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Abstract. We study the cosmological signatures of new light relics that are collisionless like
standard neutrinos or are strongly interacting. We provide a simple and succinct rephrasing of
their physical effects in the cosmic microwave background, as well as the resulting parameter
degeneracies with other cosmological parameters, in terms of the total radiation abundance
and the fraction thereof that freely streams. In these more general terms, interacting and
noninteracting light relics are differentiated by their respective decrease and increase of the
free-streaming fraction, and, moreover, the scale-dependent interplay thereof with a common,
correlated reduction of the fraction of matter in baryons. We then derive updated constraints
on various dark-radiation scenarios with the latest cosmological observations, employing this
language to identify the physical origin of the impact of each dataset. The “PR4” reanalyses
of Planck CMB data prefer a larger primordial helium yield and therefore also slightly more
radiation than the 2018 analysis, whose origin we identify in a number of poorly fit polarization
measurements. Smaller free-streaming fractions are disfavored by the excess lensing of the
CMB measured in lensing reconstruction data from Planck and the Atacama Cosmology
Telescope. On the other hand, baryon acoustic oscillation measurements from the Dark Energy
Spectroscopic Instrument drive marginal detections of new, strongly interacting light relics
due to that data’s preference for lower matter fractions. Finally, we forecast measurements
from the CMB-S4 experiment.
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1 Introduction

Measurements of the cosmic microwave background (CMB) precisely determine cosmological
parameters and enable tests of the Λ–cold-dark-matter (ΛCDM) model against other extended
cosmologies [1]. In particular, the CMB is a powerful probe of physics beyond the Standard
Model (BSM) that feature new light particles. Even light relics that interact too weakly with
the Standard Model to be detected in laboratory experiments can still be produced at an
appreciable level at the high temperatures of the early Universe, making cosmological probes
especially powerful. Neutrinos are one example of such a relic found within the Standard
Model (SM) itself. Other examples beyond the SM include axions and axionlike particles,
sterile neutrinos, models with nonstandard neutrino interactions, and more general dark
sector particles [2–19]. Since the CMB is a precision probe of the Universe at the end of the
radiation-dominated epoch, it is sensitive to this “dark” radiation. Even if these light relics
have no nongravitational interactions with the SM at times close to recombination, they still
leave signatures in the CMB through gravity alone [20, 21].

The light relics predicted in BSM models need not free stream like SM neutrinos do after
the weak interactions decouple. In some cases, new particles maintain sufficient self-interaction
strength within their own sector that they can be treated as tightly coupled; we refer to
this as fluidlike radiation (see, e.g., Refs. [7, 8, 22]). Fortunately, the CMB can distinguish
between free-streaming and fluidlike radiation and can therefore shed light on broad classes of
BSM models while remaining agnostic to their microphysical details. This potential motivates
an ongoing effort to study phenomenological parametrizations of dark radiation sectors with
current CMB data [15, 23–29]. Searches for additional light degrees of freedom remain an
important science driver for future CMB experiments, such as Simons Observatory [30] and
CMB-S4 [31].

A clear theoretical understanding of the differences between the fluidlike and free-
streaming radiation is required to maximize the discovery potential for future surveys. Building
on prior work, we outline how parameter degeneracies differ between models with extra free-
streaming radiation versus extra fluidlike radiation. In Section 2, we put these scenarios
on a common, more transparent footing by considering general scenarios parametrized by
the total radiation content and its partitioning into free-streaming and fluidlike forms. We
detail two partial degeneracy directions deriving from the distinctive physical effects each
parameter controls: a “tilt degeneracy” associated with the impact of radiation density on
the background cosmology and a “shift degeneracy” arising from the impact of free-streaming
perturbations on the photon-baryon plasma. In Section 3 we then provide updated Planck
constraints on models with new light relics using the latest PR4 dataset [32, 33], CMB lensing
data from the Atacama Cosmology Telescope [34, 35] (ACT), and baryon acoustic oscillation
(BAO) data from the Dark Energy Spectroscopic Instrument [36–38] (DESI). Throughout,
we apply the language developed in Section 2 to explain the physical origin of these results,
highlighting cases in which particular datasets have a differing impact on parameter inference
for fluidlike and free-streaming light relics. Lastly, we forecast constraints achieved by the
current planned configuration for CMB-S4 [31, 39]. We summarize and conclude in Section 4.

2 Dark radiation and degeneracies in the CMB

The energy density in radiation determines the background expansion rate in the early
Universe, controlling physical scales like the sound horizon and the diffusion scale [40, 41].
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However, the CMB is sensitive not only to the total amount of radiation but also to its
properties via the dynamics of spatial perturbations. Perturbations of these additional light
relics and their impact on the CMB power spectra are well studied [20, 21, 24]. Broadly
speaking, the effects of perturbations are twofold: they impact the amplitude of the CMB
power spectrum and shift the angular locations of its extrema. The magnitude of these effects
can be calculated analytically by expanding the Boltzmann equations in the fraction of the
total radiation density (ρr) that freely streams (ρfs), defined as ffs ≡ ρfs/ρr. In this section
we review the separate impacts of the total density (Section 2.1) and the free-streaming
fraction (Section 2.2) on the CMB, remaining agnostic to the actual particle content (aside
from the photons). We then apply these results in Section 2.3 to compare and contrast the
signatures of new light relics that freely stream like SM neutrinos or are instead fluidlike.
Before proceeding, we establish notation.

Following convention, we parametrize the contributions to the radiation density as

ρr = ργ + ρν + ρBSM = ργ

[
1 +

7

8

(
4

11

)4/3

(Nfs +Nfld)

]
, (2.1)

where ργ , ρν and ρBSM are the energy densities in photons, neutrinos and any BSM sectors.
We define the total effective number of relativistic species as

Ntot ≡ Nfs +Nfld (2.2)

where Ntot counts the total effective number of degrees of freedom in light relics, Nfs those
that are free-streaming, and Nfld those that are fluidlike. Note that Nfld parametrizes the
energy density of fluidlike radiation from BSM particles but not from photons, which are
effectively fluidlike before recombination due to their interactions with electrons. The above
parametrization of the radiation density allows us to write the free-streaming fraction as

ffs ≡
ρfs
ρr

=
7/8 · (4/11)4/3Nfs

1 + 7/8 · (4/11)4/3Ntot

. (2.3)

In the standard ΛCDM model, ffs ≈ 0.4087 as the SM predicts Ntot = Nfs = 3.044. When
allowing for dark radiation in addition to the SM neutrinos’ Nfs = 3.044, CMB data alone
constrain fluidlike radiation to Nfld < 0.47 at the 95th percentile but places more stringent
constraints on additional free-streaming relics of ∆Nfs < 0.37 (as we derive in Section 3.2).
Some current CMB lensing and BAO datasets impact these constraints to a different degree for
free-streaming and fluidlike radiation, with some combinations hinting at marginal preferences
for the latter (see Section 3.1.3). One of the primary goals of this work is to assess whether
these results might indicate the presence of fluidlike light relics or merely reflect discrepancies in
parameter inference between different datasets. Moreover, we forecast how future observations
will differentiate between free-streaming and fluidlike radiation.

We define ωb, ωc, ωΛ, ωγ , and ων as the usual present-day abundances of baryons, cold
dark matter, dark energy, photons, and neutrinos, where ωi ≡ ρi,0/3H

2
100M

2
pl. We assume

a flat Universe and parametrize the Hubble constant by H0 = h · 100 Mpc−1km/s ≡ hH100.
Throughout this work, we fix the summed mass of neutrinos to Mν ≡ ∑

imνi = 0.06 eV,
implemented as one massive neutrino species while all other light relics (both the fluidlike
and remaining free-streaming ones) are massless. When varying the total radiation density
Ntot, we ignore the SM prediction for the relic neutrino abundance; when instead studying
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additional fluidlike (∆Nfld) or free-streaming (∆Nfs) light relics, we do fix the density of SM
neutrinos to this prediction, treating them as 3.044 effective degrees of freedom that freely
stream.

Throughout this work, we use the ultrarelativistic fluid species (parametrized by N ur)
implemented in the Boltzmann solver CLASS 3.2.3 [42–44] to model fluidlike radiation. We
set the effective sound speed squared and effective viscosity parameter to c2eff,ur = 1/3, and

c2visc,ur = 0, respectively, which is a standard parametrization for a perfect fluid [45]. Note
that the ultrarelativistic fluid approximation, which is implemented in CLASS to optimize
the modeling of free-streaming radiation at late times, assumes that c2visc,ur = 1/3. This
approximation must therefore be disabled (by setting the parameter ur fluid approximation

to 3) to accurately model a perfect fluid. We model the standard neutrino content with the
implementation of non-cold dark matter species (N ncdm). In the remainder of this section, we
present a mix of analytic and numerical results. Numerical degeneracy directions are derived
using CMB temperature and polarization data from the Planck PR4 analysis. We describe
the datasets, priors, and methods we employ in Section 3.

2.1 Varying radiation density at fixed free-streaming fraction

We first review the extent to which the parameter freedom of standard ΛCDM can compensate
for the effects of varying the total radiation density on the primary CMB anisotropies. The
photon density ωγ is measured to extremely high precision via direct measurements of the
blackbody distribution [46, 47], leaving ωr free to vary via Ntot [Eq. (2.1)]. In contrast to
prior work, we fix ffs in this analysis (by adjusting both Nfs and Nfld simultaneously) to
isolate the variation of the total density in radiation from the changes to the dynamics of its
perturbations [20, 21]. We first review the parameter combinations that are best constrained
by CMB and therefore should be held fixed as the radiation density varies, resulting in specific
degeneracy directions between the radiation density and other cosmological parameters.
Differences in CMB anisotropies that persist along these degeneracy directions are attributed
to changes in the pressure-supported fraction of matter [40, 48].

The CMB’s sensitivity to ωb comes from the equilibrium point between gravitational
collapse and radiation pressure in the pre-recombination plasma. The ratio of the heights of
odd peaks (modes that have compressed) and even peaks (modes that have rarefacted) thus
effectively measures the ratio of energy density in photons and baryons, commonly quantified
as R(a) = 3ρb/4ργ = a3ωb/4ωγ where a is the scale factor. Since we fix ωγ , we keep ωb fixed
for now.

