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Abstract

This paper presents the CMB angular power spectrum obtained using the
CAMB code for three different models of inflation: the Starobinsky inflation-
ary model, the generalized Starobinsky inflationary model, and the chaotic
inflationary model with a step. The results are compared with the most re-
cent data reported for the Planck mission. An analysis of the large (I < 90),
intermediate (90 < 7 < 900), and small (I 2 900) angular scales is performed.
We report the position of the peaks in the intermediate region so as the cos-
mological parameters obtained in each of the models: age of the universe,
Qm, Qb, QA, QK and ns.
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1. Introduction

The Big Bang theory describes the development of the Universe from
a much hotter and denser point to the present. It is supported by solid
observational evidence: the expansion of the Universe, the prediction of light
element abundances, and the existence of the Cosmic Microwave Background
(CMB) radiation. The CMB is a picture of the recombination epoch (370, 000
years after the big bang). The first prediction of the CMB was made by
Alpher and Herman in 1948 [I], and was discovered in 1965 by Penzias and
Wilson [2]. It became one of the most important observational probes of the
Big-bang theory. The CMB is an almost uniform and isotropic radiation
field and shows a perfect black body spectrum at a temperature of 2.72K [3].
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The CMB has fluctuations in a part of 10° that give rise to the structure of
the present Universe [4].

Although the big bang theory stands as a robust and widely accepted ex-
planation for the beginning of our Universe, this theory has three problems
related to its initial conditions, the flatness problem, the horizon problem,
and the monopole problem. To address these concerns, Alan Guth intro-
duced the inflationary theory in 1981 [5]. This theory proposes an epoch of
accelerated expansion preceding the hot stage mentioned in the traditional
Big Bang model. The simplest possibility to produce such epoch is via the
potential energy of a scalar field, and the field ¢ is called the inflaton. There
are several inflationary models with their own scalar potentials, and through
the years studies on which of them are favored by the satellites data have
been made [6] [7, 8, [@]. One notable outcome of inflation is that provides a
mechanism to generate the primordial scalar perturbations and produce an
almost scale invariant scalar power spectrum.

The accurate recreation of the angular power spectrum can judge how
well an inflationary theoretical model works to describe our early Universe,
in this work this recreation is made using the CAMB code [10] I1]. The recent
report by the Planck mission favors the models with a low amount of tensor
perturbations i.e., small values of tensor—to—scalar ratio[12]. For this reason,
the Starobinsky inflationary model [13] has become an important candidate,
however a slight variation of the Starobinsky inflationary model that de-
pends on a parameter p close to the unity improved our results [14] [15], [16].
Recently, Di Valentino and Mersini-Houghton [17] have studied the CMB
angular power spectra for the modified Starobinsky potential in the context
of the quantum landscape multiverse using a modified CAMB code.

We also analyze the chaotic inflationary model with a step, which has
been caused of interest in recent years [18, [19, 20, 21, 22]. Adams and
Cresswell [22], influenced by the existence of potentials that lead to scale
dependent spectra, studied the consequences of introducing a step in the
quadratic potential of the chaotic inflationary model, V(¢) = 3m?¢?. Adding
“features” to the potential can produce scale dependence in the primordial
perturbation spectra [22].

Using the CAMB code we study for each model the three regions of the
CMB angular power spectrum: a) the Sachs—Wolfe plateau region (¢ < 90)
which correspond to large angular scales (6 > 2°), b) the acoustic peak region
(90 < £ < 900), and c) the silk damping region (¢ > 900). It is important
to note that Macorra et al. have used the CAMB code with full COSMO--MC



(MCMC) calculation tzo give a solution to one of the most recent conflicts in
Modern Cosmology: the Hubble tension [23]. Also, Purkayastha et al. have
estimate CMB E mode signal over large angular scales [24].

