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We present an introduction to cosmic inflation in the framework of Palatini gravity,
which provides an intriguing alternative to the conventional metric formulation of grav-

ity. In the latter, only the metric specifies the spacetime geometry, whereas in the former,

the metric and the spacetime connection are independent variables—an option that can
result in a gravity theory distinct from the metric one. In scenarios where the field(s)

responsible for cosmic inflation are non-minimally coupled to gravity or the gravitational
sector is extended, assumptions about the underlying gravitational degrees of freedom
can have substantial implications for the observational effects of inflation. We examine
this explicitly by discussing various compelling scenarios, such as Higgs inflation with a

non-minimal coupling to gravity, Higgs inflation with a non-minimal derivative coupling,
R2 inflation, and beyond. We also comment on reheating in these models. Finally, as an

application of the general results of Palatini R2 inflation, we review a model of successful
quintessential inflation, where a single scalar field acts initially as the inflaton and then

becomes dynamical dark energy, in agreement will all experimental constraints.
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1. Introduction

The concordance cosmological model, also known as Λ Cold Dark Matter (ΛCDM),

provides a comprehensive explanation for the content and evolution of the Universe.

The model consists of three major components—ordinary matter (which includes

photons and neutrinos), cold dark matter (CDM), and the cosmological constant

Λ. The ΛCDM model also incorporates two phases of accelerated expansion that

occurred in the early and late Universe, known as cosmic inflation and dark energy.

Overall, this model provides a robust framework for understanding the Universe

and its history.

The inflationary epoch [1–7] was initially proposed to address the limitations of

the hot Big Bang model. Inflation can create a flat, uniform, and isotropic Universe

without topological defects, matching observations. Additionally, it offers a natural
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explanation for how quantum fluctuations of gravitational and matter fields in the

vacuum can be amplified to cosmological perturbations [8–13]. These perturbations

later serve as the seeds for the primordial anisotropy in the cosmic microwave

background (CMB) and the formation of the Universe’s large-scale structure. The

most basic form of inflation involves a scalar field that is minimally coupled to

gravity, featuring a canonical kinetic term and controlled by a potential energy

density that initiated the exponential expansion of the Universe. Nonetheless, recent

findings by the Planck [14] and BICEP/Keck [15] collaborations have invalidated

many simple models of inflation, such as monomial chaotic inflation or natural

inflation, which has led to the examination of more intricate models. According to

the constraint on the tensor-to-scalar ratio (r < 0.036) [15], the inflaton potential

must be very flat at large field values. To accomplish this, one straightforward

approach is to couple the inflaton field non-minimally to gravity or introduce a

quadratic curvature term in the action. These terms arise from quantum corrections,

making their inclusion natural.

In the presence of a non-minimal gravity sector, the exact formulation of general

relativity becomes important. A form of modified gravity, the Palatini (or metric-

affine) formulation [16,17] has become increasingly popular as an alternative to the

standard metric formulation1. In the Palatini approach, the metric tensor gµν and

the connection Γρ
µν are treated as independent variables, and the action is varied

with respect to both. When the scalar field is minimally coupled and the action is

linear in the Ricci scalar R, the Palatini and metric formulations yield the same

equations of motion, and the connection assumes the Levi-Civita form. However,

if the field is non-minimally coupled to gravity [29–79] and/or quadratic or higher

curvature terms are added [80–118], the Palatini connection deviates from Levi-

Civita, and inflationary models in the two formulations give different predictions

e.g. for the CMB observables. In practice, the first step in inflationary computations

is to Weyl transform the metric tensor so that the theory is reduced back to a

minimal form, going from the original Jordan frame to the new Einstein frame.

Since the Riemann tensor depends on the connection, R transforms differently in

the two formulations, leading to different results.

More formally, the Levi-Civita connection Γ̃ρ
µν is a function of the metric, given

by

Γ̃ρ
µν ≡ 1

2
gρσ (∂µgσν + ∂νgσµ − ∂σgµν) . (1)

The general Palatini connection Γρ
µν can be decomposed as

Γρ
µν = Γ̃ρ

µν + Cρ
µν , (2)

1For more details about modified gravity in both formulations we point the reader to [18, 19] for
reviews in the Palatini formulation and to [20–26] for reviews in the metric formulation. Also,

the cosmological perturbations in the Palatini formulation have been studied in [27] and recently

in [28].
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where Cρ
µν is the distortion tensor. The Riemann tensor is defined as

Rρ
σµν ≡ ∂µΓ

ρ
νσ − ∂νΓ

ρ
µσ + Γρ

µλΓ
λ
νσ − Γρ

νλΓ
λ
µσ , (3)

for which (unlike the usual metric Riemann tensor) the only symmetry is the anti-

symmetry under the interchange of the last two indices. As a result of the complexity

of Rρ
σµν , it has three non-zero contractions,

Rµν ≡ Rρ
µρν , R̂µ

ν ≡ gρσRµ
ρσν , R′

µν ≡ Rρ
ρµν , (4)

called the Ricci, co-Ricci, and homothetic curvature tensor, respectively. The Ricci

scalar is uniquely defined from a further contraction of the Ricci or the co-Ricci

tensor as

R ≡ gµνRµν = −R̂µ
µ . (5)

As the homothetic curvature is an antisymmetric 2-rank tensor, its contraction with

the symmetric metric tensor vanishes, so no additional scalar arises2.

Below, we will compare R to R, defined as the Ricci scalar computed from the

Levi-Civita connection (1) and depending only on the metric. These two are related

by

R = R+ ∇̃µC
µν

ν − ∇̃νC
µν

µ + C µ
µ λC

λν
ν − C µ

ν λC
λν

µ , (6)

where ∇̃µ is the covariant derivative taken with Γ̃ρ
µν . In the metric formulation of

gravity, Cρ
µν = 0, Γ̃ρ

µν = Γρ
µν , and R = R.

In many ways, the Palatini formalism is better-behaved and more natural than

its metric counterpart. For one, it contains fewer assumptions about the relation-

ships between the gravitational degrees of freedom. In addition, the Riemann tensor

(3)—and thus typical gravity actions—only contain first derivatives of Γρ
µν in the

Palatini formulation, contrary to its metric counterpart with second derivatives of

gµν through ∂µΓ̃
ρ
νσ terms. Due to this, careful computations in the metric for-

mulation require adding the York–Gibbons–Hawking boundary term [120, 121] to

produce the correct equations of motion. This term is unnecessary in the Palatini

case. In addition, the Palatini formulation of Higgs inflation preserves tree-level

unitarity better than its metric counterpart [32,58,71,77,106,122–124], making the

model better behaved from a quantum field theoretic point of view. These features

make the Palatini formulation theoretically appealing.

In this review, we will showcase models of Palatini inflation with non-minimal

gravity sectors. They demonstrate the rich model-building potential of Palatini in-

flation and highlight the CMB predictions of this scenario, such as the tendency

2In Palatini gravity there is also an additional scalar which is linear in the Riemann tensor. It
is called the Holst invariant [119] and is defined as R̃ =

√
−gϵµνρσRµνρσ , with g being the

determinant of the metric tensor and ϵµνρσ the totally antisymmetric Levi-Civita symbol, with
ϵ0123 = 1. In the metric formulation it vanishes identically due to the symmetry properties of the

Riemann tensor. Recently, interest has been rekindled on the study of the Holst invariant and its

influence on inflationary dynamics [59–61,113,115,117].
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for very small values of the tensor-to-scalar ratio r. Such models make inflation a

viable early-Universe framework even if tensor perturbations are not detected by

next-generation CMB experiments. On the other hand, by distinguishing the pre-

dictions of the Palatini models from their metric counterparts, CMB observations

can, in principle, probe the fundamental degrees of freedom for gravity. This paper

does not aim to discuss every Palatini model of inflation found in the literature in

detail; instead, we introduce some central concepts and results through pedagogical

examples and point out further references to the interested reader.

The review is structured as follows. In section 2, we discuss single-field slow-roll

inflation and its CMB predictions in the standard metric setup and introduce the

concept of a Weyl transformation through examples. In section 3, we compare the

metric and Palatini formulations in scalar-tensor theories, where the gravity action

is linear in R, but it may couple non-minimally to the inflaton scalar. In sections 4

and 5, we expand the discussion by including a non-minimal derivative coupling and

second-order curvature terms, respectively. Sections 6 and 7 go beyond inflation,

considering reheating—particle production heralding the transition from inflation

to the radiation-dominated epoch—and combining inflation with quintessence in a

model where the same scalar field causes the late-Universe acceleration.

Throughout the review, we adopt the (−,+,+,+) signature for the metric.

We denote the canonical Jordan-frame (JF) and Einstein-frame (EF) fields with φ

and ϕ, respectively, and reserve χ for an auxiliary field used at intermediary steps.

Finally, we use an overbar to denote the EF metric ḡµν and its associated quantities

such as ∇̄µ. We use natural units, setting the reduced Planck mass MPl to one.

2. Minimal inflation

Before diving into the world of Palatini gravity, let us review inflationary model

building in a standard setup. A canonical model of metric single-field inflation is

defined by the standard action

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g
[
R

2
− 1

2
gµν∂µϕ∂νϕ− U(ϕ)

]
, (7)

where g is the metric determinant, R is the Ricci scalar, ϕ is the inflaton field, and

U(ϕ) is its potential.

During inflation, the Universe is homogeneous and isotropic, with the FRWmet-

ric ds2 = −dt2+a2(t)dx2i , where t is the cosmic time, xi are the spatial coordinates,

and a(t) is the scale factor. All dynamic quantities only depend on t. Varying (7)

with respect to the metric components yields the Friedmann equations:(
ȧ

a

)2

≡ H2 =
1

3

[
ϕ̇2

2
+ U

]
, Ḣ = −1

2
ϕ̇2 , (8)

where a dot denotes a derivative with respect to t, and H is the Hubble parameter.

Varying (7) with respect to ϕ yields the useful, though not independent, Klein–
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Gordon equation:

ϕ̈+ 3Hϕ̇+ U ′ = 0 , (9)

where a prime denotes differentiation with respect to the inflaton field ϕ. During

inflation, ϕ rolls down the slope of the potential U , slowed down by the friction

term 3Hϕ̇.

2.1. Slow-roll approximation and CMB observables

To characterize the behaviour of ϕ, we define the Hubble slow-roll parameters

ϵH ≡ − Ḣ

H2
=

3ϕ̇2

ϕ̇2 + 2U
, ηH ≡ − ϕ̈

Hϕ̇
. (10)

The first parameter obeys ä
a = H2(1− ϵH), so ϵH < 1 is a sufficient and necessary

condition for inflation. In other words, inflation takes place when the potential

dominates over the kinetic energy. The second parameter ηH characterizes the sizes

of the different terms in (9). In the slow-roll (SR) limit, both parameters are small,

so that

U(ϕ) ≫ ϕ̇2 , |ϕ̈| ≪ |3Hϕ̇|, |U ′| , (11)

and the equations of motion simplify to

H2 ≈ 1

3
U(ϕ) , ϕ̇ ≈ − U ′

3H
. (12)

The shape of the potential is encoded in the potential slow-roll parameters

ϵU ≡ 1

2

(
U ′

U

)2

, ηU ≡ U ′′

U
. (13)

If both of these are small, slow-roll is an attractor: Hubble friction decreases the

kinetic energy of the field until the friction and the potential push are balanced and

(11) applies. In the slow-roll limit, ϵH ≈ ϵU , ηH ≈ ηU − ϵU .

