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A long-lived scalar field (Φ) which couples weakly to the right-handed (RH) neutrinos
(NRi), generates small RH neutrino masses (Mi) in Low-Scale-Leptogenesis (LSL) mecha-
nisms, despite having a large vacuum expectation value vΦ. In this case, the correlation
shared by the Mis and the duration of the non-standard cosmic history driven by the Φ
provides an excellent opportunity to study LSL signatures on primordial gravitational waves
(GWs). We find it engaging, specifically for the gravitational waves that originate due to the
inflationary blue-tilted tensor power spectrum and propagate through the non-standard cos-
mic epoch. Depending on Mi, broadly, the scenario has two significant consequences. First, if
LSL is at play, GWs with a sizeable blue tilt do not contradict the Big-Bang-Nucleosynthesis
(BBN) bound even for the post-inflationary models with very high-scale reheating. Second,
it opens up a possibility to probe LSLs via a low-frequency and a complementary high-
frequency measurement of GW-spectral shapes which are typically double-peaked. For a
case study, we consider the recent results on GWs from the Pulsar-Timing-Arrays (PTAs)
as a ‘measurement’ at the low frequencies and forecast the signatures of LSL mechanisms at
the higher frequencies.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Baryogenesis via leptogenesis [1] is a two-step process. First, a lepton asymmetry is created,
which at the final step gets converted to baryon asymmetry by Sphalerons [2]. The most straight-
forward extension of the Standard Model (SM) with three right-handed (RH) neutrinos facilitates
light active neutrino masses and leptogenesis. The state-of-the-art RH neutrino mass window
corresponding to a successful leptogenesis spans a wide range: from 1015 GeV down to a few MeV
[3–13]. Nonetheless, the Electroweak naturalness condition puts an upper bound on the RH neu-
trino masses: Mi . 107 GeV [14, 15], favoring low-scale-leptogenesis (LSL). Furthermore, because
terrestrial experiments such as LHC can reach the energy scale only up to a few TeV, leptogenesis
mechanisms with smaller RH neutrino masses Mi . TeV have better experimental prospects.

In this article, we find Gravitational Waves (GW) signatures of LSL mechanisms that may
complement the low-energy particle physics experiments. After the discovery of GWs from black
hole mergers by the LIGO and Virgo collaboration [16, 17], we are in a new cosmic frontier where
experiments are in operation, or plenty of them are being planned to detect GWs from the early
universe. Perhaps, we already have a signal because the Pulsar Timing Arrays (PTAs) recently
reported strong evidence of a stochastic GW-alike process [18–20].

The most natural source of primordial GWs is cosmic inflation [21, 22]. Amplitudes of the
GWs from the simplest single-field slow-roll inflation are nearly scale-invariant and not large
enough to be detectable within the sensitivity range of the present and the planned detectors [23].
Nonetheless, many models go beyond the simplest one and predict enhanced or blue-tilted GWs
(BGWs) [24–31] on small scales, which are detectable. In fact, the possibility that the findings of
the PTAs are due to BGWs has been studied in Refs.[32–35]. Moreover, recent works within the
swampland conjecture motivate going beyond the single-field slow-roll scenarios in order to achieve
a quantum gravity-consistent UV completion [36–39]. Therefore, both theoretical considerations
and experimental prospects make it worthwhile to explore the physics associated with the BGWs.
Motivated by all these aspects, we discuss the imprints of LSL mechanisms on the BGWs and
show how such GWs, if they exist, can test and constrain the LSL mechanisms with a wide range
of RH neutrino masses.

Because the origin of lepton asymmetry and the BGWs are independent, the simplest way to
relate both is to capitalize on the post-inflationary evolution of the early universe. A useful frame-
work to this end is to consider a scalar field that generates RH neutrino masses and dominates
the Universe’s energy density [40] affecting the GW propagation. For a fixed vacuum expectation
value of the scalar field (vΦ), which may be large, if the Yukawa couplings determine the required
smallness of the RH neutrino masses as well as the lifetime of the Φ, then an LSL mechanism with
a given Mi gets related to the duration of the Φ-dominated epoch – this is the central idea of the
study1.

Such a dynamic generation of the RH neutrino masses is well motivated from a more funda-
mental theoretical perspective. The lepton number violation in the mechanism (non-zero mass
of the RH neutrinos) can be envisaged as breaking of a gauged U(1)B−L [42–46] which might be
an intermediate residual symmetry in the Grand Unified Theories (GUT) → SM breaking. After
the U(1)B−L is broken spontaneously, the ΦB−L rolls down and oscillates around its true vacuum,

1 Let us mention that we are not the first to study BGWs in the context of seesaw. Ref.[41] has discussed it with
a long-lived RH neutrino and showed a possible connection of BGWs with the lightest active neutrino mass. In
addition, recently, there have been efforts to probe leptogenesis with gravitational waves from various cosmological
sources [40, 47–56].
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dominates the energy density as pressure-less dust (matter), and reheats the Universe again. It
has been studied in detail [57–62] that such matter/dust domination is associated with entropy
production, and it introduces spectral distortion by suppressing the GW amplitudes. We relate
such spectral distortions to the RH neutrino mass scale Mi and claim them to be the imprints of
LSL mechanisms.

With the standard reheating scenario, i.e., inflation followed by the inflaton oscillation leading
to matter domination before the first reheating at T = TRH , the LSLs are of the following conse-
quences: I) For smaller RH neutrino masses, a large value of spectral index becomes viable without
contradicting the bounds from Big-Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) and LIGO [63, 64] – this happens
even though the TRH is very high. II) Typically, a peak-dip-peak signal gets imprinted, and the
locations of the peaks depend on the LSL model parameters. As an example of the numerical
results, a maximally allowed tensor-to-scalar ratio at CMB scale and a fixed value of the spectral

index nT ' 0.8 (assuming the PTAs[f∼10−9Hz], e.g., the NANO-Grav, are correct) would imply
that the detectors at the interferometer scales[f∼25Hz] have the potential to test and constrain LSLs
with Mi . 102 GeV.

