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Inflation provides a suitable environment for the formation of Primordial Black Holes(PBHs). In
this article, we examine the formation of primordial black holes in the Mutated Hilltop inflation
model coupled with the Einstein-Gauss-Bonnet term. A suitable choice of the coupling function
with adjusted parameters can produce the USR regime during the inflationary phase, which lasts
for some number of e-folds. The scalar field in this regime remains almost unchanged, and the first
slow-roll parameter ϵ1 drops dramatically, leading to a significant enhancement to the curvature
power spectrum for small scales so that it grows up to order of O(0.01); a crucial feature for
producing PBH and secondary gravitational waves (GWs). We investigate the formation of PBHs
for different sets of parameters. By considering the behavior of the scalar power spectrum, it is
realized that the peak in the scalar power spectrum occurs in different scales. Then, the presented
model is capable of predicting PBH formation in a wide range mass, from O(10−14)M⊙ to O(10)M⊙,
which are compatible with the LIGO-Virgo data. PBHs with mass O(10−5)M⊙ can account for the
micro-lensing event in OGLE as well as the asteroid masses O(10−15)M⊙ − O(10−12)M⊙ PBH
can be attributed to 100% dark matter present in the universe. The generated perturbations during
inflation re-enter the horizons after the end of inflation, where the universe may be in a non-standard
epoch rather than the radiation-dominant phase, with an equation of state 1/3 < ω ≤ 1. Due to
this, the investigation is generalized to include the effect of non-standard thermal history on PBHs,
and it is shown that this possibility can severely impact the formation and abundance of PBHs. The
enhancement of the scalar power spectrum also leads to the scalar-induced GW, which is considered
for different sets of parameters and the general value of the equation of state ω. It is realized that
by increasing ω, there is a little enhancement of the induced GW; however, the peak of the induced
GW is of the order of 10−8 for all cases. Moreover, produced secondary GWs are well within the
detectable frequency ranges of current and future detectors such as NANOGrav, EPTA, PPTA,
DECIGO, LISA, ET.

I. INTRODUCTION

The inflationary paradigm is a remarkable and compelling paradigm that serves as one of the pillars of modern

cosmology. Inflation is the name given to a brief period of accelerated expansion during the universe’s first moments.

Initially, inflation was employed to address the horizon and flatness problems, among other flaws in the Big Bang

models [1–9]. Later, it was realized that, inflation could also be responsible for large scale structure and formation of

PBHs [10]. The idea of the PBHs was first discussed in 1967 by Zeldovich and Novikov in their seminal paper[11].

Later, it was realized that PBHs with low mass could have been evaporated by the present epoch while heavier PBHs

could be a candidate for the Dark Matter (DM) [12–14]. The recent observations of the Black Hole Binary mergers

from LIGO-Virgo surveys [15–21] hints towards the possibility of a primordial nature [22] rather than the astrophysical

origin. The mass of the PBHs can vary in a wide range from a few grams to a few solar masses; however, PBHs

smaller than the 1015 gm could have been evaporated completely, whereas larger masses can account for 100% to few

percent of total DM present in the universe [23]. Depending on the mass of PBHs, there are several observations that

can impose constraints; small mass PBHs can be constraints through the galactic and extra-galactic γ-ray surveys,

whereas lensing and the binary mergers impose constraints on heavy mass PBHs [24]. PBHs are formed in the early

universe and a large number of mechanics can be accountable for their formation, such as the collapse of the density

perturbations which are generated by a single/multi field inflation [10, 25–52], from bubble collision [53–57], collapse
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of cosmic strings [58–65] or domain walls [66–71] etc. The relative abundance of PBHs as DM is determined by

the mass spectrum of the PBH produced by each of these mechanisms and can be constrained by observations. In

this work, we will focus on the PBHs formed through large perturbations in single-field inflationary models. PBH

formed through the collapse of large overdensities is particularly intriguing since the primordial quantum fluctuations

created during inflation can give rise to these overdensities [13, 14, 72]. During inflation, scalar fluctuations are

generated at all scales, and as the universe expands, the generated fluctuation exits the horizon. Once the inflation

ends and the co-moving Hubble radius increases, these modes re-enter the horizon, become classical fluctuations and

continue to grow. There are finite possibilities that they will gravitationally collapse and form PBHs if a significant

amount of overdensities are present. The formation of PBH depends on the dominant component of the energy

density at the time of the collapse. In the post-inflationary era, the mass and abundance of the PBHs depends

on the inflation model and the dominant energy component of the universe at the time of collapse. In inflationary

scenarios, when the small-scale scalar power spectrum (Pζ(k)) is sufficiently large (Pζ(k)PBH/Pζ(k)CMB) ∼ 10−7,

it can lead to PBH formation after the end of inflation. When the PBHs are formed through the direct collapse of

the overdensities resulting from the primordial inflationary fluctuations, we can employ a direct relation between the

scale 1/k, the scale at which the power spectrum Pζ(k) is sufficiently large, and the mass (MPBH) of the produced

PBHs. Further, the enhanced (Pζ(k)) can be related to the mass function ψ(M) with the abundance fPBH of the

produced PBHs. However, when PBHs are formed in non-standard 1/3 < ω ≤ 1 post-inflation epoch, MPBH and

fPBH can significantly differ from the PBHs produced in the standard Radiation Dominated (RD) epoch [73–75].

The required amplitude of Pζ(k) in non-radiation epochs requires the input of ω and radiation temperature TRD. We

present more details about this in the later sections.

Another intriguing avenue that goes hand in hand with PBHs is the Secondary Induced Gravitational Waves

(SIGW). Both PBHs and SIGW require the enhancement in the primordial power spectrum (Pζ(k)). Understanding

the SIGW and PBHs can provide essential information about the universe at scales that other early universe obser-

vations, such as the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB), cannot [58, 76]. In perturbation theory, the scalar and

tensor perturbations are de-coupled at the first order, whereas in the second and higher orders, tensor and scalar

modes are coupled. Then, an enhancement in Pζ(k) can source an enhancement in the tensor modes, which results in

SIGWs [77–81]. Since SIGWs are sourced by Pζ(k), they have a primordial nature and appear to be stochastic. The

growing interest in using gravitational waves (GWs) as a probe for the early universe holds promise for a complete

understanding of primordial fluctuations, especially with the potential of ground- and space-based interferometric

detectors and pulsar timing arrays. Therefore, PBH formation is closely linked to SIGWs, and both dynamics are

critically dependent on the epoch of collapse and the era of SIGW sourcing from scalar modes, respectively. The

frequency f of the produced SIGW is related to the mode k entering the horizon at the post-inflationary era when

the GW is sourced.

In single field standard cold inflationary scenarios formation of PBHs and SIGW usually requires some exotic kind

of features to be present in the inflation potential like a phase of ultra-slow roll [26, 82, 83], a tiny bump or dip [84].

These features are necessary to achieve sufficient enhancement to the primordial power spectrum required for the

PBHs formation. This situation can be altered in the non-standard inflation pictures such as warm inflation [85–87],

or modified gravity models of inflation, in which the enhancement in the power spectrum is achieved without exotic

features being present in the inflationary potential. In this work we will explore the PBHs formation in Einstein-

Gauss-Bonnet gravity where a simple inflationary potential combing with the suitable EGB coupling can result in

the PBHs formation [88–92]. EGB gravity is a higher-dimensional theory that uses quadratic curvature adjustments

to modify General Relativity. EGB gravity provides a rich environment to study non-standard inflationary dynamics
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when a coupling between a scalar field and the Gauss-Bonnet term is introduced [93–112]. In EGB, adding the Gauss

Bonnet term to the Hilbert-Einstein actions does not effect the total derivative of the equation of motions. The EGB

coupling function ξ(ϕ) becomes dynamically essential when paired with a scalar field ϕ, so that the Gauss-Bonnet term

acts as a quantum correction to the Einstein-Hilbert action in string theory. In the past a large number of inflationary

models have been explored in this modified gravity framework [89–91, 113–160]. The most widely use EGB coupling

is the inverse function of the scalar field [114–117, 119, 127, 129, 132, 133]. In this paper, we will explore the for-

mation of PBHs and SIGW within the framework of EGB, taking the Mutated Hilltop potential as our working model.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In section II, we will go over some of the fundamental features in

the EGB framework, and review the dynamics of the inflationary phase and resulting cosmological perturbations. In

section III, we review the formation of PBHs in the general ω depending on the universe. In section IV, we present

the background analysis in the EGB domain using the Mutated Hilltop model. Section V shows the abundance of the

PBHs in different epochs of the universe. In sections VI, we analyze the SIGW for our model. Lastly, in section VII,

we conclude with our conclusions and future work direction.

