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Neutrino masses and quantum gravity are strong reasons to extend the standard

model of particle physics. A large extra dimension can be motivated by quantum

gravity and can explain the small neutrino masses with new singlet states that prop-

agate in the bulk. In such a case, a Kaluza-Klein tower of sterile neutrinos emerges.

We revisit constraints on towers of sterile neutrinos that come from cosmological ob-

servables such as the effective number of noninteracting relativistic species and the

dark matter density. These limits generically rule out micron-sized extra dimensions.

We explore the weakening of these constraints to accommodate an extra dimension

close to the micron size by assuming that the universe reheated after inflation to

a low temperature. We discuss how such a possibility can be distinguished in the

event of a positive signal in a cosmological observable.

I. INTRODUCTION

The observation of neutrino flavor oscillations in astrophysical and terrestrial neutrino
experiments is unambiguous evidence of nonzero neutrino masses [1–3]. In order to ac-
commodate this observation, the standard model (SM) must be extended since one cannot
construct a gauge-invariant dimension-4 mass term for the neutrino with SM fields alone.
The most minimal model that gives all three neutrino masses extends the SM with three
color and hypercharge singlet, right-handed (or “sterile”) fields νR. Each singlet couples to
the SM through the operator yL̄HνR so that after electroweak symmetry breaking, each
neutrino obtains a Dirac mass mν ∼ yv where v is the Higgs vacuum expectation value.
To obtain eV-scale neutrino masses requires y ∼ 10−12 − 10−11 which makes terrestrial and
cosmological production of the sterile states exceedingly improbable. However, new interac-
tions beyond this could lead to additional channels of production for the sterile neutrino and
rich phenomenological consequences at neutrino experiments on (under) the ground and in
the sky [4–13].

At the same time there are theoretical reasons to think that the SM should be extended.
First, the SM lacks a quantum mechanical description of gravitational interactions. For-
mulating a consistent quantum description of gravity has been the main objective of string
theory [14, 15]. Much effort has been expended on appropriate low-energy compactifications
of the extra dimensions in string theory that produce the four dimensional SM with gravity.
In particular, attention has been recently focused on low energy effective field theories that
are and are not consistent with quantum gravity, referred to as the “string theory landscape”
and “swampland”, respectively (see e.g. [16–19] for recent reviews). Motivated by these con-
jectures in string theory, a micron-sized dark dimension, or large extra dimension (LED),
has been proposed to explain the small cosmological constant and includes a graviton whose
tower of Kaluza-Klein (KK) modes may comprise (some of) the dark matter (DM) [20–24].
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The dark dimension scenario can only accommodate SM singlet fields so additional contribu-
tions to the DM may include KK excitations of a bulk neutrino. In fact, the dark dimension
also presents an elegant explanation of the smallness of neutrino masses [25–28]. In LED
models of neutrino mass, new SM gauge singlet right-handed neutrinos, fields propagate in
the 4+ n dimensional space called the “bulk”, where n are the number of additional spatial
dimensions. On the other hand, the fields which have SM charges are confined to propagate
in the 4D “brane”. Yukawa couplings of the SM (active) neutrinos νL, SM Higgs H, and
the bulk neutrinos give rise to Dirac neutrino masses through the familiar Higgs mechanism
at the weak scale. The neutrino mass is suppressed not by tiny couplings in this case, but
by the volume of the extra dimensions.

Large extra dimensions can be investigated in terrestrial experiments via their instigation
of short-baseline neutrino oscillations. Additionally, the extra dimension can be explored
via the perturbations they generate in solar, atmospheric, and long-baseline neutrino ex-
periments. Specifically, the LEDs are probed through the effects of the Kaluza-Klein (KK)
modes which describe the right-handed singlet neutrino fields on the brane. Given the mi-
cron size of the LED, the observable effect at oscillation experiments is quite similar to that
of eV-scale sterile neutrinos. When connecting to these experiments, it is typically sufficient
to consider the effects of the largest LED [29–36]. In this situation, the model is described
by two parameters: the (active) neutrino mass scale m and the radius of the extra dimension
R.

In this work, we point out that the KK modes of a bulk neutrino are produced abun-
dantly in the early universe and in turn may be observed or constrained by ongoing and
upcoming cosmological surveys. In particular, these modes contribute to the DM density
and to the relativistic energy density at the time of recombination. Whether a given KK
mode contributes to the DM density or to relativistic energy is determined by its mass and
its lifetime, factors which depend on its position in the KK tower and the size of the extra
dimension. Crucially, the number of bulk neutrino modes which are produced depends on
the temperature at which the universe reheats with the production of heavier modes expo-
nentially suppressed. If the universe reheats to very high temperatures, then higher states in
the KK tower can be produced and drastically affect cosmological observables [37]. On the
other hand, there has been model building effort focused on the possibility of constructing
the observed universe at T ∼ O(10 MeV) [38], especially recently [39–48], and low reheat
temperatures can lessen constraints on sterile neutrinos [49]. In this work we not only re-
cast cosmological constraints on models of extra dimensional neutrinos in the case of high
reheating temperatures but also provide a fresh analysis of cosmological implications of this
model if the universe was only as hot as a few MeV.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we review the necessary features for neutrino
mass generation in models of LEDs. Then, in Sec. III, we review how sterile neutrinos are
probed in terrestrial experiments. Next, in Sec. IV we review how BSM physics affects
ΛCDM cosmology and study in detail the effects of LED models of neutrino masses on
cosmological observables. We conclude this work in Sec. V with a summary of our main
results.

