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We show that the relic abundance and expected mass range of the QCD axion, a hypothetical
particle that can potentially constitute the cosmic dark matter (DM), are greatly modified if the
axion field resulting from the evaporation of primordial black holes (PBHs) begins to oscillate just
before the onset of Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN). We predominantly explore the PBHs in the
mass range (106 − 5 × 108 ) g. We investigate the relation between the relic abundance of DM axion
and the primordial population of black holes. We numerically solve the set of Boltzmann equations
that governs the cosmological evolution during the radiation bath and the PBH-dominated epoch,
providing the bulk energy content of the early Universe. We further solve the equation of motion of
the axion field in addition to obtaining its present abundance. If the QCD axion is ever discovered,
it will give us insights into the early Universe and probe into the physics of the PBH-dominated
era. Light QCD axions, alongside non-relativistic particles, are generated from PBHs evaporation
through Hawking radiation and could make up a fraction of dark radiation (DR). We estimate the
bounds on the model from DR axions produced via said PBH evaporation and thermal decoupling,
and we account for isocurvature bounds during the period of inflation where the Peccei-Quinn
symmetry is broken. We, additionally, take the results obtained and put them against the available
CMB data and state our observations. We briefly study the forecasts from gravitational wave
searches. We comment on the consequences of PBH accretion and on the uncertainties it may
further add to particle physics modeling.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Black Holes (BHs) are an elegant solution to Einstein’s
field equations and an extreme consequence of the general theory of relativity. A vast array of astrophysical
evidence for the existence of BHs in the Universe has
mounted over the last couple of decades, which includes
the motion of S stars around the compact region of Sagittarius A at the center of our Galaxy [1–3], the detection
of gravitational waves (GWs) from binary BH coalescence [4, 5], and the imaging of the dark shadow surrounded by the luminous ring forming around supermassive BHs residing within galactic centers [6, 7]. BHs form
in astrophysical environments when a substantially massive body collapses within a small region of space. For
instance, this occurs at the end of the life cycles of massive stars (see e.g. Ref. [8]).
The evidence mentioned above supports the existence
of astrophysical BHs. In principle, BHs could have also
formed primordially through gravitational collapses, furthered by large density fluctuations in the plasma whenever the amplitude of a mode exceeds the threshold
for gravitational collapse upon horizon reentering, well
before the reionization epoch [9–11]. From a PressSchechter approach, the PBH mass fraction at formation
∗
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is obtained by integrating the probability density function for density perturbations above the critical value
δc ≈ 0.4–0.7 [12–14].1 These PBHs might have also
formed through multiple other mechanisms including
curvature perturbations [17], exotic strong forces [18],
bubbles [19], or a change in the equation of state of the
primordial plasma due in large part to a phase transition [20]. Detailed reviews on the subject are given
in Refs. [21, 22]. Assessing how these PBHs affect the
present-day Universe and finding a signature for their
existence is one of the primary goals in cosmology.
In a standard scenario, BHs must constantly irradiate
as a black body spectrum, effectively losing a portion
of their mass in the process. This is the famous Hawking mechanism, which relates the BH mass (MBH ) with
a black body of Hawking temperature (TH ) [23]. For
14
instance, PBHs with masses MBH >
∼ 5 × 10 g have a
lifetime that exceeds the age of the Universe and could,
in principle, account for the dark matter (DM) in the
Universe. Several PBH mass windows have been scrutinized by considering various probes such as an assessment
against temperature and polarization data of the cosmic
microwave background (CMB) [24], the CMB anisotropy
power spectrum [25], microlensing [26], and dynamical
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An alternative approach based on peak statistics leads to similar
results under certain assumptions [15]. A detailed comparison
among various approaches is demonstrated in Ref. [16].

2
constraints [27, 28]. The asteroid mass window around
M ∼ 1016 g can be explored by studying PBHs residing
in nearby structures and evaporating into soft gamma
rays [29]. See Refs. [30, 31] for reviews.
PBHs might have formed and evaporated in the early
Universe, having an almost zilch impact on the CMB
spectrum or BBN. Evaporation of light PBHs with
8
masses MBH <
∼ 5 × 10 g occurred before BBN through
the Hawking mechanism and could alleviate various issues persisting in cosmology, including the occurrence of
baryon asymmetry [32, 33] and the tension in the Hubble constant [34, 35]. These light PBHs could have also
altered the history of the Universe prior to BBN and influenced DM production. Furthermore, the observed DM
in the Universe is composed of yet another exotic component such as a new light field or a weakly interacting
massive particle. The evaporation of PBHs might have
been the main driver for the production of such a DM
candidate [36–43], it could have also had an effect on
the DM production via the misalignment mechanism in
the early Universe [44, 45]. The interplay between PBHs
and DM halos around them can lead to a multitude of
constraints on BH and DM formation models [46–51].
Here, we consider a scenario where PBHs incidentally
affect the formation of DM by temporarily meddling with
the thermal history of the Universe. As a matter of
fact, the phenomenon of PBHs evaporation could explain a period of early matter domination prior to BBN,
during which the properties of DM relics such as their
abundance and free-streaming velocity would have been
substantially modified [52–55]. We study the QCD axion [56, 57], a potential DM candidate and a hypothetical
light particle whose existence is postulated as the solution
to the strong-CP problem proposed by Peccei and Quinn
(PQ) [58, 59]. Once the Hubble expansion rate falls below the axion mass, the coherent oscillations stored in
the axion field behave as matter and can account for a
fraction or the totality of the DM observed [60–62]. The
period of early matter domination would have an influence on the onset of field oscillations and can lead to a
different DM abundance at the present date for a given
axion mass [63–66], which, in turn, opens up the possibility for a lighter DM axion than what is expected in
the standard cosmological scenario, with observable consequences in theoretical astrophysics and in the laboratory [67–72].2 This circumstance is of interest to us in
the PBH mass window MBH = (106 − 5 × 108 ) g. We give
a more elaborate picture of this as we proceed.
We advance over previous estimates of the axion abundance in the presence of PBHs [74] by implementing a series of novel approaches. The equation of motion for the
axion is solved numerically using the plasma temperature
as the independent variable, to facilitate the inclusion
of temperature-dependent quantities. We also present a

detailed numerical analysis of the Boltzmann equations
which govern the abundance of the energy densities in the
radiation bath and in the PBH-dominated background,
similarly to Ref. [75]. Our results show that if PBHs did
dominate the early Universe around the period of QCD
phase transition when the axion field oscillations began,
the range of mass allowed for a DM axion is widened with
respect to what is allowed in the standard cosmology.
We explore the bounds on the dark radiation (DR)
produced by PBH evaporation and from thermal axions,
and we account for axion isocurvature bounds in the case
where the PQ symmetry is broken during the period of
inflation. We study and comment on the changes our current cosmological model might undergo should BH accretion be taken into consideration. We assess the bounds
on the model parameters by testing them against the
CMB and GW data secured so far in the literature. Our
novel observations may serve to probe into the physics of
a plethora of cosmological models that can be mapped
onto our minimal setup.
The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we provide
an overview of PBH evaporation. In Sec. III we discuss
the cosmological setup which we later study and solve
equations over numerically. In Sec. IV we review the
theory of the axion. In Sec. V we present the methods
adopted to solve the set of equations numerically and we
obtain certain results, which are demonstrated in Sec. VI.
The results are discussed in Sec. VII and conclusions are
given in Sec. VIII. We work with natural units, i.e., ~ =
c = kB = 1. The numerical code is available open-source
at github.com/lucavisinelli/AXIONPBH.
II.