II. REVIEW OF EINSTEIN-GAUSS BONNET GRAVITY

We investigate the EGB gravity theory with the following action [115, 119, 120, 133, 134, 141, 154, 155, 159, 161–164]

S =

∫
d4x

√
−g

[
M2

p

2
R− 1

2
gµν∇µϕ∇νϕ− V (ϕ)− ξ(ϕ)

2
G

]
, (1)

so that Mp is the reduced Planck mass, g is the determinant of the metric gµν , R = gµνRµν is the Ricci scalar, ϕ is

the scalar field with the potential V (ϕ), ξ(ϕ) is the coupling term which is a function of the scalar field, and G is the

scalar invariant GB term defined as

G = RµνρσR
µνρσ − 4RµνR

µν +R2. (2)

The universe is assumed to be described by a spatially flat FLRW metric given by

ds2 = −dt2 + a2(t)δijdx
idxj (3)

where a(t) is the scale factor. Taking variation of the action with respect to the metric and imposing the metric leads

to the Friedmann equations as [115, 119, 120, 133, 134, 141, 154, 155, 159, 161–164]

3M2
pH

2 =
1

2
ϕ̇2 + V (ϕ) + 12ξ̇H3, (4)

−2M2
p Ḣ = ϕ̇2 − 4ξ̈H2 − 4ξ̇H

(
2Ḣ −H2

)
(5)

and by taking the variation of the action with respect to ϕ, the equation of motion of the scalar field is achieved as

ϕ̈+ 3Hϕ̇ = −V,ϕ − 12ξ,ϕH
2
(
Ḣ +H2

)
, (6)

here, the dot stands for the time derivative. The slow-roll approximations are exhibited by the usual slow-roll

parameters that we have in standard cosmology as

ϵ1 ≡ −Ḣ
H2

, ϵ2 ≡ ϕ̈

Hϕ̇
, (7)
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so that the smallness of these parameters guarantees a quasi-de Sitter expansion phase that lasts long enough. In

addition, there are two other slow-roll parameters in EGB gravity theory, given by

δ1 ≡ 4ξ̇H, δ2 ≡ δ̇1
Hδ1

. (8)

The dynamical equations of the model are simplified by applying the slow-roll approximations, ϵi ≪ 1 and δi ≪ 1,

that can be rewritten as

H2 ≈ V (ϕ)

3M2
p

, (9)

−2M2
p Ḣ ≈ ϕ̇2 + 4ξ̇H3, (10)

3Hϕ̇+ V,ϕ(ϕ) ≈ −12ξ,ϕ(ϕ)H
4 (11)

The cosmological perturbations generated during the inflationary phase are stretched outside the horizon, and then

they re-enter the horizon after inflation. Under the slow-roll conditions, the power spectrum related to the scalar and

tensor perturbations at the sound horizon crossing, cs,tk = aH, are given respectively by [119, 120, 135, 165–167]

Pζ(k) =
H2

8π2Qsc3s

∣∣∣∣
csk=aH

, Pt =
H2

2π2Qtc3t

∣∣∣∣
ctk=aH

(12)

in which the introduced parameters are defined as

Qs = 16
Ξ

∆2
Q2

t + 12Qt (13)

c2s =
1

Qs

[
16

a

d

dt

( a
∆
Q2

t

)
− 4c2tQt

]
(14)

Qt =
1

4

(
−4Hξ,ϕϕ̇+M2

p

)
(15)

c2t =
1

4Qt

(
M2

p − 4ξ,ϕϕϕ̇
2 − 4ξ,ϕϕ̈

)
, (16)

Ξ =
1

2
ϕ̇2 − 3M2

pH
2 + 24H3ξ,ϕϕ̇ (17)

∆ = M2
pH − 6H2ξϕϕ̇, (18)

Note that by taking ξ = 0, the background dynamical equations and the power spectra return to the corresponding

ones in the standard cosmology. The possibility of the ghost and Laplacian instabilities occurrence can be avoided if

the following conditions are satisfied

Qs > 0, c2s > 0, Qt > 0, c2t > 0. (19)

The scalar spectral index is defined through the scalar power spectrum, which, by applying the slow-roll conditions,

is obtained as [119, 166, 167]

ns − 1 ≡ d lnPζ

d ln k

∣∣∣∣
csk=aH

≃ −2ϵ1 −
2ϵ1ϵ2 − δ1δ2
2ϵ1 − δ1

. (20)

Also, the tensor-to-scalar ratio is obtained as

r ≡ Pt

Pζ
≃ 8 (2ϵ1 − δ1) . (21)

According to the latest data release of Planck-2018 TT, TE, EE + lowE + lensing + BK15 + BAO, the amplitude

of the scalar power spectrum at the pivot scale k⋆ = 0.05Mpc−1 is Pζ(k⋆) = 2.098 × 10−9 [76]. The scalar spectral

index is reported as ns = 0.9649 ± 0.0042 (68%CL) and tensor-to-scalar ratio is bounded as r < 0.058 (95% CL)

[76], and the bound gets tighter as r < 0.038 (95% CL), according to Planck-2018 TT, TE, EE + lowE + lensing +

BK18 + BAO [168].
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A. Inflationary phase and power spectrum enhancement

The potential of the scalar field is considered to be Mutated Hilltop potential, given by [163, 169–171]

V (ϕ) = V0
(
1− sech(α ϕ)

)
, (22)

where α is a free constant parameter. The coupling function ξ(ϕ) is considered as [88, 91, 92]

ξ(ϕ) = ξ0 tanh
[
ξ1(ϕ− ϕc)

]
, (23)

with three free constant parameters ξ0, ξ1, and ϕc.

The formation of PBH and the scalar-induced GWs necessitate a high enhancement in the magnitude of the scalar

power spectrum on small scales. Such an enhancement can be acquired by having a short USR phase within the

inflationary phase. Although in Einstein’s gravity, USR is achieved by adding an extra term to the potential, one

can produce the same phase by choosing a proper coupling function with adjusted parameters in EGB gravity theory.

There are two criteria required to be satisfied by the model. First, The model must be consistent with the Planck

data at the pivot scale. Second, an enhancement of the power spectrum by about 107 order of magnitude at small

scales. To achieve these aims, the free parameters of the model must be well-adjusted. For the above-chosen coupling

function, the parameter ϕc determines the position of the produced peak in the scalar power spectrum, while ξ0 and

ξ1 specify the height and width of the peak. Moreover, utilizing the observational value for the scalar power spectrum

at the pivot scale, one can constrain the value of the free parameter V0.

The USR phase is achieved as the scalar field crosses near a fixed point, where the parameters Ḣ, ϕ̇, and ϕ̈ vanish

near this fixed point. Applying these conditions on Eqs.(6) results in(
V,ϕ +

4ξ,ϕV (ϕ)
2

3M4
p

)∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕc

= 0 . (24)

This is the main relation to determine the ξ0 parameter of the model. There is a USR regime in the neighborhood

of the fixed point, where the slow-roll approximations are no longer valid. Therefore, Eq.(12) can not be used to

measure the power spectrum of the scalar perturbations.

To calculate the power spectrum, the Mukhanov-Sasaki should be solved numerically. In this order, the background

equations are first required to be solved. Eqs.(4)-(6) are rewritten in terms of the number of e-fold N , using dN = Hdt.

The inflationary phase is assumed to last for about N = 60 e-fold of expansion, where the horizon crossing occurs at

N = 0. The initial conditions are determined through the dynamical equations of the model in the slow-roll regime.