The CMB probes the sum of the baryon and dark matter density ωcb ≡ ωc + ωb via
the scale factor of matter-radiation equality, aeq = ωr/ωcb. Modes of the primordial plasma
that enter the horizon during the radiation era are driven by the decay of the gravitational
potentials, referred to as the radiation driving effect [41]. The onset of potential decay at
horizon crossing coincides with the first oscillation of the plasma and therefore boosts the
amplitude of these modes. But modes that enter the horizon when matter dominates more
of the energy budget experience less driving. Therefore, the onset of matter domination
determines the impact of radiation driving as a function of scale. This “radiation driving
envelope” is sensitive to the fraction of density in radiation over a wide range of redshifts
and has a distinct impact on CMB anisotropies [49]. When varying the radiation density,
fixing aeq via a proportional change to ωcb (by adjusting ωc, when ωb is fixed) thus isolates
the other effects of extra radiation from the well-measured radiation driving effect.
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The angular positions of the acoustic peaks of the CMB are precisely quantified by the
angular size of the sound horizon,

θs ≡ rs,⋆/DM,⋆, (2.4)

where rs,⋆ is the comoving sound horizon at recombination and DM,⋆ is the comoving distance
to the surface of last scattering. Current data constrain θs with subpermille precision [1].
The comoving sound horizon is given by

rs,⋆ =

∫ a⋆

0
da
cs(a)

a2H
=

∫ a⋆

0
da

c/
√

3[1 +R(a)]

H100

√
ωr + aωcb ++a4ωΛ

, (2.5)

where cs(a) = c/
√

3[1 +R(a)] is the sound speed of the plasma and a⋆ the scale factor at
recombination. At such high redshifts (a ≤ a⋆ ≈ 1/1100), the contribution from dark energy
is negligible. The sound horizon may then be written in terms of aeq as

rs,⋆ =
c

H100
√
ωr

∫ a⋆

0
da

1/
√

3[1 +R(a)]√
1 + a/aeq

. (2.6)

In a Universe with zero mean spatial curvature, the comoving distance to the surface of last
scattering is

DM,⋆ =

∫ 1

a⋆

da
c

a2H
=

∫ 1

a⋆

da
c

H100

√
ωr(1 + a/aeq) + a4ωΛ

, (2.7)

to which radiation makes only a small contribution.1 In a flat Universe with aeq = ωr/ωcb

and ωb (via R) held constant, fixing θs sets the dark energy density ωΛ (or equivalently the
Hubble parameter h) as a function of ωr—specifically, requiring that h ∝ √

ωr.
The parameters that remain unspecified are those that determine the curvature power

spectrum at the end of inflation and reionization at late times. We take a standard parametriza-
tion of the primordial power spectrum,

∆2
R(k) = As

(
k

kp

)ns+αs ln(k/kp)/2−1

, (2.8)

where As, ns, and αs are the amplitude, tilt, and running of the spectrum, and kp is a pivot
scale conventionally fixed to kp = 0.05 Mpc−1. Except where explicitly stated otherwise, we
fix the running αs to zero.

Varying ωr adjusts the size of physical scales, but CMB anisotropies measure the power
spectrum as a function of angular scale. Since θs is effectively fixed by current data (compared
to the precision on all other cosmological parameters), the CMB more directly measures the
power in the mode that crosses the horizon at recombination, whose wave number is ks,⋆,
rather than any fixed scale like kp. Scaling As to hold As(ks,⋆/kp)

ns(k)−1 constant across
cosmologies thus preserves the initial power at any given angular scale. Reionization also
suppresses the observed amplitude of CMB anisotropies as Ase

−2τreio , where τreio is the optical

1Note that by substituting ωm = ωcb = ωr/aeq in Eq. (2.7), we’ve ignored any additional contributions
to the matter density at late times from, e.g., massive neutrinos. In this work we fix the sum of neutrino
masses to the minimum, 0.06 eV; the corresponding contribution to the late-time matter density of about half
a percent is safely ignorable for these analytic estimates.
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Figure 1. Impact of varying the total radiation density ωr (i.e., Ntot) at fixed free-streaming fraction
ffs on the unlensed temperature and E-mode polarization power spectra. Results are displayed as the
relative differences from a reference cosmology with Ntot = 3. Other ΛCDM parameters are adjusted
to fix θs, aeq, and the initial power in the mode that crosses the horizon at recombination (with wave
number ks,⋆). The primordial helium mass fraction is fixed to the BBN prediction in these cosmologies.
The grey shaded region shows the extent of cosmic variance for observations spanning a sky fraction
fsky = 0.8 binned by multipole in intervals ∆ℓ = 30.

depth to reionization, which we fix in this discussion as it is independently constrained by
CMB polarization on large scales.

To isolate the dependence of the CMB on the total amount of radiation ωr/ωγ (i.e., Ntot)
from changes to its composition, we vary the total radiation density by adding both fluidlike
and free-streaming radiation to fix ffs to its ΛCDM value of 0.4087. The remaining freedom
in ΛCDM parameters is used to preserve the aforementioned effects: we fix 100ωb = 2.2218,
zeq = 3411 (by adjusting ωc), 100 θs = 1.04075 (by adjusting ωΛ), τreio = 0.0517, and
ns = 0.9635. We scale As to fix ∆2

R(ks,⋆) (taking As = 2.0801× 10−9 as a reference value).
Figure 1 shows the effect of increasing Ntot on both the temperature and polarization power
spectra, subject to these choices. At ℓ ≲ 1000, the differences in the temperature spectra are
incurred by changes in the pressure-supported matter fraction (ωb/ωcb), which we discuss
further in Section 2.3. While this effect is also relevant on these scales in the polarization
spectra, polarization is further enhanced because the width of the visibility function relative
to the Hubble rate increases [50, 51], arising from detailed changes to the ionization history
as the rate of Thomson scattering per e-fold dκ/d ln a ≡ neσT /H depends on ωr. (Here ne is
the number density of free electrons and σT the cross-section of Thompson scattering.)

At smaller scales (ℓ ≳ 1000), on the other hand, both the temperature and polarization
spectra in Fig. 1 are suppressed by additional radiation. This scale-dependent suppression
is due in part to the broadening of the visibility function [50–52], but more so due to Silk
damping [40]. Perturbations of the photon distribution on scales smaller than the mean free
path of photons during recombination are exponentially damped by a factor of e−(k/kD)2 ,
where

k−2
D =

∫ a⋆

0

da/a

(aH)2

(neσT
H

)−1 R2 + 16(1 +R)/15

6(1 +R)2
(2.9)

is the wave number associated with the mean squared diffusion distance at decoupling [50, 52].
As established above, the shape of the acoustic peaks motivate fixing ωb and aeq, choices for
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which R(a) and H(a)/H(a⋆) are fixed as functions of a/a⋆. Then, the variation of kD with ωr

(beyond scaling with a⋆H⋆) is determined by the dimensionless Thomson rate dκ/d ln a [51].
Thomson scattering per e-fold decreases in a Universe that expands faster (due to additional
radiation), allowing photons to diffuse further and increasing the damping of small-scale
anisotropies. As evident in Fig. 1, high-resolution CMB observations are quite sensitive
to the angular scale of diffusion, θD = rD/DM,⋆, written in terms of the diffusion length
rD = 2π/kD.

To study the parameter dependence of dκ/d ln a, note that most of the photon diffusion
that damps small-scale anisotropies occurs during the last e-fold before last scattering, between
helium and hydrogen recombination. In this period, the number density of free electrons
is ne(a) = xe(a)(1 − YHe)ρb/mH, where xe = ne/nH is the hydrogen ionization fraction
and YHe ≡ ρHe/ρb the primordial fraction of baryons in helium by mass. Calculations of
Big Bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) in the SM predict the helium yield as a function of the
baryon-to-photon ratio and the radiation density (i.e., Ntot); treating YHe as a free parameter
is a commonly considered means to compensate for the impact of additional radiation on
diffusion damping [40]. Were the ionization history a fixed function of a/a⋆, the diffusion
length relative to the sound horizon would be fixed by taking 1− YHe ∝

√
ωr (which fixes the

Thomson rate per e-fold). But the ionization history is appreciably modified by variations in
ωr and YHe, with nonnegligible impact on the parameter dependence [51], which we determine
numerically to be

rD/rs ∝
ω0.134
r

(1− YHe)
0.238 . (2.10)

In the SM, the BBN prediction scales approximately as 1 − YHe ∝ ω−0.13
r [53, 54], which

compounds slightly with the scaling of rD/rs at fixed YHe and exacerbates the impact of
varying the radiation density on diffusion damping.

Small-scale damping provides most of the constraining power on ωr, but freedom in
additional beyond-ΛCDM parameters, like YHe as in Eq. (2.10), could conceal this effect. We
next discuss two avenues that compensate for the increase in diffusion damping: adjusting
ΛCDM parameters beyond the degeneracies discussed in this section (Section 2.1.1) and
introducing additional freedom in the primordial power spectrum (Section 2.1.2) or the
primordial helium yield (Section 2.1.3).

2.1.1 Tilt degeneracy

The impact of diffusion damping at large ℓ can be partially compensated for by changes to
ΛCDM parameters, though at the expense of altering the other, aforementioned physical
effects (and possibly degrading the fit) at low ℓ. For instance, one could modify the scale
dependence of the initial conditions and/or the dynamics of the photon-baryon plasma in the
radiation era—namely, the scalar tilt ns and the baryon density ωb [55, 56].

First, the scale-dependent suppression from diffusion may be compensated for with a
bluer initial power spectrum, i.e., larger ns. Since the conventional pivot scale corresponds
to a multipole of ℓp = kp/DM,⋆ ≈ 700, anisotropies at lower multipoles (around the first two
acoustic peaks) are suppressed. In turn, the first peak may be boosted by increasing ωb (i.e.,
R): an increase in so-called baryon loading shifts the zero point of the acoustic oscillations,
enhancing the relative peak heights. Increasing the baryon density itself also partly offsets
the increased diffusion rate: from Eq. (2.9), the diffusion scale increases with R, pushing the
impact of damping to smaller scales.
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Figure 2. Joint posterior distributions between the total radiation density ωr and ns, ωb, As ≡
Ase

−2τreio , θs, and ωcb, holding ffs fixed and using the Planck 2020 TT, TE, and EE high-ℓ likelihood
(CamSpec), the Planck 2020 low-ℓ EE likelihood (LoLLiPoP), and the Planck 2018 low-ℓ TT likelihood.
The tilt degeneracy directions, determined via numerical fits, appear in dashed red and are labeled on
each panel. Here YHe is fixed to the BBN prediction as a function of ωb and ωr.