Cosmological perturbations are described by the curvature perturbation ζ, im-

printed on the CMB radiation. CMB observations show that, around the pivot scale

k⋆ = 0.05Mpc−1, the perturbations are very close to Gaussian, with a power-law

power spectrum [14]

Pζ(k) ≡ As

(
k

k⋆

)ns−1

, As ≃ 2.1× 10−9 , ns = 0.9649± 0.0042 , (14)

where ns − 1 = d lnPζ(k)/d ln k. The perturbations have their origin in inflation.

Slow-roll inflation, in particular, produces a nearly scale-invariant spectrum (ns ≈
1) compatible with observations. The slow-roll predictions for the spectral strength

and tilt are (see e.g. [125])

As ≡
1

24π2

U(ϕ⋆)

ϵU (ϕ⋆)
, ns − 1 ≃ −6ϵU + 2ηU , (15)
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where ϕ⋆ is the field value when the pivot scale left the Hubble radius, k⋆ = aH.

Similarly, the power spectrum of primordial gravitational waves and the tensor-to-

scalar ratio read [14,15]

PT ≡ 8

(
H

2π

)2

≃ 2U

3π2
, r ≡ PT

Pζ
≃ 16ϵU < 0.036 , (16)

where the last limit again comes from CMB observations [14, 15]. The tensor-to-

scalar ratio is usually calculated at the pivot scale k⋆ = 0.002Mpc−1 in order to

compare with the Planck contours shown in figure 1, while the bound of equa-

tion (16) applies at k⋆ = 0.05Mpc−1.

To find the pivot scale field value ϕ⋆, we relate it to the number of e-foldss N⋆

(defined as N = ln a) between the Hubble exit of k⋆ and the end of inflation. To

first order in slow roll,

N⋆ ≃
∫ ϕ⋆

ϕend

dϕ√
2ϵU

, (17)

where ϕend is the field value at the end of inflation, near the potential minimum,

determined from ϵH ≃ ϵU = 1. Typically, N⋆ = 50–60, depending on the energy

scale of inflation and the post-inflationary expansion history. Below, when we need

a more accurate result, we use [126]

N⋆ = ln

[(
π2

30

) 1
4 (g⋆ s(T0))

1
3√

3
T0

H0

]
− ln

[
k⋆

a0H0

]
+ 1

4 ln
[
U2(ϕ⋆)
ρend

]
+

1− 3w

12(1 + w)
ln ρreh

ρend
+ 1

4 ln
[

g⋆(Treh)
g⋆ s(Treh)

]
− 1

12 ln [g⋆ s(Treh)] . (18)

Here the subscripts denote quantities calculated at the present epoch (“0”), at

reheating (“reh”), and at the end of inflation (“end”). T is the temperature of the

Universe, with T0 ≈ 2.7K. The entropy density degrees of freedom are denoted

by g⋆ s, with g⋆ s(T0) = 43/11 today and g⋆ s(Treh) ≃ O(102) during the reheating

phase for Treh ∼ 1TeV or higher. The energy density degrees of freedom are also

g⋆(Treh) = O(102). The inflaton’s energy density is given by ρ = 1
2 ϕ̇

2 + U(ϕ).

Furthermore, w is the equation-of-state parameter during reheating which in this

review is taken to be w = 1/3, i.e. the Universe’s thermalization is instantaneous.

Using U(ϕ⋆) ≃ 3π2

2 Asr and ρend = 3
2U(ϕend), equation (18) simplifies to

N⋆ ≃ 55.8 +
1

4
ln
[ r

0.036

]
− 1

4
ln

[
U(ϕend)

U(ϕ⋆)

]
for k⋆ = 0.05Mpc−1 . (19)

The observations and predictions (14)–(17) guide inflationary model building,

linking the CMB to the inflaton potential. This is our starting point for analyzing

the different inflationary models below. Figure 1 plots the predictions of example

models against the CMB constraints [14,15].
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Planck TT,TE,EE+lowE+lensing
+BK18+BAO

Fig. 1. Latest observational constraints on the CMB observables ns and r from a combination

of probes. The light and dark regions correspond to 2σ and 1σ confidence. Predictions of three

chaotic potentials have been plotted (see section 2.2) together with a line separating concave
inflationary potentials from convex ones. The yellow-shaded region corresponds to N⋆ = 50− 60

e-folds for the chaotic models, while the purple-shaded region corresponds to the predictions of

natural inflation. Figure adapted from [15].

2.2. Chaotic inflation

As a demonstration of the above machinery, we consider chaotic inflation [7], defined

by the potential

U(ϕ) = λnϕ
n . (20)

The first two potential slow-roll parameters are now

ϵU =
1

2

(
U ′

U

)2

=
n2

2

1

ϕ2
, ηU =

U ′′

U
= n (n− 1)

1

ϕ2
. (21)

We then have

ϕend = n/
√
2 ⇒ N⋆ =

ϕ2⋆
2n

− n

4
⇒ ϕ2⋆ = 2nN⋆ +

n2

2
(22)

and, writing the SR parameters in terms of N⋆,

ns = 1− 2n+ 4

4N⋆ + 1
, r =

16n

4N⋆ + 1
. (23)
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Let us now consider N⋆ = 60 and take the quadratic (n = 2) potential U = 1
2m

2ϕ2.

We find

ns ≃ 1− 2

N⋆
≃ 0.97 , r ≃ 8

N⋆
≃ 0.13 . (24)

Similarly, for the quartic (n = 4) potential U = 1
4λϕ

4 we find

ns ≃ 1− 3

N⋆
≃ 0.95 , r ≃ 16

N⋆
≃ 0.26 . (25)

In both cases, r is above the observational bound (16) and the models are ruled

out. Simple models like these are pedagogical, but more ingredients are needed to

fit the observations.

2.3. Starobinsky inflation

One of the oldest inflationary models is Starobinsky inflation [1], defined by adding

an R2 term to the action:

S =
1

2

∫
d4x

√
−g
(
R+ αR2

)
. (26)

In metric gravity, the extra term introduces a new propagating degree of freedom,

which becomes the inflaton. The action—given here in the Jordan frame—can be

reduced to the standard Einstein frame form (7) with only a standard Einstein–

Hilbert term in the gravity sector by performing a Weyl rescaling of the metric

gµν .

Let us go through this procedure for a general F (R) theory, where

S =
1

2

∫
d4x

√
−g F (R) . (27)

Introducing an auxiliary scalar field χ (traditionally called the scalaron), this can

be rewritten as

S[gµν , χ] =
1

2

∫
d4x

√
−g [F ′(χ)(R− χ) + F (χ)] . (28)

Variation with respect to χ gives the constraint F ′′(χ)(R−χ) = 0 ⇒ χ = R, which

reduces (28) back into (27), proving the equivalence of the two actions. Now, with

(28), we define the new, Weyl rescaled metric ḡµν = F ′(χ)gµν . R depends on gµν
in a complicated way through the Levi-Civita connection and transforms as [127]

R = F ′(χ)

(
R̄− 6

√
F ′(χ)∇̄µ∇̄µ

1√
F ′(χ)

)
. (29)

On the right-hand side, we use the new, rescaled metric in the Levi-Civita connec-

tion in R̄ and ∇̄µ. After some algebra and integration by parts, we get

S =

∫
d4x

√
−ḡ
[
1

2
R̄− 3

4
ḡµν∇̄µ lnF

′(χ)∇̄ν lnF
′(χ)− 1

2

χF ′(χ)− F (χ)

F ′(χ)2

]
, (30)
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which is of the standard form (7) when we define the new field ϕ and its potential

as

ϕ =

√
3

2
lnF ′(χ) , U =

1

2

χF ′(χ)− F (χ)

F ′(χ)2
. (31)

For the
(
R+ αR2

)
model, (31) gives

U(ϕ) =
1

8α

[
1− exp

(
−
√

2

3
ϕ

)]2
. (32)

The potential exhibits a plateau at large ϕ, where inflation happens. With the

canonical potential at hand, the procedure of section 2.1 gives, when N⋆ = 60,

ns = 1− 2

N⋆
= 0.9667 , r =

12

N2
⋆

= 0.0033 , (33)

compatible with the CMB observations. Below, we will repeatedly use similar trans-

formations to convert non-minimal Palatini models into a canonical form, where

their CMB predictions are easy to compute. Plateau potentials with an exponen-

tially dying ϕ-dependence are a common consequence of this procedure, and lead—

quite generically—to the same ns prediction.

3. Scalar-tensor theories

Let us now move on to consider models with Palatini gravity. We will start with

simple scalar-tensor theories, where the gravity sector only contains the standard

Ricci scalar R, but it may be multiplied by a non-trivial function of the inflaton

field ϕ. We will compare the metric and Palatini formulations of such models to

give a taste of the different physics that arise.

3.1. Equivalence of Einstein–Hilbert action in metric and Palatini

gravity

As a first example of Palatini gravity, let us consider the simple Einstein–Hilbert

(E–H) action

S =
1

2

∫
d4x

√
−gR . (34)

We remind the reader that R is the full Ricci scalar, dependent on the independent

connection Γρ
µν . Decomposing it with equation (6), the E–H action takes the form

S =
1

2

∫
d4x

√
−g
(
R+ ∇̃ρC

ρµ
µ − ∇̃µC

ρµ
ρ + Cλµ

µC
ρ
ρλ − Cλ µ

ρ Cρ
µλ

)
. (35)

The terms with covariant derivatives are just divergences and do not affect the

equations of motion. Varying the action (35) with respect to the distortion tensor

Cρ
µν we obtain the equation (see [128] for an analytic derivation)

gαβC
µ
µγ + gαγC

µ
βµ − Cαβγ − Cβγα = 0 . (36)
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With some algebra, we obtain that the solution of (36) is Cαβγ = gαγUβ , for an

arbitrary vector Uβ . Substituting this into (35), the last two terms cancel, and we

are left with only the standard Levi-Civita Ricci term R.

For the pure E–H action without matter, the metric and Palatini formulations

then produce the same dynamics for the metric gµν . This remains true even if we add

a matter term to action (34), as long as it does not depend on Cρ
µν . We will exploit

this feature below to deal with models that deviate from the E–H action (34): if we

can reduce such a model to the standard form (7), it becomes equivalent to its metric

counterpart, and we can use the standard results of section 2.1 to compute its CMB

predictions. After inflation, when the inflaton field value φ and the curvature scalar

R are small, the standard E–H form is also usually regained. The non-minimal

gravity terms we consider below do not affect late-Universe dynamics, apart from

section 7 on quintessential inflation.

