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Abstract. We investigate the impact of different choice of prior’s range for the re-
heating epoch on cosmic inflation parameter inference in light of cosmic microwave
background (CMB) anisotropy measurements from the Planck 2018 legacy release in
combination with BICEP/Keck Array 2018 data and additional late-time cosmological
observations such as uncalibrated Type Ia Supernovae from the Pantheon catalogue,
baryon acoustic oscillations and redshift space distortions from SDSS/BOSS/eBOSS.
Here, we explore in particular the implications for the combination of reheating and
inflationary-model parameter space considering R + R2 inflation and a broad class of
α-attractor and D-brane models. These inflationary models completely cover the ns-r
parameter space allowed by Planck and BICEP/Keck data and represent good targets
for future CMB and large-scale structure experiments. We perform a Bayesian model
comparison of inflationary models, taking into account the reheating uncertainties.
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1 Introduction

Cosmic inflation [1–6] postulates an epoch of nearly exponential expansion in the
very early Universe that flattens the spatial geometry and dilutes troublesome pre-
inflationary relics. In its simplest realisation, the nearly exponential expansion is
driven by a scalar field ϕ, known as inflaton, slowly rolling down a sufficiently flat
potential V (ϕ). During inflation, quantum fluctuations in the scalar field and in the
metric are amplified and stretched to density fluctuations and gravitational waves on
cosmological scales, respectively.

Measurements of cosmic microwave background (CMB) anisotropies, such as those
from the Planck satellite [7–12], have significantly contributed to empirical constraints
on cosmic inflation. The tight CMB constraints on spatial curvature, isocurvature fluc-
tuations, and primordial non-Gaussianity all agree with expectations from the canon-
ical single-field slow-roll (SFSR) inflationary paradigm.

Inflation also predicts a B-mode pattern in the CMB polarisation [13–17] from
inflationary primordial gravitational waves [18–21] that will be hotly pursued by the
next-generation CMB experiments [22–26].

The combination of constraints on the scalar spectral index ns and tensor-to-
scalar ratio r can be used to discriminate between different inflation models. The
predictions of any model depend on the number of e-folds Nk ≡ ln(aend/ak) between
the moment of horizon crossing for a mode with comoving wavenumber k, determined
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by k = aH, and the end of inflation. Determining the appropriate number of e-
folds is necessary to accurately connect the features of the inflationary potential with
cosmological observations [27–32].

The duration of the reheating phase is another essential ingredient in comparing
theory with measurements. At the end of inflation, the inflaton field loses its energy,
eventually initiating the radiation-dominated phase. In the simplest picture, this pro-
cess is assumed to be instantaneous. In general, the physics of reheating is expected to
be more complicated (see, e.g., Ref. [33] for a review), and it is usually described phe-
nomenologically by two parameters: the number Nre ≡ ln(are/aend) of e-folds between
the end of inflation and the beginning of the radiation phase, and w̄re, the average
equation-of-state parameter during the reheating phase. Our imprecise knowledge of
the physics of reheating introduces uncertainty into the derivation of constraints on the
inflationary potential from measurements of ns and r, dubbed as reheating uncertain-
ties [29]. However, there are prospects for using observations to constrain reheating,
particularly to constrain the reheating temperature, when all the energy of the inflaton
field is converted to radiation [7, 9, 34–38]. Constraining the reheating temperature
enables the testing and selection of inflation models with future CMB experiments [39].

More precisely, constraints on reheating are derived by requiring that the num-
ber of e-folds between the time that the current comoving horizon scale exited the
horizon during inflation and the end of inflation must be related to the number of
e-folds between the end of inflation and today. By imposing this requirement, several
groups have derived constraints on the reheating parameter space and the inflationary-
potential parameter space for various SFSR inflation models [40–46]; these constraints
have been obtained mainly using measurements of the scalar spectral index.

In this paper, we update the Planck inflationary analysis [11] including the lat-
est BICEP/Keck data [47] focusing to a broader range of α-attractor and D-brane
inflationary models. We focus on the impact of different assumptions on the reheat-
ing phase and on the constraints on the reheating parameters derived from current
cosmological observations.

This paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we review the computational
method adopted to describe the primordial power spectra of scalar and tensor fluc-
tuations for a given SFSR inflationary model. We also review the derivation of the
number of e-folds, taking into account the uncertainties connected to an effective de-
scription of the reheating phase. We introduce the selection of inflationary models
that we will study and their basic equations used for the analysis in Section 3. We
present and discuss our results in Section 4 for all the models analysed and for different
parametrisation choice of reheating scenario. We conclude in Section 5.

2 Slow-roll inflation predictions for the primordial power spec-
tra

For a SFSR inflationary model, starting from the action given by

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g

[
M2

PlR

2
− 1

2
∂µϕ∂

µϕ− V (ϕ)

]
, (2.1)
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the dynamical equations for the background, namely the Friedmann equation and the
Klein-Gordon equation, are respectively

H2 =
1

3M2
Pl

(
ϕ̇

2
+ V

)
, (2.2a)

ϕ̈+ 3Hϕ̇+ Vϕ = 0 , (2.2b)

where Vϕ ≡ dV/dϕ and the background metric is the flat Friedmann-Robertson-Walker
one given by ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)dx2 = a2(t)(−dτ 2 + dx2). At leading order in per-
turbations, the equation of motion in term of gauge-invariant quantity is given by
[48]

v′′k +

[
k2 −

(a
√
ϵ1)

′′

a
√
ϵ1

]
vk = 0 (2.3)

for scalar perturbations and for tensor perturbations

v′′k +

[
k2 − a′′

a

]
vk = 0 . (2.4)

Primordial power spectra (PPS) of scalar and tensor cosmological fluctuations can be
described with an analytic perturbative expansion. The result is an unified framework
to connect the predictions for hundreds of slow-roll inflationary models to cosmological
observations [49, 50].

The method, developed in Ref. [18] for tensor perturbations and in Refs. [51,
52] for scalar perturbations, has been improved and extended including higher-order
corrections at next-to-leading order (NLO) in Refs. [53–57], and next-next-to-leading
(NNLO) in Refs. [58, 59]. Using the calculation based on the Green’s function method
[55], the PPS for scalar (S) and tensor (T) perturbations can be expanded in terms of
ln k, around a particular reference scale k∗ up to NLO [57], giving

ln
PX(k)

PX0(k∗)
= bX0 + bX1 ln

(
k

k∗

)
+

1

2
bX2 ln

2

(
k

k∗

)
+ . . . , (2.5)

where X = {S, T} and the normalisation of the PPS are given by

PS0 =
H2

∗
8π2M2

Plϵ1
, PT0 =

2H2
∗

π2M2
Pl

. (2.6)

