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Abstract. Attractor inflation is a particularly robust framework for developing inflationary models that are insensitive to the details of the potential. Such models are most often
considered in the metric formulation of gravity. However, non-minimal models may not necessarily maintain their attractor nature in the Palatini formalism where the connection is
independent of the metric. In this work, we employ the β-function formalism to classify the
strong coupling limit of inflationary models in both the metric and the Palatini approaches.
Furthermore, we determine the range of values for the non-minimal coupling that lead to theories being observationally indistinguishable in metric and Palatini within current accuracy.
Finally, we reconstruct the Jordan frame potential for ξ-attractors by imposing an explicit
form for the β-function, demonstrating the effect that the choice of metric or Palatini has on
the inflationary observables of the theory.
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1

Introduction

Cosmic inflation is one of the most robust paradigms for the description of the very early
Universe. A sustained period of exponential expansion resolves the classic puzzles of hot Big
Bang cosmology, such as the flatness, horizon, and relic problems [1–3]. Most importantly,
however, it can also explain the large scale structure we observe today. As the background
evolution of the inflaton field φ drives the accelerated expansion of the Universe, its primordial fluctuations result in inhomogeneities, which in turn result in the nearly scale-invariant
spectrum observed in the cosmic microwave background (CMB) [4–6]. Moreover, the spectra
of perturbations provide a firm test of the inflationary hypothesis, since they are related
by consistency relations reflecting their origin from an inflationary potential, and can be
measured in a variety of ways including the analysis of CMB anisotropies [7].
The recent Planck survey [8] has severely constrained the values for the inflationary
observables, including the scalar spectral index ns and the tensor-to-scalar ratio r. This has
ruled out simple inflationary models with monomial potentials, motivating us to consider
more sophisticated models. One class of favoured models are non-minimally coupled models
featuring terms of the form ξφ2 R (where R is the Ricci scalar), where the non-minimal
coupling parameter ξ is a pure number. These models are particularly interesting since nonminimal couplings can be motivated by radiative corrections, even if they are absent at tree
level. The same holds for Starobinsky-like terms αR2 [1].
Inflation was originally formulated in the standard metric approach to gravity, in which
the notion of parallel transport (as encoded in the connection Γρµν ) is directly linked to the notion of distance (as encoded in the metric gµν ) through the metric-dependent Christoffel symbols. In Palatini gravity, however, the connection is treated as an independent variable, and
the curvature invariants are only expressible in terms of the connection, i.e. Rµν = Rµν (Γρµν )
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and R = R(Γρµν ), and not in terms of the metric [9, 10]. In the context of inflation, the Palatini approach deviates from the standard metric approach by virtue of how theories behave
under conformal transformations. This makes the study of Palatini inflation particularly
relevant in the case of non-minimally coupled models [11–47] (see also [48–68]), since such
models can be recast in a minimal form precisely through such transformations.
There has been much recent interest in a specific subset of non-minimal models of inflation, termed attractor models, which include the α-attractors and the related ξ-attractors [69].
The latter
can be achieved by umposting a non-minimal coupling
of the form f (φ) ∝
p
p
1 + ξ V (φ) (exemplified by Higgs inflation [70]) or f (φ) ∝ ξ V (φ) (exemplified by induced gravity inflation [71]). Attractor models, as the name implies, feature predictions
which are insensitive to the shape of the inflationary potential in the strong coupling limit.
Due to the presence of non-minimal couplings, these models behave differently in the Palatini
formalism [19]. While we expect them to retain their attractor nature, their Palatini predictions will deviate from their metric ones, possibly “rescuing” ruled-out models or leading to
the development of novel ones.
A particularly useful framework for classifying the so-called “universality classes” of
inflationary attractors is the β-function formalism [72, 73]. Models belonging to these classes
share a common scale invariant limit and are discriminated by the degree to which they
deviate from scale invariance. In this respect, this classification of models is reminiscent
of the Wilsonian renormalisation group (RG), in the sense that exact de Sitter solutions
correspond to fixed points in the RG flow. The β-function formalism is readily applicable to
both minimal and non-minimal theories of inflation, and requires only slight modifications
to be effectively used to study how attractor models fare in the Palatini approach.
The inflationary potential in the Einstein frame (where the non-minimal coupling does
not appear in the gravity sector, as opposed to the Jordan frame) is enough to determine all
the physical observables predicted by a model [74, 75]. The relation between the inflationary potential and the spectra of scalar and tensor perturbations produced during inflation
provides an opportunity for reconstructing the inflaton potential from observations. Consequently, if we are given a particular set of observations (of some accuracy), it is possible to
reconstruct the inflaton potential in the Einstein frame.
It is convenient to express the scalar and tensor perturbation spectra in terms of H(φ)
(where H is the Hubble parameter) and its derivatives. This Hamilton–Jacobi approach to
functional reconstruction was developed in [76–78], and it is possible to use it to reconstruct
the Jordan frame potential if the form of non-minimal coupling is known. However, the
resultant potential will depend on whether the metric or Palatini formalism is adopted.
Therefore, reconstructing the potential is a straightforward way to examine how the attractor
nature of scalar-tensor theories depends on the formalism under which they are studied.
In this paper, we examine the features of attractor theories of inflation and how these
are maintained when switching to the Palatini formalism from the metric formalism and
vice versa. We also examine how the β-function formalism can be used to reconstruct viable inflationary models in the metric and Palatini approaches. In Section 2, we present
an overview of how the metric and Palatini approach differently affect conformal transformations. In Section 3, we discuss the β-function formalism and its application to inflation
including Palatini gravity. We discuss how the notion of the strong coupling limit is dependent on our choice of formalism in Section 4. We also present the mapping between different
Jordan frame potentials that give rise to equivalent predictions in different formulations of
gravity. In Section 5, we examine the domain in which metric and Palatini give approximately
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convergent predictions (within observational bounds), and determine the allowed values of
the non-minimal coupling for which this occurs. In Section 6, we present the reconstruction
of both the Einstein frame potential and the Jordan frame potential in metric and Palatini
by means of an appropriate choice for the β-function. We summarise and discuss our results
in Section 7.
Throughout this paper, we work in natural units and we use the (+,−,−,−) signature
for the metric. Subscripts 1 and 0 will denote quantities defined in the metric and Palatini
formalisms, respectively.

