arXiv:2404.05464v1 [gr-qc] 8 Apr 2024

Parity violation in primordial tensor non-Gaussianities from matter bounce cosmology

Shingo Akama^{1, ∗} and Mian Zhu^{1, †} 1Faculty of Physics, Astronomy and Applied Computer Science, Jagiellonian University, 30-348 Krakow, Poland

It has been shown that primordial tensor non-Gaussianities from a cubic Weyl action with a nondynamical coupling are suppressed by the so-called slow-roll parameter in a conventional framework of slow-roll inflation. In this paper, we consider matter bounce cosmology in which the background spacetime is no longer quasi-de Sitter, and hence one might expect that the matter bounce models could predict non-suppressed non-Gaussianities. Nevertheless, we first show that the corresponding non-Gaussian amplitudes from the cubic Weyl term with a non-dynamical coupling are much smaller than those from the conventional slow-roll inflation, in spite of the fact that there is no slow-roll suppression. We then introduce a dynamical coupling that can boost the magnitude of graviton cubic interactions and clarify that there is a parameter region where the tensor non-Gaussianities can be enhanced and can potentially be tested by cosmic microwave background experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent observations of the cosmic microwave background (CMB) birefringence [1, 2] and the large scale structure (LSS) [3, 4] suggest the existence of parity violation. It will be tested by upcoming astrophysical and cosmological experiments, from which we could obtain more precise evidence for parity violation. It is thus interesting to explore theoretical possibilities causing parity violation. Since the CMB and LSS are believed to have their origin in primordial fluctuations, it is natural to ask if the parity violation results from the early universe (see [4–6] for relevant discussions).

Inflation [7–9] is the leading paradigm of the early universe, and parity violation in this paradigm has been widely studied [10–40]. Recent studies have shown the absence of parity violation in tree-level cosmological correlation functions of scalar perturbations for vanilla single-field inflation [26, 37]. In addition, a standard slow-roll inflation typically predicts suppressed parity-violating signatures in well-known parity-violating gravitational theories [41– 43]. Apart from the observational aspects, inflation is plagued with the conceptional problems such as the initial singularity problem [44–46] and the Trans-Planckian problem [47–50]. We are thus motivated to explore observable parity-violating signatures in non-singular alternatives [51–53] in which the conceptual problems are resolved.

From the viewpoint of an effective field theory (EFT) approach, a parity-violating higher-curvature correction to the Einstein-Hilbert term at the leading order is a topological term called the Chern-Simons term, which is of O(R^4) with R being the spacetime curvature. A non-topological term is obtained by introducing a dynamical coupling at the cost of a ghost degree of freedom [54, 55].^1 Furthermore, parity-violating signatures in the cosmological correlation functions from the dynamical Chern-Simons gravity are generically suppressed in proportion to H/M_{CS} where H is the Hubble parameter and M_{CS} is the scale at which the ghost appears [42, 43]. We thus work on the next-to-leading-order correction (i.e., the cubic Weyl action of O(R^6)) as the simplest ghost-free parity-violating gravitational theory.

Since the cubic Weyl term is nonvanishing on cosmological backgrounds from the cubic order in perturbations, the parity-violating signatures start to appear at the bispectrum level. In the cubic Weyl action, the primordial non- Gaussianities have been well investigated in the context of inflation in the literature. In particular, it has been shown in Ref. [41] that there is no parity violation in a three-point correlation function of graviton when the following three conditions hold: (1) the background spacetime is exact-de Sitter, (2) the coupling function of the cubic Weyl term is time independent, and (3) the initial vacuum state of graviton is the Bunch-Davies one. Nonvanishing parity violation has been obtained by breaking the condition (1) in Ref. [41], the condition (2) in Ref. [57], and the condition (3) in Ref. [38]. Also, the authors of Ref. [41] have computed the three-point function of graviton from slow-roll inflation with the Bunch-Davies initial state and found that the resultant magnitude is proportional to the slow-roll parameter ϵ ≡ −H^{−2}dH/dt and is thus suppressed for ϵ ≪ 1 in the quasi-de Sitter inflation.

In the present paper, we explore the possibility to obtain enhanced tensor non-Gaussianities at the bispectrum level from the non-singular alternatives to inflation in the context of cubic Weyl action. Specifically, we will work in matter bounce cosmology [58] in which a scale-invariant scalar power spectrum is obtained from a matter-dominated contracting phase. We first show that the primordial tensor non-Gaussianities generated during the matter-dominated contracting phase cannot be enhanced even if the condition (1) is absent and the parameter ϵ = 3/2 is larger than that

∗ Email: shingo.akama”at”uj.edu.pl † Email: mian.zhu”at”uj.edu.pl 1 This is true unless one regards it as a low-energy effective field theory of some fundamental theory or adopts the so-called unitary gauge, i.e., a scalar field is homogeneous on a time-constant hypersurface [55]. See also Ref. [56] for healthy extensions without the instability.

in inflation. This is because cubic interaction terms of the tensor perturbations are suppressed after horizon crossing, after which the primordial non-Gaussianities are generated. In light of this, we introduce a dynamical coupling to cancel that suppression, which breaks the condition (2). As a result, we clarify that the non-Gaussianities can be enhanced for certain cases, which can potentially be tested, especially by upcoming CMB experiments.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we introduce the setup for our work, including the matter bounce cosmology and the cubic Weyl action. In Sec. III, we present the result of the three-point correlation function for the non-dynamical and dynamical cases. In the same section, we investigate the parameter region for the enhanced tensor bispectrum without strong coupling problems. Our conclusion is drawn in Sec. IV.

II. SETUP

We work in a spatially-flat Friedmann-Lemaître-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) spacetime whose metric is of the form,

ds^2 = −dt^2 + a(t)^2dx_idx^i = a(τ)^2(−dτ^2 + dx_idx^i) , (1)

where a is the scale factor and τ denotes the conformal time defined by dτ = dt/a. In the rest of this paper, we use a dot and prime to denote differentiation with respect to the cosmic time t and the conformal time τ, respectively.

Matter bounce cosmology, where a matter-dominated contracting phase is followed by a bouncing phase and a subsequent expanding one, can predict a nearly scale-invariant primordial power spectra, consistent with the CMB experiments [59] (see e.g., [60–63] for concrete realizations of a matter contracting phase). For simplicity, we take the matter contraction phase to be described by a scalar field minimally coupled to general relativity (that is naturally parity-preserving): S = ∫ dτd^3x √ −g(L_{EH} + L_ϕ) , (2)

where L_{EH} is the Einstein-Hilbert term and L_ϕ is the Lagrangian density of the scalar field. It has been shown in Ref. [64] that a matter bounce scenario consistent with observations can be realized from the action (2), as long as L_ϕ contains the cubic Galileon term G(ϕ, −(∂_μϕ)^2/2)□ϕ.

The evolution of the statistical properties of the perturbations (even whether those change or not) during the subsequent bouncing and expanding phases is model dependent [65–68]. For simplicity, we shall restrict ourselves to the contracting phase by assuming that the impacts from the subsequent phases are negligible to the tensor non- Gaussianities generated during the contracting phase. Also, in general, the non-singular cosmological solutions are plagued with gradient instabilities in scalar perturbations if the entire history of cosmic evolution is described by the Horndeski theory [69–71]. In the present paper, we just assume that at least the contracting phase is described by the cubic-Galileon theory and some beyond Horndeski operator [72–78] is brought into play somewhere away from the contracting phase.

The scalar factor during the matter-dominated universe scales as a ∝ τ^2, and let us parametrize the scale factor during the contracting phase as a(τ) = ( −τ −τ_0 )_2 , −∞ < τ < τ_0 < 0 , (3) where τ_0 is the conformal time at the end of the contracting phase, and we normalized the scale factor by a(τ_0) = 1. The Hubble parameter H := ȧ/a evolves in time as H = 2 3t = 2τ^2_0 τ^3

. (4)

As a parity-violating part, we consider the following cubic Weyl action

S_{pv} = ∫ dτd^3x √ −gf(ϕ)ϵ^{μνλρ}W^{αβ}_{μν} W^{γσ}_{αβ} W_{λργσ} , (5) where the Weyl tensor is defined by W_{μνρσ} = R_{μνρσ} + 1 2 (R_{μσ} g_{νρ} − R_{μρ}g_{νσ} + R_{νρ}g_{μσ} − R_{νσ} g_{μρ}) + R 6 (g_{μρ}g_{νσ} − g_{μσ} g_{νρ}) , (6) and ϵ^{μνλρ} is the four-dimensional Levi-Civita symbol. Since the Weyl tensor vanishes at the background level, the cubic Weyl term does not affect the dynamics of either the contracting background or linear perturbations. For simplicity, we parametrize f(ϕ) as f(ϕ) = b M^2_p ( τ τ_0 )_λ , (7)

where b is a dimensionless constant. Once one constructs a background solution, one can obtain the coupling function of the above form. For instance, in the cubic Galileon theory, a power-law model has been constructed with the scalar field satisfying e^{λϕ} ∝ 1/(−t) where λ is a constant [64]. Hence, the power-law coupling corresponds to a power of e^{λϕ}. As another example, the scalar field with a power-law time dependence has been used in Ref. [79]. In this case, the power-law coupling just corresponds to a power of ϕ.

The tensor perturbations h_{ij} are defined as

ds^2 = a^2(τ)[−dτ^2 + (δ_{ij} + h_{ij} )dx^idx^j ], (8)

where h_{ij} obeys the transverse-traceless conditions, i.e., h_{ii} = 0 and ∂^j h_{ij} = 0. By expanding (2) up to quadratic order in h_{ij} , the quadratic action reads

S^{(2)}_h =

M^2_p 8 ∫ dτd^3xa^2 [ h^{′2}_{ij} − (∂h_{ij} )^2 ] . (9)

Note that the speed of gravitational waves is unity since ϕ is minimally coupled to gravity.

