arXiv:astro-ph/0601134v1 6 Jan 2006

On the D ecoherence of P rim ordial F luctuations D uring In ation

P. M artineau,'ll
1) D epartm ent of P hysics, M G 111 U niversity, 3600 University Street, M ontreal, QC, Canada, H3A 2T8.
D ated: M arch 20, 2022)

W e study the environm ent-induced decoherence of coam ological perturbations n an in ationary
background. Splitting our spectrum of perturbations into two distinct sets characterized by their
wavelengths (super and sub-H ubblk), we identify the long wavelength m odes w ith our system and
the rem ainder w ith an environm ent. W e exam lne the e ects of the interactions between our system
and the environm ent. This interaction causes the long-w avelength m odes to decohere for realistic
values ofthe coupling and we conclude that interactions due to backreaction arem ore than su cient
to decohere the system wihin 60 efoldings of in ation. This is shown explicitly by obtaining an
analytic solution to a m aster equation detailing the evolution of the density m atrix of the system .

PACS numbers: 98.80Cqg

I. NTRODUCTION

A siswellknown, tem perature uctuationsin theCM B
and the Inhom ogeneities that seed structure form ation
In the universe share a common origin. Both are a re—
sult of the scalar m etric perturbations produced during
In ation. However, these perturbations are of a purely
quantum m echanical nature whilk no cosm ological sys—
tem sofinterest (CM B anisotropies, clustersetc.) display
any quantal signatures. P resum ably, for this to be the
case, the prin ordial density perturbations underwent a
quantum -to-classical transition som e tin e between gen—
eration during In ation and recom bination, when struc—
ture rst becam e apparent.

D ecoherence is a much studied process (see 1] for a
com prehensive review ). A Ihough not all conogptual is—
sues have been resolved, it is understood that it can oc—
cur whenever a quantum system interacts with an "en—
vironm ent”". In other words, this e ect can be said to
pervade open system s due to the di culty of creating a
truly closed, m acroscopic quantum system . A long w ih
its ubigquiy, it is also known to be a practically irre—
versble process, since the loss of quantum correlations
In the system is acocom panied by an Increase in entropy.

E arly studies of the classicalization of prin ordial per—
turbations focussed on intrinsic properties of the system
(see, rexample [1],11]). Thiswasm ade possbl by the
application of ideas of quantum optics to the theory of
cogan ological perturbations. P rin ordial density uctua—
tions (the scalars as well as the tensors) evolve into a
peculiar quantum state —a squeezed vacuum state 1],00].
By studying the large squeezing lim it of these states, it
was found that quantum perturbations becom e indistin—
guishable from a classical stochastic process. In other
words, quantum expectation valuies n a highly squeezed
state are identical to classical averages calculated from
a stochastic distrdbution, up to corrections w hich vanish
In the Iim it of in nite squeezing. T he authors ofl]] refer

em ail:

to this as "decoherence w ithout decoherence" whilke ]
endow s the phenom enon w ith the m ore technical epithet
"quantum non-dem olition m easurem ent". W e em phasize
that these works focussed on the classical properties of
the states and not on the coherence properties ofthe sys—
tem .

A s is well understood, In order to study true classi-
calization, one must consider two distinct aspects of a
system . First the quantum states must evolve, in som e
Iim i, Into a set of states analogousto classicalcon gura—
tions. T he second is that these resultant states interfere
w ith each other in a neglighble fashion. T his last property
constitutes decoherence and is equivalent to the vanish-
Ing ofthe o -diagonalelem ents of the density m atrix.

A truly closed gravitational system is a practical in —
possbility (unless one considers the totality of the uni-
verse to constitute the system as in, for exam ple, quan—
tum cosm ology). Since the gravitational interaction has
In nite range and couples to all sources of energy, Inter-
actions w ith som e sort of environm ent are an ineviabilk-
iy. A s such, environm entally induced decoherence m ust
also be present and would play an In portant role in the
classicalization of prim ordialdensity uctuations.

T he purpose of the present article is to determ ne pre—
cisely the e ects by the "in ationary environm ent" we
w ill elucidate this notion below ) on coam ological pertur-
bations and to study the resultant decoherence. O ther
authors have also exam ined this problem (see, for exam -
ple 01,001,001, 00]) ~—however,we arethe 1rstto present
an exact analytic expression for the density m atrix w ith
a realistic environm ent-system interaction.

