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Abstract. We revise cosmological mass bounds on hadronic axions in low-reheating cos-
mological scenarios, with a reheating temperature TRH ≤ 100 MeV, in light of the latest
cosmological observations. In this situation, the neutrino decoupling would be unaffected,
while the thermal axion relic abundance is suppressed. Moreover, axions are colder in low-
reheating temperature scenarios, so that bounds on their abundance are possibly loosened.
As a consequence of these two facts, cosmological mass limits on axions are relaxed. Using
state-of-the-art cosmological data and characterizing axion-pion interactions at the lead-
ing order in chiral perturbation theory, we find in the standard case an axion mass bound
ma < 0.26 eV. However, axions with masses ma ' 1 eV, or heavier, would be allowed for
reheating temperatures TRH . 80 MeV. Multi-eV axions would be outside the mass sensi-
tivity of current and planned solar axion helioscopes and would demand new experimental
approaches to be detected.
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1 Introduction

Cosmological observations, including measurements of the cosmic microwave background
(CMB) anisotropies and of the distribution of large scale structures (LSS), are powerful
tools to constrain the cosmic history of the universe. These precision measurements pro-
vide stringent bounds on particle physics models that seek to account for the matter and
energy content of the observed Universe. In this context, a notable example is constituted by
neutrino masses for which one gets cosmological bounds that are at least one order of mag-
nitude more stringent than those obtained from laboratory searches [1–6]. The constraining
potential of cosmological measurements has been subsequently applied to the case of other
low-mass relics [7]. In this context, a case that has been studied for more than a decade
is constituted by axion hot dark matter [8]. The analysis of axion mass bounds has been
performed by different groups using an updated set of cosmological data [9–16] for hadronic
axions models, most notably the Kim-Shifman-Vainshtein-Zakharov (KSVZ) axions [17, 18],
where the QCD axion coupling to Standard Model fermions is negligible, since it vanishes at
tree level. In particular, the latest analysis including the Planck 2018 data and the Baryon
Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) measurements allows one to set a bound ma < 0.192 eV at 95%
C.L [19]. It has been also predicted that future cosmological surveys, like EUCLID would im-
prove the sensitivity to axion mass bound, reaching ma ∼ 0.15 eV [15] which would be nicely
complementary with the reach of the future laboratory experiments, like IAXO [20]. More
recently the cosmological mass bounds have been considered also for models in which axions
have a non negligible coupling with the electrons, like the Dine-Fischler-Srednicki-Zhitnisky
(DFSZ) model [21, 22]. In this scenario, in [23] it has been shown that using the latest
Planck and BAO data one would get a bound ma . 0.2 eV when the axion-pion coupling is
maximal. However, constraints on ma may be significantly relaxed and possibly vanish if the
axion-pion coupling is small. Furthermore, we note that future CMB experiments like CMB-
S4 will open a new observational window on axions through their sensitivity to the effective
number of relativistic degrees of freedom Neff [24–26]. In the case of the QCD axion, this
would allow to probe the region of masses ma ∼ O(few) meV, or even smaller, depending on
the particular realization of the model [24].
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The tight cosmological mass bounds are competitive with, and often stronger than,
those obtained from stellar energy loss arguments, and from direct laboratory experiments
(see [27] for a recent review). However, a fundamental questions is to assess how robust
they are with respect to variations of the cosmological model. In this context, a common
assumption about the history of the Universe is that its expansion was driven by relativistic
particles at early epochs. This radiation-dominated era usually arises as a result of the
thermalization of the decay products of a massive particle, a process called reheating. In
the standard cosmological model, it is assumed that there was only one such an event,
right after primordial inflation, and that it occurred at very large temperatures. However,
we cannot a priori exclude that there was more than one of such an event, and that the
last reheating episode occurred at much lower temperature than those usually associated
to inflation. From a strictly observational point of view, the reheating temperature can be
bounded from below using measurements of primordial element abundances and observations
of the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB). Previous analyses have shown the lower bound
on the reheating temperature to be O(1 MeV) [28–33]. Therefore, it is still possible that
unstable non-relativistic particles, other than the inflaton, were responsible of more than one
reheating processes at different times in the evolution of the Universe, leading to a series
of matter and radiation-dominated phases. In these low-reheating scenarios [34–36], our
Universe could have reheated to a temperature as low as few MeV, postponing the beginning
of the radiation-dominated epoch. The cosmological consequences of this model concerning
dark matter production and baryogenesis have been widely explored (see, e.g. [37]). In
particular, the consequences on non-thermal cold dark matter axion production and detection
has been studied [38–41]. Low-reheating temperature would have also an impact on the
decoupling of low-mass thermal relics. Notably, one can model these low-reheating scenarios
through the decay of massive particles φ with a rate Γφ, leading to entropy generation. These
decays would soften the time evolution of the temperature, increasing the Hubble parameter
H(T ) and producing an earlier freeze-out of relic particles, suppressing their relic abundance
due to entropy generation. This effect has been studied in the context of neutrinos (see,
e.g., [28–31]), where latest analysis show a relaxation of the mass bound up to

∑
mν <

1 eV [31]. A more remarkable relaxation of the mass bound was predicted long time ago
for axions by Grin, Smith & Kamionkowski [42] (hence thereafter, GSK08). Motivated by
this seminal insight, we perform an updated study of axion mass bounds in low-reheating
scenarios, using the latest cosmological measurements.

The plan of our work is as follows. In Section 2 we compare the axion thermalization
in the standard case and in the low-reheating scenario. In Section 3 we discuss the cosmo-
logical observables in low-reheating scenarios for thermal axions. In Section 4 we present the
cosmological data we use and we describe our analysis. In Section 5 we show and discuss
our axion mass bounds in low-reheating scenarios. Finally, in Section 6 we discuss the phe-
nomenological implications of our findings and we conclude. An Appendix follows in which
we give more details on the axion decoupling in low-reheating scenario.

2 Thermal axions

2.1 Axion decoupling in standard cosmology

The most elegant solution to the strong CP problem is based on the Peccei-Quinn (PQ)
mechanism [43–46], in which the Standard Model is enlarged with an additional global U(1)A
symmetry, known as the PQ symmetry. The axion is the Nambu-Goldstone boson of the PQ
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symmetry, a low-mass pseudoscalar particle with properties similar to those of neutral pions.
Recent precision calculations based on chiral perturbation theory [47] or on lattice QCD [48]
predict the axion mass as

ma =
5.7 eV

fa/106 GeV
, (2.1)

where fa is the axion decay constant or PQ scale. The axion interactions with photons,
electrons, and hadrons are also controlled by the PQ constant and scale as f−1

a . Therefore,
the PQ scale determines the axion phenomenology and is constrained by different experiments
and astrophysical arguments that involve interactions with photons, electrons, and hadrons
(see [27, 49, 50] for recent reviews).

