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We study the stochastic gravitational wave background sourced by a network of cosmic superstrings
and demonstrate that incorporating higher-mass string species, beyond the fundamental string, is
crucial for accurately modeling the resulting gravitational wave spectrum across frequencies ranging
from nanohertz to kilohertz. Using the multi-tension velocity-dependent one-scale model to evolve
the cosmic superstring network, we perform several fits to the NANOGrav 15-year dataset and
obtain expectation values for the fundamental string tension, string coupling and effective size of
compact extra dimensions. We find that the cosmic superstring best-fits are comparable in likelihood
to Supermassive Black Hole models, thought by many to be the leading candidate explanation of
the signal. The implications of the best-fit spectra are discussed within the context of future
gravitational wave experiments. We obtain expectation values for the fundamental string tension
of logyo(Gu1) = —11.5733(~11.6752) for gravitational waves originating from large cuspy (kinky)
cosmic superstring loops and log,,(Gu1) = —9.7757(—9.97%) for small cuspy (kinky) loops. We
also place 20 upper bounds on the string coupling, finding gs < 0.65 in all cases, and comment on

§

the implication of our results for the effective size of the compact extra dimensions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Pulsar timing arrays (PTAs) have provided mounting
evidence towards the existence of a stochastic gravita-
tional wave background (SGWB) in the nanohertz fre-
quency range. This is indicated by both the measure-
ment of a common-spectrum stochastic process and recent
strong evidence of Hellings-Downs angular correlations
in the measured signal [1-6]. Since the announcement
of the evidence, there have been a number of explana-
tions put forward for the source of the SGWB. Probably
the favourite to date arises from astrophysics; a popula-
tion of inspiralling supermassive black hole binaries with
some additional low-frequency energy loss mechanisms,
such as large eccentricity or interactions with the envi-
ronment [2, 7-11]. With the current state of measure-
ments, however, many new physics inspired cosmological
sources, such as inflation, domain walls, cosmic super-
strings, scalar induced gravitational waves, early-universe
phase transitions and others [12, 13] have been seen to
fit the data equally well, if not better. In fact, the only
cosmological model considered by the NANOGrav col-
laboration when analyzing their 15-year dataset (NG15)
which did not provide a comparable fit to the supermas-
sive black hole model was cosmic strings, although one
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of the best fits to the NG15 data was a model of cosmic
superstrings [12-14].

Cosmic superstrings occur in certain string theory sce-
narios where fundamental strings (F-strings) and one-
dimensional Dirichlet branes (D-strings) are stretched to
cosmic scales by brane inflation [15-18]. Unlike ordinary
cosmic string networks, which generally consist of a sin-
gle type of string with unit chopping probability when
intersecting, cosmic superstrings have multiple different
species (the F- and D-strings together with their bound
states) and a reduced probability of intersecting. As they
are string theory objects, the extra dimensions they ex-
perience along with their more complicated dynamics
significantly increases the difficulty of modelling the evo-
lution of these networks. Nevertheless, remarkable strides
have been made towards a consistent picture of cosmic su-
perstring network evolution by modifying methods used
to study cosmic strings [19-24]. While there remain un-
certainties in the detailed behaviour and interactions of
cosmic superstring networks, we believe that we are at a
point where detailed predictions can be made about the
spectrum of stochastic gravitational waves arising from
them [25].

In this paper, we present an overview of the most
up-to-date modelling techniques for a network of multi-
tension cosmic superstrings, along with a calculation of
the SGWB generated by them, fitting this background
to the NANOGrav 15-year dataset. The outline of the
paper is as follows. In section II, we discuss the model
used to describe the dynamics of the network and the
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gravitational waves (GWs) generated by it. In section ITT
we show how the dynamics and SGWB depend on model
parameters and specify the parameter choices made for
fitting to the NG15 data. In section IV, we show fits to
the NG15 data for different sizes of cosmic superstring
loops and for different loop structures and discuss their
implications before concluding in section V.

II. MODELLING
A. String Dynamics

Cosmic superstring networks consist of light fundamen-
tal F-strings with tension up, heavy D-strings with non-
perturbative tension pup = pr/gs, where g5 < 1 is the
fundamental string coupling, and heavier bound states
between p F-strings and ¢ D-strings, with p and ¢ co-
prime. They are collectively referred to as (p, q)-strings,
with each species carrying a conserved charge (p, q) and
having string tension

s
H(p,q) = ra VP92 + ¢ (1)

We model a population of cosmic superstrings as
Nambu-Goto strings using the multi-tension string net-
work velocity-dependent one-scale (VOS) model [19-21].
To simplify the notation, we label each pair of charges
(pi»q;) by a single index 7, so that the i*" string species
has tension p; = p(p, q,)- We choose the ordering so that
the lightest F-string species, carrying charge (1,0), have
tension p; = up, the D-strings with charge (0,1) have ten-
sion ps = pp, the 1% bound state (the FD-string) with

charge (1,1) has tension p3 = ££,/1+ g2, and so on.

As the name suggests, the VOS approach describes each
species of string, 7, in the network through a single char-
acteristic length scale, the correlation length, L;. String
dynamics are introduced into the model via the root-
mean-square velocity, v;, of each string. As the string
network evolves, the different types of strings interact
and intercommute with different probabilities. The cos-
mological evolution of such a multi-tension string network
is described by the set of equations [19-21]

drL;
dt

1
= H(t)L;(1 +v?) + 3Gt

2)
1 Viatia Uabgab 3 (
+(Zde2L2 ZdeLQLz) i

i 2 k(v;)
dt_(l_vi){Li_

7i Vab Ha + oy + g éabL
+B Y di, m ik

ZH(t)Ui
3)