The tensor perturbations are quantized as ĥ_{ij} (⃗x, τ) = ∫ d^3k (2π)^{3/2} ĥ_{ij} (⃗k, τ)e^{i⃗k·⃗x} = ∫ d^3k (2π)^{3/2} ∑ s [ h_{⃗k}(τ)e^{(s)}_{ij} (⃗k)â_s(⃗k) + h^∗_{−⃗k}(τ)e^{(s)∗}_{ij} (−⃗k)â^†_s(−⃗k) ] e^{i⃗k·⃗x}, (10) where the creation and annihilation operators are normalized as [ â_s(⃗k), â^†_s′ (⃗k^′) ] = δ_{ss}′ δ(⃗k − ⃗k^′). (11) We adopt circular polarizations for the polarizations tensor whose explicit form is given in Appendix A. The properties of the polarization tensor are as follows, e^{(s)}_{ii} (⃗k) = 0 , k_j e^{(s)}_{ij} (⃗k) = 0, e^{(s)}_{ij} (⃗k)e^{∗(s′)}_{ij} (⃗k) = δ_{ss}′ , e^{∗(s)}_{ij} (⃗k) = e^{(s)}_{ij} (−⃗k), ϵ_{ijl} ∂ ∂x_l [ e^{(s)}_{mj} (⃗k)e^{i⃗k·⃗x} ] = ske^s_{im}(⃗k)e^{i⃗k·⃗x}, (12) with the subscript s = ±1 representing the two helicity states of graviton (i.e., the right- and left-handed circular polarizations).

The dynamical equation of the tensor perturbation in Fourier domain is h^{′′}_{⃗k} + 2 a^′ a h^′_{⃗k} + k^2h_{⃗k} = 0. (13)

We have the following solution, h_{⃗k}(τ) = − √ 2i M_p τ^2_0 τ^3 k^{−3/2}(1 + ikτ)e^{−ikτ} , (14) where we imposed an adiabatic (Minkowski) vacuum initial condition to a canonically normalized tensor perturbation, v_{⃗k} := aM_ph_{⃗k}/2, as lim τ →−∞ v_{⃗k} = e^{−ikτ} √ 2k . (15)

Notably, the amplitudes of the tensor perturbations grow in proportion to 1/τ^3 on the superhorizon scale, |kτ| ≪ 1. This is in contrast to the quasi-de Sitter inflation case where those are frozen on the superhorizon scales. The tensor power spectrum is defined by

⟨0|ĥ^{(s)}(⃗k)ĥ^{(s′ )∗}(⃗k^′)|0⟩ = (2π)^3δ^{(3)}(⃗k + ⃗k^′)δ_{ss}′ π^2 k^3

P_h, (16)

where ĥ^{(s)}(τ, ⃗k) := ĥ_{ij} (τ, ⃗k)e^{(s)∗}_{ij} (⃗k). The power spectrum evaluated at the end of the contracting phase at which the perturbations are on the superhorizon scales is then

P_h = 2 k^3 2π^2 |h_k|^2 ≃ 2 π^2τ^2_0 M^2_p = H^2_0 2π^2M^2_p

, (17)

where we denoted the Hubble parameter at τ_0 as H_0, i.e., H_0 = 2/τ_0.

III. PRIMORDIAL TENSOR BISPECTRA

We compute the three-point correlation function of ĥ^{(s)}(τ, ⃗k) = ĥ^{(s)}_{ij} (τ, ⃗k)e^{(s)∗}_{ij} (⃗k) as,

⟨ĥ^{(s1 )}(τ, ⃗k_1)ĥ^{(s2 )}(τ, ⃗k_2)ĥ^{(s3)}(τ, ⃗k_3)⟩ = e^{(s1 )∗}_{i1 j1} (⃗k_1)e^{(s2)∗}_{i2j2} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3 )∗}_{i3 j3} (⃗k_3)⟨ĥ^{(s1 )}_{i1 j1} (⃗k_1)ĥ^{(s2)}_{i2 j2} (⃗k_2)ĥ^{(s3 )}_{i3 j3} (⃗k_3)⟩. (18)

Hereafter, we evaluate this quantity at the end of the contracting phase. The parity-preserving part of the three-point correlation function has been calculated in the context of matter bounce cosmology in Ref. [64, 80], and hence in the present paper, we focus on the parity-violating part.

By employing the in-in formalism, one can compute the three-point function as

⟨ĥ^{(s1 )}_{i1 j1} (⃗k_1)ĥ^{(s2 )}_{i2 j2} (⃗k_2)ĥ^{(s3)}_{i3 j3} (⃗k_3)⟩ = i ∫_{τ0} −∞ dτ⟨0| [ H^{PV}_{int} (τ), ĥ^{(s1 )}_{i1 j1} (⃗k_1)ĥ^{(s2)}_{i2 j2} (⃗k_2)ĥ^{(s3 )}_{i3 j3} (⃗k_3) ] |0⟩ , (19)

where the interaction Hamiltonian from the cubic Weyl term denoted by H^{PV}_{int} is obtained by expanding the cubic Weyl action up to the cubic order in h_{ij} as [57],

H^{PV}_{int} = − ∫ d^3x f(τ) 4a^2M^2_p ϵ^{ijk} { 4h^′_{pj,k}h^′_{pm,l}(h^′_{il,m} − h^′_{im,l}) + ( h^{′′}_{kq} + ∂^2h_{kq} ) [ −3h^′_{iq,m} ( h^{′′}_{jm} + ∂^2h_{jm} ) + h^′_{mq,j} ( h^{′′}_{im} + ∂^2h_{im} )] } . (20)

As will be summarized in Appendix B, by using the explicit form of the polarization tensor, one can simplify Eq. (19) into the following expression:

⟨ĥ^{(s1 )}(⃗k_1)ĥ^{(s2 )}(⃗k_2)ĥ^{(s3)}(⃗k_3)⟩ = (2π)^3δ^{(3)}(⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3)F (s_1k_1, s_2k_2, s_3k_3) [I_0 + (I_1 + 2 permutations)] ,

= (2π)^7δ^{(3)}(⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3)F (s_1k_1, s_2k_2, s_3k_3)

P^2_h k^3_1 k^3_2 k^3

[A_0 + (A_1 + 2 permutations)] , (21)

where F (x, y, z) ≡ 1 64x^2y^2z^2

(x + y + z)^3(x − y + z)(x + y − z)(x − y − z) , (22)

I_0 ≡ s_1s_2s_3k_1k_2k_3Im [∫_{τ0} −∞ dτ 12f(τ) a^2M^2_p [ h^∗_{k1} (τ_0)h^∗_{k2} (τ_0)h^∗_{k3} (τ_0)h^′_{k1} (τ)h^′_{k2} (τ)h^′_{k3} (τ) ] ] , (23)

I_1 ≡ s_1k_1Im [∫_{τ0} −∞ dτ 12f(τ) a^2M^2_p h^∗_{k1} (τ_0)h^∗_{k2} (τ_0)h^∗_{k3} (τ_0)h^′_{k1} (τ)

× [H(τ)h^′_{k2} (τ) + k^2 h_{k2} (τ)][H(τ)h^′_{k3} (τ) + k^2_3 h_{k3} (τ)] ] , (24) and A_• is originating from I_• with • = 0, 1. In the present paper, as analogous to scalar perturbations, we introduce f_{NL} to quantify the amplitude of the tensor non-Gaussianity,

f_{NL} := A ∑ i k^3_i , (25)

and we evaluate this parameter at the squeezed limit (k_L := k_1 ≪ k_2 = k_3 =: k_S ) and the equilateral limit (k_1 = k_2 = k_3). The corresponding f_{NL} evaluated at the squeezed and equilateral limits are denoted by f^{local}_{NL} and f^{eq}_{NL}, respectively.

Here, during the matter-dominated contracting phase, the conventional “slow-roll” parameter ϵ = −Ḣ/H^2 takes ϵ = 3/2 which is much larger than that in the quasi-de Sitter inflation where ϵ ≪ 1. As has been shown in Ref. [41], the parity-violating signatures in the three-point function from slow-roll inflation with the Bunch-Davies state are suppressed by ϵ. Therefore, one might expect that those signatures from matter bounce with the Minkowski vacuum state would amplify the non-Gaussianities. However, we will show that this is not the case for the cubic-Weyl term with a non-dynamical coupling (i.e., λ = 0) and a specific dynamical coupling is necessary for the amplification.