II. NEUTRINOS IN LARGE EXTRA DIMENSIONS

Our starting point is an extra dimensional model in which all SM fields are localized on
a single 4D brane while SM singlet fields are free to propagate in the extra dimensions. In
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particular, we allow sterile neutrinos to be bulk fields. The ingredients in our model are SM
lepton doublets Lα = (ναL, ℓαL)

T with α = e, µ, τ labeling the lepton flavour bulk fermions
Nα.

1 We are interested in the situation where one of the extra dimensions, denoted by y,
is compactified onto a circle of radius R which is much larger than the sizes of the other
extra dimensions [31–35]. The Bulk fermions satisfy the boundary condition Nα(x, y) =
Nα(x, y + 2πR). The relevant terms in the 5D action, assuming the interactions of the SM
fields take place on the SM brane at y = 0, are

S =

∫
d4xdyN̄αiΓ

ADANα +

∫
d4xL̄αiγ

µ∂µLα

− λαβ√
M∗

∫
d4xdyL̄α(x)Nβ(x, y)H(x)δ(y) + h.c.

(1)

where ΓA = (γµ, iγ5), DA is the 5D partial derivative operator, and H is the SM Higgs fields.
The Yukawa couplings λαβ are dimensionless and we introduced M∗, which is the scale at
which this extra dimensional description breaks down. Although there are a number of
interpretations of M∗, we simply assume M∗ ≫ MEW where MEW is the electroweak energy
scale.

We perform a Kaluza-Klein decomposition of the extra dimensional fields and set H =
(v/

√
2, 0)T where v = 246 GeV is the Higgs vacuum expectation value. Doing so generates

kinetic terms for the active neutrinos ναL and infinite towers of bulk neutrinos n±k
αL,R with

k = 1, 2, . . . labelling the state. In addition, the Yukawa interaction generates interaction
terms between the bulk and active neutrinos,

S ⊃ −
∫

d4x

{ ∞∑
k=1

(
mkn̄

k
αLn

k
αR +m−kn̄

−k
αLn

−k
αR

)
+mD

αβ ν̄αL

[
n0
βR +

∞∑
k=1

(
nk
βR + n−k

βR

)]
+ h.c.

} (2)

where mk = −m−k = k/R. The first term above represents masses for Dirac fermions made
up of bulk neutrinos while the second involves Dirac masses that mix the active neutrinos
ναL with the bulk neutrinos,

mD
αβ =

λαβv√
4πM∗R

. (3)

We can also relate the scale M∗ to the gravitational scale through the relation [25–27](
MPl

M∗

)2

= M∗(2πR). (4)

One can check for what values of λ, M∗ reproduce neutrino masses roughly on the order
of current bounds. For example, with λ = 0.1, M∗ ∼ 108 GeV the neutrino mass is mD ∼
0.1 eV. Hence small Dirac neutrino masses are natural in the LED scenario.

The interactions in Eq. (2) give rise to a mass matrix which can be diagonalized by a
unitary transformation. After diagonalization, the mixing of the three active neutrino flavor

1 To give the three active neutrinos masses we have added three sterile neutrino fields.
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eigenstates can be decomposed into mass eigenstates, ν
(j)
i , as

ναL =
3∑

i=1

Uαi

∞∑
j=0

Vijν
(j)
i , (5)

where Uαi is the 3× 3 PMNS matrix describing the mixing of the active neutrino flavours.
The three KK towers correspond to the three light neutrino masses observed in oscillation

data. The ν
(k)
i have k = 0 modes that are mostly active while k > 0 modes correspond to

bulk neutrino modes with small active admixture. The masses of the neutrinos, m
(k)
i , are

determined by the eigenvalue equation

m
(k)
i R− (mD

i R)2π cot(πm
(j)
i R) = 0 (6)

where mD
i are the eigenvalues of the Dirac neutrino mass matrix. In the above expression

We observe that the usual mass eigenstates are each accompanied by an infinite tower of
bulk, or sterile, neutrinos. The admixture of these heavy neutrinos with the active neutrinos
is controlled by the components of the matrix Vij are determined by [26, 27]

V 2
ij =

2

1 + π2(mD
i R)2 + (m

(j)
i /mD

i )
2

(7)

The transcendental equation can be analytically solved when mD
i R ≪ 1. In this limit,

mi ≡ m
(0)
i = mD

i

[
1− π2

6
(mD

i R)2 + . . .

]
, (8)

Mik ≡ m
(k)
i =

k

R

[
1 +

(
mD

i R

k

)2

+ . . .

]
, for k > 0, (9)

Vi0 = 1− π2

6
(mD

i R)2 + . . . , (10)

Vik =

√
2mD

i R

k

[
1− 3

2

(mD
i R)2

k2
+ . . .

