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We study the effects on particle production of a Planck-suppressed coupling between the inflaton
and a scalar dark matter candidate, x. In the absence of this coupling the dominant source for the
relic density of x is the long wavelength modes produced from the scalar field fluctuations during
inflation. In this case, there are strong constraints on the mass of the scalar and the reheating
temperature after inflation from the present-day relic density of x (assuming x is stable). When
a coupling o¢?x? is introduced, with o = &mi/Ml% ~ 1071%5, where my is the inflaton mass, the
allowed parameter space begins to open up considerably even for & as small as 2, 1077, For & P %,
particle production is dominated by the scattering of the inflaton condensate, either through single
graviton exchange or the contact interaction between ¢ and y. In this regime, the range of allowed
masses and reheating temperatures is maximal. For 0.004 < & < 50, constraints from isocurvature

fluctuations are satisfied, and the production from parametric resonance can be neglected.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum scalar fluctuations are an inevitable conse-
quence of a de Sitter phase, including inflation [1]. Dur-
ing inflation, these fluctuations grow linearly in time,
reaching an asymptotic value (x2) ~ H? /mi for a mas-
sive scalar field, x, with a mass (much) smaller than the
Hubble scale during inflation, m, < H;. For sufficiently
light scalar fields, these fluctuations are very large, and
the long wavelength contributions of these fluctuations
obey the classical equations of motion [2], making them
indistinguishable from a homogeneous scalar field back-
ground.

Although there are far too many cosmological conse-
quences of these fluctuations to delineate here, we note
their particular importance along (SUSY) flat directions
[3] and their role in Affleck-Dine Baryogenesis [4-8], in
avoiding the washout of density perturbations [7, 9, 10],
and on reheating and thermalization [11, 12]. All of these
effects rely on the fact that the flat directions (or very
light scalar fields) remain so during inflation. In general
supergravity models, this is difficult [13] as Hubble scale
masses are generally induced for all scalar fields. This
is not the case for theories with a Heisenberg symmetry
[14] which includes no-scale supergravity [15], where flat
directions are maintained during inflation [16].

Of particular interest to us here are the consequences
of the fluctuations of relatively light stable scalar fields,
which can eventually play the role of cold dark matter
[17-27]. In general, the relic abundance of the scalar
field dark matter will depend on the scale of inflation, Hy,
the equation of state during inflaton oscillations, w, the
reheating temperature, Try, the mass of the scalar field,

m,, and its self-interactions, A\,x?. Qualitatively, scalar
field fluctuations drive (x?) to large values, which source
the field oscillations of y after inflation. Depending on
the parameters, y-oscillations may begin before or after
reheating, and their subsequent evolution will depend on
their interactions. Once these parameters are specified, it
is relatively straightforward to calculate the relic density
of x. We note that this production is in addition to (and
may dominate over) the production of scalar dark matter
directly from the inflaton condensate after inflation [28-
54].

Most studies assume that the scalar, x, is secluded
and interacts only through self-interactions and (mini-
mally) through gravity. As a result, the field is often
called a spectator [23]. The presence or absence of self-
interactions plays a significant role in determining the
relic density, as the initial amplitude of x oscillations is
set by the effective mass of x. Indeed, in the absence of
self-interactions, (x?) ~ H}/m2 > H} for m, < Hj.
However, the presence of a self-interaction of the form
Aax* provides a contribution to the effective mass, and
we expect (x?) ~ H?/\/Ay ~ H? for Ay ~ 1 [55], signifi-
cantly reducing the relic abundance of .

On the other hand, the minimal coupling to gravity en-
sures that the spectator cannot be entirely absent from
interactions with other fields. The minimal coupling
through single graviton exchange provides a coupling be-
tween the inflaton which (on shell) takes the form o¢?x?
with o = (mg/2Mp)? [44, 45] for the case of an infla-
ton potential V(¢) = %miqﬁQ, where Mp = 1/vV81G ~
2.4 x 10" GeV is the reduced Planck mass. This term,
however, does not contribute to the effective mass of y,
as it originates from a term in the Lagrangian of the



form, ¢?(9x)2.! This coupling will also be present if  is
coupled to curvature (£ 3 &, x*R, where R is the Ricci
curvature). In this case, a coupling &, (m? /M3 )¢*x* ap-
pears when the theory is brought to the Einstein frame
[45].

Nevertheless, as both the inflaton and spectator are
gauge singlets, there is no reason not to expect Planck-
suppressed operators of the form y2¢?, and these may
greatly affect the generation and subsequent evolution of
(x?). In this work, we study the effect of such operators
on the relic density of spectator dark matter. We consider
the simplest case where inflaton oscillations are driven by
a quadratic term about minimum of the inflaton poten-
tial (w = 0), motivated by a simple inflationary model
[56]. Once the inflaton potential parameters are fixed
from CMB observations, we have three independent free
parameters: the spectator mass, m,, the spectator cou-
pling to the inflaton, o, and the reheating temperature,
Tru. The relative values of these parameters will deter-
mine when the effective spectator mass is dominated by
its bare mass, when the spectator oscillations begin, and
when reheating is achieved. The corresponding values
of the cosmological scale factor for these events are de-
noted respectively by a,, Gosc, and agug. Without either
self-interactions or couplings to other fields, as already
shown in [26, 27], there can be a severe overproduction
of scalar dark matter, as we will also see below. Adding
a coupling to the inflaton greatly relaxes this constraint
and opens up the allowed values of m, and Trn.

