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Abstract

Recent results from the W ilkinson M icrowave Anisotropy Probe have been

called a corroboration,or even a con�rm ation,ofination. Yet,the results

includefeaturesthatrequire,atleast,a signi�cantdistortion ofwhatisusu-

ally m eant by ination. At the sam e tim e,critics have leveled the charge

thatination isan arbitrarily pliabletheory and isthereforebeyond proofor

disproof.Thisstartlingdissonancein attitudestoward ination seem stohave

grown outofthe lack ofa clearfram ework with which to evaluate the ina-

tionary paradigm .In thisrhetoricalpam phletwe reexam ine the inationary

paradigm ,attem ptto articulate explicitly how the paradigm and itsdescen-

dantm odelsarefalsi�able,and m akea soberassessm entofthesuccessesand

failuresofination.
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I.IN T R O D U C T IO N

The dawn ofthe 21st century has indeed yielded the prom ised golden age ofm odern

cosm ology.Thewealth ofobservationaldata from both satellitesand ground-based surveys

provide an increasingly re� ned setoftoolsforprobing and criticizing the increasingly co-

herenttheoreticalfram ework ofthestandard cosm ologicalm odel:a hotbig bang evolution

ofa universe � lled with cold dark m atter,with an early period ofin ation that provides

 atnessand hom ogeneity in theobservableUniverse and which,atthesam etim e,provides

thesourceofprim ordialdensity  uctuationsfrom which allobserved structureevolved.

The recent results from the � rst year of data from NASA’s W ilkinson M icrowave

Anisotropy Probe (W M AP) are a rem arkable accom plishm ent,a tour de force offantas-

tic and carefulanalysis. The NASA press conference announcing the results ofW M AP

claim ed thatthedataprovidesacon� rm ation,oratleastacorroboration,ofthein ationary

paradigm .Thislastphrase,\thein ationaryparadigm ,"hasgiven risetoconsiderableangst

am ongstcosm ologists.Them antrathatin ation isnotatheory,ratheritisaparadigm ,has

been used by enthusiastsand detractorsalike. Proponentsclaim thatin ation isa sim ple

butpowerfulenvironm entwhereonecan study a largevariety ofm odelsand answera host

ofquestions. Criticsrespond by questioning whetherin ation isreally science underthose

circum stances,and assertthatin ation,asa paradigm ratherthan a theory,can be engi-

neered to providewhateverresultisnecessary.Indeed,theclaim thatW M AP corroborates

in ation m erely con� rm ed the worst fears ofin ation detractors: how can one con� rm a

paradigm thatcan neverbedisproven?

Thecosm ologycom m unitym ustsurelydem and thatthepillarsofitsstandard theoretical

fram ework have � rm foundationsin scienti� c principles: providing explanations ofknown

inform ation,o� ering new predictions,and subjecting itselfto falsi� cation.Isin ation good

science? Perhaps{whatisclearisthatthecriticism sofin ation asascienti� cparadigm are

notentirely unjusti� ed.W ewish to lay outa setofsoberthoughtsregarding in ation,both

proand con.Littlein thisdiscussion willbenew.Considerthisarhetoricalpam phletrather

than apaper,onewhereweattem pttocollectand organizeideasthatm any haveexpressed,

to give voice to the frustrations that m any physicists and cosm ologists have concerning

the statusofin ation assound science,and to provide anotherperspective with which to

continuetheproductivedebateon thesubject.1

1 W ith apologiesto ourcolleagues,given the nature ofthisdocum entand the fam iliarity ofthe

com m unity with the subjectm atter,wehave included no references.
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A .A n A llegory

Isthe in ationary paradigm good science? By thiswe m ean isitfalsi� able? Are there

any principles or predictions that are inviolable? These are the stringent questions that

m ustbeasked ofany scienti� c paradigm .But,itisworth contem plating an analogy before

denouncing in ation.

Particle physicslaysclaim to a rem arkable theoreticalfoundation,itsStandard M odel.

