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We present the spectrum of ns constraints from current CMB data (Planck, ACT, SPT-3G) com-
bined with DESI BAO data, and highlight the interplay of ns with the optical depth to reionization
τ . The spectral index ns of the primordial power spectrum provides a window into early universe,
and constraints on ns play an important role in discriminating early universe models such as models
of cosmic inflation. Historically constrained by cosmic microwave background (CMB) experiments,
the constraints on ns shift upward when CMB data is combined with the latest baryon acoustic
oscillation (BAO) data from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument (DESI). Recent work ex-
plained the origin of this and the relation to the BAO-CMB tension between CMB experiments
and DESI BAO, and as a case study presented constraints on ns from the combination of Atacama
Cosmology Telescope (ACT) DR6 data and DESI DR2 data. Here we present constraints from
Planck (PR3 and PR4), ACT, the South Pole Telescope (SPT), and the combination of all three
CMB experiments, CMB-SPA, with and without DESI DR2 BAO data, and with and without CMB
lensing data. In all cases the constraint on ns is shifted upwards when DESI is included, with the
largest shift exhibited by ACT. This is accompanied by a commensurate shift in the constraint on
the optical depth to reionization τ , which is again greatest for ACT. When CMB data are combined
into CMB-SPA and combined with DESI the ns constraint disfavors at more than 2σ the inflation
models preferred by Planck alone, such as Higgs, Starobinsky, and exponential α-attractors, in fa-
vor of other models, such as polynomial α-attractors. This work motivates the further study of the
tension between CMB and DESI BAO data, and of the rich interplay between ns and τ .

I. INTRODUCTION

The spectral index ns connects the ΛCDM cosmolog-
ical model to the primordial universe. Accordingly, ns

is a powerful discriminator of models of cosmic inflation.
This is evidenced by a flurry of model building activity
(c.f. [1–58]) following the result from the Atacama Cos-
mology Telescope [59] and South Pole Telescope [60] that
the latest CMB data combined with the latest Baryon
Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) data from the Dark Energy
Spectroscopic Survey [61] disfavor at greater than 2σ the
inflation models that were taken to be the benchmark
models of future CMB experiments such as CMB-S4 and
LiteBIRD [62], namely the Starobinsky model, Higgs in-
flation, and exponential α-attractor models, in favor of
other models.

Ref. [63] explained the shifting landscape of ns con-
straints in terms of the tension between CMB and DESI
BAO data sets, termed the BAO-CMB tension. The
CMB experiments exhibit varying but mild tension with
DESI [60]: 2.0σ for Planck, 3.1σ for ACT, 2.5σ for SPT,
3.7σ for SPT+ACT, and 2.8σ for SPT+Planck+ACT
(“CMB-SPA”). Ref. [63] demonstrated that ns is corre-
lated with the BAO parameters in the fit of ΛCDM to
CMB data. This leads to a shift in ns when CMB and
DESI data are combined despite the BAO-CMB tension.

In this work, we consider the full suite of latest CMB
experiments including Planck, ACT, SPT, and their com-
bination, CMB-SPA. We present constraints on ns and

the BAO parameters, rdh and Ωm, with and without
DESI DR2 BAO, and with and without CMB lensing.
We present the first constraints from SPT primary CMB
combined with DESI, the first constraints from SPT,
CMB lensing, and DESI, using the multifrequency SPT
likelihood, and the first constraints from CMB-SPA, with
and without DESI, using the multifrequency (not lite)
ACT likelihood.

We find that all CMB experiments exhibit a correla-
tion between ns and BAO parameters rdh and Ωm, with
a strength that tracks the relative sensitivity to large an-
gular scales. All CMB experiments, alone and in the
combination CMB-SPA, exhibit a shift in ns when com-
bined with DESI. The largest shift in posterior mean is
exhibited by ACT, which can be anticipated, since ACT
has the largest tension with DESI [60]. On the other
hand, Planck has the smallest uncertainty on ns. When
ACT and SPT are combined with Planck into CMB-SPA
and combined with DESI, this gives a constraint on ns

that disfavors the Higgs, Starobinsky, and exponential α-
attractor inflation models at greater than 2σ, consistent
with [60].

