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Can Cosmology Provide a Test of Quantum Mechanics?
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Abstract

Inflation predicts that quantum fluctuations determine the large scale structure of the Universe.
This raises the striking possibility that quantum mechanics, developed to describe nature at short
distances, can be tested by studying nature at its most immense — cosmology. We illustrate the
potential of such a test by adapting the simplest form of the inflationary paradigm. A nonlinear
generalization of quantum mechanics modifies predictions for the cosmological power spectrum. If
we assume that the nonlinear parameter b is a comoving quantity observational cosmology, within
the context of single field inflation, is sufficiently precise to place a stringent limit, b < 3 x 10737

eV, on the current, physical size of the nonlinear term.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum mechanics may be the most successful theory in all physics. It has been ap-
plied successfully to widely diverse situations and each successful prediction in an atomic,
or quantum electrodynamic context is of course a test of quantum mechanics. It is, how-
ever, difficult to subject the fundamental theory to precision tests. All theories benefit
from having an alternative to serve as a foil. This is neither easy nor commonly done for
quantum mechanics. In the words of Steven Weinberg [1§],

“Considering the pervasive importance of quantum mechanics in modern physics, it is
odd how rarely one hears of efforts to test quantum mechanics experimentally with high
precision . . . it ought to be possible to test quantum mechanics more stringently than
any individual quantum theory . . . . Perhaps we can formulate experiments that would
show up departures from quantum mechanics itself.”

It is important to find venues where we can test our most basic assumptions and
theories. The cosmos presents us with one new arena. A spectacular, and naively counter
intuitive, prediction of inflation is that the large scale structure of our Universe originates
from primordial, microscopic quantum fluctuations of the inflaton field ¢ which drives
inflation. This is possible because of inflation’s ability to stretch small regions of space to
enormous size. The picture receives strong support from recent experiments [I3]. Data
show we are in the age of precision cosmology and confirm, to good accuracy, this cardinal
prediction of inflation — the imprint of quantum mechanics on the Universe.

The successful inflationary, quantum mechanical prediction of the power spectrum
offers the novel and surprising possibility that cosmological data can be used to test
Quantum Mechanics! To illustrate the feasibility of such a program we accept the single
field inflation model and study its predictions for a modification of Quantum Mechanics
incorporating a non-linear addition. This modification introduces corrections to the power
spectrum. Cosmological data put a very tight limit on the magnitude of the non-linear

term, a limit which exceeds in precision limits derived from table top experiments in the



lab. This shows that, in principal, the Universe can provide a precision test of Quantum
Mechanics.

We adopt the single field, slow roll model of inflation and start from the action of
the scalar inflaton field in a Friedmann Lemaitre Robertson Walker (FLRW) background
characterized by the scale factor a(t). We work in flat gauge, follow the standard treat-
ment, and write the inflaton field as ¢ = ¢. + dp(x) where d¢(x) is the deviation from
a uniform background. The action is then expanded, to second order, in the perturbed
inflaton field v(z) with d¢(z) = v(*)/a. Slow roll correction terms are neglected. Care
must be taken in properly defining variables such as v, to ensure that we are calculating
physical effects rather than gauge artifacts. Finally we perform a Fourier transform to k

space and arrive at the classical action

S = %/deP’k {(U;f - (k2 - %) vi} | (1)

Primes denote differentiation with respect to conformal time 7 and k/a is the physical
wavenumber (inverse wavelength) of each mode. Details of the steps involved are found
in standard treatments of inflationary cosmology. The equations of motion following from

Eq. lead to a simplified Mukhanov-Sasaki |9, 12, 15| equation for vy, !

a//

vy + (k* — E)Uk = 0. (2)

Since vy, is complex Eq. represents two equations one each for the real and imaginary
parts(v}' and v}) of vy. During the early quasi-de Sitter, slow roll phase of inflation,
a” [ is proportional to 1/-2 becoming very small at early times 7 — —oo. We recognize
Eq. and Eq. as those of a classical harmonic oscillator (HO) with time dependent

frequency and potential

V(op, 7, k) = <k:2 _ %) 2. (3)

I Because ¢ is real, ’UE = v_j which gives rise to Eq. with vz dependent only on the magnitude k.



