — namely a field ¢, with a coupling 4 —
are asymptotically stable. This corresponds to the case
where V' = V. Then, once the problem is reduced to the
study of a single-field exponential potential, it is easy to
check that ¢.(t) = @0 + 2/(kaYeo) Int/to is a simple so-
lution to the field equations. Of course, if the potential is
too steep, one reaches the condition of pure kination. In
case there are subdominant terms, it is intuitively clear
that one should be able to follow the same arguments,
after dropping such subdominant terms, but we have not
analytically proven late-time convergence in the presence
of subdominant terms yet; for developments, see ref. [43].

Now, an important point to notice is the following.
Assuming conditions (i)-(ii) to be verified by the scalar
potential of interest, we are faced with a conceptual im-
passe: in order to compute A, we need to know the field-
space trajectories, but to determine the field-space tra-
jectories, we need to know whether A is divergent. Un-
fortunately, the only situation in which this impasse is
known to be bypassed is if we have (9s,)% > I'2, as ex-
plained above. In all other cases, what we can conclude
is only the following: we either have the proper scaling
solution or the degenerate non-proper solution, namely
the e-parameter is either € = [(d —2)/4]/[X1", A], or
e = d— 1% In what follows, if conditions (i)-(ii) are
met, we will primarily discuss the proper scaling solu-
tion, but with the caveat in mind that the degenerate
non-proper scaling solution may also be the actual at-
tractor (as a priori we do not know whether A is infinite
or not). Since we are concerned with cosmic acceleration,
therefore, even if we find an accelerating proper scaling
solution, this is just a necessary check that accelerated
expansion is possible, but without any sufficiency condi-
tion being known to be in place as well.

In case some of the terms A’ are negative, we are cur-
rently unable to prove any convergence results. How-
ever, physical intuition suggest us that it happens that
A < 0 in cases in which the scalar-potential term V; is
asymptotically subdominant. Our intuition is based on
the physical interpretation of the late-time convergence
result above and on the considerations in subsecs. IV B
and IV C and on earlier perturbative and numerical anal-
yses in refs. [18, 23, 24, 27]. Therefore, we expect that
one may able to prove convergence to the scaling solution
that one obtains after effectively truncating the poten-
tial to the sum V =Y"""> V,, with 0 = 1,...,me < m,

4 Although conceptually this impasse also appears in the bound
proven in ref. [17], namely the bound reviewed here in eq. (I1.10),
that situation is easier. Indeed, if (Yo0)? < 1_%7 then we have
[(d=2)/4 ()’ <e<d—1if A=coand e=d —1if A < oc:
therefore, whichever the value of A is, a conservative claim is
that, at least, one has € > [(d — 2)/4] (500 )?.



where the subset of o-indices denotes a set of potentials
such that A7 > 0 [43].

At present, we do not have a fundamental physical in-
terpretation of the integral A. However, we can observe
a few noteworthy features. To start, given the parameter
n = —¢/(eH), one can qualitatively see that A < oo re-
quires the asymptotic behaviors e(t ~ 00) < (d—1) — £/t
and —n(t ~ o) = ¢/t, for some positive constant £.° Tt
is harder to prove the corresponding implications for
A = oo since in this case we only generally know bounds
and not exact identities. By eqs. (I1.3b, I1.4), as already
anticipated, we can observe that we can express A as

2wy [ V[p(t)]
A= d_d2 /to dt )

H{(t)
In fact, we can see that the integral is finite if the e-
parameter has a quick-enough time variation. Finally, we
can check what the integral A represents in special cases.
In a de Sitter spacetime with a cosmological constant A,
we can write it as

JVd —
A=V2X—= = lim (t —t),
d — tA t—o00
where ty = l/nd\/K is the timescale associated to the
vacuum-energy scale, so effectively A scales like the du-
ration of the de Sitter spacetime. In a proper scaling
cosmology, we find instead

t
1] tlim In o
— 00 0

A=[d-1)p—

which is of course divergent (as an infinite A is a prereg-
uisite for a late-time non-degenerate scaling-cosmology
attractor), but in a less quick way than a de Sitter space.
In fact, the simple behavior of scaling solutions also allow
us to check the identity

2
md/ at \f6ua(t) 92(0) = =1 A = oc,

to

5 For a finite integral A < oo, we know the late-time behaviors
H(t ~o00)~1/[(d—1)t] and €(t ~ o0) ~ d — 1. For the inverse
time s = 1/¢, in view of the asymptotic expansions

de

ds

1
=(@d-1)+[>1]
S s=0
s
H(s) = —— 4+ 0(s)?,
(5) = =" +0()

because the integral is finite, i.e.

€(s) = [dso+ [T] -5+ 0()?

-5+ 0(3)27

A= / L (d=1) - e(s)] Hs) < o,

the integration near s = 0 must provide a finite contribution,
thus bounding 7 through the expansion

1

1 1
S A=) () H(s) = —=—— [Zn] __ +0(s).

which means that the distance travelled in field space in
a scaling cosmology is divergent. This is not surprising
since scaling-cosmology trajectories in field space are infi-
nite straight lines (see subsec. IITC 2) and the field-space
metric is a Kronecker-delta.

C. Analytic properties of scaling cosmologies

Since for scaling solutions we know the field-space tra-
jectories exactly, we can identify a number of analytic
properties. Below we report such general features, re-
viewing and commenting on results from ref. [17].

1. Scalar-potential directional derivative

In a scaling cosmology, scalars evolve with a logarith-
mic dependence on time as (see eq. (II1.2), but also eq.
(T11.25))

oL (t)

1 t
= ¢S —a%ln— 111.4
St —ali—, (L)

o0
where the a®-slopes are easily seen by eq. (I1.4) to be sub-
ject to the constraint a®a, = (d — 2) p. In other words,
the kinetic energy evolves as

1
2n2t2

3 eadt = S (A2 (111.5)
Let 8¢ = a®/+/apa® be the unit vector following the field-
space trajectory. In view of eq. (I1.3b), the scalar poten-

tial takes the form

Vi(gy) = [(d=1)p—1](d—2)p (111.6)

dt2

As a comparison, in a de Sitter spacetime, the scalar po-
tential —i.e. the cosmological constant — is related to the
Hubble scale as k3A = (d — 1)(d — 2)H?/2. Moreover, in
view of eq. (II.3a), the scalar-potential derivatives can
be expressed as

oV :L[(d—l)p—l}a“

B 8¢)*a Iidt2

(I11.7)

As an extra relationship, we also highlight that the
scalar-field pressure p = ¢“¢a /2 —V and energy density
p= ¢“¢a/2 + V' give the on-shell equation of state

N 2
w:p—:—l—l—

P (d-1)p
Furthermore, we notice that we can write the scale factor
as a(t) = oo (t/too)?/ (@D (wHD],
The expressions above are sufficient to express the
e-parameter in terms of the scalar-potential directional



derivative along the scalar-field trajectory. In particular,
in view of eqs. (I11.4, I11.6, IT1.7), we have

A P L
(¢+) " ka9 d—2
This is an exact identity. In particular, the e-parameter is
expressed via a directional derivative of the scalar poten-
tial: the kinetic energy does not enter directly in the ex-
pression, but the information of the non-zero field speed
is stored within the field-space trajectory; the scalar po-
tential instead appears only through the direction that
is effectively experienced by the scalars. In fact, one
may rotate the scalars and identify a single scalar ¢ that
evolves over time: to be able to do so, however, one needs
the details of all the scalar potentials, as reviewed in eq.
(T1.12).
In view of egs. (II1.6), we can also express the norm
of the scalar-potential gradient as

(II1.8)

1 ov oV 24/€
S =2 o ()
KV (¢x) \| Obwa OB d—2
As will be discussed thoroughly in subsec. 111D, the

fact that this numerically coincides with the directional
derivative of the scalar potential v, defined in eq. (IIL.8)
is an accidental feature of scaling cosmologies. One may
wonder why € is proportional to the squared gradient
norm for scaling cosmologies even when the kinetic term
is non-negligible compared with the potential. This is a
peculiarity of scaling solutions. Even though H receives
a contribution from a sizable kinetic term, so does H?
and the ratio e = —H /H? still comes out proportional to
the squared gradient norm.%

2. Time-measuring and quintessence-like scalars

One can always identify a single scalar that provides
a measure of time. This is because all scalar-potential
terms participate in the cosmological evolution with the
same parametric weight to the total energy density. In-
deed, as one can see explicitly, each term in the scalar
potential of a scaling cosmology evolves as

a t 2
Vi[p2(0)] = Agemrnedi (227
In other words, whatever combination of scalar fields
appears in each Vj-term, this provides a —21In (¢/tx)-
behavior. So, for an arbitrary term V;,, we can define a
canonically-normalized scalar field via the redefinition

;?;7: = ’Yioa(ba, (III.lO)

6 All results here in subsubsec. II1C 1 apply to both solutions in
egs. (II1.2, II1.3) and egs. (II1.25, I11.26). However, we do not
have a proof that the latter are inevitable late-time attractors.
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where the parameter ¥ and the field 7 are defined by the
O(n)-rotation for the specific 7;,-coefficients, and where
the field evolves over time as

12 t

Tu(t) =Too+ —z In—.

II1.11
Rd Y leo ( )

In the remaining m — 1 scalar-potential terms, one has
linear combinations of the field 7 and further n — 1
canonically-normalized time-dependent scalar fields.

After the field-space trajectory ¢¢ has been identified,
we can also define a scalar ¢ that is aligned with the field
trajectory in the moduli space. This can can be done via
an O(n)-rotation where ¢ is parallel to the vector 2 and
the remaining fields ¢ are orthogonal to it, with the -
index not including ¢. All the scalar-potential terms can
then be written as

—K P—kKaViad®
Vi = A; e "a1=¢ aYia® ,

where 7, is the directional derivative of eq. (IIL.8) and
the coefficients ¥;; are instead defined by the inverse ro-
tation. By construction, the field ¢ evolves as

Gult) = Poo + —— In —, (I11.12)

while the other fields are constants % = ¢2 . All the
fields ¢% can be absorbed into redefinitions of the con-
stants Ay, so as to have a total on-shell potential

V = Ae FdV=@x (I11.13)
Neither the constant A nor the coefficient v, can be read
off simply from the dimensional reduction of a single
dominating term. Of course, we can also use ¢ to mea-

sure time instead of 7. A representation of the field-space
trajectory for scaling solutions is in fig. 6.

¢a

9a

]

FIG. 6. A sketch of the field-space trajectory of scaling cos-
mologies; a rotation in field space always allows one to work
with a single quintessence-like scalar.



For a scaling solution ¢¢(t) of the form in eq. (IT1.4),
the initial conditions ¢%, are tied to the choice of the ini-
tial time to. In particular, plugging the solutions of eq.
(TI1.4) into eq. (I1.3a), we get the compatibility condition

s a 1 [d-1

§ Ai'yia elidVia¢oo] tgo = — |: — 1:| Qg . (11114)
K

i=1 d

€

For a fixed initial time ¢, the initial conditions ¢%, sat-
isfy the above equation. Seen in the other way around,
for a given set of initial conditions, one is choosing the
initial time accordingly. For rank y,, = m, if m = n, the
compatibility condition has a unique solution.

Notice that the system has an additional shift sym-
metry (nevertheless, the compatibility condition still has
to be satisfied). For arbitrary real values k46* € R, the
problem is invariant under the transformations [27]

¢ — " = ¢ + £,
Ai — /u\z = Az eiﬁd'yiaga.

In case rank v;, = m and m = n, we can solve the system
Yia€&® = w; for arbitrary values of w;, which means that
we can always rescale the A;-terms to arbitrary values.
Given a model, we always work in a fixed shift-symmetry
gauge, i.e. for given values of ¢% and A;.

8. Accidental gradient-flow trajectories

In this subsubsection, we observe an accidental feature
of scaling cosmologies: the field-space trajectory of a scal-
ing cosmology happens to be parallel to a gradient-flow
trajectory of the scalar potential.

In essence, because the scaling solution is a straight
line in field space, we can rotate the field basis in such a
way as to have only one scalar that evolves over time, as
described in subsubsec. 111 C 2. Because of this, along the
late-time trajectory solving the field equations, a prob-
lem with a scaling cosmology as a late-time attractor is
always equivalent to a 1-field 1-potential problem, for
some universal scalar ¢. In fact, for solutions of the form
in eq. (II1.4), we can write the second-order scalar-field
derivative and the Hubble-friction terms in eq. (II.3a) as

. 1
at:__ a
. 1 d-1
d—1)H¢*(t) = —= e,
(A= DH () = —3 “—a

Therefore, assuming that we have solved the field equa-
tions and that we know that they are a scaling cosmology,
we may write the identities

{1 - ﬁ] (d—1)H¢* = —%(@). (IIL.15)
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As the overall factor in front of each ¢%-term is common
to all equations of the form in eq. (II1.15), the field-space
trajectory is a gradient-flow trajectory of the potential.
Therefore, the field-space trajectory happens to follow
one of the steepest-descent directions of the potential.

A priori, the trajectory dicated by eq. (I11.15) is just
one of the infinitely-many steepest-descent trajectories,
as such trajectories depend critically on the initial condi-
tions, while the scaling-cosmology trajectory is a line for-
ever, which corresponds to a specific initial condition. It
is only through the compatibility condition in eq. (II1.14)
that we see that the one gradient-flow trajectory that one
would select is exactly the scaling solution at all times.
This can be seen because the initial conditions must be
such that the compatibility condition in eq. (III.14) is
fulfilled. Also, as a general comment, gradient-flow tra-
jectories can be unstable and one may incur in following
the wrong one, leading to a wrong corner of the moduli
space. Therefore, we consider the fact that at late times
scaling cosmologies are parallel to a gradient-flow tra-
jectory as a noteworthy feature, but we cannot consider
calculating the gradient-flow trajectory as a trustworthy
method to find the scaling-cosmology attractor. All these
points can be seen explicitly in an example in sec. V C.

