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Abstract. We propose a possible quantum signature of the early Universe that could lead to
observational imprints of the quantum nature of the inflationary period. Graviton production
in the presence of an inflaton scalar field results in entangled states in polarization. This
is because of a non-trivial effect due to the derivatives on two scalar fluctuations and it
provides a fingerprint that depends on the polarization of the graviton that Alice and/or
Bob measured in their patch. At horizon crossing, interactions between the gravitons and
inflatons perform the required Bell experiments leading to a definitive measure. We hint
how this signature could be measured in the high-order correlation function of galaxies, in
particular on the halo bias and the intrinsic alignment.
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1 Introduction

Inflation is a period of quasi-exponential expansion of the early Universe, i.e. a de Sitter
stage with slightly broken time-translational symmetry to allow for a graceful exit [1-5]:

a(t) ~ a; etat (1.1)
where a is the scale factor, with initial value a; and Hpy = (87rG5A/3)1/2, where €5 is the
constant energy density of a perfect fluid with positive cosmological constant A, with equation
of state pp = —¢eq.

The presence of an inflationary stage previous to the Big Bang (or what used to be called
“Big Bang” before the upcoming theory of inflation) solves in a natural manner the fine tun-
ing and naturalness problems of the previous theory (horizon problem, flatness problem /fine
tuning of the initial conditions, and others - for reference, see for example [5]) while keeping
its successful predictions like Big Bang Nucleosynthesis. It also introduces a natural way to
explain the inhomogeneities and anisotropies in the Universe that gave rise to the formation
of the cosmological structures we observe today. Quantum fluctuations in the fields present
during inflation (in its most minimal form, just the spacetime-metric field, and a scalar field
called the inflaton) get stretched by the exponential expansion to cosmological distances.
Their “size” (physical wavelength) grows proportional to a, while their amplitude decays as
a~!. The curvature scale HXl (or Hubble horizon) remains almost constant during inflation.
Thus, for any mode of fixed comoving wavenumber &, the physical wavelength Ay, = 2m(a/k)
of a quantum fluctuation generated inside the Hubble horizon will soon become larger than



Hgl. Therefore, the corresponding mode leaves the horizon, and starts “feeling” the curva-
ture of spacetime. At horizon crossing, its amplitude freezes and remains almost constant
until the end of the inflationary stage. Once inflation is over, the radiation dominated era
starts (decelerating Hubble expansion), during which the curvature scale H. ;a(li starts growing
at a rate a/a. At this point, the now large fluctuations reenter the Hubble horizon as density
perturbations of cosmological scale, and as gravitational waves. These density perturbations
work as classical gravitational seeds for the formation of large-scale structures. Those modes
that left the horizon the latest (in the last 8 e-folds of inflation approximately, see [6], sec.
8.4) will be the first ones to reenter, and are the ones relevant in determining the structures
in our observable scales.

In this context, there is a somewhat natural question that emerges: at what point does a
quantum fluctuation generated during inflation stop being of quantum nature? The analysis
that we apply to the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB), which provides us with the
earliest observational features of the Universe so far, and to large scale structure survey’s
data, is classical. But where did the quantum nature of the gravitational seeds go? It is
still an open question how this classicalization of quantum fluctuations occurs. If any signal
of the early nature of the quantum fluctuation remains, this should be imprinted in some
current observable, maybe in the form of non-gaussianities in the CMB anisotropies, or in
higher-order correlation functions of galaxy distributions, or some other observable.

There has been previous work in the literature trying to search for quantum signals of
the early Universe[7-28]. Quantum discord (a measure of “quantumness”) of inflationary
perturbations is calculated in [29] and suggests some features to probe different levels of
discordance in CMB descriptions. Possible observational signatures in the CMB of graviton
exchange between tensor and scalar fluctuations are discussed in [30]. On the other hand,
due to the environment, the potential decoherence of quantumness upon classicalization has
been widely discussed in literature, e.g., see [20, 27, 31-40]. For example, in [41], they discuss
how the CMB polarization components E and B are modified due to entanglement of scalar
and tensor fluctuations. Regarding primordial gravitons, a possible source of decoherence
should also include the nonlinear interaction between tensor modes [42] and the scalar-tensor
interaction [27, 39, 40]. Another possibility is to add extra fields to the simplest model of
inflation such that one can construct Bell inequalities as done in [43].

In this work, we suggest a mechanism by which entangled states are created during
inflation, via the interaction of gravitons and inflatons. We describe plausible processes
by which the quantum nature of the tensor fluctuations of the metric field (i.e. gravitons)
during inflation is made explicit. We discuss how, through interaction with their environment,
gravitons may imprint this quantumness into some observable quantity. We then propose
what this observable quantity might be.