The expansion coefficients, up to NLO of Hubble flow functions (HFF) ϵn, are
given by

bS0 =− 2(1− α)ϵ1 + αϵ2 +

(
2α +

π2

2
− 5

)
ϵ21

+

(
−α2 + 3α +

7π2

12
− 6

)
ϵ1ϵ2 +

(
π2

8
− 1

)
ϵ22

+

(
−α2

2
+

π2

24

)
ϵ2ϵ3 , (2.7a)

bS1 =− 2ϵ1 − ϵ2 − 2ϵ21 − (3− 2α)ϵ1ϵ2 − αϵ2ϵ3 , (2.7b)

bS2 =− 2ϵ1ϵ2 − ϵ2ϵ3 , (2.7c)
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for scalar perturbations, and

bT0 =− 2(1− α)ϵ1 +

(
2α +

π2

2
− 10

2

)
ϵ21

+

(
−α2 + 2α +

π2

12
− 2

)
ϵ1ϵ2 , (2.8a)

bT1 =− 2ϵ1 − 2ϵ21 − 2(1− α)ϵ1ϵ2 , (2.8b)

bT2 =− 2ϵ1ϵ2 , (2.8c)

for tensor perturbations. Here α ≡ γE + ln(2) − 2 ≈ 0.7296 and γE is the Euler-
Mascheroni constant. The needed HFF to describe the NLO expansion are

ϵ1 = 2M2
Pl

(
H ′

H

)2

, (2.9a)

ϵ2 = 4M2
Pl

[(
H ′

H

)2

− H ′′

H

]
, (2.9b)

ϵ3 = 2M2
Pl

[
2

(
H ′

H

)2

+
H ′′′

H ′ − 3
H ′′

H

](
1− HH ′′

H ′2

)−1

, (2.9c)

where a prime ′ denotes derivative with respect to conformal time τ . HFF can be
calculated directly from a given single-field potential [54] as

ϵ1 ≃
M2

Pl

2

(
Vϕ

V

)2

, (2.10a)

ϵ2 ≃ 2M2
Pl

[(
Vϕ

V

)2

− Vϕϕ

V

]
, (2.10b)

ϵ2ϵ3 ≃ 2M4
Pl

[
VϕϕϕVϕ

V 2
− 3

Vϕϕ

V

(
Vϕ

V

)2

+ 2

(
Vϕ

V

)4
]
. (2.10c)

2.1 Effective description of the reheating phase

In order to derive accurate predictions, we need to calculate the number of e-folds from
the time that a given perturbation scale leaves the horizon until the end of inflation.
This requires knowledge about the end of inflation, how the Universe reheats, and the
post-inflationary evolution of the Universe, for a given model; see Refs. [27, 28, 30].

We can expand the definition of comoving Hubble scale k = akHk evaluated at
the time of horizon exit such that

k

a0H0

=
ak
aend

aend
are

are
aeq

Hk

Heq

aeqHeq

a0H0

. (2.11)

The number of e-folds between the time at which the comoving wavenumber k crossing
the comoving Hubble radius and the end of inflation is defined as eNk ≡ aend/ak. The
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number of e-folds between the end of inflation and the beginning of the radiation-
dominated phase, dubbed as reheating phase, is eNre ≡ are/aend. The duration of
reheating can be described through an effective average equation of state

ρre = ρende
3
∫

da
a
[1+wre(a)]

= ρende
3
∫N
Nend

dN ′[1+wre(N ′)]

= ρende
−3Nre(1+w̄re) , (2.12)

where the final energy density during reheating can be expressed as

ρre =
π2

30
greT

4
re , (2.13)

with gre being the effective number of relativistic species upon thermalisation. Com-
bining Eq. (2.13) and Eq. (2.12), we can express the reheating temperature as

Tre =
30ρend
π2gre

e−3Nre(1+w̄re) . (2.14)

The reheating temperature can be related to the CMB temperature today Tγ assuming
that the reheating entropy is conserved in the CMB and neutrino background today,
that corresponds to entropy conservation d(sa3) = 0. This gives

a3regs, reT
3
re = a30

(
2 +

7

8
2
4

11
Neff

)
T 3
γ , (2.15)

where gs, re is the effective number of relativistic degrees of freedom for entropy at
the end of reheating and we assumed that neutrino temperature today is given by
Tν = (4/11)1/3Tγ. Combining Eq. (2.14) with Eq. (2.15), we obtain

are
a0

=

(
2 +

7

11
Neff

)1/3

Tγ
g
1/4
re

g
1/3
s, re

(
π2

30ρend

)1/4

e
3
4
Nre(1+w̄re) . (2.16)

The last term of Eq. (2.11) can be calculated from the Friedmann equation in the form

Heq

H0

=
√

(1 + zeq)4Ωγ + (1 + zeq)3Ωm + ΩΛ = 218.65 (1 + zeq) Ωmh , (2.17)

where we assumed a spatially-flat background with Ωk = 0. We obtain for the number
of e-folds between horizon crossing and the end of inflation

Nk = 67.27− ln

(
k

a0H0

)
− 1

12
ln

(
g4s, re
g3re

)
− 1− 3w̄re

4
Nre +

1

4
ln

(
H4

k

ρend

)
. (2.18)

We split the last term on the right hand side separating the dependence from the end
of inflation to the one at the horizon crossing as

1

4
ln

(
H4

k

ρend

)
=

1

4
ln

(
Vk

3− ϵ1, k

3− ϵ1, end
3Vend

)
+

1

4
ln
(
8π2Asϵ1, k

)
, (2.19)
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where As ≡ PS0(k∗). Inserting in Eq. (2.18), we obtain

Nk =66.72− ln

(
k

a0H0

)
− 1

12
ln

(
g4s, re
g3re

)
− 1− 3w̄re

4
Nre

+
1

4
ln

(
3Vkϵ1, k
3− ϵ1, k

3− ϵ1, end
Vend

)
+

1

4
ln
(
8π2As

)
. (2.20)

Using Eq. (2.12), we can rewrite the number of e-folds during reheating as

Nre = − 1

3 + 3w̄re

ln

(
ρre
ρend

)
. (2.21)

Eq. (2.20) allows for an accurate value for the number of e-folds between horizon
crossing and the end of inflation. We fix the values of the cosmological parameters to
Neff = 3.044 [60], Tγ = 2.7255K [61], H0 = 67.36 km s−1Mpc−1, and Ωm = 0.3153 [62],
the pivot scale to k∗ = 0.05Mpc−1. It is reasonable to assume all the particles to be
in thermal equilibrium in the early Universe, that corresponds to gre = gs, re, and we
fix gre = 106.75 to the Standard Model (SM) prediction even if a larger value for gre
might arise at high energies in beyond SM theories.

Finally, the most convenient way to write the number of e-folds is

N0.05 =60.9 +
1− 3w̄re

12 + 12w̄re

ln

(
ρre
M4

Pl

)
+

1 + 3w̄re

6 + 6w̄re

ln
(
8π2As

)
+

1

3 + 3w̄re

ln

[
V∗

Vend

2

3− ϵ1, ∗
(3ϵ1, ∗)

1+3w̄re
2

]
, (2.22)

where we consider as parameters ln(ρre/M
4
Pl), As, w̄re (hereafter we will simple use wre

for the effective average equation of state during reheating), and ϵ1, end = 1.