One more obvious but crucial fact is the following.
Without knowledge of the actual fully-fledged solution
to the cosmological equations, including the scale-factor
and scalar-field time dependences, knowledge of the field-
space trajectory is empty: one does not even know for
sure the e-parameter. Indeed, several solutions may cor-
respond to the same field-space trajectory, but with a dif-
ferent time dependence. In particular, as is well known,
the steepest-descent trajectory also characterizes the so-
lutions to the slow-roll equations. Nonetheless, it is ap-
parent that, even though eq. (IT1.15) and eq. (I1.5) hap-
pen to give the same late-time field-space trajectory, this
is with a completely different physical motivation. Of
course, the physical interpretation is not the only thing
that changes: scaling cosmologies, which are solutions to
eqs. (I1.3a) —ie. eq. (IT1.15) — feature scalars evolving
with a In (¢/t)-behavior, whereas solutions to egs. (I1.5),
if they exist at all, have a different time dependence (or,
if they have the same time dependence, then the slow-
roll approximation is inconsistent). Proper scaling cos-
mologies are however the only correct universal late-time
attractor, by subsec. IIIB.

Also, we stress that the results stemming from eq.
(IT1.15) have nothing to do with accelerated expansion
since they are true independently of the value of e,
whether it be € < 1 or ¢ > 1. All is a consequence of
the fact that scaling solutions are straight lines in field
space, since otherwise the proportionality factor between
the second- and first-derivative terms would be different
for each field.

Finally, we stress that in all cases in which we cannot
determine whether a scaling cosmology is the universal



late-time attractor, we have shown that the slow-roll ap-
proximation is hard to justify in all models with non-zero
(Yoo )?-coefficient, thus leaving no analytical evidence for
any statement on steepest-descent trajectories as late-
time approximate cosmological solutions for multi-field
multi-exponential potentials.

4. Curvature-induced potentials and scale separation

As we have seen, in a scaling cosmology we can measure
time through a scalar field 7 that we can define based
on an arbitrary scalar-potential term. Because we can
express time as t = to €47 (T+=7<)/2 e can also express
the Hubble scale as
o0 e% R YT ’

ly = — =1 (I11.16)

H

where log = (foo/q) €~ 2 "477= is the initial value. On the
other hand, in an isotropic compactification, the Kaluza-
Klein scale evolves as

4\ T2 _rgd | ngs
lKK,d = (9—2) lP,de d—2 ' \/I0-d

S

(ITL.17)

In particular, the moduli dependence of the Kaluza-Klein
scale is proportional to the moduli dependence of the po-
tential induced by a non-trivial curvature R, as computed
in terms of a fiducial metric with a string-size fiducial vol-
ume. In fact, we can write

2R 1
Kg 'KK.d

Because this potential, if present, can be used to mea-

sure the Hubble scale, we can define a scalar 7 through

20/v/d—2 —25//10 — d = —47 and find the ratio

1 1[(d_1)_1](d—2),

l%{}gd B —ZERE p

(ITL.18)

where £ = V/Vp is the order-1 ratio between the on-shell
total potential V' and the curvature-induced potential
Vg. Since there is no parametric difference in the Hubble
and Kaluza-Klein scales, the theory is by no means gen-
uinely d-dimensional. Before going on, we notice that,
technically, we can have scale separation with curvature-
induced potentials, at the cost of acceleration: we have
no parametric scale separation unless in the degenerate
non-proper solution: here 1/p = d — 1, so there is scale
separation. However, this is an extreme scenario since it
is the case where the scaling solution would asymptoti-
cally require V' = 0. If the internal curvature is trivial,
the details of the dilaton and radion time evolution are
necessary to assess the ratio.
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D. Scalar-potential derivatives and acceleration

Here we characterize generally the relationship be-
tween scalar-potential derivatives and the e-parameter.
This allows us to comment on the exceptionality of scal-
ing cosmologies, whose scalar-potential derivatives are re-
lated to the e-parameter through eqs. (IIL.8, IIL.9).

1. Scalar-potential directional derivative

Let the field-space trajectory ¢¢ = ¢%(t) be a solution
to eqs. (I1.3a, I1.3b, I1.3¢); note that the subscript “.”
denotes a solution to the field equations, whereas the
subscript “,” denotes specifically a scaling solution. As
the field velocity ¢%(t) is tangent to the trajectory, we
define the general scalar-potential directional derivative
as

1 oV
() = ——— 0" ——— [ (1)],
Y ( ) V(¢) fida¢a [¢*( )]
where 0%[¢] = ¢*/1/dp@® is the normalized field velocity.
In view of eqs. (II.3a, I1.3b), we are able to express the
directional derivative as

2yet) B

t) = Y—= L
w0 =Tr e

(IT1.19)

[+ (2)];

where 8 = [¢)] is defined as the functional

816 = S fingo + LU o,
dt “d—2 ¢
Therefore, in general, the directional derivative is pro-
portional to the acceleration-parameter square root up
to an additional term that depends on the total kinetic
energy T[¢] = ¢%¢, /2. By eq. (IL.4), we can also write

B = _ﬂ]ﬂn\/@

2I€d

A suggestive way to express the directional derivative is
therefore [33]

2y/€
d—2

1 n
2 (d—-1)—¢]|

Vi = (II1.20)
It turns out that the g-dependent term vanishes exactly
for scaling solutions, for which n = 0. However, unless
one knows that n = 0, the meaning of v, is related to the
e-parameter in a generally complicated way.

2. Scalar-potential gradient norm

In the literature, a function that is often discussed is
the norm of the normalized scalar-potential gradient, or



potential gradient norm for short, which is defined as

1 Jovoav
TV \ 96, 000

(I11.21)

Indeed, this is related to the e-parameter in the slow-roll
approximation, where it happens to be a tiny positive
number, and it appears in the formulation of the de Sitter
conjecture in the Swampland Program [4, 5], where it is
conjectured to be at least an order-1 number. For a field
trajectory that solves eqs. (I1.3a, I1.3b, I1.3c), we can
express 7y as

de (d—2)¢
= I11.22
Y d—29 K§V2 ) ( )
where v is the function(al)
o3 1. . 3. PPt 82V
= ———H+(d-1)|H*-ZHH :
V=g ){ 2 }+(d—2)8¢“8¢b

It is easy to see that the scalar-potential directional
derivative in eq. (IT1.19) is always a lower bound for the
scalar-potential gradient norm in eq. (II1.21). Indeed,
for any field trajectory, we have the inequality [44]

[0l < v[4),

which is a direct consequence of the vector inequality
070, V| < \/0p0°/0, VOV = \/0,VO*V. Again, it is
possible to check that in a scaling cosmology the -
dependent term vanishes. However, unless one is certain
of this fact, the potential gradient norm does not repre-
sent a reliable measure of the e-parameter.

For a given field-space trajectory ¢% = ¢%(t) that pro-
vides a solution to eqgs. (II.3a, I1.3b, I1.3¢), besides the
normalized tangent vector 8¢ = 0*[¢,] defined before, one
can define a normal vector v{ = —é‘f /V é*bé*b too, also
normalized to unity. A non-geodesity factor 2 can be
defined through the identity

(IT1.23)

02 =—-Qul.

Such a factor thus represents the magnitude of the
tangent-vector time derivative. In other words, {2 mea-
sures the rate of turning of the field-space trajectory. One
is then able to show that the scalar-potential gradient
norm can also be expressed as [33]

4e 1 Q_2
d—2[(d—-1)—¢€? H?%

=7+ (TT1.24)
This is a general expression for the potential gradient
norm -, which does not rely on any approximation. One
can easily see the relationship between eq. (I11.22) and
eq. (II1.24). In particular, we observe that the -
parameter can be expressed as the sum of a term propor-
tional to 2 and another one proportional to 7. As the
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1p-correction is easier to compute than the term €2, our eq.
(TT1.22) nicely complements the intuitively clear meaning
of the non-geodesity factor appearing in eq. (II1.24), as
expressed in ref. [33]. Again, for the scaling cosmolo-
gies in egs. (IIL.1, TI1.2, TI1.3) it is possible to see that
the potential gradient norm provides a measure of the
e-parameter because ) = 0 and = 0. However none of
these terms is generally vanishing, in principle.

3. Comparison with slow-roll scenarios

Under the slow-roll approximation, one studies the cos-
mological evolution in terms of eqs. (IL.5, I1.6, IL1.7),
which give the solutions ¢%. and Hg,. If such approxima-
tion is self-consistent, then by eqs. (I1.6, I1.7) one can
approximate the e-parameter as eg = —Hsr / Hfr ~ ey,
where ey reads

d—2
=25

and s = Y(Psr) is the norm of the scalar-potential gra-
dient in eq. (IT1.21) computed on a slow-roll solution.
Formally, the expression of the parameter €y in terms of
Yer is the same as eqs. (IT1.8, T11.22), but it applies to a
restricted situation, i.e. that of slow-roll time evolution.

Under the slow-roll approximation, both €5, < 1 and
Ner < 1. From eqgs. (I11.20, I11.24), one finds that to lead-
ing order in the slow-roll expansion y,s >~ 2y/€s/Vd — 2
and Yo = [2¢/Ex/Vd —2][1+ Q2 /[(d — 1)>HZ], as ob-
served in refs. [33, 45]. However, because late-time cos-
mologies are not generally compatible with slow-roll evo-
lution, one should never rely on these approximated ex-
pression for quintessence-like models, but rather on the
complete eqs. (I11.20) and (I11.22, T11.24).

4. Relevance for scaling cosmologies

Incidentally, if v is computed on a scaling cosmology,
then it numerically corresponds to the parameter v, in
eq. (IT1.8), namely v = v, as in eq. (IIL.9).

Conceptually, the slow-roll approximation is however
not generically correct for scaling solutions. First, eqgs.
(TTL1.5, TIT.6) show that the kinetic and the potential
energy are of the same order of magnitude, unless the
power p is arbitrarily large, and in particular they evolve
with the same parametric time dependence, as discussed
in subsubsec. IIIC1. Second, one can check that the
second-derivative term, the Hubble-friction term and the
scalar-potential derivative in the scalar field equations
all fall off with the same parametric dependence on time,
as discussed in subsubsec. IIIC3. Therefore, unless we
know that we are working with a scaling cosmology —
which however is not analytically known to be a late-
time attractor, in general, as discussed in subsec. 111 B



— computing € through the ~-parameter is not justified.
This is coherent with a more general obstruction for the
slow-roll approximation that is typical of generic multi-
exponential potentials [17].

To conclude, we comment on the geodesity of scaling-
cosmology trajectories. As apparent from eq. (I11.24),
the fact that the trajectory is geodesic — namely that it
has €2 = 0 — is not enough to reliably compute the e-
parameter through the potential gradient norm . One
also needs knowledge of 7.

E. Further scaling solutions

Following the classification of ref. [18], further scaling
solutions exist besides those discussed in subsec. IITA;
more details are in appendix A: see lemmas 4 and 5.

Here we discuss the case in which the rank of the
Yig-matrix is smaller than the number of terms in the
scalar potential, i.e. rankv;, < m. One always has
rank v;, < m if the scalar-potential terms outnumber the
scalars, i.e. n < m, and therefore they tend to constrain
their dynamics into stationary points — which in this case
can exist —, thus explaining the non-generality of rolling-
scalar solutions. One can also have rank~y;, < m if
n > m, but then the same linear combinations of scalars
appear in multiple scalar-potential terms.

In these cases rolling-scalar solutions are not general.
If rank v;, = r < m, let 7,4 denote r linearly-independent
vectors, for t = 1,...,r, and let the remaining vectors be
expressed as V,q = Y, _; AiYeas for / =r+1,...,m. It
is only if 2?1:1 A, = 1 that scaling solutions exist. This
can be understood intuitively as a condition in which dif-
ferent scalar-potential terms actually have the same ex-
ponentials, including the overall scaling, thus effectively
reducing to the cases with the rank-condition in place.”

If they exist, in these cases rolling solutions are math-
ematically analogous to the ones above and, given the
matrix Ngp = > 0%, ViaVib, they read

a _ ja 3 —1\ab S . i
o) = 9f + — (N7 ;%blnto, (TIT.25)

with a scale-factor power

- 46@1)
P=a=3

(NN D "5ie Y via. (111.26)
i=1 =1

Based on the discussion above, we expect that, in
the asymptotic region of moduli space, scalar poten-
tials with rank~;, < m are analogous to those with

7 To see this point with an example, one can consider the triv-
ial 1-field 2-term scalar potential V = A e #d71® 4 Ay e HaV2¢,
This admits a scaling solution only if v = 72, which means that
this is secretly a 1-field 1-term potential with rank~y;, = m = 1.
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the rank-condition in place. In fact, physical intuition
suggests that, if rank~;, < m, then there exists a num-
ber m < m of asymptotically dominating scalar-potential
terms, with effectively only n = m scalars participating
to the dynamics, and with rank~;, = m.® However, at
the moment we can only speculate that this is the case
and leave an analytic treatment for future work [43].

