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Abstract. We update dark radiation constraints on millicharged particle (MCP) and gauged
baryon-number-minus-lepton-number (B − L) extensions of the Standard Model (SM). In
these models, a massive SM gauge singlet mediator couples the SM plasma to additional SM-
singlet light degrees of freedom. In the early Universe, these new light particles are populated
via the interaction of the SM with the MCP, or the new B − L gauge boson, and act as
dark radiation. The presence of dark radiation in the early Universe is tightly constrained
by current and upcoming cosmic microwave background (CMB) measurements. We update
bounds on MCPs from current measurements of Neff and show that future CMB experiments
will be able to rule out or discover the extended MCP model invoked to explain the EDGES
anomaly. Our analysis of the gauged B−L model goes beyond previous studies by including
quantum-statistical and out-of-equilibrium effects. Further, we account for the finite lifetime
of the B−L gauge boson, which boosts the subsequent right-handed neutrino energy density.
We also develop a number of approximations and techniques for simplifying and solving the
relevant Boltzmann equations. We use our approximations to develop a lower bound on the
radiation density in a generic hidden sector with a light relic that is insensitive to the details
of the hidden sector, provided the mediator interacts more strongly with the hidden sector
than with the SM.
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1 Introduction

Next-generation cosmic microwave background (CMB) experiments, such as CMB-Stage 4
[1], will measure the details of the acoustic peaks in the microwave background with unprece-
dented accuracy. These measurements will result in subpercent-level determinations of the
contents and geometry of the Universe. In particular, the fidelity with which the locations of
the acoustic peaks are forecast to be determined will improve the measurement of the energy
density in free-streaming radiation, parametrized by the effective number of neutrino species,
Neff, by almost an order of magnitude. Future CMB experiments, beyond Stage-4, aim to
reach a threshold of σNeff < 0.027, where any new relativistic beyond-the-Standard Model
(BSM) particle must be always out of equilibrium with the Standard Model (SM) in the early
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Universe [2] if the measured central value agrees with the SM prediction of NSM
eff = 3.044 [3–

7]. A measurement of Neff that deviates from NSM
eff would be compelling evidence of physics

beyond the standard model. Conversely, models that require additional light states must be
coupled to the SM in such a way that does not violate bounds on Neff.

Constraints on new relativistic degrees of freedom through Neff are often restated as a
constraint on the decoupling temperature at which any BSM relativistic particle must lose
thermal contact with the SM plasma in the early universe (see, e.g., Refs. [8–11]). For an
out-of-equilibrium relativistic particle, measurements of Neff can be used to constrain the
total energy transferred between BSM relativistic particles and the SM plasma in the early
Universe, and can provide a powerful probe of the interactions of the SM with light, feebly-
interacting particles.

Our primary interest in this work is the case where a SM singlet mediator particle has
renormalizable couplings to both the SM and the dark radiation species. This scenario is
ultraviolet (UV) insensitive insofar as it yields interaction rates that grow more rapidly than
the Hubble rate as the universe expands, provided that the SM temperature remains larger
than the mediator mass. This UV insensitivity means that the asymptotic dark radiation
density predicted in these models does not depend on the unknown early thermal history of
our universe provided the reheating temperature is above the mediator mass. In this work,
we focus on mediator masses m > 0.1 MeV where thermal production in the early universe
provides one of the leading avenues to test these models. Constraints from stellar cooling are
typically stronger than cosmological constraints for masses m < 0.1 MeV [11, 12].

Similar UV-insensitive and out-of-equilibrium dark radiation production has been ex-
plored earlier in the context of specific models. For instance, in the case of axions, freeze-in
production can receive important contributions from both heavy states in the UV completion
[13] and fermion annihilation, which proceeds through infrared-dominated processes below
the scale of electroweak symmetry breaking [14–17]. BSM neutrino model-building can also
yield sizeable out-of-equilibrium dark radiation production [18, 19]. Meanwhile LHC searches
can provide a complementary window onto the freeze-in of dark radiation in scenarios where
a weak-scale mediator carries SM charge [20].

In this paper, we study the production of dark radiation in minimal BSM models that
consist of a massive (m > 0.1 MeV) SM gauge singlet mediator coupled to new light degrees
of freedom. We begin by considering two well-motivated extensions to the SM: a millicharged
particle (MCP) model [21], and a model where the SM baryon-number-minus-lepton number
(B − L) symmetry is gauged [22, 23]. In the MCP model, a dark photon that kinetically
mixes with SM hypercharge is the dark radiation and the MCP is the mediator. In the
gauged B−L model the three right-handed neutrinos required to cancel gauge anomalies are
the dark radiation, while the new B−L gauge boson is the massive mediator. By developing
and solving the relevant Boltzmann equations, we use the production of dark radiation in
these models to place constraints on the strength of their interactions with the SM. We
update constraints on the minimal MCP model given in Refs. [24, 25] and present forecasts
for future CMB observatories. We further demonstrate that future CMB experiments will
be able to rule out (or discover evidence for) the extended model proposed by Ref. [26] to
explain the EDGES anomaly. For the B−L model, we improve on the analysis of Ref. [27] by
incorporating two further effects that lead to more stringent constraints in the unequilibriated
regime. In particular, we take into account the out-of-equilibrium production of right-handed
neutrinos, and further show that the out-of-equilibrium decays of the B − L gauge bosons
lead to a more powerful constraint on the B−L coupling in the relevant regions of parameter
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space.
In the process of deriving these results, we develop a number of approximations which

allow us to analytically solve the Boltzmann equations in the regions of parameter space
where the new light degrees of freedom are out of equilibrium with the SM. We use these
solutions to argue, on general grounds, that a conservative lower bound on the dark radiation
density can be quickly obtained for a generic class of hidden sectors containing light degrees
of freedom that interact with the SM via a heavier SM gauge singlet mediator. The lower
bound is governed by the properties of the mediator and is insensitive to the details of the
hidden sector, such as the number of degrees of freedom and their internal interactions, and
relies solely on the assumption that the mediator preferentially transfers its energy into the
HS rather than the SM. This amounts to assuming that the mediator interacts more strongly
with the HS than the SM.

This paper is organized as follows. In sections 2 and 3, we study dark radiation produc-
tion in the MCP and gauged B − L models, respectively. We develop and solve the relevant
Boltzmann equations to find the allowed regions of parameter space given current and pro-
jected CMB constraints on Neff. In both models, we develop approximations that allow us
to analytically solve the Boltzmann equation in various regimes. In section 4, we consider
the applicability of dark radiation constraints to generic classes of hidden sectors containing
relativistic particles. We conclude in section 5. The details of many of our computations
are relegated to appendices. In appendix A we describe various processes transferring energy
between the SM and the dark photons in the MCP model, and similarly in appendix B we
describe processes transferring energy from the SM into right-handed neutrinos in the gauged
B − L model. Finally, in appendix C, we simplify the phase space integral of the energy
transfer collision terms for generic annihilations, decays, and elastic scatterings, while taking
into account the quantum statistical distributions of relevant particles.

2 Millicharged particle model

In this section we derive constraints on the allowed parameter space of a MCP model from
CMB measurements of Neff . In this model, a massless dark photon kinetically mixes with the
SM hypercharge gauge boson, while the MCP is a massive Dirac fermion charged under the
dark U(1).

MCP models have recently been explored in detail as potential explanations of the
anomalously small spin temperature of the hydrogen atoms inferred from the 21 cm signal
measured by the EDGES experiment [26, 28–31]. This anomaly can be resolved if the baryons
were cooled by scattering with DM particles. In the scenario where the MCP comprises some
of the dark matter, the millicharge interactions can cool the baryons to explain the EDGES
anomaly. However, the required values of the millicharge, Q, are ruled out by a combination
of bounds from the CMB and e+e− colliders [30].1 Recently, an extension of the minimal
MCP model was proposed with multiple millicharged fermions that could resolve the EDGES
anomaly while evading current constraints [26]. In this section we both update the current
CMB constraints on the minimal MCP model and show that measurements of Neff from
future CMB experiments will provide a stringent test of these extended MCP models.

1If the baryons are cooled by a millicharged dark fermion that is not coupled to dark radiation, then one
can explain the EDGES result if the dark fermions compose a 0.4% fraction of dark matter [32–35]. However,
Ref. [36] found that this solution is incompatible with the constraints on the millicharge and dark fermion
mass imposed by its production history in the early universe.
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This section is organized as follows. We begin by describing the MCP model in section
2.1. In section 2.2, we describe the relevant Boltzmann equations and solve them to find
the region of parameter space that saturates the Neff bounds from current and upcoming
CMB experiments, updating the results of [24]. Next, in section 2.3 we go into more detail
about the physics responsible for the production of dark radiation, and the relevant features
of the resulting parameter space constraints from Neff measurements. Finally, in section 2.4,
we show how these constraints can be extended to models with multiple MCPs in a detail-
insensitive way. We then apply these constraints to the MCP model proposed by Ref. [26] and
show that measurements of Neff at the level of accuracy forecast by CMB-S4 can potentially
rule out this explanation of the EDGES anomaly.

2.1 The millicharged particle model

The MCP model is an extension of the SM that contains a massless dark photon, A′µ, and an
additional Dirac fermion, ψ, with mass m. The dark photon kinetically mixes with the SM
hypercharge gauge boson, Aµ, and the Dirac fermion has charge e′ under the dark U(1). The
relevant interactions for our study are

Lint = − ε
2
BµνF ′µν + eJµEMAµ + eJµZZµ + e′ψ̄γµψA′µ, (2.1)

where Bµν is the hypercharge field strength, Zµ is the Z boson, JµEM is the electromagnetic
current, and JµZ is the weak neutral current.

We work in the basis where the gauge boson kinetic terms are diagonal and where JµEM

and JµZ do not couple to the dark photon. Thus the dark photon remains ‘dark’. After
performing the relevant redefinitions of the A and A′ fields and considering the limit of weak
kinetic mixing, ε� 1, the interaction Lagrangian is

Lint ≈ e
(
JµEM −Qψ̄γ

µψ
)
Aµ + e′ψ̄γµψA′µ +Qe tan θW ψ̄γ

µψZµ, (2.2)

where θW is the weak mixing angle, and the dark fermion has obtained a millicharge, Q, given
by

Q ≡ εe
′

e
cos θW . (2.3)

While the dark photon does not directly couple to SM degrees of freedom, dark photons
are produced by annihilations of millicharged fermions, which themselves are produced by
interactions with the SM plasma in the early Universe. In this work, we consider the regime
where the fermion mass is m > 0.1 MeV; stellar cooling observations provide the dominant
constraint for smaller masses [24].

2.2 Evaluation of the dark radiation density and the constraints on the model

Dark photons contribute to the energy budget of the Universe as radiation, and their pres-
ence in the early Universe is constrained by measurements of the effective number of (free-
streaming) relativistic species, Neff . Specifically, dark photons shift the value of Neff away
from its SM value of NSM

eff = 3.044, by

∆Neff ≡ Neff −NSM
eff =

8

7

(
11

4

)4/3 ρA′

ργ
, (2.4)
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where ρA′ and ργ are the energy densities of the dark photon and the SM photon, respectively.
The dark photon energy density ρA′ during recombination is controlled by Q, m, and e′, and
thus measurements of Neff can be translated into constraints on the parameter space of the
model.

We demonstrate below that, for the regions of parameter space that lead to dark radia-
tion densities that saturate the bounds on ∆Neff from upcoming experiments, the dark charge
e′ must be large enough to enable almost all the MCPs to efficiently annihilate. In this limit,
the final dark photon abundance is insensitive to the value of e′. Moreover, due to the tight
coupling of the MCPs to the dark photons, the hidden sector (HS) thermal bath comprising
the MCP and the dark photon is well-approximated by a fluid in chemical equilibrium. Thus,
instead of solving for the individual MCP and dark photon abundances, we can solve for the
combined HS energy density through the Boltzmann equations

dρSM

dt
+ 3H(1 + wSM)ρSM = −C

dρHS

dt
+ 3H(1 + wHS)ρHS = C, (2.5)

where C is the energy transfer collision term due to millicharge interactions, ρ is the energy
density, H =

√
ρHS + ρSM/[

√
3MPl], w = P/ρ is the equation of state, P is the pressure, and

MPl = 2.435×1018 GeV is the reduced Planck mass. After the MCPs become non-relativistic
and annihilate into dark photons, ρHS ≈ ρA′ .

Both ρHS and wHS are determined in terms of THS by

ρHS =
π2

30
gHST

4
HS, wHS =

gHS,p

3gHS
, (2.6)

where

gHS = 2 +
30

π2T 4
HS

× 4

∫ ∞
0

d3p

(2π)3
E

1

exp(E/THS) + 1
, (2.7)

gHS,p = 2 +
90

π2T 4
HS

× 4

∫ ∞
0

d3p

(2π)3

p2

3E

1

exp(E/THS) + 1
. (2.8)

Similarly, wSM is related to TSM via

wSM =
g∗p(TSM)

3g∗(TSM)
, (2.9)

where g∗ and g∗p count the effective degrees of freedom in the SM energy density and the SM
pressure, respectively. We model the QCD phase transition using the g∗ tables from Ref. [37]
for TSM > 100 MeV.

The collision term in eq. (2.5) includes all processes that transfer energy from the SM
plasma into the HS bath due to the millicharge interactions. There are four important pro-
cesses contributing to energy transfer: (1) SM fermion annihilation into MCPs; (2) Z-boson
decays into MCPs; (3) plasmon decays into MCPs; and (4) Coulomb scattering of SM fermions
with MCPs.2 We include the quantum statistical distributions of SM particles while deriving

2Energy transfer from Compton-like scattering, A+ψ → ψ+A′, can be more important than the processes
mentioned here for large values of the dark coupling constant, e′ > 0.9. We neglect this process for simplicity
and genericity.
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the collision term for each of these processes, relegating the details to appendix A. The use of
quantum statistics instead of Maxwell-Boltzmann distributions provides a ∼ 20% correction
to the net energy transfer. Among the three s-channel processes (numbers 1-3 above), we find
that energy transfer via fermion annihilation dominates over the other two in the bulk of pa-
rameter space. For instance, the energy transferred by fermion annihilations dominates over
that from Z-boson decays except for the region of parameter space where 1 GeV . m . 40
GeV. The energy transferred via plasmon decays is typically around ∼ 20% of that transferred
by fermion annihilations.

Finally, we find that the energy transferred by Coulomb scattering dominates over that
from fermion annihilations for the values of Q and m that saturate the bounds on ∆Neff

from both current and upcoming experiments. Naively, one might expect energy transfer
via Coulomb scattering to be subdominant in the out-of-equilibrium regime because these
processes are suppressed by the small MCP abundance in the initial state. However, due to
the forward-scattering singularity, the energy transfer via Coulomb scattering dominates over
that via SM fermion annihilations for THS as low as 0.35TSM (for more detail, see appendix A).
Temperature ratios of THS/TSM > 0.35 during recombination produce enough dark radiation
to shift ∆Neff > 0.06, which can be detected in the upcoming CMB-S4 experiments [1]. Hence,
Coulomb scattering processes are key for evaluating the dark radiation densities relevant for
the values of ∆Neff that can be tested in upcoming as well as current experiments.

To determine the relic dark radiation density, and the resulting parameter space allowed
by Neff measurements, we solve the Boltzmann equations in eq. (2.5) from an initial SM
temperature TSM � m until the energy injection into the HS ends, TSM � m. We assume
the HS is initially empty, which provides a conservative constraint; any significant initial HS
density only increases the final dark radiation density and thus ∆Neff.

The various shaded regions in figure 1 show the regions of parameter space where the
resulting energy density in dark radiation exceeds various current and future experimental
sensitivities to shifts in Neff . The constraint contours saturate the current one-sided 2σ upper
bound from Planck [43] ∆Neff = 0.3 (black solid), the projected 2σ sensitivity for CMB-S4 [1]
∆Neff = 0.06 (gray solid), and the threshold goal for future CMB experiments ∆Neff = 0.027
(gray dashed). The threshold of ∆Neff = 0.027 physically corresponds to the shift in Neff

due to the energy density at recombination in a relativistic spin-zero particle that was in
thermal equilibrium with the SM in the early Universe and decoupled while all SM species
were relativistic.

For comparison, in figure 1 we also display the results of Ref. [24] as the blue dashed
line, which shows the parameter points that lead to ∆Neff = 0.8. We have verified that our
results agree with Ref. [24] within O(1) when we assume Maxwell-Boltzmann statistics for all
particles. The use of Maxwell-Boltzmann statistics as opposed to Fermi-Dirac statistics over-
estimates the dark radiation density by around 20%. As the energy density in dark radiation
depends on Q2, using Fermi-Dirac statistics for SM fermions weakens the Neff constraint on
Q by around 10%.

In figure 1 we also show the constraints on the MCP from collider experiments, stellar
evolution, and supernova observations (see Ref. [44] for a review). We omit limits from direct
detection experiments because those constraints are dependent on the interaction of MCPs
with the magnetic fields in the galaxy [45, 46]. Among the displayed constraints, the current
Planck limit is already the dominant bound in a substantial portion of parameter space, while
upcoming CMB observations will provide the strongest constraint for the entire region with
m & 0.1 MeV, assuming no deviation is observed from the SM value of NSM

eff = 3.044.
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CMB Neff = 0.3

CMB Neff = 0.06
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Figure 1: Constraints on the mass and millicharge of the millicharged particle. The black
solid, gray solid, and gray dashed contours indicate the parameter space that yields ∆Neff =
0.3, ∆Neff = 0.06, and ∆Neff = 0.027, respectively. The blue dashed contour is the CMB
constraint derived in Ref. [24] for ∆Neff = 0.8. The green color on our ∆Neff contours
marks the region where we expect the millicharge interactions to cool the electron-photon
bath relative to neutrinos and strengthen our constraints by an O(1) factor. Also shown
are constraints from SLAC [38], MiniBooNE [39], LEP [40], LHC [41], BBN [24], supernova
1987A [42] and stellar observations [24].

