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Abstract

Any light relic which was in thermal equilibrium with the Standard Model before it freezes
out results in a shift in the effective number of neutrino species, Neff . This quantity is
being measured with increasing precision, and planned experiments would seemingly rule out
light particles beyond the Standard Model, even for rather high temperature light particle
freeze out. Here we explore how these bounds are loosened if the energy density of the light
particles is diluted with respect to that of Standard Model radiation, which can happen if a
heavy particle decays into the Standard Model bath after the light particle freezes out. After
calculating how heavy state decays alter Neff for light particles beyond the Standard Model,
we focus in particular on the case that the heavy decaying particle is a gravitino, and use
current bounds on Neff to place constraints on the gravitino mass and the branching ratio
into light particles for different values of the reheating temperature of the Universe.

1 Introduction
Astrophysical observations such as galactic rotation curves [1, 2], gravitational lensing [3], as well
as large-scale structure and the CMB power spectrum [4] provide compelling evidence for the
existence of dark matter. Many proposed dark matter models contain particles much lighter than
the typical WIMP scale, either as the dark matter itself or as a new mediator, ranging from MeV
mass scales down to ultralight dark photons and axions [5–17]. The existence of light particles
beyond the Standard Model would affect the total energy density in radiation of the Universe,
which can be parameterized by the effective number of neutrino species Neff . Indeed, any light
relic which was in thermal equilibrium with neutrinos at some time before freezing out will result
in a change in Neff , denoted ∆Neff , which is reviewed and derived in Appendix A. Measurements
of Neff constrain the mass of such relics to be greater than ∼a few MeV [18–21].

Neff will be measured more precisely than ever by upcoming cosmic microwave background
experiments (CMB-S4) [22] and the Simons Observatory [23], and the resulting sensitivity to this
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parameter could seemingly rule out or discover most candidate light particles beyond the Standard
Model. However, resulting bounds on light particles would be loosened if the energy density of
these light particles is diluted with respect to that of Standard Model radiation. This can happen
if a heavy particle decays into the Standard Model bath after the light particle has frozen out. A
heavy state decaying in the early Universe is a feature of many theories. For example, it could be
a field associated with the Affleck-Dine mechanism of baryogenesis [24], a string modulus [25–27],
a heavy right-handed neutrino which generates the neutrino mass via the seesaw mechanism [28],
or a gravitino [29], the latter of which we consider here as a concrete example.

The impact of a gravitino or other heavy decaying state on the cosmology of dark sectors has
been considered previously, especially in the context of the decay of heavy fields diluting dark
matter or lepton/baryon number in the Standard Model [24–27, 30]. However, the impact of a
heavy decaying state on ∆Neff has been less explored – although for recent work on the dilution
of radiation in a dark sector in the context light dark matter abundances, see [28].

Consequently, the aim of this work is to carefully calculate the contribution to the effective
number of neutrino species ∆Neff in a scenario with both a light particle beyond the Standard
Model and a heavy state decay. In the case where this heavy state is a gravitino, we constrain
the gravitino mass and branching ratio. The following will be divided into three main sections. In
Sections 2 and 3, we will calculate ∆Neff for a heavy particle decaying into only Standard Model
radiation, and into both the Standard Model and the light particle, respectively. In Section 4, we
will numerically calculate ∆Neff for a range of parameters in the case where the heavy particle is
a gravitino, allowing us to place bounds on the gravitino mass and the branching ratio for decay
into the light particle at different reheating temperatures. In Section 5 we conclude. Appendix A
reviews the derivation of ∆Neff in cosmologies without heavy state decay.

2 Neff With Heavy State Decay into the Standard Model
The effect of extra light degrees of freedom in equilibrium with the Standard Model thermal bath
in the early universe has been well studied - see e.g. [31,32]. We review the standard treatment in
Appendix A, where the contribution to the extra number of effective relativistic degrees of freedom
is derived to be

∆Neff =


4g
7

(
43/4

g∗(TF )

)4/3
for a boson,

g
2

(
43/4

g∗(TF )

)4/3
for a fermion,

(1)

where g∗ is the number of relativistic degrees of freedom in the Standard Model at the time that
the (effectively massless) boson or fermion decoupled from the thermal bath and g is the number
of degrees of freedom of the new light particle.

We now turn to the effect a heavy decaying field would have on ∆Neff . At first, in keeping
with the standard scenario, we will consider a light particle (LP) that has decoupled from the
Standard Model bath in the early Universe. Then, a heavy particle (HP) decays into Standard
Model (SM) radiation before neutrino decoupling, increasing the entropy density of the latter with
respect to the light particle. This entropy dump will result in a dilution of ∆Neff . First, we will
calculate ∆Neff in terms of a cosmological abundance dilution factor [28, 33]

ζ ≡
a3beforesbefore

a3aftersafter
, (2)
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which is a ratio composed of the comoving entropy density of the Standard Model bath before and
after the decay of the heavy state, where a is the scale factor of the Universe and s is the entropy
density of the Standard Model bath [33]. Next, we will lay out two methods for computing ζ,
which provide an exact solution and an approximate solution respectively: numerically solving the
Friedmann equations, and assuming that the decay happens suddenly at a time where the heavy
state dominates the energy density of the Universe.

