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Alessio Notari,1, 2, ∗ Fabrizio Rompineve,3, † and Giovanni Villadoro4, ‡

1Departament de F́ısica Quàntica i Astrofiśıca & Institut de Ciències del Cosmos (ICCUB),
Universitat de Barcelona, Mart́ı i Franquès 1, 08028 Barcelona, Spain

2Galileo Galilei Institute for theoretical physics,
Centro Nazionale INFN di Studi Avanzati Largo Enrico Fermi 2, I-50125, Firenze, Italy

3CERN, Theoretical Physics Department, 1211 Geneva 23, Switzerland
4Abdus Salam International Centre for Theoretical Physics, Strada Costiera 11, 34151, Trieste, Italy

(Dated: November 9, 2022)

We strengthen the cosmological bound on the axion mass, by solving the momentum-dependent
Boltzmann equations for axion-pion scatterings and by using a phenomenological production rate
derived from pion-pion scattering data, overcoming the breakdown of chiral perturbation theory.
Using present cosmological datasets we obtain ma ≤ 0.24 eV. To further improve the bound and
exploit the reach of upcoming cosmological surveys, reliable non-perturbative calculations above the
QCD crossover are needed.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Peccei-Quinn solution to the strong CP problem [1, 2] involves an extra field [3, 4], the axion a, coupled to QCD.
In the cosmic evolution scatterings mediated by such couplings produce a background of “hot” relic axions [5, 6] (see
also refs. [7–9] for early follow-ups), very much analogous to the neutrino background and distinct from cold axions
produced via the misalignment mechanism [10–12] and the decay of topological defects [13–15].

Available cosmological datasets [16] already constrain light relics produced at temperatures slightly below the QCD
crossover, i.e. T . Tc ≡ 150 MeV, while important sensitivity improvements of current [17–19] and upcoming [20–23]
Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) and Large Scale Structure (LSS) surveys will allow to probe production during
the crossover. A QCD axion with mass ma ∼ (0.01− 1) eV would be produced precisely around these temperatures,
and can thus be constrained/discovered with cosmology, independently of astrophysical probes (for SN1987A, see
ref. [24] and refs. [25–27] for recent conflicting reassessments; for the most recent constraints from other sources
see refs. [28–31]), in a region targeted also by direct searches [32, 33]. Extracting a reliable prediction for the relic
abundance of such axions is thus of crucial observational relevance.

In this Letter, we significantly improve on previous such predictions in two aspects. First, the rapid and significant
variation of the number of relativistic species g∗,S around Tc implies that the axion spectrum can significantly deviate
from the equilibrium distribution that has been employed so far. We account for this by solving the momentum-
dependent Boltzmann equations for axion scatterings. This strategy is used for the relic neutrino abundance [34, 35],
which however occurs when the variation of g∗,S is much less relevant, thus causing a smaller distortion (see ref. [36]
for a related work focused on heavy axions). Second, the axion production rate of interest for current datasets,
dominantly due to scatterings with pions (ππ ↔ aπ), has been historically computed at leading order (LO) in chiral
perturbation theory (χPT) [8] (see refs. [37–40] for the corresponding “hot dark matter” bound on ma from CMB
data). Nonetheless, recent work [41] finds that such a rate receives large one-loop corrections already at T & 60 MeV,
casting doubts on the validity of existing constraints. We overcome this obstacle by deriving the a-π rate from the
experimental data on ππ ↔ ππ scattering, via a simple rescaling of the corresponding cross sections, as dictated by
the mixing between the axion and the pion. These two improvements allow us to place a robust upper bound on the
axion mass using cosmological datasets.

Finally, we highlight previously neglected non-perturbative contributions at Tc and above, which hinder the
reliability of perturbative approaches and call for a dedicated study to further improve the present bound and to
correctly interpret the phenomenological implications of forthcoming experiments.
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II. BOLTZMANN EQUATIONS

We focus on the minimal model-independent axion interaction, Lint = αsaGG̃/(8πfa), where G is the gluon field

strength, with its dual G̃, αs is the strong coupling constant and fa is the axion decay constant, related to the axion
mass by ma = 0.57 eV(107 GeV/fa) [42].

An important novelty of our work is the use of the momentum-dependent Boltzmann equations to compute the
actual spectrum of axions produced via scatterings. We find this to be necessary, for two reasons. First, the initial
axion abundance may be negligible and production may always remain sub-thermal, such that the axion spectrum
may always significantly differ from the equilibrium distribution. Second, even when reaching equilibrium, interaction
rates depend on the axion momentum, so that high momenta decouple later than low momenta. Since g∗,S decreases
quickly and substantially with temperature around Tc, high momenta are less diluted with respect to photons than
low momenta.

In the expanding Universe it is convenient to use comoving 3-momenta p, such that the axion distribution function
fp remains constant in the absence of interactions. The Boltzmann equations then reads [6, 43]:

dfp
dt

= (1 + fp) Γ< − fp Γ> , (1)

where the axion, with negligible mass at the time of production, has physical energy E = |p|/R and four momentum
kµ = (E,k), R is the scale factor, t is cosmic time and the energy dependent rates Γ< and Γ> describe creation and
destruction of an axion. Assuming thermal equilibrium of the QCD bath, the following non-perturbative relation
holds:

Γ> = e
E
T Γ< =

Γ>top

2Ef2
a

, Γ>top ≡
∫
d4x eik

µxµ
〈αs

8π
GG̃(xµ)

αs
8π
GG̃(0)

〉
, (2)

where 〈· · · 〉 stands for thermal average. At weak coupling the rates are dominated by 2 ↔ 2 scatterings, with
amplitude M, leading to [43]:

Γ< =
1

2E

∫ ( 3∏

i=1

d3ki
(2π)32Ei

)
f eq

1 f eq
2 (1 + f eq

3 )(2π)4δ(4)(kµ1 + kµ2 − kµ3 − kµ)|M|2 , (3)

where f eq
i ≡ (eEi/T ∓ 1)−1 is the equilibrium distribution for bosons and fermions. For instance, for axion-pion

scatterings, ππ ↔ πa, the physical four momenta are k1 and k2 for the incoming pions, k3 for the emitted pion
(gluons or other particles can be treated analogously).

