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Abstract: Finite density effects can destabilize the metastable vacua in relaxion models.
Focusing on stars as nucleation seeds, we derive the conditions that lead to the formation
and runaway of a relaxion bubble of a lower energy minimum than in vacuum. The resulting
late-time phase transition in the universe allows us to set new constraints on the parameter
space of relaxion models. We also find that similar instabilities can be triggered by the
large electromagnetic fields around rotating neutron stars.
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1

Introduction

Expectations based on effective field theory are seemingly failing to reveal the resolution of
the naturalness problem of the electroweak scale. The absence of the long-sought signals of
new physics at the LHC strongly motivates the investigation of alternatives that defy those
expectations. One possibility is to consider that the Higgs mass is in fact not fundamentally
fixed but instead can take different values, depending on the local vacuum where the theory
is realized. The discovery that our vacuum is just one of many in a landscape would have
profound implications for our understanding of particle physics, placing our universe on the
same footing as our planet, solar system or galaxy. The multiple-vacua hypothesis was put
to use by Weinberg as a solution of the cosmological constant problem [1], and in recent
years it has gained attention as an explanation for a hierarchically small electroweak scale,
see e.g. [2–12] as well as [13–17] for earlier related proposals. A paradigmatic example by
now is the relaxion [2], where the Higgs mass not only takes different values depending on
the local minimum where the relaxion sits, but the structure of the landscape is such that a
mechanism operating during cosmological evolution can be engineered to dynamically select
the right vacuum. While these types of scenarios come with some theoretical problems
(vacuum selection, dependence on initial conditions, measure problem), more important is
the fact that they give rise to distinct experimental consequences and signatures, thus to
new ways of testing the origin of the electroweak scale.
In this work we wish to explore one of the novel phenomenological aspects associated
with a landscape of vacua as that present in relaxion models. Irrespective of how the
multiple vacua are populated or our vacuum is selected, it is well-known that when the
scalar field parametrizing the landscape is in a thermal bath, the structure of its potential
changes, allowing for transitions between different vacua. This phenomenon can take place
as well at finite density if the scalar is coupled to the background matter, as recently
discussed in [18, 19]. This gives rise to the possibility that large and dense systems, such as
stars, induce a classical (or quantum) transition from the metastable minimum, where the
theory in vacuum resides, to a lower energy minimum.1 Interestingly, if certain conditions
on the density profile and the evolution of the star are met, the corresponding scalar
bubble can expand beyond the confines of the dense system, potentially leading to a phase
transition where the universe transitions to the new, energetically preferred, ground state.
Since this type of late-time phase transitions, taking place at the dawn of star formation
(redshifts z . 20), are constrained by cosmological observations, they lead to bounds on
the properties of the landscape.
Both the conditions for a scalar bubble to escape from a star and the experimental
constraints on the associated phase transition have been discussed in [19] in the context of
a simple quartic potential with a tilt, i.e. with two non-degenerate minima. In this work
we extend them to the case of the relaxion potential, which we review in Sec. 2. Since by
construction the relaxion potential depends on the QCD quark condensate (QCD-relaxion)
or the Higgs VEV squared (non-QCD relaxion), its landscape of minima changes in a dense
environment of SM matter. We show in Sec. 3 that at sufficiently high densities and for
1

Some of these results have been presented in several talks over the last two years [20–22].
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large enough stars, the in-vacuo relaxion minimum can be destabilized and a bubble of a
lower energy minimum can expand indefinitely. This fact allows us to set new constraints
on the relaxion mechanism, which we present in Sec. 4. The most relevant ones are found
in the case of the non-QCD relaxion (Sec. 4.2), where the minima are typically very shallow
and the small change in the Higgs VEV induced by a finite baryon density is enough to
trigger the transition. We also find that the large electric and magnetic fields generated by
pulsars/magnetars can lead to analogous phase transitions for relaxions with large couplings
to photons (Sec. 4.3). Finally, we show that if the vacuum instability is seeded by the largest
stars in the universe (with radii thousand times that of the Sun), or if dark astrophysical
objects exist (Sec. 4.4), a change of minimum in the relaxion landscape can take place
with the corresponding change in vacuum energy being very small. A priori, such a phase
transition is phenomenologically viable and an interesting target for future exploration.
We summarize and present our conclusions in Sec. 5.

2

The relaxion potential

The relaxion potential [2] is characterized by a washboard-like shape where the amplitude
of the wiggles depends on the relaxion field φ itself,
V (φ) = −Λ4R

φ
φ
− Λ̃4B F (φ) cos .
f
f

(2.1)

ΛR and Λ̃B are the scales that control the size of the linear rolling and periodic backreaction terms respectively, while 2πf parametrizes the field distance between adjacent
minima. The monotonically increasing function F (φ) is of the form

F (φ) =

φ
−1
φc

k/2
Θ(φ − φc ) ,

(2.2)

with k = 1, 2 and where φc is the field value where the periodic barriers turn on. This is
taken such that the change in the size of the wiggles after a 2πf period is small, i.e. φc  f ,
and therefore the landscape is densely populated over field ranges of order φc . The case
k = 0 corresponds to Abbott’s potential [23], where the size of the potential barriers is
constant. The non-trivial behavior for k = 1, 2 arises from the dependence of the periodic
term on the Higgs VEV, h, which in turn is determined by the scalar field φ.
Indeed, the Higgs potential, in particular the mass term, depends on the value of the
relaxion,
V (h) = 12 (M 2 − gφM )h2 + 41 λh4 ,
(2.3)
where M is the cutoff and g is a small coupling that breaks the shift-symmetry associated
with φ. Note that the periodic term in the relaxion potential, while breaking the continuous
shift-symmetry, is still invariant under the discrete shift φ → φ+2πf n, n ∈ Z. The coupling
to the Higgs, as well as the linear term in the potential, break it completely, thus we expect
Λ4R
= c gM 3 ,
f
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(2.4)

where c is a parameter with the dimensions of an inverse coupling squared, therefore c ∼
1/(4π)2 in a strongly coupled UV completion; in this work we simply take c = 1. Likewise,
naive dimensional analysis yields M ∼ 4πf ; here we keep M and f independent and require
that f > M/4π (f  M would correspond to a weakly coupled UV completion). As soon
as the Higgs mass parameter turns negative, h acquires a VEV, given by


M2 φ
2
− 1 , φc ≡ M/g ,
(2.5)
h =
λ
φc
where we have identified φc as given in Eq. (2.2).
One must now specify how the amplitude of the relaxion periodic term depends on
the Higgs VEV. In Sec. 4 we discuss specific realizations of the relaxion, where such a
dependence is either linear (QCD-relaxion), Λ̃4B F (φ) ≡ Λ4QCD h/v with v ≈ 246 GeV and
ΛQCD the QCD quark condensate, or quadratic (non-QCD-relaxion), Λ̃4B F (φ) ≡ ΛC (h/v)2 ,
where ΛC is the analogous of ΛQCD for a new QCD-like confining dynamics. These two cases
therefore correspond to k = 1, 2 in Eq. (2.2), respectively. More complicated functions,
beyond Eq. (2.2), arise in the presence of extra light scanning scalars [24]. In any case, the
change in the Higgs field between adjacent minima is
∆h2 =

2π Λ4R
.
λ M2

(2.6)

The requirement that φc  f , which is correlated with the fact that the rolling term is
hierarchically smaller than the cutoff of the theory, ΛR  M , see Eq. (2.4), ensures that
the Higgs VEV varies slowly with every period of the potential.
Recall that in the relaxion mechanism, φ goes through a period of dynamical evolution,
originally assumed to happen during a phase of cosmological inflation [2], where it rolls
towards the minima of the landscape, generically stopping at one of the first (see below
for a characterization of the minima). The parameters of the potential are adjusted, in a
technically natural fashion, such that the Higgs VEV is of the right size at the minimum
where the relaxion stops its evolution, that is h = v. Other proposals regarding the
aforementioned time evolution of the relaxion have been put forward in e.g. [25–27] and
[28]. In addition, already in [2] and subsequently in e.g. [24, 29], the potential itself was
made to evolve during inflation, eventually leading to the relaxion resting in a minimum
many periods beyond the first. In this work we will not be concerned with the early
cosmological dynamics of the relaxion. Instead, our analysis generally applies to whichever
minimum the relaxion eventually stopped at, i.e. to the minimum where the relaxion is
found when structures in the universe, in particular stars, start to form.
To ease the analysis of the landscape of relaxion minima, it is useful to redefine the
scalar field as
φ ≡ φ` (θ) = (2π` + θ) f with ` ∈ N , θ ∈ [0, 2π) ,
(2.7)
where ` labels the period of the field. The local (metastable) minima of the potential are
then denoted by φ`∗ (θ∗ ), where the precise value of θ∗ depends on the period `∗ . Minima
are found as soon as the (`∗ -dependent) effective back-reaction grows large enough,
Λ4B ≡ Λ̃4B F (φ`∗ (π/2)) > Λ4R .
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(2.8)