b,a<b

where H(t) is the Hubble parameter, ¢ is the self-
intersection (or loop chopping) efficiency parameter for
strings of type ¢, and dk = czk are the cross-string in-
tersection efficiency parameters describing processes in
which a string of type 7 interacts with a string of type j,
with relative velocity v;;, to produce a type k string seg-
ment of length ¢;;. Such cross-string interactions can be
thought of as “zipping” processes in which the colliding
strings join together along part of their length to produce
a “zipper”, thus forming a Y-type junction, i.e. a trilinear
vertex on which the three strings meet. As the tension
of the zipper string is smaller than the sum of the ten-
sions of the two colliding strings (which is required for the
interaction to be possible; otherwise the corresponding co-
efficient d¥; is zero), the formation of the junction/zipper
liberates energy. The parameter 0 < B < 1 is introduced
in the model to describe the fraction of this energy that
is redistributed back into the string network. In particu-
lar, for B = 0, all the energy released is assumed to be
radiated away, while for B = 1 all that energy is redis-
tributed back into the network as kinetic energy of the
formed zipper.
The momentum parameter’
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describes the effective curvature of the i*" string network

component and indirectly encodes the effect of small-scale
structure on the acceleration of string segments at the

scale of the correlation length [27]. As the root-mean-

square velocities of cosmic (super)strings generally have
mildly relativistic values, we approximate the average
relative velocity between colliding string segments of type

i and j by the (non-relativistic) result v;; = ,/v? + v7.

! Tn the original formulation of the VOS model [26] the momentum
parameter was a constant, so that the model had two free param-
eters, namely the momentum parameter k and the loop chopping
efficiency ¢, which took different values in the matter and ra-
diation eras. However, in [27] the momentum parameter was

promoted to a function of v so that the model had only one free

parameter, ¢, and it was found that a single value ¢ = 0.23+-0.04
provides an excellent fit to numerical simulations throughout
cosmological evolution.



For the average length of the zipper segment resulting
from the collision of two string segments of types i and j
we take €;j1 =L 1y L;l, a value smaller than, but close
to, the smallest of the two colliding segment lengths.
For cosmic superstrings, the self- and cross- interaction

Tk
ij
can be related to a microphysical intercommuting prob-

coefficients, ¢; and d¥;, in the multi-tension VOS model
ability P;;, which can be computed (or, for interactions
involving only heavy non-perturbative strings, approxi-
mated) using string theory techniques [28, 29]. As strings
are not perfectly straight and have non-trivial small-scale-
structure, two colliding segments have more than one op-
portunity to intercommute in each crossing time, and so
the effective interaction coefficients have a weaker than
linear dependence on the microphysical intercommutation
probability. Following [21], we take

51' =CX ’P7,1/3 ) dN’L] = 7)%/3 ) (5)

where P; = P;; is the microphysical self-interaction prob-
ability for strings of type 7. The prefactor ¢ ensures that
for P; = 1 one recovers the standard VOS value ¢ [27]
for the loop chopping efficiency, while the power 1/3 is
supported [30] by numerical simulations of Nambu-Goto
strings with a suppressed intercommutation probability,
in both matter and radiation dominated cosmologies?.
Note that going from d;; in equation (5) to chj = Jiijj
in equations (2-3) involves a kinematic factor Sf; [19, 21]
(also see [33-35]) quantifying the relative probability that
the collision proceeds via the additive or subtractive chan-
nel [36], i.e. (p,q)+ (p',¢') — (p£p’,q+ '), producing
a heavier or lighter string segment, respectively.

The microphysical intercommutation probability P;;
deserves closer attention. It encodes both the quantum
nature of cosmic superstring interactions [28, 29] and the
effect of compact extra dimensions, which introduce a
suppression in the intercommutation probability as the
colliding strings can miss each other in the extra dimen-
sions [28, 32, 37]. For fixed ¢ and j the value of P;;
depends on the relative velocity v;; between the colliding
strings, the collision angle 8, the fundamental string cou-
pling g5 and the compactification characteristics of the
theory. However, in constructing the effective intercom-
mutation coefficients for the VOS model, one integrates
over collision angles and relative velocities, and so the

2 Earlier simulations of Nambu-Goto strings evolving in Minkowski
spacetime may suggest a slightly stronger dependence [31, 32] of
¢ on the intercommuting probability P, namely & o P1/2.
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resulting ¢; and ij only depend on g; and the compact-
ification. This introduces the exciting possibility of con-
straining fundamental parameters of string theory using
CMB [38, 39] or GW [25] data.

While the dependence on g¢s is relatively straightfor-
ward, the impact of extra dimensions on P;; (and, in
turn, on the VOS parameters ¢;, ij) is more subtle. Fol-
lowing [21] we parametrise the effects of extra dimensions
through a single volume parameter w, defined [28] as the
ratio of the minimum volume, V., that can be occu-
pied by the string in the extra dimensions (this can be
roughly thought of as the string thickness raised to the
number of compact extra dimensions [32]), over the total
volume available to the fundamental strings, Vg, which
is bounded above by the volume of the compact dimen-
sions. Thus, w can be thought of as the effective size of
the compact extra dimensions. A small value of w means
that the strings can explore a large volume in comparison
to the string thickness, while w = 1 corresponds to the
extra dimensions being compactified at the string scale,
or being strongly warped such that the strings are sta-
bilised in a small region (of size comparable to the string
thickness) of the compactification manifold. Therefore,
for w = 1 extra-dimensional effects can be ignored and
the intercommutation probabilities are determined solely
by the quantum mechanical interactions between the dif-
ferent types of strings (i.e. there is no additional volume
suppression due to the extra dimensions). Note that be-
cause heavy non-perturbative strings fluctuate less than
lighter strings, they see a smaller effective volume and
so compactification effects are less important for heavy
strings than for the light F-strings. For more details on
w and its interpretation, see [21, 28, 40].

To summarise, given a choice for the parameter B and
the relations between /¢;; and v;; to the model’s dynam-
ical variables, v; and L; respectively, the multi-tension
VOS model for cosmic superstrings depends on three free
parameters: the fundamental string tension p; = pp, the
string coupling g5, and the effective volume parameter w.

