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The Hamilton-Jacobi method offers a natural and concise framework for describing inflation,
with implications that extend to the reheating phase. Additionally, reheating plays a crucial role
in constraining the observationally viable parameter space of inflationary models. In this study,
we employ the Hamilton-Jacobi approach to investigate reheating predictions within non-minimally
coupled inflation models, comparing the metric and Palatini formulations. Our results show that
the coupling effect suppresses the tensor-to-scalar ratio, aligning predictions with the Planck CMB
and BICEP/Keck data in both formulations. Additionally, reheating predictions in the Palatini
formulation are more sensitive to coupling strength variations, leading to a stronger suppression of
the tensor-to-scalar ratio. This highlights a key difference in reheating dynamics between the metric
and Palatini formulations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Inflation refers to the phase of exponential expansion
that occurred in the early universe, resolving key issues in
the standard cosmological model, including the flatness
problem, the horizon problem, and the monopole prob-
lem [1–4]. On large scales, inflation predicts a nearly
scale-invariant primordial perturbation power spectrum,
which is in strong agreement with the Cosmic Microwave
Background (CMB) observations. On smaller scales, the
amplification of the primordial perturbation power spec-
trum plays a significant role in the formation of pri-
mordial black holes and the generation of gravitational
waves [5–12]. However, due to limitations in observa-
tional sensitivity, particularly in detecting small-scale
perturbations, the current comprehension of the small-
scale primordial perturbation power spectrum remains
incomplete. Consequently, the study of inflation primar-
ily relies on indirect evidence from CMB observations.
Additionally, the CMB observations provide important
constraints on the spectral index of the primordial cur-
vature perturbations ns and the tensor-to-scalar ratio
r. The latest Planck CMB and BICEP/Keck data have
ruled out several inflationary models, including those
with simple quadratic and quartic potentials [13, 14].

However, when considering extensions to gravity, such
as non-minimal coupling of the inflaton to gravity, models
that are excluded in general relativity (GR) remain con-
sistent with observational data [15–17]. The discussion
of gravitational degrees of freedom is particularly promi-
nent in non-minimal coupling theories, especially in the
metric and Palatini formalisms [18–27]. The independent
variables in the metric formalism are the metric tensor
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and its first-order derivative, while the independent vari-
ables in the Palatini formalism are the metric tensor and
the connection. Both have equivalent background equa-
tions in GR unless extended gravity is introduced, such
as non-minimal coupled gravity [18, 19]. Additionally,
in Palatini formalism, the tensor-to-scalar ratio is consis-
tently suppressed compared to metric formalism [28].

After inflation, the universe enters the reheating phase,
where the inflaton oscillates around the potential mini-
mum and decays into particles, initiating thermalization
and the transition to a radiation-dominated era. Reheat-
ing mechanisms include the perturbative decays of oscil-
lating inflatons [29–31] and non-perturbative effects, such
as parametric resonances or tachyon instabilities [32–40].
At the end of reheating, the cosmic temperature Tre must
be lower than the energy scale of inflation (∼ 1016 GeV)
and higher than the temperature of Big Bang nucleosyn-
thesis (BBN) (∼ 10−2 GeV) [41]. Despite the limited
observational constraints on the reheating temperature,
valuable insights into the reheating process can still be
gained by studying the relation between inflationary and
reheating parameters. This relation is established by
tracing the evolution of cosmic expansion, from the point
when the observable CMB scales exit the Hubble radius
during inflation to their eventual re-entry. Moreover, this
correlation offers complementary constraints on inflation-
ary models by defining the permissible range of reheat-
ing parameters, leading to extensive studies on reheating
predictions within these models [42–60].

Recently, the Hamilton-Jacobi method has been exten-
sively used to analyze various inflationary models [61–
78]. Unlike the traditional slow-roll approximation, the
Hamilton-Jacobi formalism treats the scalar field as a
time variable in cosmological background equations, as-
suming monotonic evolution of the field. This approach
shifts the focus from specifying the inflaton potential
V (ϕ) to defining the Hubble parameter H(ϕ), a geo-
metric quantity that directly characterizes the expan-
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sion rate of the universe. Furthermore, this method
simplifies the analysis of inflation by avoiding certain
perturbative issues, especially in extended gravity the-
ories, such as non-minimal derivative coupling [70]. The
Hamilton-Jacobi formalism enables the reconstruction of
inflationary potentials beyond the slow-roll approxima-
tion. Examples of models include tachyonic inflation[68],
quasi-exponential inflation [72], anisotropic inflation [78],
and k-inflation [77], which consistently yield predictions
matching observational data.

