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Constant roll inflation is analyzed in the presence of multiscalar fields which are assumed to be described
by a constant roll rate each. The different cases are studied and the corresponding potentials are
reconstructed. The exact solutions are obtained, which show a similar behavior to the single scalar field
model. For one of the cases analyzed in the paper, the so-called adiabatic field also constantly roll(s) while
entropy perturbations become null, while the second case may lead to nonadiabatic perturbations. Both
cases can fit the Planck data well by assuming the appropriate values for the free parameters of the models.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Since cosmic inflation was proposed in order to sort out
some of the problems inherent to the big bang model, a lot
of literature has been published about this paradigm, with
many theoretical models that are capable of reproducing a
super-accelerating phase just after the big bang singularity
that solve the initial conditions problem in the standard
cosmological model [1]. In addition, the release of data by
the missions WMAP first, and Planck later, made it
possible to test some features of inflation through the
imprints on the anisotropies in the cosmic microwave
background (CMB) [2-4]. This is due to the fact that
inflation can not only solve the initial condition problem of
the big bang model, but also the quantum fluctuations
produced during this early period yield the anisotropies in
the CMB which are the seeds causing the variations on the
matter distribution that later formed the galaxies and
clusters of galaxies [5].

Most of the inflationary models are constructed by
means of a single scalar field, the so-called inflaton, whose
potential is chosen in such a way that inflation is produced
on a plateau of the potential leading to a quasi-de Sitter
expansion and then the field goes down up to a minimum
where inflation ends. Such models typically assume that the
scalar field slowly rolls down the slope of the potential,
during which fluctuations of the scalar field produce scalar
and tensor perturbations that can be related to the potential
of the inflaton. This yields a value for the spectral index for

;
_merguerr@ucm.es
.l_drubiera@ucm.es
*diego.saez@uva.es

2470-0010,/2020,/102(12)/123528(11)

123528-1

curvature fluctuations and the ratio between tensor and
scalar perturbations, magnitudes that can be compared to
the data from CMB, leading to constraints on the shape of
the scalar potential [6,7]. Nevertheless, inflation can also be
well produced with other frameworks which are different
from a scalar field leading to the same accurate predictions.
Particularly, inflation has been widely analyzed in the
context of some extensions of general relativity, as in
the so-called f(R) gravities [8], with the Starobinsky model
as the most promising one for its good predictions at all
levels [9]. However, such modified gravity models can be
reduced to a single field model, which implies at least a
mathematical equivalence among them. Nevertheless,
when more than a scalar field is considered, the presence
of at least a second field may produce nonadiabatic
(isocurvature) perturbations, which contribute as a source
for the adiabatic ones, also at superhorizon scales, and
consequently to modifications on the predictions from
inflation [10-13], although such deviations may be small
or null when the fields behave similarly in the field space or
when the initial nonadiabatic perturbations are small [14].

However, in all the above scenarios the slow roll
condition on the scalar field(s) is assumed in general,
which basically means to consider a negligible acceleration
for the field(s). Nevertheless, inflationary models beyond
the slow roll condition have been considered in the
literature, as in the ultra slow roll inflation [15—17], where
curvature perturbations are not kept frozen at super-Hubble
scales, inducing non-Gaussianities in the power spectrum.
All these models have been generalized under the so-called
constant roll inflation, which assumes that the rate between
the acceleration and velocity of the inflaton remains
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constant, where the other scenarios are just particular cases
of this one [18]. In addition, some exact solutions have
been obtained and the corresponding potentials for the
scalar field reconstructed, showing that one of these
potentials does not induce evolution of the curvature
perturbations at superhorizon scales, leading to a viable
model for inflation that also satisfies the last constraints
from Planck [19,20]. Moreover, constant roll inflation has
also been analyzed in contexts beyond the single scalar
field model, as in Brans-Dicke-like theories [21], modified
gravities, as f(R) and f(T) gravity [22], or with couplings
to gauge fields [23]. In addition, some generalizations of
the constant roll condition have been studied in [24] as well
as transitions between slow and constant roll scenarios [25].
Also, more accurate methods for calculating the power
spectrum of scalar and tensor perturbations in constant roll
inflation have been proposed [26,27].

