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Abstract. In the warm inflation scenario, the early cosmic acceleration is driven by the in-
flaton coupled to thermal fields, decaying into radiation and leaving a hot universe populated
by relativistic particles after the end of inflation. The interaction is usually modeled by a
dissipation coefficient Υ that contains the microphysics of the model. In this work, we adopt
a well-motivated potential V (ϕ) = λ

4ϕ
4 and constrain a variety of Υ parameterizations by

using updated Cosmic Microwave Background data from the Planck and BICEP/Keck Ar-
ray collaborations. We also use a Bayesian statistical criterion to compare the observational
viability of these models. Our results show a significant improvement in the constraints over
past results reported in the literature and also that some of these warm inflation models can
be competitive compared to Starobinsky inflation.
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1 Introduction

The cosmological data obtained by recent Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) experi-
ments [1–4] can give us a comprehensive understanding of the cosmic history from very early
times. They can place tight constraints on the amplitude of the scalar primordial spectrum,
being almost scale invariant at more than 2σ. Such constraints provide a good indication
that an inflationary period took place in the early universe, and that the most compelling
theoretical explanation is that it is driven by the presence of a scalar field ϕ dubbed inflaton
[5–7], which follows the dynamics dictated by a potential V (ϕ). It is then possible to place
significant limits on and test the physical viability of the many inflationary models proposed
so far; simple models, such as the one given by the monomial potential, are very disfavored
by data, as the parameter space of the inflationary parameters excludes some of these models
if the simplest canonical picture is considered.

Although other additional ingredients can be considered in order to restore the concor-
dance of these models with data (see, e.g., [8] and references therein), one attractive idea
involves the realization of a reheating process during inflation. Due to interactions of the
inflaton with thermal fields, dissipation of the field energy into radiation can happen con-
comitantly with the slow-roll regime that realizes the accelerated expansion. In this scenario,
called warm inflation (WI) [9–12], the universe would smoothly go into the radiation era
at the end of inflation, with little to no need for an additional preheating/reheating period,
whose dominant mechanism is still unknown and challenging to be probed by current ob-
servational data. Also, the warm inflation picture provides a rich phenomenology in that
the cosmological observables can radically differ from what their cold inflation counterparts
predict. In particular, the tensor-to-scalar ratio r can be very low, of order 10−4 when WI
happens in the weak dissipative regime [13], while a very strong regime gives a striking result
of r ∼ 10−29 [14, 15], potentially excluding the presence of a stochastic gravitational wave
background produced during inflation within these models. Important physical aspects in the
WI framework, including the η-problem and the swampland conjectures, have been discussed
in the recent literature, see e.g. [14–22].

While the phenomenology of warm inflation is well established in the literature, the
observational viability of this class of models, in light of the available CMB data, still needs
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to be investigated more. Even if a particular WI model provides a good description of the
current observations, it is still being determined whether it is favored or disfavored over
cold inflation scenarios from the statistical point of view. Recent works have started to
investigate this issue [13, 23–25]; for instance, in [26], a full numerical analysis was carried
out to study models characterized by quartic and sextic power-law potentials. The results
show consistency with the allowed region in ns − r plane, where ns is the spectral index.

This work investigates which behavior of the dissipation coefficient Υ that realizes the
energy conversion process is preferred when the full Planck CMB data is considered. Through
a Bayesian selection analysis, we also compare the theoretical predictions of the corresponding
WI model with the well-studied Starobinsky inflation. In our analysis, we assume the quartic
potential V (ϕ) = λϕ4/4 and consider four forms for Υ, characterizing the most typical
models studied in the literature, with motivations that range from concrete particle physics
backgrounds to more phenomenological ones [19]. Some Υ forms are well-motivated within
the standard particle physics formalism, such as the one proposed in [27], in which the
dissipation coefficient is given by Υ ∝ T , with T being the temperature of the thermal bath.
Constructions within extensions of the standard model were also proposed in the past years
[17, 28, 29], so that, depending on the potential chosen, the very strong regime of dissipation
is possible.

