arXiv:astro-ph/0602137 v3 9 Jun 2006

Deciphering Inflation with Gravitational Waves: Cosmic Microwave Background Polarization vs. Direct Detection with Laser Interferometers

Tristan L. Smith^1, Hiranya V. Peiris^{2∗}, Asantha Cooray^3 1California Institute of Technology, Mail Code 130-33, Pasadena, CA 91125 2Kavli Institute for Cosmological Physics and Enrico Fermi Institute, University of Chicago, Chicago IL 60637 3Center for Cosmology, Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Irvine, CA 92697 (Dated: June 9, 2006)

A detection of the primordial gravitational wave background is considered to be the “smoking-gun” evidence for inflation. While super-horizon waves are probed with cosmic microwave background (CMB) polarization, the relic background will be studied with laser interferometers. The long lever arm spanned by the two techniques improves constraints on the inflationary potential and validation of consistency relations expected under inflation. If gravitational waves with a tensor-to-scalar amplitude ratio greater than 0.01 are detected by the CMB, then a direct detection experiment with a sensitivity consistent with current concept studies should be pursued vigorously. If no primordial tensors are detected by the CMB, a direct detection experiment to understand the simplest form of inflation must have a sensitivity improved by two to three orders of magnitude over current plans.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent high precision measurements of the cosmic microwave background (CMB) anisotropy power spectrum [1] have confirmed inflation [2] as the dominant paradigm to explain the origin of primordial fluctuations with a nearly scale-invariant spectrum. In addition to density perturbations, inflationary models predict a stochastic background of gravitational waves [3, 4] with the amplitude of the gravitational wave background given by the height of the inflaton potential when relevant modes exit the horizon.

Inflationary gravitational waves with wavelengths comparable to the horizon size are now being sought via ground-based CMB polarization experiments [5], and eventually with a dedicated satellite generally named CMBPol [6]. In addition to the CMB effort, concept studies are now underway to investigate the possibility of directly detecting the relic background with a laser interferometer in space (Big Bang Observer [7]; for the DECIGO proposal in Japan, see Ref. [8]). The direct detection technique will be sensitive to modes with wavelengths roughly an arm length of the interferometer. Based on the expected foreground confusion and technological improvements, current concept studies aim for the frequency regime between 0.1 Hz to a few Hz. Since physical scales probed by the CMB and laser interferometers differ by ∼17 orders of magnitude in wavelength, the large lever arm produced by combining the two techniques allows the inflaton potential to be pinned down better than any single method [9, 10, 11, 12].

Here, we consider two separate studies on inflation using the combined information from CMB and direct detection experiments. First, based on a Monte Carlo description of the inflationary dynamics, we study the relative abilities of the CMB and a direct detection method

∗Hubble Fellow, hiranya@cfcp.uchicago.edu

to probe the inflaton potential in detail by making no assumptions on the power-law behavior [10] or on a model shape for the potential [11]. We first consider inflationary models allowed by CMB data, making use of constraints on both the scalar and tensor spectrum, and address if laser interferometers can further improve the identification of potentials. For the CMB, we make use of the expected level of uncertainty with Planck [30], a possible detection with CMBPol, and the foreground-limit from CMBPol. For details on the potential detectability of the tensor amplitude with CMB polarization observations, we refer the reader to Ref. [21]. For the direct detection experiments, we make use of predictions related to BBO and DECIGO [13]. Since our goal is to see how the simplest models of inflation can be constrained, our comparisons are for a general single-field potential in the slow-roll regime.

In the second part of the paper, we drop all assumptions related to single-field slow-roll inflation and study how well the CMB and the direct detection experiments can be combined to constrain the single-field consistency relation between tensor spectral index and the ratio of tensor-to-scalar amplitudes for single-field inflationary models. Previous work on this possibility is found in Ref. [23] where the test was limited to simply the information on the tensor spectral index from CMB data alone. We show the extent to which a CMB-only analysis can be improved by adding direct-detection information as the latter allows a better determination of the tensor spectral index.