The main aim of the present paper is to extend the
analysis of constant roll inflation to the presence of more
than one scalar field, applying the previous knowledge on
multifield inflationary models to the case of two scalar
fields that both hold the constant roll condition. In
Ref. [28], a two scalar fields model has been studied by
considering the constant roll condition on the Hubble
parameter and its derivatives and then reconstructing the
corresponding solutions for the scalar fields and its poten-
tial. Here we assume two separate constant roll conditions,
one for each scalar field, and analyze the solutions and
possible potentials for the different cases that arise in the
model. We shall show that in the case where both fields
have similar constant roll rates, the so-called adiabatic field
constantly roll(s) too, a result that is obtained also in [28] by
a different approach, and the nonadiabatic perturbations are
null. Then, the corresponding potential is reconstructed and
the model is confronted with the data from Planck. Also,
the general scenario where both fields constantly roll(s)
differently is studied and its predictions confronted to the
Planck data, showing that in both cases the predictions of
the models can be compatible with such data by assuming
suitable values for the free parameters of the models.

The paper is organized as follows: in Sec. II, we review
constant roll inflation with the presence of a single scalar
field. Section III is devoted to showing the main general
features and tools used in multifield inflation, while in
Sec. IV we study a two constant roll scalar fields model and
reconstruct the solutions and potentials for different sce-
narios. Also, its predictions and comparison to Planck data
are carried out. Finally, Sec. V gathers the results and
conclusions of the paper.

II. CONSTANT ROLL INFLATION IN SINGLE
FIELD MODELS

Let us start by reviewing the main features of constant roll
inflation with a single scalar field. The gravitational action of
a scalar field minimally coupled to gravity reads as

s:/ﬁa¢q(%?R—%®¢W¢—V@0,<w

where M3, = (8zG)~! is the Planck mass, g is the determi-
nant of the space-time metric g,,, R = g, R* is the Ricci
scalar, and V/(¢) is the vector potential. The corresponding
Friedman-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) equations in
a spatially flat universe ds*> = —dr* + a(t)*dx?, where a(t)
is the scale factor, are given by

1. . -
3MyH? = 2P+ V(9), “2MyH = ¢ (2)
Here H :g is the Hubble parameter and dots refer to
derivatives with respect to the cosmic time. In addition, by
varying the action with respect to the scalar field ¢, its
equation in a FLRW metric yields

. . oV
¢+3H¢+8¢—0. (3)
In slow roll inflation, the universe expansion becomes quasi-
de Sitter as the scalar field behaves as an effective cosmo-
logical constant or, in other words,

p<h. P <V(p). (4)
Then, the accelerating expansion should last for a large
enough number of e-foldings, usually N = 50-65, after
which the scalar field rolls down the potential slope to a
minimum. Hence, the corresponding scalar potential has to be
a monotonically decreasing function with a plateau at the top
(for an analysis and reconstruction of slow roll inflation
potentials, see, e.g., [6,7]). Moreover, the above conditions
can be more conveniently expressed in terms of the so-called
slow roll parameters:

M2 V/ 2 V//

As inflation occurs, € < 1 and 7 < 1, while at the end of
inflation € ~ 1. In addition, during inflation fluctuations on
the scalar field grow with the expansion leading to the
fluctuations on the metric and, consequently, on the matter
density that forms the seeds of the large-scale structure of the
Universe as well as the anisotropies in the CMB. The relation
between the curvature perturbations and the slow roll param-
eters are given by the so-called spectral index that describe the
growth of such perturbations, n, as well as by the tensor to
scalar perturbations ratio, r, as
ng— 1 = —6¢ + 21, r = 16e, (6)
respectively. The data by Planck provides strong constraints
on these magnitudes, such that any inflationary model can be
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tested at least through the type of curvature and tensor
perturbations that it produces, which has led us to rule out
some models [3,4].

