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Abstract

We extend the analytic description of complex no-boundary solutions in the context of inflation
to large field models. We discuss the Kontsevich-Segal-Witten (KSW) criterion and find it is
satisfied in small field models, while in large field models it depends on an integral involving
V ′(ϕ) over the range of inflation. It follows that the criterion does not truly constrain infla-
tionary phenomenology since one can complete any inflaton potential beyond observable scales
so as to satisfy KSW.
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1 Introduction and conclusions

The no-boundary proposal [1] is a mathematically compelling candidate for the wave function of a closed
universe. It has proven difficult however to reconcile its predictions with observations, as, without further
input, it favors histories of the universe with small amounts of inflation with exponential pressure. It
appears to predict a value for the spatial curvature parameter which is as large as possible, or, in extremis,
an empty de Sitter universe. For reviews about the proposal and possible ways around this substantial
unresolved issue see [2, 3, 4].

In these notes we assume this hurdle may one day be overcome, and that after the dust has settled the
no-boundary geometry is still a potentially relevant contribution to the wave function of the universe in
the semiclassical limit. In this context an interesting suggestion was made by Witten [5], building on work
in axiomatic quantum field theory by Kontsevich and Segal [6]: only complex metrics belonging to the
class of “allowable geometries” can serve as contributing saddles in the semiclassical limit. Colloquially,
the allowable geometries are those on which correlation functions of probe matter can be computed by a
Euclidean path integral. For diagonal complex metrics gµν = λµδµν in some basis, the Kontsevich-Segal-
Witten (KSW) criterion of allowability can be simply recast into the inequality

D−1∑
µ=0

|arg λµ| < π . (1)

Euclidean metrics lie in the interior of the class of allowable geometries while Lorentzian ones lie on the
boundary.

In [7], complex no-boundary solutions that arise in the context of single-field inflation were numerically
subjected to the KSW criterion in a collection of models. Intriguingly, the corresponding slow roll histories
that passed the criterion were found to have a small tensor-to-scalar ratio r in accordance with observations.
This is exciting because r may be our most direct probe of quantum gravity through the CMB, and
constraining it on theoretical grounds could explain why we do not observe a large signal. An analytic

1



understanding of this unexpected feature was lacking, however, and in [2] significant progress was made in
this direction. The main point of this paper is to complete the calculation of [2] to the large field regime
(if there is one), where it turns out the criterion (1) has a chance of failing. To leading order in slow roll
we find the KSW criterion translates to

V ′
∗

V∗

∫ χ

ϕ∗

|dϕ| V ′
∗

V ′(ϕ)
< 1 , (2)

where ϕ∗ is the start of inflation and χ is the end.
The left-hand side of (2) decreases with an increasing amount of efolds if the potential has a hilltop-like

shape (|V ′(ϕ)| decreases with increasing Ne). This suggests that any potential V (ϕ) could be modified
beyond the point ϕ60, corresponding to the regime where observable modes exited the horizon during
inflation, so as to satisfy the KSW criterion when the amount of efolds is increased beyond 60. In other
words one can engineer the factor V ′

∗/V∗ to decrease dramatically without changing the value of the integral
by much. We demonstrate this point in §7.2 and §7.3 with examples.

Unfortunately this nullifies an ambitious prospect expressed in [7] and prohibits KSW from having
universal phenomenological implications for inflation (e.g. small r) because we do not probe the inflationary
potential beyond ϕ60, and there is no reason to expect inflation lasted precisely long enough to solve the
standard problems in cosmology. One can still contemplate using KSW to rule out any particular slow
roll history of the universe, although it is clear that further work on the foundations of the criterion is
overdue.1

2 Review of recent literature

For metric and scalar field
ds2 = −dt2 + a(t)2dΩ2

3 , ϕ(t) , (3)

the EOM are (1/8πGN = 1) (
ȧ

a

)2

+
1

a2
− 1

3

(
1

2
ϕ̇2 + V (ϕ)

)
= 0 , (4)

ϕ̈+ 3
ȧ

a
ϕ̇+ V ′(ϕ) = 0 . (5)

In [2], an analytic solution to these equations was obtained to first order in slow roll and with no-boundary
initial conditions. This reads, in slightly different notation (τ = H∗t,H∗ =

√
V∗/3, ε∗ = (V ′

∗/V∗)
2/2):

ϕ(τ) = ϕ∗ +
√
2ε∗φ(τ) ,

φ(τ) = fϕ(τ) + cϕ ,

fϕ(τ) =
1 + i sinh τ

cosh2 τ
− log (1− i sinh τ) ,

a(τ) =
1

H∗
cosh(τ) [1 + ε∗γ(τ)] ,

γ(τ) = tanh τ (fa(τ) + ca) ,

fa(τ) = (long explicit expression) .

