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ABSTRACT: We compute the rate with which unobserved fields decohere other fields to which they
couple, both in flat space and in de Sitter space, for spectator scalar fields prepared in their standard
adiabatic vacuum. The process is very efficient in de Sitter space once the modes in question pass
outside the Hubble scale, displaying the tell-tale phenomenon of secular growth that indicates the
breakdown of perturbative methods on a time scale parameterically long compared with the Hubble
time. We show how to match the perturbative evolution valid at early times onto a late-time Lindblad
evolution whose domain of validity extends to much later times, thereby allowing a reliable resum-
mation of the perturbative result beyond the perturbative regime. Super-Hubble modes turn out to
be dominantly decohered by unobserved modes that are themselves also super-Hubble. Although our
calculation is done for spectator fields, if applied to curvature perturbations during inflation our ob-
servations here could close a potential loophole in recent calculations of the late-time purity of the
observable primordial fluctuations.
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1 Introduction

The evolution of our understanding of large-scale structure formation from speculative roots to an
observational science is one of the triumphs of science over the past 30 years. The cosmological
consensus explains the observed distribution of matter as a cumulative consequence of gravitational
instability acting on the small initial fluctuations also visible in the cosmic microwave background.
Everything fits together — assuming the existence of Dark Matter and Dark Energy — provided there
exists a spectrum of Gaussian adiabatic density fluctuations that are close to (but not exactly) scale
invariant [1, 2] (for a theoretical review see [3]).

Even more remarkably, precisely this pattern of density fluctuations is predicted to emerge quite
generically from quantum fluctuations during the much earlier universe provided these occur during
an epoch of accelerated! universal expansion [4-9]. Although current observations cannot distinguish
whether primordial fluctuations are quantum or classical, one can imagine trying to do so [10-19] and
thereby test the central assumption underlying this framework.

But everyday experience suggests that quantum coherence can be fragile so a key part of any
testing of the quantum nature of primordial fluctuations is whether the theories in question predict
that quantum-generated density fluctuations decohere or not after their production and before their
observation. Preliminary calculations indicate that even the very weak gravitational interactions at
the core of most models suffice to decohere primordial fluctuations for spectator fields [20-30] and for
the metric itself [31-39] though reliable determination is hindered by the presence of ‘secular growth’:
measures of decoherence grow with time and leave the domain of validity of the perturbative framework
in which they are computed [30, 40-48]. This is an important practical problem since this breakdown
happens well before the late-time universe in which observations are made.

More recent calculations [35] seek to evade this obstacle by adapting Open EFT arguments [44]
(for a review see [49, 50]) to resum the perturbative behaviour and obtain reliable predictions for the
late-time regime where earlier methods fail. More specifically, ref. [35] computes how gravitational
self-interactions of General Relativity allow the short-wavelength ‘environment’ of unmeasured scalar
and tensor metric fluctuations to decohere the longer-wavelength ‘system’ of observed scalar modes of
the metric during inflation. A universal result was found for how the purity of primordial perturbations
evolve in this regime, independent of the details of how the environment and system are defined and
of how the initial state is prepared. Crucially, for technical reasons, the calculation of [35] works in a
regime where both short- and long-wavelength modes are super-Hubble, leaving open the size of the
contribution of Hubble-sized or sub-Hubble environmental modes to the decoherence of super-Hubble
modes.

One aim of this paper is to provide the missing argument that shows why the contribution of
Hubble-size or sub-Hubble environmental modes is subdominant to the contribution of super-Hubble
environmental modes in the decoherence of super-Hubble system modes. We show this by evaluating
how a spectator? scalar field decoheres the state of a second spectator field, doing so in both flat space
and de Sitter space with the fields in question initially prepared in their respective adiabatic vacuum.?
The calculation is also interesting in its own right, inasmuch as it can be done very explicitly and
allows the determination of how the decoherence rate depends on the properties of the fields and of

IModels differ about whether this expansion starts with an initially expanding or contracting universe. We restrict
our attention here to inflationary models, due to the better control of approximations this allows.

2By ‘spectator’ we mean a field whose contribution to the universal energy density (and so also whose mixing with
the metric) is negligible.

3We regard the flat-space calculation to be a benchmark against which to compare the de Sitter result, but given the
likely existence of unmeasured dark sector fields it might be of interest in its own right.



their interactions. It also allows an explicit matching of late-time Open EFT methods to early-time
perturbative calculations and so shows in detail how the one evolves into the other.

To this end we trace out the ‘environment’ field and compute the evolution of the reduced density
matrix of the ‘system’ field. To identify how the system field is decohered we in particular compute
the evolution of the purity of this reduced density matrix as a function of the masses and couplings
of the fields and of the curvature of the background spacetime. We contrast two types of interactions
between the fields: a purely Gaussian evolution in which the two fields simply mix through an off-
diagonal mass term and an honest-to-God interaction between the fields (which we take to be given
by a cubic term in the scalar potential).

Making reliable late-time predictions despite the breakdown of perturbative methods is obviously
a broader issue than just for the evolution of decoherence, and part of our motivation in this paper
is to use the decoherence calculation as a vehicle for exploring tools for late-time resummation that
have broader applicability.

Our findings are organized as follows. First, in §2, we define the model to be studied and define
in particular both the mixing and cubic interactions used to couple the two fields to one another. The
precise definition of the system’s purity and its evolution equation are both also given in this section,
together with some useful formulae for their evaluation.

Then §3 computes the purity evolution for both types of interactions for fields on flat space to
leading order in perturbation theory. Not surprisingly, we find that decoherence occurs but also find
no secular-growth effects and so perturbative methods need not break down at late times. We use this
calculation to explore how the decoherence depends on the properties of the environmental field, in
particular as its mass m becomes large. This limit is subtle because it involves taking two limits that
do not commute, but in all cases the decoherence rate falls to zero when m is taken to infinity.

§4 repeats this purely perturbative exercise for fields in de Sitter space. The main difference
relative to flat space arises for super-Hubble modes for which decoherence does experience secular
growth, implying the eventual breakdown of the perturbative prediction. With this motivation §5
briefly reviews the Open EFT late-time resummation tools and applies them to the two-scalar system
of interest.* An evolution equation of the Lindblad form [49, 51] valid at late times is derived and its
solutions are found, showing in principle how late-time predictions can be made beyond leading order.

§6 applies this solution to the decoherence calculation in particular and shows how the early-time
perturbative evolution can be matched to the late-time Lindblad evolution because their domains of
validity overlap in the super-Hubble regime. This allows the late-time purity solution to be matched
onto the Bunch-Davies initial conditions despite these initial conditions not applying within the domain
of validity of Lindblad evolution. Our conclusions are briefly summarized in §7.

2 The systems of interest

We start by summarizing well-understood general features of decoherence when system and envi-
ronment interact weakly enough to justify perturbative methods. The resulting useful formulae are
applied to systems in flat and de Sitter spaces in later sections.

4The evolution of the reduced system of interest turns out for our examples to be Gaussian and this provides an
independent reason why the late-time resummation remains under control.



2.1 Field content and interactions

Consider the action
4 Mz? 1 o 1 2
S=—[dwy—yg KN R+Lm+§(8a) +§(5a5) +V(o,¢) (2.1)

where L,,, is a ‘matter’ sector chosen to dominate in the stress energy and so to produce the assumed
background geometry. This could be as simple as a cosmological constant if we focus on de Sitter
geometries (as we sometimes will) or it could consist of thermal matter if we instead focus on radiation
or matter dominated geometries. Our main focus is on the fields o and ¢ and we ask how interactions
with the environment ¢ affect the evolution of the state of the system o.

For spacetimes with ds? = —dt? 4 +;;dz’da’ the action (2.1) implies the Hamiltonian for the
fields ¢ and o is

1

1 .. 1
5o 57706 0j6 + S (M8 + miy0?) + Vi(0,0)| (22)

1 1 ..
H= /dgxﬁ [27r§ + 57”31'0 0o +
in which 7, := ¢ and 7y := gi) and over-dots denote differentiation with respect to t.
At low energies the dominant interactions involve the fewest derivatives and so come from the
scalar potential (if this is present). We assume decoherence due to these is faster than decoherence
due to gravity-mediated interactions. Using the fairly general potential

V= 1md ¢0* + 3 ml 0 + Viu(o,9), (2.3)

sys

we describe decoherence below for various choices for the interaction potential Vi.
The simplest case just takes it bilinear in the ‘system’ and ‘environment’ fields,

‘/int = Vmix(aa ¢) = ,uzqﬁo, (24)

since then the spectator system is Gaussian at heart and can be solved exactly for specific background
geometries. Once diagonalized the spectrum consists of two massive fields ¢4 obtained by rotating
the pair ¢, o through an angle 9 with

2 2
tan29 = ——— (2.5)
Meny — msys
whose squared masses
1
Mi = 5 (mgys + mgnv) + \/(mgys - Tngnv)2 + 4/1'4 ) (26)

are both positive when 0 < p? < MenvMsys (s we henceforth assume).

The disadvantage of the Gaussian case is that it leaves all Fourier modes of the theory uncoupled,
hence it may not be representative of honest-to-God interactions. The next simplest case we consider
takes the simplest bona fide interaction: a cubic potential that we assume to be linear in the system
field. Linearity in the system field simplifies later discussions because it implies the effects of the
environment on the reduced system remains effectively Gaussian in a way made more explicit below.
This leads to the choice

Vine = Ve(0,9) == g ¢°0 (2.7)



where the coupling g has dimension mass in 4D. When using cubic interactions we work within the
semiclassical approximation and expand to quadratic order in the fluctuation fields, working pertur-
bively in powers of g (more about this later).

Both of the above choices are captured by the parameterization Vi = o O(¢) where

Omix(¢) = p?¢  and  O.(¢) = g¢*. (2.8)

When describing perturbative evolution we write H = Hy + Hipy with Hypy = [ d3z Vine (0, ¢) and
consider the two cases Vipt = Viix and Vi = V. in turn.

2.2 Time evolution and decoherence

In the interaction picture the full density matrix p(t) for the scalar system satisfies the Liouville
equation

Op=—i [Vint(t) ap:| ) (2.9)

where Viy(t) is the interaction-picture Hamiltonian. So far as measurements of the system are con-
cerned all we really require is the evolution of the reduced density matrix for o, defined by tracing out
the ¢ sector:

o(t) == Trglp(t)]. (2.10)
In perturbation theory this satisfies the evolution equation

Drolt) = —i [Vans(0), 0] + / ds / Pz / Py{[o(5,¥) c0 .0t X)] Wit x;5,7) (2.11)

+o(t, %), 000 (s, )] W' (x5 5,y)} + -,

where Vin, = (O(¢))o = Try[O(¢)Zeny] o introduces the notation (- - -) = Treny[(- - + ) peny] for averages
only over the environment, and

W(t,%;s,y) = (O(t,x) O(s,y)) = (O(t, x))(O(s, ¥)) (2.12)
= Ty |O(t,%) O(5,Y) Zenv | = Tro | Ot %) Zene | Trs [ O(s5,¥) Zen |
These expressions assume the system and environment are uncorrelated at t = ¢y, with
p(to) = 00 ® Eeny (2.13)

where the initial reduced density matrices for the o and ¢ sectors are respectively gg and Ze,,, and
50 Try[Eeny] = 1 implies o(to) = 0o.
Our diagnostic for decoherence is the purity, v(¢), defined as

(1) = Tro [0 (¢)] (2.14)
and so 0 < v < 1, with v = 1 if and only if the reduced state o is pure. Its rate of change is®
Oy =2Tr, (00r0) = —4 /t ds/dgaj/dgy Re [W(t,x;s,y) W(t,x;s,y)} , (2.15)
to
where the Wightman function for o is
Wi(t,xi5.y) i= (0(t;) o(5,¥)) = Tro [o(t,%) o (5, ) 00 - (2.16)

Much of the rest of this paper is devoted to computing this expression for various examples.

5This result assumes Trs[000(t,%)000(s,y)] = 0 as would be the case if oo = |¥) (¥| and (¥|o(t,x)|¥) = 0, and so
is true in particular if |[¥) = |vac).



2.2.1 Implications of translation invariance

The above expressions can be written more conveniently for translation-invariant systems, for which
the Wightman function satisfies W (¢, x;s,y) = W(t,0;s,y —x) =: W(t,s;y — x) and similarly for
W(t,x;s,y) = W(t,s;y — x), so expression (2.15) becomes

t
Oy = —4V/ ds/d3z Re [W(t,s;z) W(t,s;z)|, (2.17)
to

where V = f d3z is the volume of space. As usual, it is the rate per unit volume that has the sensible
large-volume limit in a translationally invariant system. Equivalently, using the Fourier representation

d3k ik (x—
W(t,x;s,y) = / @) Wi(t, 5) e’ x=Y) (2.18)

and the equivalent expression for W (¢,x;s,y) in terms of Wi (¢, s), allows (2.17) to be written

t 3
Oy = —4V / as [ [217:; Re[Wic(t, 5) Woi(t,5)] (2.19)

This expression is particularly easy to interpret in the special case that the interaction Hamiltonian
is linear in the system field o (as we assume here). In this case we shall see that the system evolution
remains Gaussian (to leading approximation) even once environmental effects are included and so each
of the system’s momentum modes evolves independently. These therefore remain uncorrelated if they
were initially uncorrelated in the vacuum, so we can write

o) =[[®@ex(t) and (1) = [[@ek(t) (2.20)

where translation invariance allows the single-particle states to be labelled by their momentum and
ok is the density matrix for the mode with momentum k. When writing the product we switch to
momentum states with discrete normalization (such as by putting the system into a huge box). The
purity’s rate of change can then be written

0% = Z(H ®9§)8wi(]—[ ®Q§) (2:21)

k a<k q>k
and so comparing the trace of this with dyy = >, 0y in eq. (2.19) (converted to discrete normaliza-

tion using V [ d*k = (27)% 3", ) gives

Tr(@tgi) =0k = —4 /t ds Re [Wk(t, s) W_x(t, s)} , (2.22)

to

showing how ~(¢) tracks the decoherence mode-by-mode.
Eq. (2.22) integrates to give a useful expression for the purity as a function of time

t t
Y (t) = 1 (to) — 2/ ds’/ ds Re [Wk(s',s) W_k(s’,s)} : (2.23)
to to
where the limits of integration are disentangled using the conjugation property

Wi(t,s) = W_k(s,t) and Wi (t,8) = W_k(s,t), (2.24)



which is a consequence of the relations W*(¢,x;s,y) = W(s,y; t,x) and W*(t,x;5,y) = W(s,y;t,X)
that follow from ¢ and O being hermitian.

Notice that the above expressions superficially seem to imply that 0y must vanish when evaluated
at t = tg. If true, its initial evolution would start out quadratically: v (t) ~ 1 — %71((2)(75 —to)*+ -
(for an initially pure state), with

Y2 (t = t4) = 4Re |[Wic(to, to) W_c(to, to) | - (2.25)

Unfortunately, the inference that 9,y vanishes at ¢t = ty assumes the integrand is well-behaved there,
which is generically not true for interacting systems (this is one of the cases where Gaussian systems
are not representative). As we see below, for the interacting case the Hadamard singularity [52-54] of
Wk(t, s) in the coincident limit leads to a nonzero (but finite) expression for 0yy at ¢ = #o.

2.2.2 Mode sums

Translation invariance also leads to the field expansion

3
o(t,x) = / ;T;;/Q[vk(t)ckJer(t)ci | e (2.26)

and a similarly for o(¢,x) in terms of ax and a*, and mode functions uy(t). The ladder operators
satisfy [ap,a3] = 53 (p —q) and [cp, ) = 5%(p — q) as usual. Using this expansion, the Wightman
function Wi (¢, s) for a single field can be written in terms of its modes wug(s) as

Wi(t, s) = /dgq ug(t)uy(s) 0% (q — k) = up(t)uj(s). (2.27)

The Wightman function for the composite operator O = g¢? is similarly given by (see eq. (A.17))

3,13
Wi(t,s) = 2¢° / d(2p733q vq(t)vp(t)vz(s)v;(s) (53(q +p-k). (2.28)

Convergence of these integrals for large momentum is ensured by taking the time difference ¢ — s to
have a small negative imaginary part.