3.2. Scalar-tensor gravity: metric vs. Palatini

The Jordan frame action of a general scalar-tensor theory is

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g
(
1

2
A(φ)R− 1

2
B(φ)gµν∇µφ∇νφ− V (φ)

)
. (37)

The metric and Palatini versions of this theory differ because of the non-minimal

gravitational coupling of the scalar field through A(φ). In the Palatini version,

variation with respect to Γρ
µν gives the distortion tensor as

Cλ
αβ =

[
δλα∇βω(φ) + δλβ∇αω(φ)− gαβ∇λω(φ)

]
, ω (φ) ≡ ln

√
A(φ) . (38)

We explicitly see that Cλ
αβ is non-zero. However, instead of working with the

distortion tensor in the Jordan frame, we perform a Weyl transformation into the

Einstein frame, in both Palatini and metric formulations:

ḡµν ≡ A(φ)gµν ,
√
−g ≡ A−2√−ḡ , R = A

(
R̄− κ× 6A1/2∇̄µ∇̄µA

−1/2
)
,

(39)

where κ = 1 in metric and κ = 0 in Palatini, and R̄ and ∇̄µ are computed with the

Einstein frame Levi-Civita connection3. In Palatini gravity, the Weyl transforma-

tion does not touch Rµν(Γ), which only depends on the independent connection;

only the metric in the combination R = gµνRµν gets scaled. However, in the met-

ric case, the metric-dependent Levi-Civita connection in Rµν(Γ̃) also transforms,

as shown in equation (29) for Starobinsky inflation, producing the extra term.

The action is now

S =

∫
d4x

√
−ḡ

(
1

2
R̄− 1

2

(
B

A
+ κ× 3

2

A2
,φ

A2

)
∇̄µφ∇̄µφ− V

A2

)
, (40)

3Technically, the Palatini case gives R = AR̄; the identification R̄ = R̄ happens based on the

results of section 3.1 when we see below that the gravity sector is of the standard Einstein–Hilbert

form.
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and we still need a field redefinition φ = φ(ϕ) to make it canonical. This is accom-

plished with

dφ

dϕ
=

√
A2

AB + κ× 3
2A

2
,φ

, (41)

so that the final action is

S =

∫
d4x

√
−ḡ
(
1

2
R̄− 1

2
∇̄µϕ∇̄µϕ− U(ϕ)

)
, U(ϕ) =

V (φ(ϕ))

A2(φ(ϕ))
. (42)

The non-canonical factors A and B in (37) have been fully absorbed into the new

potential U .

The difference between the formulations ultimately arises from the A2
,φ term in

the field redefinition (41). If A(φ) = 1+ ξφ2, where ξ is the non-minimal coupling,

the inflationary predictions will diverge for growing ξ. However, in the small-ξ limit,

when ξ ≲ 0.0047 [67], the models become indistinguishable for a generic potential

since the 6κξ difference in (41) will be too small to be resolved experimentally.

In this limit, the observable 50–60 e-folds of inflation revert back to the chaotic

form discussed in section 2.2. Now, for general chaotic models described by the

model functions A(φ) = 1 + ξφn, B(φ) = 1, V (φ) = λ2nφ
2n [37], it is easy to

show [129] that for large φ the Einstein frame potential becomes U(ϕ)metric ≃
λ2n

ξ2

[
1− exp

(
−2
√

ξ
1+6ξϕ

)]2
, which is the Starobinsky inflation attractor for ξ →

∞, with the known predictions of ns = 1 − 2/N⋆ and r = 12/N2
⋆ . On the other

hand, in the Palatini formulation for ξ → ∞ the Starobinsky attractor is lost and

one finds ns ≃ 1 −
(
1 + n

2

)
1
N⋆

and r ≃ 0. Interestingly, in the Palatini case the

attractor is lost also in the case of multifield inflation [40].

It is interesting to note that, despite the differences between the two formula-

tions, one can choose the model functions A(φ), B(φ), V (φ) in such a way that the

Einstein frame potential U(ϕ) will be the same in both metric and Palatini, thus

yielding the same inflationary observables. For example, it was shown in [56] that

ns and r are the same if A(φ)B(φ) ∝ (A′(φ))
2
and V (φ) ∝ A(φ)2

(
ln A(φ)

A0

)2
. In

the same spirit, [39] showed that for A(φ) = 1 + ξφ2 or A(φ) = ξφ2 and a Higgs-

like potential V (φ) = 1
4λ(φ)φ

4 with a running quartic coupling λ(φ), both the

metric and Palatini versions of the theory end up in the linear inflation attractor

(ns = 1− 3
2N⋆

and r = 4
N⋆

) for ξ ≳ 1.

3.3. Example: Non-minimal Higgs inflation

As an example, we consider non-minimal Higgs inflation, first discussed in the metric

context by Bezrukov and Shaposhnikov [130] and in Palatini gravity by Bauer and

Demir [29]. The model is defined by

V (φ) =
λ

4
φ4 , A(φ) = 1 + ξφ2 , B(φ) = 1 . (43)
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Fig. 2. The normalized Einstein-frame potential U(ϕ)/U0 with U0 ≡ λ/(4ξ2), in the metric (solid

curve) and Palatini (dashed curve) formulations of gravity. For illustrative purposes, we have set
ξ = 1.

The procedure of the last section gives

φ(ϕ) ≃ 1√
ξ
exp

(√
1

6
ϕ

)
(metric) , φ(ϕ) =

1√
ξ
sinh(

√
ξϕ) (Palatini) , (44)

so that the Einstein-frame potential can be expressed in terms of ϕ as

U(ϕ) ≃ λ

4ξ2

(
1− exp

(
−
√

2

3
ϕ

))2

(metric) , (45)

U(ϕ) =
λ

4ξ2
tanh4

(√
ξϕ
)

(Palatini) . (46)

In the Palatini case, the result is exact; in the metric case, it is the leading con-

tribution for large field values when ξφ2 ≫ 1 and the potential becomes a plateau,

see figure 2. For inflation on the plateau, the observables become

ns ≃ 1− 2

N∗
+

3

2N2
∗
, r ≃ 12

N2
⋆

, As ≃
λN2

∗
72π2ξ2

(metric) , (47)

ns ≃ 1− 2

N∗
− 3

8ξN2
∗
, r ≃ 2

ξN2
∗
, As ≃

λN2
∗

12π2ξ
(Palatini) . (48)

For small values of λ, ξ has to be large to satisfy the constraint on As. The ns
values of the models are then the same, but the Palatini model predicts a much

smaller r, making the metric and Palatini versions observationally distinguishable.

The metric model, with r ≃ 0.0033 . . . 0.0048 for N⋆ = 50 . . . 60, will be probed by

the next generation CMB experiments (see e.g. [131–133]), but the Palatini model
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can easily evade any future bounds on r. A small r turns out to be a common

feature of many Palatini plateau models.

After their original paper [29], Bauer and Demir reconsidered the Palatini ver-

sion of the Higgs inflation model in the context of tree-level unitarity violation [32]4.

In metric Higgs inflation, the energy scale Λ at which tree-level unitarity is violated

(at least naively, around the electroweak minimum of the potential) is of the or-

der of Λ ∼ MPl/ξ ∼ 1014 GeV (where we temporarily reintroduced the Planck

mass), which is below the scale of inflation [122]. As a result, it is difficult to deter-

mine the inflationary potential from the low-energy Standard Model parameters,

unless the abrupt changes in the coupling constants at the beginning of the strong

coupling regime are very small [134, 135]. Moreover, the small value of Λ is ex-

pected to result in the breakdown of perturbation theory during preheating [136].

In contrast, Palatini Higgs inflation sets Λ =MPl/
√
ξ ∼ 1014 GeV, which is above

the energy scale of inflation [32]. Therefore, Palatini Higgs inflation does not suf-

fer from tree-level unitarity violation. The issue of unitarity was further explored

in [58,71,77,106,123,124], and in [124] the upper limit ξ < 2.5× 1031 was obtained

from direct collider constraints in the Palatini formulation. The corresponding limit

in the metric case is ξ < 2.6 × 1015 [137], derived using data on the global Higgs

branching ratio from the ATLAS and CMS experiments at the LHC, with the up-

dated limits given in [138,139,139,140].

Furthermore, Refs. [33, 42, 54, 65, 141] considered loop corrections to the Higgs

potential. These loop corrections can actually deform the EF potential and produce

a (quasi-)inflection point. Then, if the model parameters are tuned, the inflaton can

enter a short ultra-slow-roll phase around the inflection point (called critical point

inflation), which can result in an amplification of the scalar power spectrum and

the production of a sizeable population of primordial black holes, though they are

light and evaporate quickly [42]. Regarding the inflationary predictions of critical

point Higgs inflation, in the metric case the tensor-to-scalar ratio can be enhanced

from the plateau value up to r = 0.2, while in the Palatini case 1 × 10−13 < r <

7×10−5 [33]. Additionally, [142] studied Higgs inflation in both metric and Palatini

formulations with the inclusion of higher-dimensional operators. They found that

for the metric case the inflationary predictions are relatively stable against these

operators because of the existence of an attractor, but in the Palatini case the

higher-order operators spoil the prediction of ns.

Finally, [143] studied Higgs inflation in the context of the hybrid metric-Palatini

formalism5, where the action contains both the metric-type and the Palatini-type

Ricci scalars, while [145] studied the metric and Palatini versions of non-minimally-

coupled warm Higgs inflation, where the inflaton is assumed to be coupled to a

thermal bath and transfer energy to radiation during inflation, thus maintaining a

non-zero temperature [146].

4See also [47,66] for other non-minimally coupled models in the Palatini formalism.
5For a review on hybrid metric-Palatini gravity see [144].
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4. Non-minimal derivative coupling

In this section, we consider the inflationary predictions for the Palatini Higgs infla-

tion scenario, in the presence of non-minimal derivative coupling (NMDC) terms in

the action6 [63]. Such terms were considered for the first time in [152], as a means

to further explore the influence of different kinds of non-minimal couplings in Cos-

mology beyond the standard non-minimal coupling of the scalar field with the Ricci

scalar A(φ)R, where A(φ) is an arbitrary smooth function of the field.

In principle, by restricting the analysis to terms that are linear in R,

quadratic in φ, and containing four derivatives, all the possible NMDC terms that

can be constructed are κ1R∇µφ∇µφ, κ2Rµν∇µφ∇νφ, κ3Rφ□φ, κ4Rµνφ∇µ∇νφ,

κ5∇µRφ∇µφ and κ6□Rφ2 where κi, i = 1, . . . , 6 are coupling constants with di-

mensions of mass−2 [152]. It has been shown that only the first two of the afore-

mentioned terms suffice to encapsulate the properties of these theories [153, 154]

(see also [152,155]). For arbitrary values of κ1 and κ2, the resultant field equations

contain third-order derivatives, however, for κ2 = −2κ1, the field equations are

of second order [154] thus avoiding instabilities of the theory [156, 157]. Abiding

by this constraint, the NMDC sector of the action consists of a coupling between

the Einstein tensor and derivatives of the scalar field in the form κ2Gµν∇µφ∇νφ.

In [158], a generalization of this NMDC term was introduced, where the coupling

constant is promoted to a function of the scalar field κ2 → m−2(φ).