In the limit 7 — —oo this becomes a simple harmonic oscillator (SHO). The discussion
to this point has been purely classical.

Eq. determines the evolution of the fluctuations but does not set their size. This is
where quantum mechanics makes its entrance. In the quantum regime, fluctuations are
inevitable and if we have the proper quantum model we can calculate the size of those
fluctuations. Think of the SHO where quantum fluctuations of the position around the
potential minimum gives (x?) = ﬁ Eq. embodies the physical picture of quantum
fluctuations arising early in the Universe and then growing with inflation only to exit
the horizon and freeze out. Eons after inflation has ended these fluctuations re-enter our
horizon and begin the process of collapsing into today’s structures.

Quantization is achieved by first defining a canonical momentum and Hamilton with

pr = % =1}, (4)

giving rise to the Hamiltonian

"
H= [ & [pﬁ + o2 <k2 - %)} = /d3k7-t (5)

Creation and annihilation operators are then introduced. (Many discussions introduce
these operators before the Fourier transform to k space but this is a matter of choice. We
chose to develop the classical picture as far as possible before introducing quantization.)

The quantization of the SHO at early times leads to the fluctuations (v}) = L fixing

the magnitude of v,. The solution to Eq. is now

o(r) = \/%ek (1 - ];—T) | (6)

An important measure of fluctuations in density is the power spectrum
3 2 K’ 2
P(k) = k{jopel") = —5 (k") ]r—o0. (7)
For a de Sitter universe, one finds the scale free behavior
P(k) = Ak™! (8)
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with n = 1. The coefficient A contains a factor of A making the quantum nature of
the prediction explicit. Henceforth we take h = 1. Depending on the precise model for
inflation there will be corrections to Eq. . Most importantly, slow roll inflation moves
n slightly below 1. The exact shift depends on details of the inflationary potential. The
Planck data gives n = 0.9655 & 0.0062 [13].

Another property of quantum mechanics needed for the prediction of Eq. is that
fluctuations for different values of k (e.g. k and k') are independent of each other. This

property is usually attributed to the linear nature of quantum mechanics.

II. NONLINEAR QUANTUM MECHANICS (NLQM)

How sensitive is P (k) to the detailed quantum nature of the fluctuations? One way
of answering this question is to use a generalization of quantum mechanics which makes
testable predictions for the power spectrum and to compare these predictions to those of
standard quantum mechanics.

The logical structure of quantum mechanics is rigid and this rigidity makes it difficult
to match its successes with a modified theory. What can an imagined change or correction
to quantum mechanics look like? Because almost all physical linear theories have, at some
level, nonlinear corrections, it is natural to ask if there exists small nonlinear corrections
to quantum mechanics. This is more challenging to do than to say, since it is difficult to
add nonlinear terms and maintain sensible physical interpretation. Nevertheless, several
authors have tried [2, [I8]. While there are reasons to be uncomfortable with the nonlin-
earities (see [II, 4l 5] [7, 4] for discussions and many references) physics requires testing
not comfort.

The chief source of discomfort is the predicted existence of superluminal signaling
[4, [14] although there are claims (see [7] for discussion and further references) that this is
not immediately disqualifying. Furthermore unpalatable consequences should be subject

to experimental tests and we know of no high precision tests ruling out superluminal



signalling arising from nonlinearities. For example, Gisin’s experiment (see discussion
in [7]) showing superluminal signaling would take an extremely long time to conduct
given present limits on the non linear parameters. It is therefore interesting to examine
what cosmology has to say about this. Remarkably the simplest picture of inflation says
something significant.