Using these expressions in (2.23) allows the integrated purity to be written in a simple way. In
the case when the system and environment interact through Vi;x then O = ,u2q$ and so Wk(t,s) =
prWi(t, s) and
9 t
Cowith Myltg) = / ds wp(s)ve(s),  (2.29)

Y (t) = Y (to) — 2N4‘Mk(t7t0)
to

where uy(s) denotes the system mode function while v(s) is the environment mode function. The case
where the system-environment interaction comes from V, similarly gives O = g¢? and this, together
with (2.28), implies

) = nlte) = g7 [ TS [Nt t0)| 50+ a =10
with  Npgr(t, to) == /t ds ug(s) vp(s) vg(s). (2.30)

Both cases predict i (t) < Yk (to) for initially uncorrelated states.



3 Decoherence in Minkowski space

We start by establishing a benchmark; evaluating the decoherence rate (for both mixing and cubic
interactions) for flat-space examples with the initial state chosen to be the Minkowski vacuum. In this
case ds? = —dt? + dx? and the field expansions (2.26) involve

e*issys t efiscm, t
ug(t) = ——= and Vg(t) = ——= Minkowski 3.1
k( ) \/ﬂ k( ) m ( ) ( )
where ¢;(k) = \/k? + m? and m; is the mass of the relevant particle.
The correlation function Wi(t, s) (2.27) then is
i 1 o
W (e, 5) = e—iei(B)(t=s) (3.2)

25i(/{3)

where t — s = 2% — ¢° has a small negative imaginary part to ensure convergence of the k-integration,
leading to the position-space expression

im2 (2)

W —y)=-— H;" (w) where w=my —(z —y)?, (3.3)

Srw
H® being the Hankel function of the second kind. This is a function only of the invariant interval
(z —y)? = nu(z — y)*(x — y)¥, and the phases are chosen such that W(z — y) is real for spacelike
separations. Also useful is the massless limit of this expression:

1

M T e

(3.4)

3.1 Decoherence through mixing

Consider first Vige = Vinix = #2¢ 0. In this case O(¢) = p?¢ and so Wi(t,s) = u*Wi(t,s) and the
purity evolution equation (2.17) becomes

4

4 t
Oy = — H / ds Re {eii(gsyﬁse“")(t*)} = H Im eii(ss-‘/ﬁse“v)(t*t")} . (3.5)
Esys€env Jt, Esys€env (€sys + €env)

Note that this equation solves for the purity rate (as opposed to the purity itself) as a simple check
that the rate has the correct sign, so that the purity decreases away from unity once time evolution
begins. It is tempting to go one step further and write the imaginary part as

1

Esys€env (Esys T Eenv)

Oy = — sin [(Esys + Eenv)(t —to) |, (3.6)

though this treats the coordinates as if they are real (and so ignores the mandatory small negative
imaginary part of (¢t — tg)). Taking the small imaginary part of time to zero does not commute with
the limit meny — 00, however, should we wish to explore meny > k, €5ys. For instance, the large-meny
limit of (3.5) is
it
M~ —5——

envgsys

Im [eiim“‘v(t*t") , (3.7)

and so vanishes exponentially quickly as men, — oo with the imaginary part of ¢ — ¢ held fixed, as

-2

opposed to the result 0y < m_,5,

sin | meny (t — to)} found from (3.6) if the imaginary part of the time



coordinate were first taken to zero. We briefly discuss some of the implications of this difference for
the decoupling of heavy states in §7 below.
Integrating (3.6) then gives
2N4 sin2 (Esys + Eenv)(t — o)
Esys€env (Esys + Eenv)2 2 ’

Y (t) = 1e(to) — (3.8)
consistent with (2.29). For an initially pure state — for which vk (tg) = 1 — the deviation from unity
starts off quadratically in ¢ — ¢y because the single-field correlation function (3.2) is nonsingular as
t — s. Notice that the mass eigenvalues Mi of (2.6) are only non-negative when meysMeny > /ﬂ and
this implies the right-hand side of (3.8) is always between 0 and 1. Our use of perturbation theory —
for which 7y (t) is computed linearly in u* — is only justified if x is very small and in this case yi(t) is
never that far from unity.

Eq. (3.8) implies the purity of a specific mode can return to unity after a finite timescale
(Eenv + ssys)*l < (Menv + msys)*l. This might be an artefact of this particular system really be-
ing a noninteracting theory in disguise. The time scale for vy to return to unity differs for each mode,
however, and so the total purity does not similarly return to unity once summed over k. To see this
explicity in a specific example choose mgys = Meny = M, in which case the total purity rate of change
per unit volume becomes

615'7 /1‘4 o] ]{/’2 ) M4 [e%e} d’U 5 )
v = _W/O dk % Sln[2gk(t - to)} = _W = V-1 31n[2v m(t — to)} . (3.9)
1.00000
0.99999 |
099995
=
0.99997
0.99996
0.99995
0 2 4 6 8 10
m(t — to)

Figure 1: Plot of the total purity v(¢) as a function of m(t — to) under the assumption that environment
and system have the same mass Mmeny = Msys = m and that ;L4V/m =10"%

Integrating (3.8) — assuming an initially pure state — gives the total purity plotted in Figure 1. The
oscillatory behaviour in this figure reflects the transients caused by assuming the interactions ‘turn on’
at t = to (implicit in the choice of an initially pure state). These oscillations disappear in an adiabatic
calculation for which ¢y — —oo(1 — ie) for infinitesimal positive € (which projects onto the adiabatic
vacuum), leaving only the constant displacement in y(¢) to which the plot in Fig. 1 asymptotes.



3.2 Decoherence through cubic interactions

When system and environment interact through the cubic coupling then O = g¢? and the environ-
mental correlator that is required is

Wit x,5.y) = 62 [(6%(t,%) 6% (5, ¥)) — (& (&, )N(6*(s, ¥)]
2 2 g*m2,, 2 2
= 29 [Wenv (1’ - y)} - m |:Hj§ )(wenv)} (310)

where Weny (,y) is given by (3.3) with m = mepny and Weny := Menyvy/ —(z — y)2. As for the single-field
correlator, this expression is real when = — y is spacelike. In momentum space Wx(t, s) is given by
(2.28), which evaluates to:

. 9 00
tg pdp _, (t—s) | ,—ie4(t—s) —ie_(t—s)
Wilt, s) = ieen(1=3) [ it (t=3) _ E 3.11
k(5 ) 2(2m)2k(t — s) /0 Cony ‘ ‘ (310
where e4 = \/(px k)2 +m2,, and convergence of the p integration is ensured because ¢t — s has a

small negative imaginary part.
The rate of change of the total purity is found by inserting (3.10) and (3.3) into (2.15), leading to
the position-space expression

Oy _ _ *MnMsys (2) (2) ?
3 =T 3.2 / ds/ dy Im )3/2 H” (mgysv/ s2 — y?) {H1 (MenvV/ 8% — yQ)] .

(3.12)
The result for a specific mode k — found by inserting (3.11) and (3.2) into (2.22) — then is

Dimne = e =W (1,5)] (3.13)

We next consider several informative limits of these expressions.

Massless environment

An informative yet simple case takes the environment to be massless, in which case the correlators are

2 2
W(z,y) = g’ [chv(x — y)] = m (massless environment) (3.14)
and
. 5 _
Wk(t,s) = W_x(t,s) = S R—— ) (massless environment) . (3.15)

2(2m)2(t — s)

These give the purity evolution equation

e~ ilesveth)(t=s) | (3 16)

Oy = —4/t ds Re [Wk(t —s)W_k(t — s)] = g /t ds Re {

2
to dm2esys Ji,

(t—s)

When taking the real part we use the identity

L _zdie  » (;) +ind(z), (3.17)

T —i€ 124 €2

~10 -



as € — 0, where P denotes the principal part, where the delta function satisfies

a 0 1
dz é(z) =1 and dz é(x) = 2 (3.18)

—a —a
leading to the purity evolution rate

2

D = — T Si[(k + eays)(t — to)]} . (3.19)

et
(27)2e4ys L 2

Asymptotic properties of the sine-integral function Si(z) are listed in §C for large and small
arguments, and using these shows how the singular behaviour of the environmental correlator causes
047y to approach a nonzero limit as ¢t — tg, with

2

2
Oy ~ — |:1 - (Esys + k‘) (t - to) +-- :| if k‘(t — t()) <L 1. (320)

8TEsys
Eq. (3.19) integrates to give

sinz[(ssyS + k)t —t9)]
Esys + K

(t)=1-— {(t — o) E — Si[2(esys + k) (t — to)]} + } (3.21)

9
(2m)2egys
1.

assuming Y (tg) = This is plotted in Fig. 2 and shows an initial drop followed by transient

oscillations about an asymptote displaced from unity by g?/[87%sys(esys + k)]

1.00000

0.99998 -

X

0.99996 -

0.99994 -

0.99992 T T T
0 2 4 6 8 10

(k4 ¢e5)(t —to)

Figure 2: Plot of the purity vk as a function of (k 4 esys)(t — to) with cubic system/environment coupling
strength g, under the assumption that environment is massless and the system has mass msys and that the
state at ¢t = to is pure. The numerics assume g°/[47m%eqys(esys + k)] = 107" where eqys = /k% + m2. As
discussed in the text, the initial rate does not vanish at ¢ = ¢y, and the instantaneous rate can be positive
(although it does start off strictly negative).

Massive environment

Consider next the case k, Mgys < Meny limit, for which (3.11) becomes

2 o] d )
Wic(t, s) ~ 9:"‘7“ : ?“ Va2 —1 e~ 2umen(t=5) L Ok fmeny)  (if b < Meny),  (3.22)

— 11 —



and so

2 t 00
Oy Yk =~ w/ ds Re [e—i(t—S)ssys(k) dﬁ VuZ — 1 e 2tumeny (t—s)
to 1 u

2264 (k)
2 o0 d .
~ / VR =TI [1 = ¢ 2umen(t00)] (3.23)
dmlegys J1  u

This shares the same decoupling properties as the mixing case: it is exponentially small as meny —
oo with the imaginary part of ¢ — s fixed and negative. For the opposite limit — where the imaginary
part of time goes to zero with fixed meny — and assuming an initially pure state at t = ¢y, the integrated
purity instead is

2

g < du .2
~]-—" —Vu2—-1 env(t —1 3.24
T 477255ysmenv o ud ! o [um ( 0)] ( )

—1- % ({ [4mm2,, (t — t0)% + 7] Ho[2meny (t — t0)] — 4Mmen (t — t0) } J1 [2meny (£ — to)]

+{= [4mmZ, (t = t0)* + 7] H1[2meny (t — to)] + 8mZy, (t — t0)* + 4} Jo[2meny (t — to)] — 4Mmeny (t — t0)> ,

where J,(z) is the usual Bessel function and H,(z) is a Struve function (whose asymptotic forms are
listed in Appendix C). As is shown in Fig. 3 this oscillates at late times about a fixed displacement
from unity whose size goes to zero as meny, — 00 (with the same qualitative shape as for the massless
environment).

1.00000
0.99999 1
0.99998 A
3
F\
0.99997 1

0.99996 -

0.99995 1

0 2 4 6 8 10
me(t — to)

Figure 3: Plot of the purity v« as a function of meny (t —to) with cubic system/environment coupling strength

g, under the assumption that environment is very massive compared to the system mass mgys and k and that
the state at ¢ = ¢ is pure. The numerics assume g°/[4m°esysMenv] = 10™* where egys = /K% + m2,.

With these expressions in hand for flat space as a benchmark we next turn to calculating the
corresponding quantities for de Sitter geometries.

4 Decoherence in de Sitter

Consider next the de Sitter geometry with metric

ds® = —dt? + a®(t) dx* = a*(n) (~dn® + dx?) , (4.1)

- 12 —



where a(t) = e! and the second equality introduces conformal time, which satisfies dt = a dn and so

(asusual) n = —H le H! = —1/(aH) runs over —oco < 7 < 0 when —oo < t < oo. In particular, the
scale factor in conformal time is a(n) = —1/(Hn) and late times correspond to 1 — 0.
In this geometry the basic evolution equation acquires extra contributions from the background

metric. For instance (2.11) becomes

Oro(t) / ds/dga:a /dgya (s,y) 00 7U(t,x)}V\/(t,x;s,y) (4.2)
+ [o(t, X), 000(s, y)} W*(t, x; s, y)} ,

where the spatial volume element \/T(g) = @3 appears when the evolution Hamiltonian generates
translations in cosmic time ¢. Correlation functions like Wz, y) transform as bi-scalars under coordi-
nate transformations.

The purity evolution equation (2.15) then becomes

Oy = —4/ ds/dgxa /dSya (s) Re [W(t,x, s,y)W(t,X,s,y)} , (4.3)

which in momentum space and in conformal time modifies (2.22) to

Ok = —4a*(n) / ! dn’ a*(n') Re [Wk(n,n’) Wfk(n,n’)} , (4.4)

7o

where k is the mode’s co-moving momentum label.

4.1 de Sitter correlators

To evaluate these expressions we require the correlation functions in de Sitter space [55]. We choose
the initial state in the remote past to be the Bunch-Davies vacuum, corresponding to modes that start
in the remote past in their adiabatic vacuum. In this case modes labelled by k are uncorrelated in the
remote past and so use of Bunch-Davies correlators carries the implicit ancillary choice g, 79 — —o0.

For free scalar fields in de Sitter space we use the Bunch-Davies mode functions uy(n) e’** which
satisfy the Klein-Gordon equation with the boundary condition that they become conformal to flat-
space mode functions in the remote past [56] so that auy ~ e~ /y/2k. This gives

u(n) = gv/m He + 2 ()32 H{D (<kn) | (4.5)
where 9 )
2_ 7 2 2. (M
=g where ¢ (H) +12¢. (4.6)
The de Sitter correlation function implied by this choice then becomes
N 7 H? *
Wiclm,m') = wen) i () = =G/ B (k) [ B (—kn)] (4.7)

where the times 7 and 7’ are required to have a small negative imaginary part for the same reasons
as in flat space. The corresponding position-space result is given by [56]

H?

Wn,xin',y) = 15 (2 —v?) sec(nv) oFy [3 40,3 — v 252(n, %1, y)] (4.8)

6We here supplement the action (2.1) with an addition nonminimal coupling §S = % f d4z R (Eenv P> +§Sy502) because
it is no more difficult to do so and allows us to include the case £ = é corresponding to conformally coupled scalars.

~ 13—



where 1
o 1 _ _ _\2 _ 2
x50, y) =1 s =0 =)+ (= )P (4.9)

and o Fi[a, b; ¢; 2] is the hypergeometric function.

Massless limits

There are two important special massless cases. The first is a conformally coupled massless scalar
(CCMS) (m,§) = (0, ¢) for which ¢(? =2 and v = § and so (4.5) becomes

ZEL/ -
up(n) = —=e " (CCMS), (4.10)
V2k
and the correlators (4.7) and (4.8) are
H2 / ) ,
Wi(n,n') = Trm e~ tkn=n") (CCMS), (4.11)
and o
Wn,x;n',y) = ' (CCMS) . (4.12)

Am?[—(n —n')* + (x = y)?]
The second special massless case is a minimially coupled massless scalar (MCMS) for which
(m,&) = (0,0) and so ¢* = 0 and v = 3. In this case (4.5) reduces to

e~ tkn )
) = () S (1= L) (MCMS) (4.13)

and so

Wil ) = wa(myu () = T oiktan) (1-5) (14 ) oM. g
’ ' 2k kn kn'

In this case the position-space correlator is not well-defined (though its derivatives are) because
large IR fluctuations in de Sitter space contribute an additive IR-divergent constant. This divergence
can be seen when the k=2 dependence of (4.14) is integrated in the region k — 0. Equivalently, it can
be seen from the divergence of (4.8) as v — 3 due to the sec(wv) prefactor. For (? := (m/H)? + 12¢
small but nonzero we have v ~ 2 — £ (% + O(¢*) and (4.8) becomes

H? 2
Wn,xin',y) ~ ———5{ ——3 +3+ [Z +2log(1 — Z)}
167 (v—13) z—1 z=z(n,x;n’,y)
H? { 3 2nn/ { 4nn } 2
=2 924 + log +0(¢7) ¢ -
82 | ¢2 =12+ (x-y)? =)+ (x-y)? ()

The leading term contains the divergence as ( — 0 and corresponds to the well-known de Sitter
result (¢%(z)) = 3H*/(87%m?) for a light (but massive) minimally coupled scalar field prepared in its
Bunch-Davies vacuum. These strong IR fluctuations are ultimately what frustrate the use of mean-field
intuition for minimally coupled massless fields, leading to the breakdown of semiclassical perturbative
methods at late times [30, 40-48, 57—64].