The Hamilton-Jacobi method has been applied to non-
minimal coupling inflation to investigate inflationary so-
lutions by specifying different scalar potentials [79]. How-
ever, the application of this method to reheating predic-
tions in inflationary models remains underexplored. This
motivates our analysis of reheating in non-minimal cou-
pling inflation, using both metric and Palatini formu-
lations with specified Hubble parameters. We compare
these predictions with the latest observational data to
enhance our understanding of the reheating phase and
its implications for inflationary models. The organiza-
tion of this paper is as follows. In the next section,
we outline the cosmological background equations gov-
erning non-minimal coupling theories. Section III ap-
plies the Hamilton-Jacobi method to inflationary scenar-
ios. In Section IV, we examine the reheating process
by specifying the functional form of the Hubble param-
eter. Section V presents the numerical results, followed
by our conclusions in Section VI. This paper uses the
metric signature (−,+,+,+), adopts natural units with
c = ℏ = 1, and establishes the reduced Planck mass as
Mpl = 1/

√
8πG = 1.

II. BACKGROUND EQUATIONS IN THE
SCALAR FIELD THEORY WITH NON-MINIMAL

COUPLING

In this section, we provide a brief overview of the cos-
mological background equations for scalar field theory
with non-minimal coupling, examining both the metric
and Palatini formalisms, and considering the Jordan and
Einstein frames.

A. In the Jordan frame

The action of non-minimally coupled inflation differs
from that of standard inflation by an additional coupling
term, where the inflaton field ϕ is coupled to the Ricci
scalar R(Γ). The action in the Jordan frame is then
expressed as:

SJ =

∫
d4x

√
−g

[
1

2
f(ϕ)R(Γ)− 1

2
∂µϕ∂

µϕ− V (ϕ)

]
,

(1)

where g denotes the determinant of the metric tensor
gµν , and f(ϕ) ≡ 1 − ξϕ2 is the coupling function [80].

Here, ξ represents the non-minimal coupling constant,
constrained to ξ ≤ 10−3 in chaotic models [81], with
ξ = 0 corresponding to minimal coupling. V (ϕ) is the
inflaton field potential.
Understanding this framework requires distinguishing

between the metric and Palatini formalisms, as they treat
the connection Γ differently. In the metric formalism, the
connection is the Levi-Civita connection, which depends
on the metric tensor gµν , i.e., Γ = Γ̃(gµν). However, in
the Palatini formalism, the connection is given by [18]:

Γγ
µν =Γ̃γ

µν + δγµ∂ν ln
√
f(ϕ)

+ δγν∂µ ln
√
f(ϕ)− gµν∂

γ ln
√
f(ϕ). (2)

When f(ϕ) = 1 (i.e., ξ = 0), the theory reduces to GR,
and the field equations derived from both formalisms are
identical. However, when non-minimal coupling is intro-
duced, the gravitational theories in the two formalisms
differ.
To explore these dynamics, we adopt the spatially flat

Friedmann-Robertson-Walker (FRW) metric:

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)δijdx
idxj , (3)

and use it to derive the background equations, which are
given by:

3H2 =
1

(1− α)

[
1

2
ϕ̇2 + V (ϕ) + 6ξHϕϕ̇− 3σξαϕ̇2

1− α

]
,

(4)

ϕ̈+ 3Hϕ̇+
(1− α)V,ϕ(ϕ)

β

+
ξϕ
{
4V (ϕ)− [1− (1− σ)6ξ] ϕ̇2

}
β

= 0. (5)

Here a(t) is the scale factor, H ≡ ȧ/a is the Hubble pa-
rameter, α ≡ ξϕ2, and β ≡ 1−α [1− (1− σ)6ξ]. The dot
denotes a derivative with respect to cosmic time t, and
the subscript “, ϕ” refers to differentiation with respect to
the scalar field ϕ. The parameter σ distinguishes between
the metric (σ = 0) and Palatini (σ = 1) formulations.