Apart from the original theoretical motivation, a renewed interest arose towards axions
in the recent years since these still elusive particles can play a crucial role in explaining the
dark matter (DM) puzzle in the Universe [51–54]. Indeed, depending on their mass and
production mechanism, axions can play the role of both cold and hot dark matter relics. In
particular, axions with masses in the range 10–1500 µeV might provide the dominant cold
dark matter component, and would be searched by the ADMX [55, 56] and MADMAX [57]
experiments. In this context their main production mechanism would be the non-thermal
realignment, and depending on the cosmological scenario there can be some contribution
associated with decays of topological defects, like cosmic strings and domain walls. Further-
more, for a Peccei-Quinn constant fa < 1.2 × 1012 GeV, there would be also a primordial
axion population produced in the hot thermal plasma [58–60]. In particular, if axions have
masses ma & 0.15 eV (i.e. fa . 3.8 × 107 GeV) they would decouple after the QCD phase
transition (TQCD ' 200 MeV), as shown in Fig. 1 of [14]. In this case, their most generic
interaction processes would involve pions rather than quarks and gluons present at earlier
epochs [61, 62]. These processes would lead to a background of thermal axions, that would
provide another hot dark matter component, in addition to active neutrinos.

In principle the region with fa < 4.0× 108 GeV corresponding to ma > 15 meV would
be excluded from the observation of SN 1987A neutrinos [63, 64] (see also [65]). Indeed, an
excessive axion emission via nucleon-nucleon bremsstrahlung in the supernova core, would
have shortened the observed supernova neutrino burst. However, due to the sparseness of the
supernova neutrino data and the uncertainties in the SN modeling at late time, this bound
should be taken cum grano salis, and it is not redundant to investigate this region of the axion
parameter space with other arguments. In this context, for models in which axions have a
non negligible coupling with the electrons, like the DFSZ model [21, 22], there are different
constraints from different stellar systems (e.g. red giants) which might even exclude masses
larger than 10 meV in specific realizations of the model (see Fig. 12 of Ref. [66]). On the other
hand, in the case of hadronic axion models, most notably the KSVZ axions [17, 18], the strong
astrophysical constraints on the axion electron coupling [67, 68] provide only a weak bound
on the PQ constant, since the coupling to electrons is suppressed by loop effects. Therefore,
one has to rely on the weaker horizontal branch bound [69, 70], gaγ . 0.65 × 10−10 GeV−1,
which translates into fa ≥ 1.8Cγ × 107 GeV (i.e., ma ≤ 0.32C−1

γ eV), where Cγ is a model
dependent constant. In this context, models have been proposed where Cγ is very small,
relaxing the axion mass bound [71].

In the following we will focus on hadronic axions. Since these do not couple to charged
leptons, their main thermalization process is given by the interactions with pions [8]

a+ π ↔ π + π , (2.2)
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where the axion-pion interaction at the leading order based on effective field theory is de-
scribed by the Lagrangian [62, 72–74] (see also [66])

Laπ =
Caπ
fπfa

(π0π+∂µπ
− + π0π−∂µπ

+ − 2π+π−∂µπ
0)∂µa , (2.3)

where in hadronic axion models, the coupling constant Caπ = (1 − z)/[3(1 + z)], with z =
mu/md = 0.48 is the ratio of up and down quark mass, and fπ = 92 GeV is the pion
decay constant [47]. In a recent paper (Ref. [74]) the validity of the calculation of axion
thermalization based on the leading order Lagrangian of Eq. (2.3) has been questioned for
decoupling temperatures TD & 62 MeV. Indeed, in this case the effective field theory would
break down. The authors of Ref. [74] propose using lattice QCD techniques to avoid a chiral
expansion in regimes where its validity may fail. At this stage, however, there is no feasible
alternative approach to estimate the thermal axion abundance. Therefore, we limit ourselves
to the traditional treatment of axion thermalization presented in [8] and comment later on
this important point.

Axion decoupling occurs when the interaction rate becomes slow compared with the
cosmic expansion rate. We thus use as criterion for axion decoupling

〈Γa〉 = H(T ) , (2.4)

where 〈Γa〉 is the axion absorption rate, averaged over a thermal distribution at temperature
T , whereas H(T ) is the Hubble expansion parameter at the cosmic temperature T :

H(T ) =

[
4π3

45
g∗(T )

]1/2
T 2

mPl
. (2.5)

Here, g∗(T ) is the effective number of thermal degrees of freedom that are excited at the epoch

with temperature T , and mPl = G
−1/2
N is the Planck mass. Our freeze-out criterion is accurate

up to a constant of order unity. We notice that for decoupling temperatures TD > TQCD &
200 MeV, the freeze-out epoch suddenly jumps to a much higher temperature because axion
interactions with gluons and quarks before confinement are much less efficient [15]. When
needed, we take into account the effect of the QCD phase transition in the effective degrees
of freedom g∗ following the treatment given in [75], while for simplicity we do not change
the interaction rate. This choice does not affect our results since it involves a region of
the parameter space where already the change in g∗ is enough to suppress a thermal axion
population frozen out before the QCD epoch.

Having determined the axion decoupling temperature TD in this way, one can calculate
the present-day axion number density by resorting to entropy conservation. This yields

na =
g∗S(Ttoday)

g∗S(TD)
× nγ

2
, (2.6)

where g∗S(T ) is the effective number of entropy degrees of freedom at temperature T , while
Ttoday = 2.73 K and nγ are the present-day temperature and number density of CMB photons.

2.2 Axion decoupling in low-reheating scenario

The axion thermalization described in the previous Section would be strongly affected in
nonstandard cosmological histories, as pointed out in GSK08 [42]. A well-motivated class of
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nonstandard cosmological histories, is constituted by those realized in low-reheating temper-
ature scenarios. Details of axion thermalization in this case are given in the Appendix.

In low-rehating scenarios one considers a massive particles φ decaying with a rate Γφ
into relativistic particles, reheating the Universe in the process. The equation for the energy
density of φ is that of a decaying non-relativistic species [29]

dρφ
dt

= −Γφρφ − 3Hρφ . (2.7)

One can define a reheating temperature TRH as1 [42]

Γφ = H(TRH) , (2.8)

that marks the point where the Universe is already dominated by radiation with TRH. From
Eqs. (2.5) and (2.8) one obtains

TRH ' 0.7
( g∗

10.75

)−1/4
(

Γφ
s−1

)
MeV , (2.9)

where we fixed g∗ to its Standard Model value, neglecting the axion degree of freedom. This
temperature gives a rough idea about the reheating temperature when the Universe enters
the standard radiation dominated phase.