T he paper is organized as follow s: in the next section,
we review som e basic properties of decoherence of which
wew illm ake use. A fter review ing the quantum theory of
cogan ological perturbations in section ITI, we m ake clear
our concept of the environm ent and m otivate som e real~
istic interactions in section IV . Subsequently, we develop
necessary form alismn which, in section VI, we m ake use
of to dem onstrate the classical nature of the system and
calculate the decoherence tin e scale.
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II. DECOHERENCE

In the present section, we intend to present an ex—
trem ely (but, hopefiilly, not exceedingly) terse account
ofthe theory of decoherence. T he physics of classicaliza—
tion iselegant and subtle and a thorough exposition of its

nerpointswould bringustoo fara eld from thepurpose
ofthisarticle. W e con ne our attention sokly to the car-
dinal features and disregard any peripheralasoects. T he
reader unsatis ed by our presentation is encouraged to
consult any ofa num ber of excellent review sofwhich we
m ention but a few 1,001, 01.

From an operational perspective, the process of de—
coherence usually refers to the disappearance of o -
diagonalelem ents of the density m atrix. T hese elem ents
(phase relations) represent the interference of states in—
herent In any quantum system . Evidently, their disap—
pearance is an integral part of a quantum -to-classical
transition.

Having m athem atically de ned decoherence, we now
tum to the physical processes resoonsble for it. At the
heart lies the conospt of the open system and the near
In possbility of form ing a m acroscopic closed state. V ir-
tually all realistic system s must Interact with an envi-
ronm ent of som e sort w here, by environm ent, we refer to
degrees of freedom which interact with degrees of free—
dom iIn our system but which are not w itnessed by som e
observer ntent only on the evolution ofthe system . This
leadsto the st in portant characteristic of decoherence
— its ubiquity.

Next, we com e upon the concept of entangled states.
Initially, if we disregard all correlations between system
and environm ent, our com posite wave function (system
+ environm ent) can be expressed as the outer product
of the system and environm ent states (m ore generally,
it will be the outer product of ensem bles of states, as
is the case when one m akes use of density m atrices).
Though initially factorizable, interactions between the
environm ent-system pair rapidly change this: the total
state evolves from the form
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where ) represents an entangled state and, as such, is
non-factorizable in this basis. Entanglem ent is key to
the whole process for the follow Ing reason —an entangled
state produces a density m atrix w hich isnon-factorizable.
T he operational equivalent of an observer ignoring the
environm entaldegrees of freedom is to trace out (partial
trace) these degrees of freedom . D ue to the orthogonal-
ity of the environm ent states, the observer is left with a
density m atrix which diagonalizes as the states entanglke

(the fact that the decoherence rate is related to the rate
of entanglem ent has been used to estin ate decoherence
tin es. See, for exam ple, 1],01]). An interesting prop—
erty of classicalization follow s from this —the Interference
tem s are still present, but are unocbservable by a "lo—
cal' observer (local In the sense that he only observes
the system ).

These "hidden" interference term s lead us to our next
point. By tracing out the environm ental degrees of free—
dom , an observer throw s aw ay all the correlation tem s,
leading to a decrease in the am ount of Inform ation avaik-
able in the system —hence, this leadsto an increase in the
entropy from which we can conclide that decoherence is
a practically irreversible process.

T he system being decohered, i can only be found in
amuch an aller subset of the states that were previously
allowed - this is what prevents us, In part, from seeing
"Schroedinger’s C at" states at a m acroscopic kevel. The
states that diagonalize the density m atrix of the system
are referred to as pointer states [1]], and these states
rem ain in the subset ofphysical states after decoherence.
If the evolution of the system is dom inated by the self-
H am iltonian ofthe system , the pointerbasis is com posed
of the eigenstates of the selfH am iltonian while, if the
Interaction dom inates, the eigenstates of the interaction
form the basis [[1]. Pointer states are also those states
for which the production of entropy during decoherence
ism inin ized (oredictability sieve) ].

F inally, we conclude w ith a heuristic view of decoher—
ence. N eglecting certain Interacting degrees of freedom in
a theory w illgenerally lead to an apparent loss ofunitar-
iy. Thus, one should expect a ow ofprobability out of
the system which, In tum, m anifests itself as a vanishing
of certain elem ents of the density m atrix.

III. QUANTUM PERTURBATIONS IN AN

INFLATIONARY UNIVERSE
A . The A ction for Quantum Perturbations

W e provide In this section an overview ofthe quantum
theory of cosm ological perturbations in an in ationary
background. For a m ore in-depth treatm ent, the reader
is referred to ] or 1.