2

Conformal transformations in metric and Palatini scalar-tensor theories

The simplest class of models of inflation features a minimally coupled scalar field with a
canonical kinetic term, with an action given by


Z
R (∂φ)2
4 √
S = d x −g − +
− U (φ) .
(2.1)
2
2
Scalar-tensor theories are an extension of these models, and have been thoroughly studied in
the literature, particularly in the context of inflation. They are described by a generic action
given as


Z
f (φ)R k(φ)
2
4 √
+
(∂φ) − V (φ) .
(2.2)
S = d x −g −
2
2
When the non-minimal coupling f (φ) and the non-canonical kinetic term k(φ) explicitly
appear in the gravity sector, the action is said to be in the Jordan frame. In the following,
the potential V (φ) will be referred to as the Jordan frame potential.
One of the reasons for the popularity of scalar-tensor models is that they can be quite
readily cast in terms of a minimally coupled theory by way of a conformal transformation.
The physical meaning of a conformal transformation has been debated extensively, but even
though its role beyond the tree level is not yet clear [79–82], it is generally agreed that
at the classical level, a conformal transformation captures the same physics in a different
manner [83–88], a point of view strengthened by the development of frame-invariant [89, 90]
and frame-covariant approaches for scalar-tensor theories [75, 91, 92]. The limit of general
relativity of the scalar-tensor theory can be determined and investigated in the Jordan and
Einstein frames [93–95].
In general, conformal transformations are local, coordinate-dependent transformations
of the metric. In the context of inflation, they are taken to be field-dependent transformations
of the metric gµν to a new metric g̃µν :
g̃µν = Ω(φ)2 gµν .

(2.3)

Since the conformal factor Ω(φ) is only dependent on the field φ and not the spacetime
coordinate x, this transformation does not introduce any new dynamical degrees of freedom.
As a result, two theories related by a conformal transformation give rise the same observables,
at least in the classical level.
Up until now, our discussion is agnostic as to whether we are working in the metric or Palatini formalism. There is however a difference between performing a conformal
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transformation in the metric and Palatini approach, which fundamentally stems from the
transformation rule for the Ricci scalar

R = 2g µν Γρ µ[ν,ρ] + Γσ µ[ν Γρ ρ]σ ,
(2.4)
where Γρµν is the Levi–Civita connection in the Jordan frame. Furthemore, the Ricci scalar
R = g µν Rµν [Γ, ∂Γ] is a function of the metric tensor gµν and the connection Γρµν , where
the square brackets indicate antisymmetrisation. The Christoffel symbols transform in the
metric formalism, but not in the Palatini formalism. As a result, the Ricci scalar transforms
as follows under the conformal transformation (2.3):
e = Ω−2 (R − 6δΓ Ω−1 ∇2 Ω) ,
R→R

(2.5)

where we use the following notation:
(
1
δΓ =
0

(metric)
(Palatini)

(2.6)

throughout the rest of the paper. The choice of gravity formulation is therefore reflected in
e ρµν
the expression of the Einstein frame connection Γ
p


e ρµν = Γρµν + (1 − δΓ ) δµρ ∂ν ω(φ) + δνρ ∂µ ω(φ) − gµν ∂ ρ ω(φ) , ω (φ) = ln f (φ) .
Γ
(2.7)
It is possible to eliminate the non-minimal coupling by virtue of a conformal transformation
with Ω(φ)2 = f (φ). In this case, the action becomes
"
#
Z
e
R
(∂φ)2
4 √
S = d x −g − + FΓ (φ)
(2.8)
− U (φ) ,
2
2
e is defined in terms of Γ
e ρµν .
where the derivatives are now taken with respect to g̃µν and R
The non-canonical kinetic term and non-canonical potential are given by
FΓ (φ) ≡

k(φ) 3δΓ f 0 (φ)2
+
,
f (φ)
2 f (φ)2

U (φ) =

V (φ)
.
f (φ)2

(2.9)

Here, the effects of the non-minimal coupling have been absorbed into the kinetic term.
We may further simplify the action (2.8) via a field redefinition. Assuming that we are
in a range of φ in which the kinetic function is one-to-one, we may unambiguously canonically
normalise the field φ by defining a new field ϕ such that


dϕ
dφ

2
= FΓ (φ) .

(2.10)

Then, by denoting the inverse of the solution to (2.10) by φΓ (ϕ), we may write the action
entirely in terms of the canonical field ϕ as
"
#
Z
e (∂ϕ)2
R
4 √
S = d x −g − +
− UΓ (ϕ) ,
(2.11)
2
2
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where we define
UΓ (ϕ) ≡

V (φΓ (ϕ))
.
f (φΓ (ϕ))2

(2.12)

This action is now said to be in the Einstein frame. We will refer to UΓ (ϕ) both as the
canonical potential and the Einstein frame potential.
As a straightforward extension to the notation (2.12), we may use any quantity X(φ)
written in terms of the original field φ in order to define its canonical counterpart defined in
the Einstein frame:
XΓ (ϕ) ≡ X(φΓ (ϕ)) ,

(2.13)

where the subscript denotes whether we use the metric or Palatini normalisation in (2.9).
All observational features of a theory are encoded in the Einstein frame potential UΓ (ϕ).
As a result, the choice of whether to work in the metric or Palatini formalism leads to a
different definition of the normalised field due to (2.9), which ultimately leads to distinct
theories. In the next section, we will study the β-function formalism in both the metric
formalism and the Palatini formalism, with the ultimate goal of using it in order to reconstruct
the inflationary potential.

3

The inflationary β-function formalism in the Palatini approach

As noted in the Introduction, there is a clear analogy between inflationary models and the
Wilsonian RG picture. This is illustrated in Table 1. The β-function formalism proposed
in [72] and further developed in [73, 96] is the formalisation of this idea, and has recently
drawn considerable attention thanks to its intuitive approach to classifying inflationary models [97–110].
We will eventually employ the β-function formalism in order to reconstruct the potential.
We will deviate from the reconstruction method outlined in [78] in the sense that the particle
physics sector of the model, i.e. the specific form of the inflaton potential V (φ), is not
considered as the input parameter. Instead, we will use the simplified version of functional
reconstruction by implementing the β-function formalism in the context of Hamilton–Jacobi
approach [111] in order to derive the potential in both the Einstein and the Jordan frame.
RG
fixed points
scaling regions
critical exponents

inflation
exact de Sitter (scale-invariant solutions)
inflationary epoch
scaling exponents of observables

Table 1. The analogy between inflation and the Wilsonian picture.