To study CMB, we utilize the radiation angular power spectrum, which is
both measurable and theoretically predictable. The radiation angular power
spectrum CY is defined by:

Co = {laen|’} (1)

where ay,, are the coefficients of the expansion in spherical harmonics

00 14
% (0,8) = > amYn(6,0), (2)

=1 m=—4

of a dimensionless temperature anisotropy, which is given by

AT g =100 T 3)

where T'(0, ¢) is the microwave background temperature measured in some
direction on the sky and T the mean temperature.

Cy depends only of ¢ since the statistical properties are required to be
independent of the choice of the origin of § — ¢, that is rotational invariance,
or from a physical point of view, isotropy [25]. The larger is ¢, the smaller is
the angular scale at which the spherical harmonics have variation [26].

Also (and it is the case for this article), the Cy spectrum is conventionally

plotted as /(¢ + 1)@72 /27, measuring the power per logarithmic interval in
¢. In such plot, a scale-invariant spectrum looks horizontal [25].

Using the CAMB code we study, for each model, the three regions of the
CMB angular power spectrum:

1.1. The Sachs-—Wolfe plateau region (¢ < 90)

At this scale (large scale), also called the horizon scale, anisotropies reflect
the initial conditions since they have not evolved significantly.

Assuming a nearly scale-invariant spectrum of density perturbations in
early times (ng =~ 1), meaning gravitational potential fluctuations that are
independent of k, then ¢(¢ + 1)Cy remains constant at low fg. This effect
is more evident when the multipole axis is plotted logarithmically, as did in
this article.



Time variation in potentials, associated with time-dependent metric per-
turbations, causes an increase in the Cyg at the lowest multipoles, influenced
by any deviation from a total equation of state w = 0. The Dark Energy
's dominance at low redshift causes the lowest Is to rise above the plateau,
known as the ‘integrated Sachs—Wolfe effect” or ISW Rise, confirmed through
correlations between large—angle anisotropies and large—scale structure.

In summary, the mechanism generating primordial perturbations pro-
duces scalar, vector, and tensor modes. While vector modes and tensors de-
cay with the expansion of the Universe, their contribution to the low ¢ signal,
especially gravity waves, can be challenging to distinguish from other effects.
However, polarization information can help differentiate tensor modes [27].

1.2. The acoustic peak region (90 < ¢ < 900)

The intricate patterns observed in the anisotropy spectrum on interme-
diate scales can be attributed to gravity—driven acoustic oscillations that
occurred prior to the neutralization of atoms in the universe. The frozen—in
phases of these sound waves leave an imprint on cosmological parameters,
lending significant constraining power to the anisotropies in the CMB.

During the era when the proton—electron plasma was closely coupled
to photons, both components behaved as a unified ‘photon—baryon fluid’,
wherein photons contributed primarily to pressure, and baryons imparted
inertia. Gravitational potential perturbations, dominated by dark matter,
drove oscillations in this fluid, with photon pressure acting as the restoring
force. Despite their small amplitude (O(107?)), these perturbations evolved
linearly, treating each Fourier mode independently as a driven harmonic os-
cillator. The frequency of these oscillations was determined by the sound
speed in the fluid, resulting in a fluid density oscillation with a velocity out
of phase and reduced amplitude.

Following the recombination of baryons and the decoupling of radiation,
allowing photons to travel freely, the oscillation phases were frozen—in. Pro-
jected onto the sky, these frozen—in phases manifested as a harmonic series
of peaks. The primary peak represented the mode that completed /1 of a
period, reaching maximal compression. Even peaks denoted maximal under—
densities, typically of smaller amplitude due to the rebound having to over-
come baryon inertia. Troughs, not reaching zero power, were partially filled
as they corresponded to velocity maxima [27].



1.3. The silk damping region (¢ > 900)

The last scattering surface acquires a non-instantaneous thickness due to
the recombination process, resulting in a damping effect on anisotropies at
higher 1's. This damping is particularly noticeable on scales smaller than
the thickness of the last scattering surface. Another perspective is to view
the photon—baryon fluid as having imperfect coupling, leading to diffusion
between the two components and a gradual reduction in the amplitudes of
oscillations over time. These effects collectively contribute to a phenomenon
known as Silk damping, effectively truncating the anisotropies at multipoles
exceeding approximately 2000 [27].

