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Abstract

Recent results from the W ikinson M icrowave A nisotropy P robe have been
called a corroboration, or even a con m ation, of in ation. Yet, the resuls
include features that require, at Jeast, a signi cant distortion of what is usu—
ally meant by In ation. At the sam e tin e, critics have leveled the charge
that in ation is an arbirarily pliable theory and is therefore beyond proof or
disproof. T his startling dissonance In attitudes toward in ation seem sto have
grown out of the lack of a clear fram ework w ith which to evaluate the In a—
tionary paradigm . In this rhetorical pam phlet we reexam ine the In ationary
paradigm , attem pt to articulate explicitly how the paradigm and its descen—
dant m odels are falsi able, and m ake a sober assesan ent of the sucocesses and
failiresof in ation.
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I. NTRODUCTION

The dawn of the 21st century has Indeed yielded the prom ised golden age of m odem
coan ology. The wealth of observational data from both satellites and ground-based surveys
provide an increasingly re ned set of tools for probing and crticizing the increasingly co—
herent theoretical fram ew ork of the standard cosn ologicalm odel: a hot big bang evolution
of a universe lled with ocold dark m atter, with an early period of In ation that provides

atness and hom ogeneity in the observable Universe and which, at the sam e tin e, provides
the source of prim ordial density uctuations from which all observed structure evolred.

The recent results from the rst year of data from NASA’s W ikinson M icrowave
Anisotropy Probe W M AP) are a ram arkable acoom plishm ent, a tour de force of fantas-
tic and careful analysis. The NASA press conference announcing the results of W M AP
clain ed that the data providesa con 1 ation, or at least a corroboration, ofthe In  ationary
paradigm . This Jast phrase, \the in ationary paradigm ," hasgiven rise to considerable angst
am ongst coan ologists. Them antra that in ation isnot a theory, rather it isa paradigm , has
been used by enthusiasts and detractors alike. P roponents clain that n ation isa sinpl
but powerful environm ent where one can study a large variety ofm odels and answer a host
of questions. C ritics respond by questioning whether In  ation is really science under those
circum stances, and assert that In  ation, as a paradigm rather than a theory, can be engi-
neered to provide whatever result is necessary. Indeed, the clain that W M AP corroborates
In ation merely con med the worst fears of in  ation detractors: how can one con m a
paradigm that can never be disproven?

T he coan ology com m unity m ust surely dem and that the pillars of its standard theoretical
fram ework have m foundations in scienti ¢ principles: providing explanations of known
Inform ation, o ering new predictions, and sub pcting itself to falsi cation. Isin  ation good
science? Perhaps { what isclear isthat the critician sofiIn  ation asa scienti cparadigm are
not entirely unjusti ed. W ew ish to Jay out a set of sober thoughts regarding in ation, both
pro and con. Little n thisdiscussion w illbe new . C onsider this a thetoricalpam phlet rather
than a paper, one w here we attem pt to collect and organize ideas that m any have expressed,
to give voice to the frustrations that m any physicists and cosn ologists have conceming
the status of n  ation as sound science, and to provide another perspective w ith which to
continue the productive debate on the sub fcti

1 W ith apologies to our colleagues, given the nature of this docum ent and the fam iliarity of the
com m uniy with the sub fct m atter, we have included no references.



A .An A llegory

Isthe In ationary paradigm good science? By thiswemean is it falsi abk? Are there
any principls or predictions that are inviclable? These are the stringent questions that
must be asked of any scienti ¢ paradigm . But, it is worth contem plating an analogy before
denouncing in ation.

P article physics Jays clain to a rem arkable theoretical foundation, its Standard M odel.
Thism odel, approxin ately thirty years old, has been tested to an exquisite degree and, by
the standards of coan ology, holds up incredbly well. But, Jjust as one can ask whether the
In ationary paradigm isgood science, one can as easily ask the sam e ofthe Standard M odel.
M ore accurately, we should ask whether the gauge principle is good science. Here, we view
the gauge principlk as the goveming concept that all fundam ental Interactions are m ediated
by vector bosons that are universally coupled to femm ionic m atter, representing a perfectly
respected gauge symm etry. T his gauge principle arising out of quantum electrodynam ics is
the foundation for the Standard M odel.

