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Abstract

We propose a new freeze-in dark matter candidate which feebly couples to the standard
model charged leptons. The feeble interactions allow it (i) to freeze-in from the Stan-
dard Model thermal bath with its relic density being either a fraction or the entirety
of the observed dark matter density and (ii) to radiatively decay to two photons in the
dark matter mass ranges of order keV scale with lifetime larger than the age of Universe.
These features make this model a realistic realization of dark matter with late-time
decay to reduce Hubble tension. We show the best-fit value of H0 = 68.31(69.34)
km s−1Mpc−1 in light of Planck 2018+BAO(+LSS)+Pantheon data sets. We then use
stellar cooling data to place constraints on the parameter space favored by the Hubble
tension. While the universal coupling scenario is excluded, the hierarchical coupling
scenario can be tested by future observations of white dwarfs after a careful look into
photon inverse decay, Primakoff and Bremsstrahlung emission of the dark matter in
various stellar systems. The viable parameter space may be linked to anomalies in
future X-ray telescopes.
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1 Introduction

Searches of dark matter (DM) from the first direct detection made by [1] to cutting-edge
experiments such as LZ [2], XENONnT [3], DarkSide-50 [4] and SENSEI [5] have significantly
improved the exclusion limits on DM scattering cross sections either off nucleons or electrons
for it being a weakly interacting massive particle (WIMP). The null experimental results on
WIMP-like DM, which is motivated by a variety of new physics models beyond Standard
Model (SM) related to electroweak symmetry breaking, initiate the studies of alternative
DM scenarios.

As a representative alternative, freeze-in DM can be produced in the early Universe
through the freeze-in mechanism [6] as a result of feeble interactions with SM thermal bath,
see [7] for a review. So far, freeze-in DM via the standard model neutrino portal [8–14]
and Higgs portal [15, 16] have been studied in the literature. In this study we propose
a new freeze-in DM through the standard model charged lepton portal with the following
Lagrangian

Lϕ =
1

2
(∂ϕ)2 − 1

2
m2

ϕϕ
2 − λℓℓ̄ℓϕ, (1)
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where ℓ = {e, ν, τ} are the charged leptons, ϕ is a dark scalar degree of freedom with mass
mϕ without either baryon or lepton number, and λℓ is the coupling constant.1 Note, a feeble
coupling λℓ makes this model different from the WIMP-like DM studied by [18, 19] from a
viewpoint of phenomenology.

Along with the freeze-in production, another key feature of this model is the late-time
decay of ϕ, either through a tree-level channel ϕ → ℓℓ̄ in the mass region mϕ > 2mℓ or
a loop-level channel ϕ → γγ in the mass region mϕ < 2mℓ. DM with a late-time decay
is of interest in cosmic ray anomalies [19–21], an excess of recoil electrons at XENON1T
[22–24], and Hubble tension [25–39]. The Hubble tension is a ∼ 5σ discrepancy between
the measurements on Hubble parameter H0 derived from Planck [40] and local experiments
[41, 42]. For recent reviews on this topic see [43, 44]. Unlike in [25–39], our model serves
as a more concrete example of freeze-in DM with late-time decay, as ϕ decay width Γϕ and
energy density ρϕ are no longer two independent variables but instead correlated in terms
of the model parameters mϕ and λℓ in Eq.(1). Therefore, we can test the explicit parameter
space which reduces the Hubble tension by complimentary cosmological or astrophysical
experiments.