These results indicate that the BAO-CMB tension is
the driving force behind shifts in ns when CMB and DESI
BAO data are combined. This motivates further investi-
gation of the source of the BAO-CMB tension, and fur-
ther experimental efforts to improve the sensitivity to ns.

We note that while CMB B-modes are often thought
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to be the “Holy Grail” [64] of inflation1), many well mo-
tivated inflation models predict a tensor-to-scalar ratio
that falls far below the threshold for next generation
CMB experiments (see e.g. [66–68]). These models would
be more directly tested by precision measurements of ns

and by the running αs [66, 69, 70]. Thus it may well
be that ns, and αs, continue to lead the way in testing
models of cosmic inflation.

II. DATA SETS AND METHODOLOGY

Our analysis will make use of the following CMB data
sets:

• Atacama Cosmology Telescope (ACT): ACT DR6
primary CMB 2 [59]. Following the ACT conven-
tion, when analysing ACT we include the Planck
low-ℓ EE sroll2 likelihood.

• South Pole Telescope (SPT): SPT-3G D1, 3 [60,
71, 72]. Following the SPT convention (see §VII C
and Appendix I in [60] for details) when analysing
SPT data we impose a Gaussian prior on the optical
depth to reionization τ corresponding to the con-
straint from Planck PR4 τ = 0.051±0.006 [60, 73].

• Planck, specifically the 2018 primary CMB and
lensing data based on the plik PR3 likelihood [74]
and PR4 NPIPE likelihood.

• CMB-SPA: the combination of the SPT-3G D1
SPTlite likelihood [72], ACT DR6 (full multifre-
quency likelihood), Planck PR4 data with multi-
pole cuts ℓ < 1000 for temperature and ℓ < 600 for
polarization, and the Planck sroll2 EE likelihood.
This combination differs from that studied in [60]
in several ways: the use of the full ACT likelihood,
the use of Planck PR4 in place of Planck PR34, and
the use of the sroll2 in place of a Gaussian prior
on τ .

In each case we restrict to primary CMB (temperature
and polarization) power spectra with CMB lensing used
only when explicitly stated; the impact of lensing will be
considered in Sec. V.

We use BAO data from the DESI DR2 [76]. We express
the BAO constraints are expressed in the plane of rdh and

1 See [65] for an alternative view.
2 https://act.princeton.edu/act-[]dr6-[]data-[]products
3 https://pole.uchicago.edu/public/Home.html, https:

//github.com/SouthPoleTelescope/spt_candl_data
4 Though we note the recent detailed analysis Ref. [75], which
demonstrates the relative insensitivity of cosmological parameter
constraints to the choice of Planck likelihood when Planck is
combined with other CMB data sets.

Ωm, and note that this choice is is a lossless compression
of the BAO data in the context of ΛCDM (see [63] for a
discussion).

We perform Markov Chain Monte Carlo analyses of
the above data sets using Cobaya [77]5, and use GetDist
[78]6 to analyze and plot the results. We assess conver-
gence of MCMC chains using a Gelman-Rubin statistic
and impose a convergence criterion R− 1 < 0.01.

We use publicly available MCMC chains when possible,
namely for Planck PR3 alone, ACT DR6 alone, and the
P-ACT combination of Planck and ACT. We perform
independent MCMC analyses in all cases including DESI
and in all cases including SPT.

III. CONSTRAINTS ON ns FROM CMB AND
DESI

Our primary science results are shown in Fig. 1 and
Tab. I, where we show the posterior distributions and pa-
rameter constraints from CMB data and from CMB data
combined with DESI DR2 BAO. The DESI constraints
on rdh and Ωm are shown by grey shaded bands.