3 Inflationary models and slow-roll dynamics

For single-field inflationary models with a standard kinetic term and a potential V (ϕ),
we can calculate analytically the PPS of scalar and tensor fluctuations given a shape
of inflationary potential combining Eq. (2.7) and Eq. (2.8) with Eq. (2.10). Finally, in
order to have expressions in terms of the number of e-folds rather than values of the
scalar field, we need to solve the expression of the classical inflationary trajectory

N∗ ≡ Nend −N∗ = − 1

M2
Pl

∫ ϕend

ϕ∗

dϕ
V

Vϕ

. (3.1)

In the following, we will provide the expression of the inflationary trajectory ϕ(N)
and for the value of the field at which inflation end ϕend, such that ϵ1, end ≡ ϵ1(ϕend) = 1,
for each of the inflationary models studied.
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3.1 R +R2 inflation

The first inflationary model proposed in Ref. [1] is based on higher-order gravitational
terms as

L√
−g

=
1

2

(
R +

R2

6M2

)
. (3.2)

In the conformally-related Einstein frame (EF), it corresponds to a scalar field ϕ with
potential

VR+R2(ϕ) = V0

(
1− e−

√
2
3
ϕ
)2

. (3.3)

The condition ϵ1, end = 1 occurs for

ϕend =

√
3

2
ln

(
1 +

2√
3

)
, (3.4)

and the slow-roll trajectory can be expressed inverting Eq. (3.1) as

ϕ∗ =

√
3

2

{
−4

3
N∗ −

(
1 +

2√
3

)
+ ln

(
1 +

2√
3

)
−W−1

[
−e

− 4
3
N∗−

(
1+ 2√

3

)
+ln

(
1+ 2√

3

)]}
, (3.5)

where W−1 is the Lambert function in the −1-branch.
We can now derive predictions for the scalar spectral index ns and the tensor-to-

scalar ratio r calculating Eq. (2.10) with Eq. (3.3) and Eq. (3.5). The leading-order
predictions in the limit N ≫ 1 [48, 63] are

ns ≈ 1− 2

N
, r ≈ 12

N2
. (3.6)

The same predictions come from a scalar field model with V (ϕ) = λϕ4/4 at large values
of ϕ and a large non-minimal coupling to gravity ξRϕ2, including the Higgs inflation
model [64].

Solving Eq. (2.22) for the number of e-folds at horizon crossing one finds N0.05 ≃
54.8 for instantaneous reheating, that corresponds to Nre = 0, and N0.05 ≃ 50.3 for
Tre = 3.1×109GeV [65, 66] assuming that the Universe is in a matter-dominated stage
while the scalaron decays into the SM Higgs bosons [1, 67]. It is important to stress
that while for these values leading-order predictions (3.6) lead to

ns(N0.05 ≃ 54.8) = 0.9635 , r(N0.05 ≃ 54.8) = 0.0040 , (3.7)

ns(N0.05 ≃ 50.3) = 0.9602 , r(N0.05 ≃ 50.3) = 0.0047 , (3.8)

using second-order slow-roll analytic predictions gives

ns(N0.05 ≃ 54.8) = 0.9653 , r(N0.05 ≃ 54.8) = 0.0034 , (3.9a)

ns(N0.05 ≃ 50.3) = 0.9623 , r(N0.05 ≃ 50.3) = 0.0040 , (3.9b)

resulting in a 15% difference.
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3.2 Cosmological attractors

Many cosmological attractor models have been proposed to make the inflationary pre-
dictions of simple scalar fields compatible with cosmological data generalising their
kinetic term. Two simple examples of α-attractors [68–73] are given by

L√
−g

=
R

2
− 1

2

(∂µϕ)
2(

1− ϕ2

6α

)2 − V (ϕ) , (3.10)

the so called T-model, and the E-model

L√
−g

=
R

2
− 3α

4

(∂µϕ)
2

ϕ2
− V (ϕ) . (3.11)

α-attractors represent a special class of pole inflation models [73], described by the
equation

L√
−g

=
R

2
− aq

2

(∂µϕ)
2

ϕq
− V (ϕ) , (3.12)

where q = 2, a2 = 3α/2 reduces to the E-models of α-attractors.1 The origin of
the pole in the kinetic term can be explained in the context of hyperbolic geometry
in supergravity and string theory [75], or related to a non-minimal coupling of the
inflaton field to gravity [68, 73, 76]. Using a canonical normalised scalar field φ, it is
possible to rewrite the the theory as

L√
−g

=
R

2
− (∂µφ)

2

2
− V (φ) , (3.13)

where the potential and its derivatives are not singular. For the simplest case V (ϕ) ∝
ϕ2n, in terms of the canonical variables, we have

VT−model(φ) = V0 tanh
2n

(
φ√
6α

)
, (3.14)

and

VE−model(φ) = V0

(
1− e−

√
2
3α

φ
)2n

. (3.15)

In case of n = 1, Eq. (3.15) corresponds to the EF potential in the R + R2 inflation
[18] and Higgs inflation [64] for α = 1, and Goncharov-Linde (GL) model of chaotic
inflation in supergravity [77] for α = 1/9. The case of α = 2, n = 1/2 corresponds to
fibre inflation [78, 79].

The condition ϵ1, end = 1 for T-model and E-model occurs for

φT
end =

√
3α

2
sinh−1

(
2n√
3α

)
, (3.16)

φE
end =

√
3α

2
ln

(
2n√
3α

+ 1

)
, (3.17)

1See Ref. [74] for previously introduced T-model and the E-model conformal attractors.
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and the slow-roll trajectories can be expressed as

φT
∗ =

√
3α

2
sech−1

 3α

α
√

12n2

α
+ 9 + 4nN∗

 , (3.18)

φE
∗ =

√
3α

2

{
−4n

3α
N∗ −

(
1 +

2n√
3α

)
+ ln

(
1 +

2n√
3α

)
−W−1

[
−e

− 4n
3α

N∗−
(
1+ 2n√

3α

)
+ln

(
1+ 2n√

3α

)]}
. (3.19)

The predictions of the T-models (3.14) coincide with the ones of the E-models
(3.15) in the limits for α → 0 and α → ∞. For α ≫ 1, the model predictions
correspond to the ones for large-field chaotic models V (φ) ∝ φ2n [6], while for α ≪ 1
to

ns ≈ 1− 2

N
, r ≈ 12α

N2
(3.20)

for both T-models and E-models and for all values n. For α < 1, α-attractors predict
a value of the tensor-to-scalar ratio smaller than the one predicted in R+R2 inflation.

3.3 D-brane inflation

String theory D-brane inflation models [80–83] correspond to Dp-brane-Dp-brane in-
teraction where the inflationary potentials have the form

VBI(ϕ) = V0

[
1−

(
m

ϕ

)7−p

+ . . .