Instead of assuming the slow roll conditions (4), one may
consider a type of potential that leads to a constant rate of
roll for the scalar field, which in terms of its derivatives can
be expressed as follows:

?_ pH. (7)

This is the constant roll condition that imprints an alter-
native dynamic to the scalar field [18], where the constant /3
determines the deviation from a flat potential. When f ~ 0,
slow roll inflation is recovered, whereas f = 0 corresponds
to the “ultra slow roll” inflation [15-17]. In order to
reconstruct the appropriate scalar potential that holds the
constant roll condition (7), the second FLRW equation in
(2) is expressed as

. 0
- —2M%1£- (8)

Together with the condition (7), the following equation for
H as a function of the scalar field ¢ is obtained:

OPH B

—+—>5H=0, 9
op* * 2M3, ©)
which can be easily solved to obtain the Hubble factor as

H(p) = eV Fih 4 cye Vil (10)

where C,, are integration constants. Finally, by using the
first FLRW equation (2), the potential is reconstructed as [ 18]

)

V($) = CIM3, (5 + 3)eV i
+ C3M3 (B +3)e ™Y i 4 20,C,M3,(3 - ).
(11)

Depending on the value of $ and C, ,, the potential will be
characterized by trigonometric or hyperbolic functions, each
possibility leading to a different type of inflation. In
particular, for —1 < f < 0, the potential can be identified
with a power law inflation which is excluded from obser-
vations, since it predicts a too large tensor to scalar ratio. For
the general case f# < 0 and choosing a hyperbolic cosine in
(10), the potential leads to a type of inflation that behaves as
pressureless matter with a cosmological constant, i.e., the A
cold dark matter model, which requires additional assump-
tions for ending inflation. Hence, the only possibility left that
provides a viable model for inflation is # > 0, and in such a
case the Hubble parameter (10) turns out

H(¢$) = M cos < ﬂ¢>, (12)

where M is a combination of C;,. The scalar potential
becomes in this case,

V(g) =3M>M?, [1 -~ %{1 — cos (@Mip) H :
(13)

As for the scalar field, substituting (12) in (8) one finds

¢ = 2\/%Mp, arctan(e”M?), (14)

and plugging it back again into (12) one can obtain the
expression

H(t) = —M tanh(fM?), (15)
which implies that the scale factor behaves as
a « cosh™ V2 (pMt). (16)

It should be noted that the condition # > 0 guarantees that in
order to produce inflation the potential (13) will get to a
minimum. Indeed, there is a critical value of the field for
which V(¢.) = 0, which corresponds to

6 ) (17)

¢ :ﬁarccos <1 -
c 3+ﬁ

e

In order to cut the potential before getting to negative values,
we set the cutoff field ¢y as ¢y < ¢, in such a way that
depending on how small this cutoff is as compared to the
critical value (17) we find different inflationary behaviors.
For instance, if ¢y < ¢. then the model is similar to a
quadratic hilltop inflation with a cutoff, while if py < ¢, then
the model resembles a natural inflation with an additional
negative cosmological constant, A = M>(3 + a).

To compute the slow roll parameters we define a field
position, ¢;, as the one which is 55 e-folds back from ¢..
Next, we substitute Eq. (13) into (5) to find

. 1 <K/>2 A€ + B)2sin®(v2B/M ) (8)
“2\V)  [-6—a+acos(v2/M,)?
VO DI My)

Vo 345 -(3+p)cos(V2P/M,y)

For the slow roll approximation to hold, we must constrain
the largest values these parameters can take to be of
order O(1072) for 0,005 < < 0,025and 0 < ¢ < ¢;.
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Therefore, choosing different values for  one gets different
values for the slow roll parameters that can be substituted in
the spectral parameters (6) and compared to observatio-
nal data.

III. INFLATION IN MULTIFIELD MODELS

Let us start by analyzing the main general features in
inflation when considering more than one scalar field to
produce the accelerating expansion. The general minimally
coupled multifield scenario is described by action

Sk /d“Xx/_[ le——ng" 0,9'0,0" = V(e")|,
(20)

where the I, J indices run from 1 to n, while the n X n metric
G, determines the kinetic terms in the field’s space, which, in
the most general case, may include noncanonical and crossed
kinetic terms. In multifield scenarios, it is usual to define a
new field usually known as the adiabatic field, which
represents the path length along the classical trajectory,
as [12]

& =Gy’ (21)

Then, the corresponding background FLRW equations are
given by

, 1 1
H 0+V

: 1
H=-—13&, (22

T3, 2M2,

while the equation for the adiabatic field o is given by
6+3H6+V, =0, (23)

Al dV

d N
value. Now the background dynamics looks like a single field
model with canonical kinetic terms, but one has to take care
of the potential, since it depends on all the independent fields.
For simplicity, we are considering here two scalar fields
{¢,x}, although this analysis can be easily generalized to n
scalar fields, and furthermore we shall consider canonical
kinetic terms (minimal couplings G;; = ;;), so that the time
derivative of the adiabatic field is

62 = > + 2. (24)

This expression can be rewritten in the following form:

ol
where V, = 6/ 4 with 6" =22, being ¢} the background

& = cos O + sin 6, (25)

where cosf = ,‘iﬁ and sin@ = —Z . For the appro-
VP V7 pp

priate potential V (o), an accelerating expansion can be easily

achieved similarly as in single field models. Nevertheless, the
field trajectories play a fundamental role in the generation of
nonadiabatic perturbations.