A. Non-dynamical coupling

We here compute the three-point function for the non-dynamical coupling case, i.e., f(ϕ) = b/M^2_p . The time integral can be evaluated directly

I_0 =

288b ∑ i k^3_i 5k^3_1k^3_2 k^3 M^8_p τ^5_0 s_1s_2s_3k_1k_2k_3, I_1 =

3456b ∑ i k^3_i 17k^3_1k^3_2 k^3 M^8_p τ^7_0 s_1k_1, (26)

which gives

A_0 =

9π^4 40 bP^2_h ( ∑ i k^3_i ) s_1s_2s_3k_1k_2k_3τ^3_0 , A_1 =

27π^4 34 bP^2_h ( ∑ i k^3_i ) s_1k_1τ_0, (27)

respectively. One can see that the leading-order contribution to f_{NL} comes from A_1 and its 2 permutations, and hence is suppressed in proportion to (−k_iτ_0) ≪ 1, which makes it difficult to detect the tensor non-Gaussianity originating from the cubic Weyl term. Here, the non-Gaussianities are generally generated after the horizon-cross scale, −k_iτ ≲ 1. This is because the integrands of the time integrals appearing in the in-in formalism are proportional to the exponential function e^{−i(k1 +k2 +k3)τ} which rapidly oscillates on the subhorizon scales, −k_iτ ≫ 1, and this rapid oscillation eliminates any contributions from the subhorizon scales to the three-point function. In the present case, the mode function grows after horizon crossing in proportion to (τ_0/τ)^3 which is much smaller than unity for |τ| ≫ |τ_0| in the time regime away from the end of the contracting phase, e.g., around the horizon-cross scale. Furthermore, all of the cubic interaction terms from the cubic Weyl involve spatial derivatives, and hence those are suppressed on the superhorizon scales. For these reasons, we need to amplify the integrand after horizon crossing. The dynamical coupling of the form (τ/τ_0)^λ that we adopt is much larger than unity for |τ| ≫ |τ_0|. Accordingly, that dynamical coupling has the potential to cancel the aforementioned suppression. As we will show below, a positive λ, especially the case of λ > 15, can generally enhance the amplitude of the three-point function.

B. Dynamical coupling

One can straightforwardly compute the three-point function with the dynamical coupling as well. As will be shown in Appendix C, f_{NL} is dependent of a power of (−k_iτ_0) in general, and the resultant f^{local}_{NL} and f^{eq}_{NL} are scale dependent. The only exception is the case of λ = 15 where f_{NL} takes the following form,

f_{NL} ≃ − 27 16 bπ^5P^2_h ( 2 ∑ i s_ik^3_i + 3s_1s_2s_3k_1k_2k_3 ) 1 ∑ i k^3_i F (s_i, k_i). (28)

The non-linearity parameters f^{local}_{NL} and f^{eq}_{NL} then read

f^{local}_{NL} ≃

27bπ^5 512 P^2_h [ 8(s_2 + s_3) + 3s_1s_2s_3 ( k_L k_S )_3] , (29)

f^{eq}_{NL} ≃

27bπ^5 1024

P^2_h ( 20 ∑ i s_i + 21s_1s_2s_3 ) , (30) the leading-order terms of which are scale independent. Please note here that f_{NL} is anti symmetric under replacements of s_i, e.g., f^{local}_{NL} (s_1 = 1, s_2 = 1, s_3 = 1) = −f^{local}_{NL} (s_1 = −1, s_2 = −1, s_3 = −1), as a consequence of parity violation (see, e.g., Ref. [81] for a parity-odd case). In this case, f_{NL} is not suppressed by positive powers of (−kτ_0), and the amplitude from matter bounce can be larger than that from slow-roll inflation with the Bunch-Davies vacuum state if we assume that the tensor power spectrum between bounce and inflation are the same order of magnitude. However, the amplitude is still suppressed by P^2_h that is of O(10^{−22}) for the tensor-to-scalar ratio r of O(10^{−2}) where r := P_h/P_ζ with the scalar power spectrum P_ζ . This would indicate that there is no chance for us to detect it by actual experiments.

We next consider the case of |λ − 15| ≥ 1. In this case, as shown in Appendix. C, the non-linearity parameter is proportional to bP^2_h(−k_iτ_0)^n with |n| ≥ O(1). Here, for the wavenumber mode k_{CMB} = 0.02Mpc^{−1} which is the pivot scale of Planck, we have

−k_{CMB}τ_0 = k_{CMB} M_p × O ( M_p H_0 ) = O ( 10^{−55}r^{−1/2} ) , (31)

where we used the observed value P_ζ ≃ 2 × 10^{−9}. If we take r = 0.01 in light of the current constraint r < 0.056 [82], then we obtain −k_{CMB}τ_0 = O(10^{−54}). Thus, if f_{NL} has the aforementioned power-law scale dependence, the tensor non-Gaussianity is either overproduced or highly suppressed. The models in the former case are ruled out by current CMB experiments,^2 while those in the latter case can never be tested through the tensor non-Gaussian signatures.

The remaining case is |λ − 15| < 1. In this case, the resultant non-linearity parameters are proportional to (−k_iτ_0)^{λ−15}. Hence, by choosing λ appropriately, we can obtain a large f_{NL} that is consistent with the current constraint while can potentially be tested by upcoming CMB experiments. To clarify the parameter region giving f_{NL} ≥ O(1), let us estimate ln f_{NL} as

ln f_{NL} ≃ λ − 11 2 ln r + (55λ − 843) ln 10, (32)

where we set b = 1, ignored O(1) coefficients in f_{NL}, and used P_ζ ≃ 2 × 10^{−9}. Both f^{local}_{NL} and f^{eq}_{NL} share the same order of magnitude obtained from Eq. (32). The plot of ln f_{NL} is shown in Fig. 1. Depending on the value of λ, we obtain f_{NL} ≥ O(1) even for r = 0.01, e.g., f_{NL} = O(1) for λ = 15.4 and r = 0.01. As an example, we also evaluate

FIG. 1: A plot of ln fNL as a function of r and λ.

the shape of the bispectrum for λ = 15.4 that gives f_{NL} = O(1). A plot of A_0/k_1k_2k_3 and that of A_1/(k_1k_2k_3) are shown in Fig. 2 and 3, respectively. Those figures show that the bispectrum originating from A_0 and A_1 has a peak at the equilateral and squeezed limit, respectively.

Before closing this subsection, let us comment on strong coupling and classical non-linearity. Once we introduce the dynamical coupling which increases as time goes back, then one may expect that strong coupling occurs in far

2 So far, CMB experiments have put constraints on r^2f^{local}_{NL} and r^2f^{eq}_{NL} as ≤ O(10^3) and ≤ O(10^4 ), respectively [83]. If f_{NL} from bounce is enhanced in proportion to negative powers of (−k_iτ_0) ≪ 1, then those bounce models are ruled out.

FIG. 2: A plot of A0/(k1k2k3) as a function of k2/k1 and k3/k1. We normalized it to 1 for the equilateral triangle k1 = k2 = k3.

FIG. 3: A plot of A1/(k1k2k3) as a function of k2/k1 and k3/k1. We normalized it to 1 for the equilateral triangle k1 = k2 = k3.

past (on subhorizon scales). To clarify this point, let us follow Refs. [84–90]. In terms of the canonically normalized tensor fluctuation v_{ij} = aM_ph_{ij} /2 denoted by v below, one obtains

S^{(2)}_v ∼ ∫ dτd^3x(∂_i)^2v^2, (33)

S^{(3)}_v ∼ ∫ dτd^3x 1 a^5

(−τ)^λ(∂_i)^6v^3 =: ∫ dτd^3x

(∂_i)^6 Λ^5 v^3, (34)

where S^{(2)}_v and S^{(3)}_v stand for the quadratic and cubic actions for the canonically normalized perturbations, respectively. We also defined Λ := a(−τ)^{−λ/5}. Since we have the following time dependence

Λ ∝ (−τ)^{(10−λ)/5}, (35)

which is asymptotic to 0 in the past infinity for λ > 10, strong coupling can occur for that case. Here, the characteristic classical energy scale of the contracting background is the Hubble parameter which also approaches 0 as time goes back. We thus require that the strong coupling scale Λ is much higher than the classical energy scale of the contracting spacetime in the past infinity:

H ∝ τ^{−3} ≪ Λ ∝ (−τ)^{(10−λ)/5}, (36)

to evade strong coupling. As a result, the condition to avoid strong coupling reads λ < 25 that includes the case of |λ − 15| < 1. Also, after the perturbations cross the horizon, classical non-linearity may cause breakdown of the linear perturbation theory. The non-linear correction to the linear perturbation would be of O(f_{NL}|h_{ij} |). Here, the enhanced f_{NL} which is still allowed by the current CMB experiments has the scale dependence of (−k_iτ_0)^{15−λ} with λ > 15. In this case, the possible maximum enhancement of f_{NL} is obtained at the largest scale, i.e., k = k_{CMB} ∼ 10^{−2}Mpc^{−1}. On these scales, we have |h_{ij} | = O(P^{1/2}_h ) ≤ 10^{−5} where we used r ≤ O(10^{−2}). Thus, as long as f_{NL}(k_{CMB}) < O(10^5), the tensor perturbations are in the linear perturbation regime. For instance, we obtain f_{NL}(k_{CMB}) = O(10^5) for r = 0.01 and λ ≃ 15.5. Therefore, we conclude this section as there is indeed a parameter region where the parity-violating signatures in the tensor non-Gaussianities can be enhanced up to f_{NL} ≤ O(10^5) within the perturbative regime.

IV. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we have investigated the parity-violating signatures in the primordial tensor bispectrum from the cubic Weyl term in matter bounce cosmology. The parity-violating signatures have been explored at the three-point function level for the first time in that context in this paper. First, we have presented the primordial tensor bispectrum with the non-dynamical coupling λ = 0. Although there is no slow-roll suppression in contrast to inflation as expected, we have shown that the non-linearity parameter is scale dependent and highly suppressed compared to that from inflation. To enhance the non-Gaussianities, we have introduced the dynamical coupling of the form, f(ϕ) ∝ (τ/τ_0)^λ, that can boost the magnitudes of the cubic interactions. For the dynamical coupling case, the non-linearity parameter generally has the scale dependence leading to the overproduction or suppression of the non-Gaussianities, which is either ruled out or never be tested by CMB experiments, respectively. However, the case of |λ − 15| < 1 is the exception, and the primordial bispectrum can potentially be tested by CMB experiments. Here, we have found that a non-exact-de Sitter background is not enough to obtain sizable tensor non-Gaussianities from the cubic Weyl action in the context of matter bounce cosmology. We have also investigated the conditions to avoid strong coupling problems and confirmed that the parameter space for |λ − 15| < 1 does not suffer from those.