PRIMORDIAL BLACK HOLES
A.

Formation and abundance

The abundance of PBHs is defined in terms of the energy fraction that collapses into PBHs at the time of their
formation tf ,
β=

Alternative cosmologies other than early matter domination have
also been suggested [73].

(1)

where the subscript “f ” stands for the formation
time, ρBH is the PBH energy density, and ρcrit (t) ≡
3H 2 (t)/(8πGN ) is the critical energy density at time t
in terms of the Hubble rate H(t) and Newton’s constant
GN . Since we assume the formation occurs during the
radiation domination and with a monochromatic PBH
mass spectrum, the ratio of the initial PBH mass to the
horizon mass is given by γ ≈ 0.2 [10], so that the PBH
mass is
MBH = γ

2

ρBH (tf )
,
ρcrit (tf )

4π ρcrit,f
γ
=
,
3 Hf3
2GN Hf

(2)

where Hf ≡ H(tf ), the critical density at formation is
2
ρcrit (tf ) = 3γ 2 /(32πG3N MBH
). We assume that the Uni-

3
verse is radiation-dominated at tf , with the energy density in the plasma
ρr (T ) =

π2
g∗ (T )T 4 ,
30

(3)

and the function g∗ (T ) gives the number of relativistic degrees of freedom at temperature T . Under this assumption, the initial temperature of the primordial plasma
surrounding the PBH is

Tf =

45
γ2
2 g (T )
16π 3 G3N MBH
∗ f

1/4
.

(4)

In what follows, we assume that PBHs do not possess
a charge and have negligible spin [76, 77]. We consider
a monochromatic PBH mass function, described by the
expression in Eq. (2) which relates the mass of the PBH
produced to cosmic time and which has been explored
extensively in the literature. Because there are various
mechanisms that could lead to such a mass distribution,
we remain agnostic about the specific details of the production of PBHs.
Being formed in an early radiation-dominated epoch,
PBHs would dilute their energy density much slower than
the surrounding radiation, so that if β is sufficiently large
(see Eq. (13) below) they would come to dominate the
expansion rate until their eventual evaporation. The
initial abundance of PBHs is tracked by the BH yield
YBH (T ) ≡ nBH (T )/s(T ), where nBH = ρBH /MBH and
the entropy density s(T ) ≡ (2π 2 /45)gS (T )T 3 is defined
in terms of the entropy degrees of freedom gS (T ) at temperature T . The PBH yield at formation is
YBH (tf ) =

3Tf
β,
4MBH

(5)

and with this, the energy density in PBHs grows to
match the energy density of relativistic particles at the
time of early radiation-matter equality tEQ . In the absence of an entropy dilution during an early radiation
dominated epoch, the PBH energy density at tEQ is
ρBH = YBH (tf ) MBH s(TEQ ), resulting the temperature
of early radiation-matter equality to be
TEQ ≈ βTf .

B.

(6)

effectively losing mass in the process. The evolution of a
non-rotating BH3 is determined by its mass loss due to
the emitted particles [78, 80, 81], which accounts for the
sum over all emitted species i with spin si and orbital
angular momentum ` as
X gi Z +∞ ω Γs ,` (ω)
dMBH
i
dω ,
(8)
=−
ω/TH ± 1
dt
2π 0
e
i,`
where gi denotes the number of degrees of freedom for the
particle i [82, 83] and the factor Γsi ,` (ω) is the probability
of a particle produced near the horizon with an energy ω
and quantum numbers si , ` escaping to infinity, or conversely the probability of absorbing an incoming wave of
the same energy. The absorption probability Γsi ,` (ω) is
obtained by decomposing the particle wave function into
spherical harmonics, with the resulting equation being
the Teukolsky equation [84] for the radial wave function
R(r). When applied to a non-rotating BH, the Teukolsky
equation reduces to a Schrödinger-like expression known
as the Bardeen-Press equation [85]. The numerical computation has been carried out in Ref. [80] which leads us
to the below expression for the mass loss rate
dMBH /dt
MBH

where the coefficients wsi are given as: w0 = 1.82, w1 =
0.41, w2 = 0.05, and w1/2 = 1 (neutral) or w1/2 = 0.97
(absolute elementary charge). Note, the effect of mutual
repulsion between charged particles is accounted for even
though the BH is not charged [86]. Summing all contriSM
butions from SM particles gives gH
' 102.6. Soon as
an additional scalar degree of freedom is included, we
get gH ' 104.5. We refer to this latter value of gH for
SM+axion content below, neglecting any possible change
of this quantity with temperature. Because the Hawking
temperature TH for BHs that evaporate before BBN is
well above the electroweak scale and all particles in the
SM are emitted at this stage.
In the case where gH does not change with time,
Eq. (9) when solved predicts that a PBH evaporates
within the characteristic time
(11)

Here, we neglect the temporal change in the PBH mass
since it only affects the endmost stages of the PBH

3

(7)

(9)

i

3
tevap = 30760π G2N MBH
/(G gH ) .

According to the Hawking mechanism, a BH of mass
MBH radiates a spectrum of particles lighter than its
Hawking temperature [78]
TH

evap

G gH (TH )
3 ,
30720πG2N MBH

where G ≈ 3.8 is the BH graybody factor and the spinweighted number of degrees of freedom gH (TH ) accounts
for all existing particles of mass below TH as
X
gH (TH ) =
gi wsi ,
(10)

Evaporation

1
=
,
8πGN MBH

=−

Several numerical tools are further available to compute the evaporation rate in different scenarios. A detailed list is given in
Ref. [79].

4
evolution. Demanding that the corresponding temperature at PBH evaporation is Tevap > TBBN and fixing
TBBN ∼ 1 MeV [87–90] leads to the bound
8
MBH <
∼ 5 × 10 g .