(6)

cϕ,a are integration constants which we have not yet fixed, and fa depends on cϕ. The center of the ball,
or “south pole” of the geometry, is located near τ = iπ/2 where

fϕ(τ) =
1

2
− log 2 +O

((
τ − iπ

2

)2
)

, fa(τ) = O

((
τ − iπ

2

)3
)

. (7)

1Examples of complex saddles that do not satisfy KSW but give physically sensible results have been noted in the recent
literature, e.g. [8].
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For τ ≫ 1 on the real line, where the S3 boundary lies,

φ(τ) = −τ + log 2 +
iπ

2
+ cϕ + 3e−2τ − 16i

3
e−3τ + · · · , (8)

γ(τ) = −τ 2

2
+

1

6
(1 + 6cϕ + 6 log 2 + 3πi) τ +

1

72

(
136− 72cϕ − 6πi− 36πicϕ − 3π2 − 72 log 2− 6πi log 64

)
+ ca + (· · · )e−2τ +

32i

9
e−3τ + · · · . (9)

To get an approximately real solution on the real line we must set Im cϕ = −π/2.2 The real part of cϕ
is redundant with ϕ∗. As explained in [2], setting it to zero causes ϕ∗ to be identified with the start of
inflation in the familiar slow roll solution in flat slicing, viz. ϕ ∼ ϕ∗ −

√
2ε∗Ne at large Ne ≫ 1 where

Ne = log a/a∗ ∼ τ − log 2 is the amount of efolds of inflation and a∗ = 1/H∗. Likewise, the imaginary part
of ca is a fixed constant dictated by the expansion (9).3 The real part is redundant with a shift in the time
coordinate. Again one could fix it by matching onto the solution in flat slicing. In any case, the south pole
is located at

τSP =
iπ

2
− ε∗ca (10)

including the first slow roll correction. Near this point a(t) = i (t− tSP) + · · · as required by regularity;
moving downwards from here, t = tSP − iθ, ds2 ∼ dθ2 + θ2dΩ2

3. Following the matching condition of [2],
ca has both real and imaginary parts. Not following this matching, we could choose ca = 0, causing no
shift in the location of the south pole, provided we set cϕ = 5/6 − log 2 − iπ/2. A third possibility is to
set Re ca = 0, as was done in [9]. Further, instead of identifying ϕ∗ with the start of inflation in the flat
slicing solution, one could identify ϕ∗ = Re ϕSP. We have to first non-trivial order

ϕSP = ϕ∗ +
V ′
∗

V∗

(
1

2
− log 2 + cϕ

)
, (11)

so setting Re cϕ = log 2− 1/2 achieves Re ϕSP = ϕ∗. In turn this sets Im ca = π(log 2− 2/3). In this case
the south pole gets shifted by

τSP =
iπ

2
(1 + α) (12)

where

α = 2

(
2

3
− log 2

)
ε∗ = (−0.052961 . . . )ε∗ . (13)

This explains analytically what was found approximately in [9], where it was estimated that α ≈ −0.05ε∗.
The other numerical estimate of [9] was |Im ϕSP| ≈ 2.21

√
ε∗. Here we see 2.21 is really π/

√
2 = (2.2214 . . . ).

Finally notice that (6) has a singularity (a, ϕ → ∞) at τ = iπ/2 + i(2n + 1)π for integer n. In particular
there is a singularity at τ = −iπ/2 at a distance π from τSP. This was anticipated in [9] where the first
few terms of the series expansion of the solution (6) around the south pole were found, and from them it
was estimated that the radius of convergence of the series should be about π.

3 Regime of validity of (6)

The approximation (6) is accurate as long as

τ ≪ 1
√
ε∗

. (14)

2In any exact no-boundary solution, a, ϕ must become exactly real at the same point on the real line. To make this
happen, cϕ,a will be corrected by terms exponentially small in τ and higher order in slow roll.