Bialynicki-Birula and Mycielski were able to formulate a nonlinear generalization of the
Schrodinger equation with an acceptable interpretation [2] . They suggested replacing the

standard Schrédinger equation with the following nonlinear version.

%v%(n t) = V(z,t)¥ — b (r,)In(|¥(r, t)*d) = —ih0,¥(r,t) (9)

The constant b, with dimensions of energy, is a universal, positive constant, while d, with
dimensions such that W2d is dimensionless, has no physical significance and only adds a
phase to the wavefunction. This choice of nonlinearity preserves several desirable proper-
ties of quantum mechanics, i.e. factorization of wavefunctions, existence of a lower energy
bound and the Planck relation £ = hw. There are also Gaussian solutions. A general
pathology of nonlinear adjustments to the Schrédinger equation is that noninteracting
particles will influence each other [6]. The logarithmic addition is unique in allowing
factorization of the nonlinear Schrodinger equation for two noninteracting, nonentangled
particles, thus avoiding this pathology. This independence manifests itself in the condition
(vgvr) proportional to oy . (For the remainder of this discussion we adopt quantization
in a box rather than in the continuum.)

Experiments were performed [3, 16 [I7] to find limits on the parameter b with the most
stringent limits establishing b < 3 x 1071 eV [3].

The technical task confronting us is to calculate (|vg|?) in this nonlinear generalization
of quantum mechanics. Because this generalization relies on the Schrodinger equation
rather than creation and annihilation operators (as is most common in cosmology litera-
ture), we quantize in the Schréodinger Picture. The Schrédinger approach has been used

in cosmology by J. Martin [I0] where many calculational details and an extensive set of
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references can be found. See also [§] for earlier relevant work. The Schrédinger picture
was used in an interesting attempt to find cosmological limits for theories of wave func-
tion collapse by comparing collapse predictions to the power spectrum. See [11], which

includes further references on this topic.

III. INFLATON FLUCTUATIONS IN NONLINEAR QUANTUM MECHANICS

Our strategy is to quantize the fluctuations v, by formulating a Schrédinger equation
for Wy (v, 7) following [10]. We then modify this Schrédinger equation by adding the
non-linear term —bW (vy,, 7)In| ¥ (v, 7)]°.

We start with the standard action Eq. but now perform the Fourier decomposition

B O i A ) "

We begin quantization by treating v, and py as operators and imposing the standard

commutation relation between p, and vy
[0k, Prr] = 10k, (11)

which leads to the standard representation

ov
0V = v Wy,  pp¥y = —’ia—k- (12)
Uk
The Schrodinger equation then follows
Z'87"Pk(vk7 T) = ﬁqjk(vka T) = [(ﬁk)Q + V(/Ulm T, k)] \I]k(vka T)7 (13>

We exploited the property of the independence of noninteracting oscillators. This property
is rare in arbitrary nonlinear additions to the Schrédinger equation, but is satisfied by the
nonlinear term of Birula et al. Not surprisingly, given the formal similarity between the

perturbative inflaton action and the action for the HO, Eq. is essentially identical to



the non-relativistic Schrédinger equation for the HO and for which we have a recipe for
modification, Eq. (9). According to [2] the intervention for nonlinearization occurs at this
stage by adding the suggested nonlinear term, bWy (vy, 7)In| ¥y (vg, 7)|?, to the standard

Schrodinger equation. The final Schréodinger equation, including the nonlinear term, is
Vo, Uy, 7) = V (v, )W (0p, 7) — bW (g, T)I| W (0, 7) Pd = —ih0, U (vg, 7)  (14)
We need to calculate

(uutr)Pho = [ oy (62" + ()] . (15)