(12)

Consistency in the successful results obtained accounting
BBN in a radiation-dominated background demands that
any potential early population of PBHs must have taken
over radiation prior to BBN. Demanding that a period
of PBH domination effectively occurs at some point and
a sizeable population of PBHs with a sufficiently large
value of β is produced, TEQ > Tevap with TEQ in Eq. (6),
gives
s
!1/2
g
(T
)
G
M
∗
f
N
BH
,
(13)
β>
∼
g∗ (Tevap ) γ tevap
−10
4
or β >
∼ 5 × 10 (10 g/MBH ). A different lower bound is
obtained by suggesting that PBH domination effectively
terminates before BBN initiates. This is equivalent to
demanding that TEQ > TBBN , or
−17
β>
∼ 5 × 10



MBH
104 g

A consequence of Eq. (17) is seen in the nonconservation front of the entropy during the evaporation
phase, which can be stated in terms of the evolution of
the entropy density s(T ) as
dMBH /dt ρBH
ds
+ 3Hs = −
.
dt
MBH
T

Since Eq. (18) is applied at temperatures above TBBN , we
have neglected the difference between gS (T ) and g∗ (T ).
It comes in handy to express Eq. (15) with the temperature being the independent variable instead of time, in
combination with Eq. (17) and the definition of ρr , to
obtain
Q(T )

dρBH
3 H
dMBH /dt ρBH
+
ρBH = −
,
dT
T Heff
MBH T Heff

.

dMBH /dt ρBH
.
MBH 4ρr

(20)

(14)

Alongside the lower bounds on the fractional PBH abundance, an upper bound on β is also obtained. We find the
upper bound demanding that GWs produced from PBH
isocurvature modes not spoil BBN [91], as we revise later
in Sec. III C.

Eq. (19) coincides with Eq. (35) in Ref. [41] except for the
presence of the function Q(T ) in Eq. (19) accounting for
the change in the effective number of relativistic degrees
of freedom as

Q(T ) ≡

III.

(19)

where the effective Hubble rate is
Heff = H +

1/2

(18)

1+

T dg∗ (T )
4g∗ (T ) dT

−1
.

(21)

EVOLUTION OF PBHS IN COSMOLOGY
A.

Boltzmann equations

Since PBHs form with a negligible momentum in the
comoving coordinate frame, they behave as matter with
the Boltzmann equation for their energy density given as
dρBH
dMBH /dt
+ 3HρBH =
ρBH ,
dt
MBH

(15)

where the BH mass loss due to evaporation is given in
Eq. (9) and the Hubble rate is found from the following
Friedmann equation
H2 =

8πGN
(ρr + ρBH ) .
3

(16)

The by-products of the BH evaporation feed the radiation
energy density as
dρr
dMBH /dt
+ 4Hρr = −
ρBH ,
dt
MBH

(17)

where the radiation energy density tracks the plasma
temperature as given in Eq. (3). In Appendix A, we outline the scheme we have deployed to compute the function
g∗ (T ) and we provide a numerical fit for the SM case.

We discuss in detail the modified Eq. (19) we use to derive
the results for the background in Appendix B.
Note, the system of equations above is completely
determined only after the set of parameters (β, MBH )
is specified. For some values of the initial conditions
(β, MBH ), the PBH energy density comes to dominate
the expansion rate in the early Universe temporarily. For
an illustrative purpose, in Fig. 1 we show the results
obtained from solving Eq. (19) in terms of the quantities ρBH /ρcrit (blue) and ρr /ρcrit (red), where ρcrit is the
critical density at any given time, as a function of the
plasma temperature (GeV) derived from Eq. (3). Results obtained are for three distinct PBH masses MBH
with initial fractional abundances β, namely (β, MBH ) =
(10−10 , 108 g) (solid line), (β, MBH ) = (10−6 , 108 g) (dotdashed line), and (β, MBH ) = (10−10 , 106 g) (dashed
line) respectively. The PBH mass MBH regulates the
phenomenon of PBH evaporation, while the fractional
abundance β determines when the transition from early
radiation to early matter domination begins, if it ever
does. We have marked the BBN period starting around
TBBN ∼ 1 MeV when the Universe is radiation dominated and the PBHs have decayed to around 180 s after
the Big Bang when the abundances of light elements are
fixed [92].
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C.

7
g∗ (T >
∼ Tdec ) = 2 + 8 (4 + 2Nν ) ,
8
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FIG. 1. The fractional abundances ρBH /ρcrit (blue) and
ρr /ρcrit (red), where ρcrit is the critical density at any given
time, as a function of the plasma temperature T in GeV.
The initial fractional abundance and mass of the PBH component is (β, MBH ) = (10−10 , 108 g) (solid line), (β, MBH ) =
(10−6 , 108 g) (dot-dashed line), and (β, MBH ) = (10−10 , 106 g)
(dashed line), respectively.

B.

The effects of accretion

PBHs accrete mass from the surrounding plasma at a
rate [93]
dMBH /dt
MBH

2
= faccr 4πrBH
accr

ρr
,
MBH

(22)

where rBH = 2GN MBH is the BH Schwarzschild radius
and the accretion efficiency is faccr = 27/16 for the noninteracting plasma [94]. When accretion is included, the
PBH mass loss term in Eqs. (15)–(17) modifies as
dMBH /dt
dMBH /dt
=
MBH
MBH

+
evap

dMBH /dt
MBH

.

(23)

accr

Clearly, the two terms have opposite signs as accretion
helps bring mass into the PBH while evaporation leads
to a net mass ejection in the form of Hawking radiation.
To better understand the role of accretion, we compare
the two timescales at the time of early matter-radiation
equality TEQ = βTf , where the rates between accretion
and evaporation read
tevap
taccr

Bounds from the effective number of neutrinos

Any excess in radiation at BBN or recombination can
be translated into a contribution to the effective number of relativistic neutrinos Nν , following the definition
for g∗ (T ) predicting that the total number of relativistic
degrees of freedom before neutrino decoupling at temperature Tdec be

BBN

1.0
0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.0

≈
TEQ

46140π γ 2
2 g∗ (βTf )
faccr β 4 GN MBH
. (24)
G gH
g∗ (Tf )

In the mass ranges of PBHs that are relevant for this
work, this ratio is always smaller than one and accretion
can be safely neglected from the time when PBHs start
dominating the energy density.

(25)

where Nν = 2.99+0.34
−0.33 at 95% confidence level (CL) using the TT, TE, EE + lowE combination of the angular correlations measured by the Planck Collaboration
jointly with a lensing mapping and baryon acoustic oscillation data [95]. Setting Nν = NνSM + ∆Nν with
NνSM = 3.046 being the number predicted within the
SM [96], see also Refs. [97–99], the contribution from any
relativistic species other than neutrinos is
ρDR =

π2 7
∆Nν T 4 ,
30 4

(26)

Here, the additional number of neutrino species ∆Nν
parametrizes all contributions that are relativistic at
recombination. These include primordial GWs, which
might have been produced in the early Universe through
various mechanisms, as well as any other exotic relativistic species such as axions.
Here, we review the contributions to ∆Nν from the
GW spectrum from curvature perturbations. We leave
the discussion of the contributions from dark radiation
to Sec. IV C. From the cosmological viewpoint, the energy density in GWs behaves identically to radiation and
redshifts as ρGW ∝ a−4 . In a cosmology where PBHs
temporarily govern the expansion of the Universe to then
evaporate, GWs are produced from the conversion of the
isocurvature modes associated with the perturbations in
the energy density of PBHs [100]. GWs are produced via
varied mechanisms: gravitons are emitted by the Hawking evaporation of second-order GWs associated with the
PBH formation scale [101], the GWs from merging PBH
in binary configurations, all occurring at frequencies generally higher than the window of detection that can be
probed with terrestrial interferometry techniques such as
the LIGO-VIRGO-KAGRA consortium. A comprehensive review is given in Ref. [102].
We demand that the energy density of GWs at BBN
does not exceed the amount from an exotic relativistic
component, or ρGW,BBN < ρDR [103]. Using the results
for ρGW,BBN in a PBH-dominated cosmology returns [91,
104–107]
−6
β<
∼ 1.1 × 10



g∗ (Tevap )
106.75

1/16 

MBH
104 g

−17/24
. (27)

Note, this bound has been derived using the bound
∆Nν <
∼ 0.2 which is more stringent than the constraint
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placed by the Planck Collaboration at 95% CL, although
such a numerical change does not modify the considerations dramatically.