The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we define the slow—roll
parameters and we describe how to calculate the cosmological parameters into
the slow-roll approximation. Sections 3, 4, and 5 are devoted to calculating
the CMB angular power spectrum obtained from CAMB for the Starobinsky
inflationary model, the generalized Starobinsky inflationary model, and the
chaotic inflationary model with a step. Finally, the conclusions are discussed
in Section 6.

2. Slow-roll approximation and cosmological parameters

The slow—roll approximation is a standard technique in inflationary cos-
mology to solve the movement equations and the scalar and tensor equation
of perturbations. This approximation is characterized by a set of parameters
that establish when the approximation is valid or not and are given in terms
of the inflationary potential and its derivatives in the following way [28], 29]
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where €,, 1,, £2 and w? are called slow-roll parameters, while V' is the po-
tential.



In order to compute the CMB power spectrum, we need to calculate the
cosmological quantities in terms of the slow-roll parameters as inputs in the
CAMB cod

ng =~ 1—6e+ 2n, (8
16me — 24€* — 262, (9
10

)
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Bs =~ 192€* — 192¢%n 4 32en? + 24e€? — 2mE? — 2®, (10)
ny ~ —2e, (11)
ar ~ 4ne — 82, (12)

r ~ 16e. (13)

We also need as input the value of the amplitude of the scalar and tensor
power spectra, for which we use the value calculated numerically [30].

3. The Starobinsky inflationary model

The Starobinsky inflationary potential was introduced in the 80’s by A.
Starobinsky [13], this potential is given by

V(g) = z.w (1- e\/%)Q, (14)

where M = 1.13x107° [31] to fit the amplitude of the scalar power spectrum,
and ¢ is the inflaton.

From Egs. f with the potential given by Eq. we calculate
analytically the the slow-roll parameters for the Starobinsky inflationary
model, and following the notation of Renzi et al. [16] we found that they are
given by:

“ = ST (15)
b= (16)
& = G (17)
o = gk (18)



where F; = e\/g‘z’.

In Fig. [la] we present the CMB angular power spectrum for the Starobin-
sky inflationary model. The reproduced CMB angular power spectrum shows
lower values of temperature fluctuations compared with Planck 2018 results,
as is observed in Fig. [Id

In Fig. [Lb|is observed the large angular scales (¢ < 90) and its relative er-
ror is shown in Fig. 2Bl At these scales the contribution to CMB anisotropies
are from perturbations that were superhorizon at recombination [32]. In Fig.
is observed the intermediate angular scales (90 < ¢ < 900) and its relative
error is shown in Fig. In Fig. is observed the large angular scales
(¢ > 900) and its relative error is shown in Fig. [2d]
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Figure 1: (a) Angular power spectrum for the Starobinsky inflationary model reproduced
by CAMB, (b) large angular scales, (c) intermediate angular scales, and (d) small angular
scales. Red line: Planck 2018 data with error bars in blue, pink line: CAMB result.
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Figure 2: (a) Error of the angular power spectrum for the Starobinsky inflationary model

reproduced by CAMB, (b) large angular scales, (¢) intermediate angular scales, and (d) small
angular scales.

We can easily observe in the relative error plots that the CAMB-reproduced
model aligns well with Planck 2018 observations, as indicated by the small
errors. However, at smaller angular scales, results exhibit more variability, as
evident from the oscillatory behavior of the errors in this section. To assess
the overall balance of these errors, let’s examine the L2 norm.

When considering all scales, this inflationary model has a L2 norm error of
94 K2, At large, intermediate, and small angular scales, the L2 norm errors
are 73 pK?, 146 nK?, and 37 uK?, respectively. Therefore, this model repro-
duces the observational CMB angular spectrum more accurately at smaller
angular scales, but the error balance is less favorable at intermediate scales.