In order to develop the formalism in a general way, our starting point will be

the Palatini action

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g
[
A(φ)

2
R+

1

2m2(φ)
Gµν∇µφ∇νφ− 1

2
∇µφ∇µφ− V (φ)

]
, (49)

with A(φ), m(φ) and V (φ) model functions to be specified, and Gµν ≡ Rµν −
1
2g

µνR . A Weyl rescaling of the metric which is usually applied in order to recast

the action from the JF to the EF turns out to be insufficient for (49) due to the

presence of the NMDC term. To this end, one has to resort to the more general class

of disformal transformations [147, 148, 159–173], under which the metric changes

according to

gµν ≡ Ω2(φ,X)
[
ḡµν + β2(φ,X)∇̄µφ ∇̄νφ

]
, X ≡ −1

2
∇̄µφ∇̄µφ . (50)

Once the transformation is applied, one has to determine the functional dependence

of Ω2 and β2 on the field φ and its velocity −u2 ≡ uµu
µ = β2

(
∇̄φ
)2

such that the

standard EF action is obtained. For (49), the appropriate disformal factors are [63]

Ω2 =
2− u2

2A(φ)
√
1− u2

and β2 =
1

m2(φ)
√
1− u2

. (51)

6Various cosmological implications of NMDC-extended models in the Palatini formalism have

also been investigated in [147, 148]. Higgs inflation with a NMDC in the metric formulation was

originally proposed in [149] (see also [150,151]).
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The kinetic and potential terms in the EF action obtained after the disformal trans-

formation contain prefactors that depend on both φ and X. In order to separate

the two, and to be able to compute the inflationary observables, one has to work

under the SR approximation and perform an expansion around small values of X

(see [63] for more details). Eventually, we find

S ≃
∫

d4x
√
−ḡ
[
R̄

2
−K(φ)

(∇̄φ)2

2
+ L(φ)

(∇̄φ)4

4
− U(φ)

]
, (52)

where the action functionals are given by

K(φ) ≡ 1

A(φ)
+

U(φ)

m2(φ)
, L(φ) ≡ 1

m2(φ)

[
1

A(φ)
+

U(φ)

2m2(φ)

]
, U(φ) ≡ V (φ)

A2(φ)
.

(53)

The EF action (52) contains a single non-canonical degree of freedom along

with a higher-order kinetic term ∝
(
∇̄φ
)4

which, however, can be ignored since it

has been shown that in similar models the inflaton converges exponentially fast to

the slow-roll attractor [92], thus rendering the higher-order kinetic terms irrelevant

during inflation. Furthermore, it is worth noting that equation (52) is similar to the

action in the metric scenario, albeit with the non-canonical kinetic functions K (φ)

and L (φ) defined differently [169]. The scalar field can be rendered canonical under

the field redefinition7

dϕ

dφ
=

√
A (φ) + V (φ) /m2 (φ)

A (φ)
. (54)

Equation (54) cannot always be integrated analytically to yield ϕ (φ), but one can

utilize the chain rule and compute the inflationary observables directly in terms of

the non-canonical field. The first two potential slow-roll parameters and the number

of e-foldss, in this case, are computed via

ϵU =
1

2K

(
U ′

U

)2

, ηU =
1

U
√
K

(
U ′
√
K

)′

, N =

∫
K

U

U ′ dφ , (55)

where prime corresponds to differentiation with respect to φ.

4.1. Example: Non-minimal Higgs Inflation

The model functions for a quartic Higgs-like model with a quadratic coupling func-

tional for the NMDC term8 read

A(φ) = 1 + ξφ2 , V (φ) = λφ4/4 , m2(φ) = φ2/m2
0 , (56)

7In the metric formulation, the radicand in (54) contains the extra term +(3/2)A2
φ (φ), in analogy

with (41) (see [169]).
8In [63], the authors also considered the case of a constant m(φ) and found similar results to the

ones presented here.
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and the EF potential is thus given by (53)

U(φ) =
λφ4

4 (1 + ξφ2)
2 . (57)

For the model functions (56), equation (54) cannot be solved analytically and so we

work with the non-canonical field by means of (55). The integration for the number

of e-foldss in (55) can nevertheless be performed analytically and yields the result

N⋆ =
φ2

8
+
m2

0λ

32ξ2
[
ξφ2 − ln (1 + ξφ2)

]
. (58)

The first term in the above equation is the standard SR expression for the Palatini

Higgs inflation model, while the second term stems from the NMDC extension of

the action. In order to derive analytic expressions for the inflationary observables,

we work under the approximation ξφ2 ≫ 1, where one has

φ2 ≃ 32N⋆

4 +
m2

0λ
ξ

, (59)

and so, after performing a large-N⋆ expansion, we obtain the compact expressions

As ≃
λN2

⋆

3π2 (m2
0λ+ 4ξ)

, ns ≃ 1− 2

N⋆
− m2

0λ+ ξ

8ξ2N2
⋆

, r ≃ m2
0λ+ 4ξ

2ξ2N2
⋆

. (60)

By substituting the measured value for the power spectrum As ≃ 2.1× 10−9 in the

above expression, we obtain the following constraint between the model parameters

(ξ, λ,m0) at large N⋆:

ξ ≈ 4× 106N2
⋆λ− m2

0λ

4
. (61)

In the limit m0 → 0, equations (60) and (61) reduce to those of the standard

Palatini Higgs inflation. The most important consequence of the constraint (61)

has to do with the fact that for fixed N⋆ and λ, an increase in the value of m0

reduces the value of ξ, and this corresponds to an increase in the predicted value

for r according to (60). This property is further illustrated in figure 3, where we

have used a more precise analytic expression for As with no no large-N⋆ expansion9.

From the expressions (60) and a typical value for the number of e-foldssN⋆ = 50,

we can relate the tensor-to-scalar ratio in the theory (49) to to the standard result

for Palatini Higgs inflation, r0 ≡ 2/(ξN2
⋆ ), as [63]

r ∼ r0 ×
(
1010

λ

ξ

)
. (62)

For each ξ and λ, the value of m0 has to be adjusted accordingly in such a way

that As complies with its measured value. This feature of the NMDC-extended

model provides a means for the Palatini Higgs inflation scenario (which typically

9This expression for As, along with the more accurate expressions for r and ns, can be found in

appendix A.2 of [63].
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Fig. 3. At N⋆ = 55, for λ = 0.1 we plot As(ξ,m0) ≃ 2.1× 10−9. The color grading of the curves

corresponds to values of r as they are depicted in the inlaid bar. For m0 ≃ 2.2 × 105, the factor

m2
0λ in the formula (60) for As dominates over ξ. Therefore, we can have smaller values for ξ,

which means that r can be larger. For ξ ≲ 3 × 104, the validity of the
√
ξφ ≫ 1 approximation

fails.

predicts r ∼ O(10−12) [29, 36, 174, 175]) to be in contact with observations in the

near-future experiments that will probe the O
(
10−4

)
regime for the tensor-to-scalar

ratio [131–133].

With regards to the NMDC effects on the predictions for the spectral index, the

second-order correction in the large-N⋆ expansion for ns reads

ns
(2) = −r

4
+

3

8ξN2
⋆

≃ − 1

ξN2
⋆

(
1010

λ

ξ
− 3

8

)∣∣∣∣
N⋆=50

, (63)

which for λ = 0.1 and ξ = 105 turns out to be ns
(2) ∼ 10−4. This means that

the spectral index remains essentially unaffected in this case, taking values around

ns ∼ 1− 2/N⋆ ≃ 0.96.

5. Palatini quadratic gravity

This section will provide an overview of the key features of a family of Palatini

theories containing an inflaton field φ with a non-minimal coupling A(φ), along

with an R2 term. We also consider more general theories quadratic in the curvature

tensors and finally models higher order in R.

5.1. Palatini R2

We again begin with a Jordan frame action in the Palatini formulation, this time

of the form

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g
[
1

2
A(φ)R+

α

2
R2 − 1

2
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− V (φ)

]
, (64)
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where α is assumed to be positive definite and constant10. The theory was first

considered in [80] and then independently in [83] and [84]. In order to bring the

action to the canonical form with a minimally coupled inflation field, we eliminate

the αR2 term by introducing the auxiliary field χ ≡ 2αR and perform a Weyl

transformation of the form

ḡµν = Ω2gµν = [χ+A(φ)]gµν . (65)

Then, we obtain an action where the gravitational part takes the standard Einstein–

Hilbert form

S =

∫
d4x

√
−ḡ
[
1

2
R̄− 1

2

1

χ+A(φ)
ḡµν∇̄µφ∇̄νφ− V̂ (φ, χ)

]
, (66)

with a non-canonical kinetic term and a conformally transformed potential

V̂ (φ, χ) =
1

[χ+A(φ)]2

[
V (φ) +

χ2

8α

]
, (67)

which depends on two scalar fields: the original φ and the auxiliary χ. Note that in

the action (66), no kinetic term has been generated for the field χ. This is in contrast

to the metric version of the theory, where the auxiliary field inherits a kinetic term

after the Weyl rescaling of the metric, as we saw in the case of Starobinsky inflation

in section 2.3. Contrary to the Starobinsky case, we have to explicitly add a dynamic

field φ to play the role of inflaton. The fact that χ has a kinetic term in the metric

case but not in the Palatini case is attributed to the different way the Ricci scalar

transforms in the two formalisms, see equation (39).

Upon varying (66) with respect to χ, we obtain a constraint equation which can

easily be solved to give

χ =
8αV (φ) + 2αA(φ)

(
∇̄φ
)2

A(φ)− 2α
(
∇̄φ
)2 . (68)

We can then eliminate χ altogether by inserting (68) into (66). We readily obtain

S =

∫
d4x

√
−ḡ
[
1

2
R̄− 1

2
K(φ)

(
∇̄φ
)2

+
1

4
L(φ)

(
∇̄φ
)4 − Ū

1 + 8αŪ

]
, (69)

where we defined

Ū(φ) ≡ V (φ)

[A(φ)]2
, (70)

and

K(φ) ≡ 1

A(1 + 8αŪ)
, L(φ) ≡ 2α

A2(1 + 8αŪ)
. (71)

It is worth noting that the potential Ū has the same form as the Einstein frame

potential when the αR2 term is absent. Aside from altering the potential, the

10The same theory but with a field-dependent α(φ) was considered in [104].



20 I. D. GIALAMAS, A. KARAM, T. D. PAPPAS & E. TOMBERG

conformal transformation and the elimination of the αR2 term have generated a

quartic kinetic term for φ which could potentially become dominant for large values

of α. However, it has been demonstrated [90,103,176] that this term does not play

a significant role either during the slow-roll phase or after the end of inflation.

We can make the kinetic term canonical via a field redefinition of the form(
dφ

dϕ

)2

= A(1 + 8αŪ) . (72)

Using that, we arrive at our final action

S =

∫
d4x

√
−ḡ
[
1

2
R̄− 1

2

(
∇̄ϕ
)2

+
α

2

(
1 + 8αŪ(ϕ)

) (
∇̄ϕ
)4 − U(ϕ)

]
, (73)

where the potential is defined as

U ≡ Ū

1 + 8αŪ
. (74)

This potential exhibits some interesting features:

(1) Regardless of the shape of the Jordan frame potential V , the αR2 term de-

creases the height of the effective potential U .

(2) For large values of Ū (usually corresponding to large values of the field ϕ), the

potential always becomes a plateau, approaching the constant value 1/(8α).

We will next see how these features modify the inflationary CMB predictions.

In a flat FRW background, the Friedmann and Klein-Gordon equations obtained

from the action (73) read

3H2 =
1

2
[1 + 3α(1 + 8αŪ)ϕ̇2]ϕ̇2 + U , (75)

0 = [1 + 6α(1 + 8αŪ)ϕ̇2]ϕ̈+ 3[1 + 2α(1 + 8αŪ)ϕ̇2]Hϕ̇+ 12α2ϕ̇4Ū ′ + U ′ . (76)

Note that for α = 0, the above equations reduce to the usual ones (8)–(9).