Here, as has been investigated in Refs. [64, 91], the three-point function of the tensor perturbations originating from the Einstein-Hilbert action in matter bounce cosmology is highly suppressed so that it is difficult to detect the non-Gaussian signatures by CMB experiments. We thus emphasize that, similarly to the case of inflation [57], the cubic Weyl term with the dynamical coupling has the potential interest in looking for the early universe models that could actually be tested through the primordial tensor non-Gaussianities in the context of alternatives to inflation. Hence, it would be important to investigate the impacts of the enhanced tensor non-Gaussianities on CMB bispectra. We will leave it to the future work. Also, we have focused on the contracting phase, but depending on the models, the subsequent phases can leave impacts on the observational signatures (see, e.g., Ref. [92] for the impact of the bouncing phase on the primordial tensor power spectrum in dynamical Chern-Simons gravity). Therefore, it would be interesting to consider the subsequent phases in explicit models. It would also be worth investigating the parity-violating correlation functions from different non-singular scenarios, e.g., Ekpyrotic cosmology [93–95] and Galilean Genesis [96, 97]. Non-canonical inflationary scenarios [98–100] can also predict sizable parity-violating primordial fluctuations [36, 37]. A comparison of parity-violating non-Gaussianities between inflation and non-singular cosmology can potentially distinguish those scenarios by experiments. As a further extension of the present work, cross-correlation threepoint functions originating from scalar-scalar-tensor and scalar-tensor-tensor interactions and higher-order correlation functions (e.g., primordial trispectra) would also be important as well as the above.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank Yong Cai, Shin’ichi Hirano, Chunshan Lin, and Giorgio Orlando for fruitful discussions and useful comments on the manuscript. The work of S.A. was supported by the grant No. UMO-2021/42/E/ST9/00260 from the National Science Centre, Poland, and MEXT-JSPS Grant-in-Aid for Transformative Research Areas (A) “Extreme Universe”, No. JP21H05189. The work of M.Z. was supported by grant No. UMO 2021/42/E/ST9/00260 from the National Science Centre, Poland.

Appendix A: Polarization Tensor

In this section, we fix the representation of polarization tensors following the convention in [101]. The momentum conservation

∑_3 i=1 ⃗k_i = 0 enables us to set all ⃗k_i’s in a plane without loss of generality. We choose ⃗k_1 to be in

x-direction, and all ⃗k_i’s are in (x, y) plane, and hence we have

⃗k_1 = k_1(1, 0, 0), ⃗k_2 = k_2(cos θ, sin θ, 0), ⃗k_3 = k_3(cos ϕ, sin ϕ, 0), (A1)

where

cos θ = k^2_3 − k^2_1 − k^2

2k_1k_2

, sin θ = σ 2k_1k_2 , cos ϕ = k^2 − k^2_1 − k^2_3

2k_1k_3

, sin ϕ = − σ 2k_1k_3

, (A2)

with σ ≡ √∑ i≠j k^2_i k^2_j − ∑ i k^4_i , (A3) and θ ∈ [0, π] and ϕ ∈ [π, 2π]. The polarization tensor for ⃗k_1 using the representation (A1) is simply

e^{(s1)}(⃗k_1) = 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 is_1 0 −is_1 −1 . (A4)

The other two polarization tensors can be obtained by rotating e^{(s1 )}(⃗k_1) by the angle θ and ϕ respectively:

e^{(s2)}(⃗k_2) = 1 2 sin^2 θ − sin θ cos θ −is_2 sin θ − sin θ cos θ cos^2 θ is_2 cos θ −is_2 sin θ is_2 cos θ −1 , (A5)

e^{(s3 )}(⃗k_3) = 1 2 sin^2 ϕ − sin ϕ cos ϕ −is_3 sin ϕ − sin ϕ cos ϕ cos^2 ϕ is_3 cos ϕ −is_3 sin ϕ is_3 cos ϕ −1 . (A6)

Appendix B: Computation of Tensor Bispectra

We present the computation of tensor bispectra in this appendix. We start by evaluating the following term:

⟨0|H_{int}ĥ^{(s1 )}_{i1 j1} (⃗k_1)ĥ^{(s2)}_{i2 j2} (⃗k_2)ĥ^{(s3 )}_{i3 j3} (⃗k_3)|0⟩ = − if(τ) 4a^2M^2_p ϵ^{ijk} ∑ s_as_b s_c ∫ d^3p_1d^3p_2d^3p_3δ(⃗p_1 + ⃗p_2 + ⃗p_3)

× ⟨0|â_{sa} (⃗p_1)â_{sb} (⃗p_2)â_{sc} (⃗p_3)â^†_{s1} (−⃗k_1)â^†_{s2} (−⃗k_2)â^†_{s3} (−⃗k_3)|0⟩h^∗_{k1} h^∗_{k2} h^∗_{k3} e^{(s1)∗}_{i1j1} (− ⃗k_1)e^{(s2 )∗}_{i2 j2} (− ⃗k_2)e^{(s3 )∗}_{i3 j3} (− ⃗k_3) × [ (h^{′′}_{p1} − p^2_1h_{p1} )e^{(sa )}_{kq} (⃗p_1)(h^{′′}_{p2} − p^2h_{p2} )h^′_{p3} ( p_{3,j} e^{(sb )}_{im} (⃗p_2)e^{(sc)}_{mq} (⃗p_3) − 3p_{3,m}e^{(sb)}_{jm} (⃗p_2)e^{(sc )}_{iq} (⃗p_3) )

− 4p_{1,k}p_{2,l}h^′_{p1} h^′_{p2} h^′_{p3} e^{(sa)}_{pj} (⃗p_1)e^{(sb )}_{pm} (⃗p_2) ( p_{3,m}e^{(sc)}_{il} (⃗p_3) − (l ←→ m) ) ] (+5 perm.)

= −δ^{(3)}(⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3)ϵ^{ijk} if(τ) a^2M^2_p h^∗_{k1} h^∗_{k2} h^∗_{k3} e^{(s1)}_{i1j1} ( ⃗k_1)e^{(s2 )}_{i2 j2} ( ⃗k_2)e^{(s3)}_{i3j3} ( ⃗k_3)h^′_{k3} × [ (Hh^′_{k1} + k^2_1 h_{k1} )(Hh^′_{k2} + k^2 h_{k2} )e^{(s1)∗}_{kq} (⃗k_1) ( k_{3,j} e^{(s2)∗}_{im} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3 )∗}_{mq} (⃗k_3) − 3k_{3,m}e^{(s2)∗}_{jm} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3 )∗}_{iq} (⃗k_3) )

− k_{1,k}k_{2,l}h^′_{k1} h^′_{k2} e^{(s1)∗}_{pj} (⃗k_1)e^{(s2)∗}_{pm} (⃗k_2) ( k_{3,m}e^{(s3)∗}_{il} (⃗k_3) − (l ←→ m) ) ] (+5 perm.), (B1)

Here, in the exact-de Sitter spacetime, the mode function is of the form h_k(τ) ∝ e^{−ikτ} (1 + ikτ), which yields Hh^′ + k^2h_k = ikh_k, and then the above expression simplifies to

δ^{(3)}(⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3) if(τ) a^2M^2_p ϵ^{ijk} h^′_{k1} h^′_{k2} h^′_{k3} h^∗_{k1} h^∗_{k2} h^∗_{k3} e^{(s1)}_{i1j1} ( ⃗k_1)e^{(s2 )}_{i2 j2} ( ⃗k_2)e^{(s3)}_{i3j3} ( ⃗k_3) × [ k_1k_2e^{(s1 )∗}_{kq} (⃗k_1) ( k_{3,j} e^{(s2 )∗}_{im} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3 )∗}_{mq} (⃗k_3) − 3k_{3,m}e^{(s2 )∗}_{jm} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3 )∗}_{iq} (⃗k_3) )

+ k_{1,k}k_{2,l}e^{(s1)∗}_{pj} (⃗k_1)e^{(s2)∗}_{pm} (⃗k_2) ( k_{3,m}e^{(s3)∗}_{il} (⃗k_3) − (l ←→ m) ) ]

which reproduces the result in [57]. In the matter-dominated contracting universe, the simple relation does not hold. The final expression of (B1) takes the following form,

⟨0|H_{int}ĥ^{(s1 )}_{i1 j1} (⃗k_1)ĥ^{(s2 )}_{i2 j2} (⃗k_2)ĥ^{(s3)}_{i3 j3} (⃗k_3)|0⟩ = −δ^{(3)}(⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3)ϵ^{ijk} if(τ) a^2M^2_p h^∗_{k1} h^∗_{k2} h^∗_{k3} h^′_{k3} × [ k_{1,k}k_{2,l}h^′_{k1} h^′_{k2} Π^{(s1 )}_{i1 j1 ,pj} (⃗k_1)Π^{(s2 )}_{i2 j2 ,pm}(⃗k_2) ( k_{3,m}Π^{(s3 )}_{i3 j3 ,il}(⃗k_3) − (l ←→ m) )