Our objective here is twofold: first, we shall obtain updated constraints on the models
investigated in [23, 24, 26] by considering the most recent Planck 2018+lensing data, as
well as the impact of CMB B-mode polarizations, as estimated by the latest release of the
BICEP/Keck Array observatories [4]. This allows us to obtain additional constraints on
the inflation scenarios to determine each model’s dissipation range. Second, we employ a
Bayesian statistical criterion to determine the preferred dissipation form by data, guiding
our model building within warm inflation and our approach to future data. The results of
the model selection also allow us to compare the observational viability of the WI scenarios
with the well-established Starobinsky model, providing a clear benchmark for our findings.

The work is organized as follows. In sec. 2 we summarize the idea of warm inflation,
while in Sec. 3 we briefly discuss the models investigated. Sec. 4 is devoted to the methods
used to solve each model and to implement them into the numerical code. In Sec. 5 we
describe the data sets used in the statistical analysis, while Sec. 6 presents our results.
Finally, in Sec. 7, we present our considerations and perspectives for future works.

2 Warm inflation

During the slow-roll regime, the inflaton field is coupled to degrees of freedom that drive
the production of radiation through dissipation. This can be represented by a dissipation
coefficient Υ present in the equations of motion, characterizing an interaction between fields
as

ϕ̈+ 3Hϕ̇+ V,ϕ = −Υϕ̇ (2.1)

ρ̇r + 4Hρr = Υϕ̇2 (2.2)

3H2M2
p =

ϕ̇2

2
+ V (ϕ) + ρr (2.3)

where Mp ≡ 1√
8πG

is the reduced Planck mass, while H = ȧ
a is the Hubble parameter, with a

dot denoting a derivative with respect to cosmic time. The slow-roll regime is determined in
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the same manner as in the usual cold inflation, with the difference that, due to the presence
of the dissipative term, the slow-roll parameters are redefined as

ϵw =
ϵV

1 +Q
, ηw =

ηV
1 +Q

, (2.4)

with ϵV and ηV being the usual cold inflation slow-roll parameters, ϵV ≡ M2
p (V,ϕ/V )2/2, and

ηV ≡ M2
pV,ϕϕ/V respectively, while Q represents the ratio between the rates of dissipation

and the expansion of the universe

Q ≡ Υ

3H
. (2.5)

This is an important quantity, since it characterizes the regime in which warm inflation will
happen. For Q ≪ 1, we have the weak dissipative regime, while the strong regime is realized
by Q ≫ 1. Furthermore, the slow-roll approximations in the warm inflation picture generally
assume that thermalization of the radiation bath is achieved rapidly, such that its energy
density is almost constant, and that the potential energy still dominates the energy content of
the universe. As a result, the ratio of the temperature T and H must obey T/H > 1 in order

for warm inflation to be characterized. Also, we have defined g̃ = π2g⋆
30 , with g⋆ = 106.75

being the number of relativistic degrees of freedom in the early universe [30]. The equations
of motion in the slow-roll regime will then become

3H(1 +Q)ϕ̇+ V,ϕ ≃ 0, (2.6)

ρr ≃ g̃T 4, (2.7)

H2 ≃ V

3M2
p

. (2.8)

The inflaton energy density is still dominating during warm inflation, but as the process goes
on, the dissipation of the field that leads to the increase in temperature will also increase the
amount of radiation energy density, so that when inflation ends, depending on the dissipation
regime, the universe might be in a state of radiation domination. As a result of dissipative
effects, the observational quantities are expected to change as well. The primordial power
spectrum is modified with the addition of extra terms as [31–33]

∆2
R(k/k⋆) = PR,c

(
1 + 2nBE,⋆ +

2
√
3πQ⋆√

3 + 4πQ⋆

T⋆

H⋆

)
G(Q⋆) (2.9)

where PR,c ≡
(

H2
⋆

2πϕ̇⋆

)2
and nBE,⋆ =

1
eH⋆/T⋆+1

, where the subscript ⋆ corresponds to quantities

measured at the CMB scale that leaves the horizon during inflation. G(Q⋆) results from the
coupling between inflaton and radiation perturbations, being dependent on the dissipation
coefficient and the potential that is considered and determined numerically. We note that
the prefactor of Eq. (2.9) represents the cold inflation result, meaning that, in general, the
extra terms can amplify the spectrum. Since there are no direct couplings between the tensor
modes and the radiation bath, the tensor power spectrum has its usual form

∆2
T =

2H2

π2M2
p

. (2.10)