In cosmic superstring networks, there are, in principle,
an infinite number of string species carrying all possible
coprime pairs of charges (p, ¢). In practice, however, the
first few lightest string species are the most numerous and
dominate the energy density of the network [21]. This
has, in some cases, led to an oversimplification where it
has been assumed that modelling the evolution of just
the lightest string type is sufficient to describe the dy-
namics of the system. In such an approximation, one
models the network through a single correlation length



(and rms velocity) but also introduces a suppressed prob-
ability for string intercommutation. The model then has
two free parameters, namely the string tension and the
intercommuting probability. As we will show in IITA,
while this might be a good approximation for some areas
of the parameter space, it is not an accurate description
in general.

B. Loop Number Density

During the evolution of the cosmic superstring net-
work, strings interact and intersect, forming string loops
of different charges and tensions. These loops oscillate
relativistically and decay by emitting GWs, giving rise to
a SGWB. It is then useful to consider the string network
of each string species, i, as the sum of two components; a
long string network characterised by the correlation length
L; and root-mean-square velocity v; satisfying equations
(2-3) and a loop network consisting of loops with a certain
length distribution.

To study the GW signature of cosmic superstrings, it
is crucial to determine the number densities of the asso-
ciated loops. For each string type ¢, the energy density
lost into loops from the long-string network is given by

Civ;
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where p; = p1;/L? is the energy density of the long string
network for each string species, y(v;) = (1 — v?)~Y/? ac-
counts for the redshifting of loop velocities [41] of species i,
and ¢; are the corresponding self-interaction coefficients.

Following [21], the string self-interaction coefficients, &,
are calculated via equation (5), where ¢ is extracted from
numerical Nambu-Goto (single-tension) network simula-
tions and has a value ¢ = 0.23 4+ 0.04 throughout® cosmo-
logical evolution [27].

Note that, during the transition to the matter era and
beyond, it is important to include the full cosmological
time-dependence in both the scale factor a(t) and in P;
(calculated from the string velocities which depend on the
Hubble parameter).

3 It is also common to use different values for the loop chopping
efficiency parameter in different eras, namely ¢, = 0.23 in the
radiation era and &, = 0.18 in the matter era [26, 41], and in-
troduce an interpolating function [42] for the radiation to matter
transition. However, this is not necessary when one uses the ve-
locity dependent momentum parameter (4) and both approaches
produce practically identical results.

Although the string velocities quickly reach constant
values in the radiation era and the scale factor is well-
approximated by assuming radiation domination in the
Friedmann equation, this is not true for the matter era,
which transitions to the cosmological constant-dominated
regime soon after the network enters matter scaling.

Since pioop,s must match the energy density in the loops
of species i at all times ¢,

Ploop,i = /;ull X nl(l7t)dla (7)

it can be shown that the number density of type-i string
loops with lengths between [ and I + dl at time ¢ is [12]

i (ty)
Y(vi(t))€7 (1)
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where, at birth ¢, loops have a length of I;(t5) = a;(ts)ts,
where «;(t,) is usually taken to be a constant, and
& = L;/t is the time-normalized correlation length. The
coefficient I' reflects the gravitational power emitted in
the string network, I'Gp;, for species ¢ and is typically
taken to be I' ~ 50 [43, 44] (this is discussed further in
Sec. IIIB 1). The Heaviside theta functions ensure that
only loops born before the current time and after some
initial time ¢; are counted.

It is important to discuss some conventions regarding
loop sizes which can cause confusion. Loop sizes are
commonly described as a fraction of some physical scale
in the system and this fraction is usually denoted by «a.
Common examples include | = apd, = ap L = at (here
we have suppressed the species index), where dj, is the
horizon size at a given time. It is also, unfortunately,
common to drop the subscript of different «, making it
easy to mistake one for the other. For the rest of this
paper, we will be using a; = [;/t for each species 4, unless
explicitly stated otherwise.

The exact values are unknown for cosmic superstrings,
but numerical simulations of cosmic gauge strings can
provide some hints towards the magnitude of «;. This is
discussed in detail in section 111 B 2.

C. Gravitational Wave Emission

Due to the relativistic oscillation speeds of string loops,
they provide the dominant energy contribution to GWs
arising from a cosmic superstring network. Emission from
a large number of loops chopped from the string network



throughout cosmological evolution results in a superposi-
tion of GWs — a SGWB. A loop of length [; emits GWs
with frequencies
2j
fii=2 ©)
K3
in the j*" harmonic mode. This emission decreases the
loop size such that the length at time ¢ (in terms of the
time of its birth ¢;) is

Lit) = li(ty) —TGui(t —ts) . (10)

It follows that the time of birth of a string loop of length
I; can be found by solving [12, 41]

li + TGu;t

to(liyt) = oty + TG

(11)

The GW power emitted in the j*" harmonic mode is
given by [45]

LS -
where ¢ depends on the structure of the emitting loops,
and £ = Z?ma" j~9 represents the fact that because the
higher frequency modes (higher harmonics) are damped
by gravitational back-reaction, the full GW power ob-
tained by a summation over harmonics does not need
to include them all to accurately model the GW signal;
rather it can be cut off at a maximum harmonic mode
jmax-

For emission dominated by loop cusps, points on the
loop which instantaneously move at the speed of light
giving rise to a beamed burst of gravitational radiation,
g = 4/3. For emission dominated by kinks, discontinu-
ities in the loop tangent vector moving along the loop
at the speed of light, ¢ = 5/3. Due to the stronger sig-
nal in Eq. (12), GW emission is usually assumed to be
dominated by cusps. The validity of this assumption is
discussed in section IIIB 3.

The energy density of the GW background radiation
sourced by loops of cosmic superstring is given, per log-
arithmic frequency interval (and in units of critical den-
sity), by [45]

1 dpaw

Qaw(f) = e dinf (13)

where the critical density today is p. = 3HZ/(87G) and

N
pPGwW = ZPGW,ia (14)

(2

with pgw,; the gravitational wave energy density emitted
by each of the N string species.