3It depends on Re cϕ. Picking these imaginary parts for cϕ,a causes the leading imaginary terms in (8)-(9) to be the
exponentially small ones ∝ e−3τ that are written.
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Beyond this regime, from (9), (6) would predict a negative scale factor. More formally the breakdown can
be seen from the equation for φ,

φ̈+H∗ tanh τ φ̇+ V ′
∗ = 0 , (15)

where it was assumed that
ȧ

a
≈ H∗ tanh τ . (16)

Instead, from (6), keeping only the leading correction term ∝ ε∗τ
2 for τ ≫ 1,

ȧ

a
= H∗

(
tanh τ − 2ε∗τ

2− ε∗τ 2

)
. (17)

The approximation (16) is not good when ε∗τ
2 is not small. In other words (6) is no longer valid when

ε∗γ = O(1). Another way to put it is that (6) is accurate as long as ∆ϕ ∼ √
ε∗τ ≪ 1. In large field models

of inflation this can be violated. Beyond τ ≳ 1/
√
ε∗ higher order corrections in slow roll ∝ εn∗f(τ) become

important.
This last point can be seen explicitly from the usual slow roll solution (in closed or flat slicing), where

a ∼ exp (τ − ε∗τ
2/2) in the regime 1 ≪ τ ≪ 1/ε∗. This follows from the relation H = ȧ/a ≈ H∗(1− ε∗τ)

in this regime. In large field models such as quadratic inflation ε∗τ
2 may become large, so in these cases

we cannot expand the exponential in the expression for a and keep the first term.
The other approximation that was made to arrive at (6) is V ′ ≈ V ′

∗ . This is valid as long as

τ ≪ 1

η∗
. (18)

4 KSW in small field models

We now turn to the KSW criterion in the small field regime where (6) is accurate. This has also been
discussed in [2]. The equation for the extremal curve t = γe(ℓ), saturating the KSW bound (1), reads

arg γ′
e + arg a(γe)

3 = 0 . (19)

This is solved e.g. by

γ′
e =

1

a3
, (20)

which in turn is integrated to yield ∫ γe

γSP

dγ a(γ)3 = ℓ , (21)

or, taking the imaginary part4,

Im

(∫ γe

γSP

dγ a(γ)3
)

= 0 . (22)

We can compute the integral by splitting the contour into 3 pieces: calling I = IγSP→γe ≡
∫ γe
γSP

dγ a(γ)3 we
write

I = IγSP→0 + I0→u + Iu→u+iσ , (23)

where u + iσ = γe. The dominant contribution to the imaginary part of the first piece comes from the
non-ε∗-suppressed part of a, that is, the de Sitter solution a(τ) = (1/H∗) cosh τ . We have

Im (IγSP→0) = − 2

3H4
∗
[1 +O (ε∗)] . (24)

4A parametrization of γe has implicitly been chosen by the solution (20), but this choice has been removed by taking the
imaginary part in (22).
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Then,

I0→u = (real) +
3ε∗
H3

∗

∫ u

0

dt cosh3(H∗t)γ(t) + · · · . (25)

We have Im γ(t) ≈ (32/9)e−3H∗t after a time t ≳ 1/H∗ when slow roll kicks in. Therefore we can split the
integral into a piece 0 → O(1/H∗) giving a small contribution (ε∗/H

4
∗ )×O(1) plus the contribution

Im(I0→u) = O
(

ε∗
H4

∗

)
+

3ε∗
H3

∗

∫ u

O(1)

dt
1

8
e3H∗t

32

9
e−3H∗t =

4ε∗
3H4

∗
× [H∗u+O(1)] (26)

for H∗u ≫ 1. For the last piece

Im (Iu→u+iσ) ≈
e3H∗u

8H4
∗
H∗σ . (27)

Putting it all together in (22), solving for σ and calling H∗u = τ ,

H∗σ =
16

3
e−3τ [1 +O(ε∗)− 2ε∗τ ] , (28)

which was obtained in [2].
We argued in §3 that the approximation (6), which was used in this calculation, is valid as long as√

ε∗τ ≪ 1. So surely in this case ε∗τ ≪ 1 and the extremal curve remains above the real axis (σ > 0
in (28)), where the boundary lies. This means we can construct a KSW-allowable curve that reaches the
boundary. We conclude that small field models satisfy the KSW criterion.5

Formula (28) suggests that KSW could be violated when ε∗τ becomes of order one, as it does in some
large field models of inflation e.g. monomial inflation where V = ϕp and ε∗τ ∼ p/4 for large ϕ∗ ≫ χ, where
χ is the end of inflation. This is not sharp, however, because the approximation used to arrive at (28) is
not valid in this regime. In the next section we extend the approximate solution (6) beyond

√
ε∗τ ≪ 1 to

the whole slow roll patch and then discuss the KSW criterion in the extended regime.