In addition, we can conveniently choose to shift the origin of field space such that the


minima start with `∗ = 1, φ` → φ` + 2πf (`¯ − 1) with `¯ = (φc /2πf ) (Λ4R /Λ̃4B )2/k + 1 + ξ,
where ξ ∈ [0, 1) such that `¯ ∈ N.
The relaxion landscape in Eq. (2.1) has two qualitatively different types of minima,
depending on the relative size of the rolling and back-reaction terms, see Fig. 1. These can
be parametrized by the variable δ
f V 0 (φ`∗ (π/2)) ' −Λ4R + Λ4B ≡ δ`2∗ Λ4B ,

(2.9)

where V 0 is the derivative of the potential, here evaluated at the period `∗ . We note
that δ`∗ depends on the period, although to ease the notation we shall henceforth omit the
subscript whenever unnecessary. For the first periods of the potential in which a minimum is
present, the parameter δ is small. This implies that these minima are shallow [30]. Indeed,
for δ 2  1 the minimization condition 0 = f V 0 (φ`∗ (θ∗ )) ' −Λ4R + Λ4B sin(θ∗ ) is satisfied at
√
√
θ∗ ' π/2 − 2δ, which is very close to the local maximum (found at θ ' π/2 + 2δ), see
the lower-left panel of Fig. 1. The mass of the relaxion in these minima is given by
m2φ '

Λ4B √
2δ ,
f2

(shallow)

(2.10)

parametrically suppressed with respect to the usual expectation m2φ ' Λ4B /f 2 . In subse√
quent minima one finds m2φ` = `∗ m2φ1 , where the value of δ 2 corresponding to `∗ = 1
∗
is
 

kπf Λ̃4B 2/k 1
δ`2∗ =1 '
+ξ .
(2.11)
4
4
φc ΛR
The other type of minima we are interested in corresponds to δ 2 ≈ 1. These are deep
minima, since ΛB  ΛR , see the lower-right panel of Fig. 1. The minimization condition
yields θ∗ ' 1 − δ 2  1, and the relaxion mass is simply
m2φ '

Λ4B
.
f2

(deep)

(2.12)

Another quantity of phenomenological interest, which is markedly different between shallow
and deep minima, is the height of the potential barrier,
( √
4 2Λ4B δ 3 ,
(shallow)
∆Vtop '
(2.13)
2Λ4B .
(deep)
The suppression of the barrier in the case of minima with δ 2  1 implies that even a small
perturbation of the potential can easily destabilize the relaxion, displacing it towards lower
energy minima.

3

The relaxion at finite density

Similar to temperature, finite density effects can have a strong impact on potentials of the
sort of Eq. (2.1). While a priori these corrections could modify the landscape in several
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0

Figure 1: Global view of the relaxion potential (upper panel) and zoomed in regions with
shallow (lower left) and deep (lower right) minima. Also plotted in the lower panels the
in-density potential for n slightly larger than critical (dashed). The upper sub-panels show
the derivative of the potential, both for n = 0 and n & nc . The first minima at finite
density are always shallow.
ways, here we mainly focus on a decrease of the back-reaction term, since for the relaxion
this constitutes the leading deformation in most circumstances.2 Indeed, in QCD-relaxion
models, the size of the potential barriers is controlled by ΛQCD , which is known to linearly
decreases with (small) baryon density [31, 32], a fact that has already been shown to affect
the QCD axion [33, 34]. Alternatively, for non-QCD-relaxion models, we show in Sec. 4.2
that it is the change of the Higgs VEV with density that leads to a reduction of the potential
barriers. In addition, in Sec. 4.4 we speculate about the possibility of dense systems made
of the dark baryons, where the back-reaction term would decrease in a similar fashion as
in QCD.
2

In Sec. 4.3 we discuss a relaxion model in which the rolling term changes due to an electromagnetic
background, as well as the modifications that this possibility introduces w.r.t. what we present in this
section.
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The scenario where the size of the potential barriers depends on density, n, has been
recently investigated in detail in [19]. Most of the discussion here parallels the one presented
there. We summarize the main results and adapt the notation when necessary to match
the relaxion potential.
We introduce the dimensionless quantity ζ to parameterize the relative change in the
back-reaction term at finite density
ζ(n) ≡ 1 −

Λ̃4B (n)
,
Λ̃4B

(3.1)

with ζ(n) > 0 and ζ(0) = 0. Let us now consider that in vacuum the relaxion sits at the
minimum corresponding to some fixed period `∗ . One can then define a critical density,
nc , above which the effective back-reaction ΛB at this minimum is no longer larger than
the rolling term. This is implicitly given by
ζc ≡ ζ(nc ) = δ`2∗ ,

(3.2)

where we recall that δ`2∗ = 1 − Λ4R /Λ4B . When the critical density is reached, the local
minimum associated with ΛB ceases to exist. In other words, the relaxion minimum corresponding to the period `∗ (and obviously all the previous minima) is destabilized when
ζ(n) > δ`2∗ . Shallow minima, where δ 2  1, are easily destabilized by density corrections,
since ζc  1, while deep minima require ζc ≈ 1 in order to disappear, see Fig. 1. In the
following we restrict our discussion to ζ(n) ≤ 1, leaving the discussion of the case where
the barriers change sign to App. B.
Hence at densities n > nc the minimum in which the relaxion resides in vacuum
disappears. The number of periods between such a minimum and the first minimum of the
in-medium potential is given by
#
"


φc
Λ4R /Λ̃4B 2/k
1 − ζc 2/k
N ≡ `∗ n − `∗ =
−1
+ξ,
(3.3)
2πf
1−ζ
1 − ζc
where ξ ∈ [0, 1) such that N ∈ N. Independently of k (k 6= 0), N scales with the difference
ζ − ζc . In addition, N scales with φc /f  1, thus as soon as ζ is above the critical
value, the first in-density minimum is generically many periods beyond the one in vacuum.
Additionally, the first minimum at finite density is always shallow: it lies at θ∗ n ' π/2,
and the mass of the scalar as well as the potential barrier are suppressed beyond the naive
expectations, much like for the shallow minima in vacuum.
The change in the ground state energy between consecutive minima, be these shallow
or deep, at zero or non-zero density, is always
∆Λ ' −2πΛ4R .
3.1

(3.4)

Formation and escape of a bubble

The disappearance of the in-vacuo minimum at supercritical densities leads to a non-trivial
scalar profile, φ(r), developing within finite size systems such as stars. The characteristic
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scale of such a relaxion bubble is set by µ = Λ2R /f . This implies that for stars whose
core, defined as where n(r) > nc , is larger than µ−1 , the field is displaced from its value
in vacuum by an amount ∆φ(0) & 2πf . Note that this means that inside the bubble, the
relaxion has surpassed the field distance corresponding to one period of the potential in
vacuum. This gives rise to the possibility that a relaxion bubble, originally confined to
dense system, expands beyond the core of the star, given that such a value of relaxion
corresponds to a lower energy configuration also in vacuum. In fact, if the gain in energy
density is large enough to compensate for the increase of the surface tension of the bubble
between the core and outside of the star, the relaxion bubble expands indefinitely.
The conditions for the formation and escape of a scalar bubble interpolating between
two adjacent minima of the potential have been recently derived in [19], for a quartic scalar
potential with a tilt. In the neighbourhood of a given minimum of the relaxion potential,
the same analysis applies. Intuitively, this is to be expected because the conditions for
formation and escape simply follow from energy considerations. First, a scalar bubble
associated with a field displacement of one period, that is 2πf , forms when the associated
gain in energy density,  = −h∆Λi ∼ 2πΛ4R (see Eq. (3.4)) is enough to compensate for the
field gradient 21 hφ02 i ∼ (2πf /RT )2 , where RT is the radius of the star’s core. Second, in a
finite-size dense system there is an additional contracting force acting on a bubble wall (of
radius R), besides the usual expanding force associated with  and the contracting force
associated with its surface tension 2σ/R. This additional force is due to the increase of σ
with R from the core to the outer edge of the star, σ 0 = dσ/dR ∼ ∆σ/∆RT , where ∆RT is
the size of the transition region from the core to the end of the star. Since for a sufficiently
large bubble the surface-tension force becomes small, a scalar bubble can expand beyond
the confines of the star if  & σ 0 .
For a shallow relaxion minimum (δ 2  1), the change in the wall’s tension is negligible,
since already in vacuum the potential barrier separating the two adjacent minima is very
small, Eq. (2.13). Therefore, when a shallow relaxion bubble forms, it generically escapes
from the star as well. The condition for this to happen is
RT &

f
.
Λ2R

(shallow)