This paper is organized as follows: In the next Section, we present the Monte Carlo modeling of the inflationary potential that satisfy both detections or limits at CMB and laser interferometer scales. In Section III, we discuss a fundamental test of single-field slow-roll inflation, involving the consistency relation between tensor-to-scalar ratio and the tensor spectral index. We conclude with a brief summary of our results in Section IV.

II. MONTE CARLO CALCULATIONAL METHOD

To calculate observable spectra, we make use of a Monte Carlo technique to formulate the inflationary dynamics through an infinite hierarchy of flow equations involving the generalized “Hubble Slow Roll” (HSR) parameters [14, 15, 16, 17]. We link the Hubble parameter directly to the field ϕ instead of time, H ≡ H(ϕ), under the assumption that ϕ is monotonic in time. The equation of motion for the background is

[H^′(ϕ)]^2 − 12π m^2_{Pl}

H^2(ϕ) = −

32π^2 m^4_{Pl}

V (ϕ) , (1)

where the inflaton field evolves as ϕ̇ = −m^2_{Pl}H^′(ϕ)/4π. Here, an overdot corresponds to the time derivative and a prime denotes the derivative with respect to ϕ. The advantage of this formulation is that one can study the generic behavior of slow roll single field inflation without assuming a particular shape for the potential, except for the assumption of a single field. In terms of the HSR parameters^ℓλ_H , the dynamics of inflation is described through: ϵ(ϕ) ≡ m^2_{Pl} 4π [ H^′(ϕ) H(ϕ) ]_2

; (2) ℓλ_H ≡ ( m^2_{Pl} 4π )_ℓ (H^′)^{ℓ−1} H^ℓ d^{(ℓ+1)}H dϕ^{(ℓ+1)} ; ℓ ≥ 1. (3)

Substituting equation (3) in equation (1) gives the inflaton potential

V (ϕ) = ( 3m^2_{Pl}H^2 (ϕ) 8π ) [ 1 − 1 3 ϵ (ϕ) ] . (4)

The trajectories of the flow parameters are now governed by a set of coupled first order differential equations. In practice, one has to truncate the infinite hierarchy at some finite order; in this paper we retain terms up to 10th order. Truncating the hierarchy of flow parameters at the term^M λ_H means that^{M+1}λ_H = 0 at all times as well. From Eq. 3, it also follows that d^{(M+2)}H/dϕ^{(M+2)} = 0 at all times. This simply describes a polynomial of order M + 1 in H(ϕ) [18] with

H(ϕ) = H_0 [ 1 + A_1 ( ϕ m_{Pl} ) + ... + A_{M+1} ( ϕ m_{Pl} )_{M+1}] . (5) Further, from the definition of ϵ(ϕ), ϵ(ϕ) = m^2_{Pl} 4π (6) × [ (A_1/m_{Pl}) + ... + (M + 1) (A_{M+1}/m_{Pl}) (ϕ/m_{Pl})^M 1 + A_1 (ϕ/m_{Pl}) + ... + A_{M+1} (ϕ/m_{Pl})^{M+1}

]_2 , when the coefficients A_i, with i > 1, are written in terms of the initial values of the HSR parameters as

A_{ℓ+1} = (4π)^{ℓ ℓ}λ_{H,0} (ℓ + 1)! A^{ℓ−1}_1

, (7)

where A_1 = √ 4πϵ_0 specifies the direction the field is rolling. These slow roll parameters require a prior assumption on the ranges of values taken. In the absence of any a priori theoretical knowledge, one can assume flat priors with the requirement that the potential satisfies the slow-roll condition; the latter is simply a statement about the smoothness of the potential. Since we are not attempting to make any statements about the measure of inflationary trajectories, but simply use the method as a Monte Carlo generator for potentials satisfying the slow roll conditions, such an assumption is justified. This work does not depend on the density of potentials as a function of tensor-to-scalar ratio, which is determined by the measure on the initial conditions.

