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Abstract. We explore the production of thermal dark matter (DM) candidates (WIMPs,
SIMPs, ELDERs and Cannibals) during cosmic reheating. Assuming a general parametriza-
tion for the scaling of the inflaton energy density and the standard model (SM) temperature,
we study the requirements for kinetic and chemical DM freeze-out in a model-independent
way. For each of the mechanisms, up to two solutions that fit the entire observed DM relic
density exist, for a given reheating scenario and DM mass. As an example, we assume a sim-
ple particle physics model in which DM interacts with itself and with SM through contact
interactions. We find that low-temperature reheating can accommodate a wider range of cou-
plings and larger masses than those permitted in the usual instantaneous high-temperature
reheating. This results in DM solutions for WIMPs reaching masses as high as 1014 GeV,
whereas for SIMPs and ELDERs, we can reach masses of 1013 GeV. Interestingly, current
experimental data already constrain the enlarged parameter space of these models with low-
reheating temperatures. Next-generation experiments could further probe these scenarios.
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1 Introduction

The evidence for the presence of nonbaryonic dark matter (DM) in the Universe is strongly
supported by both astrophysical and cosmological data. For a DM candidate to be considered
viable, it must meet several criteria: It must be electromagnetically neutral, cosmologically
stable, and nonrelativistic at the time of Big Bang nucleosynthesis (BBN). Additionally, it
should exhibit a relic density of Ωh2 ≃ 0.12, which accounts for 27% of the total energy
content of the Universe [1]; for a recent review see Ref. [2].

The most popular mechanism for DM production in the early Universe is the weakly
interacting massive particle (WIMP) model. In this case, DM possesses a mass at the
electroweak scale and couples significantly with the standard model (SM) thermal plasma,
as is common in electroweak interactions. WIMPs achieve thermal equilibrium with the
SM thermal plasma and subsequently undergo chemical freeze-out, leading to the observed
DM relic abundance. It is generally assumed that this freeze-out occurs well after reheat-
ing has ended, at a time when the Universe’s energy density is dominated by SM radia-
tion. Observational data typically require a thermally averaged annihilation cross-section
⟨σv⟩ ≃ few× 10−26 cm3/s [3]. The WIMP paradigm can have different realizations: one can
imagine 2-to-2 annihilation of DM particles into SM states [4], the co-annihilation of a pair
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of states of the dark sector with only one being the DM [5], or even the semi-annihilation of
DM particles into a DM and a SM states [6–10]. The WIMP mechanism is notably intrigu-
ing, as it can be explored through various complementary techniques such as direct, indirect,
and collider probes. However, the absence of positive experimental results and strict con-
straints on its expected parameter space urge investigations beyond the conventional WIMP
framework [11–13].

Alternatively, instead of WIMPs, one can consider the Strongly Interacting Massive Par-
ticle (SIMP) paradigm [14] where the freeze-out proceeds through N -to-N ′ number-changing
processes, where N DM particles annihilate into N ′ of them (with N > N ′ ≥ 2). The most
studied cases of the N -to-N ′ processes correspond to 3-to-2, because it is typically dominant.
However, 3-to-2 annihilations, necessarily induced by interaction vertices with an odd num-
ber of DM particles, are forbidden in the most common models where the stability of the
DM is guaranteed by a Z2 symmetry. To allow 3-to-2 annihilations, one has to assume that
DM is protected by a different symmetry such as Z3 [15–20], or consider models where DM
stability emerges as a result of DM dynamics [21–25]. If DM is stabilized by a Z2 symme-
try, the 4-to-2 reactions would be those that give rise to the DM relic abundance, while the
3-to-2 annihilations are forbidden [26–30]. One potential problem of this mechanism is that
when N -to-N ′ annihilations are effective, the DM reheats itself, significantly modifying the
formation of structures [31]. However, this can be avoided by imposing kinetic equilibrium
between the DM and the visible sector [14].1 In the SIMP paradigm, kinetic equilibrium
is broken after chemical equilibrium, so that during DM production, the visible and dark
sectors share the same temperature.

However, the kinetic equilibrium could be broken before chemical equilibrium. On the
one hand, if this happens when DM is non-relativistic, it corresponds to an ELastically
DEcoupling Relic (ELDER) [32, 33]. In this case, at the moment of chemical freeze-out,
the DM is warmer than the SM because of efficient N -to-N ′ annihilations that tend to keep
the DM at a constant temperature as the Universe expands. Interestingly, the near-constant
temperature (and therefore density) of DM implies that its present relic abundance is mainly
determined by the cross section of its elastic scattering on SM particles (instead of the
inelastic processes as in the case of WIMPs or SIMPs).

On the other hand, the scenario where DM goes out of kinetic equilibrium at a very high
temperature when it is still relativistic, before breaking the chemical equilibrium corresponds
to cannibal or self-interacting DM [34–36]. In this case, the increase in temperature of the
dark sector with respect to the visible sector (occurring between the moment when DM
becomes nonrelativistic and its chemical freeze-out) is maximal. In contrast to ELDERs,
for cannibal DM, the present relic abundance becomes independent of the detail of kinetic
decoupling and is only determined by the chemical freeze-out.

Interestingly, all previously presented thermal production mechanisms can be organized
as a function of the temperatures at which DM departs from chemical and kinetic equilib-
rium.2 Calling Tk the temperature of SM at kinetic decoupling and T ′

fo the temperature of
DM at chemical decoupling, the WIMP and SIMP scenarios correspond to m > T ′

fo > Tk,

1Other solutions exist. For example, one can consider an enlarged dark sector containing new particles
that are relativistic at the moment of DM freeze-out, so that the heating of the dark sector is only due to
the (small) change of relativistic degrees of freedom [16], or abandon the kinetic equilibrium and start with a
colder dark sector [21, 26].

2DM could also have been produced nonthermally, as in the case of the feebly interacting massive particle
(FIMP) paradigm [37–43].
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ELDER to m > Tk > T ′
fo and cannibal DM to Tk > m > T ′

fo, where m stands for the mass
of the DM particle. We note that since we are interested in cold DM, the hierarchy m ≫ T ′

fo

is required.
It is important to note that the present DM abundance is determined not only by the

particle-physics dynamics but also by the cosmological history of the Universe. As the evo-
lution of the early Universe is largely unknown, the standard (i.e., the simplest!) assumption
corresponds to a Universe dominated by SM radiation from the end of cosmological infla-
tion until matter-radiation equality at a SM temperature T ≃ 0.8 eV [1]. Additionally,
the transition from an inflaton-dominated to a radiation-dominated Universe, that is, the
reheating era, is typically assumed to be instantaneous and to occur at a very high temper-
ature, well before the production of DM. However, this picture cannot be taken for granted.
In fact, many well-motivated non-standard deviations could have been realized by nature
and therefore should be studied [44]. The reheating temperature Trh (that is, the SM tem-
perature from which the Universe begins to be dominated by SM radiation) must satisfy
Trh > Tbbn ≃ 4 MeV [45–49], in order not to spoil the success of BBN. The production of
DM in scenarios with a nonstandard expansion phase has recently gained increasing interest,
particularly for WIMPs [50–90], but also for SIMPs [89, 91, 92].

During reheating the Universe is dominated by the inflaton. Its energy density is typi-
cally assumed to scale as non-relativistic matter or as radiation, corresponding to cases where
the inflaton oscillates on a quadratic or quartic potential, respectively. However, it can also
scale faster than radiation, as in the case of kination [93, 94], or even faster, as in the context
of ekpyrotic [95, 96] or cyclic scenarios [97–100]; see also Ref. [101]. Additionally, the inflaton
could decay or annihilate into different kinds of SM particles, and therefore the dependence
of the temperature of the SM bath could feature different behaviors with the cosmic scale
factor.

Here, we focus on thermal DM production that occurs during low-temperature reheat-
ing.3 In particular, we study the phenomenology of the thermal production mechanisms men-
tioned above (WIMP, SIMP, ELDER, and cannibal DM) in the case where kinetic and/or
chemical decoupling does not occur in the SM radiation-dominated era but during reheat-
ing. For that, in Section 2 we present the general parameterization used to describe the
low-temperature reheating scenario. In Section 3, the different thermal DM production
mechanisms are presented, highlighting how thermal decoupling occurs, for the usual case
where the reheating temperature is very high, much higher than the scales at which the DM
is produced. The case in which DM is thermally produced during reheating is studied in
Section 4. In Section 5, a simplified particle physics model is presented as an example to
materialize our findings. Finally, in Section 6 we summarize and conclude.