(3.5)

Instead, for a deep relaxion minimum (δ 2 ≈ 1), the change in the wall’s tension is significant,
going from being dominated by the gradient energy at the core, to being dominated by the
large potential barrier in vacuum. This implies that the escape condition is stronger than
the condition for formation. The former reads
∆RT &

f
1
f Λ2B
√
=
.
Λ2R 1 − δ 2
Λ4R

(deep)

(3.6)

As expected, it is generically much more difficult for a bubble connecting deep minima
to escape from the star than for a shallow bubble. Furthermore, recall that in order to
destabilize a deep minimum much larger densities are needed than in the shallow case.
In practice, we take both the size of the core RT , and the size of the transition region
from the core to the end of the star ∆RT , to be of the same order as the whole size of
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the star, RS ∼ RT ∼ ∆RT . This is justified for density profiles where the core density
is not accidentally close to the critical one. In this regard, notice that different types of
stars span not only a range of radii but a range of core densities as well, so cases in which
RT , ∆RT  RS are not generic.
In the following we consider main-sequence stars like the Sun, white dwarfs (WD), or
neutron stars (NS). We take the following as typical radii3
√
RNS ≡ 8πMP /m2p ≈ 2.7 km ,
RWD ≡ RNS (mp /me ) ≈ 5 × 103 km ,

(3.7)

5

R ≈ 7 × 10 km .
For the baryonic densities of these types of stars, which are the most relevant for relaxions,
we take as typical (average) values
nNS ≡ n0 ≈ 0.16/fm3 ≈ 1.3 × 106 MeV3 ,
nWD ≡ 2.8 × 107 g/cm3 × 1/mp ≈ 0.13 MeV3 ,

(3.8)

n ≈ 1.5 g/cm3 × 1/mp ≈ 7 × 10−9 MeV3 ,
where n0 is the nuclear saturation density. Note that for white dwarfs we have in fact taken
nWD = m3e , as determined by Fermi degeneracy, since this matches their mean density well
[35, 36].
Before moving to the phenomenological consequences of escaping bubbles for specific
relaxion models, several additional comments are in order:
The conditions in Eqs. (3.5), (3.6) hold under the assumption that the typical reaction
time of the relaxion field (set by µ−1 = f /Λ2R ) is much faster than the time it takes for a
forming star to develop a core (in which n > nc ) of size RT & µ−1 . For stellar processes
where this is not the case, the formation of a scalar bubble takes place suddenly instead
of in the nearly static fashion we have assumed. As discussed in [19], this can modify the
escape condition of the scalar bubble, although only in the case that RT  µ−1 .
Irrespective of the time evolution, if the stars grows very large compared to µ−1 , very
large field displacements (w.r.t. to where the relaxion resides in vacuum) are energetically
allowed inside the bubble. Indeed, at a fixed core density such that ζ is not accidentally
√
close to criticality, a very large core RT ∼ N µ−1  µ−1 allows for the relaxion to move by
many periods N  1, see Eq. (3.3). As explained in App. A, such a large relaxion bubble
has the effect of helping the standard bubble connecting two adjacent minima (i.e. for
which ∆φ(0) ∼ 2πf ) to escape from the star. In fact, such a bubble escapes independently
of the density profile, regardless of how fast density decreases towards the outer edge of the
star. In this case the conditions Eqs. (3.5), (3.6) read the same, only with RS instead of RT
and ∆RT ; they simply encode the requirement for a standard relaxion bubble to expand
once it is outside of the star, see Eqs. (A.6), (A.7). If one bubble is able to escape, the new
3

The simple estimates for RNS and RWD , are obtained by equating (Fermi-degeneracy) kinetic and
gravitational energy densities, e.g. for a neutron star ρk ∼ mn nn ∼ m4p and ρg ∼ m(r)mn nn /8πMP2 r ∼
m8p r2 /8πMP2 , where nn ∼ m3n is the (constant) neutron density and m(r) ∼ mn nn r3 is the enclosed mass.
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relaxion minimum in vacuum becomes the one associated with the next period, i.e. `∗ + 1.
Interestingly, since N = `∗ n − `∗  1, such a new minimum is also unstable inside the
dense system. This then implies that another bubble, within which this time the relaxion
sits at the minimum `∗ + 2, will generically be able to escape as well, and so on until the
escape condition is no longer satisfied.
Finally, let us note that our whole discussion relies on the assumption that the density
profile is treated as a background field that does not receive a large back-reaction from
the formation and expansion of a relaxion bubble. In App. C we discuss the interactions
of the relaxion (non-trivial configurations) with the density profile, thereby justifying this
treatment.

4

Bounds on relaxions

The relaxion bubbles discussed in the previous section are born along with the stars that
seed them. Therefore, if the conditions for the bubble to expand beyond the dense system
are met, a phase transition in the universe to a new relaxion vacuum can take place
whenever the right type of stars are formed. The first stars were born at redshifts z =
O(10), along with galaxy formation. Under the assumption that the phase transition is
completed before redshifts z ∼ 1, an immediate consequence is that the vacuum energy
of the universe, Λ, is not the same at recombination than in the late universe. A rough
experimental bound on such a change was derived in [19],
− ∆Λ/Λ0 . 102 ,

(4.1)

with Λ0 ≈ (2.3 meV)4 the value of the vacuum energy inferred from the standard cosmological model. Since a relaxion bubble is associated with a gain in ground state energy
given by −∆Λ ∼ 2πΛ4R , this leads to constraints on relaxion models. Indeed, recalling that
for a shallow minimum the condition for formation and escape Eq. (3.5) can be rewritten
as Λ2R & f /RS , the occurrence of a phase transition implies

− ∆Λ & 2π

f
RS

2

6

≈ 2 × 10 Λ0



f
10 TeV

2 

R
RS

2
,

(4.2)

where we have taken the Sun’s radius as a reference value for the largest stars considered
to derive our constraints, and f = 10 TeV as a large enough decay constant such that the
cutoff associated with the relaxion potential, M . 4πf , is sufficiently above the electroweak
scale. Note that for a deep bubble to escape, an even larger energy difference is needed, by
a factor (1 − δ 2 )−1  1, see Eq. (3.6). The possibility of such a phase transition is clearly
ruled out by cosmological data. Still, it is interesting to note that if we were to consider
bubbles nucleated by the largest stars observed so far, with radii RS ∼ 103 R , or by large
non-standard astrophysical objects, associated for instance with some beyond the SM relic
species, e.g. dark matter (see Sec. 4.4), then a phenomenologically viable late-time phase
transition could have taken place. In this regard, it would be interesting to perform a
detailed assessment of the associated cosmological and astrophysical signatures.
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Besides, in relaxion models the change of minimum also implies a change in the Higgs
VEV, for which there exist cosmological (and astrophysical) constraints as well. However, let us note right away that the relative change of the electroweak scale between
minima is much smaller than the change in the vacuum energy: (∆h2 /v 2 )/(|∆Λ|/Λ0 ) =
Λ0 /λcv 2 M 2  1, where we have used Eq. (2.6). Nevertheless, since this is one of the
trademarks of relaxion models compared to other landscapes, let us briefly review the
bounds. There are significant constraints on a different value of the Higgs VEV during
BBN, |∆h/v| . 10−2 where ∆h = h − v [37]. In addition, it has been recently argued that
SN explosions can only happen if h is below a factor of a few away from v [38]. While these
constraints (the one from BBN in particular) could be violated if the universe underwent
a change of relaxion minimum at star formation, as shown above the associated change in
vacuum energy always yields a more or equally stringent constraint.
In the remainder of this section, we work out the specifics of how a non-vanishing SM
matter density (or an electromagnetic background) affects the potential of some benchmark
relaxion models, and re-express the conditions for the formation and escape of bubbles in
terms of their parameters.
4.1

QCD relaxion

The most economic origin of the relaxion periodic term is low-energy QCD dynamics, in
which case we identify the relaxion with the QCD axion. The dependence on the Higgs
VEV arises from the well-known dependence of the axion potential on the quark masses.
This leads us to identify Λ̃B in Eq. (2.1) as well as ΛB , the effective size of the periodic
term at the minimum where the relaxion sits in vacuum, as
M
Λ̃4B = Λ4QCD √ ,
v λ