Without loss of generality, we can pick some fiducial physical scale that corresponds to ϕ_{CMB}, which we take to be at k_{CMB} = 0.002 Mpc^{−1}. Then, with the above convention, ϕ > ϕ_{CMB} corresponds to scales larger than k_{CMB} (i.e. going further back in time), and ϕ < ϕ_{CMB} corresponds to smaller scales. The physical wavenumber is associated with a value of ϕ through dϕ d ln k = − m_{Pl} 2 √ π √ ϵ 1 − ϵ , (8)

while the number of e-folds before the end of inflation, N , comes from dϕ/dN = m_{Pl} √ ϵ/2 √ π, with the convention that N increases as one goes further back in time. Here, we require that each potential generated by the Monte Carlo flows provide at least N = 55 e-folds of inflation. For potentials where inflation ends through the breakdown of slow-roll, the CMB observables are calculated at 55 e-folds before the end of inflation; for potentials corresponding to the hybrid case, the CMB observables are arbitrarily calculated at the 600th e-fold, assuming inflation ends at 655 e-folds through an orthogonal mechanism.

The standard observables are given in terms of the flow parameters to second order in the slow roll [19, 20]:

n_s = 1 + 2η − 4ϵ − 2(1 + C)ϵ^2 (9) − (3 − 5C) 2 ϵη + (3 − C) 2 ξ r = 16ϵ [1 + 2C(ϵ − η)] (10) n_t = −2ϵ − (3 + C)ϵ^2 + (1 + C)ϵη , (11)

where n_s, r, and n_t are the tilt of the scalar spectrum, tensor-to-scalar ratio, and the tilt of the tensor spectrum, respectively. Additionally, we consider the running of the scalar tilt with dn_s d ln k = − 1 1 − ϵ { 2 dη dN − [4 + 4 (1 + C) ϵ] dϵ dN (12) − (3 − 5C) 2 ( ϵ dη dN + η dϵ dN ) + (3 − C) 2 dξ dN } ,

FIG. 1: The set of potentials satisfying 0.9 < ns < 1.0 from the Monte Carlo flow simulations: Left: constraints from Planck with r = 0.02 ± 0.01, dns/d ln k = 0.0 ± 0.01, BBO-standard, BBO-grand (factor 10 more sensitive than BBO-standard) Center: constraints from CMBPol with optimistic foregrounds [21]: r = 0.001 ± 0.0003, dns/d ln k = 0.0 ± 0.005, BBO-standard, BBOgrand, and Right: the sensitivity limit due to foregrounds for CMBPol with r < 10^{−4} and DECIGO (factor 400 more sensitive than BBO-standard). Color coding: red and blue denote the CMB experiment without and with the dns/d ln k constraint, respectively. Green: BBO-standard. Black: BBO-grand (Left, Center) and DECIGO (Right). The direct detection constraints are applied to the tensor amplitude and tilt at 1 Hz, following the procedure described in the text. If a particular color does not appear in a plot, it has been overwritten by the next tightest constraint, and the latter is therefore not helpful in constraining the potential. The meaning of the color coding is further clarified in the text. Here ϕ = 0 corresponds to CMB scales while curves end at ϕ < 0 corresponding to a frequency of 1 Hz probed by direct detection methods.

where dϵ/dN = 2ϵ(η−ϵ), dη/dN = −ϵη+ξ, and dξ/dN = ξ(η − 2ϵ) +^3λ_H . Here and above, C = 4(ln 2 + γ) − 5 and γ = 0.5772 is the Euler-Mascheroni Constant, η =^1λ_H , and ξ =^2λ_H .

For direct detection experiments, we take a fiducial frequency of f = 1 Hz with k_{dir} = 6.47 × 10^{14} Mpc^{−1} for observations. With ln(k_{dir}/k_{CMB}) = 40.3 the large lever arm is expected to improve constraints on the inflationary model [11]. The direct detection observables are calculated from the potentials by finding the ϕ corresponding to ln(k_{dir}/k_{CMB}) = 40.3. In these experiments, at 1 Hz, the signal-to-noise ratio for a detection of the gravitational wave background is SNR = X(Ω_{GW}/10^{−18}), where X is ∼ 0.25, 2.5, and 100 for concept study designs involving a standard BBO, an optimistic version of BBO, and DECIGO. The last two possibilities improve sensitivities through multiple detector correlations. The uncertainty of the tensor spectral index at 1 Hz is taken to be σn_T ∼ 6/SNR [13].