2 Low-Temperature Reheating

Cosmic reheating is the era in which the Universe transits from being dominated by inflaton
to SM radiation energy density. During reheating, the inflaton ϕ has an effective equation of
state ω, which implies that its energy density ρϕ scales as

ρϕ(a) ∝ a−3 (1+ω), (2.1)

3Alternatively, this could also correspond to the end of a non-standard cosmological scenario produced
by the decay of a long-lived heavy particle (e.g. a moduli field) different from the inflaton, or to a Universe
dominated by primordial black holes that evaporate by emitting Hawking radiation.
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where a corresponds to the cosmic scale factor of the Universe. Particularly interesting cases
correspond to ω = 0, ω = 1/3, and ω = 1, corresponding to an inflaton oscillating in a
quadratic or quartic potential, and to kination, respectively. More generally, if the inflaton
oscillates at the bottom of a monomial potential V (ϕ) ∝ ϕn, its equation of state tends to
be ω = (n− 2)/(n+ 2) [102].4 In the case where ω > 1/3, ρϕ(a) gets diluted faster than free
radiation and, therefore, eventually the SM energy density dominates without the decay or
annihilation of the inflatons. However, if ω ≤ 1/3, ϕ has to decay or annihilate, injecting
entropy into SM particles. We assume that the inflaton only decays or annihilates into SM
states, producing a scaling of the SM temperature

T (a) = Trh

(arh
a

)α
, (2.2)

where Trh is the bath temperature at the end of reheating, and the corresponding scale factor
arh ≡ a(Trh). Furthermore, α depends on the properties of the inflaton during reheating. For
an inflaton oscillating in a quadratic potential (ω = 0) and a constant decay width, α = 3/8.
However, even in the case of ω = 0, other scalings are possible, for example, in the case of
a nontrivial dependence of the decay width of the inflaton with the scale factor [105–114].
Interestingly, in a quadratic potential, one can also have an era with constant temperature
α = 0, as elaborated in Refs. [108, 115, 116]. Alternatively, if the inflaton oscillates in a
quartic potential (ω = 1/3), the decay into scalar or fermionic states gives rise to α = 1/4
or 3/4, respectively. In general, in the case of a monomial potential α = 3

2
1

2+n for a scalar

decay, and α = 3
2

n−1
2+n if n ≤ 7 or α = 1 if n ≥ 7 for a fermionic decay [86, 117, 118]. If instead

of decaying, reheating occurs through inflaton annihilations into bosons, one gets α = 9
2n+4

for n ≥ 3 or α = 3(7−2n)
2n+4 , for the case of a heavy or light mediator, respectively [119, 120].

The case of inflaton annihilations into fermions gives α = 1 or α = 3(5−n)
2n+4 , for a heavy or

light mediator, respectively [120]. Finally, if the inflaton energy density is diluted faster than
free radiation, that is, if ω > 1/3, it is not necessary for the inflaton to decay or annihilate
away, and then one can have α = 1, as in the case of kination [93, 94]. We note that, in cases
where α > 0, during reheating the SM bath temperature rises to a maximal value Tmax that
could exceed Trh by several orders of magnitude [121].

Taking into account that the SM radiation energy density ρR is given by

ρR(T ) =
π2

30
g⋆(T )T

4, (2.3)

with g⋆(T ) being the number of relativistic degrees of freedom contributing to ρR [122], it
is interesting to note that a viable reheating, that is, an eventual onset of the SM radiation
domination, requires that at some point ρR(a) > ρϕ(a), which in turn implies

α ≤ 3

4
(1 + ω) . (2.4)

In the plane [ω, α], Fig. 1 shows with crosses the different reheating options previously
discussed. The black dot corresponds to the standard case with ω = 0 and α = 3/8. The thin
black dotted lines correspond to the previously described scenarios: the vertical one to ω = 0
(dust-like inflaton), the horizontal one to a kination-like faster-than-radiation expansion, and

4Preheating effects due to possible self-interaction of the inflaton could result in a transition into a radiation-
dominated regime within O(1) e-folds [103, 104].
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Figure 1. Summary of the different reheating scenarios. The black dot corresponds to the standard
case where the inflaton scales as non-relativistic matter and decays into SM particles with a constant
decay width, while the black crosses correspond to the alternatives described in the text. The red area

in the upper left corner does not give rise to viable reheating. Above the blue dotted line 3(1+ω)
2α < 3.

the five diagonals to decay and annihilations into scalars and fermions. Importantly, the red
area in the upper left corner does not give rise to a viable reheating, cf. Eq. (2.4), and is
therefore ignored.

The Hubble expansion rate H depends on the total energy density of the Universe and
is given by the Friedmann equation

H2 =
ρϕ + ρR
3M2

P

, (2.5)

where MP ≃ 2.4× 1018 GeV is the reduced Planck mass. It can be approximately written as

H(a) ≃ H(arh)×


(arh

a

) 3 (1+ω)
2

for a ≤ arh,(arh
a

)2
for arh ≤ a,

(2.6)

depending on whether we are during (a ≤ arh) or after (a ≥ arh) reheating, which corresponds
to

H(T ) ≃ H(Trh)×


(

T

Trh

) 3 (1+ω)
2α

for T ≥ Trh,(
T

Trh

)2

for Trh ≥ T,

(2.7)

where the reheating temperature Trh is implicitly defined by the equality ρϕ(Trh) = ρR(Trh).

We note that if 3(1+ω)
2α = 2, H has the same scaling with temperature during and after

reheating.

3 Dark Matter Production After Reheating

In this section, different thermal production mechanisms for DM in the early Universe are
studied, assuming the standard scenario where the reheating temperature is much higher
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than the relevant scales for DM genesis. The two cases Tfo ≫ Tk (corresponding to WIMPs
and SIMPs) and Tk ≫ Tfo (corresponding to ELDERs and cannibals) are studied separately.

3.1 WIMPs and SIMPs: Trh ≫ Tfo ≫ Tk

Both in the WIMP and the SIMP paradigms, chemical equilibrium is broken before kinetic
equilibrium, Tfo ≫ Tk, which guarantees that at chemical freeze-out the two sectors share
the same temperature T .

The equilibrium number density neq for DM particles of mass m and g internal degrees
of freedom is given by

neq(T ) =
g

2π2
m2 T K2

(m
T

)
, (3.1)

where Ki is the modified Bessel function, and where the Maxwell-Boltzmann statistic was
assumed. For simplicity, in all numerical evaluations we fix g = 1. After chemical freeze-out,
the DM yield defined as Y (T ) ≡ n(T )/s(T ) is conserved, where n(T ) is the DM number
density,

s(T ) ≡ 2π2

45
g⋆s(T )T

3 (3.2)

is the SM entropy density, and g⋆s(T ) corresponds to the effective number of degrees of
freedom contributing to the SM entropy [122]. At present, the DM yield Y0 can be estimated
as

Y0 ≃ Yfo =
neq(Tfo)

s(Tfo)
=

45

4π4

g

g⋆s(Tfo)
x2foK2(xfo) ≃

45

25/2 π7/2

g

g⋆s(Tfo)
x
3/2
fo e−xfo , (3.3)

with xfo ≡ m/Tfo. We emphasize that at this level, WIMPs and SIMPs are indistinguishable,
as the reaction fixing the DM freeze-out has not been specified.

To match the entire observed DM relic density, it is required that

mY0 =
Ωh2 ρc
s0 h2

≃ 4.3× 10−10 GeV, (3.4)

where Y0 is the asymptotic value of the DM yield at low temperatures, s0 ≃ 2.69×103 cm−3 is
the present entropy density [123], ρc ≃ 1.05×10−5 h2 GeV/cm3 is the critical energy density
of the Universe, and Ωh2 ≃ 0.12 is the observed DM relic abundance [1]. Figure 2 shows,
for different DM masses, the parameter space that fits the observed DM relic abundance,
in an extravagantly large plane [x′fo, xk].