From these quantities, one can determine the well-known spectral index ns and tensor-to-
scalar ratio r as

ns − 1 =
d ln∆2

R(k/k⋆)

d ln(k/k⋆)
, r =

∆2
T

∆2
R
, (2.11)
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constrained by the Planck collaboration as ns = 0.9645± 0.0042, while the amplitude of the
primordial spectrum is estimated as log(1010As) = 3.044 ± 0.014, at the pivot scale k⋆ =
0.05 Mpc−1, both at 68% (C.L.). When tensor fluctuations are considered, the ΛCDM+r
model gives the upper limit on the tensor-to-scalar ratio as r < 0.056 [34], if Planck data
is combined with the BICEP/Keck Array CMB B-mode polarization measurements from
the 2015 observation season (BK15). On the other hand, more recent data from the 2018
observation season (BK18) imposes an even more strict upper bound on r, of r < 0.036
[4], reinforcing the smallness of primordial tensor perturbations. Consequently, these limits
become crucial to restrict the parameter space of many potential models, including warm
inflation ones, which generally allow for a very small tensor-to-scalar ratio.

3 The quartic warm inflation model

It is well known that the potential given by

V (ϕ) =
λ

4
ϕ4, (3.1)

is no longer supported by current CMB data as an inflationary model, when the simplest
picture of a minimally-coupled, cold inflation scenario is considered. However, when inter-
actions of the inflaton with environmental fields are non-negligible, a significant change in
the description of the model is perceived, such that the predictions at the ns − r level can
be concordant with the most recent Planck restrictions. Such interactions are often modeled
by the presence of a dissipation coefficient Υ, that describes the microphysics involved and
generally depends on the couplings of the inflaton with the relevant fields in the thermal bath
[28]. The temperature and field dependence of Υ can be expressed in a more general manner
by the following expression

Υ = CΥT
pϕcM1−p−c, (3.2)

for constants CΥ and M .
Below, we briefly describe the most studied forms so far in the literature, as discussed

in [19, 35]:

• Υ = CC
T 3

ϕ2 : This form is motivated by supersymmetric arguments. Here, the inflaton
interacts with superfields that subsequently decay into radiation, in the so-called two-
stage mechanism [29], resulting in the ‘low-temperature’ regime of WI. Also, it was
shown recently that WI can be realized if the inflaton has an axion-like coupling to
Yang-Mills gauge fields [36]. In this case, the friction of the inflaton’s motion comes
from topological transitions between different vacua, which increase with temperature.
This scenario renders a dissipation coefficient that scales with T 3 in the limit of a small
inflaton mass.

• Υ = CLT : The most solid motivation for this coefficient comes from considering the
inflaton as a pseudo Nambu-Goldstone boson, arising from the relative phase between
two complex scalars which collectively break a U(1) gauge symmetry [27]. The scalars
are then coupled to fermionic degrees of freedom, which all possess an interchange
symmetry that protects the inflaton mass from large thermal corrections. In the high
temperature limit, the dissipation coefficient takes a linear dependence on the heat bath
temperature.
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• Υ = CI
ϕ2

T : Similar to the mechanism of [27], the authors in [18] considered a direct
coupling of the symmetry breaking scalars with two other complex scalar fields, instead
of fermions. As a consequence of the distinct statistical nature of the coupled fields, the
dissipation coefficient acquires an inverse dependence on the temperature, when con-
sidering the leading thermal contributions to the masses of the auxiliary particles. This
behaviour is particularly interesting since, as showed in [18], the inflationary dynamics
can occur in the strong dissipative regime (Q ≫ 1), while producing perturbations
consistent with CMB observations.

• Υ = CHH: A dissipation proportional to the Hubble rate has been applied in the
context of energy exchange in the universe’s dark sectors (see e.g [37, 38]). Also, it has
recently been used in studies relating dissipation effects with effective viscosities [39].
In the WI picture, it produces analytical expressions, since the dissipation parameter
Q is effectively constant, and can be regarded as a phenomenological approach [19].

The general phenomenology of these models was discussed in recent literature. In [19],
the discussion is centered around the capability of these forms for Υ in light of the proposed
swampland conjectures within warm inflation. In essence, the conjectures are easily satisfied
if inflation takes place in the strong dissipative regime, which, in the case of the quartic
potential, is not allowed for every Υ, as in most cases the ns − r data usually indicates a
preference for a weak regime.