After solving the background equations, the solution is fed to the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation, given by

ν′′k +

(
k2 − z′′s

zs

)
νk = 0 , (25)

where νk = zsζk and zs = a
√
2Qscs , and prime indicates derivative with respect to the conformal time adτs = csdt.

The initial conditions for the perturbations are set at the subhorizon scales, i.e., csk ≪ aH, where the modes are well

inside the horizon. Then, the Bunch-Davies vacuum state could be a good choice for the initial condition as

νk =
1√
2k
e−ikτs . (26)

The evolution of the curvature fluctuations ζk is determined by the Mukhanov-Sasaki equations. They evolve from

the subhorizon scales, cross the horizon, and reach the superhorizon scales, where they freeze. Using the solution of

the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation, the scalar power spectrum is precisely calculated as a function of the mode k by

Pζ(k) ≡
k3

2π2
|ζk(τs, k)|2 . (27)
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Calculating the power spectrum will be the first step for considering the formation of PBH and generation of the

scalar-induced GWs, which will be investigated in the subsequent sections. In the following, we consider two different

values of the parameter α, and for each case, we present four sets of the parameters.

III. NON-STANDARD THERMAL HISTORY AND PBH FORMATION

In standard cold-inflationary scenarios, after the end of inflation, we require a reheating phase to re-populate the

universe and enter the radiation era. However, it is not possible to constrain the reheating temperature precisely as

it depends heavily on the inflation model. The reheating temperature can vary in vast order from the end of inflation

(O1016Gev) to the onset of Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) (∼ 5Mev). The observation from the abundance of light

elements requires that the radiation epoch should last up to the onset of BBN. So, there is a finite possibility for

the universe to transit into the phases where ω ̸= 1/3 between the end of inflation and the start of BBN. Since the

physics of PBH formation crucially depends on the epoch/time when the over-densities collapse to form a PBH, it is

important to consider the effect of non-standard post-inflationary epochs on the formation of PBHs. It is certainly

possible that the post-reheating era is dominated by the particle species Φ with ρΦ ∝ a−3(1+ω). Such as an early

matter-dominated (EMD) era ω = 0 moduli fields in string theory models can give rise to EMD [172–176] or kinetic

energy dominated epoch ω ≈ 1, which generally happens in quintessential inflation models [177, 178], or an era where

ω < 1/3 for a small duration. There could be other scenarios where ω can take more general values. However, in

this paper, we are interested in exploring the effect of stiff EoS 1/3 < ω ≤ 1 [179] on the production of PBH and

SIGW. Because the overdensity, which is defined as δ ≡ ρ−ρ̄
ρ where ρ indicates the local densities and ρ̄ stands for

the mean densities, are significantly large in the extreme tails of the probability distribution, it would be a rare event

to generate PBHs from large-scale density fluctuations. When the overdensities δ are larger than a specific threshold

δc, i.e., δ > δc, fluctuations can collapse and form a PBH. δc depends on the background equation of state (EOS) ω,

which can impact the mass and abundance of the produced PBHs. Formation of PBHs in the general ω dependent

epoch was first discussed in the [73]; however, in this paper, we closely follow the prescription provided in the recent

review [75].

The scale k is related to the mass M of the produced PBHs. In the ω dependent epoch, the Hubble parameter is

proportional to H ∝ a−3(1+w)/2. As the scale k re-enter the horizon, k = aH, one has

k ∝ H
1+3w

3(1+w) . (28)

A horizon of size H−1 can have the total mass MH = 4πH−3ρ
3 , and usually a small amount of this mass collapsed to

form PBHs1: M = γMH . From the Friedman equation H2 = ρ
3M2

P
one can write the Mass and Hubble parameter, as

M =
4πγM2

P

H
. (29)

Thus, the relation between M and k can be written as:

M ∝
(

k

4πγM2
P

) 1+3w
3(1+w)

. (30)

Accepting the matching relation, the exact dependence of k and M(k) through the temperature T can be expressed

as:

H(T ) =
H(T )

H(TRD)
H(TRD) =

(
a(T )

a(TRD)

)− 3(1+w)
2
(
π2g∗(TRD)

45M2
P

)1/2

T 2
RD, (31)

1 Typically assumed to be γ = 0.33, although, it can depend on the epoch of formation [180].
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in which, we take ρ(TRD) = ρR(TRD) + ρwTRD = 2ρ(TRD) = 2π2

30 g∗(TRD)T
4
RD. Also, g∗(T ) and gs(T ) denote the

energy and entropy degrees of freedom, respectively. Admitting the entropy conservation, we can write gs(T )a(T )
3T 3

at every epoch, and from k = a(T )H(T ) we obtain:

k =

(
π2g∗(TRD)

45M2
P

)1/2

aeqTeq

(
gs(T )

gs(TRD)

) 1+w
2
(
gs(Teq)

gs(T )

) 1
3

T
1+3w

2 T
1−3w

2

RD , (32)

here the subscript ‘eq’ signifies the time of matter radiation equality. This leads to the following expression for M(k):

M(k) = 4πγM2
P

(
π2g∗(TRD)

45M2
P

) 1
1+3w

(
gs(Teq)

gs(TRD)

) 1+w
1+3w

(aeqTeq)
3(1+w)
1+3w T

1−3w
1+3w

RD k−
3(1+w)
1+3w . (33)

The probability of the gravitational collapse of an overdensity δ correspondence to a PBH is P (δ). The probability

that PBH of mass M has formed is encoded in the mass fraction β(M). For an ω dominated epoch, β(M) crucially

depends on ω via the critical overdensity δc(ω). In the Press–Schechter formalism, we write,

β(M) =

∫ ∞

δc

dδ P (δ). (34)

Assuming the Gaussian profile of the density fluctuations,

P (δ) =
2√

2πσ(M)
exp

(
− δ2

σ(M)2

)
, (35)

here, σ(M) denotes the variance of the density fluctuation for a scale relating to PBH mass M that can be related to

the primordial curvature power spectrum Pζ(k) as:

σ2(k) =
4(1 + w)2

(5 + 3w)2

∫
dq

q
W 2

( q
k

)( q
k

)4
T 2
( q
k

)
Pζ(q), (36)

where T (q/k) = 3 (Sin(l .
√
ω)− l .

√
ω Cos(l .

√
ω)) /(l .

√
ω)3 is the ω depended transfer function with l = q/k and

W (q/k) = exp(−q2/k2/2) denotes the window function that smoothens the perturbations.

The fraction energy density that goes into the collapse of the PBH is ρPBH

ρ |i = γβ(M), where the subscript i denotes

the formation time of the PBH with mass M , and ρ is the total energy density present in the universe at the time of

formation. Now, PBH abundance (fraction of DM in the form of PBH), is defined through the PBH mass function

ψ(M) as

ψ(M) =
1

M

ΩPBH(M)

ΩDM

∣∣∣∣
0

. (37)

ψ(M) carries the information of the fractional energy that goes into the PBH at formation. The present value of the

mass function ψ(M) can be determined by the energy evolution in PBH after formation until the epoch of matter-

radiation equality (denoted with suffix ‘eq’). Since after formation, PBHs behave as standard matter, and they evolve

similarly to the background energy density in the matter-dominated epoch we write,

ψ(M) =
1

M

ΩPBH(M)

Ωc
=

1

M

ρPBH(M)

ρc

∣∣∣∣
eq

=
1

M

ρPBH(M)

ρrad

∣∣∣∣
eq

(
Ωmh

2

Ωch2

)
=

1

M

ρPBH(M)

ρw

∣∣∣∣
TRD

(
a(Teq)

a(TRD)

)(
Ωmh

2

Ωch2

)
=

1

M

ρPBH(M)

ρw

∣∣∣∣
T

(
a(TRD)

a(T )

)3w(
a(Teq)

a(TRD)

)(
Ωmh

2

Ωch2

)
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=
γβ(M)

M

(
gs(TRD)

gs(T )

)−w(
gs(Teq)

gs(TRD)