Starobinsky inflationary model Planck Satellite
Extremum Multipole [(] Amplitude [¢K?] Multipole [/] Amplitude [uK?]

Peak 1 221 0455.73 £ 0.05 220.6 £ 0.6 2733 = 39
Trough 1 411 1526.90 £ 0.11 416.3 £ 1.1 1713 £ 20
Peak 2 537 2485.11 £ 0.04 538.1 £ 1.3 2586 £ 23
Trough 2 674 1705.74 £ 0.05 675.5 £ 1.2 1799 £+ 14
Peak 3 814 2470.51 £+ 0.03 809.8 = 1.0 2518 £ 17

Table 1: Peaks and troughs of the CMB TT power spectra in the Acoustic Peak region
recreated by the Starobinsky inflationary model and reported by Planck satellite.

3.1. The Acoustic Peaks

In Table |1, the acoustic peaks found in the intermediate scale of the
spectrum are listed, along with the troughs in this region. We observed that
the positions on the multipole axis of the peaks are close to each other for
both observed and computed values. Considering the errors of the observed
values, all computed peaks, except for the third one, are in agreement with
the Planck satellite. The percentage errors of the calculated multipole for
peak 1, trough 1, peak 2, trough 2, and peak 3 are 0.18, 1.27, 0.20, 0.22,
and 0.52, respectively. However, the differences between the observed and
computed amplitudes of the peaks and troughs appear to be greater. The
percentage errors of the calculated amplitudes for peak 1, trough 1, peak 2,
trough 2, and peak 3 are 4.84, 10.86, 3.90, 5.18, and 1.89, respectively. These
errors indicate that, indeed, there is less agreement with the observations in
the amplitude of the acoustic peaks than with their multipole.

3.2. Cosmic parameters

In Table 2, some cosmic parameters are calculated theoretically from the
Starobinsky inflationary model are compared with their respective observa-
tional values from the Planck satellite. Considering the uncertainties, all
the parameters are in agreement between their theoretical and observational
values.

The percentage errors for the age of the universe, matter density, baryon
density, dark energy density, and scalar spectral index are 0.007, 0.16, 0.04,
0.09, and 0.2, respectively. The low percentage errors demonstrate the good-
ness, accuracy, and precision that the Starobinsky inflationary model exhibits
when predicting the observed cosmic parameters.
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Cosmic Paramenter Symbol  Starobinsky Planck
Age of Universe [Gyr] Age 13.798 £+ 0.000 13.797 £ 0.023

Matter density Qn, 0.3158 £0.0016  0.3153 £ 0.073

Baryon density Oph? 0.02238 +0.0004 0.02237 £ 0.0001
Dark energy density Qa 0.6841 + 0.0009  0.6847 £+ 0.0073
Scalar spectral index ns 0.9678 +0.0030  0.9649 + 0.0042

Table 2: Cosmic parameters obtained from the Starobinsky inflationary model compared
with the cosmic parameters reported by Planck 2018 results.
4. The generalized Starobinsky inflationary model

The generalized Starobinsky inflationary model is given by [16] 33], and
it is a slight modification of the Starobinsky inflationary model

V() = Voe V3¢ (Vi —1) ", (19)
where p is a real number close to unity, ¢ is the inflaton, and
1
2p—1 o 1 \2p—1
Vo=6 M= — : 20
" ( 4p ) <2p) (20)

At p = 1, equation reduces to the Starobinsky inflationary potential
[31, 133]. The value of M is fixed in M = 1.30 x 10~° in order to obtain the
parametrization of the amplitude for the scalar power spectrum at the pivot
scale k = 0.05 Mpc™! in the Starobinsky inflationary model (p = 1) [34].

