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Cosmic birefringence, the observed rotation of the polarization plane of the cosmic microwave
background (CMB), serves as a compelling probe for parity-violating physics beyond the Standard
Model. This study explores the potential of ultralight axion-like particle (ALP) dark matter to
explain the observed cosmic birefringence in the CMB. We focus on the previously understudied
mass range of 10−25 eV to 10−23 eV, where ALPs start to undergo nonlinear clustering in the late
universe. Our analysis incorporates recent cosmological constraints and considers the washout effect
on CMB polarization. We find that for models with ALP masses 10−25 eV ≲ mϕ ≲ 10−23 eV and
birefringence arising from late ALP clustering, the upper limit on the ALP-photon coupling constant,
imposed by the washout effect, is stringently lower than the coupling required to account for the
observed static cosmic birefringence signal. This discrepancy persists regardless of the ALP fraction
in dark matter. Furthermore, considering ALPs with masses mϕ ≳ 10−23 eV cannot explain static
birefringence due to their rapid field oscillations, our results indicate that, all ALP dark matter
candidates capable of nonlinear clustering in the late universe and thus contributing mainly to the
rotation angle of polarized photons, are incompatible with explaining the static cosmic birefringence
signal observed in Planck and WMAP data.

I. INTRODUCTION

Cosmic birefringence, the rotation of the polariza-
tion plane of the CMB as it travels through space, has
emerged as a new observational effect in cosmology. This
phenomenon offers a unique avenue to probe parity-
violating physics in the universe. Recent analyses of
cross-correlations between the even-parity CMB E-modes
and odd-parity CMB B-modes, have provided intriguing
evidence for isotropic cosmic birefringence with a rotation
angle β ∼ 0.35 deg in 3.6σ C.L. [1–6]. The Planck space
observatory and ground-based experiments like BICEP,
ACTPol and SPTpol have placed stringent constraints
on anisotropic cosmic birefringence [7–13]. Additionally,
the measurement of the Crab Nebula by POLARBEAR
has suggested a nonzero birefringence signal [14].

One promising explanation for isotropic cosmic bire-
fringence involves pseudoscalar fields such as ALPs
[15]. These particles interact with electromagnetic fields
through a Chern-Simons coupling, leading to a rotation
of the polarization plane of light [16, 17]. The ALP
model that induces birefringence has been extensively
studied in various cosmological contexts, including dark
energy (DE) [15, 17–22], early dark energy [19, 23, 24],
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cosmic domain-wall networks [25–29] and dark matter
(DM) scenarios [30–33]. Each context introduces different
dynamics and observational signatures for the ALP field.
Understanding the behavior of ALPs across different mass
ranges is crucial for interpreting the cosmic birefringence
signal. Multiple tomographic approaches with different
observables may facilitate this understanding [34–40]. By
analyzing the CMB and other cosmological data, we can
constrain the properties of ALPs and refine our models
of cosmic birefringence.

In this work, we calculate the capability of ALPs to
account for cosmic birefringence in the long-neglected
mass range of 10−25 eV to 10−23 eV and point out that
this possibility is stringently excluded by the washout
effect in the CMB polarization. We find that the ALP
mass ranges mϕ ≳ 10−25 eV, which is widely considered
capable of producing late-time non-linear structure, fails
to explain the isotropic birefringence. Therefore, if ALP
dark matter (ADM) candidates are introduced, and if
the cosmic birefringence signal is further confirmed in
future experiment releases, it would imply the necessity
of non-conventional potentials, multiple ALP models or
more complex theoretical frameworks.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Section II,
we briefly introduce cosmic birefringence and ALP models
and calculate the constraints on the non-linear evolution
ADM model from cosmic birefringence. In Section III,
we present the current cosmological and astronomical
constraints on the axion fraction within our mass range
of interest, calculate the constraints on the ALP cou-
pling constant from the CMB washout effect in this mass
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range, and compare them with the cosmic birefringence
constraints. The conclusions are presented in Section IV.