]
, for k > 0. (11)

For the k > 0 modes, the masses increase and the mixings with active flavours Vik decrease for
increasing k. We note also that the mixings between the sterile neutrinos are parametrically
smaller than the active-sterile mixings by an additional factor of mD

i R. In the parameter
space we are interested in, mD

i R ≪ 1 so that mi ≃ mD
i and Mik ≃ k/R. Thus, each of the

three KK modes with the same value of k > 0 are nearly degenerate. In what follows, we
will refer to their common mass without the zero mode label, Mik ≡ Mk for i = 1, 2, 3.

Consequences of the interactions between the sterile and active neutrinos given in Eq. 5
include the ability for SM neutrinos to oscillate into k ̸= 0 sterile neutrinos and, as we will
see, production k > 0 modes in the early universe.

III. PROBES OF STERILE NEUTRINOS

The main focus of this work will be on the effects of the production of KK-modes in the
early universe. However, it will be important to compare the reach of cosmological experi-
ments to terrestrial experiments in their ability to observe or constrain an extra dimensional
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scenario. In this section we review some of the terrestrial experiments which can observe and
constrain sterile neutrinos with a particular focus on how the excitations of bulk neutrinos
can be observed.

A. Terrestrial Probes of Sterile Neutrinos

It behooves us to begin our discussion with the connection to searches for sterile neutrinos
at oscillation experiments. As is well known, because neutrinos have mass, their mass
eigenstates do not correspond to the states that couple to the charged leptons, i.e. lepton
flavours, through weak interactions. This leads to neutrino flavour oscillations while they
propagate between production and detection via charged current weak interaction.

In the dark dimension scenario, the charged leptons couple dominantly to the zero modes
of the KK neutrino towers but have nonzero couplings to each of the k > 0 modes. The
probability to produce a neutrino of flavour α and with energy E and measure it as flavour
β after traveling a distance L can be written as

P (να → νβ) =

∣∣∣∣ 3∑
i=1

∞∑
k=0

U∗
αiUβiV

2
ik exp

(
− i

(mk
i )

2L

2E

)∣∣∣∣2. (12)

Since we are working in the part of parameter space with R ≪ 1/mi, oscillations amongst
active neutrinos are not grossly changed from the SM scenario; solar, atmospheric, and
reactor neutrino oscillation data can be fit by splittings among the mostly active zero mode
neutrinos determined by ∆m2

21 = ∆m2
⊙ ≃ 7.5×10−5 eV2, |∆m2

31| = ∆m2
atm ≃ 2.5×10−3 eV2,

and U the usual (nearly) unitary 3× 3 PMNS matrix [50, 51] ,

U =

Ue1 Ue2 Ue3

Uµ1 Uµ2 Uµ3

Uτ1 Uτ2 Uτ3

 ≈

 0.81 0.56 0.15
−0.47 0.49 0.73
0.34 −0.66 0.67

 . (13)

The numerical values here are the central values reported in [52] for a normal ordered mass
hierarchy and ignoring the so far unmeasured CP phase. An inverted hierarchy gives very
slightly different values.

The presence of more than three neutrinos in the expression in Eq. (12) can alter the
pattern of neutrino oscillations from the usual SM picture. Because the coupling to mode k
decreases with increasing k, we can focus on the mixing with the k = 1 modes. Moreover,
the near degeneracy among the k = 1 states simplifies the analysis. In particular, for
R ∼ O(µm), experiments sensitive to eV-scale sterile neutrinos can impact this scenario.

In the mD
i R ≪ 1 limit, active-sterile mass splittings are ∆m2 = M2

1 −m2
i ≃ M2

1 = 1/R2

for i = 1, 2, 3 and the probability that an electron neutrino remains an electron neutrino can
be written

Pe→e = 1− sin2 2θee sin
2

(
M2

1L

4E

)
, (14)

with

sin2 2θee ≃
8

M2
1

3∑
i=1

m2
i |Uei|2. (15)



6

m
β

0.01 0.10 1 10 100
10-4

0.001

0.010

0.100

1

10

m (eV)

R
(µ
m
)

m
at
m

2

m
=R -1

KATRIN 95 % CL

STEREO 95 % CL

Daya Bay 90 % CL

NEOS 90% CL

Double Chooz 95 % CL

RENO 95 % CL

RAA Anomaly 95 % CL

Best 2 σ

FIG. 1. Constraints on m, defined in Eq. (16), and R from terrestrial experiments KATRIN [57],

STEREO [58], Daya Bay [59], NEOS [60], Double Chooz [61], and RENO [62]. We also show the

favored regions for explaining the reactor anti-neutrino anomaly (RAA) [63] and BEST [64] results.

The lower limit on m from atmospheric neutrino oscillations [53] and as well as the upper bound

on m from the limit on the effective electron neutrino mass in tritium beta decay [56] are also

displayed (black, dot-dashed). Also shown is the boundary of the large active-sterile mass splitting

regime, m = R−1, above which higher order terms in Eqs. (8)-(11) cannot be neglected.