5 Approximate solution in large field models

To extend the solution (6) beyond τ ≪ 1/
√
ε∗, we reconsider the EOM (4)-(5) with the scale factor and

scalar field written as a dominant real part plus a small imaginary part:

a = aRe + iaIm , ϕ = ϕRe + iϕIm . (29)

Linearizing in the imaginary parts, the zeroth order equations are simply (4)-(5) with (a, ϕ) → (aRe, ϕRe).
For τ ≫ 1 these become the usual slow roll equations [10, 11], about which we recall some useful formulas.
Neglecting the curvature term altogether in what follows6, the EOM for the real parts can be put in the
otherwise exact form

3H2 =
(ϕ̇Re)2

2
+ V (ϕRe) , (3− ηH)Hϕ̇Re = −V ′(ϕRe) , (30)

where

H ≡ ȧRe

aRe
, ηH ≡ − ϕ̈Re

Hϕ̇Re
. (31)

5Perhaps this is not quite rigorous. We have argued that if
√
ε∗τ ≪ 1, then there is a small (sub-Planckian) field variation

and KSW is satisfied. For the converse, standard manipulations yield ∆ϕ =
∫
dtH

√
2εH ≳

√
2ε∗

∫
dtH ≥

√
2ε∗τ(Hend/H∗),

where we have used εH = εV to first order in slow roll (for a mini review of slow roll see §5). So if ∆ϕ ≪ Hend/H∗, which
is perhaps slightly stronger than small field (≪ 1), KSW would be satisfied. Our final result is really Eq. (59) below which
makes no independent reference to the distance traversed by ϕ.

6This is reasonable because this term is volume-suppressed compared to others, which may only be slow roll-suppressed.
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Is it also useful to define

εH ≡ − Ḣ

H2
, ζ2H ≡ 1

H2
∂t(ϕ̈/ϕ̇) . (32)

One can derive the (exact) relations

V = (3− εH)H
2 , V ′ =

√
2εH(3− ηH)H

2 , V ′′ = (3εH + 3ηH − η2H − ζ2H)H
2 , (33)

εH =
(ϕ̇Re)2

2H2
, äRe = aRe(1− εH)H

2 . (34)

Although we will not use them, for completeness we recall relations between the Hubble slow roll parameters
εH , ηH , ζH and the potential slow roll parameters εV , ηV , ζV , defined as

εV =
1

2

(
V ′

V

)2

, ηV =
V ′′

V
, ζ2V =

V ′V ′′′

V 2
, (35)

To second order [10],

εH = εV − 4

3
ε2V +

2

3
εV ηV + · · · , ηH = ηV − εV +

8

3
ε2V − 8

3
εV ηV +

1

3
η2V +

1

3
ζ2V + · · · . (36)

Returning to the EOM, the first order equations (or, leading imaginary parts) are [9]

HȧIm − aRe

6

(
V ′(ϕRe)ϕIm + ϕ̇Reϕ̇Im

)
−H2aIm =

aIm

(aRe)2
≈ 0 , (37)

ϕ̈Im + 3Hϕ̇Im + 3
ϕ̇Re

aRe
(
ȧIm −HaIm

)
+ V ′′(ϕRe)ϕIm = 0 . (38)

In (37) we have again neglected a term which is volume-suppressed compared to the others. Inspired by
(6), which we must reproduce when 1 ≪ τ ≪ 1/

√
ε∗, we try the Ansatz

ϕIm =
gϕ

(aRe)3
, aIm =

ga
(aRe)2

, (39)

where gϕ,a are slowly-varying functions, i.e. the dimensionless ġ/(Hg) are slow roll-suppressed. In (6) these
functions are just constants. In this way

ϕ̇Im = −3HϕIm

(
1− 1

3

ġϕ
Hgϕ

)
, ȧIm = −2HaIm

(
1− 1

2

ġa
Hga

)
, (40)

where the correction terms are small. More precisely we will set up a perturbative expansion

gϕ = g
(0)
ϕ + g

(1)
ϕ + · · · , ga = g(0)a + g(1)a + · · · , (41)

treating g(i+1) ≪ g(i) but g(i+1) = O
(
ġ(i)/Hg(i)

)
.

Plugging (39) into (37), using (30)-(34), gives

g(0)a +

√
2εH
3

g
(0)
ϕ +g(1)a +

√
2εH
3

g
(1)
ϕ −

√
εH

9
√
2

(
ηH +

ġ
(0)
ϕ

Hg
(0)
ϕ

)
g
(0)
ϕ − ġ

(0)
a

3H
+ · · · = 0 , (42)

where leading terms are indicated in green, subleading ones in orange, and we have neglected even further
subleading terms in red. Solving the leading piece gives

g(0)a = −
√
2εH
3

g
(0)
ϕ . (43)
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Plugging (39) into (38) yields instead