Inflation occurs when the value of the first Hubble slow-roll parameter

ϵH ≡ − Ḣ

H2
=

ϕ̇2

2H2

[
1 + 2α

(
1 + 8αŪ

)
ϕ̇2
]

(77)

is less than one. During slow roll11, ϵH ≪ 1 and the ϕ̈ term in (76) is negligible.

Similarly, the contribution of the higher-order kinetic term in (76) can be disre-

garded as it is subdominant during slow roll, as discussed above (see also footnote

1 of [83]). To elaborate on the higher-order kinetic terms, their behaviour is typi-

cally described by the speed of sound parameter, which has been shown in similar

Palatini-R2 models to remain close to unity throughout inflation and only differ

11The Palatini R2 models have also been considered in the context of constant roll [94,110,177],

where ϕ̈ = βHϕ̇, with β being the constant-roll parameter.
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towards the end, with no significant impact on inflationary predictions [90,103]. Ad-

ditionally, even for large values of α, the slow-roll attractor is reached rapidly [92]

and does not require fine-tuning. Furthermore, the expressions for the amplitude

of the scalar power spectrum As and spectral index ns as functions of ϕ do not

explicitly depend on α [83]

24π2As =
U

ϵU
=

Ū

ϵŪ
, ns = 1− 6ϵU + 2ηU = 1− 6ϵŪ + 2ηŪ . (78)

The first two potential slow-roll parameters are defined as12

ϵU =
1

2

(
U ′

U

)2

, ϵŪ =
1

2

(
Ū ′

Ū

)2

= ϵU |α=0 , (79)

ηU =
U ′′

U
, ηŪ =

Ū ′′

Ū
= ηU |α=0 . (80)

The tensor power spectrum AT , in contrast, is explicitly dependent on α,

AT =
2

3π2
U =

2

3π2

Ū

1 + 8αŪ
. (81)

As a result, the tensor-to-scalar ratio becomes

r = 16ϵU =
r̄

1 + 8αŪ
=

r̄

1 + 12π2Asr̄α
. (82)

In the last expression, we utilized equation (78), while the expression r̄ = 16ϵŪ
corresponds to the tensor-to-scalar ratio of the same model but without the αR2

term. It becomes evident that by increasing α significantly, we can reduce the value

of r in a specific model, without influencing the prediction for ns.

We may now establish an upper limit on the value of α based on the detectability

of a given model in future experiments. If approved, upcoming CMB satellites such

as LiteBIRD [131], PIXIE [132], and PICO [133] will have the ability to detect

B-mode polarization in the primordial CMB for tensor-to-scalar ratio values of

r < 0.001. The sensitivity of PICO, in particular, is estimated to be approximately

δr ≈ 10−4. We can use this value to set an upper limit on α. When α → ∞ (and

r̄ > δr), we obtain

rlimit ≈
1

12π2Asα
. (83)

This means that if α < 4× 1010, a given model will predict a value of r that could

be detected by PICO. If α > 4× 1010, however, even though the model could still

be viable, the value of r will be too small to be detected in the near future.

Finally, in the large α limit and using equation (19), one can show [97] that the

number of e-folds is given by

Nα≫1 ≃ 60.4− 1

4
lnα . (84)

Therefore, for growing α we will have less e-folds of inflation.

12Prime in ϵŪ , ηŪ denotes a derivative with respect to the canonical field in a model with α = 0.
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Fig. 4. The potential (86) for the minimal quadratic model plus the αR2 term in the Palatini
formalism for m = 7× 10−6. The dashed line corresponds to α = 1010, while the solid line is for

α = 0, thus reducing to the minimal model with the αR2 term absent.

5.1.1. Minimal quadratic model

As an application of the above results, let us consider a simple example of a

quadratic potential V (φ) = 1
2m

2φ2 with a minimal coupling A(ϕ) = 1 to grav-

ity, plus the αR2 term in the Palatini formalism.

The appealing feature of this simple model is that the field redefinition can be

solved and inverted analytically:

ϕ = ϕ0 sinh
−1

(
φ

ϕ0

)
, ϕ0 ≡ 1

2m
√
α
. (85)

Then, the potential becomes

U(ϕ) =
1

8α
tanh2

(
ϕ

ϕ0

)
, (86)

which exhibits plateaus on either side of the global minimum. The potential is

depicted in figure 4. One can see that for α = 0 the potential reduces to a simple

quadratic one, while for large values of α the potential develops plateaus which

asymptote to U = 1/(8α). Even higher values of α would reduce the height of the

potential and thus the scale of inflation. For inflation to take place above the TeV

scale, we would need U1/4 ≳ 10−15 in Planck units, or α ≲ 1060.

In the slow-roll approximation, the number of e-folds is computed to be

N⋆ ≈
∫ ϕ

0

dϕ⋆√
2ϵU

≈ ϕ20
4

sinh2
ϕ⋆
ϕ0

⇒ ϕ⋆ ≈ ϕ0
2

ln
16N⋆

ϕ20
. (87)
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Fig. 5. Inflationary predictions for the minimal quadratic model in the ns vs. r plane. For α = 0
we recover the prediction r = 0.13 of the model (brown line) without the αR2, while for growing

α (as indicated by the black arrow) the value of r is reduced significantly. The boundaries of the
shaded region correspond to N⋆ = 50 (left) and N⋆ = 60 e-folds (right). The orange line indicates

the prediction of the Starobinksy model. Finally, the mass parameter m is fixed by the amplitude

As.

The inflationary observables can be readily computed and they are given as

ns ≃ 1− 2

N⋆
, r ≃ 8

N⋆ + 16αm2N2
⋆

, As ≃
m2N2

⋆

6π2
. (88)

We see explicitly that As and ns (which have the standard form) do not depend

on α, but r is suppressed by it (see figure 5). The measured value of the amplitude

As = 2.1× 109 fixes

m ≃ 7× 10−6 , (89)

and thus the only free parameter of the model is α. From the observational upper

bound on the tensor-to-scalar ratio r < 0.036, we find

α ≳ 108 . (90)

It is interesting to note that the action (73) for the scalar field ϕ contains a quar-

tic kinetic term and a non-polynomial potential, which render it non-renormalizable.

This poses issues such as tree-level unitarity violation in high-energy scattering. The

quartic kinetic term leads to perturbative problems at an energy scale of α−1/4,

whereas the potential U is relevant at the energy scale of ϕ0. To ensure the good

behaviour of the theory, we demand

α−1/4 ≲ ϕ0 ⇐⇒ α ≲ m−4 ∼ 1020 . (91)
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This upper bound on α leads to a lower bound for the tensor-to-scalar ratio r >

4×10−14. Therefore, there is a contradiction with proposals that rely on PalatiniR2

inflation [89, 92] for accommodating the “Trans-Planckian Censorship” conjecture

which asserts that r ≲ 10−30 [178] and thus requiring α ≳ 1037.

The minimal quadratic model we presented above was first considered in [84].

In [90], the parameter space was discussed in more detail and constraints were

applied from the inflationary observables. Then, in [93], it was pointed out that the

inflaton remains sub-Planckian throughout inflation if α ≳ 1012, contrary to what

happens in the version of the model without the αR2 term, where the inflaton is

super-Planckian during inflation. In [97], the potential (86) was shown to arise from

different types of Coleman-Weinberg inflaton potentials, while in [103] the model

was studied again with a focus on tachyonic preheating (see also the discussion in

section 6).

The next simplest model considered in the context of Palatini R2 models is the

minimal quartic inflationary model, first studied in [85] and then in [86, 90]. Even

though the effect of the αR2 term is to reduce the tensor-to-scalar ratio r from the

value 0.26 (c.f. (25)), the value of ns = 0.95 is not modified and thus the model

remains excluded.

Another simple model, that of minimal natural inflation with U(φ) =

Λ4 [1 + cos (φ/f)], was studied in [84] and it was shown that the addition of the

αR2 in the Palatini formalism can render the (previously excluded) model viable

again.

5.1.2. Non-minimal Higgs + R2

A more complicated example, the mixed Higgs-R2 model is described by the ac-

tion [84,90]

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g
(
R
2

(
1 + ξφ2

)
+
α

2
R2 − 1

2
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− λ

4
φ4

)
, (92)

where φ is the Higgs field, playing the role of the inflaton. Following the same steps

as before, the action can be written as

S =

∫
d4x

√
−ḡ
(
R̄

2
− K(φ)

2
(∇̄φ)2 + L(φ)

4
(∇̄φ)4 − U(φ)

)
, (93)

with

K(φ) =
1 + ξφ2

(1 + ξφ2)2 + 2αλφ4
, L(φ) =

2α

(1 + ξφ2)2 + 2αλφ4
, (94)

and

U(φ) =
1

8α

2αλφ4

(1 + ξφ2)2 + 2αλφ4
. (95)
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Since the kinetic term cannot be canonicalized analytically, we will proceed using

the original field φ. For ξφ2 ≫ 1, the effective potential approaches a plateau,

U(φ)
∣∣
ξφ2≫1 ≃ 1

8 (ξ2/(2λ) + α)
. (96)

The function K(φ) is also controlled by the quantity ξ2/(2λ) + α in the large field

regime (ξφ2 ≫ 1), which means that for ξ2/(2λ) ≫ α the effect of the R2 term is

negligible, in contrast to the case α≫ ξ2/(2λ). The potential slow-roll parameters

ϵU and ηU (defined in (55) for non-canonical fields) are given by

ϵU =
8(1 + ξφ2)

φ2 (1 + 2ξφ2 + (ξ2 + 2αλ)φ4)
, ηU =

4

φ2

(
6(1 + ξφ2)

(1 + ξφ2)2 + 2αλφ4
− 3 + 2ξφ2

1 + ξφ2

)
.

(97)

In order to estimate the inflationary observables, we need to express the field value

at horizon crossing as a function of the number of e-folds. Integrating (17) we obtain

φ⋆ =
√

8N⋆ + φ2
end ≃

√
8N⋆, where we have dropped the contribution from the field

value at the end of inflation, since13 φend <
√
8. The inflationary observables are

given by

ns = 1− 2

N⋆
− 1

N⋆(1 + 8ξN⋆)
, r =

2

ξN2
⋆

(
ξ2

ξ2 + 2αλ

)
, (98)

and

As =
2λ

3π2

N3
⋆

1 + 8ξN⋆
. (99)

From (99) and the observed value As = 2.1× 10−9, we obtain that the quartic and

the nonminimal couplings must satisfy

λ ≃ 3× 10−8 1 + 8ξN⋆

N3
⋆

. (100)

Substituting ξ ∼ 10ν into (100) we obtain that ξ2/(2λ) ∼ 1010+ν , so in this case

the effect of the αR2 term becomes noticeable for α > ξ2/(2λ) ∼ 1010+ν (see [90]

for more details).

