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In this work, we investigate the generation of primordial black holes (PBHs) within the framework
of single-field inflationary models and their compatibility with the cosmological history of the
Universe. Our results suggest that, depending on the masses of the formed PBHs, single-field
inflation models require more than fine-tuning a potential to induce ultra-slow roll; it necessitates
a comprehensive understanding of the post-inflationary cosmological evolution. As an explicative
example, we introduce a new model, based on a double inflection point and consistent with Cosmic
Microwave Background observations, capable of generating sub-solar PBHs, whose merger could be
potentially detectable by the LVK experiment.

I. INTRODUCTION AND MOTIVATIONS

The exploration of inflationary models that lead to the
formation of primordial black holes (PBHs) [1–4] is driven
by a profound quest to unravel the mysteries of the early
universe and its subsequent evolution.

Inflationary models, crafted to tackle fundamental cos-
mological puzzles such as the horizon and flatness prob-
lems, furnish a theoretical framework for understanding
the genesis of large-scale structures. In this context, PBHs,
originating from the gravitational collapse of rare but
highly dense regions of space-time in the early universe,
emerge as captivating tools for delving into the universe’s
infancy at scales much shorter than those probed by Cos-
mic Microwave Background (CMB) measurements.

In this work, we investigate whether the formation of
PBHs from single-field inflationary models is compatible
with Standard Cosmology. Specifically, we consider PBHs
that form from large spikes in the power spectrum of pri-
mordial curvature perturbations, leading to overdensities
that may collapse into PBHs. At first glance, the answer
to the aforementioned question would seem to be a re-
sounding yes. After all, as just mentioned, the formation
of PBHs occurs on scales much smaller than that of the
CMB, where the observational constraints on the power
spectrum of curvature perturbations are extremely weak
and, in fact, arise almost exclusively from the requirement
to avoid overproducing PBHs [5–7].

However, in this work, we aim to demonstrate how
accommodating the production of PBHs in the evolution-
ary history of the universe disrupts a delicate balance of
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scales, potentially conflicting with standard evolutionary
dynamics.

Firstly, let us clearly define the context we have in mind.
While traditional Standard Cosmology focuses on the Big
Bang and subsequent expansion, Modern Cosmology of-
ten incorporates inflation and reheating as integral parts
of the overall picture. Reheating marks the end of the
inflationary phase and the beginning of the hot Big Bang
phase, setting the stage for the standard cosmological
evolution, including nucleosynthesis and the formation of
the CMB. The perspective we choose to adopt is precisely
this one. In particular, reheating is crucial because it con-
nects the end of inflation to the well-established hot Big
Bang model, ensuring a smooth transition and explaining
the thermalization of the universe.

Various reheating mechanisms have been extensively
discussed in the literature. In perturbative reheating [8–
13], after inflation ends, the inflaton field oscillates around
the minimum of its potential. These oscillations cause
the inflaton to decay into Standard Model particles via
perturbative processes, gradually heating the universe.
In this case, reheating is a slow process with a gradual
transfer of energy, governed by the decay rate of the
inflaton. On the other hand, the efficiency of the re-
heating process is greatly enhanced in the presence of a
preheating stage [14–17]. Preheating is characterized by
non-perturbative effects that lead to a rapid and explosive
production of particles. In this case, resonance effects
cause the inflaton field to transfer energy to other fields
very efficiently.

The reheating epoch can be characterized by an equa-
tion of state parameter, denoted by ωreh, which is com-
monly defined as the ratio of pressure to energy density.
During different stages of reheating, the effective equation
of state parameter can change, reflecting the underlying
dynamics of the processes involved. However, we can
draw some general considerations.

When the inflation era ends, the equation of state

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

14
04

9v
1 

 [
as

tr
o-

ph
.C

O
] 

 1
8 

D
ec

 2
02

4

https://orcid.org/0009-0004-2664-7440
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6722-4629
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8531-5962
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0488-3256
mailto:allegrini.2082804@studenti.uniroma1.it
mailto:loris.delgrosso@uniroma1.it
mailto:antoniojunior.iovino@uniroma1.it
mailto:alfredo.urbano@uniroma1.it


2

parameter of the inflaton field equals −1/3. On the other
hand, the radiation era is characterized by an equation of
state parameter equal to +1/3. It is therefore natural to
postulate that the reheating stage interpolates between
these two cases, −1/3 ⩽ ωreh ⩽ 1/3. We refer to this
situation as standard reheating.

Schematically, and without any claim to formality, the
cosmological evolution we envision proceeds through the
following steps

single-field
inflation

reheating
− 1

3 ⩽ ωreh ⩽ 1
3

standard Big Bang
cosmology today

PBH formation?

This work is organized as follows. In section II, we
elaborate more formally on the evolution of the universe
sketched in the previous schematic. Many of the topics
we will discuss in this section are not original material.
However, we believe that it is crucial to explain them in
the necessary detail because they contain all the physics
needed to understand the main point of our work. In
section III, with the help of a toy model, we discuss the
issues of the mismatch of scales in the presence of a
period of ultra-slow roll, capable of producing a large
amount of PBH. In section IV, in order to demonstrate
further a concrete application of our ideas, we introduce
an explicit model of single-field dynamics, based on a
double inflection point, capable of produce sub-solar mass
PBHs. We conclude in section V.

II. THE TIMELINE OF THE UNIVERSE

Cosmology is a tale of scales, and to fully understand
the universe, we must study and integrate knowledge
across an enormous range of scales, from the quantum
realm to the cosmic horizon. Each scale contributes to
our understanding of how the universe began, evolved,
and continues to change over time.

The initial step of our discussion pertains to the evo-
lution of the post-inflationary universe. In this case, we
adopt the standard ΛCDM cosmology. We use the numer-
ical values of the astrophysical constants and parameters
reviewed in Ref. [18] (cf. also pdg tables).

We focus our attention on the time evolution of the
comoving Hubble radius RH ≡ (aH)−1. In this expres-
sion, a = a(t) is the scale factor of the flat Friedmann-
Robertson-Walker (FRW) metric whose line element is
commonly expressed as ds2 = dt2 − a(t)2[dχ2 + χ2(dθ2 +
sin2θdϕ2)] with t the cosmic time and (χ, θ, ϕ) the comov-
ing spherical coordinates. The Hubble expansion rate is
defined by H ≡ ȧ/a where the overdot denotes a deriva-
tive with respect to cosmic time, that is, ȧ = da/dt. We
use subscripts 0 to denote the quantities evaluated today,
at t = t0. The evolution of the Hubble expansion rate in
ΛCDM cosmology follows from the Friedmann equation,

●●●●

●●

FIG. 1: Spacetime diagram of the Universe, cf. the text
in section II for details.

and takes the form

H(a) = H0

√
Ωr,0

(a0

a

)4
+ Ωm,0

(a0

a

)3
+ ΩΛ,0 , (1)

where H0 = 100 h km s−1 Mpc−1 is the present-day Hub-
ble expansion rate while Ωi,0 ≡ ρi,0/ρcrit,0 are the di-
mensionless density parameters with i = r, m, Λ denot-
ing, respectively, radiation, matter and vacuum energy.
The critical density of the universe today is given by
ρcrit,0 = 3H2

0 /8πGN with GN the Newtonian constant
of gravitation. In this section, we employ the standard
normalization for the scale factor, assuming a0 = 1. We
introduce the conformal time τ defined by dτ = dt/a(t).
After integration, we get

τ(a) − τin =
∫ a

ain

da′

a′2H(a′) . (2)

In the standard cosmological evolution without inflation,
we integrate from the initial big bang singularity at τin = 0
with ain = 0. Through Eq. (2), it is possible, for a given
value of the scale factor a and thus for a fixed value of the
comoving Hubble radius, to compute the corresponding
conformal time. The result is shown in Fig. 1. The two
solid green lines describe the evolution of ±(aH)−1 as the
scale factor a and therefore the changes of conformal time.
To draw this plot, we consider θ = ϕ = const and the
comoving distance is, therefore, purely radial. Our posi-
tion in today’s universe corresponds to the black dot at
vanishing comoving distance (“here”) and conformal time
τnow ≃ 46.8 Gy (“now”). At fixed θ and ϕ, positive and
negative comoving distances indicate two opposite direc-
tions in the sky. The green shaded region, therefore, rep-
resents the so-called comoving Hubble sphere. For each τ ,
this is the comoving region encompassed by [−RH , +RH ].
The comoving Hubble sphere expands or contracts de-
pending on the dominant energy content of the universe.
During the radiation and matter-dominated eras, it ex-
pands, while during the accelerated expansion of the dark

https://pdg.lbl.gov/2023/reviews/contents_sports.html
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energy-dominated era, it contracts. This fact imparts a
peculiar teardrop shape to the evolution of the comoving
Hubble radius. From Hubble’s law, it follows that the
comoving Hubble sphere marks the boundary where the
recession velocity vrec of galaxies is less than the speed of
light in comoving coordinates. This sphere, therefore, rep-
resents a significant threshold in the universe since light
emitted now from galaxies within the comoving Hubble
sphere can eventually reach us, making them observable in
principle. To illustrate this point, we write the recession
velocity vrec(t, z) as vrec(t, z) = ȧ(t)χ(z) = χ(z)/RH(t),
where χ(z) is the fixed comoving coordinate associated
with a galaxy observed today at redshift z. The relation
between redshift z and scale factor is 1+z = a0/a(t), and
χ(z) can be computed according to the distance-redshift
relation χ(z) = 1

a0

∫ z

0
dz′

H(z′) . In Fig. 1 the vertical dotted
lines show the worldlines of comoving objects at comov-
ing distances fixed by χ(z) with z = 1, 3, 10, 50. Each
fixed comoving coordinate, therefore, can be thought of
as a galaxy observed today at redshift z (indicated with a
purple number along the “now” line). It is now mathemat-
ically clear that the condition χ(z) > RH(t0) corresponds
to recession velocities exceeding the speed of light and to
comoving distances beyond the comoving Hubble sphere.
For illustration, the dotted green line corresponds to re-
cession velocities equal to twice and three times the speed
of light in comoving coordinates. Note that the redshift
of an object at fixed comoving coordinate changes with
time. In Fig. 1, this is illustrated by the dashed purple
lines that indicate constant values of redshift.

