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On the gravitational wave sources from the NANOGrav 12.5-yr data
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The NANOGrav Collaboration recently reported a strong evidence for a stochastic common-
spectrum process in the pulsar-timing data. We evaluate the evidence of interpreting this process as
mergers of super massive black hole binaries and/or various stochastic gravitational wave background
sources in the early Universe, including first-order phase transitions, cosmic strings, domain walls,

and large amplitude curvature perturbations.

We discuss the implications of the constraints on

these possible sources. It is found that the cosmic string is the most favored source against other
gravitational wave sources based on the Bayes factor analysis.

Introduction: Recently, with the 12.5-yr data set, the
NANOGrav Collaboration reports a strong evidence of
a stochastic common-spectrum process [I]. The pro-
cess may be interpreted as gravitational waves (GWs)
from mergers of super massive black hole binaries (SMB-
HBs) [2H5] with spectral index of 13/3 [1], or other spec-
ulative stochastic gravitational wave backgrounds (SG-
WBs) in the nanohertz frequency region, such as, cosmic
strings [6], first-order phase transition(FOPT) [7, [§], a
primordial GW background produced by quantum fluc-
tuations of the gravitational field during inflation [9], and
domain walls [I0].

Motivated by the observation, there are several at-
tempts to interpret the result as GWs from super mas-
sive black holes [IIHI3], cosmic strings [14HI6], dark
phase transition [I7HI9], and large scalar fluctuations
associated with primordial black hole (PBH) forma-
tion [IT,[12]. In this letter, based on the assumption that
the stochastic common-spectrum process is attributed
to GWs, we firstly apply a Bayesian analysis to evalu-
ate the strength of evidence for explaining the stochas-
tic common-spectrum process with different models, in-
cluding: SMBHBSs, cosmic strings, scalar perturbations,
FOPT, and domain walls, and/or a superposition of some
of these GW sources above. We find out the constraints
on parameter spaces of these GWs models. The con-
straints on the gravitational wave parameters from all
these sources can be used to limit: 1) the phase transi-

tion parameters of dark sector; 2) the symmetry breaking

scale of new physics beyond the Standard Model of parti-
cle physics; and 3) the PBH abundance. Model compari-
son of Bayesian fit are performed to judge GW model in-
terpretations with the current NANOGrav 12.5-yr data.
NANOGrav 12.5-yr Results versus GW sources:
We perform a Bayesian inference over the first five-
frequency bins of the NANOGrav 12.5-yr data set [,
roughly f € (2.5 x 1079,1.2 x 107%) Hz. We apply full
Bayesian model fitting and model comparison procedure
to these explanations. The free parameters of each model
are set with uniform priors.

I) GWs from FOPTs: Two crucial parameters for
the calculation of GWs from FOPT are: 1) the latent
heat [20], apr; 2) the inverse time duration of the phase
transition Hin, where T, is the PT temperature and H,,
is the Hubble parameter. We consider the nonrun-away
bubbles where the GW sources from FOPT are dom-

inated by sound waves, and the GW energy spectrum

reads [20]
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Here, the factor 75, = min {H—*,U—f} is adopted to

account for the duration of the phase transition [2I}-
23, 25, 126], where H.R. = wy(87)"/*(8/H.)"" [23],
and the root-mean-square (RMS) fluid velocity is UJ% R

%ﬁg [24-26]. The factor k, is the fraction of the la-




tent heat transferred into the kinetic energy of plasma,

which is obtained by the hydrodynamic analysis [27].

The peak frequency of sound waves locates at f*% =
1 .

1.9 x 10*5%71 1T0*0 (196*0) ¢ Hz [24] 28, [29]. For this study,

we consider the plasma temperature being T, ~ T),.
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Figure 1: The constraints on parameters of FOPT from Baye-
sain model fitting. The contour levels in the plots correspond
to 1-, 2- and 3-o level in 2D distributions.