II. COSMIC BIREFRINGENCE AND ALP
MODEL

A. Birefringence by ALPs

The Standard Model of particle physics (SM), despite
its remarkable success in describing the fundamental in-
teractions of nature, is known to be incomplete. Many
theories beyond SM predict the existence of new fields
and particles that could have observable effects on the
Universe. One such effect is cosmic birefringence, and
previous research has shown that this phenomenon must
be explained beyond the framework of SM [41].

Axions were originally proposed in the 1970s by Peccei
and Quinn [42, 43], Weinberg [44] and Wilczek [45], as
a solution to the “strong CP problem" in quantum chro-
modynamics (QCD), called “QCD axion". This problem
addresses the absence of observed CP violation in the
strong interactions of fundamental particles. QCD axion
emerges from the spontaneous breaking of the Peccei-
Quinn symmetry, leading to their hypothesized role as
a component of dark matter. They are characterized by
very low masses and weakly interacting capabilities.

ALPs are hypothesized as a class of pseudoscalar parti-
cles, akin to the QCD axion, yet distinguishable by their
less constrained mass and coupling parameters, allowing
them to evade some of the stringent experimental bounds
that apply to conventional axion models. Theoretically,
due to the parity-breaking interaction between ALPs and
photons, linearly polarized photons can undergo polariza-
tion plane rotation when passing through an ALP field,
exhibiting birefringence. The CMB photons are sensitive
probes of this effect. The rotation angle β, which is im-
printed on CMB photons emitted from the last scattering
surface (LSS) and subsequently reaching an observer, is
sourced by the ALP field displacement at the LSS and the
observer’s position. This angle is directly proportional to
the coupling constant gϕγ :

β(n̂) =
gϕγ
2

[ϕ(t0,0)− ϕ(tLSS, dLSSn̂)] , (1)

where 0 denotes the observer’s position, t0 signifies the
present time, tLSS the epoch of last scattering, and dLSS
the distance to the LSS. The ALP field ϕ encompasses
both the background and fluctuated components, indexed
“0" for the current time and “LSS" for the time at last
scattering:

ϕ(tLSS, dLSSn̂) = ϕ̄LSS + δϕLSS, (2)

ϕ(t0,0) = ϕ̄obs + δϕobs. (3)

Consequently, the rotation angle β is dissected into

isotropic and anisotropic components:

β(n̂) = β̄ + δβ(n̂)

=
gϕγ
2

(
ϕ̄obs − ϕ̄LSS + δϕobs

)
− gϕγ

2
δϕLSS(n̂). (4)

B. ALPs as Dark Matter

When ALPs are nearly frozen due to Hubble friction,
their equation of state, wϕ, approaches −1. Once ALPs
begin to oscillate, they behave like dust with an av-
erage equation of state wϕ ∼ 0, making them poten-
tial candidates for DM. ALPs capable of acting as DM
span a wide mass range, from 10−32 eV to eV. When
mϕ > 10−28 eV, and the mass term approximates H(teq),
ALPs exhibit coherent oscillations after matter-radiation
equality. They behave like non-relativistic matter and can
serve as DM candidates. For masses smaller than 10−28

eV, ALPs contribute to DE for a period after equality. For
mϕ ≲ 10−34 eV, where the upper limit is determined by
the current Hubble constant (mϕ ∼ 3H0 ∼ 10−33 eV) and
the constraint on the equation of state wϕ from Planck
data [19, 46], ALPs are allowed to form a substantial
fraction of DE. Previous studies on cosmic birefringence
have primarily focused on ALPs with mϕ ≲ 10−27 eV.
In this mass range, ALPs behave like DE or DM. For
the ADM in this mass range, the de Broglie wavelength
significantly exceeds galactic scales, rendering its nonlin-
ear gravitational clustering effects negligible. Therefore,
apart from contributing to isotropic birefringence, the
only contribution to anisotropic birefringence comes from
linear perturbations present at recombination.