The aims of this study are two-fold. The first task is to make Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) analysis of our model in light of cosmological data sets. While the cosmological
constraints arising from Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) and Large-scale Structure
(LSS) can be accommodated in the course of MCMC analysis as in the aforementioned
studies, how to detect the freeze-in DM model is rather challenging. In practice, due to the
feeble couplings and the light mass ϕ should have a role to play in various astrophysical
stellar systems [45] similar to light axion, dark photon or mini-charged particles. The second
task of this work is to use stellar cooling data, some of which can be very precise, to place
constraints on the feeble couplings. These constraints are expected to be more stringent
than current ground-based experiments.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec.2 we calculate the relic abundance
of ϕ via the freeze-in mechanism, which will be specifically divided into two cases, i.e, the
light mass range mϕ < 2mℓ and the heavy mass range mϕ > 2mℓ corresponding to the loop-
and tree-level inverse decay respectively. We will show that the relic density can fully or
partially accommodate the observed DM density while the lifetime is larger than the age of
Universe in the case of light mass range. In Sec.3 we firstly discuss the impacts of the late-
time decays of DM into photons on cosmological observables such as the CMB and matter
power spectra, then address the parameter space which reduces the Hubble tension in terms
of MCMC fit to two different cosmological data sets. Afterward, we explicitly explore the
photon inverse decay, Primakoff and Bremsstrahlung emission of ϕ in various stellar systems.

1Although explicit realizations of this effective interaction are beyond the scope of this study, it can be
constructed e.g., via coupling ϕ to vector-like fermions [17] that mix with the SM leptons, where the feeble
coupling reads as λℓ ∼ ϵ2(υ/Mℓ)

2 with ϵ, υ and Mℓ referring to the small mixing angle, the electroweak scale
and the vectorlike lepton mass respectively. As shown in [17], Mℓ below ∼ 200 GeV has been excluded by
the LHC searches on multi-lepton final states.
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It tuns out that current stellar cooling data has excluded the parameter space within the
universal coupling scenario while that of the hierarchical coupling scenario can be tested by
future observations of white dwarfs. Finally we conclude in Sec.5.

2 The dark matter model

In this section we discuss the relic abundance of scalar ϕ in the model defined as in Eq.(1),
which is subject to freeze-in and subsequent decay.

The freeze-in production of ϕ particle is through the inverse decay process ℓ−ℓ+ → ϕ.
This occurs whenever mϕ is bigger than center-of-mass energy of the two incoming leptons,
i.e, mϕ ≥ 2mℓ. On the contrary, in the mass ranges of mϕ < 2mℓ the tree-level inverse decay
is replaced by one-loop analogy γγ → ϕ via ℓ triangle diagram.2 Either of these two inverse
decays contributes to the number density of ϕ particle as [6]

ṅϕ + 3Hnϕ =

∫
dΠϕdΠXdΠY (2π)

4δ(4)(pϕ − pX − pY ) | M |2X+Y→ϕ fXfY (2)

where X, Y refer to ℓ (γ) in the tree (loop)-level decay, Πs are phase space elements [46] and
fs are phase space densities. Here, | M |2X+Y→ϕ is squared amplitude of the inverse decay
X + Y → ϕ, which is equal to | M |2ϕ→X+Y in the case of CP conservation as we assume.
Solving Eq.(2) in terms of a new variable Yϕ ≡ nϕ/s with s entropy density of thermal bath
gives the relic density [6]

Ωϕh
2 |2→1∼

1027

gs
√
gρ

Γϕ

mϕ

, (3)

where gs and gρ are the number of degrees of freedom in entropy and energy density respec-
tively, and

Γϕ ≈


λ2
ℓ

8π
mϕ, mϕ > 2mℓ,

α2λ2
ℓ

256π3

m3
ϕ

m2
ℓ
| F

(
4m2

ℓ

m2
ϕ

)
|2, mϕ < 2mℓ,

(4)

is the decay width with F (x) = −2x{1+(1−x)[sin−1(
√

1/x)]2} [47, 48] approximately equal
to −4/3 in the large x limit. There is a sum over flavor in Eq.(4) if needed.

In addition, the freeze-in production of ϕ particles can be through annihilation processes
such as ℓ+ℓ− → γϕ. Such processes contribute to the number density as follows [6]

ṅϕ + 3Hnϕ =

∫
dΠϕdΠXdΠYΠZ(2π)

4δ(4)(pZ + pϕ − pX − pY ) | M |2X+Y→Zϕ fXfY , (5)

2It corresponds to an effective operator (ϕ/mℓ)F
2 with F being the electromagnetic field strength.