We show further, how due to the presence of the GUT-motivated U(1)B−L symmetry, GWs from
cosmic strings could make the mechanism distinct from any other BGW + intermediate matter-
domination scenarios with additional GW-spectral distortions. In the presence of such GWs,
one typically expects a peak-plateau-peak signal instead of a peak-dip-peak one. However, such
spectral features show up only for a constrained range of gauge coupling; g′ ∈

[
10−4 − 5× 10−3

]
.

The rest of the article is organized as follows: In sec.II, we briefly demonstrate the idea of
scalar field domination and find the relevant parameter space. In sec.III, we study the imprints of
LSL mechanisms on the blue-tilted GWs. We discuss the cosmic string complementarity in sec.IV.
Finally, we summarise our results in sec.V.

II. PHASE TRANSITION AND THE SCALAR FIELD DYNAMICS

Let us briefly review the phase transition scenario. Phase transition [65–69] happens due to the
finite temperature correction to the scalar potential. At a very high temperature, the scalar field
sits at Φ = 0, and as the temperature drops, the field chooses a potential minimum at Φ 6= 0. At
T → 0, it attains so-called the vacuum expectation value Φ = vΦ. The way the transition would
proceed depends on the structure of the finite temperature potential. Let us consider the zero

temperature tree-level potential V (Φ, 0) = −µ2

2 Φ2 + λ
4 Φ4 which leads to the vacuum expectation

value vΦ = µ√
λ

. The temperature-dependent effective potential, which causes the system to restore

symmetry at a higher temperature, can be expanded as [67, 69]

V (Φ, T ) =
λ

4
Φ4 +D(T 2 − T 2

0 )Φ2 − ETΦ3, (II.1)

where

D =
3g′2 + 4λ

24
, E =

3g′3 + g′λ+ 3λ3/2

24π
, T0 =

√
12λvΦ√

3g′2 + 4λ
, (II.2)
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g′ is the gauge coupling2, and we assume that the SM Higgs is sequestered from Φ at the tree
level. The last term in Eq.II.1 gives rise to a potential barrier causing a secondary minimum at
Φ 6= 0, and at T = Tc, the two minima become degenerate. At T0 (. Tc), the potential barrier
between the two minima vanishes, and the minimum at Φ = 0 becomes a maximum [67]. For the
potential given in Eq.II.1, the critical temperature Tc and the field value Φc ≡ Φ (Tc) are calculated
as [67, 70]

Tc = T0

√
λD√

λD − E2
, Φc =

√
4D

λ
(T 2
c − T 2

0 ). (II.3)

With E 6= 0, Eq.II.1 leads to a first-order transition with a strength crudely determined by the
order parameter Φc/Tc [67]. For Φc/Tc � 1, the transition is very weakly first-order, which can
be treated as a second-order transition as the potential barrier disappears very quickly. In this
case, the transition dynamics can be described by the rolling of the field Φ from Φ = 0 to Φ = vΦ.
We shall work with the values of λ and g′ so that Φc/Tc � 1 is fulfilled3. To this end, we choose
λ ' g′3 and g′ . 10−2, which correspond to the order parameter Φc/Tc . 0.08. The scenario
would have been different if the parameter space had been λ . g′4. In that case, the strength
of the first-order transition is strong, replicating the usual Electroweak phase transition in the
SM, wherein an increased ratio of gauge boson to the Higgs mass (mH � 125 GeV) makes the
transition stronger [67, 69].

Once the field rolls down to the true vacuum, it oscillates around vΦ. For an arbitrary potential,
such oscillation dynamics can be captured with the action-angle formalism [71–73] in a static
universe; the results nonetheless apply to an expanding universe for Ω � H, where Ω is the
oscillation frequency and H is the Hubble parameter. The total energy density of the scalar field
is given by ρ = 1

2 Φ̇2 + V (Φ) = H(P,Φ), where H is the Hamiltonian of the system and Φ̇ = P .
Here the generalised coordinates are P and Φ that in the action-angle formalism, map to I and θ
defined as [71]

I =

∮
PdΦ = 2

∫ Φmax

Φmin

√
2 (ρ− V )dΦ and θ =

dW

dI
. (II.4)

The integration is over an entire period of oscillation, and W is Hamilton’s characteristic function
that does not explicitly depend on time. The equations of motion are given by [71]

dI

dt
=

d

dt

(
dL
dθ̇

)
= −dK

dθ
= 0 and

dθ

dt
=
dK
dI

= Ω(I), (II.5)

where L and K are the new Lagrangian and Hamiltonian of the system. In Eq.II.5, the first relation
shows that I is a constant of motion and θ is a cyclic coordinate (from the Euler-Lagrange equation),
implying the new Hamiltonian is only a function of I. Therefore, from the second relation, one
finds Ω(I) to be a constant that can be identified as the frequency of motion. This is because,
from Eq.II.5, we have θ(t) = Ω(I)t+ c with c being the integration constant, and therefore, if the
original generalised coordinate undergoes oscillation over a period T , the corresponding change in
the angle variable becomes ∆θ = Ω(I)T = 1, since ∆θ =

∮
dΦ dθ

dΦ = d
dI

∮
dW
dΦ dΦ = d

dI

∮
PdΦ = 1.

Hence

Ω(I) =
1

T
=
dK
dI

=
dρ

dI
. (II.6)

2 As mentioned in the introduction, SM × U(1)B−L models are well-motivated examples where the RH neutrinos
become massive (Mi = fNvΦB−L) dynamically after the spontaneous breaking of U(1)B−L gauge symmetry.
Therefore, we study the scalar field dynamics with the effective potential that involves gauge coupling g′(gB−L).
For simplicity, we shall not use the subscript B − L any further.

3 Using CosmoTransitions [74], we numerically computed the nucleation rate ΓB ∼ A(T )e−S(T ), with S being the
Euclidean action, and found that it is always close to zero, i.e., the false vacuum volume fraction f+ = Exp[−I(T)] '
1, where I is an integral which attains a significant nonzero value with large ΓB [70]. Our finding is consistent
with Ref.[40].