Conversely, a more concrete answer in terms of recent robust cosmological data is still
poorly provided. Only a few works have dealt with a full CMB analysis of these models.
In [24, 26], the authors analyzed the quartic model for Υ = CC

T 3

ϕ2 and Υ = CLT , with
Planck 2015 data, finding an indication for the weak dissipative regime. Similar results are
found in [23], where they focused on the linear dissipative coefficient. However, none of these
analyses compare the observational viability of the WI scenarios with other well-established
cold inflation models. Moreover, the recent release from CMB B-mode polarization data from
the BICEP/Keck Array telescopes has imposed severe constraints on well-known inflationary
models. Therefore, we shall run an updated analysis of the models discussed previously, as
well as including the inverse and ∝ H dissipative coefficients into this discussion, in order to
estimate what order of dissipation during inflation is allowed, as well as the overall preference
by the current cosmological data.

An initial estimation can be obtained by comparing the inflationary parameters with
current CMB constraints. Figure 1 shows the spectral index ns as a function of dissipative
ratio at horizon crossing Q⋆ for the three Υ considered. The curves are compared with
the 68% limit on ns obtained by Planck. A common feature among the models is that the
weak dissipative regime is in excellent agreement with the favored region, although the linear
(Υ ∝ T ), inverse (Υ ∝ T−1) models and especially the Υ ∝ H one allow for a initial strong
regime, as Q ∼ 1. This is a good indication that the models at hand can reproduce the data
quite well, motivating a direct comparison with robust data, to extract more properties of
each model.

4 Methods

In order to numerically implement these models, it is necessary to know the behavior of the
primordial spectra (2.9) and (2.10) as function of scale k. In the standard model, both ∆2

R
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Figure 1. The spectral index ns as a function of Q⋆ for the three models investigated in this work,
namely a quartic potential with a dissipative coefficient with cubic (purple curve), linear (blue curve),
inverse (green curve) dependence on the temperature, as well as the one given by Υ ∝ H (black
curve). To plot these curves, we fixed N⋆ = 60, while the horizontal band corresponds to the 68%
confidence level limits on ns imposed by Planck data.

and ∆2
T are parameterized as functions of k and are given by straight lines (in the absence

of running) tilted by the scalar and tensor spectral indices ns and nt, respectively:

∆2
R = As

(
k

k⋆

)ns−1

, ∆2
T = At

(
k

k⋆

)nt

. (4.1)

In the WI framework, this can be done by integrating the equation of motion for Q as a
function of k. In the slow-roll regime of the quartic potential, ϕ(Qk) is easily achieved, such
that Q(k) becomes the only quantity we should know in order to characterize the behavior
of each model.

Thus, we parameterize ∆2
R(k/k⋆) and ∆2

T (k/k⋆) as a function of scale through an ex-
ternal script. Then the Code for Anisotropies in the Microwave Background (CAMB) Boltz-
mann solver [40, 41] reads each realization of the spectrum and compute the coefficients of
the CMB spectra. We choose k = 0.05Mpc−1 as representing the pivot scale that leaves the
horizon at some e-fold number N⋆ = ln a⋆ before the end of inflation. To estimate N⋆ for each
model, we follow [42], with the assumption that the end of inflation is immediately followed
by the radiation era, so that aend

areh
= 1. Additionally, considering that entropy is conserved

throughout cosmic history, one eventually arrives at the expression

k⋆
a0H0

= e−N⋆

(
43

11g⋆

)1/3 T0

Tend

H⋆

H0
. (4.2)

We include the numerical computation of N⋆ into our code, so the number of e-folds has now
a Q⋆ dependence. We bring here as an example the WI scenario done in [14], in which a
model in the strong regime was implemented. In that setting, due to the high dissipative
terms, the pivot scale leaves the horizon at around N⋆ ≃ 48; we then expect that in the weak
regime a larger N⋆ will be needed when we consider Eq. (4.2).
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To compare the different dissipation coefficients considered above in light of recent
CMB data, we compute the Bayesian evidence for each case. Given a model M1 with a
set of parameters θ, the evidence is calculated as the average of the likelihood function L(θ)
under the prior probability p(θ|M) [43–46]:

Z =

∫
ΩM

L(θ)p(θ|M)dθ . (4.3)

In the above equation, the integral is performed over the parameter space ΩM for
a specific model. The difference of the logarithm of the evidences is given by the Bayes’
factor lnBij ≡ lnZi − lnZj . Thus, a positive/negative lnB favors/disfavors the model i
in comparison with model j [47]. A manner of comparing two different models is to use
the so-called Jeffreys’ scale [43, 48], in which the lnBij computed can take the values < 1
(inconclusive), 1− 2.5 (weak), 2.5− 5 (moderate) and > 5 (strong), as evidences for/against
a proposed model, if the sign is positive/negative.