To calculate ∆Neff , we start by relating the comoving entropy density of the Standard Model
neutrinos before and after the heavy state decay, recalling s = 2π2

45
g∗T

3 for relativistic particles:

a3beforeg
before
∗ T 3

ν,before = ζa3afterg
after
∗ T 3

ν,after, (3)

where g∗ is the number of spin states defined by Eq. 49 in Appendix A and T is the temperature.
Since the comoving entropy density of the light particle is conserved, and we assume the number
of light particle degrees of freedom remains fixed,

a3beforeT
3
LP,before = a3afterT

3
LP,after. (4)

Dividing Eq. 3 by Eq. 4,
gbefore∗ T 3

ν,before

T 3
LP,before

=
ζgafter∗ T 3

ν,after

T 3
LP,after

, (5)

which can be rearranged to solve for the temperature of light particles with respect to that of
neutrinos after the decay:

T 3
LP,after

T 3
ν,after

= ζ
gafter∗

gbefore∗

T 3
LP,before

T 3
ν,before

. (6)

Here, gbefore∗ = gafter∗ because we assume the number of Standard Model spin states/degrees of
freedom remain fixed during the heavy state decay. Furthermore, the temperature fraction before
the decay can be replaced by Eq. 58, whose derivation can be found in Appendix A. Therefore,
Eq. 6 can be rewritten as

T 3
LP,after

T 3
ν,after

= ζ
43/4

g∗(TF )
. (7)

In Appendix A, we derive ∆Neff for any light particle which was in thermal equilibrium with the
Standard Model at some time before freezing out. In terms of the temperature fraction, it can be
written as (suppressing “after” subscripts for simplicity)

∆Neff =


4g
7

(
TLP

Tν

)4
for a boson,

g
2

(
TLP

Tν

)4
for a fermion.

(8)

Substituting Eq. 7 into Eq. 8, we find ∆Neff to be

∆Neff =


4g
7

(
ζ 43/4
g∗(TF )

)4/3
for a boson,

g
2

(
ζ 43/4
g∗(TF )

)4/3
for a fermion

(9)

with the inclusion of a heavy particle decay. Therefore, a heavy state decaying into the Standard
Model bath before neutrino decoupling and after a light particle has frozen out decreases ∆Neff by
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Figure 1: Energy density scaled by the initial energy density of the heavy particle as a function of
the scale factor of the universe. The exact solutions for the heavy particle, the Standard Model
particles and the light particles are shown in blue, orange and green respectively. The initial
conditions for the system of ODEs are ρHP,i = 100 GeV4, ρSM,i = 10 GeV4 and ρLP,i = 1 GeV4.
This roughly corresponds to the case of the heavy field decoupling at a ∼ 10−3. The decay rate
of the heavy particle is Hi/100, where Hi is determined using the initial SM, HP, LP energy
densities. Since the energy density of the Standard Model particles increases after the decay, the
energy density of the light particles gets diluted.

a factor of ζ4/3. When the heavy particle decays, it dumps entropy into the Standard Model, but
not into the light particle bath since it has already frozen out. Consequently, the energy density of
the light particles becomes less significant compared to the energy density of the Standard Model,
which results in a smaller ∆Neff .

The dilution factor ζ can be calculated by rewriting the entropy density of the Standard Model
bath s in terms of its energy density ρSM . By recalling the equations for the energy density in
radiation ρSM = π2

30
g∗T

4 and the entropy density s = 2π2

45
g∗T

3 for relativistic particles, we find

s =
4

3

(
π2

30
g∗

)1/4

ρ
3/4
SM . (10)

Inserting this expression into Eq. 2 allows us to determine ζ in terms of the energy density of
Standard Model radiation. It is possible to calculate ρSM exactly by numerically solving the
Friedmann equations or approximately by assuming that the heavy particle dominates the energy
density of the Universe before decaying suddenly [28].