IV. LATE-TIME COSMOLOGIES AND THE
SWAMPLAND PROGRAM

Our analytic results allow us to test explicitly some of
the conjectures in the Swampland Program. In a broad
sense, our comments of the analytic properties of scal-
ing cosmologies in subsec. IIIC also constitute concrete
grounds to verify Swampland claims; here however we
perform more explicit comparisons.

A. Dilaton obstruction to acceleration

As discussed in ref. [17], in string-theoretic construc-
tions, the bound in eq. (I1.8) — and, by extension, the
bound in eq. (IT.10) — can acquire a very restrictive form
due to the universal structure of dilaton couplings. Due
to the relevance of such a constraint, we revisit it here in
more detail.

In string-theoretic constructions, all d-dimensional ex-
ponential scalar potentials are generated by a generic
string-frame action contribution of the form

S = —/ [AT A\ *1)914,& K107T(0') e XE®
X109

Here ® = ¢ + In g, is the shifted 10-dimensional dilaton
(we define ® = ¢ if the dilaton is not fixed) and xg is the
Euler number that weighs the string-coupling perturba-
tive order via the string-worldsheet topology;’ further-
more, A, is an r-form with just internal components and
Ki0.(0) = A1gr e is a function of the string-frame
volume which can emerge in string-loop terms. After a
dimensional reduction, the d-dimensional Einstein-frame
action reads

S = _/ %14 1Ae"”~d755*"€d’)’55
,d— 9
X1,d—1

8 To see this point with an example, one can again consider the
1-field 2-term scalar potential V = Aj e %d71¢ 4 Ay e Fd712¢ If
v1 < 72, then it is reasonable to expect that asymptotically the
second term is subdominant, thus effectively leaving one just the
first term, which admits a scaling solution.

9 In the RR-sector, one has to set xg = 0 because the sources of
RR-fields are D-branes and not fundamental strings [46]. This
does not affect any of the arguments below.



where 6 and G are the d-dimensional dilaton and string-
frame radion after canonical normalization, respectively,
with the couplings

d 1
N =)
d_2 2B

1 = (1- gxe) VIO —d - L

Although the radion coefficient is model-dependent and
thus makes it hard to draw general conclusions, the dila-
ton coefficient is universal. In particular, as a conse-
quence of the bound xg(S?) < 2 on the string-frame cou-
pling of the 10-dimensional dilaton, the d-dimensional
dilaton always appears with a y-coefficient such that

V=

%2 (IV.1)

d—2’
Because (7s)? > 752, this rules out late-time acceler-
ated expansion in all string-theoretic constructions with
positive-definite scalar-potential terms in which the d-
dimensional dilaton is one of the rolling scalars; theories
with two potentials of opposite sign are also incompat-
ible with cosmic acceleration. Of course, all these con-
siderations also extend to models in which the late-time
solution is a scaling cosmology.

To conclude, we emphasize that here we are referring
to the canonically-normalized d-dimensional dilaton S,
which is different from the canonically-normalized 10-
dimensional dilaton gz~5 In an isotropic compactification,
such fields are related by the field-space rotation

<g> V2 [ Vd—2 —/10—d (5)

5) 4 \yio—d vai—3 )\&)

where ¢ and @ are the canonically-normalized string-
frame and Einstein-frame radions, respectively. Indeed in
the (0,5)- and (¢, @)-bases there are no kinetic mixings,
which makes both of them convenient choices. There
could be situations in which one basis is easier to deal
with than the other one.'” However, here we remain ag-
nostic as to any underlying higher-dimensional structure
and we do not make any assumptions on which fields are
being stabilized. Also, we point out a simple but impor-
tant observation. If one or more fields are stabilized in

10 For instance, in Calabi-Yau flux compactifications with Ny = 1
supersymmetry, it turns out that the first basis is a more suit-
able choice in type-IIA theories and that the second basis is a
more suitable choice in type-IIB theories (see e.g. refs. [36, 47]).
However, the fact that the 10-dimensional dilaton ¢ in type-1IB
supergravity is stabilized by RR- and NSNS-3-form fluxes (and
that it naturally appears in a supermultiplet) does not mean
that we could not equivalently work in the (4, &)-basis in a type-
IIB construction, after a field-basis rotation. We found that the
e-parameter is more naturally bounded in the (9, &)-basis.
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a basis, then it may be that the field § is also partially
stabilized: for instance, this is the case in type-IIB flux
compactification in which the 10-dimensional dilaton gz~5
is stabilized by NSNS- and RR-fluxes.

B. Partial moduli stabilization

There are situations in which scaling solutions feature
the stabilization of some of the scalars. In particular,
one situation where this happens is when a subset of the
fields appear with the same exponents in all the scalar-
potential terms, and the complementary subset of fields
appears instead with different exponents: in this case,
the latter fields happen to be stabilized. Below we discuss
this scenario and comment on possible subtleties.

Let the scalar potential be

m
V= Z A; e—Nd[’Yiath+’~Yd¢&]7
=1

where we split the fields into the subset of scalars ¢ with
an identical coupling 7,5 = 75 in all the terms (note that
this may be the case after a field-space rotation for this
subset of scalars) from the other scalars ¢®. If the scaling
solutions in eq. (IT1.2) are late-time attractors, then we
have the field-space trajectories

Because all scaling cosmologies feature scalar-potential
terms all falling over time as V;(t) = Vi(to) (to/t)?, for

each i-index we must have v, Y70, 7N =1, ie.

d—2 _ 5 ~ayk
e a7 +’YmZ’yj AT =1
j=1

This can be just seen as the linear system of equa-
tions yiax* = &, where we defined x* = Y77, 7;*A* and
E=1-1[(d—2)/4]7a7"/e for simplicity. If £ # 0, there
cannot be a solution since not all of the i-rows of the
system are identical. Therefore, we must have £ = 0 and
X% = 0. In other words, this means that we have

d—2
e=20)

and 37, 7;%Ak = 0, or equivalently

ap) — giy o 20t
(b* (t) - d)O (t) + K (/7)2 tO
PLt) =BG (1)

This is a useful result, in that it allows us to distinguish
two cases, which we discuss below.



o If, for at least one field ¢, not all of the exponential
couplings are zero and the non-vanishing ones are of
the same sign — i.e. if v, > 0 with /" | 754 > 0 or
Yia < 0 with 37" 7i4 < 0 for at least one a-index
—, then our assumption of convergence to a scaling
cosmology is unjustified in the first place. Indeed,
in this case at least some of the A’-values must be
negative for the identity Y /", 7;*A’ = 0 to be pos-
sible and therefore our proof of convergence does
not apply. In short, in this case our assumption
that A* > 0 for each i-index but with the additional
requirement that » 7" | Al > 0 is incompatible with
the consequences that would follow. In physical
terms, here we have a hierarchy of potentials, which
is in fact known to be incompatible with a scaling
cosmology: we can speculate that at late times the
attractor is approximately provided by the scaling
cosmology associated to the truncated potential in
which the subdominant terms are removed.

e If all fields ¢® involve exponential couplings that
are not all non-negative or non-positive, then a pri-
ori there is no incompatibility, and the stabilization
discussed above is in principle possible (though one
must still verify case by case that the conditions for
a scaling cosmology are indeed met). In physical
terms, this is reasonable since it corresponds to po-
tentials that have exponentials of both signs, which
create a competition of terms resulting in a scalar-
potential valley. Scalars that see this this competi-
tion get stabilized at the minimum of such a valley.
In fact, the scalar potentials that we are consider-
ing here are the ones in the basis where the bound
in eq. (I1.10) is already optimal. As we observed in
subsubsec. II1C 2, one can always describe a scal-
ing cosmology in terms of just one rolling scalar,
with the others being stabilized. Note that this
mechanism does not provide a loophole to stabi-
lize the d-dimensional dilaton, since the latter has
exponential couplings of a definite sign.

Although the situation considered here may sound very
peculiar, there are string-theoretic arguments that show
that the assumption that some fields appear with the
same power in all scalar-potential terms is not so restric-
tive: as shown in subsec. IV A, the d-dimensional dila-
ton appears with a power depending only on the string
perturbative order at which the potential is generated.
Therefore, a trivial conclusion is that one can in principle
stabilize all moduli but the d-dimensional dilaton when-
ever all scalar-potential terms are generated at the same
string-loop level. However, when the dilaton remains an
unstabilized field and the potential is positive-definite,
we already know that acceleration is not possible as the
dilaton potential is too steep.
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C. Coupling convex hull and cosmic acceleration

Here we provide a simple but rigorous interpretation
of the relationship of late-time cosmic acceleration with
the coupling convex hull. Because the bounds in egs.
(I1.8, II.10), the bound in eq. (II.14) and the scaling-
cosmology attractors discussed in subsec. IIIB require
increasing numbers of assumptions and tie to the convex-
hull discussion in different ways, we discuss each of them
separately.

An important clarification is in order. As we show
below, the convex hull of the exponential couplings pro-
vides a graphical interpretation of the measure of the
e-parameter. This offers a nice visualization of our an-
alytic results. However, this does not per se relate di-
rectly to the de Sitter conjecture, since the obstruction
to flat(tish) potentials does not come from the exponen-
tial potentials themselves. It is only after one considers
the bounds imposed by string theory on the couplings —
namely on the properties of the convex hull — that one
can possibly confirm the conjecture by taking advantage
of our general results.

1. Unwversal acceleration bound

Here, we formulate our bound on late-time accelera-
tion in eq. (I1.10) in terms of the convex hull of the
exponential couplings. All results below are independent
of the number n of scalar fields and the number m of
scalar-potential terms.

For simplicity, we start by considering a scalar poten-
tial with only positive coefficients A; > 0; as we will
see below, this assumption is however not fundamental
for our results as long as the total potential is positive.
On the one hand, out of the m - n couplings ~;, of a
given multi-field multi-exponential potential, one can de-
fine m different n-dimensional vectors p; with compo-
nents (it;)o = Via.- Then, one can define the exponential-
coupling convex hull, namely the parameter-space hyper-
surface CH({pi}72,) = {Va = Ezl&(ﬂl)a (&)ir, €
(Rg)™, >0, & = 1}, and compute the distance of the
latter from the origin as

— 3 a

ol = ulergH V. (IV.2)
The way the convex hull arises here is analogous to how
it arises in the multi-field generalizations [48-55] of the
Weak Gravity Conjecture [56] and the Distance Conjec-
ture [57]. A different notion of distance f will be dis-
cussed below, but for now the definition of ucy suffices.
On the other hand, as an analytic result, we have our
bound in eq. (II.10). For any late-time solution, the
e-parameter is bounded from below by a number propor-
tional to the squared length of the vector constructed
with the minimum non-negative exponential couplings



for each of the fields, as optimized through a possible
field-space rotation. By direct inspection, our optimal
analytic lower bound for the e-parameter does in fact co-

incide with the convex-hull distance, i.e.'!
d—2 . d—2
€2 —— (Ju)® = —— Him- (IV.3)
4 4
This result is analytic and not conjectural. A repre-

sentation of the late-time cosmic acceleration bound for
positive-definite scalar potentials in terms of the coupling
convex hull is depicted in figs. 4, 7, 8 and 12.
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FIG. 7. A representation of the acceleration bound for a
positive-definite potential in which the vector orthogonal to
the convex-hull hyperplane intersects the convex hull itself
too. In this case, it is apparent that (§e0)? = pgy = ()2
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FIG. 8. A representation of the acceleration bound for a
positive-definite potential in which the vector orthogonal to
the convex-hull hyperplane does not intersects the convex hull
itself. In this case, it is apparent that (y0)? = pey > (i1)°.

11 A similar-looking relationship appears in the convex-hull formu-
lation of the de Sitter conjecture [14], but with a different mean-
ing. In eq. (IV.3), we bound the e-parameter, which provides the
proper criterion for cosmic acceleration. Instead, the convex-hull
de Sitter conjecture concerns the potential gradient norm, which
is generally unrelated to the e-parameter, as we explained.
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As discussed in the comments to eqs. (I1.8, 11.10), we
can also analytically bound late-time cosmic acceleration
in the presence of negative terms. This involves an ap-
propriately defined (95 )%-term. As far as the coupling
convex hull is concerned, if we consider an overall pos-
itive potential which however includes A;-terms of both
signs, we define the convex hull just through the coef-
ficients of the positive-definite potential terms. In this
case, the identity appearing in eq. (IV.3) is no longer
general, as one can see by direct inspection. Rather, we
have pZy; > (900)?. This means that the construction of
a coupling convex hull is no longer informative per se of
the bound on cosmic acceleration. One can check that,
even if the convex hull were defined involving the cou-
plings of the negative-definite terms too, then one would
similarly be unable to individuate a universal convex-hull
criterion for cosmic acceleration. Of course, what is phys-
ically and mathematically relevant is the maximal bound
in eq. (I1.10), which can still be visualized easily in cou-
pling space through the (9, )2-term. For a representation
of these scenarios, see figs. 3, 9, 10 and 11.

¢a = (D]asz
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FIG. 9. A representation of the acceleration bound for a po-
tential with terms of both signs. The convex hull is defined
only by the positive-definite potential terms, in teal; the green
line refers to the negative-definite terms. The dotted orange
line represents the would-be convex hull if all potential terms
were positive-definite. In this case, (§o0)? = udn > ().