Thism odel,approxim ately thirty yearsold,hasbeen tested to an exquisite degreeand,by

thestandardsofcosm ology,holdsup incredibly well.But,justasonecan ask whetherthe

in ationary paradigm isgood science,onecan aseasily ask thesam eoftheStandard M odel.

M oreaccurately,weshould ask whetherthegaugeprincipleisgood science.Here,weview

thegaugeprincipleasthegoverning conceptthatallfundam entalinteractionsarem ediated

by vectorbosonsthatareuniversally coupled to ferm ionic m atter,representing a perfectly

respected gaugesym m etry.Thisgaugeprinciplearising outofquantum electrodynam icsis

thefoundation fortheStandard M odel.

Butisthe gauge principle falsi� able? W hat� rm predictionsdoesitm ake? Justasfor

in ation,therearem any m odelsthatareconsistentwith theparadigm ,m any gaugegroups

thatm ay be considered,m any variationson the them e. In the realworld,one m ust take

therathercum bersom eSU(3)� SU(2)� U(1)gaugegroup to explain allthedata.Indeed,

ifthedata wereto bedi� erent,onewould m odify thegaugegroup oradd m oreparticlesto

explain every anom alousfeature.

Onecan takethisanalogy even further.Taken in itssim plestform ,thegaugeprinciple

has de� nite predictions. It m ust have m assless gauge bosons for every gauge sym m etry

present.Andwhilethispredictionworksextraordinarilywellforelectrom agnetism ,itdoesn’t

work for the nuclear forces. The weak gauge bosons are not m assless. One cannot even

directly observethegluons.Notallgaugesym m etriesareexplicitly,oreven approxim ately,

respected.

Directpredictionsofthe sim plestm anifestation ofthe gaugeprinciple are categorically

refuted by observation. A whole new system needsto be m anufactured. Outrageousm od-

i� cations are m ade to the gauge paradigm such as the addition ofa fundam entalscalar

Higgsboson with non-universalcouplingsand spontaneoussym m etry breaking;and a non-

perturbativerealization ofthegaugeprinciplem ustbeintroduced forthecolorforcein order

to bring the gauge principle into line with observations. Should one then argue that the

gaugeprinciple isgarbage? Thatitisn’tscience because onecan m odify itad in�nitum in

orderto � t,howeverawkwardly,with thedata? And yetthegaugeparadigm isconsidered

wildly successful.W hy? Isthissituation di� erentfrom in ation?
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B .Lessons

Particle physicists would be reluctantto characterize to the gauge principle aslacking

the heftofrealscience,orbeing totally devoid ofinviolable predictions,and therefore not

falsi� able. The answers to the provocative questions raised above are that,indeed,the

gaugeprincipledoeshaveasetofinviolableprinciples:an exact(butpossibly hidden)gauge

sym m etry,gauge bosonsm ediating the associated interactions,and universalcouplings of

thosegaugebosonstom atter.Each ofthesepredictionsisindeed con� rm ed by observation.

AllvariantsoftheStandard M odel,howeverbaroque,m ustrespecttheseprinciples.

In orderto putin ation on thesam efooting asthegaugeprinciple,weneed to enum er-

atea sim ilarsetofinviolable principles.Putanotherway,we need to identify whatm akes

in ation so appealing thatitm ay su� erm any alterations. W hatare itsinviolable predic-

tions? W hatareitscoreprinciples? Thefrustration with in ation stem sfrom theapparent

scarcityofinviolableprinciples,thankstotheingenuityofcreativein ationarytheorists,and

theapparentscarcity ofindependentexperim entswith which to testtheself-consistency of

in ation in theconceivablefuture.

II.T H E IN FLAT IO N A RY PA R A D IG M

W hataretheprinciplesunderlying an in ationary theory?

W e start by de� ning the classicalinationary paradigm as: accelerated expansion of

an initially m arginalsuper-horizon (or,super-Planck,ifatt= 0) volum e,proceeding for

m any doubling tim es(order100),and ending everywhere (oratleastoveran exponentially

largersuper-horizon volum e)with therm alization and baryogenesis(su� cientforsuccessful

nucleosynthesis). Im plicitin thisparadigm issom e driving m echanism forthe accelerated

expansion and the appropriate initialconditions that would lead to it. In allrealizations

ofwhich we are aware, the driving m echanism is som e � eld, usually referred to as the

\in aton." Suitableinitialconditionsforthein aton areassum ed,usually on thebasisthat

allpossible initialconditionsare statistically realized. Generalrelativity (GR)istaken to

bethedynam icsofspacetim e.