Λ4B = Λ4QCD

h
.
v

(4.3)

Note that if a seeded phase transition took place, the relaxion would not sit at the same
minimum today than right before star formation. Nevertheless, in the following we conservatively fix h = v ≈ 246 GeV, since any minimum prior to star formation with a smaller h
would necessarily be shallower than the present one, making it easier for the transition to
take place. The exponent of the function F (φ) in Eq. (2.2) is determined as well, k = 1,
since the dependence of the back-reaction term on the Higgs VEV is linear. Note that
the QCD(-axion) scale is Λ4QCD ' m2π fπ2 /4. Finally, the value of δ, which determines if
the relaxion minimum is shallow or deep, depends on the relative size of the rolling term,
Λ4R = gM 3 f , according to Eq. (2.9),
δ2 = 1 − g

M 3f
.
Λ4QCD

(4.4)

In this regard, let us note that, as advanced, for the first minima of the potential δ is always
a small parameter as long as the scanning of the Higgs VEV is sufficiently precise. At the
first minimum,

πΛ4
δ`2∗ =1 ' 2QCD2 41 + ξ  1 , ξ ∈ [0, 1) ,
(4.5)
λv M
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while for all the subsequent minima δ`2∗ = `∗ δ12 . Since it has no actual significance, from
now on we set ξ = 0.
Once all the relevant parameters of our potential have been identified, let us consider
the fate of the relaxion bubbles, starting with shallow minima, δ 2  1. This case should
be mostly considered as illustrative, since the value of the relaxion at the minimum is
displaced from a multiple of 2πf by approximately π/2, thus the strong CP angle is also
θQCD ' π/2, which is experimentally ruled out. Keeping this in mind, we can compute the
dependence of the back-reaction term, or equivalently ζ in Eq. (3.1), on the baryon density
nb by means of the Hellmann-Feynman theorem, as explained in e.g. [34],
ζ(nb ) '

σπN nb
.
m2π fπ2

(4.6)

This holds for densities below a few times nuclear saturation, and where σπN ≈ 45 MeV
is known as the pion-nucleon sigma term. In turn, since the critical value of ζ for which
the relaxion can classically move is given by ζc = δ 2 , we find that a proto-bubble can start
forming if


1 TeV 2
`∗ πΛ8QCD
−8
3
√
nb > 2
≈ 1 × 10 MeV
,
(4.7)
M σπN λv 2
M/ `∗
that is if densities are larger than 3 g/cm3 × 1/mp . This is a very low critical density,
found not only in neutron stars and white dwarfs, but in the Sun as well. The densities
√
reached in these systems then set the minimum value of M/ `∗ that is excluded if the
bubble eventually fully forms and escapes the star. The corresponding condition is given
in Eq. (3.5), which for the QCD-relaxion reads
RS &

f
,
Λ2QCD

(4.8)

where we have taken RT ∼ RS as argued in Sec. 3.1, and traded ΛR with ΛQCD given that
δ 2  1. Using the reference radii and densities quoted in Eqs. (3.7), (3.8), we arrive at the
following excluded values for the relaxion decay constant and cutoff
p
NS : f . 3 × 10−2 MP , M/ `∗ & 1 × 10−4 GeV ,
p
WD : f . 63 MP ,
M/ `∗ & 0.3 GeV ,
(QCD; shallow)
(4.9)
p
3
: f . 9 × 10 MP ,
M/ `∗ & 1.4 TeV .
Therefore, while recalling that the shallow QCD relaxion is already ruled out by a too
large θQCD , we find that classical rolling and escape would happen for nearly all values of
√
f and M/ `∗ . Note in fact that for both white dwarfs and main-sequence stars the upper
bounds on f are above MP , and that for neutron stars and white dwarfs the lower bound
on M is not larger than the electroweak scale.
The situation is markedly different for deep minima, in particular since we must require
θQCD . 10−10 , which then fixes 1−δ 2 to be as small at the minimum in question. Since ζc =
δ 2 , this implies that the QCD barriers at finite density, Λ4QCD (1−ζ(n)), would need to nearly
disappear for the relaxion to be able to classical move to the next minimum. Such large
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densities, if attainable at all inside neutron stars, are certainly beyond perturbative control
and thus the linear approximation used to derive Eq. (4.6) is not applicable. However, since
in the cores of neutron stars densities could be higher than ten times nuclear saturation
density [39], it has been long been hypothesised that new phases of QCD, such as kaon
condensation or color-superconductivity, could take place there, see e.g. [34] and references
therein. As shown in that work, this raises the possibility that, while remaining finite, the
periodic potential flips sign. As explained in App. B (see also [18]), this would lead to
relaxion condensation with ∆φ(0) = π, assuming a small rolling region. Such a type of
bubble would remain confined inside the dense system.
Still, an interesting option remains that such a change of phase of strongly interacting
matter, being controlled by QCD dynamics, happens very fast compared to the reaction
time of the relaxion. In the case of a deep minimum this reaction time is prologned
−1/2
compared to a shallow one, µ−1 = f /Λ2R = θQCD f /Λ2QCD . Then, as discussed in [19], the
kinetic energy that the field acquires after the sudden change of its potential could be
enough to overcome the (flipped) barriers and to create a relaxion bubble with ∆φ(0) 
2πf . This facilitates the escape of a standard 2πf bubble, as discussed above (see also
App. A). With our current knowledge of QCD at such extreme densities we cannot assert
whether this is the right picture. Nevertheless, if it were, a phase transition would take
place if the condition Eq. (A.7) is satisfied


p
θQCD 1/2
2
11
f < θQCD ΛQCD RNS ≈ 8 × 10 GeV
.
(QCD; deep)
(4.10)
10−10
4.2

Non-QCD relaxion

The correlation between the relaxion selection of the electroweak scale and of θQCD , i.e. between the electroweak hierarchy and the strong CP-problem, can be broken by positing that
dynamics other than QCD is responsible for the generation of the periodic back-reaction
term [2]. Such a non-QCD strong sector must still couple to the relaxion in such a way as
for the amplitude of the barriers to depend on the Higgs VEV. Experimental constraints
on new electroweak-charged degrees of freedom that get mass from electroweak symmetry
breaking motivates that such a dependence is quadratic, instead of the linear dependence
of the QCD scale (see however Sec. 4.3). Therefore, we identify our potential parameters
in Eq. (2.1) as
M2
h2
Λ̃4B = Λ4C 2 , Λ4B = Λ4C 2 , k = 2 ,
(4.11)
λv
v
where ΛC is the new confinement scale, analogous to ΛQCD in Eq. (4.3). In order for the
size of the barriers to be naturally dominated by the Higgs VEV squared, the condition
Λ2C . 4πv 2 must be required [2, 24, 28, 40]. In parallel with the QCD-relaxion, the value
of δ at a given minimum is determined by the relative size of the rolling term and Λ4C ,
i.e. Eq. (4.4) with ΛQCD → ΛC . The first minima of the landscape are always shallow, since
δ12 ' πΛ4C /2λv 2 M 2  1 for Λ2C . 4πv 2 and M  4πv.
The dependence of the back-reaction term on the (SM) matter density in this case
is indirect, stemming from a change in the Higgs VEV. This is due to the coupling of
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the Higgs field to fermions, L ⊃ − √12 yψ hψ̄ψ, which in a (non-relativistic) ψ background,
hψ̄ψi ' hψ̄γ0 ψi = nψ , displaces its VEV from its value in vacuum. The small relative
displacement with respect to Eq. (2.5) is given, at leading order in nψ , by
yψ nψ
δh2 (nψ ) = √
,
2 λv 3