The classicalaction foran n ationary m odel is given
by (i thisand n what ©llows, we sest G = ~= 1)
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If the potential V ( ) for the m atter scalar eld is
su clently at and if, in addition, Iniial conditions are
chosen for which the kinetic and spatial gradient term s
In the energy density are negligible, this action leads to
a period of n ation during which the spacetin e back—
ground is close to de Siter
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where isconformaltime.

D uring the courseofin ation, any pre-existing classical

uctuations are diluted exponentially. However, quan—
tum  uctuations are present at all tim es in the vacuum
state of the m atter and metric uctuations about the
classical background space-tin e. T heir wavelengths are
stretched exponentially, becom e larger than the Hubbl
radiusH ! (t) and re-enterthe Hubble radiusafterin a—
tion ends. These uctuations are hypothesized to be the
source of the currently observed densiy inhom ogeneities
and m icrow ave background anisotropies. In order forthis
hypothesis to be correct, the uctuationsm ust decohere.

Thequantum theory oflinear uctuationsabouta clas-
sicalbackground space-tin e is a wellestablished sub fct
(see eg. the reviews []] or []]). If the m atter has no
anisotropic stress (which isthe case ifm atter is described
by a collection of scalar elds), then a gauge (coordinate
system ) can be chosen in which the m etric including is

(scalarm etric) uctuationsi '] ( ) can be written as
ds® = (=)’ ( @+2 & Nd*+ @ 2 &; ) @)
®)
and the m atter including its perturbation ( ) is
! + ®; ): 6)

T he quantum theory of coan ological perturbations is
based on the canonical quantization of the m etric and
matter uctuations about the classicalbackground given
by a( ) and ( ). Sihce themetric and m atter uctua—
tions are coupled via the E Instein constraint equations,
the scalarm etric uctuations contain only one indepen—
dent degree of freedom . To identify this degree of free—
dom , we expand the action W) to second order in and

, and com bine the tem sby m aking use of the so—called
M ukhanov variable |, [ 1]

v=a()[ +— 7 (7)

H

In tem s of which the perturbed action S, takes on a
canonical form (the kinetic term is canonical) and the
perturbations can hence readily be quantized:
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where z = 35—, and a prin e indicates a derivative w ith
respect to . This action contains no interaction temm s:
it represents the evolution of a free scalar eld wih a
tin edependent square m ass
oo
z
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propagating In a  at, static spacetim e. This action leads
directly to a wellkde ned quantum theory via the canon-—
ical com m utation relations.

T he H am iltonian corresponding to the above action S,
can be w ritten down In second quantized form :

Z 0
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® ® K z K
(10)
The st term in the brackets represents back-to-back

ham onic oscillators, in phase such that the system has
nonetm om entum . T he second termm leadsto the \squeez—
Ing" of the oscillators on scales larger than the Hubble
radiuis H ! () (on these scales the second tem in [l
dom inates over the spatial gradient term s com ing from
the rsttem in the equation ofm otion forv). On these
scales, the squeezing leads to an Increase in the m ode
am plitude

Vi () z() a(); 11)

w here the second proportionality holds if the equation
of state of the background geom etry does not change In
tine. W e take this to be the case In our subsequent
analysis.

B . Properties of Squeezed States

T here exists an extensive literature on squeezed states.
W e refer the readerto [ l]and ] for the m athem atical
properties of squeezed states. For their physical interest,
we direct the reader to [].

T he evolution of a state of a system govemed by the
Ham itonian [l can be described by the Hllow ing evo-
ution operator:

U = S(;"x)R (x); 12)
w here
_ rk( ) 2i' _ ()
S () = T(e % g hx)l; 13)
and
R ()= exp[ ix@fac+ a’ a «)); 14)

where S (1 ;' x) is the two-m ode squeeze operator, R ( k)
is the rotation operator, and the realnumber r is known
as the squeeze factor. The rotation operator and the
phase  play no important role in what follow s hence
we ignore them from now on.

T he action of the squeezing operator on the vacuum
results In squeezed vacuum states

S, ()PL ki=
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T he behaviour of the squeezing param eter r is com —
plktely determ ined by the background geom etry. The



evolution of the squeezing param eters is typically very
com plicated, but an exact solution is known in the case
of a de Sitter background [1]:
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w here the vacuum state being operated upon corresoonds
to the Bunch-D avies vacuum .