The outcome of our calculations do not depend on the choice of the initial time if
ti � t(TRH), provided that the maximum value of temperature that is reached is significantly
larger than the neutrino and axion decoupling temperature. The photon temperature T
decreases as t−1/4 when matter dominates and as t−1/2 when relativistic particles fix the
cosmological expansion. Therefore, the Universe expands faster during reheating than it
would during radiation domination, the Hubble parameter being given by [42]

H =

√
5π3g2

∗(T )

9g∗,RH

(
T

TRH

)2 T 2

mpl
, (2.10)

where g∗,RH are the thermal degree of freedom at the reheating temperature. Due to the
faster Universe expansion, the equilibrium condition, 〈Γa〉 & H(T ) is harder to be main-
tained. Particles with decoupling temperatures TD & TRH come into chemical equilibrium,
but then freeze out before reheating completes. Their abundances are then reduced by
entropy production during reheating. In the specific case of axions, as the reheating temper-
ature is lowered, axions freeze out at higher temperatures due to the higher value of H [42].
As the reheating temperature is increased, the T ∼ t−1/4 epoch becomes increasingly irrel-
evant and one would recover the standard axion-thermalization. As done in GSK08 [42], in
the following we will limit ourselves to TRH & 10 MeV. For these values of the reheating
temperature the neutrino decoupling proceeds as in the standard scenario [31].

In Fig. 1 we show the axion decoupling temperature TD in function of the Peccei-Quinn
scale fa and the axion mass ma for different reheating temperatures TRH. The standard
case corresponds to TRH = ∞. We realize that for sufficiently high reheating temperature,
TRH = 150 MeV in the figure, the behaviour is identical to the standard case. Lowering
the reheating temperature we find that for TD < TRH the decoupling temperature coincides
with the one obtained in the standard scenario. Conversely for TD > TRH one finds a

1Note that in other works, e.g. in [29], the reheating temperature has been defined through Γφ = 3H(TRH)
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Figure 1. Axion decoupling temperature TD in function of the Peccei-Quinn scale fa and the axion
mass ma for different reheating temperatures TRH.

higher decoupling temperature with respect to the standard case due to the higher Universe
expansion rate.

From the decoupling temperature it is possible to calculate the present axion abundance
as [42]

Ωah
2 =

ma

13 eV

1

g∗,s(TD)
×

{(
TRH
TD

)5 [
g∗(TRH)
g∗(TD)

]2 [ g∗,S(TD)
g∗,S(TRH)

]
for TD > TRH

1 for TD ≤ TRH

(2.11)

In Fig. 2 we plot the axion abundance Ωah
2 in function of the Peccei-Quinn scale fa and

the axion mass ma for different reheating temperatures TRH. One realizes that lowering the
reheating temperature the axion abundance gets significantly suppressed with respect to the
standard case. In particular, the lower the reheating temperature TRH the higher the axion
mass for which one starts finding the suppression in the abundance. We also realize that for
TRH < TQCD MeV there is a change in the slope in Ωah

2 that becomes milder at larger fa.
This change corresponds to axion decoupling occurring after the QCD phase transition.

Axions may also give contribution to extra-radiation, affecting the effective number of
relativistic species Neff . As long as Ta � ma, this extra-contribution can be evaluated as [42]

∆Neff =

(
4

7

)(
11

4

)4/3

×

{(
TRH
TD

)20/3 [
g∗(TRH)
g∗(TD)

]8/3 [ g∗,S(T )
g∗,S(TRH)

]4/3
for TD > TRH[

g∗,S(T )
g∗,S(TD)

]4/3
for TD ≤ TRH

(2.12)

In Fig. 3 we show the axion extra-radiation ∆Neff in function of the Peccei-Quinn scale fa
and the axion mass ma for different reheating temperatures TRH. In the standard case an
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Figure 2. Present axion abundance Ωah
2 in function of the Peccei-Quinn scale fa and the axion

mass ma for different reheating temperatures TRH.

axion with ma ∼ 1 eV would contribute with ∆Neff ' 0.29. Once more we realize that
lowering the reheating temperature one finds a dramatic suppression of ∆Neff with respect
to the standard case.

3 Thermal axions and cosmological observables in low-reheating scenarios

We now build on the results presented in the previous sections, and describe the imprint
of thermal axions in low-reheating scenarios on cosmological observables. In the standard
scenario, thermal axions behave as hot dark matter, i.e., their average momentum 〈pa〉 ∼
Ta � ma at the times of interest for structure formation. Their phenomenology is related
to their large free-streaming length, and their imprint on cosmological observables is very
similar to that of the active neutrinos. This is however not necessarily the case in low-
reheating scenarios, as also noted in GSK08 [42]. In fact, when TRH � TD, the entropy
generation occurring during the reheating stage can strongly suppress the axion-to-photon
temperature ratio, effectively resulting in a much lower axion temperature with respect to
the standard scenario, as we show in the following.

The axion-to-photon temperature ratio Ta well after reheating and decoupling (T �
TRH, TD) is given by

Ta ≡
Ta
T

=



(
TRH

TD

)5/3 [g∗(TRH)

g∗(TD)

]2/3 [ g∗S(T )

g∗S(TRH)

]1/3

for TD � TRH ,[
g∗S(T )

g∗S(TD)

]1/3

for TD � TRH .

(3.1)
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Figure 3. Axion extra-radiation ∆Neff at T = 1 keV in function of the Peccei-Quinn scale fa and
the axion mass ma for different reheating temperatures TRH.

From this, the thermally-averaged ratio of axion momentum to mass at a given redshift z
can be readily computed as

〈pa〉
ma

= 2.7
Ttoday(1 + z)

ma
×



(
TRH

TD

)5/3 [g∗(TRH)

g∗(TD)

]2/3 [g∗(Ttoday)

g∗(TRH)

]1/3

for TD � TRH ,[
g∗(Ttoday)

g∗(TD)

]1/3

for TD � TRH ,

(3.2)

where we have used 〈pa〉 = 2.7 Ta for bosons, T ∝ g
1/3
∗s (1 + z). It is clear from the above

expression that the ratio 〈pa〉/ma can be much smaller with respect to the standard case
when TD � TRH. This behavior is shown in Fig. 4 for an axion mass ma = 1 eV, at the
redshift of matter-radiation equality zeq ' 3400.

The cosmological phenomenology of axions, and of relic particles in general, crucially
depends on the value of 〈pa〉/ma at the times probed by observations. In the standard case
〈pa〉/ma � 1 for a large fraction of the cosmic history for thermal axions, and these behave
as hot dark matter. In this scenario the axion density is severely constrained both by CMB
measurements of Neff , and by their potential effect on structure formation, requiring that only
a subdominant component of the total matter density can be contributed by particles with
a large velocity dispersion. In low-reheating scenarios, however, the condition 〈pa〉/ma � 1
might be realized even at early times, and thermal axions would effectively behave as cold
dark matter. In this scenario, axions would not contribute to Neff , and bounds on their
density would come only from the (weaker) requirement that this should not exceed the cold
dark matter density inferred e.g. through measurements of CMB anisotropies.
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Figure 4. Axion average momentum-to-mass ratio 〈pa〉/ma at redshift zeq = 3400 and for an axion
mass ma = 1 eV in function of the decoupling temperature for different reheating temperatures TRH.

A good proxy to assess the “hot” or “cold” nature of a relic is its behaviour at the time
of matter-radiation equality2 zeq ' 3400, when the growth of density perturbations effectively
starts. 3 For example, in their classic textbook Kolb & Turner [77] compare the free-streaming
length of the relic at zeq to the Hubble radius at the same time, as a criterion to discriminate
hot and cold dark matter. Similarly, one could evaluate the average momentum-to-mass ratio
at zeq.

