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Abstract: In a recent paper, we computed the bispectrum of primordial density pertur-

bations in CMB to second order in the slow-roll parameters of single field inflation, and

found logarithmic infrared contributions that diverge in both large physical distances and

squeezed limit where one momentum vanishes. In this work, we provide an independent

test of the result by checking its conservation and the validity of the consistency relation

between the squeezed limit of the bispectrum and the square of the power spectrum. De-

spite the violation of the main assumption for its general proofs which is the finiteness of

the relevant observables in these limits, we find that the identity continues to hold in the

vicinity of the squeezed limit and large time.
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1 Introduction

It is well known that propagation of massless fields in de Sitter (dS) space is plagued with

infrared divergences at distances larger than than the dS radius H−1, with H the Hubble

constant fixing the expansion rate. In particular, the propagator of a massless minimally

coupled scalar, like the inflaton during inflation, grows logarithmically [1–3]. These diver-

gences are physical and show up in inflationary observables, as we found recently in the

computation of the three-point function of scalar primordial fluctuations (bispectrum) at

the next-to-leading order (NLO) in the slow-roll parameters of single field inflation, giving

rise to sizeable corrections in the non-gaussianity parametrised by an observable parameter

fNL. In summary, we found two types of logarithmic corrections to the bispectrum [4]:

1. one is proportional to ln(−ktτ) where kt is the sum of the three comoving momenta

kt =
∑3

i=1 ki with ki = |~ki| and τ is the conformal time that vanishes at large proper

time t, τH ≃ −eHt;

2. the other is proportional to ln(ki/kt) which is time independent but diverges when

one of the momenta vanishes.

The first correction diverges at large physical distances but is finite in the squeezed limit

where one of the momenta vanishes, while the second diverges in the squeezed limit.

In practice, the first correction is the largest since physical distances probed in CMB

anisotropies are of order 0.01 − 100 Mpc ∼ 1020 − 1024m and using a typical inflation

scale ∼ 1012 GeV corresponding to a dS radius ∼ 10−28m, one finds that the value of
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the logarithm is at least of order 100 and compensates the NLO suppression of one slow-

roll parameter. On the other hand, the argument of the second logarithm is the ratio of

the minimum to the maximum values of momenta probed in CMB observations kmin/kmax,

which is about four orders of magnitude, corresponding to the physical distances mentioned

above.

Theoretically, however, these divergences invalidate the assumption of finiteness of the

relevant (appropriately normalised) quantities entering in the formal proofs that relate the

squeezed limit of the bispectrum to the square of the power spectrum that we recall here.

The power spectrum1 and the bispectrum are defined as

〈
ζ
(
~k1
)
ζ
(
~k2
)〉

= (2π)3δ(3)
(
~k1 + ~k2

)
Pk1 , (1.1)

〈
ζ
(
~k1
)
ζ
(
~k2
)
ζ
(
~k3
)〉

= (2π)3δ(3)
(
~k1 + ~k2 + ~k3

)
B(k1, k2, k3), (1.2)

where ζ is the gauge invariant scalar perturbation. The squeezed limit of the bispectrum

is given by the well-known consistency relation [5, 6]

〈
ζ
(
~k1
)
ζ
(
~k2
)
ζ
(
~k3
)〉

k1→0
∼ −(2π)3δ(3)

(
~k1 + ~k2 + ~k3

)
Pk1Pk2

d ln(k32Pk2)

d ln(k2)

[
1 +O

(
k1
k2

)]

∼ −(2π)3δ(3)
(
~k1 + ~k2 + ~k3

)
Pk1

(
3 + k2

d

dk2

)
Pk2

[
1 +O

(
k1
k2

)]
, (1.3)

or, by introducing the scalar tilt ns as Pk ∼ kns−3:

〈
ζ
(
~k1
)
ζ
(
~k2
)
ζ
(
~k3
)〉

k1→0
∼ −ns(2π)

3δ(3)
(
~k1 + ~k2 + ~k3

)
Pk1Pk1

[
1 +O

(
k1
k2

)]
. (1.4)

Note that all quantities above are assumed to be time independent (existence of large

time limit) and the behaviour in the limit k1 → 0 of the 3-point function to be the same

as the behaviour of Pk1 , so that the limit exists upon multiplication with k3−ns

1 (k31 at

lowest order), or equivalently limk1→0(Bk1,k2,k3/Pk1) is finite. Obviously, the existence

of logarithmic divergences described above invalidates these assumptions and asks the

question on the validity of the consistency relation in the squeezed limit, or its eventual

modification when these divergences are taken into account. In this note, we study this

question and we find that the consistency relation remains valid in the vicinity of these

limits, at least to NLO where explicit expressions are known. We also show that the NLO

expression of the bispectrum [4] is conserved in time.