+0[(v-3)] } (4.15)

/
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Another view of this divergence is found by asking how the correlation function (4.8) falls off as
|x —y| = oo (with  and 7’ held fixed). Appendix B.1 shows this to be given by the asymptotic form

2 3 L T (—20 NG 2~
Wn,x;n',y) ~ 12;2 F(2F+(%)FE/)2 ) (|x4ﬁny2> (L4---) (4.16)
PG —0@v) ( gy \TY
Ty (557) 0+

as |x —y| — co. Both terms fall like |x — y|~3 when v is imaginary (e.g. when m > H). Eq. (4.16)
predicts a falloff like |x —y|~2 when v = %, in agreement with expression (4.12) for a conformal scalar.
But there is no falloff at all if v = %, as appropriate for a massless minimally coupled scalar. For small

nonzero (2 the falloff goes like |x — y|~2¢"/3, consistent with the logarithm of [x — y| seen in (4.15).

4.2 Decoherence through mixing

We now return to the main event, and compute the decoherence rate when the fields only mix through
the potential Vinix = u?¢ o, but now do so prepared in the Bunch-Davies vacuum in de Sitter space.
With this choice the environment correlator is Wi (n,n') = p*Wi(n,n') with Wi (n,n’) given in (4.7).

Consider first the simplest case where both system and environment fields are massless and mini-
mally coupled. Then the correlator is given by (4.14), and using this in (4.4) implies

! d” o 2ik(n—n') Y\ i\
877’)/](: H4k2 17% 1+k77]/

= ((k;n —i)? {—Qi(kn)3 [Ei(2ikn) — Ei(2ikng)] e~ 21 (4.17)
3 .
—|—<1 — 2ikn + k;2772) — Z—g (1 — 2ikno + k%]é)e*mk(”ﬂm) }) ,

where the exponential integral function Ei(z) is defined in (C.1).

As a check we take the H — 0 limit of this expression and compare with our earlier flat-space
result. Using —kn = (k/H)e ' ~ (k/H) — kt + O(H) shows that the flat limit uses the asymptotic
form when both —kn and —kng are large. The relevant asymptotic form for the exponential integral

is given in (C.3) and leads to
4

T I

3 .
Re [i(kn)® + (kn)? +ikn — 1 —i(k*n? — 2ikn — 1) 3 (kno +1i)e ~2ik(n=mo) 1 .. } .
o
(4.18)
Only the (kn)3 and (kn)?(kno) terms in the curly braces survive the H — 0 limit, leaving

4

2
O = _2H£(7k:77)3Re {z [1 - Z—g 6_2”“("_’70)} + (H—suppressed)}
4 4
et ) = gt ) (419

in agreement with the massless limit of (3.5).

Because we use Bunch-Davies states we must take 179 — —oo. Using the asymptotic form (C.3) in
this limit allows (4.17) to be written
M
3H4 k67]7

Ik = — Re{(kn —)? [—Qi(lm)?’ (Ei(2ikn) + m) e~ 2k 4 (1 — 2ikn + k2n2)} } - (4.20)
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Switching to cosmic time and using kn = —k/(aH) then leads to the result

Ok pt (aH 6 k A\
7 s\ ) Reylag Tl

Qi(;;)3(Eﬂ—%kﬂaHﬂ+4ﬁ)emW@H)

+(1+C2$+(j;)2>]}. (4.21)

Eq. (4.21) confirms that the decoherence rate is suppressed relative to the Hubble rate within the
perturbative regime (for which p < H) and provided we focus on modes with k = aH. But the rate
grows dramatically once k < aH (super-Hubble modes). For instance, in the late-time super-Hubble
limit 0 < —kn < 1 the asymptotic form of (4.21) becomes

4

I
gy Ao T =g

) 4H2
By e =~ e o B 1o g5(t) . (4.22)
This grows so strongly with time that it eventually invalidates the perturbative assumptions used in
its derivation. Once this occurs a better method is required, such as is described in §5 below.

4.3 Decoherence through cubic interactions

Consider next the case where system and environment interact with one another through the cubic
interaction V, = g¢?0. In this case the relevant environmental correlator is given by (compare with
(3.10))

B g2H4
T 12872

(i — Vgnv)2 S€C2(7T1/env) {2F1 [% + Venv % — Venv) 2; z(x,y)] }2
(4.23)

W(z,y) = 29 |:Wenv(x7 y)} i

where Weyy (x,y) denotes the expression (4.8) evaluated with m = meny and € = ey

4.3.1 Evolution of total purity
Using (4.23) in the rate of evolution for the total purity (4.3) leads to

t 2
Oy = 78g2/ ds/a3(t) d3x/a3(s) d3y Re{WSyS(t,X;s,y) |:Wenv(t,x;87y)] } (4.24)
to

t
= —8¢> V(t)/ ds a3(s)/d3y Re{WSys(t,O;s,y) [Wenv(t,o;s,y)r} ,
to
where ‘s’ and ‘e’ flag that the system and environment correlators can depend on different masses
and nonminimal couplings. Translation invariance allows the d3z integral to be performed trivially,
giving the comoving volume V,, in terms of which the physical volume is V(t) = V. a?(t). Eq. (4.24)
underlines that it is the cosmic-time evolution rate per unit physical volume that has the sensible
large-volume limit for translationally invariant systems.
Performing the angular part of the d3y integral gives

9*Ve (
12872 H?2

1_
4
Tody - 2 3 3 3 3 2
X (7777,)4 dyy Re 2F1 [§+Vsy57§ 7Vsys;2;z] |:2F1 [§+Venv;§ 7Venv;2;z]:| )
0o 0

2

V2. (5 — anv)z sec(mVsys) 86 (MVeny ) (4.25)

Oy = —
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where z = z(n,n,y) is as given in (4.9) and we send 1y — —oo because we use Bunch-Davies cor-
relators. It is useful to extract the hidden time-dependence in the argument of the hypergeometric
functions by trading the y integral for an integral over z, leading to

QQVC 1 2 1 2 \2 K d77l zo
By = — (2= 12.) (2 — 02,,) sec(mings) sec(mveny) / / dz /i~ + (1= 2)

6472 H? oo (M')? o

2
X Re {QFl [% + Vsys, % — Vsys; 27 Z] |:2F1 [% + Venv, % — Venv; 2, Z]:| } ’ (426)
where the upper limit of the z integration is

/\2
2 1= z(v:O)zl—l—m. (4.27)

The y (or z) integral can diverge in the infrared even when the particle masses are not zero.
To see why, recall that (4.16) states the correlation function falls off for large y like (1/y)? where
p =3 —2Rev. Convergence of the y integral in (4.25) — or the z integral in (4.26) — therefore requires
Re(Vsys + 2Veny) < 3. From here on we assume the environment to be a field with mass large enough
to ensure convergence. For instance if the system field is massless and minimally coupled (so vgys = %)
then convergence requires Re ve,, < % and so0 (2., = (Meny/H)? + 12 &eny > %.

We see below that the decoherence per mode remains well-defined for nonzero wavenumber k for
general Vgys and Veny, but blows up as & — 0 in a way that causes the same infrared divergence as seen
above once all of the modes are summed. This IR divergence is an artefact of our use of non-derivative
couplings and so is typically not shared by gravitational examples. The IR divergence also underlines
how the long-distance properties of the quantum state on global de Sitter can become pathological
even when shorter-distance observables amenable to observation remain well-defined.

Once convergence is ensured the purity rate for small  can be identified on very general grounds by
dropping all subdominant powers of ) within the integrand, with \/(n —7/)2 + 4/ (1 — 2) ~ |n/| = —n/
in the small-n limit. This leads to

Cg*Ve 1 2 1 2 )2 2
Oy = Eryem (5 — ) (5 — Vi) sec(mvys) sec® (Tleny ) [1 + (’)(77)} ) (4.28)
where
C(Vsys, Venv) = / dz Re (2F1 [% + Vsys, % — Veys; 2; z] {2F1 [% + z/env,% — Venv; 2; z] }2) . (4.29)

The integrand of this expression has singularities at z = 1 and z — oo and the imaginary part of time
together with (4.9) shows that the z contour negotiates these by passing just below the real axis (with
a small negative imaginary part).
The cosmic time evolution rate per unit physical volume therefore becomes
oy  C g?H?

V(t) T 64n3 (i - VS2yS) (i - Ve2nv)2 sec(mvsys) Sec2(7TVeHV) [1 + 0(77)] ) (4.30)

and so for small n becomes approximately time-independent — and perturbatively small in Hubble
units (Hubble rate per Hubble volume) provided g < H.
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4.3.2 Fourier-space result (conformal environment)

Similar considerations give the decoherence as a function of mode number k, and the k-dependence of
the result helps explain the origins of the infrared divergence encountered above. The starting point
of this calculation is (4.4),

o dy
e = —4/ 5 Re [Wk(nm’)Wk(n,n’) ; (4.31)
! no (H?nm')*
with the environment correlator given by either of the equivalent expressions

ik- 2 dgp
Wi(n,n') = 292/d3y e ky[Wenv(n,O;n’,y)} = ZQQ/W Wik—p| (0,0 )Wyp(n,1'),  (4.32)

where Weny (17,%x;7,y) is given by (4.8) and Wy (n,7n') given by (4.7).

These expressions can be made explicit in the special case where the environment is a conformally
coupled massless scalar (Vepy = %) In this case the integrals converge (unlike for a minimally coupled
massless scalar) but the environmental correlator is quite simple (see Eq (B.35)):

ig*(H2m')* i)

Wi, 1f) = — I M) 4.33
) = ey ) (4:39)
With this choice (4.31) evaluates to
2 / —ik(n—n")
g dn N
acent = — 9 [ ST () (4.34)
"k 212 Sy (H*my')? l T
2 n / x p—ik(n—n")
g dn (1) (1) N
= - Im ¢ H,,/ (—kn) {HV. (=Fn )} :
8T fy, (H2mip')'/? { n—n
Further progress comes if we use (3.17) to write
_ P L +imd( " (4.35)
= i — .
n—n —i0F n—1 e

where coordinates on the right-hand side can be regarded as real when taking the imaginary part.
This leads to

/

2 2 2 n d
o conf _ gi‘H(l) K ‘ _ g / n L
nVk 16H277 V&ys( 77) StH . (H27777/)1/2 ( )
. —ik(n—n") 1) (1) N1F
Xp(n—n/>lm{e H) (<kn) [HY) (<kn')| } -

Notice that the principal part integral in the final line converges as ' — 1 because the imaginary part

must vanish as ' — 1 due to its antisymmetry under n < 7’

The principal part contribution is subdominant in the small kn regime (as is verified explicitly
in (B.44) for the case when the system is a minimally coupled massless field). In this super-Hubble
regime the small-kn and small-kn’ limit of the Hankel functions can be used, allowing (4.36) to be

written as
\ 2 2 M dy e—tk(n—n")
O~ ——T__|overT 71 K2y )~ 4.37
n Tk {3 H?2 (Vsys) e \/W m n— 77/ ( nm ) ( )
S DY (k)2 o
~ 2Vsys vs _ —4lgys |:1 :| ,
167T2H27’] (V Y ) ( 77) + (77)
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which assumes vgy is real. This agrees with the leading part of (B.44) in the limit vy, — % Notice
also that the small-n limit of (4.37) is consistent with the =% dependence of (4.28) for any vy as
may be seen by rescaling the integration variable in any convergent integral of the form

3 3
[ et =07 [ st ocn (139)

4.3.3 Fourier-space result (general environment)

We next consider more general choices for the environmental field. In this case the explicit integrations
required to get the purity evolution are more difficult to perform. We start by summarizing a numerical
exploration of systems where the environment is not a conformal scalar and then provide an analytic
understanding of this behaviour.

Numerical evaluation

Fig. 4 plots the results of a numerical evaluation for the scaling of 1 —~(n) as a function of conformal
time 7. The figure assumes the system is either conformal (vgys = %) or massless minimally coupled
Vgys = % while exploring different values of vey, for the environment. The figure’s left-hand panel
plots the scaling of the purity in —k7 in the super-Hubble regime —kn < 1 and shows evidence for
power-law behaviour 1 — v, o< (—kn)? (because the figure is a straight line for logarithmic axes).

“1 " \
°
—1
22
° -2
20 i~
- X
0 L 53
2 2
J ° &
18 44
°
° oy, =1/2
16 ° 51 vy =3/2
[ J —p = =2V
° —_—
° —6 p=3-2v;,—4dv.
T T T T T T T T T T T T T
—6.0 —5.5 —5.0 —4.5 —4.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4
10%(*/677) Ve

Figure 4: Plots summarizing the numerical evidence for power-law behaviour of 1 — 4k (n). As argued in
Appendix E, the function g(—kn, a) with parameter 0 < a < 1 defined in (E.9) has the same late-time scaling
as 1 — vk(n), although is significantly less costly to numerically integrate which is why we use it as a proxy
for the purity’s scaling here such that 1 — v (n) « g(n,a) < (—kn)?. The left panel considers a minimally
coupled massless scalar with vgys = % and plots the value of g o 1 — 7k as a function of —kn, where a straight
line indicates a power-law evolution. The right panel shows the power p(vsys, Venv) inferred from graphs like
the left panel as a function of the environment particle’s mass-dependent parameter veny, done for two choices

3

Vsys = %, 5. Notice the crossover between v o (—kn)fz”syﬁ for Re Venv < % and yk (—kn)3*2"syf4”“‘“"

for Re veny > %. The fact that the crossover is continuous and not sudden is a numerical artifact, since we
numerically probed values of —kn ~ O(10™%) which are not that small.

The power p can be obtained from the slope of this line and the result of such a determination
is shown as a function of Re Ve, in the right panel of Fig. 4, which is done for the two cases of
Vgys = %, % This plot agrees with the prediction p = —2wvsys seen in eqs. (4.28) as well as (4.37) in the
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special case of a conformal environment ven, = % and minimally coupled massless system vgys = %,

< 0.6 (including when veyy is

~

but the figure shows that this prediction applies more broadly for Re vepy
pure imaginary). For Re veny & 0.8 the figure shows a crossover to a new regime p ™~ 3 — 2Ugys — 4Veny,
with p — —6 for the minimally coupled massless scalar (Ven, — %), in agreement with the power found
in §4.2 for decoherence due to mixing between minimally coupled massless fields in de Sitter.

The crossover in the power p at Veny >~ % is related to the infrared convergence of the total purity
~(n, —00), obtained from 7y by integrating over k. Although the Fourier component i is infrared
finite for all Reveny < 2, the integral d®k of y o< k~%env is only infrared finite when Re ven, < 2.
This is related to the condition for infrared convergence discussed below eq. (4.27) when v was instead
obtained as an integral over position.