IV.
A.

THEORY OF THE AXION
Models for the invisible axion

The QCD axion is a light pseudoscalar particle whose
existence would address the strong-CP problem, a longstanding open question within the established SM. The
energy density stored in the coherent axion oscillation
could also explain the dark matter in the Universe, provided the mass of the axion m0 falls within a specific mass
range. The most general embedment of the axion model
within the SM includes one PQ complex scalar field σ,
of which the axion is the angle component, along with
new fermions that are charged under the PQ symmetry.
For example, in the Kim-Shifman-Vainshtein-Zakharov
(KSVZ) model [108, 109], the scalar field has the PQ
charge +2 and the new fermions are new SU(3) triplets
with the PQ charge +1 for left-handed chirality and −1
for right-handed chirality. Another possibility is the inclusion of a Higgs doublet [110, 111]. See Ref. [112] for
reviews on more differing configurations.
At energies below the PQ scale fPQ and the electroweak scale, the PQ symmetry is broken and the PQ
field is decomposed as
1
σ = √ (ρ + v) e−iφ/fPQ ,
2

(28)

where v is the vacuum of the PQ theory, ρ is the radial
field, and the axion field φ appears as the angle component of σ. Integrating out the motion of ρ leaves us with
the effective Lagrangian describing the evolution of the
axion field as
1 µ
φ αs µν a
∂ φ∂µ φ − V (φ) +
G̃ G + Lint + LSM ,
2
fPQ 8π a µν
(29)
where LSM is the SM Lagrangian, V (φ) is the axion selfinteraction potential, Gµν
a is the gluon field with color
index a and with dual field G̃µν
a , and Lint describes the
interaction of the axion with the SM fermions and the
gauge fields other than the gluon fields. As the axiongluon term is expected in the QCD axion theory, a rotation of the quark mass matrix leads to the axion mass [56]
√
z mπ fπ
Λ2
≡
,
(30)
m0 =
1 + z fPQ
fPQ
L⊃

where z = 0.48 is the ratio of the masses of the up and
down quarks, mπ and fπ are the neutral pion mass and
decay constant, respectively, and we introduced the constant Λ ≈ 76 MeV. Numerically, Eq. (30) translates into
the expression m0 ≈ 5.8 µeV(1012 GeV/fPQ ) relating the
axion mass m0 with the PQ scale fPQ .

B.

Cosmological evolution of the axion field

We consider the evolution of the axion field φ over
a Friedmann-Robertson-Walker metric with line element
squared

(31)
ds2 = dt2 − a2 (t) dr2 + dϑ2 + sin2 ϑ dϕ2 ,
where a = a(t) is the scale factor and (t, r, ϑ, ϕ) are the
spacetime coordinates. In a cosmological setup and below the electroweak scale, the Lagrangian in Eq. (29)
describes the evolution of the axion field across the QCD
phase transition. At very high temperatures above the
QCD confinement, quarks and gluons form a gas and
move freely, in contrast to what they experience at much
lower temperatures. When the primordial plasma’s temperature drops below the confinement temperature TC ,
the quark-gluon plasma transitions to the hadronic phase
which is characterized by bound quarks forming colorneutral hadrons. The precise value of TC and the order
of the phase transition are subject to intense studies using lattice simulations, see Refs. [113, 114]. The axion
field interacts nonperturbatively with the quark-gluon
plasma, acquiring the effective temperature-dependent
potential in Eq. (29) which we parameterize as [115]
2
V (φ) = fPQ
m2φ (T ) [1 − cos(φ/fPQ )] ,

(32)

where mφ (T ) encodes the changes in the QCD susceptibility with respect to temperature and fPQ is the PQ
symmetry breaking scale. We model the temperaturedependent axion mass as
m2φ (T ) = m20 χ̃(T ) ,

(33)

where we indicate the axion mass at zero temperature in
Eq. (30) as m0 , χ̃(T ) ≡ χ(T )/χ(0) and χ(T ) is the QCD
susceptibility which we model using the lattice QCD results in Ref. [113]. In this notation, the QCD suscepti2
bility at zero temperature is χ(0) = m20 fPQ
= Λ4 .
Given the Lagrangian in Eq. (29), the axion field in
the early Universe evolves according to the expression
φ̈ + 3H φ̇ +

1 2
∂V
∇ φ+
= 0,
a2
∂φ

(34)

where a dot is a derivation with respect to cosmic time
and ∇φ is the spatial gradient of the field φ. On superhorizon scales, the axion field is frozen to its initial configuration φi = fPQ θi , where θi is the initial axion angle, until the Hubble rate decreases to the value H(T ) ∼ mφ (T ),
after which the energy stored in the coherent oscillations
of the axion field redshift as a matter field which can be
interpreted as the dark matter observed, with the energy
density
1 2 1
φ̇ + |∇φ|2 + V (φ) ,
(35)
2
2
and the corresponding fractional energy density Ωφ ≡
ρφ /ρcrit . The temperature Tosc at which the oscillations
in the axion field begin is found by solving
ρφ =

H(Tosc ) = mφ (Tosc ) .

(36)
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We use Tosc as a reference temperature around which we
start the numerical integration of the axion field equation, as we describe in Sec. V.

C.

Axions as dark radiation

Along with the cold axions from the vacuum realignment mechanism, axions as dark radiation are expected
to arise from two distinct sources: i) axions emitted by
PBH evaporation as Hawking radiation, and ii) thermal
axions produced from the decoupling with the primordial plasma at temperature Td . We first discuss the production from the evaporation, for which the contribution from a relativistic species with weighted degrees of
freedom gDR,H generally corresponds to a deviation in
the number of relativistic neutrinos. More in Eq. (26),
or [40, 116–118]
∆NνDR ≈ 0.027 gDR,H



106.75
gS (Tevap )

4/3
.