We compare the ns constraints with the predictions of
the Starobinsky, Higgs, and α-attractor inflation models,
which predict [40]

ns = 1− 2

N∗
, (1)

where N∗ is the number of efolds before the end of the
inflation that the CMB pivot scale exited the horizon.
We take N∗ = [50, 60], corresponding to a range in ns of
[0.9600, 0.9667]. This range of ns is indicated in Fig. 1
by pink bands.

A. Constraints on ns from CMB data

We first focus on the CMB only results. We stress
that ACT, SPT, and Planck data are all in excellent
agreement, in the context of ΛCDM and in extensions
[59, 60, 79]. All three experiments are compatible with
the prediction for ns made by Starobinsky, Higgs, and
α-attractor inflation models as indicated by pink bands
in Fig. 1.

Planck places the tightest constraint on ns, while SPT
places a significantly looser constraint than either ACT
or Planck. This can in part be attributed to the limited
sky area (fsky ≈ 4%) of SPT (see also Fig. 2 of [60]).

5 https://github.com/CobayaSampler/cobaya/tree/master
6 https://github.com/cmbant/getdist

https://act.princeton.edu/act-dr6-data-products
https://pole.uchicago.edu/public/Home.html
https://github.com/SouthPoleTelescope/spt_candl_data
https://github.com/SouthPoleTelescope/spt_candl_data
https://github.com/CobayaSampler/cobaya/tree/master
https://github.com/cmbant/getdist
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FIG. 1. CMB constraints on ns and the BAO parameters rdh and Ωm. We consider CMB data from Planck PR4, ACT, SPT,
and the combination CMB-SPA, with and without DESI BAO data. (See Sec. II for the details of each dataset). In each case,
the inclusion of DESI leads to a shift in ns due to the correlation of ns with the BAO parameters in the fit to CMB data.

The combination of all three, CMB-SPA, largely tracks
the Planck constraint, albeit shifted away from DESI,
pulled mainly by ACT.

From Fig. 1, one may appreciate that all CMB exper-
iments, individually and in combination, exhibit a corre-
lation between ns and the BAO parameters rdh and Ωm.
As explained in [63], these correlations are inherited from
the partial degeneracy between ns and the physical mat-
ter density ωm ≡ Ωmh2. For example, a constraint on
ωm can be combined with a constraint on θs, the latter

being sensitive to the combination Ωmh3 [80] but inde-
pendent of ns, to jointly constrain Ωm = ω3

m/(Ωmh3)2,
resulting in an ns−Ωm degeneracy. The physical matter
density similarly impacts rd and h, and is inversely cor-
related with both of these, leading again to correlations
with ns.

The degree of correlation depends on the CMB exper-
iment. Paralleling the ns constraint, SPT exhibits the
weakest correlations while Planck exhibits the strongest.
These correlations arise from an interplay of the range of
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Data set ns rdh [Mpc] Ωm τ

DESI – 101.54± 0.73 0.2975± 0.0086 –

Planck 0.9638± 0.0040 99.16± 0.88 0.3149± 0.0070 0.0516± 0.0078

Planck + DESI 0.9690± 0.0035 100.90± 0.49 0.3014± 0.0037 0.0554± 0.0076

ACT 0.9666± 0.0076 96.5± 1.5 0.337± 0.013 0.0562+0.0053
−0.0063

ACT + DESI 0.9767± 0.0068 101.05± 0.55 0.2984± 0.0041 0.0636± 0.0064

SPT 0.948± 0.012 97.6± 2.1 0.328± 0.017 0.0506± 0.0059

SPT + DESI 0.955± 0.012 101.30± 0.56 0.2988± 0.0042 0.0529± 0.0059

CMB-SPA 0.9693± 0.0029 98.90± 0.72 0.3151± 0.0057 0.0557± 0.0036

CMB-SPA + DESI 0.9737± 0.0025 100.59± 0.45 0.3021± 0.0034 0.0575± 0.0036

TABLE I. Constraints on the scalar spectral index ns, the BAO parameters rdh and Ωm from CMB experiments, and the
optical depth τ . The CMB datasets considered are CMB temperature and polarization power spectra from Planck PR4, ACT
DR6, SPT-3G DR1, and the “CMB-SPA” combination of SPT, Planck (ℓ < 1000 for TT and ℓ < 600 for EE and TE), and
ACT, without lensing. See Sec. II for the detailed implementation of each dataset.

angular scales probed by each experiment and the rela-
tive emphasis on temperature versus polarization set by
the noise levels. From Fig. 1 one may infer that exper-
iments focusing on progressively smaller angular scales
tend to exhibit reduced correlations between these pa-
rameters.