)−1/3(
T

TRD

)3w(
TRD

Teq

)(
Ωmh

2

Ωch2

)
. (38)

Here, in the second line, we admit that the matter and radiation energy density are equal at Teq. Similarly, we have

applied the equality of the radiation energy density and the species’ energy density with EoS w at TRD in the third

line. Lastly, using the entropy conservation, Eq. (32) and Eq. (33), the mass function can be formulated in terms of

the PBH mass M as: 2

ψ(M) =
γ

Teq
(4πγM2

P )
2w

1+w

(
gs(TRD)

gs(Teq)

)1/3(
π2g∗(TRD)

45M2
P

)− w
1+w
(
Ωmh

2

Ωch2

)
T

1−3w
1+w

RD β(M)M− 1+3w
1+w . (39)

Now we can evaluate the total contribution of PBH to the DM as:

fPBH =

∫
dMψ(M). (40)

This prescription is valid for a general ω dominated epoch. However, in this article, we restrict ourselves to 1/3 <

ω ≤ 1. It is evident from Eq. 39 that ψ(M) is a function of ω and TRD. Then, different values of ω and TRD will lead

to drastically different values of ψ(M). This dependency will also be reflected in the total DM fraction (fPBH). We

will present the detailed analysis in the later sections.

IV. NUMERICAL SOLUTIONS

In this section, the numerical solutions of the model are discussed for two different values of α. Following Sec.II,

Eqs.(4)-(6) and Mukhanov-Sasaki equations are solved numerically for different sets of (ϕc, ξ0, ξ1) parameters. In the

subsequent subsections, we study the background and perturbations solution in detail.

A. α = 1

In the first case, the α parameter of the Mutated Hilltop potential is taken as α = 1. The solutions for the Hubble

parameter, scalar field, and the slow-roll parameters ϵi are presented versus the number of e-folds in Fig.1 for four

sets of the (ϕc, ξ0, ξ1) parameters. The evolution of the scalar field and the Hubble parameter mimic their behavior

in the slow-roll regime, except when near the fixed point. Around this point, their evolution contains a flat regime

where the velocity of the scalar field decreases significantly, and we have a USR regime. One could find the same

behavior for the slow-roll parameters. The first slow-roll parameter ϵ1 experiences a dip in the vicinity of the fixed

point where its magnitude suddenly drops. It touches the order of the magnitude 10−7, then it is expected to have

an enhancement in the resulting power spectrum. Then, ϵ1 increases and reaches ϵ = 1 around the number of e-fold

N = 60, where inflation ends. The second slow-roll parameter ϵ2 has USR behavior near the fixed point, where the

slow-roll approximation is no longer valid. The bench mark values of ϕc, ξ0, and ξ1 are chosen such that the total

duration of inflation lasts around 60 e-folds by taking the same initial field ϕ⋆ = 4.482 at N = 0. It is realized that by

taking the higher value of ϕc, a bigger value of the parameter ξ1 is required to end the inflationary phase. In addition,

the dip in the slow-roll parameter ϵ1 occurs at smaller values of number of e-fold by increasing ϕc.

The scalar power spectrum is obtained by substituting the numerical solution of the Mukhanov-Sasski equation in

Eq.(12). The resulting power spectrum is illustrated in Fig.2 for different sets of (ϕc, ξ0, ξ1) parameters. It starts with

2 In our analysis we take g∗(TRD) = gs(TRD) = 106.75 when TRD = 100 GeV, gs(Teq) = 3.38, Ωmh2 = 0.14237 and Ωch2 = 0.1200
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FIG. 1. The plot shows the scalar field, Hubble parameter, slow-roll parameter ϵ1, and ϵ2 versus the number of e-fold for α = 1
and four sets of (ϕc, ξ0, ξ1) parameters. In addition, V0 is taken as V0 = 1.29 × 10−10, the scalar field at the crossing time is
taken as ϕ⋆ = 4.482.

ϕc ξ1 ξ0 Pζ
peak kpeak

set 1 3.095 28.1 −2.27228× 107 0.0331 2.084× 1013

set 2 3.750 54.5 −5.53702× 106 0.0414 1.070× 109

set 3 3.950 66.0 −3.67733× 106 0.0485 1.081× 107

set 4 4.050 73.0 −2.98612× 106 0.0482 8.044× 105

TABLE I. The table shows the values of the free parameters of the model for all four sets and the maximum value of the power
spectrum.

a scale-invariant regime, then increases, reaches the order of the O(0.01), and decreases. The peak of the enhancement

occurs at a different scale for each set. The result is placed in Table.I, where one can find more numerical information

about the values of the parameters and the magnitude of the power spectrum. It is realized that by increasing the free

parameter ϕc, the peak of the power spectrum is placed in the large scale k. This will result in a higher magnitude

for the mass of PBH.

The numerical estimated value for the scalar power spectrum at the pivot scale k⋆ = 0.05Mpc−1 is about 2.098×10−9,

which is good agreement with the Planck-2018 [76]. The scalar spectral index is around ns = 0.973, and the tensor-

to-scalar ratio is r = 0.004.
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FIG. 2. The power spectrum versus the mode k is plotted for α = 1 and different sets of (ϕc, ξ0, ξ1) parameters with V0 =
1.29×10−10 and ϕ⋆ = 4.482. The resulting power spectrum at the pivot scale is obtained as Pζ(k⋆) = 2.098×10−9. The scalar
spectral index and the tensor to the scalar ratio are estimated as ns = 0.973 and r = 0.004.
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FIG. 3. The plot shows the scalar field, Hubble parameter, slow-roll parameter ϵ1, and ϵ2 versus the number of e-fold for α = 2
and four sets of (ϕc, ξ0, ξ1) parameters. In addition, V0 is taken as V0 = 3.372 × 10−11, the scalar field at the crossing time is
taken as ϕ⋆ = 2.91.

B. α = 2

Setting α = 2, the background solutions are obtained from Eqs.(4)-(6). Using the solution, the evolution of the

scalar field, Hubble parameter, and the slow-roll parameters ϵi are obtained, depicted in Fig.3. The flat regime in the
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FIG. 4. The power spectrum versus the mode k is plotted for α = 2 and different sets of (ϕc, ξ0, ξ1) parameters with V0 =
3.372×10−11 and ϕ⋆ = 2.91. The resulting power spectrum at the pivot scale is obtained as Pζ(k⋆) = 2.098×10−9. The scalar
spectral index and the tensor to the scalar ratio are estimated as ns = 0.973 and r = 0.004.

evolution of ϕ and H implies the USR regime where the velocity of the field is reduced dramatically. The system is

near the fixed point during this regime, and the scalar field remains almost unchanged. The slow-roll parameter ϵ1

undergoes a rapid reduction at first, reaching an order of 10−7, then increasing. The inflationary phase ends as ϵ = 1

that occurs at the number of e-fold around N = 60. The behavior of the slow-roll parameter ϵ2 indicates that the

slow-roll approximation is violated during the USR. Taking the initial value of the scalar field ϕ⋆ = 2.91 at N = 0,

the parameters are set to produce about N = 60 number of e-fold for all cases, refer to Table.I. It is found that by

increasing the parameter ϕc, higher values of ξ1 are required to fix the total number of e-fold of the inflationary phase.

Also, the parameter ξ0 is determined through Eq.(24). In addition, the dip in the slow-roll parameter ϵ1 occurs earlier

by amplifying the ϕc parameter, meaning the USR regime starts earlier.

ϕc ξ1 ξ0 Pζ
peak kpeak

set 1 2.250 61.3 −1.69423× 107 0.0348 5.285× 1012

set 2 2.529 104.0 −5.59988× 106 0.0407 1.194× 109

set 3 2.632 127.0 −3.71384× 106 0.0485 1.201× 107

set 4 2.690 140.5 −2.98039× 106 0.0480 6.617× 105

TABLE II. The table shows the values of the free parameters of the model for all four sets and the maximum value of the power
spectrum.