2 Perturbations during inflation

Let us briefly review the basics of quantum fluctuations generated during inflation. While
this is textbook material, it is useful as to briefly setup the notation and make the article
self-consistent for readers not specialized in the early Universe. More specialized readers can
proceed directly to section 2.3.

Any quantum field fluctuates due to the need to satisfy the equations of motion and the
Heisenberg uncertainty principle, implemented through quantization of the field [44]. The
simplest models of inflation include 2 fields: a scalar field ¢ called the inflaton field, and the



metric tensor field ¢g"” that defines the spacetime. Let us first discuss the fluctuations of the
inflaton field.

2.1 Scalar perturbations

We assume minimal coupling of the massive scalar inflaton field, with mass m, ¢(x) to gravity
(in a spatially flat Friedmann universe). The action is [44]:

S=5 [ Vag" 000,64V (0). (2.1)

where V(¢) = m¢?/2. After substituting ¢"¥ = a=2n"" (where n*¥ refers to the
Minkowski metric), /=g = a*, and in terms of the auxiliary field x(n,x) = a(n)o(x),
(2.1) becomes:
1 "

s—y [exan {2 - w02 S v} (22)
where ’ denotes derivative with respect to conformal time 7, and V is a vector of spatial
derivatives. The factor a”’/a is time-dependent; it accounts for the interaction of the scalar
field with the expanding gravitational background. It implies that the energy of the scalar
field is not conserved, which in quantum field theory leads to particle creation [44]. Since
inflation is well approximated by de Sitter spacetime,

aln) =———, —co<n<0 (2.3)

the factor a”/a becomes 272

We can expand the field x(n,x) in its Fourier modes:

030 = [ o ) e 2.0
X)= | ——=7% e . .
x(n myrz X
Varying the action (2.2) with respect to x and substituting the mode expansion (2.4), we get
the following differential equation for the scalar field:

m? 2

H12X772 772

Xp+ [kQ + } xk=0. (2.5)

The solutions can be written in general as:
Xie = agcur (1) + al i (n) (2.6)

where ayx and aik are integration constants, which upon quantization of the field will be
promoted to annihilation and creation operators obeying the commutation relations:

[ak, aH =0k —K), [ax, aw] = [aL, aj{,} =0. (2.7)

uy, and uy are two linearly independent solutions to equation (2.5), which we call mode
functions. They are normalized so ukuik' - u,’;uL i = % In the case of de Sitter spacetime ,
they are given in terms of Bessel functions (see [44], pg. 89).



We can divide the behavior of a fluctuation of given wave number k£ in its early and late
time asymptotics.

At early times, k|| > 1, the physical wavelength A\, ~ a k™! ~ % is much smaller

than the curvature scale of de Sitter Hxl, and the fluctuation behaves as in flat (Minkowski)
spacetime. These are sub-horizon modes. We can neglect the =2 term in (2.5), and choose
the negative frequency mode to define the minimal excitation of the inflaton field (i.e. vacuum
fluctuations) as [44]: .
ul™ & ﬁe“m . (2.8)
As spacetime expands, |n| decreases (remember —oo < 1 < 0), so for a given mode k,
the physical wavelength is stretched until it becomes of order of the curvature scale HXI at
time 7 = ng, when k|n| ~ 1. Fluctuations of mode k then cross the Hubble horizon and start
to feel the curvature of spacetime. These are super-horizon modes. At asymptotically late
times, for k|n| < 1, the term k2 in (2.5) can be neglected, and we have solutions:

u](:“per) = Ag|n|® + Bgln| ™" — Biln|™' (A, By = constant). (2.9)
n

The amplitude of the fluctuations of the inflaton field is [44]:

1 sra 3 Aph < H

1,3
b = o kE luen) & (2.10)

for sub- and super-horizon modes. We see, after horizon crossing at time 7, ~ —k~!, the
amplitude of the fluctuation remains constant in time; it freezes. It will remain almost
constant until inflation ends, when the physical size of the Hubble horizon will start growing
(because of a decelerated expansion) and catch up with the fluctuation. The modes that
became super-horizon the latest (with smallest k) will be the first ones to reenter the horizon,
and will be the earliest density perturbations of an otherwise homogeneous and isotropic
Universe. The fluctuations that reentered right after the end of inflation had an effect on the
smallest observable scales!, while those which are reentering our horizon now (¢ = 13.7 Gyr)
affect the largest scales, i.e. the large scale structure of our Universe.

The need of a gracefully exit of the inflationary stage requires that Hp is not exactly
constant, but decreases very slowly. In regard to the fluctuations, this will make those modes
which left the horizon earlier have a slightly larger amplitude than the modes which left after
(we say the spectrum is red-tilted towards larger scales). Note that we are not considering
interactions terms that could modify the quantum-classical transition of the inflaton field
[11, 43]. Indeed due to interaction terms, k¥ modes are not independent anymore and the
environment could play an important role, for example [39].