For an exact solution, we start with the following system of equations:

˙ρHP + 3HρHP = −ΓρHP , (11)

˙ρSM + 4HρSM = ΓρHP , (12)

˙ρLP + 4HρLP = 0, (13)
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where
H2 =

8π

3M2
Pl

(ρHP + ρSM + ρLP ) (14)

and Γ is the decay rate of the heavy particle. The derivation of Eq. 12 and Eq. 13 is only valid
when g∗ is constant [31]. It is useful to rewrite these equations to solve for the energy densities as
functions of the scale factor a instead of the time t:

aHρ′HP + 3HρHP = −ΓρHP , (15)

aHρ′SM + 4HρSM = ΓρHP , (16)
aHρ′LP + 4HρLP = 0, (17)

where a prime denotes a derivative with respect to a. This system of ODEs can be solved for
ρHP (a), ρSM(a) and ρLP (a) given initial conditions and a decay rate Γ. Figure 1 shows the exact
solutions for ρHP (a), ρSM(a) and ρLP (a), which allows us to observe the dilution of the light
particle bath with respect to the Standard Model bath.

For an approximate solution, we begin by assuming that the heavy particle dominates the
energy density of the Universe before decaying (at ai), in order that

H2 =
8π

3M2
Pl

ρHP,i. (18)

Then, we assume that the decay happens suddenly such that H = Γ/ν at the time of decay (a∗),
where ν is a fit parameter that can be determined by comparing the approximate solution to the
exact solution. Therefore, at a∗, the energy density of the heavy particle is given by

ρHP,∗ =
3M2

PlΓ
2

8πν2
. (19)

Since ρHP evolves like matter,
ρHP,i

ρHP,∗
=

(
a∗
ai

)3

. (20)

Setting ai = 1, we find that the scale factor at the time of decay is

a∗ =

(
8πν2ρHP,i

3M2
PlΓ

2

)1/3

. (21)

Since ρSM evolves like radiation,
ρSM
ρSM,∗

=
(a∗
a

)4
, (22)

where ρSM,∗ ≃ ρHP,∗ in the sudden decay approximation. Therefore, the energy of the Standard
model after the heavy particle decays is

ρSM = ρHP,∗

(a∗
a

)4
, (23)

where ρHP,∗ is given by Eq. 19. From Figure 2a, it can be shown that ν = 1 gives a good
approximation for ρSM compared to the exact solution, as opposed to previous work which found
ν = 3 [28]. Figure 2 shows the exact solution and the approximate solution for both the energy
density and the comoving entropy density. We can observe that setting ν = 1 causes a slight
underestimation of the energy density of the Standard Model after the decay. This could be
explained by fact that some of the heavy state decays after a∗ and contributes to the energy
density of the Standard Model, which isn’t taken into account by the sudden decay approximation
which assumes that all of the heavy state decays at a∗.
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Figure 2: a) Energy density scaled by the initial energy density of the heavy particle, as a function
of the scale factor of the universe. The exact solutions for the heavy particle and for the Standard
Model particles are shown in blue and orange respectively, and the sudden decay approximation
for ν = 1 is represented by a dashed orange line. The initial conditions for the system of ODEs
are ρHP,i = 100 GeV4, ρSM,i = 10 GeV4 and ρLP,i = 1 GeV4. The decay rate of the heavy particle
is Hi/100. The dashed vertical line is drawn at a∗. b) Comoving entropy density scaled by the
initial comoving entropy density of the Standard Model as a function of the scale factor of the
universe. The exact solution for the Standard Model particles is represented by a solid line and
the sudden decay approximation for ν = 1 is represented by a dashed line. The dashed vertical
line is drawn at a∗. Setting ν = 1 causes a slight underestimation of the energy density of the
Standard Model after the decay, which could be explained by fact that some of heavy state decays
after a∗ and contributes to the energy density of the Standard Model.
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3 Neff With Heavy State Decay into New Light Particle and
the Standard Model

Next, we consider the case where a heavy particle (HP) decays into both Standard Model (SM)
radiation and a decoupled light particle (LP) before neutrino decoupling, changing the relative
entropy density of the Standard Model bath and the light particles. This entropy dump may result
in either an increase or a decrease in ∆Neff depending on the fraction of the heavy particles which
decay into light particles. We will start by calculating ∆Neff in this scenario and comparing it to
∆Neff in the case where the heavy particle decays only into the Standard Model. Then, we will
modify the exact and approximate methods for computing the dilution factor from the previous
section to account for the decay into the light particle.

