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A natural combination of the first and second derivatives of the scalar potential was
achieved in a framework of an alternative refined de Sitter conjecture recently proposed in
the literature. In this work, we study various inflation models in which the inflaton is a
composite field emerging from various strongly interacting field theories. We then examine if
these three models of inflation can satisfy this further refining de Sitter swampland conjecture
or not. Regarding our analysis with proper choices of parameters a, b = 1 —a and ¢, we find
that some inflationary models are in strong tension with the refined Swampland conjecture.
However, all of them can always satisfy the alternative refined de Sitter conjecture. Therefore,
one may expect that all inflationary models might all be in “landscape” since the “further

refining de Sitter swampland conjecture” is satisfied.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

The swampland program has been an exciting topic in cosmology and has been tested in various
aspects such as black hole physics, inflation, dark energy, and late-time behavior. It has been
originally developed for the phenomenology of quantum gravity theories. A lot of work has been
done recently about swampland conjectures, see a comprehensive review on the Swampland Refs.[1,
B] Nevertheless, the original version have been adjusted to solve many cosmological problems.
Recently, the refined version of the swampland conjecture has been suggested by the authors of

Refs. |3, E\I] In various phenomenological models, the topics include inflation Q], dark energy
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19, [10], and other consequences [11-13]. Yet, Hj tension has also been discussed in the context
of the Swampaland conjecture [14, [15]. Moreover it has been also discussed in relation to stringy
constructions [16-20] or in a more general swampland context [21-29]. In order to study inflation,
we closely follow the work present in Ref.[30]. We start by considering a four-dimensional (4D)
theory of a (real) scalar field ¢ coupled to gravity. Hence its dynamics is governed by a scalar

potential V(¢’). The action takes the form
4. = L Lo i j
4D

where hl-j(qﬁk) is the field space metric, M), is the 4D Planck mass, and the 4D space-time indexes
(p, v) are raised and lowered with the 4D metric g,, with a signature (+,—,—,—). Various
phenomenological models, such as multi-field cosmological inflation |31, 132], can be described by
the above action. As aforementioned, Swampland conjectures have been tested in various types of
cosmological studies. The refined swampland conjecture, namely dS swampland, is govern by the

following two conditions [3, 4]:
1
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min(VjVjV) S — V, (3)

where ¢; and ¢y are both positive constants with ¢ 2 ~ O(1) and |[VV| = /¢ V;V;V. Therefore,

for any V', the standard slow-roll parameters can be recast using the inequalities to yield

V2e1 >c¢1, or e < —cy. (4)

The first condition corresponds to the original “swampland conjecture” proposed in Ref.|33]. How-
ever, a disconnected relation between these two distinct conditions (2) and (B]) on two different
quantities €1 and €9 was noticed. Therefore, a single condition on both £1 and €2 has been after-
wards proposed dubbed a further refining de Sitter swampland conjecture [30)].

The statement of this alternative refined de Sitter conjecture is suggested that at any point in
field space a low energy effective theory of a quantum gravity that takes the form () should satisfy
where V' > 0 [30]

’VV’>q—aM2wzb with a+b=1,a,b>0,q>2, (5)
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which gives a natural combination of the first and second derivatives of the scalar potential. Notice
that the above inequality can be cast in terms of the slow-roll parameters. In terms of the slow-roll

parameters, the conjecture can be rewritten as [1]:
(281)q/2 —aegy > b. (6)

We have found that the work of Ref.[34] has examined if Higgs inflation model, Palatini Higgs
inflation, and Higgs-Dilaton model can satisfy the further refining de Sitter swampland conjecture
or not. The author discovered that all inflationary models can always satisfy this new swampland
conjecture if only they adjust the relevant parameters a, b =1 — a and gq.

In this work, various inflation models in which the inflaton is a composite field emerging from
various strongly interacting field theories will be tested with the further refining de Sitter swamp-
land conjecture. The paper is organized in the following way. In Section [[I we take a short recap
on inflationary framework of which the inflaton is a composite field emerging from various strongly
interacting field theories. For each model, the spectral index and the tensor-to-scalar ration will
be derived. In Section [Tl we examine whether all models satisfy the further refining swampland

conjecture or not. We finally conclude our findings in the last section.

II. COMPOSITE INFLATIONARY SCENARIO REVISITED

In this section, we take a short recap on inflationary framework of which the inflaton is a

composite field emerging from various strongly interacting field theories.