We show in Fig. 5 the 〈pa〉/ma ratio evaluated at z = 3400 as a function of the axion mass
ma (left panel) and energy density Ωah

2 (right panel), for different values of the reheating
temperature. Let us first examine the two extreme cases, i.e. the standard thermal history
with TRH = ∞ and the very low reheating scenario with TRH = 10 MeV. In the former
case, the average momentum-to-mass ratio decreases with axion mass, with axions lighter
than ∼ 1.4 eV having 〈pa〉/ma > 1 at zeq. In terms of axion density, a mass of 1.4 eV
corresponds to Ωah

2 ' 7 × 10−3 for TRH = ∞. Let us compare this value to observational
limits on the density of hot relics. As a rough guide, we consider the upper bound on the
sum of neutrino masses

∑
mν < 0.257 eV (at 95% CL) from Planck 2018 temperature and

polarization data [76], and recast it as a bound on the present density parameter Ωh of hot
relics other than active neutrinos. After subtracting the contribution of active neutrinos
with the minimum mass allowed by flavour oscillation experiments

∑
mν = 0.06 eV [4], we

obtain Ωah
2 ≤ Ωhh

2 . 2× 10−3, corresponding to ma . 0.45 eV and 〈pa〉/ma(z = zeq) ' 3.
This limit should apply to hot axions, which is certainly the case for ma < 1.4 eV. Hot
axions should also satisfy observational constraints on Neff . Imposing ∆Neff < 0.35, roughly
corresponding to the 95% credible upper limit from the Planck 2018 data [76], yields ma <
0.96 eV. This is of the same magnitude, albeit larger, than the limit coming from the present
density of hot dark matter, so we can expect that combining the two requirements will yield

2Note that, in principle, the redshift of matter-radiation equality depends on the cosmological parameters
and in particular on ma. However, for the purpose of the qualitative considerations made in this section, we
fix this quantity to its ΛCDM estimate from Planck 2018 [76].

3During the radiation era, density perturbations inside the horizon can grow logarithmically, at most
(Meszaros effect).
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Figure 5. Left panel: Axion momentum-to-mass ratio at redshift zeq = 3400, as a function of the
Peccei-Quinn scale fa and the axion mass ma for different reheating temperatures TRH. From top
to bottom: TRH = (∞, 100, 80, 50, 40, 30, 20, 10) MeV. For comparison, the same quantity for active
neutrinos is also shown (uppermost dashed curve). Right panel: same as left panel, but as a function
of Ωah

2. The vertical red and blue lines correspond to the reference values Ωah
2 = 2 × 10−3 and

Ωah
2 = 0.12, roughly marking the upper limits on the density of a hot (〈pa〉/ma � 1), or cold

(〈pa〉/ma � 1) axion, respectively (see text for discussion).

an upper limit on ma somehow smaller than 0.45 eV. Let us now consider the mass range
ma > 1.4 eV, where 〈pa〉/ma < 1. Increasing the mass, a regime will be eventually reached
where 〈pa〉/ma � 1. Here, thermal axions are cold and the relevant bound comes from
requirement that their density should not overshoot the value of the cold dark matter density
measured by Planck, Ωah

2 ≤ Ωch
2 = 0.1202±0.0014. Since this is a looser requirement than

Ωah
2 . 2 × 10−3, in principle it might happen that another allowed region of axion masses

exists for ma > 1.4 eV. A closer inspection shows that this is probably not the case for
TRH = ∞. In fact, the value Ωah

2 = 0.12 is reached for ma ' 20 eV and 〈pa〉/ma ' 0.1.
Such a value of 〈pa〉/ma indicates that axions are still “warm” at equality (i.e. that their
free-streaming length is a sizeable fraction of the Hubble radius). To reach the region in
which thermal axions behave as cold, we should go to values of Ωah

2 > 0.12, at variance
with Planck observations. Let us now turn our attention to the scenario with a reheating
temperature TRH = 10 MeV. In this case, the average momentum-to-mass ratio at z = 3400
is at most . 5× 10−3. We can expect that in this case the thermal axion phenomenology is
essentially that of a cold particle, and thus the only relevant constraint is Ωah

2 . 0.12, or
ma . 410 eV.

Based on these considerations, we can draw the following general picture, that should
apply also to the scenarios in between the two that have been analysed above. At fixed
reheating temperature, the axion mass uniquely fixes the values of Ωah

2, ∆Neff and 〈pa〉/ma.
We expect the likelihood to be a decreasing (or at least, non-increasing) function of all these
quantities. Note also that while Ωah

2 and ∆Neff grow monotonically with ma, 〈pa〉/ma does
not necessarily share this feature, as it can be seen from Fig. 5. Thus, in principle it might
be possible that, in addition to the expected minimum in ma ' 0, the likelihood also has a
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local minimum at ma 6= 0 and that two disconnected allowed regions for ma exist. We will
see that at the end this is not realized in practice, nevertheless this has been an important
point to keep in mind when performing Monte Carlo runs for parameter estimates.

Let us conclude by stressing that the above considerations are qualitative, as it should
be clear that the transition from the hot to cold behaviour is a continuous one. Thus we
might found that in some part of the parameter space the relevant limits on the axion
density parameter Ωah

2 and contribution to Neff lie somewhere in between those for a hot
and cold species. It is also not immediate to estimate the values of 〈pa〉/ma(z = zeq) that
are, observations-wise, indistinguishable from the limiting cases 〈pa〉/ma = 0 (cold) and
〈pa〉/ma = ∞ (hot). However, this is not a problem given the qualitative nature of the
considerations made in this section, whose purpose is only to understand what to expect
from the limits that will be derived in the next section through a Boltzmann code that
precisely tracks the evolution of cosmological perturbation.

4 Data and analysis

We use the most up-to-date available observations of CMB temperature and polarization
anisotropies, possibly in combination with baryon acoustic oscillation (BAO) measurements
from galaxy surveys, in order to derive bounds on axion masses in low-reheating scenarios.
In particular, we consider CMB observations from the Planck 2018 legacy data release4 [78]
together with BAO measurements from BOSS Data Release 12 [79], 6dFGS [80] and SDSS-
MGS [81]. Our baseline dataset consists of the combination of the Planck Plik likelihood
using TT, EE and TE power spectra at multipoles ` ≥ 30, and of the Commander and SimAll

likelihoods for temperature and EE polarization, respectively, at low-`’s (` < 30) [82]. This
combination is labeled Planck TT,TE,EE+lowE in the Planck collaboration papers; however,
for the sake of brevity we will denote it simply as “PlanckTTTEEE”. However, here and in
the following, use of the low-` polarization data should be always understood. In fact, large-
scale polarization data are needed in order to constrain the optical depth to reionization, τ ;
this is particularly important for our analysis, since τ is degenerate with the abundance of
hot relics.