]
, (3.21)

in brane inflation, and

VKKLTI(ϕ) = V0

[
1 +

(
m

ϕ

)7−p
]−1

, (3.22)

in Kachru-Kallosh-Linde-Trivedi (KKLT) inflation [84]. Models well compatible with
cosmological observations are the inverse quadratic (D5-D5) and inverse quartic (D3-
D3) [85, 86], both associated with type IIB string theory and possible moduli stabili-
sation due to KKLT [84] and LVT [87, 88] construction. In addition, the inverse linear
case with D6-D6 potential in type IIA string theory [89, 90]. In this case

1VBI(ϕ) = V0

(
1− m

|ϕ|
+ . . .

)
, (3.23)

and

1VKKLTI(ϕ) = V0

(
1 +

m

|ϕ|

)−1

, (3.24)

where ϕ is a distance in the moduli space. Brane inflation potential (3.21) is unbounded
from below and it requires a consistent generalisation, in particular for the parameter
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space region allowed by data, that is ϕ < m. The predictions of (3.21) coincide with
the one of (3.22) in the limit for ϕ < m.

For the KKLT potential there is no generic solution for ϕend. Analytical solutions
can be find for integer values of p or for the limits ϕ ≪ m and ϕ ≫ m.

Similarly to α-attractors, KKLT models have universal predictions for m ≲ 1 and
small r. In this limit, we have

4ns ≈ 1− 5

3N
, 2ns ≈ 1− 3

2N
, 1ns ≈ 1− 4

3N
(3.25)

corresponding to the same predictions of ns for V (ϕ) ∝ ϕ2n with n = 7−p
9−p

, and

4r ≈ 4m4/3

(3N)5/3
, 2r ≈ 12m

N2
, 1r ≈ 8m2/3

(3N)3/4
. (3.26)

4 Analysis and results

We use CosmoMC [91] connected to our modified version of the code CAMB [92, 93]
sampled with the nested sampling code PolyChord [94, 95], which allow to obtain
simultaneously the log-evidence. Mean values and uncertainties on the parameters, as
well as the posterior distributions plotted, have been generated using GetDist [96].
For the computation of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence, we rely on anesthetic

[97].
We use Planck temperature, polarisation, and lensing 2018 legacy PR3 data [98]

(hereafter P18). Low-multipole data for ℓ < 30 consists to the commander likelihood
for temperature and SimAll for the E-mode polarisation. On high multipoles ℓ ≥ 30,
we use the Plik likelihood including CMB temperature up to ℓmax = 2508, E-mode
polarisation and temperature-polarisation cross correlation up to ℓmax = 1996. We
include B-mode polarisation spectrum for 20 < ℓ < 330 from BICEP2, Keck Array,
and BICEP3 observations up to 2018 [47] (hereafter BK18). Additionally, we include
measurements of baryon acoustic oscillations (BAO) and redshift space distortions
(RSD) at low redshift 0.07 < z < 0.2 from SDSS-I and -II sample as Main Galaxy
Sample (MGS), BOSS DR12 galaxies over the redshift interval 0.2 < z < 0.6, eBOSS
luminous red galaxies (LRG) and quasars 0.6 < z < 2.2, and Lyman-α forest samples
1.8 < z < 3.5 [99]. We also include the Pantheon catalogue of uncalibrated Type Ia
Supernovae (SNe) over the redshift range 0.01 < z < 2.3 [100].

In addition to the inflationary parameters discussed in the previous section, we
vary the standard cosmological parameters ωb, ωc, θMC, τ, As, as well as nuisance and
foreground parameters. As baseline, we allow the reheating phase to last down to
ρ
1/4
re = 1TeV maximum and to happen in a matter-dominated phase, corresponding

to wre = 0.2 We will present in the next section results for different assumptions on
the reheating phase. Prior ranges on the standard and inflationary parameters are

2For inflationary potentials that can be approximated to V (ϕ) ∝ ϕ2n around their minima, after
inflation, the homogeneous inflaton field oscillates initially with average equation of state given by
w̄hom = (n− 1)/(n+ 1) [101].
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Parameter Uniform prior
ωb ≡ Ωbh

2 [0.019, 0.025]
ωc ≡ Ωch

2 [0.095, 0.145]
100θMC [1.03, 1.05]
τ [0.01, 0.4]
ln (1010As) [2.5, 3.7]
ln (ρre/M

4
Pl) [ln (1TeV/M4

Pl), ln (ρend/M
4
Pl)]

logαT [-2, 4]
logαE [-2, 4]
logm [-4, 4]

Table 1. Prior ranges for cosmological parameters used in the Bayesian comparison of
inflationary models.

Model N0.05 ns, 0.05 r0.05
R +R2 [45, 55] [0.958, 0.966] [0.0034, 0.0049]
T-model n = 1/2 [44, 56] [0.955, 0.973] [3× 10−5, 0.086]
T-model n = 2/3 [44, 56] [0.955, 0.971] [4× 10−5, 0.11]
T-model n = 1 [44, 57] [0.955, 0.964] [4× 10−5, 0.17]
T-model n = 3/2 [44, 57] [0.947, 0.964] [4× 10−5, 0.25]
GL [44, 54] [0.957, 0.964] [4.3× 10−4, 6.2× 10−4]
Poincaré [45, 55] [0.959, 0.966] [0.007, 0.010]
E-model n = 1/2 [44, 56] [0.955, 0.973] [4× 10−5, 0.080]
E-model n = 2/3 [44, 56] [0.955, 0.971] [4× 10−5, 0.11]
E-model n = 1 [44, 57] [0.949, 0.964] [4× 10−5, 0.16]
E-model n = 3/2 [44, 57] [0.949, 0.963] [4× 10−5, 0.23]
KKLT p = 3 [42, 58] [0.937, 0.968] [4× 10−9, 0.32]
KKLT p = 5 [43, 57] [0.957, 0.972] [3× 10−7, 0.17]
KKLT p = 6 [44, 56] [0.967, 0.976] [2× 10−5, 0.09]

Table 2. Allowed ranges for some derived inflationary parameters taking into account
Eq. (2.22) and propagating the dependence on the variation of α for α-attractors and m
for KKLT inflation, respectively.

collected on Table 1. We report a rough estimation of the allowed prior ranges for
some derived parameters in Table 2. Note that α-attractors can easily describe any
value of r ≪ 1 without spoiling the predictions on the scalar spectral index. In Table 2,
the lower value for the tensor-to-scalar ratio reflects the prior range adopted on the
parameter α, sufficiently large for the sensitivity of current CMB measurements.

Theoretical predictions for the scalar spectral index and the tensor-to-scalar ratio
at k∗ = 0.05Mpc−1 are shown in Fig. 1 for the range of parameters considered in the
analysis given in Table 1 and in Table 2.
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Figure 1. Marginalised joint confidence contours for the scalar spectral index ns, 0.05 and
tensor-to-scalar ratio r0.05 for the ΛCDM+r model at 68% CL and 95% CL compared to
the theoretical predictions for T-model α-attractor (left panel), E-model α-attractor (central
panel), and KKLT (right panel) inflation.