But is the gauge principle falsi abl? W hat m predictions does it m ake? Just as for
In ation, there are m any m odels that are consistent w ith the paradigm , m any gauge groups
that m ay be considered, m any variations on the theme. In the realworld, one m ust take
the rather cumbersome SU 3) SU () U (1) gauge group to explain allthe data. Indeed,
ifthe data were to be di erent, one would m odify the gauge group or add m ore particles to
explain every anom alous feature.

O ne can take this analogy even further. Taken In its sin plest form , the gauge principle
has de nite predictions. Ik must have m asskess gauge bosons for every gauge symm etry
present. Andwhik thisprediction w orks extraordinarily well forelectrom agnetisn , it doesn’t
work for the nuclkar forces. The weak gauge bosons are not m assless. O ne cannot even
directly cbserve the gluons. N ot all gauge sym m etries are explicitly, or even approxin ately,
respected.

D irect predictions of the sim plest m anifestation of the gauge principl are categorically
refuted by cbservation. A whole new system needs to be m anufactured. O utrageous m od—
i1 cations are m ade to the gauge paradigm such as the addition of a fiindam ental scalar
H iggs boson w ith non-universal couplings and spontaneous symm etry breaking; and a non-—
perturbative realization ofthe gauge principle m ust be introduced for the color force in order
to bring the gauge principle into line with observations. Should one then argue that the
gauge principl is garbage? That i isn’t science because one can m odify it ad in nimm in
orderto t, however awkwardly, wih the data? And yet the gauge paradigm is considered
wid} sucoessful. W hy? Is this situation di erent from in ation?



B . Lessons

P article physicists would be relictant to characterize to the gauge principl as lacking
the heft of real science, or being totally devoid of nviolable predictions, and therefore not
f2alsi abl. The answers to the provocative questions raised above are that, indeed, the
gauge principle doeshave a set of nviolabl principles: an exact (out possbly hidden) gauge
sym m etry, gauge bosons m ediating the associated interactions, and universal couplings of
those gauge bosons to m atter. Each of these predictions is indeed con m ed by ocbservation.
A 1l variants of the Standard M odel, how ever baroque, m ust regoect these principles.

In orderto put in ation on the sam e footing as the gauge principle, we need to enum er—
ate a sin ilar set of nviolablk principls. Put another way, we need to identify what m akes
In ation so appealing that it may su erm any alterations. W hat are is nviolabl predic—
tions? W hat are its core principles? The frustration with In ation stem s from the apparent
scarcity of inviolable principles, thanks to the ingenuity of creative in  ationary theorists, and
the apparent scarcity of independent experim ents w ith which to test the selfconsistency of
In ation in the conceivable future.

II.THE INFLATIONARY PARADIGM

W hat are the principles underlying an In ationary theory?

W e start by de ning the chssical in ationary paradigm as: acoelkrated expansion of
an nitially m arginal super-horizon (or, superP lanck, if at t = 0) volum e, proceeding for
m any doubling tin es (oxder 100), and ending everyw here (or at least over an exponentially
larger super-horizon volum e) w ith themm alization and baryogenesis (su cient for successfiil
nuckosynthesis). Im plicit in this paradigm is som e driving m echanisn for the accelerated
expansion and the approprate Initial conditions that would lead to it. In all realizations
of which we are aware, the driving m echanisn is some eld, usually referred to as the
\In aton." Suiabl nitial conditions forthe In  aton are assum ed, usually on the basis that
all possible initial conditions are statistically realized. G eneral relativity (GR) is taken to
be the dynam ics of spacetin e.

T his classical paradigm , which arises out of classical eld theory, m ust be prom oted to
a quantum paradigm . So long as we are interested In spacetin e curvature scales much less
than the P lanck scale, we continue to treat graviy as classical; however, the n aton ed
m ust be treated quantum eld theoretjcaﬂy'f.: H ere there are two levels of com plexity which
we denote the sam iclassical in ationary paradign and the quantum in ationary paradigm .

2 A lso in plictt has been a particular description of the vacuum state of the theory (the Bunch—
D avies vacuum ), extending possbly to transP lanckian energy scales (and hence sub-P landkian
Jength scales), although som e researchers have begun to explore the robustness of this fram ew ork.