Since the solution to Eq. with b = 0 is a Gaussian and the solution for a nonzero b
but V(vg, ) independent of 7, is also a Gaussian it is natural, especially for small b, to
try a Gaussian as a solution for the full Eq. . We thus make the Gaussian ansatz for

v} and v} separately and omit the superscripts from now on.
Uy (1,v8) = N(7) GXp(—Q(T)(Uk>2). (16)

with Q(7) = g(7) + ih(7). Normalization of ¥ requires N = (% )1/ *, consistent [8, [10]

r
with the Schrodinger equation, giving

(lvg]*)o = % (17)

Eq. tells us that the functions g and h satisfy

1 1
o= 2(h* - g¢%) + §k2 — = +2bg, (18a)
g = 4gh. (18Db)

These equations do not, as far as we could determine, allow a closed solution but we

can check interesting limits. If b = 0 the solutions gy = % and hy =

1
TR
reproduce the well known results for (v}) obtained from Eq. (6)). For early times T — —o0

the solution to Egs. ish=0and g = % (b +Vb? + kQ). The choice of this solution to



the quadratic equation for g is dictated by imposing the boundary condition that b — 0
is the standard SHO result. This leads to

U(v,7) = e ~F7) (%)i e~ (VPR 4D)) (19)

where
b+Vvb2+ k2 b
is the ground state energy of the SHO in the nonlinear theory [2]. Thus we start out in
the appropriate vacuum (lowest energy) state .
The power spectrum is determined by 7 — 0 and, since b is very small, we approximate

the solutions to Egs. as a power series in b, g = go + bg; + ... and h = hy + bhy + ..
To first order in b we find

T

1 k372 b b
g(T) 0 5]{:27_2 1 1+ E +4E / hl(t) dt s (21)

—0o0

which is readily seen to satisfy Eq. (18b)).
Numerical integration of the system of Eqs. gives

9(r) —> szz (1 +1.7 (%)) (22)

leading to the prediction for the power spectrum

1
Pk) = Ak" ' ——r. 23
(k) 1+1.7% (23)
Slow roll corrections will be the same as for the standard treatment.
We estimate the constraint on b by first rewriting the power spectrum as
AN 1
Plk)=A (—) . (24)
b/ (te) ()

The parameter k, is the (physical) pivot scale for fits to P (k) and the (physical) quantities

bemb and Kemp correspond to /o, and ¥ /a.,., respectively. aemp is the FLRW scale factor at
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FIG. 1: The modified power spectrum, Eq. , is red (solid) and the 20 errors to the
Planck value of n Eq. (8), are blue (dash dot) and green (dash). The central value for n
is black (dotted). For b = 0.001 the modified spectrum just fits inside the 20 limits

recombination. k¢yp, is the physical wavenumber as measured at recombination We then
compare. Eq. with the Planck data via Eq. . Our limit on by, is the largest value
of bemp, for which Eq. sits within the 20 variation on n, n = 0.9655 + 0.0124. We
used the same pivot scale k, = 0.05 Mpc~! and normalized the modified power spectrum
to agree with the Planck parameterization at k,. This results in bemv/k, < 1 x 1072 see

Fig. , setting a limit

bemb < 3 x 10724 eV, (25)

compared to the best terrestrial limit of 3 x 10715 eV.

What is the interpretation of Eq. (25)? (recall bemb = Yacus) Eq. is unusual for
a measurable cosmological quantity. k, appearing in the denominator, is the co-moving
wavenumber not the physical wavenumber. Thus we have to confront the nature of the

parameter b (with dimension of energy). We consider two possibilities (i) b appearing in
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Eq. is a new, universal, fundamental constant of nature which introduces a new scale
into physics and (i7) b is fundamental but is a comoving quantity. We treat these in turn.