The competition between these effects—changes to the relative peak heights and the
small-scale suppression due to diffusion—ultimately depends on the relative precision of
measurements at large and small scales for any set of CMB observations, insofar as they
determine parameter constraints. To investigate the relationship between these parameters
as constrained by Planck PR4 CMB data, Fig. 2 presents joint posterior distributions
(and numerical estimates of degeneracy directions) of ΛCDM parameters with Ntot, fixing
the free-streaming fraction to ffs = 0.4087. These results consistently set YHe to the Big
Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) prediction, assuming the extra radiation is also present during
nucleosynthesis. (Since we do not change the density in photons, fixing the free-streaming
fraction does not allow for ωr lower than its standard value, ωγ/ffs.)

For the posteriors in Fig. 2 deriving from Planck PR4 data, we empirically find that

ns|ffs ∝ ω0.16
r , (2.11a)

ωb|ffs ∝ ω0.30
r . (2.11b)

Since varying the radiation density at fixed aeq and ffs does not alter the propagation of
acoustic waves in the plasma, ωr shows no notable correlation with As ≡ Ase

−2τreio and θs.
Notably, the matter density exhibits a slightly shallower correlation with ωr than would
fully fix aeq, due to the competing effect of changing the pressure-supported matter fraction,
ωb/ωcb. However, the relationships in Eq. (2.11) are only slightly modified when extracted
from the subset of the posteriors in Fig. 2 for which aeq differs by no more than half a percent
from its best-fit value in ΛCDM. Since this similarity suggests that the signatures controlled
by the pressure-supported matter fraction are effectively independent, we therefore take aeq
fixed when referring to the tilt degeneracy below. We discuss the pressure-supported matter
fraction in Section 2.1.3, where we promote YHe to a free parameter to compensate for the
effects of radiation on small-scale damping. For now, we focus on the correlations of ns and
ωb with ωr.

Figure 3 illustrates the variation in the CMB spectra along the tilt degeneracy. The
relative precision of Planck data at small and large ℓ controls the extent to which the tilt
degeneracy is viable. We compare cosmologies with Ntot = 3.044 (the SM prediction) and
3.58 (the 95th percentile of the posterior in Fig. 2). Adjusting ns alone offsets some of the
impact on the damping tail but also suppresses the first acoustic peak. Additionally adjusting
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Figure 3. Illustration of the tilt degeneracy [Eq. (2.11)], displaying residuals of the lensed temperature
and E-mode polarization power spectra for cosmologies with Ntot = 3.58 relative to one with
Ntot = 3.044. The red, blue, and gold curves respectively adjust no parameters, ns alone, and both
ns and ωb according to Eq. (2.11). The purple curve additionally adjusts αs as in Eq. (2.12). Other
parameters are specified as in Fig. 1. The grey shaded region shows the extent of cosmic variance
for observations spanning a sky fraction fsky = 0.8 binned by multipole in intervals ∆ℓ = 30, and
the binned Planck 2020 spectra and uncertainties are superimposed for the 143× 143 GHz (triangle),
143× 217 GHz (square), and 217× 217 GHz (diamond) temperature maps, along with the polarization
map (circle), where all frequencies and their cross-spectra have been co-added [57].

ωb slightly increases the first peak and also further mitigates the enhanced damping on small
scales.

2.1.2 Running of the spectral tilt

Beyond the scalar spectral tilt ns, the running αs provides additional freedom with which
to compensate for damping induced by additional radiation without altering dynamics. In
addition to the tilt degeneracy [Eq. (2.11)], for the same set of Planck PR4 data we empirically
find that the posterior is oriented best along the line

αs|ffs ∝ 3984ωr, (2.12)

since αs is constrained close to zero. The impact of adjusting αs is also illustrated in Fig. 3.
Similar to ns, αs offsets impacts to the damping tail but, unlike ns, can simultaneously
improve the fit at larger scales.

2.1.3 Degeneracy with the helium fraction

As seen in the tilt degeneracy, the standard ΛCDM model only has sufficient freedom to
partially compensate for the radiation density’s impact on diffusion damping. Figure 4
shows that fixing θD by varying YHe [according to Eq. (2.10)] largely removes the small-scale
suppression incurred by larger radiation densities. The remaining residuals derive from the
change to the fraction of the matter density that is pressure supported (ωb/ωcb) [40, 48],
since fixing both aeq and R with increasing ωr requires holding ωb constant and increasing
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Figure 4. Impact of varying the total radiation density ωr (i.e., Ntot) on the unlensed temperature
and E-mode polarization power spectra, fixing the free-streaming fraction and the angular scale of
diffusion θD = 3.23×10−3 (by adjusting the Helium mass fraction YHe) as well as θs, aeq, and ∆2

R(ks,⋆)
as in Fig. 1. The latter controls for the impact of larger radiation densities on small-scale damping,
leaving the fraction of the matter density that is pressure supported as the most significant variable
remaining. Results are presented as in Fig. 1.

ωc. Gravitational potentials then decay to a lesser extent in the radiation era, with twofold
(and scale-dependent) effects on acoustic oscillations. First, the radiation driving effect is
diminished for large-scale modes (those that undergo no more than a single oscillation),
reducing the amplitude of photon perturbations around the first acoustic peak (ℓ ≲ 400 in
Fig. 4). However, smaller-scale modes that oscillate multiple times before last scattering do
so in deeper potential wells, in which they compress to higher densities. CMB anisotropies
are thus enhanced on the smaller angular scales that are primarily sourced by these modes,
as evident in Fig. 4. We discuss this effect in connection to the dynamics of radiation
perturbations in Section 2.3.1.

2.2 Varying free-streaming fraction at fixed radiation density

Section 2.1 considers the degeneracies of the total radiation density ωr with other cosmological
parameters while fixing its composition—that is, the fraction thereof that freely streams (ffs).
These degeneracies depend largely on the background cosmology rather than the dynamics of
its perturbations. We now review the impact of the composition of radiation at fixed density
(Ntot), following Refs. [20, 21].

The effect of free-streaming radiation can be understood analytically in the radiation-
dominated epoch by expanding in small ffs to study how differences in the gravitational
potential sourced by the anisotropic stress of free-streaming radiation modify the monopole of
the photon distribution. This correction to the Sachs-Wolfe effect imprints in the amplitude
and the location of the extrema of the CMB spectra. The analytic prediction in the radiation-
dominated era for the ratio of the amplitudes of the temperature and polarization spectra
between first and zeroth order is [20, 21]

C
(1)
ℓ

C
(0)
ℓ

= (1− 0.268ffs)
2, (2.13)
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Figure 5. Impact of varying the free-streaming fraction ffs on the unlensed CMB temperature and
polarization power spectra at fixed Ntot = 3, changing no other cosmological parameters (i.e., holding
the background cosmology fixed). Residuals are computed relative to a cosmology with ffs = 0.26
for illustration. Results are depicted as in Fig. 1. The only physical difference is in the dynamics of
radiation perturbations; in contrast to, e.g., Fig. 4, the fraction of pressure-supported matter does not
vary. The colored horizontal lines correspond to the analytic prediction for the amplitude shift with
ffs [Eq. (2.13)].

and the acoustic peaks shift in multipole by

δℓ ≈ −0.19ffs∆ℓ, (2.14)

where ∆ℓ ≈ π/θs ≈ 300 is the average separation between the peaks [58].

Figure 5 illustrates these physical effects for cosmologies with ffs varied at fixed Ntot = 3
to remove the effects of extra radiation density on the background cosmology (Section 2.1).
The offset in amplitude matches Eq. (2.13) well at ℓ ≳ 700, corresponding to modes for which
the approximation of radiation domination is accurate. The oscillations of the residuals about
Eq. (2.13) increase in amplitude for greater changes in ffs due to the increased phase shift
[Eq. (2.14)]. The effect of changing ffs gradually diminishes in the matter era, as radiation’s
relative contribution to the Einstein equations decreases. The residuals in Fig. 5 therefore
decrease at lower multipoles—those dominated by scales that only become dynamical around
or after matter-radiation equality. We discuss the scale dependence of these effects further in
Section 2.3.1.

2.2.1 Shift degeneracy

Since the free-streaming fraction impacts both the amplitude and the location of the peaks of
the spectra, it should be at least partially degenerate with As ≡ Ase

−2τreio , which controls
the overall amplitude of CMB anisotropies, and θs, which is determined by the location of the
peaks [21, 26, 58]. To investigate the relationship between ffs and other ΛCDM parameters,
Fig. 6 presents study posteriors deriving from Planck PR4 CMB data in models where
the free-streaming fraction is allowed to vary but the total amount of radiation is fixed to
Ntot = 3.044. Since we do not alter the photon density and Ntot is fixed, values of ffs above
the SM prediction of ffs = 0.4087 are disallowed. As anticipated [20, 21], we empirically find
a strong degeneracy between ffs, As, and θs. We coin this partial numerical degeneracy a
“shift degeneracy” to differentiate from the tilt degeneracy (Section 2.1.1) due to the effects
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Figure 6. Joint posterior distribution between the free-streaming fraction ffs and ns, ωb, As, θs, and
ωcb. Results fix Ntot = 3.044 and use the Planck 2020 TT, TE, and EE high-ℓ likelihood (CamSpec),
the Planck 2020 low-ℓ EE likelihood (LoLLiPoP), and the Planck 2018 low-ℓ TT likelihood. The tilt
degeneracy directions, determined via numerical fits, appear in dashed red and are labeled on each
panel. Here YHe is fixed to the BBN prediction as a function of ωb.

of the radiation density on the background cosmology. We also find mild correlations with
ωb and ns, which can both partially mitigate the effects of varying ffs on the first peak (see
Fig. 5). Unlike for a varying radiation density, for which a proportional increase in ωcb fixes
aeq, there is little correlation between ffs and ωcb. For the posteriors in Fig. 6 deriving from
Planck PR4 data, we empirically find that

As|ωr
∝ f0.18fs , (2.15a)

θs|ωr
∝ f−0.0090

fs , (2.15b)

ns|ωr
∝ f0.06fs , (2.15c)

ωb|ωr
∝ f−0.04

fs . (2.15d)

Note that while the correlation in Eq. (2.15b) appears weak, the exquisite precision of the
measurement of θs makes it relevant. To illustrate this shift degeneracy, Fig. 7 shows the
impact of each of θs, As, ns and ωb on the CMB power spectra for ffs = 0.34 (the 5th percentile
of the posterior in Fig. 6) compared to a baseline cosmology with ffs = 0.41. Adjusting θs
compensates for the shift of the peaks, especially in the range 500 < ℓ < 1500, reducing the
oscillations of the residuals in both temperature and polarization. Shifting As accounts for
the change in amplitude as predicted in Eq. (2.13). Finally, adjusting ns tilts the spectra
to better absorb the scale dependent amplitude change in the first peak while adjusting ωb

further decreases the amplitude in the first peak. We stress again that this partial degeneracy
direction is a function of the precision of Planck observations, which are displayed in Fig. 7.