Similarly to the previous section, we write the comoving entropy density of both the Standard
Model neutrinos and the light particles before the heavy state decay as following

a3beforeg
SM,before
∗ T 3

ν,before = ζSMa3afterg
SM,after
∗ T 3

ν,after, (24)

a3beforeg
LP,before
∗ T 3

LP,before = ζLPa
3
afterg

LP,after
∗ T 3

LP,after. (25)

We define an enhancement factor
ϵLP ≡ 1

ζLP
, (26)

that parameterizes the growth of the comoving entropy density of the light particles after the
heavy state decays. Then, we divide Eq. 24 by Eq. 25 and rearrange to solve for the temperature
of light particles with respect to that of neutrinos after the decay:

T 3
LP,after

T 3
ν,after

= ζSMϵLP
gSM,after
∗

gSM,before
∗

gLP,before∗

gLP,after∗

T 3
LP,before

T 3
ν,before

. (27)

Since gbefore∗ = gafter∗ for both the Standard model and the light particle, and Eq. 58 still holds,
the temperature fraction can be simplified to

T 3
LP,after

T 3
ν,after

= ζSMϵLP
43/4

gSM∗ (TF )
. (28)

Substituting Eq. 28 into Eq. 8, we find

∆Neff =


4g
7

(
ζSMϵLP

43/4
gSM
∗ (TF )

)4/3
for a boson,

g
2

(
ζSMϵLP

43/4
gSM
∗ (TF )

)4/3
for a fermion.

(29)

Therefore, a heavy state decaying into both the Standard Model bath and light particles before
neutrino decoupling and after the light particle has frozen out causes ∆Neff to be multiplied by
a factor of (ζSMϵLP )

4/3. In the case where the heavy state decays into only the Standard Model,
ϵ = 1 and we recover the result from the previous section. If the heavy particle decay causes the
entropy of the Standard Model bath to increase by a larger proportional factor than the entropy
of the light particle, ∆Neff is smaller than in the case without heavy particle decay.

The dilution factor ζSM and the enhancement factor ϵLP can be calculated from Eq. 10 the
same way as in the previous section, where the entropy density of the Standard Model and that
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Figure 3: a) Energy density scaled by the initial energy density of the heavy particle as a function of
the scale factor of the universe. The exact solutions for the heavy particle, for the Standard Model
particles and for the nonstandard light particle are shown in blue, orange and green respectively.
The sudden decay approximation for ν = 1 is represented by the orange and green dashed lines.
The initial conditions for the system of ODEs are ρHP,i = 100 GeV4, ρSM,i = 10 GeV4 and ρLP,i = 1
GeV4. The decay rate of the heavy particle is Hi/100 and the branching ratio for the decay into the
light particle is 0.2. b) Comoving entropy density scaled by the initial comoving entropy density
of the Standard Model as a function of the scale factor of the universe. The exact solutions for the
Standard Model particles and for the light particle are shown in orange and in green respectively.
The sudden decay approximation for ν = 1 is represented by the orange and green dashed lines.

of the light particles depend on the energy density of the Standard Model bath ρSM and the light
particle bath ρLP respectively. We can then calculate these energy densities by generalizing the
exact and approximate solutions from the previous section.

For the exact solution, we split the decay rate of the heavy particle into two terms, defining
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Γ = ΓSM +ΓLP , where ΓSM/Γ and ΓLP/Γ are the branching ratios for the decay into the Standard
Model and into the light particle respectively. It is then possible to solve the system of equations
from the previous section, this time accounting for the possibility of decay into light particles, for
a given ΓLP/Γ:

aHρ′HP + 3HρHP = −ΓρHP , (30)

aHρ′SM + 4HρSM = Γ

(
1− ΓLP

Γ

)
ρHP , (31)

aHρ′LP + 4HρLP = Γ
ΓLP

Γ
ρHP , (32)

where
H2 =

8π

3M2
Pl

(ρHP + ρSM + ρLP ). (33)

For the approximate solution, the derivation from the previous section stays true until Eq.
22, which holds for both the Standard Model radiation and the light particle. To account for
the heavy particle decaying into both sectors in the sudden decay approximation, we set ρSM,∗ =(
1− ΓLP

Γ

)
ρHP,∗ and ρLP,∗ =

ΓLP

Γ
ρHP,∗ for a given ΓLP/Γ. Therefore,

ρSM =

(
1− ΓLP

Γ

)
ρHP,∗

(a∗
a

)4
(34)

and
ρLP =

ΓLP

Γ
ρHP,∗

(a∗
a

)4
, (35)

where ρHP,∗ is given by Eq. 19. Figure 3 shows the exact solution and the approximate solution
for both the energy density and the comoving entropy density.

4 Gravitino Decay
We now apply the formalism described above to a specific example, that of a gravitino decaying
into the Standard Model bath and a decoupled light particle, where the light particle is a scalar
or pseudoscalar boson. The gravitino is the spin-3/2 superpartner of the spin-2 graviton (see
Refs. [34, 35] for reviews). Prior to supersymmetry breaking, it is massless, but through the
breaking of supersymmetry it obtains a mass related to the supersymmetry breaking scale. In
Ref. [36], it was argued that if the gravitino is stable—as would be the case, for example, if it were
the lightest supersymmetric particle in a model that respects R-parity—its mass must be ≲1 keV,
or else its density would exceed the observed mass density of the universe. However, in R-parity
violating models, or simply models where the gravitino is not the lightest supersymmetric particle,
it may not be stable. Ref. [29] showed that if the gravitino decays early enough, it can be prevented
from dominating the present-day mass density of the universe or spoiling big bang nucleosynthesis.
The latter requirement in particular leads to a lower bound on the heavy gravitino mass of ∼10
TeV. In this Section, we use ∆Neff measurements to set bounds on the (heavy) gravitino mass and
branching ratio for decay into the light particle, for different values of the reheating temperature.