T he squeezing operator has the property ofbeing uni-
tary so that

hkki= 1: 19)

A Yhough squeezed states do not provide a basis (@s they
are overcom plete), they do form an orthogonal set of
states:
hki= ;: 0)
This follow s from the properties ofm any particle states.
An In portant property of squeezed states ofwhich we
w illm ake use is the fact that the num ber of particles in
such a state can be expressed entirely in tem s of the
squeezing param eter via

kN ki= sinh® @); @1)

w hereN  isthe num ber operator for the k-m ode. P hys—
ically, squeezed states represent states which have m in—
In al uncertainty in one variable (high squeezing) of a
pair of canonically conjigate variables —the uncertainty
In the other is xed by the requirem ent that the state
saturates the Heisenberg uncertainty bound. For those
states of coan ological interest, we take the squeezing to
be In m om entum .

For our application, the squeezing param eter w ill be
quite large. As shown in 1],
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where a(y) @()) is the scale factor at rst (second)
Hubbl crossing. For current coan ological scales, rc
102.

C. The H idden Sector

An essential ingredient in the theory of decoherence
is the presence of unobserved, "hidden" degrees of free—
dom : their Interaction w ih our system degrees of free—
dom causes the delocalization of the phase relations. In

FIG. 1: The Penrose diagram for de Sitter space
In planar ooordinates. Note that these ocoordi-
nates only cover half the spacetime. Blue lnes
indicate lnes of constant t, red lnhes constant 1,
and the solid black line represents the horizon.

this section, we show that de Sitter space naturally pro—
vides us wih a hidden sector and that the borderline
between the visbl and invisbl in our theory is natu—
rally given by the Hubbl scale.

A lthough de Sitter space is geodesically com plete, a
geodesic observerw illbe sub fct to the e ects from both
a particle horizon and an event horizon [1],01]. That
the latter constitutes a true event horizon can best be
seen by exam ining the behaviour of null geodesics In
Panlvede Sitter coordinates (see, or example 1)),
which remain nite across the horizon, In contrast to
static coordinates. Speci cally, we have

a? =« %)dtz 2—§dtdr+ ar? + d 2: (3)

Here, 1= 1=H ) denotes the de Sitter radius. C learly,
setting r = 1 causes our tin elke coordinate to becom e
spacelike (the characteristic feature of an event horizon).
T In elike observers that cross from r j jtor+ j j nd
them selves ncapable of getting back, trapped outside of
a sphere of radiis L

Now, if one transformm s to the coordinates typically
used when discussing in ation (the socalled planar
coordinates) and exam Ines the behaviour of tim elike
geodesics, one ndsthat alltin elike observersoriginating
w ithin the horizon m ust eventually cross.



T he zeropoint uctuations induced by the horizon 1]
can be thought of as the seeds for m etric perturbations
'], I1]. Heuristically, the horizon can be thought ofas
a source of themm al radiation w ith a tem perature H =2
(In com plete analogy w ith the black hole case). This ra-
diation then produces gravitationalm etric perturbations,
w ith the sam e spectrum , which are stretched out by sub-
sequent coan ologicalevolution and ultin ately lead to the
form ation of structure in the post-in ationary universe.

N ote, how ever, that this naive picture is not quite cor—
rect — the equation of state of the produced radiation
is not them al []], and including the e ects of gravita—
tional back-reaction leads to corrections to the them al
spectrum  (this is also true In the black hole case [1]).
H ow ever, our ensuing discussion in no way relieson strict
them ality.

W e consider our observer to be to the left of the hori-
zon In  g.l. In accord with our discussion above, we
take our radiation to be produced at the horizon w ith
a continuous distribution such that a non-vanishing sub-
set of our m odes have wavelengths lessthan 1 (orH 1).
Tt follow s that our observer n planar coordinates, due
to the event horizon, w ill be prevented from observing
certain radiation m odes. W e conclide that those m odes
w hich are unobservable are those associated w ith physical
w avelengths less than the horizon scale. O focourse, gravi-
tational redshifting w ill cause these m odes to stretch and
eventually cross the horizon. The point is that particle
production is a continuous process and we expect that,
at alltim es, a certain set ofm odes w illbe uncbservable,
and these m odes w ill be associated w ith physical wave—
lengths lessthan H . As a result of this, decoherence
is an inevitability and we de ne our environm ent to be
a set ofm odes whose physicalm om enta are greater than
the Hubblk scale.

