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In the audible axion mechanism, axion-like particles source primordial gravitational waves via
their coupling to a dark Abelian gauge field. The original setup, however, relies on a large axion
decay constant and coupling to produce sizable signals. In this article, we show that delaying the
onset of axion oscillations opens up the testable parameter space and reduces the required coupling
to α ≳ 1. Furthermore, we investigate the emission of gravitational waves via the axion coupling
to the Standard Model photon in the presence of Schwinger pair production, generating a strong
signal in the µHz or ultra-high frequency range. Cosmological constraints and gravitational wave
projections are provided for both scenarios.

I Introduction

The axion, originally introduced to solve the strong CP
problem via the Peccei-Quinn mechanism [1–4], has be-
come a popular dark matter (DM) candidate [5–7]. While
the QCD axion parameter space is subject to strong con-
straints, its generalized brother—the axion-like particle
(ALP)—remains less restricted, as its decay constant and
mass are independent model parameters. Additional mo-
tivation for axions or ALPs arises from string theory [8–
11] and models of inflation [12–18]. While there is a wide
range of ongoing axion or ALP searches [19], gravita-
tional waves (GWs) may provide new insights.

The first detection of gravitational waves from astro-
physical origin [20] initiated unbroken interest in possible
GW sources. Due to their almost undisturbed propaga-
tion, gravitational waves offer a valuable glimpse into the
early Universe. While it remains an unsettled question
whether the background detected by pulsar timing ar-
ray (PTA) collaborations [21–30] is of astrophysical or
cosmological origin, many more observatories in a much
wider range of frequencies have been proposed to search
for signatures from the early Universe. It appears to be
a matter of time that some signal (or its absence) is able
to constrain early Universe cosmology.

ALPs can generate a stochastic GW background via
tachyonic instabilities which source a resonant produc-
tion of photons. The considered models can be differen-
tiated into inflation and inflationary preheating scenarios
[31–45], and scenarios where the resonance appears after
inflation [46–59]. The latter mechanism has been dubbed
audible axion and has further been investigated in the
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context of kinetic misalignment [54, 60–62] and relaxion
trapping [53].1

In the original mechanism [46, 52, 66], sizable GWs
can only be sourced for very large decay constants and a
large coupling to a dark gauge field. In this article, we
consider delayed evolution of the ALP, inducing a finite
period of supercooling in the primordial Universe. This
opens up parameter space for the audible axion due to the
decreased Hubble parameter at the onset of oscillations.
The reduced oscillation temperature furthermore allows
for efficient production of Standard Model (SM) photons
and corresponding GW signals, eliminating the necessity
for a dark gauge field.

This paper is structured as follows. In the subsequent
secs. I A and IB, we first review the original setup and
introduce the effect of supercooling on the audible axion
mechanism. In sec. II, we revisit the production of dark
gauge modes and compute the associated GW spectra.
In sec. III, we extend our analysis to the SM photon.

A The standard audible axion

The basic setup consists of an axion-like particle (ALP)
ϕ interacting with a U(1) gauge field X in an expanding
spacetime [46, 54]:

S =

∫
d4x

√−g

[
1

2
∂µϕ∂

µϕ− V (ϕ)

−1

4
XµνX

µν − α

4fϕ
ϕXµνX̃

µν

]
, (1)

1 Other studies focus on a similar mechanism in the context of
alternative theories of gravity [63] or more generic oscillating
scalars [64, 65].
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with ALP decay constant fϕ, dimensionless coupling
α, potential V (ϕ) and the field strength and dual field
strength tensors Xµν and X̃µν , respectively.

Using conformal time dt = a(τ)dτ , the line element
can be written as ds2 = a(τ)2(dτ2 − δijdx

idxj), where
a(τ) is the scale factor. The Hubble rate in conformal
coordinates reads H = a′/a2, where the prime denotes
derivatives with respect to conformal time τ . Accord-
ingly, we express all momenta in comoving coordinates
in the following.

The original audible axion scenario [46, 66] considers
a potential

V (ϕ) = m2
ϕf

2
ϕ

(
1− cos

(
ϕ

fϕ

))
, (2)

with minimum at ϕ = 0 where ϕ has the mass mϕ. The
field is initially displaced from the origin at ϕi = θfϕ,
with an equation of motion

ϕ′′ + 2aHϕ′ + a2
∂V

∂ϕ
=

α

fϕ
a2E⃗ · B⃗ , (3)

where E⃗ and B⃗ are the electric and magnetic fields as-
sociated with Xµν . Hubble friction keeps the field at ϕi

until Hosc,aa ∼ mϕ, when it starts to oscillate around the
origin. During radiation domination (RD), this happens
at a temperature

Tosc,aa ≡
(

90

π2gosc,aaϵ

) 1
4 √

mϕMPl , (4)

where MPl = 2.4× 1018 GeV is the reduced Planck scale
and gosc,aaϵ denotes the number of relativistic degrees of
freedom in the thermal bath. The initial relative energy
density of the ALP then reads

Ωaa
ϕ,osc =

V (ϕi)

3H2
osc,aaM

2
Pl

≈ 1

6

(
θfϕ
MPl

)2

, (5)

where we have expanded for small misalignment angles,
ρaa
ϕ,osc ≈ θ2m2

ϕf
2
ϕ/2.

Once the ALP starts to oscillate, it modifies the dis-
persion relation of the gauge field. The latter is usu-
ally [46, 54] decomposed into modes of definite spatial
momentum k⃗, whose occupation numbers are given by
mode functions v±(k, τ) for helicities ±, which only de-
pend on k = |⃗k| due to spatial homogeneity. They satisfy
an equation of motion [46]

v′′±(k, τ) + ω2
±(k, τ)v±(k, τ) = 0 , (6)

with a frequency that is affected by the evolution of ϕ:

ω2
±(k, τ) = k2 ∓ k

α

fϕ
ϕ′(τ) . (7)

As explained in detail in [46], the frequencies can now
become imaginary for a range of momenta when ϕ′ ̸= 0,

causing exponential growth of the occupation numbers
of the corresponding modes. The result is a rapid trans-
fer of energy from the ALP to the dark photon (see also
[59]), and the amplification of small quantum fluctua-
tions into macroscopic spatial anisotropies, which source
gravitational waves.

As discussed here, the scenario is rather minimal, de-
pending mainly on the parameters mϕ and fϕ, which
control the frequency and amplitude of the GW signal,
and the coupling α, which is required to be rather large,
α ≳ 20, for GW production to be efficient. The GW
amplitude is ultimately proportional to the square of the
fraction of the total energy density that is carried by the
ALPs at Tosc, which leads to a (fϕ/MPl)

4 scaling of the
signal. Thus only values of fϕ close to the Planck scale
yield observable GWs. Furthermore it is worth noting
that the SM photon would not experience a tachyonic
instability in the above setup, since its dispersion rela-
tion is affected by the presence of a plasma of charged
particles, prohibiting efficient tachyonic growth.2

In this work, we explore the possibility of delaying the
onset of ALP evolution to temperatures below Tosc, in
order to expand the parameter space of the audible axion
scenario. This will allow us to

• obtain observable GWs for smaller decay constants
fϕ,

• reduce the required magnitude of α to α ≳ 1,

• consider the scenario where the SM photon plays
the role of the gauge field Xµ.

B Effect of supercooling

To parametrize the delay of oscillations in a model in-
dependent way, we introduce the temperature ratio

rsc ≡
Tosc

Tosc,aa
, (8)

where the subscript “aa” denotes quantities in the original
setup discussed above, and Tosc is the temperature where
the ALP actually starts to evolve. While we will mostly
remain agnostic regarding the specific mechanism that
realizes this delay, we demonstrate in appendix A that
huge temperature ratios can be easily realized in models
of trapped misalignment [67–73].

Eq. (8) quantifies the amount of supercooling under-
gone by the axion. We directly note the enhancement of

2 The SM photon always exhibits a tachyonic band, however, the
growth rate is suppressed by its Debye mass ∼ eT . We return to
this issue in sec. III.
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the relative axion energy density at the onset of oscilla-
tion,

Ωϕ,osc = r−4
sc Ωaa

ϕ,osc

gosc,aaϵ

goscϵ

, (9)

where Ωaa
ϕ,osc is given by eq. (5) and ρϕ,osc = ρaa

ϕ,osc =
V (ϕi). By solving ρϕ,osc = ρrad(Ti), we find the tempera-
ture ratio where the energy density of the ALP starts to
exceed the one in the thermal bath,

rsc,i =

(
gosc,aaϵ

goscϵ

) 1
4
(

θfϕ√
6MPl

) 1
2

≈
(

fϕ
MPl

) 1
2

. (10)

For lower Tosc ≤ Ti, the axion dominates the energy den-
sity of the Universe, Ωϕ,osc → 1, inducing a period of
thermal inflation which ends with the onset of axion os-
cillations. Hence, the Hubble parameter at the start of
oscillations reads

Hosc = max

{
mϕr

2
sc

(
goscϵ

gosc,aaϵ

) 1
2

,
θmϕfϕ√
6MPl

}
, (11)

where the second expression applies if the axion is the
dominant energy component in the Universe.

In the following, we first apply this setup to ALPs cou-
pled to a dark photon, where delayed oscillations open
up the detectable parameter space towards smaller decay
constants fϕ and couplings α. We then extend our anal-
ysis to ALP-SM photon systems, where a large amount
of supercooling suppresses the Debye mass of the photon
to allow for efficient GW production.