Likewise, a radiative decay ϕ → νℓν̄ℓ can be produced as well. Since the width of ϕ → νℓν̄ℓ is much smaller
than that of ϕ → γγ, we neglect the inverse decay due to neutrinos.
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where X, Y and Z denote ℓ and γ. Under the limit mϕ << mℓ the 2 → 2 contribution in
Eq.(5) is given by

Ωϕh
2 |2→2∼

1027

gs
√
gρ
αλ2

ℓ

mϕ

mℓ

, (6)

which is the same order of λ2
ℓ as the 2 → 1 process in Eq.(3). Compared to the 2 → 1

contribution, the 2 → 2 contribution is subdominant (dominant) in the case with mϕ > 2mℓ

(mϕ < 2mℓ), verified by a numerical analysis via the publicly available code micrOMEGAs5.0
[49] adopted in this work.

In terms of the freeze-in abundance, one obtains the present relic density of ϕ

Ωϕh
2 = Ωϕh

2 |t∗ exp[−Γϕ(t0 − t∗)], (7)

where Ωϕh
2 |t∗ is the freeze-in relic abundance with t∗ the end time of freeze-in process and

t0 ≈ 13.78 Gyr is the age of Universe. If ϕ’s lifetime τϕ = Γ−1
ϕ is at least a few times larger

than t0 the e-factor in Eq.(7) can be simply neglected. In contrast, if τϕ is far smaller than t0,
the e-factor takes over the freeze-in contribution and makes ϕ be irrelevant in the evolution
of Universe. To serve our purpose we consider ϕ satisfying the following two conditions:

• the fraction parameter fϕ ≡ Ωϕ/Ω
ini
cdm is less than unity, with Ωini

cdm the value of DM
relic density reported by Planck 2018 data [40].

• the lifetime τϕ is larger than the age of Universe t0.

With these two features, ϕ is a natural realization of DM with late-time decay.

2.1 mϕ < 2mℓ

Hierarchical coupling scenario. We firstly consider the case of the hierarchical coupling
scenario with λe << λµ << λτ = λ. The left panel of Fig.1 shows the relic abundance of ϕ
projected to the plane of mϕ−λ in the mass region 1 keV < mϕ < 2mτ . Explicitly, we show
the contours of fϕ and τϕ in units of t0 in dashed and solid respectively. The highlighted
regions point to fϕ ∼ 1%−100% and τϕ/t0 ∼ 1−102. In this figure the shaded gray (purple)
region is excluded by overproduction (τϕ < t0).

Universal coupling scenario. We now consider the case of the universal coupling scenario
with λe ≈ λµ ≈ λτ = λ. Compared to the hierarchical coupling scenario, each previous
subprocess is now replaced by three copies of it, i.e, Ωh2 |2→1→

∑
i (Ωh

2 |2→1)i, with i =
{e, µ, τ}. Meanwhile, the mass range is now mϕ < 2me instead of mϕ < 2mτ . The right
panel of Fig.1 presents the relic abundance of ϕ projected to the plane of mϕ−λ in the mass
region 1 keV < mϕ < 2me, where the contours of fϕ and τϕ are illustrated in the same way
as in the left panel. Similar to the hierarchical coupling scenario, the highlighted regions
point to fϕ ∼ 0.1%− 1% and τϕ/t0 ∼ 1− 10.

Here, mϕ less than 1 keV has not been considered, which has been excluded by the
Lyman-α constraint [50–52] for fϕ = 100%.
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Figure 1: Relic abundance of ϕ in the mass region with 1 keV < mϕ < 2mℓ in the
hierarchical coupling scenario with λe << λµ << λτ = λ (left) and the universal coupling
scenario with λe ≈ λµ ≈ λτ = λ (right). Contours of fϕ and τϕ (in units of t0) are shown
in dashed and solid respectively. Shaded gray region is excluded by overproduction, while
shaded purple region is excluded by τϕ < t0. In the left panel the four benchmark points
will be used in Fig.3 and Fig.4.
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Figure 2: Relic abundance of ϕ in the mass region with mϕ > 2mℓ in the hierarchical (left)
and universal (right) coupling scenario respectively. Contours of fϕ and τϕ in units of t0
are shown in dashed and solid respectively. Shaded gray region is excluded by τϕ < t0.
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2.2 mϕ > 2mℓ