5 We recall that in this case x′fo = xfo, given that
for WIMPs and SIMPs Tfo ≫ Tk. As expected from Eq. (3.3), the DM relic abundance is
independent of the kinetic decoupling (i.e. the lines are vertical) and has a small logarithmic
dependence on the DM mass. In the red band, corresponding to x′fo < 3, DM freezes-out
when still relativistic, and therefore it is not a cold relic.

3.2 Cannibals and ELDERs: Trh ≫ Tk ≫ Tfo

Opposite to the WIMP and the SIMP cases, for ELDERs and cannibals kinetic equilibrium is
broken before chemical equilibrium, Tk ≫ Tfo. It is important to note that kinetic equilibrium
guarantees that the two sectors have a common temperature and therefore if it is broken,

5We are aware that a 1 keV is in tension with observations of the Lyman-α forest, which set a lower limit
on the DM mass of around 5.3 keV [124, 125], and with BBN and CMB observations, set a lower bound on
the thermal DM mass of 0.4 MeV [126, 127]. We used, however, 1 keV for reference.
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Figure 2. Parameter space that fits the observed DM relic abundance for different DM masses,
assuming a production after reheating (that is, in the radiation-dominated era). In the red band
(x′

fo < 3), DM freezes-out when relativistic, and is therefore not a cold relic.

the two sectors will be characterized by different temperatures: T for the SM and T ′ for the
dark sector.6

The DM yield at chemical freeze-out is given by

Yfo =
neq(T

′
fo)

s(Tfo)
=

neq(T
′
fo)

s(Tk)

s′(Tk)

s′(T ′
fo)

, (3.5)

where in the first equality we have used the fact that at freeze out the DM has a temperature
T ′
fo while the SM temperature is Tfo, while in the second, the separate conservation of the

entropies of the visible and dark sectors (s and s′ respectively) was taken into account.
Additionally, given that the energy density ρ′ and the pressure p′ of the dark sector are

ρ′(T ′) =
g

2π2
m3 T ′

[
K1

(m

T ′

)
+ 3

T ′

m
K2

(m

T ′

)]
, (3.6)

p′(T ′) =
g

2π2
m2 T ′2K2

(m

T ′

)
, (3.7)

for a Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution without chemical potential, the entropy density of the
dark sector can be written as

s′(T ′) =
ρ′(T ′) + p′(T ′)

T ′ =
g

2π2
m3K3

(m

T ′

)
. (3.8)

Therefore, the DM yield at present can be conveniently expressed as

Y0 ≃ Yfo =
45

4π4

g

g⋆s(Tk)

x3k
x′fo

K2(x
′
fo)K3(xk)

K3(x′fo)
, (3.9)

with xk ≡ m/Tk and x′fo ≡ m/T ′
fo. As expected, Eqs. (3.9) and (3.3) coincide in the limit

xk = xfo = x′fo. Figure 2 also displays the parameter space that fits the observed abundance
of DM, for the case x′fo > xk.

6Here we assume that self-interactions within the dark sector are strong enough to create a thermal dark
plasma. We further neglect possible asymmetries in the dark sector, and therefore chemical potentials.
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Equation (3.9) has two interesting limits extensively discussed in the literature. The
case where chemical decoupling occurs non-relativistically, but kinetic decoupling when DM is
still relativistic (xk ≪ 1 ≪ x′fo) corresponds to the cannibal scenario, and therefore Eq. (3.9)
reduces to

Y0 ≃
90

π4

g

g⋆s(Tk)

1

x′fo
, (3.10)

and is independent of the kinetic decoupling [34]. Alternatively, if both kinetic and chemical
decoupling happen when DM is non-relativistic (1 ≪ xk ≪ x′fo)

Y0 ≃
45

25/2 π7/2

g

g⋆s(Tk)

x
5/2
k e−xk

x′fo
, (3.11)

corresponding to the ELDER scenario [32, 33].7 Even if it also depends on x′fo, the ELDER
limit has a strong exponential dependence on the kinetic decoupling. The two regimes can
be recognized in Fig. 2.

Before closing this section, we note that the separate conservation of entropies allows
us to compute the SM temperature at freeze-out Tfo

xfo ≡
m

Tfo
= xk

[
g⋆s(Tfo)

g⋆s(Tk)

K3(xk)

K3(x′fo)

]1/3
, (3.12)

as a function of xk and x′fo.

4 Dark Matter Production During Reheating

Although it is commonly assumed that cosmic reheating finishes at a very high temperature,
it may not be the case. In this section, we study different thermal mechanisms in the case
where they are effective during reheating. We emphasize that, by construction, the inflaton
transmits its energy to the SM bath and not to the DM. This is typically a good assumption as
long as its branching ratio to the dark sector is smaller than O(10−4)×m/(100 GeV) [70, 77].

4.1 WIMPs and SIMPs: Tfo ≫ Trh

The impact on the final DM relic abundance produced through the WIMP and the SIMP
mechanisms occurring during reheating is two-fold. On the one hand, chemical decoupling
occurs earlier, increasing the DM yield; on the other hand, injection of entropy into the SM
bath because of inflaton decays dilutes the DM abundance.

The dilution corresponds to the change in SM entropy S from a given moment until the
end of the reheating and is given by

S(T )

S(Trh)
=

s(T )

s(Trh)

(
a(T )

a(Trh)

)3

=
g⋆s(T )

g⋆s(Trh)

(
Trh

T

) 3 (1−α)
α

, (4.1)

where Eqs. (2.2) and (3.2) were used. Given that the SM entropy is conserved after the end
of reheating, the DM yield at present can be estimated by

Y0 ≃ Yrh = Yfo
S(Tfo)

S(Trh)
=

45

4π4

g

g⋆s(Trh)
x2foK2(xfo)

(
xfo
xrh

) 3 (1−α)
α

, (4.2)

7We found a difference of π2 with respect to the original result reported in Ref. [32].
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where Yfo is the same as the one computed in Eq. (3.3). Interestingly, Eq. (4.2) is valid as
long as Tfo > Trh, in the two cases Tfo > Trh > Tk and Tfo > Tk > Trh. Additionally, it can
be approximated in the two limits

Y0 ≃


45

2π4

g

g⋆s(Trh)

(
xfo
xrh

) 3 (1−α)
α

for xfo ≪ xcfo ,

45

4π4

√
π

2

g

g⋆s(Trh)
x

3
2
fo e

−xfo

(
xfo
xrh

) 3 (1−α)
α

for xfo ≫ xcfo ,

(4.3)

where the critical value xcfo (after extremizing Eq. (4.2) w.r.t. xfo) is implicitly defined by

αxcfoK1(x
c
fo) + 3 (α− 1)K2(x

c
fo) = 0 . (4.4)

Several comments are in order with respect to Eq. (4.3). i) To be realized, the first
expression (corresponding to xfo ≪ xcfo) requires interaction rates with a higher temperature
dependence than the Hubble expansion rate, as will be shown in Section 5. ii) For the second
expression (corresponding to xfo ≫ xcfo) one only has to require xfo < xrh. And iii), with
respect to xcfo, for a given Trh, a critical value of the DM mass can be defined as the mass
required to fit the entire abundance of DM if xfo = xcfo. DM with a mass larger than that
value overshoots the observations if it is produced during reheating.

The parameter space that fits the observed DM relic abundance for WIMPs and SIMPs,
taking α = 3/8 (left) or α = 3/4 (right), as a function of xrh (top) or m (bottom), is shown
in Fig. 3. The red dotted horizontal lines correspond to the critical value xcfo ≃ 6.2 (1.9)
for α = 3/8 (3/4), while the red dashed diagonal lines in the upper panel depict the border
between freeze-out during radiation domination and reheating (that is, when xfo = xrh). The
red bands are in tension with BBN or the non-relativistic freeze-out. In the upper panels
of Fig. 3, if xfo > xrh, DM freezes out in the radiation-dominated era and therefore the
abundance of DM is independent of xrh. In contrast, if xfo < xrh, DM is produced during
reheating, at a higher temperature (that is, smaller xfo) compared to the standard case. For a
fixed xrh, the two solutions during reheating described in Eq. (4.3) are visible. Furthermore,
the corresponding maximum mass (for a given Trh) clearly appears in the lower left panel
of Fig. 3, at xfo = xcfo. This novel feature of a double solution during reheating is further
investigated in Appendix A, where a complete numerical calculation was performed, solving
the system of Boltzmann equations for the inflaton and SM radiation energy densities and
the DM number density. Finally, the minimal viable DM mass that can be produced during
reheating is also visible, and corresponds to point where Tfo = Trh = Tbbn.