− (Hh^′_{k1} + k^2_1 h_{k1} )(Hh^′_{k2} + k^2 h_{k2} )Π^{(s1 )}_{i1 j1 ,kq} (⃗k_1) × ( k_{3,j} Π^{(s2 )}_{i2 j2 ,im}(⃗k_2)Π^{(s3 )}_{i3 j3 ,mq}(⃗k_3) − 3k_{3,m}Π^{(s2 )}_{i2 j2 ,jm}(⃗k_2)Π^{(s3 )}_{i3 j3 ,iq} (⃗k_3) ) ] , (B2) where we introduced Π^{(s)}_{ij,kl}(⃗p) ≡ e^{(s)}_{ij} (⃗p)e^{(s)∗}_{kl} (⃗p), (B3) which satisfies Π^{(s)}_{ij,kl}(⃗p) = Π^{(−s)}_{kl,ij} (⃗p) , Π^{(s)}_{ij,kl}(⃗p)e^{(s′ )∗}_{ij} (⃗p) = δ_{ss}′ e^{(s)∗}_{kl} (⃗p). (B4) Now we can sum up the correlation function with polarization tensors. After making use of (B4) we arrive

⟨0|H_{int}ĥ^{(s1 )}_{i1 j1} (⃗k_1)ĥ^{(s2)}_{i2 j2} (⃗k_2)ĥ^{(s3 )}_{i3 j3} (⃗k_3)|0⟩e^{(s1 )∗}_{i1 j1} (⃗k_1)e^{(s2)∗}_{i2j2} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3 )∗}_{i3 j3} (⃗k_3)

= −δ^{(3)}(⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3)ϵ^{ijk} if(τ) a^2M^2_p h^∗_{k1} (τ_0)h^∗_{k2} (τ_0)h^∗_{k3} (τ_0)h^′_{k3} (τ) × [ k_{1,k}k_{2,l}h^′_{k1} (τ)h^′_{k2} (τ)e^{(s1 )∗}_{pj} (⃗k_1)e^{(s2)∗}_{pm} (⃗k_2) ( k_{3,m}e^{(s3)∗}_{il} (⃗k_3) − (l ←→ m) )

− [H(τ)h^′_{k1} (τ) + k^2_1 h_{k1} (τ)][H(τ)h^′_{k2} (τ) + k^2 h_{k2} (τ)]e^{(s1 )∗}_{kq} (⃗k_1) × ( k_{3,j} e^{(s2)∗}_{im} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3)∗}_{mq} (⃗k_3) − 3k_{3,m}e^{(s2)∗}_{jm} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3)∗}_{iq} (⃗k_3) ) ] . (B5)

By adding the complex conjugate of the above, we obtain

⟨ĥ^{(s1 )}_{i1 j1} (⃗k_1)ĥ^{(s2)}_{i2 j2} (⃗k_2)ĥ^{(s3 )}_{i3 j3} (⃗k_3)⟩ = δ^{(3)}(⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3) ∫_{τ0} −∞ dτ 2if(τ) a^2M^2_p ϵ^{ijk} × { Im [ h^∗_{k1} (τ_0)h^∗_{k2} (τ_0)h^∗_{k3} (τ_0)h^′_{k1} (τ)h^′_{k2} (τ)h^′_{k3} (τ) ] × k_{1,k}k_{2,l}e^{(s1)∗}_{pj} (⃗k_1)e^{(s2 )∗}_{pm} (⃗k_2) ( k_{3,m}e^{(s3 )∗}_{il} (⃗k_3) − (l ←→ m) ) − Im [ h^∗_{k1} (τ_0)h^∗_{k2} (τ_0)h^∗_{k3} (τ_0)[H(τ)h^′_{k1} (τ) + k^2_1 h_{k1} (τ)][H(τ)h^′_{k2} (τ) + k^2 h_{k2} (τ)]h^′_{k3} (τ) ] × e^{(s1 )∗}_{kq} (⃗k_1) ( k_{3,j} e^{(s2 )∗}_{im} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3 )∗}_{mq} (⃗k_3) − 3k_{3,m}e^{(s2 )∗}_{jm} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3 )∗}_{iq} (⃗k_3) ) } + (5 perm.). (B6)

The correlation function (B6) can be simplified by using the expressions of polarization tensors in a specific basis from Appendix A. For instance,

ϵ^{ijk}k_{1,k}k_{2,l}e^{(s1)∗}_{pj} (⃗k_1)e^{(s2 )∗}_{pm} (⃗k_2) ( k_{3,m}e^{(s3 )∗}_{il} (⃗k_3) − (l ←→ m) ) +(5 perm.) = −6is_1s_2s_3k_1k_2k_3F (s_1k_1, s_2k_2, s_3k_3) . (B7)

For the last two lines of (B6), since the mode function is symmetric over h_1 and h_2, but not h_3, we can only sum over the 1 ←→ 2 permutation: ϵ^{ijk}e^{(s1 )∗}_{kq} (⃗k_1) ( k_{3,j} e^{(s2 )∗}_{im} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3)∗}_{mq} (⃗k_3) − 3k_{3,m}e^{(s2 )∗}_{jm} (⃗k_2)e^{(s3)∗}_{iq} (⃗k_3) ) + ( s_1, ⃗k_1 ←→ s_2, ⃗k_2 ) = −6iF k_3s_3 . (B8)

Thus the correlation function (B6) can be organized in the following form:

⟨ĥ^{(s1 )}(⃗k_1)ĥ^{(s2 )}(⃗k_2)ĥ^{(s3 )}(⃗k_3)⟩ = (2π)^3δ(⃗k_1 + ⃗k_2 + ⃗k_3)F (s_1k_1, s_2k_2, s_3k_3)

I_0 + ∑ j I_j , (B9)

where

I_0 ≡ s_1s_2s_3k_1k_2k_3Im [∫_{τ0} −∞ dτ 12f(τ) a^2M^2_p [ h^∗_{k1} (τ_0)h^∗_{k2} (τ_0)h^∗_{k3} (τ_0)h^′_{k1} (τ)h^′_{k2} (τ)h^′_{k3} (τ) ]] , (B10)

I_j ≡ s_j k_j Im [∫_{τ0} −∞ dτ 12f(τ) a^2M^2_p h^∗_{k1} (τ_0)h^∗_{k2} (τ_0)h^∗_{k3} (τ_0)h^′_{kj} (τ)

× [H(τ)h^′_{kj+1} (τ) + k^2_{j+1}h_{kj+1} (τ)][H(τ)h^′_{kj+2} (τ) + k^2_{j+2}h_{kj+2} (τ)] ] , (B11)

with j being defined modulo 3.

Appendix C: Generic Expression of the Three-point Function for Arbitrary λ

In this section, we show the results of the three-point function for arbitrary λ. Introducing the following dimensionless quantities,

u ≡ Kτ_0 , v ≡ Kτ , x_i ≡ k_i/K < 1 ; i = 1, 2, 3 , (C1)

where K := k_1 + k_2 + k_3, one can rewrite the time integrals in Eq. (B10) and Eq. (B11) as

I_0 = s_1s_2s_3K^2Im ∫_u −∞ dv 96be^{i(u−v)} x^2_1x^2x^2_3v^9M^8_p ( v u )_{λ−7} [ Π^3_{j=1}(1 − ix_j u)

]^6∑ l=0 P_{0,l}(x_1, x_2, x_3)i^{2+l}v^l , (C2)

I_1 = s_1x_1K^2Im ∫_u −∞ dv 96be^{i(u−v)} x^3_1x^3_2x^3v^{11}M^8_p ( v u )_{λ−7} [ Π^3_{j=1}(1 − ix_j u)

]^8∑ l=0 P_{1,l}(x_1, x_2, x_3)i^{l+2}v^l , (C3)

where

P_{0,0} = 27, P_{0,1} = 27, P_{0,2} = 9 ∑ i x^2_i + 27 ∑ i<j x_ix_j , P_{0,3} = 9 ∑ i<j x_ix_j , (C4)

P_{0,4} = 3 ∑ i<j x^2_i x^2_j + 9x_1x_2x_3, P_{0,5} = 3x_1x_2x_3 ∑ i<j x_ix_j , P_{0,6} = x^2_1x^2x^2_3, (C5)

P_{1,0} = 108, P_{1,1} = 108, P_{1,2} = 18(3 − x^2_1), P_{1,3} = 18(1 − x^2_1), P_{1,4} = 18(1 − x_1)^2(1 − x_2)(1 − x_3) − 9x^2x^2_3, (C6) P_{1,5} = 3[3x^2x^2_3(1 − x_1) + 2x^2_1(1 − x_1)^3 + 3x_1x_2x_3(2x^2 + 3x_2x_3 + 2x^2_3)], (C7) P_{1,6} = 3x_2x_3[x^2x^2_3 + 3x_1x_2x_3 + 2x^2_1(x^2 + x^2_3)], P_{1,7} = 3x_1x^2x^2_3(x_1x_2 + x_2x_3 + x_3x_1), P_{1,8} = x^2_1x^2x^2_3. (C8)

Based on the above, we evaluate

A_0 = k^3_1 k^3_2 k^3 (2π)^4P^2_h

I_0, A_1 = k^3_1 k^3_2 k^3 (2π)^4P^2_h

I_1. (C9)

After using the following recurrence formula,

Γ(λ + 1, −i|u|) = λΓ(λ, −i|u|) + e^{−iu}(−i|u|)^λ, (C10)

we obtain

A_0 =

3K^7 2M^4_p bs_1s_2s_3x_1x_2x_3 [ B_0 |u| + B_1 |u|^3 Re[Q_0(|u|)] ]

= K^3 3 2M^4_p τ^4_0 bs_1s_2s_3x_1x_2x_3 [ |u|^3B_0 + |u|B_1Re[Q_0(|u|)] ] , (C11)