B. In the Einstein frame

For convenience, we apply a conformal transformation
to convert the action (1) from the Jordan frame to the
Einstein frame:

ĝµν = f(ϕ)gµν . (6)

where a hat denotes quantities in the Einstein frame. We
then derive the relationship between the line elements in
the Einstein and Jordan frames as:

dŝ2 = f(ϕ)ds2 = −dt̂2 + â2(t̂)δijdx
idxj , (7)
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which gives the following relations:

â(t̂) =
√
f(ϕ)a(t), t̂ =

√
f(ϕ)t. (8)

Thus, the action in the Einstein frame is derived as

SE =

∫
d4x
√

−ĝ

{
1

2
R̂− 1

2
∂̂µϕ̂∂̂

µϕ̂− V̂ (ϕ̂)

}
. (9)

The new scalar field ϕ̂ and potential V̂ (ϕ̂) are related to
the original field ϕ and potential V (ϕ) as:

dϕ̂

dϕ
=

√
β

1− α
(10)

and

V̂ (ϕ̂) =
V (ϕ)

f2(ϕ)
. (11)

Finally, the background equations in the Einstein frame
can be written as

3Ĥ2 =
1

2
ϕ̂′2 + V̂ (ϕ̂), (12)

ϕ̂′′ + 3Ĥϕ̂′ + V̂,ϕ̂(ϕ̂) = 0, (13)

where the prime indicates differentiation with respect to

the new time t̂. The quantities ϕ̂′ and Ĥ can be ex-
pressed in terms of their corresponding counterparts in
the Jordan frame as follows:

ϕ̂′ =
dϕ̂

dϕ

dϕ

dt

dt

dt̂
=

√
β

(1− α)
3
2

ϕ̇, (14)

and

Ĥ ≡ â′

â
=

1√
f

(
H +

ḟ

2f

)
, (15)

respectively.

III. HAMILTON-JACOBI METHOD IN
INFLATION

We will analyze the dynamics of inflation with non-
minimal coupling using the Hamilton-Jacobi method [61],
considering both the metric and Palatini formalisms. To
achieve nearly exponential expansion during inflation,
the slow-roll conditions need to be satisfied: |ϕ̇/ϕ| ≪ H,

|ϕ̈/ϕ̇| ≪ H, and ϕ̇2 ≪ V (ϕ). Under these conditions,
the background equations (4) and (5) take the following
approximate form:

3(1− α)H2 ≃ V (ϕ), (16)

3Hϕ̇ ≃ −4ξϕV (ϕ) + (1− α)V,ϕ(ϕ)

β
. (17)

To solve these equations, we consider the Hubble param-
eter as a function of the inflaton field, H = H(ϕ). By
differentiating Eq. (16) with respect to ϕ and substituting
the result into Eq. (17), we derive

ϕ̇ ≃ −2 (1− α)H(ϕ)

β
, (18)

where H(ϕ) ≡ ξϕH(ϕ) + (1− α)H,ϕ(ϕ). Substituting
this result into Eq. (4), we obtain the Hamilton-Jacobi
equation

3 (1− α)H2(ϕ) = V (ϕ) +
2 (1− α)

2 H2(ϕ)

β2

− 12ξϕ(1− α)H(ϕ)H(ϕ)

β
− 12ξσα (1− α)H2(ϕ)

β2
.

(19)

As a result, the potential V (ϕ) takes the form

V (ϕ) = 3 (1− α)H2(ϕ)− 2 (1− α)
2 H2(ϕ)

β2

+
12ξϕ(1− α)H(ϕ)H(ϕ)

β
+

12ξσα (1− α)H2(ϕ)

β2
.