4.2 Cannibals and ELDERs: Tk ≫ Tfo

This section is conveniently divided into two cases, Trh ≫ Tfo and Tfo ≫ Trh, depending on
whether reheating finishes after or before the DM chemical freeze-out.

4.2.1 Tk ≫ Trh ≫ Tfo

In this case where Tk ≫ Trh ≫ Tfo, the DM yield at present is given by

Y0 ≃ Yfo =
neq(T

′
fo)

s(Tfo)
=

neq(T
′
fo)

s(Trh)

s′(T ′
rh)

s′(T ′
fo)

=
neq(T

′
fo)

s(Trh)

s′(Tk)

s′(T ′
fo)

(
Trh

Tk

) 3
α

=
45

4π4

g

g⋆s(Trh)

x3rh
x′fo

(
xk
xrh

) 3
α K2(x

′
fo)K3(xk)

K3(x′fo)
, (4.5)
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Figure 3. Value of xfo required to fit the entire DM relic abundance for α = 3/8 (left) or α = 3/4
(right), as a function of xrh (top) or m (bottom), in the WIMP and SIMP scenarios. The red bands
are in tension with BBN or the non-relativistic freeze-out.

where the separate conservation of entropies between the end of reheating and the DM freeze-
out, and the scaling of the DM temperature during reheating were used.

In this case where Tk ≫ Tfo, at the time of chemical freeze out the two sectors are not
expected to share the same temperature. Using the conservation of the dark sector entropy
between a(Tk) and afo, the conservation of the SM entropy between arh and afo, and the
entropy injection in Eq. (4.1), one gets that

xfo = xrh

(
xk
xrh

) 1
α
[
g⋆s(Tfo)

g⋆s(Trh)

K3(xk)

K3(x′fo)

] 1
3

. (4.6)

4.2.2 Tk ≫ Tfo ≫ Trh

Alternatively, in the case where Tk ≫ Tfo ≫ Trh, the DM yield at present is given by

Y0 ≃ Yrh =
neq(T

′
rh)

s(Trh)
=

neq(T
′
fo)

s(Trh)

s′(T ′
rh)

s′(T ′
fo)

=
neq(T

′
fo)

s(Trh)

s′(Tk)

s′(T ′
fo)

(
Trh

Tk

) 3
α

=
45

4π4

g

g⋆s(Trh)

x3rh
x′fo

(
xk
xrh

) 3
α K2(x

′
fo)K3(xk)

K3(x′fo)
, (4.7)
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Figure 4. Parameter space that fits the observed DM relic abundance, for ELDERs and cannibals,
for α = 3/8 (left) or α = 3/4 (right), x′

fo = 30 and different DM masses. The red bands are in tension
with BBN.

which, as expected, is equal to the expression in Eq. (4.5), and simply corresponds to Eq. (3.9)
times the dilution factor between Tk and Trh. However, even if the expressions for the DM
yield are the same, the SM temperature at which the chemical freeze-out occurs is different.
Using the conservation of the dark sector entropy between a(Tk) and afo, and the entropy
injection to the visible sector in Eq. (4.1), one gets that the SM temperature at chemical
freeze-out is

xfo = xk

[
K3(xk)

K3(x′fo)

]α
3

, (4.8)

independently of the reheating temperature, and which only coincides with Eq. (4.6) in the
limit xk = xfo.

Considering Eq. (4.5) (or equivalently Eq. (4.7)), the ELDER limit occurs if both kinetic
and chemical decoupling happen when DM is non-relativistic (1 ≪ xk ≪ x′fo)

Y0 ≃
45

25/2 π7/2

g

g⋆s(Trh)

x
5/2
k e−xk

x′fo

(
xk
xrh

) 3(1−α)
α

, (4.9)

while in the case where chemical decoupling occurs nonrelativistically, but kinetic decoupling
when DM is still relativistic (xk ≪ 1 ≪ x′fo) corresponds to the cannibal scenario and
therefore the DM yield reduces to

Y0 ≃
90

π4

g

g⋆s(Trh)

1

x′fo

(
xk
xrh

) 3(1−α)
α

, (4.10)

which, contrary to the case in radiation domination, shows a dependence on the kinetic de-
coupling coming from the dilution factor. The parameter space that fits the observed DM
relic abundance for ELDERs and cannibals, taking α = 3/8 (left) or α = 3/4 (right), x′fo = 30
and different masses of DM, is shown in Fig. 4. In a way equivalent to WIMPs/SIMPs, if
xk < xrh DM kinetically decouples during reheating, at a higher temperature (that is, smaller
xk) compared to the standard case. Also, for a fixed xrh, two solutions during reheating are
visible.
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Figure 5. Parameter space that fits the observed DM relic abundance, for different DM masses.
For reheating, we assume α = 3/8 (left) or α = 3/4 (right), and xrh = 0.5 (top), 5 (middle) or 50
(bottom). The thin red dotted lines show xk = 1 and x′

fo = 1, while the dashed red lines correspond
to xk = x′

fo, xk = xrh, and x′
fo = xrh. The red bands are in tension with BBN or the non-relativistic

freeze-out.

All in all, the previously discussed cases are summarized in Fig. 5, for α = 3/8 (left)
or α = 3/4 (right) and three reheating temperatures xrh = 0.2 (top), xrh = 5 (middle), and
xrh = 60 (bottom); it is equivalent to Fig. 2 but for low-reheating scenarios. The thin red
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dotted lines show xk = 1 and x′fo = 1, while the dashed red lines correspond to xk = x′fo,
xk = xrh, and x′fo = xrh. The red bands are in tension with BBN or the non-relativistic
freeze-out. We notice that while in cases xrh = 0.2 and xrh = 5 there is a single solution
during reheating, for xrh = 60 and α = 3/8 the two solutions are reachable. A fully numerical
solution of a case where the two solutions occur is presented in Appendix A.

5 Particle Physics Realization

In this section we give a simple example of a specific particle physics model that realizes the
previous DM production mechanisms. In the case of contact interactions, the cross sections
for the 2-to-2 annihilation of DM into SM particles ⟨σv⟩2→2 and the elastic scattering of a
DM particle with a SM particle ⟨σv⟩el are given by

⟨σv⟩el ∼ ⟨σv⟩2→2 ∼
[
ϵeff
m

K1(x)

K2(x)

]2
≃


ϵ2eff
4T 2

for x ≪ 1 ,

ϵ2eff
m2

for x ≫ 1 ,

(5.1)

as a function of the dimensionless effective coupling ϵeff. Additionally, 3-to-2 DM annihilations
are characterized by the thermally averaged cross section

⟨σv2⟩3→2 ∼
y3eff
m5

(5.2)

for x ≫ 1, and depends on the the dimensionless effective coupling yeff. Therefore, the
corresponding interaction rates are

Γel = nsm
eq ⟨σv⟩el , (5.3)

Γ2→2 = neq ⟨σv⟩2→2 , (5.4)

Γ3→2 = n2
eq ⟨σv2⟩3→2 , (5.5)

where neq is the DM number density in equilibrium given in Eq. (3.1), and

nsm
eq (T ) =

ζ(3)

π2
gsm T 3 (5.6)

is the equilibrium number density for SM particles, where gsm(T ) is the number of relativistic
SM degrees of freedom that interact with DM (each fermionic degree of freedom counts as
3/4 due to statistics), and ζ(3) ≃ 1.2 is the Riemann zeta function. Here we fix gsm = 2.