2.3 Free-streaming versus fluidlike radiation

We have thus far studied parameter degeneracies when varying the total radiation density
at fixed free-streaming fraction and vice versa. Although ωr and ffs most cleanly encode
the physical effects on cosmological observables, contributions from BSM physics are more
conveniently parametrized through ∆Nfs and ∆Nfld, insofar as new degrees of freedom either
freely stream or are fluidlike (and therefore modify ωr and ffs simultaneously). (We do not
consider the possibility of sectors whose interactions decouple or recouple on cosmologically
relevant timescales [15, 24, 27, 56, 59, 60].)
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Figure 7. Illustration of the shift degeneracy [Eq. (2.15)], displaying residuals of the lensed
temperature and E-mode polarization power spectra for cosmologies with ffs = 0.34 relative to one
with ffs = 0.41. The red, blue, and gold curves respectively adjust no parameters, θs alone, and both
θs and As according to Eqs. (2.15a) and (2.15b). The purple curve additionally adjusts ns and ωb as in
Eqs. (2.15c) and (2.15d). All other parameters are fixed. Results are otherwise presented as in Fig. 3.

While equal increases in Nfs and Nfld yield the same total radiation density and therefore
increase damping (Fig. 1) and decrease the fraction of matter that is pressure supported
(Fig. 4) to the same extent, they change the free-streaming fraction by differing amounts and
with opposite sign. To leading order,

∆ffs ≈ (1− ffs)
∆ρfs
ρr

− ffs
∆ρfld
ρr

. (2.16)

In the baseline cosmology where ρfs = ρν and ρr = ργ + ρν , the free-streaming fraction
ffs ≈ 0.4087; effects that are controlled by the free-streaming fraction are then roughly
(1− ffs)/ffs ≈ 1.45 times greater in magnitude for an increase of ∆Nfs compared to an equal
increase of ∆Nfld. When adjusting, e.g., YHe in order to compensate for the common effect
on small-scale damping and fixing parameters as in Section 2.1, the ultimate impacts of
additional free-streaming and fluidlike radiation are differentiated by the interplay between
their common change to the pressure-supported matter fraction and their distinct changes to
the free-streaming fraction.

2.3.1 Interplay between free-streaming radiation and pressure supported matter

To study the impact of correlated changes to the free-streaming fraction and pressure-supported
matter fraction, Fig. 8 displays residuals of the temperature and polarization spectra for
cosmologies with ∆Nfs = 1 and ∆Nfld = 1 relative to the baseline case with Nfs = 3.044,
fixing θs, ωb, aeq, and θD (by adjusting YHe) as in Section 2.1.3. As discussed in Section 2.1,
these choices effectively compensate for all effects that derive from changes to the expansion
history. Figure 8 also presents results for commensurate changes to ffs at fixed Ntot and
vice versa.2 Note that Ref. [48, see Fig. 3] also compared the signatures of extra fluidlike or

2In order to vary ffs at fixed Ntot without modifying the photon density, we set Ntot = 4 in these cases and
adjust other parameters to preserve the ΛCDM values of ωb, θs, θD, and aeq.
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Figure 8. Impact of additional free-streaming versus additional fluidlike radiation on the unlensed
CMB temperature (left) and polarization (right) power spectra, comparing residuals for cosmologies
∆Nfs = 1 (blue) and ∆Nfld = 1 (red) relative to the baseline cosmology. In both panels, purple dashed
curves increase Ntot by one but fix ffs; by also fixing aeq, θs, and θD, these results illustrate the
isolated effect of changing the fraction of pressure-supported matter. Dotted curves show the effect of
increasing (orange) or decreasing (gold) the free-streaming fraction by the same amount incurred by
∆Nfs/fld = 1 while holding Ntot fixed. In all cases, aeq, θs, θD, ωb, As, and ns are fixed as in Fig. 4;
results are otherwise presented as in Fig. 1.

free-streaming radiation to the case with the same radiation density but fixed free-streaming
fraction, interpreting the results relative to an expanded “mirror-world” dark sector scenario.
In Fig. 8, we instead consider the complementary case with fixed radiation density and varying
free-streaming fraction in order to explain the contrast in the combined effects for fluidlike
and free-streaming light relics. We discuss three notable features in Fig. 8: signatures that
are oscillatory in ℓ and impact the peak locations, the overall shift in amplitude at high ℓ,
and the differing effects on the first peak (ℓ ≲ 400).

First, with additional free-streaming radiation the residuals of the temperature spectra
exhibit oscillations in multipole that are comparable in amplitude to their average. By
contrast, when adding fluidlike radiation the residuals’ oscillations at ℓ ≳ 500 are about a
tenth (rather than nearly half) of the size of the scale-independent shift. A similar comparison
holds for polarization, but the residuals oscillate with roughly double the amplitude in all
cases. Decreasing the pressure-supported matter fraction moves the peaks to slightly larger
scales by shifting the zero-point of oscillations in the baryon-photon fluid. This effect adds
constructively with the phase shift induced by increasing the free-streaming fraction with
additional free-streaming radiation, while the two effects are out of phase with additional
fluidlike radiation, exacerbating the oscillations in the former case and diminishing them in
the latter. The resulting shifts in peak locations due to free-streaming and fluidlike radiation,
listed in Table 1, therefore differ in magnitude by much more than 1.45 (and even in sign for
the second and third peak), as predicted if ωb/ωcb were fixed.

Next, in contrast to the expected ratio of 1.45 from Eq. (2.16), Fig. 8 displays an overall
shift in amplitude at high ℓ that is slightly smaller in magnitude for free-streaming radiation
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Nfs = 3.044 220.7 537.0 815.3 1130.6 1428.4 1740.9 2040.4

∆Nfs = 1.0 -1.3 -1.7 -2.7 -2.6 -3.0 -2.9 -3.3

∆Nfld = 1.0 0.2 -0.1 -0.1 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.7

Table 1. Peak locations (in multipole) of the CMB temperature spectrum in ΛCDM cosmology (top
row) and the shift in locations for the ∆Nfs/fld = 1.0 models depicted in Fig. 8 (second and third
rows).
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Figure 9. Illustration of the partial degeneracy between Nfs/fld, YHe, and As in the CMB temperature
spectra. Here As is chosen in each case to minimize the mean-squared difference (weighted by cosmic
variance) of the temperature spectrum compared to the fiducial case with Nfs = 3.044 for ℓ > 1000.
Other cosmological parameters are adjusted to fix θs, θD, aeq, ωb, τreio, and ns (see Section 2.1).
Results are otherwise presented as in Fig. 1. Although not shown, the polarization spectra exhibit the
same key features.

than that for fluidlike radiation. The results in Fig. 8 that vary ffs at fixed Ntot on the other
hand are indeed consistent with the expectation from Eq. (2.16). This reversal is due again
to the common decrease of the fraction of matter that is pressure supported (ωb/ωcb), which
Fig. 4 shows boosts power on small scales by a percent or so (for ∆Ntot = 1), partly canceling
the amplitude effect under additional free-streaming radiation and compounding with it for
fluidlike radiation.

The interplay of these effects significantly impacts the degeneracy with the amplitude
of the primordial power spectrum, As. From Eq. (2.13), to first order in ffs, we expect
an overall, fractional change in the amplitude of the CMB spectra at high multipole of
∆Cℓ(ffs)/Cℓ(ffs) = −0.246∆ffs/ffs, which in principle could be compensated for by an equal
and opposite change ∆As/As.

3 To study the impact of the reduction in ωb/ωcb on degeneracies
with the primordial amplitude, Fig. 9 varies ∆Nfs/fld (as usual, at fixed θs, aeq, and θD) and
adjusts As to compensate for the effects at high ℓ. We empirically determine the optimal
relationship between As and ffs by minimizing the cosmic-variance-weighted, mean-squared

3This prediction differs from the relationship observed between As and ffs in the shift degeneracy (Fig. 6)
due to the influence of low-ℓ data, which we discuss next. Figure 5 demonstrates that amplitude differences
incurred by changing ffs only asymptote to the analytic prediction for ℓ ≳ 700.
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deviation between the temperature spectra of cosmologies of increasing ∆Nfs/fld and ΛCDM
(i.e., Nfs = 3.044) using the Nelder-Mead minimization algorithm. The optimized values of
As approximately lie along

∆As/As =

{
0.21∆ffs/ffs, for varying ∆Nfs

0.31∆ffs/ffs, for varying ∆Nfld

(2.17)

which is shallower (steeper) than the degeneracy direction predicted above for free-streaming
(fluidlike) radiation.

As in Fig. 8, the reduction in the pressure-supported matter fraction when increasing Nfs

amplifies the acoustic oscillations on small scales, partially compensating for the reduction
in amplitude incurred by increasing ffs. Moreover, for the amplitudes that minimize the
deviation at ℓ > 1000, the residuals at almost all ℓ also oscillate about zero for the case
of additional free-streaming radiation. For fluidlike radiation, on the other hand, the same
optimization procedure is ineffective because of a more severe mismatch between the first
acoustic peak and small-scale anisotropies. The right panel of Fig. 9 shows that while the
optimization does indeed center the residuals on zero at high ℓ, it does so at the expense of a
severely suppressed first peak in the temperature power spectrum. The same effect is evident
in the polarization spectra.