2. Alternative acceleration bound

Again, we begin with a scalar potential with only pos-
itive coefficients A; > 0. In case the scalars outnum-
ber the potential terms, namely if n > m, the bound
in eq. (II.14) allows us to further characterize the rela-
tionship of the coupling convex hull with late-time ac-
celeration. Given the coupling matrix v;,, we have m
n-dimensional vectors (i;)a = Vie- If n > m, the con-
vex hull CH({p;}1™,) = II of these m vectors is at most
(n — 1)-dimensional, and so is the hyperplane 151 on
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FIG. 10. A representation of the acceleration bound, for a
potential with terms of both signs, with (§e0)? = péy > ().
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FIG. 11. A representation of the acceleration bound, for a
potential with terms of both signs, with pZyg > (§00)% = (f1)2.

which the convex hull lies. Once II is at most (n—1)-
dimensional, we can find a unique vector fi, that is per-
pendicular to the hyperplane II and that extends from
the origin to the hyperplane. By definition, for any vec-
tor v, € II, we can write the orthogonality condition
fia(i% — v*) = 0, which can be expressed as v,/i% = (j1).
As by construction any of the m vectors (;), is one of
the vectors v*, we conclude that the vector i, is a solu-
tion to the defining equation (11;)o¥* = (7)?. Therefore,

we can write the inequalities
(Fo0)? = pien = (). (IV.4)

A complete saturation of the inequalities, namely the
condition (9o0)? = pdy = ()%, takes place when the dis-
tance of the coupling convex hull from the origin coin-
cides with the distance of the convex-hull hyperplane
from the origin. A graphical interpretation of the bound
for positive-definite potential terms is depicted in figs. 7
and 8.

As a conclusive observation, we note that the discus-
sion above evidences that the bound in eq. (I1.10) is
never weaker than the alternative bound in eq. (I1.14),
taking (f1)? = (F.)? (though there may be other solu-
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tions to eq. (II.14), in principle). Nevertheless, such
alternative bound may be easier to compute analytically.
Furthermore, identifying scenarios in which (ys0)? > (f1)?
may be helpful for two reasons. First, these cases mani-
festly feature a subset of dominating potentials, as can be
seen in the basis that optimizes the bound of eq. (II.10).
Second, such scenarios cannot correspond to scaling cos-
mologies, according to the discussion of partial moduli
stabilization in subsec. IV B and of scaling cosmologies
in terms of the coupling convex hull in subsubsec. IV C 3.
For these reasons, it makes sense to keep the bound of eq.
(IT.14) into consideration even though it can be weaker
than the bound in eq. (I1.10).

If we have an overall positive potential that nonethe-
less has terms of both signs, to check the bound in eq.
(I1.14) we still use the vector of square length (f1)?. Such
a length is indeed unchanged since it stems from a ge-
ometric condition on all the couplings, and therefore it
also involves the coefficients of the negative-definite po-
tentials (in appendix A, see corollary 2.1 and remarks
2.1 and 2.3). Again, the simple notion of convex hull by
itself is not always helpful anymore, since physically the
bounds of eqs. (I1.8, I1.10) and (I1.14) are formulated in
terms of (9s0)? and (f1)?, respectively, but we can only
see that

pem = (Ge0)? = (1) (IV.5)
Rather, what is helpful is the notion of the convex-hull
hyperplane — with the convex hull being defined here with
respect to all the couplings —, since it allows one to always
write at least the alternative bound in eq. (IL.14). It
also remains true that, if (1)2 = (§,)?, the bound in eq.
(I1.10) is always the optimal one. A series of examples is
in figs. 9, 10 and 11.

The lesson we learn from this discussion is the follow-
ing. For positive-definite scalar potentials, the coupling
convex hull provides a general visual interpretation of the
lowest bound on the e-parameter. Instead, for scalar po-
tentials involving terms of both signs — even if the total
potential is positive — the guiding principles should be
the bounds in eqgs. (I1.8, I1.10) and (II.14), since the dis-
tance from the origin to the convex hull may induce an
inaccurate estimation of the lowest bound.

3. Scaling cosmologies

If the exponential couplings are such that the late-time
solutions are scaling cosmologies, based on the discussion
of subsec. III B, then we can do more as we have ana-
lytic knowledge of the time evolution of each operator.
In particular, let us consider an m-field m-term potential
— that is: we assume m = n. In this case, the (u;)q-
components make up m different m-dimensional real vec-
tors, i.e. u; € R™ for ¢ = 1,...,m, and the correspond-
ing convex hull is contained in the (m — 1)-dimensional



hyperplane II that passes through each point u;. Such
hyperplane is defined by the equation

II: o%v+p=0,

for some constants 0%, p € R. A way to determine such
constants is to impose the defining condition that all
points u; do belong to the plane, which amounts to solv-
ing the m equations o (p;)q + p = 0. In vector notation,
we can write Yo = —pe, where we used the definition of
the vectors p; and we defined the vector e with compo-
nents e; = 1. A solution to this is ¢ = —p~y~'e. Such a
vector ¢ is orthogonal to the hyperplane, and it is thus
easy to compute the squared distance of the latter from
the origin to be (f1)? = d?(0,1I) = p?/a” - o, i.e.

(7)? = ! .

Z Z Sap (v 1) (y )Y

Remarkably, such a square length (f1)? provides an ex-
act measure of the scaling-solution e-parameter of eq.
(II1.3), being € = [(d — 2)/4] (ji1)?, whenever the hyper-
plane distance vector ji intersects the convex hull itself,
which implies (§)? = (1) = pdy. In other words, in
such cases, the bound in eq. (II.10) is saturated by the
scaling-cosmology attractor, with

d-2 d-2 ., d-2

e= S0 () = S wn = S

. (W2 (1V.6)

However, it is not necessarily the case that the hyper-
plane distance vector [ intersects the convex hull itself.
If it is not, nevertheless, we are able to prove that we do
not automatically have convergence to the scaling solu-
tion. In fact, in view of egs. (II1.2, I11.3), and by rotating
coordinates if needed, the identities'?

fla Z A= Z(Mi)a/\i
=1 =1

show clearly that, because in these cases there is at least
one a-direction such that i, < (u;), for all i-terms, there
must be at least one i-index with A’ < 0: hence, there is
no contradiction, since the scaling solutions of eqs. (IIL.1,
I11.2, II1.3) are not guaranteed to be attractors. In such
cases, the lower bounds in eqs. (I1.10, I1.14) are the
strongest analytic bounds that we are aware of. Phys-
ical intuition suggests that in such cases the potentials
corresponding to negative A’s would be asymptotically
subdominant. This is because there is no field rotation
such that the exponents for all of the fields would not

12 To check this explicitly, one can compare with the expression of
the critical points in app. A: see eqs. (A.12a, A.12Db).
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be subdominant. Therefore, effectively one can truncate
the potential, getting rid of all the terms correspond-
ing to i-indices with negative A\’. This is also suggested
by earlier perturbative analyses and numerical checks
[18, 23, 24, 27]. A graphical interpretation of the bound
for positive-definite scalar potential terms is, again, de-
picted in figs. 7 and 8.

Of course, knowledge of the actual late-time solution
extends our information on the e-parameter just based
on the grounds of eqs. (I1.10, I1.14). A final graphical
example is in fig. 12.

Yoo2
¢t =o', ¢
N2 H1 . (’711 712)
Yia =
021 722
Y21
Y11 ool
(F0)? = ngw = (1)?
P V22
FIG. 12. A representation of the acceleration bound for

a positive-definite multi-field multi-exponential potential in
which all the coupling vectors lie in different hyperquadrants.
If rank v;, = m, although ('yoo)2 =0, in the optimal basis the
bound is non-trivial, with (§sc)? > 0. Moreover, due to our
knowledge of a late-time convergence to the asymptotic cos-
mology, we can compute exactly the late-time e-parameter.

D. de Sitter conjecture

A core idea of the Swampland Program is the (refined)
de Sitter conjecture [4, 5], by which scalar potentials
that are consistently coupled with quantum gravity are
bounded as

Y = 7as; (IV.7)

where v is the potential gradient norm defined in eq.
(IT1.21) and ~qs is an unknown order-1 constant. Several
arguments exist in the literature that propose the value
of this constant [6, 7]. Here, we relate v4s to the constant
Y0, independently on whether the late-time solution is a
scaling cosmology. As usual, we stress that, in general,
there is no intrinsic obstruction to the slope of a multi-
exponential potential. Rather, any Swampland bound
should come from the constraints that quantum gravity
would possibly impose on the constant .



1. Preliminary observations

For positive-definite scalar potentials, we can bound -y
exactly. In the basis that optimizes the late-time acceler-
ation bound, the potential takes the form in eq. (II.12).
Therefore, we can write the chain of inequalities

L VOV, L VOV, o )
K2V D6, 000 — 1IV2 05 05 — 1)

This implies the off-shell inequality

Y > VdsS = Voo- (IV.8)

In particular, if the d-dimensional dilaton is not stabi-
lized, this implies v > 2/v/d — 2. Below, we outline a
proposal to characterize the late-time de Sitter coefficient
on shell, while also relaxing the assumptions on the signs
of the terms in the potential.

By definition, we know that the potential gradient
norm and the scalar-potential directional derivative sat-
isfy the inequality v > |v4|, as in eq. (IT1.23). If e = 0,
then by eqgs. (II1.20, I11.22) we immediately get v = v, =
0. This is obvious because a vanishing e-parameter corre-
sponds to a de Sitter stationary point. Here we are inter-
ested in characterizing scenarios with € > 0. In general,
by the universal late-time bound € > [(d — 2)/4] (f00)? of
eq. (I1.10), we know that

1 Ul

V2 vl > oo |1 =
This is a non-trivial inequality and it is the starting point
for our discussion of the constant yqs. If 400 = 0, we get
the trivial inequality v > 0, so here we focus on cases
with 4o > 0.
To facilitate the discussion below, we recall that, by
the late-time bounds reviewed in subsec. 1T A:

e the Hubble parameter is bounded from below as

tvoo 11
> V.10
~od—1t’ ( )

oif T2>(95)?>0, the
bounded from above as

too 4 1 1
nt

Hubble parameter is

H 35

d—2 (’3/00)2

Although the Hubble parameter is bounded, we do not
know bounds on its first and second derivatives, therefore
egs. (IV.10, IV.11) do not immediately inform us fur-
ther on the bound in eq. (IV.9). Nevertheless, these are
two powerful conditions that we exploit below to verify
when an inequality of the form of the de Sitter conjecture
in eq. (IV.7) is attainable at asymptotically-late times.
The case where 9o, > I'y is not discussed here since it
represents a singular case where the late-time attractor
is formally one with a vanishing potential.

(IV.11)
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2. Positiveness of the de Sitter coefficient

In view of eq. (IV.9), if € > 0, we can have a vanishing
potential gradient norm v = 0 only if (d — 1) — e = /2.
Note that a vanishing gradient 0V/9¢* = 0 does not im-
ply a de Sitter vacuum: if (;5“ # 0, this corresponds to
pure kination. In terms of the Hubble parameter, this
equation takes the simple form

d—14-—==0
2HH
What we will do is check whether solutions Hy = Hy(t) to
this equation are compatible with the cosmological solu-
tions to egs. (IL.3a, I1.3b, I1.3¢). As e > 0, we know that
H,H > 0. Then we can write the equation of interest as
d

g [@=DH*+ H] =0,

whose integration gives a family of solutions such that
(d—1)HZ + Hy = ku,

for constants k; € R. This implies €9 = (d — 1) — k1 /H§.
Because any acceptable Hubble parameter must be such
that lims oo H(t) = 0 by eq. (IV.11), as the e-parameter
is also bounded as [(d — 2)/4](§00)? < € < d — 1, we must
further have lim; . H(t) = 0. So, we should fix the ini-
tial condition as k1 = 0. A further integration thus gives

1

Hy=——
O d=1)t+ky

which corresponds to pure kination, as expected. There-
fore, the cosmological equations cannot have H = Hj as
a solution unless € = d — 1, which also gives n = 0. This
means that, unless ¢ = d — 1, non-zero values ¢ > 0 and
Yoo > 0 imply the strict inequality v > 0, i.e.

Yas > 0. (IV.12)

This is not a trivial result. It is true that if . > 0,
the asymptotic e-parameter is strictly positive and there-
fore there cannot be an asymptotic de Sitter stationary
point. However, one could in principle have v = 0 due to
the vanishing of the factor multiplying the overall term
proportional to /€, which would correspond to kination.
Nonetheless, here we are seeing that this is not generally
the case. Also, we consider this as a propaedeutic step
towards gaining analytical control over the coefficient y4g
in the way we sketch below.

3. Heuristic limiting behavior of the de Sitter coefficient

In view of the inequality of eq. (IV.9) and of the uni-
versal bound in eq. (I1.10), we can attempt to relate the
de Sitter coefficient vqs to the coefficient q.,. If the de



Sitter conjecture in eq. (IV.7) is true, then we can try
and define a positive constant ygqs > 0 as a solution to
the equation

1 n

e (IV.13)

Yoo |1 — = 7as,
assuming that n < 2[(d — 1) — ¢]. Here, 7qs is
a constant that we see as a way to study the lim-
iting behavior of the possible solutions to the field
equations. Intuitively, we expect e¢ to converge to a
value e, at large times, and thus, for the limiting
behavior, we use eq. (II1.20) to speculate that the
function g(t) =1— (1/2)n(t)/[(d — 1) — €(t)] is approx-
imately constant. This gives us precisely eq. (IV.13).
Therefore, we can try to see whether the time depen-
dence that € and n should have can be compatible with v
being bounded from below by a constant, and what such
constant should be.
It is convenient to rewrite eq. (IV.13) explicitly in
terms of the Hubble parameter, getting
H 1 H
old—1)—(1 U)H2 = 3ug (IV.14)
where we defined 0 =1 — y45/9s for brevity. We can

also write the equation as

2

HIT+ 22 (d - D] = (§ L
3 2

We denote solutions to this equation as H = H;_, and

we look for the conditions under which they are com-

patible with the known late-time behavior of the actual

cosmological solutions to eqs. (II.3a, I1.3b, I1.3c).