The curves of constant ∆Neff in the MCP model parameter space shown in figure 1 have
four key features. First, at low masses, the contours of constant dark radiation density at
recombination (and therefore constant ∆Neff) relate the millicharge, Q, to the MCP mass
via Q ∝

√
m∆Neff. In this region the HS is out-of-equilibrium with the SM. Second, as one

moves along the contour of constant ∆Neff toward increasing m, one reaches a threshold mass
mth where the millicharge Q becomes large enough that the HS thermalizes with the SM.
When the HS is thermalized with the SM plasma, the net energy transfer between sectors
becomes insensitive to the specific value of Q since forward and backward processes balance
each other. In this regime the asymptotic dark radiation density, and therefore the constraint
from ∆Neff , depends primarily on m and only logarithmically on Q, as seen in the figure.

Third, the contour corresponding to ∆Neff = 0.06 has a narrow exclusion region (where
∆Neff > 0.06) extending from m ≈ mth up to arbitrarily large m, while no such excluded
strip exists for either the ∆Neff = 0.3 or the ∆Neff = 0.027 contours. The existence (or non-
existence) of this strip beyond the threshold mass is related to the fact that ∆Neff < 0.06 still
allows the dark photon itself to have been in equilibrium with the SM plasma for temperatures
above the TeV scale, but is not compatible with the MCP also having entered equilibrium,
which would increase the hidden sector relativistic degrees of freedom to an unacceptably
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large value at early times. Finally, the ∆Neff < 0.06 and ∆Neff < 0.027 constraints have a
bump below m ∼ mZ/2 which is due to energy injection from on-shell Z-boson decays. In the
following subsection we elaborate on this discussion by analytically solving the Boltzmann
equations in the relevant regimes.

For m . 2 MeV, energy transfer into the HS occurs predominantly after neutrino decou-
pling. In this part of parameter space, the production of dark photons as well as the relative
cooling of the electron-photon bath compared to neutrinos contributes to ∆Neff during re-
combination, while our analysis only considers the contribution from dark photons. Taking
into account the relative cooling of photons should further strengthen the Neff constraints
calculated in this study by an O(1) factor. We indicate this region in figure 1 by coloring the
Neff contours green. A full treatment of early universe constraints on the MCP model below
m . 2 MeV requires a detailed treatment of neutrino decoupling as well as light element
formation during BBN, and is beyond the scope of this work.

2.3 Dark radiation production in different regimes

The parameter space that saturates the bounds on Neff can be separated into two distinct
regions: a region where the HS remains out of equilibrium with the SM plasma and a region
where the HS thermalizes with the SM. In this subsection we focus on the evolution of the
HS energy density, ρHS, in these two regions of parameter space. By studying the Boltzmann
equations, we develop approximate analytic descriptions that enable a deeper understanding
of the shapes of the curves in figure 1.

Collisions, redshifting, and the evolution of ρHS: The evolution of the energy density
in dark radiation is controlled by two factors. The first is the (net) rate at which energy is
injected into the HS, C = Cf − Cb, where Cf , and Cb are the forward and backward collision
terms describing energy transfer from the SM into the HS. The second factor is the rate at
which the energy density is redshifting, HρHS. The ratio Cf/H, then, indicates the energy
density transferred to the HS within a Hubble time. When ρHS is out of equilibrium with the
SM, Cf/H serves as a useful indicator of whether energy injection is important (Cf/H > ρHS)
or not (Cf/H < ρHS) in governing its evolution. When ρHS is in equilibrium with the SM,
ρHS,eq = [π2gHS(TSM)/30](TSM)4 and C = Cf − Cb = 0, as both forward and backward rates
become large. The HS remains in equilibrium with the SM plasma as long as the fractional
energy injection rate, ΓE ≡ Cf/ρHS,eq, is larger than H.

To develop some intuition about the evolution of these rates, and their impact on the
resulting dark radiation density, in figure 2 we show the evolution of ρHSa

4 (black line) along
with Cfa

4/H (blue dot-dashed line) after numerically solving the Boltzmann equations given
in eq. (2.5). The red-dashed line shows the evolution of ρHS,eqa

4 = [π2gHS(TSM)/30](aTSM)4.3

The ratio between the black and red lines is proportional to (THS/TSM)4 and thus indicates
how far away the HS is from equilibrating with the SM plasma. Two parameter choices
are shown to illustrate the two different regimes for computing the resulting dark radiation
density. The left panel shows a parameter point where Cf/H is always smaller than ρHS,eq,
and consequently the HS remains out-of-equilibrium with the SM plasma. The right panel
shows a second choice of parameters where the HS comes into thermal equilibrium with the

3We use the same scale factor for both the red dashed and black solid lines, which is obtained after
numerically solving for ρHS indicated by the black line. The red line should not be confused with the solution
for the comoving energy density for a HS always in thermal equilibrium. The bump in the red line near
TSM = 200 MeV is due to the sudden decrease in g∗ below the QCD phase transition. The red line decreases
for TSM . m/4 because the degrees of freedom in the HS decreases when MCPs become non-relativistic.
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HS, eqa4
Cfa4/H

Neff = 0.3

Figure 2: Evolution of the comoving HS energy density (solid black) as a function of SM
temperature for MCP mass and charges {m,Q} = {102 MeV, 2× 10−8} (left) and {m,Q} =
{104 MeV, 8 × 10−5} (right). The red dashed line shows (π2/30)gHS(TSM)T 4

SMa
4, and the

blue dot-dashed line is Cfa
4/H. The vertical orange dashed line marks TSM = m/4. The

horizontal black dashed line marks the dark radiation density that produces ∆Neff = 0.3. For
an out-of-equilibrium HS, the final dark radiation density depends on the maximum value
of Cfa

4/H, while for a HS that thermalizes with the SM plasma the dark radiation density
depends on the decoupling temperature.

SM for some period of time, indicated by the overlapping red and black lines. In both panels,
the initial hidden sector energy density is small compared to the energy injection from the
SM, ρHS < Cf/H, and the evolution of ρHS is driven by the energy injection, giving the initial
increase in ρHSa

4.
In the left panel of figure 2, energy injection into the HS ceases to be important after

Cf becomes Boltzmann-suppressed and Cf/H falls below ρHS. In particular, Cfa
4/H attains

its maximum around TSM = m/2, but it is not until TSM = m/4 (yellow dashed line) that
energy injection into the HS effectively ends. For this choice of parameters, the HS does
not come into thermal equilibrium with the SM, and consequently the final value of ρHSa

4

can be estimated from the maximum value of Cfa
4/H. As ∆Neff parametrizes the energy

density of dark photons, it constrains the maximum value of Cfa
4/H, which is proportional

to Q2MPl/m.
In the right panel, Cf/H grows until it exceeds ρHS,eq and subsequently the HS ther-

malizes with the SM plasma. The two sectors remain in equilibrium until Cf/H falls below
ρHS,eq. The final value of ρHSa

4 is given by ρHS,eqa
4 evaluated at Td, where Td is the temper-

ature below which HS thermally decouples from the SM plasma, H(Td) = ΓE . Consequently,
if the HS thermalizes with the SM plasma, measurements of Neff probe Td, which is only
logarithmically sensitive to Q.

We now separately study the regimes where the HS remains out of equilibrium with the
SM plasma and where it equilibrates.

Dark radiation production in the out-of-equilibrium regime: For scenarios where
the HS remains out of equilibrium with the SM plasma, the Boltzmann equations simplify
because for THS � TSM, the cooling of the SM plasma due to millicharge interactions is
negligible, and the Hubble rate is dominated by ρSM. Consequently, the SM plasma evolves
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adiabatically and we only need to integrate the Boltzmann equation for ρHS.
Integrating the remaining Boltzmann equation for ρHS is non-trivial because the collision

term depends on both TSM and THS. In particular, for THS � TSM, C ≈ Cf , and while
Cf = Cf(TSM) for s-channel processes, for Coulomb scattering processes Cf = Cf(THS, TSM).
The energy transfer from Coulomb scattering process dominates over that from s-channel
processes for the regions of parameters space that saturate ∆Neff = 0.3 (see section 2.2).
However, if ∆Neff is constrained to smaller values by future experiments, the HS will be
constrained to regions of parameter space with lower temperatures, and consequently, the
contribution from Coulomb scattering processes will become less important compared to the
contribution from s-channel processes.

In order to obtain a simple expression for a conservative lower bound on the asymptotic
dark radiation density, we neglect the Coulomb scattering processes. This allows us to take
Cf = Cf(TSM). Then with the additional simplifying assumption that wSM = wHS = 1/3, we
can integrate the Boltzmann equation for ρHS to obtain(

ρHS

ρSM

)
F

−
(
ρHS

ρSM

)
I

≈
∫ TSM,I

TSM,F

dTSM

TSM

Cf

HρSM
=

√
3MPl

(g∗π2/30)3/2

∫ TSM,I

TSM,F

dTSM

T 7
SM

Cf . (2.10)

Because the annihilations of SM fermions into MCPs typically dominates the s-channel
energy transfer processes, we focus on its contribution to the production of dark photons. In
appendix C, we compute the collision term describing the forward energy transfer for these
annihilation processes. The corresponding collision term for the forward energy transfer in
SM fermion annihilations into MCPs is given by4

Can
f =

∑
f

1

32π4

∫ ∞
4 max(mf ,m)2

ds(s− 4m2
f )sσff→ψψ̄(s)TSMGζf (

√
s/TSM), (2.11)

where σff→ψψ̄ is the spin-summed center-of-mass (CM) frame cross-section (see eq. A.3)
and the summation runs over all SM fermions. The dimensionless function Gζf (z), given
by eq. (C.18), is determined by the quantum statistical distribution f(p) = [e−E/T + ζ]−1,
where ζ = 1 for fermions and ζ = −1 for bosons. In the limit when SM fermions can be
approximated to have a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution (ζf → 0), Gζf (z) asymptotes to the
second-order modified Bessel function of the second kind, K2(z), and eq. (2.11) then matches
with the well-known result of Ref. [47].

The integral on the RHS of eq. (2.10) can be simplified for the collision term of eq. (2.11)
by first rewriting the integral as∫ TSM,I

TSM,F

dTSM

T 7
SM

Can
f =

∑
f

1

32π4

∫ ∞
4 max(m,mf )2

ds
(s− 4m2

f )

s
√
s

σff→ψψ

∫ xI

xF

dx

x6
Gζf

(
1

x

)
, (2.12)

where x = TSM/
√
s. One can show, to an excellent approximation, that the integration

limits for x can be replaced by 0 and infinity for TSM,F � max(m,me) � TSM,I .5 With
4While deriving eq. (2.11) we make two key approximations. First, we neglect the Pauli-blocking effect

from MCPs; second, we assume TSM � mf . The first approximation is valid in the parameter space where
MCPs are produced out-of-equilibrium with THS � TSM. The second approximation has negligible impact
on the production of dark radiation for m � mf because MCP production is Boltzmann-suppressed by the
time TSM ∼ mf , while for m < mf the energy injection is dominated by lighter fermions that are relativistic
during TSM ∼ m.

5This approximation is possible for two reasons. First, the terms outside of the x integral peak at energy
scale

√
s ∼ max(m,me). Second, the integrand of the x integral goes to 0 as x→∞ and as x→ 0. Thus, as

long as TSM,F � max(m,me)� TSM,I , the total integral is insensitive to the initial and final temperatures.
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this approximation the integral over x yields a factor of 15πκζf /2, where κ1 = 0.80, κ0 = 1
and κ−1 = 1.5. Taking into account quantum statistics in the phase-space distribution of
fermions therefore leads to a correction of about 20% to the final dark photon density. This
result is indicative of the size of quantum-statistical effects in all energy transfer processes we
considered (including Coulomb scattering).

Numerically, we find that the integral over the collision term obtains its asymptotic
value at TSM ∼ max(m,me)/4. The dependence on me is a consequence of the fact that
for TSM � me the abundance of all electromagnetically-charged SM fermions is Boltzmann-
suppressed.

Using the simplified collision integral, we find the fraction of energy transferred from the
SM plasma into the HS is given by(

ρHS

ρSM

)
leak

≡
(
ρHS

ρSM

)
TSM=Λ

−
(
ρHS

ρSM

)
I

≈ 15
√

3

64π3[g∗(4Λ)π2/30]3/2
MPl

Λ
× L, (2.13)

where

Λ ≡ max(m,me)

4
, L = Λκ1

∑
f

∫ ∞
4 max(m,mf )2

ds
(s− 4m2

f )

s
√
s

σff→ψψ(s). (2.14)

The energy injection decoupling temperature, Λ, determines the SM temperature below which
energy injection ceases to be important, and the leak factor, L, parameterizes the leakage of
energy from the SM plasma due to BSM interactions. While the above approximation assumes
a constant g∗ until TSM < Λ, numerically we find that (ρHS/ρSM)TSM=Λ is primarily sensitive
to g∗ at TSM = 4Λ. Finally, this result is only valid as long as the HS does not thermalize
with the SM, or equivalently, if (ρHS/ρSM)TSM=Λ < (gHS/g∗)TSM=Λ.

The leak factor L has a simple analytical form when the MCP mass m is not close to
any of the SM fermion masses. Using the cross-section for fermion annihilation to MCP pairs
given in eq. (A.3), and neglecting Z-mediated contributions, we obtain

L ≈ κ1

mf<4Λ∑
f

3π2α2Q2Q2
fNc(f)

8
, (2.15)

where α is the fine structure constant, Qf and Nc(f) are the charge and color factor of the
SM fermions, respectively, and the sum over f runs over all SM fermions that are relativistic
at TSM ∼ 4Λ.

To evaluate the final dark photon energy density we adiabatically evolve ρHS from the
end of energy injection until recombination, (ρA′a

4)CMB = (ρHS/ρSM)leak (ρSMa
4)TSM=Λ. The

dark photons act as free-streaming dark radiation and cause a shift in Neff given in eq. (2.4).
Requiring that the resulting ∆Neff remains below the (∆Neff)max upper bound set by CMB
measurements limits the value of the charge to

Q2 <
10−14

κ1

(
1/137

α

)2(g∗(Λ)

10

)1/3(g∗(4Λ)

10

)3/2
(

4∑
f Q

2
fNc(f)

)(
(∆Neff)max

0.3

)(
Λ

GeV

)
.

(2.16)

In deriving eq. (2.16), we set g∗s(TCMB) = 3.94 and approximated g∗s(Λ) = g∗(Λ), where
g∗s counts the effective entropic degrees of freedom in the SM and TCMB = 0.25 eV is the
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Figure 3: Left: Solid black lines mark the parameter space for the MCP model that yields
∆Neff = 0.3 (top) and ∆Neff = 0.027 (bottom). The blue dashed lines show the numerical
solution after neglecting contributions from Coulomb scattering processes. The light blue dot-
dashed line is our analytical approximation to the blue dashed line, as given in eq. (2.16). The
orange dashed line marks the values of Q at which the HS thermalizes with the SM plasma
after neglecting Coulomb scattering processes. The exact Neff constraint is well described by
the constraint calculated with only s-channel processes as Neff measurements are improved.
Right: Solid black, solid gray and dashed gray lines mark the MCP parameter space that
yields ∆Neff = 0.3, ∆Neff = 0.06, and ∆Neff = 0.027, respectively, and are the same as
those in figure 1. The orange line marks the parameter space above which the hidden sector
thermalizes with the SM plasma. The green and maroon lines mark the parameter space
where the MCP relic density matches the observed dark matter density via freeze-out [36]
and freeze-in [48], respectively. For values of Q relevant for Neff constraints, almost all MCPs
produced in the early universe must annihilate into dark photons to avoid overclosure of the
universe.

temperature of photons near recombination. The constraint on Q for m > me is roughly
proportional to

√
m, with the proportionality constant determined by

√
(∆Neff)max. Note

that taking into account the Fermi-Dirac statistics of SM fermions weakens the constraint on
Q by ∼ 10%.

In the left panels of figure 3, the dark blue dashed lines show the values of the parame-
ters that saturate various Neff thresholds. These points are evaluated by numerically solving
the Boltzmann equations after including all s-channel energy transfer processes but not the
t-channel Coulomb scattering processes. We compare this s-channel result with the full result,
which includes Coulomb scattering processes, given by the black solid lines. Note that the
agreement between the full and the s-channel-only results improves as ∆Neff is restricted to
smaller values. The light blue dot-dashed lines show the analytical result given by eq. (2.16).
Our analytical result does not include the contribution from Z-boson decays and hence un-
derestimates the dark radiation density in the range 1 GeV. m . 40 GeV in the bottom left
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panel of figure 3.6

Dark radiation production in the equilibrium regime: The analysis in the previous
section is only valid when the HS remains out of equilibrium with the SM plasma. However,
starting in the out-of-equilibrium regime, as one follows a contour of constant ∆Neff by
increasing m, the value of Q increases. At some point the coupling can become large enough
that the HS thermalizes with the SM. Once the sectors are thermalized, the dark radiation
density is no longer sensitive to the maximum of the forward energy transfer Cfa

4/H. Instead,
the final dark radiation density is determined by the temperature Td at which the HS decouples
from the SM. This decoupling temperature is determined by the Boltzmann suppression of the
collision term, and is principally determined by the mass of the MCP, while remaining only
weakly dependent on the coupling Q. This is illustrated in the right panel of figure 2, which
shows the evolution of the densities for a parameter point where the HS and SM thermalize.
Here, decoupling occurs with the Boltzmann suppression of the collision term at T ∼ m/4.