We will show that the parameter space begins to open
for Planck-suppressed couplings®? o = &mi/MI%, with
& > 10~7. Furthermore, for 5 > %, particle produc-
tion becomes dominated by inflaton scattering through
either single graviton exchange or the contact interac-
tion between x and ¢. In this case the allowed range
on the mass of x is very large, ~ 0.01— ~ 10'3 GeV
and the allowed range on Try also opens, reaching
roughly 0.004 — 10'® GeV. This can be accomplished
with couplings ¢ between 0.004 and 50, so that con-
straints from isocurvature perturbations are avoided and
non-perturbative production from scattering can be ne-
glected.

In what follows, we first define the model of inflation,
the coupling to the scalar, and the cosmological evolu-
tion of the system in Section II. In Section III, we de-
fine our model parameters and consider the production
of long wavelength modes (important for relatively small
couplings), combined with the gravitational production
of x through scattering of inflaton field. We also discuss

1 There is, in fact, a term ¢?x? in the Lagrangian, but it is highly
suppressed with a coupling of order mi /MI% and will not appre-
ciably affect the generation of the fluctuation in x2.

2 In the theory with a non-minimal coupling to curvature, we can
make the associations & = —&, in the effective mass [45]. This
association is only valid when 5XX2 < M123'

the constraints from isocurvature perturbations. Our re-
sults are collected in Section IV, where we distinguish
between large and small coupling scenarios. A discussion
and summary of our results is given in Section V.

II. MODEL AND FIELD EVOLUTION AFTER
INFLATION

We consider a model with two real scalar fields: the
inflaton, ¢, and the spectator, x. The action is given by

S = /d4x\/jg [;6‘%8,@ —V(¢p)+ %6,0(8“)(
I 9o 1 55 0
- §mXX - 50 X
where V(¢) is the inflationary potential, m, is the bare
mass of the spectator field, and ¢ is a direct coupling
between the inflaton and spectator field. Although this
coupling appears renormalizable, we assume it is an ef-
fective and Planck-suppressed coupling. Therefore, we
expect o to be of order mz) /M?% in analogy with the on-
shell coupling from single graviton exchange [44, 45]. We
use the metric signature (4, —, —, —).

Varying this action with respect to ¢ and x, the equa-
tions of motion are?
dV(¢)

¢+3H¢+W ~ 0, (2)

X+3Hx+mi,effx = Oa (3)

where H = % is the Hubble parameter, and the effec-

tive mass of the spectator field y is given by m;eﬁ

m2 + o(¢*). When accelerated expansion ends, the in-
flaton begins a series of oscillations, dominating the en-
ergy density of the Universe until reheating, when the
radiation density (produced, for example, by inflaton de-
cays or scatterings [57, 58]) equals the energy density in
the inflaton condensate. Similarly, the spectator field,
X, will also begin its series of oscillations when mt ~ 1
or myc(a) = 3H(a) in a matter-dominated (inflaton-
dominated) universe, occurring at @ = aose. The red-
shifting of the energy density in y is highly dependent on
the content of the Universe, and we show how the rela-
tive values of aqsc and ary are crucial in determining the
relic density of x at the present time.

For numerical analysis, we consider the Starobinsky
model of inflation [56],

vie) = Smiaa (1-e Vi)

3 We neglected the o(x2)é contribution because it is of order
o(x?) < mj.



which, when expanded about the minimum, behaves as

1
Vo) = gmid, 65 M, (5)
with mg = 2H7, where H; is the Hubble parameter dur-
ing inflation. The normalization of the inflaton potential
can be obtained from the overall amplitude of scalar per-
turbations, Ag« = 2.1 x 1072 [59] and

mg 2472 Ag.
M AT ©)

For a nominal choice of 55 e-folds,* for the Starobinsky
potential, one finds my ~ 1.25 x 107 Mp ~ 3x 10'3 GeV
[60-63]. Additionally, the scalar tilt, ny, = 0.965, and
scalar-to-tensor anisotropy ratio, » = 0.0035, are in ex-
cellent agreement with Planck results [59].

The solution to Eq. (2) is well known and leads to
harmonic oscillations of ¢. The energy density can be
expressed in terms of the amplitude of the oscillations
and py = é¢2 + V(#) = pend(a@ena/a)®. Here, the scale
factor at the end of inflation is denoted as a@enq, which is
derived from the fact that at aena, V(Pend) = znd and
Pend = 3V (¢ena).” The inflaton field value at the end
of inflation is denoted as @ena = P(dend), and similarly,
Hend = H(aend)-

Supposing that ps dominates the energy budget of the
Universe until reheating is complete, the Hubble param-
eter scales as H(a) VPé ~ a=% for Gepq < a < GRH-
It is then convenient to rewrite the equation of motion
Eq. (3) for x as

5% . . M3
)(I/+§X—~|>40'l2 —07 0’:0'75’ (7)
a a m¢

where ' = d/da = (aH)~1d/dt, and we assumed that the

contribution from the bare mass term mi is negligible.
Mp = mjZ,, at the

We also used the relation, 4H2 4
end of inflation.

If we choose a general ansatz of the form x(a) o
a~—41B the solution for real B is given by:

3
= Xend (aend>4 {cos (Blog{ a })
a Aend
3 a
—sin [ B1
+ ¥z] Sln( og [aend}ﬂ ,
with Yend = X(Gend), 4 = %, and B = 2\/@.

The constants of integration have been set by assuming

~—

x(a
(8)

4 We take 55 e-folds for simplicity. See [62] for a detailed analysis
of the Starobinsky model that constrains the number of e-folds
while accounting for reheating.