Thisclassicalparadigm ,which arisesoutofclassical� eld theory,m ustbe prom oted to

a quantum paradigm .So long aswe areinterested in spacetim e curvaturescalesm uch less

than the Planck scale,we continue to treatgravity asclassical;however,the in aton � eld

m ustbetreated quantum � eld theoretically.2 Heretherearetwo levelsofcom plexity which

wedenotethesem iclassicalinationary paradigm and thequantum inationary paradigm .

2 Also im plicithasbeen a particulardescription ofthe vacuum state ofthe theory (the Bunch-

Davies vacuum ),extending possibly to trans-Planckian energy scales (and hence sub-Planckian

length scales),although som eresearchershave begun to exploretherobustnessofthisfram ework.
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In thesem iclassicalin ationary paradigm oneisin theperturbativeregim eofthequan-

tum theory and quantum  uctuationscan self-consistently beregarded asoccurring against

a background ofthe classicalevolution ofthe in aton � eld and the m etric,atleastovera

range oflength scalesextending up beyond ourcurrentHubble volum e. Thisparadigm is

the one appropriate to new in ationary and naturalin ation m odels. M oreover,itisthis

paradigm that is in play whenever predictions ofin ation are com pared to observational

data.

In thequantum in ationaryparadigm ,foratleastsom eportion ofthein ationaryepoch,

one is in the regim e where backreaction ofquantum  uctuations on the spacetim e need

to be taken into account. To do this properly,one would need to extend GR to include

quantum e� ects. This paradigm is the one appropriate to eternal,stochastic or chaotic

in ation.Theprogenitorsofin ation have argued thatthequantum paradigm isthem ost

satisfyingrealization ofthein ationary paradigm ,especially toalleviatethetuningofinitial

conditionsnecessary tostartin ation.In thisscenariotheUniverseisbubblingwith regions

thatarein ating.In ation neverendseverywhere;nevertheless,therearepocketsthatstop

in ating and subsequently therm alize. According to thisquantum scenario,we live in one

ofthe therm alized regions. In ation is therefore anthropic. Conditionalprobabilities for

predictions are found with the condition thatthe therm alized region be inhabitable. The

Universeisnothom ogeneouson thelargestscales,butregionslargeenough toaccom m odate

ourvisible Universe can besm ooth enough.

Theapparentsim plicity oftheseparadigm sm akesin ation soattractive.Unfortunately,

italso m eansthatthere are only a few generic featuresto characterize in ationary m odels

ofthe Universe observationally orexperim entally. Nevertheless,even these few ingredients

do seem to havecertain consequences:

A .H om ogeneous,Isotropic Entropy-Filled U niverse.

Thattheaccelerated expansion oftheUniverse endseverywhere isim plicitin thesem i-

classicalparadigm . That it does so in the quantum paradigm is no less true,but m uch

m ore subtle,incorporating generically the sim ultaneous truths that at any given place it

eventually ends,butthatitneverendseverywhere,and thevolum eofspacein which ithas

ended is vastly sm aller than the volum e in which ithas not. Indeed,in this picture it is

often justi� ed only anthropically why wedo notinhabita still-in ating region.Eitherway,

we apparently m ustlive in a region where the energy stored in the � eld driving in ation,

the in aton,was converted into otherm ore prosaic form s ofenergy. The vast am ount of

in ationary expansion isfollowed in allgeneric m odelsby a rapid injection ofentropy and

its therm alization (through either reheating or preheating). This is taken to be governed
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by a Lagrangian density which isindependentofspace-tim e location. Itisdi� cultto put

any m easureon thepredicted e� ciency ofthisprocess,butthereheattem peraturem ustbe

high enough to allow nucleosynthesis.