In case (i) the power spectrum, Eq. , is a function of the ratio of a physical
quantity with a co-moving quantity. This is usually considered inadmissible but in our
case it has a physical interpretation. Because b is a fundamental physical constant which
breaks diffeomorphism invariance (see below) it introduces a new scale into physics. This
allows for extra time and scale dependence to enter. (A similar result is obtained in [11]
with respect to the new fundamental constant which governs wave function collapse.)
The power spectrum is now time dependent (through its dependence on a(t)) and in
principle allows for the determination of the absolute scale factor of expansion in units of
our new constant b. If we have an independent measurement of b, say from a table top
quantum mechanical experiment, Eq. provides a lower bound on acyy, in units of the
fundamental length 1/b. If the power spectrum fixes a non zero value for b/a.,, we have
a determination of dcy, in units 1/ If the only data point we have is Eq. we cannot
put a limit on b but only on b/acu,.

Now consider possibility (i7) that b is comoving. The formal reason for allowing only the
physical wavenumber to enter into observables is diffeomorphism invariance, an important
requirement of General Relativity. The appearance of factors of ¢/k in Eq. seem to
violate diffeomorphism invariance which, in its simplest form, asserts that physics should
be invariant under the rescaling a — Aa and x — A\~'z. We are considering changes to
quantum mechanics, but are wary about also introducing changes to General Relativity.
Therefore, it is worthwhile to see if we can maintain diffeomorphism invariance.

To analyze this, we examine the properties of b under such transformations. We insist
that the action for each k mode S, = f d7 dvg Ly, from which the modified Schrodinger
Eq. can be derived, is diffeomorphism invariant. £y, the Lagrangian density, is given

by
r LO0T,  OUE O,

= — U, %2 — 0|0 2|0, |2d). 2
F =Y T B oo + V(g 7, k) [V |* — b[ W ["In(| ¥, |*d) (26)
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7, k, and ¢(z), the inflaton field, are assumed to have the standard variations under
a— Aaie k— e, 7 — A7 and ¢(x) — ¢(A~x). The properties of v;, and ¥y can
be determined by the definition of vy in terms of d¢, and the normalization of Wj. This
implies that vy — A2y, and ), — \/*U,. The action will be invariant if £, — \72L,
which will be true if b — Ab.

This means that b is not a true constant but is itself a comoving quantity. This is
unusual but conceivable. For instance b could be proportional to v K where K is the
Gaussian curvature of the Universe. It would thus be comoving and naturally exceedingly
small at the present time. One could imagine that the nonlinear term containing b some-
how arises from quantization of gravity. (The so called constant b varying with the size
of the Universe is also reminiscent of Dirac’s large number hypothesis).

How does this limit relate to the laboratory tests of NLQM? In order to maintain
diffeomorphism invariance we chose to treat the cosmological application of NLQM as
the fundamental appearance of the NLQM parameter b on the physical stage. We mod-
ified Eq. , the appropriate Schréodinger equation for the quantization of the inflaton
fluctuations, by adding the nonlinear term —bWy(vy, 7)In| ¥ (vg, 7)|*d. Maintaining dif-
feomorphism invariance required b to be a comoving quantity. From this point of view
the non-relativistic Eq. @D is now an approximation with b, along with all other quanti-
ties appearing in Eq. @, physical. Thus it will appear in Eq. @D as bpow OT Y/aney. For
terrestrial time scales, a is essentially constant and so b, is a constant as required by

the interpretation of Eq. @ as a candidate NLQM. Since a,., is about 1000 times acmp,
buow 1S /1000 beyp,. From Eq. (25)).

bnow < 3 X 10737 eV, (27)

12



IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The purpose of this note is not to challenge quantum mechanics but to celebrate
modern cosmology. The strides made in experimental and theoretical cosmology in the
past decades have made it a precision science. This precision strongly re-enforces the
inflationary paradigm whose most spectacular result is that the large scale structure of
the Universe is determined by small scale quantum fluctuations. To highlight this striking
prediction we made the optimistic assumption that simple inflation is strictly true and
used it to test quantum mechanics. If we further assume that the fundamental nonlinear
parameter b is comoving we obtain an extremely tight restriction on a specific nonlinear
generalization of quantum mechanics that far exceeds precision laboratory experiments.
We find it highly noteworthy that measurements of large sale structure of the Universe,
within a well defined, if idealized, theoretical framework, provide a precision test of
quantum mechanics. The connection between the Universe and the quantum world is

quite tight.