II Dark photon case

Let us start by studying ALPs coupled to a dark pho-
ton, which we assume to be secluded from the SM.3 Fur-
thermore, we assume the dark photon to remain massless.
At the temperature Tosc, the ALP starts to oscillate. At
T⋆, most of its energy is transferred to the dark pho-
ton via the tachyonic instability, producing GWs in the
process. The dark photons then behave as dark radia-
tion, contributing to the effective relativistic degrees of
freedom Neff . The ALP scales like matter, therefore con-
tributes to the DM abundance if its decay rate to dark
photons is sufficiently small. If the decay rate is large,
ALPs decay into dark photons before big bang nucle-
osynthesis (BBN), sourcing an additional contribution to
Neff .

3 In the absence of couplings to the SM the dark sector does not
thermalize, i.e., we assume the initial dark photon distribution to
be given by the Bunch-Davies vacuum. All temperature scales
are hence given with respect to the SM thermal bath. If the
dark sector had a finite temperature, the discussion from sec. III
would apply.

The dark photon dispersion relation (7) dictates the
range of unstable modes

0 < k <
α

fϕ
|ϕ′| , (12)

which is unaltered compared to the original setup with-
out supercooling. The fastest growing dark photon mode
carries momentum

k̃osc =
α

2fϕ
|ϕ′| = α

2
θmϕaosc = ω̃osc , (13)

at the onset of ALP oscillations [46]. The dark pho-
ton energy density grows with the square of the mode
functions, hence ρX ∝ exp(2|ω|τ). Tachyonic amplifi-
cation becomes inefficient once all unstable modes have
growth rates less than half of the oscillation frequency
|ω| < amϕ/2. This yields

aclose

aosc
= (αθ)

2
3 . (14)

For details, see appendix B.
In the following we first compute an upper bound on

the amount of supercooling, before deriving cosmologi-
cal constraints to ensure a consistent cosmic evolution.
Finally, we compute the GW signal in the presence of su-
percooling and identify the parameter space observable
by future GW experiments.

A Amount of supercooling

In the case of an axion-dark photon system, eq. (10)
gives an immediate lower bound on Tosc. If rsc < rsc,i, the
Universe enters a phase of axion-driven thermal inflation.
In the absence of decay channels to the SM, the total
energy density then would be dominated by either ALPs
or dark photons from the time of production until today.

A stronger limit can be derived by considering the ex-
perimental bounds on the effective relativistic degrees of
freedom Neff . Dark photons free-stream from the time of
production, scaling as radiation. Their contribution to
Neff at the time of recombination reads

∆Neff =
8

7

(
11

4

) 4
3 ρX
ργ

∣∣∣∣∣
T=Trec

=
8

7

(
11

4

) 4
3 g⋆ϵ
gγ

(
g0s
g⋆s

) 4
3

Ωϕ,⋆ < 0.3 ,

(15)

where the limit results from the Planck 2018 dataset [74]
and ργ denotes the SM photon energy density, with
gγ = 2. In the second line, we have replaced the ra-
tio of energy densities at the time of recombination by
the ratio at the time of GW production, denoted by the
subscript ⋆. In addition, we have set ρX,⋆ = ρϕ,⋆, as



4

a substantial fraction of the axion energy density is con-
verted into dark photons. This gives a conservative upper
bound on the amount of supercooling. Since the axion
follows a matter-like scaling from the onset of oscilla-
tions, its abundance is enhanced relative to the radiation-
dominated background. Then, the axion energy density
at the time of dark photon production reads

Ωϕ,⋆ = Ωϕ,osc
a⋆
aosc

, (16)

where Ωϕ,osc is given by eq. (9). The scale factor ra-
tio parametrizes the time required for the dark photon
modes to grow from the vacuum until ρX ∼ ρϕ. This
is computed by considering the characteristic growth
rate (13), relative to the comoving Hubble parame-
ter aoscHosc. Relegating the explicit derivation to ap-
pendix B, we simply state the final result

a⋆
aosc

= 1 +
π

αθ
r2sc ln

(
128π2

α4θ2
f2
ϕ

m2
ϕ

)
. (17)

In appendix D we show an excellent agreement between
this estimate and our numerical simulations. From this
expression, we directly see that a small rsc, i.e., strong
supercooling, decreases the growth time due to the sup-
pression of the Hubble parameter. This in turn will allow
us to impose a significantly smaller α compared to the
scenario without supercooling. To this end, we compare
eq. (17) with the time when the tachyonic band closes,
eq. (14).

Evaluating all quantities at the time of GW produc-
tion, the lower limit on rsc, corresponding to the max-
imum length of the supercooling period for ALP-dark
photon systems, then reads

rmin
sc ≃ 1.25

(
g0s
g⋆s

) 1
3
(
g⋆ϵ g

osc,aa
ϵ

gγgoscϵ

) 1
4
(

a⋆
aosc

) 1
4
(
θfϕ
MPl

) 1
2

.

(18)
This ensures that the bound on ∆Neff is not violated by
the dark photons produced from the tachyonic instability.
Since we are interested in the upper limit on the GW
amplitude, we set rsc = rmin

sc in the following.

B Cosmological constraints

Having imposed the amount of supercooling, let us now
derive constraints on the model parameters to ensure a
consistent cosmological evolution. To this end, we divide
the parameter space into two regimes: light, cosmolog-
ically stable axions that may constitute DM and heavy
axions, decaying into dark photons before BBN and thus
contributing to the effective relativistic degrees of free-
dom. For an axion to decay before BBN, its decay rate

must exceed the Hubble parameter,

Γϕ→XX =
α2m3

ϕ

64πf2
ϕ

> HBBN . (19)

The axion energy density after dark photon production
reads

Ωafter
ϕ = ϵsupΩϕ,⋆ , (20)

where Ωϕ,⋆ is given by eq. (16) and ϵsup parametrizes the
energy transfer to dark photons through the tachyonic
resonance. As we restrict ourselves to linearized sim-
ulations (cf. appendix D), i.e., backreaction effects are
not fully included [52], we cannot reliably extract ϵsup.
Therefore we treat ϵsup as a free parameter, leaving a
lattice analysis of this quantity for the future.

To obtain a limit on the light axion parameter space,
we demand that the axion energy density, redshifted to
today, does not exceed the observed DM abundance. In
terms of the model parameters, this requires a suppres-
sion of the axion abundance of at least

ϵDM
sup ≲ 2.89× 10−9

(
g⋆ϵ
gosc
ϵ

a⋆
aosc

) 3
4
(
eV

mϕ

) 1
2
(
1010 GeV

θfϕ

) 1
2

.

(21)
We refer to appendix C for the derivation.

Regarding heavy axions, we demand that the contribu-
tion to the effective degrees of freedom through pertur-
bative decays into dark photons is ∆Ndecay

eff < 0.3. This
yields a limit on the required suppression of the abun-
dance,

ϵdecay
sup ≲ 6.64× 10−8(g⋆ϵ )

− 1
4 (g⋆s )

1
3

×
(

a⋆
aosc

) 3
4 α

θ
1
2

mϕ

GeV

(
1010 GeV

fϕ

) 3
2

,
(22)

where the derivation is again relegated to appendix C.
The size of the available parameter space is determined
by the competition between the suppression of the rela-
tive axion abundance through the tachyonic instability,
and the subsequent enhancement until decays into dark
photons become efficient.

In fig. 1 we display the cosmological bounds. Here, dif-
ferent panels correspond to different choices of α (cf. ap-
pendix B), while the color contours indicate the GW
peak amplitude (see below). The dotted (dash-dotted)
line denotes the regime where axions do not decay be-
fore today (BBN), while the cosmologically viable pa-
rameter spaces are shown by the straight lines for ϵsup ∈
{10−2, 10−4, 10−6}. Lattice studies of the original mech-
anism [52] imply that the typical axion suppression is
ϵsup ∼ O(10−2) for α ∼ 50−100. In the supercooled case,
a much smaller axion-dark photon coupling α ∼ O(1)
is sufficient to retain the efficiency of the tachyonic res-
onance. We expect the reduced coupling to affect the
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FIG. 1: Overview of the available parameter space for supercooled ALP-dark photon systems, imposing α = 50 (left)
and α = 2αmin (right), respectively. In both panels, we set θ = 1. The dotted lines indicate cosmologically stable ALPs,
while the dash-dotted lines signal axion decays before BBN. In the white-shaded region, dark photons violate bounds on the
effective number of degrees of freedom at BBN, even in the case without supercooling. The solid lines show the parameter
spaces consistent with axion dark matter (eq. (21)) and Neff (eq. (22)) constraints for a suppression of the axion abundance
ϵsup ∈ {10−2, 10−4, 10−6}. The color contours display the GW peak amplitude (26), which is significantly enhanced when
decreasing α.

backscattering of the gauge modes, possibly leading to
ϵsup ≪ 10−2. Furthermore, additional model build-
ing can alleviate constraints from DM overproduction.
A time-varying axion mass, for instance, renders the
backscattered modes relativistic after production. As
a consequence, the matter-like scaling sets in at a later
time, reducing the final axion abundance. To exemplify
the impact of such effects on the parameter space, we
vary ϵsup over a large range, relegating a lattice study to
future work.