In terms of GW energy emitted by each harmonic mode,
the total energy density can be written as [25]

N Jmax -_

Qaw(f) = Z Z %Qéw,i(f) (15)
and

2 . to
Qaw.i(f) = ?(g’g) ];/ti ni(1;(t),t)a(t)>dt . (16)
Here, t; is the time at which loop production becomes
significant and n;(l,t) is the loop number density given
by Eq. (8). We assume that the initial time is the end of
the friction-dominated regime for single-string networks,
t; ~ tp1/(Gu)?, where tp is the Planck time [41].

The integral in Eq. (16) sums over all loops with

lengths

1) = Falt). a7)
which is the physical length of loops at time ¢ that emit
GWs (in their j*" harmonic) with a measured frequency
of f at the present time.

The summation over harmonic modes in Eq. (15) is
made much faster computationally by noting that in
Eq. (16), we can make the formal identification between
the i*" string species emitting with harmonic j at fre-
quency f, and that emitting with harmonic 1 but at fre-
quency f/j, namely QjGwl(f) = Qbw (f/7) which then
implies that above some large harmonic number, M, the
spectrum of harmonics becomes nearly continuous such
that [14, 46]

) M Jrmax
Uil ) ~ S U o(F/7) + /M+1 Qb o(F/9)dj
j=1
(18)

Following Ellis et al. [14], we set M = 1000.

III. STOCHASTIC GRAVITATIONAL WAVE
BACKGROUND SPECTRA

A. Importance of heavier strings

As mentioned in section I1 B, the energy density in a
network of infinitely long strings of species i, where L; is
the correlation length of the long string, is given by,

i
pi= T3 (19)



We are considering a population of many string species,
with fundamental strings having a much smaller correla-
tion length than those of the heavier string species. Hence
their energy density dominates the system. This fact has
been used to make the approximation that a network of
cosmic superstrings can be modelled as a single-string net-
work with a reduced interaction probability (essentially
rescaling the GW spectrum produced by a network of
Nambu-Goto cosmic strings). Although this approxima-
tion may be valid for some specific parameter values and
frequency ranges, it was shown by Sousa and Avelino [25]
that there are characteristic features in the GW emission
from cosmic superstring networks that cannot be cap-
tured by a single string species model. In particular, if the
loops chopped from the network are small («; ~ 2I'Gp;),
a distinct multi-peaked signature in the spectrum is seen
at low frequencies, just below the nano-Hz region®.

Although [25] only investigated a model with three
species of superstring, as more and more string species
are considered, we should see a cascade of low-frequency
peaks emitted by heavier and heavier string species. How-
ever, as the correlation length of the strings increases as
the string species become heavier, the amplitude of the
associated GWs emitted decreases. It is not immediately
clear how many string species should be included before
additional GW contributions become negligible. Further-
more, even if heavier strings themselves do not emit a
measurable amount of GWs, they can still impact the
evolution of the lighter strings and need to be included
when solving the VOS equations.

To look at the impact of heavier string species, we
pick a benchmark model where all intersection energy
between strings is radiated away (B = 0) and the extra
dimensions are compactified close to the string thickness
scale, or are highly warped (w = 1). The effect of varying
these parameter values is investigated in section IIIB 4.
Following [21], we truncate the number of string species
considered at N = 7 lightest strings, with corresponding

charges
(pi7 ql) = (1a 0)7 (07 1)a (15 1)7 (2a 1)7 (17 2)a (37 1)7 (la 3) )
(20)
where ¢ = 1,..,7 and the tensions ji; = fi(p, q,) are given

by Eq. (1).

Pi,qi

4 Note, however, that [25] work in terms of oy so the relation
between the physical loop size and p; in that paper also involves
a factor of the time normalised correlation length &;.

In the context of GW backgrounds, previous work has
focused on only including the three lightest (F, D and
FD) strings [22, 25]. However, even if the GW signal
from heavier strings is negligible, more than three species
must be included in the network evolution in order to
accurately predict the correlation lengths (or, equiva-
lently, the number densities) of the three lightest species.
For example, collisions between the lightest (and most
abundant) ¢ = 1 strings and the heavy (and relatively
scarce) i = 4 strings predominantly lead to the produc-
tion of ¢ = 3 strings via the dominant subtractive channel
(1,0) + (2,1) — (1, 1), which can significantly affect the
number density of the ¢ = 3 FD strings. To illustrate
the impact of including heavier strings on the evolution
of the three lightest species, we solve the VOS equations
Egs. (2)-(3) for both i = 1,...,3 (3-string model) and
i=1,...,7 (7-string model).

Instead of looking at the correlation lengths of each
species, it is more informative to look at the normalized
characteristic length & (t) = L;(t)/t. This factors out the
increase in correlation length due to the expansion of the
universe and gives a clearer picture of the dynamics of the
string network. For example, the network spends much of
its time in a scaling regime, where the correlation length
is proportional to the horizon size, so that L;(t) oc t and
&;(t) is a constant.

The root-mean-square speed and normalized character-
istic lengths obtained by solving the VOS equations can
be seen in Fig. 1 for different values of the string cou-
pling, gs. Although the specific scaling values differ, the
general characteristics of the speeds and lengths are the
same in both models. During the radiation era, both pa-
rameters are very well approximated by a constant linear
scaling regime value, only deviating from scaling during
short periods following a change in relativistic degrees
of freedom. During the transition to the matter era and
at later times, no scaling behaviour is seen and both the
velocities and correlation lengths vary continuously with
time. This shows the importance of full modelling of the
cosmological evolution, as it is commonly assumed that
the string network spends most of its time in scaling dur-
ing both the radiation and matter eras, which is not the
case. Changes in the radiation-matter transition period
have the strongest effect on the low-frequency end of the
GW spectrum, which is also the most relevant when look-
ing for GWs from heavier string species, making accurate
modelling particularly important for cosmic superstring
GW searches.