4.1 Model comparison for inflationary models

We perform a Bayesian analysis of the combination of datasets described above given
the model parameters, including the reheating uncertainties. Here we sample directly
on the inflationary parameters rather than sampling on slow-roll parameters ϵn or the
phenomenological ones (ns, αs, nt, . . . ) to described the shape of the PPS. We have
zero extra parameters for R+R2 inflation (synonymous of Starobinsky inflation) and
for GL inflation (E-model with n = 1 and αE = 1/9) while one extra parameter for
the other inflationary models considered. We have αT

n for T-model α-attractor, αE
n for

E-model α-attractor, and mp for KKLT inflation.
All the results are presented in comparison to the flat ΛCDM+r model to highlight

the differences on the posterior distributions of ns and r, that are derived parameters
in our cases. This shows that the results are dominated by theoretical prior knowledge
on the models injected in the analysis.

In Fig. 2, we show the 68% CL and 95% CL posterior distributions of the scalar
spectral index ns, 0.05 and tensor-to-scalar ratio r0.05 for R + R2 inflation, T-model
and E-model of α-attractor inflation for n = 1/2, 2/3, 1, 3/2, and KKLT inflation for
p = 3, 5, 6, for the baseline reheating scenario. We collect constraints and mean values
on the inflationary parameters in Table 3.

R + R2 marginalised posterior distributions are well in agreements with the ref-
erence posteriors obtained for the phenomenological power-law case with a predicted
value of the scalar spectral index slightly lower than the 68% CL; see Fig. 2. The
predictions in the basic version of the R + R2 (corresponding to the star in Fig. 2)
gives a smaller value of the scalar spectral index compared to α-attractors. The reason
is that in the basic R+R2 model the only interactions are gravitational, and therefore
reheating is inefficient, which leads to a smaller number of e-folds and consequently a
smaller scalar spectral index. For comparison, reheating in the Higgs inflation is very

– 12 –



0.96 0.97
ns, 0.05

0.02

0.04

0.06

r 0
.0

5

0.02 0.04
r0.05

CDM + r
R + R2

0.96 0.97
ns, 0.05

0.02

0.04

0.06

r 0
.0

5
0.02 0.04

r0.05

CDM + r
T-model1/2
T-model2/3
T-model1
T-model3/2

0.96 0.97
ns, 0.05

0.02

0.04

0.06

r 0
.0

5

0.02 0.04
r0.05

CDM + r
E-model1/2
E-model2/3
E-model1
E-model3/2
GL
Poincare7/3

0.96 0.97
ns, 0.05

0.02

0.04

0.06

r 0
.0

5

0.02 0.04
r0.05

CDM + r
KKLT6
KKLT5
KKLT3

Figure 2. Marginalised joint confidence contours for the scalar spectral index ns, 0.05 and
tensor-to-scalar ratio r0.05 for R+R2 inflation (upper left), T-model of α-attractor inflation
(upper right), E-model of α-attractor inflation (lower left), and KKLT inflation (lower right),
at 68% CL and 95% CL. In the E-model panel we include the contours for GL inflation
corresponding to n = 1 and α = 1/9 [77, 102] and for Poincaré disk inflation with n = 1 and

αE = 7/3 [103, 104]. Here reheating parameters correspond to wre = 0 and ρ
1/4
re > 1TeV.

The star in the upper left panel corresponds to the standard prediction in R + R2 inflation
assuming the values for reheating from [65, 66].
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Parameter ΛCDM+r R +R2 GL Poincaré7/3
ln (1010As) 3.048+0.012

−0.014 3.048± 0.012 3.046± 0.013 3.049± 0.014
ln (ρre/M

4
Pl) (at 95% CL) − > −118 > −91.5 > −106

ns, 0.05 0.9672± 0.0035 0.9634+0.0021
−0.0011 0.9621+0.0015

−0.0007 0.9630+0.0018
−0.0009

r0.05 (at 95% CL) < 0.036 0.0038+0.0002
−0.0004 0.0046+0.0002

−0.0003 0.0078+0.0013
−0.0009

N0.05 − 52.0+3.0
−1.6 53.1+2.1

−1.1 52.7+2.6
−1.4

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) − > 5.0 > 7.8 > 6.2

Parameter T-model1/2 T-model2/3 T-model1 T-model3/2
ln
(
1010As

)
3.047+0.012

−0.013 3.051± 0.013 3.047± 0.014 3.049± 0.013
ln
(
ρre/M

4
Pl

)
(at 95% CL) > −118 > −113 > −113 > −108

αT (at 95% CL) < 14.7 < 10.6 < 7.3 < 6.3

ns, 0.05 0.9635± 0.0023 0.9630+0.0023
−0.0014 0.9624+0.0020

−0.0010 0.9622+0.0019
−0.0011

r0.05 (at 95% CL) < 0.034 < 0.030 < 0.024 < 0.023

N0.05 51.9+2.9
−1.9 52.3+2.8

−1.6 52.2+2.8
−1.5 52.3+2.7

−1.7

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) > 5.0 > 5.5 > 5.5 > 6.0

Parameter E-model1/2 E-model2/3 E-model1 E-model3/2
ln
(
1010As

)
3.051± 0.013 3.050± 0.014 3.049± 0.014 3.049± 0.013

ln
(
ρre/M

4
Pl

)
(at 95% CL) − − > −108 > −108

αE (at 95% CL) < 30.9 < 25.9 < 16.8 < 16.1

ns, 0.05 0.9666+0.0027
−0.0023 0.9654+0.0026

−0.0021 0.9643+0.0022
−0.0017 0.9637+0.0021

−0.0011

r0.05 (at 95% CL) < 0.032 0.017+0.018
−0.016 0.016+0.017

−0.014 0.020+0.017
−0.015

N0.05 51.8+3.2
−2.0 51.6+3.0

−2.2 52.7+2.7
−1.6 53.3+2.6

−1.3

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) − − > 5.8 > 6.1

Parameter KKLT3 KKLT5 KKLT6

ln (1010As) 3.057+0.012
−0.014 3.056± 0.013 3.055+0.015

−0.017

ln (ρre/M
4
Pl) (at 95% CL) − − < −42.6

m [MPl] (at 95% CL) < 5.6 < 5.1 < 6.8
ns, 0.05 0.9659+0.0021

−0.0017 0.9687± 0.0018 0.9720+0.0011
−0.0016

r0.05 (at 95% CL) < 0.011 < 0.023 < 0.030
N0.05 49.1+2.6

−3.1 48.9+2.4
−3.4 48.6+1.7

−3.2

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) − − < 13.1

Table 3. Constraints on the main and derived parameters (at 68% CL if not otherwise
stated) for ΛCDM+r, R + R2, GL, Poincaré, α-attractor inflation, and KKLT inflation
considering the combination P18+BK18+BAO+RSD+SNe.
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efficient, leading to a larger value of the scalar spectral index [66].
α-attractor inflation and KKLT inflation cover a larger portion of the ns-r param-

eter space thank to the extra parameter. While the latter covers better the left part of
the contour plot, the former covers larger values of the scalar spectral index. E-model
α-attractor inflation is able to fit the hint of non-zero primordial gravitational waves
in BK18 observations with a value of the scalar spectral index compatible to the other
cosmological datasets (mostly driven by P18 data).