From Egs. ([)-(7) using the potential given by Eq. (19)), we calculate
using Wolfram Mathematica® the slow roll parameters, and following the
notation of Renzi [I6] we obtain that

r 2

4
€, = (1-2p)+(p—-1)F| , (21)
3(2p—1)* (A —1)*|
, -
, = 8p? — 8p +2) + (—10p* + 13p — 4)Fy + (2p* — 4p + 2)F2 |,
U 3<2p_1)2(F1_1>2_(p p+2) + (—10p” + 13p — 4)F1 + (2p° — 4p + 2) F}
(22)
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Fig. |3|displays the CMB angular spectrum reproduced in CAMB for various
values of the parameter p in comparison to Planck 2018 data. It is evident
that for p > 1, this parameter shifts the spectrum upwards, whereas for p < 1
it shifts it downwards in comparison to the Starobinsky inflationary model
(p =1). As the reproduced CMB by the Starobinsky inflationary model was
under the observational data, we expect the optimal value of p to be a little
bit greater than 1 to make it approach the observational curve.

Performing the CAMB reproduction of the CMB for various values of p,
we found that the value that gives us the best tensor—to—scalar ratio r and
the scalar spectral index ng, in comparison with the ones reported by Planck
2018 results, is 1.0004 4= 0.0001, which is greater than 1 as predicted before.
Now let us plot it.

In Fig. is observed the large angular scales (¢ < 90) at p = 1.0004 and
its relative error is shown in Fig. [fb] In Fig. [Adis observed the intermediate
angular scales (90 < ¢ < 900) at p = 1.0004 and its relative error is shown
in Fig. pd In Fig. is observed the large angular scales (¢ > 900) at
p = 1.0004 and its relative error is shown in Fig. [d]
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Figure 3: Angular power spectrum for the generalized Starobinsky inflationary model
reproduced by CAMB for different values of p. Red solid line: Planck 2018 data.
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Figure 4: (a) Angular power spectrum for the generalized Starobinsky inflationary model
reproduced by CAMB for p = 1.0004, (b) large angular scales, (c) intermediate angular
scales, and (d) small angular scales. Red line: Planck 2018 data with error bars in blue,
pink line: CAMB result.
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Figure 5: (a) Error of the angular power spectrum for the generalized Starobinsky infla-
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Generalized Starobinsky inflationary model
Extremum Multipole [/]

Amplitude [pK?]

Planck Satellite

Multipole [/]

Amplitude [pK?]

Peak 1
Trough 1
Peak 2
Trough 2
Peak 3

221 5607.40 £+ 0.02 2206 = 0.6 5733 £ 39
411 1671.43 £ 0.03 416.3 £ 1.1 1713 £ 20
237 2552.95 £ 0.01 538.1 £ 1.3 2586 £ 23
674 1752.16 £ 0.03 675.5 £ 1.2 1799 £ 14
814 2537.55 £ 0.00 809.8 = 1.0 2518 £ 17

Table 3: Peaks and troughs of the CMB TT power spectra in the Acoustic Peak region
recreated by the generalized Starobinsky inflationary model for p = 1.0004 and reported
by Planck satellite.

For p = 1.0004, this CAMB-reproduced model aligns well with Planck
2018 observations, even surpassing the Starobinsky inflationary model, as
evidenced by the smaller errors it exhibits in comparison. Variability in the
results persists at small angular scales as in the previous model. To assess
the overall balance of these errors, let us examine the L2 norm.

When considering all scales, this inflationary model has an L2 norm error
of 43 uK?. At large, intermediate, and small angular scales, the L2 norm
errors are 34 uK?, 65 nK?, and 22 K2, respectively. Therefore, similar to
the Starobinsky inflationary model, the generalized Starobinsky inflationary
model reproduces the observational CMB angular spectrum more accurately
at smaller angular scales, but the error balance is less favorable at intermedi-
ate scales. However, it significantly outperforms the Starobinsky inflationary
model both in terms of relative error size and error balance

4.1. The Acoustic Peaks

In Table [3| we present the acoustic peaks identified in the intermediate
range of the spectrum, along with the corresponding troughs. Our observa-
tions reveal close proximity in the positions along the multipole axis between
the observed and calculated values. Considering the uncertainties associated
with the observed data, all computed peaks, with the exception of the third
one, align well with the Planck satellite. The percentage errors associated
with the calculated multipole values for peak 1, trough 1, peak 2, trough 2,
and peak 3 are 0.18, 1,27, 0.20, 0.22, and 0.52, respectively. This errors are
exactly the same of those reported by the Starobinsky inflationary model.