For all three string coupling values, there are clear dif-
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FIG. 1: The correlation lengths and velocities of F-strings (red), D-strings (green) and FD-junctions (blue) for both

the 7-string (solid lines) and 3-string (dashed lines) models at different values of the string coupling constant. The

vertical dashed lines indicate the epoch of matter-radiation equality.

ferences between the 3-string and 7-string solutions. The
general trend is that, as expected, the 3-string model
predicts larger correlation lengths (smaller number densi-
ties) because it does not take into account heavier string
species, which can decay to the three lightest ones. As
strings of species 7 > 4 interact with and decay into lighter
strings, the lighter string networks receive a boost of en-
ergy. This is seen as an increase in velocities and a corre-
sponding decrease in correlation lengths. The size of these
effects is dependent on the string coupling, with only the
FD-string being affected at large couplings, whilst mod-
ifications to both the FD- and D-strings can be seen at
low couplings. The fundamental string remains largely
unaffected by the inclusion of heavier string species in
the VOS equations.

Although there are clear differences in the VOS parame-
ters between the two models, since the dominant F-string
behaves the same in both cases, it is unclear how much
these differences will change the overall gravitational wave
background spectrum. We now move on to discuss the
effect of heavier string species on the GW signal from cos-
mic superstring networks. In doing so, we will also justify
that one only needs to consider the GWs coming from
the three lightest string species, even through, as we have
just seen, the seven lightest species must be included in
the VOS modelling to accurately determine the network
evolution of the three lightest strings.

Impact of heavy species on the GW signal

As discussed in section IIT A, the GW energy density
emitted by a cosmic superstring network is dominated
by its lightest species, except possibly at low frequencies
where signatures from more than one species can appear.
This does not change the fact that, due to the lower
energy density arising from their larger correlation length
in Eq. (19), the magnitude of GWs seen from each heavier
string species is significantly reduced. Indeed, one reason
that heavier species can dominate the GW signal at low
frequencies is that there is a sharp drop off of the signal as
the frequency decreases below the peak, and so a heavier
string, having a peak position at a lower frequency, can
dominate the light string signal at low frequencies. As
we will see shortly, this is not the complete picture, but
it is clear that heavy string domination can only happen
at amplitudes much lower than the light string GW peak
amplitude, and each heavier species leads to a further
suppressed GW signal (which can possibly dominate at

low frequencies).

Therefore, it is generally sufficient to only calculate
GW contributions for the three lightest strings and, in
the interest of computational time, we will be doing so
throughout this paper. We stress that this does not mean
that only three string species can be used when solv-
ing the VOS equations, as incorporating heavier (i > 3)
string species in modelling the network evolution leads
to solutions of higher velocity and lower characteristic



length than those obtained when only considering the
three lightest strings (thus neglecting decays of heavier
species), as seen in Fig. 1. We will now examine how
this affects the GW background spectra generated by the
cosmic superstring populations.

We generate spectra at two different scales for the loop
size — a; = 0.1 (large loops) and «o; = 2I'Gu,; (small
loops). The exact choice of values will be discussed in
section IITB 2, but these two scales will enable us to
look at both the large and small loop behaviour of the
spectra respectively. Initially, the other parameter val-
ues, Gup = 1072, B =0,w = 1, jmax = 1, are chosen to
be identical to those in [25], allowing us to make a direct
comparison with their results. We will later allow for
these parameters to vary. We find that changing them
does not affect the nature of the differences between the
3-string and 7-string models. We also choose to look at
spectra generated at three different string coupling val-
ues, gs = 0.04, 0.3 and 0.7, as the differences seen in Fig.
1 were dependent on the coupling. The corresponding
spectra calculated for the 3-string and 7-string models
can be seen in Fig. 2 in the small loop regime and Fig. 3
in the large loop regime.

We start by confirming that, as shown in [25], it is
crucial to model the gravitational wave contributions
of strings heavier than the fundamental string, as they
give rise to additional structure in the spectrum. Since
the cutoff frequency of GW emission of a given string
species, i, is given by” fuini = 2/(a;t), and since a;
can vary between string species, the cut-off frequency be-
comes species-dependent. If «; differs between species,
this leads to regions of the frequency space where the
GW emission has stopped for fundamental strings, but
continues for heavier strings, as discussed earlier (cf. low
frequency regions of Fig. 2 corresponding to small loops
with «; = 2I'Gp;) for gs = 0.04 and g; = 0.3. The re-
sult is a multi-peaked spectrum at low frequencies — a
clear signature of the GWs arising from a multi-tension
network.

However, this is not the whole story. If a; is the same
for all species, we do not see multiple peaks but there can
still be areas of the frequency space where heavier strings
dominate over the fundamental string at low frequency
(see leftmost plot of Fig. 3 corresponding to large loops

5 Recall we have the loop size given in terms of the time of chopping
by l; = a;t, and the fundamental frequency of the GW it emits
is given by f; = 2/l;.

with a; = 0.1 for gg = 0.04). As loop birth times depend
on the tension of the string species (and loop density is cut
off when t < t), the integral in Eq. (16) can be smaller
for the fundamental strings than for heavier strings, even
though the smaller correlation lengths result in many
It follows that GW contributions
from heavier string species are strongest for low values of

more loops overall.

the string coupling (as these enhance the heavier string
tension — see Eq. (1)) and in cases where «; is species
dependent (e.g. when loops are produced at gravitational
back-reaction scales).

The changes in VOS parameters shown in Fig. 1 also
translate to noticeable differences in the GW background
spectra between the 3-string and 7-string models. In all
cases, except at very large string couplings, including
heavier (i > 3) strings in the VOS equations significantly
boosts the GW contributions from the D and FD-strings.
In the small-loop limit, this can be seen as mainly an
enhancement in the secondary peak and in the large-loop
limit as a general increase in magnitude. Since the mod-
ifications to the VOS parameters were largest at small
couplings, the changes in the GW spectra are also most
visible at low string coupling values.

Our results, as summarised in Figs. 2 and 3 are in agree-
ment with reference [25], up to changes in the locations
of the peaks caused by different choices/interpretations
of the parameter «;, which in the case of reference [25]
corresponds to ap; in our notation. Thus, the physical
loop sizes differ by a factor of the time normalised correla-
tion length &;. In particular, in our interpretation of the
“large loop” value a; = 0.1 the physical size of the loops
is the same for all strings and so there are no multiple
peaks in Fig. 3. Other, smaller, differences arise from our
more accurate modelling of the cosmic superstring net-
work achieved by (a) including decay processes of heavier
strings down to the three lighest species (as discussed
above), and (b) by taking into account the dependence

of the VOS parameters ¢;, dfj on the scaling velocities of

each string species.