As is evident, the spectral index increases as the parameter ξ grows. Therefore

for values of ξ ≳ 0.1 the spectral index is compatible with the observational data

for a wide range of numbers of e-folds. Much smaller values of ξ are not enough to

satisfy the observational constraints in the usual range 50 < N⋆ < 60. Finally, the

observational constraint r < robs = 0.036 can again be used to establish a lower

limit for the parameter α, which is

α ≳
108ξN⋆

(
1− robsξN

2
⋆/2
)

3robs(1 + 8ξN⋆)
. (101)

13Solving the equation ϵU (φend) = 1 we obtain that 2αλφ6
end+(1+ξφ2

end)(φ
2
end(1+ξφ2

end)−8) = 0

which is a cubic equation in φ2
end so analytic solutions can be obtained. It is easily proven [90]

that there is only one real positive solution for φ2
end that is lower that 8.
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The existence of a positive lower bound on α requires that ξ < 2/(robsN
2
⋆ ). This

condition does not coincide with the claim ξ ≳ 0.1 we made previously (at least for

the current observational bound on the tensor-to-scalar ratio). As a consequence,

the RHS of (101) is negative and the parameter α is unbounded, in the sense that

it can acquire any positive value.

The non-minimal Higgs + αR2 in the Palatini formalism was originally studied

in [84] and then in [90] and [92] in more detail (see also [106] where the unitarity

violation issue is discussed). Other models with a non-minimal coupling and an

αR2 term in Palatini found in the literature include

• induced gravity with A(φ) = ξφ2, V (φ) = λ
4

(
φ2 − v2

)2
[84]

• non-minimal Coleman-Weinberg inflation with A(φ) = ξφ2, V (φ) =

Λ4
{
1 +

[
4 ln

(
φ
v

)
− 1
]

φ4

v4

}
and V (φ) = 1

8β
′φ4 ln2

(
φ
v

)
[84, 97]

• non-minimal natural inflation with A(φ) = 1 + ξφ2, V (φ) = Λ4 [1 + cos (φ/f)]

[179].

The main conclusion from all these studies is that for growing α, the value of r can

be in agreement with the experimental constraints.

5.2. Palatini R2 + RµνRµν

In general, besides the R2 term, one can add to the gravitational Lagrangian 15

more quadratic terms14 that are constructed through the Riemann tensor and the

three 2-rank tensors (“Ricci tensors”) introduced in (4). The majority of these

terms suffer from ghost degrees of freedom [180–182]15. In particular, nonsymmet-

ric Ricci tensors contain new degrees of freedom and can lead to instabilities [184].

A “healthy” term to be added is R(µν)R(µν), if we also assume a symmetric con-

nection. The effect of such a term on inflationary phenomenology has been studied

extensively in [185] (see also [95,98,105,107] for applications on Palatini quadratic

gravity). We will not carry out a deeper analysis of these issues in this review, but

will only present the final results in the case where the gravitational Lagrangian

14The most general action that contains up to quadratic terms in Riemann curvature is

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g

[
αR2 + β1RµνRµν + β2RµνRνµ + β3RµνR̂µν + β4RµνR̂νµ + β5R̂µνR̂µν

+β6R̂µνR̂νµ + β7R̂µνR′µν + β8R′
µνR′µν + β9RµνR′µν + γ1RµνσλRµνσλ + γ2RµνσλRµσνλ

+γ3RµνσλRνµσλ + γ4RµνσλRνσµλ + γ5RµνσλRσνµλ + γ6RµνσλRσλµν
]
. (102)

15The authors of [81] compare the Einstein equations in metric and Palatini formulations for

actions that contain some of the Riemann squared contractions involved in the full quadratic ac-
tion (102). They found that for a certain class of theories, e.g. in Lovelock theories of gravity [183],
both metric and Palatini formulations lead to equivalent equations of motion.
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contains the R2 and the R(µν)R(µν) terms. Our starting point is the action

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g
(
R
2

+
α

2
R2 +

β

2
R(µν)R(µν) − 1

2
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− V (φ)

)
. (103)

We will briefly discuss the recipe one must follow in order to get to the Einstein

frame (see [185] for the complete procedure).

Step 1: Introduce an auxiliary field Σµν which on-shell is equal to R(µν).

Step 2: Introduce the new metric
√
−ḡḡµν ≡

√
−g∂LG/∂Σµν , with LG being

the pure gravitational part of the Lagrangian.

Step 3: Vary the action with respect to gµν and solve the metric gµν in terms

of the new metric ḡµν and the scalar field by means of a disformal transformation

gµν = A ḡµν +B∇µφ∇νφ.

Step 4: Assume the slow-roll approximation in order to find the analytic form

of the coefficients A and B and substitute the solution for gµν back to the action

of Step 2.

The resulting Einstein frame action reads

S =

∫
d4x

√
−ḡ
[
1

2
R̄− 1

2

(∇̄φ)2

1 + α̃ V (φ)
− V (φ)

1 + α̃V (φ)
+O

(
(∇̄φ)4

)]
, (104)

where we have defined α̃ = 8α + 2β. The Einstein-frame action is of the same

form as the one of the pure R2 model in section 5.1. The only difference is that

action (73) contains a second-order kinetic term while (104) yields a series of higher-

order kinetic terms instead. As before, these terms are negligible during slow-roll.

5.2.1. Scale-invariant quadratic gravity

In this section, we additionally study the fully scale-invariant model described by

the action [105]

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g
{
1

2

[(
ξφφ

2 + ξhh
2
)
R+ αR2 + βR(µν)R(µν)

]
−1

2
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− 1

2
gµν∇µh∇νh− V (0)(φ, h)

}
, (105)

where the classically scale-invariant potential is given by

V (0)(φ, h) =
1

4

(
λφφ

4 − λhφh
2φ2 + λhh

4
)
, (106)

and h is the Higgs field. The matter sector contains also the SM Lagrangian with

no Higgs mass term16 and three right-handed neutrinos. In this model, the Planck

scale is dynamically generated once the scalar fields φ and h get their vacuum

expectation values (VEVs), i.e.

M2
Pl = ξφv

2
φ + ξhv

2
h . (107)

16The Higgs mass is dynamically generated through the interaction term −λhφh
2φ2 included in

the scale-invariant potential (106).
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Fig. 6. The normalized inflationary potential given by equation (111), for various values of the

parameter α̃ as indicated in the plot. The rest parameters are fixed to ξs = 10−3 and M4 =

4 × 10−6. As α̃ gets larger values, the potential becomes symmetric about its VEV (vs) and
consequently, inflation that starts from field values sc > vs gives the same predictions with the

one that starts from field values sc < vs.

After a Weyl rescaling of the metric17 and following the Gildener–Weinberg ap-

proach18, we obtain

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g
{
1

2

[
R+ αR2 + βR(µν)R(µν)

]
− 1

2
gµν∇µsc∇νsc − Ueff(sc)

}
,

(108)

where sc is the canonically normalized scalar field (scalon) which “survives” along

the flat direction of the initial two-field tree-level potential. The full one-loop effec-

tive potential is given by [105]

Ueff(sc) =
M4

128π2

[
s4c
v4s

(
2 ln

s2c
v2s

− 1

)
+ 1

]
, (109)

where v2s ≡ M2
Pl/ξs is the VEV of the scalon and ξs ≡ ξφ cos2 ω + ξh sin

2 ω is

an effective nonminimal coupling that is constructed from the initial nonminimal

17Note that we have used the same symbol (gµν) for the metric tensors in the actions (105)

and (108). The usual symbol ḡµν is reintroduced in the EF action (110).
18The Gildener–Weinberg approach [186] is used to analyze models with multiple scalar fields

that exhibit classical scale invariance. This approach involves identifying the flat directions of
the potential in the field space, i.e. the directions where its first derivatives with respect to each

field vanish. The flatness of the potential at tree level suggests that the system’s dynamics are
governed by one-loop corrections that dominate along the flat directions. Through perturbative

minimization at a particular energy scale, the flatness is removed by the loop corrections, and the

physical vacuum of the theory is singled out from the degenerate minima along the flat directions.
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Fig. 7. The inflationary predictions of the model given by equation (110) compared with the
observational 68% and 95% C.L. constraints in the ns−r plane. Dashed (solid) curves correspond

to inflation that starts from field values sc > vs (sc < vs). Same colors indicate same values for

the parameter α̃, namely α̃ = 0, 107, · · · 1012. Along the dashed (solid) curves, the parameter ξs
lies in the range 0− 0.1 (0− 108). Both α̃ and ξs increase as indicated by the black arrows.

couplings and a mixing angle ω. Finally, the parameter M contains the masses of

the particle spectrum of the model.

The higher-order curvature terms can be eliminated by following the recipe

mentioned below equation (103). The resulting EF action is [105]

S ≃
∫

d4x
√
−ḡ
[
1

2
R̄− K(sc)

2
(∇̄sc)2 − U(sc) +O

(
(∇̄sc)4

)]
, (110)

with

K(sc) =
1

1 + α̃ Ueff(sc)
and U(sc) =

Ueff(sc)

1 + α̃ Ueff(sc)
. (111)

In figure 6 we display the shape of the inflationary potential (111). As α̃ = 8α+2β

gets larger values, the potential becomes symmetric about its VEV (vs) and con-

sequently inflation that starts from field values sc > vs gives the same predictions

with the one that starts from field values sc < vs.

The inflationary predictions of this model are shown in figure 7 and, as expected,

the usual behaviour of a decreasing scalar-to-tensor ratio is observed. In figure 7,

the dashed parts of the curves correspond to inflation that starts from field values

sc > vs, while the solid ones correspond to field values sc < vs. The two cases

coincide in the limit ξs → 0. As we move away from ξs → 0, ξs increases up to

∼ 108 (10−1) in the dashed (solid) curves. Regarding the parameter α̃, the upper

black curve corresponds to the case α̃ = 0, while for the rest of the curves it varies

from 107–1012. Note also that in each point the parameter M has been fixed such

that we are in agreement with the observed value of the amplitude of the scalar
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power spectrum As. Finally, the number of e-folds is specified from the reheating

constraints of (18). It is worth mentioning that for viable inflation, an upper cutoff

on the effective nonminimal coupling appears, ξs ≲ 4 × 10−3. This consecutively

implies that vs ≳ 15MP.

5.3. Beyond quadratic gravity: Palatini F (R)

Let us briefly consider curvature terms beyond the quadratic order. The simplest

such models are of the F (R) form, with the action

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g
[
1

2
F (R)− 1

2
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− V (φ)

]
. (112)

This can be transformed into the Einstein frame following the familiar procedure,

first writing

SF [gµν , χ] =

∫
d4x

√
−g

[
1

2
F ′(χ)(R− χ) +

1

2
F (χ)− 1

2
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− V (φ)

]
(113)

and then defining ḡµν = F ′(χ)gµν , so that

S =

∫
d4x

√
−ḡ
[
1

2
R̄− 1

2
gµν∇µϕ∇νϕ− U(ϕ, χ)

]
, (114)

dφ

dϕ
=
√
F ′(χ) , U(ϕ, χ) =

V (φ(ϕ))

F ′(χ)2
− F (χ)

2F ′(χ)2
+

χ

2F ′(χ)
. (115)

The constraint equation for χ becomes

4 [G(χ)− V (φ)]− ḡµν∇µφ∇νφ = 0 , G(χ) ≡ 1

4
[2F (χ)− χF ′(χ)] . (116)

Unfortunately, this cannot be solved analytically for χ beyond simple cases, such

as the F (R) = R+ αR2 discussed above19. However, in the slow-roll limit, we can

neglect the derivative term in (116), obtaining the approximative solution G(χ) ≈
V (φ). The slow-roll parameters are easiest to compute in terms of χ instead of φ

or ϕ using the slow-roll results [111]

U(χ) ≈ χ

4F ′(χ)
,

∂f(χ)

∂ϕ
≈
√
F ′(χ)

V ′(V −1[G(χ)])

G′(χ)

∂f(χ)

∂χ
. (117)

With these, we can compute the slow-roll CMB predictions (15), (16). In [111], the

procedure was demonstrated for models with F (R) = R+αRn with multiple values

of n. Analogously to the standard n = 2 case, a large α suppresses the tensor-to-

scalar ratio r. In [187], models with F (R) = 2Λ−ωR+αR2 were considered, with a

negative coefficient for the linear term (ω > 0), compensated by a negative Jordan

frame potential V to make the Einstein frame potential positive-definite.