As seen in Eq.(4), Γϕ in the mass range with mϕ > 2mℓ is dominated by the tree-level decay
instead of radiative decay as studied above. The requirement τϕ ≥ t0 immediately implies
that the magnitude of λ is smaller than ∼ 10−20 − 10−19. This is explicitly shown in Fig.2
where we plot contours of ϕ relic abundance and τϕ, with the left and right panel therein
corresponding to the hierarchical and universal coupling scenario respectively. Either in
the hierarchical or universal coupling scenario the small λ now results in a negligible relic
abundance in the parameter regions with τϕ ≥ t0, compared to the case of radiative decay as
shown in Fig.1. We would like to remind the reader that in the universal coupling scenario
ϕ decays to both γ and ℓ in the mass range of me < mϕ < mτ corresponding to the radiative
and tree-level decay respectively, with ℓ at least composed of e.

3 Cosmological constraints

The late-time decay of DM affects both background and perturbations of cosmological sur-
veys. In this section we focus on the DM model with mϕ < 2mℓ and the hierarchical coupling
scenario for illustration. The reason for neglecting the universal coupling scenario will be
explained in Sec.4.

The impacts on the background directly follow the background equations of DM energy
density ρϕ and radiation energy density ρr [26, 32]

ρ′ϕ + 3
a′

a
ρϕ = −aΓϕρϕ,

ρ′r + 4
a′

a
ρr = aΓϕρϕ. (8)

where primes denote derivatives with respect to conformal time and a is the scale factor.

The effects of the late-time decay on the perturbations can be derived from the linear
perturbation equations of the radiation and DM denoted by δr and δϕ respectively in syn-
chronous gauge as

δ′ϕ +
h′

2
= 0,

δ′r +
4

3
θr +

2

3
h′ = aΓϕ

ρϕ
ρr

(δϕ − δr),

θ′r −
k2

4
(δr − 4σr)− aneσT (θb − θr) = −aΓϕ

ρϕ
ρr

θr, (9)

σ′
r −

4

15
θr −

2

15
h′ − 4

5
η′ +

3

10
kF3 +

9

10
aneσTσr −

1

20
aneσT (G0 +G2) = −aΓϕ

ρϕ
ρr

σr,

F ′
ℓ +

k

2ℓ+ 1
[(ℓ+ 1)Fℓ+1 − ℓFℓ−1] = −aneσTFℓ, ℓ ≥ 3
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where the results at the order ℓ = 1 [26, 32] have been extended to ℓ ≥ 2 according to [53, 54],
with k the wavenumber, h one of the two scalar modes in this gauge, θb the divergence
of baryon fluid, σT the Thomson scattering cross section referring to collision between the
photon and baryon fluid before recombination, and Fℓ and Gℓ defined in [26, 31, 53]. Without
the decay terms in Eq.(9) one returns to the well-known standard continuity and Euler
equations of photon fluid.

Note that Γϕ in Eqs.(8)-(9) has been assumed to be dominated by the decay of ϕ → γγ
such as in the situation with mϕ < 2mℓ and the hierarchical couplings. If not so, a
branching ratio should be properly taken into account.

3.1 Effects on cosmological observables

We focus on the effects of the late-time DM decay on the CMB power spectrum CXY
ℓ with

X, Y = {T,E} and the DM power spectrum P (k). This topic has been studied in various
contexts such as DM decaying to photons/dark radiation [26–39] under certain assumptions.
Especially, in these studies the decaying DM energy density and the decay width have to
be considered as two independent input parameters for CLASS [55, 56] to solve Eq.(9). As
emphasized above, they are actually correlated to each other in an explicit model e.g., in
terms of the fundamental model parameters mϕ and λ in our case. Therefore, we will directly
use the model parameters as the inputs by embedding micrOMEGAs5.0 into CLASS.