In the sem iclassicalparadigm ,the vastin ationary expansion provides(alm ost)hom o-

geneous initialconditions forentropy injection and therm alization over som e large length

scale. Thisscale m ay howeverbe lim ited (asin ��4 theory)where,despite weak coupling

(� � 1)thesem iclassicalapproxim ation (��=� � 1)failson su� ciently largescales.Thus,

hom ogeneity su� cientto accom m odatethesem iclassicalassum ption overa m oderaterange

ofscalesisa consequence ofweak coupling.

In the quantum paradigm hom ogeneity seem s to be an assum ption that can be m ade

self-consistently rather than a prediction. In this scenario,quantum  uctuations can be

large,though in ation m ightbequenched whereverthishappens.M odelsexistin which the

 uctuationsrem ain tam ed.

B .Super-H orizon Fluctuations

Theinevitablequantum  uctuationsin thein aton � eld willbestretched beyond thecos-

m ichorizon and im printthem selvesin theresulting energy density afterreheating.Only af-

terin ation stopsand conventionalbig-bangevolution occurswillscalesthatleftthehorizon

duringin ation reenterthecosm ichorizon.These uctuationsthusappearsuper-horizon in

scale.Unfortunately,thereisno m inim um predicted am plitudeofscalar uctuations;their

spectrum ism odel-dependent.

Thesam etypeof uctuationswould beproduced forany light(com pared toin ationary

Hubble scale),non-conform ally-coupled � eld,e.g.,gravity waves. Aswith in aton  uctua-

tions,these� eld  uctuationswillbesuper-horizon.However,unlikethein aton,these� elds

arenotexpected tocarry thebulk oftheUniverse’senergy density,and siftingforthesepar-

ticularsignature� eldsm ay bechallenging.Theam plitudeforsuper-horizon tensor(gravity-

wave) uctuationsisconstrained from below by the requirem entthatthe post-in ationary

reheattem peraturebelargerthan thatnecessary fornucleosynthesis.In principlethiscon-

strainto� ersa strictly falsi� ableprediction ofthein ationary paradigm ,though in practice

them inim um am plitudeisinaccessible fortheforeseeablefuture.

C .O ther M odel-Independent P redictions

Ofcourse,there are other predictions,such as the existence ofin aton particles that

should appearatthe in ationary m assscale. These particles,however,m ay be extrem ely

weakly coupled to conventionalm atter and m ay be di� cult to observe,even ifone had
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access to such energies. Nevertheless, the in aton � eld cannot be com pletely decoupled

from standard m odelphysics. A signi� cant am ountofreheating to conventionalparticles

requires som e am ount ofcoupling. This coupling m ay in principle be exploited,putting

in ation strictly within theregim eofparticlephysics,and providing anotheravenueforthe

falsi� cation ofin ation.Unfortunately,unlessthein ationenergyscaleisverylow com pared

to the Planck scale (e.g. near energies of� 1 TeV), this also rem ains an inaccessible

possibility fortheforeseeablefuture.

III.M O D EL-D EP EN D EN T P R ED IC T IO N S

Unfortunately,otherpredictionsdepend on theparticularin ation m odelem ployed.As

indicated earlier,the ingenuity oftheoristshasshown thatthe idea thatthe Universe can

be hom ogenized with an early stage ofaccelerated expansion m ay be incorporated (with

varying degreesofease)in an overwhelm ingly diversesetofm odels.However,wem ay take

the predictionsm ade by the sim plestm odelsasa guide forwhatism ore orlessnaturalin

an in ationary m odel.

W ecan im aginea scenario wherehypotheticalobserversknow very littleaboutobserva-

tionalcosm ology exceptthattheUniverseisvery old and � lled with m atter.However,they

have a greatdealofunderstanding aboutthe restofphysics,and in particular,have been

led to believe thatgravitation isintim ately connected with thedynam icsofspacetim e and

thatGR should govern theevolution oftheUniverse.In so doing,they would haverealized,

ashavewe,thattheageoftheUniverse,asdeterm ined from theagesofplanetary and m ete-

oroidalm aterial,ism uch greaterthan theonly naturaltim escaleofGR { thePlanck tim e,

and thatthe curvature scale ofthe Universe ism uch greaterthan the only naturallength

scale in GR { the Planck length. They m ightalso have wondered where allthe entropy in

the Universe cam e from ,and why,in particular,the totalenergy ofeverything they could

seewasm uch greaterthan theonly naturalm assscalein GR { thePlanck m ass.