Analytical discussion

The asymptotic small-n behaviour of 1 — v, can also be understood analytically by referring back to
expression (2.30), which in an expanding universe with an initially pure state becomes

2 . 2 .
W) = 1= 25 [ dpdq [Nogelnmo)| 6°(p +a —K)

n
with — Npgu(n,m0) == ds a*(s) ug(s) v,(s) vg(s), (4.39)

70
and u(s) and v, (s) respectively representing the system and environmental mode functions. Special-
izing to the de Sitter case we take 1y — —oo and use the Bunch-Davies modes given by (4.5), in which

case
2

—1__49 _
=1L Foh), (4.40)
with the dimensionless function F(x) defined by
N 2
Fletn) = [ @pde | K| #°p+a - k) (1.41)

with  Rpel) = [ ds V=5 D (k) D, (~ps)HLD, (=09).
We see from this that 1 — v, remains bounded as n — 0 if the ds integral in (4.41) converges in
this limit, and this convergence is controlled by the small-argument limit of the Hankel functions:
H,(z) < 27" for r = Rev (see (C.12)). Convergence as n — 0 therefore requires Re (20eny + Vsys) < 5
(and so never happens when vg,s = % but is possible for other choices of Veny and veys).
When Re (2veny + usys) > % the ds integral does not converge as 7 — 0 and the small-n form of

ﬁqu(n) is

7 2 1 —2v, —2v, —2Vgys
[Nk ()] o 5 (=pm) ™27 (=) ™24 (=)= (1.42)

This must be integrated over d®p and d®q as in (4.41) and the final 7-dependence of the result depends
on whether or not this integration converges in the IR. Performing the d3q integral using the delta
function implies ¢ = |k — p| and so for nonzero k we see that the d3p integration converges near p — 0
when Re veny < % (i.e. always apart from the edge case of a massless minimally coupled environment).
But for £ = 0 the integral is more strongly IR divergent because ¢ — 0 as p — 0 and convergence
instead requires Re veny < %.

— 90—



Now comes the main point. When Re g, < % the convergence of the momentum integrals implies
the purity varies like (—kn)~2"ss as —kn — 0 — in agreement with (4.37) and the numerics presented
in Figure 4. As discussed in Appendix E the scaling in this case is given by

F(—kn) =~ A(vsys, Veny) (—kn) 2" (when Re[Veny] < 2), (4.43)

with the coefficient A(vgys, Venv) given in Eq. (E.20).
For the special case of vgys = % the coefficient A(vsys, Venv) can be written as (see Eq. (E.22))

2
A, Veny) = /OO de 22 | lHl(/l) (g)aHﬁiﬂvﬂ(%) _ 8H§lr).v(%) H,El) o (3)1 _ [H'Sin)v(%)]Q
0 Venv o OWeny OWeny o 2Weny
(4.44)
In the limit where Vepy = ifteny With fieny > 1 this leads to the asymptotic form (see Eq. (E.25))
A (3 ipteny) ~ 2 {1 S + O (o )} (4.45)
R AR P

which vanishes only as a power of 1/m because this is equivalent to using the ordering of limits where
€ — 0 before pieny is taken to be very large — see the discussion below eq. (3.7). Figure 5 shows the
results of a numerical evaluation of A(Vsys, Venv) as a function of ven, when vg,s = % is chosen (as
appropriate for a massless minimally coupled system field). The left panel of the figure shows the
result when vep, is real and the right panel shows the result as a function of peny When veny = ifteny
is pure imaginary. Also plotted is the approximate expression (4.45) for large peny, which works well

even for pe,, not much larger than unity.
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Figure 5: Dots show the result of numerical evaluation of the coefficient A(vsys, Venv) as a function of Re veny
(left panel) and preny = Im veny (right panel) for the specific case vsys = % The solid line shows the asymptotic
large-mass form given in eq. (4.45) of the text.

On the other hand, for % < ReVepy < % the integral converges for k£ nonzero but diverges as k — 0,
showing that k acts to regulate the would-be IR divergence. In fact, using Eq. (E.15) the leading order
behaviour in this case can be written down explicitly, giving

F(kn) ~ B(VsySaVsys) (_kn)gizhlcmibsys (when % < Venv < %)

4reys t Ve =12 (o AT (Vopy ) tan (Teny ) se¢ (27 Veny )
T7/2(3 = 2vgys — Wenv)? (Venv — )T (3 = 2Weny) T (2weny — 1)

with  B(Veys, Vsys) = (4.46)
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Summary for general environment

The upshot from the above examples is that the cosmic-time evolution rate for the per-mode purity

can be written )

g k
ST H G (Z/EHV7 Vsys, (LH) (447)

where G (Venv, Vsys, ) is a dimensionless function that is obtained in principle by evaluating the integrals
in (4.31) and (4.32). G behaves much as in flat space and so does nothing remarkable for sub-Hubble
modes and as a result the decoherence rate remains much smaller than the Hubble expansion rate
within the perturbative regime g < H.

If Re (20eny + Vsys) < % that is pretty much the end of the story. But if Re (2ueny + Vsys) > % then
things change once the mode in question becomes super-Hubble because in this case the function G
begins to grow dramatically with time, with the asymptotic form

& (v v, £ o LB /B if Re veny
envy Vsys» aH (aH/k)2Vsys+4l/env_3 if Re Venv

Ok = —

(4.48)

VAR
FSITIST

Because a = ef* this shows exponential growth in time for light system fields. Once this growth begins
to overwhelm the small prefactors of g/H the perturbative methods used up to this point break down
and other methods are required, as we discuss in §5.

5 Open EFTs and late-time resummation

This section describes how to make reliable late-time inferences about the purity evolution given that
we largely only have access to perturbation theory. We do so using Open EFT techniques [21, 24—
32, 34-38, 44, 46, 50, 65-93] to resum the late-time behaviour of the purity evolution that allows the
exploration of the late-time growth of super-Hubble modes (see [94] for a review of open quantum
systems and [50] for a recent review of these techniques in a gravitational context).

5.1 Lindblad evolution

Open EFT techniques also start with the underlying Liouville evolution (2.9) of the full theory, whose
consequences are again explored perturbatively. But the idea is to integrate them perturbatively
without directly passing through the intermediate step of (2.11) on which we have hitherto relied.

To this end one sets up and solves the Liouville equation for the reduced density matrix of the
system as well as for its complement (the projection of the full density matrix onto the environmental
degrees of freedom). Both of these evolutions in general depend on both the system and environmental
variables. Because the Liouville equation is linear the equations of motion for the environment can
be formally integrated (usually within perturbation theory) as a function of the system variables with
the result re-substituted back into the evolution of the system [95, 96].

This procedure leads to an evolution equation for the system’s density matrix o(¢) that is nonlocal
in time (see [49] and [94] for a review). The result can be given quite explicitly in perturbation theory
[95, 96]. When the system-environment interaction factorizes

Vine(£) = D An(t) @ Bu(1), (5.1)

with A, acting only within the system’s Hilbert space and B,, acting only on the environment — as
is the case for both (2.4) and (2.7) — and if system and environment are chosen to be uncorrelated at
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the initial time ¢y — as we have done above — then the resulting evolution equation for o(t) reduces (in
interaction picture) to the following approximate expression:

duo(t) = —i Y [An(®), o®)] (Bal)))+ (=02 / ds{ [ A1), Au(5) (5)] (0Bn(£) 0B ()

(A1), o(5) Au(3)| (5Bu(5) B <t>>>} +O().  (52)

This stops at second order in Vi, and (as before) () = Trenv[(-**) penv] for averages over the
environment, with 6B, := B, —{B,). Because the first-order term in (5.2) describes Hamiltonian
evolution using Vg = (Vint ) it cannot contribute to decoherence. Our focus is therefore on the second-
order term that provides the leading decoherence effect.

Notice that if p(s) on the right-hand side is regarded as differing from its initial value gy by terms
that are suppressed by Viy then we can replace g(s) = gp and (5.2) reduces to (2.11). It is tempting
to therefore think that the same reasoning should therefore make it a good approximation to replace
o(s) on the right-hand side with g evaluated at any other time — such as o(t), for instance (which would
considerably simplify finding solutions). The fallacy in this argument is that it assumes o(s) and o(t)
must be perturbatively different for all times. What makes this reasoning false is that perturbative
time evolution always fails at late times: no matter how small Vi is relative to Hy, there is always a

—#(Ho+Vin)t js not well-approximated by e~*0t(1 — §Vi,t).

time for which e

A useful alternative version of (5.2) that differs from (2.11) requires something in addition to
simply perturbing in Vj,;. That something is often the existence of a hierarchy of scales, and in
this case that hierarchy is provided by the ratio between the Hubble scale (which controls the size
of environmental correlations) and the time-scale 7 of decoherence (which in the examples above is
controlled by p < H or g < H). If the correlation function {§ By, (s) d By, (t))) falls off sharply enough
once H|t — s| > 1 then for evolution over times longer than H~! we can Taylor expand the rest of
the integrand in (5.2) about s = ¢ with successive terms suppressed to the extent that (H0;)" < 1
when acting on the rest of the integrand. This becomes a suppression by powers of (H7)~! if 7 is the
time-scale that governs the long-time evolution.

When this expansion is a good approximation the leading evolution is given by

0i0 >~ —1 [Veg , g} — Z Kmn HAmAn7 g} — 2AmQAm} , (5.3)

where the coeflicients and operators on the right-hand side are all evaluated at the same time, ¢, as
for the left-hand side and

Vet 1= Y An(Ba)+ Y hmn A A, . (5.4)

The coefficients are fmy = 2(Crn + Chiy) and hypp = —2(Chnyy — Ciiyy) where

t
Con(t) == / ds (0B, (t) 6Bn(s)). (5.5)
to

These satisfy &%, = Kmn and hY,, = hpmpn (and Ay, would vanish if the Cp,,’s were hermitian).
Eq. (5.3) is intuitive inasmuch as it is also what would have been obtained if the environmental
correlations were local in time: (0B, (t) 0B, (s)) = Crn(t) 6(t — s).

Eq. (5.3) has the Lindblad — or GKSL (Gorini, Kossakowski, Sudarshan & Lindblad) [49, 51] —
form that is known to preserve the positivity and normalization of g provided K,, is hermitian and
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positive definite (as it must therefore be if derived using a reliable approximation within a sensible
theory). For the present purposes two things about it are useful. First, it is easier to integrate than
is (5.2) because it is Markovian in the sense that d;0(t) depends only on other variables at time ¢ and
not on the entire history of evolution prior to this time. Second — as reviewed in [49, 50] — it can be
used to resum late-time behaviour because its solutions can be trusted over much longer timescales
than can those of (5.2) provided that the coefficients k.,, and h,,, do not depend explicitly on tg.

All of these nice consequences flow from the existence of a hierarchy of scales, but how peaked
must the correlation function {§B,,(s) B, (t)) be in order for them to be true? Given a specific
environment the correlation function can be computed; is there a simple criterion that when satisfied
justifies the Lindblad limit? One might think that perturbation theory in Vi, itself might justify this
limit because within the interaction picture this is what controls the system’s evolution rate d;0. The
smaller this is the more slowly ¢ varies and one might hope that the expansion in inverse powers of
HT could be justified solely as part of the expansion in powers of Viy.

What complicates this argument is the time-dependence of operators like A, (s) in expressions like
(5.2). The evolution of operators in the interaction picture is governed by the unperturbed Hamiltonian
Hjy and so in general is not Vi, suppressed. But it can be nevertheless small for other reasons — for
instance during inflation the generic freezing of modes in the super-Hubble regime can suppress the
time evolution of operators by powers of —kn = k/(aH) rather than Vi,;. We know of no royal road
and in specific cases the validity of the Lindblad approximation must be checked by verifying that the
subdominant terms in the expansion in ¢ — s are suppressed once inserted into the s integration. Given
that the environmental correlators are sharply peaked in the example considered here, we assume
that the aforementioned non-Markovian corrections depending on ¢ — s are suppressed by k/aH. This
assumption is based on the results found in [35], where an explicit check of this suppression was
performed, although admittedly for a different choice of system and environment.

5.1.1 Specialization to spectator scalars

The systems described in §2.1 have interactions of the form assumed in (5.1) where A4, (t) = o(x,t)
and B, (t) — O(x,t) with Onix = p?¢ for mixing and O, = g¢? for cubic interactions. The sum over
n corresponds to the integration over position (with the scale factor a(t) entering for cosmological
applications as dictated by the metric-dependence required by general covariance). For this specific
system the arguments leading to eq. (5.2) at second-order perturbation theory then go through as
above and lead to the result

0u0(t) = —i [ &2 a’(0) o), o) (Ot %)) (56)

+(—i)? /dsx a3(t)/d3y /tt ds a3(s){ {o(ux),a(&y) Q(S):| (60(t,x) 60(s,y))

—pum»mwa@yﬂwouywomx»}+00ﬂ»

Whether this expression simplifies into a Lindblad form depends on how sharply peaked the
relevant environmental correlator

/L4chv (t, X, S, Y) (mixing)
2

(60(t,x) 00(s,y)) = W(t,x;5,y) = 242 [W (t,x;s,y)| (cubic)

: (5.7)

— 24 —



is in time. If it is sufficiently peaked Taylor expanding the rest of the integrand and dropping sub-
dominant terms leads to the analog of (5.3), which in this case has the time-local form

0r0(t) = ~i[Vnlt) o)) — [ @ [y a®(e) ntt.x) [ {a(t.000(0.3).00)} - 20(03) a0 (2.0
with  Veg(t) := /d3x a?’(t)a(t,x)<<(9(t,x)>>+/de/dBy a®(h(t,x,y)o(t,x)o(t,y), (5.8)

where
Wt y) = 3 [Cltxy) + Oy x| and hitxy) = —5[Clxy) -y ] (59)
for
Cltx,y) = /t ds (50(t, %) 60(s,y)) = /t ds Wt x:5,). (5.10)

5.1.2 Emergent spatial locality

Further simplification occurs if the correlation function also falls off sufficiently quickly as a function
of position, which we note here for completeness despite this step not directly applying to the cases
of interest in the rest of the paper (and despite not in itself being crucial from the point of view of
resumming late-time evolution).

If the falloff is sufficiently steep the spatial integrals are well-approximated by expanding any fields
evaluated at position y in powers of |y — x| and the leading order evolution equation becomes local in
space as well as time:

0u0(t) = ~i[Vear(®) 0(0)] = a*(®) [ gt {0020, 00} ~ 20620 a0t . (5.11)
with

Vegr(t) == /d3 Yo(t,x) + b(t, x) 2(ﬁ,x)] : (5.12)

where
g(t,x) := ag(t)/dSy k(t,x,y) and b(t,x):=a>(t) /dgy h(t,x,y). (5.13)
This result is again as if we’d assumed
g(t,X) 3 h(tvx) 3
H(tv X, Y) = a3(t) d (X - y) and h(t7 x,y) = a3(t) d (X - y) ) (514)

with corrections depending on |x—y| which in principle need to be checked are subdominant, and where
the a®(t) factors are required on general grounds because of general covariance. The proportionality
of (5.11) to @® in the spatially local limit when (5.14) applies agrees with earlier work [24].

5.1.3 Translation invariant systems

Returning to the general case where the correlations need not be local in space, we next record
expressions for later use that apply when the system is translationally invariant. In this case eq. (5.8)
governing the evolution of ¢ can be written

0rot) = ~i[Via(t) . o0)] — [ & [ @y ) wttx ~ ) [ {o(t.0)0(t.3). 0(0)} - 20(0,3) eVt )]
_ —z[veﬂ(w , g(t)} —a(0) [ @k et [{aku)ak(t), o) (5.15)

~ olt) ot) it) — () olt) ak<t>] ,
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where we use (2.26) with
ok (t) == ug(t) ax + up(t) aly = o (). (5.16)
Egs. (5.9) and (5.10) imply xk(t) is given by
t
kic(t) = /t ds Re [wk(t, s)} . (5.17)

The effective interaction Hamiltonian appearing in (5.15)
Varlt) = [ 2’0 0(0) ot + [ o /d3ya ht,x — ) o(t.x)o(t,y)
= (2m)3/2a%(t) O(t) oo (t) + / d®k ab(t) hi(t) o (t) ok (t) (5.18)

where O(t) = (O(t, x)) while o := o,—¢ and hy is given by
t
hie(t) = / ds Im [Wk(t, s)} . (5.19)
to
5.2 Late-time solutions

Having the right-hand sides of (5.15) and (5.18) be quadratic in ok ensures two things. First, it
ensures there is no mode mixing so the state for each mode k remains uncorrelated as time evolves
provided this is also true of the initial conditions. For discretely normalized momentum states this
means o(t) = [ [, ®ok(t) and so (5.15) can be written as a separate evolution equation for each mode’s
density matrix, with

dro(t) = =i Ve (1), oxc(t)] = a® (1) [{ok@ak(t),gk(t)} (5.20)
—ok(t) ox(t) 0 xk(t) — ok (t) ok (t) ok (t) ]| ,

where it is understood that the creation and annihilation operators appearing in oy are for discretely
normalized momentum states.