However, in the mass range mϕ ≳ 10−25 eV, ALPs
exhibit clustering in the late universe, participating in
the formation of the non-linear structures in our universe,
including the dark matter halo. Therefore, the local dark
matter density is significantly higher than the cosmic
average. This is confirmed by ALPs simulations [47,
48] indicating that the density of ALP particles in our
location in the Milky Way (MW), compared to the average
density of ALPs in the current universe, does not differ
significantly from that of CDM. Thus, a local non-zero
ALP field in this mass range could potentially explain
the static isotropic cosmic birefringence. ADM with a
mass smaller than this also clusters and participates in
the formation of the LSS of the universe. Given their
large de Broglie wavelength and the fact that cosmological
constraints only allow this to be a small part of DM [49–
52], ADM has a less important role in the formation of
the halo.

Reference [53] pointed out that when considering the
local ALP field within the MW as the sum of many
individual wave modes, each with random phase, the
amplitude ϕloc at any given time is a Rayleigh-distributed
stochastic variable centered on ϕ0 that varies with time
on the ALP coherence timescale tcoh ∼ 2π/(mϕv

2
0), where

v0 is the MW virial velocity, as also discussed in [54, 55].
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We fix ϕ0 such that the local ALP density ρ0a is a fraction
κ of the local dark matter density ρ0dm. With ρ0dm ≈
0.4 GeV/cm3 [56, 57] and κ ≡ ρ0a/ρ0dm, we have:

1

2
m2

ϕϕ
2
0 = κρ0dm. (5)

Therefore, the center ALP field amplitude is:

ϕ0 =

√
2ρ0dmκ

m2
ϕ

(6)

≈ 2.5× 1012 GeVκ1/2
( mϕ

10−24 eV

)−1

. (7)

The possibility function of the Rayleigh distribution P (ϕ)
is:

P (ϕloc) =
2ϕloc
ϕ20

e
−ϕ2

loc
ϕ2
0 . (8)

Thus, the local ALP field contributes to isotropic birefrin-
gence via the δϕobs term in Eq. (3). Using the 95% upper
limit of the field amplitude, ϕloc = 1.73ϕ0, and assuming
that ϕ̄LSS in Eq. (3) is canceled due to the fast oscillating
ALP field, we estimate the coupling constant needed to
explain cosmic birefringence. This coupling constant can
be determined as:

gϕγ =
2β̄

ϕloc

≈ 2.8× 10−15 GeV−1

(
β̄

0.35 deg

)
κ−1/2

( mϕ

10−24 eV

)
.

(9)

Eq. (9) indicates that the ALP-photon coupling constant
required to explain the birefringence angle is significantly
lower than the constraints set by CAST [58]. Additionally,
the effects of washout are also worth considering.

III. DATA CONSTRAINTS

A. Current constraints on ADM

Recent advancements in cosmological and astrophysical
observations have provided significant constraints on the
potential role of ultralight ALPs as dark matter across
various mass ranges. This subsection summarizes the
latest data limitations and the scope of ALP dark matter
research. A review of the constraints on this model can
be seen in the reviews [59–62] or in this compilation.

The most important and stringent constraints we have
in ALPs come from the CMB and Large Scale Structure
showing that mϕ > 10−24 eV for ALPs to be all the
DM [49–52]. For masses smaller than that, ADM can
only represent a fraction (fϕ = Ωϕ/ΩDM, where Ωx =

−32 −30 −28 −26 −24 −22 −20
log10(mφ/eV)
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FIG. 1. Bounds in the mass and fraction of ADM in the mass
range of interest for this work. Figure adapted from [67].

ρ/ρc is the density parameter, with ρc = 3H2/8πG the
critical density) of the total dark sector, with this fraction
changing depending on the mass range. Another strong
constraint in the ALP mass and fraction comes from the
Lyman-α forest [63–65] where mϕ ≳ 10−20 eV if ALPs
are 100% of the dark matter (with differences between
the values of this bound depending on the reference). For
smaller masses, ALPs can only be a fraction of DM and
with data from XQ-100 survey and the MIKE and HIRES
spectrographs [66], one can bound the fraction of ALP
allowed from 10−23 eV ≲ m ≲ 10−20 eV [67]. Recently,
using the galaxy UV luminosity function (UVLF) as an
independent probe of ultralight ALPs obtained from high-
redshift galaxy observations from the Hubble and James
Webb Space Telescopes, the fraction of ALPs in the mass
range 10−26 eV ≲ mϕ ≲ 10−23 eV was constrained [67].
In Fig. (1) we summarize the bounds cited above since
they are the relevant ones for this work.