C Gravitational wave signal

The exponential amplification of dark photon modes
induces anisotropies in the energy-stress tensor, i.e.,
GWs; see ref. [46] for the full computation of the GW
spectrum. Since a full numerical study of the entire pa-
rameter space is unfeasible, we employ the parametriza-
tion [54, 66] 4

ΩGW,0(f) = AsΩ̃GW,0

(
f̃/fs

)p
1 +

(
f̃/fs

)p
exp

[
γ
(
f̃/fs − 1

)] ,
(23)

4 In [56] a different parametrization, based on lattice simula-
tions [52], is proposed. They qualitatively agree, though the
lattice simulations suggest a polynomial (rather than exponen-
tial) fall-off in the UV. However it is not clear whether those
results can be extrapolated to small α, where backreaction ef-
fects might be suppressed.

where f̃ = f/f̃0. Here, f̃0 (Ω̃GW,0) denotes the peak
frequency (amplitude) today. To fix the free parame-
ters As, fs, γ, and p, we conduct benchmark simulations
using O(104) dark photon modes and fit the GW peak
region (see appendix D). To this end, let us first derive
analytical expressions for Ω̃GW,0 and f̃0.

The peak amplitude Ω̃GW,⋆ and frequency f̃GW,⋆ at the
time of production can be estimated as [46, 54, 66, 82, 83]

Ω̃GW,⋆ = c2eff Ω
2
ϕ,⋆

(
H⋆a⋆

2k̃⋆

)2

,

f̃GW,⋆ = 2
k̃⋆
a⋆

= αθmϕ

(
aosc

a⋆

) 3
2

,

(24)

where aosc/a⋆ is our growth time estimate (17) and ceff
is an efficiency parameter we absorb into As. Employ-
ing eqs. (11), (13), and (16), we can express the peak
amplitude in terms of the model parameters

Ω̃GW,⋆ ≃ 0.99
(g⋆s )

4
3

g⋆ϵ

(
fϕ
MPl

)2
1

α2
. (25)

Here, we have included the best-fit value As = 268.57
(cf. table I) in the numerical prefactor. We observe two
differences compared to the original setup [46]. First, the
scaling of the peak amplitude changes from f4

ϕ → f2
ϕ in

the case of supercooled oscillations. This results from
the increased relative axion energy density Ωϕ,⋆ ∝ r−4

sc .
Concurrently, the tachyonic modes are shifted deeper into
the horizon as the Hubble parameter decreases ∝ r2sc,
leaving an overall enhancement of the peak amplitude
∝ r−4

sc ∼ (MPl/fϕ)
2.
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FIG. 2: Observational prospects of future GW observatories for ALPs coupled to dark photons, installing θ = 1 (both),
α = 50 (left), and α = 2αmin (right). The colored solid lines correspond to delayed ALP oscillations, while the dashed lines
indicate the original setup without supercooling. Again, the dotted (dash-dotted) lines show the parameter space where the
ALP is stable until today (BBN). Constraints from black hole (BH) superradiance [75–81] are displayed by the gray-shaded
regions. Delayed oscillations significantly enhance the peak amplitude, extending the observable parameter range by up to
two orders of magnitude in fϕ. In addition, supercooled oscillations allow for a smaller ALP-dark photon coupling α, further
improving detection prospects. Note, however, that most of the parameter space requires a large suppression of the ALP
abundance through the tachyonic instability to avoid overclosure.

Second, the amplitude becomes independent of the
misalignment angle θ. This is expected since we impose
the maximum amount of supercooling rmin

sc to not vio-
late ∆Neff constraints. Then, the axion energy density at
the time of oscillation does not depend on the initial dis-
placement. A smaller θ merely leads to a longer period of
supercooling. Note, however, that α in eq. (25) depends
implicitly on θ through the requirement that tachyonic
growth occurs before the instability band closes (see ap-
pendices B and E). Therefore, for a small θ ≪ 1, α has to
be increased accordingly, effectively decreasing the peak
amplitude.

Finally, the GW signal has to be redshifted to today.
As a non-standard cosmological evolution is prohibited
in the dark photon case, we have [84, 85]

h2Ω̃GW,0 = 1.67× 10−5

(
100

g⋆ϵ

) 1
3

Ω̃GW,⋆ ,

f̃0 = 1.65× 10−7 Hz
f̃GW,⋆

H⋆

T⋆

GeV

(
g⋆ϵ
100

) 1
6

,

(26)

where we have set g⋆ϵ = g⋆s for simplicity. This gives us a
simple expression for the GW peak today,

h2Ω̃GW,0 = 7.69× 10−5

(
fϕ
MPl

)2
1

α2
,

f̃0 = 28.53Hz

(
aosc

a⋆

) 3
4

αθ
1
2

(mϕ

eV

) 1
2

(
1010 GeV

fϕ

) 1
2

,

(27)

where we have set g⋆ϵ = goscϵ,aa = g⋆s . Note that the above
expression for the peak frequency includes our fit factor
fs = 0.46 (cf. table I).

To study the observational prospects, we employ the
parametrization of the GW signal to compute signal-to-
noise ratios (SNR) at the future Square Kilometre Ar-
ray (SKA) [86], µARES [87], Laser Interferometer Space
Antenna (LISA) [88–90], Big Bang Observer (BBO) [91],
and Einstein Telescope (ET) [92]; see ref. [93] for the
computational details.5 We translate these results to sen-
sitivity regions in the mϕ − f−1

ϕ plane. This is shown in
fig. 2 for α = 50 (left) and α = 2αmin (right), respectively.
The dashed lines in the left panel correspond to the orig-
inal setup, i.e., no supercooling. We observe that delayed
axion oscillations significantly enhance the observational
prospects across the entire frequency range. For a fixed
α, a finite period of supercooling opens up the sensitivity
region by ∼ 2 orders of magnitude towards the small-fϕ
region. At the same time the frequency increases, which
is why the colored curves tilt towards smaller masses.

In the right panel, the ALP-dark photon coupling is
as low as αmin = O(1). This further enhances the GW
amplitude, since the spectral peak of the fluctuations is

5 Note that the sensitivity curves of the respective observatories
should be seen as optimistic forecasts, as they assume that a
cosmological GW background is resolvable in the presence of
astrophysical sources.
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shifted towards the horizon scale. In this case, LISA will
be sensitive to decay constants of O(1014)GeV, whereas
more futuristic observatories such as BBO may probe the
axion parameter space down to fϕ ∼ 1012 GeV. In the
low-mass region we have included the conservative con-
straint from recurrent axinovae [94]. Note that these con-
straints rely on the axion making up all of DM. Whether
in our setup sufficiently large overdensities can be pro-
duced to collapse into star-like objects later remains for
future investigation.

While delayed axion oscillations substantially enhance
the GW spectrum, we only find a small parameter space
that both is observable and reproduces the correct relic
DM abundance. Prior to dark photon production, the ax-
ion carries a considerable fraction of the total energy den-
sity. Therefore, a large suppression through the tachyonic
resonance is required to not overclose the Universe. This
is indicated by the gray and black lines in fig. 2. We
leave a more careful study of the relic axion abundance
for the future. Let us however mention that extensions
of the minimal scenario, such as a time-varying axion
mass [95–100], can further suppress the relic abundance.

III Standard Model photon case

We now replace the dark gauge field with the SM pho-
ton which implies additional complications. Due to in-
teractions with the thermal bath, the photon dispersion
relation is modified, suppressing the growth rate of tachy-
onic modes. Even if this suppression is overcome, the
generation of large electromagnetic fields inevitably leads
to Schwinger pair production of light SM fermions, re-
ducing the efficiency of the tachyonic resonance. In the
following, we demonstrate how supercooled ALP oscilla-
tions lift these restrictions, and identify the parameter
space where ALP-SM photon systems produce sizable
GWs.

A Treating the thermal mass

The treatment of tachyonic instabilities with the SM
photon requires us to consider the one-loop dispersion
relation of transverse photon modes at finite temperature
[101–103],

ω2 − k2 ∓ k
α

fϕ
ϕ′ =

a2m2
D

2

[
ω

2k
ln

(
ω + k

ω − k

)
(28)

− ω3

2k3
ln

(
ω + k

ω − k

)
+

ω2

k2

]
,

where mD = eT/
√
3 is the Debye mass of the photon

and e = 0.3 denotes the electromagnetic charge. Note
that we use comoving quantities here. Following [58], we

FIG. 3: Frequencies in the tachyonic production band for the
dark photon with zero-temperature dispersion relation (dark
blue, top), SM photon without supercooling with full disper-
sion relation (red dots), and approximated dispersion relation
(first order in ω) without (yellow) as well as with sufficient su-
percooling (light blue). Also included are the peak positions
for zero- and finite-T as well as the k3-scaling of the peak
(gray dashed). The presented example is for mϕ = 108 GeV,
fϕ = 1018 GeV. The original finite-T curve is multiple or-
ders below the ALP mass (black horizontal). Once we impose
supercooling with rsc = 2.5 × 10−8, the curve is lifted, sur-
passing the ALP mass and thus opening the tachyonic band.

are interested in solutions yielding imaginary frequencies.
With this prerequisite we simplify the expression by ex-
panding for small comoving frequencies ω,

ω2 − k2 ∓ k
α

fϕ
ϕ′ ≈ −iω

a2m2
Dπ

4k
+

a2m2
Dω

2

k2
. (29)

For tachyonic solutions, we discard the negative solution
and consider ω to be purely imaginary. From now on, we
will only consider the absolute value |ω| of these purely
imaginary solutions that parametrizes the growth rate of
the tachyonic modes. In fig. 3 we show the tachyonic
band for a specific mass and decay constant with and
without supercooling compared to the zero-temperature
case.