2.2 Tensor perturbations - gravitons

We have seen how fluctuations of a massive scalar quantum field can indeed explain the
primordial density inhomogeneities in the Universe. Lets now analyze the fluctuations of the

LOf course, the non-linear effects of gravity have completely disrupted these small scales at the present
time.



other field, the metric tensor g*¥. The propagating modes corresponding to the transverse
and traceless tensor fluctuations of the spacetime metric are what we call gravitons. They
behave as a minimally coupled, massless scalar field with two degrees of freedom (polariza-
tions), and thus can be described by the same formalism used above for the scalar fluctuations
(see [6], chapter 8.4). This connection between the scalar and tensor sectors can be written

hi(n) = V167G xk(n) ; (P =+,x) (2.11)

where Xk’x behave as two minimally coupled, real, massless scalar fields. hf: (n) are already
the Fourier modes introduced in the expansion:

3 .
) = [ G X o e, (212)
=+,%

where et =6, ® é, — ey ® €y and € = é; ® é, + €, ® €, are the polarization tensors of the
two graviton modes. This tensor polarization basis can be expressed in matrix, by choosing
z = k... as to visualize the matrix for these polarization tensors, form as:

L (100 L (010
ef2)=—=[0-10] ; (2)=—(100 (2.13)
V210 0 0 V2000

They have the following properties:

b el (k) =" 5 L)l (~k) = sp”T (2.14)
with sp =1 for P = + and sp = —1 for P = x. Note that we can have (at the same time or

alternatively) two other different types of polarizations (L and R) that might be interesting
for our purposes. In particular, it could create an intrinsic alignment that could be later
measured as a signature of entanglement.

Quantization proceeds as in the scalar case; we expand the Fourier modes in their
Bunch-Davies mode functions (same as for the scalar case) [22, 39, 44]:

g (n) = bus(n) + (67 i) (215)

where IA)II(D is the annihilation operator of a graviton with momentum k and polarization P
(idem for creation), with normalized commutation relations:

. o\ T A A ~o\T /oo T
[bP, (bﬁ) } = 5(k — K)dppr, [bf, b{j,] - [(bﬁ) , (bﬁ) ] =0 . (2.16)
Previous work on graviton entanglement was considered by [18, 22]

2.3 Scalar-graviton-graviton interaction

Here we present the interaction Hamiltonian for the scalar-graviton-graviton interaction,
which will be needed later in section 4. We begin by expanding the action to 3rd order in
perturbation theory [39] in the Heisenberg representation and working on the ¢ gauge [45]:
o _ My
Sint = ;/dtd3xa61@z%jaz%j (2.17)



which gives rise to the interaction hamiltonian (after dn = dt/a):

MSQGQ 3
Hine(n) = _S/d x ae1((n, x) ® Avi; (1, %)y (0, X) (2.18)

After changing v = aM,\/2¢:¢ and h;; = (1/2)aM,7;;, and taking the scale factor for the
approximately de Sitter background a ~ —(Hn)™!:

HE) = G(n) /dng(n,X) ® Br(n,x) (2.19)

with
Br(n,%) := Orhij(n,%)9hi; (1, x) (2.20)
The function G(n) = —61_1/2 [2\/§Mpa(n)]_1 is derived in [39].

The tensor sector action is quadratic and thus represents free gravitons, it is of the type
(2.2). The full interaction hamiltonian can be written:

d3p Z X d3kd3q / / ’L X
1 =6 [ [ R umer e 3 [ 0 teay dme (@i 1 (et
P=+,x

(2.21)

Substituting vp(n) and hf:’(]:, by their expansions in Bunch-Davies mode functions, i.e. equa-
tions (2.6) and (2.15), and using the commutation relations (2.7) and (2.16), we get, for the
tensor sector:

; Pk diq e ,
HY ~ / g (k@) TV k) (@)
P.P'—+,x

A ap fapr \T A T pr A T /apr\T
{bﬁbg ukuq—FsP/blf (bqu) ugUy + sp (bfk) bf: upug + Spspr (bl_pk) (bfq) u’,;u;},

where H:(F?’) depends on p¢.