This trend can be understood from two physical ef-
fects: (1) radiation driving of CMB acoustic oscillations
[81, 82], and (2) gravitational lensing. Radiation driving
is sensitive to the physical matter density ωm = Ωmh2,
but the constraining power, and the degeneracy with ns,
primarily comes from large angular scales. In contrast,
gravitational lensing, the imprint of gravitational lensing
on CMB temperature and polarization anisotropies, is
more important (makes a larger relative contribution to
the power spectrum) on smaller angular scales, provid-
ing a constraint on Ωmh2 that is relatively uncorrelated
with ns. The net result of these two effects is a correla-
tion between ns and the BAO parameters Ωm and rdh
that depends on the relative sensitivity to large vs. small
angular scales.

B. Constraints on ns from CMB+DESI

We now turn to constraints when CMB data is com-
bined with DESI BAO data, discussing each of Planck,
ACT, SPT, and CMB-SPA in turn. We again refer
to Fig. 1 and Tab. I. We note that the combination
SPT+DESI, where SPT refers to the full SPT like-
lihood for primary CMB and without lensing, differs
from that reported in [60] where SPT+DESI refers to
SPT-lite+lensing+DESI. In Sec. V we will discuss the
impact of lensing data and present the first results from
the full SPT likelihood in combination with SPT lensing
data and DESI DR2 BAO data.

Given the degeneracy between the BAO parameters
and ns in the fit to CMB, and the tension between CMB

and DESI BAO data, one naturally expects that the com-
bined dataset of CMB+DESI will exhibit a shifted ns

constraint relative to that from CMB alone, as the BAO
parameters shift from their CMB-preferred value closer
to the DESI constraints, pulling ns along with them.

This expectation is borne out in Fig. 1, where one may
appreciate that for each of Planck, ACT, SPT, and the
combination CMB-SPA, the CMB+DESI constraint on
ns is shifted upwards relative to the CMB constraint.
ACT exhibits the largest shift in the central value of
ns, but the uncertainty σ(ns) = 0.0068, is such that
the ACT+DESI constraint remains compatible with the
Starobinsky, Higgs, and exponential α-attractor inflation
models. Comparing with SPT, we note that SPT exhibits
a smaller shift in ns, which can be understood from the
weaker correlation between ns and the BAO parameters,
however the upward shift from DESI acts to push the
SPT ns constraint towards the inflation model predic-
tions, since SPT favors a relatively lower value of ns than
ACT. In both the cases of SPT and ACT the inclusion of
DESI re-orients the ns-rdh and ns - Ωm contours, leading
to an overall decorrelation of ns and the BAO parameters
in the fit to the combined data set.

Planck exhibits the tightest correlation between ns

and the BAO parameters and the tightest constraint
on ns. On the other hand, Planck exhibits a relatively
mild (2.0σ) discrepancy with DESI. When combined with
DESI, the Planck ns shifts upwards, but remains compat-
ible with the Starobinsky, Higgs, and α-attractor infla-
tion models. The Planck data are constraining enough
that ns and the BAO parameters remain highly cor-
related even after including DESI, unlike for SPT and
ACT.