On the other hand, the percentage errors for the calculated amplitudes
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Cosmic Paramenter Symbol G. Starobinsky Planck
Age of Universe [Gyr] Age 13.798 £+ 0.000 13.797 £ 0.023

Matter density Qnm 0.3158 £ 0.0016 0.3153 £0.073

Baryon density Qph? 0.02238 +0.0004  0.02237 £ 0.0001
Dark energy density Qp 0.6841 £ 0.0009  0.6847 £ 0.0073
Scalar spectral index ns 0.9672 +0.0024  0.9649 4 0.0042

Table 4: Cosmic parameters obtained from the generalized Starobinsky inflationary model
with p = 1.0004 compared with the cosmic parameters reported by Planck 2018 results.

of peak 1, trough 1, peak 2, trough 2, and peak 3 are 2.20, 2.43, 1.28, 2.60,
and 0.78, respectively. These errors once again indicate that there is less
agreement with the observations in terms of the amplitude of the acoustic
peaks compared to their multipole positions. Nevertheless, these errors are
significantly smaller than those from the Starobinsky inflationary model.

4.2. Cosmic Parameters

In Table[d] we compare certain cosmic parameters computed theoretically
using the generalized Starobinsky inflationary model with their correspond-
ing observational values derived from the Planck satellite. Once again, all
parameters demonstrate alignment between their theoretical predictions and
observed values. In fact, all values remain the same as those derived from
the Starobisky model (p = 1), except for the scalar spectral index, which has
a smaller uncertainty this time.

The percentage errors associated with the age of the universe, matter den-
sity, baryon density, dark energy density, and scalar spectral index are 0.007,
0.16, 0.04, 0.09, and 0.2, respectively. This model exhibits the same capacity
for accurate and precise predictions of the observed cosmic parameters as the
Starobinsky inflationary model. However, due to the smaller uncertainty in
the scalar spectral index, we can say that this generalized model is slightly
better in that aspect, although the difference is not significant.

5. Chaotic inflationary model with a step

The chaotic inflationary model with a step was introduce by Adams [22],
and it is given by
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V(p) = %m2¢2 [1 + ¢ tanh (%)} , (25)

where the step occurs at ¢ = @giep, ¢ is the inflaton, m is the inflaton mass,
and the parameters ¢ and d are related to the amplitude and width of the
feature, respectively [18|, 19, 20, 2], 22].

Using Eqs. f we calculated also using Wolfram Mathematica® the
slow-roll parameters for the potential of the chaotic inflationary model
with a step, obtaining

2
1 | cpFF +2(d+ cdF3)
“ T 22| Btk ’ (26)
_ 2 oI (2d — §F)
M = E d2 (1+CF3) ) (27>
20 2 (3d* 4 2¢° — 3¢F3) (¢ + dF}y)
& = ¢3F2 [coFF +2(d + cdF)] (4R (28)
_ 8 B ) COFS + 2F, (d + cdF3)?
T T (2= ¢F) (~¢+3F, +3dR) ds (1 + cFy)® ’
(29)
where
F, = sech (%), (30)
F3 = tanh (%) : (31)
Fy = sinh [M] : (32)

Fig. [0] shows the CMB angular power spectrum for the chaotic inflation-
ary model with a step, different values of the parameters ¢ and d were used
to reproduce different spectra using CAMB. In Fig. we report the best fit
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compared to Planck 2018 data, for this fit we use d = 0.04 and ¢ = 0.12.
Our best fit was chosen by computing the relative error between our model
and Planck 2018 data and selecting the parameters that produce the lower
relative error. We can see from Fig. [8althat the relative error found for these
parameters is lower than 9% concerning the spectrum from Planck 2018 data.