Fig. 1 shows a set of potentials from the Monte Carlo flow simulations that satisfy levels of tensor and scalar modes reachable by Planck, a CMBPol-style polarization satellite designed to probe primordial gravity waves [21], and the foreground limit of this satellite. We show all potentials with 0.9 < n_s < 1.0, though in practice the CMB measurements will also yield strong constraints on this parameter. In Fig. 1 we also show the improvement in constraints on the potential using information from direct detection experiments with uncertainties in the tensor amplitude and tilt calculated following results of the analysis in Ref. [13].

In Fig. 1, the potentials generated by the Monte-Carlo process are color-coded in the following way. First, all potentials with 0.9 < n_s < 1.0 which are not ruled out by applying the constraints on r from the CMB experiment are shown in red. Then the potentials which are not ruled out by further applying the dn_s/d ln k constraint from the CMB experiment are over-plotted in blue. Next, the potentials which are not eliminated by adding the constraint from BBO-standard on the tensor amplitude and tilt to the CMB experiment are over-plotted in green. Finally, the potentials which are not eliminated by adding the constraints from either BBO-grand (left, centre) or DE- CIGO (right) to the CMB experiment are over-plotted in black. At each stage, the elimination of a larger fraction of potentials indicates the usefulness of the extra constraints. If a particular color does not appear in a given panel, it means that all potentials have been overwritten by the next tightest constraint, and therefore the next tightest constraint does not aid in constraining the potential. Therefore, while the combination of Planck and BBO-standard, and especially BBO-grand, leads to an improvement in constraints on the potential, these direct detection experiments do not compete at all with CMBPol either in the case of a detection at r = 0.001 or the limit of r < 10^{−4} at CMB scales. A more sensitive experiment such as DECIGO probing Ω_{GW}h^2 > 10^{−20} competes well with CMBPol if r ≲ 0.01 and is both desirable and useful to understand inflation.

III. A FUNDAMENTAL TEST OF SLOW-ROLL INFLATION

To further understand the usefulness of a direct detection experiment, we also study how well the inflationary single-field consistency condition can be tested [23], as any departure can capture important physics [27]. We define R ≡ −r/8n_t so that R = 1 corresponds to the consistency relation. The uncertainty in determining R (given R = 1 as the fiducial value) can be written in terms of uncertainty in measurements of r and n_t assum-

FIG. 2: Left: The mapping between tensor-to-scalar ratio r at CMB scales and ΩGW h^2 at 1 Hz for a direct detection. The gray shaded region shows the uncertainty implied with ns = 0.95 ± 0.1 [22] by keeping terms up to second order (running of the tensor spectral index) in the slow-roll power-law expansion. We include the line ‘Unphysical for inflation’ to indicate the region above which nt > 0. The three horizontal curves are the 2σ detection amplitudes for BBO-standard, BBO-grand, and DECIGO in solid, dashed, and dotted lines respectively. In these three experiments, at 1 Hz, the signal-to-noise ratio for detecting the gravitational wave background is SNR = X(ΩGW /10^{−18} ), with values for X shown in the panel. Right: The 1σ uncertainty in the single-field consistency relation R ≡ −r/8nt. The thin lines follow laser interferometers in the right panel, showing the error expected by combining direct detection measurements of nt with CMBPol measurements of the tensor-to-scalar ratio, r. The two thick lines indicate errors in R when nt is determined from CMB alone. The thick solid curve corresponds to the expected accuracy of ESA’s Planck satellite, the thick dashed curve corresponds to CMBPol. The shaded region indicates a 50% determination of the consistency relation (R = 1.0±0.5). For direct-detection observations, sensitivity is degraded at large r because of an increase in the uncertainty of the importance of the running of the tensor spectral index from direct detection scales to CMB scales; at small r, the accuracy with which R can be determined is dominated by the error in measuring nt with CMB [23] and laser interferometers [13], where the latter is σn_t ∝ 1/r.