5 Observational data

As discussed earlier, for each dissipation coefficient, the viable range of Q⋆ for which there
is concordance with the ns − r Planck constraints will be different. This result has a direct
implication on which dissipative regime warm inflation can happen, with consequences on
the particle production regime. We implement the models considered in the CAMB code
and use their output to perform a statistical analysis by the Monte Carlo Markov Chain
(MCMC) approach, through the cobaya code [49, 50], in which the necessary likelihoods
and data sets are implemented. In particular, we take the recent TTTEEE HiLLiPoP high-
ℓ likelihood [51] 2, together with the low-multipole Commander for TT modes [52] and the
LoLLiPoP one for EE modes 3. Furthermore, we combine this with the PR4 release for the
CMB lensing potential [53]. Since warm inflationary models usually predict a very low tensor-
to-scalar ratio, we also consider further constraints from CMB lensed B-mode polarization
data from the BICEP/Keck Array collaboration, from the recent 2018 observation season [4].
Its combination with Planck data has put severe limits on the ns − r confidence region (see
the Fig. 5 on [4], also [54, 55]); as a result, these data have become crucial in excluding the
parameter space of inflationary parameters, therefore also excluding a wide range of possible
models.

In the models investigated, due to the simplicity of the potential, the only additional
parameter included in the analysis is the dissipative ratio Q⋆, computed at horizon crossing;
the other cosmological parameters are essentially the same as the ΛCDM model, namely the
baryon and dark matter desnty parameters (Ωbh

2,Ωch
2), the amplitude of the primordial

scalar power spectrum As, the optical depth τ , the scalar spectral index ns, and the ratio
between the sound horizon and the angular distance at decoupling θ. Finally, the evidence
of each model will be computed through the MCEvidence code [56], which can compute the
Bayesian evidence of a given model from the generated MCMC chains [57], while the mean
values of the parameters and confidence contour plots are obtained through the GetDist code
[58].

1By model we refer to a specific form of the dissipation coefficient, while always considering the quartic
potential.

2https://github.com/planck-npipe/hillipop
3https://github.com/planck-npipe/lollipop
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Cubic coefficient Linear coefficient Inverse coefficient ∝ H coefficient

Parameter mean mean mean mean

PR4+BK18

Ωbh
2 0.02230± 0.00012 0.02222± 0.00012 0.02218± 0.00011 0.02215± 0.00011

Ωch2 0.11839± 0.00080 0.11964± 0.00087 0.12021± 0.00077 0.12042± 0.00084

100θ 1.04091± 0.00024 1.04077± 0.00025 1.04071± 0.00024 1.04073± 0.00026

τ 0.0608± 0.0059 0.0580± 0.0057 0.0563± 0.0056 0.0555± 0.0058

ln(1010As) 3.049± 0.012 3.044± 0.011 3.041± 0.012 3.040± 0.011

log10 Q⋆ −2.32+0.50
−0.33 −2.11+0.80

−1.2 −1.9+1.1
−1.2 −1.4+1.1

−1.7

H∗
0 [Km/s/Mpc] 67.87± 0.37 67.31+0.37

−0.41 67.06± 0.35 66.98± 0.37

χ2
min 31124.3 31124.7 31126.2 31127.3

lnB −4.133 −0.779 −1.656 −2.187

Table 1. The estimates at 68% confidence level (C.L.) for the cosmological parameters, when Planck
TTTEEE+lensing+BK18 data is considered for the quartic potential model. From left to right, the
columns show the results for the cubic, linear, inverse and ∝ H dissipation coefficients. The ⋆ indicates
a derived parameter. At the bottom, we show the values for the χ2 and Bayes factor estimates, when
compared to Starobinsky inflation.

6 Results

The results of our analyses are shown in Table 1 and in fig. 2. For the cubic dissipation model
(Υ ∝ T 3), we found log10Q⋆ = −2.32+0.50

−0.33, with central value corresponding to Q⋆ = 0.0045,
well into the weak dissipative regime. From fig. 1, we note that such value is compatible
with the current constraints on the spectral index, ns = 0.9685. It is noticeable how our
estimate on log10Q⋆ is consistent with the one found in [24]. As for the other cosmological
parameters, our estimates are consistent with the standard model.