Feeding the Mukhanov-Sasaki equation with the background solution, the scalar power spectrum is calculated using

Eq.(12). Fig.4 displays the resulting power spectrum versus the wavenumber k for different sets of (ϕc, ξ0, ξ1) pa-

rameters. For all sets, the power spectrum has scale-invariant behavior for small k. Then, it increases and achieves

the magnitude of the order of O(0.01). This enhancement in the power spectrum is directly related to the dip in

the slow-roll parameter ϵ1. The peak in Pζ occurs at different values of k, which is reported in Table.II. The results

indicate that by increasing the parameter ϕc, the peak in the power spectrum happens at smaller mode k or at larger

scale. This is the result that we expect to have based on the behavior of ϵ1. As the dip occurs in a smaller number of

e-fold, the USR happens earlier in the inflationary phase. Therefore, the enhancement of the power spectrum at this

time is related to the perturbations with smaller mode k.
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V. ANALYSIS OF PBH FORMATION

In this section, we will apply the prescription mentioned in sec. III to calculate the mass of produced PBHs and

corresponding mass function ψ(M) and DM fraction fPBH in 1/3 < ω ≤ 1 regime. As we have already discussed,

PBH formation requires the enhancement in the primordial power spectrum (Pζ(k)). For this, we take Mutated

Hilltop as our working model in the EGB background. During the calculation of the abundance, the most important

quantity one needs to calculate is the mass fraction (β(M)). Integrating the Eq.34, we find

β(M) = erfc

(
δc√

2σ(M)

)
(41)

Where ”erfc” is the complementary error function and δc is the critical density, above which any over-dense region

would collapse to form a PBH. Since 1974, several attempts have been made to calculate the δc precisely. Carr and

Hawking made the original estimation of the δc, utilizing the Newtonian gravity’s Jeans instability criteria to infer

δc ∼ c2s, in case of a static fluid c2s = ω, for radiation ω = 1/3 = δc. Since then, several methods have been adopted

in the literature to estimate the δc, including the hydrodynamical solutions, numerical relativity and more [181–186].

However, for our analysis we will follow the analytic expression obtained by Harada et.al in [187] where authors have

adopted a three-zone model of the overdensity profile to obtain ω depend expression of the δc
3 as:

δc =
3 (1 + ω)

(5 + 3 ω)
sin2

(
π
√
ω

(1 + 3 ω)

)
(42)

It is noteworthy to mention that Eq. 42 is not valid for the PBHs forming in Matter Dominated (MD) epoch (see [191]

for PBH formation in MD.).

A. α = 1 Case

Equipped with the prerequisites, we can proceed to the calculation of mass function and DM fraction for our model.

To calculate the variance of the density perturbations, we numerically solve the Eq. 36 with Pζ(k) shown in Fig. 2

using the Gaussian window function and adopting a ω dependent transfer function. Once we obtain the solution of

Eq. 36, it is straight forward to calculate the ψ(M) using Eqs. 39, 41 with Eq. 42. It is evident from the Eq. 39 that

ψ(M) crucially depends on the ω and TRD. In our analysis, we take four different values of ω = (1/3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9) and

TRD = 100Gev. However, it is only meaningful to calculate the quantity Mψ(M). The evolution of Mψ(M) versus

MPBH for different EoS ω is demonstrated in Fig. 6. Here we have consider only single value of TRD = (100Gev),

however MPBHψ(MPBH) is dependent on TRD. We have shown this dependency in Fig. 5.

B. α = 2 Case

Similar to the α = 1 case, we carry out the required steps to obtain the MPBHψ(MPBH) with produced PBHs

mass MPBH for different sets and ω; see Fig. 8. Behavior of MPBHψ(MPBH) versus TRD can found in Fig. 7.

The total DM fraction (fPBH) for all the mentioned sets can be evaluated from Eq. 40. The PBHs analysis for

the both α = (1, 2) appears identical (see Figs 6,8). This is because we choose the benchmark point for (ϕc, ξ0, ξ1)

such that the allowed fPBH does not violet the current observation bounds at least for the PBHs which are forming

during the radiation dominated epoch (ω = 1/3). However, the total DM fraction (fPBH) can be larger or smaller

3 The shape of the density profile can alter δc significantly, for detailed discussion readers are suggested to go through [188–190]
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FIG. 5. The plot shows behavior of MPBHψ(MPBH) with TRD for different sets. Plot legends are self-explanatory.
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FIG. 6. The plot shows the evolution of MPBHψ(MPBH) with the PBH mass MPBH for different sets. The color Blue, Purple,
Red and Magenta signifies the different sets mentioned in Table I. The solid line is for ω = 1/3, dashed line is for ω = 0.5,
dot-dashed line is for ω = 0.7 and dotted line represents ω = 0.9

than 1 for the PBHs forming in an epoch where ω ̸= 1/3 for the same set. The reason behind this non-trivial

behavior of fPBH , or rather we say MPBHψ(MPBH) is twofold. First, for the over-densities to collapse in different

epochs, it is required to cross different values of critical threshold δc, which can be clearly seen from Eq. 42. This

will lead to a different value of β(M) even for the same Pζ(k), which results in different ψ(MPBH). Secondly,

the mass of the produced PBHs (MPBH) also depends on the k and ω (see Eq. 33). So, for the same Pζ(k), the

produced mass can be different for different values of ω. This non-trivial behavior of MPBHψ(MPBH) is being
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FIG. 7. The plot shows behavior of MPBHψ(MPBH) with TRD for different sets. Plot legends are self-explanatory.
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FIG. 8. The plot shows the evolution of MPBHψ(MPBH) with the PBH mass MPBH for different sets. The color Blue, Purple,
Red and Magenta signifies the different sets mentioned in Table II. The solid line is for ω = 1/3, dashed line is for ω = 0.5,
dot-dashed line is for ω = 0.7 and dotted line represents ω = 0.9

demonstrated in Figs 6 and 8, where for the same set (take set-1 for instance) the amplitude of MPBHψ(MPBH)

is different for distinct values of ω. This will lead to the different fPBH value. Although from Eq. 40 it is evident

that fPBH would be number but for the sake of comparison with the various observational bounds we show fPBH

in Fig. 9 for the PBHs which formed during radiation epoch (ω = 1/3). The exact value of the fPBH would dif-

fer depending on the ω even for the same set of parameters. Exact values of the MPBH and their corresponding

fPBH for the PBHs formed in different epochs can be found in Table III and IV. It is demonstrated in Table III
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FIG. 9. The plot shows the behavior of fPBH with MPBH for the case where PBH formed in radiation-dominated epoch
(ω = 1/3) for two different values of α = (1, 2) and different colors represents different sets. The color blue is for set-1, color
red is for set-2, purple color denotes set-3, and color magenta represents set-4. The observation bounds on PBH abundance
are plotted using [215] . “Evap” represents the bound on PBH evaporation [216] through Hawking evaporation, HSC [202],
Kepler(k) [217], EROS [203], OGLE [204], LIGO [218] and ‘CMB’ denotes bounds from Compton drag and Compton cooling
of CMB photons [219]

set-1 set-2 set-3 set-4

ω MPBH/M⊙ fPBH MPBH/M⊙ fPBH MPBH/M⊙ fPBH MPBH/M⊙ fPBH

1/3 1.91× 10−14 0.9973 0.0711 0.0441 7.24× 10−6 0.0551 12.8408 0.0026
0.5 9.08× 10−14 5.2984 0.0186 0.0140 4.77× 10−6 0.0424 2.0074 0.0004
0.7 3.03× 10−13 196.13 0.0066 0.0289 3.45× 10−6 0.2275 0.4771 0.0006
0.9 6.86× 10−13 7575.07 0.0033 0.1106 2.78× 10−6 1.9001 0.1807 0.0019

TABLE III. Table for α = 1, for various sets, this table shows the explicit values PBHs mass MPBH produced in different
epoch ω and their corresponding values of fPBH .

and IV that for the same set of parameters, the abundance of PBHs can be much larger or smaller depending on the ω.

The data from numerous types of observation have put severe constraints on the fPBH , PBHs with MPBH <

2.5×10−19M⊙ have been evaporated completely through the Hawking radiation, and they not be a DM candidate[192].