(4.12)

where we have evaluated h = v. The change h2 → h2 (1 + δh2 ) is then responsible for the
density dependence of the relaxion potential. In this regard, note that both the rolling
and back-reaction terms are affected, since both of them are in fact quadratic in the Higgs,
see Eq. (2.3) and Eq. (4.11) respectively. Nevertheless, it is easy to see that the leading
effect is associated with the latter since, while the Higgs contribution to the barriers is the
leading piece, it is a subleading one for the linear slope as long as v 2 /M 2  1.
The most relevant densities to consider, as in the case of the QCD-relaxion, are baryonic, since these are usually the largest (in particular in the cores of neutron stars) and the
coupling of nucleons to the Higgs is significant yN = σπN /v, where N = n, p. In neutron
stars, besides neutrons and protons, leptons are present as well. Charge neutrality implies
np + ne + nµ = 0, where note that due to the highly energetic Fermi surface of the electron,
β-equilibrium not only implies µn = µp + µe but µe = µµ as well, implying a non-vanishing
muon density (for µµ > mµ ). This is interesting since the coupling of muons to the Higgs,
yµ = mµ /v, is twice as large as to nucleons. In the outer layers of neutron stars, in white
dwarfs and main-sequence stars, baryon densities become once again the most important,
given the small coupling of electrons to the Higgs. We therefore focus on the effects of a
non-vanishing nb . Still working in the linear approximation, the decrease of the non-QCD
barriers is encoded as
√ σπN nb
ζ(nb ) ' 2 2 2 ,
(4.13)
mh v
where we have written it in terms of the physical Higgs mass, m2h = 2λv 2 , to make apparent
the similarity with Eq. (4.6). A relaxion bubble can then classically form if densities satisfy
the following condition

 

`∗ Λ4C πv 2
1 TeV 2 ΛC ' ΛR 4
−3
3
√
√
nb >
≈ 3 × 10 MeV
.
(4.14)
M 2 2σπN
1 MeV
M/ `∗
Even though finite density effects are relatively suppressed in the case of the non-QCD
relaxion, the required critical densities are sufficiently small, for large cutoffs or small backreactions, that they can be found from neutron stars to the Sun. Furthermore, relaxion
bubbles will only form for shallow minima, ζc = δ 2  1, since values of ζ(nb ) close to unity,
which are required to destabilize deep minima, can never be achieved (this would require
exorbitant densities, of order m2h v 2 /σπN ∼ 1019 MeV3 ).
The condition for a shallow bubble to fully form and escape the star simply reads
RS &

f
,
Λ2C

(non-QCD; shallow)

(4.15)

where recall that for δ 2  1 we have ΛR ' ΛC . The conditions in Eqs. (4.14), (4.15),
which if satisfied imply a late-time phase transition at odds with experiment, give rise to
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√
Figure 2: (M/ `∗ , ΛC )-regions excluded by the formation and escape of a non-QCD relaxion bubble induced by neutron stars (red), white dwarfs (blue), and the Sun (green), in the
case of shallow minima, δ 2  1 or equivalently ΛR ' ΛC , and for f = 109 , 1014 , 1019 GeV
(left, middle, right panel, respectively). The grey, shaded region is excluded by the requirements Λ2C . 4πv 2 (orange line) and ∆h2 < v 2 (magenta line), while the region of parameter
space preferred by relaxation during inflation lies above the diagonal black line. Note that
the latter line depends on a model-dependent period of dynamical evolution, which our
constraints are independent of. The three lines are drawn taking `∗ = 1.
non-trivial constraints on the parameter space of the non-QCD relaxion. These are qualitatively different and generically stronger than those dependent on the period of dynamical
√
evolution; namely Λ4R > M 6 f / 12πMP3 for relaxation during inflation, associated with
the requirement of classical evolution of the field along with the energy density associated
with the relaxion being a subdominant component [2, 24, 28, 40]. A related but different
discussion of chameleon effects relevant for dark matter direct detection experiments have
been recently presented in [41]. We show our constraints in Figs. 2 and 3, in the planes
√
(M/ `∗ , ΛC ), and (M, g) for `∗ = 1, respectively. These are for three different values of
the relaxion decay constant, f = 109 , 1014 , 1019 GeV. In both planes, it is evident that
the lower boundary of the excluded (shaded) regions extends to smaller values of either
ΛC ' ΛR or g as f is taken smaller, since it is easier for the relaxion bubble to fit inside a
given type of star, Eq. (4.15). In turn, as f is taken larger, either ΛC or g must be larger for
the bubble to be able to form, which then requires higher densities, Eq. (4.14); this is why
the constrains from less dense stars become comparatively weaker. Note that although the
plots are cut at M = 109 GeV, the constraints actually extend up to M . 4πf in each case.
Let us also point out that if the theoretical expectation that f < MP is accepted, the constraints for f = 1019 GeV ≈ MP can be considered as absolute, meaning the corresponding
parameter space is excluded for any (possible) value of the axion decay constant. Finally,
considering larger stars with enough density would enlarge the excluded regions. In the
case of the (green) region associated with main-sequence stars, once the inequality Eq. (4.1)
is saturated, more refined experimental constraints on changes in the energy budget of the
universe or from other observables, would be needed. The investigation of these detailed
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Figure 3: (M, g)-regions excluded by the formation and escape of a non-QCD relaxion
bubble induced by neutron stars (red), white dwarfs (blue), and the Sun (green), in the case
of shallow minima, δ 2  1 or equivalently ΛR ' ΛC , and for f = 109 , 1014 , 1019 GeV (left,
middle, right pannel). The grey, shaded region is excluded by the requirements Λ2C . 4πv 2
(orange line) and ∆h2 < v 2 (magenta line), while the region of parameter space preferred
by relaxation during inflation lies above the diagonal black line. Note that the latter line
depends on a model-dependent period of dynamical evolution, which our constraints are
independent of. Recall that g = Λ4R /M 3 f and we have taken `∗ = 1 in Eq. (4.14).
bounds is beyond the scope of this work.
4.3

Technicolored relaxion

For the QCD and non-QCD relaxion models, the most important density deformation of
their respective landscapes is in the form of a smaller back-reaction term. Now we wish
to point out that in general this is not the only possibility. In this section we present a
scenario in which the leading effect is due to a change in the rolling term. Furthermore, this
change is induced not by background matter but by the electromagnetic fields surrounding
a spinning neutron star.
Another variant of the relaxion model involves a technicolor-like sector which provides
an additional source of electroweak symmetry breaking on top of the elementary Higgs.
While this sector, irrespective of the relaxion, is severely constrained experimentally (by
electroweak precision data, Higgs coupling measurements and resonance searches at the
LHC), it is not yet ruled out [42, 43]. Exactly like for the QCD axion, the coupling of
the relaxion to the topological charge of this new confining sector gives rise to the periodic
potential term [40], with the analog of ΛQCD given by
Λ4TC ' 4πv 03 mU ,

(4.16)

where v 0 is the electroweak-breaking order parameter of the technicolor (TC) sector. The
√
electroweak scale is given by v 2 = v 02 + h2 and mU = yU h/ 2 is the lightest techniquark
mass, linearly proportional to the elementary Higgs VEV. The parameters of the relaxion
potential are then identified as Λ4R = gM 3 f (like in all the previous models), while Λ̃B and
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ΛB are similar to the QCD relaxion, Eq. (4.3), with the following replacements
p
ΛQCD → ΛTC , v → v 2 − v 02 .

(4.17)

Due to the aforementioned experimental constraints, v 0 cannot be large, v 0 . 70 GeV, nor
very small either, since the masses of the TC resonances are expected below 4πv 0 [42].
It is crucial for our analysis that the relaxion in this model has a large coupling to
photons. Just like for the QCD axion, this coupling is a consequence of the (modelindependent) coupling to the technigluons as well as the (model-dependent) electromagnetic
anomaly,
α
gφγγ φ
Fµν F̃ µν , gφγγ = c
,
(4.18)
4 f
2π
where c is a model-dependent constant. Such an interaction, which is not suppressed by
the small shift-symmetry breaking parameter g, has significant implications for the fate
of this relaxion model, in particular because of the existence of strong electromagnetic
fields surrounding rapidly rotating neutron stars (magnetars/pulsars).4 Indeed, in such an
environment the linear term in the relaxion potential receives an additional contribution,
Λ4R → Λ4R (1 + η), where
~ ·B
~
gφγγ E
η=
.
(4.19)
Λ4R
The electric and magnetic fields depend on the intrinsic properties of the star as well as
on space-time, in a similar fashion as the (baryonic) density profiles that were considered
in our previous examples. However, in contrast to the case of a dense system of finite size,
here the electromagnetic background extends to infinity (i.e. much beyond the surface of
the star). This implies, for instance, that the radius at which classical rolling is allowed
is potentially much larger than RS . As explained in Sec. 3.1 (see [19] for a more detailed
discussion) it is the size of this region compared to µ−1 , the typical length scale of the
relaxion, that determines whether a bubble is formed. Let us then consider a simple model
of the magnetosphere, in particular a rotating dipole (see e.g. [44]), in which
 2 6 2
BS RS ΩS
~
~
E · B(r) =
Θ(r − RS ) .
(4.20)
4r4
Here ΩS is the angular velocity and BS the magnetic field at the surface of the star, r = RS .
~ ·B
~ of a dipole rotating around the z axis depends on the
We note that in general the E
spherical coordinate θ as well as on the relative angle between the dipole and the axis of
rotation of the star, α. In Eq. (4.20) we have simply integrated over θ ∈ [0, π] and taken
α = π/4.
The critical value of η at which the minimum in vacuum ceases to be a minimum in
the electromagnetic background is simply given by ηc = δ 2 /(1 − δ 2 ). The value of δ 2 at the
`∗ -th shallow minimum is given, as in the QCD relaxion, by δ`2∗ = `∗ δ12 , where δ`2∗ =1 is as
4