(37)

This value of ∆NνDR is safely below the current detection
limits for all values of Tevap of interest here [95]. Nevertheless, a deviation from NνSM of the size as in Eq. (37)
is within reach of future CMB probes [119–121], allowing
the detection of these light thermal relics [117].
We now move to the production of thermal axions.
The hot QCD axions that get decoupled from the plasma
generally have a negligible energy density with respect to
the cold component for the mass range that addresses the
DM puzzle; in fact, this component is generally neglected
in the DM literature. Even if this is also the case for
the present work, we assess this component in the PBHdominated cosmology since the computation differs from
the standard scenario.4
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For fPQ >
∼ 10 GeV, as it is implied in this work,
the production of thermal axions proceeds through the
scattering with gluons mediated by the axion-gluon term
in the Lagrangian of Eq. (29),5 that leads us to a thermal
axion production rate [127]
γg ≡

ζ(3) 2 T 6
dnφ
=
α 2 Fg (T ) ,
dt
4π 5 s fPQ

(38)

where ζ(3) ≈ 1.202 and Fg (T ) is a function that adds
various contributions to the thermal axion production
rate induced by the SM couplings [116]. With this process, the production of thermal axions proceeds according to a Boltzmann equation for the number density

4
5

Previous work derived the abundance of hot axions in a general
matter-dominated cosmological era [122].
The production of the axion can also take place through processes
involving pions [123–125] or photons [126].

th
nth
φ = nφ (T ),

dnth
φ
+ 3H(T )nth
φ = γg
dt

nth
φ
1 − eq
nφ

!
,

(39)

where neq
= (ζ(3)/π 2 )T 3 is the number density at
φ
equilibrium. Equivalently, the expression for the yield
Yφth ≡ nth
φ /s reads
!
γg
1
1
1 ρBH
1 dYφth
=−
− eq +
. (40)
s Yφth
Yφ
tevap T s
Yφth dt
4
with Yφeq ≡ neq
φ /s = 45ζ(3)/(2π gS (T )). From Eq. (40)
it is evident that the production of thermal axions and
its subsequent dilution by PBH evaporation occurs at
two separate instances, namely the hot axion component
decouples at a temperature Td given approximately by
γg (Td ) ∼ H(Td )nth
φ (Td ), or

8π 4
Td ≈
3αs2

r

2
πGN g∗ (Td ) fPQ
≈ O(1011 GeV) ,
5
F (Td )

(41)

where the numerical result is valid for fPQ ≈ 1011 GeV.
The contribution to F (Td ) ≈ O(10) is mostly given by
the top quark and the specific value depends on the model
used for the axion-quark couplings [116]. Any radiation
component produced at such a high temperature quickly
dilutes away during the PBH domination and gets further diluted by the PBH evaporation, which nevertheless
releases new hot axions subject to the bound in Eq. (37).
D.

Axion isocurvature fluctuations

Isocurvature modes of a species i with respect to photons are produced as a consequence of a spatial variation
in the ratio ni /nγ [128, 129]. If the axion field originates during single-field inflation and the PQ symmetry
is not restored afterward, isocurvature modes that are
produced are completely uncorrelated with the curvature
perturbations. Here, we consider an axion field produced
during a period of inflation occurring at the energy scale
HI . The magnitude of axion isocurvature perturbations
at a given scale is [130–132]
Siso,φ =

Ωφ
∂ ln Ωφ
σφ
,
ΩDM
∂φ

(42)

where the quantum fluctuations for any nearly-massless
scalar field that is present during inflation have variance
σφ2 = HI2 /(2π)2 and ΩDM is the DM abundance. The
power spectrum of axion isocurvature fluctuations is then

2
Ωφ
HI2
2
2
∆φ (k) ≡ |Siso,φ | =
2 θ 2 F (θi ) , (43)
ΩDM
π 2 fPQ
i

2
∂
F (θi ) = 1 +
ln f (θi )
,
(44)
∂θi
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where the function f (θi ) accounts for the non-harmonic
terms in the axion potential [133–136]. More precisely,
we assume that the axion energy density can be written
as Ωφ ∝ θi2 f (θi ).
Results from the Planck Collaboration quote the
bound on the fraction of uncorrelated (axion) isocurvature fluctuations
β(k0 ) ≡

∆2φ (k0 )
∆2φ (k0 ) + ∆2R (k0 )

,

(45)

where ∆2R (k) is the curvature power spectrum with
wavenumber k and k0 is a pivotal scale. Using the
CMB temperature and polarisation anisotropy data
jointly with the BICEP2/Keck Array at the scale k0 =
0.002 Mpc−1 , the joint collaborations report the bound
β(k0 ) <
∼ 0.035 at 95% confidence level [137] and the measurement of the power spectrum As = 3.044 ± 0.014 at
68% confidence level, where As ≡ ln(1010 ∆2R (k0 )) [95].
For the axion being the dominant contribution to the DM
and for θi <
∼ π, the bound translates into
−5
HI <
∼ 3 × 10 fPQ θi /F (θi ) .

(46)

Note, this expression holds in the standard cosmology
as well as in the non-standard formulations, although
the value of fPQ and eventually the expression for f (θi )
would be modified.
The difficulty in building these types of models lies in
the prerequisites that include a low energy scale of inflation from isocurvature bounds. However, these models overcome the issue of dealing with topological defects
that are present in the post-inflation production of the
axion, as inflation washes out the inhomogeneities such
as axion strings. Explicit models of low-scale inflation
have been invoked to accommodate the axion in such a
scenario [138–141].
V.

METHOD

We demonstrate the numerical methods used to derive
the results in our work. The accompanying material can
be found here: github.com/lucavisinelli/AXIONPBH,
and the corresponding set of equations is discussed in Appendix B 2. The goal of the code is to provide the mass
of the axion that accounts for the present DM abundance
given the details of the cosmology in the form of (β, MBH )
and the initial axion angle θi . For this, the expression for
the PBH abundance in Eq. (19) is solved with the initial
condition in Eq. (1) as a function of temperature over
the vast range (Tf , TBBN ), once the independent variable
is chosen as τ ≡ ln(T /Tf ).
We now address the computation of the axion abundance. For a given axion mass m0 , we first find the temperature Tosc that serves as a proxy for the axion oscillations by solving Eq. (36), with the Hubble rate given
in terms of the numerical solution of Eq. (19) and the
QCD susceptibility from Ref. [113]. After the onset of

field oscillations, the axion field evolves as a cold component with a number density nφ ≡ ρφ /mφ (T ) which is a
solution of
dnφ
+ 3Hnφ = 0 .
dt

(47)

To account for the additional dilution by PBH evaporation, we track the change in the axion yield Yφ ≡ nφ /s,
where the entropy density follows Eq. (18), and we get,
dMBH /dt ρBH
1 dYφ
=
,
Yφ dt
MBH
Ts