In addition to the baseline, we consider two other datasets. In the first, the baseline
is augmented by the Planck lensing likelihood [83]: we call this combination “PlanckTT-
TEEE+lensing”. In the second, labeled “PlanckTTTEEE+BAO” we add to PlanckTTTEEE
the BAO data described above.

We use a modified version of the Boltzmann code camb to compute theoretical predic-
tions for a given cosmological model. It is well known that the public version of camb allows
for the inclusion of the effects of massive neutrinos in the evolution of cosmological perturba-
tions. Through a suitable remapping of the neutrino parameters, this feature can in fact be
extended to include hot or warm relics with a distribution proportional to a Fermi-Dirac, in
practice treating them as “effective neutrinos” [84]. This property has been used, for exam-
ple, in analyses aiming to derive cosmological bounds on sterile neutrinos, including the one
reported in the Planck collaboration papers. However, an exact treatment of bosonic relics is
not a feature of the public camb version, because the distribution function of hot/warm relics
cannot be changed by the user. One can still resort to the “effective neutrino” approach,
that however is only approximate, instead than being exact as in the case of fermions. For
this work, instead, we have modified camb so that the code correctly uses a Bose-Einstein

4Data available at this url: http://pla.esac.esa.int/pla.
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distribution for axions. In this way, once the axion parameters (essentially the present axion
density and their contribution to Neff) are specified, all other quantities (firstly mass and
temperature, and secondly the various integrals over the distribution function) are computed
consistently.

We consider a family of one-parameter extensions to the standard ΛCDM cosmological
model, labeled ΛCDM+ma in which we allow for the presence of thermal axions. In each
of these extensions the reheating temperature is fixed; in particular, we consider the values
TRH = {10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 80, 100} MeV, and the case of a standard thermal history, as
above refered as TRH = ∞. These models could in principle be described by extending the
usual ΛCDM parameterization with the axion mass, thus in terms of seven cosmological
parameters: the baryon density ωb ≡ Ωbh

2, the cold dark matter (CDM) density ωc ≡
Ωch

2, the angle subtended by the sound horizon at recombination θs, the optical depth
to reionization τ , the logarithmic amplitude log(1010As) and the spectral index ns of the
spectrum of primordial scalar perturbations. However, we find that a better parametrization
can be obtained by trading the CDM density for the total CDM+axions density ωc+a ≡
ωc + ωa. The reason is that, for some values of the reheating temperature considered here,
axions behave as cold particles, as explained in the previous section5. In this case ωc and
ωa are strongly degenerate, because only their sum, the total abundance of cold particles,
is actually constrained by the data. Thus we prefer to use ωc+a as a base parameter, and
derive the CDM abundance from ωc = ωc+a−ωa (the latter being itself a derived parameter
computed from ma). In conclusion, this is the vector of base parameters, that take implicit
flat priors in our Monte Carlo runs:

{
ωb, ωc+a, θs, τ, log(1010As), ns, ma

}
. We consider

one massive and two massless active neutrino species, with a fixed sum of neutrino masses
Σmν = 0.06 eV. The three active neutrino species contribute the standard value Neff = 3.046
to the energy density of relativistic species after Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN)6. We
assume flatness and adiabiatic initial conditions.

We use the Markov Chain Monte Carlo engine CosmoMC, interfaced with our modified
version of camb and with the likelihood modules described above, to explore posteriors and
derive estimates and uncertainties for the parameters of the model, and in particular to obtain
bounds on the axion mass in low-reheating scenario. In addition to the base parameters, we
also include nuisance parameters required by the likelihoods, that are eventually marginalized
over. We check convergence of the chains by monitoring the Gelman-Rubin R−1 parameter.
We also check stability of the limits on ma obtained by considering each chain of a given
run, one at a time. 7 Moreover, since we might expect that the distribution is multimodal,
for each model/dataset combination we perform (at least) two twin runs, one with Monte
Carlo temperature 8 TMC = 1 and the other with TMC > 1 (we usually take TMC = 2 or
3). Setting the Monte Carlo temperature to a value other than 1 amounts to sample from
P1/T instead than from P, with the latter being the posterior probability distribution of the
parameters. Once the chains have been generated, they are importance weighted (“cooled”)
to provide samples from the posterior P. This procedure makes it easier to sample multimodal
distributions, at the expense of a slower convergence. We use the “high-TMC” runs to check
for the existence of separate peaks in the probability distribution (possibly corresponding to

5Note that we always use “CDM” to indicate the “non-axionic” component of DM.
6Refined calculations [85, 86] have recently modified this value to Neff = 3.044, but the difference is not

relevant for the datasets considered in this work.
7We usually generate 6 chains for each parameter estimation run.
8Not to be confused with the reheating temperature.
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PlanckTTTEEE PlanckTTTEEE+lensing PlanckTTTEEE+BAO

TRH = 10 MeV < 391 < 393 < 391
TRH = 20 MeV < 39.2 < 36.6 < 36.0
TRH = 30 MeV < 6.72 < 6.55 < 6.31
TRH = 40 MeV < 3.23 < 3.22 < 3.05
TRH = 50 MeV < 2.09 < 2.05 < 1.89
TRH = 80 MeV < 0.912 < 0.906 < 0.901
TRH = 100 MeV < 0.691 < 0.696 < 0.688
TRH =∞ < 0.837 < 0.639 < 0.259

Table 1. 95% CL upper bounds on axion mass ma (in eV) from different datasets, for the values of
the reheating temperature TRH indicated in the first column.

hot and cold axions). We also check consistency of the limits obtained between each pair of
twin runs.

5 Results and discussions

Upper limits on the axion mass in low reheating scenarios are reported in Table 1 for different
values of the reheating temperature, for the dataset combinations described in the previous
section. The corresponding 1-dimensional posterior probability distributions are shown in
Fig. 6.

We start by discussing the constraints obtained from the PlanckTTTEEE dataset. In
the most extreme scenario that we consider, TRH = 10 MeV, the upper bound 9 on the axion
mass is relaxed to ma < 391 eV. As anticipated in the previous sections, this is due to fact
that the axion energy density and velocity dispersion are both suppressed with respect to the
standard scenario (see Figs. 2 and 5). Thus, axions are less abundant for a given mass and
lower reheating temperatures; on top of that, they are also colder, so that observational limits
on the abundance are relaxed. In fact, ma = 391 eV and TRH = 10 MeV yield ωa = 0.108, i.e.
axions making up for nearly all the DM content of the Universe. This is in agreement with
the low average momentum-to-mass ratio (always smaller than 10−2 at the time of equality)
shown in Fig. 5. For a larger value of the reheating temperature TRH = 20 MeV, we find
the upper bound ma < 39 eV, corresponding to ωa = 0.057. In this case axions can make
up for a large fraction of the DM, but not all of it. We relate this finding to the larger
velocity dispersion (i.e., axions are warmer) with respect to the TRH = 10 MeV scenario.
This trend continues as the reheating temperature increases, and axions of a given mass
became warmer and more abundant. The upper bound in the TRH = 50 MeV scenario is
ma < 2.1 eV, corresponding to ωa = 2.4 × 10−3. The latter value is of the same order of
magnitude as the maximum energy density in active neutrinos allowed by Planck data. This
is again supported by a visual inspection of Fig. 5, from which the relatively large ratio at
equality 〈pa〉/ma ' 0.4, can be read for ma ' 2 eV and TRH > 50 MeV; this is just a factor
of 2 smaller than the corresponding value for active neutrinos in the standard scenario (blue
curve in the same figure). Further increasing the reheating temperature yields ma < 0.91 eV
(TRH = 80 MeV) and ma < 0.69 eV (TRH = 100 MeV). For these values of the reheating
temperature, the axion density is varying very quickly with ma when the latter is close to