A_1 =

3K^7 2M^4_p bs_1x_1 [ C_0 |u| + C_1 |u|^3 + C_2 |u|^5 Re[S_0(|u|)] ]

= K^3 3 2M^4_p τ^4_0 bs_1x_1 [ |u|^3C_0 + |u|C_1 +

C_2 |u| Re[S_0(|u|)] ] , (C12) where

B_0 := x_1x_2x_3P_{0,1} − (∑ i<j x_ix_j + (λ − 14)x_1x_2x_3 ) P_{0,2} + ( 1 + (λ − 13)S ) P_{0,3} + (λ − 13)(1 + (λ − 12)S)P_{0,4} + (λ − 13)(λ − 11)(1 + (λ − 12)S)P_{0,5} + (λ − 13)(λ − 11)(λ − 10)(1 + (λ − 12)S)P_{0,6}, (C13) B_1 := −P_{0,1} − (λ − 15)P_{0,2} − (λ − 15)(λ − 13)P_{0,3} − (λ − 15)(λ − 13)(λ − 12)P_{0,4} − (λ − 15)(λ − 13)(λ − 12)(λ − 11)P_{0,5} − (λ − 15)(λ − 13)(λ − 12)(λ − 11)(λ − 10)P_{0,6}, (C14) Q_0 := 1 + (λ − 14)e^{−i|u|}u^{14}(−i|u|)^{−λ} [ Π^3_{j=1}(1 + ix_j |u|) ] Γ[λ − 15, −i|u|], (C15) C_0 := − [ x_1x_2x_3P_{1,3} + SP_{1,4} + (1 + (λ − 13)S)P_{1,5} + (λ − 13)(1 + (λ − 12)S)P_{1,6}

+ (λ − 13)(λ − 11)(1 + (λ − 12)S)P_{1,7} + (λ − 13)(λ − 11)(λ − 10)(1 + (λ − 12)S)P_{1,8} ] , (C16)

C_1 := x_1x_2x_3P_{1,1} + DP_{1,2} + [1 + D(λ − 15)]P_{1,3} + (λ − 15)[1 + D(λ − 14)]P_{1,4} + (λ − 13)(λ − 15)[1 + D(λ − 14)]P_{1,5} + (λ − 12)(λ − 13)(λ − 15)[1 + D(λ − 14)]P_{1,6} + (λ − 11)(λ − 12)(λ − 13)(λ − 15)[1 + D(λ − 14)]P_{1,7} + (λ − 10)(λ − 11)(λ − 12)(λ − 13)(λ − 15)[1 + D(λ − 15)]P_{1,8}, (C17) S_0 := 1 − (λ − 16)e^{−i|u|}|u|^{16}(−i|u|)^{−λ} [ Π^3_{j=1}(1 + ix_j |u|) ] Γ(λ − 17, −i|u|), (C18) C_2 := −P_{1,1} − (λ − 17)P_{1,2} − (λ − 17)(λ − 15)P_{1,3} − (λ − 17)(λ − 15)(λ − 14)P_{1,4} − (λ − 17)(λ − 15)(λ − 14)(λ − 13)P_{1,5} − (λ − 17)(λ − 15)(λ − 14)(λ − 13)(λ − 12)P_{1,6} − (λ − 17)(λ − 15)(λ − 14)(λ − 13)(λ − 12)(λ − 11)P_{1,7} − (λ − 17)(λ − 15)(λ − 14)(λ − 13)(λ − 12)(λ − 11)(λ − 10)P_{1,8}, (C19)

with

S := −x_1x_2 − x_2x_3 − x_3x_1 + (λ − 14)x_1x_2x_3, (C20) D := −x_1x_2 − x_2x_3 − x_3x_1 + (λ − 16)x_1x_2x_3. (C21)

On the superhorizon scales (i.e., |u| ≪ 1), the leading-order contributions to Re[Q_0] (Re[S_0]) are those to Q_{λ≥12} and Q_{λ<12} (S_{λ≥14} and S_{λ<14}) defined by

Q_{λ≥12} := 1 6 (λ − 14)|u|^{14−λ} [ 6 cos ( πλ 2 ) + 2 ( 1 − 3 ∑ i<j x_ix_j + 3x_1x_2x_3 ) sin ( πλ 2 ) |u|^3 ] Γ(λ − 15)

+ 1 + (λ − 12)S (λ − 15)(λ − 12) |u|^2 − 1 6(λ − 13) ( 1 − 3 ∑ i<j x_ix_j + 3x_1x_2x_3 ) |u|^4, (C22)

Q_{λ<12} :=

1 + (λ − 12)S (λ − 15)(λ − 12)

|u|^2, (C23)

S_{λ≥14} := 1 6 (16 − λ)|u|^{16−λ} [ 6 cos ( πλ 2 ) + 2 ( 1 − 3 ∑ i<j x_ix_j + 3x_1x_2x_3 ) sin ( πλ 2 ) |u|^3 ] Γ(λ − 17)

+ 1 + (λ − 14)D (λ − 17)(λ − 14)

|u|^2 + 1 6(λ − 15) ( 1 − 3 ∑ i<j x_ix_j + 3x_1x_2x_3 ) |u|^4, (C24)

S_{λ<14} :=

1 + (λ − 14)D (λ − 17)(λ − 14)

|u|^2, (C25)

where the subscript • on Q_• and S_• stand for the conditions under which those four functions are defined. For instance, Q_{λ≥12} are defined only for λ ≥ 12. To obtain the leading-order contributions to Re[Q_0] and Re[S_0], one needs to take the limit of a specific λ to Q_• and S_• instead of substituting it into those.

One can find from Eqs. (C22)–(C24) that the non-linearity parameter f_{NL} = A/( ∑ i k^3_i ) is enhanced or suppressed in proportion to O(1) (or larger) powers of (−kτ_0) on the superhorizon scales, |u| = (−kτ_0) ≪ 1, unless Re[Q_0(u)] ∼ u^{−1} and Re[S_0(u)] ∼ u which are realized for λ ∼ 15. In particular, by taking the limit λ → 15, the above reproduces the result in Eq. (28):

Re[S_0(|u|)] ≃ π 2|u| , Re[Q_0(|u|)] ≃ π|u| 4 , B_1 = −27, C_2 = −36x^2_1. (C26)

[1] Y. Minami and E. Komatsu, “New Extraction of the Cosmic Birefringence from the Planck 2018 Polarization Data,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 125 no. 22, (2020) 221301, arXiv:2011.11254 [astro-ph.CO].

[2] P. Diego-Palazuelos et al., “Cosmic Birefringence from the Planck Data Release 4,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 128 no. 9, (2022) 091302, arXiv:2201.07682 [astro-ph.CO].

[3] J. Hou, Z. Slepian, and R. N. Cahn, “Measurement of parity-odd modes in the large-scale 4-point correlation function of Sloan Digital Sky Survey Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey twelfth data release CMASS and LOWZ galaxies,” Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 522 no. 4, (2023) 5701–5739, arXiv:2206.03625 [astro-ph.CO].

[4] O. H. E. Philcox, “Probing parity violation with the four-point correlation function of BOSS galaxies,” Phys. Rev. D 106 no. 6, (2022) 063501, arXiv:2206.04227 [astro-ph.CO].

[5] T. Fujita, Y. Minami, M. Shiraishi, and S. Yokoyama, “Can primordial parity violation explain the observed cosmic birefringence?,” Phys. Rev. D 106 no. 10, (2022) 103529, arXiv:2208.08101 [astro-ph.CO].

[6] O. H. E. Philcox, “Do the CMB Temperature Fluctuations Conserve Parity?,” arXiv:2303.12106 [astro-ph.CO]. [7] A. H. Guth, “The Inflationary Universe: A Possible Solution to the Horizon and Flatness Problems,” Phys. Rev. D 23 (1981) 347–356.

[8] K. Sato, “First-order phase transition of a vacuum and the expansion of the Universe,” Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc.

195 no. 3, (1981) 467–479.

[9] A. D. Linde, “Chaotic Inflation,” Phys. Lett. B 129 (1983) 177–181.

[10] E. Silverstein and D. Tong, “Scalar speed limits and cosmology: Acceleration from D-cceleration,” Phys. Rev. D 70 (2004) 103505, arXiv:hep-th/0310221.

[11] M. Satoh, S. Kanno, and J. Soda, “Circular Polarization of Primordial Gravitational Waves in String-inspired Inflationary Cosmology,” Phys. Rev. D 77 (2008) 023526, arXiv:0706.3585 [astro-ph].

[12] M. Satoh and J. Soda, “Higher Curvature Corrections to Primordial Fluctuations in Slow-roll Inflation,” JCAP 09 (2008) 019, arXiv:0806.4594 [astro-ph].

[13] M. Li, Y.-F. Cai, X. Wang, and X. Zhang, “CP T Violating Electrodynamics and Chern-Simons Modified Gravity,” Phys. Lett. B 680 (2009) 118–124, arXiv:0907.5159 [hep-ph].

[14] M.-a. Watanabe, S. Kanno, and J. Soda, “Imprints of Anisotropic Inflation on the Cosmic Microwave Background,” Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 412 (2011) L83–L87, arXiv:1011.3604 [astro-ph.CO].

[15] M. Satoh, “Slow-roll Inflation with the Gauss-Bonnet and Chern-Simons Corrections,” JCAP 11 (2010) 024,

arXiv:1008.2724 [astro-ph.CO].

[16] L. Sorbo, “Parity violation in the Cosmic Microwave Background from a pseudoscalar inflaton,” JCAP 06 (2011) 003,

arXiv:1101.1525 [astro-ph.CO].