3
√
2εH g(0)a + (2εH + ηH)g

(0)
ϕ −

ġ
(0)
ϕ

H
(44)

+3
√
2εHg

(1)
a − 1

3

(
η2H + ζ2H

)
g
(0)
ϕ + (2εH + ηH)g

(1)
ϕ −

√
2εH

ġ
(0)
a

H
−

ġ
(1)
ϕ

H
+

g̈
(0)
ϕ

3H2
+ · · · = 0 . (45)

Considering the leading equation, using (43), we get

ġ
(0)
ϕ

Hg
(0)
ϕ

= ηH , (46)

which, as promised, is slow roll-suppressed. From the definition of ηH in (31) we see the solution is

g
(0)
ϕ =

C

ϕ̇Re
= − C√

2εHH
, (47)

for a constant C (we assume V ′(ϕRe) > 0.) It follows that

g(0)a =
C

3H
. (48)

C is determined by matching onto the intermediate τ solution of [2] in (6) where H, εH ≈ H∗, ε∗:

C ≈ 4ε∗
3H2

∗
. (49)

We summarize the leading behavior:

ϕIm =
g
(0)
ϕ + · · ·
(aRe)3

= − C√
2εHH(aRe)3

(1 + · · · ) , aIm =
g
(0)
a + · · ·
(aRe)2

=
C

3H(aRe)2
(1 + · · · ) . (50)

We stress that H and εH are slowly-varying functions (their relative change per efold is small), but varying
nonetheless. Their variation over the entirety of inflation may be large.

(50) should be a good approximation as long as slow roll persists. So if slow roll lasts longer than
τ ∼ 1/

√
ε∗, it extends the approximation (6) which was valid only for τ ≪ 1/

√
ε∗. In terms of ε∗, in a

sense (50) involves all powers εn∗ , as it depends on the functions H, εH which depend on the entire function
V (ϕRe). We are familiar with this feature in slow roll, e.g. the amount of efolds Ne depends on an integral
of the function 1/

√
2ε, which is slowly-varying, but its total variation may be large.

Finally we solve the subleading orange equations, which are unimportant for the main point of this
paper (the KSW criterion in §6), but important to analyze potential subleading corrections to the on-shell
action coming from the large field regime. These are discussed in Appendix A.

The subleading equation of (42) sets

g(1)a =
C(εH − ηH)

9H
−

√
2εH
3

g
(1)
ϕ . (51)

We use this in the subleading equation (45). A useful relation is

η̇H = H(εHηH − ζ2H) , so g̈
(0)
ϕ =

(
ζ2H − η2H

) CH√
2εH

. (52)
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We obtain
ġ
(1)
ϕ

H
= ηHg

(1)
ϕ +

2C

3
√
2εHH

(
ζ2H − εHηH

)
. (53)

The solution is

g
(1)
ϕ =

2ηH
3

g
(0)
ϕ , (54)

and so

g(1)a =
1

3
(εH + ηH) g

(0)
a . (55)

Summarizing the subleading behavior:

ϕIm = − C√
2εHH(aRe)3

(
1 +

2

3
ηH + · · ·

)
, aIm =

C

3H(aRe)2

(
1 +

1

3
(εH + ηH) + · · ·

)
, (56)

with C given in (49).
Before turning to KSW, we note that (56) corrects two formulas that appeared in [9], where it was

claimed that

ϕIm ≈ − C̃√
2H(aRe)3

, aIm ≈ C̃
√
ε

3H(aRe)2
[incorrect for τ ≳ 1/

√
ε∗] (57)

at large τ ≫ 1, for a constant C̃. From (56) one sees that the leading slowly-varying factors are inaccurate.
As long as τ ≪ 1/

√
ε∗, we have H, εH ≈ H∗, ε∗ and (57) agrees with the solution (6) of [2] which is valid

in this regime. Outside of this regime (57) is inaccurate.

6 KSW in the extended region

Following the steps of §4 we now use (50) to calculate the extremal curve. Instead of (28), after a
straightforward calculation involving the standard change of variables t → ϕ in slow roll, we obtain

H∗σ =
2

3(bH∗)3

(
1 +O(ε∗)−

√
2ε∗

∫ χ

ϕ∗

|dϕ| V ′
∗

V ′(ϕ)

)
, (58)

where we have indicated the final (real) values of the scale factor and scalar field by b and χ respectively, and
we have also used that ϕ̇ = −V ′/3H to leading order in slow roll. This reduces to (28) for τ ≪ 1/