Now, this expression simplifies by taking q = —k, i.e., imposing that both gravitons are
created with equal, opposite momenta. In the center of mass frame (CMF) of the massive
inflaton, this implies, for modes inside the horizon, i.e. [p¢| ~ H(n) < [Kk|:

pc=0=k+q < q=-k, (2.22)

where p; = 0 in the CMF. With this prescription, making use of the polarization tensor
relations in (2.14) and expanding the sum over polarizations explicitly:

31, 73 . )
HYk=-q~ Y / d (;:ggq (k- q) CFDx L 1)l (q) {combination of b, bT} 5k +q)
P,P'=+,x

~ / (;ljrl){:a k2 el { [Z)ltglt — by bl><<:| (ur)? +
o [0 () i+ (55) i (55) B

62 69 - ) ) i)




The same procedure, done on the scalar sector of (2.21) yields (and imposing the mo-

mentum conservation mentioned above) where Hfsz is H 4(3) ® Hg):

® [ PP ipx
H( /(27_[_)3/26 Up(n)

dgp ipx [ ATk
=4(p)

(2m)3/2
Besides factors, there is a term in the full hamiltonian (after imposing momentum
conservation in the CMF of the inflaton, eq. 2.22) that has 1 destruction operator for the
inflaton, and 2 creation operators for the gravitons:

gt~ [ e (2 (02) - (01) (2)] o

~ (C77)

Figure 1. Three point vertex corresponding to inflaton-graviton-graviton (scalar-tensor-tensor) in-
teraction. Gravitons are represented by wavy lines, the inflaton by the straight line.

There are several scenarios that will produce a classical coherent state for the inflaton
following [46]. This can happen before the boost of for the case in which |p| ~ H < [k| ~ |q].
This coherent state might be provided by a population of primordial Black Holes [47], e.g
see eq A.4 of [39] taking a term like ¢J(t) where J is a source of this coherent state of the
inflaton. J could be found, e.g., in the last line of eq. 3.8 of [45]. Another possibility is
that the vacuum is not Bunch-Davies but a coherent state [48-50] (see also [51, 52]). More
intuitively, all that is needed is a force in the inflaton potential, this could be given by a
feature, or even the standard slow-roll.

3 Quantum nature, entanglement and Bell inequalities

In this section, we briefly review what is known to be the “most quantum aspect” in quantum
mechanics and quantum optics: entanglement. This effect makes the quantum nature of a
system appear in a very explicit manner; if we are hoping to find traces of quantumness in
some observable, entanglement is what we should aim for.



3.1 Definition of entanglement

Entanglement between two quantum states is present when the quantum state describing
the whole system cannot be written as a product of the states describing each subsystem
separately, i.e. it is non-separable?.

For the case of two particles which can be either in one-particle states® |¢1) or |3), a general
entangled state would the the superposed state:

[U) = alpr); @ [Y1)g + B1h2); @ [2), (3.1)

where a, 8 € C, and |af?> + |3|*> = 1. We note that 1) ; represents particle j (the index j
could be a particle, momenta, directions, etc...]) in state |¢;).

Entanglement is exclusively a consequence of the principle of superposition present in
quantum mechanics, and makes the non-locality of the theory explicit. Picture the following
experiment:

One is to perform a measure of some observable O on the subsystem formed by particle
1 (for example, the same works if we start by measuring particle 2). This will result in the
measure of one of the eigenvalues of the associated hermitic operator, for example A1, with
probability |a|?, and the instantaneous collapse of the single-state of particle 1 to |11). If
we look now at the 2-state describing the whole system, it will have instantaneously collapsed
to its left term |¢1); ® |Y2)y. In turn, this implies that from the moment particle 1 has
been measured, particle 2 can only be in state |1q), even if before the measurement on its
companion, the state of particle 2 had contributions from both components 11 and . By
performing a measure on 1 particle, we instantaneously change the state of the other.

This effect is instantaneous upon measurement of particle 1 regardless of the positions
of each of the particles, and thus non-local®.

3.2 Bell inequalities and experiment

In 1964, the physicist John Stewart Bell proposed his famous theorem [53], which showed
a clear mathematical difference between any description by a classical, local hidden vari-
ables theory, or by the quantum-mechanical theory that gave rise to the non-local effect of
entanglement. Extensive work has been done over the years concerning all theoretical and
experimental aspects of Bell’s theorem and experiment [46, 54-56]. For the purpose of our
work, we are interested in replicating each of the needed elements of the Bell experiment in
our inflationary paradigm. These elements are [43]:

e Two separate spatial locations, call them Alice’s location and Bob’s location.
e An entangled state of the type (3.1), with components at these two locations.

e Two possible measurements of some physical observable, whose result is dependent
on some local variable 6; (or on some random choice between 6; and 6.), at each of

20f course, this notion can be generalized to a system composed by n > 2 single-particle states.

3These one-particle states can be thought of as being the corresponding eigenstates to the (real) eigenvalues
of some hermitic operator 16) corresponding to a physical observable O.

4The two particles can be in causally disconnected regions of spacetime and still be correlated at any
instant in time through their entanglement.



the spatial locations (denoted by ¢ = 1,2). Each observation/measurement is repre-
sented by non-commuting operators, call them A(#;) and A(#), and B(f2) and B(65),
respectively®.

e Definite results for the quantum measurement of the operators. For the inequality
presented below, both A(f;) and B(f2) measured on the state (3.1) can yield £1.

e A classical channel to transmit the results of the measurements to a common location
where they can be correlated.