5

The same method can be applied in an expanding universe provided Ω(I) � H. In that case, we
can average over the quantities like Φ̇ to obtain

〈Φ̇2〉 =
1

T

∮
P Φ̇dt = I

dρ

dI
. (II.7)

Consequently, the equation of motion of the scalar field

dρ

dt
= −3HΦ̇2, (II.8)

leads to I ∝ a−3, where H = ȧ/a, with a being the scale factor. The equation of state (E.O.S)
parameter ω = p/ρ, where p = 〈Φ̇2〉 − ρ is the average pressure, is obtained as

ω =
I

ρ

1

dI/dρ
− 1. (II.9)

Eq.II.9 is the most important equation in this discussion, because for a constant ω, Eq.II.9 leads
to

ρ ∝ I(1+ω) ∝ a−3(1+ω). (II.10)

Furthermore, given a generic potential V (Φ) = αΦβ, from Eq.II.4 we obtain

I =
4
√

2πΓ
(

1
β

)
(β + 2) Γ

(
1
β + 1

2

)α−1/βρ
1
2

+ 1
β . (II.11)

where the integration limits are V (Φmax) = V (Φmin) = ρ. Therefore, Eq.II.9 leads to

ω = (β − 2)(β + 2)−1. (II.12)

We shall assume that the oscillation of the scalar field is driven by the dominant quadratic term
in the potential. The expansion of the zero temperature potential around the true vacuum gives
α = λv2

Φ and β = 2. Therefore, from Eq.II.12, one obtains the E.O.S w = 0 (i.e., the field behaves
like matter), and from Eq.II.11 along with Eq.II.6, one obtains the angular frequency of oscillation
Ω̃ = 2πΩ =

√
2λvΦ = mΦ.

The decay channels set the lifetime of the scalar field. Because we assume λ ' g′3 and g′ � 1,
Φ→ Z ′Z ′ is not allowed from kinematic consideration. Furthermore, due to the assumed absence
of the coupling with the SM Higgs, the main competitive decay channels are Φ → NiNi and
Φ → ff̄V , where f and V are SM fermions and vector bosons. The former is a tree-level process
while the latter is a one-loop triangle process. The strength of these two processes is determined
by fN and g′ couplings, respectively. Since we want the dynamics to be controlled by fN (to
suppress the RH neutrino masses (Mi = fNvΦ) for triggering LSL and at the same time to obtain
non-standard cosmological evolution), we shall always work with fN and g′ such that Φ → NiNi

process dominates (ΓΦ
N & ΓffV ), i.e., this process determines the lifetime of Φ.

The energy density components in the early universe evolve as [78]

dρR
dt

+ 4HρR = ΓΦ
NρΦ,

dρΦ

dt
+ 3HρΦ = −ΓΦ

NρΦ,
ds

dt
+ 3Hs = ΓΦ

N

ρΦ

T
, (II.13)
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Set A: vΦ = 1013GeV, mΦ = 4.47× 108GeV

Parameters g′ ΓΦ
N/GeV Tc/GeV Mi/GeV H(Tc)/GeV

BP1 10−3 1.3× 10−14 6.3× 1011 300 5.9× 105

BP2 10−3 1.3× 10−16 6.3× 1011 30 5.9× 105

BP3 10−3 1.3× 10−18 6.3× 1011 3 5.9× 105

Set B: vΦ = 1013GeV, Mi = 300GeV

Parameters g′ ΓΦ
N/GeV Tc/GeV mΦ/GeV H(Tc)/GeV

BP1 10−2 4.05× 10−13 2× 1012 1.4× 1010 5.9× 106

BP2 10−3 1.3× 10−14 6.3× 1011 4.47× 108 5.9× 105

BP3 10−4 4.05× 10−16 2× 1011 1.4× 107 5.9× 104

TABLE I. Two sets of benchmark points that produce the plots in Fig.1 for vΦ = 1013 GeV. Set A: constant
mΦ and Set B: constant Mi.

where the decay width4 ΓΦ
N ∼

f2
N

10πmΦ and Eq.II.13 represent an entropy production equation due
to the Φ-decay. It is useful to recast the above equations as

dρR
dz

+
4

z
ρR = 0,

dρΦ

dz
+

3

z

H

H̃
ρΦ + ΓΦ

N

1

zH̃
ρΦ = 0, (II.14)

where z = M0/T with M0 being an arbitrary mass scale chosen here to be M0 = Tc, and from the
third of Eq.II.13, the relation between temperature and time has been derived as

1

T

dT

dt
= −

(
H +

1

3g∗s(T )

dg∗s(T )

dt
− ΓΦ

N

ρΦ

4ρR

)
= −H̃. (II.15)

In the computation, we shall consider g∗ ≡ g∗s constant. The amount of entropy production can
be calculated by solving

da

dz
=

(
1 + ΓΦ

N

ρΦ

4ρRH̃

)
a

z
(II.16)

and computing the ratio (κ) of the quantities S ∼ a3/z3 after and before the Φ-dominated epoch.
We find an approximate analytical expression for κ as

κ−1 '

(
90
π2g∗

)1/4
ρR (Tc)

√
ΓΦ
NM̃Pl

ρΦ (Tc)Tc
'

31/4
(

30
π2g∗

)−3/4
T 3
c

√
ΓΦ
NM̃Pl

Veff (0, Tc)
, (II.17)

where M̃Pl = 2.4× 1018 GeV is the reduced Planck constant and ρΦ (Tc) ≡ Veff (0, Tc) ' λ
4v

4.