In the limit that the light, mostly active neutrinos are degenerate, the approximate unitarity
of the PMNS matrix simplifies this mixing angle considerably, sin2 2θee ≃ 8m2R2 with

m ≡

(
3∑

i=1

m2
i

)1/2

. (16)

In Fig. 1, we show constraints and favoured regions in the parameter space of R and m
from experiments sensitive to electron neutrino disappearance due toO(eV) sterile neutrinos.
We assume that the light neutrinos are degenerate m1 = m2 = m3 and consider only active-
sterile oscillations into the first KK mode. The lower bound m >

√
∆m2

atm required to

accommodate atmospheric neutrino oscillations [53–55] and the upper boundm/
√
3 < mβ =

0.8 eV from measurements of the tritium β-decay endpoint [56] are plotted. Active neutrino
oscillations impose the lower bound m2 ≳ ∆m2

atm which we also indicate. While some hints
for sterile neutrinos in this mass range can be accommodated with R ∼ (0.1 − 1 µm), we
will see in Sec. IV that cosmological constraints generally preclude this region unless the
standard cosmological history is changed quite drastically.

Lastly, we mention in passing that active-active oscillations such as νµ → νe are paramet-
rically suppressed in this setup as is typical of 3 + 1 setups which this essentially is [65–67].
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IV. COSMOLOGICAL PROBES OF STERILE NEUTRINOS

Depending on their properties such as whether they are relativistic or non-relativistic
and if they come into chemical equilibrium with the SM bath, the spectrum of KK-modes
contribute to the radiation energy density or DM energy density. Before we conduct a
detailed study of these effects, we review how the contributions of additional degrees of
freedom lead to changes in Λ-cold dark matter (ΛCDM) cosmology.

In this section we will describe the constraints on extradimensional models of neutrino
masses arising in cosmology. These constraints can be quite strong because a large amount
of the neutrino KK towers can be appreciably produced even if their mixing angles are small,
i.e. even for small R and large k in Eq. (11).

In IVA, we estimate the number density of each sterile mode produced through “freeze
in” via small couplings to weak interactions. For the parameter space we are interested
in, most of these states are nonrelativistic after the epoch of primordial nucleosynthesis
and can, depending on their lifetimes, contribute to the dark matter density or act as a
decaying dark matter component as we estimate in IVB. We will see in IVC that, although
they behave as matter, very strong constraints come from the contribution to the effective
number of relativistic degrees of freedom when they decay and increase the number of light
SM neutrinos. This is particularly important given near-future CMB observations that will
increase these constraints or discover the effects of the heavy KK towers of sterile neutrinos.

A. Sterile neutrino production in the early universe

Despite their small couplings to SM states, the sterile neutrinos can be produced in
appreciable quantities in the early universe. The production of the heavier, mostly sterile
neutrinos comes through weak interactions controlled by their small active admixture.2

In the part of parameter space that we are interested in, mD
i R ≪ 1. We can therefore

identify each of the three light neutrino masses with the Dirac mass parameters in the
Lagrangian, mi = mD

i , and ignore the mass splittings between the three mostly sterile
neutrinos corresponding to each k > 0. Thus, for a fixed k = 1, 2, . . . , each of the three

states ν
(k)
i can be identified with a single state labelled with mass Mk = k/R. If we make the

assumption that the differences among the neutrino flavors in the early Universe is negligible
(which is good to the O(1) level, sufficient for our purposes), then the production of each of
these k states in the early Universe is controlled by the square of the active-sterile mixing
θk ≃

√
2mR/k with m defined in Eq. (16). The number density of νk evolves with time

according to
dnk

dt
+ 3Hnk =

1

4
sin2 2θk,effΓνnν (17)

In this expression, H is the Hubble expansion rate, nν is the number density of an active
neutrino species, Γν is the production rate of that neutrino, and θk,eff is effective active-
sterile mixing element in the presence of a nontrivial density of SM particles. Generically,
cosmological limits preclude the sterile neutrinos from achieving chemical equilibrium with
the rest of the SM plasma, so we focus on their production through “freeze in,” ignoring a
depletion term on the right-hand side of Eq. (17).

2 Although we do not explore this possibility, allowing the sterile neutrinos to couple to other bosons can

qualitatively change this picture; see, e.g., [68, 69].
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The effective active-sterile mixing angle can be described in terms of the density of the
SM plasma, or equivalently, its temperature T ,3

sin 2θk,eff =
sin 2θk

1 + (T/T k
V )

6
(18)

where [37, 70, 71]

T k
V ∼ 250 MeV

(
Mk

1 keV

)1/3

≃ 320 MeV × k1/3

(
10−4µm

R

)1/3

. (19)

At temperatures below the weak scale, T < Tw ∼ 100 GeV, Γν = AG2
FT

5. We ignore
the flavor-dependence of the O(1) prefactor A in this rate and fix it to A = 1 since the
O(1) error that doing so introduces is subleading. For T > Tw, Γν ∝ T although we will
see that production above this temperature is negligible—equivalently production of modes
with mass Mk ≳ Tw is very subleading.