(20)

In order to properly describe the inflationary process, we
define two slow-roll parameters [62]:

ϵ ≡ − Ḣ

H2
≃ 2(1− α)H,ϕ(ϕ)H(ϕ)

β2H2(ϕ)
, (21)

η ≡ −d lnH,ϕ

d ln a
= −H,ϕϕϕ̇

HH,ϕ
≃ 2(1− α)H,ϕϕH(ϕ)

βHH,ϕ
. (22)

During slow-roll inflation, the parameters satisfy ϵ, |η| ≪
1, and inflation ends when ϵ = 1 or η = 1. The e-folding
number during inflation is

N∗ ≡
∫ tend

t∗

Hdt =

∫ ϕend

ϕ∗

H(ϕ)

ϕ̇
dϕ, (23)

where the subscripts “∗” and “end” refer to two specific
moments: the exit of the pivot scale from the Hubble
horizon and the end of inflation.
In the case of a scalar field with non-minimal coupling

to gravity, the scalar and tensor power spectra remain in-
variant under the conformal transformation between the
Jordan and Einstein frames [82–87]. Thus, the scalar
and tensor power spectra can be expressed respectively
in terms of

Ps = P̂s =
Ĥ4

4π2ϕ̂′2
=

[
(1− α)H − ξϕϕ̇

]4
4π2ϕ̇2 (1− α)

3
β

, (24)

and

PT = P̂T =
2Ĥ2

π2
=

2
[
(1− α)H − ξϕϕ̇

]2
π2 (1− α)

3 . (25)
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The spectral index and the tensor-to-scalar ratio can be
expressed as

ns ≡ 1 +

(
d lnPs

d ln k

)
k=aH

≈ 1 +
ϕ̇Ps,ϕ(ϕ)

HPs(ϕ)
, (26)

and

r ≡ PT

Ps
=

8ϕ̇2β[
(1− α)H − ξϕϕ̇

]2 , (27)

where k is the wave number.

IV. THE REHEATING PHASE

After inflation, the universe enters a reheating phase,
during which the inflaton decays and produces light par-
ticles that thermalize the universe. We can establish a
relation between inflationary parameters and reheating
by the CMB pivot scale:

k∗ = a∗H∗ =
a∗
aend

aend
are

are
a0

a0H∗. (28)

Here, the subscripts “re” and “0” represent the end of
reheating and the current epoch, respectively. For con-
venience, we set a0 = 1.

The e-folding number during reheating is defined as
Nre = ln(are/aend), and thus, the first two factors in the
last step of Eq. (28) can be expressed as

a∗
aend

aend
are

= e−N∗−Nre . (29)

The relation between are and a0 can be derived by con-
sidering the conservation of entropy in the comoving vol-
ume after reheating. The entropy conservation equation
results in

grea
3
reT

3
re = gγT

3
γ +

7

8
gνT

3
ν =

(
43

11

)
T 3
γ , (30)

where gre represents the effective number of degrees of
freedom at the end of reheating. For subsequent numer-
ical calculations, we set gre = 106.5. The subscripts “γ”
and “ν” correspond to photon and neutrino, respectively,
Tγ = 2.7255 K denotes the temperature of CMB photons.
Additionally, for the result of Eq. (30) we use gγ = 2,
gν = 6, and T 3

ν = (4/11)T 3
γ . Hence, we arrive at

are
a0

=

(
43

11gre

) 1
3 Tγ

Tre
. (31)

Substituting Eqs. (29) and (31) into Eq. (28) gives the
expression for Tre as

Tre =

(
43

11gre

) 1
3
(
Tγ

k∗

)
a0H∗e

−N∗−Nre . (32)

The end of reheating marks the beginning of the
radiation-dominated era, and the cosmic energy density
can be expressed in terms of cosmic temperature as fol-
lows:

ρre =
π2

30
greT

4
re. (33)

Furthermore, applying the continuity equation of cosmic
energy density and assuming a constant equation of state
parameter wre during reheating, we derive the cosmic
energy density at the end of reheating to be

ρre = ρende
−3Nre(1+wre), (34)

where

ρend =
3

2
V (ϕend) (35)

which represents the energy density at the end of infla-
tion.
By simultaneously solving Eqs. (32)–(35), we can de-

rive a relation between the inflation and reheating pa-
rameters:

(3wre − 1)Nre =ln

(
45

π2gre

)
+ lnV (ϕend)+

4

3
ln

(
11gre
43

)
+ 4ln

(
k∗

a0H∗Tγ

)
+ 4N∗.