A. Composite NJL Inflation (NJLI)

The model has been proposed so far by the authors of Ref.[37]. In the inflation sector, the
action describing model of inflation in which the inflaton is non-minimally coupled to gravity in

the Jordan (J) frame takes the form

1 1, R v?
SJ = /d4$\/ —g |:— §MP2LR + 59“ (9“%061190 - % (@2 - ?) - VJ(QD):| )
1 1
Vilp) = —§miap2 + 5)\@4, (7)

with v being a vacuum expectation value (VEV) of the inflaton field ¢. The above non-minimal
coupling framework is actually inspired by Higgs-inflation investigated in Ref.[40]. The importance

is that the non-minimal coupling (¢) of the Higgs doublet field (H) to gravity, i.e. ~ EHTHR, is



needed. With £ = 0, a realistic quartic Higgs self-interaction term generates an unacceptably large
amplitude of primordial inhomogeneities [41]. Specifically, with & ~ 10%, the model leads to a
successful inflation and produces a spectrum of primordial fluctuations in good agreement with the
observational data [40].

Applying a conformal transformation, we can rewrite the action as minimally coupled but
with a new canonically normalized field. Hence the conformal transformation can be basically

implemented by making use of the following replacement:

M) v - (8)

guu = uv = <1 + 2
p

Therefore, the action in (7)) becomes the Einstein-frame (E) form:

1 1 6>
S = /d4:vv—g [— My R+ 507 <92 + %) 9" 0up O = U(9) ], (9)
p
where
2 .2
02 — (1 4 5(90M—2”/2)> and U(p) = Q 4V, (p). (10)
p

Here, we end up with a non-canonical kinetic term for the scalar field. After introducing a new

canonically normalized scalar field y, we have

1g“”@ux(so)@u (p) =

dx\’ v
. <%> 9" 0upduip, (11)
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2
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For small field value, i.e. £p? < Mg, the potential for the field xy becomes to that of the original

where

field, . However, it is not the case for large-field value, i.e. £p? > Mg. In the later case, we can

figure out the solution of ¢ and write in terms of the field yx as

M X
v p<\/6Mp>- (13)

The effective potential U(x) has the form

by 4 —2
Uly) ~ 2]?21) [1+exp <—¢§§4p>] , (14)

where we have assumed that the field is far away from the minimum of its potential such that

& < Mg. In the limit of p? > Mg /€ > v?, the slow-roll parameters in the Einstein frame can
be written as functions of the field ¢ (x):

M2 faufa\t g (17
2 U 2 \Ux ) = 3%
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2d2U/dX2 ) U//X/_X// 4M3
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where “’” denotes derivative with respect to ¢. Notice that the results we obtained here are

(15)

approximately the same for those of inflationary model driven by the SM Higgs boson [40] and
another composite inflation [38]. We can quantify the field value at the end of inflation using € = 1.

We find ©eng = (4/3)1/4Mp/\/g. The number of e-folds for the change of the field ¢ from ¢y to

Pend 1S given by

1 [y U
v [
M2 ). dU/dx
1/% U (dx>2 66 , 5 o
= d(P: PN — Pen ) (16)
M2 J,... dU/do \ dg 8M3( N )

where oy represents the field value at the horizon crossing of the observed CMB modes. After
substituting ¢enq into the above relation, we obtain ¢n ~ 9M,/\/. To generate the proper
amplitude of the density perturbations, the potential must satisfy the COBE renormalization

Ule ~ (0.0276 M,)* [41]. Inserting (I0) and (I6) into the COBE normalization, we find the

2\ N
S \/;(0.0276)2 ' (17)

The spectral index of curvature perturbation ns; and the tensor-to-scalar ratio r are given in

required value for &

terms of the e-folds N:

2 9
ns == 1_66+2n21—ﬁ—m7
12

For example, we obtain from Eq.(I7) and ([I8) that ¢ ~ 64,000\, ns ~ 0.965 and r ~ 0.0033
for N = 60 e-folds.