[17] A. Maleknejad, M. Noorbala, and M. M. Sheikh-Jabbari, “Leptogenesis in inflationary models with non-Abelian gauge fields,” Gen. Rel. Grav. 50 no. 9, (2018) 110, arXiv:1208.2807 [hep-th].

[18] N. Bartolo, S. Matarrese, M. Peloso, and M. Shiraishi, “Parity-violating and anisotropic correlations in pseudoscalar inflation,” JCAP 01 (2015) 027, arXiv:1411.2521 [astro-ph.CO].

[19] Y. Cai, Y.-T. Wang, and Y.-S. Piao, “Chirality oscillation of primordial gravitational waves during inflation,” JHEP 03 (2017) 024, arXiv:1608.06508 [astro-ph.CO].

[20] I. Obata, “Chiral primordial blue tensor spectra from the axion-gauge couplings,” JCAP 06 (2017) 050,

arXiv:1612.08817 [astro-ph.CO].

[21] I. Obata and J. Soda, “Oscillating Chiral Tensor Spectrum from Axionic Inflation,” Phys. Rev. D 94 no. 4, (2016) 044062, arXiv:1607.01847 [astro-ph.CO].

[22] E. McDonough and S. Alexander, “Observable Chiral Gravitational Waves from Inflation in String Theory,” JCAP 11 (2018) 030, arXiv:1806.05684 [hep-th].

[23] A. Papageorgiou, M. Peloso, and C. Unal, “Nonlinear perturbations from axion-gauge fields dynamics during inflation,” JCAP 07 (2019) 004, arXiv:1904.01488 [astro-ph.CO].

[24] X. Gao and X.-Y. Hong, “Propagation of gravitational waves in a cosmological background,” Phys. Rev. D 101 no. 6, (2020) 064057, arXiv:1906.07131 [gr-qc].

[25] M. Mylova, “Chiral primordial gravitational waves in extended theories of Scalar-Tensor gravity,” arXiv:1912.00800

[gr-qc].

[26] T. Liu, X. Tong, Y. Wang, and Z.-Z. Xianyu, “Probing P and CP Violations on the Cosmological Collider,” JHEP 04 (2020) 189, arXiv:1909.01819 [hep-ph].

[27] M. Li, H. Rao, and D. Zhao, “A simple parity violating gravity model without ghost instability,” JCAP 11 (2020) 023,

arXiv:2007.08038 [gr-qc].

[28] L. Mirzagholi, E. Komatsu, K. D. Lozanov, and Y. Watanabe, “Effects of Gravitational Chern-Simons during Axion-SU(2) Inflation,” JCAP 06 (2020) 024, arXiv:2003.05931 [gr-qc].

[29] C. Fu, J. Liu, T. Zhu, H. Yu, and P. Wu, “Resonance instability of primordial gravitational waves during inflation in Chern–Simons gravity,” Eur. Phys. J. C 81 no. 3, (2021) 204, arXiv:2006.03771 [gr-qc].

[30] A. Nicolis and G. Sun, “Scalar-tensor mixing from icosahedral inflation,” JCAP 04 (2021) 074, arXiv:2011.04687

[hep-th].

[31] R.-G. Cai, C. Fu, and W.-W. Yu, “Parity violation in stochastic gravitational wave background from inflation in Nieh-Yan modified teleparallel gravity,” Phys. Rev. D 105 no. 10, (2022) 103520, arXiv:2112.04794 [astro-ph.CO].

[32] F. Zhang, J.-X. Feng, and X. Gao, “Circularly polarized scalar induced gravitational waves from the Chern-Simons modified gravity,” JCAP 10 (2022) 054, arXiv:2205.12045 [gr-qc].

[33] M. Bastero-Gil and A. T. Manso, “Parity violating gravitational waves at the end of inflation,” JCAP 08 (2023) 001,

arXiv:2209.15572 [gr-qc].

[34] Y. Jiang and Q.-G. Huang, “Upper limits on the polarized isotropic stochastic gravitational-wave background from advanced LIGO-Virgo’s first three observing runs,” JCAP 02 (2023) 026, arXiv:2210.09952 [astro-ph.CO].

[35] S. Boudet, F. Bombacigno, F. Moretti, and G. J. Olmo, “Torsional birefringence in metric-affine Chern-Simons gravity:

gravitational waves in late-time cosmology,” JCAP 01 (2023) 026, arXiv:2209.14394 [gr-qc]. [36] Y. Cai, “Generating enhanced parity-violating gravitational waves during inflation with violation of the null energy condition,” Phys. Rev. D 107 no. 6, (2023) 063512, arXiv:2212.10893 [gr-qc].

[37] G. Cabass, S. Jazayeri, E. Pajer, and D. Stefanyszyn, “Parity violation in the scalar trispectrum: no-go theorems and yes-go examples,” JHEP 02 (2023) 021, arXiv:2210.02907 [hep-th].

[38] J.-O. Gong, M. Mylova, and M. Sasaki, “New shape of parity-violating graviton non-Gaussianity,” arXiv:2303.05178

[hep-th].

[39] H. Rao and D. Zhao, “Parity violating scalar-tensor model in teleparallel gravity and its cosmological application,” JHEP 08 (2023) 070, arXiv:2304.07138 [gr-qc].

[40] D. Stefanyszyn, X. Tong, and Y. Zhu, “Cosmological Correlators Through the Looking Glass: Reality, Parity, and Factorisation,” arXiv:2309.07769 [hep-th].

[41] J. Soda, H. Kodama, and M. Nozawa, “Parity Violation in Graviton Non-gaussianity,” JHEP 08 (2011) 067,

arXiv:1106.3228 [hep-th].

[42] N. Bartolo and G. Orlando, “Parity breaking signatures from a Chern-Simons coupling during inflation: the case of non-Gaussian gravitational waves,” JCAP 07 (2017) 034, arXiv:1706.04627 [astro-ph.CO].

[43] N. Bartolo, L. Caloni, G. Orlando, and A. Ricciardone, “Tensor non-Gaussianity in chiral scalar-tensor theories of gravity,” JCAP 03 (2021) 073, arXiv:2008.01715 [astro-ph.CO].

[44] A. Borde and A. Vilenkin, “Eternal inflation and the initial singularity,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 72 (1994) 3305–3309,

arXiv:gr-qc/9312022.

[45] A. Borde and A. Vilenkin, “Singularities in inflationary cosmology: A Review,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 5 (1996) 813–824,

arXiv:gr-qc/9612036.

[46] A. Borde, A. H. Guth, and A. Vilenkin, “Inflationary space-times are incompletein past directions,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 90 (2003) 151301, arXiv:gr-qc/0110012.

[47] J. Martin and R. H. Brandenberger, “The TransPlanckian problem of inflationary cosmology,” Phys. Rev. D 63 (2001) 123501, arXiv:hep-th/0005209.

[48] A. Bedroya and C. Vafa, “Trans-Planckian Censorship and the Swampland,” JHEP 09 (2020) 123, arXiv:1909.11063

[hep-th].

[49] A. Bedroya, R. Brandenberger, M. Loverde, and C. Vafa, “Trans-Planckian Censorship and Inflationary Cosmology,” Phys. Rev. D 101 no. 10, (2020) 103502, arXiv:1909.11106 [hep-th].

[50] Y. Cai and Y.-S. Piao, “Pre-inflation and trans-Planckian censorship,” Sci. China Phys. Mech. Astron. 63 no. 11, (2020) 110411, arXiv:1909.12719 [gr-qc].

[51] R. H. Brandenberger, “Inflationary cosmology: Progress and problems,” in

IPM School on Cosmology 1999: Large Scale Structure Formation. 1, 1999. arXiv:hep-ph/9910410. [52] R. H. Brandenberger, “Alternatives to the inflationary paradigm of structure formation,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. Conf. Ser.

01 (2011) 67–79, arXiv:0902.4731 [hep-th].

[53] D. Battefeld and P. Peter, “A Critical Review of Classical Bouncing Cosmologies,” Phys. Rept. 571 (2015) 1–66,

arXiv:1406.2790 [astro-ph.CO].

[54] R. Jackiw and S. Y. Pi, “Chern-Simons modification of general relativity,” Phys. Rev. D 68 (2003) 104012,

arXiv:gr-qc/0308071.

[55] S. Alexander and N. Yunes, “Chern-Simons Modified General Relativity,” Phys. Rept. 480 (2009) 1–55,

arXiv:0907.2562 [hep-th].

[56] M. Crisostomi, K. Noui, C. Charmousis, and D. Langlois, “Beyond Lovelock gravity: Higher derivative metric theories,” Phys. Rev. D 97 no. 4, (2018) 044034, arXiv:1710.04531 [hep-th].

[57] M. Shiraishi, D. Nitta, and S. Yokoyama, “Parity Violation of Gravitons in the CMB Bispectrum,” Prog. Theor. Phys.

126 (2011) 937–959, arXiv:1108.0175 [astro-ph.CO].

[58] R. H. Brandenberger, “The Matter Bounce Alternative to Inflationary Cosmology,” arXiv:1206.4196 [astro-ph.CO]. [59] F. Finelli and R. Brandenberger, “On the generation of a scale invariant spectrum of adiabatic fluctuations in cosmological models with a contracting phase,” Phys. Rev. D 65 (2002) 103522, arXiv:hep-th/0112249.

[60] Y.-F. Cai, S.-H. Chen, J. B. Dent, S. Dutta, and E. N. Saridakis, “Matter Bounce Cosmology with the f(T) Gravity,” Class. Quant. Grav. 28 (2011) 215011, arXiv:1104.4349 [astro-ph.CO].