The yellow-shaded region (labeled past light cone) en-
compasses all events in the universe that are observable
to us, extending up to the present moment. Its boundary,
defined by the equation χlc(tem) =

∫ t0
tem

dt′

a(t′) , includes all
celestial locations from which light is currently reaching
us.

The lightly shaded magenta area labeled as the event
horizon encapsulates everything observable from our cur-
rent location throughout the entire chronology of the
universe, extending indefinitely into the future. Objects
and events outside this region, bounded by the equation
χeh(t) =

∫ tend
t

dt′

a(t′) , will remain forever invisible to us and
will have no impact on our observations.

The particle horizon, represented by the blue lines cor-
responding to χph(t) =

∫ t

0
dt′

a(t′) , denotes the distance light
could have traveled since the initial time, defining the
extent of the observable universe at any given moment.
It is notable that the interval marked by the intersection
of the present moment line and the blue lines corresponds
to the width of the past light cone depicted at the dia-
gram’s base. Additionally, we observe that the blue lines
correspond to regions associated with infinite redshift.

Finally, for completeness, in Fig. 1 we also show, in
addition to the past, the future of the universe, taking into
account the present accelerating expansion driven by dark
energy. Notice that the comoving Hubble sphere shrinks
to a point. This phenomenon is a direct consequence of

FIG. 2: Evolution of the comoving distance (x-axis) in
terms of the conformal time (y-axis). The green region
shows the distance inside which, at a given time, two
points in the universe are causally connected.

the accelerating expansion of the universe: as the rate of
expansion increases, galaxies that are already receding
from us will do so at an accelerating rate. Eventually,
this will lead to a situation where regions of space not
gravitationally bound to us, such as distant galaxies, will
move beyond our observable horizon, effectively creating
an ‘island universe’ confined to our local gravitationally
bound structures.

In conclusion, inside the comoving Hubble radius, re-
gions are causally connected, meaning that they can in-
fluence each other via light signals or other causal interac-
tions. Outside this radius, regions are receding from each
other faster than the speed of light because of the expan-
sion of the universe, making them causally disconnected.

The horizontal dashed line at the bottom of the plot
in Fig. 1 indicates the recombination time, representing
the epoch in the history of the universe when electrons
and protons combined to form neutral hydrogen atoms.
Shortly after recombination, photon decoupling occurred—
an epoch when photons became free to travel through
space. Before photon decoupling, photons were tightly
coupled to charged particles in the ionized plasma, con-
stantly scattering and preventing light from freely prop-
agating through space. After recombination, photons
were able to decouple and travel freely, giving rise to the
CMB radiation we observe today. Recombination and
photon decoupling occurred around the same redshift,
approximately at zrec = 1090.

In Fig. 2, we zoom in on the evolution of the comoving
Hubble radius during the period of recombination. Notice
that we changed the units of comoving distances from
Gly to Mpc. This zoom allows us to highlight the period
of matter-radiation equality—that is, the epoch in the
cosmological history of the universe when the energy
density contributed by matter becomes equal to the energy
density contributed by radiation—occurring at a redshift
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zeq = 3402.
On the upper x-axis, we indicate, for each value of

the comoving distance λ, the corresponding comoving
wavenumber calculated as k = 2π/λ. The main point of
this analysis is to emphasize that small scales character-
ized by k ≳ 0.05 Mpc−1 lie within the comoving Hubble
horizon at the time of matter-radiation equality. Physi-
cally, these small scales are in causal contact at the time
of matter-radiation equality, and their subsequent evolu-
tion under the influence of gravity seeds the large-scale
structure of the observed universe. After matter-radiation
equality, the universe became matter-dominated, allowing
perturbations to grow via gravitational instability, leading
to the formation of the structures we see today.

The aim now is to utilize this information to extract
insight and potentially impose constraints on inflationary
models. Inflation provides a compelling solution to the
horizon problem in cosmology. The horizon problem arises
from the challenge of explaining the observed isotropy
of the CMB radiation. The latter exhibits an almost
perfect isotropy, with temperature anisotropies smaller
than one part per ten thousand. In the standard big
bang cosmology, the universe underwent rapid expansion
during its early phases (driven first by radiation then
by matter). This expansion led to non-overlapping past
light cones for many regions in the observable universe,
implying that these regions never had the opportunity
for direct causal contact. According to conventional cos-
mological principles, such regions, widely separated and
never in causal contact, should not exhibit similar tem-
peratures. This is illustrated by the conformal diagram
in Fig. 1. Imagine two diametrically opposed directions
in the sky. The CMB photons reaching us from these
directions originated at points labeled P and Q in Fig. 1.
Notably, these photons were emitted in such proximity
to the big bang singularity that the past light cones of P
and Q do not intersect. The puzzle lies in understanding
how the photons originating from points P and Q possess
nearly identical temperatures without any possibility of
direct communication between them.

For a universe dominated by a fluid with equation of
state P = ωρ, the evolution of the comoving Hubble
radius is dictated by

1
aH

∝ a(1+3ω)/2 . (3)

Inflation addresses the horizon problem by proposing a
phase of decreasing comoving Hubble radius in the early
universe, where d

dt (1/aH) < 0. Eq. (3) thus implies that
one needs ω < −1/3. The inflaton field is a hypothetical
scalar field ϕ which is conjectured to have driven cosmic
inflation in the very early universe [19, 20]. This is because
pressure and energy density are given by

Pϕ = 1
2 ϕ̇2 − V (ϕ) , ρϕ = 1

2 ϕ̇2 + V (ϕ) , (4)

where consistency with the symmetries of the FRW space-
time requires that the value of the inflaton only depends

on time, ϕ = ϕ(t). Under the assumption that the po-
tential term dominates over the kinetic energy one gets
Pϕ ≈ −ρϕ. From Eq. (3) with ω = −1, we find that
the Hubble rate remains approximately constant during
inflation, while the scale factor undergoes exponential
expansion, a(t) ∝ eHt.

What happens is that the big bang singularity at τ = 0
is formally extended to τ = −∞. The radiation era
is preceded by an inflationary phase dominated by the
dynamics of the inflaton field during which there is a
shrinking of the comoving Hubble sphere. An immediate
consequence of this setup is evident by examining Fig. 2.
If we imagine extending the lower part of the plot with
a phase in which there is a shrinking of the comoving
Hubble radius, what happens is that a certain value of
k, which exits the comoving Hubble sphere during the
radiation era (tracing back in time), will re-enter it at
some point during the inflationary phase if it persists for
a sufficiently long duration. As an illustrative example,
consider the value k = 0.03 Mpc−1 (vertical dot-dashed
blue line), for which we have k > aH after recombination
(sub-horizon mode) and k < aH before recombination
(super-horizon mode). This value of k will re-enter the sub-
horizon regime at some point during inflation (for a better
and more immediate understanding of this dynamics, it
is possible to take a sneak peek in advance at Fig. 5).

The transition between the inflationary phase and the
radiation era is referred to as the reheating phase. The
mechanism through which reheating occurs depends on
the specific details of the particle physics involved in the
early universe. During reheating, the inflaton field oscil-
lates around its minimum and its energy is transferred to
other particles, leading to the creation of a hot and dense
bath of particles. This process is essential for bridging the
inflationary phase to the subsequent radiation-dominated
era, laying the groundwork for the formation of light
elements and the observed evolution of the universe. Al-
though reheating is ideally modeled as an instantaneous
transition, a more realistic approach requires detailed
modeling. In a more comprehensive description, reheat-
ing involves the complex process of converting the energy
stored in the inflaton field into particles that make up
the Standard Model of particle physics. Traditional anal-
yses of reheating focus on the dynamics of inflaton decay,
particle production, and thermalization.

In this work, we essentially remain agnostic about the
details of reheating (although in the discussion of our
results we will strive to be as concrete as possible). For the
time being, we will simply operate under the assumption
that between the end of inflation and the onset of the
radiation era, the universe undergoes a phase during which
it is dominated by a fluid with a constant equation of
state, ωreh.