In the sam iclassical n  ationary paradigm one is In the perturbative regin e of the quan—
tum theory and quantum  uctuations can selfconsistently be regarded as occurring against
a background of the classical evolution ofthe In aton eld and the m etric, at least over a
range of length scales extending up beyond our current Hubble volum e. This paradigm is
the one approprate to new In ationary and natural In ation m odels. M oreover, it is this
paradigm that is In play whenever predictions of In ation are com pared to observational
data.

In thequantum In ationary paradigm , forat least som eportion ofthe in ationary epodch,
one is In the regin e where backreaction of quantum  uctuations on the spacetin 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 etemal, stochastic or chaotic
In ation. The progenitors of in ation have argued that the quantum paradigm isthe m ost
satisfying realization ofthe In ationary paradigm , especially to alleviate the tuning of niial
conditions necessary to start In - ation. In this scenario the U niverse is bubbling w ith regions
thatare in ating. In ation never ends everyw here; nevertheless, there are pockets that stop
In ating and subsequently them alize. A ccording to this quantum soenario, we live In one
of the them alized regions. In ation is therefore anthropic. Conditional probabilities for
predictions are found w ith the condition that the them alized region be Inhabitable. The
U niverse isnot hom ogeneous on the largest scales, but regions lJarge enough to accom m odate
our visbl Universe can be an ooth enough.

T he apparent sin plicity ofthese paradigm sm akes in ation so attractive. Unfortunately,
it also m eans that there are only a few generic features to characterize in  ationary m odels
of the Universe observationally or experin entally. N evertheless, even these f&w ingredients

do seam to have certain consequences:

A . H om ogeneous, Isotropic Entropy-F illed U niverse.

T hat the accelerated expansion of the Universe ends everyw here is in plicit in the sem -
classical paradigm . That i does so in the quantum paradigm is no less true, but much
m ore subtle, ncorporating generically the sim ultaneous truths that at any given place it
eventually ends, but that i never ends everyw here, and the volum e of space in which it has
ended is vastly an aller than the volum e in which it has not. Indeed, In this picture it is
often justi ed only anthropically why we do not inhabit a stillin  ating region. E ither way,
we apparently must live in a region where the energy stored In the eld driving in ation,
the In aton, was converted into other m ore prosaic form s of energy. The vast am ount of
In ationary expansion is followed In all generic m odels by a rapid infction of entropy and
its them alization (through either reheating or preheating). This is taken to be govemed



by a Lagrangian density which is Independent of spacetim e Iocation. It isdi cult to put
any m easure on the predicted e ciency ofthis process, but the reheat tam perature m ust be
high enough to allow nuclkosynthesis.

In the sam iclassical paradigm , the vast In  ationary expansion provides (@In ost) hom o—
geneous initial conditions for entropy inection and them alization over som e large length
scale. This scale m ay however be lin ited @@s i * theory) where, despite weak coupling
( 1) the sem iclassical approxin ation ( = 1) failson su ciently large scales. T hus,
hom ogeneity su  cient to accom m odate the sem iclassical assum ption over a m oderate range
of scales is a consequence of weak coupling.

In the quantum paradigm hom ogeneity seam s to be an assum ption that can be m ade
selfoonsistently rather than a prediction. In this scenario, quantum  uctuations can be
large, though In ation m ight be quenched w herever this happens. M odels exist in which the

uctuations rem ain tam ed.

B . SuperH orizon F luctuations

The nevitabl quantum uctuationsin thein aton eldw illbe stretched beyond the cos-
m ic horizon and in print them selves in the resulting energy density after reheating. Only af-
terin ation stopsand conventionalbigbang evolution occursw ill scales that left the horizon
during in ation reenter the coan ichorizon. These uctuations thus appear super-horizon in
scale. Unfortunately, there isnom ininum predicted am plitude of scalar uctuations; their
soectrum is m odeldependent.