The cases 0 = 0, 1,3/2 are special, since they simplify
the structure of the equation. As ¢ = 1 gives the solu-
tion Hj discussed before, we are motivated to test the
ansatz Hi_, = 1/(a1-ot + b1—5). If 0 #£0,1,3/2, such a
function is a solution if a;_, = d — 1, which means

1

H_y=
! (d—1)t+b1_o

for some real constant b;_, € R. Again, we find that
this solution is incompatible with the known behavior of
the actual cosmological solutions. As the case o = 1 has
already been studied, and the case o = 3/2 is irrelevant
as physically we are interested in ¢ < 1, we only need to
check the solutions for ¢ = 0. In this case, the solution
to the differential equation is

1

1:(L1t—|—bl7

for two real constants a;,by € R. This is compat-
ible with both conditions in eqs. (IV.10, IV.11), if
[(d—2)/4](F)? < a1 <d—1. In view of these results,
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mathematical and physical intuition lead us to the sug-
gestion that

Yds = ’3/00. (IV.15)
Indeed, the value 0 = 0 seems to be very special because
it gives exactly an admissible (1/t)-behavior with the
known late-time constraints. Moreover, scaling solutions,
which we expect to be very general late-time attractors
after suitable truncations (see subsecs. 111 B, III E, IV B
and IV C), are exactly such as to saturate this bound. As
a final argument, positive-definite potentials give exactly
the same condition off shell. How this off-shell inequality
changes on-shell is however not obvious (also, that off-
shell condition assumes positive-definite potentials, while
here we do not have this assumption).

Unlike other results in this paper, the inequality in
eq. (IV.15) is only conjectural and not analytic, since it
comes as a result of a speculation, we do not know about
the uniqueness of our solution. We plan to come back to
this in the future.

V. EXAMPLES

In this section we discuss a few examples of what our
late-time cosmological characterization implies for simple
multi-field multi-exponential potentials.

A. String-theoretic toy models

To start, we discuss a few simple 2-field string-theoretic
toy models, to show a number of intriguing properties of
scaling cosmologies.

In a d-dimensional type-II compactification, let the in-
ternal space host a ¢- and a p-cycle supporting RR~g¢-
and RR-p-form fluxes, respectively. If we assume that
the only two dynamical scalar fields are the dilaton and
a radion, this means that the total scalar potential is

$, 10—d—2p ~
o+ mpa],

(V.1)
in terms of the canonically-normalized d-dimensional
dilaton & and string-frame radion &. As rank;, = m =
n = 2 if p # ¢ and the potential is positive-definite,
we can look for scaling solutions. It turns out that, if
q < (10 = d)/2 and p > (10 — d)/2, the scaling solution
can be an attractor since A', A2 > 0. In all such cases,
the late-time cosmologies feature the late-time field-space
trajectories

d N 10—d—2q ~ d
V = Ay e"ilva=ot =7 0l 4 A, el v

~ ~ 1 2v/d—2 t
5*(t)_50_li_d7d ln%,

5-*(t) = 0o,



with the e-parameter

d2
=T
Clearly, there are two main observations to make: first,
there cannot be cosmic acceleration, since € > 1 for d > 2,
as we knew already since the dilaton is not stabilized, in
accordance with subsec. IV A; second, the string-frame
volume modulus is stabilized, in accordance with the dis-
cussion in subsec. IV B. Moreover, we observe that the
e-parameter saturates the bound of eq. (II.10): this is an
example of a general feature of scaling solutions that we
discuss further in subsec. IV C. In the (¢,w)-basis (no-
tice that these fields are not canonically-normalized yet,
but this is not going to be relevant for our conclusions),
the scalar potential reads

T W e e e T W e =)
and we can easily express the time-evolution law of the
scalars by rotating (see appendix B 1 for details) the so-
lution in the (d, &)-basis, obtaining

d—2  t
«(t) = pg — —— In —,
o) =go- 2 m 1
d—2  t
L(t) = In —
wy(t) = wo + ¥ ntO

As time passes, the string coupling decreases and the
Einstein-frame volume increases, whilst the string-frame
volume is stable. Therefore, as well as being mathemat-
ically rigorous, this toy-model solution is also physically
acceptable. As a final consistency test, we check the is-
sue of scale separation. On the one hand, the Hubble
length evolves trivially as [y = 1/H = et; on the other
hand, the Kaluza-Klein length is in eq. (IT1.17). As we
know dilaton and the radion time dependence, we can
express the time-evolution law for the Hubble and the
Kaluza-Klein scale as
t

lg =1u(to) %

t 2
lkk,a = lkk,q(to) (%) °

which means that the compactification ansatz is self-
consistent, since the Kaluza-Klein length grows less
quickly than the Hubble length. One should not worry
about the volume growing indefinitely, since, by how we
defined the Kaluza-Klein scale, this means that the hi-
erarchy between the Planck mass and the Kaluza-Klein
mass grows over time, too. Asymptotically far in time,
this can conceptually be compatible with the observed
hierarchies appearing in nature. The dimensionally-
reduced string length, corresponding to the inverse
string-excitation tower mass scale (see eq. (B.7)) grows
like the Kaluza-Klein length, i.e. Iy 4(t) = ls.a(to) (t/to)4
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As another instructive string-theoretic toy model, we
consider the non-supersymmetric heterotic SO(16) x
SO(16)-theory compactified on a (10 — d)-dimensional
space with non-trivial curvature. If the internal curva-
ture is positive, the scalar potential reads [58, 59]

ral = 6+VI0-d 5]

(V.2)
Here, the first term, with Ar < 0, is generated by the
non-trivial internal curvature R(lo,d) > 0, while the sec-
ond term, with Ag > 0, is the well-known Casimir energy
generated by the absence of a supersymmetric matching
of bosonic and fermionic degrees of freedom in the tower
of string states [60, 61]. In this case, we cannot prove
the convergence to a scaling solution by the discussion
in subsec. III B; however, we can bound the late-time
e-parameter by eq. (I1.8) (or, of course, eq. (I1.10)). In

V= ARe \/7 \/127*‘16]4—/\06

the (—d, —&)-basis, we find that the coefficients
5 d
FYoo - d — 25

7?7 =10 —d,

give (700)? = 4/(d — 2) + 12 > I'%, which means that the
asymptotic late-time solution to the field equations, if
the total potential remains positive, is bound to give

e=d-—1.

In such a case, we also stress that there is no evidence
that the field-space evolution is aligned to the gradient-
flow trajectory since the scaling solution is the degenerate
one, therefore the discussion of subsubsec. II1C3 does
not apply. In case the internal curvature is negative, since
Agr,Ac > 0 and since it turns out that A', A2 > 0, the
scaling solution can be an attractor, which corresponds
to the trajectory

~ 112—-d
() = do - ——= "V = ln—
"id
G.(t) = &g + + 1422 5= ln—
kq 10
with
1
6—m>1
25

As we already knew, there is no accelerated expansion
since the d-dimensional dilaton is there as a rolling scalar.
In the (¢, ©)-basis, we find

~ ~ 1 d-—2 t
¢*(t):¢0—n—dw nt_’

@u(t) = Qo + ?£ V10 — dvd — 1n



which is physically consistent, too. It can also be in-
structive to reconsider the problem in the rotated basis in
which one field is aligned in the direction followed by the
field-space trajectories, along the lines of subsec. III C 2.
It is convenient to rotate the fields 6~ = —(5 - 50) and
Gt =& — Go: the angle spanned in the (§~,51)-plane is
a(d) = arctan [Vd —2v/10 — d/(12 — d)], and one can

rotate the field basis by defining

()= (et ) )

obtaining a scalar potential written as

2kg€

V =Ag eindv*wi VI0—d+\/1+3(10—d)
-, 6/T0—dry4€
—RqYx P+ —F——=
+AC e \/1+43(10—d) ,

where 7, is the directional derivative defined in eq.
(TT1.19), which in this case reads

B 10
V1 +3(10—d)Vd—2

Vx

Finally, we can find the scalar-field trajectories, i.e.

N 12t
¢(t)=¢o— — —In—

i i Kd Y« to
&(t) = &o,

either by rotating the solutions in the original basis or
by solving the field equations in the new basis. In the
rotated basis, the bound of eq. (II.8) not only takes the
form of eq. (I1.10), but is actually saturated, as is in fact
expected from the discussion of subsec. IV C. This model
is interesting because it shows that we can characterize
any exponential potential, irrespective of its macroscopic
origin, including quantum-generated effects.

B. Attempts for accelerated expansion

Based on F-theory constructions, ref. [14]'* advocates
for realizations of late-time string-theoretic accelerated
expansion. Under the assumption that the Einstein-
frame volume can be stabilized and that this stabiliza-
tion does not involve the presence of new scalar-potential

13 One can compare with ref. [14] through the following dictionary.
By denoting non-canonically-normalized fields as s%, with a =
1,...,n, and by ordering the elements of the coefficient set as
&€ = (l;)7x,, with the coefficient components being (l;)a, their
kinetic action and potential

IS 1 da _
S = ¥1,3 |:Z m oy 95995 — ZAi H(sa)(ll)a
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terms, compactifications are hypothesized to exist in
which two scalar fields ¢' and ¢? have a 4-dimensional
scalar potential'*

V = A1 654\/5(517'{4 \/%&524_‘/&267&4 \/§<Z’1+l€4\/éq~52' (V3)

To start, we notice that in this case the bound in eq.
(IL8) is trivial (ie. € > 0), since v =~¢" = 0. How-
ever, we can see that the equation of convex-hull hy-
perplane is vo = —(2v/3/3)y1 — v/6/3: the orthog-
onal line is 72 = (v/3/2)71, with an intersection at
(71,72) = (—=2v/2/7,—+/6/7), which gives € > 1/7 in view
of the optimal bound in eq. (II.10). Then, we know that
A1,A> >0 and we can check that (A}, \?) = (9/4,9/4):
therefore, we know that asymptotically the field-equation
solution is the proper scaling solution. In particular, we
can compute the e-parameter and it reads

1
77

€ =

corresponding to the normalized scalar-potential direc-
tional derivative v, = /2/7. The field-space trajectories
are found to be

~ ~ 1 t
Ou(t) = ¢y — —2v2In —,
K4 to
) 1 t
¢2(t) = ¢ — —V61In—.
R4 to
As we know, this is not a slow-roll solution, despite hav-

ing an accelerated expansion with e = 1/7 < 1. Through
the normalized scalar-potential gradient, one would get

which is not a constant but rather a field-dependent
quantity, in principle. However, in a scaling cosmology
all potentials evolve as V; o(t) = Vi.2(to)(to/t)?, giving

8 Vi*(to) Vi (to)

V2(to)

is mapped into the potential in eq. (II.1) for canonical scalars,
along with the obvious identity A; = A;, via the identifications

2 a
—y/ K4 ¢
s =e da s

da
li)a =\/ — Yia-
(li)a =1/ 57

For the coupling convex hull, we have (p;)a = Via. A power-
law evolution s*(A) = c®A8" translates into a logarithmic evo-
lution kK49 (\) = —\/da/2 Inc® — \/do /2 B In X, with A = A(t)
a reparameterized time. In a scaling cosmology with trajectories
¢ (t) = ¢§ + (a®/ka)Int/to, we have t/to = A7V da/25% /0%

4 This is the potential in ref. [14, eq. (3.24)]: the fields s and v, are
canonically-normalized as s = e~ "4 26" and u = e~ #4V2/36°



which, in principle, depends on the initial conditions. It
is possible to minimize the coefficient 7(@1, éQ), which is
given by the trajectory
¢ =105 L

: ¢ D A
In fact, for initial conditions that are such that
5 = (2v/3/3) $2 + (v/2/4)In (9A2/5A,), this is the same
as the scaling-solution trajectory (qu, q~52) = (Nl, qzi), and
one finds a proportionality 5V (tg) = 9V2(to) which gives
7((;3%(&2),&) = \/ﬁ . The compatibility condition in
eq. (I11.14) ensures that the appropriate choice of ini-
tial time for a given set of initial conditions is such that
this is the proportionality factor for a scaling cosmology.
Similarly to what has been discussed for the accidental
gradient-flow trajectory, eq. (II1.9) can be written both
in terms of eq. (IT1.7) and through a direct computation,
which involves the compatibility condition in eq. (IH 14).
This is a general result for scaling cosmologies.!”

Although so far we have seen examples where condi-
tions (i)-(ii) are always met, this is of course not always
the case. For instance, we can consider the 4-dimensional
scalar potential

V = A et VZitran/36® Ay efid V2§t tra \/50327 (V.4)
with Aq,As > 0. In this case, the bound in eq. (I1.8)
gives € > 4/3. This is as much as we can say with cer-
tainty, since a closer look reveals (A, \?) = (3/4,—1/4),
which means that there is no proof for the proper scal-
ing solution to be the late-time attractor. As explained
above, we do not even have a proof that the late-time
potential would be dominated by the one term with pos-
itive A. However, let us assume this to be the case — since
the term with negative A\ appears to be asymptotically
more suppressed — and let us consider the potential'®

V=Ae™ V23itrin/36 Ay emis&’ (V.5)

15 Taking this example as a useful instance for a comparison, we
highlight a few crucial facts, in relationship with ref. [14].