ing these are uncorrelated,

σ_R = [ σ^2_r + 64σ^2_{nt} ]_{1/2} r^{−1}. (13)

A 10% determination of R with the expected value of unity requires measuring n_t with an uncertainty of σ_{nt} ∼ 0.0125r. Using tables of Ref. [21], CMBPol with a 10% foreground contamination and r = 0.01 gives R = 1.0 ± 80. The obstacle is the inability of CMB polarization observations to measure n_t precisely, since polarization anisotropies probe a limited range in the underlying tensor spectrum modes, and the range probed is also contaminated by cosmic shear [24].

When combining with a direct detection experiment, however, the situation improves significantly. We calculate the 1σ error expected in R at CMB scales based on a determination of n_t from direct detection scales and a determination of r by CMBPol. In Ref. [13] it was shown that a laser interferometer (whose sensitivity peaks at ∼ 1 Hz) would be able to determine the spectral tilt of a gravitational wave background, with an amplitude Ω_{GW}, to an accuracy of σ_{nt} = 6 × 10^{−18} XΩ_{GW} h^2

, (14)

where the various values of X corresponding BBOstandard, BBO-grand and DECIGO are shown in Fig. 2 and h is the Hubble parameter today in units of 100 km s^{−1} Mpc^{−1}.

While we take our fiducial model to be single-field slow -roll inflation (i.e. R = 1.0), we make no assumptions about single-field slow-roll inflation when we relate Ω_{GW}h^2 to the tensor-to-scalar ratio. First we relate Ω_{GW}h^2 to the primordial spectrum as in Ref. [11],

Ω_{GW}(k)h^2 = A_{GW}P_t(k), (15)

where P_t(k) is the primordial power spectrum of inflationary gravitational waves, and A_{GW} = 2.74 × 10^{−6}. The factor, A_{GW}, takes into account how the gravitational waves have evolved after re-entering the horizon. The primordial inflationary gravitational wave power spectrum can be approximated as a power law with a running spectral index,

P_t(k) ≈ P_t(k_0) ( k k_0

)_{nt+} 1_{2 αt ln(k/k0)} . (16)

Using the expressions in Eqs. (9-11) to first order in the slow roll parameters along with the expression for the running of the tensor spectral index, α_t,

α_t(k) ≃ 4ϵη − 8ϵ^2, (17) we are able to express n_t and α_t in terms of r and n_s,

P_t(k) ≈ rP_s(k_0) ( k k_0

)_− r_8 [_{1−}(_{(ns−1)+} r_8 )_{ln(k/k0)}] , (18)

where P_s(k_0) is the amplitude of the scalar perturbations at some pivot wavenumber k_0 and all of the spectral quantities are also measured at this wavenumber. For this analysis we take n_s = 0.95 and P_s(k_0) = 2.21 × 10^{−9} at k = 0.002 Mpc^{−1} [1].

Since we must connect a measurement of n_t at BBO scales to the n_t at CMB scales in order to determine R, we must posit some scale-dependent relation between these two measurements. We emphasize that we cannot use the flow equation approach of the previous section here; those equations assume single-field inflation and therefore implicitly embody the consistency relation, whereas here we are attempting to test the single-field assumption. Instead, we assume that the gravitational wave spectrum is close to scale invariant with an unknown, but higher order, running so that n^{BBO}_t ≈ n^{CMB}_t . Since the running of n_t is unlikely to be determined by either the CMB or direct detection we include an additional uncertainty due to the unknown running, ∼ (1/2) ln(k_{dir}/k_{CMB})n^2_t , as in Eq. (17). This leads to a decrease in the sensitivity of direct detection measurements of R at ‘large’ values of r. In particular, the error on our determination of n_t is given by the expression,