Having identi ed the m odes of the theory which we
must trace out, we ask what happens if we trace out
additionalm odes. For exam pl, if an observer was only
Interested in very low energy m odes (k H ) he could
ignore (or trace out) modeswith (k < H ;but not k
H) - surely this would provide an additional source of
decoherence as it increases the environm ent. However,
com pare this to the case ofan observer who is interested
In all superHubbl m odes. The second observer would
see less decoherence than the rst. D ecoherence is, after
all, an observer dependent e ect —an observer who could
m onitor every degree of freedom in the universe wouldn’t
expect to see any decoherence. However, our goal is to
determ ine a lower bound on the am ount of decoherence
asm easured by any cbserver in the "out" region of our
Penrose diagram . In this case, we trace out only those
modes which we must (ie. all modes on sub-horizon
scales) and take our system to be com posed of the rest.

Iv. INTERACTIONS W ITH THE
ENVIRONMENT

Key to our investigation of decoherence is the notion
of the environm ent. Such an environm ent can take on
many di erent guises. A s was stated above, we de ne
ours In the follow ing fashion: expanding the background

elds (gravity and the n aton) in tetm s of uctuations,
we identify our environm ent w ith the uctuationswhose
w avelengths are less than som e cut-o , whik our system
consists of those w avelengths greater than thiscuto .As
explained above, since we are operating In a de Sitter
background, the naturalscale to pick forthe cuto isthe
Hubbl scalk.

In order to detem ine the precise form of interactions
Inherent to a system of cosm ological perturbations, we
expand ) to the next order (recall that expanding to
second order is what led to a firee eld theory) In the

uctuations, and express the result n tem s ofvix; ).
Interactions can either be purely gravitational in nature
(backreaction), or they can arise in the m atter sector
through V ( ), the n aton potential.

A . G ravitational B ackreaction

To focus on the interactions due to graviationalback—
reaction, we must expand the gravitational action to
third order in the am plitude of the perturbations and
w rite down the potential n term s of the M ukhanov vari-
able v. Expanding to higher order sin ply introduces
m ore com plicated interactions. For our purposes, we re—
strict our attention to the sim plest tem s that arise.

In the case where the m etric, ncluding its uctuation

eld ,isgiven by
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we can expand the R icci scalar in powers of  to obtain
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(W here term s w ith derivatives either tem poral or spa—

tialofthe havebeen ignored asthey are sub-dom inant)
from which we can extract our term of interest, R ¢,
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which is the leading order gravitational self-interaction
term . Recalling the de nition ) of the M ukhanov vari-
able in a slow rollin ationary background, ourpotential,
expressed In tem s of v, becom es (neglecting w hen
substituting v for and we use the fact that, for our



In ationary background,a( ) = 1=H ))
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is one ofthe slow -rollparam eters. O ur din ensionfiil cou—
pling is explicitly tin e-dependent —this is to be expected

since it is associated wih a xed physical scale and our
theory W) isw ritten entirely in temm s of co-m oving quan—
tities.

B. In aton Interactions

In addition to the graviational backreaction tem s,
there are also Interactions due to non-lnearities in the
m atter evolution equation. Consider a m odel of chaotic
In ation wih a potential of the fom

Z

ex"7g 4, 33)

where is a dim ensionless coupling constant. T he per—
turbationsproduced during in  ation are pintm atterand
metric uctuations. The m atter part of the wuctuation,

denoted by , give riseto a cubicterm in the interaction
potential of the form
Z
3. P—
\Y I’x4 g ( ¥; (34)

where, n the case of slow0llin ation, we can treat
as a constant. N ow , w riting the potential in term s ofthe

M ukhanov variable (@nd this tin e neglecting In the
process of substiution), we have
Z Z
v
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How do the coupling strengths of the two potentials
com pare? Taking the ratio ofthe two, we nd
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Since the observationally allowed value for at times

when uctuations relevant to current observations are
generated is of the order 10 3M pirWwe nd that the grav—
itational coupling could conceivably dom nate depending
on the value of . Since we are only interested in ob-
taining a lower bound on the decoherence rate, and due
to the fact that the exact om ofthe in aton potential
(@long wih the initial conditions that determ ine ) is
m odeldependent, we consider gravitationalbackreaction
to be the m ain source of decoherence in what follow s.
N onetheless, the above dem onstrates that in  aton inter-
actions have the potential to be In portant.
W e couple our system to the environm ent by w riting

Z Z

&Ex P ; (39)

where v now refers only to the expansion of the
M ukhanov variable in m om enta greater than som e cut—
o and '’ isthe same eld but expanded in tem s of the
environm ent m odes.