No matter what precise model we choose, the Hamilton–Jacobi formulation of inflation
of Salopek and Bond [4] is instrumental in understanding the β-function formalism. In this
approach, the Hubble factor is given as a function of ϕ, and the usual cosmological equations
of motion are recast as
ϕ̇ = −2H 0 (ϕ) ,
2

(3.1)
0

2

UΓ (ϕ) = 3H(ϕ) − 2H (ϕ) ,
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(3.2)

where the prime indicates derivatives with respect to ϕ. It is important to note that this
formulation assumes that the scalar field ϕ evolves monotonically with time, and so can
indeed act as a “clock”.
In analogy with quantum field theory, we now define the following two “RG quantities”:
the superpotential W (ϕ) and the beta function β(ϕ):
WΓ (ϕ) ≡ −2H(ϕ) ,
dϕ
ϕ̇
d ln WΓ
βΓ (ϕ) ≡
=
= −2
.
d ln a
H
dϕ

(3.3)
(3.4)

We will sometimes drop arguments from this point onward to aid readability when it is
clear whether a function should be evaluated at the original field φ or the canonical field ϕ.
Subscripts differentiate between the Einstein frame quantities in the metric and Palatini
formalism, as defined in (2.13).
Since the β-function encodes the extent to which a theory deviates from pure de Sitter,
it has to be related to the first Hubble slow-roll parameter H :
H = −

Ḣ
H 02
1
=
2
= βΓ2 (ϕ) .
2
2
H
H
2

(3.5)

We may then express the usual equations of motion in terms of the β-function. The HamiltonJacobi equation can be written as


1 2
2
(3.6)
UΓ = 3H 1 − βΓ (ϕ) .
6
The acceleration equation can also be written as follows:


1 2
ä
2
= H 1 − βΓ (ϕ)
a
2

(3.7)

and the equation of state reads as

pϕ =


βΓ2
− 1 ρϕ .
3

(3.8)

The exact de Sitter solution is given when ρϕ = −pϕ , which corresponds to β = 0. This is
the mathematical expression of the statement that fixed points (β = 0) correspond to pure
scale invariance. Note that parametrising β is equivalent to fixing the evolution (RG flow) of
the system, but since a particular limiting behaviour (in this case de Sitter) can be reached
by multiple models, this corresponds to a universality class.
We may express UΓ (ϕ) purely in terms of RG quantities:


βΓ2
3 2
UΓ = W Γ 1 −
.
(3.9)
4
6
Close to the stationary point, we find1
3
UΓ ∼ WΓ2 ,
4

βΓ ∼ −

1

d ln UΓ
.
dϕ

(3.10)

We assume that that the Hubble slow-roll parameter is equal to the potential slow-roll parameters to first
order, which occurs for quasi-de Sitter solutions.
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The latter equation can also be written through the original field as
βΓ (ϕ) ∼ −

d ln V
dφ

.

(3.11)

φ=φΓ (ϕ)

This notation indicates that all instances of φ should be replaced by φΓ (ϕ) after differentiation. The presence of ∼ indicates that an equation holds near the stationary point (i.e. for
quasi-de Sitter).
The exact solution for β (away from the stationary point) is simply found by inverting (3.9) and choosing a branch (we may pick the positive one without loss of generality):
s 

4 UΓ (ϕ)
βΓ (ϕ) = 6 1 −
.
(3.12)
3 WΓ (ϕ)2
The exact expression for WΓ is given by solving
3
2UΓ (ϕ) = WΓ (ϕ)2 − WΓ0 (ϕ)2 .
2

(3.13)

This procedure allows us to precisely determine the β-function, from which all observables
can be derived for both metric and Palatini.
Equation (3.4) implies
" Z
#
" Z
#
ϕ
ϕ 2
βΓ [ϕ̂(N )]
βΓ (ϕ̂)
WΓ (ϕ) = W f exp −
dϕ̂ = W f exp −
dN ,
(3.14)
2
2
ϕf
ϕf
where we have defined W f = WΓ (ϕf ) and ϕf is some constant to be determined later. This
solution can be used to reconstruct the Einstein frame potential UΓ (ϕ) regardless of which
formalism we use, after which the Jordan frame potential can be determined by the specific
form of the canonicalising function FΓ (φ).
Using (3.13), we can write the following exact expression for the Einstein frame potential
in terms of the β-function:
#
" Z


ϕ
3Wf2
βΓ2 (ϕ)
UΓ =
βΓ2 [ϕ̂(N )] dN .
(3.15)
1−
exp −
4
6
ϕf
Note that we have not assumed quasi-de Sitter in deriving this expression. In quasi-de Sitter,
it reduces to
" Z
#
ϕ
3W 2f
UΓ =
exp −
β 2 [ϕ̂(N )] dN .
(3.16)
4
ϕf
These results will be useful in the following sections where we will reconstruct the potential
using an ansatz for the β-function.

4

Exact convergence of metric and Palatini attractors

There are two broad ways in which the attractor behaviour exhibited in metric and Palatini
gravity can converge. The first is exact, and uses two different (Jordan frame) potentials for
the metric and Palatini case. The second is approximate: if we start with the same potential,
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it is possible to have approximately equal observables, but only for certain values of the field
or for certain values of the non-minimal coupling. We will see later that if inflation takes
part mostly in these domains, the attractor profile of the same Jordan frame theory in both
metric and Palatini gravity can converge approximately. For now, we will focus on the exact
convergence of attractors both in general and in the the strong limit, and will examine the
approximate convergence for specific field values in the next section.
4.1

Equivalence of metric and Palatini attractors and the strong coupling limit

Using the β-function formalism, we turn our attention to theories which exhibit attractor
behaviour in the strong limit and how this behaviour is affected by whether we are working in
the Palatini or metric formalism. For example, motivated by supergravity embeddings [100],
we consider a theory given by (2.2) with
f (φ) = 1 + ξg(φ) ,

(4.1)

2

(4.2)

2

V (φ) = λ g(φ) .
The Einstein frame potential in terms of the original field is therefore found to be
U (φ) =

λ2 g(φ)2
.
[1 + ξg(φ)]2

(4.3)

Therefore, the β-function near the stationary point then becomes
2g 0 (ϕ)
g(ϕ)[1 + ξg(ϕ)]
2 g 0 (ϕ)
,
'− 2
ξ g (ϕ)

βΓ (ϕ) ∼ −

(4.4)
(4.5)

where ' denotes the strong coupling limit and we have suppressed the Γ index when it is
left general for readability purposes.
We now return to the canonicalisation equation, which is the origin of the difference
between the Palatini and metric formalisms. We use two different non-minimal functions:
f1 (φ) = 1 + ξg(φ) for the metric case and f0 (φ) = 1 + ξh(φ) for the Palatini case, and we can
write the expression for FΓ in terms of g(φ) and h(φ) as
1
3 ξ 2 g 0 (φ)2
+
,
1 + ξg(φ) 2 [1 + ξg(φ)]2
1
F0 (φ) =
.
1 + ξh(φ)
F1 (φ) =