In Fig.1, we show the solutions of the Eq.II.14 for different benchmark values tabulated in Table
I. In the upper panel, we show the evolution of the energy densities for g′ = 10−3 and therefore, for
a fixed mΦ as λ ' g′3. The solid lines (left) represent the normalized radiation energy densities,
whereas the non-horizontal dashed lines do the same for the scalar field on both sides. The solid
lines on the right represent the evolution of total entropy S̃(z) that matches at z →∞ (horizontal

4 The Yukawa coupling fN is bounded from above. This is because, one can generate the portal coupling λHΦ at
the radiative level [75], giving λloop

HΦ ∼ y2
Df

2
N . Considering the light neutrino masses ∼ 0.01 eV [76] and using

Mi = fNvΦ, one obtains fN . 3 × 106/vΦGeV−1 for Φ → hh not to dominate the Φ → NiNi process. On the
other hand, the lower bound on fN is specific to the models of low-scale leptogenesis. For example, the thermal
resonant type scenarios would imply Mi & 3× 102 GeV [77] for Sphaleron to fully convert the lepton asymmetry
to the B − L asymmetry. In this case, one has fN & 3 × 102/vΦGeV−1. Therefore, for a benchmark value of
vΦ = 1013 GeV, the coupling fN is constrained as 3× 10−11 . fN . 3× 10−7.
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dashed lines) with the analytical expression obtained in Eq.II.17. All the relevant parameters
that produce the figures in the upper panel are tabulated in Table I as Set A. The description
of the figures in the lower panel would be the same; however, this time, we fix the RH neutrino
mass and vary the gauge coupling, consequently the mΦ. Relevant parameters are listed as Set
B in Table I. From Fig.1, we can extract the following pieces of information. I) The scalar field
energy Veff(0, Tc) is always sub-dominant than that of the radiation at T = Tc. Therefore, the
universe does not go through the second period of inflation. II) Longer the duration of scalar field
domination, the larger the entropy production. In the upper panel, a longer duration corresponds
to a small RH neutrino mass, whereas, in the lower panel, a stronger gauge coupling does the same.

Ωrad

ΩΦ

Set A: BP1 BP2 BP3

100 103 106 109 1012 1015
10-8

10-4

100

104

z = Tc/T

Ω
i
=
ρ
i
/ρ
to
t

Numerical: Entropy (z)

Analytical: Entropy (z→∞)

ΩΦ

Set A: BP1 BP2 BP3

100 103 106 109 1012 1015
10-8

10-4

100

104

108

z = Tc/T

Ω
Φ
,
S

Ωrad

ΩΦ

Set B: BP1 BP2 BP3

100 103 106 109 1012 1015
10-8

10-4

100

104

z = Tc/T

Ω
i
=
ρ
i
/ρ
to
t Numerical: Entropy (z)

Analytical: Entropy (z→∞)

ΩΦ

Set B: BP1 BP2 BP3

100 103 106 109 1012 1015
10-8

10-4

100

104

108

z = Tc/T

Ω
Φ
,
S

FIG. 1. Top panel ⇒ Set A and bottom panel ⇒ Set B (see Table I): Left: Evolution of radiation (solid)
and the scalar field (dashed) energy densities with the inverse of temperature. Right: Evolution of the scalar
field (dashed) energy densities and the total entropy (solid) with the inverse of temperature. The horizontal
lines represent the analytical value of the total entropy at z → ∞ (see Eq. II.17). The total S̃ entropy is
normalised such that S̃(z = 1) becomes one. All these figures have been produced for vΦ = 1013 GeV.

Let us also point out a subtlety regarding the choice of gauge coupling for this mechanism to
work. We mentioned previously that the competitive decay channel Φ → ffV should be sub-
dominant than the Φ → NN . In Fig.2 (left), for different values of vΦ, we show numerically
extracted approximate parameter regions on the g′ − Mi plane that comply with ΓΦ

N & ΓffV .
Note that BP1 in Set B is a bad data point for vΦ = 1013 GeV. In the right panel, we show the
same parameter space for vΦ = 1013 GeV, but now with a varying color gradient representing the
produced entropy for a given set of g′ and Mi. Though the parameter space shrinks towards small
Mi and smaller values of g′, in this region, the entropy production is huge – a fact that can be
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15GeV
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300 000

600 000

1000 000

FIG. 2. Left panel: Allowed parameter space on the g′ − Mi plane for the scalar field dynamics to be
determined by Φ → NiNi decays. The nature of the parameter space for different values of vΦ are shown
with different colour shades. The red and the purple stars represent the benchmark points in Table I. Right:
Density plot of the parameter space on the g′ −Mi plane for vΦ = 1013 GeV. The color gradient represents
the varying densities of the total entropy.

understood from the right-panel-plots in Fig.1 and has a great significance in the next section’s
discussions on the GWs.

III. COSMIC ARCHAEOLOGY WITH LEPTOGENESIS AND TENSOR BLUE TILT

We now briefly review the gravitational waves production during inflation and their propagation
through several cosmic epochs until today. Gravitational waves are described with the perturbed
FLRW line element:

ds2 = a(τ)
[
−dτ2 + (δij + hij)dx

idxj)
]
, (III.1)

where τ is the conformal time, a(τ) is the scale factor. The transverse and traceless (∂ih
ij = 0,

δijhij = 0) part of the of the 3×3 symmetric matrix hij represents the gravitational waves. Because
the GWs are weak, |hij | � 1, the linearized evolution equation

∂µ(
√
−g∂hij) = 16πa2(τ)πij (III.2)

would suffice to study the propagation of the GWs. The quantity πij is the tensor part of the
anisotropy stress that couples to hij as an external source, and in a realistic cosmic setting, it only
affects the GW spectrum at scales larger than those of PTAs, e.g., due to neutrino free streaming
[79, 80]. It is convenient to express hij in the Fourier space:

hij(τ, ~x) =
∑
λ

∫
d3~k

(2π)3/2
ei
~k.~xελij(

~k)hλ~k(τ), (III.3)

where the index λ = “ + / − ” represents two polarisation states of the GWs. The polarisation

tensors apart from being transverse and traceless, satisfy the conditions: ε(λ)ij(~k)ε
(λ′)
ij (~k) = 2δλλ′

and ε
(λ)
ij (−~k) = ε

(λ)
ij (~k). Assuming isotropy and the same evolution of each polarisation state, we

rename hλ~k
(τ) as hk(τ), where k = |~k| = 2πf with f being the frequency of the GWs today at

a0 = 1. With the sub-dominant contribution from πij , the GW propagation equation in the Fourier
space becomes

