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ABSTRACT

Recently, an indicative evidence of a stochastic process, reported by the NANOGrav

Collaboration based on the analysis of 12.5-year pulsar timing array data which might be

interpreted as a potential stochastic gravitational wave signal, has aroused keen interest of

theorists. The first-order color charge confinement phase transition at the QCD scale could

be one of the cosmological sources for the NANOGrav signal. If the phase transition is flavor

dependent and happens sequentially, it is important to find that what kind of QCD matter

in which the first-order confinement/deconfinement phase transition happens is more likely

to be the potential source of the NANOGrav signal during the evolution of the universe.

In this paper, we would like to illustrate that the NANOGrav signal could be generated

from confinement/deconfinement transition in either heavy static quarks with a zero baryon

chemical potential, or quarks with a finite baryon chemical potential. In contrast, the gluon

confinement could not possibly be the source for the NANOGrav signal according to the

current observation. Future observation will help to distinguish between different scenarios.
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1 Introduction

Recently, the North American Nanohertz Observatory for Gravitational Wave (NANOGrav)

Collaboration [1] has reported an analysis of 12.5-year pulsar timing array (PTA) data. Ac-

cording to the analysis [1], a possible evidence is found for a stochastic common-spectrum

process which may be interpreted as a gravitational wave (GW) signal with its frequency in

1–10 nHz, and its average GW energy density 〈ΩGWh
2〉NANOGrav ∼ 10−10 with an almost

flat GW spectrum ΩGWh
2 ∼ f−1.5±0.5 at 1-σ level. Although the observational results

need further analyses, such as a joint analysis with data from the other PTA collaborations

(such as EPTA and PPTA) [2–4], the potentiality of its being a stochastic GW background

(SGWB) signal has aroused keen interest of theorists [5–32]. On the one hand, one may

explain it as a potential SGWB signal by considering different astrophysical and cosmolog-

ical sources. On the other hand, the possible SGWB signal could serve as a potential new

probe to studying new physics.

During the evolution of the universe, as the temperature decreases, the universe may

undergo several phase transitions from the metastable vacuums to stable vacuums. At

the quantum chromodynamics (QCD) energy scale, there are two important transitions,

i.e. the spontaneous chiral symmetry breaking and the color charge confinement. For the

confinement transition, the universe will go from a quark-gluon plasma (QGP) phase to a

hadron phase as the temperature decreases. The numerical lattice simulation shows [33–35]

that the QCD transition is likely a crossover for three dynamical quark flavors when the

baryon and charge chemical potential is negligible, i.e., in the absence of the baryon and

lepton asymmetries. If the transition is first-order, GWs could be produced due to the

violent process of vacuum bubble nucleation and subsequent bubble collisions [36–42], sound

waves [43–46] and magnetohydrodynamic (MHD) turbulence [47–53]. The GWs produced

are within the frequency range of the PTA observation [54–56]. The three processes in the

first-order phase transition could be potential sources of the NANOGrav signal [17,19,22].

Therefore, the next issue is what are the QCD matters in which the first-order phase

transition can occur. In this regard, let us note that for the case of a zero baryon chemical

potential, the transition is first-order in a non-dynamical (static) heavy quark system [57,58].

For the case of a finite baryon chemical potential, a large lepton asymmetry might affect

the dynamics of the QCD phase transition in a way to render it first-order in the early

universe [59]. Besides, for a pure gluon system, the first-order phase transition might occur

as well.

Different QCD matter has a different temperature of phase transition which is a crucial
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parameter determining the features of the GWs produced. Then a question arises naturally

as to what kind of QCD matter in which the first-order confinement/deconfinement phase

transition happens is more likely to be the potential source of the NANOGrav signal dur-

ing the evolution of the universe. In this paper, we will try to answer this question. We

consider three types of QCD matter systems: (i) heavy static quarks with a zero baryon

chemical potential, (ii) quarks with a finite baryon chemical potential, and (iii) a pure gluon

system. We match the NANOGrav signal with the GW spectra from the first-order con-

finement/deconfinement phase transitions in three QCD matter systems with holographic

models [56,60,61]. We show that the GW spectra from the phase transitions in pure quark

systems, regardless of whether the chemical potential is finite or zero, could explain the

NANOGrav signal according to the current observation. In contrast, the signal could not

possibly come from the gluon confinement.