Actually the squeezed limit of the bispectrum and the consistency relation up to NLO

were studied in [7] using a different method based on taking the limit in the action, rather

than directly of the correlator. Our analysis serves also as an independent check of our

previous general result for the bispectrum at NLO.

The outline of our paper is the following. In Section 2, we recall the derivation of

the consistency relation based on a global scaling symmetry. In Section 3, we present

the bispectrum up to NLO using the results of our previous work and discuss its time

independence. We also discuss the time independence of the non-gaussianity parameter fNL

1Note that the power spectrum is often defined as k
3

2π2 P .
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and justify a conserved (time independent) definition beyond leading order. In Section 4,

we obtain the squeezed limit of the bispectrum and the power spectrum and verify the

consistency relation as well as that for different horizon exit times. Finally, Section 5

contains our conclusions.

Before proceeding, we summarise our conventions. We consider the background infla-

tionary metric to be ds2 = −dt2 + a(t)2d~x2 with ~x = (x1, x2, x3). The Hubble parameter

is defined by H = ȧ/a, where the dot is d/dt, and the slow-roll parameters are defined by

ε1 = −Ḣ/H2 and εi+1 = ε̇i/Hεi (i ≥ 1)2. Note that these parameters are functions of

time. The conformal time τ is defined through dτ = dt/a(t).

2 The consistency relation

We start by briefly deriving the consistency relation [6, 8–10]3. In the case where one of the

three momenta is much smaller than the others, say k1 ≪ k2, k3, it exits the horizon way

before. Consequently, it is a frozen classical mode acting as the background for the other

two. In order to compute the 3-point function in this limit, one can therefore multiply

ζ
(
~k1
)
by the 2-point function of ζ

(
~k2
)
and ζ

(
~k3
)
with ζ

(
~k1
)
acting as a background and

average over it. Namely we can write

〈
ζ
(
~k1
)
ζ
(
~k2
)
ζ
(
~k3
)〉

k1→ 0
∼
〈
ζL
(
~k1
)〈
ζ
(
~k2
)
ζ
(
~k3
)
|ζL
〉〉

k1→ 0
. (2.1)

One can then compute the 2-point function of ζ
(
~k2
)
and ζ

(
~k3
)
in this new background

ζL by doing a perturbative expansion around the true background, i.e. without the long

wavelength mode ζL which is almost constant in position space and thus has a sharp peak

around ~k1 = 0 in momentum space.

Actually, one can use a trick here. One can show that the long wavelength mode

ζL
(
~k1
)
can be seen as an adiabatic mode which can be added or subtracted by a change of

coordinates [10, 15]. At leading order in k1, it can be removed by a simple time-independent

spatial dilatation. To see this, let us recall that the gauge has already been fixed here in

the ζ-gauge where the spatial distance is given by

d~ℓ 2 = a2(t)e2ζ(t,~x)d~x2. (2.2)

So performing a time-independent spatial dilatation4

~x → eζL~x, (2.3)

we do not change the gauge but introduce a long wavelength mode as the spatial line

element is now

d~ℓ 2 → a2e2ζ(t,~x)+2ζLd~x2. (2.4)

2In [4], we called εi the Hubble flow functions in order to emphasize the difference from the slow-roll

parameters defined through an inflaton potential that will not appear in this paper.
3See also [11–14] for other derivations of the consistency relation and its generalisations.
4Indeed the long wavelength mode can be considered as frozen. Its time dependence would be subleading

in kL. Moreover, we could also consider a special conformal transformation but its effect is also subleading.

See [10] for more details.
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Consequently, in position space, the 2-point function of ζ
(
~k2
)
and ζ

(
~k3
)
in the background

of the long wavelength mode ζL
(
~k1
)
can be written as

〈
ζ(~x2)ζ(~x3)|ζL

〉
=
〈
ζ(~̃x2)ζ(~̃x3

)〉

=
〈
ζ(~x2)ζ(~x3

)〉
+ ζL(xB)

(
~x2 · ~∂~x2

+ ~x3 · ~∂~x3

)〈
ζ(~x2)ζ(~x3

)〉
+ · · · , (2.5)

where we have performed the infinitesimal change of coordinates

~x → ~̃x =
(
1 + ζL

)
~x. (2.6)