σ_{nt} (r) = { [ 6 × 10^{−18} XA_{GW}P_t(k)

]_2 + [ 1 2 ln ( k_{dir} k_{CMB} ) ( r 8 )_2]2 }^{1/2} . (19) Our results are summarized in Fig. 2. The left panel shows the mapping between tensor-to-scalar ratio r at CMB scales and Ω_{GW}h^2 at 1 Hz for a direct detection. After this paper appeared in preprint, another study [29] was submitted, where a criticism was made of a region on this panel, describing it as unphysical. In fact this region is only unphysical if inflation is being assumed as the generating mechanism for tensor modes, and one cannot do that if one is attempting, as we are, to test that assumption in the first place. Therefore we continue to show this region, while indicating that it is unphysical under the assumption of inflation. As shown in the right panel, BBO improves relative to CMBPol alone by a factor of ∼ a few in the uncertainty of R if r ∼ 0.1. This is unlikely to be useful given that current observations already limit r to be below 0.3. A determination of R as 1.0 ± 0.5 is achievable when 10^{−1} ≳ r ≳ 10^{−2} with DECIGO, while if r ∼ 10^{−4}, it is unlikely that even DECIGO would provide a determination of R to a reasonable accuracy. In general, either version of BBO is unlikely to be competitive with CMBPol, and the sensitivity level of DECIGO must be considered as the experimental target goal to pursue a direct detection at ∼ 1 Hz. Further limits on r from the CMB will tighten this conclusion and could only lead to a further increase in required sensitivity unless a detection is made with the CMB at r > 0.01. Our conclusions are independent of the choice of a fiducial frequency between 0.1 Hz and few Hz, but could be subjected to the highly uncertain impact of foregrounds at direct detection frequencies [13]. Additional physics between the CMB and 1 Hz scales [28] only strengthen our conclusions on the required sensitivity for a laser interferometer as these exotic models generally lower the tensor amplitude further.

IV. SUMMARY

To summarize, we have considered the relative strengths of CMB polarization observations and direct detection laser interferometers in constraining the inflaton potential. For single-field slow-roll inflation models, without relying on any particular shape for the potential, we find that direct detection experiments with sensitivities around BBO can improve constraints on inflationary models relative to Planck. However, when combined with CMBPol, these direct detection sensitivities are unlikely to be competitive. While we have not considered exotic models, and a case can certainly be made for a low-sensitivity direct detection experiment based on non-standard descriptions for inflation including models of bubble nucleation [25] and pre-Big Bang descriptions [26], it is also important to understand first how these experiments test the simplest forms of inflation.

In this context, we also discuss a determination of the single-field slow-roll consistency relation, which is a way to establish an underlying model within the inflationary paradigm to probe physics at the earliest times of the Universe. In general, we find an experiment like DE- CIGO, with sensitivity level of Ω_{GW}h^2 > 10^{−20} to be the preferred option; however, it is unlikely that the consistency relation will be determined to the accuracy needed to see loop corrections [27], unless the tensor-to-scalar ratio is greater than 0.05 and loop corrections are at the level of 10% or more.

Acknowledgments

After completing this paper, we became aware of the preprint [29] on the same topic using an approach similar to ours; we thank George Efstathiou for useful discussions on their calculation. We thank Richard Easther and Naoki Seto for useful discussions. HVP is supported by NASA through Hubble Fellowship grant #HF-01177.01- A awarded by the Space Telescope Science Institute. TLS acknowledges support from the NSF. AC is supported by the DOE at UC Irvine.

[1] D. N. Spergel et al. [WMAP Collaboration], Astrophys.

J. Suppl. 148, 175 (2003); H. V. Peiris et al., Astrophys. J. Suppl. 148, 213 (2003); D. N. Spergel et al. [WMAP Collaboration], astro-ph/0603449; H. Peiris and R. Easther, arXiv:astro-ph/0603587.