2 GWs from first-order phase transitions

When first-order phase transition occurs, the universe transfers from a metastable vacuum

to a stable vacuum. This process can be described as bubble nucleation. Generally, the GW

signal from cosmological first-order phase transitions mainly comes from three processes:

collisions of vacuum bubble walls, sound waves, and the MHD turbulence in the plasma [36–

53]. So, the total energy density of the GW, which is a sum of the three, is given by

h2Ω(f) ' h2Ωen(f) + h2Ωsw(f) + h2Ωtu(f) , (2.1)

where h = H0/100 km−1 s Mpc in which H0 is the Hubble constant today. h2Ωen, h2Ωsw

and h2Ωtu are the contributions from bubble collision, sound waves, and the turbulence,

respectively, which are given by [41,42,46,52]

h2Ωen = 3.6× 10−5

(
H∗
β

)2( κ1α

1 + α

)2(10

g∗

) 1
3
(

0.11v3w
0.42 + v2w

)
Sen ,

h2Ωsw = 5.7× 10−6

(
H∗
β

)(
κ2α

1 + α

)2(10

g∗

) 1
3

vwSsw ,

h2Ωtu = 7.2× 10−4

(
H∗
β

)(
κ3α

1 + α

)2(10

g∗

) 1
3

vwStu . (2.2)

In above equations, β is the inverse time duration of the phase transition, vw is the velocity

of bubble wall, g∗ and H∗ represent the number of active degrees of freedom and Hubble
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parameter at the time of production of GWs respectively, α = 30ε∗/(π
2g∗T

4
∗ ) is the ratio

of the vacuum energy density ε∗ =
[
∆F (T ) − Td∆F (T )/dT

]∣∣∣
T=T∗

over radiation energy

density where T∗ and ∆F (T ) are the temperature of the thermal bath at time of production

of GWs and the difference of the free energy between two phases respectively, and Sen, Ssw,

and Stu are spectral shapes of GWs which are characterized from numerical fits as [41, 42,

46,52]

Sen =
3.8
(

f
fen

)2.8
1 + 2.8

(
f
fen

)3.8 ,

Ssw =

(
f

fsw

)3

 7

4 + 3
(

f
fsw

)2


7
2

,

Stu =

(
f
ftu

)3
(

1 + f
ftu

) 11
3
(

1 + 8πf
h∗

) , (2.3)

where h∗ is Hubble rate at T∗, fen, fsw and ftu are peak frequencies in three cases, which

are given by [39,42,52]

h∗ = 11.2 nHz

(
T∗

100MeV

)( g∗
10

) 1
6
,

fen = 11.2 nHz

(
0.62

1.8− 0.1vw + v2w

)(
β

H∗

)(
T∗

100MeV

)( g∗
10

) 1
6
,

fsw = 12.9 nHz

(
1

vw

)(
β

H∗

)(
T∗

100MeV

)( g∗
10

) 1
6
,

ftu = 18.4 nHz

(
1

vw

)(
β

H∗

)(
T∗

100MeV

)( g∗
10

) 1
6
. (2.4)

In Eq. (2.2), κ1, κ2, and κ3 are the fractions of the vacuum energy converted to the kinetic

energy of the bubbles, bulk fluid motion, and the MHD turbulence, respectively. These

factors are model-dependent. In this work, we consider two cases of bubble: Jouguet

detonations and non-runaway bubbles. For the case of Jouguet detonations [39,42,46,62–64],

we have

κ1 =
0.715α+ 0.181

√
α

1 + 0.715α
,

κ2 =

√
α

0.135 +
√
α+ 0.98

,

κ3 = 0.05κ2 ,
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vw =

√
1/3 +

√
α2 + 2α/3

1 + α
, (2.5)

and for the case of non-runaway bubbles [39,42,46,64],

κ1 = 0 ,

κ2 =
α

0.73 + 0.083
√
α+ α

,

κ3 = 0.05κ2 ,

vw = 0.95 . (2.6)

With all these expressions, there are still four unknown parameters in Eq. (2.1), i.e.,

g∗, β/H∗, T∗ and α, which characterize the first-order cosmological QCD phase transition.