As 3-to-2 DM annihilations are effective, it is expected that elastic 2-to-2 DM self-
scattering, with a cross section σdm in the non-relativistic limit given by

σdm ∼ y2eff
m2

, (5.7)

is efficient as well. Here, for simplicity, we have assumed the same coupling yeff for the 3-to-2
and 2-to-2 scatterings. The non-observation of an offset between the mass distributions of
DM and hot baryonic gas in the Bullet cluster constrains the ratio of the self-scattering cross
section over DM mass to be σdm/m < 1.25 cm2/g [128–130]. Further observations of other
cluster collisions reinforce this bound to σdm/m < 0.2 - 0.5 cm2/g [131–133].
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Figure 6. Parameter space that fits the observed DM relic abundance, for a production after reheating
(that is, during the radiation-dominated era) for different DM masses. The same as in Fig. 2 but
projected in the parameter space [yeff, ϵeff].

5.1 After Reheating

For the case in which DM is produced well after the end of reheating, Fig. 6 shows with
thick black lines the parameter space that fits the entire observed abundance of DM in
the case of thermal production after reheating (that is, during radiation domination), for
different DM masses. It corresponds to the information in Fig. 2 projected in the plane
[yeff, ϵeff]. The dashed red lines correspond to the boundaries between the different thermal
production mechanisms. Several comments are in order: i) The WIMP case depends only on
ϵeff, and can be realized for a wide range of masses: from few keV (Lyman-α bound [125])
to ∼ 130 TeV (unitarity bound [134]). However, there is an upper limit for yeff from which
DM becomes a SIMP. ii) Due to the consideration of the perturbativity of yeff, the SIMP
and ELDER mechanisms can occur only in the sub-GeV range. iii) SIMPs only depend on
yeff. The upper and lower bounds on ϵeff appear to avoid the WIMP and ELDER solutions,
respectively. iv) ELDERs depend mainly on ϵeff, having only a logarithmic dependence on
yeff. v) As a result of the choice of the interaction between the visible and dark sectors (i.e.,
Eq. (5.1)), and in particular of the suppression of the cross section at large temperatures, the
cannibal mechanism cannot be realized. In fact, kinetic equilibrium, given by the equality
Γel(xk) = H(xk), can only occur if xk ≥ xmin

k ≃ 1.8, implicitly defined by

2xmin
k

2
K2

0 (x
min
k ) + 3xmin

k K0(x
min
k )K1(x

min
k ) = 2

[
1 + xmin

k
2
]
K2

1 (x
min
k ) , (5.8)

where xmin
k corresponds to the minimal value of xk required to guarantee kinetic equilibrium

between the dark and visible sectors. We remind the unsuspecting reader that xk < 1 is
required for the cannibal solution to take place.

5.2 During Reheating

Alternatively, for a DM decoupling during reheating, Fig. 7 shows the parameter space that
fits the entire observed abundance of DM assuming ω = 0 and α = 3/8, with xrh = 0.2
(top left), xrh = 5 (top right), or xrh = 60 (bottom). It compares to Fig. 6 but for different
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Figure 7. Parameter space that fits the observed DM relic abundance, for ω = 0 and α = 3/8.
The different panels correspond to xrh = 0.2, 5 and 60. The same as in the left panels of Fig. 5 but
projected in the parameter space [yeff, ϵeff]. In the top-left panel the DM production always occurs
during the radiation-dominated era, while in the lower panel, during reheating. However, in the top
right panel, it can happen in the two regimes, depending on the DM mass. The transition between
the two regimes is shown with a dashed blue line. The red bands are in tension with BBN.

low-temperature reheating scenarios, and corresponds to the information in the left panels
of Fig. 5 projected in the plane [yeff, ϵeff].

As a first comment, we note that, as expected from Fig. 6, here the cannibal solution
cannot be realized either. In fact, following the same procedure as in the previous section,
the minimal value xmin

k of xk required to have kinetic equilibrium between the two sectors is
implicitly defined by

2xmin
k K2

1 (x
min
k ) +

[
1 +

3(1 + ω)

2α

]
K1(x

min
k )K2(x

min
k )

= xmin
k K2(x

min
k )

[
K0(x

min
k ) +K2(x

min
k )

]
, (5.9)

during reheating. We note that if xmin
k is higher than xrh, Eq. (5.9) ceases to be valid and

therefore xmin
k = xrh. Furthermore, the lower bound 3(1+ω)

2α ≥ 2, coming from a viable
reheating (cf. Eq. (2.4)) implies that xmin

k ≳ 1.8 as in the case of radiation domination; cf.
Eq. (5.8). We emphasize that, as xk > 1, the cannibal solution cannot be realized in this
particle-physics scenario. Moreover, in addition to cannibals, the minimal value of xk also
limits ELDERs. In fact, the ELDER solution during reheating requires that xk < xrh, and
that is only possible in the range 2 ≤ 3(1+ω)

2α < 3.
The left panel of Fig. 8 shows an example of the value of xmin

k (black thick line) as a

function of 3(1+ω)
2α for xrh = 15. The black dotted lines correspond to the solution of Eq. (5.9)
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Figure 8. Left: Example of the minimal value xmin
k of xk to have kinetic equilibrium between the

dark and visible sectors during reheating (black thick line) for xrh = 15. Right: Example of the
minimal value x′min

fo of x′
fo to have a chemical equilibrium (black thick lines) for xrh = 6. The solid

line corresponds to WIMPs, while the dashed line corresponds to SIMPs. For 3(1+ω)
2α < 2 the reheating

is not viable, while for x′
fo < 3 freeze out is relativistic (red bands).

and to xmin
k = xrh. Here again, as a result of the choice of the interaction between the visible

and dark sectors, the cannibal mechanism cannot be realized, even during reheating, as xk can
never be smaller than 1. We emphasize that the previous conclusion is valid for any reheating
scenario (any value of ω, α and Trh). Also, it is interesting to note that for this reheating
scenario the ELDER solution cannot occur during reheating; it can happen, however, in the
radiation-dominated era, as shown in the top panels of Fig. 7. In the top-left panel the DM
freeze-out always occurs during the radiation-dominated era, whereas in the lower panel the
DM freeze-out occurs during reheating. However, in the top right panel, it can happen in the
two regimes, depending on the DM mass. The transition between the two regimes is shown
with a dashed blue line.

In the top-left panel of Fig. 7 (xrh = 0.2), the DM freeze-out occurs in the radiation-
dominated era, and therefore the curves coincide with those of Fig. 6. However, xrh could
correspond to a sufficiently small value of Trh that rules out masses smaller than m ≲ 8 ×
10−4 GeV due to the BBN constraint (red area). Even higher DM masses are in tension with
BBN for higher values of xrh, as seen in the top right panel (xrh = 5), wherem ≳ 2×10−2 GeV.
Furthermore, the solution for m = 10−6 GeV is not viable, as it is smaller than the minimum
mass m ≳ 3× 10−6 GeV for which chemical equilibrium is granted.

It is important to note that, in the two top panels of Fig. 7, only one of the two branches
appearing in Fig. 5 (the one with higher values of x′fo) can be realized. Interestingly, for even
larger values of xrh (that is, small reheating temperatures), the two branches can occur, as
seen in the lower panel of Fig. 7 (xrh = 60). For a given mass, two disconnected solutions for
WIMPs and two for SIMPs are realized for different values of the corresponding couplings.
In addition, masses m = 10−6 GeV and m = 10−3 GeV cannot be generated, and the BBN
bound disappears because large masses correspond to large reheating temperatures.

Concerning the possibility of the two solutions, recall that the first branch corresponds
to values of x′fo smaller than xcfo, as defined in Eq. (4.4). However, the existence of the first
branch is challenged by the requirement of chemical equilibrium. Taking into account that
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Figure 9. Parameter space that fits the observed DM relic abundance, for ω = 0, α = 3/4, and
xrh = 200. The red band is in tension with BBN. Here, DM production always occurs during
reheating.

x′fo is defined by the equality H(x′fo) = Γ2→2(x
′
fo) for WIMPs and H(x′fo) = Γ3→2(x

′
fo) for

SIMPs, the minimal value x′min
fo of x′fo is implicitly defined as

x′min
fo K1(x

′min
fo ) +

[
3− β

3(1 + ω)

2α

]
K2(x

′min
fo ) = 0 , (5.10)

with β = 1 for WIMPs and β = 1/2 for SIMPs. The right panel of Fig. 8 shows an example

of x′min
fo for WIMPs (solid black line) and SIMPs (dashed black line), as a function of 3(1+ω)

2α

assuming xrh = 6. For choice made in Fig. 7 (ω = 0 and α = 3/8), 3(1+ω)
2α = 4 and therefore

x′min
fo ≃ 2.8. We emphasize that even if the first branch is, in general, difficult to realize, it

is not impossible to have it. As a sanity cross check, in Appendix A a complete numerical
calculation was performed, solving the system of Boltzmann equations for the inflaton and
SM radiation energy densities and the DM number density. Oscillations at the bottom
of a quadratic potential and a constant decay width for the inflaton were assumed, which
corresponds to ω = 0 and α = 3/8. An example of a point for which the two branches is
explicitly shown.