The first term of (2.5) will give a vanishing contribution when one re-introduces it in

(2.1) and averages over the long wavelength mode. Moreover, its position ~xB was chosen so

that ζ(~xB) provides a representative value of the long wavelength (namely almost constant)

ζL. Its choice is arbitrary and we are now interested in the second term of (2.5):

ζL(xB)
(
~x2 · ~∂~x2

+ ~x3 · ~∂~x3

)〈
ζ(x2)ζ(x3

)〉

=

∫
d3~kB
(2π)3

d3~k2
(2π)3

d3~k3
(2π)3

(2π)3δ(3)
(
~k2 + ~k3

)
ζL
(
~kB
)
P
(
~k2, ~k3

)

×
(
~k2 · ~∂~k2 +

~k3 · ~∂~k3

)
ei~xB ·~kB+i~x2·

~k2+i~x3·
~k3

= −

∫
d3~kB
(2π)3

d3~k2
(2π)3

d3~k3
(2π)3

(2π)3ζL
(
~kB
)
ei~xB·~kB+i~x2·

~k2+i~x3·
~k3

×
[
6δ(3)

(
~k2 + ~k3

)
P
(
~k2, ~k3

)
+ δ(3)

(
~k2 + ~k3

)(
~k2 · ~∂~k2 +

~k3 · ~∂~k3

)
P
(
~k2, ~k3

)

+ P
(
~k2, ~k3

)(
~k2 + ~k3

)
· ~∂~k2+~k3

δ(3)
(
~k2 + ~k3

)]

= −

∫
d3~kB
(2π)3

d3~k2
(2π)3

d3~k3
(2π)3

(2π)3ζL
(
~kB
)
ei~xB·

~kB+i~x2·
~k2+i~x3·

~k3

×
[
3δ(3)

(
~k2 + ~k3

)
P
(
~k2, ~k3

)
+ δ(3)

(
~k2 + ~k3

)(
~k2 · ~∂~k2 +

~k3 · ~∂~k3

)
P
(
~k2, ~k3

)
+ · · ·

]
,

(2.7)

where the integration over ~kB is around the origin ~kB = 0 where ζL peaks in momentum

space. In (2.7) we performed two integrations by part, and the dots in the last line denote

vanishing terms as they are proportional to (~k2+~k3)δ
(3)(~k2+~k3). Moreover, it is important

to notice that P(~k2, ~k3) is the power spectrum without the momentum conservation ~k3 =

−~k2 from δ(3)(~k2 + ~k3) applied. It is related to Pk2 as

Pk2 = P
(
~k2,−~k2

)
(2.8)

and therefore

(
~k2 · ~∂~k2 +

~k3 · ~∂~k3

)
P
(
~k2, ~k3

)
= k2

d

dk2
Pk2 (2.9)

under the delta function.

The last step is now to multiply (2.5) by ζL
(
~k1
)
and to average over it. We are then

left over only with the second term on the right hand side which was evaluated in (2.7). In

– 4 –



Fourier space and after integrating over the momentum ~kB we then obtain

〈
ζL
(
~x1
)〈
ζ
(
~x2
)
ζ
(
~x3
)
|ζL
〉〉

= −

∫
d3~k1
(2π)3

d3~k2
(2π)3

d3~k3
(2π)3

ei~x1·
~k1+i~x2·

~k2+i~x3·
~k3(2π)3δ(3)

(
~k2 + ~k3

)

× Pk1

(
3Pk2 + k2

dPk2

dk2

)[
1 +O

(
k1
k2

)]
, (2.10)

where we used the fact that ~k1 ∼ 0 while ~xB is arbitrary and can be chosen to be around

the origin. On the other hand, by definition, we also have

〈
ζ
(
~x1
)
ζ
(
~x2
)
ζ
(
~x3
)〉

=

∫
d3~k1
(2π)3

d3~k2
(2π)3

d3~k3
(2π)3

ei~x1·
~k1+i~x2·

~k2+i~x3·
~k3

× (2π)3δ(3)
(
~k1 + ~k2 + ~k3

)
B(k1, k2, k3).

Equating this with (2.10) as claimed by (2.1), we obtain

B(k1, k2, k3)k1→0 = −Pk1

(
3Pk2 + k2

dPk2

dk2

)[
1 +O

(
k1
k2

)]
, (2.11)

which is indeed (1.3).