Generally, for QCD phase transitions, the temperature T∗ is around several hundreds MeV,

of which the concrete value depends on the types of the QCD matter and the phase transi-

tion. We will obtain, in the following section, T∗ for the phase transition in different QCD

matters by the method of the holographic QCD. One can also calculate α from different

holographic models. For simplicity, we assume that the GW can be generated soon after the

confinement/deconfinement phase transition occurs, so T∗ is approximated by the critical

temperature of the phase transition. Besides, we fix g∗ and β/H∗ at their typical values

which could be chosen as g∗ = 10 and β/H∗ = 10 [56,60,61] at the QCD scale.

3 GWs from holographic QCD models and the NANOGrav

signal

In this section, we will obtain the GW spectra from the first-order confinement/deconfinement

transition in heavy static quarks with a zero baryon chemical potential, quarks with a finite

baryon chemical potential, and a pure gluon system, and match them with the NANOGrav

signal. First, we start with finding the corresponding critical temperatures by use of holo-

graphic QCD models.

Following the Anti-de Sitter/conformal field theory (AdS/CFT) correspondence princi-

ple [65–67], AdS/QCD offers some new insights to the non-perturbative hadron dynamics

from the dual gravitational field [68]. Especially, the first-order confinement/deconfinement

phase transitions could be interpreted by Hawking-Page (HP) phase transitions [69] in five-

dimensional spacetime in the AdS/QCD models [70], where the high-temperature QGP

corresponds to the AdS black hole, while the low-temperature hadron corresponds to the
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thermal AdS space. In the absence of the baryon chemical potential, the transition temper-

ature calculated by the soft-wall model is consistent with numerical results [70]. In the case

of the finite baryon chemical potential, AdS/QCD models can also give a good explanation

of the phase transition [71–74], while the standard lattice QCD simulation suffers from the

famous sign problem [75–77] and could not provide many useful results. The GW pro-

duced by the first-order QCD phase transition was estimated in the case of the heavy static

quark system with a zero baryon chemical potential via hard-wall and soft-wall models of

AdS/QCD in Ref. [56] for the first time, and then studied in the finite chemical potential

system [60,78] and pure gluon system [61] via different models. It is also worth mentioning

that the initial idea of explaining GWs generated from cosmological phase transitions by

holographic method could be traced back to Randall and Servant’s seminal work [79] in

2006 to the best of our knowledge.

We consider three types of QCD matter systems in five different holographic models:

(i) heavy static quarks with a zero baryon chemical potential in hard-wall model S1 and

(ii) soft-wall model S2, (iii) quarks with a finite baryon chemical potential in hard-wall

model S3 and (iv) soft-wall model S4, and (v) pure gluons in the quenched dynamical

holographic model S5. The corresponding five-dimensional gravitational actions are given

by [56,60,61,70]

S1 =
1

2κ2

∫
d5x
√
−g
(
R+

12

`2

)
, (3.1)

S2 =
1

2κ2

∫
d5x
√
−ge−φ

(
R+

12

`2

)
, (3.2)

S3 =

∫
d5x
√
−g
[

1

2κ2

(
R+

12

`2

)
− 1

4g25
F 2

]
− 1

κ2

∫
d4x
√
h∇µnµ , (3.3)

S4 =
1

2κ2

∫
d5x
√
−ge−φ

[
1

2κ2

(
R+

12

`2

)
− 1

4g25
F 2

]
− 1

κ2

∫
d4x
√
he−φ∇µnµ , (3.4)

S5 =
1

2κ2

∫
d5x
√
−ge−2ϕ

(
R− 4

3
∂µϕ∂

µϕ− V (ϕ)

)
, (3.5)

where κ2 = 8πG, g5 is coupling constant, ` is the radius of five-dimensional AdS space, g

and h are determinants of bulk and boundary metrics respectively, nµ is the unit vector

normal to the hypersurface, φ is a non-dynamical dilaton, and ϕ is a dynamical dilaton.

The confinement/deconfinement transition in the cases of heavy static quarks with a zero

baryon chemical potential and pure gluons are analogous to the HP transition between the

static AdS black hole and the thermal AdS vacuum. For the case of quarks with a finite

baryon chemical potential, the confinement/deconfinement transition is analogous to the
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HP transition between the charged AdS black hole and the thermal charged AdS vacuum,

and the chemical potential is related to the electric charge of the black hole. For a specific

model, one can calculate the free energies of the black hole and AdS vacuum respectively,

and obtain the difference of the free energy ∆F between two phases. Then one can obtain

the value of the temperature T∗ and α via some holographic techniques. Here, we refer

readers to Refs. [56, 60, 61, 70] for detailed calculations and list the corresponding critical

temperatures in these models in Table 1.