In Fig. 7, corresponding to ω = 0 and α = 3/8, the ELDER solution cannot be realized

during reheating, as 3(1+ω)
2α > 3. However, it can occur in the range 2 ≤ 3(1+ω)

2α < 3. For
example, Fig. 9 shows the parameter space that fits the observed DM relic abundance for
ω = 0, α = 3/4 and xrh = 200. Here, the ELDER solution is clearly realized (and compatible
with BBN) for DM masses above the GeV scale.

In the following subsections, the three viable DM production mechanisms for this given
particle-physics scenario will be analyzed in detail.

5.2.1 WIMPs

In addition to the broad parameter-space scans shown in Fig. 7, one can also perform a specific
analysis for the different production mechanisms. The top left and the lower panels of Fig. 10
show the values of ϵeff required to fit the entire observed abundance of WIMP DM for different
reheating temperatures. The thick black lines correspond to the usual high-temperature
reheating scenario, where DM freezes out in the radiation-dominated era. As expected,
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Figure 10. WIMPs. Top left and bottom: Parameter space [m, ϵeff] required to fit the observed DM
relic abundance for ω = 0 and α = 3/8 (top left), ω = 0 and α = 3/4 (bottom left), and ω = 2/3
and α = 1/8 (bottom right), with different reheating temperatures. Top right: Allowed range of yeff
values required to guarantee a WIMP solution, for ω = 0 and α = 3/8. The red bands are excluded
because of DM underproduction, BBN, relativistic DM freeze-out, the maximum temperature of the
SM bath, Bullet cluster, or the SIMP solution. The blue and green regions correspond to bounds
(solid borders) or projections (dotted borders) from DM indirect and direct detection, respectively.

the perturbativity bound on ϵeff restricts the WIMPs to be lighter than ∼ 130 TeV [4].
Higher couplings produce a later chemical decoupling and, therefore, a DM underabundance.
However, smaller couplings and larger masses can be explored in low-reheating scenarios
because of the injection of entropy. In the case of ω = 0 and α = 3/8 (top left panel), the
maximum WIMP mass is m ∼ O(1011) GeV [65, 86, 89, 135], and is limited by perturbativity
(ϵeff ≲ 10) and the condition of having a non-relativistic freeze-out (x′fo > 3). In other
cosmological scenarios, for example, if ω = 0 and α = 3/4 (bottom left panel), DM can
reach up to m ∼ O(1012) GeV and this time it is bounded by perturbativity and the BBN
limit on Trh. A different scenario occurs for small values of α. We remind unsuspecting
readers that the parameter α controls the slope to the SM temperature during reheating
(cf. Eq. (2.2)), and therefore small values of α imply a small separation between Trh and
Tmax. This is a potential issue, as DM to be a thermal relic must have a mass m < Tmax. In
Appendix B a detailed derivation of the maximal temperature Tmax reached by the thermal
bath is presented. That bound is shown in the bottom right panel of Fig. 10, for ω = 2/3
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and α = 1/8. In this particular case, the upper bound on the DM mass is m ∼ O(106) GeV.
WIMP solutions require the dominance of DM annihilation into SM particles over DM

self-annihilation. This can be guaranteed if the self-coupling interaction rate Γ3→2 is suffi-
ciently suppressed. The top right panel of Fig. 10 shows the maximal allowed value for yeff
to have a WIMP solution. For higher values of yeff, the self-annihilation interaction rates
of DM dominate, rendering DM a SIMP relic. Interestingly, beyond O(1) MeV, yeff could
be arbitrarily large (within the perturbative range) and still have a subdominant interaction
rate. This is due to the strong Boltzmann suppression factor in the equilibrium DM number
density.

We comment on some present and future possibilities of testing the current scenario
using the different channels offered by DM indirect detection experiments. In Fig. 10 we
overlay in blue (solid lines) present constraints coming from: i) CMB spectral distortions
from WIMP annihilation into charged particles [136], ii) the combined analysis of γ-ray data
using Fermi-LAT, HAWC, H.E.S.S., MAGIC, and VERITAS [137], and iii) AMS-02 measure-
ments of antimatter in cosmic rays, in the positron [138] and the antiproton [139] channels.8

Additionally, Fig. 10 also shows with blue dotted lines the projected sensitivity of the ground-
based CTA experiment, which could be capable of testing WIMP DM at the TeV scale and
above [147]. Assuming that the DM is coupled to all SM particles with the same contact in-
teraction defined by Eq. (5.1), direct detection bounds from the elastic scattering of the DM
with both electrons and nucleons become important and are shown by the shaded light green
region (solid lines). The sub-GeV DM masses are constrained by the DM-electron elastic
scattering, where the most stringent bounds come from XENON10, XENON100 [148] and
DarkSide-50 [149]. Higher DM masses are constrained by bounds from DM-nucleon elastic
scattering probes; the most stringent being DarkSide-50 [150], XENON1T [151] and LZ [152].
The future projected sensitivities are indicated by the dotted light-green line, where the max-
imum reach for DM-electron scattering can be achieved by DAMIC and SuperCDMS [153],
while DARWIN [154], ARGO and DarkSide-20k [155] can attain the maximum reach for
DM-nucleon scattering. It is interesting to note that actual direct and indirect DM detection
experiments are already probing regions of parameter space where DM is produced deep in
the reheating era. In particular, the scenario presented in the bottom right plot of Fig. 10 is
completely ruled out. Finally, we also note that, as expected, all direct and indirect bounds
and projections are the same in all panels of Fig. 10, because they depend only on the local
details of the DM and not on its cosmological evolution.

A complete analysis of the maximal mass that can be produced by the WIMPmechanism
compatible with all constraints is shown in the top panel of Fig. 11, using the same parameter
space presented in Fig. 1. In particular, we ensure that Trh > Tbbn, x

′
fo > 3, m < Tmax,

ϵeff < 10, and xk > x′fo. In the figure, the contours show three behaviors: i) For 0.7 ≲ α < 1,
the maximal mass is set by the combination of perturbativity and BBN (cf. left bottom panel
of Fig. 10), ii) for 0.15 ≲ α ≲ 0.7, it comes from perturbativity and x′fo > 3 (cf. top panel
of Fig. 10), while iii) for 0 < α ≲ 0.15 from Tmax (cf. right bottom panel of Fig. 10). The
maximum WIMP mass is m ≃ 5× 1014 GeV and occurs near ω ≃ 0 and α ≃ 0.7. Finally, we
note that in the blue area the maximum DM mass is the same as in radiation domination.

8It is interesting to recall that the bounds presented depend on the DM annihilation channels, and suffer
from large uncertainties arising from e.g. assumptions on the DM density profile, the local DM density, and
the propagation of charged particles in the interstellar medium [140–146].
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Figure 11. Contours for the maximal DM mass that can be produced by the different mechanisms:
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same as in radiation era, while in the red bands reheating is not viable.

5.2.2 SIMPs

In the left panel of Fig. 12, the parameter space that accounts for the entire observed abun-
dance of DM through the SIMP mechanism is depicted with thick black lines for various
reheating temperatures, assuming ω = 0 and α = 3/8. It compares to Fig. 10 but for the
SIMP scenario. The solid black line represents the conventional high-temperature reheat-
ing scenario, where DM undergoes a chemical freeze-out through 3-to-2 annihilations during
the radiation-dominated epoch. As anticipated, the perturbativity constraint on the cou-
pling limits the SIMP DM to masses below approximately ∼ O(1) GeV. Larger couplings
result in delayed chemical decoupling, leading to a DM underabundance. Conversely, smaller
couplings and larger masses can be investigated in low-reheating scenarios because of the
entropy injection. It is interesting to note that in this case, SIMP DM can be as heavy
as ∼ O(109) GeV with perturbative couplings, being limited by the requirement of a non-
relativistic freeze-out. Additionally, light DM particles below the GeV ballpark, with sizable
self-interactions, are in conflict with Bullet cluster data.