In this subsection we adopt the best-fit values of Planck 2018 data [40] on the cosmological
parameters: Ωbh

2 = 0.022383, Ωini
cdmh

2 = (Ωsdm + Ωϕ |t∗)h2 = 0.12011, 100θs = 1.041085,
ns = 0.9660, ln (1010As) = 3.0448 and τreio = 0.0543, where Ωsdm is the energy density of
stable DM component.

Fig.3 and Fig.4 show deviations in CTT
ℓ and P (k) from the ΛCDM baseline model (in

black) respectively for four benchmark points extracted from Fig.1 which correspond to the
explicit values mϕ = 1.91 keV, λ = 3.35×10−9 (red dotted); mϕ = 1.35 keV, λ = 3.98×10−9

(blue dotted); mϕ = 6.11 keV, λ = 5.91 × 10−10 (red dashed); and mϕ = 4.25 keV, λ =
7.09× 10−10 (blue dashed). The first (later) two benchmark points have fϕ = 10% (1%) and
τϕ = {5t0, 10t0} respectively. Explicitly,

• For CTT
ℓ a fixed θs defined as

θs =
rs(z∗)

DA(z∗)
, (10)

with rs(z) =
∫∞
z

csdz
′/H(z′) the sound horizon and DA(z) =

∫ z

0
dz′/H(z′) the angular

distance, implies that a smaller Ωcdm after recombination requires a larger ΩΛ, where
z∗ is the redshift at recombination. This leads to an enhanced Integrated Sachs-Wolfe
effect on CTT

ℓ at large scales (small ℓ regions) similar to the case of DM decay to dark
radiation [26]. As seen in Fig.3, the deviations in CTT

ℓ relative to ΛCDM are up to
∼ 12% in the low ℓ region for the decaying DM component with τϕ ∼ 5 − 10t0 and

7
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Figure 3: Left: CMB temperature power spectrum compared to Planck 2018 ΛCDM (black)
for the four benchmark points as shown in the right panel. Right: magnitudes of the deviation
over the ΛCDM value.
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Figure 4: Left: Matter power spectrum compared to Planck 2018 ΛCDM (black) for the
four benchmark points. Right: magnitudes of the deviation over the ΛCDM value.
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fϕ ∼ 10%. These results are qualitatively consistent with [32] despite the fact that
different best-fit values were used. Likewise, there is an enhanced Sachs-Wolfe effect
on CTT

ℓ at small scales (high ℓ regions) because of the additional radiation due to DM
decay. Finally, the DM decay gives rise to sub-dominant effects on CMB polarization
[35].

• For P (k) a larger ΩΛ suppresses the growth factorD(a) at small scales (large k regions).
This is clearly seen in Fig.4, where the deviations in P (k) relative to ΛCDM are up
to ∼ 0.5% in the large k regions for τϕ ∼ 5 − 10t0 and fϕ ∼ 10%, which is consistent
with the results of [26]. The effect on P (k) is instead enhanced at large scales (small k
regions), since P (k) is proportional to Ω−2

cdm at scales k ≤ keq with the subscript “eq”
referring to the time of matter-radiation equality. The suppression on P (k) in the large
k regions leads to a relatively mild suppression on σ8 which is the value of σR for z = 0
and R = 8h−1Mpc with the definition [57]

σR(z) =
1

2π

∫ ∞

0

k3P (k, z)W 2
R(k)d ln k, (11)

where WR(k) is the Fourier transform of window function.

As noted in [26], the enhancement on CTT
ℓ in low ℓ regions and the suppression on P (k) in

large k regions can be compensated by a larger Neff simultaneously, which implies certain
degree of degeneracy between Neff and the DM parameters.