ALPs with masses in the 10−22 eV ≲ mϕ ≲
10−17 eV range fall within the mass range of so-called
“fuzzy dark matter" (FDM). In this mass range, FDM
can be most if not all the DM in the universe, which is
what we consider for most of the bounds we are discussing
next. This model has been extensively studied with impor-
tant observational constraints [59–61] that have narrowed
down its mass range. Besides the CMB+Large Scale
Structure and the Lyman-α forest constraints, here are
some of the most important or stringent bounds in this
model. Using stellar kinematic data from Milky-Way
dwarf galaxies we can constraint the DM density profile
in these systems, showing a preference for larger FDM

https://keirkwame.github.io/DM_limits/
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masses [68–70]. There are also constraints targeting the
interference patterns produced by these models. Strong
lensing, is a gravitational probe sensitive to the presence
of granules, that show that mϕ ≳ 10−21 eV from different
analysis [71, 72], while a different bound was found in
[73] with a preference for lower masses. The presence of
the granules also causes stellar heating and its constraint
on the stellar kinematic data from ultrafaint dwarf galax-
ies leads to a very strong bound on the mass of FDM,
mϕ > 3 × 10−19 eV [74]. We cite here only some of the
strongest ones, with many others present in the literature.
Some of these also constrain the coupling constant like
using the lack of CMB polarization suppression [32] and
the effects of oscillations in the local ALP field [55, 75, 76].
Because the oscillation frequency of the local ALP field is
already large enough in this mass range, it cannot serve
as a possible explanation mechanism for static cosmic
birefringence.

B. Washout Effect

In the context of ADM, the washout effect refers to
a reduction in the polarization of CMB light compared
to standard predictions. During the CMB decoupling
epoch, the ALP field with a mass range of mϕ ≳ 10−26

eV oscillates multiple times. These oscillations lead to
the “washout" of the polarization signal because the po-
larization angle rotates back and forth, resulting in an
averaging effect that reduces the observed net polarization.
For ALP dark matter with faster oscillation periods, the
washout effect becomes more significant. Fedderke et al.
[32] calculated the washout effect and the impact of local
ALP field oscillations on the CMB polarization pattern
under the FRW metric, assuming a finite thickness of the
LSS:

(Q± iU)(n̂)

≈ ϵI

∫
dt̃′g(t̃′) exp

[
±2i

(
ψ +

gϕγ
2
ϕ0 cos(mϕt+ α)− gϕγ

2
ϕ∗(n̂)

[
1 + z̃

1 + z∗

]3/2
cos(mϕt̃

′ + β(t, t̃′))

)]
(10)

≈ ϵI
∑
n

gn

∫ t̃′n+δt′/2

t̃′n−δt′/2

dt̃′ exp

[
±2i

(
ψ +

gϕγ
2
ϕ0 cos(mϕt+ α)− gϕγ

2
ϕ∗(n̂)

[
1 + z̃n
1 + z∗

]3/2
cos(mϕt̃

′ + βn)

)]
(11)

= J0 [gϕγ⟨ϕ∗⟩(n̂)] exp
[
±2i

(gϕγ
2
ϕ0 cos(mϕt+ α)

)]
(Q± iU)0(n̂), (12)

where (Q± iU)0 is the value measured in the ALP decou-
pling limit gϕγ → 0, ϵ represents the intrinsic polarization
asymmetry of the source, g(t̃′) ≡ g(z̃)(dz̃/dt̃′) for conve-
nience, and the average value of the ALP field amplitude
weighted by the visibility function at decoupling:

J0 [gϕγ⟨ϕ∗⟩(n̂)]