We can define the observable:

S = C(61,02) + C(61,02) + C(61,05) — C(61,65) (32)

where C(61,02) = (A(01) B(2)). S is such that in a description with a classical, local
hidden variable theory (where the measure of A is uncorrelated with the measure of B),
Glocal hidden variables = 2, while the quantum mechanical expectation value can be larger,
SQM < 92,/2. By exceeding the former inequality in experimental measures, one proves the
non-locality as an intrinsic property of entanglement and quantum mechanics. This particular
Bell inequality is known as the Clauser-Horne-Shimony-Holt inequality [55].

3.3 Bell states

As we have seen, an entangled 2-state is generally of the form (3.1). It is useful to work with
2-states known as Bell states [46], which are defined as

Wk = j§<|0>1 1), 1), [0),), (3.3)
@%,) = jiuom 0y % 111 1)) (3.4)

Here, [0);, and |1); represent the basis states of a general bipartite system® (or two-mode
system). The notation [i); ®|j), denotes the tensor product of the basis states of subsystems
1 and 2, which define a basis of the Hilbert space H = H1 ® Ha, in which two-particle states
live.

4 Inflation as our laboratory

We have now all the necessary ingredients to design a plausible cosmological Bell-type ex-
periment taking place during inflation. Some signature of violation of Bell inequalities, and
therefore of the non-locality intrinsic to the quantum theory would allow us to prove the
quantum mechanical origin of primordial in-homogeneities that gave rise to the observed
large scale structure of our Universe. At least, this possible signature might serve as prove of
concept for the theoretical scientific community, and serve as a possible observational path
to follow by the experimental community.

5This implies that upon two measurements of the same observable (one after the other), the result of the
latter measurement is affected by the fact that the former has been previously measured; [A(61), A(61)] # 0
and [B(602), B(#3)] # 0.

S A bipartite or two-mode system is a single-particle system with only two non-degenerate eigenvalues for
a given observable O, such that the one-state can be written as 1), ****® = a[0), + b[1), , with a,b € C, and
Jaf? + b2 = 1.
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Figure 2. Set up for a Bell inequality violating experiment. The comoving time flows from left
to right (n = 0 represents the end of inflation), and spacial dimensions are drawn vertically. The
entangled 2-state |¥) has components at two spatially-separate locations 1 (top) and 2 (bottom).
Two different results of the measurement of observables A and B can be obtained, each dependent on
the choice of the local variables 0, and 65, respectively. This choice is dependent on the interaction
of the state with its local environment, it can be seen as a dependence on the measuring apparatus.
The possible imprinting of the entanglement of state |¥) is represented by the dashed-line box. These
results, together with the choices of ;, are transmitted through classical channels (black arrows) to
a final observer after inflation has finished.

4.1 Elements of the cosmological Bell experiment

We proceed to describe our realization of a cosmological Bell-type experiment in the infla-
tionary epoch. For that we need a specific realization of the general elements described in
section 3.2, and goes as follows:

e Alice’s and Bob’s locations will be two spatially separate points at the inflationary
Hubble horizon, HXI ~ constant, i.e., when the measurement of the polarization of
the gravitons is performed, the momentum of the gravitons (when they are produced)
should be around or greater than H and the momentum of Alice and Bob (i.e. related
to the inverse of the dimensions of their ”laboratories”) should be much greater than
that of the graviton.

e Our Bell state describes two gravitons entangled in their tensor polarizations, see section
4.2, eq. (4.4). Each graviton is at one of the spatial locations (Alice’s graviton and
Bob’s graviton).

e The physical observable is the polarization of the gravitons, with two possible results
0; = P, = +,x (we could use also L and R polarizations depending on how Alice
and Bob do the measurements.) The measure at each location is performed by the
decoherence effect due to the gathering of “which-path information” by the cosmological
horizon as described in [57, 58], see section 4.3.