(48)

which now allows us to evaluate the value of the quantity ln[Yφ /Yφosc ] across the PBH evaporation epoch. In
practice, we solve Eq. (48) starting from a temperature
> Tosc down to TBBN at which we stop the numerical
∼
integration. The most resource-consuming aspect of the
resolution lies in obtaining the initial value of the yield,
namely the quantity Yφosc = ρosc
φ /(m(Tosc ) s(Tosc )). For
this, we solve numerically the axion equation of motion in
Eq. (34) for the initial value θi and for the superhorizon
modes |∇φ|  a, in terms of the independent variable
ξ ≡ ln(T /Tosc ) = τ + ln(Tf /Tosc ) which greatly simplifies
the scheme.6
The axion field evolves in the standard cosmology post
BBN, but the value of the yield Yφ obtained at the temperature TBBN remains constant to the present date. The
present dark matter abundance is then
Ωφ (T0 ) =

m0
gS (T0 )T03
ρφ (TBBN )
, (49)
3
mφ (TBBN ) gS (TBBN )TBBN ρcrit (T0 )

where T0 is the present CMB temperature and ρcrit (T0 ) =
3H02 /(8πGN ) is the present critical density as a function
of the Hubble constant H0 . The present number of entropy degrees of freedom is gS (T0 ) ≈ 3.909 while before
neutrino decoupling it is gS (T ) ≈ g∗ (T ) . Because value
of the axion mass m0 does not guarantee that the abundance in Eq. (49) coincides with the DM observed, we
iterate over m0 until the quantity |Ωφ (T0 )/ΩDM − 1| falls
below the desired tolerance, here  = 10−3 .

VI.

RESULTS

Using the numerical tools developed in Sec. V, we compute the axion mass as a function of the PBH parameter
space and the initial axion angle. Safe to say that the
results impact the cosmological model in question. We
consider the PBHs in the mass range
8
<
106 g <
∼ MBH ∼ 5 × 10 g ,

6

(50)

See Ref. [142] for an alternative expression of Eq. (34) in terms
of the temperature T .
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FIG. 2. The black line shows the ratio of the axion yield Yφ to
its value at the onset of oscillations Yφosc , as a function of the
plasma temperature T . We set the initial PBH abundance
β = 10−10 with a monochromatic mass distribution centered
at MBH = 108 g. Also shown are the relative abundances of
the energy densities in PBHs (blue line) and radiation (red
line).

where the lower limit is obtained from setting Tosc = TEQ
and has a dependence on β. A value in the ballpark of
106 g is deduced from demanding that PBHs not evaporate at temperatures Tosc ∼ 1 GeV. This temperature
also corresponds to when the axion field begins to oscillate. The upper limit is deciphered from the fact that
PBHs disappeared before BBN; see Eq. (12).
Fig. 2 shows the yield Yφ obtained from solving
Eq. (48) (black line) and in units of Yφosc , for the choice of
the initial PBH abundance β = 10−10 with a monochromatic mass distribution centered at MBH = 108 g. For
this set of parameters, PBHs have come to dominate the
expansion rate by the time the axion field begins to oscillate to then evaporate at Tevap ≈ 20 MeV, see the blue
line in Fig. 2. The fractional energy density in radiation
is expressed by the red line in the same figure. Note, prior
to PBH evaporation, the yield decreases from its initial
value Yφosc because of the additional entropy injected by
the particles emitted as Hawking radiation. This aspect
is peculiar to the PBH-dominated epoch and its effect
has to be taken into account to properly compute the
abundance of DM axions today [65].
We now include differing values of initial axion angle
θi and study its impact. In the top panel of Fig. 3 we report the relation between the DM axion mass in eV and
the initial axion angle θi , for β = 10−10 and for different
PBH masses MBH , namely MBH = 5 × 105 g (black line),
MBH = 5 × 106 g (green line), MBH = 5 × 107 g (blue
line), and MBH = 5 × 108 g (red line). We first discuss
the decrease in m0 with increasing values of MBH , for
a fixed θi . Because of the extra dilution from entropy
injection, the axion energy density in scenarios of early

PBH domination is generally lower than in the standard
cosmology for a given axion mass. As the present energy density is usually negatively dependent on m0 in
both standard and early matter-dominated cosmologies,
demanding that the axion is the DM with lower values
of m0 . We now comment on the positive trend of the
axion mass with θi for a given value of MBH , which is
coming from the positive dependence of the energy density on θi and the negative dependence on m0 , and both
the axion angle and its mass must increase in order to
attain the value of the present energy density. PBHs of
mass MBH = 5 × 105 g would not affect the dynamics
of the axion since they would have fully evaporated before the axion field begins oscillating which makes this
scenario indistinguishable from a standard one. For all
other scenarios, the axion mass increases drastically with
θi ≈ π, because of the non-harmonic terms in the potential. Moreover, given a value for θi , it is generally expected that the DM axion mass decreases with increasing
PBH mass since a larger MBH leads to a longer period
of PBH domination, thus enhancing the effects of the
entropy dilution.
The bottom panel of Fig. 3 gives the bound on the
inflation scale HI from Eq. (46), so that the region
above each curve is excluded for the specific choice of
the cosmological model. As it is well known from literature [130–132], the bound on the isocurvature modes lead
to a stringent constraint on HI , which for the PQ scale
7
fPQ ∼ 1012 GeV corresponds to HI <
∼ 2×10 GeV. While
models of low-scale inflation exist [138–141], single-field
inflation with an approximately quadratic potential gives
HI ∼ 1012 GeV once the requirements for the amplitude
of the perturbations in the CMB are satisfied. This can
be reconciled by considering a smaller value of θi or, as
shown in Fig. 3, by incorporating the implicit effects of
the PBH population on the prerequisites for a higher PQ
scale that lowers the isocurvature power spectrum.
7
Note, for MBH >
∼ 5 × 10 g and for small values of
θi , the bound in the bottom panel of Fig. 3 seems to
reach a plateau which is not present for smaller PBH
masses. This is not a numerical artifact and it is due
to the fact that in this cosmological model the axion begins to oscillate at temperatures below the QCD phase
transition, when the axion mass is no longer dependent
on temperature, so that the PQ scale for the DM axion
is fPQ ∝ θi−1 , see Eq. (83) in Ref. [65]. In this regime,
the bound in Eq. (46) becomes independent of θi . At
the same time, for lower values of the PBH mass the PQ
−4/3
scale is fPQ ∝ θi
, leading to a mild dependence for
the bound on HI on the initial axion angle.
We now shift our focus to assessing the axion mass as
a function of the PBH parameter space (β, MBH ). The
color code in the density plot in Fig. 4 returns the mass
that assures that the axion is the candidate for DM for
the cosmological model described by the set (β, MBH ).
We have fixed the initial axion angle θi = 1 when the
oscillations begin, and we have used the numerical code
described in Sec. V to derive the results on a grid of points
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FIG. 3. Top panel: The DM axion mass m0 in eV as a function
of the initial axion angle θi , for the initial fractional PBH
abundance β = 10−10 and for different choices of the PBH
mass: MBH = 5 × 105 g (black line), MBH = 5 × 106 g (green
line), MBH = 5 × 107 g (blue line), and MBH = 5 × 108 g (red
line). Bottom panel: The lower bound on the inflation scale
HI in Eq. (46) as a function of the initial axion angle θi . The
color code is the same as the top panel.