5 Equivalently, inflation ends when the accelerated expansion stops
and @(tenq) = 0.

X(Gend) = Xena and x’(aena) = 0. Real B then requires
& > 9/64. For smaller &, the solution is no longer oscil-
latory and takes the form

(a) 1 (aend># 34 a 5( +3)
@) = Xend — c— c ,
X Xend 2% a tond

(9)
with ¢ = 8,/ 6% — 0. These solutions break down when
the bare mass term for x cannot be neglected in Eq. (7).
This occurs when & is very small, or at large a, when ¢? is
small. Then, Eq. (7) is modified (by replacing the third
term with 46/a®> — m}a/HZ 4a3,4) and the spectator

field scales like a matter field, with p, o @™ and the
~3/2

amplitude of x x a . We also discuss this possibility

below.

III. PRODUCTION REGIMES

In this work, we focus on a broad range of & up to
6 < 50, where the broad parametric resonance effects
become significant and a full non-perturbative analysis
is required [49, 64]. However, as shown in [64], one can
treat the dark matter production perturbatively up to
this value (including the narrow resonance regime with
o ~ O(1)). Most importantly, we demonstrate that a
direct coupling between the inflaton and dark matter field
opens up a broad parameter space, allowing for a wide
range of dark matter masses and reheating temperatures,
while successfully avoiding isocurvature constraints.%

A. Long Wavelength Contribution

When & < O(1), the production of the spectator field,
X, is primarily dominated by the long wavelength con-
tribution (superhorizon modes). We assume that dur-
ing inflation, the energy density of the spectator field is
largely subdominant, and inflation is driven solely by the
inflaton, ¢. At the end of inflation, we further assume
that the expectation value of the spectator field, x, has
reached its asymptotic value given by [1]

3H*
2 end
Yend ~ ——end 10
T o (10)
This result corresponds to the spectator field variance
that is averaged over long wavelength superhorizon
modes, and we show the derivation of this result using

the stochastic approach in Appendix A.

6 We note that similar effects can be achieved by introducing a non-
minimal coupling between the dark matter field and gravity [53].



Assuming that in a horizon patch, the field is approx-
imately homogeneous, the field value after inflation is
given by Xend = v/(x?)ena- When o¢?(a) > m3, one
can show that the energy density of the spectator field
evolves as

1 3HA ? (lena\
pla) = g ala) = S (ALY (ST
(1)

We note that because the inflaton field scales as ¢(a)?
a=® and y o a3/2, this leads to an overall spectator
field energy density scaling of py (a) a~2. This means
that p, redshifts faster than py, and will not dominate
the energy budget of the Universe before reheating is

complete.

We note that for large values of the effective mass,

the fluctuations are cut off exponentially with (x2) o
e~ (3 ert/Hena=1) | where ¢ ~ O(1) model-dependent

constant [65-68].7 Therefore, the exponential suppres-
sion becomes significant when

9 -
Z 17 m;eff(aend) = mi+4UH62nd7 (12)

where we used ¢2 ; = 4H82ndM123/m?b. This implies that
the exponential suppression needs to be accounted for
when m? > 2H2 | when 46H2 | < m2, and 6 > %
when 46 H, 62nd > mi. Due to the exponential suppres-
sion, the long wavelength contribution becomes subdom-
inant for large values of ¢ > %, and the contribution

from the gravitational scattering begins to dominate.

B. Gravitational Production After Inflation

When the direct coupling between the inflaton and
spectator field becomes large, ie., & 2 19—6, the uni-
versal gravitational interactions between the inflation-
ary and dark sectors start dominating the dark mat-
ter production. To compute this gravitational produc-
tion of dark matter during reheating, we expand the
spacetime metric around the flat Minkowski background,
with g >~ N + Miphw, where h,, is the canonically-
normalized linear perturbation. Combining gravitational
interactions with the action in Eq. (1), we find the fol-
lowing interaction terms (see e.g. [70])

1

Ly = ——
I M

1
B (Tg” + T;W) —soett. (19)

where T/," and T/ are the energy-momentum tensors of

the inflaton and the spectator dark matter field, respec-

7 During inflation, the asymptotic value of (x?) is determined by
Hp, but numerical studies indicate that the subsequent evolution
and density of x is better fit using Hepng [69].

tively, given by

1 1
T = 9rSOVS — gt 50780a8 — 5mgffS2 ,

S=¢,x
(14)
where meg is the effective mass. The field perturba-
tion h,, characterizes a massless spin-2 (canonically-
normalized) graviton. Its propagator in de Donder gauge
that carries the momentum k can be expressed as [71]

_ nPVnUM + npf"nglj — 77/3077/“’

e (k) 2k

(15)

The matrix element that corresponds to the final state
of a pair of dark matter particles, can be computed by
treating the inflaton condensate as a collection of parti-
cles, leading to dark matter production via the s-channel
scattering process [40, 44, 45].

Importantly, because the effective mass of dark mat-
ter is g-dependent, it will affect the scattering process
and lead to kinematic blocking when mi)eﬂc > mi, de-
laying the scattering processes. However, even though
the channel ¢¢ — h,, — XX is sensitive to the reheating
temperature Try at the early stages of reheating [44], as
the value of a direct coupling & increases, the scatter-
ing contribution arising from the o¢?x? coupling begins
to dominate dark matter production, leading to efficient
particle production. We discuss this in detail in the next
section.