(4.6)
(4.7)

In order for the canonical Einstein frame potential to be exactly the same between
metric and Palatini, we must have U0 (φ) = U1 (φ) and the canonicalisation functions must
also be the same, i.e. F1 (φ) = F0 (φ). To achieve this, we can conclude that the functions
g(φ) and h(φ) must satisfy the relationship
h(φ) =

g(φ) + ξg(φ)2 − 32 ξg 0 (φ)2
.
1 + ξg(φ) + 23 ξ 2 g 0 (φ)2

–8–

(4.8)

The Einstein frame potential U (φ) (expressed in the terms of the original field) remains the
same if Jordan frame potentials are related as
V0 (φ) =

f0 (φ)2
V1 (φ) ,
f1 (φ)2

(4.9)

and since F0 (φ) = F1 (φ), the canonical potentials in metric and Palatini are the same,
i.e. U1 (ϕ) = U0 (ϕ), leading to the same observables. Thus, it is always possible (barring
discontinuities in the kinetic function and potential) to exactly map Palatini attractors to
metric attractors and vice versa for all values of the field.
We now turn our attention to the equivalence of metric and Palatini attractors in the
strong limit. We note that between the metric and the Palatini formalism, the strong coupling
limits are also different:
2g(φ) + 3ξg 0 (φ)2
,
2ξg(φ)2
1
F0 (φ) '
.
ξh(φ)
F1 (φ) '

(4.10)
(4.11)

As noted above, if we fix the Jordan frame potential V (φ) in the same form in both the
metric and Palatini case, the observational profiles of the resulting theories will be different
in general. Conversely, if g(φ) ≡ h(φ), we must have a different Jordan frame potential for
metric and Palatini to converge, otherwise g(φ) = constant, which corresponds to a minimal
theory2 . The same holds for the strong limit: in order to obtain undifferentiated observables
in the strong limit regardless of metric or Palatini, the minimal coupling must be transformed
accordingly.
In order to obtain convergence of two theories in the strong limit, we impose F0 (φ) '
F1 (φ) for different non-minimal coupling functions f1 = 1 + ξ0 g(φ) and f0 = 1 + ξ1 h(φ). This
leads to the relation
ξ1 2g(φ) − 3ξ1 g 0 (φ)2 + 2ξ1 g(φ)2
h(φ) =
.
(4.12)
ξ0 2 + 2ξ1 g(φ) + 3ξ12 g 0 (φ)2
For the strong limit to be congruent between the different formalisms, we must have ξ0 = ξ1 .
If we fix g(φ) and look for the corresponding h(φ), we have the algebraic relation
h(φ) =

2g(φ) − 3ξg 0 (φ)2 + 2ξg(φ)2
.
2 + 2ξg(φ) + 3ξ 2 g 0 (φ)2

(4.13)

If we first fix h(φ), we instead have a differential equation for g(φ):
h(φ) '

2g(φ)2 − 3g 0 (φ)2
.
3ξg 0 (φ)2

(4.14)

When solved, this equation returns the relation between g(φ) and h(φ) which allows the
theories to be simultaneously in the strong limit as ξ grows.
As an illustration, we present the case in which h(φ) = φn . The solution for g(φ) is
found to be
h
i

q
2 2−n
C exp ± 2
2
φ
n 6= 2
n−2
3ξ
q
g(φ) =
(4.15)
2
 ± 3ξ
Cφ
n = 2.
2

See [38], however, for some specific cases where the choices of the model functions f (φ), k(φ), V (φ) can
actually lead to the same predictions for ns and r.
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In particular, for n = 2, we find that
f0 (φ)2
4±2
≈ C −2 φ
2
f1 (φ)

q

2
3ξ

,

(4.16)

and the potentials are related through (4.9). Therefore, as ξφ2  1 in the strong limit, both
the metric and Palatini cases give the same canonicalisation and therefore, thanks to the
relation between the Jordan frame potentials, the same observables.
4.2

Palatini and metric attractors for Starobinsky-like potential

We now consider the case when the canonical potential takes on a generalised Starobinsky-like
form, given by

2
q
2
− 3α
(ϕΓ −ϕ̄Γ )
UΓ (ϕ) ∝ 1 − e
.
(4.17)
We drop the proportionality constant throughout this section and use hatted quantities to
denote integration constants. The canonical scalar field can be expressed as
s
!
r
r
√ 
3α 
3α
VΓ (φ)
ln 1 − U Γ = −
ln 1 −
.
(4.18)
ϕΓ − ϕ̄Γ = −
2
2
fΓ (φ)2
In order to arrive at a general solution, we must analytically integrate dϕ
dφ , something which
is not possible in the general case. However, for a simple case where fΓ (φ) = 1 + ξΓ φ2 , along
with the assumption of strong coupling ξφ2  1 at the very beginning, we get fΓ (φ) ≈ ξΓ φ2 .
Taking k(φ) = 1, we can integrate (by selecting signs and integration constants appropriately)
r
 
1 + 6ξ1
φ


ln
(metric) ,

ξ
φ̄
1


ϕΓ − ϕ̄Γ =
(4.19)
1
φ


(Palatini) .
 √ ln
φ̄
ξ0
This is a different approach to the previous subsection, in which the non-minimal coupling
functions were different but the non-minimal coupling was kept fixed. Here, we instead
consider the relation between the metric and Palatini coupling constants that allows us to
recover the strong limit.
Comparing the relations (4.19) and (4.18), we can relate parameters α, ξ1 and ξ0 as
ξ1 =

1
,
−6

3
2α

ξ0 =

2
.
3α

(4.20)

This means that in strong coupling regime, ξΓ → ∞ is achieved at different values of parameter α in metric and Palatini case. In the Palatini case, α → 0 and therefore the canonical
potential UΓ (ϕ) → Λ (fixed point, i.e. exact de Sitter one as seen in Table 1). In the metric
case, it appears at α → 4.
In general, the Jordan frame potentials, which share the same canonical potential (4.17)
are different in the metric and in the Palatini case. We will get the canonical potential (4.17) if

2
r
1 )ξ0
  (1+6ξ
ξ
1
φ̄

 4
V1 (φ) ∝ ξ12 1 −
(4.21)
 φ
φ
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in the metric case and
V0 (φ) ∝

ξ02


2
φ̄
1−
φ4
φ

(4.22)

in the Palatini case.
In order to achieve precise convergence (same canonicalisation), we must choose that
the coupling parameters of metric case and Palatini case are related as follows:
ξ0 =

ξ1
.
1 + 6ξ1

(4.23)

In this case, the Jordan frame potential can be written as
VΓ (φ) ∝

ξΓ2



φ̄
1−
φ

2

φ4 .