Let us consider perturbations of the scalar fields as 6¢
and dy, and consider the fluctuation on the entropy field, s,
defined as

8s = cos 05y — sin 05¢. (26)

Whenever both fields have equal trajectories in the back-
ground, the entropy field is null, s = 0. Here we consider
scalar perturbations on the metric,

ds* = —(1 +2A)dr* + 2aB;dx'dt
a?[(1 = 2y)5;; + 2E,;|dx’dx/. (27)

Then, working in the spatially flat gauge, the gauge-
invariant Mukhanov-Sasaki variable is given by

R c
0, =6,0'=d0+ . (28)
which accounts for the nonadiabatic fluctuation do. We
may define the gauge-invariant curvature perturbation,
R, as

H
R=y—-——bq= l//+—615¢’ —Qa, (29)

p+P

where we have used the total momentum perturbation or the
energy density flux of the perturbed fluid, 6¢, which is
given by

8q = —6 6, 8¢’ = —6Q0, (30)

while the total energy density, p, and pressure, P, are
written as

1 1
p:§62+V, P:§62—V. (31)

Then, by using the perturbed FLRW equations and the
scalar fluctuation field equation, the evolution equation for
the field perturbations can be expressed as [12]

.. . 2 . 1 3:2
0, +3HO, + [k—2+ VP-4 (a—">]
a H

M%l(f dt
d . vV, H\.
=2—(65s) -2 2+—=)65 2
x 0, =2 (009)-2(%2 477 ) s, (32)
and
. . (R - AM2 k%0
65 +3Hés + | 5+ Vi +36° )6s = — 55—, (33)
a od
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where W is the gauge- -invariant Bardeen potential
¥ =y + a®H(E - ), 0 = — % with V, being the potential
gradient perpendlcular to the trajectory in the field space:

V, =cosfV, —sinfV,. (34)

As shown in (32), the entropy perturbation és works as a
source term for adiabatic perturbations. Taking the time
derivative of the curvature perturbation (29) one finds

. HK 2H .
R———‘P—f——é’é (35)
Ha?

We can see that ‘R is not conserved even in the large-scale
limit whenever os # 0 and a nonstraight trajectory in the
field space (9 # 0) occurs [13]. The dimensionless power
spectrum is given by

Pr(k) =5~ (36)
whereas the spectral index is defined as follows:
Oln PR
=1 . 37
" ok (37)

Hence, the nonadiabatic perturbations might induce devia-
tions on the spectral index in such a way that when
assuming the presence of more than a scalar field in
inflation the corresponding trajectories in the field space
play a fundamental role, since such corrections may
provide wrong predictions on the spectral index (and on
the tensor to scalar ratio as well) when comparing to the
Planck data. In the next section, we analyze a two scalar
field model when both fields constantly roll(s).

IV. CONTANT ROLL INFLATION WITH TWO
SCALAR FIELDS

Here we consider a two scalar field inflation model,
whose field equations (22) are written as

S+ +V(h.0)

—2M{H = ¢ + 7, (38)

3Mp, =

together with the respective equations for each field, that is,
$+3Hp+V,=0 and y+3Hy+V,=0. (39)

As in the case of single field model, we impose constant roll
conditions on the two fields, which are written as

£:ﬁ¢H’

) =pH. (40)

><I><

where f, and f, are constants. In order to carry out our
analysis, we must distinguish the cases in which these two
constants are equal or different.