[2] A. H. Guth, Phys. Rev. D. 23, 347 (1981); A. Albrecht and P. J. Steinhardt, Phys. Rev. Lett. 48 1220 (1982); A. D. Linde, Phys. Lett. B108, 389 (1982).

[3] L. F. Abbott and M. B. Wise, Nucl. Phys. B244, 541 (1984); A. Starobinskii, Sov. Astron. Lett 11, 133 (1985).

[4] A. Starobinskii, JETP Lett. 30, 682 (1979). [5] M. Kamionkowski, A. Kosowsky and A. Stebbins, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 78, 2058 (1997); U. Seljak and M. Zaldarriaga, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 2054 (1997).

[6] J. Bock et al., arXiv:astro-ph/0604101. Also, www.science.doe.gov/hep/TFCRreport.pdf [7] URL universe.nasa.gov/program/bbo.html [8] N. Seto, S. Kawamura and T. Nakamura, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 87, 221103 (2001).

[9] M. S. Turner, Phys. Rev. D 55, 435 (1997); [10] C. Ungarelli, P. Corasaniti, R. A. Mercer and A. Vecchio, Class. Quant. Grav. 22, S955 (2005).

[11] T. L. Smith, M. Kamionkowski and A. Cooray, Phys.

Rev. D 73, 023504 (2006) [arXiv:astro-ph/0506422]. [12] A. Cooray, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 20, 2503 (2005) [arXiv:astro-ph/0503118].

[13] N. Seto, arXiv:gr-qc/0510067; H. Kudoh, A. Taruya, T. Hiramatsu, and Y. Himemoto, gr-qc/0511145.

[14] D. J. Schwarz, C. A. Terrero-Escalante and A. A. Garcia, Phys. Lett. B 517, 243 (2001).

[15] M. B. Hoffman and M. S. Turner, Phys. Rev. D 64, 023506 (2001) [arXiv:astro-ph/0006321].

[16] W. H. Kinney, Phys. Rev. D 66, 083508 (2002).

[17] R. Easther and W. H. Kinney, Phys. Rev. D 67, 043511 (2003) [arXiv:astro-ph/0210345].

[18] A. R. Liddle, Phys. Rev. D 68, 103504 (2003). [19] E. D. Stewart and D. H. Lyth, Phys. Lett. B 302, 171 (1993) [arXiv:gr-qc/9302019].

[20] A. R. Liddle, P. Parsons and J. D. Barrow, Phys. Rev. D 50, 7222 (1994) [arXiv:astro-ph/9408015].

[21] L. Verde, H. Peiris and R. Jimenez, arXiv:astro-ph/0506036.

[22] U. Seljak et al. (2004), astro-ph/0407372. [23] Y.-S. Song and L. Knox, Phys. Rev. D 68, 043518 (2003) [arXiv:astro-ph/0305411].

[24] L. Knox and Y.S. Song, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 011303 (2002); M. Kesden, A. Cooray, and M. Kamionkowski, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 011304 (2002).

[25] M. S. Turner and F. Wilczek, Phys. Rev. Lett.

65, 3080 (1990); M. Kamionkowski, A. Kosowsky and M. S. Turner, Phys. Rev. D 49, 2837 (1994) [arXiv:astro-ph/9310044]. A. Kosowsky and M. S. Turner, Phys. Rev. D 47, 4372 (1993) [arXiv:astro-ph/9211004]; T. Biswas and A. Notari, arXiv:hep-ph/0511207;

[26] M. Gasperini and G. Veneziano, Phys. Rept. 373, 1 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0207130].

[27] N. Kaloper, M. Kleban, A. Lawrence, and S. Shenker, Phys. Rev. D 66, 123510 (2002).

[28] L. A. Boyle and P. J. Steinhardt, arXiv:astro-ph/0512014.

[29] S. Chongchitnan and G. Efstathiou, Phys. Rev. D 73, 083511 (2006) [arXiv:astro-ph/0602594].

[30] http://www.rssd.esa.int/SA/PLANCK/docs/Bluebook- ESA-SCI(2005)1.pdf