Faced with these problem s { the age problem ,the  atness problem and the entropy

problem {they m ightwellhavedeveloped thebeautifulparadigm ofin ation:theidea that

there wasin the early history ofthe Universe an epoch ofaccelerated expansion driven by

the energy density and negative pressure ofthe instantaneous vacuum state,which serves

to atten theUniverse,vastly increasethecharacteristicdynam icaltim escaleofcosm ology,

and � llsthe Universe with a relatively hom ogeneousand abundant\soup" ofparticles. In

the absence ofany substantialdata,physicistsin thisworld would turn to the m ostbasic

m odelsofin ation to ascertain possiblenew predictionsaboutcosm ology.

The sim plest versions of in ation involve a single scalar � eld, m inim ally coupled to

gravity,with a potentialpolynom ialin the � eld,e.g.,V = ��4 where �(x�)isthe in aton
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� eld,and � is sm all. The in aton begins trapped in som e state far away from the true

vacuum , �(t = 0;x) = �0 � M P , where M P is the Planck m ass. If�0 � M P �
�1=6 ,

we are in the sem iclassicalparadigm . The in aton � eld rolls slowly down the potential

asthe Universe engagesin accelerated expansion. Eventually,the � eld exits the slow-roll

regim eand coherently oscillatesaround thevacuum .Thisoscillation inducespreheatingand

reheatingtostandard m odelparticles,and theUniversesubsequently evolvesviaastandard

hot-big-bang m odel. If�0 � M P �
�1=6 ,we are in the quantum paradigm . The Universe

begins in a stochastically in ating state but eventually transitions into a regim e where

�(t)� M P �
�1=6 in som e region;sem iclassicalbehaviorsubsequently dom inates.Evolution

in thisregion proceedsasin thesem iclassicalparadigm .

A .Flat U niverse

In thissim plest m odel,in ationary expansion  attensthe Universe beyond the ability

ofany likely experim ent to discern a non-zero value for j
 � 1j. Thus,the hypothetical

cosm ologistswould concludethatj
 � 1jshould beso sm allasto notbeeasily m easurable.

One can see how thisprediction can be easily avoided by looking beyond the sim plest

m odels. The originalterrestrial(\old") in ationary m odels,in which in ation ended via

a � rst-orderphase transition generically predicted thatifwe live in a single bubble ofthe

true vacuum then the space-like hypersurfaces ofconstantcurvature should be hyperbolic

(
 < 1). (W hen cosm ologicaldata suggested that indeed 
 ’ 0:3,this fact was used to

arguethat
 ’ 0:1� 1 wasgeneric.) However,� rst-orderin ation (unlessdressed up with

doublein ation,topologically-non-trivialm anifolds,orothercom plexi� cations)failstosolve

the suite ofin ation-m otivating cosm ologicalproblem s. M oreover,ifeven in the sim plest

m odels,in ation can accom m odate observably non- at universes by allowing in ation to

turn o� at exactly the correct num ber ofe-foldings. Ofcourse,this just-so possibility is

often viewed asunpalatableand unnatural.