A. ﬂ¢ =ﬂ}(
Let us start by considering 8, = f, = f. In such a case,
by the constant roll conditions (40) one has

ﬁH:%:jg. (a1)

The second part of this equation can be integrated in such a
way that both fields become related as

b=kjy—¢=ky+k, (42)

with kg, k; integration constants. Then, by the scalar field
equation for ¢ in (39), the following extra relation is
obtained:

10V
=kiy+3kiHy + ———=0. 43
By X+ 3k I+k15)( (43)

ov
¢ +3Hp+—
By comparing the last part of this expression with the field
equation for y in (39), a constraint on k; is obtained:

ky = +1. (44)

Our aim now is to reconstruct the most general potential
V(¢, y) that holds the constant roll condition (40). From the
second FLRW equation (38) and using (42), one can

compute the left-hand side as —2M3H = —4M3, G s0

that by comparing both sides of Eq. (38) we find

4Mpy OH

V=0

(45)

By applying the time derivative here, the following relation
is obtained:

¢ 8Mp O0*H

o 1+kZop

(46)

Therefore, by the constant roll condition (40), an equation

for H in terms of the scalar field ¢ is obtained:
OH . P (k=0 (47)
oF " wMy |

which is the natural generalization of (9). By solving (47)
one obtains
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_ L _pa+K) 4 L _pO+K) ¢
H(¢)—C1 exXp <§ _Tk%M—PI> +C2€Xp <_§ _TM_PI . (48)

The potential V (¢, y) = V(¢, p/k, — ko) = V(¢) can be reconstructed by using this result in the first FLRW equation (38),
leading to

2 2
Cci(3 +ﬂ)exp< —Mi> + C3(3+ p)exp (— —Mi> —2C1C2(ﬂ—3)1. (49)

V(g) = M}
(#) = My 213 Mp 263 Mp

PV _ PV
9007 = g0 One gets

Now, from the relation between the scalar fields (42) and the integrability condition on the potential
ko = 0 and the full potential in terms of both scalar fields becomes

(3 + B exp <M> + 3+ B)exp (- M) _20,Cy(p - 3)1 ~(50)

Vg, y) = M3
(@.x) Pl Mo My

Depending on the value of £, the nature of the potential will be different and, consequently, so will be the way inflation occurs.
Nevertheless, it is more convenient to work with the adiabatic field ¢ and the entropic field s as defined in the above section. For
this purpose, let us start by analyzing the behavior of the adiabatic field (24) under the constant roll conditions (41):

s DL
V& + 7

Therefore, the adiabatic field also constantly roll(s). We can use the FLRW equations (22) and the scalar field equation (23) to
write the analog equation (47) for H as a function of the adiabatic field as

— pH (}52+22:ﬁH&—>§:ﬂH. (51)

OPH P

—+—-H=0, (52)
Oo? 2M12,1

whose solution is

H(o) = C, exp (ﬁﬂ;) + Cyexp (- _f Ajm) (53)

while the constant roll potential leads to

V(e) = M3, {C%(3 + B) exp <\/——2ﬂMiPl) +C3(3 + p)exp <—\/——2ﬁMiP]> —2C,C,(f - 3)] . (54)

Hence, we get the potential that describes the constant roll 2
adiabatic field . As pointed out in Ref. [18], the only viable ~ H(#) =—Cjtanh(C,pt), o(t)= 2\/:M prarctan(e€1/).
potential for inflation corresponds to values > 0, leading to p
(56)
V(o) = %M%IC% 3—-p+(3+p)cos <\/§ﬁMi>] , (55)  Nevertheless, it is more convenient to write the solutions in
Fl terms of the number of e-foldings, which can be obtained
from the second FLRW equation (22) expressed as follows:
which is depicted in Fig. 1 for # = 0.02. The corresponding
solutions for the Hubble parameter and the scalar field can be H @ M2+ 8_H —0 (57)
. . Pl - .
obtained from the FLRW equations (22) as ON Jdo
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3.0F
25
2.0
L5F

V()/CiMp,

10f
0.5F

0.0 -l L L L L
0 5 10 15 20
o[Mp

FIG. 1. The potential V(s) in Eq. (55) in units of CZM3, for
f = 0.02. The corresponding critical value V(o,) = 0is given by
GC/MPI =14.9.