The sam e type of uctuationswould be produced forany light (com pared to In  ationary
Hubblk scak), non-confom ally-coupled eld, eg., graviy waves. Aswih n aton uctua-
tions, these eld uctuationsw illbe superhorizon. However, unlke the In aton, these elds
are not expected to carry the bulk ofthe Universs’s energy density, and sifting for these par-
ticular signature eldsm ay be challenging. T he am plitude for super-horizon tensor (gravity—
wave) uctuations is constrained from below by the requirem ent that the post=in ationary
reheat tam perature be larger than that necessary for nuclkosynthesis. In principle this con—
straint 0 ersa strictly falsi able prediction ofthe In  ationary paradigm , though in practice
them Inimum am plitude is naccessibl for the foresseable future.

C .0 ther M odel-Independent P redictions

O f course, there are other predictions, such as the existence of In  aton particles that
should appear at the In ationary m ass scale. These particks, however, m ay be extram ely
weakly coupled to conventional m atter and may be di cult to cbserve, even if one had



acess to such energies. Nevertheless, the In aton eld cannot be com pltely decoupled
from standard m odel physics. A signi cant am ount of reheating to conventional particles
requires som e am ount of coupling. This coupling m ay in principle be exploited, putting
In ation strictly within the regin e of particle physics, and providing another avenue for the
falsi cation ofin ation. Unfortunately, unkessthe In  ation energy scale isvery low com pared
to the Planck scalke (9. near energies of 1 TeV), this also ram ains an inaccessble
possibility for the foreseeable future.

IIT. M ODELDEPENDENT PREDICTIONS

U nfortunately, other predictions depend on the particular In  ation m odelem ployed. A s
iIndicated earlier, the ingenuiy of theorists has shown that the idea that the Universe can
be hom ogenized wih an early stage of accelerated expansion m ay be lnocorporated W ith
varying degrees of ease) in an overw helm ngly diverse set ofm odels. H owever, we m ay take
the predictions m ade by the sin plest m odels as a guide for what ism ore or less natural in
an in ationary m odel.

W e can Im agine a scenario where hypothetical observers know very little about observa—
tional coan ology exoept that the Universe isvery old and lled with m atter. H owever, they
have a great deal of understanding about the rest of physics, and in particular, have been
led to believe that gravitation is Intim ately connected w ith the dynam ics of spacetin e and
that GR should govem the evolution ofthe Universe. In so doing, they would have realized,
ashave we, that the age ofthe U niverse, as determ ined from the ages ofplanetary and m ete—
oroidalm aterial, ism uch greater than the only naturaltin e scale 0ofGR { the P landk tim e,
and that the curvature scale of the Universe is m uch greater than the only natural length
scale n GR { the P landk length. They m ight also have wondered where all the entropy in
the Universe cam e from , and why, In particular, the total energy of everything they could
see wasm uch greater than the only naturalm ass scale n GR { the P lanck m ass.

Faced with these problm s { the age problem , the atness problem and the entropy
problem { they m ight well have developed the beautifulparadigm ofin ation: the idea that
there was In the early history of the Universe an epoch of accelerated expansion driven by
the energy density and negative pressure of the instantaneous vacuum state, which serves
to atten the Universe, vastly increase the characteristic dynam icaltin e scale of coan ology,
and 1Is the Universe w ith a relatively hom ogeneous and abundant \soup" of particles. In
the absence of any substantial data, physicists in this world would tum to the m ost basic
modelsof In ation to ascertain possible new predictions about cosn ology.

The sinplest versions of In ation involve a single scalar eld, m inin ally coupled to
graviy, w th a potential polynom ialin the eld,eg.,V = ?where (x ) isthein aton



ed, and isanall. The in aton begins trapped In som e state far away from the true
vacuum, (= 0;x) = My, where M is the Planck mass. If , M, ¢,
we are In the sam iclassical paradigm . The n aton eld rolls slowly down the potential
as the Universe engages In accelerated expansion. Eventually, the eld exits the slow-roll
regin e and coherently oscillates around the vacuum . T his oscillation induces preheating and
reheating to standard m odelparticles, and the U niverse subsequently evolves via a standard
hotbigbang model. If | M, '°,we are in the quantum paradigm . The Universe
begins in a stochastically in ating state but eventually transitions into a reginm e where

© M, ' i some region; sem iclassical behavior subsequently dom inates. Evolution
In this region proceeds as in the sam iclassical paradigm .