V. THEDENSITY MATRIX

Having detem ined a candidate interaction between
our system and the environm ent, we now face the task of
deriving an appropriate m aster equation in order to de—
term Ine the tin e dependence of our densiy m atrix. Sev—
eral approaches exist (for exam ple, [1],001]) which have
been used by a num ber of authors —rather, we follow the
m ethod of '] which we now review .

W e assum e that our system of interest is weakly in—
teracting with som e environm ent. The Von Neum ann
equation for the full density m atrix ( ) reads (note that



we m ake use of conform al tim e. This is due to the fact
that our action ) is expressed in tem s of conform al
tin e)

40)

where H is the totalH am iltonian of the system and can
be w ritten as

H =Ho+V; 1)
where H o is the selffl am iltonian and V couples the sys—
tem to the environm ent. Note that ( ) denotes the full
density m atrix for the system and the environm ent.

Sw itching to the interaction representation [l) takes
on the form

= iVi 42)

s

w here

T = exp(Hoy ) exp( iH ); 43)
w ith a sin ilar expression Brv.

A perturbative solution of [l is Hund to be given by
the follow Ing:

7
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O urultin ate goalisto derive an equation ofm otion for
the reduced densitymatrix ( o = Ty ,whereA denotes
the system quantities whilke B refers to the environm ent.
W e use this notation throughout the rest of the paper).
To this end, we trace out the environm ental degree of
freedom s to obtain

Z Z

_— _ A
A - 0 d2
0 0

2

d1Tm V (2);V (1); oll+ ==

45)
Notethatthe rstordertem hasvanished —thisisdue
to the speci ¢ om of our system -environm ent coupling.
Had we used a potential in which an even power of the
environm ent eld had appeared, we would have obtained
a non-vanishing contribution at this order. H ad thisbeen
the case, the st order tetm could have been neglected
on the grounds that i would lead to unitary evolution of
the system —since our goalisto study the decoherence of
the system (a non-unitary process), we can safely ignore
such tem s.

W e nd that (see the appendix)
— — 8 a* ()
T V X5 1)V X257 2) ) = —~vgs 2) G

4e)

In light of the fact that this equation was derived in

the lim i of am alltim e Intervals, we can approxin ate the

integralin M) by the product of the integrand w ith the

tin e interval, . Bringihg (o) to the lkeft-hand side and
dividing both sides by tim e allow s us to w rite

= —; @7

in the Im it of sam all

Asthe niidaltime ( = 0) is arbirary, we conclide
that our equation for the reduced density m atrix m ay be
w ritten as (in tem s of physical tin e)

Z
a o, 870 4 _
= O IxVIVT 0L @8

w here the details have been relegated to the appendix.
V is a nom alization volume, H = a@®)H , wih H the
physicalH ubble scale, and we note that in orderto obtain
the condition [l), it wasnecessary to elin inate non-local
term s by coarsegraining over scales of order H in both
tin e and space.

The di erential equation ) is the m aster equation
for our system . In order to proceed, we obtain a m atrix
representation in the basis of squeezed states. Again, we
point out that these do not form a true basis for the
H ibert space (note, however that the use ofan overcom —
plte basisposesno di culties when it com es to obtain—
Ing representations of the density m atrix ]]) . H owever,
In the lm it of lJarge squeezing, squeezed states becom e
orthogonalto other states In the system . Since squeezed
states are the "natural" states ofthe system , we view all
other states as being spurious and truncate our H ibert
space so that it contains only the formm er. Furthem ore,
as our Interactions are am all com pared to [ll), we iden—
tify the squeezed states as our pointer basis [1].

Finding a m atrix representation of eq.[l) is a rela—
tively simnple a air —due to the nature of the squeezed
states, the expectation value operator v*";n 2 Z must
be diagonalin this (discrete) basis of states. T his, along
w ith the dentities [1]:

Si'x)a xS¥i’'x) = a x coshx) 49)
+ a’ &' * sinh(x);
and
S Tmi'k) = SY(mi'k) = S( %i'k); (50)

renders the calculation relatively straightforward. Note
that Tk ki = sinh® (), where N is the num ber op—
erator [ ]. W ith this h m ind, we nd that [l reduces
to



ds , o287 %0 shn'@)  sih’@)
at vz o H® k? S

sinh® (1) sinh? (r;)

2 22) 155 (51)

kik;

where, for sin plicity, we've replace the cosh? (r) tem s
w ith sinh? (r) sihce we are interested in the lin it of large
r.