However, slightly heavier PBHs can evaporate γ−rays, photons, neutrinos, gravitons and other particles. Ob-

servations from extra-galactic radiation background, Voyager, SPI/INTEGRAL can constrained the PBHs with

MPBH ≤ 10−17M⊙ [193–197]. Energy injection by the particles generated through PBH evaporation can al-

ter the CMB anisotropies and abundance of light elements in BBN this can constrain MPBH ≥ 5.5 × 10−21M⊙

and MPBH ≈ 10−22 − 10−21M⊙; whereas PBHs in mass range 10−16M⊙ ≤ MPBH ≤ 5 × 10−12M⊙ posses the

most intriguing possibility of explaining the 100% DM density [27, 198–201]. PBHs, falling in the mass range

10−11M⊙ ≤ MPBH ≤ 10−1M⊙, are constrained by their gravitational lensing. Observations from HSC [202],

EROS [203] and OGLE [204] have ruled out the PBHs contribution to DM above 1 − 10% [202–205]. Also, the

abundance of PBHs in the mass region 0.2M⊙ ≤MPBH ≤ 300M⊙ are tightly constrained by LIGO/Virgo collabora-

tions [206–211]. Lastly, CMB spectrum and anisotropies can be impacted by the radiation of accreted gas by PBHs

of mass MPBH ≥ 100M⊙ [212–214]. In Fig. 9, we show some of these observational bounds along with the fPBH

obtained in our model.
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set-1 set-2 set-3 set-4

ω MPBH/M⊙ fPBH MPBH/M⊙ fPBH MPBH/M⊙ fPBH MPBH/M⊙ fPBH

1/3 2.97× 10−13 1.00 5.82× 10−6 0.0402 0.0575 0.0420 18.977 0.0020
0.5 1.07× 10−12 4.0930 3.92× 10−6 0.0313 0.0154 0.0136 2.8531 0.0003
0.7 2.90× 10−12 112.69 2.88× 10−6 0.0055 0.0287 0.1733 0.6580 0.0005
0.9 5.67× 10−12 3402.79 2.35× 10−6 1.4969 0.0028 0.1117 0.2442 0.0015

TABLE IV. Table for α = 2, for various sets, this table shows the explicit values PBHs massMPBH produced in different epoch
ω and their corresponding values of fPBH .

VI. GRAVITATIONAL WAVES

The produced cosmological perturbations are the source of the background gravitational waves. At the linear

order of the perturbations, the scalar and tensor perturbations are decoupled and evolve independently. Assum-

ing no anisotropic stresses, the tensor perturbations evolve source-free at the first order of perturbations, and the

corresponding power spectrum is given by [220, 221]

∆h(k, η) = T (k, η) Ph,inf(k) (43)

in which Ph,inf(k) is the primordial tensor power spectrum at the horizon re-entry,

Ph,inf(k) =
2

π2

H2
⋆

M2
p

(
k

k⋆

)nt

(44)

where k⋆ is the pivot scale, H⋆ stands for the Hubble parameter when the pivot scale exits the horizon during the

inflationary phase, and nt is the spectral index. T (k, η) is the transfer function that depends on the background

evolution from when a mode k re-enters the horizon until it is observed. Assuming instant reheating, in standard

cosmology, a radiation-dominant phase starts after the inflationary phase, followed by a matter-dominant phase.

However, before the radiation-dominant phase, the universe may go through a non-standard epoch with EoS that

differs from ones in the radiation- and matter-dominated phases. Therefore, a distinct transfer function for the re-

entering modes is expected. In such non-standard thermal history of the universe and up to the first order of the

perturbations, the energy density of the produced GW is acquired as [222–224]

Ω
(1)
GW,0(k) =

Ωrad,0

12π2

(
g∗,k
gs,k

)(
gs,0
gs,k

)4/3(
H⋆

MPl

)2
Γ2(α+ 1/2)

22(1−αα2αΓ2(3/2)
W(κ)κ2(1−α), (45)

where α = 2
1+3w , κ = k

k(T1)
= f

f(T1)
, T1 is the temperature at the start of the radiation-dominated phase, and

W(κ) =
πα

2κ

[(
κJα+1/2(κ)− Jα−1/2(κ)

)2

+ κ2J2
α−1/2(κ)

]
, (46)

where Ji is the Bessel function of order i.

The scalar and tensor perturbations are coupled at the second order of perturbations, and their evolution is not

independent. The second-order tensor perturbations are fed by the first-order perturbations so that they are evolved

as [79, 80]

h′′k + 2Hh′k + k2hk = S(k, η) , (47)

where S(k, η) has the role of the source for the second-order tensor perturbation that depends on the first-order

perturbations. Due to the enhancement of the scalar power spectrum, induced GWs are expected to be produced

that might be large enough to meet the sensitivity of the current and future GW detectors.
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Here, we also consider the possibility that the universe undergoes a non-standard era and might not be in the radiation-

dominant phase after inflation. Therefore, the induced GW can be generated during a non-standard era. Assuming

that the observed GW signal is the second-order GW induced by the first-order scalar perturbations, we investigate

the effects of standard and non-standard post-inflationary on the generated induced GWs [225–228]. The resulting

energy density parameter from the induced GW has been investigated in [78, 79, 81, 229–234], obtained to be

Ωw
GW (k) = N

(
k

krh

)−2b ∫ 1

0

dd

∫ ∞

1

ds Iω(d, s)Pζ

(
k

2
(s+ d)

)
Pζ

(
k

2
(s− d)

)
, (48)

where b ≡ (1− 3w)(1 + 3w), and the integration kernel Iω(d, s) is given by

Iω(d, s) = F(b)

(
(d2 − 1)(s2 − 1)

d2 − s2

)2 |1− y2|b

(s2 − d2)2
(49)

×

{ [
P−b
b (y) +

2 + b

1 + b
P−b
b+2(y)

]2
Θ
(
s− c−1

s

)
+

4

π2

[
Q−b

b (y) +
2 + b

1 + b
Q−b

b+2(y)

]2
Θ
(
s− c−1

s

)
+

4

π2

[
Q−b

b (−y) + 2
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b+2(−y)
]2
Θ
(
c−1
s − s

)}
,

where the propagation speed of the scalar perturbations is indicated by cs. Pµ
ν (x) and Qµ

ν (x) stand for the Ferrers

function of the first and second kinds. Qµ
ν (x) is the associated Legendre function of the second kind, and y and Fb

are defined as

y ≡ s2 + d2 − 2c−2
s

s2 − d2
, F(b) =

1

3

(
41+b(b+ 2)

(1 + b)
1+b

(2b+ 3)c2s
Γ2
[
b+ 3

2

])2

. (50)

The obtained induced GWs for α = 1 and α = 2 are displayed in Figs.10(a) and 10(b), respectively, for different

sets of parameters and different values of ω4. The peak of GWs is located at different frequencies for different sets

of parameters, and its magnitude is of the order of 10−8 for all cases. The peak of the induced GWs for the first

set of parameters stands in 10−2 Hz. The calculated induced GW signal for this set finely crosses the sensitivity

bound of future experiments, such as LISA [235–239], BBO [240–244], DECIGO [245–247], and ET [248, 249]. For

the second set, the obtained induced GW signal crosses the LISA, BBO, and DECIGO sensitivity bound. Also, the

ET experiment can measure the signal by assuming a non-standard era with ω > 0.7. The peak of the induced GWs

for the third set of parameters is placed in 10−8 Hz frequency, which stays in the observatory range of SKA [250–253],

and also it can explain the NANOGrav result [254–256]. The induced GW signal for the last set of parameters crosses

the SKA observatory bound. From Fig10, it is realized that in the non-standard era, with EoS 1/3 ≤ ω < 1, the peak

in the induced GWs is enhanced by increasing ω.