While the cutoff wavenumber at which the band closes,
given by ω = 0, remains at kclose = αϕ′/fϕ, the
wavenumber that experiences the fastest growth changes
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compared to the dark photon scenario. Neglecting the
terms second order in ω, one finds the peak wavenumber

k̃ ≈ 2

3

αϕ′

fϕ
, (30)

which is 4/3 of the value for the dark photon case (13).
The corresponding maximum growth rate at the peak
wavenumber is given by

ω̃T ≡ |ω(k̃)| ≈ 16

27π

(
α|ϕ′|
fϕ

)3
a2m2

D

≈ 16

9π

(αθmϕ)
3

(eT )2
a , (31)

where we have used that |ϕ′| ≈ θfϕmϕa [46]. This ap-
proximation demonstrates that, in contrast to the dark
photon scenario, the tachyonic growth rate is suppressed
by m2

D ∼ (eT )2. Note that the above expression is only
valid if ω/a ≪ k/a ≪ T . In some cases, supercooling
is sufficiently strong such that this expansion does not
hold. Then, the tachyonic band takes its zero-T form
and eq. (31) reduces to eq. (13).

For tachyonic production to be efficient, the growth
rate has to be larger than half the axion mass, ω̃T ≳
amϕ/2 (see appendix B). Applying eq. (31), this con-
dition dictates the necessary amount of supercooling in
terms of eq. (8),

T 2
osc = r2scT

2
osc,aa ≲

32

9π

(αθ)3

e2
m2

ϕ . (32)

We see that the required temperature to open the tachy-
onic band scales with (αθ)3/2 and linear in the ALP
mass. Larger masses therefore require less supercooling.
In eq. (10), we derived that for rsc,i ∼ (fϕ/MPl)

1/2, the
axion starts to dominate the Universe, while we now re-
quire rsc ∼ (mϕ/MPl)

1/2. By setting rsc < rsc,i, we iden-
tify the parameter space where the ALP drives a period
of thermal inflation before photon production.6 This is
the case for masses

mϕ ≲ 1.09 (goscϵ )−
1
2

(
e

α
3
2 θ

)2

fϕ . (33)

Only if mϕ is extremely large, the Universe remains
radiation-dominated before the tachyonic resonance is ef-
fective. In the case of axion domination, the number of
e-folds of thermal inflation reads

N = ln

(
Ti

Tosc

)
≈ ln

(
(gosc,i

ϵ )−
1
4

e

α
3
2 θ

(
fϕ
mϕ

) 1
2

)
, (34)

6 Note that the Neff constraint does not apply in the case of the
SM photon, since no dark radiation is produced. Therefore a
phase of axion domination is allowed, given the Universe can
efficiently reheat; see sec. IIID and appendix C for details.

where the subscript i indicates the onset of thermal in-
flation (cf. eq. (10)). In the most extreme region of the
parameter space, we find N ≲ 40. Therefore, the scales
probed via the cosmic microwave background (CMB) re-
main super-horizon throughout the evolution [104], i.e.,
are not affected by the modified cosmic history.

In the numerical parameter scan, we do not compute
Tosc at the peak of the growth rate, but by demanding

|ω(0.985 kclose)| =
mϕ

2
, (35)

which secures that the tachyonic band is open for growth
rates one order below the maximum rate and therefore
for the largest range of modes. We find that there is no
significant difference in the results.

In addition, note that in the presence of the thermal
bath, it is important to check that the ALP does not
thermalize. Otherwise, the assumption that the ALP
remains homogeneous (cf. eq. (3)) does not hold. By
comparing the ALP interaction rate with the thermal
bath [105, 106], this translates into an upper bound on
the reheating temperature after cosmic inflation. We find
that only for extremely large mϕ and small fϕ, the ALP
quanta may thermalize before the onset of the tachyonic
resonance. However, we will show that this parameter
region is irrelevant for GW searches.

B Timescale of emission

In contrast to the dark photon, the SM photon is ther-
malized initially. As for the dark photon, we parametrize
the growth time in terms of the scale factor ratio between
oscillation of the ALP aosc and the GW emission a⋆. The
detailed derivation is left for appendix B. We identify two
scenarios: For large ALP masses, less supercooling is re-
quired (cf. eq. (32)) and the ALP does not necessarily
dominate the energy density. The scaling changes in the
regime of lower ALP masses, where the Universe needs
to be matter-dominated at the time of oscillation, which
is possible in the absence of Neff bounds. The resulting
scale factor ratio therefore depends on whether we have
RD,

a⋆
aosc

= 1 +
aoscmϕ

⟨ω̃T⟩
r2sc ln

(
θ2m2

ϕf
2
ϕ

2ργ(τosc)

)
(36)

or matter domination (MD),

a⋆
aosc

=

[
1 +

aoscθmϕfϕ

2
√
6MPl⟨ω̃T⟩

ln

(
θ2m2

ϕf
2
ϕ

2ργ(τosc)

)]2
. (37)

Here, ργ(τosc) is the initial photon energy density in the
instability band and ⟨ω̃T⟩ = 4/(3π)ω̃T is the average peak
growth rate at finite temperature. Note that due to the
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FIG. 4: Maximum photon energy density for α = 2αmin and
θ = 1 in the presence of Schwinger pair production. The col-
ored curves correspond to different choices of fϕ, while the re-
heating temperature is determined by the axion mass. In the
small- (large-)mϕ regime, the Schwinger effect is suppressed
by the vacuum (thermal) mass of the electron.

large amount of supercooling we have ⟨ω̃T⟩/Hosc ≫ 1
in most of the parameter space. Then tachyonic growth
happens faster compared to the dark photon case, and
a⋆/aosc ∼ 1.

To determine the minimal α we again demand
aclose > a⋆, where the time of band closure is determined
by eq. (14). This is justified, since the cutoff wavenum-
ber is the same as in the dark photon case. Furthermore,
most of the parameter space requires significant super-
cooling, rendering the finite-T photon dispersion relation
essentially identical to its zero-T counterpart.

C Effects of Schwinger pair production

Assuming the Universe is sufficiently supercooled such
that the tachyonic band is open for SM photons,
Schwinger pair production will limit the amount of en-
ergy which can be transferred to the photon. In the
Schwinger mechanism, light fermions are created in the
presence of a strong electric background field [17, 107–
114]. Their subsequent acceleration along the field lines
extracts energy from the photon field, reducing the effi-
ciency of the tachyonic resonance.

First, to parametrize the efficiency of photon produc-
tion, we introduce the efficiency factor

ξ =
ω̃T

aH
, (38)

where ω̃T is the peak growth rate (31). As a consequence
of the large amount of supercooling, hence the decreased
Hubble parameter, we have ξ ≫ 1 in most of the param-
eter space. From the gauge field equation of motion one

can derive the energy conservation equation [17]

ρ̇γ = −4Hργ + 2ξHEB − eQEJind . (39)

Here, E = |E⃗|, B = |B⃗|, and ργ = 1
2 (E

2 + B2) is the
energy of the gauge field. The first term of the equa-
tion corresponds to Hubble friction. The second term
describes photon production from ALP oscillations and
the last term stems from fermion production, where Q
is the charge factor. Jind is the induced current, given
by [17]

eQJind =
(e|Q|)3
6π2

EB

H
coth

(
πB

E

)
exp

(
− πm2

e

e|Q|E

)
,

(40)
with electron mass me ≈ 511 keV.7 This result as-
sumes that the electron as lightest fermion dominates
the Schwinger mechanism.

Interactions with the thermal bath modify the elec-
tron dispersion relation. In principle, a rigorous anal-
ysis therefore necessitates a rederivation of eq. (40) in
the presence of a thermal bath, taking into account the
full finite-T fermionic dispersion relation. This is ap-
proximated by replacing m2

e → m2
e +m2

e,th with m2
e,th =

(eT )2/8, which is relevant for larger mϕ where less su-
percooling is required. While our treatment is simplified,
it allows us to identify the parameter space where sizable
GW production is possible.

To analyze the amplification of photon modes in the
presence of Schwinger pair production, we assume a dy-
namical equilibrium between the axion, the photon, and
the fermions. Since the growth is sufficiently fast, the
emission happens well below one Hubble time and we
can set ρ̇γ in eq. (39) to zero, which gives

E2 +B2 − ξEB +
eQ

2

E

H
Jind = 0 . (41)

For a given efficiency parameter, eq. (41) describes a
closed contour in the E−B plane. Following the strategy
provided in [17], we maximize the photon energy density
numerically to find its upper bound for given model pa-
rameters. This will eventually provide an upper limit on
the GW amplitude from axion-SM photon systems.

In fig. 4 we present the resulting maximal relative pho-
ton energy densities as a function of the would-be reheat-
ing temperature,

Trh =

(
90

π2grh
ϵ

) 1
4 √

HoscMPl , (42)

where the Hubble parameter at the onset of oscillations,
Hosc, encodes the relation to the ALP mass. The color
coding denotes four different choices of fϕ.