3.2 Hubble tension

Instead of fixing the cosmological parameters as above, we now make a MCMC fit of our
DM model using MontePython [58]. Fig.5 shows the MCMC fit of the DM model within
the hierarchical coupling scenario projected to the short chain of parameters composed of λ,
mϕ, τϕ, fϕ, H0 and σ8, where the Planck 2018 TT+TE+EE+lowℓ+lensing [59]+BAO [60–
63]+Pantheon [64] data sets and the Planck 2018 TT+TE+EE+lowℓ+lensing from Planck
2018 [59]+BAO [60–63]+LSS [65, 66]+Pantheon [64] data sets are shown in red and blue,
respectively. We present a more complete result of the MCMC fit in Fig.8 in the Appendix.

Table 1 shows the best-fit values of the cosmological parameters, where one finds

CMB + BAO(+LSS) + Pantheon : H0 = 68.31(69.34) km s−1Mpc−1. (12)

Compared to the value of H0 = (73.20±1.30) km s−1Mpc−1 at 68% CL reported by the local
experiments [41], the significance of Hubble tension is now of order ∼ 3.8(3.0)σ. Without
imposing the BAO data set, the ability of relaxing the H0 tension can be more obviously
enhanced. Because BAO data strongly constrains the value of H0rs, which implies that
an increase in rs due to the late-time DM decay requires a reduction in H0. In Fig.5 the
resolution of Hubble tension favors the parameter regions of λ ∼ 10−10 and mϕ ∼ 1 − 10
keV, which point to a percent level of fϕ and τϕ ∼ 10 t0.

9
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Parameters Planck 2018+BAO+Pantheon Planck 2018+BAO+LSS+Pantheon
102ωb 2.26273 2.26884
ωini
cdm 0.118102 0.115725

100θs 1.04192 1.04226
ln (1010As) 3.04992 3.02874

ns 0.971473 0.976201
τreio 0.057636 0.0520685
H0 68.3097 69.3441
σ8 0.807764 0.792412
Ωm 0.302971 0.289185
rdrag 147.308 147.877

Table 1: The best-fit values of the cosmological parameters in our DM model within the
hierarchical coupling scenario with respect to the CMB + BAO(+LSS)+Pantheon data sets,
which lead to ∆χ2 = −1.3 (-1.5) relative to the ΛCDM model by following the χ2 criteria
in [44].

Apart from the H0 tension, the MCMC fit to Planck 2018 TT+TE+EE+lowℓ+lensing
+ BAO+ LSS+Pantheon data sets in Table 1 is able to give a smaller best-fit value

σ8 = 0.792, (13)

compared to σ8 = 0.812 [59] in the Planck 2018 ΛCDM. Referring to the value of σ8 =
0.75 ± 0.03 at 68% CL reported by the LSS [66], this result verifies that the σ8 tension
between the Planck and LSS data can be mildly reduced in our model as a byproduct.

4 Stellar cooling constraints

The direct couplings of ϕ to the SM charged leptons with mϕ of order keV in our model
enable ϕ to be produced in stellar systems [45] such as the Sun, red giants (RGs) and white
dwarfs (WDs).3 Each of these astrophysical objects provides a local thermal bath with a
characteristic temperature. Since mϕ is comparable with the characteristic temperatures
of these stellar systems, a large number of ϕ particles are produced without a Boltzmann
suppression, which contributes to a new form of stellar energy loss after they escape the core
of the stellar system as a result of the feeble interactions with the thermal bath therein.
Such new stellar cooling allows us to place constraints on the feeble interactions far stronger
than in ground-based experiments.

3We neglect the relatively weaker SN1987A limits.
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Figure 6: Feynman diagrams for the ϕ production in stellar systems: (a) photon inverse
decay, (b) Primakoff emission, and (c) Bremsstrahlung emission.