VII. CONCLUSION

We investigated the formation and abundance of the PBHs in EGB gravity theory, where the scalar field has a

coupling with the EGB term. The formation of PBH required a significant enhancement in the scalar power spectrum

during the inflationary phase. Such enhancement is usually supported by adding a manual term to the potential in

4 For GW calculation we have used the publicly available code SIGWfast [232]
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FIG. 10. The plot shows the produced induced GW for a)α = 1, and b)α = 2 for different sets of parameter and distinct values
of EoS parameter ω.

the canonical scalar field model or by imposing a suitable coupling term in modified gravity theories. It is realized

that the inflationary phase is first in the slow-roll regime and then transits to the USR regime. In this regime, the

velocity of the scalar field reduces dramatically and the field remains almost constant. Due to this, there is a dip in

the slow-roll parameter ϵ1 = −Ḣ/H2, where it decreases significantly. However, the second slow-roll parameter can

exceed the magnitude one, and the slow-roll approximations are violated. The universe remains in the USR regime

for some number of e-folds, then it transits back to the SR regime and reaches the end of the inflationary phase.

We considered the potential to be a Mutated Hilltop one with the GB coupling term as in (23). After choosing

the suitable values of coupling the parameters, the inflationary phase was successfully generated with about 60 e-fold.

The results of the power spectrum at the pivot scale, scalar spectral index, and tensor-to-scalar ratio were examined

to agree with the CMB measurement [76]. To consider the model’s flexibility, four sets of parameters were established

so that for each set, the enhancement in the power spectrum starts at a different number of e-folds, and its peak

occurs at different scales.

After the end of inflation, as the perturbations re-enter the horizon, the large over-densities gravitationally collapse,

leading to the formation of PBHs. Depending on scales of power spectrum enhancement, PBH with wide mass range,

< O10M⊙ are formed in the post-inflationary era. The enhanced perturbations may re-enter the horizon in a non-

standard era, such as a stiff-fluid dominant era, that can severely affect the mass and abundance of PBHs and the
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induced GWs. Therefore, we generalized our study and investigated the effects of a non-standard thermal history on

the mass of PBHs, their abundance, and the produced induced GWs, for all sets of parameters. As mentioned, we

take Mutated Hilltop potential as our working model. Two distinct values of the potential parameter α = (1, 2) were

considered, and corresponding to each value of α, we had four sets.

For the α = 1 case, we choose four different values of coupling parameters (ξ0, ξ1 and ϕc); see Table I. Different values

of these parameters will lead to different evolutions of the background quantities and power spectrum. As power

spectrum is the main quantity that enters into the calculation of PBHs and GW, different sets result in different

MPBH Eq. 33 and ψMPBH
Eq. 39 both of these quantities are the function of ω and TRD. In Fig. 6 we show the

explicit dependency of ω on MPBHψ(MPBH) for potential parameter α = 1 and constant value of TRD = (100Gev)

for different sets consider here. If one notices there is linear behavior of MPBHψ(MPBH) with MPBH , for set-1

MPBHψ(MPBH) increases with the increasing values of ω, however in other sets (2,3, and 4) there is no linear

behavior. The reason behind such no-trivial behavior of MPBHψ(MPBH) is because for some values of kpeak (k value

where Ps is maximum ) the MPBH increasing with the ω where some other kpeak the mass decreases with ω (see Eq.

33). Secondly, the critical density δc is also a function of EoS, so δc can be different for different EoS. Due to these

two reasons, the quantity MPBHψ(MPBH) does not show a linear behavior with ω. This will result in the different

PBH abundance fPBH (see Table III). For ω > 1/3 in set-1, the fPBH goes beyond 1, which seems unphysical. It

means the PBHs forming in a non-standard epoch would require a smaller amplitude of Ppeak
ζ than the PBHs forming

in radiation. Whereas for other sets, the situation might differ depending on the ω. Furthermore different TRD could

also leads to different abundances, in Fig.5 we demonstrate the effect of TRD on MPBHψ(MPBH). For α = 2 we

found a similar behavior of MPBHψ(MPBH) and fPBH with the changing ω and TRD (see Fig. 8 and 7). In both

the cases α = (1, 2), we choose the benchmark points such that in radiation, we have a set (set-1) where PBHs can

be attributed to 100% DM density (fPBH = 1)

The tensor perturbations are coupled to the scalar perturbations in the second order. Then, the scalar-induced

GW is expected to be generated. The induced GWs for two values of α and all sets of parameters were calculated,

and the results are exhibited in Fig.10, where we generalized our consideration by including the non-standard epoch.

The peak of the produced induced GWs, for the first sets of parameters, is placed at the 10−1 Hz frequency, which

stands in the future experiment observatory bounds of LISA, BBO, and DECIGO. The signal of this induced GW

signal crosses the ET observatory bound as well. For the second set of parameters, the peak of the induced GWs

is at the frequency of about 10−6 Hz, and its signal crosses the bounds of LISA, BBO, and DECIGO observatories.

The NANOGrav results can be explained by the model with the third set of parameters. For this set, the peak of

the GW is at the frequency 10−8 Hz, and the signal also crosses the SKA boundary range. The induced GWs signal

for the last set of the parameter crosses the SKA bound so that the peak stands on the range 10−9 Hz. It also

can explain the NANOGrav results. Our results indicate that by including the non-standard epoch, the peak of the

produced induced GWs rises, and the corresponding signal can explain the current and future observations. In our

future work, we would like to explore the combined effect of Non-Gaussanity and EoS on the production of PBHs and

GW [83, 257–262].
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[219] Y. Ali-Häımoud and M. Kamionkowski, Phys. Rev. D 95, 043534 (2017), arXiv:1612.05644 [astro-ph.CO].
[220] C. Caprini and D. G. Figueroa, Class. Quant. Grav. 35, 163001 (2018), arXiv:1801.04268 [astro-ph.CO].
[221] N. Christensen, Rept. Prog. Phys. 82, 016903 (2019), arXiv:1811.08797 [gr-qc].
[222] D. G. Figueroa and E. H. Tanin, JCAP 08, 011 (2019), arXiv:1905.11960 [astro-ph.CO].
[223] N. Bernal and F. Hajkarim, Phys. Rev. D 100, 063502 (2019), arXiv:1905.10410 [astro-ph.CO].
[224] N. Bernal, A. Ghoshal, F. Hajkarim, and G. Lambiase, JCAP 11, 051 (2020), arXiv:2008.04959 [gr-qc].

https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2021/10/071
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.02234
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.16182
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.26.1231
https://doi.org/ 10.1016/0370-2693(83)91091-2
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.50.6357
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9407016
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.59.063505
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9810509
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.100.103525
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.03742
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.03742
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.123511
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.05916
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.74.5170
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.5481
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/9709072
https://doi.org/10.1086/157325
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.60.084002
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/19/14/310
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.084051, 10.1103/PhysRevD.89.029903
http://arxiv.org/abs/1309.4201
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.123524
http://arxiv.org/abs/1809.02127
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/10/031
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/10/031
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.03596
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.141302
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.04087
https://doi.org/ 10.3847/1538-4357/833/1/61
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.01588
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.01588
https://doi.org/10.1038/248030a0
https://doi.org/ 10.1051/0004-6361/201629136
https://doi.org/ 10.1051/0004-6361/201629136
http://arxiv.org/abs/1608.00393
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.251101
http://arxiv.org/abs/1906.09994
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.85.052007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1111.5031
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.101101
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.01014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.123514
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.00627
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.083504
http://arxiv.org/abs/1607.06077
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-nucl-050520-125911
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.02838
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.96.043504
http://arxiv.org/abs/1701.02544
http://arxiv.org/abs/1701.02544
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.90.045002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.04909
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41550-019-0723-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/1701.02151
https://doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361:20066017
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0607207
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.99.083503
http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.07120
http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.07120
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.101.063005
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.01285
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.123523
http://arxiv.org/abs/1709.06576
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.201301
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.201301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1603.00464
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.061101
http://arxiv.org/abs/1603.08338
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.94.084013
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.94.084013
http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.07437
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2016.10.002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1603.05234
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2020/06/044
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.05641
https://doi.org/10.1086/587831
http://arxiv.org/abs/0709.0524
https://doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.023204
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.10771
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3538999
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3538999
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2018/04/007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1801.00808
https://doi.org/10.1088/0004-637X/786/2/158
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.5798
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.043511
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.00674
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.043534
http://arxiv.org/abs/1612.05644
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6382/aac608
http://arxiv.org/abs/1801.04268
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/aae6b5
http://arxiv.org/abs/1811.08797
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2019/08/011
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.11960
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.063502
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.10410
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2020/11/051
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.04959