Finally, looking at CMB-SPA, shown in the bottom
row of Fig. 1, one can see the ns correlations in CMB-
SPA are very well aligned with Planck (which has the
most constraining power on ns) and with ACT. When
combined with DESI, the CMB-SPA constraints mirror
Planck and ACT, with an even smaller error bar on ns
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FIG. 2. Interplay with τ : CMB constraints on τ , the spectral index ns, and the BAO parameters rdh and Ωm. We consider
CMB data from Planck, ACT, SPT, and the combination CMB-SPA, with and without DESI BAO data. Paralling ns, in each
case, the inclusion of DESI leads to a shift in τ due to the correlation of τ with the BAO parameters in the fit to CMB data.

than Planck. As a result, the Starobinsky, Higgs, and
exponential α-attractor inflation models are disfavored
at more than 2σ.

IV. INTERPLAY OF ns AND τ

The role of τ in reconciling the tension between CMB
and BAO data has been studied in e.g. [83–86]. Here we
highlight the correlation with ns.

The spectral index ns is partially degenerate with the
optical depth to reionization, and constraints on these
two parameters have shifted in tandem as data sets have
evolved (see e.g. [87]). Physically this arises because an
increase in τ suppresses power particularly at high-ℓ, and
an increase in ns also suppresses power at high-ℓ. Addi-
tionally τ is tightly correlated with As, and As is in turn
tightly correlated with ns on large angular scales, adding
to the τ − ns degeneracy.

Fig. 2 shows the τ constraint and correlations with
ns and BAO parameters with and without DESI. Con-
straints on τ are given in the last column of Tab. I. From
this one may appreciate that the shifts in ns are accom-
panied by shifts in τ . The effect is most dramatic for
ACT, while Planck and CMB-SPA both exhibit a milder
(≈ 0.5σ) shift in τ in units of the constraint without
DESI. We note that “ACT” refers to ACT DR6 primary
CMB combined with Planck sroll2 low-ℓ EE. The differ-
ing shifts in τ for Planck vs. ACT highlight the important
role of Planck beyond low-ℓ EE in constraining τ when
Planck is combined with DESI.

Motivated by this, we perform a simple exercise: we
reanalyse ACT with sroll2 replaced by an artificial prior
on τ given by a Gaussian distribution of mean 0.11 and
standard deviation 0.011. The posterior distributions are
shown in Fig. 3. From this one may appreciate that an
artificial upward shift in τ can match the ACT+DESI ns

and shift BAO parameters to significantly overlap with
the ACT+DESI contours. Thus the influence of DESI
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FIG. 3. Influence of an artificial τ prior on ACT. The param-
eter shifts mirror that from the addition of DESI, and the ns

constraint matches identically.

can in large part be modeled as a prior on τ , despite
DESI itself playing no role in constraining τ .

While we do not claim that this prior on τ is phys-
ical, we note that constraints on τ are dependent on
the model of reionization, and in certain models τ can
be much larger than the CMB constraint, for example,
Ref. [88, 89] finds τ ∼ 0.1 in the population III.1 theory
for supermassive black hole (SMBH) formation.

V. THE ROLE OF CMB LENSING DATA

The analysis of the previous section focused on the pri-
mary CMB power spectra, namely the CMB temperature
and polarization anisotropies, but and did not include
the power spectrum of the reconstructed lensing poten-
tial. The reason for this choice was to allow for a simple
physical interpretation in terms of CMB physics, such as
radiation driving and gravitational lensing, and to avoid
the nuances of lensing reconstruction. Here we inves-
tigate quantitatively the role of CMB lensing-potential
power spectra in constraining the spectral index ns. Re-
sults are shown in Figures 4 and Tab. II.

In Fig. 4 we compare the constraints on ns, rdh, and
Ωm, from CMB data with and without the CMB lensing
likelihood included. Specifically we consider SPT and
the “P-ACT” combination of ACT and Planck ℓ < 1000
for TT and ℓ < 600 for polarization (see Ref. [59] for
details). We combine P-ACT with ACT DR6 lensing

data and we combine SPT with the SPT MUSE lensing
data [71]. We also consider the combination CMB-SPA
with lensing from both ACT and SPT.

From Fig. 4 one may appreciate that, for the case of P-
ACT, the addition of lensing makes a negligible change to
the ns and BAO parameter constraints, and the change
in contours is barely visible by eye.