While we consider α as a continuous parameter in our analysis, there are exam-
ples, such as in advanced supergravity models, where α assumes discrete values; see
Refs. [103, 104]. These values correspond to 3α = 7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1 and the associated
models are usually called Poincaré disk models. We consider a specific case of Poincaré
disk inflation with n = 1 and αE = 7/3, with zero extra parameters as R+R2 and GL
inflation; see Fig. 2 and Table 3.

The reheating energy density parameter ln(ρre/M
4
Pl) is often unconstrained since

all the inflationary models considered here are well in agreement with cosmological
observations as can be seen in Figs. 4 and 5 (dotted lines). Indeed, there is no need
of a specific reheating behaviour to accommodate their predictions. However, there is
a preference for a short reheating period for R + R2 and α-attractor inflation while a
longer period seems preferred for KKLT inflation; see Figs. 4 and 5.

For α-attractor and KKLT inflation the constraints on the additional inflationary
parameter correspond roughly to αT ≲ 20, αE ≲ 30, and m/MPl ≲ 10 at 95% CL, see
Table 3.

We investigate the log-evidence and KL divergence for the inflationary model
analysed in comparison to the ΛCDM+r model [44, 46]. We calculate the evidence
Z ≡ P (D|M), that is the marginal likelihood for the model M, and we report the
Bayes’ factors as

∆ lnZ = ln
P (D|M)

P (D|MΛCDM+r)
, (4.1)

where the evidence is given by

Z ≡ P (D|M) =

∫
dθP (D|θ,M)π(θ) . (4.2)

and ∆ logZ > 0 favours the reference model, here the ΛCDM+r. P (D|θ,M) is the
likelihood of the parameters θ given the data D. In order to quantify going from the
prior distribution to the posterior distribution, we calculated the relative entropy or
KL divergence

DKL =

∫
dθP (θ|D,M) ln

(
P (θ|D,M)

π(θ)

)
(4.3)

where P (θ|D,M) is the posterior distribution of the parameters θ and π(θ) are the
prior ranges on the parameters. We show these quantities in Fig. 3 in a triangle plot, for
all the inflationary models analysed. See Refs. [44, 46, 50] for an extended discussion
on KL divergence and other Bayesian estimators in the context of inflationary models.

Looking at the relative log-evidence, we can see a clear preference for the inflation-
ary models studied compared to the ΛCDM+r model. The inflationary models that
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Figure 3. Relative log-evidence ∆ lnZ and relative KL divergence ∆DKL for the R+R2, GL,
Poincaré disk, α-attractor, and KKLT inflation with respect to ΛCDM+r assuming baseline
reheating scenario.

perform better for each class are R+R2 inflation with ∆ lnZ = 5.9± 0.2, T-model α-
attractor inflation for n = 1 with ∆ lnZ = 5.0± 0.2, E-model α-attractor inflation for
n = 1/2 with ∆ lnZ = 5.9±0.2, and KKLT inflation for p = 5 with ∆ lnZ = 5.6±0.2.
Comparing the different models no one results preferred according to the revised Jef-
frey’s scale [105]; we always have for any pair of inflationary models ∆ lnZ < 2.5. This
estimator tends to penalise the addition of parameters which usually leads to spread
the model’s predictive probability over a larger parameter space. Here, R + R2, GL,
and Poincaré disk inflation have six cosmological parameters, α-attractor and KKLT
inflation seven parameters, and the reference ΛCDM+r seven as well. Note that, the
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inclusion of the tensor-to-scalar ratio, with prior range of r0.05 ∈ [0, 1], penalises the
reference model compared to the standard ΛCDM model without primordial tensors
which on the other hand would be preferred as discussed in Ref. [44, 106]. Moreover,
the scalar spectral index and the tensor-to-scalar ratio are derived parameters for the
inflationary models in our analysis leading to an unavoidable use of different prior
which might affect the model comparison, see Refs. [44, 46].

In terms of relative KL divergence, we can see no prior-to-posterior distribution
compression for the inflationary model parameters. Indeed, while in ΛCDM+r all the
cosmological parameters are well constrained for the given prior ranges with a tight
upper bound for the tensor-to-scalar ratio, for the inflationary models the reheating
parameters are often unconstrained by current cosmological data.

4.2 Effect of different reheating scenarios

In this section, we compare the baseline reheating scenario studied in the previous
subsection, in which the reheating phase last down to ρ

1/4
re = 1TeV maximum and

with wre = 0, to the following two reheating scenarios:

restrictive ρ
1/4
re > 1TeV, −1/3 < wre < 1/3 ,

permissive ρ
1/4
re > 10MeV, −1/3 < wre < 1 .3

Here the energy density is bounded by requiring the reheating phase to end before elec-
troweak scale (∼ 102GeV) in the restrictive case and before Big Bang nucleosynthesis
happens (∼ 1MeV) [107] in the permissive case.

Different reheating scenarios affect the inflationary predictions leading to differ-
ent number of e-folds between horizon crossing and the end of inflation according to
Eq. (2.18). The baseline reheating scenario studied in the previous subsection with

ρ
1/4
re > 1TeV and wre = 0 corresponds to ∆N ≃ −11.8 maximum with respect to as-

sume instantaneous reheating. Indeed, in the baseline reheating scenario we can have
less e-folds compared to the assumption of instantaneous reheating. For wreh = 0,
assuming a larger prior for the reheating energy density, as in the permissive case,
corresponds to additional ∆N ≃ −3.8 e-folds going from 1TeV to 10MeV. For
wreh ̸= 0 the situation is a bit more convolved. In the restrictive case, the prefac-
tor (1 − 3wre)/(12 + 12wre), which multiply Nre, can vary in the range [0, 0.25]. For
−1/3 < wre < 0, we can have even less e-folds compared to the baseline case while
keeping fix the reheating energy density. For 0 < wre < 1/3 the impact of the reheating
uncertainties on the inflationary predictions is reduced compared to the baseline case.
In the permissive case, for 1/3 < wre < 1, the prefactor changes sign leading in this
case to a larger number of e-folds compared to instantaneous reheating.