9Unless otherwise stated, the upper bounds discussed in the following always correspond to 95% Bayesian
credible intervals.
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the quoted upper limits, so it is not instructive to express these numbers in terms of ωa.
Finally, we obtain ma < 0.84 eV for the standard thermal history. This bound is actually
looser than the one found for TRH = 100 MeV. This seemingly counterintuitive result can
be understood as follows. Let us consider how ωa varies with ma in the two cases; this is
shown in the left panel Fig. 7. As above, we take 2 × 10−3 as a benchmark for the upper
limit of hot relics allowed by Planck data. We do not need this value to be too precise
for the argument that we are going to make. This threshold is reached for ma = 0.75 eV
(TRH = 100 MeV) or ma = 0.45 eV (TRH = ∞). Thus the observational limit is indeed
violated sooner in the standard case with respect to TRH = 100 MeV. The upper limits
on ma are however also determined by the shape of the posterior curves, which is quite
different in the two cases, as it can be seen in the last two panels of Fig. 6. It can be seen
in Fig. 7 that, for TRH = 100 MeV, the axion density is strongly suppressed and basically
negligible for ma < 0.7 eV. It then grows very quickly as the mass grows beyond this value,
immediately overshooting the observational bound. The likelihood as a function of ma will
thus be constant and equal to its value in ma = 0 up to ma = 0.7 eV, and then suddenly goes
to zero for ma & 0.7 eV. This reflects in the shape of the posterior. In the standard case, the
axion density is increasing more smoothly as a function of ma. Thus the likelihood peaks at
ma = 0 but starts decreasing as soon as we move away from this value. There is however a
relatively long tail related to the fact that axions become colder as the mass increases, and
this somehow compensates for the larger density. This explains the different shape of the
posteriors between TRH = 100 MeV and TRH = ∞. It should be clear at this point that the
region in ma encompassing the 95% of the total posterior volume (the 95% Bayesian credible
interval) can indeed be larger for TRH =∞ than for TRH = 100 MeV. For the sake of clarity,
we show the two posteriors together in the right panel of Fig. 6, normalized so that they
both integrate to unity.

Let us now comment on the bounds that we obtain from the extended datasets including
also information from CMB lensing or BAO. Both additional datasets are particularly useful
to constrain the abundance of light relics, either through their effect on structure formation
(lensing) or by limiting possible changes to the expansion history (BAO). One might thus ex-
pect to find tighter constraints on the axion mass in at least some of the scenarios considered
here, namely those in which the phenomenology of thermal axions is essentially that of a hot
or warm particle. By looking at the values reported in Table 1 for low-reheating scenarios,
we see that no significant improvement is observed for the PlanckTTTEEE+lensing dataset,
with the exception of the TRH = 20 MeV case; even in that case, it is quite marginal (∼ 7%).
For the PlanckTTTEEE+BAO dataset, the bounds improve in low-reheating scenarios with
20 MeV ≤ TRH ≤ 50 MeV, but also in this case the improvement is at most ∼ 10% with
respect to the value for PlanckTTTEEE+lensing. The fact that there is no improvement for
TRH = 10 MeV can be easily understood from the fact, noted above, that in this case axions
behave as cold particles and can make all the DM. Thus the relevant observational bound is
the upper limit on the DM density that is not significantly improved by the inclusion of lens-
ing or BAO data. 10 For what concerns larger reheating temperatures, it is true that in these
cases the axion phenomenology is that of a warm/hot particle; however, the axion density is
a very steep function of mass around in the region around the observational upper limits, so
the effects of tighter constraints on ωa (the quantity more directly probed by observations)
are strongly diluted when translated in terms of ma. The steepness of the (ωa, ma) relation

10Note that this statement holds for ωa since this is bound to be ≤ ωcdm. The Planck determination of
ωcdm itself is indeed made more precise by the inclusion of BAO data.
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Figure 6. Posterior probability distributions for ma for different values of the reheating temperature
TRH. We show constraints from PlanckTTTEEE alone (blue) and in combination with Planck lensing
(green) or BAO data (orange). Each posterior is normalized to its maximum and has been smoothed
using a Gaussian kernel with width equal to 0.2 standard deviations of the distribution.
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Figure 7. Left panel: axion density parameter ωa as a function of the axion mass, for TRH = 100 MeV
(solid) and for the standard thermal history (dashed). Right panel: Posterior probability distributions
for TRH = 100 MeV (solid) and for the standard thermal history (dashed). We show constraints from
PlanckTTTEEE alone (blue) and in combination with BAO data (orange). Contrarily to Fig. 6, here
the posteriors are normalized so that they integrate to unity, to better appreciate the difference in
the probability densities.

increase with the reheating temperature (see Fig. 2), and this explains why the improve-
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ments become increasingly smaller and eventually vanish with larger TRH. On the contrary,
inclusion of lensing and BAO data significantly improves the constraints on the axion mass
in the standard scenario: we obtain ma < 0.84, 0.64, 0.26 eV for PlanckTTTEEE, Planck-
TTTEEE+lensing and PlanckTTTEEE+BAO, respectively. This improvements reflect the
fact that, for the standard thermal history, the axion density varies relatively smoothly with
their mass. Let us finally note that the observed dependence of the constraints from the
dataset used is in agreement with the fact that the density of massive light relics is better
constrained by adding current BAO information, rather than the measurements of the re-
constructed lensing potential, to the Planck observations of temperature and polarization
anisotropies.

We remark that our mass bounds in low-reheating temperature scenarios represent a
significant improvement with respect to the seminal paper GSK08 [42]. For the largest value
of the reheating temperature considered here, TRH . 100 MeV, GSK08 find ma . 2 eV at 95%
C.L., as it can be inferred from a visual inspection of their Fig. 1. Our bound ma . 0.7 eV
thus represents a factor three improvement with respect to that result. However, the most
striking improvement is found for low values of the reheating temperature. Indeed, in GSK08
it was found that the LSS/CMB bounds obtained from WMAP1/SDSS data, and based on
free-streaming arguments, are completely lifted for TRH . 35 MeV. Below that value of the
reheating temperature, bounds were obtained from the looser requirement that the axion
density does not exceed the total dark matter density, as also discussed here in Sec. 3. Given
the precision of the data used in our analysis, we find that the lowest reheating temperature
for which free streaming plays a role in determining constraints is lowered, lying somewhere
in the 10− 20 MeV range, as discussed in the previous sections. In GSK08, it is found that
the free-streaming argument excludes masses larger than 20 eV for TRH ' 35 MeV, while
the total density constraint yields ma < 200 eV for TRH ' 20 MeV. For comparison, in
the present analysis we have found that ma . 5 eV for TRH ' 35 MeV, and ma . 20 eV
for TRH ' 20 MeV. We stress again that, in our case, free streaming still plays a role in
determining the constrain at TRH ' 20 MeV.