(36)

This equation can be used to constrain the inflation pa-
rameters based on the CMB observations. In particular,
when wre = 1/3 (or Nre = 0), the left-hand side of the
equation becomes zero, which makes it independent of
changes in Nre (or wre).

V. RESULTS ANALYSIS

In this section, we apply a specific form of H(ϕ) to
derive concrete results for an inflaton field with non-
minimal coupling in both formulations. We express the
Hubble parameter as a classical power-law function of the
scalar field,

H(ϕ) = λϕn, (37)

where n is the model parameter and λ is a constant pa-
rameter that can be determined by the power spectrum
amplitude of curvature perturbations [13]:

ln(1010As) = 3.044± 0.014. (38)

Using the equation (37), the slow-roll parameters ϵ and
η can be expressed as

ϵ =
2n(1− α) (α+ n− nα)

ϕ2β
(39)
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FIG. 1. The plots of Nre and Log10[Tre/GeV] as functions of ns for n = 0.98, 1 and 1.02 with varying ξ in the metric case.
The dot-dashed, solid and dashed lines represent the cases of ξ = 0, −0.1 and −10, respectively. The purple, blue, green,
orange and red curves correspond to wre = −1/3, 0, 1/3, 2/3 and 1, respectively. The brown region represents the 1σ bound
on the spectral index from the Planck 2018 CMB observations [13]. The gray region shows that temperatures are below the
electroweak scale, 102GeV, and temperatures below Tre < 10−2GeV shown as the green region are ruled out by the BBN.

and

η =
2(n− 1)(1− α) (α+ n− nα)

ϕ2β
. (40)

It can be seen that ϵ will reach 1 before η. Therefore,
the inflation process will end when ϵ(ϕend) = 1, at which
point the scalar field takes the following value:

ϕend = 2

√
n2

1 + 2nξ(2n− 1) +
√

1− 4nξ [1 + nξ(12σ − 13)]
.

(41)

These results are consistent with the minimal coupling
case in Ref. [70] when ξ = 0. Note that if we consider
the strong coupling case |α| ≫ 1, the slow-roll parameter
will be approximated as:

ϵ ≈ 2nξ (1− n)

1− (1− σ)6ξ
. (42)

In this scenario, the slow-roll parameter becomes con-
stant, depending only on ξ and n, which prevents in-
flation from either occurring or ending. Therefore, we
exclude the strong coupling case from further considera-
tion.

Next, we will numerically analyze the reheating pre-
dictions of non-minimal coupled inflaton field applying
the Hamiltonian Jacobi method between the metric and
Palatini formulations. According to Eq. (26), ns is de-
termined by ϕ∗, ξ, and n. Furthermore, the relationship
described by Eq. (36), in which N∗ depends on ϕ∗, im-
plies that Nre can be expressed as a function of ns when
the values of wre, ξ, and n are fixed. Similarly, combining

Eq. (32), we can obtain Tre as a function of ns. We con-
sider wre within the range [−1/3, 1], specifically choosing
wre = −1/3, 0, 1/3, 2/3, and 1. The value wre = −1/3
corresponds to the equation of state at the end of infla-
tion, while the upper limit of wre ≤ 1 ensures the avoid-
ance of causality violations. For Nre, we examine the
range [0, 70], where 70 represents the maximum number
of e-foldings during inflation.

A. The metric case

We present the reheating predictions for Nre and
Log10[Tre/GeV] as functions of ns for different values of
n, ξ and wre, as shown in Fig. 1. It is clear that when
n < 1, the curves shift toward lower values of ns as |ξ|
increases, while for n ≥ 1, the curves shift toward higher
values of ns with increasing |ξ|. In the minimal coupling
case (i.e., ξ = 0), instantaneous reheating (Nre = 0) is
allowed by the Planck CMB observations for all values of
n. Similarly, this holds for all values of ξ when n = 1. For
n = 0.98, the scenario with ξ = −0.1 agrees with both
the Planck CMB and BBN data if wre ≥ 1/3. Conversely,
for n = 1.02, the cases with ξ = −0.1 and ξ = −10 are
consistent with the observations when wre < 1/3.
In Fig. 2, we present the reheating predictions for