√
ε∗, 1/η∗

since there V ′(ϕ) ≈ V ′
∗ and ∆ϕ ≈

√
2ε∗τ . It is also valid beyond this regime, however, as long as we are in

slow roll (ε and η are small in the region between ϕ∗ and χ). We conclude KSW will be satisfied as long as

A(ϕ∗, χ) ≡
V ′
∗

V∗

∫ χ

ϕ∗

|dϕ| V ′
∗

V ′(ϕ)
< 1 +O(ε∗) . (59)

By |dϕ| we mean the overall sign should be chosen so that A is positive. We have neglected an O(ε∗)
correction to the right-hand side of the bound here. This corresponds to a fuzziness of order

√
ε∗ in what

we mean by ϕ∗, or equivalently a change by an O(1) amount of efolds of inflation.
For large field models in which |V ′

∗ | is decreasing with increasing |ϕ∗ − χ| (or, increasing amount of
efolds) at fixed endpoint χ, i.e. plateaux or hilltop potentials, this bound is qualitatively different from the
naive extension to τ = O(1/ε∗) of the small field bound 2ε∗τ < 1 extrapolated from (28). This is because
A could decrease with an increasing amount of efolds, whereas 2ε∗τ ∼ 2ε∗Ne always increases. We will see
explicit instances of this in §7.2 and §7.3 below.
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7 Numerical checks

7.1 Monomial inflation

For monomial inflation,
V = ϕp (60)

with ϕ, p > 0, we find

V ′
∗

V∗

∫ χ

ϕ∗

|dϕ| V ′
∗

V ′(ϕ)
=


2 log

(
ϕ∗

χ

)
if p = 2,

p

2− p

[
1−

(
χ

ϕ∗

)2−p
]

otherwise.

(61)

Setting this to one and solving for ϕ∗ gives us the value ϕ∗,KSW(χ) beyond which KSW will be violated:

ϕ∗,KSW(χ) =



√
e χ if p = 2,

χ(
2− 2

p

) 1
2−p

if p > 1,

∞ if p ≤ 1.

(62)

That is, if we start rolling from ϕ∗ > ϕ∗,KSW(χ) and end at χ, the trajectory will not be allowable, while
rolling from ϕ∗ < ϕ∗,KSW(χ) and ending at χ is allowable. The structure is this way – from non-allowable
at small ϕ∗ ≈ χ to allowable at large ϕ∗ ≫ χ – because A is monotonically increasing with ϕ∗ at fixed χ.

For p = 2 we have χ = e−1/2ϕ∗,KSW(χ) ≈ (0.606 . . . )ϕ∗,KSW(χ). This value is consistent with numerics,
see Figure 1. Notice that our approximations should be trustworthy in this case since both χ and ϕ∗ lie
parametrically far in the slow roll region when ϕ∗ ≫ 1. This result can be contrasted with a naive extension

Figure 1: Results in m2ϕ2 inflation (m drops out in slow roll): for a given endpoint of inflation χ, ϕ∗,KSW
is the maximal starting point of inflation so that the slow roll history from ϕ∗,KSW to χ is KSW-allowable.
Dots are numerical data, the line is the analytic prediction ϕ∗,KSW =

√
eχ. Figure courtesy of J. Karlsson.

of the small field KSW bound 2ε∗τ < 1 inferred from (28), which would not rule out any trajectory since

2ε∗τ ∼ 2
p2

2ϕ2
∗
× 1

2p

(
ϕ2
∗ − χ2

)
=

p

2

[
1−

(
χ

ϕ∗

)2
]
, (63)
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which is smaller than 1 (and so the trajectory would be allowable) for any p ≤ 2 and χ < ϕ∗.
For p ≤ 1, ϕ∗,KSW(χ) = ∞ for all χ and so all trajectories are allowable according to (59). For p > 1

there is an upper bound on the amount of efolds of inflation that can reach a given endpoint χ. This is

Ne,max(χ) =
1

2p

 1(
2− 2

p

) 2
2−p

− 1

χ2 . (64)

As p → 1+ this diverges.
Strictly speaking, as we have stressed before, these formulas are valid only in slow roll. In particular

χ must lie in the slow roll regime. In [7], trajectories were examined which end at the exit of slow roll
where the slow roll parameters become order one. Therefore we should not expect the above analysis to be
exactly correct in that case, but we can proceed with the idea that most of the slow roll history should be
described as above. In particular, it was found numerically in [7] that Ne,max(χ = ϕend) = 60 for p ≈ 1.05.
According to the analytic estimate (64), setting χ = ϕend = p/

√
2, Ne,max = 60 and solving for p yields

pKSW,60 = (1.03773 . . . ) , (65)

which is close.
Finally we have gathered one more isolated – rather arbitrary – data point for p = 3/2. In this case

we set ϕ∗ = 8, for which (62) predicts inflation should be allowable until χ = (3.55 . . . ), or for Ne ≈ 17.12
efolds. We have εχ ≈ 0.09 so we are approximately in slow roll throughout the trajectory from ϕ∗ to χ.
Numerically we found 3.530 < χKSW < 3.534. Some discrepancy is to be expected here since in (59) we
have neglected an O(ε∗) correction to the right-hand side, corresponding to a change of ϕ∗ by an amount
O(

√
ε∗ ∼ 0.13).