Using the scalar potential (55) and the first FLRW equation in
(22), the following solutions for H and ¢ as functions of the
number of e-foldings are obtained:

H(N) = C,\/1 = exp (2N + my/2P),

o(N) = ﬁMPI arcsin (ﬂN + m\/§> . (58)

Here m is a constant that can be fixed with the number of
e-foldings for which inflation lasts, as shown below. As in the
case of a single field model, the potential (55) should be cut
off prior to a critical value where V(c,.) = 0, that is,

_ Mn p=3
6. = marccos </} n 3>. (59)

50

0.10

As we are interested in evaluating the perturbations at a field
pointo; < o, this can be fixed by a number of e-foldings N ..
before o, which, in general, amounts to 50-65. Then, using
(58) and (59), the constant m is expressed as

m— \/Lz_ﬁ [—ZﬂNC +log (%ﬂ)] . (60)

As shown in Fig. 1, inflation occurs prior to the critical value
¢.. Before analyzing the perturbations, we should study the
nonadiabatic perturbations in order to compute the possible
contributions to the spectral index. Nevertheless, as the first
derivative for both fields are proportional ¢ =kyy, the
fluctuation 6s becomes null:

8s = cos B8y — sin B5¢p = (cos @ — sin )5y

)5;( =0. (61)

B ( ky ki
VI+k 14k
Hence, the spectral index n, and the tensor to scalar ratio r

can be computed through (6), where the slow roll parameters
are now given by

M3 [V, \2 Vo
ez—m<—>, ’7:M12>1V' (62)

2 \V

In Fig. 2, the spectral index n; and the tensor to scalar
ratio r are depicted as functions of the parameter  and the
number of e-foldings o, is located back from the critical
value o,.. On the other hand, Fig. 3 shows the parametric
plot for both quantities, where the allowed values region is
depicted. One should bear in mind that the last constraints
on both parameters provided by Planck [3.4] are

FIG.2. Spectral index n, and tensor to scalar ratio r for the case , = 8, = ff as a function of the number of e-foldings N = 50-65 and

of § = 0-0.10.
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0.10

0.08
0.06 y 4
0.04 .

0.02f

0.00

0.94 0.96 0.98 1.00
ng

FIG. 3. Parametric plot for the spectral index n, versus the
tensor to scalar ratio r.

n, = 0.9659 + 0.0041, r<0.11. (63)
Hence, as shown in Figs. 2 and 3, the constant roll model
with two fields that rolls down at the same rate (41), but
may not in the same way, predicts an spectral index and
tensor to scalar ratio that can fit the Planck constraints,
although the value of r may exceed the upper constraint
(63) in the confidence region for .

B. ﬂ(/) 7é ﬂ){

Let us now consider the case where both fields constantly
roll(s) at different rates, i.e., #, # B,. As in the case above,
by the constant roll conditions (40), we can relate both
fields as follows:

Lo _ L7 oo opuiie
x (2 64

oo B - ¢ (3) (64)
It is clear that for very different constant roll parameters, for
instance 3, > f,, the problem reduces to one single field,
similarly to the case analyzed above. For the general case, it
is not possible to reconstruct the corresponding potential
V (¢, x) analytically, but it can be computed in terms of the
number of e-foldings. Indeed, by integrating independently
the constant roll conditions (40), one obtains

. . a\Ps

¢ = Mpighg <—) = MpePoNtma,
(0]

. . a ﬁ){

X = Mpyo <—> = MpeP N, (65)
o

where m, and m, are integration constants that determine

the initial velocities of the scalar fields (}50 and y,. The
second FLRW equation (38) can be expressed in terms of
the number of e-foldings as follows:

—2HH' = ¥oN+2my | e28,N+2m, (66)

whose solution is given by

e2ﬁ¢N+2m¢ e2ﬂ1N+2ml

H(N):\/ZCI— T (67)

with C; an integration constant. A glance to this expression
allows us to realize that the Hubble parameter seems to
behave similarly as in the case of the equal constant roll, as
given by Eq. (58). The corresponding potential V (¢, y) =
V(N) can be obtained from the first FLRW equation (38) as

M5 + +
V(N)= Pl( ﬂf¢ e2ByN+2my | ﬁﬂx 2B, N+2m, _ 12C>
X

(68)

The corresponding ¢(N) and y(N) fields could then be
obtained by integrating (65), but this path would not
provide an exact expression, and therefore the potential
cannot be obtained for this general case. Nevertheless,
similarly as in the previous case, we can analyze the
behavior of the adiabatic field ¢ and the entropy perturba-
tions Js to extract information on how the fluctuations are
generated when S, # f,. Let us start by analyzing the
behavior of ¢ as defined in (24), which in the present case
reads explicitly