~10 -



e The possible results of the measurement (decoherence) of Alice’s and Bob’s gravitons
are the x and + polarizations of each graviton. In our case, the result would then leave
an imprint through the interaction of two inflatons with the polarized local curvature
(generated by the graviton). At each location Alice and Bob, we have scattering of two
inflatons through graviton exchange (GE), as described in section 4.4 (see also [39] for
a discussion on GE). We could say that both Alice and Bob use a pair of inflatons each
to imprint the results of their measure of polarization.

e The result of the measure (or its imprint) is classically transmitted by the propagation
of these pairs of scalar fluctuations (inflatons) after horizon crossing, where their ampli-
tude freezes until the end of inflation, and then reenters during radiation epoch. Note
that we have a non-trivial effect due to the derivatives on the two scalar fluctuations (se
eq. 5.1 in [39]) this provides a non-trivial fingerprint that depends on the polarization
of the graviton that Alice and/or Bob measured in their patch. The common location
to which the results are transmitted is the range of scales set between the corresponding
moments of reentering of Alice’s fluctuations and Bob’s fluctuations. Results can be
correlated through the 4-point functions (Ci, Ciey Cies Giea )% (P1); (Ciey Cieo s Cia V53 (P2)

The derivatives on the scalar field fluctuations could leave an additional imprint on the
two subhalos of each patch with the possibility that we could observe it on the large scale
structure through the ’intrinsic alignment’. Note that this ’intrinsic alignment’ is obtained
by performing the (perturbed Taylor) expansion between one subhalo with the second one
in the same patch. In this case, the two derivatives are obtained for the same potential: i.e.
a tidal effect between these two subhaloes linked to the polarization of the graviton.

In the following, we present a feasible way in which each of these elements appear in
our inflationary setup.

4.2 Entangled state of gravitons

We start with the Hamiltonian (2.23). We now label the gravitons with momentum —k and
k as gravitons 1 and 2, respectively. Following [46], and ignoring the left hand side of the
tensor product in the Hamiltonian (pumping signal, corresponds to the destruction operator
of the coherent inflaton field)

™ = | (67)" (55) = ()" ()] + e (4.1

We start from an initial vacuum state:

[Wo) = 10) = 10); @ |0)5 = 10) 1 1 10)s 1 ©10) 4 5 10) 2 (4.2)

where we have split the two vacua (for gravitons 1 and 2) in their “plus” and ‘cross”
polarization components, i.e. we define the single states of each graviton (and its vacuum)
in terms of these two components:

0); =100 ;100 5 () =114, 100,; 5 [x)=10)4;|Dy, ; (i=12)

- 11 -



We will discuss below the values for the momenta of the gravitons. Taking a first order
approximation in the Schrédinger equation for the time evolution of the state:

; it
() = ) ~ (1 ) o) (4.3
where we expand the evolution operator to first order because: 1) we are considering instanta-
neous interactions and 2) to obtain the Bell state we consider very short inflaton interactions
(in the coherent (classical) state) and the two gravitons. This leads to

W) ~10) = 5 (10011001 @ 1)+ 1005 = 10)41 111 @10)4.2 1))
=10) = 5 () )y = 1)y 1x),) (44)

it
= 2 (|xx) = [++))
We can see that this state |¥) is proportional to the Bell state ‘Cbgeu> in (3.3).

4.3 The measure by the cosmological horizon

Once we have our entangled state of graviton polarizations |¥) of equation (4.4), we can
proceed with the measurement of the state as part of the Bell experiment. The two gravitons
need to be spatially separated. This is reasonable since they come from the inflaton “pump”
(which we set in the CMF of ¢ and got gravitons with —k and k), and we can always boost

them to a lab frame in which they are at an angle 2a = arccos [(EC /2 E,y)2 — 1} at the

moment of creation. Here E; and E, = k are the energies of the inflaton and gravitons,
respectively. Since teh boost is small for our reference frame, the change in energy is also
negligible.

Now, in order to perform the measurement of our Bell state, we use the results in
[57, 58]. In these works, it is suggested that in the presence of a Killing horizon, information
from a quantum state in the vicinity of the horizon falls through it, and this decoheres
the quantum superposition (or measures it)”. This Killing horizon can come from different
objects, including the cosmological horizon intrinsic to de Sitter spacetime [58]. It could
also be due to the presence of a population of primordial black holes during inflation [47];
also note that we are not in an exact de Sitter spacetime and that this symmetry (i.e. the
existence of this Killing horizon) could be weakly broken.

This result comes from the fact that a massive object in a quantum superposition
radiates a retarded gravitational field (soft gravitons). In Minkowski spacetime, for an inertial
frame and imposing adiabatic evolution of the quantum state, decoherence can be avoided
(a recombination of the spatially separated wave-packets of the superposed state can be
performed in a way such that no information is lost, see [57]). However, in the presence
of a Killing horizon like the cosmological horizon of inflation, part of this radiated field
inevitably falls through the horizon. In this way, as time passes the horizon gathers “which-
path information” about the quantum superposition, decohering (measuring) more and more
the state. This decoherence is expressed as:

D=1— (afha) o = 1= 2 (4.5)

" A measurement performed on a quantum state collapses the state to one of the eigenstates of the measured
operator. This destroys the state, just as decoherence does.
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where (V) represents the average number of soft gravitons (gravitational field) that are
radiated through the horizon and |¢1), |1)2) represent the quantum states of the radiated
gravitational field sourced by the object in a spatial quantum superposition, in our case each
graviton at locations A and B%:

B) ~ o ({xor ) 4 + [{x 0r + 1)) = —= ([81) + [12)) (4.6)

V2 V2

In Eq. (4.5) <¢1]¢2>HX1 is the inner product (defined in [57]) of the 1-particle states of the

soft gravitons falling through the horizon Hgl. Note that the massive quantum particle that
is subjected to decoherence has “somewhere” imprinted the information of the polarization
of the graviton discussed previously.