≡
∫
dz̃ g(z̃) J0

(
gϕγϕ∗(n̂)

[
1 + z̃

1 + z∗

]3/2)
(13)

≈ J0 [gϕγϕ∗(n̂)] . (14)

The latter approximate equation holds because g(z̃) has
a strong peak near z̃ = z∗. We can see that the ampli-
tude of the local oscillation effect is clearly controlled
by the amplitude of the local ALP field value, while the
amplitude of the washout effect is controlled by the vis-
ibility function weighted average value of the ALP field
amplitude at last scattering. At the 95% confidence level,
Fedderke et al. [32] concluded the constraints from the
Planck 2018 data as follows:

gϕγ ≲ 9.6× 10−16GeV−1 × mϕ

10−24eV
× f

−1/2
ϕ . (15)

In our universe, LSS corresponds to a redshift of ap-
proximately z ∼ 1000 to 1200. This equates to a cosmic

time interval of approximately 105 years, which is signifi-
cantly longer than the oscillation period of ALPs within
the mass range of interest. Since our research extends the
ALP mass range to lower values than those considered in
[32], we must evaluate the validity of the approximations
used in Eq. (11).

When 2π|∂tg(t)| ≪ mϕ is satisfied, g(t) remains fairly
constant over one ALP period. Fig. (2) shows that if
mϕ ≳ 10−27 eV, g(t) can always be considered constant
within an ALP cycle. Additionally, within a time interval
δt̃ = 2π/mϕ near z = z∗, where 10−25 eV ≲ mϕ ≲ 10−23

eV and z̃ ≡ z(t̃′), the condition δz̃ ≡ z(t̃′+δt̃′)−z(t̃′) ≪ z̃
remains valid. Therefore, in Eq. (10), we can still write 1+
z̃ ≈ 1+ z̃n in each subdomain. Consequently, we conclude
that in the mass range 10−25 eV ≲ mϕ ≲ 10−23 eV,
Eq. (15), derived from approximate calculations, remains
valid.

While this paper was being finalized, the following
paper appeared [33] where the validity of the analytical
washout formula Eq. (12) is confirmed for the ALP mass
range mϕ > 10−26 eV using the Boltzmann equation.
Their work also discussed a non-conventional asymmetric
ALP potential, which allows ϕ̄LSS in Eq. (3) to retain
sufficient values under rapid oscillations of ADM, and
can still explain static cosmic birefringence considering
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FIG. 2. The partial derivative of the visibility function with
respect to time. The ordinate is 2π(1 + z)H(z)|∂zg(z)| =
2π|∂tg(t)|, and the abscissa is the redshift. The dashed line
means a negative value. The curve in the figure was obtained
using pycamb [77], with cosmological parameters based on the
best fit from Planck 2018 [46].
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FIG. 3. Comparison of the constraints on ADM from the
washout effect after expanding the axion mass range compared
to [32], with the coupling constant - mass relationship required
to explain static cosmic birefringence at the 95% C.L. lower
bound. The abscissa represents the ALP mass, while the
ordinate shows the coupling constant multiplied by the square
root of the ALP fraction.

the constraints of washout effect. In this paper, we only
consider the cases of the conventional ALP potentials.
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FIG. 4. ALP-photon coupling versus ALP mass obtained from
isotropic cosmic birefringence β ∼ 0.35 deg. The curve for
mϕ ≲ 10−26 eV is obtained from previous study [19], assuming
ALP potential function V (ϕ) = m2

ϕϕ
2/2.

C. Analysis and discussion

When the ALP mass mϕ ≳ 10−25 eV, the non-linear
clustering behavior of ADM in our position in the MW,
in our concerned mass ranges, does not significantly differ
that of cold dark matter [47, 48], so it can be assumed
that κ = fϕ, and the value of κ in different mass ranges
also follows Fig. (1). As discussed in the previous subsec-
tion, Eq. (12) is valid for mϕ ≳ 10−26 eV, so according
to Eq. (15), we can obtain the limit curve as shown in
Fig. (3), where the value of fϕ is based on the constraint
on the axion’s fraction of dark matter in Fig. (1). In
Fig. (3), we also present the relationship between the cou-
pling constant and mass required to explain the isotropic
birefringence signal according to Eq. (9).