/’(/,
\/¢ +72=x\/1+kxy 20,

5:_7(/3¢H¢ + B,Hx?)
¢+ 7

H; o
R L - £ (1+k%/;—"’;32<ﬁz ”), (69)
1+ k277" 7

where k; is a proportional constant between the first
derivatives of the scalar fields. As indicated above, from
here we can see that unless both constant parameters are
similar, or one very large in comparison to the other, the
adiabatic field o will not constantly roll(s). In addition, the
entropy fluctuations field for the general case yields here:

Sy —idd

os =—¢
V7

k, 201 ﬂgs e
~ T ()( Sy ﬁ — . (70)
1+ k%)( Pr X

Then, nonadiabatic perturbations will arise in the general
case, as occurs in slow roll inflation with multifields.
Nevertheless, we can consider such perturbations small
outside the horizon [14]. Hence, we can compute the spectral
index and the tensor to scalar ratio through the slow roll
parameters as given in (62) by using the potential (68). As in
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FIG. 4. Spectral index n, and tensor to scalar ratio r for the case 8, # 8, = p. Top panels show the variation of both magnitudes with
respect to the constant roll parameters, while in the bottom panels the same magnitudes are depicted as functions of the initial velocities

for the scalar fields. Both cases are considered for a 55 e-foldings inflation.

the above case, we should impose also a cutoff in the potential,
which can be taken as V(¢.,y.) = V(N.) = 0, where N is
the number of e-foldings complete along the inflationary
period, which allowed us to fix the integration constant C;. In
Fig. 4, the spectral index n, and the tensor to scalar ratio r are
depicted as functions of the constant roll parameters {3, 5, }
(top panels) and the initial conditions for the velocities of the
scalar fields {mn,, m,} (bottom panels). We have considered
for both cases an inflationary expansion of 55 e-foldings, but
we point out that other durations provide similar results. Note
also that in this case we have allowed the constant roll
parameters {f;,,} to take negative values. Hence, the
corresponding predictions for n; and r can fit well the values
provided by Planck (63).

V. CONCLUSION

In the present work we have analyzed a two field
inflationary model when both fields constantly roll(s),
extending the previous analysis of this class of inflationary
scenarios to the multifield case. As is done in multifield
inflation, we have used the approach of redefining the
scalar fields by using the so-called adiabatic field and the
entropy field, which gather the adiabatic perturbations and
the entropy ones, respectively. Then, we have separately
analyzed two cases, one when both scalar fields have the
same constant roll parameter and the other one when they
are different. In both cases, we obtained the spectral index
and the tensor to scalar ratio and compared them to the
latest data from Planck.
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For the first case, where the constant roll ratio is the same
for both fields, we show that the adiabatic field also
constantly roll(s) while nonadiabatic fluctuations are null.
The corresponding potential for the adiabatic field is
obtained, as well as its expression in terms of both scalar
fields, which showed the same behavior as in the single
field scenario studied in [18,19]. The exact solution for the
Hubble parameter is also obtained in terms of the cosmic
time and the number of e-foldings. Then, the spectral index
and the tensor to scalar ratio are obtained, which remain as
functions of the number of e-foldings that inflation lasts
and the constant roll parameter. As shown in Figs. 2 and 3,
the constraints provided by the Planck mission can be well
satisfied.

The second case leads to a more complex approach, as
the differences between the constant roll parameters of both
fields do not lead to an adiabatic field that also constantly
roll(s), while the entropy fluctuations are in general not
null. Nevertheless, for large differences of both constant
roll parameters, the problem can be reduced to the one of a
single field. In the general case, we have indeed obtained
the exact solution for the Hubble parameter as a function of
the number of e-foldings and the corresponding potential is
also obtained in terms of this independent variable. That
allowed us to compute the spectral index and the tensor to
scalar ratio as functions of the constant roll parameters, the
initial velocities of each field and the number of e-foldings.
By considering negligible entropy perturbations, the results
were also compared to the Planck data and depicted in
Fig. 4, which can be satisfied for some values of the free
parameters, as in the case above.

Hence, the paper has presented an extension of multifield
scenarios when considering two constant roll scalar fields.
Results fit well the observational constraints and keep the
entropy fluctuations small for some of the cases, leading to
a healthy generalization of constant roll inflation to multi-
field models.
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