4.1 Universal coupling scenario

Let us firstly consider the main production for ϕ in the universal coupling scenario. In this
situation the coupling of ϕ to electrons plays a key role, which suggests that

• the electron-positron inverse decay eē → ϕ

• the Bremsstrahlung emission of ϕ in e−X scattering with X being nucleus,

• the Compton-like scattering process eγ → eϕ,

are important. The luminosity per volume in the Bremsstrahlung emission calculated by
Ref.[67] implies that λe ≤ 7 × 10−16 for RGs, which has already excluded the parameter
space preferred by the Hubble tension within this coupling scenario.

4.2 Hierarchical coupling scenario

Unlike in the universal coupling scenario where the Yukawa coupling λe is the critical parame-
ter, the dominant production for ϕ in the hierarchical coupling scenario is instead determined
by the Yukawa coupling λτ . It gives rise to an effective coupling of ϕ to di-photons, implying
that

• the photon inverse decay γγ → ϕ,

• the Primakoff process Xγ → Xϕ with X being nucleus or electron,

• the Bremsstrahlung emission of ϕ in X + Y → X + Y + ϕ + γ with X and Y being
nucleus

12



Star Core component Tc [keV] ne [cm
−3] R [cm] L/L⊙

Sun 75% H, 25% 4He 1 1026 7× 1010 0.03
RGs 4He 10 3× 1027 3× 109 2.8
WDs 50% 12C, 50% 16O 6 1030 109 0.03

Table 2: Stellar parameters [72] for the Sun, RGs and WDs, with Tc the stellar core temper-
ature, ne the number density of electron, R the radius, and L the stellar cooling limit.

are the main processes. The Feynman diagrams with respect to these processes are shown
in Fig.6.

(a). In the photon inverse decay process, we follow the treatment on majoron (J) pro-
duction via the neutrino inverse decay process ν̄ν → J [68–71]. The luminosity per volume
is given by

dLa

dV
=

∫
dΠp1dΠp2dΠpϕ

[
| Ma |2 Eϕf(E1)f(E2)

]
(2π)4δ(4)(p1 + p2 − pϕ) (14)

with

| Ma |2=
2α2λ2

9π2m2
τ

(p1 · p2)2, (15)

where p1 = (E1,p1) and p2 = (E2,p2) are the momenta of the two incoming photons,
pϕ = (Eϕ,pϕ) is the momentum of the outgoing ϕ, Ma is the annihilation amplitude, and
f(E) = (eE/T − 1)−1 is the Bose-Einstein distribution function.

(b). In the the Primakoff process, we refer to a new scalar production via its coupling to
photons [72]. The luminosity per volume is

dLp

dV
=

∑
X

2nX

∫
d3kγ

(2π)3
σpEϕf(Eγ) (16)

with

σp = 64παZ2
X

EγΓϕ

m2
ϕ

√
E2

1 −m2
ϕ(Eγ −mϕ)

(m2
ϕ + 2mϕEγ + k2

s)
2
, (17)

where ZX is the atomic number of the nucleus, kγ = (Eγ,kγ) is the momentum of the
incoming photon, ks is the screening scale [72], σp is the scattering cross section, and f is
the Bose-Einstein distribution function.

(c). The Bremsstrahlung emission of ϕ mimics the DM production through dark photon
[73]. The luminosity per volume reads as

dLb

dV
=

∫
dΠp1dΠp2dΠp3dΠp4dΠkγdΠpϕ(2π)

4δ(4)(p1 + p2 − p3 − p4 − pϕ − kγ)

×
[
| Mb |2 Eϕf(E1)f(E2)

]
(18)
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Figure 7: Stellar cooling bounds on the parameter space with respect to reducing the Hubble
tension in Fig.5, through (a) photon inverse decay (dot) and (b) Primakoff emission (dashed)
of ϕ in the Sun (black), RGs (gray) and WDs (brown) respectively. Regions above the bounds
are excluded. See text for details.