We constrain the mass range tomϕ < 10−23 eV, because
for mϕ ≳ 10−23 eV, the oscillation frequency of the local
ALP field is detectable, and thus cannot be used to explain
the static isotropic birefringence signal. We find that in
the range 10−25 eV ≤ mϕ < 10−23 eV, the upper limit of
the coupling constant constrained by the CMB washout
effect is a factor of 3 lower than the limit required to
explain the cosmic birefringence effect. Notably, due
to the same scaling law of fraction parameter between
Eq. (9) and Eq. (15), it is evident that there is no overlap
between the two regardless of the value of κ, and any
future observational advances in this mass range will
not affect this conclusion. Moreover, since ALPs with

https://camb.readthedocs.io/en/latest/


6

mϕ ≳ 10−23 eV cannot be used to explain static cosmic
birefringence, we can conclude that any ALPs that can
undergo nonlinear clustering in the late universe, and thus
contributing mainly to the rotation angle of polarized
photons, cannot be used to explain the static cosmic
birefringence signal obtained from the analysis of Planck
and WMAP data.

In Fig. (4), we have updated the gϕγ −mϕ relationship
diagram compared to previous work [19] explaining the
best-fit static isotropic cosmic birefringence using ALPs.
ALPs act as dark energy when mϕ ≲ 10−33 eV, and can
act as a fraction of dark matter when mϕ ≳ 10−32 eV.
When mϕ ≳ 10−26 eV, ALPs gradually start to exhibit
nonlinear clustering effects in the late universe. However,
there are currently no precise simulations for calculations
around mass mϕ ∼ 10−26eV, so we indicate this interval
with a dashed line and leave it for future work. No-
tably, due to the washout effect still being effective at
mϕ ∼ 10−26 eV, and the constraints on gϕγ within this
mass range being consistently stronger than the minimum
required to explain cosmic birefringence (i.e., assuming
that ALPs at mϕ ∼ 10−26 eV still follow the CDM den-
sity distribution locally), this mass range still cannot be
used to explain static isotropic cosmic birefringence. We
calculate the washout effect down to 10−26 eV, because
by 10−27 eV, the visibility function would start to no
longer satisfy 2π|∂tg(t)| ≪ mϕ in the LSS, and ALPs no
longer have complex oscillations at the LSS. Therefore,
the approximation in Eq. (11) is no longer valid, and
more precise calculation methods, such as accurate modi-
fications to the Boltzmann equation, are required, which
would be an interesting work in the future. Furthermore,
it is worth noting that Reference [19] did not consider
the effect of birefringence tomography [34, 35, 78], but
this calculation is beyond the scope of this paper, and
therefore Fig. (4) needs to be further corrected in future
research.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we calculated the relationship between
ALP mass and the coupling coefficient under the latest
cosmological constraints, considering the CMB washout
effect. We studied the ADM mass range that can explain
the static cosmic birefringence effect through local non-
linear evolution in the late universe, assuming that the
birefringence contribution from the recombination period
is canceled to a negligible level by the rapidly oscillating
ALP field. We found that the upper limit of the coupling
coefficient, constrained by the CMB washout effect, is
a factor of 3 lower than the limit needed to explain the
cosmic birefringence effect. This discrepancy rules out the
proposed mechanism. We briefly reviewed previous stud-
ies on ALP mass constraints and produced an updated
ALP-coupling constant diagram.

We conclude that the mass range of ADM capable of
nonlinear evolution in the late universe cannot explain
the static cosmic birefringence phenomenon. Therefore, if
clustering ADM is considered a dark matter candidate and
the static cosmic birefringence signal in CMB is confirmed
with higher confidence in future surveys, further develop-
ment of these models must introduce non-conventional
potentials, multiple ALP fields or more complex theoreti-
cal frameworks.
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