(4.24)

and potentials V0 and V1 satisfy the relation (4.9). If we use the equation (4.12) as a check,
we get
ξ0 = ξ1

1 − φ62
1 − 6ξ1 + ξ1 φ2
'
ξ
.
1
1 + 6ξ1
1 + ξ1 φ2 + 6ξ12 φ2

(4.25)

If we assume that the strong coupling occurs at high values of the scalar field, we get the
condition (4.23).
We can then examine the strong coupling limit for this class of models, which occurs
when
f 0 (φ)2
k(φ)

.
(4.26)
f (φ)2
f (φ)
In this case, the second term in the canonicalisation function dominates, and the theory can
be said to be “metric dominated” (since the term that only appears in the metric formalism
is much larger than the first term).
Taking k = 1, we may integrate directly (2.10) in the metric case to obtain the canonical
scalar field ϕ as
r
3
ϕ1 − ϕ̄1 = ±
ln f1 (φ) ,
(4.27)
2
where we focus on the positive branch.
Using the relation (4.27) we can express the potential (4.17) as


2
q
q 2
1
1
− √2
− α
α
U1 (φ(ϕ)) = 1 − f1 (φ)
= f1 (φ)
−1
f1 (φ) α ,

(4.28)

and may easily find the Jordan frame potential to be

2
q
√

α−1
1
2 √
α
V1 (φ) f1 (φ) α − 1 f1 (φ)
,

(4.29)

In the case of α = 1, this recovers the condition for a single-field Lagrangian to be Starobinskylike [112]
V1 (φ) = (f1 (φ) − 1)2 .
(4.30)
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If we choose the function f1 (φ) as
p
− √ α
− √ α  p
p
2
f1 (φ) =
' 2 ξ1 φ
,
ξ1 φ + 1 + ξ1 φ

(4.31)

2
we can first constrain the coupling constants as ξ1 = 3α
. Using (4.29) we can express the
Jordan frame potential in the metric case as follows
2(1−√α)
 p
.
(4.32)
V1 (φ) ' 2 ξ1 φ

The next step is to find which Jordan frame potential corresponds to the Palatini case.
However, in the case of Palatini, the strong coupling does not follow from (4.26) because one
of the terms is not present. As an illustrative example, we take again f0 (φ) = 1 + ξ0 φ2 and
can integrate in Palatini case to get
p

p
1
(ϕ0 − ϕ̄0 ) = ± √ ln
ξ0 φ + 1 + ξ0 φ2
(4.33)
ξ0
and comparing with (4.18) we get for Jordan frame potential in the strong coupling limit as
V0 ' ξ03 φ6 .

(4.34)

In this case, V0 (φ) and V1 (φ) will give the same observables with the same non-minimal
coupling function, in agreement with (4.9), which relates the metric and Palatini potentials.
4.3

Non-canonical kinetic term in the Jordan frame (k(φ) 6= 1)

We now examine the case of a theory with a non-canonical kinetic term. Since the nonminimal coupling does not multiply the second (metric) term in the canonicalising function F (φ), appropriately choosing k(φ) can satisfy
k(φ)
f 0 (φ)2

,
f (φ)2
f (φ)

(4.35)

which is the converse to strong coupling regime (4.26). In this regime, the results are insensitive to the choice of metric and Palatini.
As an example, let us consider a theory in the Einstein frame with a second order pole
in the kinetic term, specified by [113]
3α 1
fΓ (φ) = 1 , F (φ) =
.
(4.36)
2 φ2
Switching to the canonical parametrisation by a redefinition of the scalar field yields
r
 
3α
φ
ϕ=±
ln
.
(4.37)
2
φ̄
If the canonical Einstein frame potential U (ϕ) is a generalised Starobinsky potential, we get
the following expression for the Jordan frame potential in both metric and Palatini:


φ 2
.
(4.38)
VΓ (φ) ∝ 1 −
φ̄
One can interpret the expression for the potential as an expansion around the value φ = 0,
which corresponds to the pole in the kinetic term k(φ). Moreover, as long as inflation takes
place around φ = 0, the part of invariant potential that affects observables is insensitive
to the form of V (φ) far away from φ = 0. Therefore, changing the form of V (φ) by adding
higher order terms in the expansion series does not significally affect the form of the canonical
Einstein potential in the observed region [114].
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5

Approximate convergence of metric and Palatini attractors

In the previous section, we studied the convergence between metric and Palatini attractors
for different Jordan frame potentials. Imposing an exact convergence gives rise to a mapping
between the non-minimal couplings such that the notion of the strong limit is unaffected
by the choice of metric or Palatini. However, from the point of view of particle physics,
we in principle assume a particular field that drives inflation with some fixed potential and
non-minimal coupling (possibly motivated by radiative corrections, SUSY embeddings, UV
completion of some EFT...). After the form of the theory is decided in the Jordan frame, the
choice of working in metric or Palatini gravity will lead to different observables. As a result,
it is important to understand the conditions in which the metric and Palatini attractors can
be observationally distinguished for the same starting theory in the Jordan frame, and the
conditions in which they give approximately the same observables, as opposed to exactly the
same observables in the strong coupling limit studied in the previous section.
5.1

Domain-dependent metric and Palatini convergence

We now examine a case in which the metric contribution is suppressed for a given domain, resulting in an approximate convergence between the Palatini and metric formalisms. Consider
a general attractor theory where f = 1 + ξg(φ). In order to delineate between the domains
in which the metric term (the second term in FΓ ) dominates, we define the following ratio:
ω=

3 ξ 2 g 0 (φ)2
.
2 1 + ξg(φ)

(5.1)

When ω  1 during most of inflation, the metric term (i.e. the second term in FΓ ) dominates,
which means that there will be a phenomenological difference between the two formalisms.
On the other hand, when ω  1 during inflation, the metric term is suppressed and the
theory is phenomenologically insensitive to the choice of formalism.
Depending on the details of the model, there will be different metric-dominated and
metric-suppressed domains on the real line. For a monomial function φn for which ξφn  1,
we find that the critical point for which the domains match φcrit occurs at ω = 1, which is
  1 
 1
2 n−2
1 n−2
φcrit ≈
,
(5.2)
3
n2 ξ
when n 6= 2. For n = 2, we find exactly
1
φcrit = p
.
6ξ 2 − ξ
Therefore, when inflation occurs at φ  φcrit , the theory is metric-dominated.
We will focus on the n = 2 case for now. The end of inflation occurs at
sp
192δΓ ξ 2 + 32ξ + 1
1
1
−
.
φe = √
2
6δΓ ξ + ξ
6δΓ ξ 2 + ξ
2