We comment that for masses ma > 18 eV the axion lifetime with respect to radiative
decay would be shorter than the lifetime of the Universe [87], unless the axion-photon coupling
is suppressed [71]. Therefore, our analysis might not apply in this regime. Note that axion
decay might lead to other cosmological signatures, like e.g. changes in the ionization history
of the Universe in the case of radiative decays [88]. Radiative decays of axions with masses of
few eV might also affect the extra-galactic background light [89–92]. Given the bounds shown
in Table 1, this means that for TRH < 30 MeV the mass of axions stable on cosmological
timescales is essentially unconstrained by the data considered in this analysis.

As mentioned above, we also note that it was recently suggested [74] that the chiral
expansion effective field theory, upon which the computation of the axion-pion thermalization
rate is based, might fail at temperatures larger than Tχ ' 62 MeV. This would make the
computation of the relic abundance of axions unreliable for the smaller masses that yield
TD > Tχ. For the standard thermal history, this corresponds to ma . 1.1 eV. We have
computed the mass ma,χ that yields TD = Tχ for the reheating temperatures in consideration;
these are shown in Tab. 2. We see that the allowed regions that we find for TRH ≥ 50 MeV
from the most constraining dataset, PlanckTTTEEE+BAO, fall completely within the region
in which the validity of the chiral expansion has been questioned.

We summarize our findings in Fig. 8, where we show the bounds on the axion mass
from Planck temperature and polarization measurements in combination with BAO data, as
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TRH [MeV] ma,χ [eV]

10 12
20 6.0
30 3.9
40 2.9
50 2.3
80 1.1
100 1.1
∞ 1.1

Table 2. Axion mass ma,χ corresponding to a decoupling temperature TD equal to Tχ = 62 MeV,
for different values of the reheating temperature TRH. The standard computation of the axion ther-
malization rate has been suggested to be unreliable at T > Tχ [74]. Axion with masses ma < ma,χ

would decouple, according to the standard calculation, at TD > Tχ.

a function of the reheating temperature. Even taking into account the finite lifetime of high-
mass axions and the possible failure of chiral effective field theory in the small mass regime,
our analysis shows that masses in the 3− 20 eV range are allowed for sufficiently low values
(TRH ≤ 40 MeV) of the reheating temperature. For values of the reheating temperature
larger than 50 MeV, instead, we find that all values of the mass for which the decoupling
happens within the range of validity of the chiral EFT suggested by Ref. [74] are excluded
by the data.

6 Conclusions

We have re-examined cosmological bounds on thermal axions based on the 2018 CMB tem-
perature anisotropy measurement provided by the Planck mission, as well as other types of
cosmological observations. In the case of standard cosmological scenario we find and axion
mass bound ma < 0.259 eV, comparable with the one recently placed in Ref. [19] using a
similar dataset. Our main goal has been to analyze how this bound would change in cos-
mological models with a low-reheating temperature TRH. We find that for TRH . 80 MeV
the bound would relax to ma . O(1) eV, becoming looser than ma . 10 eV for TRH . 30
MeV. We remark that these reheating temperatures are still sufficiently high to leave un-
perturbed the neutrino thermalization [31, 32]. Therefore, axions would represent the only
thermal relics sensitive to a range of reheating temperatures greater than the one probed by
neutrinos (TRH ∼ 5 MeV).

Our result together with the recent one presented in [74] questions the range of validity
of the cosmological mass bound on axions. In [74] it has been shown that for ma . 1 eV the
bound is not reliable since it is obtained by extrapolating the chiral expansion in a region
where the effective field theory breaks down. Furthermore, we have shown that the bound
is model dependent and would be significantly relaxed in non-standard cosmologies, in a
region in which other cosmological observables would not be affected. Therefore, multi-eV
axions do not seem necessarily excluded by cosmology alone. This finding would motivate
the necessity to come back to the astrophysical arguments in order to assess the robustness
of the constrains for multi-eV axions. In particular, recent analyses seem to disfavor axions
in this mass range from the supernova cooling [64]. Our results would motivate a dedicated
supernova simulation including multi-eV axions to definitely clarify this issue.
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Figure 8. Upper bounds on the axion mass as a function of the reheating temperature (solid blue
line). The shaded blue area is excluded by our analysis, that neglects axion decays and assumes validity
of the chiral effective field theory. The hatched areas mark the regions where i) the axion lifetime is
larger than the present age of the Universe (red) (unless the axion photon coupling is suppressed), or
ii) the computation of the axion-pion decay rate might fail (yellow, see text for discussion), and as
such our analysis might not apply.

We remark that cosmological bounds on thermal axions are important in relation to
direct search of axions at helioscope experiments [20, 93]. In particular, the CERN Axion
Solar Telescope (CAST) in their search for solar axions in the phase with 3He buffer gas, has
reached a mass ma < 1.17 eV [93]. However, CAST cannot detect larger masses due to the
loss of coherence of axion-photon conversions in the magnetic field of the detector. Also the
future axion helioscope IAXO is not expected to reach a larger mass range. In this sense, the
axion mass bound in the standard cosmological case is nicely complementary to the sensitivity
of helioscopes search. Notably, it would allow to cover all the axion mass region around the eV
without any gap. Our result shows that the cosmological bound is model-dependent and can
be significantly loosened in presence of low-reheating temperatures, which leave undisturbed
the neutrino sector. Therefore, it seems mandatory to assess new experimental strategies to
probe multi-eV axions. In this regard, there are ideas for a new class of helioscopes, like the
proposed AMELIE (An Axion Modulation hELIoscope Experiment), which could be sensitive
to axions with masses from a few meV to several eV, thanks to the use of a Time Projection
Chamber [94]. Studies for low mass WIMPs are already being carried out by the TREX-
DM experiment [95, 96], which is taking data at the Canfranc Underground Laboratory
(LSC) [97]. The project aims at demonstrating the feasibility to reach low backgrounds at
low energy thresholds for dark matter searches, which require similar detection conditions
as for axions. Furthermore, axions with mass ma . 100 eV could be detected with a dark
matter detector like the Cryogenic Underground Observatory for Rare Events (CUORE),
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which exploits the inverse Bragg-Primakoff effect to detect solar axions [98–100]. It is also
intriguing to mention that multi-eV would lead to an enhancement in the solar axion flux
via resonant production in the solar magnetic field [101]. Furthermore, axions with masses
between 2-3 eV decaying into photons might explain the measured excess in the infrared
photon background [89–92]. From a model-building perspective, there exist “astrophobic”
models in which one would relax the axion mass bounds above eV [102]. Furthermore, models
have been conceived to accomodate together both hadronic axions and sterile neutrinos [103,
104]. In this context, it has been recently proposed that low-reheating scenarios would
reconcile eV-sterile neutrinos with cosmological observations [33] (see also [105–107] for a
study of the impact of low-reheating scenarios on heavy sterile neutrinos). So if hints of
eV-sterile neutrinos would be confirmed, they would strengthen the case for low-reheating
scenarios and for multi-eV axions.