Even if the abundance of SIMP DM is fixed by the self-scattering coupling yeff, there
are consistency bounds on the interaction of the DM with the SM from above and below: too
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Figure 12. SIMPs. Left: Parameter space [m, yeff] that fits the observed DM relic abundance for
ω = 0 and α = 3/8 and different reheating temperatures. Right: Maximal and minimal values of ϵeff
required to have a SIMP solution. The red bands are excluded because of DM underproduction, BBN,
relativistic DM freeze-out, or data from the Bullet cluster. The blue and green regions correspond
to bounds (solid borders) or projections (dotted borders) from DM indirect and direct detection,
respectively.

large values for ϵeff could make the DM a WIMP, while too small values for ϵeff could make it
an ELDER (cf. Fig. 7). The right panel of Fig. 12 shows the interval in which ϵeff can vary
while being compatible with a SIMP solution. Interestingly, for low-temperature reheating,
such a range shrinks. Furthermore, the red vertical band on the right panel corresponds to
the maximal mass allowed by perturbativity on the yeff coupling. Finally, we also overlay
direct and indirect bounds and projections in the parameter space [m, ϵeff]. It can be seen
that a large fraction of the parameter space favored by low-temperature reheating is already
in tension, especially with DM direct detection data, and even a larger fraction could be
probed in next-generation experiments.

It is important to warn the reader that the apparent overlap of the parameter space
for WIMPs and SIMPs in Figs. 10 and 12 is just an artifact of the projection of the full
4-dimensional parameter space (m, ϵeff, yeff and Trh) in the 2-dimensional planes [m, yeff] and
[m, ϵeff].

The lower left panel of Fig. 11 shows the contours of the maximal SIMP DM mass
that can be produced in a low-temperature reheating scenario. The behavior of these curves
resembles the one in the WIMP case (cf. the top panel of Fig. 11). The contours show
again three behaviors: i) For 0.7 ≲ α < 1, the maximal mass is set by the combination of
perturbativity and BBN, ii) for 0.15 ≲ α ≲ 0.7, it comes from perturbativity and x′fo > 3,
while iii) for 0 < α ≲ 0.15 from Tmax. The maximum SIMP mass is m ≃ 3× 1013 GeV and
occurs near ω ≃ 0 and α ≃ 0.7. Finally, we note that in the blue area the maximum DM
mass is the same as in radiation domination.

5.2.3 ELDERs

The left panel of Fig. 13 shows the required values of ϵeff to fit the entire observed abundance
of DM, for the ELDER mechanism, with different reheating temperatures, and assuming
ω = 1/3 and α = 3/4. Even during the radiation-dominated era, it is expected that for a
single DM mass a range of ϵeff is viable. However, the mass dependence is logarithmic and,
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Figure 13. ELDERs. Left: Parameter space that fits the observed DM relic abundance, for ω = 1/3,
α = 3/4 and different reheating temperatures. Right: Minimal coupling yeff compatible with the
ELDER solution. The red bands are excluded because of DM overproduction, BBN or data from
the Bullet cluster. The blue and green regions correspond to bounds (solid borders) or projections
(dotted borders) from DM indirect and direct detection, respectively.

de facto, the range collapses to a single point; cf. Fig. 6. Furthermore, and as expected from
the top right panel of Fig. 12, a low-temperature reheating allows exploration of larger values
for ϵeff. Direct detection bounds rule out a large part of the parameter space, and future
experiments can probe the allowed regions almost entirely. The right panel of Fig. 13 shows
the minimal value of the self-coupling yeff compatible with the ELDER solution; smaller values
would give rise to a WIMP. In radiation domination, the perturbative bound of yeff limits
the DM mass to be below the GeV ballpark. For MeV DM masses, the Bullet cluster limits
high values of the coupling. However, small couplings become viable for low-temperature
reheating scenarios, increasing the DM mass window to m ≃ 20 GeV.

Finally, the lower right panel of Fig. 11 shows the contours of the maximal ELDER
mass that can be produced. The curves are basically the same as in the SIMP case (cf.
the lower left panel of Fig. 11), with the big difference that, to have a DM genesis in the

low-temperature reheating era, one has to guarantee that 3(1+ω)
2α < 3; cf. the left panel of

Fig. 8. For higher values, the ELDER solution can naturally take place, but DM is produced
in the radiation-dominated era, which explains the size of the blue area. As in the case of
SIMPs, the maximum ELDER mass is m ≃ 3×1013 GeV and occurs near ω ≃ 0 and α ≃ 0.7.

6 Conclusions

Despite extensive experimental efforts during the last few decades, the nature of dark matter
(DM) continues to be a mystery. Specifically, the hypothesis that DM consists of weakly
interacting massive particles (WIMPs) that achieve thermal equilibrium with the standard
model (SM) degrees of freedom has garnered substantial theoretical and experimental inter-
est. However, no definitive evidence has emerged to support the existence of WIMP DM.
This lack of conclusive results has led to the exploration of other mechanisms. On the
thermal side, alternative production mechanisms exist; DM could be a strongly interacting
massive particle (SIMP), an ELastically DEcoupling Relic (ELDER) or a cannibal. In these
new paradigms, self-interactions within the DM sector play a crucial role in determining the
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abundance of DM. The key differences lie in the timing of chemical and kinetic freeze-out.
For SIMPs, chemical freeze-out occurs while kinetic equilibrium is maintained, similar to
that of WIMPs. In contrast, for ELDERs and cannibals, chemical freeze-out occurs after
kinetic equilibrium is broken, with the latter occurring while the DM is non-relativistic or
relativistic, respectively.

It is crucial to understand that the current abundance of DM is influenced not just
by particle-physics dynamics but also by the cosmological history of the Universe. Given
that the early Universe’s evolution remains largely uncertain, the conventional assumption
is a Universe primarily governed by SM radiation from the end of cosmological inflation up
to matter-radiation equality, with a sudden cosmic reheating happening at a very high SM
temperature. Here, this picture is not taken for granted. In fact, we allowed noninstantaneous
reheating and analyzed its impact on the thermal genesis of the DM.

The focus of this study has been on understanding the viability and implications of
these thermal DM candidates in low-reheating scenarios, with careful consideration of their
kinetic and/or chemical decoupling. We have studied general reheating scenarios by param-
eterizing the equation of state of the inflaton during reheating and the dependence of the
SM temperature with the scale factor of the Universe. For the standard case of thermal DM
production after reheating, we obtained in a model-independent way the region of parameter
space that fits the total observed DM abundance for each type of DM candidate. We have
then shown how these regions are modified when DM production occurs during reheating
and identified the regions in tension with cosmological and laboratory constraints. For the
WIMP, SIMP and ELDER mechanisms and for a given cosmology, two solutions that fit the
entire observed DM abundance can occur: one during reheating and the other during the
radiation-dominated era, or even both during reheating, as shown in Fig. 5.

We subsequently studied the implications for a simple particle-physics model, assuming
contact operators for DM self-interactions and DM interactions with SM states, focusing on
DM production both after and during reheating. In both cases, cannibal solutions are not
viable as a result of strong temperature suppression when the DM is relativistic. Moreover,
in this specific realization, WIMP, SIMP, and ELDER solutions become further constrained
from BBN, and the possibility of having hot DM. At the same time, low reheating temper-
atures render viable larger mass values for the DM mass, up to the 1014 GeV ballpark, well
beyond the usual limit of 130 TeV for WIMPs and a few MeVs for SIMPs and ELDERs;
see Fig. 11. Additionally, broader ranges for coupling values are now feasible, expanding
the parameter space compared to the DM genesis during radiation domination. We have
also shown how current direct and indirect limits on DM constrain significant parts of the
allowed parameter space even in low-temperature reheating scenarios. Finally, we showed
that upcoming direct detection experiments will be able to probe a substantial part of the
remaining parameter space currently allowed.
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as a function of the scale factor a. Right: Evolution of SM temperature T . In both plots, HI =
3× 10−3 GeV and Γ = 8× 10−22 GeV were used. The thin black and blue dotted lines correspond to
the analytical solution.