In Fig. I} we perform a whole parameter space scan,
the data constraints at 1 o favors: a supersonic veloc-
ity vy ~ [0.91,0.99], a moderate latent heat apr ~
[0.31,0.96], with a duration 8/H, ~ [18.17,58.27] at
phase transition temperature T,, ~ [0.42,1.43] MeV for
FOPT. We note that the BBN bounds, T} > 1 MeV [30].
This result may invalidate a lot parameter spaces of the
dark phase transition explanation of the NANOGrav ob-
servation [I7HI9] at this level.

II) GWs from cosmic strings: The vastly adopted
Nambu-Goto cosmic strings are characterized solely by
the dimensionless parameter Gu, where G is Newton’s
constant and p is the string tension which is a function
of the breaking scale of the U(1) symmetry. We consider
GWs emitted by cosmic string network is dominated by
cusps here, with [31] Q& (f) = > Qg‘),v(f) , and for
each k-mode [64]
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Here p. = 3HZ/87G is the critical density, and we take

Fo = 0.1 to characterize the fraction of the energy re-
leased by long strings.
is adopted as Ceyy = 5.4(0.39) in the radiation (matter)

The loop production efficiency

dominated universe [33]. The gravitational loop-emission
efficiency is I ~ 50 [35]. The fourier modes of cusps [37]
_4
are [35,38]: T®) = — L5 here 7% m ™3 ~ 3.60
m=1m" 3 B

and 3, T®) = TI'. The formation time of loops of the

k-mode casts the form of
1 2k af(t)
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where ¢ is the GW emission time.

+IGut|, (3)

The cosmic string
network reaches an attractor scaling solution after the
formation time, trp. When the small-scale structure
of loops is dominated by cusps, the high mode relates

to the low mode as: Qg\);v(f) = 11:((’;; Q(Gl\),v(f/k) =
KOG (1)
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Figure 2: The constraints on parameters of cosmic strings
from the Bayesian model fitting.

In Fig. 2] we show the results of Bayesian model fit-
ting for the cosmic string network case. The constraints
yields logyq Gu ~ [-10.44, —7.64] at 1 o, which suggests
the U(1) symmetry breaking scale of the new physics con-
necting with grant unification is around n ~ O(104-15)
GeV) for local strings (where p ~ 27n? for the winding
number n = 1). And log;yacs ~ [—3.91,—-2.63] is al-
lowed by data at 1 o, which is slightly smaller than the
acs = 0.1 suggested by the simulations [35], 38].



III) GWs from the domain wall decay: The peak am-
plitude and the frequency of GWs are determined by the
surface energy density o (which is a function of the dis-
crete symmetry scale) and the bias term AV (which ex-
plicitly break the discrete symmetry and is bound bellow
since domain walls should decay before domination). We
use the slope of spectrum Q&% h? o« f3 when f<fpeak
and Q3% h% o< f~1 when f > foeak as suggested by the
estimation of Ref. [I0]. The peak amplitude of the GW

is [10, 139, [40]:
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with the peak frequency [10]: fdv (t0) peare = 3:99 X
10~ 9HzA~1/2 (1TeV3)1/2( AV )1/2
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eter A = 1.2 [39], the efficiency parameter €, = 0.7 [10],

and the effective relativistic degree of freedom at the do-

. The area param-

main wall decay time g, = 10.75 [39].
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Figure 3: The constraints on parameters of domain wall from
Bayesain model fitting.

A higher magnitude of GWs is obtained with a large
surface energy density. The Bayesian fit at 1 o sets the
bound on the bias term and the surface energy density
as: logo(c/TeV?) ~ [2.79,4.83], log;o(AV/MeV*?) ~
[0.26,4.89]. Utilizing o ~ 2v/2\%/3 (here \ and 7 are

the interaction coupling and the breaking scale for the

Zy discrete symmetry), one can estimate the breaking
scale of the discrete symmetry being n < 102 TeV for
A~ O(1072).