New detection possibilities need to be put on the agenda of the experimental strategies
for axions, in order to explore the multi-eV mass region where surprises might emerge. Indeed,
if multi-eV axion should be found by one of these experiments, this would be unavoidably
in tension with standard cosmological bound. Therefore, such a discovery would be not only
revolutionary for particle physics, but would also produce a radical change in our description
of the cosmological evolution of the Universe.
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Appendix: Axion decoupling in low-temperature reheating scenario

In this Appendix we provide more details on axion thermalization in the low-temperature
reheating scenario, closely following the discussion given in [42]. The radiation-dominated
era of the Universe might be originated by the decay of a scalar field, that dominated the
Universe until the decay. The process of decay of a scalar field and thermalization of the
produced particles is called reheating. In the history of the Universe one cannot exclude that
the reheating phenomenon happened more than once. From a phenomenological point of
view, we are interested only in the last reheating before the primordial nucleosynthesis. The
field responsible for the reheating is usually associated with the inflaton and the temperature
at which reheating occurs is denoted with TRH. Observations cannot exclude reheating
temperatures as low as 1 MeV, and these models are called Low-Temperature Reheating
scenarios. We suppose an initial phase dominated by a non-relativistic scalar field φ (for
simplicity we call it inflaton), whose decay produces radiation that dominates the second
phase. At the beginning of reheating the Hubble parameter is determined entirely by the
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energy density of the inflaton

H2
0 =

8π

3m2
P

ρ0,φ ; (6.1)

and the Boltzmann equations for the inflaton and radiation energy densities are

ρ̇φ + 3Hρφ = −Γφρφ ,

ρ̇R + 4HρR = Γφρφ ;
(6.2)

assuming a constant inflaton decay rate Γφ. The two energy densities scale as radiation and
non-relativistic matter. Then ρφ ∼ a−3e−Γt, where the decay factor accounts for the inflaton
decay. At the beginning of the reheating this term can be neglected and the radiation has
an energy density

ρR = Γρ0,φt0
3

5

[(a0

a

)3/2
−
(a0

a

)4
]

; (6.3)

where a0 is the scale factor at the beginning of reheating and it is easy to see that the
maximum radiation density is achieved for am = a0(8/3)2/5. Much later than a0, the radiation
density is proportional to a−3/2. The temperature TRH at which reheating is completed is
given by

H2 = Γ2
φ =

8π

3m2
P

π2

30
g∗,RHT

4
RH ; (6.4)

where g∗,RH = g∗(TRH) is the effective number of thermal degrees of freedom.
During the reheating phase, the temperature scales as

T =

(
30

π2g∗(T )
ρR

)1/4

= Tm

(
g∗(Tm)

g∗(T )

)1/4 (am
a

)3/8
; (6.5)

where Tm = T (am). Thanks to the results above, one obtains the following Hubble parameter
during reheating

H =

[
5

9
π3 g∗(T )2

g∗(TRH)

]1/2
T 4

T 2
RHmP

; (6.6)

that can be compared with the standard scenario

H =

√
4π3

45
g∗(T )

T 2

mP
. (6.7)

Therefore, during reheating, the Universe expands faster than the standard scenario as can
be seen from Fig. 9, where the jump in the behavior at T = 150 MeV is due to the increase
of the thermal degrees of freedom after the QCD phase transitions.

The axion density at the decoupling na,D is diluted by the adiabatic Universe expansion
as

Ωa =
na,Dma

ρc


(
aD
a0

)3
for TD < TRH(

aD
aRH

)3 (
aRH
a0

)3
for TD ≥ TRH ;

(6.8)

where ρc = 1.05 × 104h2 eV cm−3 is the critical density of the Universe. The scale factor
during the standard phase scales as(aRH

a

)3
=

(
T

TRH

)3 g∗,S(T )

g∗,S(TRH)
; (6.9)
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Figure 9. Evolution with temperature of the Hubble parameter, for different reheating temperatures
TRH.

Figure 10. Scale factor for different reheating temperatures TRH.

and during the reheating phase as(
aD
aRH

)3

=

(
TRH

TD

)8 [g∗(TRH)

g∗(TD)

]2

; (6.10)

where the behaviour of these scale factors is given in Fig. 10.
Thus, from Eq. (6.8) the axion abundance is

Ωah
2 =

ma

13 eV

1

g∗,S(TD)

1 for TD < TRH(
TRH
TD

)5 [
g∗(TRH)
g∗(TD)

]2 [ g∗,S(TD)
g∗,S(TRH)

]
for TD ≥ TRH ;

(6.11)

the extra factor suppresses the relic abundance if TRH < TD. In the standard scenario this
term is equal to one. Note that this result does not depend on the initial value of the Hubble
parameter H0 or the maximum temperature Tm. An extra axion component in the radiation
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fluid, as long as it is ultrarelativisti, leads to an increase of the effective number of relativistic
degrees of freedom

Neff = 3 +

(
ρa
ργ

)(
8

7

)(
11

4

)4/3

; (6.12)

where ρa and ργ are the axion and photon energy densities, respectively. This deviation is
quantified by

∆Neff =

(
4

7

)(
11

4

)4/3(TD

T

)4


(

T
TRH

)4 [ g∗,S(T )
g∗,S(TRH)

]4/3
for TD < TRH(

TRH
TD

)32/3 [
g∗(TRH)
g∗(TD)

]8/3 (
T

TRH

)4 [ g∗,S(T )
g∗,S(TRH)

]4/3
for TD ≥ TRH ;

(6.13)
where we used the scaling relations in Eqs. (6.9)-(6.10). Similar relations hold for the axion-
to-photon temperature ratio, properly rescaling the axion decoupling temperature to account
for the different cosmological phases

Ta =
Ta
T

=
TD
T

aD
a

=


[
g∗,S(T )
g∗,S(TD)

]1/3
for TD < TRH[

g∗,S(T )
g∗,S(TRH)

]1/3 (
TRH
TD

)5/3 [
g∗(TRH)
g∗(TD)

]2/3
for TD ≥ TRH .

(6.14)

Finally, the momentum-to-mass ratio is defined as

〈pa〉
ma

=
2.7Ta
ma

=
2.7T

ma
Ta , (6.15)

where T = Ttoday(1 + z) and we have calculated the average momentum by mediating over a
Bose-Einstein distribution.
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