By considering a rotating star we are departing from our main assumptions concerning the characteristics of the system, as described in [19], in particular spherical symmetry and (near) time-independence.
However, we expect such departures to neither have a large impact on our qualitative description, nor to
change the order of magnitude results we derive.
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in Eq. (4.5) with ΛQCD → ΛTC . The critical value of the electromagnetic field where η = ηc
is reached at a transition radius RTEM (equivalent to the radius of the dense star’s core RT ,
see Sec. 3.1), given by
1/4

gφγγ BS2 RS6 Ω2S
EM
.
(4.21)
RT =
4δ 2 Λ4TC
Clearly, RTEM is much larger for shallow minima (δ 2  1) than for deep ones (δ 2 ≈ 1), since
the size of the critical electromagnetic field is much smaller for the former than for the
latter. The condition that RTEM > RS , which is equivalent to the statement that the critical
value of η is reached somewhere before the surface of the star, is certainly necessary for a
bubble to form (equivalent to the condition ζ(nb ) > ζc in the relaxion models previously
~ ·B
~ = 0 for r < RS , the conditions for the formation and
discussed). However, since E
expansion to infinity of the bubble sets a lower bound on the size of the region RTEM − RS
which is always more stringent than just η(RS ) > ηc . For shallow minima, the condition
for the formation of a 2πf bubble is roughly given by
RTEM − RS &

f
f
' 2 .
2
ΛR
ΛTC

(technicolor; shallow)

(4.22)

This is the same condition leading to the escape of a bubble to infinity, since when δ 2  1
the change in the potential from the inside to the outside of the transition region r ∼ RTEM
is barely appreciable. We can explicitly verify this is the case by considering the equation
of motion of the bubble wall within the background electromagnetic field (see [19] for the
equivalent in the case of a bubble wall within a star),
"
 EM 4 #
2σ
δ2
RT
0
4
σ R̈ =  −
−σ ,
(R) = 2πΛR 1 +
,
(4.23)
R
1 − δ2
R
~ ·B
~ and
where , the energy density inside the bubble, changes with R due to the fact that E
thus the effective rolling term Λ4R (1 + η) do. It is then clear that for a shallow minimum,
where δ 2  1 and therefore σ 0 = dσ/dR ' 0, the condition for the bubble to escape is, to
good approximation, given by Eq. (4.22). Note that we have neglected O(1) factors as we
did in Eqs. (3.5), (3.6), yet we expect them to be different here due to the non-spherical
morphology of the system.
When the condition in Eq. (4.22) is satisfied, the phase transition implies a change
in vacuum energy that is experimentally too large for 2πΛ4R & 102 Λ0 , see Eq. (4.1). This
allows us to exclude large regions of parameter space of the technicolored relaxion, as shown
in the left panel of Fig. 4. To evaluate such a condition, we have taken as rotating neutron
star properties, RS = RNS in Eq. (3.7), and typical values for the surface angular velocity
and magnetic fields of neutron stars,
ΩNS ≈ 10 Hz ,

BNS ≈ 1010 T ,

(4.24)

see e.g. [45]. The relaxion coupling to photons is given in Eq. (4.18), where we set c = 1
(and α ≈ 1/137); note that only if c > 0 the rolling term is larger than in vacuum (c < 0
would instead make the minimum deeper in the electromagnetic background). In Fig. 4
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Figure 4: Regions excluded (below the labelled lines for several values of f [GeV]) by
the formation and escape of a TC relaxion bubble induced by the electromagnetic fields
generated by rotating neutron stars. Left panel: for a bubble connecting shallow minima,
δ 2  1 or equivalently ΛR ' ΛTC . For smaller values of the decay constant, the excluded
regions coincide with the one for f = 1013 GeV, the corresponding vertical boundary lying
√
at smaller values of M/ `∗ . Right panel: for a bubble connecting deep minima, the depth
parametrized by gM 3 f /Λ4TC = 1 − δ 2 . Note the different range for ΛTC (recall for shallow
minima ΛTC ' ΛR ) between the two plots.
(left panel), the region below a given labelled line is excluded, where each line corresponds
to a different value of the relaxion decay constant (from f = 1013 to 1019 GeV). For a
√
fixed f , large values of M/ `∗ are excluded irrespective of the value of the rolling term
ΛR ' ΛTC as long as this is small. This is because the rolling term also controls the size
√
of RTEM , such that the condition Eq. (4.22) becomes ΛTC -independent for large M/ `∗ . As
ΛTC increases, a certain critical value is reached where the size of the critical region quickly
decreases and becomes smaller than RNS . The condition RTEM & RNS is independent of f ,
which is why all the excluded regions share the same upper boundary.
Interestingly, the presence of large electromagnetic fields around neutron stars also
leads to non-trivial constraints in the case of a bubble which connects deep minima. If the
condition η > ηc is satisfied, the condition for formation of a deep bubble is easily satisfied.
This is because since ηc  1, the slope of the potential is much larger in the region r . RTEM
than in vacuum. The relevant condition that leads to a phase transition is then the one
concerning the escape of the bubble. We derive such a condition under the conservative
simplification that past the transition radius the relaxion potential approximately returns
~ · B,
~ and
to its in-vacuo form, i.e. η(r > RTEM ) = 0. This is justified by the rapid decrease of E
therefore of η, with R, see Eq. (4.20). Then, our escape condition follows from requiring
that R̈ > 0 in Eq. (4.23), taking the minimal value of , that is 2πΛ4R , and the value of
the tension force at the transition radius, that is 2σ/RTEM , where note that due to our
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simplification we have σ 0 (r > RTEM ) = 0. Then, a deep bubble escapes to infinity if
RTEM − RS &

Λ2TC
f
1
√
'
,
Λ2R 1 − δ 2
gM 3

(technicolor; deep)

(4.25)

where we recall that 1 − δ 2 = Λ4R /Λ4TC  1 and Λ4R = gM 3 f . As in the case of relaxion
bubbles seeded by baryon density, this condition implies that it is more difficult for a
deep bubble to escape than a shallow one. The underlying reason is the same as well, in
vacuum the bubble-wall tension is dominated by large potential barriers. Nevertheless, as
shown in the right panel of Fig. 4, for not too small values of Λ4R /Λ4TC , a phase transition
can still be induced between deep minima of the technicolored relaxion. As expected, the
excluded regions (to the right of a given line) correspond to small values of the relaxion
decay constant (up to f ∼ 105 GeV) and of the technicolor confinement scale. We further
note that when ΛTC gets small for fixed δ, and even though RTEM gets larger, the gain in
volume energy is too little to push the bubble outwards, preventing the phase transition
from expanding to the entire universe. Finally, we note that the lower bounds we derived
on ΛTC can be rephrased, given the collider constraints on v 0 , as a lower bound on mU in
Eq. (4.16).
4.4

Dark compact objects

In this section we entertain the possibility that there are dark compact objects [46–54] in
the universe. These dark stars, similar to standard stars, can induce the instability of a
metastable vacuum. This would be particularly relevant when the periodic term in the
landscape potential Eq. (2.1) arises from dark dynamics, as in the case of the non-QCD
relaxion (especially if the scalar is sitting in a deep minimum, as in e.g. [24]) or in models
where the barriers are Higgs independent [26, 27]. In addition, we show that this possibility
opens the door to late-time phase transitions for which the associated change in vacuum
energy is a priori experimentally allowed. As shown in Eq. (4.2), in the case of standard
stars this can only happen for quite low values of f and if the bubbles are seeded solely by
the largest stars known to date, with RS ∼ 103 R .5
Let us assume then a new species of fermion, which we refer to as dark baryon, whose
relic abundance is non-negligible and which constitutes the main component of the dark
stars (yet not necessarily making up all of the dark matter). Let us note right away that
the existence of these stars requires non-trivial dynamics by which the dark fermion can
dissipate their kinetic energy, accumulate and eventually form a compact object. If this is
the case, the smaller dark stars will only be sustained by the Fermi degeneracy pressure
associated with the dark baryon, thus with typical radii and densities
RS̃ ∼