1V) Scalar-induced GWs: We use the method in
Ref. [6I] to calculate the energy spectrum of the SGWB
resulting from the large scalar fluctuations during in-
flation, and study the constraints from the common-
The GW

production process happens almost around the horizon

spectrum process detected by NANOGrav.

reentry of the corresponding modes, after that Qagw
soon reaches a constant. Assuming a power-law form of
scalar fluctuations Pg(k) = Prok™ around f = lyr—t,
one can simply obtain Qaw (to, f = 1lyr~!) o« P3, and
Qcw(k) < k?™ from the quadratic Pr-dependence of
Qaw (to, k).
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Figure 4: The constraints on parameters of power spectrum
of curvature perturbations from the Bayesian model fitting.

In the case of scalar-induced GWs, we find log;, Pro ~
[—3.20, —2.10] and m ~ [—0.89,0.27] are allowed by the
NANOGrav data at 1 o, as shown in Fig. 4l This shows
that the universal behavior in the low-frequency region
with k3 slope [42] is highly disfavored by the NANOGrav
data. It is well-known that large amplitude scalar pertur-
bations are also responsible for the production of PBHs,
which may constitute dark matter and provide merger
events of black hole binaries [43H45]. The best-fit Pr of

Gaussian curvature perturbations hints that the abun-



dance of such PBHs is less than 1012 for the PBH mass
about 0.1Mg.

from NANOGrav is much more strict than the others in

The constraint on PBH mass function

the same mass range (less than 0.01) such as microlensing
results from EROS/MACHO [46] and OLGE [47]. How-
ever, if we consider non-Gaussian scalar perturbations re-
ported in Refs. [4850], the PBH abundance can be 1073
to explain the merger rate observed by LIGO. The am-
plitude of scalar induced GWs is also in consistent with
the assumption that PBH could seed the super massive
black holes [II]. With the amplitude of scalar pertur-
bations extended into smaller scales, the predicted PBH
mass decreases and the PBH abundance might increase
enormously. PBHs could constitute all dark matter when
assuming a scale-invariant power spectrum for scalar fluc-
tuations [51], or explain the microlensing events observed
by OGLE when taking into account the early dust-like
stage [51].

GW sources comparison: We apply Bayesian model
SMBHBs, cos-

mic strings, scalar induced GWs, FOPT, domain walls,

comparison on the following models:

SMBHBs-+cosmic strings, cosmic strings + scalar in-
duced GWs, cosmic strings + domain walls, respec-
tively. The result is given in Eq with the interpre-
tation of Bayes factors are given in Table [[] [65]. We
find that, the current data shows a positive evidence in
favor of the cosmic strings explanation against SMB-
HBs, scalar induced GWs, FOPT, and domain walls,
and a weak evidence in favor of cosmic strings against
cosmic strings+SMBHBs, cosmic strings+scalar induced
GWs, and cosmic strings+domain walls. The data shows
a positive evidence of cosmic strings+SMBHBSs, cosmic
strings+scalar induced GWs, and cosmic string+domain
walls against SMBHBs, see supplemental materials for
details. In comparison with other explanations, there is
a least possibility to explain the common-spectrum pro-
cess as the GWs from SMBHBs. The GWs spectra of dif-
ferent sources confront with the low frequency five bins
data of NANOGrav 12.5-yr result is shown in Fig.
It shows that the GWs from the cosmic strings fit the
data much better due to the fall-off behavior of the GW

energy spectrum connecting the matter dominate region

(low frequency) and radiation dominate region (high fre-

quency).