Rewriting Eq. (17) in terms of yields, Yk,ν = nk,ν/s, where s is the entropy density of the
Universe, to express the sterile neutrino production as a function of temperature gives

dYk

dT
= −1

4

sin2 2θk[
1 + (T/T k

V )
6
]2 ΓνYν

HT
. (20)

In all of the parameter space that we are interested in, the production of the sterile states
occurs in a radiation-dominated Universe, with H = 1.66

√
g⋆(T )T

2/MPl with g⋆(T ) the
effective number of relativistic degrees of freedom, and MPl = 1.2 × 1019 GeV the Planck
mass. In what follows, we will investigate two scenarios: (i) a a high-reheat situation
where the SM plasma is reheated after inflation to a temperature well above the weak
scale, Trh ≫ Tw, and (ii) a low-reheat scenario where the SM plasma is only reheated to a
temperature Trh ∼ O(few MeV) which we will fix to Trh = 5 MeV. This low-reheat scenario
leads to relaxed bounds from the production of sterile neutrinos while also still being high
enough to successfully accommodate primordial nucleosynthesis.

The production of sterile neutrino k is dominantly at temperatures T ∼ min(T k
V , Tw),

which we assume the SM plasma achieves in the high-reheat scenario. Equation 20 does
not reflect the Boltzmann-suppression of the production of modes that with masses larger
than this temperature. To mock up this effect, we cut off the production of modes with
Mk > min(T k

V , Tw) or, equivalently, those with

k > kkin ≡ 5.1× 107
(

R

10−4 µm

)
. (21)

Note that for all k ≲ kkin, T
k
V ≲ Tw which means that we can ignore production for temper-

atures above the weak scale.
The kinematic cutoff is stricter in the low-reheat case. Modes with Mk > Trh, i.e.

k > klow
kin ≃ 2.54× 103

(
R

10−4 µm

)(
Trh

5 MeV

)
(22)

3 We use T to refer to the temperature of the active neutrinos. Before neutrino decoupling at T ≃ 3 MeV

this is the same temperature as the rest of the SM plasma. Afterwards, e+e− annihilations reheat the

photons to Tγ = (11/4)1/3T .
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have exponentially suppressed production and we do not include them in our estimates.
This weakens the limits drastically.

So far, we have not discussed the lifetime of the sterile states that are produced. Since
we can focus on the production of states with mass below the weak scale, decays of such
states are mediated by 4-Fermi weak interaction dressed by an active-sterile mixing angle,

τk ∼
τµ
θ2k

(
mµ

Mk

)5

≃ 1.9× 1026 s

(
0.1 eV

m

)2(
R

10−4 µm

)3

k−3. (23)

The heaviest state that is produced has a lifetime

τkkin ∼ 1.4× 103 s

(
0.1 eV

m

)2

(24)

and all other states have a longer lifetime (since k < kkin). Thus, for m ≲ 10 eV, all of the
states decay after SM neutrino decoupling.

We can integrate Eq. (20) in the high-reheat scenario to find

nk

nν

∼ 2.32× 10−2
( m

0.1 eV

)2( R

10−4 µm

)
1

k

[
10.75

g⋆(T k
V )

]11/6
. (25)

To arrive at this simple expression, we have ignored the change in the number of relativistic
degrees of freedom during the relatively short temperature range where most production of

mode k occurs. We have also multiplied the result by a factor of
[
10.75/g⋆(T

k
V )
]4/3

to account
for entropy injection between the production at the epoch of SM neutrino decoupling. Note
the dependence of Eq. 25 on the effective number of degrees of freedom agrees with [7].

In the low-reheat scenario, we will make use of the fact that for R ≲ 3µm, i.e. the
parameter space that we are interested in, T k

V > Trh ∼ 5 MeV. This means that during
production the active-sterile mixing angle is close to its vacuum value. Integrating Eq. (20)
from Trh in this case gives

nlow
k

nν

∼ 8.8× 10−8
( m

0.1 eV

)2( R

10−4 µm

)2
1

k2

[
10.75

g⋆(Trh)

]11/6(
Trh

5 MeV

)3

. (26)

B. Contribution to the matter density

The presence of cold DM on cosmological scales can be distinguished from the presence of
ordinary matter through measurements of the CMB angular power spectrum at small angular
scales [78]. The best current measurements indicate DM contributes ΩCDMh

2 ≃ 0.1 to the
universe’s overall energy density [78] where Ω represents the energy density in units of the
critical energy density ρcr = 10h2 keV/cm3 with h related to the current Hubble expansion
rate through H = 100h km/s/kpc. That said, DM need only be stable on cosmological time
scales and it is possible that some fraction of what we observe as DM today has decayed
since the formation of the CMB. If DM decays between the time of recombination and
today, this will alter the growth of structure and this effect can be measured or constrained
by angular anisotropies in the CMB [79–81]. The constraints on dark matter that decays to
radiation are that no more than about 5% of the dark matter density could have decayed
between recombination and the present-day; this translates to Ωddmh

2 < 0.005 if the decaying
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FIG. 2. Upper bounds on R as a function of m defined in Eq. (16) in the high-reheat (left)

and low-reheat (right) cases. We show bounds from the present limit ∆Neff < 0.3 (red, solid),

not overclosing the universe (green, solid), as well as our estimate of the bound from a decaying

dark matter component (magenta, solid). The region where astrophysical X-ray searches for the

decay of sterile neutrino dark matter could be sensitive is within the region labeled “DM Decay”

(black, solid). Also shown are terrestrial constraints from Fig. 1 and the preferred regions for the

RAA anomaly [63] (teal, solid) and BEST [64] (pink, solid). We plot projected sensitivities of the

HUNTER [72, 73], MAGNETO-ν [74], TRISTAN [75], and BeEST [76, 77] sterile neutrino search

experiments (blue, dashed). See text for details.

component’s lifetime is short compared to tU = 13.6× 109 yr, the age of the Universe, or to
the decaying dark matter’s lifetime being larger than about 20tU if it makes up the entirety
of the dark matter energy budget.