C. Model Parameters

We summarize the key parameters for the Starobinsky
model of inflation with N, = 55 e-folds that we use for
our numerical results, along with the field and energy
density dependence on the scale factor a:

mg=125x10""Mp,  ¢ena = 0.61 Mp,
chd =3.1x 1076MP7 |Q~50nd| - \/§H0nd MP;
Xoca_%, (boufg7 (16)
pxmafg, p¢0(a73.

The scaling for x applies when aqsc < a < a,, that is
after oscillations begin and before the effective mass is
dominated by the bare mass. Subsequently, p, o a3 as

its mass is constant.

As noted earlier, there are three important scale
parameters: dosc, ay, and agp. Their value rela-
tive to aeng can be determined from their definitions:
mx,eff(QOSC) = %H(aosc), 0¢2(ax) = mi, and Pqﬁ(aRH) =
pend(acnd/aRH)3 = Pradiation OéTéHa where o =
gru72/30 and grg = 427/4 is the number of Standard



Model degrees of freedom.® The solutions are given by
3
a 9H? 16
=) =M end (1 —5),1 1
<aend> 3X<4 3 ( 90>, >7 a7
3 2 2
46 H
( X > Max( eznd 1) = Max <Uend 1)
Gend ms, m3

(18)
(i) -
Gend
Note that for & 2 %, the oscillations begin at the end
of inflation, @ese = Geng. For smaller &, (@ose/@end)® =~

(1.1 x 10*® GeV/my)?. Similarly, (ay/@ena)® ~ (1.5 x
10'3 GeV/my)2.
The order of these scale factors depends on o, m,,

and Tgry, assuming that ¢enq and Henq are set by the
inflationary model. Thus, we have

3H? M?E

1
aTiy (19)

N 9

o< 33 ay < Gosc,  (20)
3m; 2 M3

o< — s a, < GRH , (21)
4 aTﬁH X
9 4M12,m>2<

< —[1-—L x|, < oo (22

7516 ( 30Ty aRi < osc - (22)

Each of these cases implies a different evolution for p,.
We will discuss them one by one in the following.

D. Isocurvature Constraints

We also discuss the isocurvature constraints. The
current isocurvature power spectrum constraints from
Planck are given by

PS(k*)
Pr(k) + Ps(ky)

Biso = < 0.038, (23)

at 95% CL with the pivot scale k, = 0.05Mpc™" [59],
where Pr represents the curvature spectra and Pg de-
notes the isocurvature spectra. During inflation, if dark
matter is light compared to the inflationary scale, it leads
to the production of isocurvature modes in tension with
the current Planck constraints [72, 73].

The curvature spectrum of a massive scalar field can
be expressed as

2
X eff

H? (kI
477<H> @

Pr(k) =

8 This assumes Tryg > m:¢ (the top quark mass). For lower Try,
gru must be appropriately reduced.

when mX off JH? < 9/4, and the isocurvature power spec-
trum is given by

27r2<px>2/ @z (Bpy ()0px(0)) €™, (25)

where p, is the dark matter density and dp, is the dark
matter fluctuation. Because the dark matter energy den-
sity scales as p,(z) < x*(z), and assuming Gaussianity,
we can use the approximation

<5px (x)épx (0)> - <

Ps(k) =

(px)? <x2 ) (x?)”
(26)
This allows us to recast the isocurvature power spectrum
in the following form

B2 ik
Ps(k) = 27T2<2>2/d3x6 e (x(2)x(0))?
0y (21)
_Li/ d°q P(q)P(k — q)
T om2 (2?2 ) (27)3 1 -
If we directly compute this integral, we obtain [74]
‘“"i,eff
8m? k 3HZ
k) ~ X T 28
Pst) 3HZ,q (aendHI) @8

Using this expression, we observe that the modes that
exit the horizon early during inflation will be strongly
suppressed. Therefore, for the k, mode that exits after
N, = 55 e-folds of inflation, we can use the approxima-

tion
—4N,m?
X, eff
. 2
3177 ) (29)

8m?
Ps(ki) ~ xefl ovp (

If we now use the N, = 55 e-folds, we find the constraint
My, Cff( ) 2> 0. 5HI chda (30)

where we used the fact that for the Starobinsky model of
inflation, Hy ~ 2H.,4. This constraint implies that

0P KM o (31)
O—d)i > mi eff » (32)

mX Z Hend )
& > 0.003,

~ 75

where in the second line, we used the ratio ¢2/¢? 4 ~

for the Starobinsky model of inflation.

A fully numerical computation of the isocurvature con-
straint for the Starobinsky model of inflation, that was
performed in Ref. [73], shows that the isocurvature con-
straints are given by

my Z 1-1Hend7
& >0.004,

opl <ml g,  (33)
0Pl > m} o (34)

which are in excellent agreement with the analytical re-
sults. We use the fully numerical results when discussing
the dark matter constraints. However, the analytical pro-
cedure carried out in this section is general and can be
easily applied to various models of inflation.
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FIG. 1. Energy density evolution of the spectator field
3

pxa®. Here we assumed o¢2,q < mi, my = 10" GeV, and

Tru = 77 GeV. The star shows the relic density obtained from
Eq. (35)

IV. SCENARIOS
A. Casel: 0¢? 4 < mi

When o is very small (or absent), the bare mass term
comes to dominate early (and will then always domi-
nate at later times), and ay < @osc,aru. The specta-
tor field starts oscillating when %H (Gosc) =~ my. Be-

3
cause the Hubble parameter scales as H(a) x a~ 2, the

oscillations start before reheating if %’EE < m2, or
P

X’
3aTqy < 4m3Mp, when aosc/dend = (3Hena/2m,)?/3.
We refer to this case as IA, where a, < aosc < GRH-