1 0.09 0.37 0.28 0.83 0.16 0.12 0.17
10.8 1 3.96 3.01 893 1.75 1.32 1.84
2.73 025 1 0.76 2.26 0.44 0.33 0.47
3.6 033 1.32 1 297 0.58 0.44 0.61
1.21 0.11 0.44 034 1 0.2 0.15 0.21
6.18 0.57 2.26 1.72 5.11 1 0.76 1.05
8.17 0.76 2.99 2.27 6.75 1.32 1 1.39
5.86 0.54 2.15 1.63 4.85 0.95 0.72 1

(5)

Table I: Bayes factors can be interpreted as follows: given
candidate models M; and M;, a Bayes factor of 20 corre-
sponds to a belief of 95% in the statement “M; is true”, this
corresponds to strong evidence in favor of M; [53].

B;; Evidence in favor of M; against M;
1-3 Weak
3—-20 Positive
20 — 150 Strong
> 150 Very strong

logio Qo

Figure 5: The GW energy spectrum for different models with
best-fit value of parameters (which are shown in supplemental
materials). The violin plots show the first five-frequency bins
of NANOGrav 12.5-yr data set. The top-left panel shows in-
dividual GW source scenario, and the other three plots show
the combined explanations with SMBHB+-cosmic strings, cos-
mic strings+domain walls, and cosmic strings+scalar induced
GWs.

Conclusion and discussion: In this letter, we eval-
uate the possibility of the SGWB explanations for the
stochastic common-spectrum process observed by the
NANOGrav 12.5-yr data set, and perform a model com-
parison based on Bayesian analysis using the five low-
frequency bin data. The models include GWs from SMB-



HBs, cosmic strings, scalar induced GWs, phase transi-
tionan and domain walls. We also consider the situation
that the SGWB is superposed by two individual sources,
including cosmic strings+SMBHBs, cosmic string+scalar
induced GWs, and cosmic strings+domain walls. We
evaluate the possibility of these SGWB explanations for
the stochastic common-spectrum process observed by the
NANOGrav 12.5-yr data set, the analysis shows that: 1)
with a positive evidence, the cosmic string model is the
most favored one by the current data against SMBHBs
and/or other SGWB sources, which hints that the sym-
metry breaking scale of a U(1) symmetry of new physics
close to the symmetry breaking scale of GUT [56H58]; 2)
a lot parameter spaces for the explanation of the dark sec-
tor FOPT is invalidated by the BBN bounds; 3) scalar-
induced GWs hints the mass of PBHs around solar mass
and its abundance as dark matter. Other combinations

of GWs sources are less supported by data.

Refs. [14, [15] study cosmic strings as the possible
SGWB sources of the NANOGrav data, both the two
studies are performed based on a power-law spectrum.
Ref. [14] assumes a single acs = 0.1, and finds Gu ~
[4,10] x 107! at 1 0. While Ref. [I5] assumes acg and
G to be free parameters and obtains G ~ [6,17]x 101!
and acs ~ [1072,1071] at 1 0. Our study is based on
the Bayesian analysis of NANOGrav data disregarding
the power-law spectrum. We show that the NANOGrav
12.5-yr data favors a wider range of Gu and a smaller
acg at 1 o, which corresponds to a spontaneous break-
ing scale of a local U(1) symmetry closer to the Grant
Unification scale in comparison with the above two pa-
pers, whose GW energy spectrum may be checked in high
frequency regions by LIGO, LISA, Tianqgin, and Taiji[66].
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GWs formula for Scalar-induced GWs

The energy spectrum Qqw observed at ty can be ex-
pressed in terms of the power spectrum of scalar pertur-
bations Pg (k) as [61]

1
; 1 90
& f h2 = Qradh2 ( >
(DI = 5?2

[Faof —<1L52—u2>2>2x

Pr (27 fu) Pr (27 fv)I? (u,v),

(6)

where gg and g, are the effective relativistic degrees of
freedom at tg and at the time when the k-mode crosses
the Hubble horizon, Q,.qh? = 4.2 x 107° is the density

fraction of radiation at tg, and

I*(u,v) _1 5 2(u2+v2—3)2
2 \dudvdx
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Consider the case Pr (k) has a power-law form around
k‘*zl—yr—QOGpc L
k m
Pl = Pra () 00 = hnin)Olhnos =), (8
where O(z) is the Heaviside function and k. = 12% =

20.6pc—!. To prevent overproduction of PBHs, we set
cutoffs at ki = 0.03k, and ke = 100k, so that Pr (k)

obtains an upper bound.