To start, there is no slow roll (see subsec. II A, subsubsecs.
IIIC 1 and III C 3, and also subsec. II1 D). Moreover, the trajec-
tory of a scaling cosmology follows the gradient flow by accident
(see subsubsec. III C 3), but it has a different time dependence.
Finally, unless one is certain to be dealing with a cosmology
where 7 = 0 and 2 = 0, one cannot compute € through a di-
rectional derivative or the norm of the gradient of the potential
(and the potential gradient norm and directional derivative do
not coincide; see the discussion of eqs. (II1.20, I11.24)).

To study exponential cosmologies, we also remark that the fact
that scaling solutions are late-time attractors is perturbatively
and numerically argued already in refs. [18-27], and proven in-
dependently of initial conditions in the current paper.

16 This potentlal is in ref. [14, eq. (3.18)], with s = e~ "4 V26! and
u=e FaV2/3¢

24

where a field rotation'” has mapped the 2-field problem
into a 1-field problem. For this potential, it is trivial
to check that the e-parameter is € = 4/3. This potential
has a unique late-time behavior, the scaling solution with
@ = ¢o + (v6/2) Int/to.

If the potential is steep enough, we cannot have accel-
erated expansion. One example is the single-exponential
4-dimensional potential

V= Aeta2V2e, (V.6)
In this case, because 72 = 8 > 6, the potential is suffi-
ciently steep that the e-parameter approaches the asymp-
totic value ¢ = 3 [13, 17.'® This is an instance with
no concept of gradient flow, even in a 1-dimensional
field space. Asymptotically, the field reaches the non-
proper scaling solution ¢, () = ¢ — (2v/3/3) Int/tg, cor-
responding to V., = 0, with a slope that is unrelated to
the value 2v/2 = (1/k4V) OV/Dp.

C. Comments on gradient flow

As an example that illustrates our earlier comments
on gradient-flow trajectories, we can discuss the steepest-
descent trajectory associated to the potential of the het-
erotic SO(16)xSO(16)-theory compactified on a (10 — d)-
dimensional space with non-trivial negative curvature, in
eq. (V.2).

To find the steepest-descent trajectory of a surface
V =V(¢'(A),¢%()\), one can define the parametric
curve 7(\) = (¢'(\), $2(\)) and require it to have a ve-
locity that is aligned with the gradient of the surface
equation. This can be done by imposing the proportion-
ality relation

d av
T = =€) a—z(z()\)),

where £ = £(\) is an arbitrary function (one can choose
this to be a constant to facilitate intuition, but this is

17 In particular, this is

@)

18 This potential is studied in ref. [M in the notation V_= A/su3,
— o raV/281 _ o ra\/2/38>
upon the identifications s = e™"4 andu = e and
after the field rotation

. 1
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not necessary). Because the problem is 2-dimensional,
we can easily infer the differential condition

d¢? - 1 oV
5@ = g g 0@,
agbl

which we may be able to integrate analytically. If one
assumes the slow-roll conditions to hold, this is exactly
the scenario that one is faced with: neglecting the field
second-order derivatives, the simplified scalar-field equa-
tions, (see eq. (I.3a)), take the form [14]

$1,2 _ _#‘?_V

(d—1)H 0¢y 5’

which give precisely the steepest-descent trajectory. As
already explained, this also has a chance to give the
scaling-cosmology trajectory in field space, but it is not
equivalent to solving the same field equations coupled to
gravity, as the time dependences will be different in gen-
eral. If the problem is not 2-dimensional, one finds a
system of coupled differential equations which is harder
to solve in general, but conceptually all considerations
above apply identically.

In the case at hand, it is convenient to work in the
(qg,&))-basis since one of the scalar-potential terms de-
pends only one field and thus makes it easier to deter-
mine the gradient-flow trajectory. Indeed, the potential
in eq. (V.2) reads

1

ANV2rg® nqﬁ—— 10 P
V = Ape V@I 4 Agevr T 73 VT K

3

and it turns out that the trajectory of steepest descent
is the solution to the differential equation

18 AR e
dw " T 10-dAc

b d—2

do 5

V10 —d

This equation can be integrated analytically and gives
the family of functions

-+, 7 \/—\/10 d lAR/AC 12‘/51-@0”5 k
Oy () = — eI +e
e va—2 "[370-d

which are parameterized by the arbitrary constant £ € R.
This exemplifies by itself one important aspect: the
gradient-flow trajectories are not unique. This is not the
case for scaling solutions. In particular, there is only one
set of initial conditions in which the scaling-cosmology
trajectory — namely the correct solution to the field equa-
tions, including the right time dependence — coincides

25

exactly with the steepest-descent trajectory. In this ex-
ample, this happens for the solutions with £ = —oo and
with

\/10 ¢3+\f‘/10 d FAR/AC]
\/d— kg d—2 310—d |

This is also the leading-order term of all the solutions at
large negative ¢, namely d),f((b ~ 00) =~ &Jj_too(gb ~ —00).
Indeed, by the scaling solution computed above, one can
write

PN, (o' V10— -

This trajectory, which is the solution to the field equa-
tions for arbitrary initial conditions $o and @, evidently
agrees with the steepest-descent trajectory only for one
choice of the initial conditions. Such initial conditions
are the ones that are consistent with the choice of the
initial time — as we have already seen in the minimiza-
tion of the gradient —, due to the compatibility condition
in eq. (II1.14). As a final consideration, we observe that,
in view of the discussion of eqs. (III.15, I1.5), there is
no evidence that the solution to the proper field equa-
tions should approach a gradient-flow attractor along a
gradient-flow trajectory: all we know is that the late-
time attractor is a gradient-flow trajectory, but there is
no evidence as to how such trajectory is approached. It
is possible to visualize all the considerations discussed
above in fig. 13.

d)* wo +5

FIG. 13. In this figure, gray lines correspond to different
gradient-flow trajectories wlf (¢), while the magenta line is the
trajectory corresponding to the exact scaling solution w. (d)*)
in orange is depicted another trajectory that corresponds to
a solution that has the scaling cosmology as the late-time
attractor, but that does not approach the attractor through
the steepest-descent trajectory.



VI. DISCUSSION

In this article, we have studied cosmological late-
time attractors of multi-field multi-exponential poten-
tials. We have identified the sufficient conditions for
positive-definite potentials to have scaling cosmologies as
their late-time attractors, independently of initial condi-
tions. This goes beyond previous analyses in the liter-
ature, which only discussed the linear stability of such
solutions. As scaling solutions are known analytically,
we can characterize any observable of interest. Several
properties make such solutions very easy to handle with.
To start, the field-space trajectory is a straight line. This
has the accidental consequence that the trajectory is a
gradient-flow solution. It should be noted that slow-roll
gives the same trajectory, albeit with a different time
dependence (and the slow-roll solution is not a late-time
attractor). For scaling solutions, we have also shown that
the norm of the potential gradient and the potential di-
rectional derivative along the field-space trajectory coin-
cide, and give a precise measure of the e-parameter. This
is because the scale factor is power-law in time and the
non-geodesity factor is vanishing.

Parallel to the study of scaling-cosmology attractors,
we have revisited the universal late-time bound on cos-
mic acceleration introduced in ref. [17]. In particular,
we have shown that, in its strongest version — i.e. in the
field-basis that maximizes it — the lowest bound on the
e-parameter can be computed as the distance from the
origin to the convex hull of the couplings. Scaling cos-
mologies are special in this case, too, as they saturate the
optimized bound.

For completeness, we have also revisited and expanded
on several considerations appearing in ref. [17]. In partic-
ular, we have detailed the argument as to why an unsta-
bilized d-dimensional dilaton poses a strong obstacle to
late-time acceleration in string-theoretic realizations, if
the theory is at weak coupling. Also, we have elaborated
on the fact that the time evolution of scaling cosmologies
can be described by a single scalar field, where however
the definition of the latter depends on the details of all
the scalar-potential terms. Finally, we have recalled that
a scaling cosmology involving a compact hyperbolic space
is incompatible with scale separation.

Our results are completely general, regardless of
higher-dimensional and/or higher-energy completions.
Nonetheless, we have mostly studied their implications in
the context of string compactifications. This is because
the analytic knowledge that we have gained provides us
with powerful tools to address several open problems. In
relation to the Swampland Program, we have established
a rigorous relationship between the coupling convex hull
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and late-time cosmic acceleration (as said above). Also,
we have provided heuristic arguments for computing the
de Sitter coefficient in terms of any given set of exponen-
tial couplings, even in the absence of a scaling-cosmology
attractor. We have also noticed that a general class of
potentials admits scaling-cosmology attractors where a
subset of the scalars are stabilized. Being an attractor so-
lution, this means that the dynamics of the rolling fields
does not affect the stabilization.

An open problem that we plan to address soon is the
discussion of the multi-field multi-exponential potentials
for which we do not have yet a rigorous convergence re-
sult. As we have argued, we expect that one should be
able to identify a truncated scalar potential, where only
an asymptotically-dominant subset of the terms would
define the attractor. Within this subset, there would in-
stead be no dominating term and one should be able to
identify the attractor of the complete potential through
the attractor of the truncated potential. We plan to ad-
dress this problem soon [43]. If our intuition played out,
this would allow us to test the de Sitter Swampland con-
jecture in a very wide class of potentials.

Another aspect that we plan to address in view of our
convergence results is the Swampland Distance Conjec-
ture [57]. In loose terms, the latter implies that we should
expect infinite towers of states becoming exponentially
light as one approaches the moduli-space boundary. In
the scenarios we consider, this is a double-edged sword
but one on which we can have a clear handle on. On the
one hand, states becoming light may useful to explain
huge hierarchies of scales in nature. On the other hand,
they are dangerous since the lower-dimensional effective-
theory approach may break down. As we have seen, we
have control over this since we can measure exactly how
the Hubble, Kaluza-Klein and string scales evolve over
time. A point that we emphasize is that a Kaluza-Klein
mass becoming lighter and lighter over time does not nec-
essarily imply an effective-field-theory breakdown. The
theory cutoff may also change in time, as in the cases
where it is defined in terms of the Kaluza-Klein scale.

In the context of the Swampland Program, refs. [9, 33,
62-65] focus around linear combinations of the scalar po-
tential and field-derivatives thereof. Such considerations
may be addressed again in view of the improved under-
standing of the relationship between the scalar-potential
directional derivative and the potential gradient norm
that we have proposed here. Indeed, we now know that,
if the coefficients in the linear combination of the scalar-
potential partial derivatives are the components of the
field-space trajectory, then such linear combination can
be an analytic measure of late-time acceleration.
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Appendix A: Late-time cosmological attractors

Let V = E;il A; e "4%ie?” be the scalar potential for the canonically-normalized scalar fields ¢%, witha =1,...,n,
in a d-dimensional FLRW-background: one can reduce the cosmological scalar-field and Friedmann equations to a
system of autonomous equations [20, 22, 23]. In terms of the variables

“ Kd o

T Vd-1vd—2 H’

i kaV2 1 VA, e i,
Vvd—1yd -2 H

and defining for simplicity

f=(d-DH,
1 V=2
Cia = = ia
2Vd—1

= |-+ > ) 1 (A.1a)

=1
= [(I)2 — cmxa} y'f, (A.1b)
jointly with the two conditions
f
=@ (A.22)
(2)? + (y)? = 1. (A.2b)

(Here, the position of the i- and a-indices is arbitrary, since the former are just dummy labels and the latter refer
to a field-space metric that is a Kronecker delta; if they appear together, such as in the coefficients ¢;, and ¢;*, we
always write them on the left and on the right, respectively, to avoid confusion, and we place the a-index in the
same (upper or lower) position as the other x*-types variable that appear in the expression of reference. Einstein
summation convention is understood for the metric-contraction on the a-indices and moreover we use the shorthand
notations () = x,2® and (y)? = Y-, (v%)?.)

Let the unknown functions be such that ¢ € [~1,1] and y* € [—1,1] and let ¢ be the initial time. Let ¢* denote
the minimum of the constant parameters for each a-index, i.e. ¢* = min; ¢;*. For each a-index, if ¢* > 0, let c%, = ¢%;

if ¢ <0, then let ¢% = 0. Let ¢(t) = fti) ds f(s)[y(s)]2

A redefinition of time makes the autonomous system look simpler. Let s(¢) be the function s : [tg, 00— R{ such
that

R
0= Tror (4.3)
with the identification s(tg) = to.
Lemma 1. One has lim;_, » s(t) = co.
Proof. By eq. (A.2a), one can write
5(0) = 57500 = = o LSO0) = 7 [l

Because f = f(t) > 0 at all times, both the first and the second derivative of s = s(t) are positive and therefore the
function diverges at infinity. O



For a function g(t) = g[s(t)], the time-derivative takes the form g(t) = $(t) - dg[s(t)]/ds = (1/f[s(t)]) - dg[s(t)]/ds.
For the variables (notice the different notation between (¢, y%) and (x%,y*) from now on)

0 = ey 4 et (A5
i=1
v = [(x)? = ciax?] ¥, (A.5b)
with the constraint in eq. (A.2b) being
(x)*+ () =1. (A.6)

M) dt/ /)]2'

As time-integrals read fttf dtg(t) = f tQ)d f(s)g(s), one also has ¢(t) = f ds f(s)[y( ] =[> (1)

A simple but extremely general result turns out to be helpful below.