ḧk + 2
ȧ

a
ḣk + k2hk = 0, (III.4)
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where the dot indicates a conformal time derivative. Using eq.III.3 and Eq.III.4, one calculates the
energy density of the GWs as [81]

ρGW =
1

32πG

∫
dk

k

(
k

a

)2

T 2
T (τ, k)PT (k), (III.5)

where T 2
T (τ, k) = |hk(τ)|2/|hk(τi)|2 is a transfer function which is computed from Eq.III.4, with

τi as an initial conformal time. The quantity PT (k) = k3

π2 |hk(τi)|2 characterises the primordial
power spectrum, which connects to the inflation models with specific forms. Generally, PT (k) is
parametrised as a power-law given by

PT (k) = rAs(k∗)

(
k

k∗

)nT
, (III.6)

where r . 0.06 [82] is the tensor-to-scalar-ratio, As ' 2 × 10−9 is the scalar perturbation
amplitude at the pivot scale k∗ = 0.01Mpc−1. We treat the tensor spectral index nT as a constant
and blue-tilted (nT > 0), although there might be scale dependence owing to the higher order
corrections [83]. Let us mention that the single field slow-roll inflation models correspond to the so
called consistency relation: nT = −r/8 [84], making the spectral index slightly red-tilted (nT . 0).
The GW energy density relevant for detection purpose is expressed as

ΩGW (k) =
k

ρc

dρGW
dk

, (III.7)

where ρc = 3H2
0/8πG with H0 ' 2.2× 10−4 Mpc−1 being the present-day Hubble constant. From

Eq.III.5, the quantity ΩGW (k) is derived as

ΩGW (k) =
1

12H2
0

(
k

a0

)2

T 2
T (τ0, k)PT (k), τ0 = 1.4× 104 Mpc. (III.8)

Several works are dedicated to compute the transfer function analytically [57–60], and we shall use
the one reported in Refs.[61, 62]. In the presence of an intermediate matter domination, T 2

T (τ0, k)
is given by

T 2
T (τ0, k) = F (k)T 2

1 (ζeq)T 2
2 (ζΦ)T 2

3 (ζΦR)T 2
2 (ζR), (III.9)

where F (k) reads

F (k) = Ω2
m

(
g∗(Tk,in)

g∗0

)(
g∗s0

g∗s(Tk,in)

)4/3(3j1(kτ0)

kτ0

)2

. (III.10)

Here j1(kτ0) is the spherical Bessel function, Ωm = 0.31, g∗0 = 3.36, g∗0s = 3.91 and an approxi-
mate form of the scale-dependent g∗ [62, 85, 86] is given in the Appendix A. The transfer functions
are given by

T 2
1 (ζ) = 1 + 1.57ζ + 3.42ζ2, (III.11)

T 2
2 (ζ) =

(
1− 0.22ζ1.5 + 0.65ζ2

)−1
, (III.12)

T 2
3 (ζ) = 1 + 0.59ζ + 0.65ζ2, (III.13)

where ζi ≡ k/ki, with kis being the modes entering the horizon according to Fig.3 and are derived
as

keq = 7.1× 10−2Ωmh
2Mpc−1, (III.14)
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FIG. 3. A schematic representing the horizon entry of the relevant scales. The orange (blue) color indicates
a matter (radiation) domination. Inflaton epoch: After the end of inflation, inflaton oscillates and gives
matter domination. 1st Rad epoch: Inflaton reheats the universe to a radiation domination. Φ-epoch:
The long-lived scalar field giving mass to the RH neutrinos leads to a matter domination. 2nd Rad epoch:
The scalar field reheats the universe to a radiation domination. Matter epoch: The standard matter
dominated epoch in ΛCDM cosmology.

kΦ = 1.7× 1014

(
g∗s(TΦ)

106.75

)1/6( TΦ

107GeV

)
Mpc−1, (III.15)

kΦR = 1.7× 1014κ2/3

(
g∗s(TΦ)

106.75

)1/6( TΦ

107GeV

)
Mpc−1, (III.16)

and

kR = 1.7× 1014κ−1/3

(
g∗s(TR)

106.75

)1/6( TR
107GeV

)
Mpc−1 (III.17)

with TΦ '
(

90
π2g∗

)1/4√
ΓΦ
NM̃Pl. Given the above set of equations and using κ from Eq.II.17, we

now evaluate Eq.III.8 for different benchmark values listed in Table I. Throughout the paper we
shall use r = 0.06, k∗ = 0.01Mpc−1 and h = 0.7. Note also that, by construction, the phase
transition responsible for RH neutrino masses happens in the radiation domination after the first
reheating, i.e., TR > Tc. With the parameter space of interest, we have vΦ > Tc, and therefore for
simplicity, we shall use only one energy scale TR = vΦ to compute the GW spectrum. In the left
panel of Fig.4, we show the GW spectrum for the following benchmark points:

Set A

BP1 : TΦ = 92.9 GeV, κ ' 2.8× 103, nT = 0.9,

BP2 : TΦ = 9.29 GeV, κ ' 2.8× 104 nT = 0.8,

BP3 : TΦ = 0.929 GeV, κ ' 2.8× 105, nT = 0.7.

Set B
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FIG. 4. Left panel: The GW spectrum for different spectral indices. Set A: BP1 ⇒ nT = 0.9, BP2
⇒ nT = 0.8, BP3 ⇒ nT = 0.7. Set B: BP3 ⇒ nT = 0.6. Right Panel: The GW spectrum for nT = 0.8. In
each panel, there are four curves because BP1 in Set A and BP2 in Set B are the same.

BP3 : TΦ = 16.51 GeV, κ ' 4.96× 102, nT = 0.6.