Those KK-modes which have lifetimes τk ≥ tU contribute to the present-day DM density
Ωdmh

2 while those with tU ≳ τk ≥ tCMB contribute to a decaying DM density Ωddmh
2.4 Once

produced, the sterile modes have kinetic energies comparable to the SM neutrinos and free
stream until the temperature is of order their mass.5 Since we are interested in R ≲ µm,
even the lightest of the sterile modes is nonrelativistic at the epoch of matter-radiation
equality. The energy density in these neutrinos contributes to the matter density. In the
high-reheat scenario, we use Eq. (25) to write

ρk ≃ Mknk ∼ 45.7 eV
( m

0.1 eV

)2 [ 10.75

g⋆(T k
V )

]11/6
nν . (27)

Importantly, except for the mild dependence through the number of SM degrees of freedom
at production, this expression is independent of the mass of the state k/R so that each state
in the KK tower that is produced contributes roughly equally. The contribution of these
states to the present-day matter density in units of the critical density is

Ωdmh
2 =

kkin∑
k=1

ρk
ρcr

e−tU/τk ∼
ktU∑
k=1

0.5
( m

0.1 eV

)2 [ 10.75

g⋆(T k
V )

]11/6
. (28)

4 Sterile neutrinos are of course one of the most well studied DM candidates [70, 82]. If their masses are

∼ 10 keV or smaller (corresponding to R ≳ 10−3) they are a warm dark matter candidate and bounds can

be placed from structure formation [83, 84]. Determining the precise bounds when there could be multiple

DM subcomponents with different masses and mixing angles is extremely complicated and beyond the

scope of the present work. See, e.g. Ref. [85] for a recent study on warm dark matter in a nonstandard

sterile neutrino setup.
5 The relatively small reheating of the active neutrinos by the annihilation of SM states after they become

nonrelativistic does not change our results appreciably.
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In the last equality above we have approximated exp(−tU/τk) = θ(ktU − k) where

ktU ≡ 765

(
0.1 eV

m

)2/3(
R

10−4 µm

)
(29)

is the value of k such that τk = tU .
In addition, the sterile states can behave as a decaying dark matter component if they

decay between the time of CMB formation, tCMB = 3.8× 105 yr, and the present day,

Ωddmh
2 =

kkin∑
k=1

ρk
ρcr

e−tCMB/τk
[
1− e−tU/τk

]
∼

ktCMB∑
k=ktU

0.5
( m

0.1 eV

)2 [ 10.75

g⋆(T k
V )

]11/6
. (30)

In the last step we have again made the same step function approximations of the exponen-
tials and introduced

ktCMB
≡ 2.5× 104

(
0.1 eV

m

)2/3(
R

10−4 µm

)
, (31)

which satisfies τkCMB
= tCMB.

In the low-reheat case, the energy density in mode k is reduced (and k-dependent). From
Eq. (26),

ρlowk ∼ 1.75× 10−4 eV
( m

0.1 eV

)2( R

10−4 µm

)
1

k

[
10.75

g⋆(Trh)

]11/6(
Trh

5 MeV

)3

nν . (32)

Note that, in contrast to the high reheat case in Eq. (27), this energy density depends on
the mass of mode k, with heavier modes contributing less. To find the contribution to the
(decaying) dark matter density, we sum the contributions up to klow

kin in Eq. (22) and weight
each term by the appropriate factors to account for their lifetimes as done in the high-reheat
case in Eqs. (28) and (30).

In Fig. 2, we show the upper bounds on R as a function of m that come from not
overclosing the universe, Ωdmh

2 < 0.12 [78]. We also show an estimated upper bound from
the decaying DM limit, Ωddmh

2 < 5% × 0.12 [79–81]. This applies in our case since the
majority of the energy in the sterile neutrino decays is carried away by relativistic species.
For values of m larger than about 0.3 eV this decaying DM limit could be weakened by the
slight degeneracy between the effects of nonzero light neutrino masses and decaying DM.
The left panel shows the bounds in the high reheat temperature case while the right does
so for Trh = 5 MeV. As we have displayed, proposed searches for sterile neutrinos, such as
HUNTER [72, 73], MAGNETO-ν [74], TRISTAN [75], and BeEST [76, 77], can also probe
some of this parameter space which we have also plotted, interpreting each as a search for
the lightest KK sterile neutrino mode.

In the high reheat case, the bounds are far stronger than those from terrestrial experi-
ments and exclude regions of parameter space that explain neutrino oscillation data anoma-
lies. The bounds are weakened by several orders of magnitude in the low reheat case, opening
up some of the neutrino anomaly parameter space; however, this region is in some conflict
with the lower bound on the light neutrino masses.