7 We set me = 0 if the oscillation temperature Tosc is above the
electroweak scale, Tew ≈ 150GeV.
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Two regions of interest can be identified. For reheating
temperatures sufficiently close to BBN, Schwinger pair
production is suppressed by the vacuum mass of the elec-
tron, and the energy can be transferred to the photon ef-
ficiently. The maximal photon energy density then drops
rapidly due to the blocking from Schwinger production.
This changes when thermal effects start increasing the
effective electron mass, suppressing the Schwinger pro-
duction. This leads to a range of ALP masses for which
the energy can be efficiently deposited in the photon sec-
tor again. For even higher reheating temperatures, the
Universe remains radiation-dominated during the tachy-
onic resonance (cf. eq. (33)). Then, Ωγ,max drops due to
the reduced axion contribution to the total energy den-
sity.

In addition, note that the efficiency of photon pro-
duction depends strongly on fϕ via ξ. Smaller fϕ de-
creases the initial axion energy density Ωaa

ϕ,osc, which
requires more supercooling until axion domination be-
gins. This decreases the Hubble parameter (11), im-
plying an larger efficiency parameter for small fϕ, hence
higher Ωγ,max. Therefore, the cosmologically viable ax-
ion mass range is tightly constrained for large decay con-
stants (see sec. III D).

Furthermore, fermion production, as can be seen from
eq. (40), is exponentially suppressed below the Schwinger
limit

Es =
πm2

e

e|Q| . (43)

Note that this limit can be translated to a reheat-
ing temperature, below which Schwinger production is
guaranteed to be inefficient. Since this yields Trh ≲
2.2MeV/(grh

ϵ )
1
4 , it is not relevant for our parameter

range.

D Cosmological constraints

In the absence of dark radiation, the ∆Neff constraints
from sec. II do not apply. In addition to the requirement
Trh > TBBN (see above), the cosmological viability of the
mechanism depends on the relic ALP abundance, which
is affected by Schwinger pair production. To this end,
let us again divide the parameter space into cosmolog-
ically stable ALPs and ALPs that decay before BBN,
Γϕ→γγ > HBBN.

We first consider light ALPs which contribute to the
DM density. If the Schwinger effect is negligible, i.e.,
energy transfer to the photon is efficient, the ALP abun-
dance after GW emission is given by eq. (20). Expressing
Ωafter

ϕ in terms of the model parameters, the required sup-

pression to not overproduce DM reads

ϵSM,DM
sup ≲ 1.66× 10−10 grh

s (grh
ϵ )−

3
4

(
a⋆
aosc

) 3
4

×
(
eV

mϕ

) 1
2
(
1010 GeV

θfϕ

) 1
2

.

(44)

We refer to appendix C for the computation. Here,
a⋆/aosc is the growth time estimate from sec. III B. This
defines the viable parameter space in the small-mϕ range.
Let us stress again that lattice studies of the original
setup imply ϵsup ∼ 10−2, which would rule out the light
ALP parameter space. As argued in sec. II B, the re-
duced axion-photon coupling in the presence of super-
cooling and further model building can decrease the sup-
pression of the axion abundance. Furthermore, in con-
trast to the dark photon case studied in [52], the SM
photon has large couplings to SM fermions, which could
additionally reduce the backscattering into ALPs. In ad-
dition, the presence of the thermal bath affects the gauge
field backreaction, which is, however, difficult to estimate
analytically. In the absence of lattice studies of the axion-
SM photon system, we therefore treat ϵsup as a free pa-
rameter.

In parameter regions with efficient Schwinger produc-
tion, photon production is ineffective and ϵsup ∼ 1. As
only a negligible fraction of the axion energy density
is transferred during the tachyonic resonance, we have
ρafter
ϕ ≃ ρϕ,⋆ and Ωafter

γ ≪ 1. In addition, Ωϕ,⋆ ≃ 1 in
the small-mϕ regime. Without additional decay chan-
nels, the ALP therefore continues to dominate the energy
density of the Universe after the onset of oscillations un-
til today. Thus, this parameter space is excluded. This
mainly affects large decay constants, where the efficiency
parameter (38) is small.

In the large-mϕ region ALPs decay before BBN, hence
the consistency of the cosmic history is ensured. Since
less supercooling is required for efficient photon pro-
duction (cf. eq. (32)), the Universe does not necessar-
ily inflate before ALP oscillations. This leads to dif-
ferent thermal histories depending on the efficiency of
Schwinger production, the subsequent suppression of the
axion abundance through the tachyonic resonance, and
the axion decay rate. Ultimately, this will only affect
our results via the redshift factors of the GW amplitude
and frequency. These are determined numerically; see
appendix C for details.

E Gravitational wave signal

Regarding the GW signal, we restrict ourselves to es-
timates of the peak, following the treatment of sec. II C.
To this end, we compute the maximum photon en-
ergy density in the presence of Schwinger pair produc-
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FIG. 5: Projected positions of the GW peak in the ALP-SM photon scenario. The colored curves indicate the sensitivity
regions of the future observatories SKA, µARES, LISA, BBO, and ET. We identify two distinct parameter regions where
Schwinger pair production is suppressed, allowing for a sizable GW signal. In the low-frequency (small-mϕ) regime, the color
coding indicates the required suppression of the abundance for the ALP to constitute DM. In the high-frequency (large-mϕ)
regime, ALPs decay before BBN, hence evade all cosmological bounds. ALPs undergoing the tachyonic resonance close to BBN
show the most promising observational prospects. Since the characteristic scale of the fluctuations is deep inside the Hubble
horizon, the corresponding GW peak lies in the sensitivity region of µARES.

tion. Then, the energy available for GW emission reads
Ωafter

γ = χspΩϕ,⋆, where χsp ∈ (0, 1) is computed numer-
ically as outlined in sec. III C. Furthermore, we distin-
guish whether we have RD or MD when the tachyonic
resonance becomes efficient. By combining our growth
time estimates (36) and (37) with eq. (11), we find the

Hubble parameter at the time of GW emission. Together
with the finite-T expression of the peak momentum, we
then obtain the GW peak frequency and amplitude at
the time of production via eq. (24). Redshifting to today
(see appendix C) and employing our best-fit parameters
from table I, we have

f̃0 = 8.69× 10−8 Hz

(
100

grh
ϵ

) 1
12

αθ
mϕ

eV

(
aosc

a⋆

) 3
2
(
GeV

Hrh

) 1
2

min

{
1,

a⋆
arh

}
, (45)

h2Ω̃MD
GW,0 = 4.20× 10−4

(
100

g⋆ϵ

) 1
3

χ2
sp

(
fϕ

αMPl

)2

min

{
1,

amd

arh

}
, (46)

h2Ω̃RD
GW,0 = 7.01× 10−5

(
100

g⋆ϵ

) 1
3

χ2
sp

(
θ

α

)2(
fϕ

rscMPl

)4(
a⋆
aosc

)
min

{
1,

amd

arh

}
. (47)

Here, amd/arh parametrizes the length of an intermedi-
ate MD period after photon production has taken place.
In addition, a⋆/arh denotes the additional redshift of the
GW frequency due to the modified expansion history of
the Universe. Then the Hubble parameter after reheat-
ing, Hrh, is either given by H⋆ or Γϕ→γγ . This depends on
the thermal history; see appendix C for details. From the
above expression, we again note the (fϕ/MPl)

2 scaling of
the peak amplitude. Furthermore, since in most of the
parameter space the axion is the dominant energy com-

ponent in the Universe, we generally find stronger signals
compared to the dark photon case, provided χsp ≃ 1.

The resulting projected GW peaks are presented in
fig. 5, where we set θ = 1 and scan over a large range
of values in the mϕ − fϕ plane. Here we again employ
α = 2αmin as outlined in appendix B. Hence, our results
represent an approximate upper limit on the GW ampli-
tude from ALP-SM photon systems. The two regions for
lower (higher) GW frequency f0 correspond to the two
regions identified in sec. III C and IIID for a small (large)
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axion mass mϕ. Both regions are separated by efficient
Schwinger pair production blocking the energy injection
into photons.

The low-f0 region corresponds to cosmologically stable
axions. The color coding indicates the required suppres-
sion of the axion energy density to meet the DM relic
abundance. Lower frequencies, i.e., smaller axion masses,
necessitate less suppression to achieve the same GW am-
plitude. Towards the left, the window is bounded by the
condition Trh < TBBN. Towards larger masses, the viable
parameter space is constrained by Ωafter

γ < 1, leading to
an inconsistent cosmological evolution in the absence of
perturbative axion decays. This restricts the available
parameter space to fϕ ≲ 5× 1016 GeV.

We find the most promising observational prospects in
the µHz regime between the pulsar timing arrays and
LISA. Although the reheating temperature is close to
TBBN ∼ MeV, the fluctuations lie deep inside the Hub-
ble horizon, shifting the peaks into the µARES sensitiv-
ity region. For the same reason, the GW amplitude is
suppressed, even though the ALP dominates the energy
density of the Universe at the time of production.

The large-mϕ region is bounded by the Planck con-
straint on the Hubble parameter during inflation [104],
i.e., mϕ,max = 6 × 1013 GeV = Hmax

inf ≥ Hosc,aa.
In this regime, the axion does not constitute DM, but
decays before BBN. Hence, the suppression of the abun-
dance through the tachyonic instability merely affects the
redshift factors of the GW signal. To exemplify this im-
pact, we choose the most extreme values ϵsup ∈ {0, 1}.
The grey-shaded region shows the envelope of our pa-
rameter scan, while the red (blue) curve shows the result
for fϕ = 1012 (1016)GeV. As long as Schwinger pair pro-
duction is efficient, the dotted and dashed curves agree
since the ALP abundance is fixed. Once the thermal elec-
tron mass enables efficient photon production, the lines
start to diverge. Then, a more efficient suppression of the
axion abundance through the tachyonic resonance short-
ens the MD period. This induces stronger GW signals
with peak frequencies ranging up to f̃0 = O(1010)GeV
and amplitudes up to h2Ω̃GW,0 = O(10−6).