B. Fixing model parameters

We have demonstrated that it is necessary to include
several species of heavier strings when solving the VOS
equations but not necessary to calculate the gravitational
wave contributions of more than the three lightest string
species. Before we proceed with fitting the model to

NG15 data, we need to discuss the remaining model pa-
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rameters {I", B, w, ¢, a; }. Since we will already be fitting
at least a 2D space of fundamental string tension and
string coupling, it is computationally unfeasible to keep
all of the above as free parameters and most will need to
be fixed at physically motivated values.

1. GW emission power, I'

I' gives the total GW power emitted by string loops
over the course of their life (in units of Gu) and has
usually been considered as a constant of order O(50).
Recent numerical simulations exploring the effect of grav-
itational back-reactions on Nambu-Goto cosmic string
loops have found that I" may vary with time [47]. The
potential effect of a time-evolving I" on the gravitational
wave background is to suppress the signal with up to a
~ 30% decrease at high frequencies. This paper mainly
focuses on the low-frequency end of the GWB spectrum,

as that is the domain in which the potential signature of
heavier string species is clearest and where NANOGrav
has found evidence for the SGWB. As such, we will fix
I" = 50 for all string species.

2. Loop size, a;

One of the most important parameters in determining
the shape and magnitude of the GW background spec-
trum is the size of string loops when they are chopped
off from the string network. Motivated by the scaling
behaviour of cosmic (super)string networks, it is com-
monly assumed that their size is a constant fraction of
the string correlation length at the time of birth, so that
l;(ty) = autp, where «; is a constant. The exact value
of «; is unknown. Throughout the years, investigations
into cosmic strings have shown loops produced at sizes
comparable to the string thickness [48, 49], sizes around



the gravitational backreaction scale, a;; = 2I'Gp; [50-53],
and at scales much closer to the characteristic length of
the string network [54-58]. The most recent large-scale
numerical simulation into the production of cosmic string
loops finds a double-peaked spectrum of loop production,
where around 90% of network energy goes into loops at
the gravitational backreaction scale and the remaining
10% into large loops with a; ~ 0.1 [59]. Note in that
paper the size of loops is expressed as a fraction of the
horizon size during the radiation era, i.e ay, which they
define as «. This differs from the definition used in this
work by a factor of 2.

Given the lack of a clear consensus, we will look at GWs
emitted at the two scales found by [59] as these will allow
us to look at both the large and small loop physics of GW
emission. Note that it is not clear that results derived
from cosmic string simulations can be directly applied
to cosmic superstrings and «; can, in principle, take any
other value. Nevertheless, we would expect these scales
to be representative of the range of possible values.

8. Cusp-dominated vs kink-dominated emission

Previous research into GW emission from cosmic
strings and cosmic superstrings have mostly focused on
emission from cuspy loops, especially bursts of GWs that
are expected to be emitted in the vicinity of the cusps [60—
63]. This may no longer be the optimal focus as recent
simulations have shown that gravitational backreaction
during loop evolution may smooth out the loop structure
and prevent the formation of cusps [64], which would then
imply the leading source of GW emission are from kinks
propagating around loops. For earlier work pointing to
the importance of kinks in the GW signal from cosmic
(super)strings see [65].

The loop structure plays a role when summing over
all the harmonic modes at which string loops emit GWs,
as seen in Eq. (15). Including extra harmonics broad-
ens the emission peaks when compared to the principal
harmonic seen in Figs. 2 and 3 and leads to a near-
flat high-frequency plateau. The transition between the
peak of GW emission and the plateau is sharper for kink-
dominated emission due to a larger damping of harmonic
modes in Eq. (15) (recall for kinks ¢ = 5/3 whereas for
cusps ¢ = 4/3). Given there is still uncertainty in the
distribution of cusps and kinks on a typical loop, we will
model GW emission from both cuspy and kinky loops
when fitting to the data.

10

4. Size of the extra dimensions and energy of the loops

We have now seen how variations in loop size, number
of string species and loop structure affect GW emission.
These are the “main” parameters, as varying them leads
to the largest changes in the resulting GW spectrum. The
final two parameters that need to be fixed before proceed-
ing to fit the model to data are the fraction of junction
energy transferred to loops during string intersection, B,
and the parameter w, which describes the effective size
of the extra dimensions.

As discussed in section II, the volume parameter w is
the ratio between the minimum volume and effective vol-
ume occupied by the fundamental string in the compact
extra dimensions. A small value of w corresponds to a
larger volume of the compact dimensions being available
to the strings, while w = 1 corresponds to compacti-
fication at the string scale (or to highly warped extra
dimensions) so that volume effects from the extra dimen-
sions become negligible. Note that the effective volume
is only a lower bound to the total volume of the extra
compact dimensions. As more of the extra dimensions
become traversable to the strings, the larger the prob-
ability of the strings “missing” each other in the extra
dimensions when intersecting. This leads to a decrease in
intercommuting probability, corresponding to an increase
in the number of string loops and a boost to the GW
signal. Since the heavier strings oscillate less in the extra
dimensions, the effective volume they explore is much
smaller than for the fundamental strings and the boost
in GW magnitude is much smaller. Comparison spectra
for w = 0.1 and w =1 can be seen in Fig. 4. As varying
w has a strong impact on the resulting spectra and the
value of w is physically interesting, encoding information
on the size/warping of the extra dimensions, we will treat
this as a free parameter.