A .Flat Universe

In this sinplest m odel, In ationary expansion attens the Universe beyond the abiliy
of any lkely experim ent to discem a non-zero value for j 1j. Thus, the hypothetical
cosn ologists would conclude that j 1jshould be so an allas to not be easily m easurable.

One can see how this prediction can be easily avoided by looking beyond the sim plest
m odels. The orighal terrestrial (\old") in ationary m odels, in which n ation ended via
a rst-order phase transition generically predicted that if we live In a single bubble of the
true vacuum then the space-lke hypersurfaces of constant curvature should be hyperbolic
( < 1). W hen ocoan ological data suggested that indeed " 03, this fact was usad to
argue that ' 01 1 wasgeneric.) However, rstorderin ation (unless dressed up wih
doubl in ation, topologically-non-trivialm anifolds, or other com plexi cations) failsto solve
the suite of In ation-m otivating coan ological problem s. M oreover, if even in the sin plest
models, In ation can accom m odate cbservably non— at universes by allow ing in ation to
tum o at exactly the correct num ber of e-oldings. O f course, this jist-so possibility is
often viewed as unpalatable and unnatural.

In the sam iclassical regin e, for an In ationary eld wih a selfinteraction potential
V (), the amplitude of scalar uctuations (as opposed to vector or tensorm odes) is

v 32
>
VM2,

3d)

Speci cally, to ndthe amplitude of uctuationson a particular scale, we evaluate the right—
hand side ofEq. 3.1) atthevaluewhich held when that particular scale crossed out ofthe
apparent horizon. It m ight seem that this easily could be much less than unity. H owever,



during slow —roll, there is a relationship between and the number of e-oldings until the
end of In ation, N,

\S)

N 32
Mz, 32)
ForthemodelV ( )= %, Eq. @.0) may be recast as
— N 33)
k
where = jisthescalar uctuation am plitude ofa given com oving wavenum ber, k, where

Ny isthe number of e-foldingsbetween when that scale keft the in  ationary horizon and the
end of n ation. Those scaleswhere =,3> O (1) actually probe the stochastic regin e of
the quantum in ationary paradigm , in plying Eq. (3.3) is no longer valid.

W e cbserve density uctuations in the Universe over a given range of com oving scales k
whose N, 100. Equation (33) then im plies that even though m ay be am all enough for
weak-coupling to be selfconsistent, density uctuationsneed notbe an all. For =3 1,

must be further netuned; the an aller the cbserved uctuations, the more netuned

must be. A Ifematively, one m ay venture into socalled natural In ation m odels, which
exploit aln ost—sym m etries (such aspssudo-goldstonem odesor at directions in dynam ically
broken supersymm etry) to explain unexpectedly an all density perturoations.

C .A diabatic uctuations

Because the energy in the eld driving In ation is eventually converted into the them al
soup of radiation and matter 1ling the Universs, the in aton would be converted into
uctuations In the coam ic energy density, and thence, through the dynam ical response of
the local geom etry, Into uctuations in the metric, as well as the large-scale statistical
distribution ofm atter in the Universe. T hus, the uctuationswould generically be adiabatic.
In m ore com plicated m odels of in ation, however, the uctuations can have a non-adiabatic

com ponent.

D .G aussian uctuations

In the simplest in ationary m odels, the uctuations arise from the excitation of inde-
pendent in aton m odes. T herefore the statistics of each m ode would be that of a G aussian
random eld. In more com plicated in ationary m odels, it is seen that there can be snall
departures from G aussianity.



E. (Very Nearly) EqualPower on A 11 Scales

Equation @.) shows that = is a function only of V and V. Since to realize a

large num ber of efolds of expansion V ( ) must be very at, therefore the am plitude of
uctuations generated on all scales should be nearly equal. T he hypothetical cosn ologists

would therefore conclude that the spectrum of uctuations should be scale-free orvery nearly
0. In particular, unless the scale corresponding to the onset of In  ation, or som e other
transitory event, jist happens to have been stretched to a physically observable scale { less
than the current horizon size yet lJarger than the scale on w hich non-linear dynam ics confiises
the traces of the prim ordial uctuations { there should be no cbservablk features in the
prin ordialpower spectrum that they would deduce w hen they som e day m akem easurem ents
of structure beyond their planetary system .