Angular scale (°)

90.0 10.0 0.2 0.1
6000-* 1 X X
—— Planck
—— =0, d=0.04
€=0.12, d=0.04
5000+ \\ —— ¢=0.012, d=0.04
A\ c=0.0012, d=0.04 |
4000+ I
— [ =
S 3000+
Ea
Q
2000+
1000+ :
o &‘\&

2 10 30 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

Multipole moment {

Figure 6: Angular power spectrum for the chaotic inflationary model with a step repro-
duced by CAMB for different values of ¢ and d. Red line: Planck 2018 data, brown line:
result for ¢ = 0, turquoise line: result for ¢ = 0.12 and d = 0,04, gray line: result for
¢ =0.012 and d = 0,04, and pink line: result for ¢ = 0.0012 and d = 0, 04.

In Fig. is observed the large angular scales (¢ < 90) at ¢ = 0.12 and
d = 0.04, and its relative error is shown in Fig. bl In Fig. [7dis observed
the intermediate angular scales (90 < ¢ < 900) at ¢ = 0.12 and d = 0.04, and
its relative error is shown in Fig. [Bc In Fig. [7d]is observed the large angular
scales (¢ > 900) at ¢ = 0.12 and d = 0.04, and its relative error is shown in

Fig. [8d]
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Inflationary Chaotic model with a step
Extreme Multipole [/]

Amplitude [puK?]

Planck Satellite

Multipole [/]

Amplitude [puK?]

Peak 1
Trough 1
Peak 2
Trough 2
Peak 3

221 5143.42 £+ 0.10 220.6 £ 0.6 5733 £ 39
411 1532.55 £ 0.11 416.3 £ 1.1 1713 £ 20
237 2340.94 £ 0.10 538.1 £ 1.3 2586 £ 23
674 1606.23 £ 0.11 675.5 £ 1.2 1799 £+ 14
814 2326.50 £ 0.08 809.8 = 1.0 2518 £ 17

Table 5: Peaks and troughs of the CMB TT power spectra in the Acoustic Peak region
recreated by the chaotic inflationary model with a step for p = 1.0004 and reported by
Planck satellite.

This model reproduces a CMB that aligns better with the Planck 2018
observations, surpassing the Starobinsky and Generalized Starobinsky in-
flationary models. High—variability in the results persists at small angular
scales as in the previous models. To assess the overall balance of these errors,
let’s examine the L2 norm.

When considering all scales, this inflationary model has a L2 norm error of
26 K2, At large, intermediate, and small angular scales, the L2 norm errors
are 20 uK?, 36 nK?, and 18 kK2, respectively. Therefore, the chaotic model
exhibits similar characteristics as the models seen until now. It reproduced
the CMB angular spectrum more accurately at smaller angular scales, but
the error balance is less favorable at intermediate scales. But, in general, it
is the best model for reproducing the CMB angular spectrum, both in terms
of relative error size and error balance.

5.1. The Acoustic Peaks

In Table 5 we present the acoustic peaks identified in the intermediate
scale of the spectrum, along with the corresponding troughs in this range.

Once again, our observations reveal proximity between the positions on
the multipole axis of both observed and computed peaks. Taking into account
the errors associated with the observed values, all computed peaks, except
the third one, align well with the data from the Planck satellite. Specifically,
the percentage errors for the calculated multipole values corresponding to
peak 1, trough 1, peak 2, trough 2, and peak 3 are 0.18, 1.27, 0.20, 0.22,
and 0.52, respectively. We can see again the same percentage error of the
previously presented models.
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Figure 7: (a) Angular power spectrum for the chaotic inflationary model with a step
reproduced by CAMB for ¢ = 0.12 and d = 0.04, (b) large angular scales, (c) intermediate
angular scales, and (d) small angular scales. Red line: Planck 2018 data with error bars