In contrast, when SPT CMB data is analysed with
lensing included there is a significant reduction in the
uncertainty on the BAO parameters (see Tab. II), by a
factor of ≈ 2 for both rdh and Ωm, which increases the
relative tension with DESI. The inclusion of lensing also
leads to a relative de-correlation of BAO parameters with
ns, and a small but noticeable upward shift in ns.

To study the role of lensing in constraints when DESI is
included, we consider constraints from CMB+DESI with
and without CMB lensing, for the CMB data sets SPT
and CMB-SPA. The results are shown in the bottom rows
of Fig. 4 and Tab. II. From this one may appreciate that
the inclusion of CMB lensing data does not significantly
modify the ns constraints.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have endeavored to understand the
spectrum of ns constraints arising from CMB data in
combination with BAO data from DESI DR2. The sci-
ence results of this work can be summarized as follows:
In the context of the ΛCDM model,

• All CMB experiments exhibit a correlation between
ns and BAO parameters rdh and Ωm. The strength
of the correlation depends on the relative sensitivity
to large vs. small angular scales of each experiment.

• All CMB experiments exhibit a shift in ns when
CMB data is combined with DESI BAO. The
largest relative shift in ns occurs for ACT, driven
by the tension with DESI which is the largest of
the CMB experiments considered. When the CMB
experiments are combined into CMB-SPA, and to-
gether combined with DESI, the constraint on ns

disfavors the Starobinsky, Higgs, and exponential
α-attractor inflation models at > 2σ.

• The shifts in ns are accompanied by shifts in τ . The
shift in ns when ACT is combined with DESI can
be mimicked by imposing an artificial prior τ ∼ 0.1,
which is much larger than the Planck constraint.

• The inclusion of the CMB lensing data does
not significantly change the ns constraints from
CMB+DESI.

A natural question is the model dependence of these re-
sults. Indeed several models are able to ameliorate the



7

0.95

0.97

0.99

n
s

P-ACT

P-ACT P-ACT+lensing DESI DR2 ns = 1− 2
N∗

, N∗ = 50− 60

0.95

0.97

0.99

n
s

SPT

SPT SPT+lensing DESI DR2 ns = 1− 2
N∗

, N∗ = 50− 60

0.95

0.97

0.99

n
s

SPT+DESI

SPT+DESI SPT+lensing+DESI DESI DR2 ns = 1− 2
N∗

, N∗ = 50− 60

96 98 100 102

rdh [Mpc]

0.95

0.97

0.99

n
s

CMB-SPA+DESI

0.29 0.30 0.31 0.32 0.33 0.34

Ωm

CMB-SPA+DESI CMB-SPA+lensing+DESI DESI DR2 ns = 1− 2
N∗

, N∗ = 50− 60

0.95 0.97 0.99

ns

FIG. 4. Constraints with and without CMB lensing. We consider P-ACT, SPT, SPT+DESI, and CMB-SPA+DESI. The
inclusion of lensing makes a negligible change to the ns constraint. In the case of SPT, lensing lessens the correlation between
ns and BAO parameters, but removes most of the overlap with DESI and SPT contours, indicating an increase in the BAO
tension. This leads to a slight relative increase in ns when SPT is combined with DESI with CMB lensing included.
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Data set ns rdh [Mpc] Ωm τ

P-ACT 0.9709± 0.0038 99.49± 0.91 0.3117± 0.0071 0.0604+0.0055
−0.0065

P-ACT + lensing 0.9713± 0.0036 99.64± 0.82 0.3105± 0.0064 0.0604+0.0054
−0.0066

SPT 0.948± 0.012 97.6± 2.1 0.328± 0.017 0.0506± 0.0059

SPT+lensing 0.951± 0.011 97.9± 1.1 0.3247± 0.0091 0.0507± 0.0059

SPT + DESI 0.955± 0.012 101.30± 0.56 0.2988± 0.0042 0.0529± 0.0059

SPT+lensing+DESI 0.953± 0.012 100.84± 0.52 0.3023± 0.0039 0.0567± 0.0056

CMB-SPA + DESI 0.9737± 0.0025 100.59± 0.45 0.3021± 0.0034 0.0575± 0.0036

CMB-SPA+lensing + DESI 0.9730± 0.0026 100.28± 0.43 0.3044± 0.0033 0.0587± 0.0042

TABLE II. Cosmological parameter constraints with and without CMB lensing data. For P-ACT and P-ACT+lensing we use
the publicly available MCMC chains.