Table 1: Critical temperatures from five holographical QCD models.

QCD matters Holographic QCD models Temperature

heavy static quarks with hard wall 122 MeV [56,70]
a zero chemical potential soft wall 191 MeV [56,70]

quarks with a finite hard wall 112 MeV [60]
chemical potential soft wall 192 MeV [60]

pure gluons quenched dynamical holographic QCD 255 MeV [61]

We assume that GW is generated quickly after the phase transition occurs and tem-

perature T∗ is approximated as the critical phase transition temperature. Now we match

the NANOGrav results with the GW produced from the confinement/deconfinement phase

transition in different holographic models. We plot the GW spectra in two bubble models:

Jouguet detonations and non-runaway bubbles. The results are illustrated respectively in

Fig. 1 and Fig. 2.

From Fig. 1 and Fig. 2, we show that the power spectra of GWs from the quark con-

finement phase transitions enter the 95% confidence interval from the NANOGrav 12.5-yr

observation [1, 8], which indicates that the confinement/deconfinement phase transition in

pure quark systems (cases of heavy static quarks with a zero baryon chemical potential and

quarks with a finite baryon chemical potential) could possibly be the potential cosmological

sources of the NANOGrav signal for both the Jouguet detonation and non-runaway bubble

cases. The power spectra of GWs calculated from different holographic models (hard wall

and soft wall) in a specific QCD matter system are different, but the difference does not

change the conclusion. In contrast, the confinement/deconfinement transition in the pure

gluon system could not possibly be the source of the NANOGrav signal. Since the critical

phase transition temperatures for the cases of a finite chemical potential and a zero chemical

potential are very close, the chemical potential has little effect on the power spectrum of

GWs, and the quark confinement dominates the cosmological QCD transition according to
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Figure 1: GW spectra from QCD matter confinement/deconfinement phase transition in the
Jouguet detonation bubble case from five holographical models. The results are compared
with the current sensitivity of NANOGrav 12.5-yr [1, 8], EPTA [2], and PPTA [3].
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Figure 2: Same as Fig. 1, for the non-runaway bubble case.
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the current NANOGrav observation. But these conclusions need to be further supported

by more accurate observations of GWs in the future. We also calculate the spectrum in-

dices from different holographic models, and find that the values are similar in the same

bubble model. The values are about 2.78 and 2.91 for the Jouguet and non-runaway cases,

respectively. These values could be used to check our conclusions with more accurate future

observations.

4 Conclusions and Discussions

In this paper, we have showed that a possible stochastic common-spectrum process reported

by the NANOGrav Collaboration based on the 12.5-yr PTA data can be explained poten-

tially as a GW signal from the first-order cosmological confinement/deconfinement phase

transition in the cases of (i) heavy static quarks with a zero baryon chemical potential and

(ii) quarks with a finite baryon chemical potential. We also find that the gluon confinement

could not possibly be the potential source of the NANOGrav signal based on the current

observation. We match the GW spectra from the first-order phase transition in five differ-

ent holographic QCD models with the NANOGrav signal. By considering both the Jouguet

detonation and non-runaway bubble growth models, we find that the GW spectra from the

confinement/deconfinement phase transition in pure quark systems, irrespective of whether

the baryon chemical potential is finite or zero, enter the 95% confidence interval from the

NANOGrav 12.5-yr observation [1,8]. The baryon chemical potential has little influence on

the power spectra of GWs produced by confinement/deconfinement phase transitions since

the phase transition temperatures in both the finite baryon chemical potential case and zero

chemical potential case are very close.

We must point out that we have assumed in our analysis that GWs are generated soon

after the phase transition happens, so the temperature at which the GWs are produced is

approximately the transition temperature. Although this is an acceptable assumption, it

remains interesting to find a more credible holographic method to calculate the temperature

T∗, analogous to what was done in Ref. [79]. Moreover, it is also worth considering the

confinement/deconfinement phase transitions in possible QCD matter systems other than

those we have looked at in the present paper and chiral symmetry breaking phase transitions.

We would like to leave these to future studies.
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