We will use the exact numerical method described in the previous section to solve for ∆Neff

while varying over the gravitino mass mG, the reheating temperature TR and the branching ratio
ΓLP/Γ. Hence, we need to determine the decay rate Γ of the gravitino, along with the initial
cosmological energy densities before the decay, ρG,i, ρSM,i and ρLP,i; where these are the initial
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densities of the gravitino, the Standard Model radiation and the light particle respectively. The
decay rate of the gravitino is expected to be

Γ =
m3

G

M2
Pl

, (36)

where mG ≥ 104 to ensure that the gravitino decays before Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN). This
is a condition selected in order to not alter the primordial helium and deuterium abundances that
we observe today [37]. The energy density of the gravitino before its decay is characterized in
terms of its yield,

ρG,i = mGnG,i = mGsYG,i. (37)

The yield is defined to be Y ≡ n/s, where n is the number density. In this case, the entropy
density s of the Universe is dominated by radiation, so the sum of Eq. 10 for the Standard Model
and the light particle can be used. The yield of the gravitino at BBN has been determined to
be [38]

YG(TBBN) =
3∑

α=1

(
1 +

M2
α(TR)

3m2
G

)
yαg

2
α(TR) ln

(
kα

gα(TR)

)(
TR

1010 GeV

)
, (38)

where the subscript α = 1, 2 or 3 corresponds to U(1)Y , SU(2)L and SU(3)c respectively, yα =
(0.653, 1.604, 4.276) × 10−12, kα = (1.266, 1.312, 1.271), Mα = (M1, M2, M3) are the gaugino
mass parameters, and gα = (g′, g, gs) are the gauge couplings, where the latter two parameters are
temperature dependent. Here, for simplicity and ease of comparison we take M1 = M2 = M3 = 103

GeV, and have chosen gα according to [38]1. We note that our results will be independent of the
exact values of Mα so long as Mα ≪ mG. Since the universe is radiation-dominated for the
parameter space we study, nG ∝ ρG ∝ 1/a3 ∝ T 3, and since the entropy density is dominated by
radiation, s ∝ T 3. Therefore, at the time of gravitino decay in our scenario we can approximate

YG(TF ) = YG(TBBN), (39)

where TF is the temperature at which the light particle freezes out, before the gravitino decays,
chosen to be 10 times the temperature at which Γ = H. The energy density of the Standard Model
radiation before the gravitino decay is given by

ρSM,i =
π

30
gSM∗ T 4

F , (40)

where gSM∗ depends on TF according to Figure 1 from [39]. The energy density of the light particle
before the gravitino decay is given by either

ρLP,i =
π

30
gLP∗ T 4

F (41)

in the case where the light particle is already created before the decay by a mechanism indepen-
dent of the gravitino, or by ρLP,i = 0 in the case where the light particle is only produced as a
decay product of the gravitino. For our computations, we have chosen gLP∗ = 1 as for scalar or

1In the case that the lightest supersymmetric partner is stabilized by R-parity, having all gaugino masses this
light is probably excludable on a number of observational grounds. However, the exact value of Mα does not affect
YG in the Mα ≪ mG regime in (38), and we note that these values would be permitted in supersymmetric models
with R-parity violation.
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pseudoscalar bosons. When ρLP,i = 0, ϵ = 0, so we cannot use Eq. 29. Instead, we calculate
∆Neff directly from the energy densities:

∆Neff =
4g

7

ρLP
ρSM

. (42)

In Figure 4, the evolution of the energy density of the gravitino (ρG), of the Standard Model
radiation (ρSM) and of the light particle (ρLP ) is shown for a gravitino mass mG = 2× 104 GeV, a
branching ratio ΓLP/Γ = 0.01, and a reheating temperature varying from TR = 1013 − 1016 GeV.
The left column and the right column present the scenario in which ρLP,i = 0 and ρLP,i =

π
30
gLP∗ T 4

F

respectively. We can observe that for TR = 1013 GeV, the energy density of the gravitino is always
smaller than that of the Standard Model, so the decay doesn’t result in a significant dilution of the
light particle. As the reheating temperature increases, the energy density of the gravitino becomes
bigger in comparison to that of the Standard Model just before the decay, resulting in a greater
increase in the Standard Model energy density after the decay.