The combination n(t) = a(n; 0) is to
be Interpreted as the particle density, a quantity which
is nie In the them odynam ic lin i. C learly, the deco—
herence rate Increases as the di erence between the two
m om enta Increases. For this reason, w e take our states of
Interest to have approxin ately the sam e m om enta, and
the above reduces to

sinh? (r;)

k)

d ij 5nf 0) &
J 14 128 2a2 (t) Onl ( ) (k —
kikj

dt HS

57 (02)

In tem s of physical tin e and co-m oving m om enta and
volum e.

A few things are inm ediately obvious:

1) The diagonalelem ents su er no loss of coherence.
T hisactually could havebeen sum ised m uch earlier from
eq.l by noticing that the trace over the system degrees
of freedom m ust vanish.

2) T he rate ofdecoherence grow s extrem ely rapidly. In
fact, in order to decohere the system wihin 60 e-foldings

(approxin ately them Inin altin e pem issible for the du—
ration of n ation), the iniial particle density (y) can
be as low as 10 2% particles per Hubble volum e. ]

3) Theparticulartine t= 0 fora pairofm odes should
be taken to corresoond to the the tin e that the shortest
ofthe pair (the higher energy m ode) crosses the horizon.

So far, we've argued that a certain sector of the the-
ory is unobservable (thus justifying a m inim al am ount
of tracing), determ ined an interaction between our vis-
ble and invisble sectors, and obtamned a lower bound
on the param eters of the theory such that decoherence
takes place wihin 60 efoldings of In ation. The ques—
tion ram ains: In a realistic coan ologicalm odel, are the
param eters of the theory such that decoherence can take
plceduringthein ationary period, and be caused by the
lading order gravitationalback-reaction term ? In other
words, is the bound we found satis ed In conventional
m odels?

In order to answer that question, we m ust obtain the
num ber density of particles In a typical superH ubble
mode at rst Hubbl crossing.

C onsider the square of the substitution we used to ob—
tain our potential in term s of the M ukhanov variable:

0
P = a2 )2 2,
a()(H) (63)

To determ ine the num ber of particles ofthe v eld in
tem s of physically m eaningfiill quantities, we must st
quantize the M ukhanov eld. However, once the the-
ory is quantized, the expression [l ism eaningless —the
kft-hand side is an operator, whilk the right is a classi-
cal eld. In light of this, we follow the usual routel ]
In sem iclassical gravity and replace v w ith it’s vacuum
expectation valie:

0
w’i= a’ —)? %
1 a()(H)

(54)
In the lin it of large squeezing, we have that
1 % @
i= — (55)

—Ny (©;
>3 " x (©)
where N (t) is the num ber of particles in the k-m ode at
tim e t, which scales In tim e as

Ny @/ a* ©; (56)

where we now consider only physical (as opposed to co—
moving as in the previous discussions) quantities. The
extra factors of a(t) in the particle num ber appear be—
cause we are now considering the red-shifting ofthe m o-
menta (sce ). W e expect the spectrum to be ex—
ponentially suppressed at high (sub-Hubble) m om enta:
therefore, to a good approxim ation, the integralin [l

can be taken to be over the infrared sector only. Fur—
them ore, rather than perform ing the Integral over the

m odes, we reparam eterize and integrate over the tin es
which these particular m odes rst crossed the horizon.
In other words, we let

k =

i o7)
am’

and

Ny ) = a*@©Ng 0); (58)

where, as above, t = 0 denotes
a particularm ode. W e now have,

rst Hubbl crossing for

. H2
— Ny 0 &);
(59)

w ith t. denoting the tim e of reheating and where we've
ignored the tin edependence of the Hubbl scale.

During reheating, the in aton will undergo periods
when i’'s totalenergy is dom inated by it’s kinetic tem .
So, during reheating, we can m ake the substitution -2 ’

r to obtain

2
A1’ —Ny O)H 3
0

Ny (0)H 2 2
%az &) © a° )