Bayesian model fitting and model comparison

D, M and 6 denote data, model and parameters of
model, respectively.

Bayesian model fitting: finding the posterior of pa-
rameters when data and model are known. The Bayes’
theorem gives
P(D|0, M)P(0|M)

P(DIM)

PO|D,M) = (9)

where P(0|D, M), P(D|0, M), P(8|M) and P(D|M) are
called posterior, likelihood, prior and model evidence, re-
spectively.

Bayesian model comparison: finding the model evi-

dence when data are known. The Bayes’ theorem gives

P(M)
M = M)——. 1
Using the definition of conditional probability, P(D|M)

can be expressed as an integral over the parameter space
of the likelihood,

P(D|M) :/P(D|97M)P(9|M)d9. (11)
Then the odds ratio between two alternative models is
0. = P(M;|D) — P(D|M;) P(M;) ., P(M;)
Y P(M;|D)  P(D|M;) P(M;) Y P(Mj)(u)

where B;; = P(D|M;)/P(D|M,) is the Bayes factor for
M; versus Mj;, and P(M;)/P(M.

;) is the ratio of prior
odds which is usually assumed to be near unity.

Results of Bayesian model fitting on NANOGrav
12.5-yr data

We present the results of Bayesian model fitting on
the first five frequency bins of NANOGrav 12.5-yr data
set for GW models: SMBHBs, SMBHBs+cosmic strings,