The second implication of having the right-hand sides of (5.15) and (5.18) be quadratic in oy is
that it ensures an initially Gaussian system remains Gaussian. This allows the evolution (5.20) to be
solved using a Gaussian ansatz

(o|ok|F) :== Zx exp [*Ak(t) oo — Ai(t)6%6 + By (t) 05 + Bi(t) 0&*] , (5.21)

as can be seen by taking the matrix elements of (5.20) using (5.21) and explicitly differentiating and
equating the powers of ¢ and & on both sides. The evolution equation (5.20) is equivalent to the
following evolution equation for Ay (t) and By(t)

] k2
Oy Ak = —%(Ai - \Bk|2> +a [ (m + =+ a3hk) + agﬁk} , (5.22)

and )
? * *
OiBic = == (A — AL ) Bi + ara. (5.23)

subject to the initial conditions Ak (t9) = Axo and Bk(to) = Byo-
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If the coefficient functions sk (t) and hi(t) do not also depend on ¢y the arguments of [49, 50]
then allow the solutions obtained by integrating (5.22) and (5.23) to be trusted at times beyond where
perturbative methods would usually apply. Once obtained, these solutions completely determine the
evolution of equal-time correlation functions and the purity, with the equal-time correlation function
given by:

1

Wi(t,t) = Tr [gk(t) i () ak(t)} - / dodo* (0"0) ola(Olo) = g —prr (5249

while the purity similarly becomes

. 1- Ri
w(t)i= T [G(0] = [ dodo® (Glebl0]) = Tk where R

Bk + By
_Ak—l-.Ai;'

(5.25)

Notice in particular that 1 — 1 if Re[Bx] — 0. Notice also that if By (tp) is real — as is true in
particular for an initially pure state with By (tg) = 0 — then the reality of kx in (5.23) ensures By (t)
remains real for all later times.

5.2.1 Perturbation theory

These solutions represent a resummation of perturbation theory at late time in the following sense.
When perturbing about an initially pure state we have

Ax = Ao +0Ax  and By = 0By, (5.26)

where the unperturbed solution satisfies the form of (5.22) obtained by dropping hy, kx and By:

_ oy . 3 o K
atAk() = _E Ako +1a (m + a2) . (527)
This can be solved through the change of variables Axg = —ia30; Inuy, since substituting this into
(5.27) implies uy satisfies
k2
iy + 3Hy + (m2 + (12) ue = 0. (5.28)

This last equation is recognized as the usual mode-function equation, whose solutions for de Sitter
applications are the standard Bunch-Davies modes given in (4.5).

For modes satisfying (5.28) the Wronskian a(uj i — uxty) is time independent and is conven-
tionally used to impose the normalization condition

a3 (u;;ak - uku;;) —i. (5.29)

With this choice we have

. Uy fbk — ukd* 1
Axo + Agy = —ia® ( k k) = 5.30
0 kO |uk‘2 ‘uk|2 ( )
and so the unperturbed equal-time correlator becomes
w e = (531)
kO = 7 = |uk|, .
07 Ao + Ap,

as expected.
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Assuming By = 0 the leading order equation for dBy = a3Pj is obtained by linearizing (5.23),
giving

. i . . Oy luxe|?
Bk + 3H Py + 3 (.Ako - Ako)ﬁk = Pk +3HByx + Bk|utl|{2k = aslik, (5.32)
which uses .. .
Aug = Ay = —ia® (BT ) 09,1 ) (5.3
Uk

Eq. (5.32) integrates — assuming Sy (tg) = 0 — to give the real solution

6B = a*(t)Bx(t) = m /t ds a®(s)|uk(s)]? ki (s) . (5.34)

Because this solution implies By ~ O(kk) it also shows that the Bﬁ term can be dropped in the
equation for 6 Ay obtained by linearizing (5.22) to leading order in the coupling parameters u or g.
Writing d Ax = a®ay one finds

0
due + 3Hay + % a = a® (z’hk + Iik) : (5.35)
k

which implies 9;(a*ufox) = a%uf (ihk + kx) and so integrates to give
¢
W2 (8) S Aw(t) = 12 (to)0 Ax (o) + / dsa(s) u2(s) [mk<s) + ﬁk(s)} . (5.36)
to

The leading perturbative corrections to (5.24) and (5.25) then become

1 5 A + 5A; — 6B — 6By , \ )
Wit )~ —— |1 - — 1— |ul? (6 Aw + AL — 268
k() = Jieo + Aig o 1= Jea? (3. +0.45 — 208 )|
(5.37)
and Y (t) ~ 1 — 2Ry (t) with

* t
Rac(t) =~ BB gy 1268, 2/ ds () uic(s)[? ric(s) (5.38)

Awo + ‘AkO to

The main point is that expressions like (5.24) and (5.25) have a broader domain of validity than
perturbative expressions like (5.37) and (5.38), and remain true even if the perturbative parts §.Ax and
0By are not particularly small. This broader domain of validity follows because these expressions rely
only on the validity of the Gaussianity assumption (5.21), which in turn only relies on the evolution
equation (5.20) being quadratic in oy.

One might worry, however, that (5.20) is itself only quadratic at leading order in perturbation
theory because it is derived to lowest nontrivial order in the small quantities u/H or g/H (depending
on whether the relevant system/environment interaction is Vi of (2.4) or V, of (2.7)). It is tempting
therefore to conclude that it is inconsistent to use the full evolution equations (5.22) and (5.23) when
they differ from their perturbative limits (5.32) and (5.35), but the arguments of [49, 50] show why
this conclusion can be wrong.

It doesn’t matter if perturbative predictions like (5.34) or (5.36) break down at late times due
to the secular growth in time of the coefficients of perturbative parameters like g/H. So long as the
differential evolution equations like (5.22) and (5.23) are themselves independent of the initial time g
their solutions can be trusted for later times, and thereby resum the late-time behaviour. (As argued
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in [49, 50], this is much the same way that the exponential decay law n oc e~ predicted by the
evolution dn/dt = —I'n can be trusted for times ¢ > 1/T" even when T' is only known perturbatively.)

We shall find examples of this in the next section, which applies the above expressions to deco-
herence in de Sitter and flat space. When so doing we find in some circumstances that approximate
solutions for 0 Ay and 0By grow without bound at late times (and so display the kind of secular growth
that is usually dangerous for perturbative methods). But we nevertheless are still justified in using
eqs. (5.24) and (5.25) even for times for which §. Ay and 6By are no longer small, provided we use the
full evolution equations (5.22) and (5.23) in their full glory when predicting the time evolution.

6 Applications to decoherence

The perturbative expressions for decoherence obtained in §3 and §4 apply at early enough times but
eventually break down once t — tg is sufficiently large. When Lindblad evolution provides a good
approximation it gives the late-time evolution beyond where straight-up perturbation theory fails. If
there is a domain where both perturbative and Lindblad methods apply then matching these two
solutions to one another allows the perturbative evolution to be used to transfer the initial conditions
into the Lindblad regime.

We describe how this matching occurs between perturbative and Lindblad solutions for systems
prepared in both the flat-space Minkowski vacuum or the Bunch-Davies vacuum in de Sitter space,
and then return to explore the domain of validity of the Lindblad approximation itself.

6.1 Matching to the perturbative limit

Earlier sections compute 9y (t) purely within perturbation theory in terms of correlation functions
defined in the initial system state oo = o(tp). To make contact with this we next compute 9y within
the Lindblad evolution. Differentiating (5.25) gives

(Bx + Bf;)at (A + Af() — (Ax + Ai)at([)’k + Bl*() 408 ky Yk

O =2 =- , 6.1
e (Ax + Aj + By + Bp)? A + A + By + By (6.1)

where the second equality eliminates 0;.Ax and 0;Bx using the evolution equations (5.22) and (5.23).

In the strictly perturbative limit this last expression further simplifies because its right-hand
side can be evaluated using the unperturbed expression to an error that is subdominant in the sys-
tem/environment interaction. If the unperturbed state is pure then Ay (¢) ~ Ao (t), 1 (t) ~ 1ko(t) =1
and By(t) ~ Byo(t) = 0, leading to

4a8(t) ki (t)

D) = = Az, )

t
= —4a5(t) Wio(t, t)/ ds Re Wx(t,s) (perturbative Lindblad),
to

(6.2)
where (5.24) is used, specialized to the initial pure state, with Wyq (¢, s) being the momentum-space
correlator in this initial state and egs. (5.9) and (5.10) are used to express ki(t) in terms of the
environmental correlator Wy (%, s).

Eq. (6.2) differs from the cosmic-time version of the perturbative expression (4.4) used in earlier
sections, repeated here for convenience of reference:

t
Oy = —4a3(t)/ dt’ a®(t") Re|Wio(t, 1) W_i (t, 1) (perturbative) , (6.3)
to

differing by the replacement of Wyq(t,t')a®(t') with its real equal-time limit Wiq(¢,t) a®(t). This
replacement is what would follow if the system variables vary much more slowly than the environment
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so that the difference between ¢ and ' in Wyo(t,t') a®>(t') can be neglected in the integration regime
for which Wi (t,t’) has significant support. When this replacement is justified within the perturbative
regime then both (6.2) and (6.3) share a common domain of validity that can be used to match the
initial perturbative evolution onto the later Lindblad evolution.

We next ask when these two types of evolution agree using the explicit form for the correlation
functions evaluated earlier for the Minkowski and Bunch-Davies vacua in flat and de Sitter space.

Minkowski vacuum in flat space

We start with the Minkowski vacuum in flat space, starting with the Gaussian case where environment
and system interact through the mixing term (2.4). In this case both system and environmental
correlation functions are given by (3.2)

4

1 oy ey
Wko(t’t/)zfsyse Esys(t—t') and Wk(tyt/):%lfje Eonv (t t)7 (64)

for which the perturbative purity evolution (6.3) evaluates to (3.5), repeated here:

4

19 —i(Eave — .
e = Im{e i(Esysteeny)(t t")} erturbative) . 6.5
1 Esys€env (5sys + Eenv) (p ) ( )

This is to be compared with the perturbative Lindblad result (6.2), which in this case evaluates to

4

Oy (t) =~ —H Im {e*iscnv(t*to)} (perturbative Lindblad), (6.6)

2
ES}’S‘genv

showing that they agree up to gy /Eeny corrections when €opy > Esys (as is the case in particular when
Meny > Mgys, k). This is intuitive; the system correlator oscillates much more slowly than the environ-
ment in this limit and this produces the hierarchy of scales underlying the Lindblad approximation.
In this limit perturbative evolution matches smoothly onto the Lindblad limit, but this doesn’t buy
us much because in this case the perturbative evolution also remains under control at late times.

Similar considerations apply for flat-space decoherence mediated by the cubic interaction (2.7), for
which the environmental correlator is given by (3.11). In this case again the Lindblad and perturbative
evolutions agree with one another when meny > k, msys because

. 2 8] d 3 . / . ’
Waeo(6.4) Wic(t. ) — ig / PAD _i(enyeteen)(t—s) [ —iey (t—t)) _ p—ie— (it >}
kO( ) k( ) 4(27T)2€sysk(t — t/) 0 Eenv ¢ ‘ ‘
- 92 o0
ig PAP e (t—s) [ ey (t—t) —ia,(t—t/)]
: env _— 6~7
4(27T)2€sysk(t - t/) A Eenv ‘ ‘ ‘ ( )

= WkO (tv t) Wk(tv tl) )

where the approximate equality neglects g4y relative to eny Up to Mmgys /Meny O k/mepy corrections.
Again the Lindblad and perturbative evolutions can have overlapping domains of validity, allowing
early-time perturbative evolution to be matched onto later Lindblad evolution. Again this does not
buy that much because the perturbative evolution in this case does not break down at the times of
interest for decoherence.

Bunch-Davies vacuum in de Sitter space

Consider next de Sitter space with the scalar fields prepared in the remote past in the Bunch-Davies
vacuum. This is the case of practical interest because we saw in §4 that perturbative decoherence
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grows strongly with time and so Lindblad methods are needed to make late-time predictions for the
purity evolution.

We start for concreteness’ sake assuming that the environment consists of a conformally coupled
scalar, though the conclusions can be extended to apply more generally along the lines explored in
§4.3.3. As we’ve seen above, overlap between the early-time perturbative evolution and the Lindblad
evolution requires expressions like (4.37) for the perturbative purity evolution,

2 n / —ik(n—n") *
. g dn € 1 1 .
Ok = By [m CETIRE Im{ H,Ssy)s(—kn) {H,Ssy)s(—kn’)} } (perturbative) ,

') n—1n

(6.8)

to be well-approximated by the perturbative Lindblad form

LB K dn’ ’
OIne” = —4 - WRE [Wi(n,m) W—x(n,n')]
2 2 (M dy —ik(n—n")
gn n € . .

= 3.7 ‘Hl(lly)s(—k;n)‘ /_OO F Im {7777, } (perturbative Lindblad).  (6.9)

These expressions do agree” — but only for the super-Hubble regime to leading order in kn — because
for small 7 the integral is dominated by the imwd(n — 1) that controls the imaginary part of 1/(n— ')
given that 7 — 7’ carries a small negative imaginary part — see eq. (4.35). Perturbative evolution can
therefore be used to evolve ~i(t) into the super-Hubble regime where it starts to grow significantly.
Tossing the torch of evolution to the Lindblad equation before perturbative methods fail then allows
the purity to be evolved beyond the strictly perturbative domain using formulae like (5.25).

6.2 Lindblad evolution

We pause here to record what these late-time expressions look like in the special case where the
environmental correlator is computed within the Bunch-Davies vacuum in de Sitter space. It is intuitive
that the Lindblad approximation should apply for super-Hubble timescales when using the Bunch-
Davies de Sitter correlator because this is in many ways similar to a thermal correlator.

Fig. 6 shows a plot of Re [W(n,x;7’,0)] as a function of " and spatial separation x = |x|, with 7
and (eny held fixed. (In the figure the environment mass and nonminimal couplings are chosen such
that Ceny = 2 and SO Veny = 1/2). This plot reveals a strong and narrow ridge that runs along the
light cone for which n — 7’ = £z, indicating a single narrow peak in time for each choice of x. This
ridge is also sharply peaked in space at fixed time.

Converting to conformal time (5.15) becomes

00(n) = ~i[Via(n) 0] ~ ") [ @k ) [ {ormotn) o)} (6.10)
—ox(n) o(n) o—x(n) — o—x(n) o(n) Uk(n)] ;
with (5.17) and (5.19) implying

i) = /ndn/ a(f)Re Wie(m, 1) and () = /ndn’ a()) T Wil f),  (6.11)

mo

7This agreement can be made explicit for the special case of a MCMS system and CCMS environment, in which case
(6.8) is evaluated explicitly in §B.3 while (6.9) is evaluated in (6.13) below.
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Figure 6: Plot of Re [W(n, x;7n’,0)] from Eq. (4.12) as a function of —5 <7’ < 0 and —5 < = < 5. All other
parameters are held fixed, with n = —1 and H = 1 and (env = 2. Notice the strong peaking along the light
cone.

with 7y chosen to lie within the domain of overlap between perturbative and Lindblad evolution. Of
these only kx(n) is relevant for decoherence calculations.

Because Lindblad methods only agree with perturbative evolution in the super-Hubble limit we
can assume both kn and kng are small when evaluating eqs. (6.11). For a conformal environment we
can use (4.33), so egs. (6.11) become

2§32 (1 / o
k(n) = g2 / dn’ Im {77 e~k )}

87T2 no (77 - 77/)
271753,,2 n /
g"H*"n / n —ik(—n")
and  hy(n) ~ dn’ Re {Ne A (6.12)
872 S (=)

where 7j = ) — ie with e — 0 at the end, with the regularization used since hy(n) is formally divergent.
The required integral is

n ! k(A je~ k=)
/ d77/ |:(7~777n,) e k(f—n ):| = {k — nEl[—ZkZ(n _ 77/)]
o

— s
—nln{W]+"—<n—no>+~~~7 (6.13)

n'=n

r—

" ="no

2

which evaluates the small-argument limits of Ei(—2ke) and Ei[—2ik(n — no)] using (C.2) and drops all
terms involving positive powers of kn or knq.