In Figure 5, the values of ζSM and ϵLP are shown for gravitino masses between 104-107 GeV,
branching ratios between 0.001-0.05, and reheating temperatures between 1013-1016 GeV. We can
observe that the dominant effect on ζSM is the gravitino mass, whereas both the gravitino mass
and the branching ratio affect ϵLP since there is a bigger change in the entropy being injected into
the Standard Model bath in the latter plot. Furthermore, a feature is apparent in the plots on
the right hand side at a gravitino mass between 105 and 106 GeV. This is due to the drop in gSM∗
from the gravitino decaying around the QCD phase transition.

In Figure 6, the value of ∆Neff is shown for gravitino masses between 104-107 GeV, branching
ratios between 0.001-0.05, and reheating temperatures between 1013-1016 GeV, although some of
the axes have been extended to include the bounds described below. The branching ratio seems
to be the dominant factor in determining ∆Neff .

As in the previous figure, a distinct feature is apparent at a gravitino mass between 105 and 106
GeV, which is due to the decrease in gSM∗ after the QCD phase transition causing ∆Neff to decrease
for lower gravitino masses. At high enough gravitino masses, the decay rate increases such that
the gravitino decays before the QCD phase transition. For a given branching ratio, the gravitino
decays into more light particle degrees of freedom when gSM∗ is large, which is true before the QCD
phase transition. Since ∆Neff increases with the number of light particle degrees of freedom, we
expect ∆Neff to be larger when the gravitino decays before the QCD phase transition, which
happens when the gravitino mass is large enough.

At low reheating temperature, the gravitino mass affects ∆Neff in two competing ways. First,
from Eq. 37, ρG,i ∝ mG. Indeed, Y is effectively independent of mG in the limit we have chosen
mG ≫ Mα (38). Therefore, as the gravitino mass increases, the resulting gravitino abundance
scales up linearly, and more energy is dumped into the Standard Model bath, causing ∆Neff to
decrease. Second, Γ ∝ m3

G, so as the gravitino mass gets larger, the gravitino decays earlier,
such that its energy density is still small compared to that of the Standard Model (since it will
have spent less time redshifting like matter while the SM redshifts like radiation). Therefore,
the gravitino cannot dump enough entropy into the Standard Model to dilute ∆Neff , and this
parameter increases. However, for high enough reheating temperatures, the energy density of the
gravitino will always dominate over that of the Standard Model at the time of its decay, so only
the decay rate to the light particle affects ∆Neff , causing ∆Neff to increase more consistently
with mass.
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Figure 4: Energy density vs. scale factor a of the universe, where densities are scaled by the initial
energy density of the gravitino for mG = 2 × 104 GeV, ΓLP/Γ = 0.01, and ρLP,i = 0 in the left
column and ρLP,i = π

30
gLP∗ T 4

F in the right column. The reheating temperature varies between
TR = 1013 − 1016 GeV as indicated. The gravitino, the Standard Model and the light particle
are represented by the blue line, the orange line and the green line respectively. At low reheating
temperatures, the energy density of the gravitino is always smaller than that of the Standard
Model, so the decay doesn’t result in significant dilution. At high reheating temperatures, the
energy density of the gravitino is bigger in comparison to that of the Standard Model just before
the decay, resulting in a greater increase in the Standard Model energy density after the decay.
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Figure 5: Dilution factor ζSM (left column) and enhancement factor ϵLP (right column) calculated
over a range of gravitino masses and branching ratios ΓLP/Γ, for reheating temperatures TR

between 1013-1016 GeV. The dominant effect on ζSM is the gravitino mass, whereas both the
gravitino mass and the branching ratio affect ϵLP . A feature appears in the plots on the right
hand side at a gravitino mass between 105 and 106 GeV due to the drop in gSM∗ from the gravitino
decaying around the QCD phase transition.
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Figure 6: Change in effective number of neutrino species ∆Neff calculated over a range of gravitino
masses and branching ratios ΓLP/Γ, for reheating temperatures TR between 1013-1016 GeV, where
ρLP,i = 0 (left column) or ρLP,i =

π
30
gLP∗ T 4

F (right column). The dashed red line corresponds to
the current 2σ confidence bound on ∆Neff from Planck’s 2018 data [32]. The dotted red line
represents the projected 2σ bound on ∆Neff from CMB-S4 [22]. Gravitino masses to the left of
the black dashed line indicate some gravitino decay during or after BBN.
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Since the current best estimate for Neff for the Standard Model is 3.043 [40], and the latest
Planck measurement has found Neff = 2.99 ± 0.17 [32], the current 2σ bound on ∆Neff is
0.287. The projected 2σ bound on ∆Neff from CMB-S4 is 0.055 assuming 1’ beams, 1 µK-
arcmin temperature noise and a sky fraction of 0.5 [22]. These bounds allow us to rule out
large branching ratios. Moreover, gravitino masses below a certain threshold depending on the
reheating temperature are ruled out because they would imply that the gravitino decays during
or after BBN [37]. In the case where ρLP,i =

π
30
gLP∗ T 4

F , the parameter space is completely ruled
out by the combination of these two bounds for TR ≲ 1013 GeV using the current bounds and for
TR ≲ 1014 GeV using the projected bounds.