One issue that arises is the fact that gravitons are massless. We will deal with this in
sec. 4.4. For now, we take that decoherence occurs through the gathering of “which-path
information” by the cosmological horizon. Let us detail how exactly decoherence happens.
There are two options, both leading to an “effective measurement” of the polarization:

1. The entangled 2-state decoheres as a whole to only one of the superposed states, e.g.
D
(W) ~ [xx) = |+4) — [xx)

which is something desirable, because it collapses our polarizations to one possibility
only.

2. The decoherence occurs separately on the superposed states of one graviton (or both)
(e.g. Alice’s graviton):

()4~ [{x or +1)4 2 %) 4

which, if (some) coherence of the entangled 2-state is maintained, would automatically
force Bob’s graviton to |x) 5.

The right hand term in the second equality of Eq. (4.5) contains (N), which repre-
sents the average number of soft gravitons (gravitational field) that are radiated through the
horizon. In the case of a cosmological horizon, we have [58]:

m2d*
Ry

(N ~ T, (4.7)

where Ry = HXI is the cosmological horizon radius, m is the mass of the superposed quantum
object (see sec. 4.4), d is the spatial separation between the two wavepackets Alice and Bob,
and T is the proper time for which the mass has been radiating soft gravitons that fall
through the horizon. Note that the lab A is at the worldline r = 0 (inertial orbit of the static
Killing field), being the horizon at » = Ry. Alice and Bob should be in opposite directions

8The notation in Eq. 4.6 is used to stress the fact that each graviton is at a different spatial location A
and B. We stress that this notation does not represent that the quantum 2-state is separable, since we have
an entangled state. This is why we write {x or +} as being the two polarization eigenstates for each spatially
separated graviton.

~13 -
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Figure 3. Graviton exchange of four inflatons [30]. Process of measure-imprinting at horizon crossing.
The graviton is entangled with its partner, as described in the text. Note that the graviton on the
diagram is in fact the two soft gravitons.

at a distance given by 4.9. This is true for our gravitons with comoving wavenumber k, since
they where created at the same spatial location which we take it to be » = 0, and in comoving
coordinates are in an inertial frame.

This leads to a decoherence time (in natural units):

Ry
The proper distance d around the time of horizon crossing can be estimated as:
1 2
d~ 2Ry sina ~ 2Ry sin <2 arccos [(EC/\/ik:) - 1}) . (4.9)

Now, under the decoherence/measurement induced by the cosmological horizon, the
polarization of both gravitons will be (partially”) forced to the same result of the measure,
either x or 4 polarization, right before horizon crossing.

4.4 Imprinting - scattering of inflatons by polarized graviton exchange at hori-
zon crossing

Let us now hint a possible way in which the measure of the entangled state of gravitons'®

might leave an imprint on a physical observable after inflation. This imprinting should hap-
pen right before horizon crossing, so that after becoming super-horizon the amplitude of
fluctuations freezes and is classically preserved until its reentering into our Hubble horizon.

As we saw, we can use decoherence by the cosmological horizon as a measuring appara-
tus, as long as we have some mass associated to each graviton. We suggest that this effective
mass comes from the Lagrangian and will enable the imprinting of the non-locality of the
entangled state.

Take the four-point correlation function between scalar fluctuations (inflatons) medi-
ated by graviton exchange (GE), depicted in Fig. 4. As shown in [30] the graviton exchange
can be manifested as a measurable signal in the halo bias. In the calculation of the scattering
amplitude of the shown Feynman diagram of Fig. 3, performed in [59] and used in [30], the

9Since decoherence might only partially occur, i.e. 0 < D < 1, a full collapse to one of the polarization
eigenstates might not occur, but only a partial tendency to it.
10A full quantitative calculation, with cosmological observables, will be presented in a future publication.

— 14 —



sum over all possible polarizations of the graviton is taken, as is standard in QFT calcula-
tions when the polarization of the exchanged particle (graviton in this case) is unknown. The
polarization of the graviton taking part in the GE is known and contained in the fig. 3 and
therefore the overall scattering amplitude might be different. This then could have an effect
on (Ck; Ciy Cies <k4>GE (P), where P represents the polarization of the exchanged graviton. We
can think of this scattering as two inflatons which, at the time right before horizon crossing,
feel some local curvature generated by the mediating graviton. Since the tensor polarizations
correspond to the directions in which these local spacetime oscillations occur, + and X, one
can picture a qualitative difference when the scattered inflatons “feel” this oscillatory feature.