At this point, it is useful to introduce the e-fold number
N . The relation between the e-fold number and the cosmic
time is expressed using the equation

dN = Hdt = d log a . (5)
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This relation can be integrated within some time interval
[tin, tfin], and gives

Nfin − Nin =
∫ tfin

tin

Hdt = log
(

afin

ain

)
⇒ afin

ain
= eNfin−Nin .

(6)

During an interval of ∆N e-fold time, therefore, the scale
factor undergoes an exponential increase by a factor of
e∆N . Using the number of e-folds as a measure of time, we
will frequently employ the following shorthand notation
for the time evolution of the Hubble rate and scale factor

H(Ni) ≡ Hi , a(Ni) ≡ ai . (7)

We have now reached the position of finally discussing
one of the key points of our analysis. We consider some
value of comoving wavenumber k and compare it with the
inverse comoving Hubble radius at the time of matter-
radiation equality, k/aeqHeq. We introduce the e-fold
time Nk defined through the equation

k = a(Nk)H(Nk) = akHk . (8)

Following from our previous discussion, Nk indicates the
moment in time during inflation when k transitions from
being sub-horizon to super-horizon. We thus write

log
(

k

aeqHeq

)
= −∆Nk − ∆Nreh − ∆NRD + log

(
Hk

Heq

)
.

(9)

In this expression

i) ∆Nk ≡ Nend − Nk indicates the number of e-fold
between the moment in time during inflation when k
transitions from being sub-horizon to super-horizon
and the end of inflation.

ii) ∆Nreh ≡ Nreh − Nend denotes the duration of the
reheating phase in terms of the number of e-folds.

iii) ∆NRD ≡ Neq − Nreh denotes the duration of the
radiation era that elapses between the end of re-
heating and the matter-radiation equality in terms
of the number of e-folds.

According to these definitions, ∆Nk, ∆Nreh and ∆NRD
are positive quantities.

As previously mentioned, we characterize the reheating
period as a time when the universe is governed by a fluid
exhibiting a constant equation of state, denoted as ωreh.
Consequently, the continuity equation ρ̇+3Hρ(1+ωreh) =
0 reads d log ρ = −3(1 + ωreh)d log a from which, using
Eq. (5), we get

ρ(Nreh) = ρ(Nend)e−3(1+ωreh)(Nreh−Nend) , (10)

where we integrated between the end of inflation and
the end of the reheating phase (cf. point ii) above). In
Eq. (10), ρ(Nend) ≡ ρend is the energy density at the end

of inflation, and can be computed for a given explicit
model of inflation. On the other hand, ρ(Nreh) ≡ ρreh is
the energy density at the end of the reheating phase. The
latter can be related to the reheating temperature of the
universe Treh through

ρreh =
(

π2

30

)
grehT 4

reh , (11)

where greh is the effective number of relativistic species
upon thermalization. The conservation of comoving en-
tropy gives a relation between the reheating tempera-
ture and the present-day temperature T0. Consequently,
Eq. (10) reads

3(1 + ωreh)
4 ∆Nreh = 1

4 log
(

30
grehπ2

)
+ 1

4 log
(

ρend

T 4
0

)
+ 1

3 log
(

11gs,reh

43

)
+ log

(
aeq

a0

)
− ∆NRD , (12)

where gs,reh is the effective number of relativistic degrees
of freedom contributing to the universe’s entropy at re-
heating. Both gs,reh and greh depends on temperature.
Since they enter only logarithmically, for the sake of sim-
plicity, we choose to fix their values to the fiducial value
gs,reh = greh = 100. We use Eq. (12) to eliminate the
∆NRD-dependence in Eq. (9). We thus arrive at

log
(

k

aeqHeq

)
= −∆Nk + (3ωreh − 1)

4 ∆Nreh

− 1
4 log

(
30

grehπ2

)
− 1

3 log
(

11gs,reh

43

)
− log

(
aeq

a0

)
− log

(
ρ

1/4
end
T0

)
+ log

(
Hk

Heq

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

= 1
2 log

(
Hk√
3M̄Pl

)
+log

(
T0

Heq

)
.

(13)

As far as the last two terms are concerned, we applied
the following simplification. On the one hand, we have
ρend = 3M̄2

PlH
2
end. However, since during inflation H is

almost constant (see discussion below Eq. (4)), we simply
write ρend = 3M̄2

PlH
2
k . All in all, we arrive at

log
(

k

aeqHeq

)
= −∆Nk + 1

2 log
(

Hk√
3M̄Pl

)
+ log

(
T0

Heq

)
+ (3ωreh − 1)

4 ∆Nreh − 1
4 log

(
30

grehπ2

)
− 1

3 log
(

11gs,reh

43

)
− log

(
aeq

a0

)
. (14)

Consequently, if we want the comoving wavenumber k to
be sub-horizon at the time of matter-radiation equality,
we shall have log(k/aeqHeq) > 0. Through the preceding
equation, this condition translates into a constraint on
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FIG. 3: Values of the Hubble parameter Hk when the
related mode k crosses the horizon for different durations
of the reheating ∆Nreh and wreh as a function of the
duration of inflation ∆Nk. The region shaded in gray
corresponds to the condition log(k/aeqHeq) < 0 computed
according to Eq. (14) assuming instantaneous reheating.

the parameters ∆Nk, Hk, ωreh, and ∆Nreh. Consider, for
instance, the case of instantaneous reheating, ∆Nreh =
0. In Fig. 3, the gray shaded region corresponds to the
condition log(k/aeqHeq) < 0. For specificity, let’s consider
a mode that exits the horizon approximately ∆Nk = 55
e-folds before the end of inflation (vertical dot-dashed
blue line in Fig. 3). If, at the time of its horizon crossing,
we have Hk/M̄Pl ≲ 10−6, then the mode will still be
super-horizon at the time of matter-radiation equality.
Conversely, if Hk/M̄Pl ≳ 10−6, the mode will be sub-
horizon at the time of matter-radiation equality.

The inclusion of reheating changes the picture depend-
ing on its duration ∆Nreh and the sign of the factor
(3ωreh − 1).

◦ If ωreh < 1/3, the reheating stage gives a nega-
tive contribution to the right-hand side of Eq. (14).
Consequently, to keep the mode k sub-horizon at
the time of matter-radiation equality, one needs to
compensate with a larger value of Hk or a smaller
∆Nk.

◦ If ωreh > 1/3, the reheating stage gives a positive
contribution to the right-hand side of Eq. (14). This
consequently allows for the extension of the duration
of the interval ∆Nk or the reduction of the value of
Hk without violating the condition log(k/aeqHeq) >
0.

It should be noted that the equation of state parameter of
a homogeneous condensate oscillating in a potential with
a minimum of the form V (ϕ) ∝ ϕp is given by ωreh =
(p − 2)/(p + 2), see Ref.,[21]. Consequently, ωreh > 1/3
requires p > 4, indicating a potential dominated near
its minimum by higher-dimensional operators, a scenario
that is certainly not natural. On the other hand, the

★★★★ ●●●●

FIG. 4: Same as Fig. 3 but focus on the CMB scale
k∗ = 0.05 Mpc−1. The solid black line corresponds to
Eq. (16) with As = 2.1 × 10−9. The region shaded in
blue corresponds to the 68% C.L. contour on (ns, r) using
the Planck 2018 data, Ref. [23]. For fixed inflationary
parameters ns = 0.965 and r = 3.5 × 10−3, the yellow
star and the red circle represent respectively the duration
of the inflation in the Starobinsky model without and with
a dip (see the main text for a detailed discussion).

more conventional case of a minimum dominated by the
quadratic term results in ωreh = 0.

It should be noted that, during reheating, the equation
of state parameter ωreh can exceed 1/3 due to several
reasons. For example, in kinetic dominance, where the
energy of the inflaton field is mainly in the form of kinetic
energy, the effective ωreh can temporarily exceed 1/3.
However, it is important to stress that these scenarios
typically involve transient conditions and do not represent
long-term equilibrium states.

We streamline the main argument of this section with
the help of a simple model of inflation. Therefore, we put
aside for the moment the formation of PBHs and consider
the Starobinsky model of inflation [22]. The latter is based
on the scalar potential

VStaro(ϕ) = 3M2M̄2
Pl

4

[
1 − exp

(
−
√

2
3

ϕ

M̄Pl

)]2

. (15)

where M is a fundamental mass scale that, in the chosen
normalization for the potential in Eq. (15), coincides with
the mass of the inflaton. In the slow-roll approximation,
we find (cf. appendix A)

H2
⋆ = M2

4

[
1 + 1

W−1(f∆N⋆
)

]2
, (16)

where W−1(z) is the branch with k = −1 of the Lambert
W function Wk(z) and f∆N⋆

is defined in Eq. (A2). The
mass scale M is fixed by the amplitude of the scalar power
spectrum measured at the CMB pivot scale. We find

As = 3M2[1 + W−1(f∆N⋆
)]4

128π2M̄2
PlW−1(f∆N⋆

)2
. (17)
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FIG. 5: Evolution of the inverse comoving Hubble radius.
During the inflationary phase, we adopt the Starobinsky
model, while the transition to radiation occurs instan-
taneously. We highlight that CMB scales (green band)
re-enter the horizon before recombination epoch.