(5.3)

(5.4)

Setting φe = φcrit therefore gives us a lower bound for ξ such that the theory is metricdominated throughout inflation. This returns

1 p
ξ=
3(1 + δΓ ) + 2 .
(5.5)
12

– 13 –

Therefore, ξ ≈ 0.311 for Palatini and ξ ≈ 0.371 for metric. As expected, for theories like
Higgs inflation [70, 115] where ξ = O(104 ) in metric and and ξ = O(109 ) in Palatini [30, 36],
there is no convergence between Palatini and metric. However, deviating from the quartic
coupling λ ∼ 0.1 can drive ξ down to an extent such that which inflation (up until N = 60)
occurs below φcrit . We can see this by writing the number of e-folds in terms of the field
p
ξφ4 φ2
1 + 8ξ + 1 + 32ξ + 192δΓ ξ 2
p
N (φ) =
+
−
.
(5.6)
16
8
1 + 16ξ + 96δΓ ξ 2 + 1 + 32ξ + 192δΓ ξ 2
Then, solving for N (φcrit ) = N∗ for ξ (where N∗ corresponds to horizon exit) gives us the value
for which the point between the metric-dominated and metric-suppressed domain is reached
just at horizon exit, and therefore the choice of metric or Palatini can affect observables.
This is not possible to solve in closed form, but for N∗ = 60, we can numerically find
ξcrit (60) = 0.154 ,

(5.7)

a value which is equal to four significant places even for the two different formalisms. Therefore, a value of ξ of order 10−2 or smaller ensures that the kinetic term is dominated by
the first term throughout inflation, leading to nearly no differentiation between metric and
Palatini. The extent to which this occurs depends on the the model. If we know the form
of the Einstein potential, we can compute the difference between the observables calculated
in metric and Palatini by looking at the resultant Jordan frame potentials. This allows us
to restrict the minimal coupling appropriately such that there are no observable differences
between the two. This is the topic of the next subsection.
5.2

Jordan frame potential in metric and Palatini

Having examined the conditions necessary for metric and Palatini domination to arise, we
can examine the effect the choice of metric or Palatini has on the Jordan potential. Starting
with a Einstein potential derived in the metric formalism, it is possible to find its Palatini
counterpart, and vice versa. Moreover, it is possible to identify the domain in parameter
space in which these two potentials give convergent predictions within observational bounds.
We begin by assuming that we already know how the canonical potential appears in the
metric formalism, i.e. we know the form of U1 (φ). We can then write the original Jordan
frame potential as
V (φ) = f (φ)2 U0 (ϕ0 (φ)) .

(5.8)

In terms of the Jordan frame potential, the corresponding expression for U1 is
U1 (ϕ) =

V (φ1 (ϕ))
.
f (φ1 (ϕ))2

(5.9)

Therefore, in terms of U0 , we have
U1 (ϕ) = U0 (ϕ0 ◦ φ1 (ϕ)) ,

(5.10)

where ◦ denotes function composition. Similarly, assuming that we have the canonical potential U1 (φ) in the metric formalism, the corresponding Palatini potential can be found
as
U0 (ϕ) = U1 (ϕ1 ◦ φ0 (ϕ)) .

– 14 –

(5.11)

Therefore, knowing ϕΓ (φ) along with its inverse φΓ (ϕ) allows us to transform between the
two potentials. Moreover, for a constant f (φ), we know that ϕ0 ◦ φ1 = ϕ1 ◦ φ0 is the identity
function, leading to no difference between the two potentials.
Consider once again a theory with non-minimal coupling f (φ) = 1 + ξφ2 . For a canonicalisation such that ϕ(φ = 0) = 0, we find the following expressions, which follow from the
approximate normalisations in metric and Palatini for large field values:
1
ϕ0 = √ ln φ ,
ξ
s
1 + 6ξ
ϕ1 =
ln φ .
ξ

(5.12)
(5.13)

Therefore, we can write explicitly
ϕ
,
ϕ0 ◦ φ1 (ϕ) = √
1 + 6ξ
p
ϕ1 ◦ φ0 (ϕ) = 1 + 6ξ ϕ .

(5.14)
(5.15)

We see that, as expected, a small value of ξ ensures that the the observables will be unaffected
by which formalism we choose. Therefore, for the potential discussed in the previous section,
we can arrive at an upper bound for ξ for which it is not possible to observationally distinguish
between Palatini and metric slow-roll inflation.
We can apply the above procedure to a generic Starobinsky-like potential which we
rewrite more simply as
√
U (ϕ) ∝ 1 − αe−(ϕ−ϕ̄)/ α .
(5.16)
Switching between metric and Palatini therefore introduces a ξ dependence:
− √ ϕ−ϕ̄

U (ϕ) ∝ 1 − αe

α(1+6ξ)

.

(5.17)

The solution of N (ϕ) substituted back into the transformed potential leads to the following
normalisation:
U (ϕ)
2N 2
∝
,
(5.18)

α(1 + 6ξ)
where we may approximate  ' U in slow-roll via the potential slow-roll parameters for a
canonical potential U , defined as
 
1 U0 2
U 00
U =
,
ηU =
.
(5.19)
2 U
U
Using the relation dN = −Hdt, we find the following expression for the potential slow-roll
parameter
d ln U
= 2ηU − 4U .
(5.20)
dN
Then, the scalar spectral index ns and the tensor-to-scalar ratio r in terms of the slow-roll
parameters are given as
ns − 1 = 2ηU − 6U =
r = 16U .

d ln U
− 2U ,
dN

(5.21)
(5.22)
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Therefore, for small values of ξ, the “relative error” induced by using a different formalism
is ±6ξ for the spectrum (which is proportional to U/ and ±36ξ 2 for 1 − ns and r (due to
the two derivatives present in the definition of the Hubble slow-roll parameters).
We can find the relative error of the amplitude of the scalar spectrum and of the spectral
tilt 1 − ns at a 68% confidence interval through the latest constraints from Planck [8]:
As ' (2.1 ± 0.0589) × 10−9 ,

ns = 0.9649 ± 0.0042 ,

r < 0.056 .