We suggest that it is the mass of the incoming inflatons right around the time of the
graviton exchange that gives an effective mass to the graviton so that it can radiate soft
gravitons that fall through the horizon Hxl, and make it decohere through the mechanism
presented in the previous section. For decoherence to become effective while the GE occurs,
the time of decoherence should be comparable with the characteristic time scale of gravitation,
for example if

1
Tp ~tgg ~ — . 4.10
Mo (4.10)
From Egs. (4.8, 4.9) and 4.10, taking comoving distance in comoving coordinates d=
d/a(n) and conformal time 7 = T'/a(n), and substituting a(n) = Ry/n at the time around
horizon crossing |n| ~ k~! for a mode of fixed comoving wavenumber k, we obtain the
following relation (besides order one factors):

m2 1/4 m2 1/4 5/4
kp~o [ — ~ H 4.11
b (MPI R%) (MP1> A (4.11)

As mentioned, the effective mass of the decohering graviton would be twice the mass of the

incoming inflatons, i.e. m = mgfyf) R mSC) + mgo. kp represents the modes that upon arrival

of the two inflatons, would decohere right before horizon crossing. Taking m ~ 1073 Mp; and
Hp ~ 5/1\/2, yields:
ko~ 10732658 « 1 (4.12)

This number is expected to be small, and thus the modes that decohere while the GE takes
place and could imprint the gravitons polarization are those corresponding to large scales.
Also note that the graviton could decohere also with Hawking radiation.

Let as now put together this possible imprinting with the fact that the graviton tak-
ing part in the GE has an entangled partner'!. Concretely, imagine that Alice’s graviton
decoheres because of the which-path information obtained by the cosmological horizon i.e.
D4 > 0, and collapses to “cross” polarization, x. Now, only the “cross” term will contribute
to the GE correlation through Alice’s graviton, (Ck, Ck,Cks Ck4>§E (x). And more importantly,
from the moment D 4 has become effective, some other scattering of two new inflatons through
GE of Bob’s graviton will undergo exactly the same effect, i.e. only (Ck, Ck,Cks Ck4>gE (x) will
contribute. In this way, because of the fact that there was an entangled 2-state between
gravitons A and B, a spatial preference could have been formed. This preference would not
have been there if our theory had preserved locality, or if we did not have an entangled state.

'Self coupling of the inflaton is negligible compared to GE (enters in four point function (Ci, Cicy Cies Ciey ))-
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Final observer
(halo bias)

- (e, Ces e 4>G.E\

Figure 4. Schema of the imprinting process described in Sec. 4.3 and 4.4. The entangled state
(in graviton polarizations) |¥) is transmitted to two separate spatial locations. Around the time of
horizon crossing, two inflatons arrive and give some effective mass to each graviton while undergoing
scattering by GE. This effective mass produces the radiation of soft gravitons (represented by the red,
wavy line) through the horizon HXl, and makes the entangled state decohere. This is represented for
the case of graviton A, by D4, which collapses to x polarization. The blue, dotted arrow represents
the instantaneous effect of collapse to x polarization of graviton B due to the entanglement. This
effect then remains on the 4-point function (Cx, Ck, ks, Ck4>iljjB. The fluctuations freeze after horizon
crossing, and classically transmit this “spatial preference” (from polarization preference) to a final
“observer” after the end of inflation (7 = 0). In our case, this final observer could be the correlation
between 4-point functions A and B in the halo bias (calculated in [30]).

This is shown in Fig. 4.

Let us interpret this process as follows: If we think that the “graviton” in Fig. 3 is,
in reality our two gravitons that are emitted in two different directions to lab Alice and lab
Bob, then the two Feymann diagrams are in reality the two measures that we need to do
for each lab, i.e., where we will do a measure and they will be in the two sub-halos of patch
A(lice) and B(ob).

5 Conclusions

We have presented a mechanism during the inflation period to generate entangled states of
gravitons using the inflaton field as a “pump”. This entangled states can then be measured
at a Kkilling horizon, thus resulting in a observational feature of quantumness in the early
Universe. Note that our effect is due to second order effects; we have a non-trivial effect
due to the derivatives on the two scalar fluctuations and this provides a fingerprint that
depends on the polarization of the graviton that Alice and/or Bob measured in their patch.
We have proposed possible signatures in the halo bias due to graviton exchange, but it is also
possible to speculate that this signature could manifest in the intrinsic alignment of galaxies
or influence the spin of black holes if a primordial population exists during inflation. We will
quantify the observational signatures in a future publication.
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