The initial value when the field starts oscillating is

given by X(dosc) = v/ {(X?)end- We want to compute the
energy density of the spectator field at the time of re-

heating. By combining Egs. (10), (17) and (19), we find

1 a, 3 Qend 3
PX(GRH) = Qmi<X2>end( 05C> (en)

Gend GRH
9 oT? 16
= H: RH 1——0c 35
s g (17 97) @
90 H g, Ty

2 ~
= ——=0==, o <Lmi;o<K1.
64m2m2 M3 Gend Ky

The numerical evolution of p, is shown in Fig. 1 when
multiplied by a®. The choice of parameters is given in the
caption and have been chosen to yield a present density
of Qxh2 = 0.12. The dots indicate the values of a, = 1,
Gosc = D. Since the reheating temperature in this case is
low, ar = O(10*®), far off the scale of the plot (values of
a are all relative to denq). The star shows the result from
Eq. (35) and is in excellent agreement with the numerical
result.

To obtain the present-day relic abundance of dark mat-
ter, the energy density in Eq. (35) must be redshifted to

the present by

3 3
ARH Ty 9o
B E
ag Tru/ 9RH
where Tp is the present temperature of the CMB, and

go = (43/4)(4/11). The fraction of critical density at the
present time is then given by [75]

Qxh2 Px(ao) h? ~1 a7 Px(ao)
0.12 oo 012 GeV4

(ax) (37)
~ 4.9 % 107 Gev PG
RH
where we used

pe=281x10"Th%GeV* =1.054 x 1075 h? GeVem 2.
(38)
Combining these results, we find

O h” 7 -1 Hy o Tru 16
~ 2.5 10" GeV en 12
0.12 X € M}%(mi n J(b?md) 9 o
Ti 1012 GeV 2
= 77 RGZV < m ° ) ) 0'¢end < mi, oXKl.
X
(39)

The solutions to Qxh2 = 0.12 are shown by the hori-
zontal portions of the curves in Fig. 2. In this regime, the
upper limit in the reheating temperature (to ensure that
Q,h* <0.12) from Eq. (39) is Try < 7.7 X 10*23mf< (all
quantities in GeV). Thus, even a spectator mass equal to
the inflaton mass would require a reheating temperature
< 69 TeV, using Hepq given in Eq. (16). This is consistent
with the results found in [26]. Note also the constraint
Tru 2 4 MeV to ensure successful nucleosynthesis [76]
imposes a lower bound on m, 2 7 x 109 GeV.

In addition to the contribution to the relic density from
the oscillations of y, there are two additional sources of x
production. One is the single graviton exchange process
involving particle production from the inflaton conden-
sate. The other is the four-point interaction. However,
for small &, the relic density from long wavelength far
exceeds that obtained from particle production through
single graviton exchange.

The rate per unit volume for gravitational production
[44-46] including the four-point interaction is given by

2
2% p m? g m? &
Ry=—t? [1—ag+—2x) 1 Xy
9 T 256m M T m2 (40)

where the explicit factor of 2 indicates that two y par-
ticles are produced per interaction. To obtain the relic
density, this rate should be integrated in the Boltzmann
equation,

Yy, 3M 3
Ex o VPP () Ry(a),  (41)
da \/ETRH aRH ’
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FIG. 2. Tru vs & satisfying Q,h% = 0.12 for m, = 10%(red), 10* (orange), 107 (green), 10'° (blue), 10'? (purple) GeV. The
gray dashed line on the left panel shows the BBN bound on Tru. The cyan shaded region in the left panel is excluded by the
isocurvature constraint in Eq. (34). The right panel magnifies the range 1072 < & < 50 of the left panel.

where the energy density of x is py, = my esYy/ a®. When
m;eﬁ < mi (and & < 1), there is a simple analytic
solution [44], and the relic density can be approximated

by
0, h?
0.12

Hend TRHmX
GeVM?2

~ 8.6 x 10° (42)

This becomes comparable to the density given in
Eq. (39) only when m, ~ 1.1 x 10'® GeV. Note that
the relic density from single graviton exchange is propor-
tional to m,, whereas the density from large-scale fluc-
tuations is inversely proportional to the mass squared.
Combining both sources of production, we see that there
is an additional an upper limit to Trg < 4.3 TeV. Thus,
in the absence of even a small (Planck-suppressed) cou-
pling of the spectator to the inflaton, the reheating tem-
perature is restricted to a range 0.004 < Try/GeV <
4300, and the mass of the spectator is then restricted to
the range 7 x 10 < m, /GeV < 3 x 10'3 (the upper limit
corresponding to the inflaton mass and hence kinematic
limit). As we will see, the gravitational strength cou-
pling, when included, greatly opens up the allowed range
for the reheating temperature and spectator mass.

The spectator field may begin oscillating after reheat-
ing (aosc > arn corresponding to 3aTpy > miMI%). We
refer to this as case IB. In this case, we can evolve p,
directly from aogc to present time using

3
Qosc
px(aosc) ( a0 )

3 m} Jo To \°
— H4 X
1672 o2 1092 (g T.) )
3 (3a)%T§’ (go>

d . 3 3
16m2 53005, 5
22 MZmg

px(ag) =

¢

gOSC

when a, < arn < @osc and is independent of the reheat-
ing temperature. To obtain the last line of Eq. (43), we
used m? g (aose) = mi = FH? = a5 /Mp.