19The solution is in equation (68), though note the different conventions for χ there and in this

section.
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While such F (R) models may be phenomenologically interesting, comparing

them to the R2 case is particularly useful. In [111], it was shown that models where

F (R) grows faster than R2 (so that G(χ) < 0 for large χ) suffer from multiple

problems. In particular, there is a line in the (χ, φ) phase space where the time

derivative of χ diverges, signalling the unhealthiness of such models. This highlights

the special nature of the R2 scenario studied above.

For a review of the applications of Palatini F (R) models beyond inflation,

see [19].

6. Preheating and reheating in Palatini inflation

When inflation ends, the inflaton typically oscillates at the bottom of its poten-

tial, decaying into a thermal bath of particles. This process is called reheating. Its

early stages are typically dominated by preheating, the non-perturbative, resonant

amplification of field perturbations driven by the time evolution of the inflaton

condensate. In this section, we discuss these processes in example Palatini setups.

6.1. Tachyonic preheating

Preheating was studied in the context of Palatini models in a series of papers [48,57,

103, 188, 189], revealing common features. Most of the Einstein frame inflationary

potentials discussed in this review are of the plateau form, behaving asymptotically

as

U(ϕ) ≈ U0

(
1− 2ne−2|ϕ|/ϕ0

)
, |ϕ| ≳ ϕ0 . (118)

These models have the standard prediction (33) for ns, and r ≈ 2ϕ20/N
2
⋆ . At the

edge of the plateau, when ϕ ∼ ϕ0, the second derivative of U is highly negative.

This causes a tachyonic instability for the field perturbations, which follow the

mode equations

δϕ̈k + 3Hδϕ̇k +

(
k2

a2
+ U ′′(ϕ)

)
δϕk = 0 , (119)

where k is the Fourier wave number. When U ′′(ϕ) < 0, the solutions for δϕk grow

exponentially. Typically, the background inflaton field ϕ passes over the tachyonic

region quickly, and its energy is diluted by Hubble friction so that it only oscillates

near the bottom of the potential, so the tachyonic effect is weak. However, if ϕ0 ≲
0.01, corresponding to r ≲ 10−7, Hubble friction is inefficient, and the oscillating

inflaton returns repeatedly to the tachyonic edge of the plateau [188]. This leads to

an almost instantaneous fragmentation of the condensate, completing preheating in

much less than one e-folds of expansion. Metric plateau models, such as Starobinsky

and Higgs inflation, tend to have a fixed ϕ0 =
√
6, see (32), (45), but Palatini models

can easily verge into the tachyonic territory, e.g. for ξ ≳ 104 in the Higgs model

(46) with ϕ0 = ξ−1/2, or for α ≳ 2500m−2 ≈ 5 × 1013 in the R2 quadratic model

with (85), (86).
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Tachyonic preheating in plateau models was first considered for Palatini Higgs

inflation in [48], extended with a sector of supermassive dark matter in [57]. In [103],

the αR2, V ∼ ϕ2 model from section 5.1.1 was considered, and it was shown

that the higher-order kinetic terms play a negligible role in preheating. Studies

[188, 189] characterized preheating for the broader class of models (118) for small

ϕ0, providing analytical approximations and charts of the Floquet instability index

and commenting on the possibility of producing strong gravitational waves.

Beyond linear analysis, similar models have been studied using lattice techniques

e.g. in the context of α-attractor T -models in [190, 191] and explicitly for Palatini

Higgs inflation in [192].

6.2. Reheating temperature

Let us next consider reheating more generally, beyond the instantaneous tachyonic

transition. The number of e-folds during the reheating era is given by

∆Nreh ≡ ln

[
areh
aend

]
= − 1

3(1 + w)
ln

[
ρreh
ρend

]
, (120)

which vanishes identically for instantaneous reheating, since in this case areh = aend.

In terms of ∆Nreh, the reheating temperature is given by

Treh = Tins exp

(
−3(1 + w)∆Nreh

4

)
, with Tins ≡

(
30

π2

ρend
g⋆(Treh)

)1/4

. (121)

Tins is the maximum temperature defined as the instantaneous reheating tempera-

ture obtained for w = 1/3.

Regarding the Palatini inflationary models, the authors of [72,90,96,104,116,193]

studied the inflationary predictions for various values of the equation of state param-

eter lying in the range −1/3 ≤ w ≤ 1. The resulting reheating temperature, Treh,

varies between small values close to Big Bang Nucleosynthesis, i.e. Treh ∼ MeV up

to Treh ∼ 1016 GeV. Also, the authors of [93] studied specific reheating mechanisms,

which contain inflaton annihilation to Higgs bosons and reheating via inflaton decay

to right-handed neutrinos. In this review we focus on the computation of the instan-

taneous reheating temperature in the context of the Palatini inflationary models

discussed in subsections 3.3 and 5.1.1.

In the Palatini Higgs inflationary model of subsection 3.3, the field value at the

end of inflation can be found approximately using the condition ϵU (ϕend) = 1, which

gives ϕend = 1
2
√
ξ
arcsinh

(
4
√
2ξ
)
. Thus, the energy density at the end of inflation

is written as20

ρend ≃ 3

2
U(ϕend) =

3λ

1024ξ4

(
16ξ

(
2 + 8ξ −

√
1 + 32ξ

)
−
√
1 + 32ξ + 1

)
, (122)

20At the end of inflation, ϵH = 1, so ρ = 1
2
ϕ̇2 + U = 3

2
U , see (10).
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which for ξ ≫ 1 can be approximated by ρend ≃ 3λ/(8ξ2). Substituting the latter

in equation (121) we obtain that the instantaneous reheating temperature is

Tins ≃ 8× 1017
(
λ

ξ2

)1/4

GeV ≃ 1013 GeV , (123)

for λ = 0.1 and for ξ being constrained from the amplitude of the scalar power

spectrum As to the value ξ ≃ 1.5× 109 (in the tachyonic region), for 60 e-folds of

inflation. Palatini–Higgs reheating has also been considered in [38].

We will follow the same procedure for the quadratic+R2 model described in

detail in subsection 5.1.1. In this model, the field value at the end of inflation is

given by ϕend = ϕ0

2 arcsinh(2
√
2/ϕ0), so

ρend =
3

16α

(
1−

√
1 + 8/ϕ20 − 1

4/ϕ20

)
⇒

{
ρend ∼ 3

16α for ϕ20 ≫ 1 ,

ρend ∼ 3m2

2 for ϕ20 ≪ 1 .
(124)

Having in mind that the mass parameter is constrained to be m ≃ 7 × 10−6 (see

equation (89)), the large ϕ0 limit, ϕ20 ≫ 1, means that α ≪ 1010, while the other

(tachyonic) limit is valid once α≫ 1010. In these limits, the instantaneous reheating

temperature is

Tins ∼ 7× 1017α−1/4 GeV, for ϕ20 ≫ 1 (125)

Tins ∼ 1018
√
m GeV, for ϕ20 ≪ 1 , (126)

so using also that α ≳ 108 (see equation (90)) we conclude that Tins ∼ 1015 −
1016 GeV in the whole range of the observationally accepted parameter space.

Reheating in the above model, along with other Palatini-R2 models, has been

discussed in more detail in [90, 116]. In [116], the higher-order kinetic terms that

appear in the EF action (73) have been taken into account, which leads to slightly

modified numerical factors in equations (125) and (126).

7. Palatini R2 quintessential inflation

We next study a Palatini model of quintessential inflation from [112, 176], where

the inflaton field also produces dark-energy-like late-time acceleration. To study the

full evolution of the Universe from early to late times, we add matter fields to the

system, denoted below by ψ. We choose the action

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g
[
1

2
F (φ,R)− 1

2
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− V (φ)

]
+ Sm[gµν , ψ] , (127)

with21

F (φ,R) =
(
1 + ξφ2

)
R+ αR2 , ξ(φ) = ξ∗

[
1 + β ln

(
φ2

µ2

)]
. (128)

21Note that the α parameter of [112,176] is, by definition, twice the α used in this paper.
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The non-minimal coupling runs, starting from ξ∗ > 0 at a reference scale µ and

evolving according to the constant β < 0. The inflaton-quintessence field φ is gov-

erned by an exponential potential

V (φ) =M4e−κφ , (129)

where κ and M are constants.

To understand how this setup leads to quintessential inflation, we transform

(127) into the Einstein frame, neglecting the matter fields ψ for now. Following

a procedure familiar from the above sections, we get the standard action with a

canonical scalar field ϕ and the potential

U(ϕ) =
M4e−κφ(ϕ)

(1 + ξφ(ϕ)2)2 + 8αM4e−κφ(ϕ)
,

dϕ

dφ
=

√
1 + ξφ2

(1 + ξφ2)2 + 8αV (φ)
. (130)

Inflation happens at large negative φ, where V is high, the α terms dominate in

(130), and U develops a slow-roll plateau. For large positive φ, the α terms become

subdominant, and U exhibits a lower, exponential-like tail, suitable for quintessence.

Inflationary behavior is then controlled by α, but the ξ term is also needed to tune

the plateau to fit the CMB predictions, as explained in detail in [176]. The running

β allows us to decouple the inflationary ξ from its quintessential value and tune

the late-time behavior separately. As we will see below, for reasonable choices of

the model parameters, the tail today can have the correct energy density for dark

energy, without the extreme fine-tuning of a cosmological constant.

When the matter degrees of freedom ψ are included, we get the full evolution

of the Universe, consisting of a number of phases:

(1) Inflation for ϕ < 0, with ϕ slowly rolling towards positive values. The energy

density ρ is approximately constant, and the barotropic parameter of the Uni-

verse (defined as pressure divided by energy density) is w = −1.

(2) Transition to kination around ϕ ≈ 0. In kination, energy density is dominated

by the kinetic energy of the field, diluting as ρ ∝ a−6, corresponding to a

barotropic parameter w = 1. Around this time, a small amount of radiation is

created, e.g. through Ricci reheating [194].

(3) Since the scalar kinetic energy density dilutes faster than radiation, the latter

eventually takes over, leading to the standard radiation domination, where ρ ∝
a−4, w = 1/3. The scalar continues rolling. It can follow a tracking solution,

mimicking the scaling of the fluid, or freeze to an approximately constant energy

density, depending on the potential [195]. In our setup, the field freezes in a

minimum of the Einstein frame potential (130), induced by the running of ξ.