We recall that one assumption in the above derivation is that the inflaton is the only

degree of freedom, so that the long wavelength modes are adiabatic and can be removed

by a change of coordinates. An additional assumption however was implicit in the above

arguments, namely the finiteness of the 2-point and 3-point functions at large physical

distances, as well as of the ratio Bk1,k2,k3/Pk1 as k1 → 0. These may be invalidated by the

presence of infrared divergences and an explicit verification is needed, which we perform

here up to NLO in slow-roll parameters.

3 Bispectrum up to NLO

3.1 Results and time independence

Here, we review the bispectrum up to NLO [4] in single field inflation and discuss its time

independence. We first introduce the amplitude A of the bispectrum B through the Hubble

and slow-roll parameters at the time τ when the 3-point function is defined:

B(k1, k2, k3) =
H4

32ε21

A

k31k
3
2k

3
3

. (3.1)

The amplitude A is then given by

A = ALO + ANLO +O(ε3), (3.2)
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where ALO and ANLO are the first and second order parts of A in terms of the slow-roll

parameters, respectively:

ALO = ε1K1

(
k1, k2, k3

)
+ ε2K2

(
k1, k2, k3

)
+O(τ), (3.3)

ANLO = [γE − 1 + ln(−τkt)]
(
ε21K3

(
k1, k2, k3

)

+ ε1ε2K4

(
k1, k2, k3

)
+ ε22K5

(
k1, k2, k3

)
+ ε2ε3K6

(
k1, k2, k3

))

+
(
2ε1 + ε2

)
ln

(
2k1
kt

)(
ε1K7

(
k1, k2, k3

)
+ ε2K8

(
k1, k2, k3

))

+
(
2ε1 + ε2

)
ln

(
2k2
kt

)(
ε1K7

(
k2, k1, k3

)
+ ε2K8

(
k2, k1, k3

))

+
(
2ε1 + ε2

)
ln

(
2k3
kt

)(
ε1K7

(
k3, k2, k1

)
+ ε2K8

(
k3, k2, k1

))

+ ε21K9

(
k1, k2, k3

)
+ ε1ε2K10

(
k1, k2, k3

)

+ ε22K11

(
k1, k2, k3

)
+ ε2ε3K12

(
k1, k2, k3

)
+O(τ),

(3.4)

where the functions Ki are given by:

K1

(
k1, k2, k3

)
= 8

k21k
2
2 + k21k

2
3 + k22k

2
3

kt
− 2(k31 + k32 + k33) + kt(k

2
1 + k22 + k23),

K2

(
k1, k2, k3

)
= k31 + k32 + k33 ,

K3

(
k1, k2, k3

)
= −4K1

(
k1, k2, k3

)
,

K4

(
k1, k2, k3

)
= −K1

(
k1, k2, k3

)
− 4K2

(
k1, k2, k3

)
,

K5

(
k1, k2, k3

)
= −2K2

(
k1, k2, k3

)
,

K6

(
k1, k2, k3

)
= K2

(
k1, k2, k3

)
,

K7

(
k1, k2, k3

)
=

k2 + k3
−k1 + k2 + k3

(
2k1k2k3 −K1

(
k1, k2, k3

))
,

K8

(
k1, k2, k3

)
= k31 −K2

(
k1, k2, k3

)
,

K9

(
k1, k2, k3

)
= 2k1k2k3 −K1

(
k1, k2, k3

)
,

K10

(
k1, k2, k3

)
= 2K1

(
k1, k2, k3

)
− 3K2

(
k1, k2, k3

)
− 3k1k2k3 + kt(k

2
1 + k22 + k23),

K11

(
k1, k2, k3

)
= 2K2

(
k1, k2, k3

)
,

K12

(
k1, k2, k3

)
= k1k2k3 +K2

(
k1, k2, k3

)
− kt(k

2
1 + k22 + k23).

(3.5)

Let us consider the time (in)dependence of the bispectrum. In general, the computa-

tion of higher order corrections in slow-roll parameters involves the expansion of the Hubble

and slow-roll parameters in terms of their small time derivatives (namely, the slow-roll pa-

rameters) around a reference time, which we call a pivot time. It can be chosen arbitrarily.

For example, in the computation of the bispectrum in [4], the pivot time was chosen to be

the time of the correlator τ , so that the Hubble and slow-roll parameters in B above are

evaluated at τ . Therefore, the dependence of B on τ comes from not only the logarithmic

term ln(−ktτ) but also the parameters H, εi. A natural question is then how the expression

of the bispectrum B changes when H, εi are expanded around another pivot time τ∗. After
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the expansion, the bispectrum is expressed in H, εi evaluated at τ∗ and will contain new

powers of ln(τ/τ∗) which come from the expansion5. It should be noted that this is just

rewriting the bispectrum, manifesting the τ dependence of H, εi through their expansion.