BAO-CMB tension [60], and each of these are favored
over ΛCDM at the 2 − 3σ level. The DESI data has
been intensely studied as possible evidence for dynam-
ical dark energy, and in particular the combination of
Planck and DESI DR2, in the w0wa model with broad
uniform priors on w0 and wa, gives a preference for dy-
namical dark energy at greater than 3σ. For a discussion
of prior dependence of the DESI evidence for dark energy
see e.g. [90–94]. The Planck+DESI constraint on ns in
the w0wa model, for various choices of priors, is given in
Tab. II of Ref. [90] and is given by ns = 0.9638± 0.0038
for broad uniform priors on w0 and wa, nearly identi-
cal from the ΛCDM constraint from Planck alone, and
in excellent agreement with the Starobinsky, Higgs, and
exponential α-attractor inflation models. This provides
an indication that the CMB+DESI constraint on ns is
entangled with the DESI evidence for dynamical dark
energy.

The model dependence of ns constraints can be com-
pared with that in resolutions to the the Hubble ten-
sion: When Planck data is combined with SDSS BAO,
Pantheon supernovae, redshift space distortions, and H0

from SH0ES (circa 2020), the constraint in ΛCDM is
ns = 0.9689 ± 0.0036, consistent with the result from
Planck alone, while in the Early Dark Energy proposal
to resolve the Hubble tension, the constraint on ns shifts
upward, to ns = 0.9854+0.0070

−0.0069 for the same data sets
[95, 96]. (For an analysis of EDE with ACT DR6, see
[97], and for CMB-SPA, see Ref. [98]). The situation
with Early Dark Energy and the Hubble tension is there-
fore the reverse as that presented here: it is the extension
to ΛCDM which drives the increase in ns.

We reiterate the importance of ns for the status of
inflation [37, 40, 63]: the spectral index ns has been
and continues to be a powerful test of inflation mod-
els. We again emphasize that many well motivated infla-
tion models predict a tensor-to-scalar ratio that falls be-
low the threshold for next generation CMB experiments,
and would be more directly tested by more precise mea-
surements of ns and the running αs [66, 69, 70]. This

fact, and the results of this paper, motivate the contin-
ued experimental effort to constrain ns. Looking to the
future, large scale structure experiments such as Euclid
[99] will dramatically improve the precision of BAO mea-
surements and therefore may play an important role in
determining the fate of ns. Future work is also needed to
include existing datasets, such as Dark Energy Survey,
into the analysis presented here, as well as current and
upcoming Lyman-α data

Finally, we note the reanalysis of DESI data performed
in [100, 101] may have important implications for con-
straints on ns.

We leave this and other interesting directions to future
work.
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Appendix A: Comparison of Planck PR3 and PR4
NPIPE

We repeat the analysis of Planck and Planck+DESI
for the Planck PR3 data using the plik likelihood. Pa-
rameter constraints are given in Tab. III.
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Data set ns rdh [Mpc] Ωm τ

Planck PR3 0.9649± 0.0044 98.9± 1.0 0.3166± 0.0084 0.0544+0.0070
−0.0081

Planck PR3 + DESI 0.9713± 0.0033 101.02± 0.51 0.3003± 0.0038 0.0582± 0.0080

Planck PR4 0.9638± 0.0040 99.16± 0.88 0.3149± 0.0070 0.0516± 0.0078

Planck PR4 + DESI 0.9690± 0.0035 100.90± 0.49 0.3014± 0.0037 0.0554± 0.0076

TABLE III. Comparison of Planck PR3 and PR4 with and without DESI.
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