The upper bound on R from the observed matter density in the low reheat case, for
m ≲ 1 eV, is larger than 10−3 µm. In this part of parameter space, the lightest KK modes
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are at the keV scale or below, and therefore some of them act as a warm dark matter
component. Although beyond the scope of the current work, studying the impact of the
mixed warm and cold dark matter components on structure formation could lead to slightly
tighter bounds.

Astrophysical searches for the decay products of the sterile states that survive until
the present day can also be important. For sterile modes with masses of O(10 keV), i.e.
R ∼ 10−4 µm, are subject to searches using x-ray observatories such as Chandra, NuSTAR,
and DEBRA [86–90] due to the loop-level decay to a light neutrino and a monochromatic
photon. Owing to its larger number density, the k = 1 mode dominates this signal. Generally
speaking, these searches limit

Ωk=1h
2/τk=1 ≲ 10−26 s−1. (33)

On the right panel of Fig. 2, we show the region in the low-reheat case where (33) is not
satisfied as a rough guide to where indirect searches for decaying dark matter are sensitive.
In the high-reheat case, the region where such searches can probe is already excluded by
overclosing the universe, or by the sterile neutrino states having too short a lifetime. We
defer a more complete study taking into account the multiple lines from other bulk neutrino
modes to future study.

C. Shift of ∆Neff

Measurements of the CMB provide a very precise picture of the Universe around and after
the time of matter-radiation equality, when the temperature of the SM plasma was around
0.1 eV. In particular, such measurements are very sensitive to the relativistic energy density
that is not coupled to the SM plasma, such as neutrinos or other light, noninteracting species.
Conventionally, this is written in terms of Neff , which is the ratio of the noninteracting
relativistic energy density to that of the electromagnetically interacting plasma, ργ,

Neff =
8

7

(
11

4

)4/3 ∑
ν ρν + ρnew

ργ
= NSM

eff +∆Neff , ∆Neff ≡ 8

7

(
11

4

)4/3
ρnew
ρν

, (34)

where ρnew is the contribution to the noninteracting relativistic energy density beyond the
SM expectation.6 The prefactor is chosen so that a single thermalized neutrino species
contributes Neff ≃ 1. Larger Neff corresponds to a larger Hubble expansion rate, in a form
that is free-streaming, which leads to a particular imprint on the CMB at small scales [91–
93]. Observations from Planck presently limit ∆Neff < 0.3 [78]. Upcoming cosmological
surveys such as CMB Stage-IV will probe ∆Neff to around 0.06 [94, 95].

The heavy, mostly sterile neutrinos whose production we have computed above are all
massive during the CMB formation epoch. Therefore they do not directly contribute to Neff .
However, they decay via weak interactions through their small active admixture into stan-
dard model states including light, active neutrinos. The active neutrinos that are produced
in such decays after neutrino decoupling at T ∼ MeV but before the formation of the CMB
contribute to ρnew, i.e. to ∆Neff .

6 Primordial nucleosynthesis is of course also sensitive to the number of relativistic degrees of freedom when

the temperature of the universe was T ∼ 100 keV, with the shift from the standard value typically also

parameterized in terms of ∆Neff . Modes with Mk ≲ 1 MeV contribute to this value of ∆Neff . However,

in the scenario we study, this shift is always extremely subleading when compared to the CMB value.
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To compute ∆Neff in this scenario, we have to track the energy density in the EM plasma
as well as the new contribution in light neutrinos. If sterile mode k decays after going
nonrelativistic and deposits energies of rkMk into SM neutrinos and (1− rk)Mk into the EM
plasma, the evolution of the relevant energy densities is given by

dρnew
dt

+ 4Hρnew =
∑
k

rk
Mknk

τk
, (35)

dργ
dt

+ 4Hργ =
∑
k

(1− rk)
Mknk

τk
. (36)

The sterile neutrino number density nk is given by

nk =
nk(t0)

a3
e−t/τk , (37)

where t0 is an early time after production but before decays become important (t0 ≪ τk)
and we define the scale factor such that a(t0) = 1.

Integrating Eqs. (35) and (36) we can write the shift in Neff as

∆Neff ≃
∑
k

fk
Mknk(t0)

ρν(t0)τk

∫ tCMB

t0

dt a(t)e−t/τk (38)

with

fk ≡ rk −
21

8

(
4

11

)4/3

(1− rk). (39)

A simple accounting of available final states, including subsequent decays into neutrinos,
naively gives rk = fk = 1 for Mk < 2me and rk ≃ 0.5, fk ≃ 0.16 for Mk > 2me.

7 For
the high-reheat case, in the part of parameter space where the current ∆Neff bound lies, all
modes have τk ≪ tCMB and the Universe remains radiation-dominated until the usual point
of matter-radiation equality around tCMB with a(t) ∝

√
t. In this case, using the freeze-in

number density in Eq. (25), the shift can be approximated as

∆Neff ≃
kkin∑
k=1

0.103 fk

( m

0.1 eV

)( R

10−9 µm

)3/2

k−3/2

[
106.75

g⋆(T k
V )

]11/6
≃ 0.03

(
fk
0.16

)( m

0.1 eV

)( R

10−9 µm

)3/2 [
106.75

g⋆(T k
V )

]11/6
,

(40)

where we have ignored the variations in fk and g⋆(T
k
V ) with k in the last step.