The orange lines in figure 3 mark the values of Q above which the HS thermalizes with
the SM plasma for a given mass m. In the left panel, the orange lines are plotted after
considering only s-channel energy transfer processes while in the right panel they are plotted
after including all processes. In the left panel, the s-channel result that saturates ∆Neff = 0.3
becomes largely insensitive to the coupling Q once the curve crosses above the s-channel
thermalization contour; similar weakening occurs in the right panel for the full result.

We can determine the thermalization threshold, the mass scale beyond which we can no
longer use the out-of-equilibrium result in eq. (2.16), as follows. On the one hand, a given
relic dark radiation density, or value of ∆Neff, can be translated to a decoupling temperature,
Td, by assuming that entropy is separately conserved in the HS and SM sectors after Td. This
leads to the implicit relation

8

7

(
11

4

)4/3(g∗s(TCMB)

g∗s(Td)

)4/3 gHS

2
= ∆Neff, (2.17)

which can be solved to determine Td(∆Neff, gHS).7 This expression for Td(∆Neff, gHS) is
independent of the masses and couplings in the hidden sector, depending only on the effective
number of degrees of freedom.

On the other hand, given a model, in this case the MCP model, we can compute the
decoupling temperature directly from the collision term by setting the energy transfer rate
ΓE(T ) ≡ Cf(T )/ρHS,eq(T ) equal to the Hubble rate at Td. This condition determines the
decoupling temperature in terms of the model parameters Q and m, Td(Q,m). Consequently,
when the HS is thermalized with the SM plasma, the contour in MCP parameter space that
yields a given value of ∆Neff is found by setting

Td(Q,m) = Td(∆Neff, gHS). (2.18)

The energy transfer rate ΓE increases compared to the Hubble rate until TSM ∼ m/2,
after which it starts decreasing. Consequently, the decoupling temperature has to be smaller

6One can straightforwardly incorporate Z-boson decays into the approximate analytical treatment by
substituting the corresponding collision term, given in eq. (A.4), into eq. (2.10). We omit this calculation for
brevity.

7Note that there is a many-to-one map from Td to ∆Neff because g∗s(Td) is constant away from mass
thresholds. For ∆Neff values that exactly coincide with regions where g∗s(Td) is constant, we calculate
Td(∆Neff, gHS) by finding the minimum Td that satisfies eq. (2.17).
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than m/2. Thus the lowest value of m for which the HS can be in equilibrium with the
SM plasma for a given (∆Neff)max is determined by Td(∆Neff, gHS). Empirically we find that
the Boltzmann suppression of ΓE becomes prohibitive for TSM . m/4, and thus the precise
location of the decoupling temperature becomes logarithmically sensitive to the value of Q
for Td < m/4. Therefore, the value of m above which the dark radiation constraint on Q
become exponentially weak occurs at

mth ≡ 4Td[(∆Neff)max, gHS]. (2.19)

Notice that the evaluation of mth is independent of the strength of energy transfer processes
and only depends on the sensitivity of the Neff measurement and the degrees of freedom in
the HS. Consequently, eq. (2.19) does not depend on the detailed calculation of C, and in
particular whether we do or do not include contributions from Coulomb scattering.

If future CMB missions continue to see an agreement with the SM value of Neff, the
thermalization threshold mth will be pushed to larger values. The gray solid and dashed lines
in the right panel of figure 3 show the values of the parameters that lead to ∆Neff = 0.06 and
∆Neff = 0.027, respectively. The excluded regions extend to much larger values of m because
more of the parameter space is required to have the HS remain out of equilibrium with the
SM plasma. For ∆Neff < 0.027, there is no allowed thermalization threshold.

The exponential behavior of the constant ∆Neff contours for m > mth eventually stops
at sufficiently large values of Q, when direct energy transfer from SM into dark photons
through off-shell MCPs become larger than the Boltzmann-suppressed energy transfer into
on-shell dark fermions. These off-shell processes depend on additional model parameters, in
particular the dark gauge coupling constant, and are beyond the scope of the paper.

Requirement of chemical equilibrium: Our analysis assumes that the HS energy density
can be treated as a whole, including both the MCP and the dark photon, instead of tracking
their energy densities separately. This assumption is strictly valid when the HS is in internal
chemical equilibrium throughout the period of energy transfer, which is not necessarily true
everywhere throughout our parameter space. However, this assumption of internal chemical
equilibrium is only critical to our final result for the dark radiation abundance in the regions
near and above the thermalization threshold(s) for the MCP, where it does hold (as we discuss
below). Below the thermalization threshold, where the MCPs remain out-of-equilibrium with
the SM, the assumption of internal chemical equilibrium remains an excellent approximation
as long as (i) the HS energy density is dominated by radiation throughout the period of energy
transfer, and (ii) we can treat all the entropy carried by the MCPs as deposited into dark
radiation, rather than the SM, after it becomes non-relativistic. Given these two conditions,
the detailed evolution of the MCP number density itself is unimportant to the final dark
radiation abundance. In fact condition (ii) follows from condition (i) when the MCPs are out
of equilibrium with the SM, as requiring the HS to be dominated by radiation means that
almost all the produced MCPs must rapidly annihilate, and if the MCP is out of equilibrium
with the SM, then necessarily n2

ψ〈σv〉ψψ→γγ < H. Thus the MCP must dominantly annihilate
into dark photons.

The condition that almost all the produced MCPs efficiently annihilate into dark radi-
ation is met in the regions of our parameter space relevant for current and forecast out-of-
equilibrium constraints, given the mild constraint on the dark gauge coupling e′ that follows
from requiring that the relic MCP abundance does not overclose the universe, as we now
argue. The green line in figure 3 indicates where the freezeout of SM annihilations into pairs
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of MCPs would produce the observed DM relic density in the absence of dark photons, i.e.,
if the MCP’s only annihilation channel is to SM fermions [36]. Meanwhile the maroon line
indicates where the freezein production of MCPs from the SM produces the observed DM
relic density, again turning off the MCP annihilations into dark photons [48]. As current
and future Neff constraints lie between these two lines (except for a small region above the
thermalization threshold in the case of current constraints), in the region of parameter space
relevant for evaluating these constraints, SM processes alone overproduce MCPs by multiple
orders of magnitude. Thus the dark gauge coupling constant must be large enough to enable
the vast majority of MCPs to annihilate efficiently into dark photons. If this condition is not
met, the model is excluded simply by overclosure; our Neff analysis applies to the surviving
model parameter space where e′ is large enough to avoid overclosure, and otherwise does not
depend on the detailed value of e′. Thus avoiding overclosure alone establishes the require-
ment for out-of-equilibrium case discussed above, which suffices as long as the final result for
dark radiation density does not depend on the evolution of gHS with temperature.

To accurately determine the production of dark radiation when the hidden sector is close
to the thermalization threshold, we need to track the evolution of gHS with temperature, and
thus the evolution of the MCP number abundance with temperature, up until THS . m/3.
Once THS < m/3, the hidden sector equation of state is given by wHS = 1/3 to an excellent
approximation. In particular this is necessary to accurately determine the location of the
excluded strip running up to high masses in fig. 1. Using the results of Ref. [49], we have
checked that internal chemical equilibrium for THS > m/3 is indeed necessary if the relic
MCPs are not to overclose the universe.

2.4 Dark radiation production in extended MCP models and implications for
EDGES

We have so far considered a minimal MCP model where only one fermion is charged under
the dark U(1) gauge symmetry. More generally, the hidden sector may contain multiple
particles with dark charges. A full evaluation of the resulting dark radiation density in these
models depends on the detailed spectrum of the hidden sector, including properties such as
the number of particles and the values of their various dark charges. However, in this section,
we show that a conservative lower bound on the dark photon density at recombination can
be estimated that is insensitive to such details. This conservative lower bound can then be
used to place general constraints on the allowed parameter space of these models.

The conservative lower bound on the dark photon density is obtained by considering
only s-channel energy transfer processes (annihilations or decays) and considering only one
MCP and one dark photon in the HS bath. On the one hand, if the HS equilibrates with
the SM plasma, the final dark radiation density is largely insensitive to the specifics of the
energy transfer processes but remains proportional to the degrees of freedom in the HS bath,
gHS. Thus, minimizing the particles in the HS also minimizes the final value obtained for the
dark radiation density. On the other hand, if the HS remains out-of-equilibrium with the SM
plasma, the dark radiation density is determined by the energy transfer from the SM. While
the energy transferred by t-channel scattering processes decreases as we increase gHS (holding
the total ρHS fixed), the energy transferred by s-channel processes is insensitive to gHS as long
as it is dominated by a single mediating species. Consequently, the dark radiation density
cannot be smaller than that following from s-channel processes alone for an out-of-equilibrium
hidden sector.
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Figure 4: Constraints on the mass and millicharge of the millicharged particle in the context
of extended models. The orange lines mark the values of charge and mass of the MCP χ2 for
which the model given in Ref. [26] resolves the EDGES anomaly. The orange lines have been
plotted after fixing the dark matter mass to 10 MeV and setting the fraction of χ2 density
relative to dark matter to fχ2 = 10−4, 10−6, and 10−8 as indicated. The green line marks
the values of Q2 for which χ2 would obtain fχ2 = 10−4 in the absence of dark annihilation
channels. The black solid and dot-dashed contours mark the parameter space that yields
∆Neff = 0.3 and ∆Neff = 0.06, respectively, after neglecting energy transfer from Coulomb
scattering processes and assuming one millicharged particle in the hidden sector bath. The
blue dashed contour is the CMB constraint derived in Ref. [24] for ∆Neff = 0.8. The pink
shaded regions marks the parameter space ruled out by SLAC [38], MiniBooNE [39], LEP
[40] and LHC [41].

This conservative lower bound on the dark radiation density can be translated directly
into a lower bound on ∆Neff . This lower bound has an immediate application to the MCP
model proposed by Ref. [26] to explain the anomalously small hydrogen spin temperature
as measured by the EDGES experiment [29]. Their model consists of two fermions that are
charged under a dark U(1) gauge symmetry. One fermion is the main component of dark
matter, χ1, and the other fermion, χ2, constitutes a small fraction of dark matter. The
particle χ2 is responsible for cooling hydrogen atoms via millicharge interactions and then
transfers that heat to the dark matter bath via dark long range interactions. The dark photon
mediating the long-range interaction is a light relativistic relic that contributes to Neff.

In figure 4 we show the parameter space in the model of Ref. [26] that is consistent with
various current and projected CMB measurements of Neff . The orange lines in figure 4 show
the values of the millicharge, Q2, and mass, m2, of the χ2 particle required to resolve the
EDGES anomaly, as calculated in Ref. [26]. The lines are plotted for fixed values of dark
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charges and χ1 masses chosen such that the cooling of hydrogen atoms is maximized while
remaining consistent with cosmological bounds from the CMB and BBN. The black solid and
dashed lines show the values of Neff computed using the conservative method described above
that saturate the Planck and projected CMB-S4 2σ bounds, respectively. The contours below
the thermalization threshold are well described by eq. (2.16). Current measurements of Neff

already limit m2 >2 GeV, while future CMB experiments can completely rule out the MCP
model proposed by Ref. [26]. Since the dark radiation constraints we show here are largely
insensitive to the details of the specific extended MCP model, they offer a powerful way to
constrain model-building in this direction to explain the EDGES anomaly.

Naively one might imagine that the dark radiation constraints onQ2 can be circumvented
if χ2 predominantly annihilates into SM particles rather than dark photons. However, for χ2

to resolve the EDGES anomaly, it must have significant couplings with a lighter dark particle
in order to avoid being overproduced in the early universe. For instance, the solid green line
in figure 4 marks the values of Q2 that produce χ2 constituting a fraction fχ2 = 10−4 of
dark matter density today if χ2 only has annihilation channels to SM fermions. Assuming
SM-only freezeout, the relic abundance of χ2 increases below the green line by a factor of
1/Q2

2. Consequently, the values of Q2 required to resolve the EDGES anomaly result in a χ2

relic abundance multiple orders of magnitude larger than what is required unless χ2 has an
additional annihilation channel. The minimal possibility is that χ2 dominantly annihilates
into the dark mediator that sources the requisite long-ranged interaction between χ1 and
χ2.8 The produced dark mediator is then constrained by the Neff measurements, which
consequently restricts Q2 as shown in figure 4.

Finally, applying the CMB Neff constraint to any MCP model assumes that the dark
photon is free-streaming during recombination. If the dark photon and the MCPs have
sufficiently large self-interactions during recombination, they can instead form a fluid, and the
dark photon would accordingly contribute to Nfluid instead of producing a neutrino-like signal.
The ability to form a fluid depends on the MCP relic abundance as well as the interaction
between the MCP and the dark photon, both of which are determined by the dark coupling
constant, e′. A more detailed analysis would be required to find the relevant values of e′ that
can produce a self-interacting radiation bath without violating either unitarity or cosmological
bounds. For such values of e′, one would instead have to look to Nfluid measurements, which
are factors of 2−3 less sensitive than measurements of Neff [50]. A future CMB-S4 constraint
of ∆Nfluid . 0.16 would yield a thermalization threshold of m2,th ∼ GeV.

3 B − L right-handed neutrinos

In this section we derive dark radiation constraints on the scenario where the global SM sym-
metry of baryon number minus lepton number (B−L) is promoted to a gauge symmetry. This
promotion requires the addition of three right-handed neutrinos to cancel gauge anomalies.
When these three additional neutrinos are light, they contribute to the energy budget of the
Universe as dark radiation. Consequently, their energy density and the parameter space of
the model are constrained by measurements of Neff .

The gauged B−L model is also constrained by fifth-force searches [51], stellar evolution
[52], supernova 1987A [53], and collider experiments [54–61]. Constraints on this model from
Neff measurements have been studied previously in Ref. [62] and updated in Ref. [27]. Here

8An alternative non-minimal method to dilute the χ2 abundance is to have an unstable field preferentially
reheat the SM plasma at some temperature Trh < m2.
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we improve over previous studies by taking into account the out-of-equilibrium production of
right-handed neutrinos.

This section is organized as follows. We begin in section 3.1 by introducing the model
and our conventions. In section 3.2 we describe the relevant Boltzmann equations, detailing
the approximations within which we work. We then solve the Boltzmann equations to find
the model parameter space that saturates the Neff bounds from current and upcoming CMB
experiments. Next, in section 3.3 we analyze the evolution of the energy density in right
handed neutrinos, ρνR , and show that its final value is qualitatively changed depending on
the lifetime of the Z ′ boson. Finally in section 3.4, we provide an analytical explanation of
the features of the dark radiation constraint on the model parameter space.

3.1 The model

The Lagrangian describing the interactions of the SM with the B − L gauge boson Z ′ and
the right-handed neutrinos is given by

L =− 1

4
F ′µνF

µν ′ +
1

2
M2
Z′Z

′
µZ
′µ + g′Z ′µ

∑
i

[
1

3
(ūiγ

µui + d̄iγ
µdi)− ēiγµei − ν̄L,iγµνL,i

]
− g′Z ′µ

∑
i

ν̄R,iγ
µνR,i. (3.1)

Here, the index i runs over the three generations of SM fermions, while u, d, e, νL and νR
denote the up quark, down quark, electron, left-handed neutrino and right-handed neutrino
counterparts of each generation. Above we have explicitly separated the interaction of the
Z ′ gauge boson with the νR from its interactions with the known SM fermions. We consider
the minimal version of the model where the three right-handed neutrinos form Dirac particles
with the left-handed neutrinos after electroweak symmetry breaking. Because the neutrinos
are always relativistic during and prior to recombination, we ignore neutrino masses in the
subsequent analysis and treat νL and νR as distinct Weyl fermions. The Z ′ gauge boson
has mass MZ′ , which can come from a Stueckelberg or a Higgs mechanism. To remain as
model-independent as possible, we ignore potential contributions to the dark radiation density
arising from possible Higgs fields associated with B−L breaking and focus on the irreducible
contribution from the Z ′ itself.9

Right-handed neutrinos are produced in this model as a result of the B−L interactions
with the Standard Model in the early Universe. Because they are approximately massless and
sterile at late times, after the Z ′ freezes out, these right-handed neutrinos are dark radiation
and contribute to Neff. Furthermore, for values of g′ allowed by current Neff constraints, the
B − L interactions with νL are significantly weaker than the weak interactions with νL prior
to neutrino decoupling. We focus on the region of parameter space where dark radiation is
produced prior to BBN, and thus before the weak interactions freeze out and the νL leave
equilibrium. In this region of parameter space, the production of νR provides the major
contribution to ∆Neff,

∆Neff =
8

7

(
11

4

)4/3 ρνR
ργ

. (3.2)

9This is an excellent approximation when a B − L Higgs is more massive than the Z′, and conservative
in the case when it is not; this treatment is also applicable to the technically natural scenario where the Z′’s
only interactions are the Stueckelberg mass and the coupling to the SM B − L current as given in eq. 3.1.
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3.2 Boltzmann equations and constraints for the B − L model

Right-handed neutrinos in this model are dominantly produced by Z ′-mediated SM fermion
annihilation. In part of the relevant parameter space, the Z ′ bosons are long-lived, i.e., they
do not decay within a Hubble time. Consequently, the energy transferred into νR can depend
on the cosmic evolution of the on-shell Z ′ density. The relevant Boltzmann equations for this
system need to track the evolution of both Z ′ and νR, and read

dρSM

dt
+ 3H(1 + wSM)ρSM =− Cff→Z′ − Coff

ff→νRνR , (3.3)

dρZ′

dt
+ 3H(1 + wZ′)ρZ′ =Cff→Z′ − CZ′→νRνR , (3.4)

dρνR
dt

+ 4HρνR =CZ′→νRνR + Coff
ff→νRνR . (3.5)

Here the Hubble rate is H =
√
ρνR + ρSM + ρZ′/[

√
3MPl], and the various Ci denote energy

transfer collision terms from three processes: Cff→Z′ , for the inverse decay of SM fermions
into Z ′s; CZ′→νRνR , describing the decay of Z ′s into right handed neutrinos; and Coff

ff→νRνR ,
which describes contact interactions between SM fermions and νR, mediated by off-shell Z ′s
(see also Refs. [63, 64]). We include the quantum phase space distributions for initial state
particles but ignore final state quantum effects in the evaluation of the collision terms.10 The
detailed expressions for the collision terms are given in appendix B.