The axion relic abundance is then commonly expressed in terms of the effective number of (massless) neutrino
species beyond the SM neutrinos Nν ≈ 3.044 [44, 45]:

∆Neff ≡ Neff −Nν =
8

7

(
11

4

) 4
3
(
ρa
ργ

)

CMB

, (4)

where the energy density of axions, ρa, and photons, ργ , should be evaluated at recombination, when the Cosmic
Microwave Background (CMB) is generated. In the following we shall make contact with previous approaches in the
literature, which use a momentum-independent Boltzmann equation (see Appendix A), through the averaged rate

Γ ≡ 1

neq

∫
d3k

(2π)3
Γ<, (5)

with neq ≡
∫
d3k/(2π)3f eq

p . Furthermore, under the assumption of instantaneous decoupling of an initial equilibrium

population of axions, eq. (4) is approximated as ∆Neff ' 0.027 [106.75/g∗,S(Td)]
4/3

, with Td defined by Γ = H|T=Td

and H ≡ Ṙ/R. As mentioned above, neither of these two approaches is justified in our case.
In our region of interest ma is actually close to the temperature at recombination (. eV). ∆Neff should then be

interpreted as the would-be abundance of axions, if they were massless. As we will show, the bound on the axion
contribution to ∆Neff will be significantly stronger than the massless species constraint, ∆Neff ≤ 0.28 at 95% C.L.
(Planck 18+BAO) [16].
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Figure 1. Scattering rates for aπ ↔ ππ (solid curves for phenomenological rates, dashed for LO in χPT). Left: momentum
dependent axion destruction rates at T = 120 MeV. Right: Averaged rates.

III. AXION RATE BELOW Tc

At T . Tc the QCD thermal bath is dominated by pions, all other hadrons being Boltzmann suppressed to some
extent. As already stressed, recently ref. [41] pointed out that next-to-leading-order (NLO) corrections invalidate the
LO χPT computation, already at T ' 60 MeV. In retrospect this is not surprising given that 1) the typical center of
mass energy

√
s for a pair of pions at such temperatures is already above 0.4 GeV and 2) the scattering amplitudes

grow with energy, thereby pions with even higher energies, for which the χPT estimate is unreliable, are weighted
more in the integral (5).

In fact the very same problem was encountered long ago for the pion damping rates [46–48], and it was circumvented
by using experimental π-π scattering data directly, rather than relying on χPT. With this strategy, the pion rate was
computed up to T = Tc (beyond which the rate becomes rapidly comparable with the mass and pions cannot be
considered as elementary particles anymore). In an attempt to rescue the χPT computation ref. [48] proposed also a
unitarization approach. The idea is to apply the χPT expansion to (functions of) the scattering phase shifts rather
than to the amplitude M itself. In this way unitarity is always respected and the growth at high energies tamed.
The unitarization procedure is however not unique. While some choices agree well with experimental data, without
the latter it would be hard to defend the use of one particular prescription over the others, or why it would be a good
approximation to neglect even higher-order corrections.

Unfortunately, for axions there are no experimental data and at a first glance it seems that only unitarization could
improve analytically on the fixed order χPT computation. However, we prove (see Appendix B) the following relation
between a-π and π-π scattering amplitudes at all orders in χPT

Maπi→πjπk =
ε fπ
2fa
· Mπ0πi→πjπk +O

(
m2
π

s

)
, ε ≡ md −mu

md +mu
, (6)

where fπ = 92.3 MeV,mπ = 138 MeV (we use the average pion mass), mu and md are up and down quark masses,
mu/md ' 0.47 [49]. We checked this explicitly at LO and NLO by comparing ref. [50] for π-π and refs.[8, 41] for
a-π scattering amplitudes. The O(m2

π/s) corrections near the two pions threshold can be computed directly at LO
(see Appendix B) and they are at most O(10%) and rapidly decrease at higher energies. While here we focused on
the model-independent coupling of the QCD axion, eq. (6) can easily be extended to accommodate the most general
axion couplings, see appendix B.

Thanks to eq. (6) phenomenological fits of π-π scattering data can be used to reconstruct a-π scattering amplitudes
with a few percent precision up to Tc. To compute the momentum-dependent rate we applied eq. (6) to the
phenomenological π-π partial wave amplitudes provided in refs. [51, 52] (specifically the S0, S2 and P waves, valid up to
the two-kaon threshold

√
s = 2mK ' 1 GeV, while we checked that higher partial waves give negligible contributions).

The result is presented in Fig. 1 (solid blue curve, left panel), for a reference temperature T = 120 MeV. As expected,
it decreases sharply at large momenta, in contrast to the LO a-π rate (dashed). The corresponding averaged rates
are shown in Fig. 1 (right panel).

The decrease of the a-π rate at high temperatures is in part due to the opening of new scattering channels (see [47]
for an analogous discussion for pions). Using the LO χPT Lagrangian, we checked for instance that scatterings with
Kaons πK → aK are subleading below Tc, but would eventually dominate above T ' 200 MeV, see Appendix C
(similar considerations may apply to scattering off nucleons). While in general a χPT calculation for these processes
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Figure 2. Relic axion abundance parameterized by ∆Neff , for an axion minimally coupled to QCD. The blue region is our lower
bound on ∆Neff obtained by using the full momentum-dependent Boltzmann equations with phenomenological ππ ↔ aπ rate
below Tc only, and with zero initial conditions at Tc. For comparison, results with the “standard” momentum-independent
Boltzmann equation (dotted black) or assuming an equilibrium population of axions above T = 1 TeV (“Pions+HT”, dot-
dashed) are shown. Tentative dimensional analysis estimates for non-perturbative production up to T = 2 GeV are plotted as
dashed purple curves (“Pions+NP”). On the right vertical axis, the temperature Td corresponding to axions produced with
instantaneous decoupling is plotted. The red starred point corresponds to the 95% C.L. bound that we obtain using CMB,
BAO and Pantheon data. The 95% C.L. expected sensitivities of upcoming CMB surveys for massless species are shown by
the dot-dashed gray lines.

is less reliable, such an estimate shows that the phenomenological a-π rate provides the most important contribution
for the axion thermalization rate at low temperatures, representing a reliable lower bound at T . Tc.