In Figs. 4 and 5 the posterior distributions of the effective equation of state
parameter wre (for the restrictive and permissive reheating), the energy density at
the end of reheating ln(ρre/M

4
Pl) (for the baseline, the restrictive, and the permissive

reheating), and the number of e-folds N0.05 between the scale k∗ = 0.05Mpc−1 crosses

3Similar and additional choices have been considered in Refs. [7, 46].
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Figure 4. Posterior distribution in R + R2 inflation for the effective equation of state
parameter wre (left panel), the energy density at the end of reheating ln(ρre/M

4
Pl) (central

panel), and the number of e-folds between the scale k∗ crosses the horizon and the end of

inflation N0.05 (right panel) for the minimal (wre = 0, ρ
1/4
re > 1TeV), restricted (−1/3 <

wre < 1/3, ρ
1/4
re > 1TeV), and permissive (−1/3 < wre < 1, ρ

1/4
re > 10MeV) reheating

scenario in blue, orange, and green, respectively. The dashed vertical lines correspond to the
standard value for reheating in R+R2 inflation from [65, 66].

the horizon and the end of inflation (for the baseline, the restrictive, and the permissive
reheating) are shown; see Tables 4 and 5 for means and uncertainties on the inflationary
parameters assuming restrictive and permissive reheating scenarios, respectively.

We find that the results for R + R2 and α-attractor inflation with the restrictive
reheating scenario are close to the ones obtained fixing wre = 0; see Figs. 6 and 7.
For these models a short reheating period is enough to fit cosmological observations.
Moreover, these models would need a larger value of e-folds to be able to fit a larger
value of the scalar spectral index. The situation is different for KKLT inflation where
a longer reheating period is preferred in order to compensate for the higher value of the
scalar spectral index predicted; see Fig. 8. Moving to the permissive reheating scenario
all α-attractor and KKLT models are able to cover the whole allowed ns-r parameter
space; this is mostly driven by the larger prior on wre.

4 Results for R + R2 inflation
do not change much since inflationary predictions are bounded to run only along the
constrain equation r ≈ 3(1 − ns)

2; the model has no extra parameters to relax this
relation.

Finally, we derive also the constraints on the temperature at the end of reheat-
ing using Eq. (2.13). As for the reheating energy density, this parameter result often
unconstrained with current cosmological data, see Tables 4 and 5. Note that, super-
symmetric theories, such as those associated with α-attractors, are affected by the
gravitino problem. To avoid this problem, it is crucial to restrict the reheating tem-
perature to higher than 109GeV to prevent the overproduction of gravitinos [45, 109].
This lower bound, compatible with our findings, can be used to further tighter the
prior ranges of the model inflationary parameters.

4Note that the range 1/3 < wre < 1 is less plausible but possible, see Ref. [108].
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Figure 5. Same as Fig. 4 for T-model of α-attractor inflation (upper row), E-model of
α-attractor inflation (central row), and KKLT inflation (lower row). Solid lines correspond
to the permissive reheating scenario, dashed ones to the restricted reheating scenario, and
the dotted ones to our baseline reheating scenario.

5 Conclusions

The recent advancements in precision cosmology, particularly driven from the Planck
legacy data [11] and new upper limits on B-modes from BICEP/Keck [47], represent
a significant step forward in refining constraints on inflationary models.5 Predictions
for inflationary parameters, such as the scalar spectral index and the tensor-to-scalar
ratio, are intricately linked through consistency relations, offering valuable insights
into the dynamics of early Universe expansion.

Looking ahead, the next decade will likely see improvements primarily in the
precision of constraints on the scalar spectral index and the tensor-to-scalar ratio.
Expectations for future measurements suggest a potential threefold improvement in the
error bars of the scalar spectral index ns at best from ground-based CMB experiment,
such as Simons Observatory and CMB-S4 [24, 25], and from their combination with

5See Refs. [110–112] for analysis based on the combination of BICEP/Keck data and post-legacy
reanalysis of Planck data, namely the Planck PR4 [113, 114].
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Figure 6. Marginalised joint confidence contours for the scalar spectral index ns, 0.05 and
tensor-to-scalar ratio r0.05 for R + R2 inflation at 68% CL and 95% CL for the baseline
(wre = 0, ρ

1/4
re > 1TeV), restricted (−1/3 < wre < 1/3, ρ

1/4
re > 1TeV), and permissive

(−1/3 < wre < 1, ρ
1/4
re > 10MeV) reheating scenario in blue, orange, and green, respectively.

Here reheating parameters correspond to wre = 0 and ρ
1/4
re > 1TeV. The star corresponds

to the prediction standard in R + R2 inflation assuming standard values for reheating from
[65, 66].

large-scale structures experiments such as Euclid [115–117]. Conversely, advancements
in B-mode polarisation measurements in the CMB anisotropies [23], such as those
expected from the LiteBIRD satellite [26], hold promise for significantly constraining
the tensor-to-scalar ratio r, potentially by several orders of magnitude [24–26].

In our study, we investigated the implications of recent BICEP/Keck measure-
ments in combination to Planck’s ones for a selection of inflationary models, including
R+R2, α-attractor, and D-brane inflation models. The models considered completely
cover the ns-r parameter space allowed by Planck and BICEP/Keck data all the way
down to r = 0 [118], resulting also as good candidates to be targeted by future CMB
experiments [104, 119]. By deriving the scalar spectral index and the tensor-to-scalar
ratio up to second order in slow-roll and considering reheating uncertainties, we pro-
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Figure 7. Marginalised joint confidence contours for the scalar spectral index ns, 0.05 and
tensor-to-scalar ratio r0.05 for T-model (top panels) and for E-model (bottom panels) of α-
attractor inflation at 68% CL and 95% CL for the restrictive reheating scenario on the left

(−1/3 < wre < 1/3, ρ
1/4
re > 1TeV) and the permissive reheating one on the right (−1/3 <

wre < 1, ρ
1/4
re > 10MeV).
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Figure 8. Same as Fig. 7 for KKLT inflation.

vided insights into the compatibility of these models with CMB observations.
Our analysis revealed the importance of combined constraints on ns and r to

disentangle different inflationary models as well as the importance to include the the-
oretical information on the reheating phase to shrink the predicted parameter space.
Indeed, reheating uncertainties and uncertainties on inflationary parameters can be
further reduced injecting in the analysis the information on the energy density dis-
tribution and equation of state of the universe between the end of inflation and the
onset of radiation domination based on numerical simulations of the reheating epoch
[120–122].

Of course, one should remember that exact predictions of these models not only
depend on details of the models and mechanism of reheating, the addition of different
datasets can shift (mostly along the ns direction) the position of the allowed region
[123]. For instance, the addition of recent DESI DR1 galaxy and quasar BAO to Planck
data leads to a higher value of the scalar spectral index ns = 0.9700±0.0036 at 68% CL
[124, 125], eventually going in the direction of preferring D-brane inflationary models,
while ACT DR4 data points to even larger values as ns = 1.008 ± 0.015 at 68% CL
[126].