7.2 α-attractors

Here

V (ϕ) =
[
1− exp

(
−
√
2ϕ/

√
3α
)]2

. (66)

As for the monomials we can estimate analytically what the value αKSW,60 should be, which in [7] was found
to be ≈ 93.9. In this case the structure is opposite to that of monomial inflation: at fixed χ, A initially
increases with ϕ∗ for ϕ∗ ≳ χ, but then when ϕ∗ ≫ χ it decreases again, tending to zero as ϕ∗ → ∞. This
is because here V ′

∗ decreases with increasing ϕ∗, in contrast to monomial inflation where V ′
∗ grows with

ϕ∗. So here if ϕ∗ > ϕ∗,KSW(χ) (more inflation) the trajectory is allowable while if ϕ∗ < ϕ∗,KSW(χ) (less
inflation) it is not allowable, unless ϕ∗ ≈ χ in which case it becomes allowable again. We leave out the
explicit expressions and just state the result αKSW,60 = (83.89 . . . ), which is not too far off. We summarize
these findings in Figure 2.

It is also curious to note that α ≈ 17 is the critical value below which all slow roll trajectories are
allowable. For larger α, like in Figure 2, there is some exclusion. We show this in Figure 3.

7.3 Natural inflation

Here
V = 1 + cos(ϕ/f) . (67)

The allowability-structure is similar to that of α-attractors because we have a hilltop: there is a small
region close to the end of inflation, ϕ∗ ≲ χ ∼ πf , with an O(1) amount of efolds which are allowable, after
which there is a non-allowable region, and then close to the hilltop near ϕ = 0 trajectories become allowable
once more. We find fKSW,60 = (5.866 . . . ) while [7] found numerically fKSW,60 ≈ 6.09. We illustrate this in
Figure 4.
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0 10 20 30 40

0.5

1.0

1.5

Figure 2: The integral A of Eq. (59) for α-attractor inflation with α = 83.88, which must be smaller
than one for KSW to be satisfied. Here we have chosen χ = ϕend =

√
3α/2 log

(
1 + 2/

√
3α
)
at the end

of inflation where εV = 1. We see that starting inflation beyond ϕ∗ ≈ 12.65, which produces 60 efolds of
inflation, is predicted to be allowable, while starting at smaller values is not allowable, unless the amount
of efolds is very small (in this case ≈ 1.14 efolds; intuitively this regime is KSW-allowable because the
geometry is approximately Euclidean). This analytic result is not in poor agreement with numerics (which
tell us αKSW,60 ≈ 93.9 instead of 83.88), and as we have stressed some disagreement is to be expected since
our analytic approximation is not valid towards the end of inflation.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Figure 3: α ≈ 17 is the critical value beyond which KSW begins to rule out some inflationary histories.
For smaller α all trajectories (with any amount of inflation) are allowable.
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1.0
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2.0

Figure 4: Same setup as in Figure 2, but now for natural inflation where V = 1+cos(ϕ/f). Inflation starts
near the hilltop at ϕ ≈ 0 and ends near the minimum at ϕ ≈ πf . More precisely ϕend = 2f tan−1(

√
2f) is

where εV = 1. Shown here again is the KSW integral (59) which must be smaller than one for an allowable
history. We see in this case that if ϕ∗ ≲ 5.02, which would have produced 60 efolds of inflation, the history
will be allowable. The corresponding value of f , (5.866 . . . ), is close to the numerical value ≈ 6.09 that
was obtained in [7].