In the low-reheat case, most of the calculation goes through as above but with the ap-
propriate value of the sterile mode production from Eq. (26). However, as m varies, the
dominant contribution to Neff can come from modes with lifetimes smaller or larger than

7 Note that some of the electromagnetically interacting objects created in the decay of the sterile modes

even before decoupling may not fully thermalize with the rest of the plasma, in this case their energy

density would contribute to ρnew. The error introduced by ignoring this is only O(1) and moreover the

bounds we derive are conservative. Further bounds could also come from distortions of the spectrum of

CMB photons from electromagnetic energy injected after the freeze-out of (double) Compton scattering.
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tCMB, which affects how the limits scale. For sterile modes with τk > tCMB, the contribution
of a single mode k is

∆N low
eff,k ≃ 10−17 fk

( m

0.1 eV

)4(10−4 µm

R

)2

k2

(
Trh

5 MeV

)3 [
10.75

g⋆(T k
V )

]11/6
, (41)

while for those with τk < tCMB, it is

∆N low
eff,k ∼ 8.4× 102 fk

( m

0.1 eV

)( R

10−4 µm

)5/2

k−5/2

(
Trh

5 MeV

)3 [
10.75

g⋆(T k
V )

]11/6
. (42)

If m ≲ 6 eV(5 MeV/Trh)
3/2, all modes decay after the formation of the CMB and the

sum only includes modes with ∆Neff,k as in Eq. (41). For m ≳ 6 eV(5 MeV/Trh)
3/2 there are

contributions from modes with lifetimes longer and shorter than the time of the CMB epoch
and the total includes sums over modes with ∆Neff,k of the forms in Eqs. (41) and (42);
those with τk ∼ tCMB dominate the contribution. Summarizing, we have

∆N low
eff ≃ fk

( m

0.1 eV

)2( R

10−4 µm

)(
Trh

5 MeV

)3 [
10.75

g⋆(T k
V )

]11/6

×

5.3× 10−8
(

m
0.1 eV

)2 ( Trh

5 MeV

)3
, m ≲ 6 eV

(
5 MeV
Trh

)3/2
,

1.9× 10−4, m ≳ 6 eV
(

5 MeV
Trh

)3/2
.

(43)

Again, we have ignored the variation with k of fk and g⋆(T
k
V ) to arrive at these approximate

expressions.
We show the upper bounds on R varying m from ∆Neff < 0.3 in Fig. 2 for both the high

reheat and TRH = 5 MeV scenarios. Also shown is the area of parameter space that can be
probed by a future measurement of ∆Neff as small as 0.05 as hoped for with CMB-S4. In
the high reheat scenario, this provides the strongest constraint, limiting R ≲ 10−9 µm while
in the low reheat case, it is subleading to the limits from the (decaying) dark matter density.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Although extremely successful, the SM has several deficiencies, notably the lack of an
explanation of the origin of neutrino masses and the omission of a quantum theory of gravity.
Extra dimensions beyond the four we know of are common features of quantum gravity
theories and can provide a natural understanding of the smallness of neutrino masses. Such
explanations require the addition of new states that propagate in the extra dimensions and
couple weakly to the active neutrinos of the standard model, leading to a KK tower of
sterile neutrinos. The mass scale of the sterile neutrinos is determined by the size of the
compactified extra dimensions.

From the point of view of string theory and swampland conjectures, the existence of
a LED is well motivated and provides a natural explanation for the tiny masses of SM
neutrinos. Models with an extra dimension of size around a micron accommodate a tower
of sterile neutrinos with masses starting at the eV scale. Neutrinos of this mass have been
hinted at in some terrestrial neutrino experiments. We have computed the production rate
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of these towers of sterile neutrinos in the early universe as functions of the size of the extra
dimension. Although very weakly coupled, the towers of sterile neutrinos can be produced in
large enough numbers to drastically affect cosmological observables, such as the (potentially
decaying) dark matter density and the number of noninteracting degrees of freedom present
at the CMB epoch.

Currently, cosmological bounds place very strong limits on the size of the extra dimen-
sion in these models, at roughly the 10−9 µm level in the case of a standard cosmological
history. In this case the leading effect is the shift in the number of noninteracting relativistic
degrees of freedom, Neff . This rules out a micron-sized extra dimension as an explanation of
neutrino experiment anomalies (which is also the case in most sterile neutrino explanations
of such anomalies). We have explored the weakening of these limits in the case of a low re-
heat temperature at the MeV scale, i.e. if the SM plasma never achieved temperatures well
above an MeV during its earliest stages. This is the lowest reheat temperature compatible
with successful primordial nucleosynthesis. In contrast to the high reheat case, the leading
bound comes from the sterile neutrinos’ contributions to the matter density, particularly
as a component that decays after the formation of the CMB. The bounds are substantially
weakened in the low reheat case, potentially opening up an explanation of some electron
neutrino disappearance anomalies. However, such an explanation could be in tension with
the overall light neutrino mass scale implied by active neutrino oscillation data and limits on
a decaying dark matter component. Taken together, seeing deviations from future observa-
tions that point to either a nonzero ∆Neff or a decaying dark matter component could help
to distinguish these two scenarios from one another and to shine light on the early stages of
the universe’s existence.
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