The differing impacts on the first peak compared to larger ℓ derive from the transition to
matter domination shortly before recombination, as the modes that contribute to it entered
the horizon after equality and do not complete a full oscillation before recombination. As
explained in Refs. [40, 48] and reviewed in Section 2.1, decreasing the fraction of pressure-
supported matter suppresses the anisotropies on large scales but boosts them at ℓ ≳ 400.
Figure 10 illustrates the interplay of this effect and the increase (decrease) in the free-streaming
fraction ffs under additional free-streaming (fluidlike) radiation. Specifically, Fig. 10 depicts
the differences in the dynamics of the Sachs-Wolfe term Θ0 + ψ for various cosmologies
(where Θ0 is the monopole of the photon distribution and ψ the gravitational potential [61]),
for wave number k = 0.016 Mpc−1, which contributes significantly to first acoustic peak.
While the change to the pressure-supported matter fraction reduces the Sachs-Wolfe term
at recombination in both cases, the differences incurred by changing ffs have opposite sign.
Both effects are similar in magnitude. When ∆Nfs > 0, these two effects conspire together to
reduce the first peak, while in the cosmology with additional Nfld the effects largely cancel.

In summary, the combined effects of changing the radiation density and free-streaming
fraction yield degeneracies in CMB anisotropies that are qualitatively distinct when considering
additional free-streaming or fluidlike radiation. Free-streaming radiation results in a reduction
in amplitude that is more coherent across scales but with substantial oscillations about the
overall shift. Fluidlike radiation instead incurs a boost in amplitude at ℓ ≳ 400 that is greater
in magnitude but has nearly negligible oscillations. In this case, however, the first peak is
largely unaffected. The relative amplitude of the first and higher acoustic peaks thus plays a
crucial role in breaking the degeneracy between Nfld, As, and YHe. In Appendix A, we explore
the manner in which low-ℓ data break this degeneracy by comparing constraints from mock,
Planck -like data over all scales and restricted to small scales.

2.4 Breaking degeneracies with large scale structure

Sections 2.1 to 2.3 focus on searches for signatures of light relics in primary CMB anisotropies
because of their unique sensitivity to the dynamics of spatial perturbations in the radiation
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Figure 10. Differences in the evolution of the Sachs-Wolfe term Θ0 + ψ for a mode that contributes
significantly to the first peak of the CMB primary spectra. Solid curves compare models with ∆Nfs = 1
(left, blue) and ∆Nfld = 1 (right, red) to ΛCDM. In both panels, purple dashed curves increase Ntot

by one but fix ffs; by also fixing aeq, θs, and θD, these results illustrate the isolated effect of changing
the fraction of pressure-supported matter. Dotted curves show the effect of increasing (left, orange) or
decreasing (right, gold) the free-streaming fraction by the same amount incurred by ∆Nfs/fld = 1 while
holding Ntot fixed. For free-streaming radiation (left), the two effects each reduce the amplitude at
recombination (indicated by the vertical black line), while with fluidlike radiation (right) their effects
partially cancel.

epoch. But both the total radiation density (Section 2.1) and the free-streaming fraction
(Section 2.2) remain degenerate to some degree with other cosmological parameters. These
degeneracies can be broken by other observations, like the light element abundances and
large-scale structure. The former—namely, astrophysical measurements of the primordial
helium fraction, YHe—break degeneracies in the damping tail with the total density Ntot. In
the remainder of this section, we discuss the role large-scale structure observables, such as
CMB lensing and the matter power spectrum, can play in breaking these degeneracies.

We first consider variations in Ntot at fixed ffs, as studied in Section 2.1.1, again adjusting
cosmological parameters to fix θs, aeq, and θD (via YHe as in Section 2.1.3). The remaining
physical effect, the variation in the fraction of matter with pressure support (ωb/ωcb), increases
power at high ℓ (Fig. 4), where the plasma oscillates in a deeper potential well (due to the
increased relative importance of CDM). The same dynamics amplify large-scale structure,
i.e., perturbations of the metric potentials and the matter density, as evident in Fig. 11. The
relative increase in the CMB lensing and matter power spectra is around four times greater
than that in the temperature and polarization spectra at large ℓ, which was at most 2% over
the same range of Ntot (see Fig. 4). These observables can therefore independently break the
amplitude degeneracy discussed in Section 2.3.1.

We next explore to what extent large-scale structure observations can independently
break the tilt (Section 2.1.1) and shift (Section 2.2.1) degeneracies. Figure 12 presents the
relative changes to the CMB lensing power spectrum and matter power spectrum in the same
cosmologies considered in Figs. 3 and 7, which display the changes to the CMB temperature
and polarization spectra. We compare cosmologies with Ntot = 3.58 and ffs = 0.34 to ΛCDM
for the tilt and shift degeneracies, respectively. None of the adjustments prescribed by the tilt
degeneracy [Eq. (2.11)] abate the ∼ 3− 4% increase in power at L ≳ 200 in the lensing power
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Figure 11. Impact of varying radiation density ωr on the CMB lensing spectrum Cϕϕ
ℓ (left) and

the linear matter power spectrum Pmm(k) (right) at fixed ffs and θD (by varying YHe). Other ΛCDM
parameters are adjusted to fix θs, aeq, and the initial power in the mode that crosses the horizon at
recombination (with wave number ks,⋆), as in Figs. 1 and 4. Residuals are computed relative to a
cosmology where Ntot = 3. The grey bands depict cosmic variance for CMB lensing with fsky = 0.8
binned with ∆ℓ = 30 (left) and for a survey volume of 20 Gpc3 (right).

spectrum incurred by the increase in Ntot at fixed aeq. In fact, the parameter adjustments of
Eq. (2.11) increase the discrepancies at smaller scales in both CMB lensing and the matter
power spectrum, albeit only moderately on linear scales. In contrast, both observables are
less sensitive to changes in the free-streaming fraction, all else equal. However, adjusting
As and ns per the shift degeneracy [Eq. (2.15)] yield a pronounced impact on residuals,
with differences again reaching the 5% level in the linear regime when all shift degeneracy
parameters are adjusted. Figure 12 shows that, in addition to CMB lensing data, the full
shape of the matter power spectrum could independently break the tilt and shift degeneracies
deriving from current CMB data, along the lines of past work that considered self-interacting
neutrinos [62, 63].

3 Constraints on dark radiation

We now apply the theoretical background of Section 2 to interpret the impact of the latest
CMB and BAO data on parameter inference in dark-radiation scenarios. We begin in
Section 3.1 by taking both Ntot and ffs as free parameters, motivated by the discussion in
Section 2 which phrases the physical origin of degeneracies with standard ΛCDM parameters
in terms of the total radiation density ωr and the fraction ffs thereof that freely streams. In
practice, for these models we vary the amount of both fluidlike and free-streaming radiation,
ignoring the SM prediction for the contribution from neutrinos. To isolate the role of physical
effects other than small-scale damping, we additionally study cases that allow YHe to vary
independently of its standard BBN prediction, as discussed in Section 2.1.3. We also consider
varying the running of the scalar spectral index αs (Section 2.1.2) as an alternative means to
compensate for radiation’s impact on damping without altering dynamics (as impacted by
YHe). After studying general scenarios varying the total radiation density and its composition,
in Section 3.2 we consider models featuring additional light relics (on top of SM neutrinos)
that are either self-interacting (∆Nfld) or free-streaming (∆Nfs). In particular, we apply
the results of Section 3.1 to understand any differential impact of particular datasets on
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Figure 12. Relative changes to the CMB lensing potential power spectrum (top) and matter power
spectrum (bottom) in cosmologies varying parameters along the tilt (left) and shift (right) degeneracies,
comparing models with Ntot = 3.58 and 3.044 at fixed ffs (left) and models with ffs = 0.34 and 0.41
at fixed Ntot (right). Parameters are varied according to Eq. (2.11) (left) and Eq. (2.15) (right) as
indicated on the legend; the CMB spectra for the corresponding cosmologies are displayed in Fig. 3
and Fig. 7, respectively. The grey bands depict cosmic variance as in Fig. 11.

parameter inference in each case (as derives from their opposite effects on the free-streaming
fraction). Finally, in Section 3.3 we forecast parameter constraints from CMB-S4 [31] for all
the aforementioned scenarios. Tables 2 to 5 in Appendix B tabulate constraints on other
ΛCDM parameters for a number of the models and dataset combinations we consider.

To carry out the analyses in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 (and those presented in Figs. 2 and 6),
we use the Boltzmann code CLASS 3.2.3 interfaced with cobaya 3.5.4 [64, 65]. We employ
CMB temperature, polarization, and lensing data from Planck , considering both 2018 data via
the nuisance-marginalized likelihoods [1, 66] (referred to as “PR3”) and subsequent reanalyses
(“PR4”). Specifically, the latter uses the CamSpec likelihood [57] for data at ℓ ≥ 30, LoLLiPoP
for E-mode data [32] and Commander for temperature data [66] at ℓ < 30 (the latter of which
employs 2018 data), and the PR4 lensing likelihood from Ref. [33]. The combinations PR3
and PR4 each include their respective lensing datasets unless otherwise specified, and in some
cases we use the combined ACT DR6/Planck PR4 lensing dataset [34, 35]. Finally, we also
study the impact of BAO observations either from DESI’s first data release [36–38] or from
the Sloan Digital Sky Survey (SDSS), the latter including the Main Galaxy Sample from
SDSS DR7 [67], the Baryon Oscillation Spectroscopic Survey (BOSS) DR12 galaxies [68], and
the Extended BOSS (eBOSS) DR16 luminous red galaxies [69–71].
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We sample posteriors using the cobaya implementation of the Metropolis-Hastings
method for Markov chain Monte Carlo [72]. Denoting a uniform distribution between a and b
as U(a, b), we take flat priors for ΛCDM parameters: 100θs ∼ U(0.5, 10), ωb ∼ U(0.005, 0.1),
ωc ∼ U(0.001, 0.99), ln

(
1010As

)
∼ U(1.61, 3.91), ns ∼ U(0.8, 1.2), and τreio ∼ U(0.01, 0.8).

The total amount of radiation and the free-streaming fraction are sampled viaNtot ∼ U(2.0, 4.5)
and the ratio Nfld/Ntot ∼ U(0, 1.0). When not otherwise fixed, we take YHe ∼ U(0.01, 0.5) and
αs ∼ U(−0.05, 0.05). For the cases considered in Section 3.2, we take ∆Nfs and ∆Nfld ∼ U(0, 1).
We ensure that our presented results are robust to both thinning and the amount of samples
dropped as burn-in. All posteriors presented contain between 4, 000 and 11, 000 independent
samples, and we slightly smooth posterior contours to improve legibility without modifying
their shape.