√

8π

MP
,
m2b̃

nb̃ ∼ m3b̃ ,

(4.26)

where mb̃ is the mass of the dark baryon.
5

Let us point out as well that phase transitions for which |∆Λ| . Λ0 could have implications for our
understanding of the cosmological constant problem [19].
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Before moving on, we note that such a dark baryon is in fact motivated by the nonQCD relaxion, whose simplest UV realization crucially involves Nf˜ flavours of SM-neutral
fermions, N , charged under a new confining SU (NC̃ ) gauge group. The associated IR
scale, which controls the size of the relaxion barriers, is given by Λ4C ' 4πfπ̃3 mN where
mN = mN (h2 )  4πfπ̃ is the mass of the dark quarks (taken degenerate for simplicity),
whose dominant contribution is proportional to the square of the Higgs VEV, Eq. (2.5).
The mass of the dark baryons, analogous to the QCD baryons, receives two contributions,
mb̃ = m̃0 + σ̃(mN ) ,

(4.27)

where m̃0 is purely due to the dark strong dynamics while σ̃ is the analogue of the pionnucleon sigma term of QCD. Likewise, at finite dark density, the barriers decrease according
to Λ4C → Λ4C (1 − ζ), where in the linear approximation,
ζ(nb̃ ) '

m3b̃
σ̃nb̃
∼
.
Λ4C
4πfπ̃3

(4.28)

where in the last equality we have used Eq. (4.26) and the fact that σ̃ ' amN if mN  fπ̃ ,
where a = O(1) (yet note that in QCD the analogous coefficient is rather ≈ 10). Therefore,
for a sufficiently large dark baryon mass, yet small enough to retain perturbative control,
densities can be enough to seed the formation of a bubble. Finally, the condition that the
system is large enough for the bubble to escape, assuming for simplicity that δ ∼ 1, and
given that the size of the dark neutron star is controlled by mb̃ , yields the condition
s
MP
.
(4.29)
mb̃ . ΛC
f
Interestingly, the change in vacuum energy Eq. (3.4) associated with such a relaxion bubble
is controlled by mb̃ as well. Considering again for simplicity the case ΛR ∼ ΛC ,


 m 4  f 2
f 2
−3
4
b̃
≈ 6 × 10 Λ0
,
(4.30)
− ∆Λ & mb̃
MP
10 keV
10 TeV
where the values of the dark mass and decay constant have been taken to illustrate that
the change can be small enough as to avoid any trivial experimental inconsistency between
the early and late universe. This gives rise to the exciting possibility that the change in the
relaxion minimum could be detected with future cosmological measurements. In addition,
if mb̃ or f are small enough and the dark stars are dense and large enough to destabilize
many relaxion minima (i.e. N  1, see Eq. (3.3) and App. A), the effects of the continued
phase transitions originating from the ongoing creation of relaxion bubbles interpolating
between lower and lower pairs of consecutive minima could resemble the time evolution of
a quintessence field as dark energy [55].
Finally, we note that the in-vacuo relaxion mass, for the range of relaxion parameters
where the change in vacuum energy is smaller than its current value, is
r


1 Λ0
10 TeV
−16
mφ .
≈ 2 × 10
meV
,
(4.31)
f 2π
f
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which is, as expected, extremely small. Accordingly, the size of the dark compact object,
RS̃ ∼ 1/mφ , is very large
r


f
2π
9
≈ 1 × 10 km
,
(4.32)
RS̃ & f
Λ0
10 TeV
which for this value of f is roughly the size of the solar system.

5

Conclusions

The relaxion mechanism provides a solution to the electroweak hierarchy problem by postulating a landscape of vacua where the potential barriers between minima depend on
the Higgs VEV, enabling vacuum selection with a small electroweak scale via a period of
dynamical evolution. An immediate concern of postulating a multi-vacuum potential is
whether the selected vacuum is stable on cosmological scales. While one usually considers
vacuum transitions of quantum or finite temperature origin, in this work we focused on
the certainly less studied case of phase transition seeded by finite density objects such as
stars. This type of transition, if it occurs, would take place at a much later period in
the cosmic history compared to e.g. temperature-driven phase transitions. Such late-time
phase transitions are constrained by cosmological measurements and could even have lethal
implications for our universe. As a result, we were able to place new bounds on various
relaxion models, ruling out regions of parameter space where such forbidden phase transitions would take place once stars are formed. To this end, we relied on the formalism and
results of [19], where density-driven phase transitions were studied in detail, and adapted
them to a typical relaxion potential.
We showed that the connection of the relaxion with the Higgs is precisely what is behind
the sensitivity of the relaxion vacua to finite density effects. In particular, in realizations
where the potential barriers are generated by QCD dynamics, baryonic densities decrease
the chiral symmetry breaking scale, leading to the possibility of QCD-relaxion bubbles. In
realizations where instead new confining dynamics is responsible for the barriers, the change
in the Higgs VEV due to the background nucleons and muons, although small, is sufficient
in some regions of parameter space to induce the formation of bubbles. Generically, we
found that these bubbles easily escape from the stars where they are formed: neutron
stars, white dwarfs, or main-sequence stars, depending on how small the overall scale of
the non-QCD relaxion potential is. Once the bubble escapes, the associated change in the
vacuum energy of the universe is too large to conform with early versus late cosmological
measurements of the energy budget of our universe. Therefore, we set new bounds on
relaxion models, ruling out those regions of parameter space where expanding relaxion
bubbles could have been generated during star formation (at redshifts z ∼ 10).
Notably, we discovered that not only matter density but an electromagnetic background can destabilize a metastable vacuum. This possibility is motivated by some constrained yet still viable realizations of the relaxion, those in which the scalar field has
large couplings to photons. We found that the large electric and magnetic fields of magnetars/pulsars destabilize the metastable minimum and lead to a phase transition that cannot
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be confined. Moreover, in this scenario, the transition can occur not only for shallow minima, but also for metastable vacua in which there is a hierarchical separation between the
energy difference and the potential barrier between the minima.
In general, relaxion phase transitions leading to a very small change in vacuum energy
compared to its measured value could in fact have been induced by the formation of large
dense objects in the universe. This is the case for very low relaxion decay constants and
for the largest stars in the universe acting as seeds. We also considered the possibility that
these naively harmless phase transitions may be the result of the formation of very large
dark stars. Such stars would be sustained by the Fermi degeneracy pressure associated
with the light stable dark baryons motivated by the non-QCD relaxion.
Finally, the new type of bound derived in this work for the relaxion landscape, namely
vacuum instability induced by dense objects, could be relevant for other landscapes if
subject to finite density deformations. These deformations are generically expected if the
vacua are tied to the electroweak scale.
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A

Formation and escape of N  1 bubbles

In the main text we have concentrated on bubbles interpolating between two consecutive
relaxion minima, located at the period `∗ outside the bubble and at `∗ + 1 inside it.
However, the relaxion displacement at the core of the star could be much larger than
2πf , in particular ∆φ(0) ∼ 2πf N with N  1 is expected to naturally occur for relaxion
bubbles at densities significantly above the critical one, see Eq. (3.3). In this appendix we
provide a discussion of the fate of the relaxion bubbles in such a situation, following closely
[19] while avoiding the detailed derivation presented there.
For the first in-density minimum to be reached, the energy in the in the field’s gradient,
∼ (2πf N/RT )2 , needs to be compensated by the gain in potential energy inside the bubble,
∼ 2πΛ4R N . This can only happen if the core of the star is large enough
√
N
RT &
,
(A.1)
µ
where we recall that µ = Λ2R /f . If this is the case, a large bubble with a field displacement
of ∆φ(0) ∼ 2πf N is fully formed. The properties of such a bubble, that is its volume
energy density and tension can be simply estimated as,
 ∼ µ2 f ∆φ(0) ∼ 2πΛ4R N ,
√
σ ∼ ∆φ(0)  ∼ Λ2R f (2πN )3/2 .

(A.2)
(A.3)

This large relaxion bubble can be thought as made of a series of N sub-bubbles, each
corresponding to a field displacement w.r.t. to the next of 2πf , see Fig. 5. This is motivated
by the fact that in vacuum each relaxion minimum is separated by a potential barrier, so
the escape of relaxion bubbles from the star takes place in discrete steps, starting with the
outermost bubble, within which the relaxion sits just one period away, i.e. at `∗ + 1, from
its in-vacuo value. This sub-bubble has then a volume energy density and tension
sub ∼ 2πΛ4R ,

(A.4)

σsub (RT ) ∼ Λ2R f (2πN )1/2 .