IV Conclusion

We have studied the audible axion mechanism in the
case of supercooled axion oscillations, which is realized if
the pseudoscalar is trapped in a local minimum initially.
Our main results are presented in figs. 2 and 5, which
show the GW predictions for ALP-dark photon and ALP-
SM photon systems, respectively.

In the case of ALPs coupled to dark photons, a pe-
riod of supercooling significantly enhances the resulting
stochastic GW background. This allows for GW probes
of a large portion of the axion parameter space towards

smaller axion decay constants fϕ and axion-photon cou-
plings α. Specifically, fϕ ∼ 1012 GeV and α ∼ 1 are
sufficient to produce GW signals in the reach of future
observatories, while the original setup requires α ≳ 20
and fϕ ≳ 1016 GeV.

Furthermore, if the onset of oscillations is sufficiently
delayed, GW production becomes possible via the ax-
ion coupling to the SM photon. The emergence of a
large electromagnetic field leads to Schwinger pair pro-
duction of electron-positron pairs, which restricts the
available parameter space. We identify a region for
small ALP masses and fϕ ≲ 5 × 1016 GeV that will
be tested by µARES [87] and BBO [91]. In addition,
heavy ALPs produce sizable GWs at ultra-high frequen-
cies f0 = O(108 − 1010)Hz.

Finally, let us comment on possible future directions.
In both scenarios, the light ALP parameter range re-
quires a large suppression of the relic abundance ϵsup =
O(10−4 − 10−6) through tachyonic (dark) photon pro-
duction to not overclose the Universe. Previous lattice
results [52] indicate ϵsup ∼ 10−2 for large α ≳ 20, which
may however change for small couplings α ∼ 1. In
addition, couplings to the SM are expected to modify
the backreaction dynamics compared to the dark photon
case, further affecting the relic abundance. To this end, a
lattice study of the modified setup is required, which we
relegate to the future. On top, it would be interesting to
explore whether the bound on the relic abundance could
be alleviated by further model building efforts, such as a
time-varying axion mass.

Also, note that we have merely focused on observa-
tional signatures in the form of GWs. In the case of the
SM, large helical magnetic fields are produced which can
survive until today as intergalactic magnetic fields [115–
120]. This may provide a complementary probe of the
audible axion model, which we aim to investigate in the
future.
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A Trapped misalignment toy model

There exist some models which motivate a delay of
ALP oscillations, providing the supercooling we consider
in this investigation. Here, we briefly discuss one such
model: trapped misalignment [67–73], where additional
U(1)PQ-breaking operators trap the ALP in a false mini-
mum.

Originally introduced for the QCD axion, the con-
straints for the trapped misalignment mechanism are
much simpler for a general ALP. Yet, in contrast to the
QCD axion potential, the original ALP potential does
not change with the temperature. Therefore, we add an
additional temperature-dependent part to the ALP po-
tential,

V (ϕ, T ) =m2
ϕf

2
ϕ

(
1− cos

ϕ

fϕ

)
+Λ4−q T q

(
1− cos

(
n
ϕ

fϕ
+ δ

))
,

(A1)

where Λ is a newly introduced scale that controls the
temperature at which the U(1)PQ breaking effects be-
come relevant. The additional term includes a displace-
ment from the initial potential by δ, while n is an integer
and determines the number of false minima in the poten-
tial. For now, we keep the temperature-scaling general,
parametrized by the T -exponent q. Depending on n and
the initial misalignment, the ALP can be trapped in a
false minimum until a certain release temperature Trel

is reached at which the ALP becomes free to oscillate
around the true minimum. At the moment of release,
two conditions have to be met [73],

∂V (ϕ, T )

∂ϕ
= 0 ,

∂2V (ϕ, T )

∂ϕ2
= 0 . (A2)

These equations can be solved for the scale Λ, which, in
turn, can then be written as a function of the supercool-
ing ratio rsc, if we identify the release temperature with
the oscillation temperature in the supercooled scenario,

Trel = Tosc ≈ rsc
√
mϕMPl . (A3)

The resulting Λ scales as

Λ ∼
(
r−q
sc m

2−q/2
ϕ M

−q/2
Pl f2

ϕ

) 1
4−q

. (A4)

In fig. 6 we present Λ(rsc) for different model parameters.
Clearly, there is a large parameter space where we obtain
sufficiently large supercooling ratios rsc. Only for too
much supercooling (small rsc) combined with larger ALP
masses and a steeper temperature scaling, the scale would
approach the Planck scale. Note that the ALP acquires
a thermal contribution to its effective mass from the T -
dependent potential. By construction (A2), thermal and
vacuum contribution are of the same order, if n is not
too large. After the release, the thermal mass becomes
suppressed.

FIG. 6: Scale of the necessary trapping potential as a func-
tion of the supercooling ratio generated by trapped misalign-
ment.

B Growth time and minimal α

In this section, we determine the minimal ALP-photon
coupling α in the case of delayed oscillations.8 To this
end, we derive an expression for the scale factor ratio
a⋆/aosc that parametrizes the (dark) photon growth time.
We first give a general expression, before specializing to
the dark and SM photon, respectively.

We estimate the time when photon production is com-
pleted by noting that the (dark) photon energy density
grows as

ρX,γ(τ) ≈ ρX,γ(τosc) exp(2ω̃τ) , (B1)

where τ denotes conformal time and ω̃ is the growth rate
of the fastest growing mode. The dominant photon helic-
ity only grows when the sign of ϕ′ takes its initial value,
i.e., half of the time. Then the conformal growth time
reads

δτ

τosc
=

τ⋆ − τosc
τosc

=
aoscHosc

ω̃
ln

(
ρX,γ(τ⋆)

ρX,γ(τosc)

)
, (B2)

where we neglect the redshift of all quantities between the
start of oscillation and dark photon production. Further-
more, we need to take into account that the peak mode is
amplified with the averaged peak growth rate ⟨ω̃⟩, which
we will shortly specify. Hence, we replace ω̃ → ⟨ω̃⟩ in
eq. (B2). Since we are interested in the time when the
(dark) photon energy density becomes comparable to the

8 Note that the possibility of imposing a small α to have efficient
dark photon production in the case of trapped misalignment has
already been pointed out in [72].
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FIG. 7: Minimal value for the ALP-dark photon coupling for
θ = 1, obtained by requiring a⋆ < aclose. For decay constants
fϕ ≲ 1016 GeV, α ∼ O(1) is sufficient to have efficient tachy-
onic growth. Note that the irregular behavior in the small-mϕ

range is caused by the rapid change of the relativistic degrees
of freedom during the QCD epoch.

initial axion energy density, we further set

ρX,γ(τ⋆) =
θ2

2
m2

ϕf
2
ϕ . (B3)

Then, the conformal growth time is translated to a scale
factor ratio by solving

H =
a′

a2
, (B4)

for the respective background evolution.
In the dark photon case, we assume Bunch-Davies ini-

tial conditions [121], vλ(k, τ ≪ τosc) = exp(ikτ)/
√
2k.

Hence we have

ρX(τosc) ≈
1

16π2

(
k̃

aosc

)4

, (B5)

where k̃ = ω̃ = αθmϕaosc/2 is the comoving momen-
tum of the mode which sets the peak of the dark photon
energy spectrum. The average peak growth rate reads
⟨ω̃⟩ = ω̃⟨| sin(mϕt)|⟩ = 2ω̃/π. Since a MD period is pro-
hibited due to ∆Neff constraints, we solve eq. (B4) for a
radiation-dominated Universe and obtain

a⋆
aosc

= 1 +
π

αθ
r2sc ln

(
128π2

α4θ2
f2
ϕ

m2
ϕ

)
. (B6)

We will shortly verify this estimate with numerical sim-
ulations. The dark photon energy density grows with
twice the growth rate of the individual modes, thus the
time of tachyonic band closure is estimated by solving

ω2 = −
(amϕ

2

)2
. (B7)

Here, ω is given by eq. (7). This gives the range of mo-
menta that exhibit conformal growth rates ω larger than

half the conformal oscillation frequency amϕ. Then, the
time when dark photon production shuts off reads

aclose
aosc

= (αθ)
2
3 . (B8)

To find the minimal α for a given set of model param-
eters {mϕ, fϕ, θ}, we demand a⋆ < aclose. The results are
shown in fig. 7. Remarkably, delayed axion oscillations
allow for a significantly smaller value of α compared to
the original setup, where α ≳ O(20). This is due to the
decreased Hubble parameter at the time of production,
reducing the growth time ∝ r2sc. Since lower decay con-
stants imply a larger amount of supercooling consistent
with the Neff constraint, we find that for fϕ ≲ 1016 GeV,
α ∼ O(1) suffices to have efficient GW production. As a
consequence, the GW amplitude (24) is further enhanced.
Note, however, that dark photon production ceases to be
efficient when setting α ≲ αmin, since the tachyonic band
closes shortly after the onset of oscillations. Therefore,
we employ a more conservative value of α = 2αmin to
study the upper bound on the GW amplitude.