B. Glueball Inflation (GI)

This class of model assumes that inflation is driven by a composite state in a strongly interacting
theory, see [39,44]. Let us consider the following model, see also Ref.[44] for more details:

_ 2 '
Lgr=o 3/2(%(,03“(,0 — Eln (F) , (19)

where A is a mass scale. Since the inflaton field in this case has mass dimension four, it is more

convenient to work in the field ¢ with mass dimension one related to ¢ via

G-(2)



with
do = 4V2A. (21)
Let us consider the situation where the model has a general non-minimal coupling to gravity of
the form
2
M2 + A2 (/o)
S = /d4x\/—g - 5 R+ Lgr| - (22)

The coupling to gravity is characterized by the parameter £. Then, the action in the Einstein frame
reads [39, [44]

3E2A2 <¢/¢0>292 ( A

1 2
S = /d4:m/—g [——MQR— Q2|1+ —> ud0" ¢ — Q‘%I], (23)
2°°P 16M2 !

%o

where Vg refers to the potential in Eq.(I9) and Q2 = (M2 + EA2 (¢/¢0)2> /Mg If £ # 0 and if
we are in the large field limit, then Q% ~ £A? (qﬁ/gbo)Z/Mg. Therefore, we find

-+ (2)'(3)
Var =2A <¢0> 1 %) (24)

with ¢¢ = 4v/2A. We now can introduce a canonically normalized field y related to ¢ via

1, 1 /dx\* .,
5@ 0) = 5 (53 ) 3 0,00,0. (25)
where

1 /dy 2 o 3§2A2<¢/¢0>2 . A 2

The canonically normalized field x is such that x o In¢. In that case the potential reduces to

Q0 4Vgr o< In ¢. Therefore, in terms of the canonically normalized field, we have:
4 1 2 1 v
Sg = dzr*\/—g{ — §MpR+ 59" OuxOux —Ucr(x) ¢, (27)
with
Uct(x) = Q" Var(p), (28)

We now turn to the slow-roll analysis of the potential derived previously in Eq.(28]). We consider
2
here the large field regime N2¢A2 (q%) > M?. Hence the potential of this model in the Einstein

frame written in terms of the field ¢ takes the form

M4
Uor(9) = g2 (2)). (29)



with « being a constant which is expected to be of order unity [42]. It is rather straightforward to
show that after inserting Eq.(29) into the slow-roll parameters, ¢;, i = 1,2, in this model, we find

in the ¢ variable [43]

o M} <dUGI/dX>2: M7 (dUGI/de@)QN 4 (30)
1 2 UGI 2 UGI dX - 3(ln(¢/¢0))27

o (PUcr/dX® o (dUct/dé\' (dé/dx
EQ_M,,<7UGI >_Mp<dx/d¢)(%>_o, (31)

where a prime denotes derivative with respect to the field ¢. In the above results, we have assumed
the large non-minimal coupling £ > 1. At the end of inflation, i.e., €1(¢eng) = 1, we find for this

model ¢eng/dPo = exp(1/4/3) ~ 3.2. In the large field limits, the number of e-foldings is given by

N:%[(m&;ﬁi))?_ <m(%)>2]. (32)

The above relation yields

Q;_O ~ exp (VI6N/3) . (33)

Note that we have assume that ¢;,; > ¢eng and the label in: signifies that the expression has
to be evaluated at the beginning of the inflationary period. Further relevant information can be

extracted using the WMAP [41] normalization condition:

U. .
—mihSYM _ (0.0276 M) . (34)

€ing
Using the above constraint, in the limit of £ > 1, we can determine the magnitude of the non-

minimal coupling which assumes the following value
€ ~ 4550 N3/2 | (35)

For this model, to the lowest order in the slow-roll approximation, the inflationary predictions in

terms of the number of e-foldings are given by

3
n5:1—6€1+252:1—ﬁ. (36)

4
T = 1663 =~ N . (37)

Using N = 50(60), this model of composite inflation predicts ns ~ 0.970(0.975) and r ~
0.08 (0.067).



C. super Yang-Mills Inflation (SYMI)

An instructive construction of the super Yang-Mills (SYM) effective Lagrangian was proposed
in Ref.[35], see also Ref.[36]. We do not repeat it here. The model under consideration can be
constructed using a N = 1 supersymmetric Yang-Mills gauge theory. The underlying Lagrangian

density can be written as

L= 4FﬁuFauy %j‘awab)‘ba (38)

with @ = 1,--- ;N2 — 1, N, being the number characterizing SU(N,) gauge group. F}, is the
usual Yang-Mills field strength, A% a spinor field and ) a covariant derivative. Note here that a
composite scalar field in this case is a bound state denoted by ¢ ~ A\, which can actually emerge
in the theory if a strong interaction takes place. The effective Lagrangian aimed at describing its

dynamics has been derived in [36] and reads

Lovar = 2 (@PT) o 0ol — % (ww*)m In < fg) In (%) : (39)

where « is a constant and A a mass scale. Since the inflaton field in this case has mass dimension

three, it is more convenient to work in the field ¢ with mass dimension one related to ¢ via