While evaluating the backward collision terms describing νRνR → ff and νRνR →
Z ′, we assume that right-handed neutrinos are internally thermalized with a temperature
TνR ≡ [ρνR/(gνRπ

2/30)]1/4, where gνR = 2 × 3 × 7/8. On the one hand, this assumption is
unimportant if the two sectors do not thermalize as the backward collision term is negligibly
small in comparison to the forward collision term for TνR � TSM. On the other hand, if they
do thermalize then the assumption is automatically satisfied. The transition regime, where
the backward collision term can be important, is relevant for the currentNeff constraints in the
mass range 1 GeV < MZ′ < 2 GeV; in this range a differential treatment of the phase space
distribution of the right-handed neutrinos would be required to improve on our treatment.
For ∆Neff < 0.06 we expect to be well into the out-of-equilibrium regime where the backward
collision term is unimportant.

When right-handed neutrinos are in equilibrium with the SM plasma, the decoupling
temperature is determined by either Z ′ decays or contact interactions. When the right-
handed neutrinos are out-of-equilibrium with the SM plasma, the energy transferred through
Z ′ decays and inverse decays is orders of magnitude larger than that via contact interactions.
The forward energy transfer collision terms for Z ′ → ff and Z ′ → νRνR are given by

Cf
Z′→ii = MZ′ΓZ′→inZ′ , (3.6)

where nZ′ is the number density of the Z ′ and ΓZ′→i is the Z ′ decay width into particle
species i. While computing ΓZ′→SM we neglect the decays of Z ′ bosons into hadrons for
MZ′ < 2TQCD, where we set the QCD transition scale at TQCD = 200 MeV. ForMZ′ > 2TQCD,
we include Z ′ decays into free quarks in ΓZ′→SM .

10Ignoring final-state quantum effects is an excellent approximation as long as the Z′ is out of equilibrium
with both the νR and SM plasma. On the other hand, if the B−L interactions are strong enough to thermalize
the Z′ and the νR with the SM, the precise value of the collision term has only a marginal impact on the final
densities of Z′ and νR and hence final-state quantum effects are not quantitatively important.
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Figure 5: Constraints on B−L gauge coupling and gauge boson mass. The black solid, black
dot-dashed, and gray dashed contours mark the parameter space that yields ∆Neff = 0.3,
∆Neff = 0.06, and ∆Neff = 0.027 respectively. These bounds correspond to the 2σ upper
limit for Planck [43], 2σ upper limit for CMB-S4 [1], and the sensitivity goal for future CMB
experiments, and update the BBN+CMB constraints derived in Ref [27], which are shown
with the blue dashed contour. The red dots mark the points on the constant Neff curves below
and to the left of which ΓZ′ is smaller than the Hubble rate at TSM = MZ′/2. The green color
on our ∆Neff contours marks the region where we expect Z ′ decays into νL to contribute to
∆Neff and alter our results by an O(1) factor. Brown lines show constraints from supernova
1987A from Refs. [53] (dashed) and [65] (dot-dashed). We also show constraints from BABAR
[54], LHCb [55], LHC [56, 57], and beam dump experiments [58–61].

We approximate ρZ′ = MZ′nZ′ and wZ′ = 0 in the Boltzmann equations, as appropriate
for non-relativistic Z ′ bosons. Most of the energy injection into νR occurs when the Z ′ bosons
are non-relativistic, as demonstrated explicitly below, and therefore this approximation has
a minimal effect on the final dark radiation density and the ensuing constraints.

We are now ready to compute the final dark radiation density in νR by solving the Boltz-
mann equations given in eq. (3.3)-(3.5). We begin the evolution at an initial SM temperature
TSM � MZ′ , setting ρZ′ = ρνR = 0, and evolve forward until the end of energy injection. In
figure 5, we show the contours of g′ as a function of MZ′ that saturate the current one-tailed
2σ upper limit from Planck [43], ∆Neff = 0.3 (black solid); the projected 2σ upper limit
from CMB-S4 [1], ∆Neff = 0.06 (black dot-dashed); and the threshold goal for future CMB
experiments ∆Neff = 0.027 (gray dashed).

The curves of constant ∆Neff in figure 5 have a number of key features. As in the MCP
model, these curves have a thermalization threshold beyond which they are only logarithmi-
cally sensitive to g′. For the ∆Neff = 0.3 curve, the threshold is at MZ′ ∼ 1.7 GeV, while for
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other contours displayed, there is no threshold. This is because ∆Neff = 0.3 allows three BSM
Weyl fermions to decouple from the SM plasma before the QCD phase transition, but the
smaller values ∆Neff = 0.06 and ∆Neff = 0.027 cannot accommodate so many new degrees
of freedom ever thermalizing with the SM. For ∆Neff = 0.3, the logarithmic sensitivity to
g′ becomes a power law again above g′ . MZ′/(16 TeV) (see also [66]), as the decoupling
temperature goes from being determined by Z ′ decays and inverse decays to being determined
by contact interactions, described by Coff

ff→νRνR .
The curves corresponding to ∆Neff = 0.06 and lower (as well as the curve for ∆Neff = 0.3

below the thermalization threshold) are controlled by the out-of-equilibrium production of
right-handed neutrinos. As we describe below, there are two qualitatively different out-of-
equilibrium production mechanisms depending on the ratio ΓZ′/H at TSM ∼ MZ′/2, where
ΓZ′ is the total decay width of Z ′ bosons. The red dots on the curves indicate where ΓZ′ is
equal to the Hubble rate at TSM = MZ′/2. Along the contours below and to the left of the red
dots, the Z ′ bosons become long-lived and we need to track their number density to evaluate
dark radiation production. This key result, together with the usual out-of-equilibrium pro-
duction of νR, accounts for the difference between the results in this work and those previously
obtained in Ref. [27], shown in figure 5 as the blue dashed curve.

Constraints on the B−L gauge boson can also be derived by considering the production
of νR in colliders or in supernova. In figure 5 we also show the regions of parameter space
that are excluded by measurements from these other sources. Current CMB constraints are
already the leading probe of this hidden sector across much of parameter space, with LHC
constraints taking over for masses above 100 GeV. The Neff measurements from future CMB
experiments along with existing supernova measurements will provide the strongest constraint
on g′ for all masses MZ′ & 1 MeV.

For g′ . 10−10
√

MeV/MZ′ , the Z ′ bosons decay after neutrino decoupling. In this part
of parameter space, decays to both νL and νR contribute to ∆Neff during recombination,
while our analysis only considers the contribution from νR. We estimate that the additional
production of νL provides no more than an O(1) correction to the Neff constraints calculated
in this study. We indicate this region in figure 5 by coloring the Neff contours green. Fur-
thermore, for MZ′ < 2me, the dominant energy transfer occurs between νL and νR, while
our Boltzmann equations assume energy injection from a thermal SM plasma with all species
at the photon temperature. Thus below the MeV scale, our analysis no longer applies, and
hence we restrict our attention here toMZ′ > 2me. Meanwhile, stellar cooling places powerful
constraints on this theory for MZ′ < 0.1 MeV [11, 67]. A full treatment of early universe con-
straints on the B − L model in the mass range between 0.1 MeV < MZ′ < (10−20/g′2) MeV
requires a detailed treatment of neutrino decoupling as well as light element formation during
BBN, and is beyond the scope of this work.

3.3 Dark radiation density in the out-of-equilibrium regime

In the out-of-equilibrium (OOE) regime, the final energy deposited into νR depends on
whether or not the total decay width of the Z ′, ΓZ′ , is less than the Hubble rate at SM
temperatures around TSM ∼MZ′ , where the production rate of Z ′s is maximized. In the case
where ΓZ′/H � 1 at TSM ∼ MZ′ , the large population of on-shell Z ′ bosons produced at
resonance decay almost immediately into νR. However when ΓZ′/H � 1 at TSM ∼MZ′ , the
on-shell Z ′ bosons produced at resonance are cosmologically long-lived and, because they are
non-relativistic at production, their energy density redshifts like matter. The right-handed
neutrinos are then dominantly produced at some SM temperature Tdecay � MZ′ when the
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Figure 6: Evolution of comoving νR energy density (black line) and comoving Z ′ energy
density (light green line) as a function of SM temperature for {MZ′ , g

′} = {10 GeV, 10−8}
and {MZ′ , g

′} = {2× GeV, 2× 10−11} in the left and right panels, respectively. The red line
shows the evolution of (π2/30)gνRT

4
SMa

4, and the blue dot-dashed line isMZ′ΓZ′→νRnZ′a
4/H.

The vertical orange dashed line marks the point where TSM = MZ′/8. The vertical purple
dashed line marks the point where the Z ′ decay rate equals the Hubble rate. The gray dashed
line shows the analytical estimate of the asymptotic value of ρνRa

4, which is calculated using
eq. (3.9) in the left panel and eq. (3.14) in the right panel.

population of massive Z ′ bosons decays, ΓZ′ = H(Tdecay). Numerically, we find that setting
(ΓZ′/H)TSM=MZ′/2

= 1 is a convenient criterion to separate the long- and short-lived regimes.
We illustrate these two regimes with two representative parameter points in figure 6.

Here in both panels the black line shows the comoving energy density of νR, while the red
dashed line indicates the energy density of νR after setting TνR = TSM (similarly to the red
line in figure 2). The νR do not thermalize with the SM for either the parameter points
shown, and correspondingly the black line remains below the red line in both panels. The
blue dot-dashed line shows the evolution of MZ′ΓZ′→νRnZ′a

4/H, which indicates the amount
of comoving energy injected into νR in a Hubble time from the decay of on-shell Z ′ bosons.
The energy injected by SM fermions annihilating to νR through off-shell Z ′ bosons, given by
Coff
ff→νRνRa

4/H, is below the range covered in figure 6 and is not shown. The vertical orange
dashed line marks when TSM = MZ′/8, after which temperature we find empirically that the
production of Z ′ bosons from the SM plasma is negligible.

The left panel in figure 6 corresponds to a parameter point where ΓZ′ exceeds the Hubble
rate at some TSM > MZ′/2. The Z ′ bosons produced after ΓZ′ = H are short-lived and decay
within a Hubble time. The SM plasma keeps producing Z ′ bosons until TSM ∼ MZ′/8,
and thus the energy injection into νR ends once TSM < MZ′/8. The right panel of figure 6
corresponds to a parameter point where (ΓZ′/H)TSM=MZ′/2

� 1. In this scenario, the SM
plasma first produces Z ′ bosons via inverse decays. The production of Z ′ bosons ends once
TSM < MZ′/8. Subsequently, nZ′ evolves adiabatically until ΓZ′ becomes of the order of H,
after which Z ′ decays into SM particles as well as νR.

We now develop analytic approximations to the final value of ρνR for the short- and
long-lived Z ′ cases separately.
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Dark radiation production for short-lived Z ′ bosons: In the regime where the Z ′s are
cosmologically short-lived, (ΓZ′/H)TSM=MZ′/2

> 1, the Boltzmann equations can be simplified
by noticing that after ΓZ′ = H the abundance of Z ′ bosons follows a quasi-static equilibrium
where the production rate of Z ′ bosons balances its decay rate. Setting the RHS of eq. (3.4)
to zero and replacing Cff→Z′ and CZ′→νRνR using eq. (B.5) gives the quasi-static equilibrium
abundance of Z ′ bosons,

nqsZ′ =
ΓZ′→SM

ΓZ′
ñζ(TSM) +

ΓZ′→νR
ΓZ′

ñζ(TνR), (3.7)

where ñζ is defined in eq. (B.6). Substituting this quasi-static abundance nqsZ′ into eq. (3.5),
we obtain an effective collision term describing energy injection into νR given by

Cff→νRνR=
3M3

Z′

2π2

[
Γ(Z ′ → νR)Γ(Z ′ → SM)

ΓZ′

](
TSMG1

(
MZ′

TSM

)
− TνRG1

(
MZ′

TνR

))
+ Coff

ff→νRνR ,

(3.8)

where G1 is a dimensionless function given by eq. (C.18). In this regime, the collision term in
eq. (3.8) reproduces the collision term calculated using the complete ff → νRνR cross-section,
including the on-shell Z ′ bosons, as we show explicitly in appendix B. As this collision term
no longer depends on ρZ′ , we need only solve for ρνR and ρSM to find the contribution of νR
to ∆Neff. Thus, in the short-lived Z ′ limit, the resulting system of Boltzmann equations is
similar to that for the MCP model, eq. (2.5).

We can determine the asymptotic value of ρνR by following steps similar to those in
section 2.3 to obtain eq. (2.13). We can neglect the contribution from Coff

ff→νRνR because the
net energy transferred to out-of-equilibrium νR through contact interactions is much smaller
than the resonantly-enhanced contribution from the on-shell collision term. The fraction of
SM energy transferred into νR is then given by(

ρνR
ρSM

)
leak

=
15
√

3

64π3[g∗(4Λ)π2/30]3/2
MPl

Λ
× L, (3.9)

where Λ = MZ′/8, and

L = 6π2κ1

[
ΓZ′→νRΓZ′→SM

ΓZ′

]
=

3πκ1

4
g′2
[

ΓZ′→SM
ΓZ′

]
. (3.10)

This limiting result for the comoving density of νR, ρνRa
4 = (ρνR/ρSM)leak (a4ρSM)TSM=MZ′/8

,
is shown by the gray dashed line in the left panel of figure 6, which demonstrates its agreement
with the numerically evaluated asymptote of ρνRa

4. Eq. (3.9) is only valid as long as the νR
do not thermalize with the SM plasma. Numerically we find that for (ΓZ′/H)TSM=MZ′/2

&
30, the νR thermalize with the SM plasma and the final density ratio is simply given by
(ρνR/ρSM)f = gνR/g∗.

Out-of-equilibrium dark radiation production from long-lived Z ′ bosons: To solve
for the dark radiation density in νR in the case where the Z ′ bosons are long-lived, we first
need to calculate the freeze-in abundance of Z ′. To proceed, we make two simplifications.
First, since the Z ′ bosons are long-lived and, until they decay, the νR abundance is negligible,
we can neglect the decays of Z ′ as well as the inverse decays of νR into Z ′ when calculating
the freeze-in Z ′ abundance. Second, because ρSM � ρZ′ , ρνR we neglect the contributions of
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the Z ′ and νR in determining the Hubble rate. Assuming the SM degrees of freedom remain
constant until the production of Z ′ ends at TSM . MZ′/8, we can then simply integrate
eq. (3.4) for ρZ′ . With ρZ′ = MZ′nZ′ and Cff→Z′ given by eq. (B.5), the frozen-in abundance
of Z ′ bosons is then

a3nfz−in
Z′ = (aTSM)3

TSM=MZ′/8
× 3λ

8π2

[
ΓZ′→SM

H(TSM = MZ′/2)

]
, (3.11)

where λ =
∫
G1(1/x)x−5dx ≈ 5.93.

The frozen-in population of Z ′ boson eventually decays, and accordingly the comoving
number density evolves as

nZ′ = nfz−in
Z′ e−ΓZ′ t. (3.12)

Note that the final number density of νR is not affected by whether the Z ′ bosons decay
before or after achieving their freeze-in abundance. This is because the number density of
νR is set by the branching ratio of Z ′ decays into νR and the number of Z ′ bosons produced
by the SM plasma, neither of which depend on when the Z ′ bosons decay. In contrast, the
energy density of the νR does depend on the timing of the Z ′ boson decay because the νR are
produced with a fixed energy of MZ′/2, which subsequently redshifts as 1/a. Consequently,
Z ′ bosons that decay later result in more energetic νR at recombination, and thus a larger
contribution to Neff .

The asymptotic value of ρνR is found by substituting the evolution of the massive Z ′s, eq.
(3.12), into the Boltzmann equation for νR, eq. (3.5). Once again, both inverse decays of νR
into Z ′ and off-shell contributions to SM fermion annihilation can be ignored in comparison
to the contribution from Z ′ decays. The resulting ρνR is given by(

ρνR
ρSM

)
decay

=
MZ′ΓZ′→νR
a4ρSM

∫ a

0

ã3nfz−in
Z′ e−ΓZ′ t

H
dã (3.13)

≈ 2
√

2λ

15
√
πκ1

(
ρνR
ρSM

)
leak

[
H(TSM = MZ′/2)

ΓZ′

]1/2 [g3
∗(MZ′/2)g∗(Tdecay)

g4
∗(MZ′/8)

]1/4

,

(3.14)

where Tdecay is the SM temperature at which H(Tdecay) = ΓZ′ and (ρνR/ρSM)leak is defined
in eq. (3.9). In the second line we approximated g∗ to be constant around Tdecay and set
g∗s = g∗. The numerical coefficient in eq. (3.14) and the ratio of g∗ factors in the square
brackets are both O(1). Consequently, ρνR is enhanced by a factor of (

√
H/ΓZ′)TSM=MZ′/2

if
the Z ′ bosons are long-lived compared to the cases where the Z ′ bosons decay instantaneously.
The right panel of figure 6, shows the analytical estimate of the comoving density of νR, given
by ρνRa

4 = (ρνR/ρSM)decay (a4ρSM)TSM=Tdecay , as the gray dashed line. At late times, this
analytical estimate is in close agreement with the numerically evaluated ρνRa

4, as shown by
the black solid line.