Integrating numerically the momentum dependent Boltzmann equations (1) (see Appendix A) and assuming
conservatively no extra production from T > Tc, we get the lower bound on ∆Neff represented by the boundary
of the solid blue region in fig. 2. Because of the rapid change in g∗,S , during the axion decoupling, the resulting
spectrum is distorted and ρa is enhanced compared to the standard calculation without momentum dependence
(dotted black curve). A slightly less conservative assumption is to consider the axion in thermal equilibrium at some
temperature T > 1 TeV (with g∗,S saturated by the Standard Model). For this case, the bound is represented by the
boundary of the light blue region in fig. 2.

Let us also mention that the axion coupling to pions can be slightly enhanced or suppressed with respect to the
value considered here (i.e. corresponding to so-called hadronic models [53, 54]), in scenarios where the QCD axion
also couples to quarks at high energies (e.g. [55, 56], see refs. [57–62] for relic abundance calculations). We do not
consider these here, since they are generically more constrained by astrophysical observations [28] and the resulting
∆Neff is necessarily model-dependent.

IV. ESTIMATES ABOVE Tc

While thermalization rates at the QCD confining scale are obviously non-perturbative, naively one would expect
that at temperatures above a few GeV perturbative QCD should provide reliable rates. After all, at those temperatures
the typical momentum of quarks and gluons is definitely in the perturbative regime. However, it has long been known
that at finite temperature the convergence of perturbative QCD is worsened by various infrared divergences [63, 64].
One of them is manifest already at the leading order for the case at hand. The leading processes involve gluons
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(g) and quarks (q): ag ↔ gg, aq ↔ gq and ag ↔ qq̄. The gluon exchange in the t channel leads to an infrared
divergence [9, 65, 66] for the first two processes. At weak coupling (gs =

√
4παs � 1) the divergence is regulated

by the gluon screening mass mg ∼ gsT , leading to a logarithmic, but finite, enhancement in the rate proportional to
log(T/mg). However, gs is still larger than unity at the electro-weak scale and only decreases logarithmically at higher
energies. This makes the infrared logarithm and the total rate turn unphysically negative, unless the temperature is
exponentially large.

This issue has been improved in ref. [66] (see also ref. [67]) using the full resummed thermal gluon propagator
computed at LO in gs. Such an approach however is not fully consistent, since vertex corrections are not properly
resummed and gauge invariance not completely restored at the order considered. While ref. [66] used this method for
temperatures T & 104 GeV, where gs . 1, ref. [68] pushed it all the way down to T = 2 GeV, where gs ' 2.

It should be pointed out however that perturbation theory can really be trusted only for gs � 1. One way to see
this is to consider the ratio of the gluon thermal width over its electric mass, Γg/mg. When this becomes O(1) the
gluon is not a good weakly coupled degree of freedom. At leading order (see e.g. [43]) Γg/mg ∼ 0.5gs, implying that
perturbativity is really under control only at T � TeV. Another requirement for the case at hand is the existence of
a clear separation between T , the typical momentum scale of the thermal bath, and g2

sT , the momentum scale below
which collective behaviors become important and gluon interactions become non perturbative. As long as gs � 1 such
soft momentum region is phase space suppressed, so that the perturbative expansion is meaningful up to a certain
finite order [64]. When gs & 1 non-perturbative effects may become dominant and perturbation theory unreliable.

Accidentally, the non-perturbative axion damping rate at zero momentum has been studied in a different context.
Such a quantity is indeed related via eq. (2) to the so-called strong-sphaleron rate Γsph ≡ Γ>top(kµ = 0) [69]. While non-
perturbative in nature, at small enough couplings its contribution has been inferred [70, 71] and checked numerically
using classical field simulations [72], leading to the approximate scaling Γsph ' (Ncαs)

5T 4. If extrapolated at small
energies this can become comparable to the putative perturbative computation at temperatures well above GeV (see
Appendix E for more details).

We therefore conclude that axion-gluons perturbative calculations cannot be trusted below the electro-weak scale.
In particular below the GeV scale, the most interesting region of temperatures for upcoming CMB experiments, the
rate is definitely non-perturbative. Besides, between 150 MeV and 500 MeV the entropy and the energy densities
have the largest variation associated to the QCD crossover [73]. This will enhance the effects of the spectral distortion
possibly even more than that observed in our pion computation; it becomes therefore mandatory to study directly
Γ>top(E) of eq. (2) with non-perturbative methods to further improve the bound and correctly assess the implications
of forthcoming experiments on the axion parameter space.

At present we are not aware of any such computations in this regime, a challenging task beyond the aim of this work.
All we can do is to attempt a very rough estimate of the averaged rate during the crossover, say for Tc . T . 2 GeV,
using dimensional analysis, i.e. Γ ∼ κT 3/f2

a , where κ is an unknown coefficient. For illustrative purposes we choose
two reference values κ = 0.01 and κ = 0.1, justified as follows.

First, at T & fπ the a-π rate just below Tc is ∼ 0.04 ε2T 3/f2
a (see also Fig. 5 in Appendix C). The isospin breaking

suppression ε is present only in the coupling to pions but not to other hadrons (see Appendix C for the unsuppressed
Kaon cross section). Factoring that away and considering the contributions from other states above Tc, it is reasonable
to expect κ ∼ O(0.1) at around Tc and slightly above.