Only the imaginary part is relevant for decoherence and this remains finite as ¢ — 0. Notice also
the agreement between the leading term in the imaginary part and the delta-function contribution
contribution from (4.35) (keeping in mind the factor of 2 coming because the delta-function has support
at the edge of the integration region, see (3.18)). Combining everything gives the following leading
super-Hubble expression
_92H3773 B g2 N _92H3773 g2

= ~ 1 = —
6r  ~ lomai(y) o4 M) stz T 16mad(n)

kk(n) ~ Ine. (6.14)
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Notice that the combinations aky ~ g?/(167) and a3hy ~ g?/(167) are time independent in the super-
Hubble limit, and although hy diverges as € — 0 the time-independence and k- and n-independence
of the divergent part of a3hy are precisely what are required for the divergence to be absorbed into
the particle mass m, such as in eq. (5.22).

6.2.1 Perturbative evolution (again)

We may now evaluate the perturbative expressions (5.36) and (5.34) for 0 Ax and 0By respectively.
Doing so also requires the super-Hubble limit of the Bunch-Davies mode function (4.5), which using
the asymptotic form (C.12) becomes
uk(n) =~
« Vamk3

in the limit |kn| < 1. Using this in (5.34) then gives (after switching to conformal time)

2T (v)(kn)2 ", (6.15)

2

2 n n
g YW, |2 g !0/ | — 1206y
0B = — d ~ d sys
k(n) 167T|Uk<77)|2 /no na (77 ) ‘Uk(n )| 167TH4|77|572V=‘Y=‘ /no 1 |7’ |

g [1 _ ( 77 )2] (for real vys). (6.16)

12

B 32mH A vgysm® %

where we use the late-time limit 79/7 > 1. When vg,s — 0 (6.16) instead predicts

2 2

g m\ _ 9 (t—to) sm

By > ——"——-In(— | ==————= MMCS 6.17
K 16w H4n3 . ( n > 16r  © ( ) (6.17)

for a minimally coupled massless scalar. These expressions grow without bound in the far future (for

which n — 0~ or t —t9 — 00), and so provide explicit examples of the kind of secular growth that can

imperil late-time perturbative methods.

The leading correction to §. Ak is given by expression (5.36), and so has the super-Hubble form

2 n 2 (0
) = || st + [ af o) | S [t mon)] . (618)
where §. Ak (o) is in principle found by matching to the perturbative evolution shortly after the modes
in question pass to the super-Hubble limit. In what follows we neglect 0. Ax (1) whenever ng/n > 1,
and so neglect the relatively small effects accrued before and during horizon exit relative to the larger
contributions that secular growth generates at later times.

Notice that hx(n") drops out of the combination §.Ax + §. A% relevant to the purity vx and to the
corrections to the equal-time correlator Wi (n). In the super-Hubble limit we have

2 21/53,S
0Ak(n) + 6 A (n) ~ _1677111'9471/773 ll - (;1) ] (for real vgys), (6.19)
sys

which indeed dominates 6. Ax(no) + d.A (o) at late times (when 79/n > 1). For comparison purposes
recall that the unperturbed equal-time correlator in the super-Hubble limit is given by

2

1
(_kn)2u5y373 . (620)

2vsvs [ (Vgys)

1 N 4Ark3
luk(n)[? — H?

Ak() + Aiio -
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Using (6.14), the super-Hubble expression for the perturbative purity (5.38) similarly becomes

() = 1 —2Rk(n) (6.21)
with
K 7 2 92 2 2 n Peye
Ri(n)~2 [ dy ! ! N o 12Y5 D (1gys) | (—km) ™2 |1 — | — ,
) 2 [ a7 o0 ) [ D (2)

(6.22)
in precise agreement with the perturbative result (4.37).

6.2.2 Beyond perturbative evolution

The secular growth of the perturbative expressions like (6.22) soon takes the prediction beyond the
domain of perturbation theory, such as by violating the assumption that 6. Ax must be small relative to
Ayo that was used to linearize the evolution equation (5.22) to derive the time dependence in (6.19).
In this section we use Open EFT techniques — i.e. we exploit a hierarchy of scales k < aH to derive
Lindblad evolution — to extract reliable late-time evolution even once straight-up perturbation theory
fails. This can be done by relying exclusively on expressions like (5.24) and (5.25) and inferring the
time evolution only using eqgs. (5.22) and (5.23).

A convenient expression for the purity that relies only on (5.25) first defines the quantity Xk by

1 1 Xk 1— Ry 1

— =14+ — that R = d = = . 6.23
R + Xy S0 tha k 1+ A an e 1+ Rk 1+ 2X ( )

Clearly 0 < ¢ < 1 for all A > 0. At leading order in perturbation theory we have Ry ~ X) but this is
not true beyond leading order. For Ay > 1 we have instead Ry ~ 1—A) ! This definition is motivated
by comparing the perturbative expressions (6.16) and (6.19), which imply 0 Ax + d A}, = 208y in the
super-Hubble regime, since using this in the definition

. By + Blt . 208y
A+ AL Ao+ Af + 268y

Kk (6.24)

suggests that using the corrected versions of both Ay and By in the exact expression for Ry is equivalent

to the choice
2

2
e = Akiéfl;tigo = 647r2§12y5ys 2" T (vys) | (=) 2, (6.25)
corresponding to the resummed purity prediction
g’ 2 =
) = {1 * ey T W) (—kn)‘Q”sys} . (6.26)

The proposal is that Lindblad evolution guarantees that this resummed formula also holds in the
late-time limit where  — 0 and so Ax > 1 and so 7 — 0 — see Fig. 7 for a comparison with the
direct perturbative expression. (See also Appendix D for a derivation of (6.26) starting directly with
the correlation functions rather than the density matrix.)

But the explicit expressions that suggest Ax + Ay — By + By (and so also Rx — 1) in the large-
time limit are derived in perturbation theory and so break down once the corrections are large. Why
believe these quantities should approach one another even beyond the perturbative regime? The key
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Figure 7: Purity vk as a function of the number of efolds after Hubble crossing a. = k/H. We
considered m = 0.1H and g = 0.1H. The perturbative result (in blue) is obtained from Eq. (6.2) and
the non-perturbative solution (in orange) from Eq. (6.26). The overlap of the solutions at early time is
manifest. Then, secular effects become dominant and drive the perturbative result to unphysical values

(in grey). The Lindblad equation, when solved non-perturbatively, provides a reliable resummation of
the perturbative result which remains valid at late times.

to understanding this lies in solving the full evolution equations (5.22) and (5.23), which in particular
imply

o (At A7) = ,ai (i A5) (A AL) + 20%0
o (Bi + By,

3
2
3

(A AR (Bt BL) + 2%,

(6.27)
and so

O (A + A~ B~ BY) = fai'?, (A — A7) (i + A5 - B - Br) (6.28)

showing that Ax + Af — Bx — B; is a fixed point of the exact evolution. Furthermore (5.33) shows
that Ako has a negative imaginary part, at least in models where |uy| grows (such as during slow-roll
inflation), in which case this is an attractor solution of the dynamics.

In general one solves (5.22) and (5.23), perhaps numerically, and uses this to evolve Xy into the
far future. Convenient variables for such a solution are found by writing By = a® By for real B and

Ax = a® oy with o = —i /wy with wy and Sy to be determined using the evolution equations
(5.22) and (5.23), which in these variables become the coupled equations

k2
Wy + 3Huin + |m? + =+ B 4 a®(hy — iky) | wi = 0. (6.29)
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and
By + {3H + 0% 1n(|wk|2)},6’k =’k . (6.30)

Notice that the state being Gaussian, this is strictly equivalent to solving the transport equations
controlling the dynamical evolution of the system two-point functions as done in Appendix D.
Eq. (6.30) can be formally integrated to give

¢
a®lwi|*Bi(t) = a®|wi)? B (to) —|—/ dt’ a®lwi|Pri (1) . (6.31)
to

Notice that the presence of nonzero ki implies the Wronskian for the ‘mode’ functions wy is no longer
time-independent:

a, [a?’ (wirin — wkw;;)} =3 [w;;(wk + 3Huine) — wie (W], + 3Hw;;)} = 2ia k| wic|? (6.32)

7 Conclusions

How inflationary perturbations become classical has been a pressing issue since the realization that
quantum fluctuations during the accelerated expansion phase of the universe could be the seeds of
structure formation. We here focus our work on how decoherence occurs in these fluctuations, and
more generally how reliable calculations of the rate of decoherence can be made. To this end, the tools
of Open EFTs play a crucial role in resumming the secular growth of the purity diagnostic we use
to see how decoherence unfolds once an environment is traced out. Because we work with spectator
scalars the results can be calculated fairly explicitly, allowing us to test several features of these types
of calculations.
We enumerate our findings as follows:

e Integrating out the environmental field generically causes the state of the system field to decohere,
though on flat space the total decoherence remains fixed over time (after the passage of initial
transients) while on de Sitter space the decoherence grows with time into the late time regime
(in a special case of the phenomenon of ‘secular growth’ in perturbation theory). This means the
perturbative semiclassical calculation of the evolution of super-Hubble modes eventually fails for
super-Hubble modes on de Sitter space at sufficiently late times.

e We explore how decoherence depends on the properties of the system and environment fields, and
in particular the decoupling limit where the massive field is much more massive than the system
field. In all cases decoherence becomes suppressed as the heavy field decouples, falling to zero
with its mass. The large-mass decoupling limit is somewhat subtle because it does not commute
with taking the small imaginary ¢e in the time difference of any Wightman function to zero. These
limits raise a number of interesting questions about how heavy fields decouple, since decoupling
normally implies that effects depending on inverse powers of heavy masses can be captured by
effective interactions within an effective Hamiltonian, and any type of Hamiltonian evolution
cannot in itself generate decoherence. We intend to expand on these conceptual questions in a
later paper.

e Within perturbation theory the decoherence rate remains small over time-scales characteristic
of the environment (such as the temperature for a thermal environment) because it is explic-
itly suppressed by powers of the small perturbative couplings. This ensures that perturbative
decoherence rates remain long compared with the Hubble time for quantum fields on de Sitter
space.
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e For super-Hubble modes perturbative purity evolution is amplified by secular growth and this
eventually pushes the discussion of late-time behaviour beyond to domain of perturbation theory.
We show how Open EFT techniques can be used to resum this late-time secular growth and so
determine the evolution into the late-time regime. This resummation is performed by showing
how the evolution is well-described by a Lindblad equation, whose solutions can be trusted over
longer times than are the direct perturbative calculations. Because the domain of validity of
perturbative evolution overlaps with the domain of validity of Lindblad evolution (which only
applies for super-Hubble modes) the information about the initial Bunch-Davies configuration of
the field in the remote past can be transferred to the Lindblad evolution, thereby determining its
subsequent evolution. It appears that super-Hubble Markovian dynamics, as also encountered
in [35], emerge once again in this work, suggesting that this is a very general phenomenon worth
understanding in more generality in future work.

e Although we do not compute here the evolution of the metric or inflaton fluctuations themselves
in this paper, our calculation does shed light on some of the puzzles associated with such a
calculation [35]. In particular, our calculation here shows that for de Sitter evolution secular
growth implies the environmental modes that are the most important for decohering super-
Hubble system modes are those with wavelengths not too much shorter than the system modes
(and so are themselves also super-Hubble). Such long wavelengths and late times are important
because small coupling ensures the perturbative decoherence rate is very slow compared with
typical Hubble rates. This observation is also why it was sufficient to focus on super-Hubble
environmental modes in [35] (which is useful because it allows the neglect of effective interactions
involving time derivatives).

We believe our results provide a formalism that allows reliable and explicit calculations of how
primordial fluctuations decohere. In principle, this formalism should be useful to understand proposals
aimed at distinguishing observationally whether cosmological structure formation is seeded by classical
or quantum precursors.

Although the decoherence rate we find here agrees with [35] in being very rapid, it is worth keeping
in mind that the precise amount of decoherence required to erase a particular quantum feature can
vary. For instance, in [18], it was shown that decohered states in a de Sitter universe still carry a large
quantum discord if decoherence is sufficiently slow (with v, o< a7 with p < 4). For comparison the
calculation of [35] predicts p = 3 for the decoherence of perturbation by gravitational self-interactions,
suggesting that although decoherence is very efficient, the erasure of quantum discord is not. Small
scales that spend too few e-folds beyond the horizon might also be expected to retain some quantum
features.

The proposal that large-scale structure is seeded by primordial quantum perturbations has been
so successful that it has become the modern paradigm and like any core tenet of cosmology it therefore
cries out for observational testing. Calculations of cosmic decoherence are not meant to discourage
searching for such signals (even if decoherence is efficient, as it seems to be). The goal of such
calculations is to determine how decoherence depends on model parameters so that we can learn from
whatever is ultimately observed. Indeed, from this point of view finding direct evidence for quantum
coherence amongst primordial fluctuations would be both surprising and arguably the most attractive
option: since it would likely teach us the most.
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A Flat space correlators

In the text, we encounter several correlators of the form:

Wol(t,x,s,y) = (O(t,x) O(s,y) ) — (Ot x) )}{(O(s, y))
Tr [O(t, x) O(s,y) 5} ~Tr [(’)(t, x) Eenv] Tr [0(5, v) Eenv] (A1)

where O = o for the system and the trace is over the system states and O = ¢ or O = g¢? when
the trace is over the environmental states. This appendix evaluates these expressions in several simple
examples in flat space.

A.1 Flat space free correlator

When O = ¢ or O = ¢ and the state is prepared in the Minkowski vacuum go = |vac) (vac| then the
correlation function W(t, s) is

Wilt.s) = [ A0 u,(0)u5(5) 5@ = K) = (i (o) (A2)
which in flat space reduces to
1 .
Wi(t,s) = — e~ ten(t=9) A3
k( aS) % € ) ( )

In position space this becomes (using £ = ¢; and 2° =t and ¢° = s)

Bk,
oy = [EE ke
Wz —y) /(27r)325ke
m2

— 2
= Ki(z) for (x—y)*>0 (A.4)
m2

- [Yi(z) +sign (%) iJi(2)] for (z—1y)*<0,
Tz
in which the variables 2 and 2" are defined by 20 = 2° — 4% =t — s and z = m+/|(z — y)?|. Here J;

and Y; are the standard Bessel functions and K is a modified Bessel function, and we use the integral

representations
2z [ u?du
Y; = — e — 2 1
1(2) R e cos (Z\/u + )
2z [ u?du
J - _Z= i ( 241 A5
O v il w+1) (A.5)
and - d
Ki(z) = vt sin(uz). (A.6)

0o Vu?+1
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The integral in (A.4) converges absolutely if the time interval has a small imaginary part, so t — s —
t — s — 0. Using the definitions Hfl)(u) = Jy(u) +1iY7(u) and H1(2) (u) = J1(u) —iY7(u) and

Ki(u) = —%H{l)(iu) if 77r<argu§g
and Ki(u) = —g H£2)(—iu) if - g <argu <, (A7)
shows that W can be more compactly written
2
Wiz —y) = ;i H1(2) (w) where w := m+/—(z — y)?, (A.8)
W

when the time difference has a negative imaginary part, provided the proper phases are kept when
moving from the future to the past light cone.®

Massless limit

In the massless limit this evaluates to

1
W(t—s,x—y) = {vac|o(t,x)o(t',x")|vac) = , A9
This can be rewritten as a partial fraction, so
1 1 1

W(t — —y)= A10
(t=sx-y) 8m2|x —y]| |X—y|—(t—s—ie)+|X—y|+(t—s—ie) ’ ( )

where € — 0% at the end of the calculation. Together with the identity

1 x 1€ 1

= — — P — | —imd A1l
rx+ie a?4e€  x?+ e (x) imo(a), ( )

this allows W to be written in terms of explicitly real coordinates as

Wit —sx-y) = 87r2|>1—y| {P {Ix—yli(t—S)] +P[|X—~‘>’|‘1F<t—3)]

- iﬂ5[|x —y|—(t— 5)} +imd |:|X —yl+ (- s)} } . (A12)

A.2 Flat space composite correlator

The correlator of interest are those of (A.1) with O = g¢?, in which we use the field expansion from
Eq. (2.26) in the main text. Assuming the state satisfies ¢x|0) = 0, this leads to

43k
(2m)?

d3k d3l

061010 = [ Gt w®i (O 0lace o) = [ G5 wmlui, (a3

and so
3 37433 3
02 2 (s.3)l0) = [ FEEEE [ u0us e 6 Ol e o0 (A1)

Fu (E)uf () up(s)ul (s)(0]exe™ jepe” o[0) | 'V xFPFa)-y

8For instance with Mathematica conventions we must take w = —iz for spacelike separations.
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Using the matrix elements
(Ofexcerc™ pe* 410) = 6*(p + k)8°(q +1) + 6%(p + 1)6*(q + k)
and  (Ofexc™ jepc® 4|0) = 6 (k +1)6%(p + q), (A.15)
we see that the final line of (A.14) is (¢?(x)) (¢*(y)) and so (A.1) becomes

dgp dgq 7 (x— * *
Wi (t, x: 5,y) = 20° / g e 0 (1) ) o). (A.16)

Comparing (A.16) with (2.18) then shows Wy (t, s) takes the form
d’pd’q

Wi(t,s) = 292/ on)?