(4) Eventually, the radiation becomes non-relativistic, and matter domination

starts, with ρ ∝ a−3, w = 0.

(5) The frozen scalar condensate eventually retakes matter, leading to the final dark

energy phase with an approximately constant energy density and w ≈ −1.
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Fig. 8. The different phases of quintessential inflation, together with a sketch of the scalar potential.
In the notation of section 7, U⋆ = 1/(8α). ϕkin denotes the value of the field after the end of

inflation and during the onset of kination, ϕrad is the field value at the beginning of the radiation

era, ϕeq denotes the radiation-matter equality, and ϕΛ is the value of the field for which the
potential behaves as the cosmological constant.

The phases are depicted in figure 8. The kination period modifies the standard

expansion history of the Universe, pushing the CMB scale to ∼ 70 e-folds before

the end of inflation instead of the usual 50–60. Our setup is also complicated by a

coupling between the scalar and matter sectors, induced by the Weyl transformation

of the metric in Sm[gµν , ψ]. This coupling feeds energy from the fluid to the field

during the matter-dominated era, as detailed in [176].

7.1. Numerical scan

In [176], the coupled scalar-fluid system was solved numerically, and a scan over

the parameter space was performed to find points that satisfy all observational

constraints. These include constraints for the CMB observables and the dark energy

density and its barotropic parameter today. In addition, we demand the initial

radiation energy density to be small compared to the field energy density but larger

than the minimum bound from gravitational reheating [196]. We also demand that

the temperature of the Universe at the onset of radiation domination is above that

of Big Bang nucleosynthesis.

These constraints are enough to fix almost all of the parameters of the model.

Figure 9 shows a slice of the parameter scan from [176]. An example scenario
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Fig. 9. Scan over a slice of the parameter space of the model of section 7. The outer blue points

satisfy the constraint for ns, while the inner purple points satisfy all CMB constraints. The black

point satisfies all observational constraints, including the late-time dark energy requirements.
Figure adapted from [176].

satisfying all the constraints is given by

α = 3.86× 1012 , log10 ξ⋆ = −1.960 , β = −0.100 ,

µ = −6 , M4 = 1.85× 10−9 , κ = 0.284 .
(131)

The model presented here is one of the first to produce successful quintessential

inflation with modified gravity as the main ingredient. The parameter values (131)

are typical, avoiding the fine-tuning of a cosmological constant of Λ ∼ 10−120,

instead producing the low energy density dynamically through an exponentially

decaying potential. The cosmological evolution deviates in subtle ways from the

standard ΛCDM case, through the aforementioned coupling between ϕ and the fluid,

and the possibility of a mildly time-dependent dark energy equation of state. Such

signatures make quintessence theoretically and phenomenologically interesting.

Quintessential Palatini inflation was also discussed in [88] (with an R2 term

and an emphasis on the post-inflationary stiff phase where w > 1/3), [64] (with a

piecewise-defined Peebles–Vilenkin potential and a non-minimal coupling to grav-

ity), and in [102] (a similar Peebles–Vilenkin potential and an R2 term). In [197], a

model similar to [112,176] was studied, but with an emphasis on quintessence and

no attempt to make the same field produce inflation as well.

8. Conclusions

In recent years, there has been a blooming interest in alternative formulations of

gravity and their phenomenological ramifications and signatures. In this review, we

presented an array of inflationary models studied in the Palatini formalism, where

the metric and the connection are assumed to be independent variables, in contrast
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to the metric formalism where the connection is constrained to be the Levi-Civita

one.

We began by focusing on scalar-tensor theories and saw that the difference

between metric and Palatini arises from the transformation of the Ricci scalar and

consequently from the form of the non-canonical function multiplying the kinetic

term in the Einstein frame. As an example, we studied the model of non-minimally

coupled Higgs inflation in both metric and Palatini formalisms. We saw that due

to the different field redefinitions, the Einstein frame potential is different and

thus the model gives different inflationary predictions in the two formalisms. For

λ = 0.1 and N⋆ = 50, the expression for the amplitude of the scalar power spectrum

gives ξ ∼ 104 in metric and 109 in Palatini, which in turn results in a tensor-to-

scalar ratio of r ∼ 10−3 in metric and r ∼ 10−12 in Palatini. If future experiments

such as PICO, which will be able to probe values of δr ∼ 10−4, rules out the

metric version of the model (and at the same time the Starobinsky model which

has the same predictions), then the Palatini version of the model will be strongly

favoured. Furthermore, we saw that the literature suggests that tree-level unitarity

is violated in the metric but not in the Palatini version of the model, which lends

more credibility to the Palatini formalism.

We then focused on a model containing a non-minimal derivative coupling mul-

tiplied by a field-dependent function m(φ). We saw that by employing a disfor-

mal transformation we can bring the action in the Einstein frame, but a series of

higher-order kinetic terms is generated. The field redefinition now also contained

the NMDC function. We studied an example with a non-minimally coupled Higgs-

like field and a quadratic m(φ) ∝ φ2 function and saw that the value of r can go

up compared to the Palatini Higgs inflation model, possibly within reach of future

experiments.

After that, we focused on Palatini quadratic gravity. We saw that the auxiliary

field used to eliminate the higher curvature terms is non-dynamical and thus its

equation of motion reduces to a constraint. As a consequence, the Einstein frame

action is single field and easy to analyse in the context of inflation. However, a

new quartic kinetic term is generated and the potential gets modified. The quartic

term does not significantly influence the dynamics during or after inflation, but

the modified potential which becomes asymptotically flat can greatly impact the

value of the tensor-to-scalar ratio (the values of ns and As remain unchanged). In

particular, we saw how models which were previously excluded due to their high

value of r can be made compatible with observations again if an αR2 term is added

and they are studied in the Palatini formalism. Similarly in the αR2 + βRµνRµν

model endowed with scale invariance and a dynamically-generated Planck scale, we

saw how for growing values of the parameter α̃ = 8α + 2β the Coleman-Weinberg

potential gets flattened and we can have successful inflation from both sides of the

minimum.

We next discussed reheating in models of Palatini inflation. Many of these belong

to the class of plateau models with a small tensor-to-scalar ratio, which all exhibit
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tachyonic preheating, a process where the inflaton quickly fragments into particles,

leading to instantaneous reheating. We computed the reheating temperature in

the instantaneous case and commented on other possible channels of reheating in

Palatini models.

Finally, we applied the Palatini R2 flattening of the inflation potential to a

simple model of quintessential inflation. We saw that a single scalar field can drive

inflation and then become dynamical dark energy. The numerous experimental con-

straints heavily reduce the available parameter space of such a model but there are

still benchmark points that satisfy all the constraints without the extreme fine-

tuning of ΛCDM. The model is one of the first to produce successful quintessential

inflation using modified gravity as the main ingredient and demonstrates the power

of the Palatini formalism.

Despite our understanding of the intricate nuances of the models examined in

this paper, several aspects related to Palatini models of inflation and beyond remain

inadequately or only partially understood. These include, for instance, multifield

scenarios, (p)reheating details in diverse situations, the initial conditions of infla-

tion, quantum corrections to different models, and scenarios with non-zero torsion.

Although initial strides have been taken in these directions, it is evident that future

investigations hold the potential for revealing more about the association between

inflation and various theories of gravity, and hopefully aid us in ultimately identi-

fying the true nature of gravity.
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[103] A. Karam, E. Tomberg, and H. Veermäe, Tachyonic preheating in Palatini R 2
inflation, JCAP 06 (2021) 023, [arXiv:2102.02712].

[104] A. Lykkas and K. Tamvakis, Extended interactions in the Palatini-R2 inflation,
JCAP 08 (2021), no. 043 [arXiv:2103.10136].

[105] I. D. Gialamas, A. Karam, T. D. Pappas, and V. C. Spanos, Scale-invariant
quadratic gravity and inflation in the Palatini formalism, Phys. Rev. D 104
(2021), no. 2 023521, [arXiv:2104.04550].

[106] I. Antoniadis, A. Guillen, and K. Tamvakis, Ultraviolet behaviour of Higgs
inflation models, JHEP 08 (2021) 018, [arXiv:2106.09390]. [Addendum: JHEP
05, 074 (2022)].

[107] J. Annala and S. Rasanen, Inflation with R (αβ) terms in the Palatini
formulation, JCAP 09 (2021) 032, [arXiv:2106.12422].

[108] I. D. Gialamas, A. Karam, T. D. Pappas, A. Racioppi, and V. C. Spanos,
Scale-invariance, dynamically induced Planck scale and inflation in the Palatini
formulation, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 2105 (2021), no. 1 012005, [arXiv:2107.04408].

[109] M. Giovannini, Palatini approach and large-scale magnetogenesis, JCAP 11
(2021), no. 11 058, [arXiv:2110.02632].

[110] M. AlHallak, A. AlRakik, N. Chamoun, and M. S. El-Daher, Palatini f(R) Gravity
and Variants of k-/Constant Roll/Warm Inflation within Variation of Strong
Coupling Scenario, Universe 8 (2022), no. 2 126, [arXiv:2111.05075].

[111] C. Dioguardi, A. Racioppi, and E. Tomberg, Slow-roll inflation in Palatini F(R)
gravity, JHEP 06 (2022) 106, [arXiv:2112.12149].

[112] K. Dimopoulos, A. Karam, S. Sánchez López, and E. Tomberg, Modelling
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[167] A. Escrivà and C. Germani, Beyond dimensional analysis: Higgs and new Higgs
inflations do not violate unitarity, Phys. Rev. D 95 (2017), no. 12 123526,
[arXiv:1612.06253].

[168] I. P. Lobo and G. G. Carvalho, The geometry of null-like disformal
transformations, Int. J. Geom. Meth. Mod. Phys. 16 (2019), no. 11 1950180,
[arXiv:1707.01784].

[169] S. Sato and K.-i. Maeda, Hybrid Higgs Inflation: The Use of Disformal
Transformation, Phys. Rev. D 97 (2018), no. 8 083512, [arXiv:1712.04237].

[170] D. Gal’tsov and S. Zhidkova, Ghost-free Palatini derivative scalar–tensor theory:
Desingularization and the speed test, Phys. Lett. B 790 (2019) 453–457,
[arXiv:1808.00492].

[171] K. Karwan and P. Channuie, Generalized Conformal Transformation and
Inflationary Attractors, Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019), no. 2 023514,
[arXiv:1811.03006].

[172] A. Delhom, I. P. Lobo, G. J. Olmo, and C. Romero, A generalized Weyl structure
with arbitrary non-metricity, Eur. Phys. J. C 79 (2019), no. 10 878,
[arXiv:1906.05393].

[173] T. Qiu, Z. Xiao, J. Shi, and M. Aljaf, Potential-driven Inflation with Disformal
Coupling to Gravity, Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020), no. 6 063506, [arXiv:2004.14712].

[174] S. Rasanen and P. Wahlman, Higgs inflation with loop corrections in the Palatini
formulation, JCAP 11 (2017) 047, [arXiv:1709.07853].

[175] T. Takahashi and T. Tenkanen, Towards distinguishing variants of non-minimal
inflation, JCAP 04 (2019) 035, [arXiv:1812.08492].

[176] K. Dimopoulos, A. Karam, S. Sánchez López, and E. Tomberg, Palatini R 2
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