Increasing B leads to additional kinetic energy in string
loops and, hence, a higher velocity. This, in turn, corre-
sponds to a larger correlation length and a smaller GW
signal. The effect is strongest for heavier string species
at large string coupling gs, but in general, it is minor
enough to be ignored. For ease of computation, we fix
B at a constant value, choosing B = 1 as then there is
explicit energy conservation within our system.
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IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Out of the set of parameters determining the cosmic
superstring GW spectra, {I', B, o, ¢, 11, gs, w}, we have
fixed the values of I' and B, chosen binary scales for «;
and g and will treat w, u; and g, as free parameters. We
fit our model to the most recent PTA stochastic gravi-
tational wave background dataset — the NANOGrav 15-
year dataset [2]. To accurately model the high-frequency
behaviour of the cosmic superstring SGWB spectrum,
jmax = 10'2 harmonic modes are summed to produce
each spectrum. To quantify the quality of our fit, we
compute likelihoods following Ellis et al. [14] as

14

L= H Pm(QGW(fm))v (21)

m=1

where for each frequency bin m, P, () are the posterior
probability density functions of the NG15 Hellings-Downs-
correlated spectrum analysis and Qaw (f;) is the cosmic
superstring background spectrum energy density in that
frequency bin.

In total, we produce four 3-dimensional likelihood con-
tours — large and small, cuspy and kinky loops. Note
that here we assume all loops are formed at a given con-
stant ;. This is different from the assumptions made by
NANOGrav when producing their cosmic superstring fit
[12]. These differences and their effects will be discussed
in Sec. IV C.

The marginalized posterior fits in all three free param-
eters, along with their 68% confidence regions, can be
seen in Fig. 5 for large loops and in Fig. 6 for small
loops. The parameter ranges, along with the parameters
corresponding to the best-fit points, can be seen in Table

Model —2In Liax 10g1o(Gpi)  gs w

Cuspy big loops 47.7 —11.5%03 < 0.65 < 0.91
-12.0 0.14  0.02

Kinky big loops 47.0 —11.6%52 < 0.65 < 0.92
-12.4 0.10 0.01

Cuspy small loops 53.6 —9.7707 < 0.63 < 0.88
-10.8 0.04 0.01

Kinky small loops ~ 53.5 ~ —9.97.0 <0.61 < 0.83
-10.9 0.05 0.01

TABLE I: The log-likelihoods and posterior mean values
(with 68% confidence intervals) for the models fitted to
NG15. Upper 20 limits are given for w and gs;. The
best-fit values for the multidimensional fits are given in
small print below the posterior values.

I. The spectra corresponding to the best-fit points (along
with the NG15 PDFs) can be seen in Fig. 7.

A. Likelihood Posteriors

As can be seen in Fig. 7 and Table I, both large and
small loops fit well with the NG15 data with large loops
being favoured by the data. There is no major differ-
ence between the results obtained from cusp and kink-
dominated emission. This is not unexpected, as the data
is in the nanohertz range, whilst the change in loop struc-
ture mainly impacts higher frequencies (higher harmon-
ics).

The most well-constrained parameter in all cases is
log(Gu1). The posterior is sharply peaked as the peak
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frequency and amplitude of GWs depend strongly on the
tension. Fitting both the low-frequency downturn and

amplitude of the NG15 data requires a precise value for
the tension.

Both the marginals for g, and w peak at lower values.
For large loops, these peaks are wide and the marginals
are overall relatively flat. For small loops, the peaks
are sharp but also narrow, resulting in a wide range of
allowed values. As can be seen from Table. I, all models
have nearly the same 20 upper limits, with approximately
gs < 0.65 and w < 0.9.

B. Likelihood comparisons

The approximate y2(~ —21n L,ax) values for the best-
fit spectra can be seen in Table I. We see that the best fit
is given by kinky big loops, with approximately the same
likelihood as cuspy big loops. Small loops give worse fits
to the data with Ax? ~ 7 when compared to the large

loop fits. To compare the quality of fits with other models
we use the Bayesian information criterion, which in our
case is given by

BIC = kIn14 — 21n Loy, (22)

where L.y is the maximum (best-fit) likelihood and & is
the number of parameters estimated by the model.

We start by comparing our results with the (cuspy)
cosmic string best-fit obtained by the NANOGrav col-
laboration (BICYE) [12]. We obtain BICKE® = 76 and
BIC®™P = 56 giving ABIC®*** = —20, which signals
a much better fit. This is to be expected, as ordinary
cosmic strings (as opposed to cosmic superstrings) are
known to have a spectrum that is too flat to explain the
NANOGrav SGWB measurements.

It is much more informative to compare the cosmic su-
perstring results with current up-to-date models of super-
massive black hole binary mergers, as they are the leading
astrophysical candidate for the source of the SGWB. The
three black hole binary models investigated in Raidal
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et al. [11] — circular binaries evolving purely gravitation-
ally, eccentric binaries evolving gravitationally and circu-
lar environmentally driven binaries — have BICSy gy = 60,
BICS gy = 50, BICE gy = 57. We see that the large
loop fits are comparable in likelihood to the environmen-
tal model and slightly worse than the eccentric model,
while the small loop fits are comparable to the circular
binary model. This shows that cosmic superstring mod-
els are competitive with the best current astrophysical

models.

C. Comparison to NANOGrav fit

When analysing their data, the NANOGrav collabora-
tion used a simplified cosmic superstring model, where
only one type of string dominates [12]. In this case, the
treatment amounts to a model of cosmic strings with a re-
duced intercommuting probability P, assumed to rescale
the spectrum as follows:

Qsuper(f) = %ch(f), (23)

where {)cg is the spectrum obtained from cosmic strings
at a given tension and P is treated as a constant free
parameter®. There are two main downsides to this ap-
proach. First, as shown in this paper, considering heavier
string species in the cosmic superstring network is crucial

6 The scaling Qsupger(f) o P~! can be understood in terms of
the VOS model as taking the loop chopping efficiency & o< P1/2
leading to a scaling L oc P1/2 in the correlation length [31, 32]
and a corresponding boost in the string density p = p/L? < P71,

to accurately model the resulting GW spectrum across
its full frequency range. In particular, cosmic superstring
networks have characteristic features like the presence
of distinct peaks at high frequencies, or the domination
of a different string species in different frequency ranges,
and so modelling the GW signal through a single string
network could lead to missed opportunities in potentially
discovering these exciting features. However, it turns out
that, within the NG15 frequency range, the fundamental
string does in fact dominate and the one-string approx-
imation is consistent with the data, as can be seen in
Fig. 7 from the negligible contributions of the D and
FD-strings. The second and main downside of the single-
string approximation comes from the unclear physical in-
terpretation of the parameter P. Although the one-string
approximation can provide a best-fit likelihood and ten-
sion, the fundamental string parameters g, and w are in
fact encoded in P and information about them can only
be obtained through the full treatment outlined in this
paper.