5 ()

9\ 1/2

and taking ¢ = ¢'. In the non-minimally coupled to gravity framework, e.g., Ref.[39], in the

with

Jordan frame, we write

2

; , (42

sy = [artv=g

where M is a mass scale. There is a new parameter in the problem, &, which describes the strength
of the non-minimal coupling to gravity. Notice that a nonminimally-coupled inflaton sector to

gravity was proposed in Higgs inflation [40]. Then, in the Einstein frame, one can write the above

AN
() aore

—Q4VSYM}- (43)

model as [39]

2
Sk /d:c4\/_{——M2 9N29 | oo 2A2<¢>

3M; 2 ®0




In this expression, we refer Vgy s as the second term in Eq. (89) and

2
M2 + N2EA? ()
0% = -
= e

(44)

In the following, we only consider a situation of which the case where & # 0 such that Q% ~
2
N2EA? <¢%) /M2, i.c., the second term in the definition of 2? dominates (the large field limit).

In this case, we have

o\' 2 (0
Vsym(o) = daNZA* (—) In? (—) (45)
b0 bo
We now can introduce a canonically normalized field x related to ¢ via
1. 1 /dx\%.
v N ta yng
57 00(0)00(0) = () #0006, (46)

where

1 (dx 2_9NCQQ—2
2 \dop)

aN2e? 22<¢>2
1+ €2 2N | =
3M2 %o

@ @

Therefore, in terms of the canonically normalized field, we have:
Sy = [ de"vV=gd - 2MPR+ Lgmono—U 48
E = TV=gy — 5y +§g X0 x — Usyar(X) ¢ s (48)
with
Usym(x) = Q Vayu(6), (49)

We now turn to the slow-roll analysis of the potential derived previously in Eq.(49]). We consider

here the large field regime N2¢A2 (%)2 > M?. Hence the potential of this model in the Einstein
frame written in terms of the field ¢ takes the form
4

Usy m(¢) = %% In? (%) : (50)

with a being a constant which is expected to be of order unity [42]. It is rather straightforward to

show that after inserting Eq.(50) into the slow-roll parameters, ¢;, i = 1,2, in this model, we find

in the ¢ variable [43]

o U (Wotd)? 0 (Wontdode* 1 -
' 2 Usym 2 Usym dx/) 3(ln(¢/¢0))2,

a2 dQUSYM/dX2> a2 <dUSYM/d¢>/ <d¢/d><> N 1
2 = My ( Usym =My dx/d¢ Usym ) 3(ln(¢/¢0))2’ (52)
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where a prime denotes derivative with respect to the field ¢. In the above results, we have assumed
the large non-minimal coupling £ > 1. At the end of inflation, i.e., €1(¢enq) = 1, we find for this

model ¢eng/do = exp(1/1/3) ~ 1.8. In the large field limits, the number of e-foldings is given by

v=3(m(5) - (= (5) ]

The above relation yields

Pini
®o

Note that we have assume that ¢;,; > ¢deng and the label ini signifies that the expression has

~ eXp< 2N/3) . (54)

to be evaluated at the beginning of the inflationary period. Further relevant information can be

extracted using the WMAP [41] normalization condition:

Uini,sym
Pini
Using the above constraint, in the limit of £ > 1 we find

= (0.0276 M,)* . (55)

N, ~ 3000y/a N . (56)

We see that it is possible to lower the value of a nonminimal coupling £ by increasing the number
of underlying colors, N.. We recall that « is given by the underlying theory and is expected to
be of order unity [42]. For this model, to the lowest order in the slow-roll approximation, the
inflationary predictions in terms of the number of e-foldings are given by

2
n5:1—681+252:1—ﬁ. (57)

8
r = 16e; ~ N (58)

Using N = 60, this model of composite inflation predicts ns ~ 0.967 and r ~ 0.133. However, it is
intention with a tightened value obtained from a combination of the BICEP2/Keck Array BK15

data of rg g2 < 0.056.