24

[225] G. Domènech, S. Pi, A. Wang, and J. Wang, JCAP 08, 054 (2024), arXiv:2402.18965 [astro-ph.CO].
[226] L. Liu, Y. Wu, and Z.-C. Chen, JCAP 04, 011 (2024), arXiv:2310.16500 [astro-ph.CO].
[227] L. Liu, Z.-C. Chen, and Q.-G. Huang, JCAP 11, 071 (2023), arXiv:2307.14911 [astro-ph.CO].
[228] C. Chen, K. Dimopoulos, C. Eröncel, and A. Ghoshal, Phys. Rev. D 110, 063554 (2024), arXiv:2405.01679 [hep-ph].
[229] K. N. Ananda, C. Clarkson, and D. Wands, Phys. Rev. D 75, 123518 (2007), arXiv:gr-qc/0612013.
[230] G. Domènech, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 29, 2050028 (2020), arXiv:1912.05583 [gr-qc].
[231] G. Domènech, S. Pi, and M. Sasaki, JCAP 08, 017 (2020), arXiv:2005.12314 [gr-qc].
[232] L. T. Witkowski, (2022), arXiv:2209.05296 [astro-ph.CO].
[233] S. Balaji, G. Domènech, and G. Franciolini, JCAP 10, 041 (2023), arXiv:2307.08552 [gr-qc].
[234] G. Domènech, V. Takhistov, and M. Sasaki, Phys. Lett. B 823, 136722 (2021), arXiv:2105.06816 [astro-ph.CO].
[235] K. Danzmann, Class. Quant. Grav. 14, 1399 (1997).
[236] G. M. Harry (LIGO Scientific), Class. Quant. Grav. 27, 084006 (2010).
[237] J. Aasi et al. (LIGO Scientific, VIRGO), Class. Quant. Grav. 32, 115012 (2015), arXiv:1410.7764 [gr-qc].
[238] P. Amaro-Seoane et al. (LISA), (2017), arXiv:1702.00786 [astro-ph.IM].
[239] P. Auclair et al. (LISA Cosmology Working Group), Living Rev. Rel. 26, 5 (2023), arXiv:2204.05434 [astro-ph.CO].
[240] J. Crowder and N. J. Cornish, Phys. Rev. D 72, 083005 (2005), arXiv:gr-qc/0506015.
[241] V. Corbin and N. J. Cornish, Class. Quant. Grav. 23, 2435 (2006), arXiv:gr-qc/0512039.
[242] G. M. Harry, P. Fritschel, D. A. Shaddock, W. Folkner, and E. S. Phinney, Class. Quant. Grav. 23, 4887 (2006), [Erratum:

Class.Quant.Grav. 23, 7361 (2006)].
[243] K. Yagi and N. Seto, Phys. Rev. D 83, 044011 (2011), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 95, 109901 (2017)], arXiv:1101.3940 [astro-

ph.CO].
[244] K. Yagi and N. Seto, Phys. Rev. D 95, 109901 (2017).
[245] N. Seto, S. Kawamura, and T. Nakamura, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 221103 (2001), arXiv:astro-ph/0108011.
[246] S. Kawamura et al., Class. Quant. Grav. 28, 094011 (2011).
[247] S. Kawamura et al., Class. Quant. Grav. 23, S125 (2006).
[248] M. Punturo and M. A. et.al, Classical and Quantum Gravity 27, 194002 (2010).
[249] M. Branchesi et al., JCAP 07, 068 (2023), arXiv:2303.15923 [gr-qc].
[250] C. L. Carilli and S. Rawlings, New Astron. Rev. 48, 979 (2004), arXiv:astro-ph/0409274.
[251] C. J. Moore, R. H. Cole, and C. P. L. Berry, Class. Quant. Grav. 32, 015014 (2015), arXiv:1408.0740 [gr-qc].
[252] A. Weltman et al., Publ. Astron. Soc. Austral. 37, e002 (2020), arXiv:1810.02680 [astro-ph.CO].
[253] M. Correa, M. R. Gangopadhyay, N. Jaman, and G. J. Mathews, Phys. Rev. D 109, 063539 (2024), arXiv:2306.09641

[astro-ph.CO].
[254] G. Agazie et al. (NANOGrav), Astrophys. J. Lett. 951, L8 (2023), arXiv:2306.16213 [astro-ph.HE].
[255] G. Agazie et al. (NANOGrav), Astrophys. J. Lett. 951, L9 (2023), arXiv:2306.16217 [astro-ph.HE].
[256] M. R. Gangopadhyay, V. V. Godithi, K. Ichiki, R. Inui, T. Kajino, A. Manusankar, G. J. Mathews, and Yogesh, (2023),

arXiv:2309.03101 [astro-ph.CO].
[257] S. Pi, (2024), arXiv:2404.06151 [astro-ph.CO].
[258] H. Firouzjahi and A. Riotto, Phys. Rev. D 108, 123504 (2023), arXiv:2309.10536 [astro-ph.CO].
[259] G. Franciolini, A. Iovino, Junior., V. Vaskonen, and H. Veermae, Phys. Rev. Lett. 131, 201401 (2023), arXiv:2306.17149

[astro-ph.CO].
[260] G. Ferrante, G. Franciolini, A. Iovino, Junior., and A. Urbano, Phys. Rev. D 107, 043520 (2023), arXiv:2211.01728

[astro-ph.CO].
[261] S. Choudhury, A. Karde, S. Panda, and M. Sami, JCAP 01, 012 (2024), arXiv:2306.12334 [astro-ph.CO].
[262] S. Choudhury, K. Dey, A. Karde, S. Panda, and M. Sami, Phys. Lett. B 856, 138925 (2024), arXiv:2310.11034 [astro-

ph.CO].

https://doi.org/ 10.1088/1475-7516/2024/08/054
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.18965
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2024/04/011
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.16500
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2023/11/071
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.14911
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.063554
http://arxiv.org/abs/2405.01679
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.123518
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0612013
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0218271820500285
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.05583
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2020/08/017
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.12314
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.05296
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2023/10/041
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.08552
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136722
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.06816
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/14/6/002
https://doi.org/ 10.1088/0264-9381/27/8/084006
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/11/115012
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.7764
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.00786
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41114-023-00045-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/2204.05434
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.083005
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0506015
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/23/7/014
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0512039
https://doi.org/ 10.1088/0264-9381/23/15/008
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.83.044011
http://arxiv.org/abs/1101.3940
http://arxiv.org/abs/1101.3940
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.109901
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.221103
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0108011
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/28/9/094011
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/23/8/S17
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/27/19/194002
https://doi.org/10.1088/1475-7516/2023/07/068
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.15923
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.newar.2004.09.001
http://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0409274
https://doi.org/10.1088/0264-9381/32/1/015014
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.0740
https://doi.org/10.1017/pasa.2019.42
http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.02680
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.063539
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.09641
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.09641
https://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/acdac6
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.16213
https://doi.org/10.3847/2041-8213/acda9a
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.16217
http://arxiv.org/abs/2309.03101
http://arxiv.org/abs/2404.06151
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.123504
http://arxiv.org/abs/2309.10536
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.201401
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.17149
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.17149
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.043520
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.01728
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.01728
https://doi.org/ 10.1088/1475-7516/2024/01/012
http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.12334
https://doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2024.138925
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.11034
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.11034

	 Non-Standard Thermal History and Formation of Primordial Black Holes in Einstein-Gauss-Bonnet Gravity
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Review of Einstein-Gauss Bonnet Gravity
	Inflationary phase and power spectrum enhancement

	Non-Standard Thermal History and PBH Formation
	Numerical solutions
	= 1
	= 2

	Analysis of PBH Formation
	=1 Case
	=2 Case

	Gravitational waves
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References