B .��=�<� 1

In the sem iclassicalregim e,foran in ationary � eld � with a self-interaction potential

V (�),theam plitudeofscalar uctuations(asopposed to vectorortensorm odes)is

��

�
�

V 3=2

V 0M 2

P l

: (3.1)

Speci� cally,to� nd theam plitudeof uctuationson aparticularscale,weevaluatetheright-

hand sideofEq.(3.1)atthevaluewhich � held when thatparticularscalecrossed outofthe

apparenthorizon. Itm ightseem thatthiseasily could be m uch lessthan unity. However,
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during slow-roll,there is a relationship between � and the num ber ofe-foldings untilthe

end ofin ation,N ,

N �
�2

M 2

P l

: (3.2)

Forthem odelV (�)= ��4,Eq.(3.1)m ay berecastas

��

�

�
�
�
�
�
k

� �
1=2
N

3=2

k
; (3.3)

where��=�jk isthescalar uctuation am plitudeofa given com oving wavenum ber,k,where

N k isthenum berofe-foldingsbetween when thatscaleleftthein ationary horizon and the

end ofin ation.Those scaleswhere ��=�jk > O (1)actually probethe stochastic regim e of

thequantum in ationary paradigm ,im plying Eq.(3.3)isno longervalid.

W eobservedensity  uctuationsin theUniverseovera given rangeofcom oving scalesk

whoseN k � 100.Equation (3.3)then im pliesthateven though � m ay besm allenough for

weak-coupling to beself-consistent,density  uctuationsneed notbesm all.For��=�jk � 1,

� m ust be further � ne-tuned;the sm aller the observed  uctuations,the m ore � ne-tuned

� m ust be. Alternatively,one m ay venture into so-called naturalin ation m odels,which

exploitalm ost-sym m etries(such aspseudo-goldstonem odesor atdirectionsin dynam ically

broken supersym m etry)to explain unexpectedly sm alldensity perturbations.

C .A diabatic uctuations

Becausetheenergy in the� eld driving in ation iseventually converted into thetherm al

soup ofradiation and m atter � lling the Universe, the in aton would be converted into

 uctuations in the cosm ic energy density,and thence,through the dynam icalresponse of

the localgeom etry, into  uctuations in the m etric, as wellas the large-scale statistical

distribution ofm atterin theUniverse.Thus,the uctuationswould genericallybeadiabatic.

In m orecom plicated m odelsofin ation,however,the uctuationscan havea non-adiabatic

com ponent.

D .G aussian uctuations

In the sim plest in ationary m odels,the  uctuations arise from the excitation ofinde-

pendentin aton m odes.Thereforethestatisticsofeach m odewould bethatofa Gaussian

random � eld. In m ore com plicated in ationary m odels,itisseen thatthere can be sm all

departuresfrom Gaussianity.
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E.(Very N early) EqualPow er on A llScales

Equation (3.1) shows that ��=� is a function only ofV and V0. Since to realize a

large num ber ofe-folds ofexpansion V (�) m ust be very  at,therefore the am plitude of

 uctuationsgenerated on allscalesshould be nearly equal. The hypotheticalcosm ologists

would thereforeconcludethatthespectrum of uctuationsshould bescale-freeorverynearly

so. In particular,unless the scale corresponding to the onset ofin ation,or som e other

transitory event,justhappensto havebeen stretched to a physically observablescale{ less

than thecurrenthorizon sizeyetlargerthan thescaleon which non-lineardynam icsconfuses

the traces ofthe prim ordial uctuations { there should be no observable features in the

prim ordialpowerspectrum thattheywould deducewhen theysom edaym akem easurem ents

ofstructurebeyond theirplanetary system .

However,thedetailed structureofthepowerspectrum dependson theexactform ofthe

in aton potential,the potentialcan be tuned in such a way asto provide whateverpower

spectrum isnecessary,within som ebroad constraintsthatslow-rollin ation require.Itisno

wonderwhy m any cosm ologistsinvariably pointto thisfeatureofin ation and regard itas

dangerously epicyclic. Thatone can tune the spectrum with an arbitrarily pliable in aton

potentialto � tm ostany given spectrum isdisturbingly unsatisfying.

IV .O B SERVAT IO N S A N D EVA LU AT IO N O F T H E PA R A D IG M

In ourhypotheticalscenario,eventually observationalcosm ology asweknow itwould be

revealed.W eheresum m arize currentobservations,and evaluatethein ationary paradigm

in lightofeach pieceofevidence.