N∗ − ns (the first row) and r− ns (the second row) with
varying n and ξ. We observe that for n < 1, the pre-
dicted values of N∗ increase with increasing |ξ|, while for
n ≥ 1, N∗ decreases as |ξ| increases. Moreover, the pre-
dicted N∗ ranges for the case of n = 1 with all values
of ξ almost completely overlap. Detailed results are pro-
vided in Table I. Comparison with the latest Planck CMB
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FIG. 2. N∗ (the first row panel) and r (the second row panel) against ns for n = 0.98, 1 and 1.02 with varying ξ in the metric
case. In the first row panel, the brown region indicates the 1σ bound on ns from the Planck 2018 TT, TE, EE+lowE+lensing [13].
In the second row panel, the dot-dashed, solid and dashed lines represent the cases of ξ = 0, −0.1 and −10, respectively. For
each curve, the blue, red and green parts correspond to −1/3 < wre < 0, 0 < wre < 1/3 and 1/3 < wre < 1, respectively. The
green and blue shaded regions illustrate the constraints on ns and r at the pivot scale k∗ = 0.002 Mpc−1, derived from the
Planck 2018 CMB observations [13] and the BICEP/Keck survey [14], respectively. These regions correspond to the 68% and
95% confidence level (CL) contours, represented by dark and light shading, respectively.

TABLE I. Predicted range of N∗ allowed by the Planck CMB observations in the metric case. (The slash ”/” indicates a
nonexistent range.)

n ξ = 0 ξ = −0.1 ξ = −10

0.98 49.9 ≲ N∗ ≲ 63.7 57.4 ≲ N∗ ≲ 70.0 /

1 50.4 ≲ N∗ ≲ 64.6 49.6 ≲ N∗ ≲ 63.1 48.6 ≲ N∗ ≲ 62.2

1.02 50.8 ≲ N∗ ≲ 64.8 44.6 ≲ N∗ ≲ 55.3 37.3 ≲ N∗ ≲ 45.1

and BICEP/Keck data reveals that the minimal coupling
cases for all n are ruled out by observations. However, as
|ξ| increases, the tensor-to-scalar ratio r decreases, bring-
ing certain cases into agreement with the Planck CMB
observations. For n ≥ 1, both ξ = −0.1 and ξ = −10
are consistent with the BICEP/Keck data. Similarly, for
n = 0.98 with ξ = −0.1, the predictions align well with
the BICEP/Keck data, while larger values of |ξ| are ex-
cluded by the observations.

B. The Palatni case

In Fig. 3, we present the reheating results for Nre and
log10[Tre/GeV] as functions of ns in the Palatini formu-
lation. The figure demonstrates that for both n > 1 and
n < 1, the curves shift with changing |ξ| exhibit a be-
havior similar to that observed in the metric equation.
However, for n = 1, the curves initially shifts towards

decreasing ns as |ξ| increases, before reversing direction
and moving towards increasing ns, with instantaneous
reheating allowed by observations for all values of ξ. For
n = 0.99 and n = 1.01 with ξ = 0 and ξ = −0.05, instan-
taneous reheating remains consistent with the observa-
tions. Furthermore, for n = 1.01 with ξ = −0.5, compat-
ibility with the Planck CMB and BBN data is achieved
only for small values of wre, such as wre = −1/3.

In Fig. 4, we present the reheating predictions for N∗
(the first row) and r (the second row) as functions of ns

in the Palatini formulation. For both n > 1 and n < 1,
the behavior of the predicted N∗ changed with varying
|ξ| is similar to the metric formulation. Differently, for
the case of n = 1, the predicted N∗ increases as |ξ| in-
creases in the Palatini formulation. The observationally
allowed range of N∗ is provided in Table II for further
analysis. For the reheating predictions of r and ns, we
find that for n < 1, only ξ = −0.05 is consistent with the
BICEP/Keck data, while both the minimal coupling case
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FIG. 3. The plots of Nre and Log10[Tre/GeV] as functions of ns for n = 0.99, 1 and 1.01 with varying ξ in the Palatini case.
The dot-dashed, solid and dashed lines represent the cases of ξ = 0, −0.05 and −0.5, respectively. The other colored curves
and regions are represented similarly to those in Fig. 1.