The present fraction of critical density is then given by
Eq. (37)

Q, h? H*
Sk 107GeV !t —gnd_
0.12 M2mz2
PX
R (44)
4.3 x 10%° GeV \ 2 ) )
: - ) O—¢end << mX .
m
X

It is then clear that the Universe is largely over-closed in
this case, as the condition Q7% < 0.12 requires m,, > Mp.
We do not consider this case any further.

B. Case II: 0¢2 4 > mi

As o is increased, the dependence on m, in Eq. (35)
disappears (as long as mi < 0¢? ;) and Try increases.
As long as & < 9/32, we maintain, dend < @y < Gosc and

the relic density (39) becomes

Qxh2 7 _1 H4 TRH o TRH

X~ 25x%x107GeV 2 ~ 5! :

0.12 Y 2002 T 25 Tev
(45)

Thus for a fixed relic density, we require an increase in
Tru ~ 256 GeV as seen in Fig. 2. The curves depart from
being horizontal at low & when & ~ m? /4H62nd. They
then appear to merge (due to the log scale of the plot) as
Tru increases with & almost independently of m,,. This
behavior is very similar to Eq. (39), with 6H2 ; playing
the role of mi

For 6 > 9/32, the spectator field begins to oscillate
while dominated by the effective mass o< ¢, until a = a,,



where the oscillations are dominated by the bare mass.
Thus, aesc < ay (see Eq. (20)). For lower values of &,
ay < Gosc, and case I is applicable. Note that, as o¢?
redshifts as =3, as does H?, once the oscillations of
begin (my s > %H) they never stop . Indeed, the ef-
fective mass term o ¢ decreases with time, and the bare
mass dominates the oscillations at a = a,. It is easy
to understand that for larger 6 the phase of oscillations
begin earlier because c¢? > m,. During this phase of os-
cillations, p, undergoes a pre-dilution between ae¢ng and
ay, opening the Try parameter space relative to that
allowed when only the bare mass term is present.

Similarly to case TA, we will consider first the late re-
heating scenario, i.e., a, < agrm, or 0¢?(arn) < mi,
with the upper limit on & given by Eq. (21). We refer to
this as case IIA, which allows for much larger Try than

case TA.

The energy density must now be evolved from aenq as
follows:

A
(a ) _ 36 H4 Gend ? Aosc 2
Px\@o 1672 end Gose ay
ay \° [a 3
o) (20)
aru ag
24 24
_ 3 4 Aosc Qend
_7Hend 7
1672 Qend ay
3 3
(aend> (aRH>
aRH ao ’
where A is defined from Eq. (8) For 6 = %, using the re-
lations in Egs. (17)-(19), this solution matches that given
in Eq. (37). For the limited range 9/32 < ¢ < 9/16,
Aend < Qose- For larger & > 9/16, Gosc = Geng. However,
in this case, the exponential suppression in the initial

value of (x?) alluded to earlier,

B = M; 1.257 | 46 + e 9 (47)
= Min | exp | —1.257 | 40 =11 )
H621’1d 4

must be included.

In this case, the resulting density fraction is

HendmxTRH

Q8% = 6.7 % 10° )
X ’ GeVM2\VG

(48)

or

QX]'LQ N ﬁ Tru My (49)
0.12 — /5 \10'0 GeV / \ 1.4 x 107 GeV / ~

The numerical solution to the equation of motion for
x in case ITA with 6 = 1.7 is shown in Fig. 3. For
this value of &, Gosc = Gends @y =~ 6.1 X 10°aenq, and
apg =~ 1.3 x 10%ae,q. In contrast to the case shown in
Fig. 1, oscillations begin when inflation ends and the den-
sity decreases as a~2. For a > a, the density drops as

—— Case IIA ]

—— (Case IIB: m)(,eff>2H(aRH) 4

—— (Case IIB: m)(,eff<2H(aRH) E

10° 104 10° 100

a/@end

FIG. 3.  The evolution of the energy density of the specta-
tor field pya® for case IIA (black), case IIB with myex >
2H (aru) (red), and case IIB with my eqx < 2H (aru) (blue).
az denotes Gose-2. Parameters chosen are: 6 = 1.7, my =
5x 10* GeV, and Tru = 5.95 % 10'° GeV for the black curve;
& =18, my = 3 x 10* GeV, and Tru = 8.7 x 10"° GeV
for the red curve; and & = 1.5, m, = 1.5 x 10* GeV, and
Tru = 2.64 x 10** GeV (blue curve). In each case, the star
denotes the present day relic density from Egs. (48), (50),
and (51), respectively. In all three cases, Gosc = Gena. The
parameters in each case are chosen so that Q, h?® = 0.12 when
both production mechanisms are considered.

a~3. Once again, we see excellent agreement between the
numerical and analytical results.

As one can discern from Eq. (49), the allowed range
for m,, and Try is considerably greater than that found
for case TA, when the coupling ¢ could be ignored. In
this case, we also see that the relic density is propor-
tional to m,Tru, whereas at small &, the relic density of
x was dominated by the large-scale fluctuations, as & is
increased, the contribution from particle production (ei-
ther from single graviton exchange or directly from the
contact term) comes to dominate. Recall that for small
7, the two contributions become comparable only at large
bare mass m,, ~ 10'* GeV. When ¢ > 9/16, the density
produced from single graviton exchange and the contact
interaction begin to dominate for all masses. Indeed, for
& > 9/16 there are two sources of suppression of the
large wavelength modes. One is the exponential suppres-
sion when the effective mass is large and this occurs when
G =9/16 —m?2 /4HZ 4. However, as noted earlier, when
& =9/16, Gosc = Gend, and we lose a strong enhancement
of (ose/@ena)?? > 1 at smaller 6.