For the model with linear dissipation (Υ ∝ T ), the results are quite similar. As the model
allows for a higher dissipative level in agreement with the ns constraints, when compared to
the cubic one, we expect that the estimates will reflect that. We find log10Q⋆ = −2.11+0.80

−1.2 ,
with significantly higher uncertainty with respect to the cubic model. The ns−r limits allow
the beginning of a strong regime (Q ∼ 1) at 2σ level, but the weak dissipative regime ends
up becoming more favorable as a better description, as we have Q⋆ = 0.008.

For the inverse dissipative model (Υ ∝ T−1), we obtain log10Q⋆ = −1.9+1.1
−1.2. A general

result is that the weak dissipative regime is favored, even if the model allows for a higher Q⋆.
Finally, for a model where Υ ∝ H, which results in a constant Q, we find log10Q⋆ = −1.4+1.1

−1.7,
again consistent with the weak regime, but still being the highest Q⋆ estimated, of around
Q⋆ ≃ 0.04.

The Bayes’ factors for each model are displayed in Table 1. Taking the approach of
[34], we compute lnB for each coefficient in comparison with the predictions of standard cold
Starobinsky inflation, since, as detailed in the Planck analysis, it provides the best fit to their
data among the models considered there. According to Jeffreys’ scale, there is an apparent
evidence against the quartic warm inflation with a cubic dissipation coefficient. On the other
hand, we notice an inconclusive result for the model with linear dissipation with respect
to Starobinsky inflation. Finally, for the models given by the inverse and ∝ H dissipation
coefficients, we find a weak evidence against these models in comparison with the reference
one, models which also provide the worst fits to data, as seen by their χ2 values.
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Figure 2. Normalized posteriors and confidence contours for the WI models earlier considering the
PR4+BK18 data sets.

Since the tensor-to-scalar ratio always tends to very low values in warm inflation, we
suspect that this result is a consequence of a better fit to the tensor power spectrum, since
BK18 data is considered. We illustrate this in fig. 3, where we show the best fit of the models
to the B-mode polarization spectrum of the CMB. While all models show a good agreement
with the data, it is noticeable how distinct they are at lower multipoles, reinforcing the
importance of future data from surveys such as LiteBIRD [59–61] designed to search for low-
multipole E-modes and primordial B-modes. This is especially important for models such as
warm inflationary ones, which predict a typically low tensor-to-scalar ratio, as such data will
be able to start distinguishing classes of models, as well as different dissipative regimes.
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Figure 3. CMB B-mode power spectra for the WI models investigated in this work. The data points
corresponds to the BICEP/Keck Array (BK18) estimates, also used in our numerical analysis.

7 Conclusions

Although current CMB observations are consistent with an early inflationary epoch, knowing
more about the exact mechanism that drove the accelerated expansion of the universe and
the subsequent reheating era is necessary. In this context, the warm inflationary framework
is an interesting idea seeking a more unified explanation of the early universe’s dynamics that
may also reconcile some of the simplest and best-motivated inflaton potentials with current
CMB data.

In this work, we focused on the impact of the dissipation coefficient Υ that drives
the decay of the inflaton field into radiation in the preference of a given model with data.
By assuming the simple quartic potential, we tested four different functional forms for Υ
against updated Planck CMB likelihoods combined with the most recent data from the
BICEP/Keck Array collaboration, focused on the search for CMB B-modes. As each model
furnishes a particular phenomenology, our results reflect these particularities, whether in the
cosmological parameter estimates or its preference against a reference model. Our analysis
found that the model given by a linear dependence of Υ on the temperature seems to be
preferred, with an inconclusive Bayes factor compared to standard Starobinsky inflation.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that a crucial aspect of this kind of study is the com-
putation of the primordial power spectra for warm inflationary models. This has been a
recent topic of research [62, 63], and its correct calculation has profound implications on ob-
servational predictions, from CMB constraints to post-inflationary phenomena, such as the
generation of gravitational waves [64–66]. This description will become even more important
as upcoming data from future collaborations are expected to restrict the parameter space so
that some of the current viable models will be excluded.
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