Lemma 2. Given the initial conditions y'(to), none of the [y*(t)]?-terms ever change sign.

Proof. To start, let yi(tg) > 0. If there is a time t; > to such that y'(t;) = 0, then, by standard results for ordinary
differential equations [28], eq. (A.5b) imposes the identity yi(¢) = 0 for all times ¢ > t;. Therefore, it is true that
yi(t) > 0 for all times t > to. Let C; = > on_1|cial: then the chain of inequalities hold

n n
§ = (02 — ] ¥ 2 —eax®y 2 —leax®|y' 2 = Jeallxly' 2 =3 Jewly = ~Ciy'.
a=1 a=1
An integration reveals the further inequality y*(t) > y*(to) e~“**, which in turn implies the inequality y*(¢) > 0 for

all times t > to. If instead let —iy®(¢o) > 0, by the same proof, one finds —iy'~ (¢) > 0 for all times t > to. In other
words, the (y*)2-terms never change sign over time. [l

1. Universal late-time convergence properties

Let ©* be defined as the time-independent solutions to the equations
i = (T)2. (A7)

As will be apparent below, the vector ¢* is going to be used to bound the late-time behavior of the solution x*(¢) to
eq. (A.5ba), though € is never assumed to be a solution to the autonomous equations.

If limy o @(t) < 0o, then the late-time behavior of the problem is known to be such that lim; o, z%(t) =
and lim;_, . y*(t) = 0, which means that (Z)? = 1, according to ref. [17, lemma 3]. Below is a characterization
encompassing both finite and infinite values of | = lim;_, o0 (%).

Theorem 1. Iflim;, p(t) = oo, one has
: = La _ (=)\2
tli>1£10 C.x(t) = (). (A.B)

Proof. Starting from eq. (A.5a), in view of eq. (A.7), one can easily write

XC% = —x,¢%(y)? + ZCWC = [—xqC" + (5)2} (¥)*.
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Let A(t) = x4(t)T®. Then one can write
S OA0] = [y OFAE) + A0] e#10) = (@ [y(0]? e,
which after an integration gives the identity
ew[S(t)]/\(t) — Ato) = ()2 [ew[S(t)] _ 1].

Because lim;_, o ¢(t) = 0o, one immediately finds eq. (A.8). O

Corollary 2.1. Iflim;_ ¢(t) = 0o, one has

S 2 S ()2
htrgg)lf[x(t)] > ()~ (A.9)
Proof. This follows immediately from the inequality [x, — T4 [x* — €] = (x)? — 2x,¢* + (€)% > 0. O
Corollary 2.2. Iflim;_ ¢(t) = 0o, one has
Cax®(t) — (€)% = [Cax®(to) — (€)?] e~ ?l=®), (A.10)
Proof. This follows immediately from the proof of eq. (A.8). O

Remark 2.1. In theorem 1 and corollaries 2.1-2.2, nothing depends on the individual signs of the (y*)%-terms: the

only requirement is for the total sum to be (y)* = > 1" (y*)> > 0 in order for it to be possible that lim; . ¢(t) = co.

Remark 2.2. As they are solutions to the same equations, since f(t) > 0 at all times t > to, the solutions T to eq.
(A.7) are also solutions T to the analogous problem in terms of the original variables, namely ¢ =¢*. Therefore,
the same convergence results apply to the original variables z*(t), too.

If eq. (A.7) admits solutions, one can obtain, in addition to the bound of ref. [17, remarks 6.2-6.3], a new bound.
Let (,)® label all solutions to eq. (A.7) and let ¢, = min{1, max, (¢,)?}.

Remark 2.3. By corollary 2.1, for some large time to > to, at all times t > to, one has
1

o) < — - (A.11)
coo(t—too)—i-f(too)

This bound is not necessarily stronger or weaker than the bound in ref. [17]. It requires different assumptions and its
relative reach must be judged on a case-by-case basis.

Corollary 2.3. Ifc% =1 < max,(c,)?, then lim; . p(t) < co.

Proof. This follows immediately from the considerations in ref. [17, lemma 1] and in remark 2.3. O
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2. Late-time convergence to critical points
The critical points of the autonomous system in eqs. (A.5a, A.5b), along with eq. (A.G), are the solutions

(x%,v%) = ((x0)%, (vo)?) to the equations (x%,y") = (0,0); as the equations are algebraic, the solutions can be de-
termined and classified analytically [18]. Here, critical points are conveniently distinguished in two categories.

1. Proper critical points (X%,¥') are solutions to the equations
m .
—X(7)° +)_at3)* =0,
i=1
(X)? — ciX" = 0.
2. Non-proper critical points (%, (37,7¢)) are solutions to the equations
—XU)° 4+ D e (3 =0,
7
(%)% = cpax® =0,
7 =0.

Both cases represent fixed points in the (x?,y*)-plane. However, non-proper critical points effectively truncate the
problem to a lower-dimensional coefficient matrix ¢,, = ¢yq, and one always has (%)% < (%)% [27]. Proper critical
points where there exist directions such that §%° = 0 are accidental non-proper critical points. Critical points where
y® = 0 for all i-indices are degenerate non-proper critical points, denoted as (¥%,§* = 0).

Below is a summary of the mathematical classifications of ref. [18].

Lemma 3. Ifrankc;, =m, let A;j = ciqc;®; the proper critical points exist and they read

Xt = % i ici“(A_l)ij, (A.12a)

i=1 j=1
72 = Bl Sy A.12b
(57 = St YA, (A12D)
j=1
with
k= > (A, (A.13)
i=1 j=1
Lemma 4. Ifrankc;, = r < m, let ¢,, denote r linearly-independent vectors, for . =1,...,r, and let the other vectors

be expressed as ¢,yq = _y A\riCia, for =1+ 1,00 mo If Y Ny, =1, then, given the matriz By =Y vy CiaCib,
proper critical points exist and they read

X = % (B> ca, (A.14)
with,
k=64 [(B—l)ac Zm: cic] [(B‘l)bd i cz-d] : (A.15)

These solutions are not unique. If Y\ 1y, # 1, there are no such solutions.
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Lemma 5. Ifrankc;, = m, there are no proper critical points such that (X)?> = 0. If rank c;, < m, then proper critical
points such that (X)? = 0 exist and they are such that the (F°)%-terms belong to the A-matriz kernel, i.e. (')? € ker A.

Remark 5.1. Along with the solutions discussed in lemmas 3, 4 and 5, which are proper critical points, one also has
non-proper critical points: the non-vanishing y-terms give a truncated system that can be solved exactly as above.

Remark 5.2. As they are solutions to the same equations, since f(t) > 0 at all times t > to, the critical points (%, yz)
of the autonomous system in eqs. (A.1la, A.1b), along with eqs. (A.2a, A.2b), are identical, namely (2%, 7") = (X*,7').

Here ends the overview of the main results of ref. [18] and begins an original discussion of the late-time convergence
of the solutions to the critical points of the autonomous system.

Perturbative analyses of the late-time behavior of autonomous systems in cosmological scenarios appear in refs.
[19, 21-24, 26, 27] and they show the conditions under which the critical points are perturbative late-time attractors.
Below are a series of mathematical results that show the conditions under which the critical points are late-time
attractors; as the current analysis is not perturbative, the convergence results are universal. A formulation in terms
of physical observables and an analysis of the implications of such convergence results is in the main text.

From now on it is assumed that lim;_,~ (t) = co. Furthermore, let yi(ty) > 0 for all i-directions, unless differently
stated. Finally, let rank ¢;, = m.

Remark 5.3. As obvious from eqs. (A.5a, A.50), all proper critical points satisfy the identities
ciX* = (%)%, (A.16a)

m

3 () = 7u(7) (A.16b)

i=1

It is obuvious that egs. (A.16a, A.16b) are more restrictive than the sole eq. (A.7). Below are results for proper critical
points (X*,7") satisfying both eqs. (A.16a, A.16b). Of course, all results so far apply independently of whether critical
points exist since solutions to eq. (A.16a, A.16b) are also solutions to eq. (A.7).

Lemma 6. For all times t > tg, the identity holds
H[yi(t)](?if — {H[yi(lgo)](?i)ﬂ o2 dt [Ix ()] —%ax” (¢')] (A.17)
i=1 i=1
In particular, if (§9)2 >0 for all i-directions there exists a positive constant w > 0 such that
t
/ dt’ [[x(t")]? —%x"(t')] < w. (A.18)
to

Proof. As y'(t) > 0 at all times ¢ > to, one can write eq. (A.5b) as

T Iny’ = % = (x)? — ciox”.

In view of eq. (A.16b), this in turn allows one to write

S = D202 - ciox”] = ()2 - Rax”] (7)°
=1 i=1
By manipulating this as
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an integration gives

o)) ¢
[T = 72 [0 — 50,

1 [y (t0)] 57 to

which gives eq. (A.17). Because at all times t > to the variables y*(t) are bounded as 0 < vi(t) < 1, if (§9)% > 0 for
all i-directions, the right-hand side of eq. (A.17) is bounded as [[_,[y*(#)]¥")" < 1, which implies the inequality

1=

/t dt’ [[X(t/)]Z —iaxa(t/)] < —In H[yz(to)]%; — .

O

Lemma 7. If ()2 > 0 for all i-directions, for any positive constant § such that 0 < § < (¥)?, there exists a time ts
such that, for all times t > ts, one has

t
ols(t) = [t [y(e)? = 16 (A19)
to
Proof. By eq. (A.8), for any number ¢’ such that § < ¢’ < (7)?, one can write
: - La _(F\2 1 _ (=)2 Y

tli)rgoxax H=F"=1-F)<1-9".

Therefore, there exists a time t5 > ¢y such that for all times ¢ > 5, the inequality holds
Tax®(t) <1-14".
For any given time t > ts/, this then implies the inequality
t t t

/ At [[x()]? - Rax*(t')] = / At [x()]? — (1 - &)] + / ar' [(1 - &) — ax(¢)]

to to to
t

= / dt’ [[x(¢)]? = (1 = 8")] +/ " ar [(1—=06") —xax*(t)] +/ dt’ [(1—0") — Xax*(t')]

to to tsr

> / at' [[x()P — (1 - 8] + / v (1 - 8) - zax (1)),

to to
which in turn, in view of eq. (A.18), implies the chain of inequalities
¢ t Lo
w > / dt’ [[x(t)]* — % x"(t')] > / dt’ [[x(t)]? = (1 = 8")] +/ dt' [(1—0") — %.x*(t')].
to to to

One is thus able to further write
t tgr s
_/ dt’ [x(t))? = (1 - 6] > —w +/ dt' [(1-0") —x.x*(t')] > —w —/ dt’ |(1 = 6") = Xax*(t')|.
to to to
By defining the positive constant
tsr
wsr :w—l—/ dt/ ‘(1 —5’) —iaxa(t/)|,
to
this eventually gives the inequality
t t
o[s(t)] = / dt' [y(t"))* = &'(t — to) —/ ' [[x(#))* = (1= 8")] > &'(t — to) — wsr-
t() tO

For all times t > (§'tg + ws’)/(6" — §), one then trivially has eq. (A.19). O
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Remark 7.1. By eq. (A.19), the function o(t) is bounded from below as @(t) > t6, for large-enough times t > ts.
This means that the function T,x*(t) approaches the value (%) at an exponential rate, by eq. (A.10): in particular,
at all times t > t5, one can write the chain of inequalities

Zax?(t) — (X)?] < [Kax(to) — (8| e B0} < [x,x(t0) — ()*| e,

and therefore the integral is finite

0= /00 dt [%ax(t) — (%)?| < oo. (A.20)

to

Remark 7.2. In view of the trivial inequality

- — %, |[x*(t) — X = - x(D)]? = %,x%(t)] = - %,x%4(t) — (X)?
[ttt = b0 =) = [t [0 ~ 0] = [t ) - )
g/t dt [[x(t)]* — Xax“(t)] +/t dt [Kax*(t) — ()7,
by combining eqs. (A.18, A.20), one can show the fundamental integral inequality
/OO dt [xa(t) — X [x*(t) = X < w + 0 < . (A.21)
to

Theorem 2. If the initial conditions are such that y*(to) > 0 and if the critical points are such that (%)% > 0 for all
i-directions, then one has

tliglox (t) =x“. (A.22)
Proof. This result is obvious because the integral over an infinite interval of the positive-definite and Lipschitz function
v(t) = [Xq(t) — Xo][x(t) — X?] is finite. 0

Remark 7.3. Because f(t) > 0 at all times, it is obvious that the same convergence results apply equally for the
original variables x®(t).

Remark 7.4. Proper critical points (X*,5') are not necessarily late-time attractors. A simple counter-evample is the
following: if [y*(to)]? > 0 and (F')? < 0, the latter can never be an attractor because, by lemma 2, each [y*(t)]*-term
has the same sign as the initial condition at all times. In fact, one can see easily that the proof of lemma 6 immediately
breaks down if some of the ¥'-terms are negative.
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Appendix B: String compactifications and running moduli

In this appendix we review for completeness the scalar potentials for the dilaton and for the compactification volume
of type-II and heterotic string theories in the presence of non-trivial internal curvature, NSNS-fluxes, RR-fluxes, D-
branes and O-planes, and/or a non-zero Casimir-energy.