5 Conclusion
We have studied how a heavy state decaying into both the Standard Model bath and into a light
particle beyond the Standard Model before neutrino decoupling, but after the light particle has
frozen out, changes ∆Neff , and found that ∆Neff will be rescaled by a factor of (ζSMϵLP )

4/3,
where ζSM parameterizes the amount the heavy state dilutes non-Standard Model degrees of
freedom, and ϵLP parameterizes how much it decays into the light particle. If the branching
ratio for decay into the light particle is small, the decaying heavy particle dumps entropy mostly
into the Standard Model. This causes the energy density of the light particles to become less
significant compared to the energy density of the Standard Model, which results in a smaller
∆Neff . Therefore, light particles beyond the Standard Model that would seemingly be ruled out
by Neff measurements may still be allowed. Moreover, if a new light particle were found, its
effective freeze-out temperature and contribution to ∆Neff , could be different than expected in
the heavy state decay scenario.

However, in this case measuring ∆Neff could be used as evidence for a heavy decaying particle.
By examining a more specific model in which the heavy particle is a gravitino, we used current
and projected bounds on Neff to place constraints on the gravitino mass and the branching ratio
for decay into the light particle for different values of the reheating temperature of the Universe.
We have found that Neff limits the decay rate of the gravitino into the light particle, and took
into account that forbidding the gravitino from decaying after BBN bounds the gravitino mass
from below.

This work also has applications beyond the traditional case of a light, fundamental relic con-
sidered here. One such application would be sharpening cosmological predictions for composite
dark matter models where bound states are formed through interactions mediated by a light scalar
field [41–43]. In this case, the dark matter might annihilate to an effectively massless light scalar,
and both this and the composite density may later be depleted by a field decaying [33,43,44], which
would result in different predictions for ∆Neff . We look forward to this and other applications of
heavy state decay diluted cosmological radiation in future work.
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A ∆Neff

We derive the contribution to Neff from any light thermal relic which was in thermal equilibrium
with neutrinos at some time before freezing out. First, we must define the energy density ρ and the
entropy density s of radiation. The energy density ρ and pressure p of a dilute, weakly-interacting
gas of particles in kinetic equilibrium are

ρ =
g

2π2

∫ ∞

m

(E2 −m2)1/2

e(E−µ)/T ± 1
E2 dE. (43)

and

p =
g

6π2

∫ ∞

m

(E2 −m2)3/2

e(E−µ)/T ± 1
E2 dE. (44)

where the ’+’ is used for Fermi-Dirac species and the ’-’ is used for Bose-Einstein species, g is
the number of internal degrees of freedom (distinct spin states), E is the internal energy, m is the
mass, µ is the chemical potential and T is the temperature. In the relativistic limit (T ≫ m) and
for T ≫ µ, the energy density is

ρ(T ) =

{
π2

30
gT 4 for bosons,

7
8
π2

30
gT 4 for fermions

(45)

and the pressure is
p =

ρ

3
. (46)

We can define the entropy density and calculate it in terms of ρ:

s ≡ S

V
=

ρ+ p

T
=

4ρ

3T
. (47)

Therefore, we can write the energy density and the entropy density as{
ρ(T ) = π2

30
g∗T

4,

s(T ) = 4
3
π2

30
g∗sT

3,
(48)

where

g∗ =
∑

i=bosons

gi

(
Ti

Tγ

)4

+
7

8

∑
i=bosons

gi

(
Ti

Tγ

)4

(49)

is the number of spin states for all particles and antiparticles, with an extra factor of 7
8

for fermions,
and

g∗s =
∑

i=bosons

gi

(
Ti

Tγ

)3

+
7

8

∑
i=bosons

gi

(
Ti

Tγ

)3

. (50)

We can show that g∗ = g∗s when all relativistic species are in equilibrium at the same temperature.
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Next, we will use the fact that the comoving entropy density of the Universe is conserved to
write the energy density in radiation of the Universe in terms of the photon temperature and the
parameter Neff . The statement of comoving entropy density conservation is the following:

a3s(T ) = a3g∗sT
3 = const, (51)

where a is the scale factor of the Universe. Since both the comoving entropy density of the Standard
Model radiation bath (with temperature Tγ), composed of all relativistic particles present in the
Universe, and of the neutrino (with temperature Tν) are conserved, noting that g∗s is constant for
the neutrinos,

a3beforeg
before
∗s T 3

γ,before = a3afterg
after
∗s T 3

γ,after (52)

and
a3beforeT

3
ν,before = a3afterT

3
ν,after. (53)