with

| Mb |2 =
4α3λ2

9πm2
τ

| M |2np ×
(

2pµ1
k2 − 2p1 · k

+
2pµ3

k2 + 2p3 · k

)(
2pα1

k2 − 2p1 · k
+

2pα3
k2 + 2p3 · k

)
× gµνgαβgρδ

k4
×

(
kνkρ

γ − gνρk · kγ
) (

kβkδ
γ − gβδk · kγ

)
(19)

where | M |2np [74] is the squared amplitude for the process with no bremsstrahlung, p1 and
p2 are the momenta of the incoming nucleus with energy E1 and E2 respectively, p3 and p4
are the momenta of the outgoing nucleus, while kγ, k and pϕ = (Eϕ,pϕ) are the momenta
of the outgoing photon, off-shell photon and ϕ respectively. Here, f(E) is the Fermi-Dirac
distribution function. In this process it is valid to treat the nucleus as non-relativistic
particles.

Comparing the new emission rates in Eq.(14), Eq.(16) and Eq.(18) to the stellar cooling
data of the Sun, RGs, and WDs as shown in Table.2, we place constraints on the parameter
space with respect to reducing the Hubble tension in Fig.7, where we adopt the criteria that
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the new luminosity is less than ∼ 0.03L⊙, ∼ 2.8L⊙ and ∼ 0.03L⊙ in the Sun, RGs, WDs
respectively, with L⊙ the luminosity of Sun. Here, we explicitly show the limits from (a)
photon inverse decay in dot and (b) Primakoff emission in dashed whereas the Sun, RGs
and WDs are referred to as black, gray and brown respectively. Given a stellar the process
(c) gives much weaker constraints compared to the processes (a) and (b), which has been
neglected in Fig.7. It turns out the Primakoff emission of ϕ in the WDs offers the most
stringent limit. Unlike the Sun whose luminosity is fixed, the luminosities of WDs have a
large uncertainty which spans a few orders of magnitude. If one adjusts L to be lower than
the reference value in Table.2 by two orders, the upper bound on λ in Fig.7 will be lowered
by one order, suggesting that the parameter space is nearly excluded. In this sense, our
model can be tested by the future observations of WDs made by SDSS [75, 76] and Gaia
[77, 78].

The derived stellar cooling limits in Fig.7 are subject to uncertainties due to a few
simplifications - neither the polarization effect of photon in the medium nor the dependence
of the stellar parameters on the radius has been taken into account.

5 Conclusion

In this paper we have studied a new type of freeze-in DM model through the SM lepton
portal. Given the feeble interactions, such DM is produced from the SM thermal bath via
the freeze-in mechanism, then decays to photons in the late-time Universe with its lifetime
of order the age of Universe. Therefore, our model serves as a realistic realization of DM
with late-time decay which alleviates the Hubble tension. Based on the MCMC analysis
on this model with the hierarchical coupling scenario, we have shown the best-fit value of
H0 = 68.31(69.34) km s−1Mpc−1 with respect to Planck 2018+BAO(+LSS)+Pantheon data
sets in the parameter regions referring to fϕ ∼ 1% and τϕ ∼ 10 t0, which suggests the
significance of Hubble tension of order ∼ 3.8(3.0)σ.

We have also used the complimentary stellar cooling data to set stringent constraints
on the parameter space with respect to the Hubble tension. The analysis is highly unlikely
unless one specifies the DM model as we do. We have shown that while the universal
coupling scenario has been excluded, according to our quantitative analysis on the photon
inverse decay, Primakoff emission, and Bremsstrahlung emission of ϕ in the representative
stellar systems the hierarchical coupling scenario can be tested by the future observations of
WDs made by SDSS and Gaia.

Finally, we emphasize two points left for future work. First, one can use the Lyman-α
data [50–52] to constrain this DM model, after taking into account the fact that ϕ is only
a subdominant fraction of the observed DM. The second point is that besides the future
observations of WDs X-ray telescopes may be also used to test this DM component. Having
said so ϕ cannot be used to address the 3.5 keV X-ray reported by [79, 80].
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A The complete fit

Compared to Fig.5 where the values of the DM model parameters, H0 and σ8 are highlighted,
Fig.8 shows the complete result of the MCMC fit to our DM model with respect to the Planck
2018+ BAO(+LSS)+Pantheon data sets.
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