The computation for the SM photon case proceeds
analogously, with a few subtle differences. First, SM pho-
tons are thermalized initially, hence the Bunch-Davies
initial conditions do not apply. Instead, the initial en-
ergy density in the instability band reads

ργ(τosc) =
gγ

2π2a4osc

∫ kclose

0

dkk3
(
exp

(
k

aoscT

)
− 1

)−1

,

(B9)
where gγ = 2. The cutoff is the same as in the dark pho-
ton case, kclose = αθmϕaosc; see sec. III A. In addition,
we replace the growth rate ⟨ω̃⟩ by its average value at
finite temperature ⟨ω̃T⟩ = 4/(3π)ω̃T, where ω̃T is given
by eq. (31). In the absence of Neff constraints, the ALP
is allowed to dominate the energy density of the Universe
at the time of production. Then, we find via eq. (11)

a⋆
aosc

=


1 +

aoscmϕ

⟨ω̃T⟩
r2sc ln

(
θ2m2

ϕf
2
ϕ

2ργ(τosc)

)
, RD ,[

1 +
aoscθmϕfϕ

2
√
6MPl⟨ω̃T⟩

ln

(
θ2m2

ϕf
2
ϕ

2ργ(τosc)

)]2
, MD ,

(B10)
depending on whether the Universe is radiation- or
matter-dominated at the time of production. This is
mainly determined by the ALP mass; see sec. III A. For
small mϕ, a large amount of supercooling is required to
suppress the Debye mass of the photon, i.e., we enter a
phase of thermal inflation. Conversely, the Universe re-
mains radiation-dominated for large mϕ. In both cases,
we impose sufficient supercooling such that (almost) the
entire instability band can efficiently grow. Then the
finite-T dispersion relation quickly approaches the zero-
T one. As a consequence, the width of the tachyonic
band is the same as in the dark photon scenario and we
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again employ eq. (B8) to estimate the time of tachyonic
band closure and determine the minimal α.

C Details on the cosmological constraints

In the following, we show the explicit computations of
the cosmological constraints of our model. For the ALP-
dark photon system, this amounts to deriving the relic
abundance and the Neff constraints in the presence of
supercooling. For ALPs coupled to the SM photon, we
compute the length of the MD period after GW produc-
tion.

1 Dark photon

As outlined in the main text, the parameter space can
be divided into cosmologically stable axions contributing
to the DM energy density and heavy axions that decay
before BBN.

The light ALP abundance is computed by redshifting
the energy density after production until today,

h2Ωϕ,0 = ϵsupΩϕ,⋆

(
H⋆

H100

)2(
T0

T⋆

)3
g0s
g⋆s

≤ 0.12 , (C1)

where T0 = 2.73K is the temperature of the CMB and
H100 = 100 km(Mpc s)−1. The suppression of the ax-
ion energy density through the production of dark pho-
tons is parametrized by ϵsup. Given eqs. (11), (16), (17),
and (18), the relic abundance translates to

h2Ωϕ,0 ≃ 4.95× 10−5ϵsup

(
θfϕ

1010 GeV

)2 (mϕ

eV

) 1
2

× r−3
sc (gosc,aaϵ )

3
4 (g⋆s )

−1 .

(C2)

Employing the maximum amount of supercooling (18),
we find the required suppression through the tachyonic
instability,

ϵDM
sup ≲ 2.89 × 10−9

(
g⋆ϵ
gosc
ϵ

a⋆
aosc

) 3
4

×
(
eV

mϕ

) 1
2
(
1010 GeV

θfϕ

) 1
2

.

(C3)

The heavy axion regime is defined by the requirement
that the axion decay rate is larger than the Hubble pa-
rameter at BBN. After dark photon production through
the tachyonic instability, heavy axions follow a matter-
like scaling until decaying into dark photons. This in-
duces a contribution to the effective relativistic degrees
of freedom,

∆Ndecay
eff =

8

7

(
11

4

) 4
3 g⋆ϵ
gγ

(
g0s
g⋆s

) 4
3

ϵsupΩϕ,⋆
adecay

a⋆
. (C4)

The scale factor ratio reads

a⋆
adecay

= min

{
1,

(
Γϕ→XX

H⋆

) 1
2

}
, (C5)

hence depends on the timescale of axion decays. Here,
the axion decay rate into dark photons is given by
eq. (19). In terms of our model parameters, we have

Γϕ→XX

H⋆
≃ 4.42× 10−15 (g⋆s )

2
3

(g⋆ϵ )
1
2

(
a⋆
aosc

) 3
2

× α2

θ

( mϕ

GeV

)2(1010 GeV

fϕ

)3

.

(C6)

From this expression we see that the axion mass needs
to be extremely large for decays to become efficient right
at the onset of oscillations. We do not consider masses
in such a regime in the dark photon scenario. Therefore,
the Neff contribution from perturbative decays effectively
reads

∆Ndecay
eff ≃ 4.52× 106 ϵsup(g

⋆
ϵ )

1
4 (g⋆s )

− 1
3

×
(
aosc

a⋆

) 3
4 θ

1
2

α

GeV

mϕ

(
fϕ

1010 GeV

) 3
2

.
(C7)

Imposing the constraint from the Planck 2018 dataset,
∆Ndecay

eff < 0.3 [74], we can derive a condition on the
required suppression through the tachyonic resonance in
the heavy ALP regime,

ϵdecay
sup ≲ 6.64× 10−8 (g⋆ϵ )

− 1
4 (g⋆s )

1
3

×
(

a⋆
aosc

) 3
4 α

θ
1
2

mϕ

GeV

(
1010 GeV

fϕ

) 3
2

.
(C8)

2 SM photon

Since no dark radiation is involved in the ALP-SM pho-
ton system, constraints from Neff do not apply.9 There-
fore, an axion-driven inflationary period before GW pro-
duction is not only allowed, but also necessary to suffi-
ciently suppress the Debye mass of the photon in most
of the parameter space. That is, the Universe is matter-
dominated when ALP oscillations start. It is, however,
crucial to ensure that the MD period terminates before
BBN, either through the tachyonic resonance or pertur-
bative axion decays into photons. To this end we again
split the parameter space into several regimes, depend-
ing on their lifetime and the efficiency of Schwinger pair
production.

9 Note that GWs act as dark radiation as well, however, the max-
imum amplitude we encounter is well below the Neff constraint.
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FIG. 8: Numerical simulations of the ALP-dark photon system, solving the linearized equations of motion (3) and (6) for
O(104) dark photon modes. We employ mϕ = 10−11 GeV, fϕ = 1017 GeV, and θ = 1.2. The upper row shows the results
for the original setup without supercooling, while in the bottom row ALP oscillations are delayed. The dark photon (red)
and axion (blue) energy densities are redshifted to today and normalized to ρDM,0. The black dashed line is the growth
time estimate (17), while the red dotted line indicates our estimate of tachyonic band closure (14). Note that in the case
of supercooling, we only display the initial phase of tachyonic growth to highlight the differences in a⋆/aosc. We observe an
excellent agreement between our analytic estimates and the numerical results, as tachyonic dark photon production quickly
shuts off once α becomes small such that a⋆ > aclose.

Let us start with light axions, where Γϕ→γγ < HBBN,
with the decay rate to photons given by eq. (19). In this
regime, a large amount of supercooling is required, such
that the trapped ALP drives a period of thermal infla-
tion and Ωϕ,⋆ ≃ 1 (cf. eq. (33)). If the Schwinger effect
blocks the resonant photon production, i.e., Ωafter

γ < 1,
the ALP would continue to dominate the energy density
of the Universe after the onset of oscillations. Since per-
turbative decays to photons are prohibited, we would en-
counter a matter-domination period during BBN, which
is incompatible with observations. If, on the other hand,
the electron mass suppresses Schwinger pair production,
hence Ωafter

γ = 1, a consistent cosmological evolution
is possible. Then, the tachyonic resonance is efficient
enough to transition from the ALP-induced thermal in-
flation to RD. Assuming quick thermalization, the re-
heating temperature reads

Trh =

(
90

π2grh
ϵ

) 1
4 √

HrhMPl . (C9)

With

Hrh = Hosc

(
aosc

a⋆

) 3
2

=

(
ρϕ,osc
3M2

Pl

) 1
2
(
aosc

a⋆

) 3
2

, (C10)

we have

Trh ≃ 3.51GeV (grh
ϵ )−

1
4

(
aosc

a⋆

) 3
4

× θ
1
2

(mϕ

eV

) 1
2

(
fϕ

1010 GeV

) 1
2

,

(C11)

where aosc/a⋆ is our growth time estimate from ap-
pendix B. Demanding Trh > TBBN then gives the first
bound on the model parameters. The second constraint
is derived from the present-day ALP abundance (C1). In
terms of the model parameters, we find

h2Ωϕ,0 =7.24× 108 ϵsup(g
rh
s )−1(grh

ϵ )
3
4

(
aosc

a⋆

) 3
4

× θ
1
2

(mϕ

eV

) 1
2

(
fϕ

1010 GeV

) 1
2

,

(C12)

where we have used that for light axions, Ωϕ,⋆ = 1, hence
Ωafter

ϕ = ϵsup (cf. eq. (20)). Conversely, h2Ωϕ,0 ≤ 0.12
yields the required suppression through the tachyonic in-
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stability

ϵSM,DM
sup ≲ 1.66× 10−10 grh

s (grh
ϵ )−

3
4

(
a⋆
aosc

) 3
4

×
(
eV

mϕ

) 1
2
(
1010 GeV

θfϕ

) 1
2

.