Once evaluated using the Minkowski vacuum and free mode functions (3.1) this becomes

g (t)uy (t)uy (s)up(s) Ba+p—k). (A.17)

2
g 1 —i(ep+e —s
Wk(t,S) = m /dSQ/dgp Ee (epteq)(t )53(q+p — k) . (AlS)

Using rotational invariance in k and integrating over the delta function to perform the dq integral
implies q = k — p and so ¢ = k% + p? — 2pk cos § where 6 is the angle between k and p. Performing
the integration using polar coordinates for p then leads to

Wk(t,s) = 9 /00 dp P e~ ier(t=9) /1 du 1 e tEalt=s) (A.19)
2(2m)2 J, €p 1 &g
where
ep=vVp?+m? and ¢, = VD2 + k2 +m? — 2kpu. (A.20)

Since dey/du = kp/eq the u integration can be traded for an integral over ¢, with p and k& fixed.
This implies

Yo 1 [t i
/ du — e—icalt=s) — 7/ dee—ictt—s) — __* [e—is+(t—s) _ e—ia,(t—s):| ’ (A.21)
1 &q kp J. kp(t — s)

where e4 := /(p + k)2 + m?2. Therefore

- 9 o0
g —1e,(t—s —ig —s —ie_(t—s
w,k(t,s)zwk(us):—2(%)%@_8)/0 de, eter(t >[e +(t=s) _ gmie—(t >}, (A.22)

where the last line uses €, = 1/p? + m? and so ¢,de, = pdp.

Massless environment

Although the remaining integral is messy when m # 0 it is simple when m = 0, since then ¢, = p and

er =+/(ptk)?=|p=£k|. We require
I / T ape-int=9) [emitrtht=0) _ ci=H=0)]
0

e’} k 00
= / dpe—i(2p+k)(t7s)7/ dpefik(tfs)i/ dpe,i(gp,k)(t,s)
0 0

k
_ 1 —ik(t—s) _ ppik(t—s) _ L

—ik(t—s) _ _ ., —tk(t—s) ) A9
2i(t — s) 2i(t—s) ke (A.23)
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This uses that the time interval ¢ — s has a small negative imaginary part, which makes the integral
converge absolutely at p — co. The final expression for the massless environmental correlator then is
;2

Wi(t, s) = W_k(t, s) = 7% e~ ik(t=s) (A.24)

B de Sitter space correlators

This appendix evaluates correlators of the form of Eq. (A.1) in several simple examples in de Sitter.
It also contains the details of the evaluation of the purity for a minimally coupled system with a
conformal environment in App. B.3.

B.1 de Sitter free correlator

For the case of mixed fields in de Sitter space we can use the mode functions ug(n) e’ where we
switch to conformal time and have (for massless scalars) the time-dependence

e~ tkn )
uk(n) = (—Hn) o (1 - 74577) (de Sitter) (B.1)

using the Bunch-Davies mode functions. This is conformal to the flat space result —so aug(n) — ull**(n)
— in the remote past (kn — —oo) while ug(n) — (1H/v2k3) in the far future (kn — 0). For this choice
we have

W(n,x,1,y) = /(;1:;3 Wic(n, i ety (B.2)
with 2 . .
W) = un (o) = 5 ek (1 LY (14 LY. (8.3
Arbitrary mass
The massive mode function on de Sitter is given by
ui(n) = Cy (—kn)*2HD (~kn), (B4)
where 12 = % — %ﬁ — 126 = % — (2 in conventions where the nonminimal coupling is Lym =

—l—%ﬁ\/—g #2R. To fix C} expand auy, the above for —kn > 1 in the remote past giving

ko [2 ., i in _
a(n)ur () = CkH\/; e T {140 (k) (B.5)
and so matching to the flat space result uflat ~ e=%7/\/2k sets

H imv i H imv_in
Ck = @ e 2 + 4 and SO uk(n) = \/7; e 2 + 4 (_77)3/2H1(/1)(_k77) . (BG)

This shows that the massive correlator becomes

m H?

Wi(n,n') = 2

()2 HP (k) [HP (k)] (B.7)
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Conformally coupled scalar
For a conformally coupled scalar this gives the position-space result
d3k
W Lo — W, +ik-(x—y)
(m.x;1',y) / 2n)? Kk(m,n)e
B H2m7/
Ar?[—(n—n')? — (x —y)?]

which (as expected) is conformal to the flat result. This mode sum can be performed more generally

(conformally coupled), (B.8)

and for arbitrary mass and nonminimal coupling gives [56]

H2
Wn,xin',y) = 10— (2 —v?) sec(nv) oFy [3 40,3 — v 252(n, %1, y)] (B.9)
where 1
. o 2 2
x5, y) = 1= s [~ =)+ (=307 (B.10)

1 1% sec(mv) can be usefully

and 2 F [a, b; ¢; 2] is the usual hypergeometric function. The prefactor (3 —
2)[(z) = wese(mz) to write
)

re-expressed using I'(1 + z) = 2I'(z) and the reflection formula T'(1 —
FE+vIE-v)=E-ATG+0)0E —v) = (3 —vH)mesen( —v)] = (3 — v*)msec(nv). (B.11)

Notice the following useful transformation formulae that relate the solutions expanded about each
of the three singular points (z =0, z =1 and z = c0)

oF1[a,bic; 2] = (1 —2) %P Fi[c—a,c— b 2]

oFia,byc; 2] = (1 —2)"%F [a,c by o; — 1] =(1-2)""F [c—a,b;c; zil}
I'e)l'(c—a—>

oF1la, b;c; 2] = (OL(c—a )F(a7b;a+b—c+1;1—z)

T(c—a)l'(c—0b)

c—a—bF(c)F(a’ +b— C)

+(1-2) Flc—a,c—bc—a—b+1;1—2)

T(a)T(b)
oFilab;c; 2] = F(Zgggi_aiu )% {a,cb;awtl —b; 1;]
+W(1_Z)b2ﬂ {b,c—a;lH—l—a; 1_12} (B.12)
2Fila,bic; 2] = ?Eg?gi_zg(—z)—am [a,a+ - ca+1-b j
g o]

where the last of these assumes |arg z| < 7 and that a —b is not an integer. The first of these identities
implies W has an equivalent representation

H2 F l—y7l—|—]/’2’z » X3 /7
Wn,x;n',y) = (3 —v%) sec(mv) 22 2 2 (.71, )] . (B.13)
167 1—=2
A check on the above explores the coincident limit, y — x and 7’ — 7, in which case
1
1—2(nx7',y) = W{—(n—n’)“(x—ﬁ —0. (B.14)
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In this limit the third line of (B.12) implies the dominant part of the hypergeometric function is

P [B 41,3 —v252] = F(g+y)11‘(?2’—1/) 1—2)"t+- = M(lz)l+m ,  (B.15)
which uses (B.11). Eq. (B.9) then becomes in this limit
2 2,
W, x;0',y) = 167?21({1 T (i:ﬁ ) —(n— 77’)21+ c—yp (B10)
which has the required small-separation Hadamard form [52-54] 1/(47%s) where
s(z,2') = a(ma(y)[=(n —n)* + (x = y)’]
_ _% [eH(t—t’) 4 H—t) _ 2}2 FeHEH) (x _ y)2] (B.17)

~ —(t—t/)2+€2Ht(X—y)2+"'.

Conformally coupled scalars have’ m = 0 and ¢ = +% and so v = 1. In the limit v — § we have

1 1
1 2 (v—3)(v+3) 1
1_ =~ 2/ 2/, B.1
(1 —v) sec(mv) . - = (B.18)
and - -
L(n+1) , . 1
oF [3+ 0,8 —1;2;2)] —» oF1 [2,15252] = n§:o —— "= n§:0z =T (B.19)

and so (B.9) reproduces (B.8) in this limit.

Minimally coupled massless

Minimally coupled massless fields (like the axion), by contrast, have m = £ =0 and so v = % In this
case

1 ™ 3
= — — - 5 @) —3)3 B.20
sec(mv) sin[m(v — %)} (v — %) + 6 (u 2) + [(V 2) ] ) ( )
while
2Py [3 41,5 —vi252] = o F1[3,0:2;2] = 1, (B.21)

and so W(n,x;7’,y) famously diverges in this limit (due to strong IR fluctuations). This divergence
comes purely as an additive constant, as can be seen by using (B.11) to write

H? .
W(xa Z/) = 167(% — 1/2) sec(m/)F[% + v, % —v;2; Z(JZ, y)]
H? 3 3 3 3
= ]-67F(§ + V)F(§ — V)F[§ + v, s - 2; Z(I,y)]
H2 & F(§+V—‘y—n)r(§—y+n) .
~ 16w ; T2 nfn; [2(z, y)]" (B.22)
n=0 .

9Notice we use the right metric and Weinberg curvature conventions while Birrel and Davies use the wrong metric
and MTW curvature conventions.
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for which only the first term in the sum diverges in the limit v — %7 leaving

H2

W(z,y) — 16777& — %) sec(m/)F[a +v, % —v;2;2(x,y)]
= 13) +Z o
= § — t Z nT—|—2 [z(x,y)]" (B.23)
_ 2 G2 NP

Finally, using (B.10) the massless minimally-coupled correlator becomes

1
W(z,y) = C+ T 2log(1 — z) (B.24)
4/ =7+ x-y)
=(C+ —2lo
=)+ (x-y)? s 4’

The asymptotic approach to this singular form can be had by taking (2 := (m/H)? + 12¢ small
but nonzero and so

v= g—@ o g —§+O(C4) (for (<« 1). (B.25)
Using
2
oF1]a, € ¢ 2] = 1+ac€z+a(a;r(cl)j(1€)+1) <';) N
B aez (a+1)(e+1) sz
—1+c[1+c+1(2!)+“'] (B.26)

we can see that the expansion of a = 3 4+ O(e) first contributes at order €2 and so

2F1[34+0(e),62; 2] = o F1[3,6,2;2] + O(e?) =1 — % Lil + 2log(1 — z)] +0(). (B.27)

Therefore the minimally coupled small-mass limit of the propagator (B.9) becomes

H2

Wn,xin',y) = 6= (3 —v?)sec(mv) o Fy [+ v, 3 —1v;252(n, x5, y)]
_ 2+3+[ —|—21og(1—z)} +0[wv-39]p (B.28)
1672 | (v — 2) -1 z=z(n,x:’,y) ’
H? (3 21 { Ann’ } 5 }
=12 _9 1 @ :
{@ e e e ] [ ey e ] IS

Notice that once the 3/¢? is factored out then the coefficient inside the bracket of log |x — y| for
large spatial separation is —2¢2/3, as would be expected when a factor like [x —y|~2¢"/3 is expanded in
powers of (2. This is the power found above on general grounds for small ¢ (but without requiring that
¢%log |x — y| also be small. To see why, notice that the correlation function falls off at spatial infinity
(with n and 7’ fixed) and a rate that can be read off by recognizing that |x —y| — oo corresponds to
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—z =~ (x —y)?/(4nm') — oo. The last two of the identities (B.12) are useful because they allow the
asymptotic forms in this limit to be read off once used together with F[a,b;c;0] = 1. When used in
(4.8), together with the duplication formula I'(z)T'(3 + z) = 2! 2%/ ['(22), this leads to

’ H? 1 9 I'(—2v 4nn’ atv
Wn,xn',y) ~ 16777(1_1/ ) sec(mv) {F(;—E/)I%(é) - [(xﬁny)Q} (14---)

LT [4nn'2}3”(1+...)}

L5 +v)l(z+v) L(x—y)
0 [TE+u)T(=2v) [ angy 13
167 I'(s—v) (x—y)
TE—n)T@y) [ 4gy 1377
I(z+v) Lx-vy)
as |[x —y| — oo. Both terms fall like |x — y|~3 when v is imaginary (i.e. when m > H). It would
predict |x — y|~2 as found above when v = 3 (a conformal scalar as given in (4.12)) and no falloff at
all if v = 3 (minimally coupled massless scalar — see below). If v = 3 — £¢? for small nonzero ¢? (such

as for a light minimally coupled scalar) then the falloff power is |x — y|*242/ 3,

B.2 Momentum-space de Sitter composite correlator

The de Sitter correlator of interest again uses O = g¢?, which leads to the same formula (A.17). We
here evaluate (A.17) using the Bunch-Davies mode functions (4.10) for conformally coupled massless
fields. This leads to the simpler answer

2 2 2
g~ (H=nn L —
W_x(n,n') = (2(27T)3)/d3Q/d3ppq€ wrO0=1)§%(q + p + k). (B.30)

Using the delta function to perform the d®q integral implies q = —(k+p) and so ¢> = k?+p?+2pk cos §
where 6 is the angle between k and p. Performing the integration using polar coordinates for p then
leads to oo ) L
g°(H*m') - —ip(n—n") 1—‘(—')
W_x(n,n) = ——"— dppe P11 du = e "= B.31

)= e, LM (331
where g(u) = \/p? + k? + 2kpu. Since dg/du = kp/q the u integration can be traded for an integral
over ¢ with p and k fixed, giving

L N B P i , , , :
/ du = e~ta(n—n") — — dgeta=n") — — {e*l(zﬂrk)(n*n ) _ ¢—ip—kl(n—n )} ., (B.32)
-1 q pk |p—k| pk(n —n )
and so
W_i(n,n') = M /OO dp e—ip(n—n") {efi(zﬂrk)(nfn') _ 67ilp7k\(nfn’)} (B.33)
’ (2m)22k(n — ') Jo

To simplify the absolute value, break the integration region into the interval 0 < p < k and k£ < p so

;02 2000072 k
, ig*(H*nm') / Ciptr—n’) [ ik (g’ i) (1
_k(m, - d p(n—n { i(p+k)(n=n") i(k=p)(n 77)} B.34
Worln ) (27r)22k(7777’){ 0 e c c ( )

n / S [es@t=r) _ g=iar-io=a)] } ,
k
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Evaluating the above gives rise to
a2 (E 2 )2 ‘ ,
Woi(n ) = — s W )” vty (B.35)

as quoted in Eq. (4.33) in the main text.