On the other hand, the amount of inflation ∆N⋆ must
be compatible with the constraints on the scalar spectral
index ns and the tensor-to-scalar ratio r since these can
be expressed as

ns = 1 − 16
3[1 + W−1(f∆N⋆

)]2 + 8
3[1 + W−1(f∆N⋆

)] ,

r = 64
3[1 + W−1(f∆N⋆

)]2 . (18)

We summarize our result in Fig. 4. This is the same plot
shown in Fig. 3 but now specified for the CMB pivot
scale k⋆. The solid black line corresponds to Eq. (16)
with As = 2.1 × 10−9. The region shaded in blue cor-
responds to the 68% C.L. contour on (ns, r) that we
obtain using the Planck 2018 baseline analysis includ-
ing BICEP/Keck and BAO data (BK18, for short, in
the rest of this work), cf. Ref. [23] (see also BK18 Data
Products). The region shaded in gray corresponds to
the condition log(k⋆/aeqHeq) < 1 computed according to
Eq. (14) assuming instantaneous reheating.

The upshot of the analysis is that it is possible to ap-
propriately choose the value of ∆N⋆ in order to satisfy the
cosmological constraints from Planck+BICEP/Keck with-
out violating the condition that small scales re-enter the
horizon before matter-radiation equality. For illustration,
the yellow star in Fig. 4 corresponds to ∆N⋆ = 55. As
evident from the plot, this inflationary solution does not
create any tension. To further substantiate this conclu-
sion beyond the slow-roll approximation, we numerically
solved the inflationary dynamics by fixing ∆N⋆ = 55.
In Fig. 5 we show the time evolution of the inverse co-
moving Hubble radius from inflation to the present day.
The range of comoving wavenumbers that are relevant
for CMB observations are indicated with an horizontal

●●

FIG. 6: Solution to the horizon problem in the Starobinsky
model of inflation, cf. Fig. 5.

green band. In particular, k⋆ = 0.05 Mpc−1 is indicated
with an horizontal green dashed line. The CMB pivot
scale exits the horizon ∆N⋆ = 55 e-folds before the end of
inflation and re-enters the horizon before matter-radiation
equality. We assume, consistently with Fig. 4, instanta-
neous reheating. For completeness, we show in Fig. 6 how
the model solves the horizon problem. It is sufficient to
postulate an additional ∼ 6.75 e-folds of inflation (beyond
the 55 that elapse between the exit from the horizon of
the CMB scales and the end of inflation) to bring into
causal contact CMB photons originating from opposite
directions in the sky.

III. A TALE OF SCALES:
PBHS PRODUCTION IN A TOY MODEL

We now return to the issue of PBH formation from
single-field inflation. We would now like our inflationary
model, in addition to resolving the horizon problem and
being compatible with the observed universe, to also
produce a sizable population of PBHs.

Working in the scenario in which PBHs form out of
the gravitational collapse of large over-densities in the
primordial density contrast field [24, 25], to achieve a
significant amount of dark matter in the form of PBHs,
it is necessary for the amplitude of the curvature power
spectrum to be around 10−2 at the relevant range of
scales. However, at the scales associated with the Cosmic
Microwave Background (CMB), typically around k ≃ 0.05
Mpc−1, the inflationary power spectrum has an amplitude
around 10−9 [26]. Therefore, a mechanism is required
to enhance the power spectrum at the relevant scales.
The above-mentioned enhancement can be dynamically
realized in the context of single-field models of inflation,
introducing a phase of ultra slow-roll (USR) during which
the inflaton field, after the first conventional phase of
slow-roll (SR) that is needed to fit large-scale cosmological

http://bicepkeck.org/bk18_2021_release.html
http://bicepkeck.org/bk18_2021_release.html
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observations, almost stops the descent along its potential
(typically because of the presence of a quasi-stationary
inflection point) before starting rolling down again in a
final stage of SR dynamics that eventually ends inflation.

The required USR phase will impose an additional
constraint on the model, which, as we will see, essentially
reduces the freedom of choice on ∆N⋆ that was crucial in
the previous example for adapting the inflationary model
to observational constraints.

We consider a scalar field theory described, in the
absence of gravity, by the following Lagrangian density

L = 1
2(∂µϕ)(∂µϕ) − VStaro+dip(ϕ) (19)

where, following Ref. [27], the potential is given by

VStaro+dip(ϕ) ≡ VStaro(ϕ)
[
1 − A cosh−2

(
ϕ − ϕ0

σ

)]
.

(20)

The hyperbolic function—characterised by height A, po-
sition ϕ0 and width σ that was added to the Starobinsky
model—plays the role of a speed-breaker term for the
inflaton.

In the following we introduce some basics notion and
equations, useful to determine the power spectrum of the
curvature perturbation in presence of single field models
with an inflection point.

A. Classical dynamics and power spectra

The Hubble-flow parameters ϵi (for i ⩾ 1) are defined
by the recursive relation

ϵi ≡ ϵ̇i−1

Hϵi−1
, with: ϵ0 ≡ 1

H
. (21)

As customary, we simply indicate as ϵ the first Hubble
parameter, ϵ ≡ ϵ1 = −Ḣ/H2. Instead of the second
Hubble parameter ϵ2, sometimes it is useful to introduce
the Hubble parameter η defined by

η ≡ − Ḧ

2HḢ
= ϵ − 1

2
d log ϵ

dN
, with: ϵ2 = 2ϵ − 2η .

(22)

Using the number of e-folds as time variable, the inflaton
equation of motion reads

d2ϕ

dN2 +
[

3 − 1
2M̄2

Pl

(
dϕ

dN

)2
] [

dϕ

dN
+ M̄2

Pl

d log V (ϕ)
dϕ

]
= 0 ,

(23)

and, in turn, the Hubble parameters take the form

ϵ = 1
2M̄2

Pl

(
dϕ

dN

)2
, η = 3 + M̄2

Pl(3 − ϵ)V ′(ϕ)
V (ϕ)(dϕ/dN) , (24)

while the Hubble rate is related to the inflaton potential
by means of the Friedmann equation

(3 − ϵ)H2M̄2
Pl = V (ϕ) . (25)

The condition of Ultra-Slow Roll is formally defined as the
part of the dynamics for which η > 3/2 [28]. During this
phase, from a classical perspective, the inflaton undergoes
a sharp deceleration, nearly coming to a halt. Meanwhile,
from a quantum perspective, curvature perturbations
experience a phase with a negative friction term in their
equation of motion, which significantly boost the power
spectrum. This specific feature will be addressed in detail
in the following section.

In order to compute the scalar power spectrum of curva-
ture perturbations we need to solve the Mukhanov-Sasaki
(MS) equation [29, 30]

d2uk

dN2 + (1 − ϵ)duk

dN
+[

k2

(aH)2 + (1 + ϵ − η)(η − 2) − d

dN
(ϵ − η)

]
uk = 0 ,

(26)

with sub-horizon Bunch-Davies initial conditions [31] at
N ≪ Nk, where Nk indicates the horizon crossing time
for the mode k, that is the time at which we have k =
a(Nk)H(Nk). The scalar power spectrum of curvature
perturbations Pζ(k) is then given by

Pζ(k) = k3

2π2

∣∣∣∣ uk(N)
a(N)ϕ′(N)

∣∣∣∣2
N>NF(k)

(27)

The power spectrum Pζ(k) does not depend on time
because the meaning of Eq. (27) is that Pζ(k) must
be evaluated after the time NF(k) at which the mode
|uk(N)/a(N)ϕ′(N)| freezes to the constant value that
is conserved until its horizon re-entry. We then define
NF(k) ≡ max{Nk, Nend}, where Nend marks the end of
the USR phase. Modes that exit the horizon before Nend
(i.e., modes with Nk < Nend) are not conserved, even
though they are super-horizon, because they subsequently
encounter the negative friction phase. Therefore, for these
modes, their contribution to Eq. (27) must be evaluated
at any time N > Nend > Nk after the USR phase ends.
Conversely, modes that exit the horizon after Nend (i.e.,
modes with Nk > Nend) freeze to their constant value
once they become super-horizon. As a result, the contri-
bution of these modes to Eq. (27) should be evaluated at
any time N > Nk > Nend.

B. PBH abundance and the problem of scales

When one computes the dark matter fraction consisting
in PBHs, the key quantity is the differential mass function
describing the fraction of dark matter in the form of PBHs

fPBH(MPBH) = 1
ΩCDM

dΩPBH

d log MPBH
, (28)



9

where MPBH is the PBH mass, ΩCDM = ρCDM/ρc is the
ratio of the density of dark matter to the critical density
ρc today (given by ΩCDM = 0.12 h−2, with h = 0.674 for
the Hubble parameter) and, similarly, ΩPBH = ρPBH/ρc

is the ratio of the density of matter in the form of PBHs
to the critical density today.