Second, recent attempts in pure SU(3) lattice gauge theory estimate the rate for the zero mode Γsph ' κlattT
4 with

κlatt ranging from O(0.1) to O(0.01) as the temperature increases from Tc to a GeV [74, 75]. While the presence of
light quarks would strongly suppress the contribution to the axion rate for the zero mode [69, 76], such a suppression
is not expected to occur for the typical modes with E & T .

The corresponding effect for ∆Neff , assuming an averaged rate with κ = 0.1 or κ = 0.01, turned on only in the
interval Tc < T < 2 GeV (in addition to the momentum dependent production below Tc), is represented by the
dashed purple curves in fig. 2. We stress that our dimensional analysis estimate for the non-perturbative contribution
is provided only to highlight its potential importance, especially for upcoming experiments.

V. CURRENT BOUND AND OUTLOOK

Using the “Pions only” curve in Fig. 2 we set a conservative upper bound on ma from cosmological datasets.
We employ the full Planck 2018 high-` and low-` TT, TE, EE and lensing likelihoods [77], and additionally Baryon
Acoustic Oscillations (BAO) measurements from 6dFGS at z = 0.106 [78], from the MGS galaxy sample of SDSS
at z = 0.15 [79], and from the CMASS and LOWZ galaxy samples of BOSS DR12 at z = 0.38, 0.51, and 0.61 [80],
including the measurements of the rate of growth of structure [81], (we use the “consensus” likelihood of [80]), and
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Figure 3. 1d and 2d posterior distributions for
∑
mν and ma. The darker/lighter shades correspond to 1σ and 2σ confidence

level regions, extracted from the joint Planck18 TT+TE+EE+low `+lensing+BAO+Pantheon likelihood.

the Pantheon Supernovae data [82].1 We modified the Boltzmann solver CLASS [83, 84] to include the axion species
and its actual distribution function, rather than using the Bose-Einstein distribution (see Appendix F for details). We
ran a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis of the eight-parameter ΛCDM+

∑
mν+ma cosmological model,

where
∑
mν ≥ 0.06 eV [49] is the sum of the neutrino masses, using the MontePython sampler [85, 86]. We find

ma ≤ 0.24 eV, corresponding to ∆Neff . 0.19 (red line with star in Fig. 2), and
∑
mν ≤ 0.14, both at 95% C.L.; the

1d and 2d posterior distributions of ma and
∑
mν are reported in Fig. 3 (see Appendix F for results on all cosmological

parameters). Our result for the axion mass is stronger than previous cosmological bounds in the literature, despite
employing more conservative rates, because of the proper inclusion of momentum dependence. In particular, we do
not rely on interpolated production rates between LO χPT and perturbative QCD amplitudes, such as in [87]. The
use of the actual axion distribution function, rather than a Bose-Einstein distribution with the same energy density,
leads to a minor relaxation in the axion mass bound (∼ 4%) with the combination of datasets above.

Our conservative bound can be either weaker or stronger than the astrophysical constraints from globular
clusters [29] (see [30] for a recent more constraining update), depending on the UV structure of the axion model. It
is significantly weaker than the constraints of refs. [27, 31], which are however subject to astrophysical uncertainties.
In contrast, our bound only relies on standard cosmology below Tc.

While we did not include production from the non-perturbative regime in our MCMC search in the conservative
spirit of our work, Fig. 2 shows that it could significantly strengthen the bound already with current datasets. Even
more importantly, as shown on the right vertical axis of Fig. 2, the upcoming Simons Observatory [20] and CMB-
S4 [21] will probe axion production during the QCD crossover. In particular, they could reach ma ∼ 0.01 eV, and
possibly even below, close to the region where cold axions can be the dark matter (note that the dashed purple curves
in Fig. 2 do not include production above T = 2 GeV nor the enhancement due to the rapid variation of g∗,S above
Tc).

Such exciting possibilities motivate a dedicated study of axion production rates by non-perturbative methods, for
arbitrary axion momenta, beyond the attempts made so far only for the zero mode.

1 We do not include constraints from Big Bang Nucleosynthesis because of the associated theoretical and observational uncertainties
(see [16] for a discussion), nor from Lyman-α forest observations because of the lack of dedicated simulations.
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Appendix A: Boltzmann equations

Here we provide more details about the numerical integration of the Boltzmann equation (1). Rather than
integrating over cosmic time t, we used the dimensionless variable x ≡ mπ/T , where the conversion between time
and temperature is obtained by imposing entropy conservation, i.e. d/dt(R3g∗,ST

3) = 0, where at weak coupling

g∗,S(T ) =
∑
j=bosons(

Tj
T )3gj + 7

8

∑
j=fermions(

Tj
T )3gj includes all relativistic particles, with degrees of freedom gj and

possibly with their own temperature Tj . This amounts to the replacement d
dt = (3xHg∗,S)/(3g∗,S + Tdg∗,S/dT ) d

dx .
We take g∗,S from the numerical lattice results of [73].

We then solved the resulting equation from Ti = 150 MeV to Tf = 30 MeV, for a discrete set of 150 comoving
momenta, uniformly distributed between |p|min = Tf/5 ·R(ti) and |p|max = 30 Ti ·R(ti), at the initial time ti, so that
physical momenta at any time t are comprised between |k|min = |p|min/R(t) and |k|max = |p|max/R(t). We computed
the energy density in relic axions at Tf using the expression for a massless particle ρa = R−4

∫
d3p/(2π)3|p|fp.