(5.23)

The minimum value of ξ that leads to an observationally distinct tilt 1 σ is 0.057, which is
larger than the minimum value that comes from the strength of the spectrum. Therefore,
the minimum value of ξ that can be resolved experimentally in the context of metric versus
Palatini comes from matching the uncertainty of the strength of the spectrum to 6ξ, which
leads to:
ξmin = 0.00468 .
(5.24)
This value is quite robust: it does not depend on the number of e-folds or the value of α.
Larger values of ξ will lead to predictions that are different enough for the two formalisms
that they can be resolved with current observations, with the caveat that the potential is
roughly a plateau. This value is smaller than the critical value calculated in (5.7): this is to
be expected, since the critical value occurs at the interface between the metric-suppressed
and metric-dominated domains.

6

β-function reconstruction of the potential

Reconstructing the inflaton potential is one of the more straightforward ways of probing
the phenomenology of inflation [78, 116–123]. We will employ the β-function formalism to
reconstructing the potential by means of imposing an ansatz on the β-function itself. This will
also allow us to explicitly demonstrate the conditions for the convergence of the attractor
behaviour in both metric and Palatini models. As a result. we will see that in certain
domains, the Palatini and metric potentials approximate each other, giving rise to similar
observables.
We proceed to write the observables in terms of the β-function. We first relate ϕ and
the number of e-folds N through
√
dϕ = ± 2U dN .
(6.1)
Then, we can express U in terms of the derivative with respect to the number of e-folds as
U =

1 d ln UΓ
.
2 dN

(6.2)

As a result, the observables become
2 UΓ
2H 2
'
,
2
π r
3 π2r
d ln r r
ns − 1 =
− ,
dN
8
d ln UΓ
r=8
= 8β 2 .
dN
As =
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(6.3)
(6.4)
(6.5)

We now make the following ansatz for the β-function:
β 2 (N ) =

α
,
(N + δ)γ

(6.6)

where γ > 1, and δ accounts for the value ϕe of the scalar field at the end of inflation. Then,
the inflationary observables are found to be
r=

8α
,
(N + δ)γ

ns − 1 = −

γ
α
.
−
N + δ (N + δ)γ

Using (6.5), we obtain the reconstructed potential


α
4
UΓ = M exp −
,
(γ − 1) (N + δ)γ−1

(6.7)

(6.8)

where the normalisation scale is given by

γ−1 
3 2
α  r  γ
M = π As r exp
.
2
γ − 1 8α
4

(6.9)

From the end-of-inflation condition U (N = 0) = 1, we obtain the relation
α = 2δ γ .

(6.10)

Also, from (6.1) and (6.5) we have
r
dϕ =

r
dN ,
8

(6.11)

which leads to the following solution for the canonical field in terms of the e-folds:

 2 √α(N + δ) 2−γ
2
(γ 6= 2)
ϕ − ϕ̄ = 2 − γ
√
α ln(N + δ)
(γ = 2) ,

(6.12)

where ϕ̄ is an integration constant. Substituting Eq. (6.12) into Eq. (6.8), we get the reconstructed potential

h
2γ−2 i

M 4 exp −λ (ϕ̄ − ϕ) γ−2
(γ =
6 2)
h
i
UΓ (ϕ) =
(6.13)
√

M 4 exp −αe−(ϕ−ϕ̄)/ α
(γ = 2) ,
where
α
λ=
γ−1



γ−2
√
2 α

 2γ−2
γ−2

.

For the α-attractor case γ = 2, the potential reduces to
h
√ i
UΓ (ϕ) = M 4 exp −αe−(ϕ−ϕ̄)/ α .

(6.14)

(6.15)

When α  1, this potential reduces to
h
√ i
UΓ (ϕ) = M 4 1 − αe−(ϕ−ϕ̄)/ α ,
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(6.16)
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Figure 1. The reconstructed Einstein frame potential for γ = 2 and N = 60. We fixed αmax = 28.47
such that the upper bound on r from Planck is saturated.

which is the asymptotic behaviour of the T-model and E-model. We then use the Planck
constraints from (5.23): for γ = 2 and N = 60, we find that the maximal allowed value
for α from the constraint on r is αmax = 28.47. With these values, we obtain ns = 0.9616
which is well within the bounds. For γ = 2.25, we find αmax = 84.82 and ns = 0.9585, while
for γ = 1.75 we find αmax = 9.72 and ns = 0.965. Values of γ which are outside the range
[1.75, 2.25] give a scalar spectral index which is excluded at 1 σ by Planck [8].
In Fig. 1, we plot the reconstructed Einstein frame potential in the case γ = 2 and for
N = 60 and αmax = 28.47 such that the tensor-to-scalar ratio saturates its maximum allowed
value rmax = 0.056.
Finally, we can relate the reconstructed Einstein frame potential to the Jordan frame
potential through
VΓ (φ) = f (φ)2 UΓ (ϕ(φ)) ,
(6.17)
If f (φ) = 1 + ξφ2 , then the field redefinition gives
s
"
#
√
hp p
i p
1 + 6δΓ ξ
6δΓ ξφ
−1
−1
p
ϕ=
sinh
ξ 1 + 6δΓ ξφ − 6δΓ tanh
. (6.18)
ξ
1 + ξ (1 + 6δΓ ξ) φ2
With this exact equation, it is possible to find the Jordan frame potential in both metric
and Palatini in terms of the original field φ. We show the reconstructed metric and Palatini
Jordan frame potentials for ξcrit = 0.154 (cf. (5.7)) in Fig. 2. As expected, the potentials
almost entirely overlap for ξmin , indicating nearly indistinguishable observables even in the
large field limit, whereas for ξcrit , they diverge after a certain point (which corresponds to
horizon exit).

7

Summary and discussion

The Palatini formalism of gravitational theories provides an alternative avenue for constructing viable inflationary models. In addition, attractor theories provide some of the most
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Figure 2. The reconstructed Jordan frame potential in metric (solid) and Palatini (red dashed) when
ξ = ξcrit for the case f (φ) = 1 + ξφ2 . The potential for ξ = ξmin is not plotted, as it nearly overlaps
with the potential in metric gravity, giving rise to nearly identical observables as expected.