for the PBH parameters. For values of the mass MBH <
∼
5×106 g, PBHs evaporate before the axion field begins to
oscillate and the DM axion mass remains unchanged with
respect to the standard cosmological scenario. The DM
axion mass shifts to smaller values for higher MBH , for
which the duration of the PBH domination is increased as
the evaporation is delayed, and for higher values of β for
which the PBH domination starts earlier, see Fig. 1. This
occurs because of the inverse proportionality between the
axion energy density and its mass, so that in order to
counteract the entropy dilution of the energy density, the
value of m0 needs to be decreased to obtain the present
DM abundance in all cosmological models. The smallest
achievable value of the DM axion mass that is consistent
with the bound is m0 ∼ 10−8 eV, however, this value can
be even lower in the possibility that θi is decreased, as
the red line in Fig. 3 shows.
In Fig. 4, the bound labeled “∆Nν <
∼ 0.2” has been
tacitly derived in Ref. [91], see their Fig. 4, by consid-

FIG. 4. The mass of the DM axion m0 in eV for different
PBH initial fractional abundances β (vertical axis) and PBH
mass MBH in grams (horizontal axis), with the initial axion
angle θi = 1. We have marked some of the specific values of
the DM axion mass with dashed black lines. Also shown is
the bound on the PBH mass in Eq. (12) labeled “BBN”, the
upper bound in Eq. (27) labeled “∆Nν <
∼ 0.2”, and the lower
bound in Eq. (13) and labeled “βTf < Tevap ”. The green line
labeled “GW” is the forecast of the upper bound we will get
once the future GW detectors are online, see text for details.

ering the GW energy at recombination as an additional
contribution to Nν , as discussed in Sec. III C. Two considerations are in place. First, the bound will improve
in the near future once more stringent measurements
of ∆Nν are available. For instance, the CMB Stage
IV experiments forecast ∆Nν <
∼ 0.06 at 95% CL [119–
121]. Second, future GW detectors will be able to probe
the primordial GW strain released in the model directly.
In fact, the GW strain is expected to peak at around
(0.1 − 10) Hz for the PBH mass range considered, which
coincides with the range that will be accessible with DECIGO [143, 144] and the Einstein Telescope (ET) [145],
and partially also by LISA [146]. Using the formulation
leading to Fig. 3 in Ref. [91] and the expected sensitivity
of the future GW detectors, we have derived the region
of the parameter space that will be in reach of these GW
detectors once online, lying above the green line in Fig. 4
labeled as “GW”. In more detail, for a given value of
MBH , the green line gives the minimum value of β for
which the GW strain expected from the model appears
in one of the future detectors. The lower bound labeled
“βTf < Tevap ” is obtained from the consistency requirement that PBHs come to dominate the content before
their evaporation and prior to BBN, see Eq. (13). See
Fig. 6 in Ref. [75] for additional bounds coming from the
assessment against the forecast reach in CMB Stage IV
experiments.
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VII.

DISCUSSION

The aforementioned scenario is bound to have a pronounced impact on several observables, making the results that have come out of this work testable to a certain
extent. We worked under the assumption that the PQ
symmetry is already broken during inflation, effectively
washing out the unobserved topological defects that inevitably result from the spontaneous breaking of the PQ
symmetry. Still, most of the results obtained also hold
in the opposite regime where inflation does not help with
getting rid of defects and the PQ symmetry is broken
or restored at a lower energy scale [74, 75]. In the latter case, both the non-relativistic and relativistic populations benefit from the additional injection of entropy
coming off the decay of axionic strings, whose net effect
modifies the DM axion mass by a factor ∼ O(1 − 10).
The delayed onset of axionic field oscillations in the
early matter-dominated epoch leads to heavier substructures such as axion miniclusters [147], since a smaller
Tosc leads to a higher horizon length scale [67, 68, 148].
In addition, the model predicts an early stage of cosmic
structure formation [149], which might increase the typical minicluster mass [67]. Despite the recent progress in
the simulation of the axionic string network [150–153],
a dedicated study involving an early period of matter
domination is lacking, but see Ref. [154] for an earlier
study along this line. Assuming that the DM axion mass
shifts by O(1) due to topological defects, the picture in
Fig. 4 remains valid and a heavier PBH mass would correspond to a lighter DM axion. Both the existence of axion miniclusters and the length scale affected, including
the change brought in by the presence of the early PBH
domination, will be accessible in future pulsar timing experiments [155] as the window associated with measuring
the time period of pulsars is sensitive to sub-halos of mass
−13
M>
∼ 10 M [156].
Besides pulsar timing arrays, other experiments will
hopefully be able to test these scenarios in the coming decades. Novel techniques are sparking a mounting interest in the detection of axions in the low-mass
range. One such possibility involves creating a superconducting cavity which can comprehend data as low as
the one associated with axion-photon coupling gaγ ∼
10−18 GeV−1 [157–159], enabling the detection of the
DM axions with a mass in the O(10) neV range. Such
a mass range overlaps with the predictions of the proposed model, so that detection of the axion in a future
superradiant cavity could pave a path toward experimentally proving the existence of a primordial population of
BHs as depicted in Fig. 4.
These assumptions need to be cross-checked with the
potential reaches that will in turn be obtained by the
CMB Stage IV arrays, for which another independent
probe could be through GWs [91]. The extended array of LISA [146], DECIGO [143, 144], and the Einstein
Telescope [145] would be able to detect the GW strain
associated with relatively higher values of β within the

parameter space allowed in Fig. 4.

VIII.

CONCLUSIONS

We investigated how a population of primordial black
holes that briefly came to dominate the expansion rate
of the Universe, prior to BBN, affects the present abundance of the QCD axion. In the model, the mass distribution of the PBH population is a monochromatic mass
spectrum that peaked at a value smaller than ≈ 5×108 g,
leading them to evaporate completely prior to BBN so it
does not end up affecting the light element abundances.
We primarily studied the layout where the population of
PBHs dominates the energy density of the early Universe
and how the said population goes on to grow over time
and contributes a much more significant part to the total
energy density.
Assuming that the Peccei-Quinn symmetry is broken
during inflation, we have discussed how a modified cosmology affects the bounds from isocurvature fluctuations.
If the axion is the DM particle, we have obtained its mass
as a function of the initial abundance and mass of the
PBH population allowed by the BBN and CMB bounds
on the theoretical model, as shown in Fig. 4. We have
commented on the implication of the results in light of
future searches for light axions in superconducting cavities. Other production channels such as PBH evaporation and thermal decoupling might lead to an additional
dark radiation component that can show up in future
CMB surveys.
This model leads to an effective early matterdominated epoch, whose effects on the axion have been
rigorously discussed in literature [65]. Overall, our new
contributions can be summed up by two main findings.
First, the results provided in Fig. 4 facilitate us to draw
a relation between the PBH parameters and the axion
mass, and they serve as a guideline in models inclusive of
inflation where both these entities are predicted. Second,
the scenario is testable in the near future by a variety
of indirect probes that include GW detectors [143–146],
CMB Stage IV experiments, and pulsar timing arrays,
besides the direct search for light axions that will soon
be enabled in superconducting cavities [157–159].
Moreover, another merit of the model is it accommodates a scale of inflation that is generally higher than
what is generally demanded by the cosmology of the
QCD axion, as detailed in Fig. 3. The inflation scale
HI ∼ 1012 GeV corroborates the model in case where the
axion mass is as light as m0 ∼ 10−8 eV.
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1.