A key equation for our discussion is the approximated
relation between the horizon mass at time t, MH(t), and
the comoving wavenumber kH of the sourced primordial
curvature perturbation that re-enters the horizon at time
t,

MH(t) ∼
(

106.5Mpc−1

k

)2

M⊙ , (29)

where kH ≡ a(t)H(t) [32, 33]. As at the time of formation
the mass of PBHs is approximately a fraction of the
Hubble horizon mass, Eq. (29) relates the mass of PBHs
formed from the collapse of curvature perturbations with
their comoving wavenumber.

We tune the values of the parameters (A, ϕ0, σ) so that
the power spectrum of scalar curvature perturbations has
an amplitude of the order 10−2 (cf. the caption of Fig. 4).
As we will see explicitly in the next section with the help
of an original model, these are the typical values that are
needed to form a sizable abundance of PBHs. In Fig. 4 we
keep fixed the same reference value ns = 0.965 that we
used in our discussion of the Starobinsky model, and we
fix the position of the peak at kpeak = 106 Mpc−1. The
key observation is that, to accommodate the presence of
a sufficiently long USR phase, the value of ∆N⋆ is forced
to increase. This is shown in the same Fig. 4. The red dot
corresponds to the case in which the Starobinsky potential
is perturbed by the presence of a dip-like feature as in
Eq. (20). The resulting value of ∆N⋆ now exceeds the
bound given by Eq. (14). Note that, on the other hand,
in this case the value of Hk remains essentially unaltered.

In Fig. 7, we show that the issue described in this sec-
tion persists across a wide range of scales. In partic-
ular, we fixed the inflationary parameters ns and r to
be, respectively, [0.965, 3.5 ∗ 10−3] for the red region and
[0.960, 4.5 ∗ 10−3] for blue region. Then, we change the
position and the shape of the dip, tuning the parameters
σ, A and ϕ0 in Eq. (20), in order to have a maximum
amplitude of the power spectrum at 10−2 but at different
location, kpeak. For the first set of parameters (the red
region), we observe that ∆N⋆ exceeds the bound given in
Eq. (14) for all the points shown in the plot. However, we
note that reducing the parameter σ mitigates the increase
of ∆N⋆. The parameter σ controls the width of the dip in
the potential and, consequently, the duration of the USR
phase. This confirms that, in this toy model, the excess
of e-folds during inflation is primarily determined by the
length of the USR phase. Notably, if we instead take as
a reference value the second set (blue region), the model
becomes compatible with the bound of ∆N⋆ = 55 for all
values of σ. Therefore, carefully choosing the parameters
of the model (20) is possible to evade this issue. The

FIG. 7: Number of e-folds produced during the inflationary
stage by the potential described in Eq. 20, shown for two
sets of inflationary parameter ns and r, that are respec-
tively [0.965, 3.5 ∗ 10−3] (red region) and [0.960, 4.5 ∗ 10−3]
(blue region). The amplitude of the power spectrum at
the peak, kpeak, is fixed at 10−2. The dependence of ∆N⋆

on the model parameter σ is highlighted for the range
σ ∈ [0.001, 0.2]. The thicker dashed line corresponds to
the solution with σ = 0.015, while the thinner dashed line,
at the edge of the colored regions, corresponds to the so-
lution with σ = 0.02. Decreasing σ the number of e-folds
quickly converges to the ones obtained in the asymptotic
case of very narrow pear, i.e σ ∼ 10−3.

agreement between the values adopted in Fig. 7 and the
Planck data [26] is shown in Fig. 8.

We summarize the main points of this section. For sin-
gle field inflationary models capable of producing PBHs,
it is not enough to verify the compatibility of the ampli-
tude of the power spectrum with the physical constraints
and ensure that the PBH production does not exceed the
dark matter abundance. Without the requirement of an
exotic reheating, i.e w > 1/3, we need to verify that also
the duration of inflation ∆N⋆ does not exceed the bound
of ∼ 55. As illustrated in Fig. 7, precise tuning of the
model parameters is required to shorten the duration of
the USR phase and, ideally, achieve a configuration that
avoid the bound mentioned above.

We would like to emphasize that we employ this model
solely for the purposes of the above illustrative discussion.
We do not consider this phenomenological toy model to
realistically describe the effects of an ultra-slow-roll phase
in single-field inflation models. For example, it is possible
to arbitrarily adjust the position and height of the dip
without altering the underlying base potential. For this
reason, we now move to consider a realistic model of
single-field inflation that implements a phase of USR.
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Spider

Simons

LITEBird

PLANCK TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing+BK21+BAO

FIG. 8: Constraints in the r vs. ns plane using the
joint analysis of Planck data (grey region) with additional
BICEP/Keck and BAO data (green region) , c.f. [23]. The
plot includes 68% and 95% confidence contours. The black
line represents the predictions of the toy model discussed
in section III. Colored dots at the edge of the black line
indicate the two regions highlighted in Fig. 7, following
the same color scheme. In addition, we plot the predicted
constraints on r from future experiments such as Spider
[34], Simons Observatory [35], and LiteBIRD [36].

IV. THE DOUBLE INFLECTION POINT MODEL

We present an original model of polynomial single-field
inflation capable of producing PBHs across a wide range
of scales without requiring a non-minimal coupling with
gravity.

Similar to the discussion in the previous section, we
consider a scalar field theory described, in the absence of
gravity, by the following Lagrangian density

L = 1
2(∂µϕ)(∂µϕ) − V (ϕ) , V (ϕ) =

n∑
k=2

akgk−2

k!Mk−4 ϕk ,

(30)

where ak are dimensionless numbers, g some fundamental
coupling and M a mass scale. We rewrite the potential as

V (ϕ) = M4

g2

n∑
k=2

ak

k!

(
gϕ

M

)k

. (31)

It is convenient to rescale the field in units of the mass-
to-coupling ratio M/g, and we define x ≡ gϕ/M . We
introduce two approximate stationary inflection points in
the above potential. To do this, we find that we need at
least n = 6. We write the potential in the following form

V (x) = c4M4

g2

(
c̄2x2 + c̄3x3 + x4 + c̄5x5 + c̄6x6) , (32)

with ck ≡ ak/k! and c̄k ≡ ck/c4 = ak4!/a4k!.
Clearly, the potential in Eq. (32) renders our theory non-
renormalizable and, as such, it should be interpreted as
an effective field theory. Consequently, we are tacitly op-
erating under the assumption that our inflationary theory
is an effective field theory arising from the integration
of a sector characterized by a fundamental coupling g
and a mass scale M . This mass scale corresponds to the
typical mass of the heavy degrees of freedom which, in
the effective approach, do not participate in the dynamics.
We might be tempted to impose the condition gM̄Pl = M ,
which would directly relate the coupling and the mass
through the Planck scale. However, for the time being,
we will not impose this constraint.

In order to enforce the presence of a double inflection
point, we introduce the following parametrization. Before
proceeding, we remark that this step is not really needed,
and one could also work directly with the potential in
Eq. (32). However, the parametrization we are about to
introduce will be helpful in the course of the numerical
analysis. We impose the four conditions

V ′(x0) = V ′′(x0) = 0 , V ′(x1) = V ′′(x1) = 0 , (33)

that identify x0,1 as exact stationary inflection points.
Solving for c̄k, we find

V (x) = c4M4

g2

{
x4 + 2

x2
0 + 4x0x1 + x2

1
×[

x2
0x2

1x2 − 4
3x0x1(x0 + x1)x3 − 4

5(x0 + x1)x5 + x6

3

]}
.

(34)

The presence of two inflection points results from a balance
between coefficients of opposite signs, specifically those
of quadratic/cubic and fifth/sixth order, respectively.

It is known that a shallow local minimum instead of
an exact stationary inflection point helps in the produc-
tion of PBHs, cf. Refs. [28, 37]. For this reason, we opt
for a slight generalization of the parametrization given
above. The simplest possibility is to perturb the condi-
tions in Eq. (33) and write V ′(x0) = κα1, V ′′(x0) = κα2
and V ′(x1) = κα3, V ′′(x1) = κα4, with κ ≡ c4M4/g2

(so that αi are dimensionless numbers). Solving again
for c̄k, one can then generalize Eq. (34) to the case of
approximate stationary inflection points. However, the
resulting expression is quite cumbersome. For simplic-
ity’s sake, therefore, we adopt in our analysis a different
parametrization. We simply write, instead of Eq. (34),
the expression

V (x) =c4M4

g2

{
x4 + 2

x2
0 + 4x0x1 + x2

1
×[

x2
0x2

1(1 + β2)x2 − 4
3x0x1(x0 + x1)(1 + β3)x3

−4
5(x0 + x1)(1 + β5)x5 + (1 + β6)x6

3

]}
, (35)
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where the dimensionless coefficients βi parametrize devia-
tions from the situation in which the stationary inflection
points are exact. For completeness, the mapping between
the two representations (that is, between αi and βi) is
given in Appendix,B.

We minimally couple the theory in Eq. (30) with Ein-
stein gravity.