Dividing Eq. 52 by Eq. 53, we find

gbefore∗ T 3
γ,before

T 3
ν,before

=
gafter∗ T 3

γ,after

T 3
ν,after

. (54)

After neutrino decoupling, but before electron-positron annihilation, gbefore∗ = 2 + 7
8
(2 + 2) = 11

2
,

where the bosons are photons and the fermions are electrons and positrons. After electron-positron
annihilation, we are left with only photon degrees of freedom, so gafter∗ = 2. In the instantaneous
neutrino decoupling limit,

Tγ,before = Tν,before =⇒ Tν,after

Tγ,after

=

(
gafter∗

gbefore∗

)1/3

=

(
4

11

)1/3

, (55)

which means that the annihilation of electrons and positrons raised the temperature of photons
relative to that of neutrinos by a factor of

(
11
4

)1/3. After electron-positron annihilation, assuming
that there exist three neutrinos and three antineutrinos with one spin state each, the radiation
density of the Universe is given by

ρr =
π2

30

[
2T 4

γ + 6
7

8
T 4
ν

]
=

π2

15

[
1 + 3

7

8

(
4

11

)4/3
]
T 4
γ . (56)

The factor of 3 in the second term is the effective number of neutrino species Neff . We can
parameterize ρr by Neff :

ρr =
π2

15

[
1 +

7

8

(
4

11

)4/3

Neff

]
T 4
γ . (57)

As described above, Neff = 3 in the instantaneous neutrino decoupling approximation. In the
real Universe, the current best estimate is Neff = 3.043 [40] due to the incomplete decoupling of
neutrinos during e− − e+ annihilation and QED plasma effects.

Finally, we will calculate the expected contribution to Neff from any light particle (LP) which
was in thermal equilibrium with neutrinos at some time before freezing out and which freezes out
before the neutrinos decouple from the photon bath. Before neutrino decoupling, given conserva-
tion of comoving entropy density for both the light particle (with temperature TLP ), whose value
of g∗s is constant, and for the Standard Model radiation bath (with temperature Tν),(

TLP

Tν

)3

=
g∗(Tν−decoupling)

g∗(TF )
=

43/4

g∗(TF )
, (58)
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where Tν−decoupling is the temperature before neutrino decoupling and TF is the temperature at
which the light particle decouples (freezes out) from the neutrino bath. The relativistic bosons
are photons and the relativistic fermions are electrons, positrons, neutrinos and antineutrinos, so
g∗(Tbefore) = 2 + 7

8
(4 + 6) = 43

4
. We can now calculate the energy density in radiation of the

Universe. If the light particle is a boson,

ρr =
π2

30

[
2T 4

γ + 6
7

8
T 4
ν + gT 4

LP

]
=

π2

15

[
1 +

7

8

(
Tν

Tγ

)4
(
8

7

g

2

(
3 +

Trelic

Tν

)4
)]

T 4
γ

=
π2

15

[
1 +

7

8

(
4

11

)4/3
(
4g

7

(
3 +

43/4

g∗(TF )

)4/3
)]

T 4
γ

=⇒ ∆Neff =
4g

7

(
43/4

g∗(TF )

)4/3

(59)

If the light particle is a fermion,

ρr =
π2

30

[
2T 4

γ + 6
7

8
T 4
ν + g

7

8
T 4
relic

]
=

π2

15

[
1 +

7

8

(
Tν

Tγ

)4
(
3 +

g

2

(
Trelic

Tν

)4
)]

T 4
γ

=
π2

15

[
1 +

7

8

(
4

11

)4/3
(
3 +

g

2

(
43/4

g∗(TF )

)4/3
)]

T 4
γ

=⇒ ∆Neff =
g

2

(
43/4

g∗(TF )

)4/3

(60)

To summarize,

∆Neff =


4g
7

(
43/4

g∗(TF )

)4/3
for a boson,

g
2

(
43/4

g∗(TF )

)4/3
for a fermion,

(61)

which is Eq. (1).
We can also note that the contribution to ∆Neff from a non-relativistic particle is negligible.

In this case, the energy density in radiation in terms of the photon temperature is

ρr = T 4
γ

∑
i

(
Ti

Tγ

)4
gi
2π2

∫ ∞

xi

(u2 − x2
i )

1/2u2du

eu−yi ± 1
, (62)

where xi = mi/Tγ and yi = µi/Tγ. Since m ≫ T for a non-relativistic species, its energy density
in radiation is exponentially suppressed.
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