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank S. Watson, R. Penco, A. Beiter, A. Srivastava and our col-
leagues at Syracuse for discussions. Special thanks are due to C. Armendariz-Picon for

enlightenment and encouragement.

[1] Angelo Bassi and Kasra Hejazi. No-faster-than-light-signaling implies linear evolution. a

re-derivation. European Journal of Physics, 36(5):055027, 2015.

[2] Iwo Bialynicki-Birula and Jerzy Mycielski. Nonlinear wave mechanics. Annals of Physics,

100(1):62 — 93, 1976.

13



3]

4]

15]

[6]

7]

18]

19]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

R. Géhler, A. G. Klein, and A. Zeilinger. Neutron optical tests of nonlinear wave mechanics.
Phys. Rev. A, 23:1611-1617, Apr 1981.
N. Gisin. Weinberg’s non-linear quantum mechanics and supraluminal communications.

Physics Letters A, 143(1):1 — 2, 1990.

Bassam Helou and Yanbei Chen. Extensions of born’s rule to non-linear quantum mechanics,

some of which do not imply superluminal communication. Journal of Physics: Conference

Series, 880(1):012021, 2017.
Chiu Man Ho and Stephen D. H. Hsu. Locality and nonlinear quantum mechanics.

International Journal of Modern Physics A, 30(04n05):1550029, 2015.

Thomas F Jordan. Why quantum dynamics is linear. Journal of Physics: Conference Series,

196(1):012010, 2009.

Claus Kiefer. Functional schrédinger equation for scalar qed. Phys. Rev. D, 45:2044-2056,
Mar 1992.
Hideo Kodama and Misao Sasaki. Cosmological perturbation theory. Progress of Theoretical

Physics Supplement, 78:1-166, 1984.

Jérome Martin. Inflationary Perturbations: The Cosmological Schwinger Effect, pages 193—

241. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2007.

Jérome Martin, Vincent Vennin, and Patrick Peter. Cosmological inflation and the quantum
measurement problem. Phys. Rev. D, 86:103524, Nov 2012.

Viatcheslav F. Mukhanov. Quantum Theory of Gauge Invariant Cosmological Perturbations.

Sov. Phys. JETP, 67:1297-1302, 1988. [Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz.94N7,1(1988)].

Planck Collaboration, P. A. R. Ade, N. Aghanim, M. Arnaud, F. Arroja, M. Ashdown,
J. Aumont, C. Baccigalupi, M. Ballardini, A. J. Banday, and et al. Planck 2015 results.
XX. Constraints on inflation. aap, 594:A20, September 2016.

Joseph Polchinski. Weinberg’s nonlinear quantum mechanics and the einstein-podolsky-

rosen paradox. Phys. Rev. Lett., 66:397-400, Jan 1991.

Misao Sasaki. Gauge-invariant scalar perturbations in the new inflationary universe.

14



Progress of Theoretical Physics, 70(2):394-411, 1983.

[16] Abner Shimony. Proposed neutron interferometer test of some nonlinear variants of wave
mechanics. Phys. Rev. A, 20:394-396, Aug 1979.
[17] C. G. Shull, D. K. Atwood, J. Arthur, and M. A. Horne. Search for a nonlinear variant

of the schréodinger equation by neutron interferometry. Phys. Rev. Lett., 44:765-768, Mar

1980.

[18] Steven Weinberg. Testing quantum mechanics. Annals of Physics, 194(2):336 — 386, 1989.

15



	I Introduction
	II Nonlinear Quantum Mechanics (NLQM)
	III Inflaton Fluctuations in Nonlinear Quantum Mechanics
	IV Summary and Conclusion
	 Acknowledgements
	 