Now, if the bispectrum after the expansion around τ∗ turns out to be independent of τ , one

may claim that the bispectrum, which is defined at time τ , is actually independent of τ .

To put it simply, this means that the τ dependence of H, εi compensates the pre-existing

logarithm ln(−τ).

Let us demonsterate this. We first introduce the leading order (LO) part BLO and the

NLO part BNLO by

BLO =
H4

32ε21

ALO

k31k
3
2k

3
3

, BNLO =
H4

32ε21

ANLO

k31k
3
2k

3
3

, (3.6)

where H, εi are evaluated at τ . We now expand them around another pivot time τ∗. For

the LO part BLO, it is enough to expand H and εi up to the next order. The expansions

involve logarithmic factors:

H(t(τ)) = H∗

[
1 + ε∗1 ln

( τ

τ∗

)
+O(ε∗2)

]
, (3.7)

εi(t(τ)) = ε∗i

[
1− ε∗i+1 ln

( τ

τ∗

)
+O(ε∗2)

]
, (3.8)

where H∗ = H(t(τ∗)) and ε∗i = εi(t(τ
∗)). Substituting them into BLO gives

BLO(k1, k2, k3) =
H4

32ε21

1

k31k
3
2k

3
3

(
ε1K1(k1, k2, k3) + ε2K2(k1, k2, k3) +O(τ)

)

=
H∗4

32ε∗21

1

k31k
3
2k

3
3

(
ε∗1K1(k1, k2, k3) + ε∗2K2(k1, k2, k3)

+ ln
( τ

τ∗

) [
ε∗1(4ε

∗

1 + ε∗2)K1(k1, k2, k3)

+ ε∗2(4ε
∗

1 + 2ε∗2 − ε∗3)K2(k1, k2, k3)
]
+O(ε∗3, τ)

)

=
H∗4

32ε∗21

1

k31k
3
2k

3
3

(
ε∗1K1(k1, k2, k3) + ε∗2K2(k1, k2, k3)

− ln
( τ

τ∗

) [
ε∗21 K3(k1, k2, k3) + ε∗1ε

∗

2K4(k1, k2, k3)

+ ε∗22 K5(k1, k2, k3) + ε∗2ε
∗

3K6(k1, k2, k3)
]
+O

(
ε∗3, τ

))
.

(3.9)

For the NLO part BNLO, no further expansion is needed since ANLO is already at second

order:

BNLO(k1, k2, k3) =
H4

32ε21

1

k31k
3
2k

3
3

ANLO =
H∗4

32ε∗21

1

k31k
3
2k

3
3

(
A

∗

NLO +O
(
ε∗3
))

, (3.10)

where A ∗

NLO is simply ANLO with all εi replaced by those evaluated at τ∗ but ln(−ktτ)

untouched. However, in their sum BLO +BNLO, the logarithms ln(−τ) cancel out, and the

5This logarithm is nothing but H(t∗ − t) in terms of the proper time at leading order in the slow-roll

parameters.
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total bispectrum B turns out to be equal to the expression (3.1) with the replacements:

εi → ε∗i , H → H∗ and τ → τ∗:

B(k1, k2, k3) =
H∗4

32ε∗21

A ∗

k31k
3
2k

3
3

, (3.11)

A
∗ = (ALO + ANLO)εi→ε∗

i
, H→H∗, τ→τ∗ +O(ε∗3i ). (3.12)

Therefore, the bispectrum, which is defined at late time τ , is independent of τ up to NLO

as a consequence of the cancellation of ln(−τ), meaning that the τ -dependence of H, εi
in (3.1) with (3.2) indeed cancels the logarithm ln(−τ) in ANLO. Furthermore, one can

confirm that the bispectrum (3.11) is independent of the choice of the pivot time τ∗ by

expandingH∗, ε∗i around yet another pivot time τ◦, which gives (3.11) with the replacement

(H∗, ε∗i , τ
∗) → (H◦, ε◦i , τ

◦).