3.4 Dark radiation production and analytical approximations to the Neff con-
straint

In this section we provide analytical expressions for the curves of constant ∆Neff in the B−L
parameter space. We consider the out-of-equilibrium and equilibrated regions of parameter
space separately.
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Out-of-equilibrium dark radiation production In the case when νR remains out-of-
equilibrium with the SM plasma, the dependence of the final dark radiation density, ρνR ,
on the B − L coupling, g′, depends on whether ΓZ′ is larger or smaller than the Hubble
rate at TSM = MZ′/2. We find that the g′ and MZ′ values on the ∆Neff = 0.3 constraint
contour typically satisfy (ΓZ′/H)TSM=MZ′/2

& 1. Consequently, we use eq. (3.9) to evaluate
the constraint on g′ andMZ′ for ∆Neff < 0.3. In particular, we adiabatically evolve ρνR given
in eq. (3.9) from the end of energy injection at TSM = MZ′/8 to recombination and restrict
the ∆Neff shift given in eq. (3.2) to remain below the (∆Neff)max upper bound set by CMB
measurements. Doing so yields

g′2 < 5.8×10−19

(
g∗(MZ′/2)

10

)3/2(g∗(MZ′/8)

10

)1/3( ΓZ′

ΓZ′→SM

)(
(∆Neff)max

0.3

)(
MZ′

GeV

)
.

(3.15)

The ratio of decay widths here is typically an O(1) number depending on the value of MZ′ .
For the ∆Neff = 0.06 and ∆Neff = 0.027 constraint contours, the condition

(ΓZ′/H)TSM=MZ′/2
> 1 is satisfied above and to the right of the red dot in figure 5. Conse-

quently, the analytical result for short-lived Z ′s in eq. (3.15) also applies to the ∆Neff = 0.06
and ∆Neff = 0.027 contours in this region. To find an analytical result applicable below
and to the left of the red dot, we start from the expression for ρνR given in eq. (3.14). We
then evolve ρνR adiabatically from the end of Z ′ decays at Tdecay to recombination. The
corresponding constraint on g′ is then given by

g′2 < 8.1× 10−21

(
g∗(MZ′/2)

10

)(
g∗(MZ′/8)

10

)2(g∗(Tdecay)

10

)1/6( ΓZ′

ΓZ′→νR

)(
ΓZ′

ΓZ′→SM

)2

×
(

(∆Neff)max

0.06

)2(MZ′

GeV

)
. (3.16)

Note that the constraint on g′ for short-lived Z ′s, given in eq. (3.15), is proportional to
(∆Neff)max while the long-lived Z ′ result in eq. (3.16) is proportional to (∆Neff)2

max. The
delayed Z ′ decays parametrically enhance the ultimate dark radiation density and hence the
sensitivity of Neff measurements to the model parameters.

Dark radiation production in the equilibrium regime: If the right-handed neutrinos
thermalize with the SM, then the final comoving energy density in νR depends on the de-
coupling temperature, Td, which is only logarithmically sensitive to g′. The thermalization
threshold for the B − L model can be calculated in a similar manner to the MCP model in
section 2.3 above, see eq. (2.19). Since the ratio of the energy injection rate to the Hubble
rate, ΓE/H = Cf/(ρνR,eqH), is negligible for temperatures below TSM ∼MZ′/8 in the B − L
model (as compared to to TSM ∼ m/4 in the MCP model), the thermalization threshold in
eq. (2.19) is for the B − L model

MZ′,th = 8Td[(∆Neff)max, gνR ], (3.17)

where Td is defined through eq. (2.17). In figure 5, this thermalization threshold for ∆Neff =
0.3 occurs around MZ′,th ∼ 1.7 × 103. For ∆Neff < 0.14, the thermalization threshold is
pushed to arbitrarily large values of MZ′,th because restricting ∆Neff < 0.14 rules out ever
having three right-handed neutrinos in thermal equilibrium with the SM plasma, assuming
no new degrees of freedom in the SM.

– 25 –



The exponential weakening of the ∆Neff = 0.3 curve in figure 5 stops around MZ′ ∼ 15
GeV, after which the constraint follows g′ . MZ′/(16 TeV) (see also Ref. [27, 66]). At these
large masses the contact-operator-mediated annihilations, described by Coff

ff→νRνR , dominate
over on-shell Z ′ production, MZ′ΓZ′→νRnZ , in determining decoupling temperatures that are
much smaller than MZ′ .

Note that, unlike the MCP model, the B − L model does not have an excluded strip in
parameter space extending up to high masses. For such a strip to exist, the mediator between
the SM particles and the BSM relativistic particles must have stronger couplings to the BSM
relativistic particles than it does to the SM. In the B − L model, the decay width of Z ′ into
SM particles is larger than its decay width into νR, in contrast to the MCP model, where
the mediating MCP has much stronger interactions with the dark photons than with the SM
photon.

4 Dark radiation constraints on classes of hidden sectors

We have so far considered dark radiation constraints on specific, minimal BSM models where
a particle φ with mass mφ & MeV has renormalizable couplings to both the SM and new
relativistic particles. While in general the heavy particle could be the SM Higgs boson (or
indeed the Z boson), in this work we focus on the case where the heavy particle is a new SM
gauge singlet particle. Additionally we focus on mass scales mφ & MeV because for lighter
masses the constraints from stellar cooling observations generically become important. We
have seen in two specific examples that such models will be stringently tested by upcoming
CMB experiments that promise to measure Neff to an accuracy of (∆Neff)max = 0.06 at
95% confidence. In particular, we have demonstrated that, while detailed constraints on the
parameter space require numerical evaluation of a coupled system of Boltzmann equations, a
conservative, semi-analytic estimate of the allowed parameter space can be made by making
a number of simplifying assumptions.

In this section we highlight the general methodology and assumptions required to es-
timate this conservative constraint and argue that the constraint holds even when the new
relativistic particles are part of a much larger hidden sector (HS). We then explore the re-
strictions on HS model building that will be placed by upcoming CMB measurements of
Neff.

4.1 Hidden sector models

We consider classes of HS models that contain light degrees of freedom that are relativistic
during recombination. These degrees of freedom may be required by symmetries (as the νR
were above), or they may be required to sequester entropy to facilitate the freezeout of HS
dark matter. Stellar cooling observations strongly constrain direct renormalizable couplings
of these light degrees of freedom to stable SM particles, and we assume they couple to the SM
through new, heavy, SM gauge-singlet particles, φ, with masses which we take to be mφ >
MeV. The existence of this portal coupling enables the production of the mediator φ particles
in the early universe via annihilation or decay of SM particles. These mediator particles then
lead to the production of the light degrees of freedom in the HS, whose energy density is
constrained by measurements of Neff. These Neff constraints are applicable as long as these
light degrees of freedom remain relativistic during recombination. For masses larger than 0.1
eV, the combined constraints from the large scale structure and the CMB measurements are
more stringent [68].
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We seek to derive conservative constraints on the couplings of such sectors to the SM by
estimating the production of dark radiation. The precise computation of the dark radiation
density depends on the details of the HS, such as the number of degrees of freedom, masses of
the particles, and interactions between them. However, we argue that a lower bound on the
dark radiation density can be estimated from the production of mediator particles by the SM
plasma, provided the energy in the mediator is preferentially transferred to the HS degrees
of freedom. This amounts to assuming that the mediator interacts more strongly with the
HS than with the SM. Any HS energy density that subsequently becomes freestreaming dark
radiation at the decoupling of the CMB is minimized if all the energy dilutes as radiation
as soon as it is produced. Therefore, assuming that all the energy that is transferred to the
mediator particles by the SM plasma is rapidly deposited into light degrees of freedom in the
HS provides a lower bound on the resulting dark radiation density. This lower bound provides
a conservative estimate on the shift in ∆Neff. Below we quantify this conservative estimate
for different types of couplings between the mediator and the Standard Model. As above, we
separate the estimates into the regions where the HS thermalizes, and those where it remains
out of equilibrium.

4.1.1 Out-of-equilibrium dark radiation production

Practically, in the out-of-equilibrium regime, our conservative estimate of ∆Neff is obtained
by assuming a hidden sector consisting of a single massless particle together with a massive
mediator φ that couples to the SM. The HS equation of state is taken to be that of radiation,
wHS = 1/3. The dark radiation density is determined by solving the Boltzmann equation
given by eq. (2.5), where the collision term is determined by all the energy transfer processes
from the SM plasma into the HS bath enabled by the portal coupling. While taking into ac-
count all the energy transfer process depends on the specifics of a particular HS model under
consideration, energy transfer through the production of φ is common in the vast majority of
HS models. Consequently, to obtain a conservative estimate of the asymptotic energy density
in dark radiation, we evaluate the collision term only for processes involving on-shell produc-
tion of φ. For renormalizable interactions with the SM, these processes are annihilations of
SM particles, aa → φφ; decays of SM particles a → φφ; or inverse decays of SM particles
aa → φ. In all cases a denotes a SM particle coupled to φ via a renormalizable portal cou-
pling. We further restrict our attention to s-channel processes, which are independent of the
properties of the HS radiation bath as long as the interaction proceeds well out of equilibrium.

In the out-of-equilibrium regime, we can analytically find the energy transferred into the
HS by taking the SM temperature to evolve as T ∝ 1/a (a good approximation away from
mass thresholds). The calculation is analogous to that in section 2.3 leading to eq. (2.10),
and we obtain (

ρHS

ρSM

)
TSM=Λ

≈
√

3MPl

[g∗(4Λ)π2/30]3/2

∫ ∞
0

dTSM

T 7
SM

Cf , (4.1)

where Λ is the energy injection decoupling temperature, below which the production of φ
ends and Cf is the forward energy transfer collision term for production of φ.

The integral over the forward collision term can be carried out given a specific model for
the cross-section, allowing us to express the energy density injected during out-of-equilibrium
scattering in terms of a leak factor L,

L =
64π3

15
Λ

∫ ∞
0

dTSM

T 7
SM

Cf . (4.2)
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Annihilation of SM particles into the HS. For annihilations of SM particles into the
HS, aa→ φφ, the forward collision term is

Cf =
∑
f

1

32π4

∫ ∞
4 max(ma,mφ)2

ds(s− 4m2
a)sσaa→φφ(s)TSMGζf (

√
s/TSM). (4.3)

This production process occurs in the millicharged particle model when the SM fermions anni-
hilate into millicharged particles. The corresponding energy injection decoupling temperature
and the leak factor are given by

Λ =
1

4
max(ma,mφ), L = κζaΛ

∫ ∞
64Λ2

ds
(s− 4m2

a)

s
√
s

σaa→φφ(s). (4.4)

Here σaa→φφ(s) is the spin-summed CM frame cross-section and κζa is determined by the
quantum statistical distribution of a, as described below eq. (2.12).

Inverse decay of SM particles into the HS. For the inverse decay process, aa→ φ, the
collision term is of the form

Cf = mφΓφ→añζa(TSM), (4.5)

where Γφ→a is the decay width of φ to a, and ñζa is given by eq. (B.6). We encountered this
production process for the gauged B − L model in section 3.2. After integrating the RHS of
eq. (4.1) for the process aa → φ, the final result can can be written in the form of eq. (4.2)
with

Λ =
mφ

8
, L = 2π2gφκζa

Γφ→a
mφ

, (4.6)

where gφ is the number of spin degrees of φ.
The final HS energy density calculated using eq. (4.6) is different from the one we

obtained in the case of the gauged B − L model for two reasons. First, the decay width of
Z ′ into νR is smaller than its total decay width into SM particles for MZ′ > 2me. Thus most
of the energy transferred into Z ′ bosons does not end up in νR but is rather returned to the
SM plasma. If we consider the Z ′ bosons to couple much more strongly with additional HS
particles, then the above calculation would accurately reflect the minimum energy transferred
into the HS. Second, the final energy density in νR is enhanced when the Z ′ bosons are long
lived.

Decays of SM particles into the HS. Finally for decays of SM particles into the HS,
a→ φφ, the collision term is of the form

Cf = maΓa→φneq,a(TSM), (4.7)

where

neq,a = ga

∫
d3p

(2π)3

1

[eE/TSM + ζa]
(4.8)
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is the equilibrium number density of particle a. This production process occurs in the mil-
licharged particle model when the Z bosons decay into millicharged particles.11 Again the
energy transferred into the HS can be expressed by eq. (4.2) with

Λ =
ma

8
, L = π2gaκ̃ζa

Γa→φ
ma

, (4.9)

where κ̃1 = 31π6/30240, κ̃0 = 1, and κ̃−1 = π6/945.
When the HS remains out of equilibrium with the SM plasma, we can find the contri-

bution to ∆Neff by starting from eq. (4.2) and then adiabatically evolving ρHS as radiation
from the end of energy injection until recombination. Requiring ∆Neff to be less than the
CMB sensitivity, (∆Neff)max, yields

L < g
3/2
∗ (4Λ)g

1/3
∗ (Λ)(∆Neff)max

Λ

MPl
. (4.10)

The above calculations assume that all produced φ particles decay rapidly into relativistic
HS particles. This assumption holds if φ has sufficiently strong couplings with HS particles.
This is a conservative assumption because a long-lived φ would result in a larger density in
the HS, and a larger shift in ∆Neff.

4.1.2 Equilibrium dark radiation production

If the HS thermalizes with the SM plasma, then the final energy density in the HS depends
on the decoupling temperature, Td, which is only logarithmically sensitive to the strength of
the portal coupling. Consequently, the Neff constraint on the portal coupling become expo-
nentially weak once the HS thermalizes. Similar to the case of the B − L and millicharged
particle models, the weakening of constraints occur for values of the energy injection decou-
pling temperature, Λ, larger than

Λth ≡ Td[(∆Neff)max, gHS], (4.11)

where Td is given by eq. (2.17). Thus, the Neff constraint given by eq. (4.10) is only valid
for Λ < Λth. Note that a larger gHS would push the thermalization threshold given in
eq. (4.11) to larger Λth. Thus, eq. (4.10) together with a thermalization threshold scale Λth

calculated assuming gHS = 1 provides a conservative constraint on the portal coupling that
is independent of details within the hidden sector.

4.2 Implications for HS model building

In this section, we have argued that under fairly generic conditions, a conservative lower
bound on the energy density in dark radiation in a generic HS may be estimated. This
lower bound can in turn be used to place bounds on the couplings between a mediator that
couples the dark sector to the SM. As future measurements of Neff become more and more
precise, increasing pressure will be placed on models of BSM physics that contain light states
contributing to dark radiation.

From a different perspective, this analysis also points at ways such models may be
brought into agreement with future data. There are a number of possibilities. In particular,

11This production process can also be realized in the case of a SM singlet scalar coupling through the Higgs
portal, in which case the Higgs boson can decay into pairs of scalar fields; for a specific recent application
producing dark radiation through this coupling, see [19].
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one may simply be able to arrange the couplings so that the mediator interacts more strongly
with the SM than the HS, and thereby energy is transferred back into the SM from the
mediator. Another possibility is to have new degrees of freedom in equilibrium with the SM
plasma that become non-relativistic after TSM < Λ. Consequently, the annihilation of the new
degrees of freedom heat the SM plasma relative to the HS, diluting the dark radiation today.
Similarly, if a massive field comes to dominate the universe and subsequently decays predom-
inantly into the SM at some temperature Trh < Λ, the resulting reheating of the SM relaxes
constraints from Neff; this mechanism was invoked, for instance, to ameliorate dark radiation
constraints on Twin Higgs models [69, 70]. The entropy of the SM plasma can also increase
if the SM comes into equilibrium with a new light species at a temperature Teq < Λ that
later becomes nonrelativistic and deposits its entropy into the SM. This mechanism generally
requires a light BSM field with couplings to the SM that become cosmologically important at
late times. While stellar cooling constraints are typically prohibitive for models that realize
equilibration after SM neutrino decoupling [71], the BSM dark radiation considered here has
a thermal decoupling scale Λ > MeV and thus suppressing Neff using this mechanism can be
much simpler. Finally, Neff also decreases if one or more of the states contributing to the dark
radiation at T ∼ Λ can decay back into the SM prior to recombination; in this case the decay
can produce visible signatures in light element abundances and/or CMB spectral distortions,
depending on the details of the decay.

If one considers a minimal extension of the SM, where the SM has renormalizable in-
teractions with a single massive particle in the HS and the cosmological evolution of the SM
plasma is not otherwise altered, then one cannot completely evade the bounds set by Neff
measurements. However, the constraints can be somewhat ameliorated if the relic energy
density in the HS does not always evolve as free-streaming dark radiation. For instance, if
the relativistic HS particles have strong self-interactions, such that they behave as an ideal
fluid during recombination, then they would instead contribute to Nfluid, the constraints on
which are are weaker by factors of 2-3 compared to Neff [50]. Examples of this scenario in-
clude interacting neutrino models, recently surveyed in [72]. Alternatively, while a single hot
HS relic that subsequently becomes nonrelativistic is more stringently constrained than if it
remains relativistic [68], the combination of Neff and large-scale structure constraints may be
mitigated in a system with more than one hot relic if one HS species becomes non-relativistic
before recombination while at least one other species remains relativistic. In principle, one
can obtain a conservative constraint on portal interactions between the SM and a HS con-
taining light degrees of freedom that can accommodate such variations in the spectrum of the
HS by combining both CMB and large-scale structure measurements. We leave this to future
work.