A Slow roll corrections to the on-shell action

The action is

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g

(
R

2
− 1

2
(∂ϕ)2 − V

)
+ (boundary) (68)

= 2π2

∫
dt 3a(1− ȧ2) + a3

(
ϕ̇2

2
− V

)
. (69)

Using the Friedmann equation (4), the on-shell action can be expressed as

S̄ = 4π2

∫
dt a(3− a2V ) . (70)

For de Sitter, a(t) = (1/H∗) cosh(H∗t), V∗ = 3H2
∗ , and calculating the integral along the no-boundary

contour from t = iπ/2H∗ to t = T on the real line where a = b, we find the classic result

S̄dS

4π2
= − 3i

V∗
− 3

V∗

[
(H∗b)

2 − 1
]3/2

. (71)

If as in [2] we call αr ≡ H∗b and expand at large αr:

iS̄dS

4π2
×H2

∗ = 1− i

(
α3
r −

3

2
αr +O(1/αr)

)
as αr → ∞ . (72)

This agrees with Eq. (48) in [2]. Now we would like to compute the leading slow roll correction to this.
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A.1 Small field regime

In the regime τ ≪ 1/
√
ε∗ we can use the analytic solution (6) of [2]. We will fix the integration constants

cϕ,a as [2] does. In this way, with Ne ≡ τ − log 2,

φ(τ) ∼ −Ne , γ(τ) ∼ −N2
e

2
+

Ne

6
as τ → ∞ . (73)

We will calculate the integral in (70) from the south pole at τSP = iπ/2 − ε∗ca to a point τint on the real
line which satisfies 1 ≪ τint ≪ 1/

√
ε∗, keeping track of the leading corrections in ε∗ to the de Sitter answer.

The point τint must be chosen so that the same value H∗b is attained at it as in the de Sitter solution. The
relevant relation is

H∗b = αr = cosh τint (1 + ε∗γ(τint)) . (74)

Inverting to first order in ε∗ we find7

τint = cosh−1 αr + ε∗

[
1

2
logαr

(
logαr −

1

3

)
− 3 logαr − 2

4α2
r

− 4i

9α3
r

+O
(
logαr

α4
r

)]
as αr → ∞ . (75)

To first order in ε∗ we find8

S̄1

4π2
=

1

H∗

∫ τint

τSP

dτ a(3− a2V ) =
S̄dS

4π2
+

3ε∗
V∗

∫ cosh−1 αr

iπ/2

dτ
(
3γ cosh τ − 9γ cosh3 τ − 6φ cosh3 τ

)
(76)

+
3ε∗
V∗

(
1

2
logαr

(
logαr −

1

3

)
− 3 logαr − 2

4α2
r

− 4i

9α3
r

+ · · ·
)
3αr(1− α2

r) .

(77)

The integral can be evaluated analytically; we do so and finally obtain

i(S̄1 − S̄dS)

4π2
× H2

∗
ε∗

= iα3
r

(
logαr −

1

6

)
+

iαr

4
(6 logαr − 11) + iπ +

(
log 4− 7

2

)
+O(1/αr) . (78)

This answer was obtained in [2] using different coordinates.

A.2 Large field regime

A priori (78) is valid in the regime 1 ≪ τint ≪ 1/
√
ε∗, or 1 ≪ αr ≪ exp

(
1/
√
ε∗
)
. Beyond this the

approximation (6) we used breaks down as discussed in §3. In §5 we discussed how the imaginary parts of
the fields decay beyond this regime – as long as inflation lasts – and we can use this knowledge to estimate
the contribution to the real part of iS̄ coming from these late times. From (70) and (56) we have

1

4π2
Im S̄

∣∣
late

= −
∫ T

tint

dt 3V (ϕRe)(aRe)2aIm + V ′(ϕRe)(aRe)3ϕIm + (volume-suppressed) (79)

= −C

∫ T

tint

dt
V

H

(
1 +

1

3
(εH + ηH) +O(ε2)

)
− V ′

√
2εHH

(
1 +

2ηH
3

+ +O(ε2)

)
(80)

= −C

∫ T

tint

dt H O(ε2) , (81)

7Notice the small imaginary contribution. This arises because we did not completely kill the imaginary part of a(τ) (or
ϕ(τ)) on the real line with our choice of integration constants cϕ,a in (6).

8Because the integrand vanishes at the center of the ball, there is no contribution from the shift of the south pole at this
order.
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where we have used (34). Notice the cancellation that has occurred at subleading order in slow roll. Without
it, since C = O(ε∗/V∗), one might have expected a contribution O(ε∗/V∗) from this part of the evolution,
since ∆τ ∼ 1/ε∗ in large field models. This calculation shows the contribution is instead O(ε2/V∗), where
“ε2” stands for second order in slow roll. So both the leading and first subleading contribution in slow roll
to log |Ψ|2 originate from the approximately Euclidean (small field) part of the solution.

We have focussed here on potential subleading corrections to the real part of iS̄ from the large field
regime, which turn out to be absent. For a discussion of the leading behavior of the imaginary part of iS̄
– the phase of the wave function – from the large field regime we refer the reader to [2, 9].
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