H owever, the detailed structure of the power spectrum depends on the exact form ofthe
In aton potential, the potential can be tuned in such a way as to provide whatever power
soectrum isnecessary, w ithin som e broad constraints that slow rollin ation require. Tt isno
wonder why m any coan ologists Invariably point to this feature of n  ation and regard it as
dangerously epicyclic. That one can tune the spectrum w ith an arbitrarily pliable in aton
potentialto tmost any given spectrum is disturbingly unsatisfying.

IV.OBSERVATIONS AND EVALUATION OF THE PARADIGM

In our hypothetical scenario, eventually cbservational coan ology aswe know it would be
revealed. W e here sum m arize current observations, and evaluate the in  ationary paradigm

In light of each piece of evidence.

1. A hom ogeneous, full Universe. M easurem ents of the CM B probe prin arily our
past light cone, and m ostly the surface of last scattering. A fhough O ccam ’s razor
suggests that it is highly unlkely that we Just happen to live at the center W ithin
partsperbillion by volum e) ofa spherically sym m etric inhom ogeneous universe, direct
observational probes of the interior of the light cone are harder to com e by. H owever,
observations of distant galaxies establish that elem ent abundances are uniform across
the Universe, suggesting that there were no lJarge uctuations in the energy density or
baryon number at the tin e of prin ordial nuclkosynthesis. H aving had am ple tin e to
Investigate the details of the onset and dynam icsofin  ation, wem ay wellbe relictant
to clain that the hom ogeneity and isotropy of the Universe are really great successes
of n ation since the onset of in  ation in any particular patch of space requires that
that patch be relatively hom ogeneous on super-horizon scales to begin with @lthough

once it is, n ation can vastly in prove the hom ogeneiy). M oreover, other theories



(such as variable speed of light and varous braneworld scenarios) m ay also explain
the hom ogeneity and isotropy, so these features are not terrbly good discrin inators
between theories. Consistent w ith the classical paradigm , the visble Universe has a
very large entropy, S / 10%7.

2. Super-horizon uctuations. The observation ofacoustic peaksin the angularpower
soectrum of the CM B and in particular, as discussed by the W M AP team , the anti-
correlation between the tam perature anisotropy and the E-m ode polarization at 1 2
angular scales establishes that super-horizon scalar uctuationsexist. T his observation
is a true cause of cekbration for the in ationary paradigm . W hilke other theories
m ay also predict such uctuations, they really are a generic feature ofallin  ationary
m odels. Tensor uctuationshave not yet been observed. T his setsa m idly interesting
lin it on the In ationary energy scale, but of course far above the m lninum energy
scale required by nuckosynthesis.

The rudin ents ofthe In ationary paradigm seem to hold up to scrutiny. H owever, aswe
com m ented, these are extram ely 1lin ited, and Jack a great dealofdiscrin inatory power. W hat
of predictions of the sin plest m odels? How surprised would our hypothetical coan ologists
be?

1.A at Universe. The discovery and clkear de nition ofthe rst peak in the angular
power spectrum of the coan ic m icrow ave background (CM B) established de nitively
that the Universe is at or nearly so, " 1, In particular that € 03 as had
previously been widely considered. Analysis of the W M AP observations show that

= 102 0:02. In the simplest models of in ation, which are the only ones we are
considering here,  is predicted to be unity to very high precision. This ts i well
w Ith observation.

2.An extrem ely hom ogeneous U niverse. T he origihal discovery ofthe 2:7 K CM B
radiation by Penzias and W ilson In 1965, was soon followed by e orts to m easure any
anisotropy in that background. H owever, it wasnot until1991 that the st sucoessfiil
m easuram ent ofthe anisotropy wasm ade by the C oan ic B ackground E xplorer satellite.
The Iong delay was due to the very sn all am plitude of the anisotropy, only parts per
10°. Since then m any experin ents have m easured this anisotropy and its properties.
The netuning needed to achieve the cbserved = would concem our hypothetical
coan ologists. Because we developed in  ation w ith the foreknow ledge that = 1,
we have been m ore prepared to accept a priorithis netuning problem . A s lim itson

= Inproved through the 1980’s, the netuning grew ever m ore severe, but i did
50 adiabatically, forestalling any increasing sense of concem.
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3. A diabatic uctuations. A llknown observations are consistent wih all uctuations
being entirely adiabatic in nature. As reported by W M AP the t to theirdata isnot
In proved by adding any am ount of isocurvature uctuations. This is good support
for acausal generation of perturbations, and ts in very wellw ith the sin plest m odels
of n ation. So the consistency of adiabaticity is in portant, but the lm its on non—
adiabaticity ram ain weak. A lso anum berofin ationary m odels have been constructed
that generate non-adiabatic uctuations.