Let us now discuss the commonly used momentum-independent approach. Starting from the momentum dependent
rates (2), one introduces the damping rate Γ ≡ ImΠR

a /E = Γ>/(1 + f eq
p ), with

ΠR
a ≡ i

∫
d4x eik

µxµ

〈[
αs

8πfa
GG̃(xµ),

αs
8πfa

GG̃(0)

]
Θ(t)

〉
, (A1)

being the retarded axion self energy (see e.g. [88] for a review) and Θ(t) the Heaviside function. Then the Boltzmann
equation (1) takes the simpler form

dfp
dt

= (f eq
p − fp) Γ , (A2)

By integrating this equation in d3p/(2π)3, assuming fp to be of the form (as explained in the main text this assumption
is unjustified for the axion case):

fp = f eq
p n/neq, (A3)

with n = R−3
∫
d3p/(2π)3fp, and using the dimensionless variable x, one obtains the momentum-independent

Boltzmann equation:

dY

d log x
= (Y eq − Y )

Γ

H

(
1− 1

3

d log g∗,S
d log x

)
, (A4)

where Y ≡ n/s is the yield and s = 2π2g∗,ST
3/45 the entropy density. The final relic energy density in this approach

is then given by:

ρa|x=xf =
π14/3

30

(
sY

ζ3

)4/3 ∣∣
x=xf

. (A5)

Such an equation is correct when a given massless species is thermal at high temperature and decouples instantaneously,
retaining its Bose-Einstein form after decoupling. Note that, however, this is inconsistent in all other cases (e.g. when
starting with zero abundance and never reaching equilibrium), and it is inconsistent with our previous assumption
eq. (A3), since the energy density computed by inserting eq. (A3) into the integral for ρa, does not lead to eq. (A5).

One can visualize the spectral distortion of the actual distribution function obtained by solving the full momentum-
dependent equation, by comparing with a Bose-Einstein distribution. For the comparison to be meaningful, we set
the temperature of the equilibrium distribution such that the resulting energy density is the same as that obtained
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Figure 4. Distortion of the axion spectrum for an example value of fa, as obtained by solving the momentum dependent
Boltzmann equations with the rate from scatterings with pions only, below Tc (solid curve). The Bose-Einstein distribution
(dashed curve) leads to the same energy density as the numerical solution lead to the same energy density, but the actual
distribution is shifted to higher momenta.

with the actual distribution. The result is reported in Fig. 4 and shows that that the actual distribution is broader
and peaked to higher momenta than the Bose-Einstein distribution.

In all cases, either using the exact treatment or the momentum-independent calculation, the relic axion energy
density is translated into an effective number of neutrino species at Tf = 30 MeV,∆Neff |T=Tf ≡ 8

7
ρa
ργ
|T=Tf , then

multiplied by [g∗,S(Tf )/g∗,S(Tν)]−4/3, where Tν = 3 MeV corresponds to the temperature at which neutrinos start
decoupling.

For the second analysis presented in this paper, i.e. including the potential production due to non-perturbative
effects during the QCD crossover, we used a hybrid approach, motivated by the lack of a momentum-dependent rate
during the QCD crossover. In a first step, we integrated the momentum independent equation (A4) from Ti = 2 GeV
to Tc = 150 MeV, using an averaged rate Γ̄ determined by dimensional analysis, as explained in the main text. We set
initial conditions Y |T=Ti = Y eq|T=1 TeV and assumed g∗,S = 106.75 at T & TeV. The second step of the calculation
was made using the momentum-dependent Boltzmann equation, with the corresponding rates for production due to
pions only, as explained in section III. Initial conditions for the distribution function at Tc were set according to the
would-be equilibrium distributions at Tdec, defined as the temperature corresponding to the yield computed with the
momentum-independent analysis above Tc, i.e.

Tdec ≡ Tc
(
Y

Yeq

) 1
3
∣∣∣∣
T=Tc

, (A6)

and fp|T=Tc = f eq
p |T=Tdec

.

Appendix B: Correspondence between ππ and aπ scattering

At leading order in 1/fa, the most general effective Lagrangian for the axion coupled to the lightest two quark fields
q = (u, d) can be written as

L = q̄

(
i∂/+

c0
2fa

∂/ a γ5

)
q − q̄LMaqR + h.c. , Ma ≡

(
mu 0
0 md

)
ei

a
2fa

(1+c3σ
3) , (B1)

where qR,L ≡ 1±γ5
2 q and c0 and c3 are the model dependent axion couplings to the isosinglet and isotriplet axial

currents (e.g. for KSVZ models [53, 54] c3 = 0, while for DFSZ models [55, 56] c3 = cu − cd, where cu,d are the
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couplings to the up and down quarks axial currents).
At low energies the effective theory for axion and pions reads:

Lπ =
f2
π

4
Tr
[
∂µU∂

µU† + 2B0(MaU
† + UM†a)

]
+ . . . U ≡ exp(i~π · ~σ/fπ) , (B2)

where ~σ are the Pauli matrices, ~π are the pion fields, the constant B0 = m2
π/(mu + md) at leading order and dots

represent higher order terms in the derivative and quark mass expansion. Note that at leading order in the chiral
expansion c0 does not appear. Indeed since at leading order in the quark mass expansion the pion axial current is
orthogonal to the isosinglet one, the contributions proportional to the coefficient c0 will always be suppressed by at
least one power of the quark masses, therefore they will not dominate at high energies.