cosmic strings + scalar induced GWs, cosmic strings+

domain walls, respectively. Fig. [6if7IS}9] are
generated by emcee and corner.py [62, [63].
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Figure 6: e Super massive black hole binaries (SMB-
HBs). Triangle plots of posteriors given by fitting the first
five frequency bins of NANOGrav 12.5-yr data set. The red
solid lines indicate the best-fit parameter values, and the blue
dashed lines indicate the 5% and 95% quantiles for each pa-
rameter. log;, A has best-fit —14.71 and 5% ~ 95% quantiles
of —14.83 ~ —14.59.
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Figure 7: eCosmic strings. Triangle plots of posteriors
given by fitting the first five frequency bins of NANOGrav
12.5-yr data set. Three different contour levels in the plots
are 0.39, 0.86 and 0.99, which corresponds to 1-, 2- and 3-
o level in 2D distributions. The red solid lines indicate the
best-fit parameter values, and the blue dashed lines indicate
the 5% and 95% quantiles for each parameter. log,, acs has
best-fit —3.92 and 5% ~ 95% quantiles of —5.57 ~ —2.63,
log,, Gpv has best-fit —8.92 and 5% ~ 95% quantiles of
—10.44 ~ —7.64.
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Figure 8: eScalar induced GW. Triangle plots of posteri-
ors given by fitting the first five frequency bins of NANOGrav
12.5-yr data set. Three different contour levels in the plots
are 0.39, 0.86 and 0.99, which corresponds to 1-, 2- and 3-
o level in 2D distributions. The red solid lines indicate the
best-fit parameter values, and the blue dashed lines indicate
the 5% and 95% quantiles for each parameter. log,, Pro has
best-fit —2.65 and 5% ~ 95% quantiles of —3.20 ~ —2.10, m
has best-fit —0.31 and 5% ~ 95% quantiles of —0.89 ~ 0.27.
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Figure 9: ¢ FOPT. Triangle plots of posteriors given by fit-
ting the first five frequency bins of NANOGrav 12.5-yr data
set. Three different contour levels in the plots are 0.39, 0.86
and 0.99, which corresponds to 1-, 2- and 3-o level in 2D
distributions. The red solid lines indicate the best-fit param-
eter values, and the blue dashed lines indicate the 5% and
95% quantiles for each parameter. T, has best-fit 0.68 and
5% ~ 95% quantiles of 0.42 ~ 1.43, apr has best-fit 0.64 and
5% ~ 95% quantiles of 0.31 ~ 0.96, 3/H, has best-fit 39.22
and 5% ~ 95% quantiles of 18.17 ~ 58.27, v}, has best-fit 0.97
and 5% ~ 95% quantiles of 0.91 ~ 0.99.
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Figure 10: e Domain walls. Triangle plots of posteriors
given by fitting the first five frequency bins of NANOGrav
12.5-yr data set. Three different contour levels in the plots
are 0.39, 0.86 and 0.99, which corresponds to 1-, 2- and 3-
o level in 2D distributions. The red solid lines indicate the
best-fit parameter values, and the blue dashed lines indicate
the 5% and 95% quantiles for each parameter. log,,(c/TeV?)
has best-fit 4.59 and 5% ~ 95% quantiles of 2.79 ~ 4.83,
log,,(AV/MeV*?) has best-fit 4.43 and 5% ~ 95% quantiles
of 0.26 ~ 4.80.
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Figure 11: ¢« SMBHBs+ Cosmic strings. Triangle plots
of posteriors given by fitting the first five frequency bins of
NANOGrav 12.5-yr data set. Three different contour levels
in the plots are 0.39, 0.86 and 0.99, which corresponds to
1-, 2- and 3-0 level in 2D distributions. The red solid lines
indicate the best-fit parameter values, and the blue dashed
lines indicate the 5% and 95% quantiles for each parame-
ter. log,, acs has best-fit —3.92 and 5% ~ 95% quantiles of
—5.62 ~ —2.52, log,, Gu has best-fit —8.91 and 5% ~ 95%
quantiles of —10.72 ~ —7.66, log,, A has best-fit —17.67 and
5% ~ 95% quantiles of —17.83 ~ —14.79.
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Figure 12: @ Cosmic strings + Scalar induced GWs. Tri-
angle plots of posteriors given by fitting the first five frequency
bins of NANOGrav 12.5-yr data set. Three different contour
levels in the plots are 0.39, 0.86 and 0.99, which corresponds
to 1-, 2- and 3-0 level in 2D distributions. The red solid lines
indicate the best-fit parameter values, and the blue dashed
lines indicate the 5% and 95% quantiles for each parame-
ter. log;, acs has best-fit —1.33 and 5% ~ 95% quantiles of
—5.67 ~ —2.03, log,, Gp has best-fit —11.57 and 5% ~ 95%
quantiles of —11.35 ~ —7.69, log,, Pro has best-fit —2.98 and
5% ~ 95% quantiles of —3.90 ~ —1.91, m has best-fit —0.61
and 5% ~ 95% quantiles of —1.08 ~ 1.85.
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We note that the GW signals from all these SGWB
sources that can fit the NANOGrav 12.5-yr results are in
tension with the previous bound of PPTA [52] for some
parameter spaces, which may be reduced when the im-
provement of Bayesian priors for the intrinsic pulsar red
noise are adopted [1].

At last, we comment that the fragmentation of the in-
flaton could product GWs during preheating process [54]
55]. At the end of inflation, the inflaton starts to oscil-
late around the minimum of the effective potential, and
the perturbations of the inflaton are exponentially am-
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plified due to parametric resonance. The peak value of
Qcw comes within 1072 to 107, However, since the
peak frequency of the SGWB is proportional to the in-
flationary energy scale [59], to generate a SGWB with
peak frequency 10~° Hz, the inflationary energy scale is
below 100 MeV, which is too low to reheat the universe.
Ref. [60] shows that the inflationary interpretation of the
NANOGrav result is impossible as we comment here.
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