We rewrite Eq. (19) in a form that is more suitable for
numerical computations, using
−

Appendix A: Numerical fit of the function g∗ (T )

In this work, we have derived the number of relativistic degrees of freedom g∗ (T ) using the expressions in
Ref. [160] for a Standard Model content augmented with
an axion degree of freedom, using the expression
p
X  T 4 15 Z +∞ u2 u2 − x2
i
du
gi 4
, (A1)
g∗ (T ) =
T
π
exp(u)
±
1
i
x
i
i
where the sum runs over all species i with mass mi and
degrees of freedom gi , with the sign + (−) is intended
for fermions (bosons) and with xi ≡ mi /T .7 At temperatures well above the confinement scale TC , we have
taken the masses of the SM content from the 2022 release
of the Particle Data Group [92] and we have neglected the
masses of the neutrinos. Below the confinement scale,
we account for the effect of all mesons and baryons of
mass below 3 GeV. Setting t = ln(T /GeV), we fit our
numerical result over the range T ∈ [1 MeV, 1 TeV] to
the function
!
(2)
5
X
t − aj
(1)
(0)
g∗ (T ) = a +
aj
1 + tanh
,
(A2)
(3)
aj
j=1
which is inspired from Ref. [162]. In Table I we report
the results obtained.
j

1

2

(0)

a

(1)

aj

(2)

3

4

5

39.77
33.99 -10.40 -20.52 -6.81 -10.26

aj

-891.51 3.82

(3)
aj

437.30 -0.88 -0.15 -1.22 -0.95

-1.72 -2.35 -0.11

TABLE I. Coefficients obtained for the numerical fit of the
function g∗ (T ) in Eq. (A2).

Here, we explicitly show the modifications of the equations describing the evolution of the various components
that we have done in order to obtain a set of expressions
that is more suitable to be solved numerically.
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See Ref. [161] for the values of gi in the SM.

dMBH /dt
1
≡
.
MBH
tevap

(B1)

We introduce the quantities x ≡ ln(ρr /ρ̄) and y ≡
ln(ρBH /ρ̄), so that the Hubble rate in terms of the scale
factor a becomes
r
1 da
8πGN ρ̄ y
H≡
=
(e + ex )1/2 ,
(B2)
a dt
3
and we fix the value of ρ̄ so that (8πGN ρ̄/3)t2evap = 1.
Temperature is rescaled according to its value at PBH
formation Tf in Eq. (4) by introducing τ ≡ ln(T /Tf ), so
that the quantity x ≡ ln(ρr /ρ̄) is
x = 4τ + ln(ρr (Tf )/ρ̄) + ln(g∗ (T )/g∗ (Tf )) .

(B3)

With these definitions, Eqs. (16) and (19) are written as


db
ey−x
Q(τ )
= −(ey +ex )1/2, (B4)
(ey +ex )1/2 −
4
dτ


dy
ey−x
Q(τ )
= 1+3(ey +ex )1/2,(B5)
(ey +ex )1/2 −
4
dτ
where b ≡ ln a and the expression for Q(T ) in Eq. (21) is

−1
1 dg∗ (T )
Q(τ ) ≡ 1 +
.
(B6)
4g∗ (T ) dτ
The initial condition for y is set at T = Tf or τ = 0 and
it is obtained from Eq. (1) as
y(0) = ln(βρcrit (tf )/ρ̄) = ln(βHf2 t2evap ) ,

(B7)

with Hf = γ/(2GN MBH ) and ρcrit (tf ) = 3Hf2 /(8πGN ),
and the initial condition for the scale factor is b = 0 at
τ = 0. These expressions allow for a speedy resolution
for the content of the Universe well into PBH domination
and through its evaporation for various choices of the
PBH parameters, due to their logarithmic dependence
on both temperature and energy densities.
2.

Appendix B: Equations used to solve for the
background cosmology

Cosmological background

Equations for the axion field

The axion field is set in motion when the mass of the
particle is of the same order as the Hubble rate. We
first define the temperature Tosc around which the field
oscillations begin as the solution of the implicit equation mφ (Tosc ) = H(Tosc ). The value of Tosc obtained
is used to rescale the independent variable and to facilitate the numerical resolution of the equation of motion.
With rescaling the Hubble rate in Eq. (B2) and solving
Eqs. (B4)–(B5), such an implicit equation reads
(m0 tevap )2 χ̃(Tosc ) = eyosc +exosc ,

(B8)
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where yosc and xosc are the values of the quantities y and
x evaluated at Tosc . The expression leads to a value Tosc
which is a function of the axion mass at zero temperature
m0 and the initial axion angle θi , other than the PBH
parameters.
Since both the axion mass and the function g∗ (T ) depend on temperature, it is far better, neat, and useful to express all quantities as functions of T (the independent variable), properly rescaled to take Tosc into
account. For this, we introduce the independent variable ξ ≡ ln(T /Tosc ), related to the variable τ by τ ≡
ln(T /Tf ) = ξ + ln(Tosc /Tf ). We express the yield in
Eq. (48) once the axion oscillations start in terms of ξ by
solving

expressed in terms of the variable ξ we obtain
θ00 +



H0
b00
+ 3b0 − 0
H
b



θ0 +



b0
H

2

1 ∂V
= 0 . (B11)
2
fPQ
∂θ

(B10)

Note, that since the scale factor enters only through the
derivatives of the function b ≡ ln a, a shift in the normalization of the scale factor is irrelevant to the equations of
motion. Since V (θ) is given in Eq. (33) and the Hubble
rate is expressed in Eq. (B2), we finally obtain

 0
H
b00
eyosc +exosc χ̃(T ) 0 2
θ00+
+3b0 − 0 θ0+
(b ) sin θ = 0 .
H
b
ey +ex χ̃(Tosc )
(B12)
The expression above depends on the axion mass m0 and
the PBH mass through tevap . The idea of rescaling the
equation of motion for the axion field around Tosc is certainly not new, see Eq. (3.5) in Ref. [163], however here
we give it a new interpretation related to the background
cosmology which contains the decaying component from
PBH evaporation. We solve the expression above with
the initial condition θ = θi for T  Tosc . The energy
density of the axion field in Eq. (35) is rewritten as
"
#
 2
Λ4 1 2 θ0
2
H
+ mφ (T )(1 − cos θ)
(B13)
ρφ = 2
m0 2
b0
"
#
 0 2
θ
ey + ex
4
=Λ
+ χ̃(T )(1−cos θ) ,
2(m0 tevap )2 b0

with the axion potential in Eq. (32). Once Eq. (B10) is

which allows the computation of the present DM density
as demonstrated by Eq. (49).
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