At leading order the axion only appears in the mass term, which can be written also as

m2
πf

2
π

2
Re Tr

[
(1− εσ3)

(
Ue−i

a
2fa

(1+c3σ
3)
)]

. (B3)

In this frame there is an a-π0 mixing that can be rotated away by an orthogonal rotation with angle θaπ:

θaπ '
(ε− c3)fπ

2fa
, (B4)

up to higher order terms in fπ/fa. From this it follows that the diagonalization to mass eigenstates will introduce
extra axion couplings (besides those originating directly from Ma and thus suppressed by the quark masses) from
shifts of the neutral pions:

π0 = cos(θaπ)π0
phys + sin(θaπ) aphys ' π0

phys + θaπaphys . (B5)

It follows that, at each order in chiral perturbation theory, the leading axion couplings at high energies (i.e. those with
the maximum number of derivatives, not suppressed by light quark masses) will be proportional to the corresponding
π0 ones (the proportionality factor being given by the mixing angle itself), namely:

Maπi→πjπk = θaπ · Mπ0πi→πjπk +O
(
m2
π

s

)
. (B6)

The m2
π/s corrections are the highest at low energy close to threshold. There the relative error can be estimated

using the LO formula |MLO|2 = ε2(s2 + t2 + u2 − 3m4
π)/(4f2

af
2
π) and is bounded by

∆|M|2
|M|2 =

ξ

1− 2ξ
≤ 1

11
, ξ ≡ 3m4

π

2(s2 + t2 + u2)
, (B7)

where the bound is saturated at s = 4m2
π, t = u = − 1

2m
2
π. Therefore the asymptotic high energy formula is expected

to hold also at low energies within 10% accuracy, better than the LO χPT formula.

Appendix C: Axion Kaon amplitudes

To estimate the importance of axion scattering with heavier hadrons below Tc we computed at leading order

the scattering amplitude with single kaons (K±, K0 and K
0
), which are the next to lightest states after pions. The

interactions are described by the same effective Lagrangian of pions in eq. (B2), the only difference being that the field

is now defined as a 3× 3 unitary matrix U = exp(i~λ · ~Π) (with ~λ the Gell-Mann matrices and ~Π the eight meson fields
including pions and kaons [50]), same for the axion dependent quark mass matrix Ma = diag(mu,md,ms)e

ia/(3fa),
where ms is the strange quark mass.

The total amplitude modulus squared for the processes aK → πK (which include aK± → π0K±, π±K0; aK0 →
π0K0, π−K+; aK̄0 → π0K̄0, π+K−) at leading order and in the limit mπ → 0 (consistent with the m2

π/s→ 0 limit
we used for the pions) turns out to be

|MaK→πK |2 =
3 t2

16f2
πf

2
a

(1− ε2) +
(s−m2

K)(s+ t−m2
K)

2f2
πf

2
a

ε2 , (C1)

where in this case s ≡ (pa + pK)2 and t ≡ (pa − pπ)2.
Note that the Boltzmann suppression in the scattering with kaons below Tc is partially compensated by the absence

of the overall isospin suppression ε2 present for the pions. Indeed the axion rate due to scatterings with kaons would
become comparable to the pions one not much after Tc, at around T = 200 MeV (see fig. 5).
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Figure 5. Tentative averaged axion production rate above Tc (see text for description), based on dimensional analysis. The
phenomenological and LO rates for aπ and aK scattering below T = 150 MeV are also shown for comparison.

Appendix D: Computation of Scattering Rates

Here we provide more details about the numerical calculation of scattering rates. We start from the momentum-
dependent rate of the destruction process aπ → ππ, given by:

Γ> =
1

2E

∫ ( 3∏

i=1

d3ki
(2π)32Ei

)
f eq

1 (1 + f eq
2 )(1 + f eq

3 )(2π)4δ(4)(kµ + kµ1 − kµ2 − kµ3 )|M|2, (D1)

where the subscripts 1, 2, 3 refer respectively to the incoming pion and the two outgoing pions and |M|2 is the modulus
squared of the scattering amplitude.

For the process of our interest, the integral above can be reduced to an integral over four variables. The steps
are as follows, (we follow closely the analogous calculation for neutrino decoupling [34]): first, one uses the identity
d3k3/(2E3) = d4k3 δ(k

µ
3 k3,µ −m2

3)Θ(E3) to integrate over kµ3 . Then one introduces the scattering angles α, θ, β as:

cosα =
k · k1

|k||k1|
, cos θ =

k · k2

|k||k2|
,

k1 · k2

|k1||k2|
= cosα cos θ + sinα sin θ cosβ, . (D2)

The remaining integrations are over d3k1 = |k1|2d|k1| d cosαdβ, d3k2 = |k2|2d|k|2 d cos θ dη, where η is the polar
angle associated to k2. For the process under consideration, the integration over η is trivial. Writing k2

3 −m2
3 = h(β),

the leftover δ function can be used to integrate over β. In order to do so, one determines the zeros of h(β), which is
in fact a linear function of cosβ. Therefore the roots have the same value of cosβ, and correspondingly two opposite
values of sinβ. Since the integrand only depends on | sinβ|, the integral can be restricted from 0 to π, to select only
one value of sinβ, then multiply by two. Furthermore, the condition cos2 β ≤ 1 must be imposed. This leads to the
following integral:

Γ> =
1

2E

1

(2π)4

∫ ∞

0

d|k1|
2E1

∫ ∞

0

d|k2|
2E2

∫ 1

−1

d cosα

∫ 1

−1

d cos θf eq
1 (1 + f eq

2 )(1 + f eq
3 )

× 2Θ(E + E1 − E2)Θ(1− cosβ2
0)

|h′(β0)| |k1|2|k2|2|M|2, (D3)
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where f eq
3 is now a function of the integration variables. The modulus squared of the amplitude is a function of the

Mandelstam variables s = (kµ + kµ1 )2 and t = (kµ − kµ3 )2 (u is eliminated using s + t + u = 3m2
π), which can be

expressed in terms of the integration variables above.
The LO χPT amplitude for aπ → ππ is given in Appendix B, above (B7). In order to obtain an amplitude from

the phenomenological partial wave phases of ππ scattering [51, 52], the amplitude is decomposed in definite isospin
I = 0, 1, 2 in the s-channel (see e.g. [50]):

T 0(s, t) = 3A(s, t, u) +A(t, u, s) +A(u, s, t), (D4)

T 1(s, t) = A(t, u, s)−A(u, s, t), (D5)