A Numerical Validation

In this appendix, we compare our analytical estimations with full numerical results. As an
example, we consider the reheating scenario in which the inflaton ϕ oscillates in a quadratic
potential while perturbatively decaying into SM particles with a total decay width Γ. The
evolution of the inflaton and SM radiation energy densities can be tracked with the system
of Boltzmann equations

dρϕ
dt

+ 3H ρϕ = −Γ ρϕ , (A.1)

dρR
dt

+ 4H ρR = +Γ ρϕ , (A.2)

where H is given in Eq. (2.5). This case corresponds to ω = 0 and α = 3/8, as discussed
in Section 2. The left panel of Fig. 14 shows the evolution of ρϕ (blue) and ρR (black) as a
function of the scale factor a, while the right panel shows the corresponding evolution of the
SM temperature T , assuming HI = 3× 10−3 GeV and Γ = 8× 10−22 GeV. For comparison,
we also show the analytical estimations from Section 2 with thin black and blue dotted lines,
in very good agreement with the fully numerical solution.

The evolution of the DM number density can be followed with the Boltzmann equation

dn

dt
+ 3H n = −⟨σv⟩2→2

[
n2 − n2

eq

]
, (A.3)

that has to be solved in the background defined by Eqs. (A.1) and (A.2). As during reheating
the SM entropy is not conserved, due to the decays of the inflaton into SM states, it is
convenient to rewrite Eq. (A.3) as a function of the comoving number density N ≡ na3,
which implies that

dN

da
= −⟨σv⟩2→2

H a4
[
N2 −N2

eq

]
. (A.4)

Figure 15 shows the fully numerical solution of N (left) and the DM yield Y (right), assuming
HI = 3 × 10−3 GeV, Γ = 8 × 10−22 GeV, m = 1 GeV, xrh = 43 and two couplings:
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Figure 15. Evolution of the comoving number density N (left) and the DM yield Y (right), for
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ϵeff = 7 × 10−7 (blue). The two benchmark points correspond to WIMP solutions and fit the entire
observed DM abundance.

ϵeff = 4×10−7 (black) or ϵeff = 7×10−7 (blue). In the right panel, the DM yield at equilibrium
is depicted with a blue dashed line, while the observed DM abundance is represented by a
horizontal blue band. Several comments are in order: i) Even if it is for a short period, DM
reaches chemical equilibrium with the SM. That can be seen in the left panel, where Y tracks
the equilibrium yield, but also in the left panel, where the decrease in N corresponds to the
period in which chemical equilibrium is attained. As chemical equilibrium with the SM is
reached, both solutions correspond to WIMPs. ii) The two selected benchmark points fit the
entire observed abundance of DM, as can be seen in the right panel. This is a clear example of
the behavior already observed in Section 4, where, for a given mass, the abundance of WIMP
DM can be fitted with two different values of the coupling. iii) In general, this two-solution
scenario is not easily realized, as it typically occurs on the verge of chemical equilibrium.
If one solution occurs prior to chemical equilibrium, it would correspond to a (nonthermal)
FIMP instead of a WIMP. In that case, for a given mass one would have two solutions: one
WIMP and one FIMP [88]. iv) We emphasize that this two-solution scenario can only be
realized in the presence of a low-temperature reheating or, equivalently, in a nonstandard
cosmological setup [156]. If chemical freeze-out occurs in a radiation-dominated era, the usual
single solution takes place. And v), the WIMP solution is typically realized with order-one
couplings, if the freeze-out occurs in the radiation-dominated epoch. However, much smaller
values such as ϵeff ∼ O(10−7) are needed if DM decouples during reheating, as in the present
case.

For completeness, the evolution of the DM yield Y as a function of the coupling ϵeff is
shown in Fig. 16, for HI = 3×10−3 GeV, Γ = 8×10−22 GeV, m = 1 GeV and xrh = 43. The
horizontal blue band corresponds to the observed abundance of DM that can be matched
for the two values of the coupling mentioned above: ϵeff ≃ 4 × 10−7 and ϵeff ≃ 7 × 10−7.
Between these two values, DM is overproduced, overclosing the Universe. We emphasize
that for couplings close but smaller than ϵeff ≃ 4×10−7, chemical equilibrium is not granted,
and therefore DM is no longer a thermal relic.
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B Bound on Tmax

During reheating, the energy densities of the inflaton and SM radiation can be written as

ρϕ(a) ≃ 3M2
P H2

I

(aI
a

)3(1+ω)
, (B.1)

ρR(a) ≃
π2

30
g⋆ T

4
rh

(arh
a

)4α
, (B.2)

where aI corresponds to the scale factor at the end of inflation and beginning of reheating,
and HI ≡ H(aI) is the inflationary scale. The BICEP/Keck bound on the tensor-to-scalar
ratio implies that HI ≤ 2.0×10−5 MP [157]. Taking into account that at the end of reheating
ρϕ(arh) = ρR(arh), the maximal energy density reached by the SM thermal bath near a = aI
can be estimated and therefore the maximal temperature Tmax is

Tmax ≃ Trh

[
90

π2 g⋆

H2
I M

2
P

T 4
rh

] α
3(1+ω)

. (B.3)

This limit on the maximum temperature reached by the SM bath is particularly relevant, as
a thermally produced DM particle has to satisfy m < Tmax.
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[92] N. Bernal and Ó. Zapata, Self-interacting Dark Matter from Primordial Black Holes, JCAP
03 (2021) 007 [2010.09725].

[93] B. Spokoiny, Deflationary universe scenario, Phys. Lett. B 315 (1993) 40 [gr-qc/9306008].

[94] P.G. Ferreira and M. Joyce, Cosmology with a primordial scaling field, Phys. Rev. D 58
(1998) 023503 [astro-ph/9711102].

[95] J. Khoury, B.A. Ovrut, P.J. Steinhardt and N. Turok, The Ekpyrotic universe: Colliding
branes and the origin of the hot big bang, Phys. Rev. D 64 (2001) 123522 [hep-th/0103239].

[96] J. Khoury, P.J. Steinhardt and N. Turok, Designing cyclic universe models, Phys. Rev. Lett.
92 (2004) 031302 [hep-th/0307132].

[97] M. Gasperini and G. Veneziano, The Pre-big bang scenario in string cosmology, Phys. Rept.
373 (2003) 1 [hep-th/0207130].

[98] J.K. Erickson, D.H. Wesley, P.J. Steinhardt and N. Turok, Kasner and mixmaster behavior in
universes with equation of state w ≥ 1, Phys. Rev. D 69 (2004) 063514 [hep-th/0312009].

[99] J.D. Barrow and K. Yamamoto, Anisotropic Pressures at Ultra-stiff Singularities and the
Stability of Cyclic Universes, Phys. Rev. D 82 (2010) 063516 [1004.4767].

[100] A. Ijjas and P.J. Steinhardt, A new kind of cyclic universe, Phys. Lett. B 795 (2019) 666
[1904.08022].

[101] R.J. Scherrer, How slowly can the early Universe expand?, Phys. Rev. D 106 (2022) 103516
[2209.03421].

[102] M.S. Turner, Coherent Scalar Field Oscillations in an Expanding Universe, Phys. Rev. D 28
(1983) 1243.

[103] K.D. Lozanov and M.A. Amin, Equation of State and Duration to Radiation Domination
after Inflation, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119 (2017) 061301 [1608.01213].

[104] K.D. Lozanov and M.A. Amin, Self-resonance after inflation: oscillons, transients and
radiation domination, Phys. Rev. D 97 (2018) 023533 [1710.06851].

[105] D. Bodeker, Moduli decay in the hot early Universe, JCAP 06 (2006) 027 [hep-ph/0605030].

[106] K. Mukaida and K. Nakayama, Dynamics of oscillating scalar field in thermal environment,
JCAP 01 (2013) 017 [1208.3399].

[107] R. Daido, F. Takahashi and W. Yin, The ALP miracle: unified inflaton and dark matter,
JCAP 05 (2017) 044 [1702.03284].
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