1. String dimensional reductions

Let the field theory describing the low-energy limit of a string-theory model be compactified over an s;-dimensional
space K, and an sp-dimensional space K, , leaving only a d-dimensional non-compact space X; 4—1, with d+s1+52 =
10. In particular, the coordinates z*, with © =0,1,...,d—1 run in the non-compact spacetime, while the coordinates
y™ and y™?, withmy = 1,...,s1 and mgy =1, ..., s2, label the compact directions. In the simpler case of an isotropic
compactification, one can simply set s = 10 —d and s = 0; in the more complicated case of an even more anisotropic
compactifcation, a generalization is instead trivial.

Let I, = 2mVa/ be the string length, where T = 1/(2ma’) defines the string tension. Tt is possible to define
the d-dimensional Einstein-frame metric g,,, which determines a line element expressed as d3? d—1 = Guv dztdz”, by

parameterizing the string-frame metric Gsy, defined through the line element ds10 =G MNddezzz as
®
2 g, detdx”
dsig _ Xe;SIQpU zhdx 4 e%+2w1 Gmimy dy™ dy™ + e2+2w2 ny dy™2dy™. (B.1)

ed— 2W1+d Huws

Here, the internal metrics are assumed to be normalized in such a way that volKSl = fK d*y +/gs; = 15*. Along with
the shifted 10-dimensional dilaton ¢ = ®—In g,, where g, = e{® is the string-coupling vacuum expectation value, there
are two more moduli, the radions w; and wy, which control the Einstein-frame volume scales. An arbitrary constant
x has also been inserted: fixing it as y = e291(w1)/(d=2) g2s2(w2)/(d=2) pakes the d-dimensional metric components
correspond in all frames, in the vacuum. A discussion of the case where a vacuum expectation value for the dilaton
and/or the radions is not defined is conveniently deferred to later comments.

It can be more convenient to work in terms of the d-dimensional dilaton § and of the string-frame volume-controlling
radions o1 and o5, which can be introduced by parameterizing the metric as'’

d/S%,Q = ed4_j2 Xguu dztda” + e*7 gmlnl dymldynl + e®7 gmznz dym2dyn2~ (BZ)

Although the 10-dimensional dilaton and the Einstein-frame radions are more intuitive quantities to work with, the
radions are kinetically-mixed in the d-dimensional Einsten frame; the d-dimensional dilaton and the string-frame
radions are instead always diagonal.?’ In particular, in terms of the canonically-normalized fields?!

< 2 )
=
Vd—2 Rq

g1

01 = S1 —,

Rd

02

02 = S92 —,

Rd

19 Here, the (¢, w1,w2)- and (8,01, 02)-bases can be related via the

linear transformations 20 Tt is possible to diagonalize the kinetic terms for the Einstein-

—5 S1 52 frame radions by a field rotation in the (w1,ws)-subspace: this is
p=0+ —o1+ o2, : ’ ! .

standard in type-IIB theories, where one keeps working with the

o — _é _s1— 3 o1 — s2 o 10-dimensional dilaton; in type-IIA theories it is instead typically
1 4 8 8 2 convenient to work in terms of the d-dimensional dilaton.

5§ s S0 —8 21 As already mentioned, in the (¢, w1, w2)-basis, one cannot define

W2ETy T gt T T 9% a canonical normalization without first rotating the (w1,ws2)-

subspace basis. However, for a single radion this issue is not
there and one can define canonically-normalized fields as

5= Rw - 2y, .19

18 2 2 ¢ = 75 g’
01=1¢+W17 _ f\/lo d w
N \/ -2 Rd
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the string-frame Einstein-Hilbert action, with a gravitational coupling 2x2, = (8 /27, and including the dilaton, is in
the end reduced to the d-dimensional action
d ~ I = 1 ~pura £ % 1 I~ ~ 1 P~ ~
SEH = dc\/=g1a-1 |75 R1,a-1 — 5 §"0,00,0 — = §" 0,610,061 — 5 §" 0,020,052 |, (B.3)
Xia1 2k 2 2 2

where the d-dimensional gravitational coupling is

1 g2 1 g2 g214-2
2 _ - s = Is ,2(8) s Vs
2/€d T o X%lg_d 2T lgf‘i ¢ 27 es1(w1)+s2(wz2) (B'4)
One can express the d-dimensional Planck mass m%,d = 1/1%,11 = 1/(ﬁi)ﬁ as
4y atz x 1 s4m\ a2z _25409)
2 _ =
mp.a = (g_g) 2T ¢ (g_g) e V=2 (B.5)

In these conventions, the d-dimensional Planck mass is constant.
A dimensional reduction of a generic field equation from string- to d-dimensional Einstein-frame metric also provides
the Kaluza-Klein mass scale, which is

2rg(3) _ 2rq(5) =3 —4VIkg(@) 7 g3\ a3
m2 —ovis vt (J T2 — eviavia () T2 (B.6)
KK,d 4_7T P,d 4_7T P,d' °

By a dimensional reduction of the string-frame mass m? = 1/a’ of string excitations, one also gets the d-dimensional
string mass

2

2r4(3) 2 kg(d)  VIO—drg(@) 2\ 25
m2, =dnteviz ()72 —anle e v (9s) T2 (B.7)
s,d i P,d i P.d

Both of these expressions are referred to an isotropic compactification, which only involves one radion, in order to
avoid subtleties with different competing Kaluza-Klein scales. One should consider the scalar-field values and not the
vacuum-expectation values in case the fields are evolving over time.

If vacuum expectation values for ¢ and/or wy and ws are not defined, then the above definitions of g5 and x must be
reconsidered. In terms of the metrics in egs. (B.1, B.2), the constants gs and x are now just arbitrary numbers, since
there is no such thing as string- and Einstein-frame non-compact metric components being identical, here. One can
check that relative ratios of physical quantities are independent of such x, while on the other hand it is convenient to
set gs = 1.2 A couple of further comments is in order. (i) It is obvious that g, is just a label in this notation: of course
the physically-meaningful string coupling, which controls the perturbative string-loop expansion, is the non-constant
function g,(®) = In®. (ii) One can still assume that the internal metrics are normalized such that vol K, = 5, since
any constant shifts can be absorbed within the parameter x.

22 To clarify these statements, one can consider the Kaluza-Klein or

string mass, or the dimensional reduction of a scalar-field theory.

Let ¢ be a scalar of string-frame mass m%o =¢2/12, which
corresponds to the string-frame action

and where the scalar field has been normalized as
@ = (g9sk10/kq) . Although a proper canonical normaliza-
tion is more complicated, since one needs to absorb the
e2¢-factor, this is enough here to check relative ratios. Such a

1 1 canonical normalization however induces a non-trivial coupling
S = d%z /=G0 {—— GMNaMgo@ng - = m%o @2} . with the dilaton field.
X1,9 2 2 If one wants to keep the freedom to choose an arbitrary value

for the constant y, physical results must of course be independent

of such a choice, even if the Einstein-frame volume is not fixed.

1 1 In fact, it is apparent that the ratio of the d-dimensional mass

S = d% vV —0d &2 { -3 gH*v 0, PO P — 3 m§(¢, w) @2} , with the squared d-dimensional Planck mass is independent of

X1,d-1 and only depends on the dynamical fields ¢ and w.

As far the parameter gs is concerned, if the 10-dimensional

dilaton is not stabilized, one should define it as gs = 1. This is a

% 9 o a2 different prescription than the one for the parameter x because

mg((b,w) —_°*s8 1§7d (g_s) d—2 m12:, & the definition of gs affects the scale of both non-compact and
2w g5 \4m ’ compact directions in the same way.

In d-dimensional Einstein frame, this action is

with the field-dependent mass term

e
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2. Scalar potentials for dilaton and volume moduli

If the internal spaces support non-trivial internal curvature, NSNS-fluxes, RR-fluxes, D-branes and O-planes, and/or
a non-zero Casimir-energy, then a non-zero scalar potential is generated for the dilaton and the volume moduli. Here
we review them one by one for type-II and heterotic strings.

e A non-trivial curvature in the compactification space K, induces a scalar potential for the dilaton and radion
that reads

5— _2d—24sg) o 282
VR —AR eV 3 a0 g R0 ARie -z WiTa- 2““‘. (BS)

Here, the constant terms read

7

1 (gs)d 212R51, (B.9)

2f<ad 47 lP,d

where Rsi is the Ricci scalar associated with the gy,,»,-metric. As the internal curvature can be either positive
or negative, so can be the sign of the scalar-potential term.

e Let a background NSNS-flux be quantized as Hs = h(39) a4l?, where h(3Y) € Z is an arbitrary integer and as is

a harmonic 3-form in the internal space K,,,%* with s; > 3. This induces a scalar potential®*
5_ : 2(3d—64s;)  2sy
VH3 i AH3 evi= " \/7 rac AHS,'L € o 4=z ¥iT -z Vi ) (BlO)

with i, denoting the subspace other than Kj,, where the positive-definite prefactor is

712# gg = (3,%) omm; wngnt vpip)
AHS,i = 5 E(Z}_ﬂ'ﬁ‘%) 3' [I’L ] O[m nip; am/n/p/l g ig ig i, (Bll)

e For heterotic strings, let the background YM-flux be quantized as Fyy = \(,112/[ &b t, where f\((zlz/[ € Z is an arbitrary
integer, &4 is a harmonic 2-form in the internal space K,, with s; > 2, and ¢ is a gauge group generator. Then,
the induced scalar potential is

2 2(2d—4+s;) | 2s )
VFYM,'L = AFYM,i evi=2 i ‘/_ S AFYM,'L e_%(b_ 4=z Wi T wl*a (B'12)
where the positive-definite prefactor is
1 =
AFYM’i - W(47€;2) o 2_ [ A ] am2n2am n’l gm2m2§n2n2 tr t2 (B13)
s d

e Given the (¢—1)-RR-form Cy—1, let the associated background RR-flux be quantized as Fy, = f (@0 21971, where
f(@9 € Z is an arbitrary integer and & aq is a harmonic ¢-form in the internal space K, , wh1ch means that there
exists a ¢-cycle A»? such that qu,i q = f<‘“>zg L with ¢ < s;. Then, the induced scalar potential is

6 B i Si— i 2s; .
Vi,i = Ar,.i @ VAT Fab VAT Kb S R =Ap, e’ S A =2 (B.14)
where the positive-definite constant term is
Apyi = bom ()7 L pai2y a (2 greani gmans gt (B.15)
Fy,i — 2 ™ 47“%3 q! miami 2. mi qOniaing 2..miqts 9 g - g . .
23 Here, the harmonic 3-form is an element of an orthonormal [y Hs = fK Hs A BS L3 =hGD 2,

set {(” ™)s, (3% )sz—3}rs of harmonic forms with respect to
the gm,n,-metric such that f ()3 A (B )s;—3 = 05, where
(B )s;—3 is the harmonic (sl = 3) form associated to the 3-
cycle A®" that is Poincaré-dual to the 3-form (&*7)s, and
vice-versa. In this way, one finds the quantization condition

24 Here and befow we do not Canonlcally normalize the Einstein-
frame radions because they are kinetically mixed. One should
first rotate their basis into a diagonal one and then canonically
normalize the new fields.
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e Let a Dp-brane or an Op-plane wrap the non-compact d-spacetime and a (p + 1 — d)-dimensional cycle within
the internal space Kg,, with p+ 1 —d <'s;. Then, the scalar potential induced for the dilaton and the radions

reads
d+2 = /Fix T
VDp/Op,i = ADp/Ope%/ﬁ‘ Kdd— Y5 Kali, 257 K0 (B 16)
= ADp/Op epTig ¢— }j;i wiy, + [%7(p+17d)} wi
Here, the constant term is
2 1 g Nt
s d

Here, the additional factor is m(e,p) = 1 for Dp-branes, whereas for Op-planes it takes the form m(e,p) =
—€2P~% with € = +1 representing negative- and positive-tension O-planes, respectively. Whilst for Dp-branes
the scalar potential term is positive-definite, for Op-planes it can in principle of both signs.

In principle, one can add other terms in the scalar potential, sourced for instance by non-geometric fluxes or
NS5-branes: all such terms are of exponential form but they have quite a different coefficient structure.

A general contribution that appears in non-supersymmetric theories is the quantum-generated vacuum energy, which
is proportional to the string-theoretic [-loop partition function. Below, we consider an isotropic compactification for
simplicity. For a number [ of string loops, the generic string-frame quantum effective action can be written as

1 w, A 1 L ou-1) 20-1)¢ no
SCL = —W%O/X dVx —Glo m 1_298 e e Il .
1,9 s
Here, A} = [Il / (2/{%0@)] €™ is the [-loop cosmological constant, assumed to have a generic power-law string-frame

radius p = e dependence at large volume, and the extra e('9=9?_factor is a normalization due to the fact that the
compactification volume is already accounted for by the KK- and winding-states in the partition function [58]. In the
end, the generic d-dimensional Einstein-frame closed-string quantum scalar potential takes the form

Ve = A e[\/%+lx/7d72] ndSJr[(lfl)\/ilOfdJr\/%]nd& (B.18)
1 L bl .
where the constant term is
Ac, = 2rl; g24-D (i) T (B.19)
! s 47K ' '
This term has a sign fixed by the constant [;: at [ = 1, its sign is determined as by the difference of massless bosons
and fermions as sgn I; = —sgn (n8 — ng ). For an open-string sector associated to a Dp-brane, one can write
/ 1 -1 (-
SCLP = —TDp /W dp+1§ _(QP*G);H-I m [gs 1e( 1)¢ enall)p .
1,p
In the static gauge and neglecting open-string scalars, one thus finds a potential
N D e S I (5.20)
N P ’
with the definition
Aev, = 2L, git (<25 B.21
Cip = 4T1llpYs 47_“%3 . ( . )
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