(A.5)
√

Note in particular that the wall tension is enhanced by a factor N w.r.t. the one of a
standard relaxion bubble. It is this enhancement that facilitates the sub-bubble escape
from the star. Indeed, the characteristic contracting force of bubbles propagating through
a star, σ 0 ∼ ∆σ/∆RT associated with a radius-dependent tension, is mitigated because
∆σ ∼ σsub (RS ) − σsub (RT ) decreases (or could even become negative) at large N . We have
explicitly verified this effect via numerical simulations of the sub-bubble’s dynamics.
The condition for the expansion, beyond the confines of the star and towards infinity,
of this 2πf bubble then coincides with the condition that the bubble does not contract in
vacuum, sub & 2σsub (RS )/RS , where σsub (RS ) is the tension of the wall in vacuum. For
shallow minima, since the potential barrier Eq. (2.13) is very small, this tension is simply
√
σsub (RS ) ∼ 2πf sub . Therefore, the condition reads
RS &

f
,
Λ2R

(sub-bubble; shallow)
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(A.6)

Figure 5: N  1 bubble in equilibrium at R ∼ RT (solid) and sub-bubble that has already
escaped from the star (dashed).
which is automatically satisfied given that RS > RT and Eq. (A.1). Instead, for deep
minima we can use the thin-wall approximation to compute the wall’s tension σsub (RS ) '
8f Λ2B , and the correct condition is then
RS &

1
f
√
.
2
ΛR 1 − δ 2

(sub-bubble; deep)

(A.7)

Finally, let us note that if the conditions for a sub-bubble to escape are satisfied, this
will also be the case for subsequent sub-bubbles (with N → N − 1), up until N becomes
so small that the enhancement in the sub-bubble tension σsub is not enough to guarantee
that  & σ 0 , that is that the outwards pressure due to the gain in ground state energy is
not enough to overcome the tension’s gradient.

B

Opposite-sign back-reaction

The discussion in the main text has been restricted to densities that, while allowing for
the field to classically move inside the star, i.e. ζ(n) > ζc = δ 2 , are still such that the backreaction term in the potential is non-vanishing, even if negligibly small. In this section
we want to consider instead the possibility that ζ(n) > 1, such that the wiggles not only
vanish but change sign in some region inside the star.
In this situation, we can identify another inner core radius RT0 , such that for r < RT0 ,
minima of the in-density potential reappear due to opposite-sign barriers. This is fixed by
ζ(RT0 ) = 2 − δ 2 , where δ is defined, as in vacuum, as the difference between the size of the
rolling and back-reaction terms at the minimum of interest, see Eq. (2.9). Because of the
different sign of the back-reaction term, the minima are now shifted by π with respect to
those for ζ < 1, i.e. they are located at (2π`∗ n + θ∗ n + π)f . The field displacement, or
equivalently the value of `∗ n where the relaxion sits for r < RT0 , is determined by the size
of the region between the two core radii, ∆RT0 ≡ RT − RT0 . This difference sets, in the same
fashion as Eq. (A.1), the field displacement from the in-vacuo value, ∆φ(RT0 )/f ∼ (µ∆RT0 )2 .
From this point on, the fate of the bubble (or sub-bubble) is not much different than what
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already discussed in Sec. 3.1 and App. A. In particular, if ∆RT0  µ−1 , the relevant
dynamics is that of a 2πf sub-bubble, for which the condition Eq. (A.6) determines if it
escapes the star and expands to infinity. The only subtlety arises for ∆φ(RT0 ) = πf . In
this case the potential energy density of the bubble receives a contribution from the backreaction term in addition to the rolling term. We find  ' πΛ4R +2(ζ −1)Λ4B , where we recall
that we are dealing with densities such that ζ > 1. While for sufficiently large ζ this extra
contribution naively helps the bubble expand, as soon as the bubble wall goes through the
outer transition region of the star, r > RT ,  decreases because the relaxion value inside
the bubble, (2π`∗ + π)f , is not a minimum of the potential in vacuum. This eventually
prevents the bubble from escaping. This type of confined bubble (yet with ΛR = 0) has
been found to be a plausible consequence of the QCD axion [34], or special deformations
thereof [33], in neutron stars.

C

Bubble interactions with the environment

In the main text we have treated the density profile as a non-dynamical classical background
field, upon which a non-trivial scalar field develops. In this appendix we study in some
more detail the interactions of the scalar bubble with the dense environment.
Let us discuss first the force exerted by individual nucleons, N , on the bubble wall.
We focus on the case of the QCD relaxion, since the interactions of non-QCD relaxions
with protons and neutrons are much weaker, being mediated by Higgs exchange. The
interaction with nucleons is of the form ∼ σπN N̄ N cos(φ/f ). This constitutes a contribution to their mass that depends on the relaxion field, and therefore on space-time,
mπN (r) ∼ σπN cos(φ(r)/f ). Recall that most of the mass of a nucleon comes from a
term independent of the quark masses and thus independent of φ, mN = MB + mπN with
MB  mπN . It is precisely this interaction of the relaxion with nucleons that gives rise
to the leading linear correction to the back-reaction term in the limit of small baryonic
densities, after substituting N̄ N → nb , as given in Eq. (4.6). Note however that for this
treatment to hold, one is implicitly assuming that the scalar field interacts classically with
the density profile, or in other words that single nucleons are able to penetrate the bubble
wall with negligible quantum-mechanical reflection.
Let us have a look then at the one-dimensional quantum mechanics of a nucleon in
the potential associated with its space-time dependent mass, mπN (r). This follows the
discussion in [18], with some important modifications. Before proceeding, let us note there
are two qualitatively different types of potentials depending on the relaxion profile. For
bubbles in which the scalar field displacement is ∆φ(0) = 2πf (our focus in the main text)
the overall change of the nucleon mass between inside and outside the bubble vanishes,
while at the center of the bubble wall, where ∆φ = π/2, mπN ∼ −σπN ; the potential
thus resembles a well. If instead the field displacement is ∆φ(0) = πf (briefly discussed
in App. B), we have that the change from outside to inside the bubble ∆mN ∼ −2σπN ,
and the potential is a downwards step. In any of these cases, in order to properly compute
the force that the nucleons exert on the bubble wall, it is important to realize that the
relevant scales of the problem are the thickness of the wall, of order µ−1 ∼ f /Λ2R , and
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the nucleon wavelength, given by λN ∼ 1/mN v, where v is the relative velocity of the
nucleons with respect to the wall, which we expect to be non-negligible (either because
of their Fermi momentum, temperature, or the initial yet small velocity that the bubble
acquires when it forms). We therefore expect λN µ  1, which already indicates that the
nucleons interact with the potential classically. Focussing for concreteness on the step-like
potential, we can go further and split it in J small patches, each of them of size λN , where
quantum mechanical effects become important. In each step the nucleon mass decreases by
an amount δmN = |∆mN |/J ∼ 2σπN /J. Therefore, for each step the quantum-mechanical
reflection coefficient is given by
R1 =

δm2N
(k − k 0 )2
'
,
(k + k 0 )2
4m2N v 4

(C.1)

where k is the momentum of the nucleon before traversing the wall, and k 0 its momentum
once inside the bubble.
In the second equality we have taken the non-relativistic limit,
p
0
2
k ' mv and k ' k + 2mN δmN , and expanded in δmN . Taking into account all the J
barriers, the total reflection coefficient is bounded by
R . JR1 '

∆m2N
,
4m2N v 4 J

(C.2)

which vanishes in the limit J  1. This agrees then with the naive expectation that for
λN µ  1 the system behaves classically, without reflection. In fact, one can also compute
the total force on the bubble wall associated with the gain in momentum of the nucleons
as they pass through it. For a single nucleon, after going down all the J steps, the force is
fN = J(k 0 − k)T ' |∆mN |/v. Therefore, for an ensemble of nucleons with density nb , the
total force reads
FN = nb vfN ∼ 2σπN nb .
(C.3)
This precisely matches the piece of the volume force associated with the change of the
potential barriers derived in App. B (opposite-sign back-reaction), ∼ 2ζΛ4B ∼ 2σπN nb . For
the potential-well case (i.e. for 2πf bubbles), with this quantum-mechanical treatment we
find, as expected, FN = 0. However, given that the wall appears to the individual nucleons
as a classical potential well, these tend to accumulate at the wall, i.e. the density (as
well as temperature) increases at the wall; this in turn means that the wall gets thicker.
Therefore, it appears that as the bubble expands through the star, it carries with it a local
(of size µ−1 ) increase in density. However, for most of the star the density profile remains
unaltered.
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