T 2(s, t) = A(t, u, s) +A(u, s, t), (D6)

and then each amplitude is expanded into partial wave amplitudes tIl , according to:

T I(s, t) = 32π

∞∑

l=0

(2l + 1)Pl(cos ξ)tIl (s), (D7)

where t = (s− 4m2
π)(cos ξ − 1)/2 and Pl is the l-th legendre polynomial. Finally, the experimental data are reported

in terms of real phase shifts δIl , related to the amplitudes by:

tIl (s) =

√
s

s− 4m2
π

e2iδIl (s) − 1

2i
=

√
s

s− 4m2
π

1

cot δIl (s)− i . (D8)

We took the phenomenological parametrizations for the δIl (s) (specifically the δ0
0 , δ

1
1 and δ2

0 , we checked that the other
waves give a negligible contribution to the rates) from Appendix A of [52], restricting ourselves to

√
s ≤ 2mK , where

elastic waves can be used. We used two different phenomenological parametrizations for each of the two δ0
0 and δ2

0

shifts: one until
√
s = 850 MeV and a second one in the region 850 MeV ≤ √s ≤ 2mK , following the analysis of [52].

The modulus squared of the total amplitude is then given by:

|M|2ππ =
1

2

32π2

3

(
|t00|2 + 3|3t11 cos ξ|2 + 5|t20|2

)
. (D9)

As discussed in the main text, the amplitude modulus squared above can be related to that of a-π scattering via
rescaling by ε2f2

π/(4f
2
a ).

We performed the four-dimensional integral in (D3) numerically, with the amplitudes discussed above, by using
the vegas Monte Carlo integrator in Python, based on [89]. Specifically, we computed Γ> for a discrete set of
values of log10(|k|/mπ) = [−3, 2] and log10(mπ/T ) = [−0.3, 1], with steps of 0.1 in both variables. We then built an
interpolating function of two variables using Mathematica [90].

We also numerically computed the rate Γ, according to (5) and (2):

Γ =
1

neq

∫
d3k

(2π)3

f eq
p

1 + f eq
p

Γ>. (D10)

Note that this rate differs from the commonly used momentum-independent rate by a factor 1/(1 + f eq
p ) in the

integrand. In practice, this difference is small. We followed the same procedure for the LO χPT rate for aK → πK.

Appendix E: Rate from strong sphalerons

Here we evaluate the scale at which non-perturbative collective effects in the damping rate start being competitive
with the perturbative ones in the simplified case of a pure SU(Nc) theory without fermions.

A known source of such effects are “strong” sphalerons that for sufficiently weak coupling have been assessed to
have a rate Γsphal ' (Ncαs)

5T 4 [72]. Such a rate should be identified with what we called Γ>top(kµ = 0) in eq. (2).

Sphalerons are known to have a size of order 1/(NcαsT ), therefore we expect Γ>top(E = |k| < |ks|) ' Γsphal with
|ks| ∼ NcαsT . Using eqs. (2) and (5) we get

Γsphal =
1

neq

|k|<|ks|∫
d3k

(2π)32E

Γsphal

f2
a

e−E/T =
(Ncαs)

5T 3

4ζ3f2
a

(
1−

(
1 +
|ks|
T

)
e−|ks|/T

)
. (E1)

https://vegas.readthedocs.io/en/latest/tutorial.html
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Figure 6. Comparison between non perturbative and perturbative contributions to axion rates as a function of temperature,
see text for more details.

For Nc = 3 such a rate can be compared with the perturbative estimates performed in QCD in refs. [9, 65, 66, 68],
which can be summarized as

Γpert =
α2
sT

3

4π3f2
a

F3 (E2)

where F3 = g2
s log(3/(2gs))

2 in ref. [65] and some more non-trivial function in refs. [66, 68].
In fig. 6 we compare Γsphal for the two choices |ks| = 3αsT (lower blue line) and |ks| = 6αsT (upper blue line),

with Γpert for the three choices: F3 from ref. [65] (orange dashed), F3 = g2
s (lower orange curve), F3 from ref. [68]

(upper orange curve). Notice that the choice from ref. [65] breaks down already at moderate values of the coupling,
due to the infrared logarithmic effects running negative. The choice F3 = g2

s represent the expected size of the naive
perturbative computation if the logarithmic factor saturates at unity. The last choice instead implement some partial
resummation enhancing the rate.

In any case it appears that collective sphaleron-like effects start becoming important between T ∼ 100 GeV and
T ∼ 5 GeV, anyway much before the breaking of QCD perturbation theory in vacuum.

The inclusion of (light) fermions in the computation of the non-perturbative effects is technically more challenging2,
but we do not expect that their presence could sensibly improve the reliability of the pertubative computation.

Appendix F: Cosmological analysis

Here we outline our implementation of hot axions into the Boltzmann solver CLASS, as well as provide extended
results of our MCMC analysis.

We implemented the axion as an additional non-cold dark matter degree of freedom (ncdm) in CLASS, including
its spectral distribution obtained by solving the momentum-dependent Boltzmann equation for the “Pions only”
calculation. Specifically, we added a new distribution to the background.c file. We found that the integrand of the

2 The effects of sphalerons are known to be damped by massless fermions at |k| = 0, however it is easy to check that this is no longer
true at |k| > 0, in particular for the values relevant for us.
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Parameter Planck18+BAO+Pantheon

100ωb (2.252) 2.246+0.014
−0.015

ωcdm (0.119) 0.120+0.001
−0.002

100 θs (1.042) 1.042+0.0003
−0.0003

ln 1010As (3.051) 3.054+0.015
−0.016

ns (0.968) 0.968+0.004
−0.005

τreio (0.059) 0.058+0.007
−0.008∑

mν ≤ 0.14 (95% C.L.)

ma ≤ 0.24 (95% C.L.)