1.A hom ogeneous, fullU niverse. M easurem ents ofthe CM B probe prim arily our

past light cone,and m ostly the surface oflast scattering. Although Occam ’s razor

suggests that it is highly unlikely that we just happen to live at the center (within

partsperbillion by volum e)ofaspherically sym m etricinhom ogeneousuniverse,direct

observationalprobesoftheinteriorofthelightconeareharderto com eby.However,

observationsofdistantgalaxiesestablish thatelem entabundancesareuniform across

theUniverse,suggesting thattherewereno large uctuationsin theenergy density or

baryon num beratthetim e ofprim ordialnucleosynthesis. Having had am ple tim e to

investigatethedetailsoftheonsetand dynam icsofin ation,wem ay wellbereluctant

to claim thatthehom ogeneity and isotropy oftheUniverse arereally greatsuccesses

ofin ation since the onsetofin ation in any particularpatch ofspace requiresthat

thatpatch berelatively hom ogeneouson super-horizon scalesto begin with (although

once it is,in ation can vastly im prove the hom ogeneity). M oreover,other theories
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(such as variable speed oflight and various braneworld scenarios) m ay also explain

the hom ogeneity and isotropy,so these featuresare notterribly good discrim inators

between theories. Consistent with the classicalparadigm ,the visible Universe hasa

very largeentropy,S ’ 1087.

2.Super-horizon uctuations.Theobservation ofacousticpeaksin theangularpower

spectrum ofthe CM B and in particular,asdiscussed by the W M AP team ,the anti-

correlation between thetem peratureanisotropy and theE-m odepolarization at1� 2�

angularscalesestablishesthatsuper-horizon scalar uctuationsexist.Thisobservation

is a true cause ofcelebration for the in ationary paradigm . W hile other theories

m ay also predictsuch  uctuations,they really area genericfeatureofallin ationary

m odels.Tensor uctuationshavenotyetbeen observed.Thissetsam ildly interesting

lim it on the in ationary energy scale,but ofcourse far above the m inim um energy

scalerequired by nucleosynthesis.

Therudim entsofthein ationary paradigm seem tohold up to scrutiny.However,aswe

com m ented,theseareextrem elylim ited,andlackagreatdealofdiscrim inatorypower.W hat

ofpredictionsofthe sim plestm odels? How surprised would ourhypotheticalcosm ologists

be?

1.A at U niverse.The discovery and clearde� nition ofthe � rstpeak in the angular

powerspectrum ofthe cosm ic m icrowave background (CM B)established de� nitively

that the Universe is  at or nearly so, 
 ’ 1,in particular that 
 6= 0:3 as had

previously been widely considered. Analysis ofthe W M AP observations show that


 = 1:02� 0:02. In the sim plestm odelsofin ation,which are the only oneswe are

considering here,
 ispredicted to be unity to very high precision. This� tsin well

with observation.

2.A n extrem ely hom ogeneous U niverse.Theoriginaldiscovery ofthe2:7 K CM B

radiation by Penziasand W ilson in 1965,wassoon followed by e� ortsto m easureany

anisotropy in thatbackground.However,itwasnotuntil1991thatthe� rstsuccessful

m easurem entoftheanisotropywasm adebytheCosm icBackground Explorersatellite.

Thelong delay wasdueto thevery sm allam plitudeoftheanisotropy,only partsper

105. Since then m any experim entshave m easured thisanisotropy and itsproperties.

The � ne-tuning needed to achieve the observed ��=� would concern ourhypothetical

cosm ologists. Because we developed in ation with the foreknowledge that��=� � 1,

wehavebeen m oreprepared to accepta priorithis� ne-tuning problem .Aslim itson

��=� im proved through the 1980’s,the � ne-tuning grew everm ore severe,butitdid

so adiabatically,forestalling any increasing senseofconcern.
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3.A diabatic uctuations.Allknown observationsareconsistentwith all uctuations

being entirely adiabaticin nature.Asreported by W M AP the� tto theirdata isnot

im proved by adding any am ount ofisocurvature  uctuations. This is good support

foracausalgeneration ofperturbations,and � tsin very wellwith thesim plestm odels

ofin ation. So the consistency ofadiabaticity is im portant,but the lim its on non-

adiabaticity rem ain weak.Alsoanum berofin ationarym odelshavebeen constructed

thatgeneratenon-adiabatic uctuations.