These effects are displayed in both panels of Fig. 2.
At & = 9/16, we see a meteoric rise in the required re-
heating temperature to attain Q,h? = 0.12. The de-
gree to which the temperature rises depends on the bare
mass and is roughly inversely proportional to m,. At
large &, the relic density is predominantly due to particle
production and obtained from a numerical integration of

Eq. (41). Because m;eﬁ =m3 + 0¢?(a) is a function of



the scale factor a, a useful analytical form for p, is not
available. Furthermore, as & is increased, the effective
mass of x increases, and eventually the particle produc-
tion processes are kinematically forbidden when inflation
ends. However, because the effective mass depends on a,
as a increases, particle production is again kinematically
allowed. This effect first occurs when & ~ 2.5 and is vis-
ible in the plot as a small change in slope at logg ~ 0.4.

We now see the full effect of adding the interaction
term for y. In its absence, we are restricted to very
large scalar masses (10 — 10'%) GeV and very low
reheating temperatures (0.004 — 4300) GeV as seen in
the horizontal portions of the curves in the left panel
of Fig. 2. For non-negligible & < 9/16, the reheating
temperature may be as large as the allowed maximum
= (3/a)i(H;Mp)z = 2.3 x 1015 GeV, where the maxi-
mal value is attained for low masses m, ~ 50 GeV. At
& = 9/16, the contribution of the large-scale fluctuations
is highly suppressed and the relic density is produced by
particle production from the inflaton condensate. The
inclusion of a coupling between the inflaton and the spec-
tator now allows for a wide range of masses and reheating
temperatures all satisfying Q,h? = 0.12.

In Fig. 4, we show the allowed parameter space for
& > 9/16 in the (Tru, my) plane. The curves correspond
to Q,h? = 0.12 for fixed values of & as indicated. As
noted above, for & > 9/16, the relic density is saturated
by the contribution from inflaton scattering. Here, we
see that the temperature is maximal at low masses and
that this maxiumum occurs at lower m,, as ¢ is increased.
The dotted line in Fig. 4 shows the result from [44] due
to inflaton scattering through single graviton exchange
(i.e., with & = 0) neglecting the (dominant) contribu-
tion from large scale fluctuations. In this case there is
direct relation between m, and Try as given in Eq. (42).
For masses lower than ~ 100 GeV, there are no solu-
tions that yield the correct relic density (smaller masses
and/or reheating temperatures give 2, h% < 0.12). As
is increased, the lower limit on the mass decreases. For
example, for & = 1, m, 2 35 GeV, the maximal tem-
perature cannot be obtained as kinematic blocking due
to the large effective mass prevents particle production,
and so the reheating temperature must be lower so that
ary is large enough to allow a finite range of integration
in Eq. (41). In this case, m, 2 10 GeV and the max-
imum reheating temperature is Try ~ 1.1 x 10'°. For
o = 50, my, > 0.03 GeV and Trg ~ 8 X 10 GeV is
required to obtain Q,h? = 0.12.

Included in the solutions shown in Figs. 2 and 4, are
solutions corresponding to case ITA as well as other evo-
lutionary patterns. For completeness, we describe these
possibilities. When & > 25 and 6 > 3mZM3/4aThy,
Gose < arH < a, and we refer to this as case IIB. As be-
fore, for 6 > 19—6, Gosc = Qend (for smaller & there is an ad-
ditional suppression that can be obtained from Eq. (17)).
However, when a, > arn, the effective mass after reheat-

ing quickly becomes equal to the bare mass as the infla-

LOglO(TRH/GeV)
0

0 5 10
Log(m,/GeV)

FIG. 4. The reheating temperature, Tru vs the bare mass,
my, satisfying Qh® = 0.12 for & = 2 (black), 1 (purple),
5(blue), 10(red), 50(orange), 0(gray dashed). The line for
6 = 0 neglects the contribution from large-scale fluctuations
and corresponds to the result in [44]. For my < My, min, (cOT-
responding to the endpoint of the lines) there is no Tru sat-
isfying Qh? = 0.12.

ton decays. The spectator density can then be computed
using mi(x2> and allowing y to evolve as a~24 and pro-
viding a factor (aena/arn)®/?. After reheating (or a > Qy
which is only slightly larger than aryg) the density falls
as a~? providing the factor in Eq. (36). Putting all the
factors together, we arrive at

Q, h? _ 3.2 x 106H§ndmiﬁ . (50)
0.12 GeVMpTru(m2 + 02, q)

end

The evolution of p, for this case with acse < arm < ay
is shown by the red curve in Fig. 3. Note that due to
inflaton decay, the value of a,, is slightly larger than that
obtained from Eq. (18), though this is not used in the
numerical integration. The analytic result from Eq. (50)
gives very good agreement with the numerical result.

In this case, we must further distinguish an addi-
tional possibility. When m., g > 2H (arp) oscillations
of x continue uninterrupted.” This led to the solu-
tion given in Eq. (50). If, however, m, ¢ is small and
Myt < 2H(aru) after reheating, there will be a de-
lay in the oscillations of x, until aosc—2 When my g =
2H (apsc—2)- Relative to the previous result in Eq. (50),
there is a slight enhancement by a factor (aosc_2/arn)® =
(Tru/Tosc—2)2, where Tyse_o is given by a similar expres-
sion used in Eq. (43), 4aTy,._o = 3m2Mp. The result
is
Q, h? 5.7 x 1O7H§’nd\/m7XT§Hﬂ (51)
0.12 GeVM/(m2 + 0¢?.))

end

9 As the Universe is radiation-dominated, the condition for oscil-
lations is m = 2H rather than m = 3H/2 as used earlier in the
matter-dominated era.