(C13)

If this bound is fulfilled, no MD period occurs and the
GW spectrum receives the standard redshift factors (26).

The heavy axion regime is defined by the condition
Γϕ→γγ ≥ HBBN. This corresponds to the large-mϕ re-
gion, where less supercooling is required (cf. eq. (32)).
Then the ALP does not necessarily dominate the energy
density of the Universe at the time of production and the
Hubble parameter at production reads

H⋆ =

[
1

3M2
Pl

(ρϕ,⋆ + ρrad,⋆)

] 1
2

, (C14)

with

ρϕ,⋆ = ρϕ,osc

(
aosc

a⋆

)3

,

ρrad,⋆ = ρrad(Tosc)

(
aosc

a⋆

)4

,

(C15)

where Tosc is computed as outlined in sec. IIIA.
We can distinguish several cases. If Γϕ→γγ ≥ H⋆, the

ALP decays right after photon production. In this case
the Universe remains radiation-dominated after produc-
tion, and the GW abundance redshifts in the usual way.

If Γϕ→γγ < H⋆, the emergence of a MD period
driven by ALP oscillations depends on the efficiency of
Schwinger pair production and the resulting suppression
of the axion abundance. If fermion production is efficient,
only a fraction of the axion energy density is transferred
to photons, i.e., Ωafter

γ < 1. As a consequence, the sup-
pression of the axion abundance is fixed. If, however,
the entire energy density is transferred to the photons,
Ωafter

γ = 1. Then the axion suppression is dictated by
the efficiency of the tachyonic instability, parametrized
by ϵsup. Hence, we have

ρafter
ϕ =

{
ρϕ,⋆ − ρafter

γ , ρafter
γ < ρϕ,⋆ ,

ϵsup ρϕ,⋆ , ρafter
γ = ρϕ,⋆ .

(C16)

The entire radiation energy density is then composed
of the thermal bath along with the photons produced
through the resonance,

ρafter
rad = 3H2

⋆M
2
Pl − ρafter

ϕ . (C17)

Since the axion energy density compared to the back-
ground is enhanced ∝ a, MD sets in when

a⋆
amd

= min

{
1,

ρafter
ϕ

ρafter
rad

}
. (C18)

The scale factor at the time of axion decay is obtained
by solving

Hrh = Γϕ→γγ , (C19)

where

Hrh =

[
1

3M2
Pl

(
ρafter
ϕ

(
a⋆
arh

)3

+ ρafter
rad

(
a⋆
arh

)4)] 1
2

.

(C20)

If amd ≥ arh, MD is avoided, and the redshift factors of
the GW signal reduce to the standard expressions (26).

If amd < arh, the ALP starts to dominate the expan-
sion rate of the Universe before decays become efficient.
In that case we compute the length of the MD period by
equating the Hubble parameter and the axion decay rate,
where

Hdecay =

[
1

3M2
Pl

(
ρmd
ϕ

(
amd

arh

)3

+ ρmd
rad

(
amd

arh

)4)] 1
2

.

(C21)

Here,

ρmd
ϕ = ρafter

ϕ

(
a⋆
amd

)3

= ρafter
rad

(
a⋆
amd

)4

= ρmd
rad . (C22)

We solve for amd/arh and modify the redshift factors for
the GW spectrum accordingly,

h2Ω̃GW,0 = 1.67× 10−5

(
100

grh
ϵ

) 1
3

Ω̃GW,⋆
amd

arh
,

f̃0 = 1.65× 10−7 Hz
2k̃⋆

a⋆Hrh

Trh

GeV

(
grh
ϵ

100

) 1
6 a⋆
arh

,

(C23)

where Hrh = Γϕ→γγ and Trh is given by eq. (C9). Hence,
the amplitude is only affected by the additional MD pe-
riod. The peak frequency, however, receives an additional
redshift during a potential RD period between GW pro-
duction and MD.

We conclude that a suppression of the Schwinger ef-
fect enhances the GW amplitude by increasing the en-
ergy budget available for GW emission and decreasing
the length of the MD epoch. In the case where Schwinger
production is negligible, a large suppression of the axion
abundance delays the onset of MD, i.e., further boosts
the amplitude. To study this effect, we choose the ex-
treme values ϵsup ∈ {0, 1} in fig. 5.
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FIG. 9: Numerical evaluation of the GW spectra at the time of production (black dots) along with our analytic peak
estimate (24) (red star) and the fit template (23) (blue). To this end, we fit the GW spectrum employing benchmark 2 from
ref. [46] (upper left); see table I for the best-fit parameters. Switching on supercooling and varying the model parameters, we
observe a good agreement between the fit template and the numerical results.

As fs γ p

268.57 0.46 8.34 1.75

TABLE I: Best-fit parameters obtained by fitting the GW
template (23) to the numerical computation in the original
setup without supercooling (see fig. 9, upper left).

D Numerical simulations

In this section, we discuss the numerical simulations of
the supercooled ALP-dark photon system. We use these
results to verify our growth time estimate and extract the
best-fit parameters for the GW template (23). To this
end, we solve the coupled linearized equations of motion
(3) and (6) for O(104) dark photon modes with Bunch-
Davies initial conditions [121]. Fig. 8 shows the evolution
of the energy densities of the ALP (blue) and dark pho-
ton (red) imposing mϕ = 10−11 GeV, fϕ = 1017 GeV,
and θ = 1.2, i.e., benchmark 2 from ref. [46]. All energy
densities are redshifted to today and normalized by the

present DM abundance. In the upper panel, the axion
starts oscillating when Hosc = mϕ, while the lower panel
corresponds to the case with a finite amount of super-
cooling, Hosc < mϕ. We clearly see that after the onset
of oscillations, energy transfer from the ALP to the dark
photon quickly becomes efficient, exponentially amplify-
ing dark photon modes from the vacuum. Once ρX ∼ ρϕ,
backreaction sets in and the axion energy density is sup-
pressed.

Let us note that fig. 8 implies a suppression of the
axion abundance by many orders of magnitude. This is
an artifact of the linearized approach. Lattice studies,
taking into account all backreaction effects, have shown
that the maximum possible axion suppression is strongly
restricted [52]. Nevertheless, the linearized equations of
motion provide reliable insights about the initial phase
of tachyonic growth responsible for GW emission.

The black dashed line indicates our growth time esti-
mate (17), which shows an excellent agreement with the
numerics across all panels. Furthermore, the red dot-
ted line is the estimate for tachyonic band closure (14).
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FIG. 10: Observable parameter space in the ALP-dark pho-
ton scenario, for α = 2αmin and θ = 10−2. While the pa-
rameter space consistent with ALP DM opens up towards
larger masses, the GW amplitude is suppressed. Hence, the
experimental sensitivities decrease and the testable ALP DM
parameter region retains its size compared to the θ = 1 case.

We clearly see that tachyonic production quickly becomes
inefficient once a⋆ > aclose, which verifies our band clo-
sure estimate. In the case of delayed axion oscillations,
we find dark photon production to remain efficient for
much smaller values of the ALP-dark photon coupling.
This is expected since the growth time scales ∝ Hosc/ω̃,
where Hosc ∝ r2sc is decreased compared to the origi-
nal setup. Hence, less time is required for dark photon
growth. Therefore, a smaller α can be installed to have
a successful energy transfer before band closure.

Given the simulated dark photon mode functions, we
numerically compute the associated GW spectrum at the
time of production; see ref. [46] for the full expression.
The results are shown in fig. 9 by the black dots. The

red stars indicate our analytical estimates (24). Note
that the deviation between the analytic prediction of the
GW peak and the numerical result stems from discarding
numerical prefactors (cf. ref. [83]). We parametrize the
GW signal by the template (23) and fit the peak region
for the original setup without supercooling (upper left).
The best-fit parameters are listed in table I. To verify
the validity of our template we repeat the computation
of the GW signal in the case of supercooled oscillations
for different model parameters. All benchmarks show ex-
cellent agreement between the template (light blue) and
the numerical computation, confirming that we have ac-
curately captured the scaling of all model parameters in
our analytic calculations.

E Varying θ

Throughout the main part of this work we have em-
ployed an initial misalignment angle θ = 1. In this sec-
tion, we impose θ = 10−2, α = 2αmin and repeat our
analysis for the ALP-dark photon system; see fig. 10.
The colored curves again display the sensitivity regions
of several future observatories in the mϕ − f−1

ϕ plane,
and the solid lines indicate the parameter space consis-
tent with ALP DM assuming ϵsup ∈ {10−2, 10−4}.

Lowering θ increases the mass range where the axion
can constitute DM. This is due to the fact that the super-
cooling ratio (18), hence Tosc, decreases with

√
θ. Then,

the enhancement of the axion abundance relative to the
background after tachyonic photon production is dimin-
ished (cf. eq. (C1)).

From the considerations in appendix B, in particular
eqs. (B6) and (B8), we see that when lowering θ, α has to
be increased by the same factor in order to maintain the
efficiency of dark photon production. As a consequence,
the GW amplitude decreases (cf. eq. (24)), and the ob-
servable parameter space shrinks. As a consequence, the
size of the region that is both observable and realizes
ALP DM effectively remains unchanged.
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