in blue, turquoise line: CAMB result.
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Figure 8: (a) Error of the angular power spectrum for the chaotic inflationary model with
a step reproduced by CAMB, (b) large angular scales, (c) intermediate angular scales, and
(d) small angular scales.
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The percentage errors for the calculated amplitudes of peak 1, trough 1,
peak 2, trough 2, and peak 3 are 10.28, 10.53, 9.48, 10.72, and 7.61, respec-
tively. Once again, there is less agreement between the observations and the
computed values in terms of the amplitude of the acoustic peaks compared to
their multipole positions. Although the computed data generally fits better
with the observations than the previous models, it exhibits greater percent-
age errors when comparing the acoustic peaks in the intermediate angular
scale of the spectrum.

5.2. Cosmic Parameters

In Table[6] we once again analyze the same cosmic parameters derived the-
oretically from the chaotic model and compare them with their corresponding
observational values obtained from the Planck satellite. Considering uncer-
tainties, all the parameters exhibit alignment between their theoretical and
observational values.

Cosmic Paramenter Symbol Chaotic Planck
Age of Universe [Gyr] Age 13.798 4+ 0.000 13.797 +0.023
Matter density Qnn 0.3158 £0.0016  0.3153 +£0.073
Baryon density Qph? 0.02238 4+ 0.0004 0.02237 + 0.0001
Dark energy density Qa 0.6841 + 0.0009  0.6847 £+ 0.0073
Scalar spectral index ns 0.9669 4+ 0.0021  0.9649 + 0.0042

Table 6: Cosmic parameters obtained from the chaotic inflationary model with a step for
p = 1.0004 compared with the cosmic parameters reported by Planck 2018 results.

The percentage errors for the age of the universe, matter density, baryon
density, dark energy density, and scalar spectral index are 0.007, 0.16, 0.04,
0.09, and 0.2, respectively. The effectiveness, accuracy, and precision demon-
strated by the chaotic model are again similar to the previous ones. It can
also be stated that it is slightly better, mainly due to the better precision it
achieves when predicting the scalar spectral index.

6. Conclusions

In summary, this article explores and analyzes three different inflation-
ary models: the Starobinsky inflationary model, the generalized Starobinsky
inflationary model, and the chaotic inflationary model with a step.
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For the Starobinsky inflationary model, the inflationary potential is given
by Eq. , and the slow-roll parameters are calculated analytically. The
CMB angular power spectrum for this model is presented and compared with
Planck 2018 data in various plots, showing good agreement at small angular
scales but with larger errors at intermediate scales. The acoustic peaks and
troughs are also listed, and cosmic parameters calculated from the model are
compared with observational values, demonstrating overall agreement.

The generalized Starobinsky inflationary model, described by Eq. (19),
introduces an additional parameter p, and the slow—roll parameters are de-
rived. The CMB angular power spectrum for various values of p is presented,
and the optimal value that best fits the Planck 2018 data is determined to
be p = 1.0004 £ 0.0001. The model exhibits improved performance com-
pared to the original Starobinsky inflationary model, with smaller errors in
the relative error plots. The acoustic peaks and cosmic parameters are also
analyzed, showing good agreement with observations.

Finally, the chaotic inflationary model with a step, described by Eq. (25)),
is investigated. The slow-roll parameters are derived, and the CMB angular
power spectrum is presented. The model introduces a step in the potential,
and its impact on the power spectrum is analyzed. The model is characterized
by parameters such as m, ¢, d, and @gep.

Overall, all three inflationary models successfully replicate the shape of
the temperature power spectrum of the CMB while aligning with the values
of cosmic parameters. However, the chaotic inflationary model with a step
produce better results in the positioning and amplitudes of the peaks and
troughs. The article concludes by summarizing the key findings and compar-
ing the performance of the three models in reproducing the observed CMB
angular spectrum, highlighting their strengths and limitations.
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