robust models of inflation, and therefore it is interesting to examine how the attractor nature
of such models fares in Palatini gravity. Palatini models and metric models of inflation can
be related exactly by a change in the Jordan frame potential; however, from a particle physics
point of view, the form of the theory in the Jordan frame is set by the UV physics. At that
point, making the choice between Palatini or metric gravity will have profound effects on the
inflationary phenomenology of the theory.
We have employed the inflationary β-function formalism in a novel manner in order to
understand the behaviour of cosmological attractors in both the Palatini and metric formalism. This formalism makes the attractor nature of theories manifest in the same way that
the renormalisation group (RG) demonstrates the existence of attractive fixed points. We
showed that by making an ansatz for the form of the β-function, it is possible to recover a
class of attractor theories in a straightforward manner.
The strong limit is important in discussions of attractor theories, since it corresponds to
the domain in which model-independent results take over and the value of the non-minimal
coupling is no longer observationally relevant. We have shown how this limit transforms
when changing from metric gravity to Palatini gravity: to maintain the same notion of strong
limit, a change of the Jordan frame potential is necessary. If this is not the case, convergence
between attractors is approximate, and occurs only for certain values of the field.
We have further examined the extent to which the reconstruction of the attractor potential is affected by the choice of metric or Palatini. The reconstructed potential from the
β-function is computed in the Einstein frame, and its form in the Jordan frame will depend
on both the non-minimal coupling and the chosen formulation of gravity. Therefore, it is
possible to place a constraint on the value of the non-minimal coupling for which differentiating between the metric and Palatini formalism is not possible within current observational
bounds.
From a formal point of view, the observational effects of choosing either metric and the
Palatini are encoded in the Einstein frame potential. However, in the context of Palatini
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versus metric, it becomes necessary to designate either the Jordan or the Einstein frame as
more “fundamental” than the other. This is because, in the context of particle physics, we
expect the Jordan frame to take prominence, as the non-minimal coupling can be motivated
by the UV completion of some effective field theory. Therefore, given a fixed (and perhaps
unknown) particle theory in which inflation can be realised, it is important to consider a fixed
Jordan frame and examine the results for metric or Palatini as they arise in the Einstein frame.
Doing so is essentially using cosmology to probe particle physics. On the other hand, the
“fundamental” frame for cosmology is the Einstein frame, where the accelerated expansion
is made explicit; while it is possible to study inflation in the Jordan frame, the equations are
considerably more cumbersome. Therefore, using cosmology to probe particle physics instead
requires us that we go from the Einstein frame to the Jordan frame. As a result, being able
to determine which Jordan frame models are compatible with a given Einstein frame model
(which can be tested against observations) is important in making the link from cosmology
to particle physics.
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[41] M. Långvik, J.-M. Ojanperä, S. Raatikainen, and S. Rasanen, Higgs inflation with the Holst
and the Nieh-Yan term, arXiv:2007.12595.
[42] M. Shaposhnikov, A. Shkerin, I. Timiryasov, and S. Zell, Higgs inflation in Einstein-Cartan
gravity, arXiv:2007.14978.
[43] M. Shaposhnikov, A. Shkerin, I. Timiryasov, and S. Zell, Einstein-Cartan gravity, matter, and
scale-invariant generalization, JHEP 10 (2020) 177, [arXiv:2007.16158].
[44] I. D. Gialamas, A. Karam, A. Lykkas, and T. D. Pappas, Palatini-Higgs inflation with
nonminimal derivative coupling, Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020), no. 6 063522, [arXiv:2008.06371].
[45] S. Verner, Quintessential Inflation in Palatini Gravity, arXiv:2010.11201.
[46] V.-M. Enckell, S. Nurmi, S. Rasanen, and E. Tomberg, Critical point Higgs inflation in the
Palatini formulation, arXiv:2012.03660.
[47] Y. Reyimuaji and X. Zhang, Natural inflation with a nonminimal coupling to gravity,
arXiv:2012.14248.
[48] G. J. Olmo, Palatini Approach to Modified Gravity: f(R) Theories and Beyond, Int. J. Mod.
Phys. D 20 (2011) 413–462, [arXiv:1101.3864].
[49] F. Bombacigno and G. Montani, Big bounce cosmology for Palatini R2 gravity with a
Nieh–Yan term, Eur. Phys. J. C 79 (2019), no. 5 405, [arXiv:1809.07563].
[50] V.-M. Enckell, K. Enqvist, S. Rasanen, and L.-P. Wahlman, Inflation with R2 term in the
Palatini formalism, JCAP 02 (2019) 022, [arXiv:1810.05536].
[51] I. Antoniadis, A. Karam, A. Lykkas, and K. Tamvakis, Palatini inflation in models with an
R2 term, JCAP 11 (2018) 028, [arXiv:1810.10418].
[52] I. Antoniadis, A. Karam, A. Lykkas, T. Pappas, and K. Tamvakis, Rescuing Quartic and
Natural Inflation in the Palatini Formalism, JCAP 03 (2019) 005, [arXiv:1812.00847].
[53] T. Tenkanen, Minimal Higgs inflation with an R2 term in Palatini gravity, Phys. Rev. D 99
(2019), no. 6 063528, [arXiv:1901.01794].

– 22 –

[54] A. Edery and Y. Nakayama, Palatini formulation of pure R2 gravity yields Einstein gravity
with no massless scalar, Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019), no. 12 124018, [arXiv:1902.07876].
[55] M. Giovannini, Post-inflationary phases stiffer than radiation and Palatini formulation, Class.
Quant. Grav. 36 (2019), no. 23 235017, [arXiv:1905.06182].
[56] T. Tenkanen, Trans-Planckian censorship, inflation, and dark matter, Phys. Rev. D 101
(2020), no. 6 063517, [arXiv:1910.00521].
[57] I. D. Gialamas and A. Lahanas, Reheating in R2 Palatini inflationary models, Phys. Rev. D
101 (2020), no. 8 084007, [arXiv:1911.11513].
[58] T. Tenkanen and E. Tomberg, Initial conditions for plateau inflation: a case study, JCAP 04
(2020) 050, [arXiv:2002.02420].
[59] A. Lloyd-Stubbs and J. McDonald, Sub-Planckian φ2 inflation in the Palatini formulation of
gravity with an R2 term, Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020), no. 12 123515, [arXiv:2002.08324].
[60] I. Antoniadis, A. Lykkas, and K. Tamvakis, Constant-roll in the Palatini-R2 models, JCAP
04 (2020), no. 04 033, [arXiv:2002.12681].
[61] D. M. Ghilencea, Palatini quadratic gravity: spontaneous breaking of gauged scale symmetry
and inflation, Eur. Phys. J. C 80 (4, 2020) 1147, [arXiv:2003.08516].
[62] N. Das and S. Panda, Inflation and Reheating in f(R,h) theory formulated in the Palatini
formalism, arXiv:2005.14054.
[63] I. D. Gialamas, A. Karam, and A. Racioppi, Dynamically induced Planck scale and inflation
in the Palatini formulation, JCAP 11 (2020) 014, [arXiv:2006.09124].
[64] D. Ghilencea, Gauging scale symmetry and inflation: Weyl versus Palatini gravity,
arXiv:2007.14733.
[65] S. Bekov, K. Myrzakulov, R. Myrzakulov, and D. S.-C. Gómez, General slow-roll inflation in
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