3.1 Impact of recent data on radiation density and composition

We first analyze the impact of recent datasets on constraints for models where both the
radiation density and the free-streaming fraction vary, isolating what features of recent data
are responsible for changes in parameter inference. Later (in Section 3.2) we apply this
analysis to explain differences in constraints on additional free-streaming radiation or fluidlike
radiation beyond the SM prediction. Figure 13 summarizes measurements on Ntot and ffs
for various dataset combinations in scenarios that fix YHe to its BBN prediction, vary YHe

independently, and vary the running of the spectral index, αs.

3.1.1 Planck PR3 versus PR4

The PR4 and PR3 data releases largely yield consistent inferences of ΛCDM parameters; in
general, the PR4 release reduces parameter uncertainties by 10% to 20% [32, 57]. However,
PR4 prefers slightly higher Nfs = 3.08± 0.17 [57] compared to PR3 (2.92± 0.19 [1]), a result
marginally closer to the SM prediction for Nfs = 3.044 for neutrinos. This preference for
additional radiation persists in models where Ntot and ffs both vary, as shown in Fig. 14.
When fixing YHe to its BBN prediction (as a function of Ntot and the baryon-to-photon ratio),
the posteriors over Ntot from PR4 shift around half a standard deviation higher and also
broaden marginally. When YHe is instead taken as a free parameter, the posteriors are less
offset in Ntot and the PR4 measurement is slightly more precise than PR3’s. Notably, however,
PR4 in general prefers higher values of YHe regardless of the value of Ntot. Comparing the
two-dimensional posteriors that do and do not assume the prediction from BBN, for which YHe

increases with Ntot, suggests that PR4’s preference for larger Ntot when assuming consistency
with BBN is driven by its preference for larger values of YHe. This comparison also suggests
that PR3 data is modestly more consistent with SM predictions for YHe. Moreover, the Ntot

posteriors for PR4 and PR3 both center at 3 when marginalizing over YHe. This suggests
that the effects of changing YHe better explain the differences between the two datasets than
any effect deriving specifically from the radiation content.

To investigate the origin of PR4’s preference for larger values of YHe, Fig. 15 displays
the residuals of CMB spectra for 1000 posterior samples for both PR4 and PR3 (i.e., those
presented in Fig. 14 with Ntot, ffs and YHe free), each colored by its value of YHe. These
results indicate that PR4 prefers both excess damping in temperature at high ℓ and a higher
polarization amplitude at 100 ≤ ℓ ≤ 1000 (driven by about half of the data in this interval
skewing several standard deviations above the best-fit prediction). Both features can be
better fit by increasing YHe, deriving from the incurred slowing of recombination. Namely,
with slower recombination the quadrupole has more time to radiate before last scattering,
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Figure 13. Posterior distributions for Ntot and Nfld/Ntot for models with Ntot and ffs free. Results
are derived using Planck PR3 and PR4 CMB data, with or without lensing, and in combination
with BAO data from DESI and SDSS or lensing data from ACT DR6 as labeled. The primordial
helium yield YHe is fixed to the BBN prediction in the top panels and independently varied in the
middle panels. The bottom panels marginalize over the running of the spectral tilt αs, again fixing
YHe to the BBN prediction. Posteriors on the left are labeled by their median and 1σ quantiles, with
corresponding white lines indicating the median, 1σ, and 2σ contours. On the right, posteriors are
truncated at the 95th percentile (whose value is also labeled); vertical white lines indicate the median
and ±1σ quantiles.

generating a larger amplitude of polarization [50, 51, 73]. A broader visibility function also
increases the degree of so-called Landau damping on small scales [50, 74].

Figure 14 also displays results that vary all of Ntot, ffs, and αs. As noted in Section 2.1.2,
the running of the spectral tilt can mimic the effect of small-scale damping by changing
initial conditions rather than dynamics. Marginalization over the running slightly weakens
constraints on Ntot with either PR3 or PR4 data. However, αs cannot mimic the enhancement
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Figure 14. Posterior distributions for models where Ntot and ffs both vary, comparing results using
the Planck PR3 and PR4 temperature and polarization data (excluding lensing data). In the left
figure, YHe is either independently varied (blue and gold for PR4 and PR3, respectively) or fixed to
the BBN prediction (black and red). The right figure compares results that also vary αs (blue and
gold) to those that fix it to zero (black and red), both with YHe set to its BBN prediction. Diagonal
panels depict kernel density estimates of one-dimensional posterior distributions normalized relative
to their peak value to facilitate comparison. The median and corresponding ±1σ uncertainties for
each parameter are reported above the diagonal panels. The off-diagonal panels display the 1 and 2σ
contours of the two-dimensional joint posterior density for pairs of parameters (i.e., the 39.3% and
86.5% mass levels).

of the polarization amplitude from increasing YHe as preferred by PR4 data. PR3 favors
negative running more so than PR4, as attributed to mild tensions between low and high
multipoles in ΛCDM [1], correlating to a slightly lower radiation density. In contrast to results
for ΛCDM parameters, PR4 yields slightly weaker constraints than PR3 on αs (as well as on
Ntot and YHe), in curious contradiction to its greater data volume and multipole range. This
finding may derive from the aforementioned internal inconsistencies in PR3 data [1] that may
be mitigated in PR4, a possibility that warrants further investigation.

3.1.2 Role of CMB lensing data

As was true with the Planck PR3 data release [1, 26], incorporating PR4 lensing data does
not qualitatively impact parameter inference for models that vary both Ntot and ffs, as shown
in Fig. 13. Planck ’s CMB lensing data lack the precision to meaningfully break parameter
degeneracies in the manner discussed in Section 2.4. ACT’s DR6 lensing data also have little
impact on the inference of Ntot, regardless of what additional parameters are varied (YHe or
αs). However, ACT lensing data (in combination with PR4) do have a noticeable impact on
the fraction of radiation that is fluidlike.
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excluding lensing data. Curves are colored by each sample’s value of YHe; binned data are depicted as
labeled in the legend (indicating the frequencies in GHz of the specific PR4 maps).

The increase in constraining power with ACT lensing data derives from effects of varying
the free-streaming fraction—in particular, by better measuring As and breaking its degeneracy
with ffs (see Section 2.4).4 Figure 16 compares posteriors from PR4 that exclude and include
lensing data from PR4 and from the combination of ACT DR6 and PR4. Decreasing the
free-streaming fraction increases the amplitude of the CMB temperature and polarization
spectra, requiring a reduced As to fit the data (Section 2.3). However, moving along the
shift degeneracy exacerbates differences in the lensing potential (see Fig. 12). Therefore, the
additional lensing information disfavors only the lower values of As allowed by the primary
CMB. Since models with additional Nfld radiation prefer lower values of As, the addition of
the PR4 + ACT DR6 lensing likelihood reduces the fraction of radiation that can be fluidlike,
as is seen in the posteriors over ffs and Nfld/Ntot in Fig. 16. Upper limits on Ntot also decrease
slightly, since the possibility of adding radiation in fluidlike form is more limited.

4Note that the impact of CMB lensing data depends sensitively on the inference of the optical depth from
low-ℓ polarization data, which is required to determine As from As = Ase

−2τreio .
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and ffs, fixing YHe to BBN predictions and using PR4 CMB data without lensing (blue), with PR4
lensing (red), and with PR4+ACT DR6 lensing (gold). The measurement of the amplitude of structure
from CMB lensing data partly break the degeneracy between As and ffs, tightening upper limits on
Nfld/Ntot; the marginal posteriors over Ntot are less affected. These findings also hold when αs or YHe

freely vary.

3.1.3 Preference for additional radiation with BAO data

We now study the impact of low-redshift distance measurements from baryon acoustic
oscillations. In models (like those we consider here) whose late-time expansion histories are
well described by the flat ΛCDM model, low-redshift distance measurements only contribute
meaningfully in models with some degree of geometric degeneracy in the distance to last
scattering: within the standard six-parameter ΛCDM model, Planck ’s measurements of θs and
ωcb indirectly constrain the late-time expansion history better than do direct measurements
from BAO or supernovae distances. These data, however, are crucial in scenarios with
geometric freedom in the CMB—for example, when taking the neutrino mass sum as a free
parameter [75], in early recombination scenarios [51], or in models departing from flat ΛCDM
at late times.

BAO distances are effectively parameterized by the matter fraction Ωm = ωm/(ωm +ωΛ)
(which encodes the redshift dependence, i.e., when the dark-energy era began) and ωmr

2
d [75],

where ωm = ωb + ωc + ων is the density in matter at late times5 and rd the comoving sound
horizon of the plasma at the time baryons decouple [76]. In dark radiation models, one
would naively expect no such additional freedom when θs and aeq are fixed, because then
ωΛ ∝ ωcb ∝ ωr [51, 75]. In this case, Ωm is unchanged, and, because the sound horizon is
inversely proportional to

√
ωr at fixed aeq, ωmr

2
d ≈ ωcbr

2
d is unchanged as well. However,

Fig. 2 shows that, due to the competing effect of changes to the pressure-supported matter
fraction, posteriors from Planck do not precisely follow ωcb ∝ ωr—that is, the posteriors are
driven by a compromise between fixing ωcb/ωr (which fixes the radiation-driving and early
integrated Sachs-Wolfe effects) and ωb/ωcb. We now test the impact of BAO data in breaking

5The distinction between ωcb and ωm is irrelevant because our analyses fix the neutrino mass sum and
therefore fix ωm as a function of ωcb.
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2
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using dataset combinations labeled in the legend. The posteriors deriving from SDSS (grey, dashed)
or DESI (black) alone display constraints for the flat ΛCDM model (following Ref. [75]), and their
overlap with the PR4 CMB-only posterior (blue) determines the extent of the joint posteriors (red
and gold). Note that only one end of SDSS’s 2σ region is visible within the axes limits; since we only
use a subset of eBOSS tracers, the joint posterior is centered at larger Ωm and ωmr

2
d than depicted.

the resulting additional geometric freedom.
Interestingly, Fig. 13 shows that DESI data push posteriors toward greater values of

Ntot across all model extensions. DESI BAO data prefer a lower matter fraction (at any given
ωmr

2
d) compared to Planck data alone, as evident in the posteriors in Fig. 17. The CMB’s

geometric degeneracy is clear in the joint posterior over Ωm and ωmr
2
d in Fig. 17; analytically,

fixing θs in flat ΛCDM cosmologies approximately requires [75]6

Ωm|θs ∝
(
ωmr

2
d

)5
. (3.1)

Because ωm increases sublinearly with ωr (see Fig. 2), the matter fraction can be reduced
(as preferred by DESI) when increasing ωr while still satisfying the degeneracy direction in
Eq. (3.1). BAO data from SDSS do not drive the same preference for larger ωr, as also evident
in Fig. 13, because the SDSS data prefer a larger matter fraction at any ωmr

2
d than DESI,

closer to those PR4 infers in ΛCDM. Note that Ref. [75] showed that DESI’s preference for
lower Ωm than SDSS derives entirely from the two measurements that are most in tension
with those from SDSS.