H0[km/s/Mpc] (68.17) 67.75+0.51
−0.54

S8 (0.819) 0.821+0.011
−0.011

Table I. The mean (best-fit in parenthesis)±1σ error of the cosmological parameters obtained by fitting the ΛCDM +
∑
mν+ma

model to the cosmological datasets Planck18+BAO. Upper bounds are presented at 95% CL. H0 and S8 are derived parameters
from the eight cosmological parameters.

axion energy density, i.e. |k|3 fp, is well approximated by the following functional form (in particular in the most
important region |k| & T , see Fig. 4), in the range of axion masses of interest:

|k|3fapprox,p = |k|3 A

e
|k|
bT +µ + 1

, (F1)

where A, b and µ are parameters that vary with the axion mass. Their behavior for ma ≤ 0.38 eV can be simply
described by polynomial fits. Notice that the actual distribution function does not grow at small |k|, in contrast to
a standard Bose-Einstein distribution. This different behavior is also visible in Fig. 4. This feature at small |k| is
due to the fact that low momenta are not significantly produced for the values of fa of interest, and that our initial
conditions are set to be vanishing at Tc. This is the reason why the functional form (F1), with +1 in the denominator,
fits the actual distribution function better than the analogous one with −1 in the denominator.

We have thus implemented the axion distribution function as fapprox,p. Notice that this is a function of q ≡
|k|/T and ma only. Additionally, the ncdm module requires to specify a temperature parameter Tncdm, which for
non-equilibrium distributions is just a normalization parameter. Accordingly, we have set it to be equal to the
temperature of one dark species in units of the photon temperature, i.e. (4/11)1/3. In practice, since we obtain our
distribution function at Tf = 30 MeV rather than at the temperature of neutrino decoupling T ≈ 3 MeV, we have

set Tncdm, a = (4/11)1/3[g∗,S(3 MeV)/g∗,S(30 MeV)]1/3.
The output value of ∆Neff obtained with our modified version of CLASS matches the result of Fig. 2 to within . 1 %

for 0.05 eV ≤ ma ≤ 0.38. For smaller axion masses the value of ∆Neff is anyway negligible, see Fig. 2.
For ma ≥ 0.38, i.e. in the axion mass range which is anyway strongly constrained by CMB data according to our

Fig. 2, we neglected the spectral distortion in CLASS and set the axion to have a Bose-Einstein distribution, with
temperature given by:

Tncdm,a(ma) = Tν

[
7

4
∆Neff(ma)

] 1
4

, (F2)

where Tν = (4/11)1/3 eV is the temperature of one neutrino species and we used our result for “Pions only” in Fig. 2
for ∆Neff(ma). We again found an analytical function that fits our result for ∆Neff well and implemented it in CLASS.

For the neutrino sector, we followed the Planck collaboration convention of using three massive neutrinos with
degenerate masses, and let their sum free to vary in our MCMC analysis. We set a prior mν ≥ 0.02 eV to take into
account the lower bound on the sum of neutrino masses

∑
νmν ≥ 0.06 eV from neutrino oscillations [49].

We thus obtain a cosmological model with the six standard ΛCDM parameters plus the additional axion massma ≥ 0
and the sum of neutrino masses

∑
νmν ≥ 0.06 eV. We perform our MCMC analysis using MontePython, with the full

Planck18 TT+TE+EE+low `+lensing likelihood, the BAO likelihoods bao fs boss dr12 and bao smallz 2014, as
well as the Pantheon likelihood. We run ten chains, achieving Gelman-Rubin factors R−1 ≤ 0.005 for all parameters.
The resulting one- and two-dimensional posterior distributions for all parameters are shown in Fig. 7 (including H0

and S8 ≡ σ8

√
Ωm/0.3. The mean ±1σ error values for the ΛCDM parameters, together with the 95% C.L. bound

for ma, are reported in Table I. Additionally, we have checked that our upper bound on the axion mass is unaltered
if we use the base ΛCDM model with only one massive neutrinos and mν = 0.06 eV.
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[87] F. D’Eramo, E. Di Valentino, W. Giarè, F. Hajkarim, A. Melchiorri, O. Mena, F. Renzi, and S. Yun, Cosmological bound
on the QCD axion mass, redux, JCAP 09, 022, arXiv:2205.07849 [astro-ph.CO].

[88] M. Laine and A. Vuorinen, Basics of Thermal Field Theory, Vol. 925 (Springer, 2016) arXiv:1701.01554 [hep-ph].
[89] G. P. Lepage, Adaptive multidimensional integration: VEGAS enhanced, J. Comput. Phys. 439, 110386 (2021),

arXiv:2009.05112 [physics.comp-ph].
[90] W. R. Inc., Mathematica, Version 13.1, champaign, IL, 2022.

https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stv154
https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.3242
https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.3242
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx721
https://arxiv.org/abs/1607.03155
https://arxiv.org/abs/1607.03155
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/stx883
https://arxiv.org/abs/1607.03148
https://doi.org/10.3847/1538-4357/aab9bb
https://arxiv.org/abs/1710.00845
https://arxiv.org/abs/1104.2932
https://arxiv.org/abs/1104.2932
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2011/07/034
https://arxiv.org/abs/1104.2933
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2013/02/001
https://arxiv.org/abs/1210.7183
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2018.100260
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2018.100260
https://arxiv.org/abs/1804.07261
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2022/09/022
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.07849
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-31933-9
https://arxiv.org/abs/1701.01554
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2021.110386
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.05112
https://www.wolfram.com/mathematica

	Improved hot dark matter bound on the QCD axion
	Abstract
	I Introduction
	II Boltzmann equations
	III Axion rate below Tc
	IV Estimates above Tc
	V Current bound and outlook
	 Acknowledgments
	A Boltzmann equations
	B Correspondence between  and a scattering
	C Axion Kaon amplitudes
	D Computation of Scattering Rates
	E Rate from strong sphalerons
	F Cosmological analysis
	 References