D. Orientifold Inflation (OI)

This class of theories are discussed in more detail in xxxxx. However, in Ref.[39], it was argued
that in “orientifold theories”, the above Lagrangian can be slightly deformed and now takes the
form

Lor = —QLOCQI <<P<PT> o au‘PaM‘pT - 4@%]\73 <LP¢T>2/3 [ln (%) In (%) B 5} ’ (59)
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where 5 = O(1/N.). Similarly, we can follow our analysis given in the previous subsection. We

take the field ¢ with mass dimension one related to ¢ via

5-(2)

9\ 1/2
$o = 3N, <a> A. (61)

and taking ¢ = o!. Having considered the non-minimally coupled to gravity framework, we write

with

in the Jordan frame
2 2002 (¢ 2
M2 NZEA <%)
2

R+ Lot , (62)

sy= [ artv=g

where M is a mass scale. Again the new parameter, &, describes the strength of the non-minimal

coupling to gravity. Then, in the Einstein frame, one can write the above model as |39]

2 2
s /Mr{__MQ 9N2Q [ aN2£292A2<¢> <¢A> 0,00

3M2 %o
—Q4VOI}. (63)

In this expression, we refer Vpr as the second term in Eq. (59) and

2
2 2002 ( @
M? + N2¢A <¢0)
M

0% = (64)

In the following, we only consider a situation where £ # 0 and then the second term in the definition

of Q2 dominates (the large field limit). In this case, we find

4
— a2t (2 (w2 (2 - 2.
Vor(o) = tan2at (£) [w* (£ - 7] (65)
We now can introduce a canonically normalized field x related to ¢ via
1 _w dX G
29" 0ux(9)0x() = 5 | 55 Oy , (66)

where

(%)2 . (67)

1 1
Sg = /d:ﬂ4\/—g{ — §M§R + 59“116;1)(611)( - UOI(X)} ) (68)

dx INZ aNZE& | o o @ ?
Q71 QTN | —
<d¢> a [ IR %0

Therefore, in terms of the canonically normalized field, we have:
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with
Uor(x) = Q Vorly), (69)

We now use the slow-roll analysis of the potential derived previously in Eq.([@3]). We consider here
the large field regime N2¢A? (%) ’ > M?. Hence the potential of this model in the Einstein frame
written in terms of the field ¢ takes the form
4

Uor() = %% [ 1n? (%) - g} . (70)
Notice that at large N, limit, i.e., 3 — 0, this theory maps into the preceding one. It is rather
straightforward to show that after inserting Eq.(70) into the slow-roll parameters, ¢;, i = 1,2, in
this model, we find for the large field approximation [43]

L My (U dx\* _ My (dUo/dg dg?
1 2 2 Uor 2 Uor dx

1 23
1 , 71
3(In(¢/d0))’ ( i 9(1n(¢/¢0))2) =

where a prime denotes derivative with respect to the field ¢. In the above results, we have assumed

12

the large non-minimal coupling £ > 1. At the end of inflation, i.e., €1(¢enq) = 1, we find for this

model ¢ena/do = exp(y/1/3)(1 + 5/(3v/3)) ~ 1.8(1 +0.283). In the large field limits, the number
of e-foldings is given by

vl (@) SR

The above relation yields

P=Pini

P=bend

gbini
®o

12v/6N

Note that we have assume that ¢;,; > g and the label ini signifies that the expression has to

~ exp ( 2N/3> <1 + [4 + 31n(2N)} b > . (73)

be evaluated at the beginning of the inflationary period. For this model, to the lowest order in the

slow-roll approximation, the inflationary predictions in terms of the number of e-foldings are given

by

2 28
nS:1—6€1+2€221—N—W. (74)
8 83
ro= 16~ ot oy (75)

with 8 being a numerical (real) parameter with 5 ~ O(1/N,).
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III. EXAMINATION WITH THE FURTHER REFINING SWAMPLAND
CONJECTURE

In this section, we closely follow Ref.[30] of which a natural condition on a combination of
the first and second derivatives of the scalar potential is achieved. Let us first define two new

parameters for any scalar field V(¢) to yield
_|av(9)/dd)

TV 7
and
_ &V (9)/d¢?
By = S (77)

Considering Eq.([#]), the above two parameters can be then rewritten in terms of the slow-roll

parameters. Here we have

F1 =V 251, F2 = &9. (78)

It is very useful to express F; and F5 in terms of the slow-roll parameters. Therefore, we can relate
them to the spectrum index of the primordial curvature power spectrum ng and tensor-to-scalar

ratio 7. In this case, it is rather straightforward to show that
FL =25 = \/g , (79)
and
1
Fy=ey= 5(ns—1+3r/8). (80)

We will consider three models of inflation in which the inflaton is a composite field emerging from
different underlying strongly interacting theories. We test the models if they satisfy this new refined

swampland conjecture, or not.