3.2 Dominant contributions to non-gaussianity and its covariant definition

We now discuss the dominant contributions to predictions of non-gaussianity in single field

inflation models, encoded in the shape-dependent dimensionless parameter fNL defined by

fNL ≡
5

12

A ∗

k31 + k32 + k33
. (3.13)

At LO fNL is a function of ratios of momenta, while at NLO it acquires a logarithmic de-

pendence, as seen in (3.4) with τ replaced by τ∗. Note that −τ∗k is the physical momentum

measured at time τ∗ in units of the inflation scale MI ≃ H: −τ∗k = kphys/MI = 2π/(λMI),

with λ some physical distance probed by CMB observations in the range ∼ 0.01−100 Mpc,

when the Universe was about 1000 times smaller than today. It follows that for momenta

in this range, the dominant contribution to NLO relevant for observations comes from the

logarithm ln(−τ∗kt) in the first two lines of (3.4), as well as when a ratio of momenta

becomes large near the squeezed limit that we study in the next section.

Using (3.3) and (3.4) in (3.13), one then finds [4]:

fNL ≃
5

12

{
ε1K̃1 + ε2 +

[
−ε1(ε2 + 4ε1)K̃1 + ε2(ε3 − 2ε2 − 4ε1)

]
ln(−τkt)

− (ε2 + 2ε1)
2

(
ln

8k1k2k3
k3t

)

sq

}
,

(3.14)

where we defined K̃1(k1, k2, k3) = K1(k1, k2, k3)/K2(k1, k2, k3)
6 and the term in the second

line contributes only in the squeezed limit where one of the momenta is small, while we

also dropped for the moment the star on τ for notational simplicity.

Note however that the definition (3.13) is not time independent since the proportion-

ality factor between the bispectrum B and the 3-point amplitude A in (3.1) acquires time

dependence at the next order. Actually, using the lowest order expression of the power

spectrum PLO
k = H2/(4k3ε1) and (3.11), one can rewrite (3.13) as

fNL =
5

6

B

PLO
k1

PLO
k2

+ PLO
k2

PLO
k3

+ PLO
k3

PLO
k1

, (3.15)

6Note that this K̃1 is different from the definition in [4] by the numerical factor 5/12.

– 8 –



which is manifestly time dependent at NLO and beyond. A time independent definition

would therefore be obtained by replacing in the denominator the LO power spectrum by

its full conserved (time independent) expression [16]:

f̂NL =
5

6

B(k1, k2, k3)

Pk1Pk2 + Pk2Pk3 + Pk3Pk1

. (3.16)

Similarly to the bispectrum, the dominant contribution to the power spectrum up to NLO

contains logarithmic corrections and reads7 [4]:

Pk ≃
H2

4k3ε1
[1− (ε2 + 2ε1) ln(−kτ)] . (3.17)

It follows that f̂NL at NLO contains an extra term compared to the expression of fNL in

(3.14), given by

f̂NL,NLO ≃ fNL,NLO

+ (ε2 + 2ε1)fNL,LO
k33 ln(k1k2τ

2) + k32 ln(k3k1τ
2) + k31 ln(k2k3τ

2)

k31 + k32 + k33
,

(3.18)

where the symbol ≃ denotes the dominant (logarithmic) contribution, as in (3.14) and

(3.17). In order to separate the two dominant contributions as in (3.14), we multiply the

arguments of the logarithms by k2t /k
2
t and separate the universal part ln(ktτ)

2 from those

which are enhanced in the squeezed limits, to obtain:

12

5
f̂NL,NLO ≃

[
−ε1(ε2 + 4ε1)K̃1 + ε2(ε3 − 2ε2 − 4ε1) + 2(ε2 + 2ε1)(ε1K̃1 + ε2)

]
ln(−τkt)

− (ε2 + 2ε1)
2

(
ln

8k1k2k3
k3t

)

sq

+ (ε2 + 2ε1)

(
(ε1K̃1 + ε2) ln

8k1k2k3
k3t

)

sq

, (3.19)

leading to the following expression for (the dominant contribution of) f̂NL up to NLO:

f̂NL ≃
5

12

{
ε1K̃1 + ε2 + ε2(ε1K̃1 + ε3) ln(−τkt)

}
. (3.20)

It is now straightforward to show its time independence up to NLO by using the expansion

formula (3.8). Note that the squeezed limit divergence has been cancelled in the covariant

version f̂NL of the parameter fNL.

4 Squeezed limit and consistency relation

In this section, we compute the squeezed limit of the bispectrum up to NLO and the power

spectrum up to next-to-next-to-leading order (N2LO) in the slow-roll parameters. We then

verify that the consistency relation is still valid despite the presence of the logarithmically

diverging factors which may invalidate the assumptions in the derivations of the consistency

relation.