5 Summary and discussion

In this work, we have studied the production of dark radiation in scenarios where the SM has
renormalizable interactions with a heavy (mφ >MeV) gauge singlet mediator that annihilates
or decays into dark radiation prior to BBN. We have focused on two specific minimal models:
(i) a MCP model with a massless dark photon, and (ii) a gauged B − L model with light
right-handed neutrinos. By numerically solving the relevant Boltzmann equations, we have
computed the resulting dark radiation abundance and determined the corresponding shifts
in Neff in the regions of parameter space relevant for upcoming CMB experiments. We
present updated CMB constraints for the MCP model, and have shown that future CMB
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measurements will be sensitive enough to either rule out or discover the extended MCP
model invoked to explain the EDGES anomaly [26]. In the case of the gauged B − L model,
our computations extend and improve previous analyses by taking into account all relevant
out-of-equilibrium processes, including the potentially out-of-equilibrium decays of the B−L
gauge boson. As a result, our projected constraints on the allowed parameter space of the
B − L model are stronger than previous studies. In both models we take into account the
quantum statistical phase space distribution for Standard Model particles, which was not
done in previous studies. We find that quantum statistics provide a correction of about 10%
to the predicted shift in Neff.

The relation between dark radiation production and the model parameters depends
crucially on whether or not the HS comes into thermal equilibrium with the SM. We have
provided simple semi-analytical recipes to obtain the predicted shift in Neff in both cases.
When the HS remains out of equilibrium with the SM, we have demonstrated that the re-
sulting dark radiation density is determined by the energy transfer rate from the SM into
the HS at temperatures of order the mediator mass, (ΓE/H)TSM∼mφ . The energy transfer
rate typically goes like ΓE(TSM ∼ mφ) ∝ g2

φmφ, where gφ is the Standard Model coupling
with the heavy mediator particle with mass mφ. Consequently, the contour of constant ∆Neff
relates gφ ∝

√
mφ/MPl, which accounts approximately for the shape of the contours in the

regions where the sectors are out-of equilibrium in figures 1 and 5. We provide a simple
formula for evaluating the resulting Neff constraint, given an input cross-section. CMB ∆Neff
constraints are already the leading limit on both models in most of the out-of-equilibrium
parameter space, along with constraints from SN1987A; these astrophysical and cosmological
constraints far exceed terrestrial accelerator constraints in the sub-GeV regime.

As one increases mφ at a fixed value of the dark radiation density, the coupling gφ
can increase to a point where the HS comes into thermal equilibrium with the SM. When
the HS thermalizes with the SM, the resulting dark radiation density is determined by the
temperature at which the HS and SM decouple. This decoupling temperature is primarily
determined by Boltzmann suppression of the collision term. Consequently, the decoupling
temperature is mainly set by the mass of the mediator, mφ, and only depends logarithmically
on the coupling gφ; once the sectors are in thermal equilibrium, increasing the coupling only
marginally decreases the resulting decoupling temperature, and thus marginally increases the
resulting dark radiation density. Because of the weak sensitivity to gφ, the constraint imposed
by Neff measurements on gφ is exponentially weakened if the HS thermalizes with the SM.
This effect gives rise to a thermalization mass threshold, mth, beyond which the constraint
curves in figures 1 and 5 are exponentially weakened.

The example models discussed above consider a minimal hidden sector that is coupled
to the SM via a heavy mediator. More generally, one can consider the mediator to com-
municate with a hidden sector that may have a nonminimal internal spectrum. While the
exact evaluation of dark radiation production in extended models would require a numerical
computation of the Boltzmann equations that take into account all internal hidden sector
interactions, we have shown how to obtain a simple analytical lower bound on the relic dark
radiation that depends only on the mass and coupling of the mediator, and is independent
of the number of particles in the hidden sector or their internal interactions. This minimum
dark radiation abundance is obtained by considering that energy transfer into the HS occurs
through the production of heavy mediators by the SM plasma, and assuming that any energy
transferred to the mediator is promptly deposited in the relativistic HS degrees of freedom.
This amounts to assuming that the mediator is more strongly coupled to the HS than to
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the SM. In the regime where CMB constrains the HS to remain out of equilibrium with the
SM in the early universe, this is a very mild requirement on the mediator coupling. This
model-insensitive lower bound on ∆Neff assumes there are no BSM contributions to the en-
tropy of the SM plasma, and that the relic dark radiation remains a free-streaming relativistic
relic throughout the formation of the CMB. Relaxing these assumptions can evade our lower
bound.

We have shown that future CMB measurements of Neff have the potential to constrain
portal couplings to values which typically are orders of magnitude weaker than those probed
by collider experiments, and provided simple semi-analytic recipes to evaluate their reach.
If future CMB observations do not find any deviation from the Standard Model prediction
for Neff, hidden sector models with light species will also be out of reach for accelerator
experiments, unless there are departures from the standard cosmology. This work highlights
the potential of future CMB missions to significantly narrow down the space of observationally
relevant BSM theories.
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A Cross-sections for the millicharged particle model

In this section, we give the cross-sections for various processes contributing to energy transfer
into dark photons for the MCP model. We discuss some of the approximations we use
and in particular highlight the simplifications we employed in modeling the electroweak and
QCD phase transitions. In what follows we first discuss energy injection via SM fermion
annihilations into MCPs in section A.1. In sections A.2 and A.3, we describe energy injection
into HS due to Z-boson and plasmon decays into MCPs, respectively. Finally, in section A.4
we describe energy transfer via Coulomb scattering between SM fermions and MCPs.

Other processes also contribute to the energy transfer, such as electroweak boson an-
nihilations into MCPs, Compton scattering of MCPs with photons and dark photons, and
photon-dark photon fusion into MCPs. We have verified that energy transfer through SM bo-
son annihilations and fusion processes are around two orders of magnitude weaker than that
through SM fermion annihilations and Coulomb scattering. Compton scattering depends on
both the dark coupling constant, e′, and the millicharge, Q, while all other processes only de-
pend on Q. We have checked that provided e′ < 0.9, the collision term for Compton scattering
is subdominant to Coulomb scattering. Consequently in our study we neglect the contribution
from Compton scattering, SM boson annihilations and photon dark-photon fusion.
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A.1 Fermion annihilations

The center-of-momentum (CM) frame spin-summed cross-section for SM fermion annihilation
into MCPs is given by

σff→ψψ =
4πQ2Nc(f)α2

s3

√
s− 4m2√
s− 4m2

f

×
{

4

3
(2m2 + s)(2m2

f + s)

[
Q2
f −

QfCV
cos2 θW

s(s−m2
Z)

(s−m2
Z)2 +m2

ZΓ2
Z

]
+

1

4 cos4 θW

s2(s+ 2m2)

(s−m2
Z)2 +m2

ZΓ2
Z

[
4

3
(C2

V + C2
A)(s−m2

f ) + 4(C2
V − C2

A)m2
f

]}
,

(A.1)

where CV and CA are the vector and axial couplings of the SM fermion f to the Z boson,
respectively, given by CV = T 3

f − 2Qf sin2 θW and CA = T 3
f . Here the term proportional

to Q2
f comes from the photon-mediated interaction. The terms proportional to C2

V and C2
A

comes from the Z-mediated interaction while the term proportional to CVQf comes from the
interference between photon and Z-mediated terms.

The cross-section in eq. (A.1) has a pole at s = M2
Z′ , which can be seen explicitly in the

narrow width limit,

1

(s−M2
Z)2 + Γ2

ZM
2
Z

≈ 1

M4
Z

Θ(M2
Z − s) +

πδ(s−M2
Z)

MZΓZ
+

1

s2
Θ(s−M2

Z), (A.2)

where Θ is the Heaviside function. The contribution to the collision integral from the Dirac
delta term gives an identical contribution to the collision term due to Z-boson decays (see
appendix B or Refs. [63, 64]), discussed in the next subsection. To avoid double-counting
we subtract the Dirac delta piece. Additionally, we also neglect the terms proportional to
Θ(M2

Z − s) as the contribution from those terms is heavily suppressed compared to others.
This yields the effective off-shell cross-section

σoff
ff→ψψ =

4πQ2Nc(f)α2

s3

√
s− 4m2√
s− 4m2

f

×
{

4

3
(2m2 + s)(2m2

f + s)

[
Q2
f + Θ(s−M2

Z)

(
(C2

V + C2
A)

4 cos4 θW
−

CVQf
cos2 θW

)]
−Θ(s−M2

Z)
(C2

V + 3C2
A)m2

f

2 cos4 θW
(s+ 2m2)

}
. (A.3)

We find that the cross-section from photon contributions alone (i.e., retaining only terms
proportional to Q2

f ) to be at least an order of magnitude larger than the contribution from the
remaining terms that involve at least one coupling to the Z. Thus, in the analytical calculation
of the leak factor in eq. (2.15) we neglect the Z-mediated contributions for simplicity.

The forward energy transfer collision term, Cf , corresponding to fermion annihilations
into MCPs is calculated by using the cross-section in eq. (A.3) inside the generic collision
term derived in eq. (C.19) and summing over all SM fermions. The total energy transfer
collision term is then evaluated through C = Cf(TSM)− Cf(THS). We include quarks, treated
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Figure 7: Collision terms from the three s-channel processes (fermion annihilations, Z de-
cays, and plasmon decays) for Q = 10−9 and m = 10 MeV (left), m = 10 GeV (center), and
m = 1 TeV (right). We plot C/T 6

SM, the maximum value of which provides the dominant
contribution to the energy injected into the hidden sector. The black line corresponds to the
collision term from SM fermion annihilations, the green line to Z decays (eq. (A.4)), and the
orange line to plasmon decays (eq. (A.12)). Vertical red dashed and purple dashed lines mark
the temperatures used for the QCD and electroweak phase transitions, respectively. Fermion
annihilations into MCPs provide the dominant s-channel energy transfer process except in
the mass range 0.3 GeV . m . 40 GeV where Z-boson decays dominate.

as free fermions, for TSM > TQCD, where we take TQCD = 200 MeV; for TSM < TQCD we
neglect hadronic contributions, as they are generally Boltzmann-suppressed.

In section 2.2, we found that the maximum of Cfa
4/H roughly determines the final

comoving energy density of dark radiation, where Cf is the forward collision term and H is
the Hubble rate. As Cfa

4/H ∝ Cf/T
6
SM, in figure 7 we plot Cf/T

6
SM for fermion annihilation into

MCPs (black line) for different values of m. The collision term Cf/T
6
SM reaches its maximum

around TSM ∼ m/2 below which it becomes Boltzmann suppressed. (We focus on the regime
with m > me.)

Above the electroweak phase transition, the dark photon mixes with the hypercharge
gauge boson. In the s � M2

Z limit, the cross-section in eq. (A.1) reduces to the cross-
section describing annihilation through a hypercharge boson. For simplicity, we neglect the
temperature dependence of the Higgs vev, and thus the (tree-level) Z mass, through the
electroweak phase transition, as Z contributions are subleading below the transition and
negligible above it.

A.2 Z-boson decay

Next, we discuss energy transfer from Z decays into MCPs. The collision term due to Z
decays is given by

CZ→ψψ = ΓZ→ψψmZ(nZ − neq,Z(THS)), (A.4)

where

ΓZ→ψψ =
Q2α tan2 θW

3
mZ

√
1− 4m2

m2
Z

(
1 +

2m2

m2
Z

)
Θ(mZ −m/2), (A.5)
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nZ is the Z number density, nZ,eq is the equilibrium number density of bosons with three
degrees of freedom, and Θ is the Heaviside function. As Z bosons are always in equilibrium
with the SM plasma, we have nZ = nZ,eq(TSM).

At temperatures above TEW = 160 GeV [73], electroweak symmetry is unbroken and
thus the contribution from Z decays is absent. We use a simple model of the electroweak
phase transition, where we set CZ→ψψ = 0 for T > TEW but neglect any temperature variation
in the Z mass for T < TEW. As the main contribution from Z decays arises at temperatures
significantly smaller than TEW, this is a sufficient approximation for our purposes. In figure 7,
we plot the resulting collision term, normalized by T 6

SM, as the green line. The net energy
injected into the HS is dominated by the peak values of C/T 6

SM, which occurs around TSM ∼
MZ/4� TEW.

The contribution from Z decays to the total energy injected into the HS can dominate
over the contribution from photon-mediated fermion annihilation when 0.3 GeV . m . 40
GeV. Elsewhere, Z decays provide a sub-leading contribution.

A.3 Plasmon decay

Below the electroweak phase transition, TSM < TEW, the thermal effects in the plasma cause
photons to acquire an in-medium plasma mass. The corresponding plasmons can decay into
MCPs with the collision term given by [24, 74, 75]

Cγ→ψψ =
∑
pol

∫
d3k

(2π)3

(
1

eω/TSM − 1
− 1

eω/THS − 1

)
ωΓγ→ψψ, (A.6)

where

Γγ→ψψ =
αQ2

3ω
Z(m2

γ + 2m2)

√
1− 4m2

m2
γ

. (A.7)

Here Z is a wave-function renormalization factor and mγ is the plasmon mass, both of which
differ for transverse and longitudinal polarizations. For a relativistic photon, where ω(k) ≡√
m2
γ + k2 � mγ , the decays from the longitudinal polarization are negligible compared to

the decays from the transverse polarizations [74, 75]. Moreover, for the transverse polarization
at relativistic energies we have Z ≈ 1 and

m2
γ =

∑
f

gfQ
2
f

4α

π

∫ ∞
0

dp p ff (p), (A.8)

where ff is the phase space distribution of the SM fermion f and the summation runs over
all fermions; gf counts the spin degrees of freedom of each fermion. Since mγ � TSM,
approximating ω � mγ in eq. (A.6) is valid as the integrand is dominated by momenta with
ω ∼ TSM. Thus the collision term simplifies to

Cγ→ψψ =
2αQ2

3
(m2

γ + 2m2)

√
1− 4m2

m2
γ

× (nγ(TSM)− nγ(THS)) , (A.9)

where nγ is the equilibrium number density of photons. Energy transfer from plasmon decay
is prohibited when mγ < 2m. Since mγ ∼ 0.1TSM, energy injection via plasmon is only
efficient at high temperatures where TSM > 10m.
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Above the electroweak phase transition, TSM > TEW, we need to evaluate the decay
of hypercharge bosons into MCPs. The collision term for this process is similar to that for
photon decay, up to the replacement of the electric charge e by the hypercharge coupling
e/ cos θW and the fermion electric charges Qf by their hypercharges QY . Consequently, we
obtain

CB→ψψ =
2αQ2

3 cos4 θW
(m2

B + 2m2)

√
1− 4m2

m2
B

× (nB(TSM)− nB(THS)) , (A.10)

where nB is the equilibrium number density of hypercharge gauge bosons and mB is the
thermal mass, given by

m2
B =

11απ

3 cos2 θW
T 2

SM, (A.11)

for large temperatures. We take the plasmon decay contribution to be given by

Cplasmon =

{
Cγ→ψψ TSM < TEW

CB→ψψ TSM > TEW.
(A.12)

In figure 7 we compare the resulting collision term Cf/T
6
SM (orange line) to the collision

term describing photon-mediated SM fermion annihilations. The collision term Cf/T
6
SM from

fermion annihilation is maximized around TSM = m/4, while that from plasmon decay is
maximized around TSM = m/10. Since the maximum value of C/T 6

SM controls the final energy
injected into the HS, the energy injected into the HS via plasmon decay is subdominant to
the energy injected via fermion annihilations, even though at high temperatures the collision
term for plasmon decay is larger than the collision term for fermion annihilation. Thus,
the approximations used in Cplasmon near the electroweak and QCD phase transitions are of
marginal consequence in evaluating the resulting dark radiation density.

A.4 Coulomb scattering

SM particles can also inject energy into the HS through the Coulomb scattering of MCPs
with SM particles, ψ + f → ψ + f . The cross-section for Coulomb scattering has a forward
singularity, which we regulate by adding a plasmon mass in the propagator [24].

Below the electroweak scale, the Coulomb scattering is mediated by photons, with the
plasmon mass given by eq. (A.8). The relevant spin-summed matrix element for SM fermion
scattering with MCPs is given by

|M|2fψ→fψ =
8Q2Nc(f)Q2

fe
4

(t−m2
γ)2

(
2(s−m2

f −m2)2 + 2st+ t2
)
, (A.13)

whereQ, Qf ,m andmf are the charge and mass of the MCP and the SM fermion, respectively,
Nc(f) is the color factor of the SM fermion, mγ is the plasmon mass given by eq. (A.8), and
s and t are the Mandelstam variables. The collision term for the above process, including
quantum statistics, is given by eq. (C.53) with mφ → mγ and the coefficients of non-zero
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cnmλ, defined in eq. (C.47), given by

c222

16πQ2Q2
fe

4
=

3

4
,
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16πQ2Q2
fe

4
= −1

4
,
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fe

4
= −1

4
,

c002

16πQ2Q2
fe

4
=

3

4
,

c001

16πQ2Q2
fe

4
= (m2
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fe
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= m2,
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16πQ2Q2
fe

4
= m2

f ,

c000

16πQ2Q2
fe

4
= 4m2

fm
2. (A.14)

Additionally, we multiply the resulting collision term by a factor of four to account for all
combinations of particles and antiparticles. While solving the Boltzmann equations in sec-
tion 2, we sum over the contribution from all SM fermions. Again, we include quarks for
TSM > TQCD, and neglect hadron contributions for TSM < TQCD.