We aim to structure our discussion in a broad context,
but we will directly present the results of different analyzes
along with the corresponding figures focusing on the two
realizations of our model. The two cases present the same
outcome, i.e. the same PBH mass distribution, but have
different durations in e-folds. In order to construct a
discussion around the problem of the mismatch of scales,
if not explicitly reported, all the figures from now on are
referred to the Case A. In the first case (Case A) the
inflationary lasts too long to have an universe compatible
with the usual picture, while in the second case (Case
B) the dynamics lasts less than 55 e-folds, analogously as
in the starobinsky case without any dip and there is not
any issue related to the standard cosmological evolution.
The parameter values are reported in table I.

Case A
Parameter x0 x1 β2 β3 β5 β6 c4g2

Value 1.439 6 0 4.4 × 10−4 −7.05 × 10−4 −9.5 × 10−4 4.83 × 10−12

Parameter x0 x1 α2 α3 α5 α6 c4g2

Value 1.439 6 −4.3 × 10−3 −3.2 × 10−3 0.23 0.12 4.83 × 10−12

Parameter c̄2 c̄3 c̄5 c̄6 c4g2

Value 2.015 −2.338 −0.207 9.4 × 10−3 4.83 × 10−12

Case B
Parameter x0 x1 β2 β3 β5 β6 c4g2

Value 1.416 5.92 0 5.78 × 10−4 −6.0 × 10−4 −6.6 × 10−4 4.33 × 10−12

Parameter x0 x1 α2 α3 α5 α6 c4g2

Value 1.416 5.92 −3.0 × 10−3 −6.5 × 10−3 0.20 0.14 4.33 × 10−12

Parameter c̄2 c̄3 c̄5 c̄6 c4g2

Value 1.991 −2.325 −0.208 9.4 × 10−3 4.33 × 10−12

TABLE I: Numerical values for the benchmark realiza-
tions of our model that is explicitly studied in the course
of this work. The first set of parameters refers to the
potential in Eq. (35). The second set of parameters refers
to the potential discussed in appendix B. The third set of
parameters refers to the potential in Eq. (32).

A. Model Dynamics

In terms of the a-dimensional field x ≡ gϕ/M , Eq. (24)
reads

d2x

dN2 +
[

3 − ξ2

2

(
dx

dN

)2
] [

dx

dN
+ 1

ξ2
d log V (ϕ)

dx

]
= 0 ,

(36)

where we introduced the dimensionless ratio ξ ≡ M/gM̄Pl.
This parameter controls the ratio between the mass scales

★★★★

FIG. 9: Top panel. Scalar potential given in Eq. (35) with
the parameters shown in table I (Case A). The inset plot
shows a zoom-in on the region near the minimum where
inflation ends and the reheating phase occurs. Bottom
panel. Evolution of the inflationary background from the
perspective of its phase space. The vertical magenta band
indicates the USR phase. The yellow star indicates the
point where we fit the CMB data.

M and gM̄Pl. Henceforth, we consider the choice ξ = 1.
Consequently, we note that the measurement of the am-
plitude of the power spectrum of curvature perturbations
at the CMB scale is sensitive to the combination c4g2.

We show the background dynamics in Fig. 9. The cru-
cial point of this part of the analysis is to determine
whether the first approximate inflection point results in a
non-attractive phase of inflation. To explore this aspect,
we examine in Fig. 9 the phase space of the inflationary dy-
namics. The upper part of the figure depicts the potential
and clearly illustrates the presence of the two stationary
approximate inflection points. In the lower part of the
figure, we present the corresponding phase space obtained
by numerically solving the equation of motion for the
inflaton for generic initial positions and velocities. First,
we consider the dynamics close to the first quasi-inflection
point (located at x1 = 6). The inflationary trajectory
remains an attractor despite the inflaton experiencing a
sharp deceleration when passing through the approximate
inflection point. Thereafter, the inflaton begins to accel-
erate again until it encounters the second approximate
stationary inflection point, where—like in a cosmic roller
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coaster—it experiences a second, and even sharper, de-
celeration. As we shall see, this part of the dynamics is
crucial for the formation of PBHs. As well known, this
second part of the dynamics features a breaking of the
attractor phase [38–41] (cf. also Ref. [42] for a critical as-
sessment of the statement). In our discussion, we observe
that our phase space portrait is bounded, at the upper
part of the diagram relative to the attractor trajectory,
by the red-marked trajectory, where the inflaton remains
trapped in the minimum formed by the second approxi-
mate stationary inflection point. Similarly, at the lower
part, along the trajectory marked in blue, inflation ends
(ϵ > 1) before the inflaton reaches the absolute minimum
of the potential. These limitations, as mentioned, are
typical of the presence of a nearly stationary inflection
point required to produce a sizable abundance of PBHs.
However, the point that we wish to emphasize is that
the presence of the first nearly stationary inflection point,
which corresponds to reproducing the CMB, does not
alter the attractor dynamics of the inflationary solution.

In Fig. 9, the yellow star corresponds to the point in
phase space where we reproduce the CMB data in the
Case A of our model, cf. table I.

In the solution presented in Fig. 9, which is relevant
for the formation of solar-mass PBHs, we highlight the
presence of an USR phase through a vertical magenta
band.

Now we apply the formalism of the Mukhanov-Sasaki
equation (see Sec. III A) in order to compute the scalar
power spectrum to the model discussed in this section.
In the upper-left panel of Fig. 10 (with magenta-colored
edges), we show one of the key result of our analysis.
What we present is the power spectrum of curvature
perturbations within the comoving wavenumber window
10−4 ≲ k [Mpc−1] ≲ 1. This range is of outmost impor-
tance for validating the model, as it is highly constrained
by measurements from the CMB and the Lyman-α forest.
We fit the power spectrum of the model (considering its
realization given in table I) with the functional form

Pζ(k) = As

(
k

k⋆

)ns−1+ α
2 log k

k∗ + ϑ
6 log2 k

k∗ +...

, (37)

with α = dns/d log k, ϑ = d2ns/d log k2. Generally, these
inflationary parameters are evaluated on the pivot scale
k∗ = 0.05 Mpc−1, while the tensor-to-scalar ratio, which
is relevant for the comparison with BK18, is calculated at
the reference scale k = 0.002 Mpc−1. Using the slow-roll
approximation, the expression is given by

r0.002 = 16 ϵ(N0.002) , (38)

where N0.002 is the e-fold time at which the reference scale
k = 0.002 Mpc−1 crosses the comoving Hubble horizon.

The values of the inflationary parameters for both cases
are reported in Tab. II.

As expected, the model is characterized by a sizable
running of the spectral index. For comparison, we quote
(at the 68% confidence level) the value of the running

Parameter As ns α θ r N

Case A 2.15 × 10−9 0.965 -0.0288 0.0016 2.20 × 10−3 60
Case B 2.15 × 10−9 0.959 -0.0275 0.0013 1.87 × 10−3 53.5

TABLE II: Inflationary parameters for the two benchmark
cases under considerations reported in Tab. I.

parameters α = 0.0011 ± 0.0099 , ϑ = 0.009 ± 0.012 [43].
Therefore, our model remains within the 3-σ confidence
interval.

Regarding the value of r, it is in perfect agreement with
the limits of BK18 (r ≲ 0.036 at 95%). This is one of
the advantages of having an almost stationary inflection
point at CMB scales, as in this case ϵ becomes very small,
thereby dragging along the value of r.

Beyond the slow-roll approximation, the power spec-
trum of tensor perturbations PT (k) is given by

PT (k) = 4k3

π2

∣∣∣∣ vk(N)
a(N)M̄Pl

∣∣∣∣2
N>Nk

, (39)

where the mode functions vk(N) solve the differential
equation

d2vk

dN2 + (1 − ϵ)dvk

dN
+
[

k2

(aH)2 − (2 − ϵ)
]

vk = 0 , (40)

with sub-horizon Bunch-Davies initial conditions. In
Fig. 11 we show the scale dependence of the tensor-to-
scalar ratio PT (k)/Pζ(k) compared to the consistency
relation r = 16ϵ. The numerical analysis confirms that
the estimate of r given in Eq. (38) is an excellent approxi-
mation of the full numerical solution.

Let us now extend our analysis to shorter scales. In
Fig. 10, in the left corner of the ⊥-shaped central panel, we
show the full power spectrum of curvature perturbations.
The part of the power spectrum corresponding to the short
scales of the CMB, analyzed previously, is highlighted
with a magenta box. As mentioned earlier, the dynamics
is tuned to produce a sizable enhancement of the power
spectrum at scales k = O(106-108) Mpc−1.

B. (Sub)solar-mass primordial black holes

For the calculation of fPBH in this original model, we
strictly follow the methodology outlined in Refs. [47–50]
(and references therein). Therefore, we omit most techni-
cal details.

We present our findings in Fig. 12 where the PBH mass
function peaks around the (sub)solar mass region.