A few comments are in order regarding this figure. First, due to the entropy production by Φ,
the spectrum becomes red in the middle, making the overall signal a double-peak spectrum. More
significant the entropy production, the lesser the overall amplitude of the signal and the stronger
the red-tilt in the middle. Second, although we claim it as the imprint of leptogenesis, we restrict
ourselves to the level of RH neutrino masses Mi. Nonetheless, depending on the leptogenesis
model, a realistic analysis requires the computation of the baryon asymmetry incorporating the
effects of entropy production and identifying the relevant parameter space corresponding to the
observed baryon asymmetry. For example, one can reproduce figure-5 of Ref.[12] including the en-
tropy production and superimposing the GW sensitivity curves on those from the particle physics
experiments. Because this article focuses only on the GWs, we shall leave this analysis for a future
work. Finally, as the spectrum spans a wide range of frequencies with a distinctive spectral shape,
a low-frequency and a complimentary high-frequency measurement of the predicted GWs would
be an exciting way to test the signal for a specific value of the spectral index nT . In this regard, we
would like to contextualize the recent finding of the NANO-Grav PTA experiment, which reported
strong evidence of a stochastic common-spectrum process across 47 millisecond pulsars in the 12.5
years of data [18]. Although the data set does not show any evidence for quadrupolar spatial
correlation described by the Hellings-Downs curve [87], the detection, if genuine, opens up a luring
possibility to test and constrain particle physics and cosmological models such as the one we discuss
here. Intriguingly, evidence of a common-spectrum process has also been reported in the recent
data sets of the Parkes Pulsar Timing Array (PPTA) collaboration [19] and the European Pulsar
Timing Array (EPTA) collaboration [20]. We find that nT ' 0.8 would suffice to be consistent
with the NANO-Grav’s findings5. In the right panel of Fig.4, we plot the same benchmark points,
but now all of them with nT = 0.8. From this figure, we may generally conclude that if we detect
inflationary BGWs at low frequencies such as the NANO-Grav one, the amplitude and spectral
shapes of the BGWs at higher frequencies can be used to test and constrain LSL models.

Notice also that the predicted amplitude could be large at higher frequencies, and saturate the
BBN bound on effective neutrino species [63] as well as the constraint on the SGWB by the LIGO
[64].

5 For a more accurate and exhaustive fit to the NANO-Grav data with inflationary BGWs, please see Refs.[32–35].
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FIG. 5. The GW spectrum for the benchmark values in the Set C.

Set C: vΦ = 1013GeV

Parameters g′ ΓΦ
N/GeV Tc/GeV Mi/GeV H(Tc)/GeV mΦ/GeV

BP1 10−3 3.2× 10−19 6.32× 1011 1.5 5.93× 105 4.47× 108

BP2 10−3.5 1.01× 10−19 3.55× 1011 2 1.88× 105 7.95× 107

BP3 10−2.7 6.42× 10−18 8.92× 1011 4 1.18× 106 1.26× 109

Set C

BP1 : TΦ = 0.46 GeV, κ ' 5.6× 105, nT = 0.8,

BP2 : TΦ = 0.26 GeV, κ ' 1.7× 105 nT = 0.8,

BP3 : TΦ = 2.08 GeV, κ ' 3.5× 105, nT = 0.8.

This happens for most of the benchmark points in Fig.4 (see Fig.5 and the corresponding bench-
marks in Set C, which do not violate the BBN and LIGO bounds). The BBN constraint reads∫ fhigh

flow

f−1dfΩGW (f)h2 . 5.6× 10−6∆Neff , (III.18)

where ∆Neff . 0.2. The lower limit of the integration is the frequency corresponding to the mode
entering the horizon at the BBN epoch, and we take it as flow ' 10−10 Hz. On the other hand,
the upper limit corresponds to the highest frequency of the GWs determined by the Hubble rate
at the end of inflation fhigh = aendHend/2π. They are different for different benchmark points, but
we find that a global choice of fhigh ' 105 Hz does not alter the result significantly. Therefore, we
use fhigh = 105 Hz to derive the BBN constraint for all values of g′ and Mi. We take into account
the LIGO constraint in a much simpler way. We consider a reference frequency fLIGO = 25 Hz
and discard the GWs having amplitude more than 2.2 × 10−9 [88], i.e., we allow the spectrum
having ΩGW (25Hz) h2 . 2.2 × 10−9. The constraints are shown in Fig.6 on the g′ −Mi plane.
The light green and blue regions correspond to those amplitudes that would contradict BBN and
LIGO bounds. Although both of them put a severe constraint on the parameter space, ruling
out heavier RH neutrino masses, note that they also represent the fact that if the NANO-Grav
result is due to the inflationary GWs, future LIGO runs, or more generally, the detectors at the
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FIG. 6. Constraints on the g′−Mi parameter space from BBN (light green) and LIGO (blue). These regions
represent the GWs violating BBN and LIGO bounds.

interferometer scales can test and constrain LSL mechanisms for Mi . 30± δMi GeV (cf. Fig.6),
where δMi should be obtained by taking into account NANO-Grav-2σ. The upper bound could
be O(100) GeV for vΦ ∼ 1014 GeV.

We conclude this section by pointing out the issue that in the future, if GW detectors find such
inflationary double-peak GWs, we might not be able to discriminate the LSL mechanisms from any
other intermediate matter domination scenarios. Broadly, there is a couple of resolution to this
problem. First, let us stress again that the LSL mechanisms are also testable in particle physics
experiments [89–91] which can complement the results obtained from the GW detectors and are
therefore distinguishable. Second, if the LSL mechanisms are constructed in a way that we do here,
they can have their own source of GWs from cosmic strings, as discussed recently in the context of
seesaw, e.g., in Refs. [47–50, 52, 53]. We address the latter option in the next section and discuss
how the GWs from cosmic strings [92, 93] can complement the BGWs.