In conclusion, if future measurements align with the current maximum likelihood
values for r, and if inflation proceeded through a single-field slow-roll mechanism,
detecting non-zero values for the running of spectral indexes and tensor spectral indexes
may pose a challenge to the prevailing inflationary paradigm. Continued advancements
in B-mode measurements are expected to provide further insights into the inflationary
parameter space.
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Parameter ΛCDM+r R +R2 GL Poincaré7/3
ln (1010As) 3.048+0.012

−0.014 3.050+0.012
−0.014 3.049+0.012

−0.013 3.049± 0.013
ln (ρre/M

4
Pl) (at 95% CL) − − − −

wre (at 95% CL) − − − > −0.22
ns, 0.05 0.9672± 0.0035 0.9641+0.0015

−0.0007 0.9612+0.0026
−0.0013 0.9625+0.0024

−0.0012

r0.05 (at 95% CL) < 0.036 0.0037+0.0006
−0.0004 0.0048+0.0011

−0.0007 0.0081+0.0016
−0.0012

N0.05 − 53.0+2.3
−1.0 51.9+3.5

−1.9 51.9+3.3
−1.9

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) − − > 4.0 −

Parameter T-model1/2 T-model2/3 T-model1 T-model3/2
ln
(
1010As

)
3.050± 0.012 3.054+0.013

−0.016 3.049± 0.013 3.050+0.013
−0.015

ln
(
ρre/M

4
Pl

)
(at 95% CL) − − > −123 > −121

wre (at 95% CL) − − > −0.20 > −0.17
αT (at 95% CL) < 8.9 < 9.8 < 7.4 < 6.5

ns, 0.05 0.9636+0.0019
−0.0016 0.9636+0.0016

−0.0011 0.9633+0.0014
−0.0007 0.9630+0.0015

−0.0006

r0.05 (at 95% CL) < 0.025 < 0.028 < 0.024 < 0.022

N0.05 52.7+2.5
−1.3 53.3+2.1

−1.0 53.5+2.0
−1.0 53.4+2.2

−1.1

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) − − > 4.4 > 4.6

Parameter E-model1/2 E-model2/3 E-model1 E-model3/2
ln
(
1010As

)
3.051± 0.014 3.052± 0.014 3.051± 0.014 3.048± 0.013

ln
(
ρre/M

4
Pl

)
(at 95% CL) − − − −

wre (at 95% CL) − > −0.19 > −0.21 > −0.23
αE (at 95% CL) < 36.6 < 25.4 < 18.5 < 14.6

ns, 0.05 0.9663+0.0031
−0.0024 0.9655+0.0027

−0.0019 0.9634+0.0026
−0.0020 0.9624+0.0029

−0.0017

r0.05 (at 95% CL) 0.017+0.018
−0.016 0.017+0.018

−0.016 0.018+0.020
−0.017 0.018+0.018

−0.016

N0.05 51.1+3.4
−2.6 51.9+3.4

−2.1 51.3+3.4
−2.7 52.1+3.7

−2.1

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) − − − −

Parameter KKLT3 KKLT5 KKLT6

ln (1010As) 3.059± 0.015 3.055± 0.015 3.055+0.012
−0.014

ln (ρre/M
4
Pl) (at 95% CL) − − < −49

wre (at 95% CL) − − −
m [MPl] (at 95% CL) < 5.8 < 4.9 < 6.2
ns, 0.05 0.9648+0.0049

−0.0019 0.9675+0.0051
−0.0020 0.9723+0.0037

−0.0014

r0.05 (at 95% CL) < 0.012 < 0.023 < 0.029
N0.05 48+7

−3 48+7
−3 49+6

−3

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) − − < 12.4

Table 4. Same as Table 3 for the restrictive reheating scenario.

A Additional tables

We collect constraints and mean values on the sampled and derived inflationary pa-
rameters for the restrictive reheating scenario in Table 4 and for the permissive one in
Table 5.
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Parameter ΛCDM+r R +R2 GL Poincaré7/3
ln (1010As) 3.048+0.012

−0.014 3.051+0.012
−0.014 3.055± 0.015 3.053± 0.014

ln (ρre/M
4
Pl) (at 95% CL) − − − −

wre − > 0.068 > 0.044 > −0.090
ns, 0.05 0.9672± 0.0035 0.9667+0.0021

−0.0017 0.9582+0.0042
−0.0038 0.9607+0.0037

−0.0023

r0.05 (at 95% CL) < 0.036 0.0032± 0.0008 0.0056+0.0015
−0.0014 0.0088+0.0025

−0.0020

N0.05 − 57.5± 3.7 48.3± 4.0 49.7+4.6
−3.4

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) − − − −

Parameter T-model1/2 T-model2/3 T-model1 T-model3/2
ln
(
1010As

)
3.053± 0.015 3.050+0.012

−0.014 3.053± 0.014 3.051± 0.012
ln
(
ρre/M

4
Pl

)
(at 95% CL) − − > −123 > −121

wre (at 95% CL) > −0.0019 > 0.060 > 0.041 > −0.0014
αT (at 95% CL) < 12.3 < 11.1 < 9.6 < 9.6

ns, 0.05 0.9665+0.0020
−0.0024 0.9661± 0.0020 0.9657+0.0017

−0.0020 0.9659± 0.0022
r0.05 (at 95% CL) < 0.027 < 0.027 < 0.026 < 0.026

N0.05 57.1+2.7
−3.6 57.4+2.9

−3.2 57.6+2.6
−3.6 58.4+3.6

−4.5

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) − − − −

Parameter E-model1/2 E-model2/3 E-model1 E-model3/2
ln
(
1010As

)
3.055+0.013

−0.014 3.058± 0.013 3.055± 0.014 3.053± 0.014
ln
(
ρre/M

4
Pl

)
(at 95% CL) − − − −

wre (at 95% CL) −0.068 > 0.024 > −0.036 > 0.037
αE (at 95% CL) < 26.3 < 21.7 < 22.1 < 16.1

ns, 0.05 0.9628+0.0052
−0.0034 0.9609+0.0059

−0.0037 0.9616+0.0044
−0.0029 0.9602+0.0040

−0.0030

r0.05 (at 95% CL) < 0.034 < 0.034 < 0.042 0.020+0.022
−0.020

N0.05 48.5+4.0
−4.7 48.1+3.7

−4.9 49.4+4.8
−3.6 49.4± 3.8

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) − − − −

Parameter KKLT3 KKLT5 KKLT6

ln (1010As) 3.052± 0.015 3.053± 0.014 3.052± 0.016
ln (ρre/M

4
Pl) (at 95% CL) − − < −64.5

wre (at 95% CL) − − −
m [MPl] (at 95% CL) < 6.3 < 4.5 < 4.9
ns, 0.05 0.9679+0.0048

−0.0021 0.9696+0.0066
−0.0026 0.9730+0.0074

−0.0027

r0.05 (at 95% CL) < 0.012 < 0.019 < 0.025
N0.05 54+7

−4 52+10
−5 53+10

−6

log (Tre/GeV) (at 95% CL) − − < 10.8

Table 5. Same as Table 3 for the permissive reheating scenario.
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