The evolution of p, for this case is shown by the blue
curve in Fig. 3. Note that for acsc—2 > a > a,, the
evolution of x stops and p,, is constant, leading to the
observed increase in a3 py seen in the figure. Once again,
for this parameter set, the agreement between the nu-
merical evaluation and the analytical result is excellent.

V. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have considered the production of a
massive (stable) scalar field during inflation and the sub-
sequent reheating process. It is well known [1] that for
scalar fields with masses significantly below the Hubble
scale during inflation, large-scale fluctuations are pro-
duced with (x2?) > H? as given in Eq. (10). When
inflation ends, these fluctuations can be viewed as long-
wavelength oscillations, and their contribution to the en-
ergy density takes the form of matter, which can account
for all or part of the dark matter. Indeed, for light fields,
this form of production is so efficient that there are strong
constraints on the mass and reheating temperature to
avoid the overproduction of dark matter [17-24, 26, 27],
see Eq. (39). This can be seen graphically in Fig. 2
in the limit ¢ — 0, which displays curves of constant
Q, k% = 0.12 for fixed m,,.

In addition, after inflation, there is the inevitable pro-
duction of scalars through their minimal coupling to
gravity [40, 44]. This source of production can be un-
derstood as a single graviton exchange coupling the in-
flaton condensate to the scalar. In the absence of scalar
self-interactions or direct coupling to the inflaton the en-
ergy density resulting from the large-scale fluctuations
dominate the total.

In this work, we have considered the possibility of a
Planck-suppressed coupling between the scalar and the
inflaton. Indeed, such couplings are generated by gravi-
ton exchange, but these are derivative couplings that do
not affect the effective mass of y. Nevertheless, without
a symmetry preventing such a coupling, we would expect
Planck-suppressed coupling, c¢?x2, to be present. Such
a coupling will also be generated if x is non-minimally
coupled to curvature [45]. We have normalized the cou-
pling to the inflaton mass so that o = 5m3)/M123.

For extremely small &, we have seen that the relic
density is indeed determined almost solely by the large-

10

scale fluctuations and therefore there are very strong con-
straints on the mass and reheating temperature due to
the overproduction of x during the phase of inflation.
These are summarized in Eq. (39). However, even for
very small coupling, & > 10~7, the allowed reheating
temperature range is increased as sensitivity to the scalar
mass is decreased, as can be seen in Fig. 2. This is due to
an earlier phase of oscillations initiated by the c¢? term
and enhanced dilution.

For larger ¢ > 19—6, direct particle production from
the condensate becomes important and soon dominates.
In this regime, there is a wide range of scalar masses
(from 50 MeV to 10'® GeV) and a wide range in re-
heating temperatures (from ~ 1 to ~ 10 GeV) for
0.004 < ¢ < 50, where the lower bound comes from the
constraint obtained from isocurvature perturbations and
the upper bound from ensuring that non-perturbative
processes such as parametric resonance is unimportant.
These are our main results and are displayed in the right
panel of Fig. 2 and Fig. 4.

We have provided a combination of analytical and nu-
merical results to calculate the relic density. A more com-
plete numerical analysis will be presented elsewhere [69].
These results can naturally be generalized by including
scalar self-interactions A, x?, as well as considering back-
ground cosmologies in which the inflaton potential is not
quadratic about its minimum. The case for p = 4 was
considered in [23, 26].
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Appendix A: Fokker-Planck Approach

To compute the expectation value of x, we use the stochastic approach that treats the long wavelength superhorizon
contribution of the field x(t,x) in a de Sitter background as a classical stochastic variable, ¢, characterized by the
probability distribution p(t, ¢) [55, 78, 79]. This probability distribution must satisfy the Fokker-Planck equation

0 H3 9?2 1 0 [0V
Ll Sl (&op(t’W))' (A1)

ot — 8m29y?  3H;9¢

This expression implies that the long wavelength contribution of an effective potential V(s(¢,x)) is equal to the
expectation value of the effective potential of the classical stochastic variable V(¢). Therefore, using the effective
mass, M.y off, the spectator field potential in terms of the classical stochastic variable can be expressed as

1
V(p) = gmyeny” (A2)

At late times, the solution to the Fokker-Planck equation reaches static equilibrium and becomes

7T2
pea(p) = N~ ' exp <§H?V(¢)> ; (A3)

where N is fixed according to the normalization condition

/ " peal@dp=1. (Ad)

—00

For the effective potential (A2), we find that the normalization constant N can be expressed as

< 872 [(m2 qp? 3H?
N = / exp | — oo | X || dp = | —F—. (A5)
oo [ 3H; ( 2 dmm? g

Next, we compute the expectation value of (x?), given by

o0 1 3v3H¢ 3H4
2 2 2 I I
— — d = — _ = . A
<X > <SO > /7 ' Peq(@) ¥ N 167T§m§< of Swzmiﬁff ( 6)

We note that when considering a pure de Sitter background, the asymptotic value is determined by the Hubble
parameter, H;. However, numerical studies show that for a slow-roll model of inflation, the density of x is a better
fit using Honq [69]. Thus, at the end of inflation, we use the following expectation value for the spectator field:

304
end . (A?)
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d ¥ —F——55—,—<
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