To maintain concordance with CMB data, the preference for additional radiation in
constraints that include the DESI DR1 BAO data is mostly accomplished through the addition
of fluidlike radiation. Since the CMB prefers ffs close to the ΛCDM value and Nfld affects ffs
less dramatically than additional free-streaming radiation [per Eq. (2.16)] the posteriors for
Nfld/Ntot shift to higher values (Fig. 13) across all model extensions when including DESI
data.

6Note that a numerical fit derived from the PR4-only posteriors yields Ωm ∝
(
ωmr2d

)4.5
, as displayed in

dashed black in Fig. 17. The deviation in exponent from that in Eq. (3.1) is due to correlations of θs with ωb

and ωc as well as the free-streaming fraction ffs, none of which are accounted for in the approximations that
yield Eq. (3.1).
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Figure 18. Marginal posterior distributions over ∆Nfs and ∆Nfld for models adding either free-
streaming or fluidlike dark radiation. Results are presented as in Fig. 13.

3.2 Constraints on interacting and noninteracting dark radiation

We now turn to models that strictly allow radiation in addition to the contributions from
SM neutrinos of Ntot = Nfs = 3.044, parametrized by ∆Nfs and ∆Nfld. We interpret these
results as special cases of Section 3.1, which allowed for arbitrary amounts of free-streaming
and fluidlike radiation, as varying ∆Nfs or ∆Nfld prescribes a specific relationship between
the total density ωr and the free-streaming fraction ffs. We continue to examine the impact
of all three model extensions considered above: YHe fixed to the BBN prediction, YHe allowed
to freely vary, and αs allowed to vary. The marginal posterior distributions for these models
are reported in Fig. 18. Consistent with our findings for models with Ntot and ffs both free,
PR4 allows for slightly more radiation than PR3 across all model extensions, deriving from
differences in the polarization amplitude that drive a preference for higher helium yield (see
Fig. 15).

Like the case with Ntot and ffs both free, the combination of PR4 and ACT DR6 lensing
data has a substantially greater impact on upper limits than the PR4 lensing data alone. In
particular, lensing has the greatest impact on ∆Nfld. As mentioned in Section 2.3, additional
fluidlike radiation decreases the free-streaming fraction [per Eq. (2.16)], which boosts the
amplitude of both the temperature and polarization power spectra. In turn, lower values of
As are required to fit the data. However, lensing data drive a preference for higher values
of As (Fig. 16), further restricting ∆Nfld. Even when marginalizing over YHe and αs, the
addition of ACT lensing data significantly improves upon PR4 in limits on ∆Nfld. In contrast,
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constraints from PR3 alone are stronger than PR4 and ACT DR6 constraints when YHe is
consistently set to the BBN predictions, driven by PR3 data’s independent preference for a
lower radiation density (see Section 3.1.1).

The preference for additional radiation when including DESI BAO data persists in
models with ∆Nfs/fld, regardless of variations in YHe and αs. BAO data from SDSS, on
the other hand, have little effect because its geometric preferences are more consistent with
Planck ’s. DESI data drive a more substantial preference for ∆Nfld than ∆Nfs since the
former’s effects in the CMB are less distinctive (see Section 2.3). This preference for a greater
radiation density (and therefore a smaller sound horizon) in turn pushes H0 to larger values
69.8+1.2

−1.1 km/s/Mpc (see Appendix B) as reported in Ref. [77]. Models with fluidlike dark
radiation that take the BBN predictions for YHe have a median value of H0 value 2.1σ away
from that from SH0ES [78], while in the free-streaming case the tension is 2.7σ. Allowing YHe

and αs to vary does not significantly improve the agreement of H0 to the local measurement.

3.3 Forecasts for CMB-S4

The planned CMB-S4 experiment is expected to improve constraints on Nfs by almost an order
of magnitude. In this section, we forecast measurements for CMB-S4 in the models studied
above, using noise curves for the latest configuration [39]. We implement these forecasts with
the mock cmb likelihood from MontePython [79, 80]. We use the mean of the posteriors
for ΛCDM parameters from the Planck PR4 dataset for the fiducial cosmology (see the first
column of Table 3). We also take a Gaussian prior over τreio with mean 0.0577 and standard
deviation 0.0062 as provided by Planck PR4 data, as CMB-S4 will not have access to the
large scale modes that directly constrain reionization.

We implement a joint likelihood including lensed temperature and polarization as well as
reconstructed lensing spectra. We find that, for the class of models considered here, unlensed
spectra give nearly identical results as lensed spectra, with the only difference being that
unlensed spectra yield slightly more precise measurements of θs.

7 These findings are consistent
with prior Fisher forecasts for Nfs [81], which further only a small improvement from delensing
the primary anisotropies. Our use of lensed spectra is thus more conservative than using
spectra that are delensed or fully unlensed (i.e., the idealized limit of perfect delensing).
We also neglect the non-Gaussian contributions to the covariance induced by lensing, which
Ref. [81] found had little effect on Nfs forecasts. Although these non-Gaussian contributions
have been shown to lead to overly optimistic constraints on As, we find that our forecasts are
unaffected, despite the interesting interplay between As and fluidlike radiation (Section 2.3.1).
We leave a proper treatment of delensing and covariance in CMB-S4 forecasts to future work.

CMB-S4’s design sensitivity requires accurate modeling of nonlinear structure growth.
At ℓ = 1500 in the lensing potential spectra, the linear and nonlinear power spectra differ by
nearly 20%, which CMB-S4 will easily differentiate between. To model these nonlinearities,
we use HMCode-2016 [82] with nonlinear min k max set to 5 Mpc−1.8 Although HMCode is
calibrated to simulations that do not include additional light relics, we find that it gives
similar results to CLASS PT [83], which consistently treats differences to matter perturbations

7Delensing the primary anisotropies effectively removes the peak smearing caused by lensing, providing more
precise peak location information and improving bounds on θs [81]. Delensing and a more careful modeling of
covariance are more important for physics related to late-time structure, such as massive neutrinos (which
suppress structure growth).

8We find that increasing nonlinear min k max to larger values does not substantially change the lensing
potential spectra relative to CMB-S4’s sensitivity.
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Figure 19. Forecasted constraints from CMB-S4 compared with current ones from the Planck PR4
dataset for models with Ntot and ffs free (top) as well as models with additional free-streaming or
fluidlike radiation (bottom). Both cases included lensing reconstruction data. Results are shown for
models with YHe set to its BBN prediction, YHe freely varying, and αs freely varying as labeled.

due to the additional dark radiation within standard perturbation theory at one loop. Since
the differences between the two nonlinear codes is only at the percent-level, we opt to use
HMCode for simplicity.

We present forecasts for models with Ntot and ffs free, as well as models individually
varying ∆Nfld and ∆Nfs, in Fig. 19. When YHe is fixed to its BBN prediction, we observe a
factor of seven improvement in sensitivity in Ntot between the Planck PR4 dataset combination
and CMB-S4, with the 1σ intervals improving from σ(Ntot) = 0.23 to σ(Ntot) = 0.034. The
cases with YHe free show only a factor of three improvement in sensitivity. However, the 1σ
interval for YHe also improves by a factor of three; we forecast a measurement σ(YHe) ∼ 0.008
from CMB data alone with CMB-S4, independent of BBN [see Fig. 21 in Appendix B.] In
models with αs free, CMB-S4 yields a similar factor of six improvement for Ntot and a factor
of 2.2 for αs, improving from σ(αs) = 8.4× 10−3 with PR4 data to σ(αs) = 3.8× 10−3 with
CMB-S4.

For models with additional radiation on top of the minimum ΛCDM prediction for Nfs,
CMB-S4 will improve sensitivity to both free-streaming and fluidlike radiation by nearly
a factor of five when taking BBN predictions for YHe. The 95% upper limit on additional
free-streaming radiation improves from ∆Nfs ≤ 0.37 to ∆Nfs ≤ 0.068, while that for fluidlike
radiation improves from ∆Nfld ≤ 0.47 to ∆Nfld ≤ 0.057. Figure 19 displays comparable
improvements in sensitivity when YHe and αs are free.
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4 Conclusions

In this paper, we studied the cosmological signatures of the radiation content of the early
Universe—in particular, considering scenarios beyond the predictions for SM neutrinos that
feature light degrees of freedom that are strongly self-interacting, collisionless, or both in
some proportion. In Section 2, we reviewed the physical origin of parameter degeneracies
in the CMB anisotropy spectra that arise in such scenarios, phrasing the relevant effects in
terms of the total radiation density ωr and the fraction ffs thereof that freely streams (as SM
neutrino do after weak decoupling) in order to disentangle which parameters are affected by
different physical effects. A clear understanding of the degeneracies that result in particular
observables provides physical insight into the status of light relics with current observations
and clarifies how combining multiple probes breaks these degeneracies.

Beyond the well-established degeneracy between ωr and the helium yield YHe, we identified
a partial degeneracy between ωr, ns, and ωb, which we coin a “tilt” degeneracy (Section 2.1.1)
due to its origin in the scale dependence of the CMB temperature and polarization spectra.
We also explored how varying the running of the tilt, αs, can mitigate the impact of small-scale
damping induced by additional radiation. Then we reviewed the fact that, when isolating the
background-level effects of extra radiation by fixing ωr, the remaining physical effects encoded
by the free-streaming fraction ffs are a phase and amplitude shift in the acoustic peaks. As a
result, ffs is strongly anticorrelated with θs and correlated with As (as well as ns and ωb, to a
lesser extent) via the “shift” degeneracy (Section 2.2.1). Neither of the degeneracies with As

and θs are exact; changes to ffs only predict a constant amplitude shift at small scales, and
an additive phase shift cannot be exactly reproduced by scaling θs.