These PBHs are potentially highly interesting from
a phenomenological perspective. On one hand, consid-
ering a binary system of PBHs, a merger event could
be detectable by the gravitational interferometers of the
LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA collaboration, up to now specifi-
cally targeted searches of subsolar mass compact objects,
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FIG. 10: Analysis performed for the case A in Tab. I. Top left panel (with magenta borders). Power spectrum of
curvature perturbations as a function of comoving wavenumbers, zoomed in on the region of scales relevant for CMB
measurements. ⊥-shaped central panel. On the left, we show the power spectrum of curvature perturbations over
the entire range of scales covered by the inflationary dynamics. We plot the region excluded by CMB anisotropy
measurements, Ref. [26], the FIRAS bound on CMB spectral distortions, Ref. [44] (see also Ref. [7, 45]) and the bound
obtained from Lyman-α forest data [46]. At the top, we show the solution of the background equation during the
inflationary phase. In the center-right, we show the evolution of the inverse comoving Hubble radius during inflation
(center) and in the subsequent phase (right). In the post-inflationary phase, we show different realizations of reheating
(see legend for details). The temperature evolution (top x-axis) refers to the solution with ωreh = 2/3 and Nreh = 15.
Similarly, the three vertical lines—indicating, from left to right, the QCD phase transition, matter-radiation equality,
and recombination—refer to the solution with ωreh = 2/3 and Nreh = 15.

which would provide a smoking gun signal of the existence
of PBHs, have been unsuccessful [51–61]1. On the other
hand, the same perturbations that would generate the
PBHs could serve as a source for a stochastic background
of gravitational waves at the nHz frequency, potentially
consistent with that recently observed by PTA experi-
ments such as NANOGrav [63, 64], EPTA (in combination
with InPTA) [65–67], PPTA [68–70] and CPTA [71].

In this mass range, experimental constraints allow for
at most an order of 10−3 fraction of dark matter in the

1 Candidate sub-solar events have been claimed in the literature [57,
62], although without sufficient statistical evidence.

form of PBHs2.
On its own, this could be an interesting result, because

it is not straightforward to construct single-field inflation
models that can produce a sizable abundance of solar-
mass PBHs without conflicting with predictions at CMB
scales (considering solely inflationary parameters such as
the spectral index or tensor-to-scalar ratio).

2 For simplicity we are showing constraints obtained with PBH
monochromatic spectrum. Since the mass function distribution is
quite narrow, we expect that the modification of such constraints
is negligible [72, 73].
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FIG. 11: Tensor-to-scalar ratio PT (k)/Pζ(k) compared to
the consistency relation r = 16ϵ.

FIG. 12: Fraction of dark matter in the form of PBHs
with mass MPBH. We show the following most con-
straining bounds: Evaporation constraints (see also [74–
76]): EDGES [77], CMB [78], INTEGRAL [79, 80], 511
keV [81, 82], Voyager [83], EGRB [84]); microlensing con-
straints from the Hyper-Supreme Cam (HSC), Ref. [85];
microlensing constraints from OGLE, Refs. [86–88]; con-
straints from modification of the CMB spectrum due to
accreting PBHs, Ref. [89, 90]; direct constraints on PBH-
PBH mergers with LIGO, Refs. [73] (see also [52, 91–96]).

C. A mismatch of scales

The cosmological evolution of the comoving Hubble
radius plotted in Fig. 10 clearly illustrates the main point
of our analysis. In the Case A to accommodate the
USR dynamics necessary for PBH formation the infla-
tionary period ,extending from the moment the CMB
scales exit the horizon to the end of inflation itself, is
constrained to last approximately 60 e-folds. This implies
that the CMB scales are stretched to the point where
they do not have sufficient time to re-enter the horizon
consistently with the post-inflationary evolution of the

universe. This is evident when considering the evolution
of the comoving Hubble radius in relation to the comoving
scales of the CMB (shown as a green band) in the plot of
Fig. 10. Specifically, we first consider the case where the
post-inflationary evolution of the universe is characterized
by an instantaneous reheating process. In this case, the
evolution of the Hubble radius after inflation is governed
by the radiation content of the universe and is shown as
a dashed black line. To draw this line, we start from the
value of aH at the end of inflation. The entire evolution
of H is given by Eq. (25) once the overall scale of the
potential, set by c4g2 in units of M̄4

Pl, is fixed by imposing
the correct normalization of the curvature power spec-
trum at the CMB pivot scale. In terms of the value of
the scale factor, we find aend = k⋆eNend−N⋆/H⋆. Under
the assumption of instantaneous reheating, we can use
Eq. (1) to follow its subsequent temporal evolution. The
latter is completely nailed down by standard cosmology.
Specifically, starting from H at the end of inflation and
arriving at the observed value H0 today completely deter-
mines the number of e-folds of post-inflationary evolution.
We remark that in this part of the analysis we do not
normalize the scale factor in such a way that a0 = 1. In
contrast, the normalization of the scale factor is carried
out implicitly considering the match between the stan-
dard cosmological evolution in Eq. (1) and the value of
aH at the end of inflation, as discussed above.

We observe how we arrive at a universe at the time of
recombination in which the scales of the CMB are still out-
side the horizon at the time of matter-radiation equality.
Therefore, the dashed black line is clearly incompatible
with the cosmology of our universe.

If we consider a reheating scenario described by a per-
fect fluid phase with ωreh < 1/3 (dotted line in the post-
inflationary evolution of the comoving Hubble radius in
Fig. 10), the situation worsens. To clarify, let us consider
the case with ωreh = 0, corresponding to the situation
where the reheating phase is matter dominated. In a
matter-dominated reheating phase, the comoving Hubble
radius expands slower compared to radiation domination,
exacerbating the tension with standard cosmological evo-
lution. Indeed, if we attempt to connect the value of H
at the end of the matter-dominated reheating phase with
the observed value today, we find ourselves again in a
situation where the scales of the CMB are well outside
the horizon at the time of matter-radiation equality.

The only way out seems to be to postulate a reheating
phase where the universe’s dynamics are dominated by a
perfect fluid with ωreh > 1/3. In this case, it is possible
to counterbalance the effect of the USR phase—since now
during reheating the comoving Hubble radius expands
faster compared to radiation domination—and connect,
at the end of reheating, to a universe consistent with
standard cosmology.

This situation corresponds to the solid black line in
the post-inflationary evolution of the comoving Hubble
radius in Fig. 10. As seen, in this case the scales of the
CMB manage to re-enter the horizon just before matter-
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radiation equality. Note how, in the example shown, 15
e-folds of reheating with ωreh = 2/3 are required. It is
natural to wonder how realistic this requirement is. A
reheating phase with ωreh > 1/3 is a somewhat exotic pos-
sibility because, as we have previously discusses, it would
require a scalar potential dominated in the minimum by
non-renormalizable operators.

As previously discussed, Case B features a configu-
ration of potential parameters that results in the same
mass distribution as Case A but fewer than 55 e-folds of
inflation, thereby avoiding issues related to standard cos-
mological evolution. Unlike the Starobinsky+dip model,
the relationship between the model parameters and the
duration of the inflationary stage, ∆N⋆, is non-trivial,
as shown in Tab. I. Consequently, it is not possible to
produce a plot analogous to Fig. 7. For polynomial single-
field models, such as the one presented in this section,
assuming equal configurations at the CMB scales, the
total number of e-folds of inflation is related to the value
of the inflationary parameter η during the USR phase
(ηUSR), its duration (∆NUSR) and the subsequent slow-
roll phase (ηSR). By carefully tuning the model parame-
ters, it is possible to obtain, with a different set of values
of (ηUSR, ηSR, ∆NUSR), the same PBH abundance and
mass function while simultaneously reducing the total
number of e-folds. Consequently, even for polynomial
single-field inflationary models, we can evade the bound
given by Eq. 14 without requiring an exotic reheating
phase, i.e. ωreh > 1/3.

In the following, we present a more concrete discussion
on reheating, where we examine a more explicit realization
of its dynamics.

D. Modeling the dynamics of reheating

To strengthen our previous discussion, we go beyond
the approximation in which reheating is described by a
phase dominated by a perfect fluid with a fixed ωreh. Nat-
urally, this requires introducing some model dependence.
Specifically, we introduce a reheating portal by Yukawa
coupling the inflaton to a fermion. At the tree level, the
inflaton decay width reads Γϕ = y2mϕ/8π with Yukawa
coupling y. In our model, the inflaton mass takes the
value

m2
ϕ = 4c4g2(1 + c2)x2

0x2
1M̄2

Pl

x2
0 + 4x0x1 + x2

1
. (41)

The dynamics of the reheating stage is described by the
system

ρ̇γ + 4Hργ − Γϕϕ̇2 = 0 , (42)

ϕ̈ + 3Hϕ̇ + Γϕϕ̇ + dV

dϕ
= 0 , (43)

3M̄2
PlH

2 =
[

ϕ̇2

2 + V (ϕ) + ργ

]
, (44)

FIG. 13: Top panel. Time evolution of the equation of
state parameter during reheating, cf. Eq. (45). We take
y = 0.25, and N = 0 corresponds to the end of inflation.
Bottom panel. Time evolution of the inverse comoving
Hubble radius. We consider ωreh = 0, 1/3, 2/3 and the
case discussed in section IV D, in which we model the
dynamics of reheating.

that can be easily solved by imposing as initial conditions
the value of ϕ and ϕ̇ at the end of the inflationary stage
(with zero initial radiation energy density). The damping
factor Γϕ takes into account the decay of the inflaton and
represents the transfer of energy from the inflaton field
to radiation. We keep track of ωreh by writing

ωreh(N) = ϕ̇2/2 − V (ϕ) + ργ/3
ϕ̇2/2 + V (ϕ) + ργ

. (45)

The result is shown in Fig. 13. In the top panel, we
show the evolution of ωreh (with N = 0 the beginning of
the reheating stage). ωreh starts from −1/3 (the value
at the end of inflation) and rapidly oscillates in time
until the energy stored in the inflaton field gets entirely
converted into radiation (ωreh = 1/3). Note how during
the reheating phase, ωreh can instantaneously be greater
than 1/3 (and saturate the causality limit ωreh = 1). In
the bottom panel, we show the evolution of the (inverse)
comoving Hubble radius computed according to Eq. (44).