IV. COSMIC STRINGS COMPLEMENTARITY

Because the vacuum manifold of U(1) is not simply connected [94–96], in this mechanism,
cosmic strings appear as topological defects after the spontaneous breaking of the U(1) lead-
ing to the massive RH neutrinos. After the formation, the strings get randomly distributed in
space forming close loops plus a network of horizon-size long strings [97, 98]. Two segments
of long strings cross, inter-commute, and form loops. Long strings are described by a correla-
tion length L =

√
µ/ρ∞, with ρ∞ being the long string energy density and µ being the string

tension: defined as µ = πv2
Φh
(

λ
2g′2

)
. The quantity h is a slowly varying function of its argu-

ments with h
(

λ
2g′2

= 1
)
' 1. On the other hand, for λ� 2g′2, it becomes h

(
λ

2g′2

)
'
(

ln 2g′2

λ

)−1

[99]. Therefore in the present analysis, the string tension is given by µ = πv2
Φ

(
ln 2

g′

)−1
for λ = g′3.
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Due to the strong interaction with the thermal plasma [100], the motion of a string network
gets damped. After the damping phase, the network oscillates to enter a scaling evolution phase,
characterized by stretching of the correlation length due to the cosmic expansion and the frag-
mentation of the long strings into loops. These loops oscillate independently and produce GWs or
particle radiation [101–103]. Between these two competing dynamics exists an attractor solution,
namely, the scaling regime [104–106]. In this regime, the characteristic length L scales as cosmic
time t, and therefore, with a constant tension, one has ρ∞ ∝ t−2. In this way, the network tracks
any cosmological background energy density ρbg ∝ t−2 with a small constant proportional to Gµ,
and does not dominate the energy density of the Universe, unlike any other cosmic defects.

There are evidence of scaling solutions in the cosmic string network simulations (see Refs. [104,
105, 107, 108]), and therefore, we assume that the network is in the scaling regime while computing
the GW spectrum. The time evolution of a radiating loop of initial size li = αti is described as
l(t) = αti−ΓGµ(t−ti), where Γ ' 50 [101, 103] and α ' 0.1 [109, 110]. The total energy loss from a
loop is decomposed into a set of normal-mode oscillations with frequencies fj = 2j/lj = a(t0)/a(t)f ,
where j = 1, 2, 3...jmax (jmax →∞). The jth mode GW density parameter is given by [109]

Ω
(j)
GW (f) =

2kGµ2Γj
fρc

∫ t0

tosc

[
a(t)

a(t0)

]5

n (t, lj) dt, (IV.1)

where n (t, lj) is the scaling loop number density which we calculate from the Velocity-dependent-
One-Scale (VOS) model6 [111–113]. For a general equation of state parameter ω, the number
density nω (t, lk) is obtained as

nω(t, lj(t)) =
Aβ
α

(α+ ΓGµ)3(1−β)

[lk(t) + ΓGµt]4−3β t3β
, (IV.2)

where β = 2/3(1 + ω) and Aβ = 5.4 for w = 1/3, whereas, it is 0.39 for ω = 0 [113]. The quantity

Γj is given by Γj = Γj−δ

ζ(δ) , with δ = 4/3 for loops containing cusps [114]. The Eq.IV.1 is valid only

for ti > tosc = Max [tF , tfric], where tF and tfric are network formation time and the time when
damping ends.

Without any intermediate matter dominated epoch, the GWs arising from Eq.IV.1 can be
described with a peak at a low frequency owing to the GW radiation from the loops produced
in the radiation epoch and decay in the standard matter epoch, plus a plateau at high frequency
[109, 110, 113, 115] :

Ω1, plt
GW (f) =

128πGµ

9ζ(δ)

Ar
εr

Ωr

[
(1 + εr)

3/2 − 1
]
, (IV.3)

that arises due to the loop dynamics only in the radiation epoch. In Eq.IV.3, εr = α/ΓGµ � 1,
Ar ' 5.4 and Ωr ∼ 9× 10−5.

In the presence of a matter-dominated epoch before the most recent radiation epoch, the above
description remains the same; barring, the plateau breaks at a high frequency f∆, beyond which

6 It is argued that compared to the numerical simulations [109, 110], the VOS model overestimates the number
density of the loops by an order of magnitude. It happens because the VOS model considers all the loops are of
equal size at production. Nonetheless, there could be a realistic distribution of α. Numerical simulations found
that only 10% of the energy of the long string network goes to the large loops (α ' 0.1) while the rest goes to
the highly boosted smaller loops that are less significant for the GWs. To be consistent with the simulations, we
include a normalisation factor Fα ∼ 0.1 in Eq.IV.1 [113].
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FIG. 7. All these figures are produced with nT = 0.8 and g′ = 10−3. Black solid lines: Total spectrum. Red
dashed lines: Blue-tilted GWs with entropy production in LSL mechanisms. Blue dashed lines: GWs from
cosmic strings.
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FIG. 8. All these figures are produced with nT = 0.8 and g′ = 10−4. Black solid lines: Total spectrum. Red
dashed lines: Blue-tilted GWs with entropy production in LSL mechanisms. Blue dashed lines: GWs from
cosmic strings.
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the spectrum falls as Ω1
GW (f) ∼ f−1. The frequency f∆ can be calculated analytically and is given

by [116]

f∆ =

√
8

αΓGµ
t
−1/2
∆ t

−2/3
0 t1/6eq '

√
8zeq

αΓGµ

(
teq

t∗

)1/2

t−1
0 , (IV.4)

where zeq ' 3387 is the red-shift at the standard matter-radiation equality that takes place at time
teq, and t∆ < tBBN is the time when the matter domination ends. Because we denote the decay
temperature of Φ as TΦ, we rename t∆ and f∆ as tCSΦ and fCSΦ respectively. Furthermore, we
shall focus on the results only for the j = 1 mode, but it can be easily generalized for the infinite
number of modes [49, 117].

The numerical results of this section are based on the following considerations: I) We stick to
nT = 0.8 to be consistent with NANO-Grav, since we consider it as a measurement at low frequen-
cies, and taking it at face value, we aim to study the signatures of LSL on the BGWs at higher
frequencies. II) To distinguish LSLs from other intermediate matter domination scenarios, we look
for spectral distortions at higher frequencies caused by the GWs from cosmic strings. A detectable
spectral distortion at higher frequencies would imply ΩBGW (fdip ≡ fΦR) < Ωstrings

GW (fdip ≡ fΦR).
III) A valid overall GW spectrum must not contradict the BBN and LIGO bounds. In Fig.7 (Fig.8)
we show the numerically extracted parameter spaces on the vΦ−Mi plane for g′ = 10−3(−4), which
comply with all the above considerations. We also mark four benchmarks to show the expected
overall GW spectrum (thick black curves). Note now the following features of Fig.7 and Fig.8.