7This is independent of τ as demonstrated in Appendix D of [4] and also in Section 4.3.
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4.1 Squeezed limit of the bispectrum and power spectrum

Let us evaluate the squeezed limit k1 → 0 of the bispectrum up to NLO. We start with

the bispectrum around the pivot scale τ∗ (3.11). Since k1 ∼ 0, the other momenta have an

almost equal size, k ≡ k2 = k3+O(k1). Using K1(k1, k2, k3) ≃ 4k3 and K2(k1, k2, k3) ≃ 2k3

in this limit, we obtain

B(k1, k2, k3)k1→0 =
H∗4

32k31k
6ε∗21

A
∗

k1→0, (4.1)

A
∗

k1→0 = 2k3

(
2ε∗1 + ε∗2 + 2ε∗21 + 5ε∗1ε

∗

2 + 2ε∗22 − ε∗2ε
∗

3

−
(
8ε∗21 + 6ε∗1ε

∗

2 + 2ε∗22 − ε∗2ε
∗

3

)[
γE − 1 + ln(−2kτ∗)

]

−
(
2ε∗1 + ε∗2

)2
ln

(
k1
k

))[
1 +O

(
k1
k
, ε∗3, τ

)]
.

(4.2)

Let us proceed to the power spectrum. As done for the bispectrum, it is convenient to

introduce the amplitude P̂k of the power spectrum as

Pk =
H∗2

4k3ε∗1
P

∗

k , (4.3)

where we adopted the pivot scale τ∗. We have seen that the amplitude of the bispectrum

A ∗ at NLO is of second order in ε∗i . In order to reproduce this from the power spectrum,

we need P∗

k up to second order in ε∗i , which is at the next-to-next-to-leading order (N2LO)

for the power spectrum because P∗

k at LO is 1. In the late-time limit, the amplitude P∗

k

up to N2LO with any pivot scale τ∗ is given by [4, 17–20]

P
∗

k = A+ B ln(−kτ∗) + C
(
ln(−kτ∗)

)2
+O

(
ε∗3, τ

)
, (4.4)

where the coefficients A,B and C are given by

A = 1− 2(λ+ 1)ε∗1 − λε∗2 +
1

2

(
π2 + 4λ2 + 4λ− 6

)
ε∗22

+
1

12

(
7π2 + 12λ2 − 12λ− 72

)
ε∗1ε

∗

2 +
1

8

(
π2 + 4λ2 − 8

)
ε∗22 +

1

24

(
π2 − 12λ2

)
ε∗2ε

∗

3,

(4.5)

B = −2ε∗1 − ε∗2 + (4λ+ 2)ε∗21 + (2λ− 1)ε∗1ε
∗

2 + λ
(
ε∗22 − ε∗2ε

∗

3

)
, (4.6)

C = 2ε∗21 + ε∗1ε
∗

2 +
1

2
ε∗22 −

1

2
ε∗2ε

∗

3, (4.7)

with the constant λ defined by λ = γE + ln(2) − 2.

4.2 Consistency relation at NLO

Finally, computing the right hand side of (1.3) by using (4.3) with (4.4), we obtain

−Pk1

(
3 + k2

d

dk2

)
Pk2 =

H∗4

16k31k
3
2ε

∗2
1

(
2ε∗1 + ε∗2 + 2ε∗21 + 5ε∗1ε

∗

2 + 2ε∗22 − ε∗2ε
∗

3

−
(
8ε∗21 + 6ε∗1ε

∗

2 + 2ε∗22 − ε∗2ε
∗

3

)[
γE − 1 + ln(−2k2τ

∗)
]

−
(
2ε∗1 + ε∗2

)2
ln

(
k1
k2

))
+O

(
ε∗3, τ

)
,

(4.8)
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which, under k = k2 = k3 + O(k1), is equal to the bispectrum in the squeezed limit (4.1)

with (4.2), thereby verifying the consistency relation at NLO. Note that this has been

verified for any choice of the pivot scale τ∗.

4.3 Consistency relation with different horizon exit times

Actually, one could argue that the long wavelength mode k1 exits the horizon at an earlier

time τ ♯ than the long wavelength modes k2 and k3 which cross the horizon at τ ♭. Namely

we have τ ♯ < τ ♭ and one could therefore guess that the consistency relation takes the form

B(k1, k2, k3)k1→0 = −P♯
k1

(
3 + k2

∂

∂k2

)
P♭
k2

[
1 +O

(
k1
k2

)]
, (4.9)

as it was originally guessed [5]. Here P♯
k1

and P♭
k1

are (4.3) where (H∗, ε∗i , τ
∗) is replaced by

(H♯, ε♯i , τ
♯) and (H♭, ε♭i , τ

♭), respectively. However, we want to argue that this distinction

does not modify the result. Indeed, the power spectrum can be computed explicitly at