Having established the relevant physical effects for the general case featuring arbitrary
amounts of fluidlike and free-streaming radiation, we turned to specific new-physics scenarios
that introduce new light relics (on top of SM neutrinos) that either are or are not strongly
self-interacting. When interpreted in the ωr-ffs parameter space, the two cases differ in
whether the free-streaming fraction increases or decreases with the total radiation density (see
Eq. (2.16)). We detailed how additional free-streaming and fluidlike radiation consequently
affect the amplitude of the first peak of the CMB primary power spectrum differently. For
models featuring fluidlike radiation, the effects of changing the fraction of pressure-supported
matter and the free-streaming fraction conspire on small scales to hide oscillatory effects: the
former shifts the zero point of the acoustic oscillations, cancelling some of the phase shift
incurred by the latter. The two effects, however, exacerbate the scale-independent boost
in amplitude on small scales but act in tandem to largely preserve the amplitude of the
first acoustic peak. The first peak thus plays a key role in determining As and therefore
constraining ∆Nfld, as discussed in Section 2.3.1. In contrast, the shift of the acoustic peaks
is more severe with additional free-streaming radiation, for which reason constraints on ∆Nfs

are typically stronger than those on ∆Nfld.

In Section 3, we updated constraints on models with additional light relics using the
latest Planck , ACT lensing, and DESI data releases, as tabulated in Figs. 13 and 18. We
also studied how constraints degrade upon freeing the primordial helium fraction YHe or the
running of the primordial spectral tilt, αs. Planck PR4 CMB data alone do not show a
preference for additional fluidlike or free-streaming radiation, with the ΛCDM prediction for
Ntot being within about 1σ of the posterior medians across all model extensions and dataset
combinations (see Fig. 13). In general, the data allow for slightly more fluidlike radiation
than free-streaming radiation, due to the aforementioned, differing interplay between the
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composition of the matter and radiation content.

Interestingly, we showed in Fig. 14 that the PR4 reanalysis of the Planck data prefers
a larger value for the helium yield, whose origin Fig. 15 identified as a higher preferred
polarization amplitude in PR4 data at ℓ ≲ 1000 (both compared to ΛCDM predictions and
to PR3 data). Increasing YHe prolongs recombination, generating a larger polarization signal
at last scattering, and increases damping, which PR4 temperature data also slightly prefer.
When enforcing consistency with BBN predictions, this preference for a larger helium yield
propagates to a preference for greater Ntot for both fluidlike and free-streaming radiation.
This same feature would likely drive a preference for other ΛCDM extensions that modify the
shape of the visibility function, such as a time-varying fine-structure constant [51]. However,
the data driving this trend are not especially well fit by the model, even with the additional
freedom of Ntot and YHe: about half of the binned spectra in this range skew multiple standard
deviations beyond the support of the posteriors (as projected into the data space), while the
others agree more closely. The robustness of these features in PR4 data (and any conclusions
depending upon them) merit further scrutiny, especially given their absence in PR3 data.

We also found that recent CMB lensing data from ACT DR6 (combined with Planck
PR4) tighten upper limits on models with additional fluidlike radiation, deriving from their
preference for a lensing amplitude in excess of ΛCDM predictions. Since lower free-streaming
fractions require a smaller amplitude As to fit the temperature and polarization data, additional
fluidlike radiation is more strongly restricted by the addition of lensing data. Regardless of
the dataset combination or model extension, we find that the fraction of the radiation density
(excluding photons) that is fluidlike is limited to Nfld/Ntot ≤ 21% at the 95% level, as seen in
Figs. 13 and 18. This result holds even when YHe and αs are free parameters.

Including BAO data from DESI yields a slight preference for extra radiation, deriving
from its interplay with the CMB’s geometric degeneracy (see Fig. 17). Increasing the radiation
density shifts and extends Planck ’s preferences along the geometric degeneracy toward the
parameter space preferred by DESI; this phenomenon is more effective under additional
fluidlike radiation, again because its effects that modulate the acoustic peaks partially
cancel. Using BAO measurements from prior surveys does not yield a similar preference,
as DESI’s prefer smaller matter fractions Ωm than other observations. This preference for
additional radiation with DESI BAO data lead the CMB to infer larger Hubble constants
H0 = 69.8+1.2

−1.1 km/s/Mpc, as observed in [77].

In Section 2.4, we explored how large-scale-structure observations can break both the “tilt”
degeneracy as well as the degeneracy between Ntot and YHe. Full-shape data from spectroscopic
galaxy surveys stand to significantly improve inferences of Ntot and YHe [84], a possibility
worthy of future investigation (for instance, with new measurements from DESI [85]). In
addition, measurements of the light element abundances constrain the radiation density at
higher temperatures than does the CMB, which can improve measurements on Ntot [86–88]
or probe its possible evolution between nucleosynthesis and recombination [89–91]. The CMB,
however, is sensitive to not just the total radiation density but also its interactions.

In general, the partial degeneracies at play in the CMB can be significantly abated by
higher resolution observations from ongoing and future CMB experiments. Recent data from
the Atacama Cosmology Telescope [92] and the South Pole Telescope [93], which observe
deeper into the damping tail and offer improved precision in polarization even on moderate
scales, should improve meaningfully upon Planck . Our discussion of fluidlike radiation—
namely, the importance of the first acoustic peaks emphasized in Section 2.3—may shed
light on a reported preference for strongly interacting neutrinos in ACT DR4 data [56]: the
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strongest preferences derive from results that exclude CMB data other than ACT’s high-ℓ
observations or that include data from the Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe [94, 95]
rather than Planck . Given that DESI’s DR1 BAO data are also best accommodated (in
combination with Planck) by extra fluidlike radiation, these scenarios warrant further study
with future data.

Finally, we forecasted the CMB-S4 experiments’s sensitivity to additional light relic
degrees of freedom (see Fig. 19), using its current planned configuration. These observations
will dramatically diminish the degeneracies at play in current data, improving sensitivity to
both the existence of light relics as well as the nature of their interactions. In models where
the total radiation and the free-streaming fraction are both allowed to vary, CMB-S4 can
reach a sensitivity of σ(Ntot) ∼ 0.03 and a limit on the fluidlike fraction of new radiation of
Nfld/Ntot ≲ 4% (at the 95% level). These future measurements—roughly five times better
than present ones—promise an era of percent-level constraints on not just the existence of
new light relics but also their fundamental nature.
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A Constraining power of different multipole ranges

Section 2.3.1 demonstrates the importance of the height of the first peak plays in constraining
Nfld. To test the impact of this effect on parameter inference, we constrain ∆Nfs and ∆Nfld

using mock CMB temperature and polarization data divided into two multipole ranges:
1000 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2500, which excludes the first three peaks but captures the damping tail, and
ℓ ≤ 2500, which includes the full spectra. We generate a mock CMB dataset with Planck PR3-
like noise and use the fake planck bluebook likelihood in MontePython version 3.6 interfaced
with the Boltzmann solver CLASS 3.2.3 [42, 79, 80]. The fiducial cosmology takes ωb = 0.02236,
ωc = 0.1202, 100θs = 1.0409, ln

(
1010As

)
= 3.045, ns = 0.965, τreio = 0.0544, and Nfs = 3.046

with YHe fixed to its BBN prediction. We employ the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm in
MontePython for sampling and a Gelman-Rubin convergence criterion of R−1 ≲ 0.01, leading
to effective sample sizes of at least 20,000.
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Figure 20. Posterior distribution for Ase
−2τreio and additional radiation (∆Nfs, left, and ∆Nfld,

right) for a mock-Planck likelihood over ℓ ≤ 2500 (red) and restricted to 1000 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2500 (blue).
Results are presented as in Fig. 14.

In Fig. 20, we plot the posterior distributions for ∆Nfs and ∆Nfld (each varied inde-
pendently) along with As = Ase

−2τreio , since this combination of parameters controls the
overall amplitude of the spectra. With additional free-streaming radiation, posteriors for
1000 ≤ ℓ ≤ 2500 and for the full multipole range are centered on essentially the same value of
As, as they show little degeneracy between As and ∆Nfs. Contrast this result with the case
with additional fluidlike radiation, where the medians are substantially offset from each other
due to a clear degeneracy within high-ℓ data; the posterior over As for the high-ℓ subset is
also substantially broader under additional fluidlike radiation.

Evidently, the first peaks play much more of a role in breaking degeneracies with As

in models with additional fluidlike radiation, as anticipated from Section 2.3.1 based on
the differing interplay between changes to the pressure-supported matter fraction and the
free-streaming fraction. Notably, the posteriors over ∆Nfs/fld are extremely similar when
using only high-ℓ data, while upper limits from the full multipole range are slightly tighter on
∆Nfld—namely, ∆Nfld < 0.25 and ∆Nfs < 0.29 at the 95% level. This comparison suggests
that the impacts of the free-streaming fraction (Section 2.2) are only relevant insofar as they
mediate the spectra at low and high multipole.

B Supplementary results

In this appendix, we provide constraints on ΛCDM, models with additional free-streaming or
fluidlike radiation, and models where Ntot and ffs are allowed to vary. Figure 21 depicts the
marginalized posteriors over YHe and αs for models where they vary for all dataset combinations
considered in this work. Tables 2 to 5 provide constraints on the ΛCDM parameters, Ntot, ffs,
and the fraction of radiation (outside the photons) that is fluidlike, Nfld/Ntot, as well as the
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Figure 21. Marginal posterior distributions over YHe and αs in models where they freely vary. The
S4 posteriors correspond to forecasts assuming the fiducial model detailed in Section 3.3 (see Fig. 19),
while all others derive from current data (see Figs. 13 and 18). Note that the DESI and SDSS dataset
combinations include PR4 lensing data. Results are presented as in Fig. 13.

derived parameters H0, rd, Ωm, and the amplitude of matter fluctuations, σ8. Table 2 reports
results using only the Planck PR4 temperature and polarization data, while Table 3 includes
PR4 lensing data, Table 4 also includes ACT DR6 lensing data, and Table 5 also includes
DESI DR1 BAO data. Note that YHe is fixed to the BBN prediction in these results.
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