• For a given vΦ, there is an absolute upper bound on Mi; otherwise, the GWs saturate the
BBN and LIGO bounds. Large Mis are disallowed for smaller values of vΦ. In this region, the
produced entropy is significantly less. Therefore, for a large spectral index nT (= 0.8), the GW
amplitudes contradict the BBN and the LIGO bounds easily.

• The parameter space never exhibits ΩBGW (fdip) > Ωstrings
GW (fdip). Otherwise, the BGWs

always dominate the spectrum, making the existence of cosmic strings irrelevant in the discussion.
Unlike Fig.4, in the presence of GWs from cosmic strings, the total spectrum (thick black curves)
flattens at the mid-band, e.g., within the sensitivity range of LISA and DECIGO7. The flatness
becomes more prominent for the smaller values of Mi because for a fixed vΦ, a small Mi corresponds
to larger entropy production, and therefore compared to the cosmic string spectrum (dashed blue
lines), the inflationary spectrum (dashed red lines) becomes significantly sub-dominant at the
mid-bands. Note also that in most cases, the GWs from cosmic strings become red at a frequency
fCSΦ such that no detectable spectral distortion is imprinted on the total spectrum. Therefore
only the cosmic string loops which originate and decay in the second radiation epoch, after the
Φ decays, can complement the inflationary GWs by flattening the total spectrum at the mid-bands.

• However, for a large vΦ and a small Mi, the high-frequency parts of the signal may show the
effect of Φ-domination on the GWs from cosmic strings (Fig.7, bottom-right). In this region, the
entropy production is large enough to suppress BGW amplitudes significantly, making the effect of
Φ-domination visible on the cosmic string radiated GWs. Beyond fCSΦ , the spectrum falls as f−1

until the BGWs take over at the higher frequencies.

In Fig.9, we show the Mi − vΦ plot for different values of g′ represented by the color gradients.
While a value g′ ' 10−3 corresponds to the largest allowed parameter space, as we go either side

7 Note that the first peak may fall in the desert region of µHz frequencies. Interestingly, there are recent works that
explore the possibility of detecting SGWB in the µHz region with Lunar Laser Ranging (LLR) [118, 119].
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FIG. 9. Parameter space allowed for combined GW-tomography of low-scale-leptogenesis for different values
of gauge coupling g′. Maximally allowed parameter space corresponds to g′ ' 10−3. The parameter space
shrinks as g′ approaches 10−4 (left) and 10−2 (right).

of g′ ' 10−3, it shrinks enormously. The reason is that a larger value; g′ ' 10−2, would strongly
violate the condition ΓΦ

N & ΓffV , whereas, for a smaller value; g′ ' 10−4, the produced entropy is
significantly small so that the BBN and the LIGO bounds are strongly violated. We conclude by
pointing out that we work with unconventional values of g′ and λ, which in general are taken as
g′, λ ' 1 [120, 121] in the numerical simulations of cosmic string networks. In the present scenario,
for vΦ & 1014 GeV, the string-width δw ' 1/

√
λv constitutes a considerable fraction of the horizon

H(Tc)
−1 , and become too thick to be treated as Nambu-Goto strings that predominantly radiate

GWs [92, 93]. Therefore, the combined GW-tomography of LSL mechanisms works better for
vΦ . 1014 GeV.

V. SUMMARY

We study the possibility of probing low-scale leptogenesis (LSL) mechanisms with inflationary
and blue-tilted gravitational waves (GWs). The setup for the LSL mechanism in our study is
based on Ref.[40], wherein a long-lived scalar field generates the required small right-handed (RH)
neutrino masses (Mi) for LSLs. Due to the large lifetime, the scalar field dominates the Universe’s
energy density until the most recent radiation domination before the Big-Bang Nucleosynthesis
(BBN) takes over. The RH neutrino masses determine the duration of the non-standard cosmic
epoch. Such an RH neutrino mass-dependent non-standard cosmic epoch leads to GW-spectral
distortions via entropy production, which we claim as the signatures of LSLs. Broadly, there
are two significant consequences if the blue-tilted GWs pass through such a cosmic phase. First,
depending on the RH neutrino masses, inflationary models with a sizeable tensor-blue-tilt become
viable even if the reheating temperature is large. Second, one typically expects a double-peak
GW spectrum with the amplitude plus the locations of the peaks depending on the tensor spectral
index and LSL model parameters. Unless we fix the spectral index, the study possibly remains
academic. Nonetheless, the recent finding of GW-alike common-spectrum processes by the Pulsar
Timing Arrays (PTAs) motivates us to fix the spectral index. In this case, the signatures of LSL
on such inflationary GWs become testable. Although the LIGO and BBN severely constrain the
model parameter space, we show that if the PTA results are due to blue-tilted inflationary GWs,
then future detectors at the interferometer scales have the potential to test and constrain LSL
mechanisms with Mi . 102 GeV.



19

We finally show that the GWs from cosmic strings that originate naturally due to the phase
transition leading to RH neutrino masses can complement the blue-tilted GWs and make the
overall GW spectrum distinct. In the presence of cosmic strings, an LSL mechanism in our setup
would predict a peak-plateau-peak spectrum instead of a peak-dip-peak spectrum. However, the
parameter space of such a spectrum is restrictive and vanishes as the gauge coupling disperses from
g′ ∼ 10−3.
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Appendix A: Analytical expression for g∗0(s)(Tk,in)

The analytical expression of g∗0(s)(Tk,in) used in Eq.III.10 is given by

g∗0(s)(Tk,in) = g∗0

(
A+ tanh k1

A+ 1

)(
B + tanh k2

B + 1

)
, (A.1)

where

A =
−1− 10.75/g∗0(s)

−1 + 10.75/g∗0(s)
, B =

−1− gmax/10.75

−1 + gmax/10.75
, (A.2)

and

k1 = −2.5 log10

(
k/2π

2.5× 10−12Hz

)
, k2 = −2.0 log10

(
k/2π

6.0× 10−9Hz

)
. (A.3)
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