(60)

r .
o ¢

H



W e dentify Ny H3 = ny (0) with the number of par-
ticles ofm om entum H per Hubbl voum e and taking the
reheating tem peratureasH sothat .’ H *.W ecannow
m ake use of the fact that, cbservationally, 2 10 °,
to deduce that ny (0) 10 8 particles/H ubble volum e.
T hisiswellabove the low erbound we found. In thiscase,
we nd that the m odes w ill decohere approxin ately 20
e-foldings after crossing the horizon.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have studied the decoherence of cos—
m ological uctuationsduring a period of coan ologicalin—

ation, taking the e ects of squeezing into account. W e
have determ ined realistic Interactions for our system of
perturbations and have found that, at the sam e order,
gravitational interactions and m atter (in aton) interac—
tions are com parable, depending on the scale of in  ation
and the slow rollparam eter . Furthem ore, we have jis—
ti ed the use ofHubbl scal as a cuto

H aving considered the leading order gravitational cor-
rection to the action of quantized coam ological pertur—
bations, we nd that superH ubble m odes decohere long
before the end of in ation. O f course, we have only ob—
tained a lower bound on the decoherence rate — inter-
actions m ore com plicated than the ones considered here
w illgenerally lead to m uch faster decoherence tin es [1].

VII. APPENDIX :TRACING OUT THE

ENVIRONMENT

In this appendix, we explicitly calculate the partial
trace ofeq. ) .
T he expansion ofthe M ukhanov variable in a spatially
at background takes the form
ikx

+ aﬁeﬂ‘x);

1
d3kP: (axe (61)

@ )2 2%

and we restrict our attention to m odes within a sphere
of adius H In mom entum space. Since our calculation
w illbe perform ed in term s of com oving quantitiesand we
takeourcuto to correspondtoa xedphysicalscale, our
cuto acquires a tin e dependence of the form

H = a()H: (62)
O ur nom alization conventions are as follow s:
I e 0s 3 @)
ki= 2B alPi; tkk%i= @ P2E, Pk ¥);
Brial= @) Yk ¥ 63)

T he identity operator has the form

Z 3
@ P 2Ey’ (

For sim plicity, we ignore the e ects of squeezing until
the very last. A sour initialconditions, we do not take the
environm ent to be in the vacuum -thiswould be contrary
to the basic idea ofthe generation of inhom ogeneities. W e
take our states to be 2 particle zero-m om entum states.
W ere we to explicitly include the e ects of squeezing, we
would nd that our scattering am plitude hij” jji would
scalesasa” ( ). Our approach is as ollow s: we calculate
the scattering am plitude fora xed particle num ber (2)
and, at the last step, include the additional factors of
a( ) In order to embody the e ects of particle produc-
tion (squeezing). Note that we m ust take Into account
squeezing since [l tells us that allm odes in de Sitter
space get squeezed.

W e take these states to be populated according to a
distrbbution which 2llso exponentially in the UV, with
tem perature parameter T = ' = Z-. In other words

env = C exp( H); (65)
where thisH refersto the H am iltonian. T he precise form
of the distribution is iInm aterial —after tracing, the only
Inform ation that the system s retains about the environ—
m ent is it's "size" (the cuto scale). Asanothersimpli —
cation, we take the energy of the state to be dom inated
by i'’sm om entum . D ue to the nature of squeezing and
In view of our comm ents about the distribution, this is
a perfectly jisti able assum ption. C is a nom alization
constant which we determm ine by the condition that the

trace of the left hand side of the equation be 4,5 ie.
TYnv = sys-
z _ ,
d’k 1 hk; kj k; ki
T Yenv = o— 3 (66)
@ )322Ek hk; kk; ki
c 1 ax 2 (2 B)
= - — &Xp k
2 2 ¥ 2
C 1 o 4
= F sys(ﬁH e T+ 4)) sys *
T herefore, we set C 16 3e* =1 2.

T he term s on the right hand side w illallhave the basic
form (aside from the trace of , which isthe sam e asthe
above) :

Z

3 . . . .
RHS - k1 Kk; ki &)ved) k; ki )
@ )3Z2Ek kk; kk; ki
_ _8 Poosink& D oo o,
= OHT dk e e )e ;

where the delta function arises from the nomm alization
of the states. Since we are only interested in physics on



scales m uch greater than H , we coarsegrain over tin e
and use the relation

o 0
et 4 ¥: (68)

Thus,we nd that

8 21
RHS = —— (9
(0)H?> H

shkx 0]
k x )

Again, as our Interest lies iIn scales such that H (x
x0 1, we perform the substitution

shkx )]
. :
T o Hx ) (70)
F inally, we obtain
82 ) ® B ,
ro— 71
RH S 0 0 a“ () (71)

e 2 Ex{9)

10

Notethatwe dentify (0) w ith the volum e ofspace and
we've lncluded the additional factors ofa ( ) as dicussed
above.
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