B.3 Purity for minimally coupled system with conformal environment

All integrals can be done very explicitly in the case of cubic coupling with the environment given by a
conformally coupled massless scalar (Vepy = %) and the system given by a minimally coupled massless
scalar. In this case (4.14) gives the system correlator

Hgy' / i i
n _ —ik(n—n") (1 ) (1+ — B.
Wi ) = — e ) U ) (B.36)
and (4.33) gives the environmental correlator
(22 )
Woilnof) = — g I it (B.37)

2(2m)*(n —n')

With these choices (4.31) evaluates to

o= —a [ I g [W( N W_( ’)} __ 9 7 (B.38)
e T Ryt LT I ] = gy :
with integral
T dy i i\ e—2ik(n—n")
7:= — 1 1— ) (1+ 2 )8 ——
/m Hzgy [( k‘n) ( i kn’) n=1
1 . . . . —92i
= _7H2k2n41m {(1 + ikn) [—(1 + ikn)Ei(2ikn’) e =27 (B.39)

n'=n
+(1 — ikn)Ei[—2ik(n — 1)) + ﬂ, e_2ik(’7_”/)] } .
U = o
The limits must be evaluated with care, keeping in mind that n has a small negative imaginary part
though 1’ does not (because we require n — 1’ to have the imaginary part in order for subsequent k
integrations to converge for large k). Writing the complex-valued time coordinate as 7 := n — ie for
€ > 0 taken to zero at the end, the precise integral to be evaluated is

1 . N —2ik7)
7= —mlm {(1 + ikn) {—(1 + iki)Ei(2ikn’) e~ k1
7 R R Y
+(1 — iki)Ei[—2ik(7 — n')] + p e~ 2ik(=n )} } (B.40)
n'=—o0
1 . . ey . —2ik#
= _mlm {(1 + ikn) [—(1 + ikn) <E1(2zkn) + m) e 21k

+(1 — k7)) (Ei[—%k(ﬁ —n)] + m) + % e_Qik(ﬁ_”)] } ,

which uses (C.3) to evaluate the asymptotic form Ei(—ioo) = —ir for large argument.
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Now comes the main subtlety. The difference between 77 = 1 — ie and 7 only really matters when
evaluating the singular limit Ei[—2ik(7; — n)] = Ei(—2ke). For this we use (C.2) to get

Ei(—2ke) = log(—2ike) + € — %T + O(e) = log(2ke) + € —im + O(e) . (B.41)
Using this together with Im {(1 — ik7)(1 + ikn)[log(2ke) + €]} — 0 as € — 0 leads in this limit to
1 , , o N o
7— fmlm {(1 + ikn) {7(1 + ikn) <E1(2zk77) + ZTI') e~ 2ihn 4 1] } . (B.42)

We can now evaluate the small-n limit of this result — again using (C.2) — to capture the super-
Hubble evolution, giving

I S VR
1= 22 Im [1 + ikn — (1 + ikn) (El(szn) + Z7T) e }
1 : . LT . o
~ —mlm {1 +ikn — (1 4 ikn)? {1og(—2ke) +C+ 5 + 2ikn — (kn)? + - - } o2 kn}
. 1 T 5 5
T H2R2ph { 9 [L+ (kn)*] + kn + O[(kn) ]} ) (B.43)

and so (B.38) becomes

2 2

g g i 2
= I=-— s B.44
Otk =~y pPeye T {5 +kn+ 0l (B.44)

Eq. (B.43) can be compared with the contribution %iﬂ' coming from the ird(n — n’) in the imaginary
part of (n —n')~! which if used directly in (B.39) would have given

Ty i i\ e2ikm=n) .
= my ™\ ) U = L+ (kn)* B4

which agrees on the leading term.

C Special functions and asymptotic forms

This appendix collects for completeness several useful asymptotic forms used in the main text.
The main text uses the exponential integral function, defined by

o0 e—t
in which the principal part is taken if the integration passes through ¢ = 0. This has the asymptotic
form
22 ixd ozt ixd
Ei(—iz) ~ 1 ¢— — — — - 6 if 0 1 C.2
i(—ix) ~ log(x) + 5 i@ 4+18+96 600+ (z°) (if0<z <), (C.2)
where € ~ 0.577216... is Euler’s constant, and
o 12 6 240\ _,. _ .
El(—wc)'z—m'—l—(—:EQ—md-i-QC4 ﬁ’)e T +0 (277 (ifz>1). (C.3)
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Also used is the cosine integral function

Ci(2) ::f/ dt %St

(C.4)

in which the principal part is taken if the integration passes through ¢ = 0. This has the asymptotic

form ) .
Ci(a;):log()+€—£+%+(’)( 6 ([{fo<z<1),
and
) 1 6 . 1 2 24 6
Ci(x) ~ cosx [9c2+x4+”l +sinx Lxgthsqbu +0(z™°),
for large arguments with x > 1. Similarly
z t
Siz) = [ ar S gi(—s,
0 t
has the small-argument expansion
o0 22n+1 2,3 25
S' = _\n = - —
i(z) ;)( VG D@ C T 18 Te00 T
For large arguments one instead finds
Si(z) = g =95 L oY,

The generalized hypergeometric functions are defined for small arguments by the series

L(n+a) z"

Fyla; b,
1F2lab, ;2] — IT(n+b)'(n+c)n

and so 1F5[a; b, ¢;0] = 1. They have the following large-argument limits

3 1 —2ix+im 1L —1iT —

Balhi§ die] = o (e ) + 067
1 —2iz+ig T —1 -

1o [—1 55— = —8*:0(@ HHE e 2) +0(z7?),

The Hankel function asymptotic forms are given for small z by
—v iT'(v) 2\? [ 1+ icot(nv)
HOG) = (2) |- 22406 |+ (5) | —Foerit + 063 -
() =3 = O+ (5 ey o)
The Struve functions H,(z) similarly have the asymptotic forms

22

H,(z) = ﬁp(lgﬂ) (§)V+1 [1 T 33+2w)

+ 0(24)}

for small argument and

for large argument.
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D Non-perturbative purity from transport equation

In this Appendix, we derive an alternative non-perturbative expression for the purity of the system
from the dynamical equations of the two-point functions known as transport equations [97]. Indeed,
Gaussianity allows us to directly extract the purity from the determinant of the covariance matrix of
the system [98]. Hence, following [30], we adopt the following strategy which consists in deriving the
transport equations, solving them non-perturbatively from which we deduce the purity.

Starting from the Lindblad equation of Eq. (5.15), we first derive the adjoint master equation [94]
which controls the evolution of the expectation value of an operator (O)(t) = Tr[Op(t)]

9:(0)(t) = i([Ho(t) + Vere (1), ON(t) — aﬁ(t)/dBkﬂk(tMJk, [0, O))(?) (D.1)

where H(t) is the unperturbed Hamiltonian. Vg (t) is defined in Eq. (5.18) and encodes the renor-
malization of the mass of the o field due to its interactions with ¢. ki (t) is given in Eq. (5.17) and
controls quantum diffusion due to the fluctuations of ¢ which acts as a source term for quadratic
observables due to the double commutator structure.

From the adjoint master equation (D.1), one can derive the dynamical equation of the covariance
matrix of a mode k defined as

Shi(t) = T |2y + 720 ) of0)] (D.2)

where we defined the phase-space operator zyx = (Jk77Tk)T7 Tk being conjugate momentum of oy.
Making use of the canonical commutation relations, we obtain from Eq. (D.1)

02k = wH Y — Sy Hyw + Dy (D3)

01

h fi =
where we defined w <_1 0

), the Hamiltonian matrix and the diffusion matrix being given by

Ho(t) + Ver(t) = %/d3kzLszk and Dy = (8 aG(t)?ik(t)) (D.4)

respectively. A non-perturbative solution to this equation is given in terms of the sum of a homogeneous
and inhomogeneous part
() '
@) =27 0) + / dt' Gy (t,t"). Dy (t').GE (¢, 1) (D.5)
to

where the retarded Green’s matrix is obtained from the modified mode functions wug (t) and g (t)

o (Sm (O] —Sm [t (¢)
Cult ') =2 (%m (1) ()] —Sm [m(t)UZ(t’)]) (D-6)

which are obtained by updating the equations of motion of the field variables by including the mass
renormalization m? — m? + 2a3(t)hge(t). The homogenous covariance matrix captures the unitary
corrections to the power spectra

o @ Reful)mi®)
i (”‘<%e[uk<t>wz<t>1 im0 ) (©-7)
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For Gaussian states, the purity directly relates to the determinant of the covariance matrix through
[98, 99]
1

= Tdet ()] (D-8)

Me(t)
We can now compute det [Xk(¢)] directly from Eq. (D.5). Using the fact that det[El((h) (t)] = 1/4 from
the unitarity of the Hamiltonian evolution and the Wronskian condition wy(¢)7(t) — uj,(t) 7k (t) = ¢,
we obtain the non-perturbative expression of the purity

-1

(t) = {1+4 /t dt’aﬁ(t/)mk(t)uk(t'ﬂ . (D.9)

Notice that this expression matches Eq. (6.2) in its perturbative limit, as it should. Injecting the (mass
dressed) mode functions solutions together the late-time limit of sy given in Eq. (6.14), we recover
the main text result

g2

2VsysT sys
3272 H2 1y (Veys)

9 -1
(—kn)‘Q”SYS] : (D.10)

V() =~ [1 +

The perturbative and resummed results are compared in Fig. 7.

E Environmental mass dependence in perturbation theory

This section supplements the results from §4.3.3 in the main text. In particular, this Appendix fleshes
out the details on how the purity in perturbation theory depends on an environment with arbitrary
mass, parametrized by (see Eq. (4.6))

2

. m
Venv = % — Cénv with Cznv = % + 12£env . (El)

Assuming 79 — —oo in de Sitter space gives the purity in perturbation theory
2

g
W}—( kn), (E.2)

M =1

with the dimensionless function F defined by
N 2
Fetn) i= [ @pda S| 0+ a - K (£3)

nv

R n
with Npgre(n) == / ds v/—s Hﬁly)s(fks)Hg) (fps)ng)w(qu)

as given in Eq. (4.41). Ultimately our goal is to understand the scaling of 1 — 4 o< F in the super-
Hubble limit —kn < 1. As discussed in §4.3.3 we provide numerical evidence as well as analytic
formulas in this limit.

E.1 Numerical Evaluation

The function F is usefully written for analytic manipulation after integrating over the angles (6, ¥p)
and (0,,¢,) in the 6>-function (as done in [35]), which writes the above as
21 ~ 2
Fkm) =T [ [ dp dqpg [Ny (E4)
Uy
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which integrates (p, q) over the tilted rectangular region Uy = {—2pk <p?+Ek?—¢%< 2pk} (arising
from a d-function integration over the polar angle 6,). It is then convenient to rotate the variables
(p, k) and define the integration variables

a=—, b="—+, 2 = —ks (E.5)
which simplifies the above expression to

]-'(z)g/olda/loodb(b2a2)

after also using symmetry of the a-integrand under reflections and using the shorthand

[e'e) 2
/ dz' vz HY () HD, (5522 ) HD, (e2) (E.6)

Venv

z:=—kn>0 (E.7)

which is positive and dimensionless. We emphasize that the form (E.6) in terms of a and b is useful
for numerical and analytical investigation since the a-integral has a finite range. It turns out that
integrating over all four integrals in (E.6) is numerically very exhaustive. However, instead writing

F(z) in (E.6) as X
F(z) :/0 da g(z,a) (E.8)

with the definition

00 2
|4 VE HY OED, a5 (E9)

Venv Venv

g9(z,a) == 727/100 db (b* — a?)

it turns out that numerical integration of g turns out to be reasonably efficient, which is the reason
why we study ¢ in Figure 4. Since F integrates g over a finite range of a, one can conclude that the
late-time scaling of g(z, a) is the same as that of F(z) for z < 1, which is why we plot g in Figure 4
in the main text.

E.2 Super-Hubble scaling when % < Venv < %

The super-Hubble scaling in this case turns out to be of the form F(z) oc z372svs=4env, The easiest
way to see this is to take expression (E.6) and rescale the integration variable

y=12"/z (E.10)

which turns (E.6) into

3 1 00
]-"(z):%/o ola/1 db (b — a?)

The simplest thing one can do at this stage is expand the above integrand for z < 1. Since H, (z) x
xRl for ¢ < 1, means that F oc 237 2Relvsys]—4Relvenv]  however the remaining integrals are not

oo 2
/ dy /5 HY (s HD (25229)HD (B220) . (B11)
1

always convergent in this limit which provides restrictions on v4ys and veny. One can see in this same

1/2—Re[vsys]+2Re[Venv]

limit that the integrand y-integrand scales as y , and the a- and b-integrand scales

as (b? — a?)!=2venv . All of these integrals converge only when

Re(vsys] > 0 and % < Veny < % (E.12)
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which means there is no restriction on vgys. Assuming this holds, and furthermore that vy > 0 for
simplicity, one finds the leading-order behaviour

F(2) ~ B(Vsys, Venv) 23 Weys—WWenv (when vgys > 0) (E.13)

where the coefficient B is given by

28Veny +20sys =12 (1. s r nv ! >
B(Vsys,Vsys) = (l/sy ) (Ve ) /0 da/1 db (b2 — a2)1_21/env

o

2

o0
1 —Vsys —2Venv
dy y2

1

(E.14)

which comes from the leading-order behaviour H,(z) ~ —*T'(v) (%)ﬂ/ + ... for v > 0. In the region
(E.12) this is convergent and explicitly evaluates to

4reysthveny =12 (o AT (Vepy ) tan (Teny ) s€¢ (2 Veny )

B syss Vsys) = E.15

(o Vo) = 73— Waye — W) (Vems — 1) T (3 — 20eme) T (20emy — 1) (E-15)

In the case that Re[vsys] = 0 (de. when (s > 9/4) we write vgys = ifisys, and it turns out the
leading-order behaviour of

]_—(2) ~B._ Z3fzmsyr4uem+B+ 23+2iusyr4uem+' N (when Re[Vsys] = (0 with Vsys = iﬂsys) (E,16)

where the coefficients By are calculable by the same method as above but we do not compute here.

E.3 Super-Hubble scaling when Re(Veny) < %

For the opposing case of Re(Veny) < 2, one must take a different approach since the coefficients in the

10
series computed in Appendix E.2 above diverge here. In Appendix E.2, the restriction that ve,, > %
is what allows the b-integral to converge in the UV (ie. for large momenta b — oo) — to make

the b-integral better convergent in the UV (in the required limit of z <« 1) it suffices to rescale the
integration variable such that
x = bz (E.17)

but will change the z-scaling of the overall function. This turns (E.11) into

2

1 o] o]
F(z) = g/o da/ dz (2? — a?2?) /1 dy \/ng(,ly)(zy)Hﬁizv(%y)Hﬁizv(%y) . (E.18)

This form gives the leading-order behaviour of F(z) when expanded for z < 1, such that
F(2) = A(vsys, Veny) 2720 4. (E.19)

with the definition

22u5ys]_'\2 s o]
A(VsyS7Venv) = 271_(1/},)/0 dz 22

2

T (1) 2
/1 dy y2 " [Hum(%y)]

(E.20)

where we’ve used the leading-order form of H 1)

Vsys

(zy) for z < 1, again assuming that vg, > 0 for
simplicity (and have trivially performed the a-integral in this particular limit). Note that the z-
integrand of A(Vgys, Venv) scales as o< a2 4env for ¢ <« 1 which means that the integral converges in
the IR only in the case that

Re(Veny) < (E.21)

1w
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and otherwise the integrals converge for any vy, > 0. We are unable to find a closed form solution for
A(Vsys, Venv), however it is possible to perform the y-integral for generic vg,s — for simplicity, consider
the special case of vgys = % where one is able to express (E.20) as

CO I W) (z W (z\12 |2
Vinv [H(l) (%) aHVenv+1(2) _ aHVenV(2)H(1) (;ﬁ)‘| _ [H’jen"(2):|

A(%,Venv):/o dx 22

Venv

v, +1
aVcnv aVcnv e 2Vcnv

(E.22)

which uses Eq. (5.11.14) from [100]. The precise scaling of the above integrand is ~ % (%)2_4%‘“”

for r < 1 and ~ Wé?@ for x > 1.
Of particular interest in the above formula is the heavy mass limit where Veny = ipteny (When
Conv > 9/4), which ends up making the index on the Hankel function imaginary and large such that

teny 3> 1. One may use the expansion [101]

AT 2 _1 5 e —1 i(3w2—2)
H(l) onv ~ etk 7'4 \/7 1 2y—7 zuen\,[\/ 1+w?2—csch (w)] 1— O -2
[ (/‘L w) e Tleny ( +w ) e 24(’[1}2 T 1)3/2ﬂenv + (/’[’env)
(E.23)

for fixed w > 0 to eventually derive in (E.22)

Sw? {1 N Sw? — bw?

—4
e @ 07 L e @ O )} for plene > 1 (B.24)

A(%,iuenv)zf dw
0

X
2ftenv

which makes the variable change w = for simplicity. The individual terms can be safely integrated

where one finds that

2 1
A2 ifteny) =~ 1— o for pleny > 1. E.2
(2 y U ) T lheny |: 128ugnv + O(ﬂenv)] or > ( 5)
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