A. Composite NJL Inflation (NJLI)

Using ns; = 0.965, we solve for this model to obtain N ~ 60 implying that r ~ 0.032 < 0.10.
We see that this value of r is good agreement with a tightened value obtained from a combination
of the BICEP2/Keck Array BK15 data of 79 g2 < 0.056. Inserting these values into Eq.(76]) and
Eq.(7TT), we obtain

Fi = 2, = \/g = 0.0204124 (81)

(ns — 14 3r/8) = —0.016875. (82)

DN |

Fy = g9 =
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Considering the refined swampland conjecture (), we find
c1 <0.0204124 or ¢y <0.016875. (83)

Clearly, ¢; and cg are both not O(1), implying that this composite model is in strong tension
with the refined swampland conjecture. Let us next examine if the model satisfies the refining

swampland conjecture. Using Eq.(H]), we find
(261)7? —aey >1—a, q>2. (84)
Substituting Eq.(83]) into Eq.(84]), we find
0.02041247 +0.016875a > 1—a or 0.1078337 > 1 —1.016880a . (85)

If we can find a to satisfy the condition

1

then the further refining swampland conjecture can be satisfied. In this case, when a = 1/1.016880,
we have 1—1.016880 a = 0. Therefore, we can examine that when a < 1/1.016880, we can always find
a ¢ whose value is larger than 2. It is possible to give an example of values of the parameters a, b, q,
which work for this model. From Eq.(I04]), we use ¢ = 3.0 which is satisfied by a condition ¢ > 2.
We find for this particular case that 0.970000 < a < 1 and choose a = 0.970000 < 1/1.016880 =
0.983405 and 1 —a =1 — 0.97000 = b = 0.03000 > 0.

B. Glueball Inflation (GI)

Using ns = 0.965, we can solve for this model to obtain IV ~ 43 implying that r ~ 0.09 < 0.10.
We see that this value of r is intention with a tightened value obtained from a combination of the
BICEP2/Keck Array BK15 data of 79 go2 < 0.056. Inserting these values into Eq.(76]) and Eq.(77),

we obtain

Fi = 2y = \/g = 0.107833, (87)

Fy = nv = = (ns— 1+ 3r/8) = —0.0000581395 . (88)

DO | —

Considering the refined swampland conjecture (), we find

c; <0.107833 or ¢z <0.0000581395. (89)



15

Clearly, ¢; and ¢y are both not O(1), implying that this composite model is in strong tension
with the refined swampland conjecture. Let us next examine if the model satisfies the refining

swampland conjecture. Taking Eq.(Hl), we find
(2e0)? —any >1—a, q>2. (90)
Substituting Eq.(89) into Eq.(@0), we find
0.1078337 4+ 0.0000581395a¢ > 1 —a or 0.1078337 > 1 — 1.0000581395 a . (91)

If we can find a to satisfy the condition

1

. (1-0107833)<a<1 2 92
10000531305 | Jsa<l, ¢>2 (92)

then the further refining swampland conjecture can be satisfied. In this case, when a = 1/1.0000581395,
we have 1 — 1.0000581395a = 0. Therefore, we can examine that when a < 1/1.0000581395, we
can always find a ¢ whose value is larger than 2. It is possible to give an example of values
of the parameters a, b, ¢, which work for this model. From Eq.([I04]), we use ¢ = 2.5 which is
satisfied by a condition ¢ > 2. We find for this particular case that 0.996124 < a < 1 and choose
a = 0.980000 < 1/1.0000581395 = 0.996124 and 1 —a = 1 — 0.98000 = b = 0.02000 > 0.