Above the electroweak scale the Coulomb scattering is mediated by the hypercharge
boson. For a (Weyl) SM fermion scattering with MCPs, the spin-summed matrix element is

|M|2fψ→fψ =
4Q2Nc(f)QY (f)2e4

cos4 θW (t−m2
B)2

(
2(s−m2

f −m2)2 + 2st+ t2
)
, (A.15)

where θW is the weak mixing angle, QY (f) is the hypercharge of the fermion, and mB is the
thermal mass of hypercharge gauge boson (eq. (A.11)). The coefficients cnmλ for the above
matrix element are the same as those given in eq. (A.14) up to an overall rescaling by the
factor Q2

Y /(2Q
2
f cos4 θW ). Additionally, the Higgs doublet can also scatter with MCPs, with

the corresponding matrix element being

|M|2Hψ→Hψ =2
Q2e4

4 cos4 θW

1

(t−m2
B)2
× 8[s2 + st−m2(t+ 2s) +m4]. (A.16)

The corresponding coefficients cnmλ are

c222

4πQ2e4/ cos4 θW
=

3

4
,

c202

4πQ2e4/ cos4 θW
= −1

4
,

c022

4πQ2e4/ cos4 θW
= −1

4
,

c002

4πQ2e4/ cos4 θW
= −1

4
,

c201

4πQ2e4/ cos4 θW
= m2,

c001

4πQ2e4/ cos4 θW
= −m2. (A.17)

Unlike the s-channel processes, for Coulomb scattering the forward collision term de-
scribing energy transfer into the HS is sensitive to the distributions of both HS and SM
particles. Moreover, the backward collision term for Coulomb scattering is of the same order
of magnitude as the forward collision term for THS > 0.1TSM, while the backward term for
s-channel processes is almost negligible compared to the forward term for THS < 0.9TSM.

In figure 8 we compare the total collision term for Coulomb scattering between MCPs
and SM particles with the forward collision term for SM fermion annihilation into MCPs. The
collision term for Coulomb scattering decreases for smaller THS as the number density of HS
particles in the initial state drops. The Coulomb scattering collision becomes the dominant
process for THS/TSM > 0.35.

B Cross-sections for the B − L model

The dominant energy injection from the Standard Model plasma into right-handed neutrinos
occurs through the annihilations of the Standard Model fermions into right-handed neutrinos:
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Figure 8: Comparison between Coulomb scattering and fermion annihilation for Q = 10−9

and MCP masses m = 10 MeV (left) and m = 10 GeV (right). Green, blue and orange lines
show the collision term from Coulomb scattering, normalized by T 6

SM, at different values of
THS/TSM as indicated in the legend, while the black line shows the forward collision term due
to SM fermion annihilation. The energy transferred via Coulomb scatterings dominates over
that via annihilation for THS > 0.35TSM.

f + f̄ → Z ′ → ν̄R + νR. The cross-section for this process is

σff̄→νRν̄R =
1

2π
Q2
fg
′4Nc(f)

s

(s−M2
Z′)

2 + Γ2
Z′M

2
Z′

√
s

s− 4m2
f

(
1 +

2m2
f

s

)
, (B.1)

where Qf is the B−L charge of SM species f , Nc(f) is the number of colors, mf is the mass
of the fermion, and ΓZ′ is the total decay width of the Z ′ boson,

ΓZ′ =
g′2

12π
MZ′

3 +

2mf<MZ′∑
f

Q2
fNc(f)

(
1 +

2m2
f

M2
Z′

)√
1−

4m2
f

M2
Z′

 . (B.2)

Above the first factor of 3 comes from decays into both left- and right-handed neutrinos, while
the summation runs over all charged SM fermions with mass mf < MZ′/2.

In the narrow width limit we can approximate

s

(s−M2
Z′)

2 + Γ2
Z′M

2
Z′
≈ s

M4
Z′

Θ(M2
Z′ − s) +

πMZ′δ(s−M2
Z′)

ΓZ′
+

1

s
Θ(s−M2

Z′), (B.3)

where Θ is the Heaviside function. As for the MCP model above, we separate this cross-
section into resonant and nonresonant pieces to avoid double-counting. The resonant part of
the cross-section, which corresponds to the term with the Dirac delta function, is proportional
to g′2 due to the total decay width in the denominator, while the cross-section due to contact
interactions, which correspond to terms with Heaviside functions, is proportional to g′4. As
we typically have g′ � 1, the energy injection is dominated by the resonant cross-section.
The resonant contribution is accounted for in the on-shell production and decay of Z ′s while
the cross-section corresponding to contact interactions is

σoff
ff→νRνR =

1

2π
Q2
fg
′4Nc(f)

√
s

s− 4m2
f

(
1 +

2m2
f

s

)[
s

M4
Z′

Θ(M2
Z′ − s) +

1

s
Θ(s−M2

Z′)

]
.

(B.4)
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The collision term describing describing decay and inverse decays of the Z ′ boson is
given by (see appendix C.2 for derivation)

Cii→Z′ = −CZ′→ii = MZ′ΓZ′→i(ñζi(Ti)− nZ′), (B.5)

where ΓZ′→i is the Z ′ decay width into particle species i, nZ′ is the number density of Z ′

bosons, and

ñζi(T ) =
3

2π2
M2
Z′TGζi(MZ′/T ). (B.6)

Here Gζi is a dimensionless function given by eq. (C.18) with ζ = ±1 depending on whether
the particles producing the Z ′ are fermions or bosons. In the limit ζi → 0 or T � MZ′ , ñζi
asymptotes to the equilibrium number density of Z ′ in the Maxwell-Boltzmann limit.

The collision term describing forward energy transfer via fermion annihilations into νR
through contact operators, including Fermi-Dirac distributions for SM fermions, is obtained
by using the cross-section in eq. (B.4) inside the generic collision term derived in eq. (C.19) and
summing over all SM fermions. We include quarks, treated as free fermions, for TSM > TQCD,
where we take TQCD = 200 MeV; for TSM < TQCD we neglect hadronic contributions, as they
are generally Boltzmann-suppressed. The total collision term is then given by

Coff
ff→νRνR =

1

32π4

∑
f

∫ ∞
4m2

f

ds(s− 4m2
f )sσoff

ff̄→νRν̄R(s)
[
TSMGζf (

√
s/TSM)− TνRGζf (

√
s/TνR)

]
,

(B.7)

where Gζ is a dimensionless function given by eq. (C.18) and is determined by the quantum
statistical distribution f(p) = [e−E/T + ζ]−1, where ζ = 1 for fermions and ζ = −1 for
bosons. Since here the initial state particles are fermions, we have ζf = 1. In the limit where
the fermion f can be approximated to follow a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution (ζf → 0), G
asymptotes to the second order modified Bessel function of the second kind, K2, and eq. (B.7)
then matches with the well-known result in Ref. [47].

In the limit when ΓZ′ is much larger than the Hubble rate, the on-shell Z ′ bosons are
in equilibrium. Consequently, we can calculate the forward collision term contributed by on-
shell Z ′s, Con

ff→νRνR , using eq. (B.7) with the resonant piece of the total cross-section in place
the off-shell piece. The resonant cross-section follows from eq. (B.1) by retaining only the
term containing the Dirac delta function in eq. (B.3). After summing over all contributing
SM fermions, we obtain

Con
ff→νRνR =

3M3
Z′

2π2

[
Γ(Z ′ → νR)Γ(Z ′ → SM)

ΓZ′

] [
TSMGζf (MZ′/TSM)− TνRGζf (MZ′/TνR)

]
,

(B.8)

where Γ(Z ′ → νR) and Γ(Z ′ → SM) are the partial decay widths into right-handed neutrinos
and SM fermions, respectively. Note that this expression matches the effective collision term
we derived using Boltzmann equations in eq. (3.8).

In the limit when ΓZ′ is much smaller than the Hubble rate, the on-shell Z ′ bosons
experience significant evolution in an expanding universe and hence we can no longer use
eq. (B.8). Instead, we need to independently solve for the evolution of the number density of
Z ′s using the Boltzmann equations given in eqs. (3.3)-(3.5).
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C Energy transfer collision term with quantum statistics

In this section we calculate collision terms describing energy transfer between two baths at
different temperatures via both s- and t-channel processes, incorporating quantum statistical
thermal distributions (both Bose-Einstein and Fermi-Dirac).

C.1 Annihilation

In this section we simplify the forward energy transfer collision term for particle a annihilating
into particle b,

1(a) + 2(ā)→ 3(b) + 4(b̄), (C.1)

where in general we consider particle b to have a temperature Tb different from the temperature
Ta of particle a. We start with the forward collision term given by

Cf =

∫ [ 4∏
i=1

d4pi
(2π)3

δ(p2
i −m2

i )Θ(p0
i )

]
(2π)4δ4(p1 + p2 − p3 − p4)S|Mf |2(p0

1 + p0
2)

× [fa(p1)fa(p2)(1± fb(p3))(1± fb(p4))] , (C.2)

where Θ is the Heaviside function and |Mf |2 is the spin-summed matrix element for the
process. Here S is a potential symmetry factor, accounting for the potential presence of
identical particles in the initial or final state.

In the limit where the density of b is much smaller than the density of a, terms depending
on the phase space distribution of final state particles can be neglected regardless of the
statistics obeyed by b. If b is part of a thermal bath with Tb � Ta, then fb is peaked at
momenta p ∼ Tb, where T is the temperature. As the b particles produced in annihilations
have momenta p ∼ Ta, the values of fb probed by the collision integral are much smaller than
one. (This approximation is also good in the case when particle b does not thermalize; in this
case fb is peaked at p ∼ Ta but its value is still much less than one as the overall number
density of b is small.)

By neglecting the final state effects, the final state phase space integration can simply
be absorbed into the definition of the Lorentz-invariant cross-section σ [47],

4Fσaa→bb ≡
∫

d3p3

(2π)32E3

d3p4

(2π)32E4
(2π)4δ4(p1 + p2 − p3 − p4)S|Mf |2, (C.3)

where F =
√

(p1 · p2)2 −m2
1m

2
2. If the masses of the initial state particles are equal, which is

true for the processes we consider in this paper, then in the CM frame F = [(2E1)(2E2)|~v3−
~v4|]. Thus for m1 = m2, σ reduces to the spin-summed center-of-mass (CM) frame cross-
section. With this simplification, the collision term becomes

Cf =

∫ [ 2∏
i=1

d4pi
(2π)3

δ(p2
i −m2

a)Θ(p0
i )

]
4F (p0

1 + p0
2)σaa→bb,CMfa(p1)fa(p2). (C.4)

This integral can be further simplified if we make the change of variables (see also [76])

p = p1 + p2, q = p1 − p2, (C.5)
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to obtain

Cf(Tf ) =

∫
1

24

d4p

(2π)2

[
d4q

(2π)4
δ((p+ q)2/4−m2

a)δ((p− q)2/4−m2
a)Θ(p0 − |q0|)

]
× 4Fp0σaa→bb,CMfa((p

0 + q0)/2)fa((p
0 − q0)/2) (C.6)

≡
∫

1

24

d4p

(2π)2
dIq × 4Fp0σaa→bb,CMfa((p

0 + q0)/2)fa((p
0 − q0)/2), (C.7)

where the phase space element dIq is given by the quantity in square brackets in the first line.
Next we simplify dIq. The delta functions in dIq together impose the constraints

qz =
q0p0

|~p|
, |~qxy|2 = p2

(
1− (q0)2

|~p|2

)
− 4m2

a, (C.8)

where qz is the component of ~q along ~p, while ~qxy is the component of ~q perpendicular to ~p.
Consequently, we can perform the integral over qz and |~qxy| in dIq to integrate over the delta
functions, yielding

dIq =

[
δ((p+ q)2/4−m2

a)δ((q − p)2/4−m2
a)Θ(p0 − |q0|)dq3 |~qxy|d|~qxy|

]
dθxy

dq0

(2π)4
(C.9)

=
2

|~p|
Θ(p0 − |q0|)Θ

(
p2

[
1− (q0)2

|~p|2

]
− 4m2

a

)
dθxy

dq0

(2π)4
, (C.10)

where θxy is the azimuthal angle made by ~qxy in the plane perpendicular to ~p. The second
theta function in the last line imposes the requirement that |~qxy| > 0. The two theta functions
together rule out the region with p2 < 4m2

a, as expected. Thus the arguments of the theta
functions can be rewritten as

dIq =
2

|~p|
Θ(p2 − 4m2

a)Θ(|~p|βa − |q0|)dθxy
dq0

(2π)4
, (C.11)

where

βa =

√
1− 4m2

a

s
. (C.12)

Substituting the simplified dIq back in the collision term, we obtain

Cf =

∫
2π

24

d4p

(2π)6

2

|~p|
Θ(p2 − 4m2

a)× 4Fp0σaa→bb,CM

∫ |~p|βa
−|~p|βa

dq0fa((p
0 + q0)/2)fa((p

0 − q0)/2).

(C.13)

To integrate over the phase-space distribution, we assume the particles a are in thermal
equilibrium such that

fa(p) =
1

ep/Ta + ζa
, (C.14)

where Ta is the temperature of particles a and ζa = 1 (-1) if a is a fermion (boson).
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For a thermal phase-space distribution, the integral over q0 can be analytically performed
to yield

Cf =

∫
2π

24

d4p

(2π)6

2

|~p|
Θ(p2 − 4m2

a)× 4Fp0σaa→bb,CM ×
4Ta

ep0/Ta − ζ2
a

ln

 exp p0+|~p|βa
2Ta

+ ζa

exp p0

2Ta
+ ζa exp |~p|βa2Ta

 .

(C.15)

Rewriting the integration variable pµ = (p0, ~p) in terms of the Mandelstam s = p2 and
y = |~p|/

√
s, and using F =

√
s(s− 4m2

a)/2, we obtain

Cf =
Ta

32π4

∫ ∞
4 max(m2

a,m
2
b)
dss
√
s(s− 4m2
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∫ ∞
0

dyy
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(√
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√
s
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− ζ2
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] ln

(
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(√
y2+1+βay

2Ta/
√
s

)
+ ζa

exp
(√

y2+1

2Ta/
√
s

)
+ ζa exp

(
βay

2Ta/
√
s

))
 . (C.16)

In the limit that the thermal distribution of particle a can be approximated as Maxwell-
Boltzmann, i.e. ζa → 0, the integral in the square brackets simplifies to βaK2(

√
s/Ta), where

Kn is the modified Bessel function of second kind. Correspondingly, the collision term becomes

Cf(Ta) =
Ta

32π4

∫ ∞
4 max(m2

a,m
2
b)
dss(s− 4m2

a)σaa→bbK2(
√
s/Ta), (C.17)

recovering the result of Ref. [47].
In the case where ma < mb, the energy injection into b particles is mostly dominated by

annihilations of a particles when a is relativistic. In the relativistic limit, we can approximate
βa = 1, thus making the integral in square brackets in eq. (C.16) only a function of

√
s/Ta.

Defining

Gζ(x) = 2

∫ ∞
0

dt t
1

ex
√
t2+1 − ζ2

ln

(
ex(
√
t2+1+t)/2 + ζ

ex
√
t2+1/2 + ζext/2

)
, (C.18)

and approximating the term in square brackets in eq. (C.16) as βaGζa(
√
s/Ta) we obtain

Cf(Ta) =
Ta

32π4

∫ ∞
4 max(m2

a,m
2
b)
dss(s− 4m2

a)σaa→bbGζa(
√
s/Ta). (C.19)

The above collision term matches with eq. (C.16) in the limit Ta � ma. We use this simplified
form of collision term while calculating the energy injection from particles a into particles b
in the main body of our paper. The error in the final energy density introduced by using
the simplified collision term is maximized when ma � mb. This maximum error is about
2% if particle a is a fermion (as is typical for the models we consider) and 8% if it is a
boson. However, this error is typically inconsequential because the energy injection into b is
dominated by annihilations of particles lighter than b.

The function Gζ can be computed analytically in the limit x � 1 and x � 1. In the
large x limit, Gζ asymptotes to K2 as expected. In the small x limit, we find that

Gζ(x)
x�1−−−→


π2

6x2
ln(2) ζ = 1,

2
x2

ζ = 0,
π2

3x2
ln(8πeA−12

x2
) ζ = −1,

(C.20)
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Figure 9: Ratio of collision terms with quantum statistics relative to the collision term cal-
culated assuming Maxwell-Boltzmann statistics. We consider processes that transfer energy
from relativistic particle a with temperature Ta to particle b at temperature Tb via annihi-
lations (left), inverse decays (center) and elastic scattering (right). For the elastic scattering
process we set Tb = 0.3Ta while for other processes the result is independent of Tb for Tb � Ta.
The colored solid lines are plotted for a constant matrix element and consider all particles to
have Fermi-Dirac distribution (green) or Bose-Einstein distribution (blue). The black dashed
lines indicate results for electron-positron annihilation into millicharged particles in the left
panel, electron-positron fusion into a B−L gauge boson in the central panel, and the Coulomb
scattering of electrons with millicharged particles in the right panel. We set both the mil-
licharged particle mass and B − L gauge boson mass to 10 MeV. For Ta � mb incorporating
quantum statistics results in a suppression of around 20-50% for processes with initial state
fermions, while for bosons it can provide significant enhancement.

where A ≈ 1.28 is the Glaisher-Kinkelin constant. At high temperatures, Ta � ma,mb, the
integrand in eq. (C.19) is dominated by

√
s � Ta. Thus the collision term computed with

ζa = 1 (Fermi-Dirac statistics) is suppressed by a factor of ∼ 2 compared to the collision term
calculated using ζa = 0 (Maxwell-Boltzmann statistics), while the collision term for ζ = −1
(Bose-Einstein statistics) sees a non-trivial logarithmic enhancement compared to the ζ = 0
case.