The evolution of aH resembles that of a matter-
dominated epoch during reheating, before decaying to
radiation. This is expected, as the inflaton transfers its en-
ergy to radiation through oscillations around a minimum
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dominated by the quadratic term of the potential.
This example clearly demonstrates that persisting in the

use of a single-field model aiming to unify both inflationary
and reheating dynamics makes it extremely challenging
to resolve the scale mismatch described in the preceding
section.

V. CONCLUSIONS

The study of primordial black holes formed from the
collapse of cosmological perturbations requires that the
power spectrum of the scalar curvature perturbation field
aligns with observational constraints across various scales,
such as those provided by CMB observations [26], FI-
RAS [44] and Lyman-α forest [46]. Furthermore, it is
crucial to avoid overproducing PBHs relative to the dark
matter abundance observed today and to prevent exces-
sive scalar-induced gravitational waves that would conflict
with non-detections from experiments like the Pulsar Tim-
ing Array collaborations,[7].

In this work, we explored the compatibility of single-
field inflationary models, featuring an ultra-slow-roll
phase, with standard cosmology. Specifically, we imposed
the condition that, at the time of recombination, the
size of the comoving scales should be smaller than those
relevant for CMB observations (k ∼ [0.005, 0.02] Mpc−1).
Assuming scenarios of instantaneous or standard reheat-
ing (i.e., −1/3 ⩽ ωreh ⩽ 1/3), this requirement translates
into limiting the total number of e-folds after the horizon
exit of modes with inverse wavelength k ≈ 0.05 Mpc−1

to be at most 55, but more than 50 in order to solve
the horizon problem. This approach allowed us to place
additional constraints on the parameter space where a
given model can produce a PBH population.

To illustrate this, we first analyzed a simple toy model:
Starobinsky inflation with a dip feature. Subsequently,
we introduced a more realistic model with two inflection
points in the scalar potential. The latter model is par-
ticularly interesting as constructing single-field inflation
capable of generating a sizable population of solar-mass
PBHs without conflicting with CMB-scale constraints is
nontrivial. Using both models, we demonstrated that, fix-
ing the values of the inflationary outcomes (ns, r) compat-
ible with Planck+BICEP/Keck data and a similar PBH
mass distribution, the constraint on the total duration of
inflation could exclude certain parameter configurations.

Interestingly, the toy model showed that as the PBH
mass increases, the number of e-folds required to repro-
duce Planck data tends to increase. For (sub-)solar-mass
PBHs, finding viable configurations fully consistent with
Planck constraints becomes technically challenging.

One way to alleviate this fine-tuning is by assuming
an exotic reheating scenario with ωreh > 1/3. During
reheating, the equation of state parameter can transiently
exceed 1/3 due to various mechanisms. In perturbative
reheating, this condition arises if the potential near its
minimum is dominated by higher-dimensional operators,

V (ϕ) ∝ ϕp with p > 4, a scenario that, however, conflicts
with naturalness.

A phase of exotic reheating is also realized in the con-
text of non-oscillatory or quintessential inflation mod-
els [97, 98]. This class of models is extremely interesting
because it allows for a unified description of both the
phase of inflationary expansion and the phase of late dark
energy. In general terms, in these models, the inflaton
potential undergoes a sudden drop, which is responsible
for the fast-roll of the scalar field after the end of inflation.
On both sides of this drop, the inflaton potential presents
two asymptotically flat regions: the inflationary plateau
and the quintessence tail. In the quintessence tail, the
dynamics of the scalar field are dominated by the kinetic
term, leading to a phase of kination dominance. There-
fore, one might consider the production of PBHs within
the context of these models. In this regard, a potential
difficulty could be associated with the necessity of having
trans-Planckian field excursions. During a phase of kina-
tion dominance, in fact, the Friedmann equation in terms
of the Hubble parameter 6M̄2

PlH
2 = ϕ̇2 implies

∆ϕ ≈
√

6M̄Pl∆N , (46)

meaning that a canonically normalized scalar field varies
by O(M̄Pl) during each e-fold of kination. Since in our
case the inflaton completes the inflationary dynamics
at sub-Planckian values, connecting our potential to a
quintessence tail does not seem straightforward. Undoubt-
edly, this path could be relevant to explore in future work.

Whether the exotic reheating is constituted by a ki-
nation dominance or other scenarios (see for example
gravitational reheating [99] or oscillon-mediated reheat-
ing [100, 101]), in any case, one needs to separate the
inflationary dynamics responsible for boosting the power
spectrum from those governing reheating, treating the
latter in an ad hoc manner to resolve the scale issue.

Another possibility involves reheating mediated by spec-
tator fields [102, 103], coupled to the inflaton, which sub-
sequently transfer energy to Standard Model particles.
However, this requires introducing new particles beyond
the Standard Model.
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Appendix A: Starobinsky model in slow-roll
approximation

In this appendix, we present the semi-analytical expres-
sions corresponding to the main quantities that charac-
terize the Starobinsky inflationary model in the slow-roll
approximation. The model is based on the scalar potential

VStaro(ϕ) = 3M2M̄2
Pl

4

[
1 − exp

(
−
√

2
3

ϕ

M̄Pl

)]2

. (A1)

For ease of reading, we introduce the function

fx ≡ −1
3(3 + 2

√
3)e−1−2/

√
3−4x/3 . (A2)

We indicate with ∆N⋆ the number of e-folds between the
horizon crossing of the CMB pivot scale k⋆ ≡ 0.05 Mpc−1

and the end of inflation. The field value at the end of
inflation is

ϕend =
√

3
2 log

(
1 + 2√

3

)
M̄Pl . (A3)

The field value at the CMB pivot scale is

ϕCMB = − 1√
6
[
3 + 2

√
3 + 4∆N⋆ + log

(
−135 + 78

√
3
)

+ 3W−1(f∆N⋆
)
]
M̄Pl , (A4)

where W−1(z) is the branch with k = −1 of the Lambert
W function Wk(z). The scalar spectral index at the CMB
pivot scale reads

ns = 1 − 16
3[1 + W−1(f∆N⋆

)]2 + 8
3[1 + W−1(f∆N⋆

)] ,

(A5)

while for the tensor-to-scalar ratio we find

r = 64
3[1 + W−1(f∆N⋆

)]2 . (A6)

The amplitude of the scalar power spectrum at the CMB
pivot scale is

As = 3M2[1 + W−1(f∆N⋆
)]4

128π2M̄2
PlW−1(f∆N⋆

)2
. (A7)

Finally, the square of the Hubble rate at the end of infla-
tion is

H(Nend)2 ≡ H2
end = 3

(
7
2 − 2

√
3
)

M2 , (A8)

while its value at the time of horizon crossing for the
CMB pivot scale k⋆ is

H(N⋆)2 ≡ H2
⋆ = M2

4

[
1 + 1

W−1(f∆N⋆
)

]2
. (A9)

The value of the Hubble rate at the e-fold time Nk at
which the generic comoving wavenumber k crosses the
inverse comoving Hubble radius (that is, the time Nk de-
fined by the condition k = a(Nk)H(Nk)) can be obtained
from the scaling

k

k⋆
= a(Nk)H(Nk)

a(N⋆)H(N⋆) → H(Nk) ≡ Hk =
(

k

k⋆

)
eN∗−Nk H⋆ .

(A10)

Appendix B: Details of the scalar potential

Here we report briefly the relation between the param-
eter in the different potential parameterizations.

α2 =
4x3

0[x2
1(β2 − 2β3) − 2x0x1(β3 + β5) + x2

0(−2β5 + β6)]
x2

0 + 4x0x1 + x2
1

,

(B1)
− α3 =
4x2

0[−x2
1(β2 − 4β3) + 4x0x1(β3 + 2β5) + x2

0(8β5 − 5β6)]
x2

0 + 4x0x1 + x2
1

,

(B2)
α5 =
4x3

1[x2
0(β2 − 2β3) − 2x0x1(β3 + β5) + x2

1(−2β5 + β6)]
x2

0 + 4x0x1 + x2
1

,

(B3)
α6 =
4x2

1[x2
0(β2 − 4β3) − 4x0x1(β3 + 2β5) + x2

1(−8β5 + 5β6)]
x2

0 + 4x0x1 + x2
1

.

(B4)
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