FIG. 4. N∗ (the first row panel) and r (the second row panel) against ns for n = 0.99, 1 and 1.01 with varying ξ in the
Palatini case. In the second row panel, the dot-dashed, solid and dashed lines represent the cases of ξ = 0, −0.05 and −0.5,
respectively. The other colored curves and shaded regions follow the same representation as in Fig. 2.

TABLE II. Predicted range of N∗ allowed by the Planck CMB observations in the Palatini case.

n ξ = 0 ξ = −0.05 ξ = −0.5

0.99 50.2 ≲ N∗ ≲ 63.9 54.2 ≲ N∗ ≲ 69.5 /

1 50.2 ≲ N∗ ≲ 64.3 51.8 ≲ N∗ ≲ 65.6 51.8 ≲ N∗ ≲ 65.6

1.01 50.5 ≲ N∗ ≲ 64.5 49.2 ≲ N∗ ≲ 62.2 36.4 ≲ N∗ ≲ 42.8
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and larger values of |ξ| are ruled out by the observations.
For n ≥ 1, both ξ = −0.05 and ξ = −0.5 are in good
agreement with the BICEP/Keck data. These trends are
similar to those in the metric formulation. However, with
the difference that the value of r is suppressed lower and
the predicted parameter changes are more sensitive due
to the enhancement of the coupling in the Palatini for-
mulation.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The Hamilton-Jacobi approach offers a more natural
and straightforward description of inflationary evolution,
especially within modified gravity theories. Reheating, a
critical phase that follows the end of inflation, plays a cru-
cial role in constraining inflationary models through its
predictions. In this study, we apply the Hamilton-Jacobi
method to the reheating predictions of non-minimally
coupled inflation models, comparing the outcomes in the
metric and Palatini formulations. Using a non-minimal
coupling function f(ϕ) = 1 − ξϕ2 and a power-law form
for the Hubble parameter, H(ϕ) = λϕn, we specifically
research the relational equations linking inflationary pa-
rameters to reheating variables based on the cosmic ex-
pansion history at the CMB observational scale.

In the metric formulation, we have analyzed the re-
heated e-folding number Nre and temperature Tre in
terms of the spectral index ns. We find that for n < 1,
ns shifts to lower values as the coupling strength |ξ| in-
creases, while for n ≥ 1, ns shifts to higher values with
increasing |ξ|. This result indicates that non-minimal
coupling has a significant impact on the predictions of
inflationary models, particularly in the variation trend of
the spectral index. Specifically, for the case of n = 0.98
with ξ = −0.1, consistency with the Planck CMB data re-
quires a higher wre (wre ≥ 1/3). Conversely, for n = 1.02,
consistency is achieved for ξ = −0.1 and −10 with a

lower wre (wre < 1/3). Instantaneous reheating is well-
supported for n = 1 or ξ = 0 (the minimally coupled
case). We further examine the relation between the in-
flationary e-folding number N∗ and the tensor-to-scalar
ratio r as functions of ns. Observationally allowed ranges
for N∗ show that for n < 1, N∗ increases with growing
|ξ|, while for n ≥ 1, N∗ decreases. Stronger couplings
(ξ = −0.1 and ξ = −10) lead to a suppression of the
tensor-to-scalar ratio r, thereby aligning the predictions
with the BICEP/Keck data for n = 1 and n = 1.02.
For n = 0.98, consistency with the BICEP/Keck data is
achieved for ξ = −0.1, while larger coupling strengths
are excluded.

In the Palatini formulation, ns and N∗ follow trends
similar to the metric formulation for both n > 1 and
n < 1. However, for n = 1, ns initially moves to lower
values and then moves to higher values as |ξ| increases,
whileN∗ consistently grows. For all values of n, r behaves
similarly to the metric formalism, but the predictions
are more significantly suppressed as |ξ| increases, mak-
ing the parameter space for reheating and inflation more
sensitive to variations in ξ. These results indicate that
the Hamilton-Jacobi method can be successfully applied
to reheating predictions to constrain inflationary models.
Moreover, in both the metric and Palatini formulations,
the inflationary models show excellent agreement with
the latest observational data.
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