NLO in terms of the Hubble and slow-roll parameters at τ as

Pk =
H2

4k3ε1
[1 + ε2 − (2ε1 + ε2) (γE − 1 + ln(−2kτ))] +O

(
ε, τ
)
, (4.10)

and we can explicitly check that, as the bispectrum, it takes exactly the same form when

we expand the parameters around a pivot scale τ∗ in the late-time limit:

Pk =
H∗2

4k3ε∗1
[1 + ε∗2 − (2ε∗1 + ε∗2) (γE − 1 + ln(−2kτ∗))] +O

(
ε∗, τ

)
, (4.11)

which is indeed (4.4) up to NLO. In general, the power spectrum is expected to take the

following form:

Pk =
H∗2

4k3ε∗1

∞∑

n=0

An

(
ln(−kτ∗)

)n
+O

(
ε∗2, τ

)
(4.12)

with An some polynomials of the ε∗i , when computed around an arbitrary pivot scale8.

Therefore, the dependence on τ , the time at which the 2-point function is actually com-

puted, is subleading in the late-time limit. Consequently (4.9) can be put in the form

B(k1, k2, k3)k1→0 = −P∗

k1

(
3 + k2

∂

∂k2

)
P∗

k2

[
1 +O

(
k1
k2

, τ ♯, τ ♭
)]

, (4.13)

and is therefore equivalent to (1.3).

5 Conclusion

We have seen that despite the infrared diverging contributions at large physical distances

and in the squeezed limits, the consistency relation (1.3) relating the squeezed limit of the

bispectrum to the power spectrum holds at late-time, at NLO in slow-roll parameters for

8This was explicitly checked at N3LO in [4, 19, 20].
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single field inflation models, where the squeezed limit of the amplitude of the bispectrum

is given by (4.2) with any pivot time τ∗ that covers the time τ of the correlator itself.

Note that the consistency relation has been verified even in the presence of the small

but finite cutoff k1 in the form ln(k1/k) as demonstrated in (4.2). In the course of the

verification, we have shown that the bispectrum at late time (3.1) computed in [4] is

actually time independent due to the cancellation of the time dependence of H, εi and the

logarithm ln(−τ) in (3.1), and also that it is independent of the pivot time at which H, εi
are evaluated. We also have shown that the power spectrum also has exactly the same

property: it is independent of the time at which the 2pt function is defined and of the

choice of the pivot time at which the Hubble and slow-roll parameters are defined.

Let us recapitulate it. At leading order, although the bispectrum is divergent in this

limit due to the overall k−3
1 factor, the amplitude A ∗ defined by

B(k1, k2, k3) =
H∗4

32ε∗21

A ∗

k31k
3
2k

3
3

(5.1)

is finite in this limit at LO in ε∗. However, this is not true at higher orders. Indeed, we have

found at NLO two logarithms, ln(−ktτ) that diverges in the large physical distance limit

and ln(k1/k) that diverges in the squeezed limit [4]. Therefore, the usual fNL parameter

defined by (3.13), giving, with k = k2 = k3 +O(k1),

fNL,k1→0 =
5

12

(
2ε∗1 + ε∗2 + 2ε∗21 + 5ε∗1ε

∗

2 + 2ε∗22 − ε∗2ε
∗

3

−
(
8ε∗21 + 6ε∗1ε

∗

2 + 2ε∗22 − ε∗2ε
∗

3

)[
γE − 1 + ln(−2kτ∗)

]

−
(
2ε∗1 + ε∗2

)2
ln

(
k1
k

))
+O

(
k1
k
, ε∗3, τ

)
,

(5.2)

diverges as k1 goes to zero. Despite these logarithms, we have shown that the consistency

relation (1.3) is still valid in the vicinity of this limit and at large but finite time.

This fNL depends on τ because it was defined by dividing B up to NLO by the power

spectrum at LO. We have then introduced a modified version f̂NL by dividing B up to

NLO by the power spectrum also up to NLO, and demonstrated that f̂NL is now time-

independent up to NLO and also the squeezed limit divergence is removed in f̂NL.

It would be of course interesting to investigate whether the consistency relation remains

valid at higher orders in the slow-roll parameters, generalising the existing proofs in the

presence of a finite time cutoff and in the vicinity of the squeezed limit of the bispectrum.

This amounts to showing that the limit of the ratio Bk1,k2,k3/Pk1 as k1 → 0 exists to all

orders at late time.
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