C. super Yang-Mills Inflation (SYMI)

Using ngs = 0.965, we can solve for this model to obtain IV ~ 57 implying that r ~ 0.14 £ 0.10.
We see that this value of r is also intention with a tightened value obtained from a combination
of the BICEP2/Keck Array BK15 data of rggo2 < 0.056. In order to be satisfied to this upper
bound, this model requires a large number of e-folds. Taking r < 0.056, we find that N > 140 for
this model. Inserting r ~ 0.14 into Eq.(76) and Eq.(77), we obtain

Fi = 2y = \/g = 0.132453 , (93)

(ns — 1+ 3r/8) = 0.00881579. (94)

DO =

Fy =nv =
Considering the refined swampland conjecture (), we find
c1 <0.132453 or ¢ < —0.00881579. (95)

Clearly, ¢; and ¢y are both not O(1), implying that this composite model is in strong tension with

the refined swampland conjecture. We also noticed that co is not positive. Let us next examine if
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the model satisfies the refining swampland conjecture. Taking Eq.(#l), we find
2e0)? —any >1—a, q>2. (96)
Substituting Eq.([@5]) into Eq.(@6l), we find
0.1324537 — 0.00881579a > 1 —a or 0.1078337 > 1 —0.99118a. (97)

If we can find a to satisfy the condition

1
0.99118

(1-0.1324539) <a<1, ¢>2 (98)

then the further refining swampland conjecture can be satisfied. In this case, when a = 1/0.99118,
we have 1—0.99118 a = 0. Therefore, we can examine that when a < 1/0.99118, we can always find a
q whose value is larger than 2. It is possible to give an example of values of the parameters a, b, q,
which work for this model. From Eq.(I04]), we use ¢ = 2.2 which is satisfied by a condition ¢ > 2.
We find for this particular case that 0.997085 < a < 1 and choose a = 0.980000 < 1/0.99118 = 1.0089
and 1 —a =1—0.98000 = b = 0.02000 > 0.

D. Orientifold Inflation (OI)

In our analysis below, we will take N, = 3 and then find 5 ~ 1/3 ~ 0.3. Using ns = 0.965, we
solve for this model to obtain N ~ 57 and then find that r ~ 0.140 £ 0.10. Therefore, this value
of r is in strong tension with a tightened value obtained from a combination of the BICEP2/Keck

Array BK15 data of rggp2 < 0.056. Inserting these values into Eq.(76]) and Eq.(77), we obtain

P o= V2 = \/g — 0.132569, (99)

Fy = g9 = =(ng— 1+ 3r/8) =0.00735669 . (100)

DN | =

Considering the refined swampland conjecture (), we find
c1 <0.132569 or ¢ < —0.00735669 . (101)

Clearly, ¢; and ¢y are both not O(1), implying that this composite model is in strong tension
with the refined swampland conjecture. Let us next examine if the model satisfies the refining

swampland conjecture. Using Eq.(H), we find

(261)7? —aey >1—a, q>2. (102)
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Substituting Eq.(I01) into Eq.(I02]), we find
0.1325697 — 0.00735669a > 1 —a or 0.1078337 > 1 —0.992643 a . (103)

If we can find a to satisfy the condition

1

then the further refining swampland conjecture can be satisfied. In this case, when a = 1/0.992643,
we have 1—0.992643 a = 0. Therefore, we can examine that when a < 1/0.992643, we can always find
a g whose value is larger than 2. It is possible to give an example of values of the parameters a, b, ¢,
which work for this model. From Eq.([I04]), we use ¢ = 2.1 which is satisfied by a condition ¢ > 2.
We find for this particular case that 0.98000 < a < 1 and choose a = 0.99000 < 1/0.992643 = 1.00741
and 1 —a =1-0.99000 = b = 0.01000 > 0.

IV. CONCLUSION

In general, the space of effective theories can be consistently coupled to a theory of quantum
gravity. However, it can include the set of phenomenological models which cannot be derived
as a low energy effective theory of a quantum gravity in the high energy regime. Therefore, it
is required for consistent EFTs not to lie in the swampland. Swampland conjecture has gained
significant attention which allows us to validate or invalidate a large class of low energy effective
theories. However, a natural combination of the first and second derivatives of the scalar potential
was recently achieved in a framework of an alternative refined de Sitter conjecture recently proposed
in the literature.

In this work, we studied various inflation models in which the inflaton is a composite field
emerging from various strongly interacting field theories. We examined if these three models of
inflation can satisfy this further refining de Sitter swampland conjecture or not. We discussed
the theoretical viability of various composite models of inflation in light of the recent refined
Swampland conjectures. Regarding our analysis with proper choices of parameters a, b = 1—a and
q, we discovered that some inflationary models are in strong tension with the refined Swampland
conjecture. However, all of them always satisfied with the alternative refining de Sitter conjecture.
Therefore, it was expected that all inflationary models might all be in “landscape” since the “further

refining de Sitter swampland conjecture” is satisfied.
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