[61] Y.-F. Cai, R. Brandenberger, and X. Zhang, “The Matter Bounce Curvaton Scenario,” JCAP 03 (2011) 003, arXiv:1101.0822 [hep-th].

[62] Y.-F. Cai, E. McDonough, F. Duplessis, and R. H. Brandenberger, “Two Field Matter Bounce Cosmology,” JCAP 10 (2013) 024, arXiv:1305.5259 [hep-th].

[63] J. de Haro and Y.-F. Cai, “An Extended Matter Bounce Scenario: current status and challenges,” Gen. Rel. Grav. 47 no. 8, (2015) 95, arXiv:1502.03230 [gr-qc].

[64] S. Akama, S. Hirano, and T. Kobayashi, “Primordial non-Gaussianities of scalar and tensor perturbations in general bounce cosmology: Evading the no-go theorem,” Phys. Rev. D 101 no. 4, (2020) 043529, arXiv:1908.10663 [gr-qc].

[65] X. Gao, Y. Wang, W. Xue, and R. Brandenberger, “Fluctuations in a Hořava-Lifshitz Bouncing Cosmology,” JCAP 02 (2010) 020, arXiv:0911.3196 [hep-th].

[66] J. Quintin, Z. Sherkatghanad, Y.-F. Cai, and R. H. Brandenberger, “Evolution of cosmological perturbations and the production of non-Gaussianities through a nonsingular bounce: Indications for a no-go theorem in single field matter bounce cosmologies,” Phys. Rev. D 92 no. 6, (2015) 063532, arXiv:1508.04141 [hep-th].

[67] M. Zhu, A. Ilyas, Y. Zheng, Y.-F. Cai, and E. N. Saridakis, “Scalar and tensor perturbations in DHOST bounce cosmology,” JCAP 11 no. 11, (2021) 045, arXiv:2108.01339 [gr-qc].

[68] A. Ganz, P. Martens, S. Mukohyama, and R. Namba, “Bouncing cosmology in VCDM,” JCAP 04 (2023) 060,

arXiv:2212.13561 [gr-qc].

[69] M. Libanov, S. Mironov, and V. Rubakov, “Generalized Galileons: instabilities of bouncing and Genesis cosmologies and modified Genesis,” JCAP 08 (2016) 037, arXiv:1605.05992 [hep-th].

[70] T. Kobayashi, “Generic instabilities of nonsingular cosmologies in Horndeski theory: A no-go theorem,” Phys. Rev. D 94 no. 4, (2016) 043511, arXiv:1606.05831 [hep-th].

[71] S. Akama and T. Kobayashi, “Generalized multi-Galileons, covariantized new terms, and the no-go theorem for nonsingular cosmologies,” Phys. Rev. D 95 no. 6, (2017) 064011, arXiv:1701.02926 [hep-th].

[72] Y. Cai, Y. Wan, H.-G. Li, T. Qiu, and Y.-S. Piao, “The Effective Field Theory of nonsingular cosmology,” JHEP 01 (2017) 090, arXiv:1610.03400 [gr-qc].

[73] Y. Cai, H.-G. Li, T. Qiu, and Y.-S. Piao, “The Effective Field Theory of nonsingular cosmology: II,” Eur. Phys. J. C 77 no. 6, (2017) 369, arXiv:1701.04330 [gr-qc].

[74] Y. Cai and Y.-S. Piao, “A covariant Lagrangian for stable nonsingular bounce,” JHEP 09 (2017) 027,

arXiv:1705.03401 [gr-qc].

[75] R. Kolevatov, S. Mironov, N. Sukhov, and V. Volkova, “Cosmological bounce and Genesis beyond Horndeski,” JCAP 08 (2017) 038, arXiv:1705.06626 [hep-th].

[76] S. Akama and T. Kobayashi, “General theory of cosmological perturbations in open and closed universes from the Horndeski action,” Phys. Rev. D 99 no. 4, (2019) 043522, arXiv:1810.01863 [gr-qc].

[77] A. Ilyas, M. Zhu, Y. Zheng, Y.-F. Cai, and E. N. Saridakis, “DHOST Bounce,” JCAP 09 (2020) 002,

arXiv:2002.08269 [gr-qc].

[78] S. Mironov and A. Shtennikova, “Stable cosmological solutions in Horndeski theory,” JCAP 06 (2023) 037,

arXiv:2212.03285 [gr-qc].

[79] C. Lin, R. H. Brandenberger, and L. Perreault Levasseur, “A Matter Bounce By Means of Ghost Condensation,” JCAP 04 (2011) 019, arXiv:1007.2654 [hep-th].

[80] Y.-F. Cai, W. Xue, R. Brandenberger, and X. Zhang, “Non-Gaussianity in a Matter Bounce,” JCAP 05 (2009) 011,

arXiv:0903.0631 [astro-ph.CO].

[81] X. Gao, T. Kobayashi, M. Shiraishi, M. Yamaguchi, J. Yokoyama, and S. Yokoyama, “Full bispectra from primordial scalar and tensor perturbations in the most general single-field inflation model,” PTEP 2013 (2013) 053E03,

arXiv:1207.0588 [astro-ph.CO].

[82] Planck Collaboration, Y. Akrami et al., “Planck 2018 results. X. Constraints on inflation,” Astron. Astrophys. 641 (2020) A10, arXiv:1807.06211 [astro-ph.CO].

[83] M. Shiraishi, “Tensor Non-Gaussianity Search: Current Status and Future Prospects,” Front. Astron. Space Sci. 6 (2019) 49, arXiv:1905.12485 [astro-ph.CO].

[84] Y. A. Ageeva, O. A. Evseev, O. I. Melichev, and V. A. Rubakov, “Horndeski Genesis: strong coupling and absence thereof,” EPJ Web Conf. 191 (2018) 07010, arXiv:1810.00465 [hep-th].

[85] Y. Ageeva, O. Evseev, O. Melichev, and V. Rubakov, “Toward evading the strong coupling problem in Horndeski genesis,” Phys. Rev. D 102 no. 2, (2020) 023519, arXiv:2003.01202 [hep-th].

[86] Y. Ageeva, P. Petrov, and V. Rubakov, “Horndeski genesis: consistency of classical theory,” JHEP 12 (2020) 107,

arXiv:2009.05071 [hep-th].

[87] Y. Ageeva, P. Petrov, and V. Rubakov, “Nonsingular cosmological models with strong gravity in the past,” Phys. Rev.

D 104 no. 6, (2021) 063530, arXiv:2104.13412 [hep-th].

[88] Y. Ageeva and P. Petrov, “On the strong coupling problem in cosmologies with “strong gravity in the past”,” Mod.

Phys. Lett. A 37 no. 26, (2022) 2250171, arXiv:2206.10646 [gr-qc].

[89] Y. Ageeva, P. Petrov, and V. Rubakov, “Generating cosmological perturbations in non-singular Horndeski cosmologies,” JHEP 01 (2023) 026, arXiv:2207.04071 [hep-th].

[90] S. Akama and S. Hirano, “Primordial non-Gaussianity from Galilean Genesis without strong coupling problem,” Phys.

Rev. D 107 no. 6, (2023) 063504, arXiv:2211.00388 [gr-qc].

[91] R. Kothari and D. Nandi, “B-Mode auto-bispectrum due to matter bounce,” JCAP 10 (2019) 026, arXiv:1901.06538

[astro-ph.CO].

[92] M. Zhu and Y. Cai, “Parity-violation in bouncing cosmology,” JHEP 04 (2023) 095, arXiv:2301.13502 [gr-qc].

[93] J. K. Erickson, D. H. Wesley, P. J. Steinhardt, and N. Turok, “Kasner and mixmaster behavior in universes with equation of state w >= 1,” Phys. Rev. D 69 (2004) 063514, arXiv:hep-th/0312009.

[94] Y.-F. Cai, R. Brandenberger, and P. Peter, “Anisotropy in a Nonsingular Bounce,” Class. Quant. Grav. 30 (2013) 075019, arXiv:1301.4703 [gr-qc].

[95] T. Qiu, X. Gao, and E. N. Saridakis, “Towards anisotropy-free and nonsingular bounce cosmology with scale-invariant perturbations,” Phys. Rev. D 88 no. 4, (2013) 043525, arXiv:1303.2372 [astro-ph.CO].

[96] Y.-S. Piao and E. Zhou, “Nearly scale invariant spectrum of adiabatic fluctuations may be from a very slowly expanding phase of the universe,” Phys. Rev. D 68 (2003) 083515, arXiv:hep-th/0308080.

[97] P. Creminelli, A. Nicolis, and E. Trincherini, “Galilean Genesis: An Alternative to inflation,” JCAP 11 (2010) 021,

arXiv:1007.0027 [hep-th].

[98] J. Martin, H. Motohashi, and T. Suyama, “Ultra Slow-Roll Inflation and the non-Gaussianity Consistency Relation,” Phys. Rev. D 87 no. 2, (2013) 023514, arXiv:1211.0083 [astro-ph.CO].

[99] H. Motohashi, A. A. Starobinsky, and J. Yokoyama, “Inflation with a constant rate of roll,” JCAP 09 (2015) 018,

arXiv:1411.5021 [astro-ph.CO].

[100] Y. Cai and Y.-S. Piao, “Intermittent null energy condition violations during inflation and primordial gravitational waves,” Phys. Rev. D 103 no. 8, (2021) 083521, arXiv:2012.11304 [gr-qc].

[101] P. McFadden and K. Skenderis, “Cosmological 3-point correlators from holography,” JCAP 06 (2011) 030,

arXiv:1104.3894 [hep-th].