4. G aussian uctuations. No deviations from G aussianity have been observed in the
uctuation soectrum . T he absence of any detected non-G aussianiy ofthe uctuations
would lkely be viewed as a relief, but hardly a coup, sihce very nearly G aussian
distributions are rather generic due to the central 1im it theorem ; m oreover, unless one
know s what non-G aussianity to look for, nding it is really ke nding a needle In a
very large haystack. It is again to be noted that there exist several In  ationary m odels
that predict non-G aussian  uctuations.

5. Lack ofequalpower on all scales. O n scales characterized by ‘s from ten to several
hundred, the angular power spectrum , as detem ined by many CM B experim ents,
and particularly by W M AP is nearly scale free. However, COBE-DM R found and
W MAP has con m ed that on angular scales greater than about 60, the two point
angular correlation function of the CM B tem perature uctuations nearly vanishes.
TheW M AP team hasargued that thebest tstandard CDM modelisruld out at
the 99.85% oon dence kevelbased on com parisons of the cbserved C ( ) wih a M onte
Carb of 10° realizations of the m odel. M ild adjistm ents of the m odel only in prove
that to a 99.7% exclusion. T he absence of these correlations on large angular scales is
a serious problem for in  ation. This is not because there exist no iIn  ationary m odels
which accomm odate it. Features in the in aton potential, two stage in ation, jist—
SO0 In ation In a com pact m anifold, braneworld m odels, etc. allm ay hold prom ise of
accom m odating thisdata. However, unless such m odi cationso eradditionaltestabl
predictions, they are, lndeed, dangerously epicyclic.

V.CONCLUDING REM ARKS

PostW M AP statem ents have been m ade clain ing that the predictions of In  ation have
been con med, and that In ation is a successfil paradigm . However, careful considera—
tion of the m eaning of the term \in ationary paradigm " suggests that such statem ents are,
at best, inprecise. Generic predictions of the in ationary paradigm s depend on certain
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assum ptions that are rarely m ade explicit. G ranting these assum ptions, the essential pre-
dictions of hom ogeneity and isotropy, and the existence of superhorizon uctuations are
Indeed con m ed; however, only the Jatter is a post—in ation discovery.

Further inplem entation of the in ationary paradigm requires adopting a particular
model. The sinplst one- eld In ation m odels have m et wih 1m ited success when con—
fronted by new data. The Universe appears spatially at, and uctuations are adiabatic
and G aussian. However, the uctuation am plitude is unnaturally an all and are decidedly
not scale-free on the largest angular scales. W hile the form er requires only a netuning of
Lagrangian param eters, the absence of Jarge-scale power seem s to dem and m odels that are
carefully designed. But, unlkss these new m odels yield testable predictions, this tack m erely
perpetuates the habits that In  ation’s critics abhor. Do we continue to accept in  ation
m erely because there is no better altemative?

Science is not a dem ocratic pursuit. It only takes one contradictory fact to consign a
theory to the dustbin ofhistory, orat least to take it o itspedestal and send it back to the
workshop. On the other hand, when one poses a given paradigm , it always m ake sense to
begin with the sin plest incamation of that paradigm . The degree to which a m odelmust
be engiheered to reproduce the needed data should then be factored Into a reassesan ent of
the worth ofthe origihal idea. Ifa theory is repeatedly faced w ith contradictory factswhich
force a reengineering, at what point does it stop being good science? If this is to be the
dawn ofa new era ofprecision coan ology, it m ust involre not only precise determm inations of
an ever Increasing num ber of new param eters, but also precision tests of the selfconsistency

of our theories which pem it their dispassionate evaluation.
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