4.G aussian uctuations. No deviationsfrom Gaussianity have been observed in the

 uctuation spectrum .Theabsenceofanydetected non-Gaussianity ofthe uctuations

would likely be viewed as a relief, but hardly a coup, since very nearly Gaussian

distributionsarerathergenericdueto thecentrallim ittheorem ;m oreover,unlessone

knowswhatnon-Gaussianity to look for,� nding itisreally like � nding a needle in a

very largehaystack.Itisagain tobenoted thatthereexistseveralin ationary m odels

thatpredictnon-Gaussian  uctuations.

5.Lack ofequalpow eron allscales.On scalescharacterized by‘sfrom ten toseveral

hundred, the angular power spectrum , as determ ined by m any CM B experim ents,

and particularly by W M AP is nearly scale free. However,COBE-DM R found and

W M AP hascon� rm ed thaton angularscales greaterthan about60�,the two point

angular correlation function ofthe CM B tem perature  uctuations nearly vanishes.

TheW M AP team hasargued thatthebest� tstandard � CD M m odelisruled outat

the99.85% con� dencelevelbased on com parisonsoftheobserved C(�)with a M onte

Carlo of105 realizationsofthe m odel. M ild adjustm entsofthe m odelonly im prove

thatto a 99.7% exclusion.Theabsenceofthesecorrelationson largeangularscalesis

a seriousproblem forin ation.Thisisnotbecausethereexistno in ationary m odels

which accom m odate it. Features in the in aton potential,two stage in ation,just-

so in ation in a com pactm anifold,braneworld m odels,etc. allm ay hold prom ise of

accom m odatingthisdata.However,unlesssuch m odi� cationso� eradditionaltestable

predictions,they are,indeed,dangerously epicyclic.

V .C O N C LU D IN G R EM A R K S

Post-W M AP statem entshavebeen m adeclaim ing thatthepredictionsofin ation have

been con� rm ed,and that in ation is a successfulparadigm . However,carefulconsidera-

tion ofthem eaning oftheterm \in ationary paradigm " suggeststhatsuch statem entsare,

at best,im precise. Generic predictions ofthe inationary paradigm s depend on certain
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assum ptionsthatare rarely m ade explicit. Granting these assum ptions,the essentialpre-

dictions ofhom ogeneity and isotropy,and the existence ofsuper-horizon  uctuations are

indeed con� rm ed;however,only thelatterisa post-in ation discovery.

Further im plem entation of the in ationary paradigm requires adopting a particular

m odel. The sim plest one-� eld in ation m odels have m et with lim ited success when con-

fronted by new data. The Universe appears spatially  at,and  uctuations are adiabatic

and Gaussian. However,the  uctuation am plitude isunnaturally sm alland are decidedly

notscale-free on thelargestangularscales.W hiletheform errequiresonly a � ne-tuning of

Lagrangian param eters,theabsence oflarge-scalepowerseem sto dem and m odelsthatare

carefully designed.But,unlessthesenew m odelsyield testablepredictions,thistack m erely

perpetuates the habits that in ation’s critics abhor. Do we continue to accept in ation

m erely becausethereisno betteralternative?

Science is nota dem ocratic pursuit. It only takes one contradictory factto consign a

theory to thedustbin ofhistory,oratleastto takeito� itspedestaland send itback to the

workshop. On the otherhand,when one posesa given paradigm ,italwaysm ake sense to

begin with the sim plestincarnation ofthatparadigm . The degree to which a m odelm ust

beengineered to reproducetheneeded data should then befactored into a reassessm entof

theworth oftheoriginalidea.Ifa theory isrepeatedly faced with contradictory factswhich

force a reengineering,at what point does it stop being good science? Ifthis is to be the

dawn ofa new era ofprecision cosm ology,itm ustinvolvenotonly precisedeterm inationsof

an everincreasing num berofnew param eters,butalso precision testsoftheself-consistency

ofourtheorieswhich perm ittheirdispassionate evaluation.
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