In the left panel of figure 9, we show the ratio of collision terms, calculated using
eq. (C.19) after setting ξa = ±1 and ma = 0, relative to the Maxwell-Boltzmann colli-
sion term (ξa = 0). One can see that the deviation from Maxwell-Boltzmann can be large for
Ta � ma, when all the particles are relativistic. The solid lines are plotted assuming a con-
stant matrix element, or equivalently σaa→bb ∝ 1/s, while the black dashed line is plotted for
electron-positron annihilation into millicharged particles using the cross-section in eq. (A.3).
As the cross-section in eq. (A.3) asymptotes to ∝ 1/s2 for s � m2, the black-dashed line is
almost indistinguishable from the solid green line.

The total collision term is well approximated by Cf as long as species b remains more
dilute than species a. However, close to thermalization where Tb ≈ Ta, the phase-space
distribution of particle b can no longer be neglected in the computation of the total collision
term. For this study, we approximate the total collision term using

C = Cf(Ta)− Cf(Tb), (C.21)

where Tb is the temperature of particle b if it is in internal thermal equilibrium. The above
collision term is not accurate close to thermalization because we have ignored the contribution
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of final state effects while calculating Cf . However, in the scenario when species b thermalizes
with the SM above some decoupling temperature, the value of the forward collision term for
temperatures above the decoupling temperature is not important for the evaluation of the
asymptotic dark radiation density. Hence our approximated total collision is adequate for the
analysis in this paper. We have further verified that neglecting final state effects remains an
excellent approximation by checking against results based on Ref. [77].

C.2 Decays

In this section we simplify the collision term describing energy transfer via decays and inverse
decays, retaining quantum statistics for initial state particles. We start with decays

a→ b+ b.

The collision term describing the forward energy transferred from a to b is given by

Cfa→b+b =

∫
dΠdΠ1dΠ2 (2π)4δ4(p− p1 − p2)S|MΓ|2fa(p)(1± fb(p1))(1± fb(p2))E, (C.22)

where fa is the distribution function for particle a, dΠk = d3pk/[(2π)32Ek], |MΓ|2 is the
spin-summed matrix element corresponding to the decay process, S is the symmetry factor for
potential identical particles in the final state, and variables with subscripts 1 and 2 correspond
to the daughter particles while those with no subscripts correspond to a.

Subsequently, we neglect the final-state phase space distribution of particle b. As in
section C.1, this approximation is valid as long as the density of particle b is much more
dilute than the density of particle a. By neglecting fb, we can perform the phase space
integration of the daughter particles in the rest frame of particle a by using the definition of
the rest frame decay width,

Γ ≡ 1

2mga

∫
dΠ1dΠ2 (2π)4δ4(p− p1 − p2)S|MΓ|2 =

S|MΓ|2

4π
β̃b

1

2mga
, (C.23)

where m is the mass of particle a, ga are the spin degrees of freedom of a, β̃b =
√

1− 4m2/m2
b

and mb is the mass of particle b. Doing so simplifies the collision term to

Cfa→b+b = mΓga

∫
d3p

(2π)3
fa(p) = mnaΓ. (C.24)

Next, we simplify the collision term describing energy transferred by inverse decays of
particle b into particle a. We start with

Cfb+b→a =

∫
dΠdΠ1dΠ2(2π)4δ4(p1 + p2 − p)E |MΓ|2Sfb(E1)fb(E2); (C.25)

this is of course the same expression as eq. (C.22), up to the different phase space distribution
factors. Again we neglect the final state effect from particle a under the assumption that
particle a is much more dilute than particle b.

We perform the calculation in the rest frame of particle a. Considering U = (1, 0, 0, 0) to
denote the original isotropic frame, after changing frames such that (

√
~p2 +m2, ~p)→ (m,~0),

we obtain U = 1
m(
√
m2 + ~p2,−~p). Consequently, the above collision term becomes

Cfb+b→a =

∫
d3p

2(2π)3

[ ∫
dΠ1dΠ2(2π)4δ3(p1 + p2)δ(2|~p1| −mβ̃b) |MΓ|2Sfb(p1 · U)fb(p2 · U)

]
.

(C.26)
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In the rest frame of particle a, ~p is the label of the boosted frame. Integrating over ~p2 and
|~p1| yields

Cfb+b→a =
β̃2
b

8(2π)5

∫
d3p

∫
dΩp1 |MΓ|2Sfb(p1 · U)fb(p2 · U). (C.27)

Now, the spin-summed matrix element for a decay process is necessarily isotropic as
well as independent of the momentum of a. Consequently, we can pull |MΓ|2 outside of the
integral. Taking the b particles to have a thermal distribution, we can perform the angular
integral over the distribution functions to yield

Cfb+b→a =Tbm
2β̃b
|MΓ|2Ŝ

8π3

∫ ∞
0

dt
t

exp(x
√
t2 + 1)− ζ2

b

log

(
exp(x2 (

√
1 + t2 + tβ̃b)) + ζb

exp(x
√

1+t2

2 ) + ζb exp( txβ̃b2 )

)
,

(C.28)

where x = m/Tb and t = |~p|/m. In the limit mb � m, we can approximate β̃b = 1 inside the
integral, yielding

Cfb+b→a ≈mΓ×
[
m2 gZ′

2π2
TbGζb(m/Tb)

]
≡ mΓ× ñζb(Tb), (C.29)

where G is as defined in eq. (C.18). In the limit ζb = 0, we have Gζb = K2, where Kn is the
modified Bessel function of the second kind. Consequently, ñ0(Tb) is the Maxwell-Boltzmann
equilibrium number density of particles as expected.

In the center panel of figure 9, we show the ratio of collision terms calculated using
eq. (C.29) after setting ξa = ±1 and ma = 0 relative to the collision term with ξa = 0. The
deviation from the Maxwell-Boltzmann result can be large at T � m, when all the particles
are relativistic. The solid lines are plotted for a constant matrix element while the black
dashed line is plotted for electron-positron inverse decay into B − L gauge boson using the
decay width in eq. (B.2). As the ratio of collision terms is independent of decay width, the
black-dashed line is the same as the solid green line.

In the case of B − L gauge bosons, the energy transfer from both decays and inverse
decays are important in the computation of dark radiation production in the regions relevant
for constraints from Neff. So we approximate the total collision term with

C = Cfa→b+b − C
f
b+b→a = mΓ(n− ñζb(Tb)), (C.30)

where n is the (possibly out-of-equilibrium) number density of B − L bosons. This collision
term is accurate if either n � ñζb(Tb) or ñζb(Tb) � n. However, once particles a and b
thermalize, one would have to take into account final state effects for computation of the
exact collision term. Consequently, ñζb(Tb) is not the equilibrium number density of b when
it thermalizes. As the exact value of the collision term above the thermalization threshhold
is unimportant for the resulting asymptotic dark radiation density in the scenarios where the
HS thermalizes with the SM, we use the above approximate collision term for the gauged
B − L model.

In the case of Z boson decays into MCPs, only the forward energy transfer from decays
is important for the computation of Neff constraints. Thus we approximate the total collision
term with

C = mΓ(neq(Ta)− neq(Tb)), (C.31)
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where neq is the equilibrium number density of Z bosons. Again the above collision term is
accurate for Ta � Tb. We use neq(Tb) and not ñζb(Tb) to model the backward collision term
so that we obtain Ta = Tb after thermalization.

C.3 Scattering

In this section we simplify the phase space integral for the collision term describing the energy
transfer from species a to b via a t-channel elastic scattering process:

1(a) + 2(b) → 3(a) + 4(b). (C.32)

We consider particles a and b to be at different temperatures and additionally do not approx-
imate their distribution as Maxwell-Boltzmann.

The relevant energy transfer collision term for the process given in eq. (C.32) is

C =2

∫ [∏
i

(
d4pi
(2π)3

δ(p2
i −m2

i )Θ(p0
i )

)
(2π)4δ4(p1 + p2 − p3 + p4)

]
S|M|2(p0

1 − p0
3)

× [fa(p1)fb(p2)(1± fa(p3))(1± fb(p4))] (C.33)

≡2

∫
dP S|M|2(p0

1 − p0
3)[fa(p1)fb(p2)(1± fa(p3))(1± fb(p4))], (C.34)

where fi are the distributions for the ith particle,M is the (spin-summed) amplitude for the
process, and S includes potential identical particle factors for the process. The overall factor
of two due to the contribution from the backward process, which is the is the same as the
forward process and we have summed over both processes in writing eq. (C.33). We define
the phase space element dP as the factor in square brackets in the first line.

Because of the energy transfer term (p0
1 − p0

3) in the integrand, we find that the compu-
tation of the collision term is simplified if we adopt the variables [77]

p = p1 − p3, p′ = p2 − p4, (C.35)
q = p1 + p3, q′ = p2 + p4. (C.36)

Correspondingly the Mandelstam variables are given by s = (q + q′)2/4, t = p2 and u =
(q − q′)2/4.

After performing the above change of variables and integrating out p′ using the momentum-
conserving delta function, we obtain

dP =
(2π)4

28

d4p

(2π)4

[
d4q

(2π)4
δ((p+ q)2/4−m2

a)δ((q − p)2/4−m2
a)Θ(q0 − |p0|)

]
×
[
d4q′

(2π)4
δ((p+ q′)2/4−m2

b)δ((q
′ − p)2/4−m2

b)Θ(q′0 − |p0|)
]

(C.37)

≡d
4p

28
dIq dIq′ , (C.38)

where dIq and dIq′ are given by the first and second square brackets, respectively. Note
that dIq and dIq′ have identical functional forms up to the masses. Moreover, except for
the argument of the theta function, dIq defined above has the same form as dIq defined in
eq. (C.7). Thus by performing the same steps as we did before to obtain eq. (C.10), we find

dIq =
2

|~p|
Θ(q0 − |p0|)Θ

(
p2

[
1− (q0)2

|~p|2

]
− 4m2

a

)
dφxy

dq0

(2π)4
, (C.39)
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where φxy is the azimuthal angle made by ~q in the plane perpendicular to ~p. The second
theta function in the last line imposes the requirement that |~qxy| > 0. The two theta functions
together rule out the region with p2 > 0, which is expected as t = p2 < 0. Thus the arguments
of the theta functions can be rewritten as

dIq =
2

|~p|
Θ(−p2)Θ(q0 − |~p|βa)dφxy

dq0

(2π)4
, (C.40)

where

βa =

√
1− 4m2

a

t
. (C.41)

A similar calculation gives the analogous result for dIq′ with the replacements ma → mb and
q → q′. Thus the phase space element dP simplifies to

dP =
16π

28(2π)8
Θ(−p2)

[
Θ(q0 − |~p|βa)dφxydq0

][
Θ(q′0 − |~p|βb)dφ′xydq′0

]
d|~p|dp0dΩp

4π
. (C.42)

Replacing the above phase space element back in the collision term, and using the fact that
the integrand is independent of the orientation of ~p as well as the overall phase φxy +φ′xy, we
obtain

C =
32π2

27(2π)8

∫ [
Θ(q0 − |~p|βa)fa(p1)(1± fa(p3))dq0

][
Θ(q′0 − |~p|βb)fb(p2)(1± fb(p4))dq′0

]
×
(∫
|M|2dθ

)
p0d|~p|dp0Θ(−p2), (C.43)

where θ = φxy−φ′xy. Note that neither of the factors in square brackets depend on θ because
the Boltzmann distributions are only functions of p0 and q0. Thus only the matrix element
can have possible θ dependence.

The matrix element is a function of both t = p2 = (p0)2 − |~p|2 and s = (q + q′)2/4.
Therefore the integrand does not generically factorize into functions of only single integration
variables, and the integral in eq. (C.43) cannot be simplified by integrating over either q or
q′ independently. A t-channel matrix element can generically be written as

|M|2 =

∑
vw cvws

vtw

(t−m2
φ)2

, (C.44)

where mφ is the mediator mass. The Mandelstam t is simply equal to p2 while s has a
complicated dependence on q, q′, and θ given by

s =
1

4
(q2 + q′2 + 2q0q′0 − 2qzq

′
z − 2qxyq

′
xy cos θ) (C.45)

=
1

4

[
4m2

a + 4m2
b − 2p2 − 2q0q′0

p2

|~p|2

− 2

(
p2

(
1− (q0)2

|~p|2

)
− 4m2

a

)1/2(
p2

(
1− (q′0)2

|~p|2

)
− 4m2

b

)1/2

cos θ

]
, (C.46)
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where in the second line we replaced qz, qxy, q
′
z, and q′xy using eq. (C.8). After integrating

the matrix element over θ, all terms with odd powers of cos θ vanish. Hence the integrated
matrix element is simply given by a polynomial of form∫

|M|2dθ =
1

(p2 −m2
φ)2

∑
nmλ

cnmλ(q0)n(q′0)m
p2λ

|~p|n+m
. (C.47)

The exponents appearing here are restricted to n,m, λ ∈ {0, 1, 2} because we require v+w ≤ 2
in eq. (C.44) for the matrix element to be unitary. Furthermore, since

∫
dθsv only depends

on even combinations of q0 and q′0, n+m is always even.
Substituting the above expression for the matrix element into the collision integral

eq. (C.43), we obtain

C =
∑
nmλ

32π2cnmλ
27(2π)8

∫
p0

(p2 −m2
φ)2

p2λ

[ ∫
Θ(q0 − |~p|βa)fa(p1)(1± fa(p3))

(q0)n

|~p|n
dq0

]
×
[ ∫

Θ(q′0 − |~p|βb)fb(p2)(1± fb(p4))
(q′0)m

|~p|m
dq′0

]
d|~p|dp0Θ(−p2) (C.48)

≡
∑
nmλ

32π2cnmλ
27(2π)8

∫
p0

(p2 −m2
φ)2

p2λ × In,ζa(p)I ′m,ζb(p)d|~p|dp
0Θ(−p2), (C.49)

where the factors In,ζa(p) and I ′n,ζb(p) are the result of performing the integrals in the first
and second square brackets in the first equation above.

Considering a thermal distribution for particle a as given in eq. (C.14), the integral
In,ζ(p) can be analytically evaluated to yield

In,ζa(p) =
2Ta

ep0/Ta − 1

(
2Ta
|~p|

)n
Ln,ζa

(
|~p|βa
2Ta

,
p0

2Ta

)
, (C.50)

where

Ln,ζ(a, b) =
n∑
r=0

n!

(n− r)!
an−r[−ζLir+1(−ζe−a+b) + ζLir+1(−ζe−a−b)], (C.51)

and Li is the Polylogarithmic function. (Recall that ζ = 1 if particle a is a fermion and
ζ = −1 if particle a is a boson.) In the Maxwell-Boltzmann limit, the terms in the square
brackets in L simplify to e−a+b for all r.

The integral I ′m is the same as for In up to the replacements p0 → −p0, and a → b.
Putting these results for In and I ′m back in the collision term yields

C =
32π2

27(2π)8
4TaTb

∑
nmλ

cnmλ

∫ ∞
−∞

dp0p0

∫ ∞
|p0|

d|~p| p2λ

(p2 −m2
φ)2

(
2Ta
|~p|

)n(2Tb
|~p|

)m

×
Ln,ζa

(
|~p|βa
2Ta

, p
0

2Ta

)
ep0/Ta − 1

Lm,ζb

(
|~p|βb
2Tb

,− p0

2Tb

)
e−p0/Tb − 1

. (C.52)

Note that p0 > 0 indicates forward energy transfer from a to b, while p0 < 0 indicates
backward energy transfer. Consequently, the forward energy transfer collision term can also
be obtained from this expression by restricting the p0 integral to the range 0 < p0 <∞.
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Using the fact that Lm,ζ(a,−b) = −Lm,ζ(a, b) we convert the integral over negative
values of p0 to positive values, yielding

C =
32π2

27(2π)8
4TaTb

∫ ∞
0

dp0p0

[
1

(ep0/Ta − 1)(1− e−p0/Tb)
− 1

(ep0/Tb − 1)(1− e−p0/Ta)

]
×
∑
nmλ

cnmλ

∫ ∞
|p0|

d|~p| p2λ

(p2 −m2
φ)2

(
2Ta
|~p|

)n(2Tb
|~p|

)m
Ln,ζa

(
|~p|βa
2Ta

,
p0

2Ta

)
Lm,ζb

(
|~p|βb
2Tb

,
p0

2Tb

)
.

(C.53)

Notice that in the limit Ta = Tb, the term in square brackets vanishes, as expected.
In the limit where both particles can be described by Maxwell-Boltzmann distributions,

the collision term simplifies to

C =
32π2

27(2π)8
4TaTb

∫ ∞
0

dp0p0
[
e−p

0/2Taep
0/2Tb − ep0/2Tae−p0/2Tb

]
×
∑
nmλ

cnmλ

∫ ∞
p0

d|~p| p2λ

(p2 −m2
φ)2

(
2Ta
|~p|

)n(2Tb
|~p|

)m( n∑
r=0

n!

(n− r)!

(
|~p|βa
2Ta

)n−r)

×

(
m∑
r=0

m!

(m− r)!

(
|~p|βb
2Tb

)n−r)
e−

βa|~p|
2Ta e

−βb|~p|
2Tb . (C.54)

In the right panel of figure 9, we show the ratio of the collision term calculated using
eq. (C.53) after setting ξa = ξb = 1 (green) and ξa = ξb = −1 (blue) relative to the Maxwell-
Boltzmann collision term (eq. (C.54)). We set ma = 0 and Tb = 0.3Ta while evaluating the
collision terms. The solid lines are plotted assuming constant matrix element, i.e. only c002

is non-zero and mφ = 0, while the black-dashed line is plotted for electron scattering with
millicharged particles using cnmλ given in eq. (A.14). One can see that the deviation from
Maxwell-Boltzmann becomes notable at T � m, when all the particles are relativistic.
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