In comparing our results to the one-string approxima-
tion within the NG15 frequency range, as well as finding
the parameter values for g, and w for the NANOGrav
fit, we have to make a slight modification to the model
that has been used so far. NANOGrav assumes that 90%
of loops are formed at a small size and are redshifted
away without contributing to the GW spectrum. The re-
maining 10% of loops are large and become the dominant
contributors to the SGWB. This corresponds to inserting
a factor of 0.1 to the loop number density of our large
loop model.

Performing this analysis recreates the (cuspy) best-fit



spectrum obtained by NANOGrav with the same funda-
mental string tension found in [12] and a corresponding
best-fit string coupling and volume factor gs = 0.06 and
w = 0.01. The likelihood posteriors give 68% confidence
intervals of log;o (G )N = —11.4153  and 20 upper lim-
its of V¢ < 0.54 and w™N < 0.82. Note that the 68% in-
terval on string tension is consistent with the values found
by Afzal et al. [12] (confidence interval [—12.08, —11.50])
and Figueroa et al. [13] (log,o(Gu1)NE = —11.7970-35).

D. Forecast for future experiments

As shown by the best-fit spectra in Fig. 7, within the
frequency range probed by NANOGrav, there are no sig-
natures unique to GWs emitted by cosmic superstrings.
It is also difficult to separate between cuspy and kinky
spectra, as their differences only become apparent at high
frequencies. To see how the full spectrum of cosmic super-
string gravitational waves can be probed by current and
future experiments, we plot the small and large loop best-
fit spectra along with the sensitivity curves of current and
future experiments, taken from [14], in Fig. 8.

We start by noting that cosmic strings and cosmic
superstrings, unlike astrophysical sources, emit gravita-
tional waves over a very wide frequency range. This, more
than any specific features of the spectrum, can be used to
determine whether the SGWB measured by current and
future GW experiments originates from astrophysical or
cosmological sources.

Gravitational waves in the nanohertz range are cur-
rently being probed by NANOGrav [2], with low-
frequency ranges beyond current PTAs being within the
sensitivity ranges of SKA [66] and ROMAN [67]. The
microhertz to hertz range will be covered by LISA [68-
70] and cold-atom-based experiments AEDGE [71] and
AION [72]. This range could be useful in differentiating
between kink and cusp sourced GW emission, as the fits
to NG15 data differ significantly in magnitude within this
range. Finally, the highest frequency range (~ 10 — 100
Hz) of the spectrum could already be within the sensi-
tivity range of LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA [73-75](especially
when they reach their maximal sensitivities), although
drop-offs in magnitude could be caused by modifications
to standard cosmic evolution [14]. Due to its larger mag-
nitude at high frequencies, the large-loop spectrum will
be easiest to probe by current and proposed future exper-
iments. As the small-loop spectrum has a sharper drop
from peak emission intensity, its high-frequency tail is be-

14

yond the reach of LIGO/Virgo/KAGRA (but within the
projected sensitivity of the Einstein Telescope [76, 77]).

The clearest signatures of cosmic superstrings in the
SGWB spectrum appear to be from the heavy string con-
tributions seen at low frequencies. The lowest frequencies
in gravitational waves are probed by PTA experiments
(such as SKA and NANOGrav), with the lowest frequency
being limited by observational time. Probing the earliest
“smoking gun” signature, the sharp transition between
emission peaks seen at ~ 1nHz in the small-loop best-fit,
requires around 30 years of observational time. Measur-
ing any peaks and structures at even lower frequencies
are unfortunately outside the feasibility range of current
experimental methods.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented the most up-to-date model of cosmic
superstrings, their evolution and the stochastic gravita-
tional wave background they source. We have shown that
the accurate modelling of their evolution requires the in-
clusion of both the lightest strings (F and D-strings) and
several of their heavier bound states. These heavier states
interact with the lighter strings (and between themselves)
and decay into the lighter states. This adds additional
energy to the networks of lighter strings, boosting their
root-mean-square velocity and reducing their average cor-
relation lengths. The important role played by heavier
strings has also been highlighted in the context of deter-
mining CMB anisotropies in [21, 39].

Full modelling of the stochastic gravitational wave back-
ground (SGWB) generated by cosmic superstring net-
works also requires the inclusion of heavier strings. Al-
though at higher frequencies the fundamental string dom-
inates the GW energy density, at lower frequencies there
are regions in parameter space where heavier strings con-
tribute significantly to the signal and eventually dominate
over the lightest string GW contribution. This can be
understood in terms of the different correlation lengths,
loop sizes, and tensions of each string species. The sig-
natures of heavier strings seen at low frequencies depend
on the strength of the string coupling g5, and the size of
string loops «;. If cosmic superstring loops are large when
chopped from the string network, the low-frequency tail of
the SGWB is smooth, with the heavier strings eventually
overtaking the fundamental string in spectrum magnitude.
When the loops are born at a small size, the SGWB drops
off sharply at low frequencies, forming a distinct peak for
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the emission from heavier species. This peak is shifted
towards lower frequencies for heavier strings, leading to
a distinct multi-peaked spectrum, as clearly seen in the
leftmost plot of Fig. 2.

Fitting the the
NANOGrav 15-year gravitational wave background data

cosmic superstring model to
gives well-constrained values for the fundamental string
tension at both small and large loop sizes. As string
loops oscillate, the dominant fraction of gravitational
waves can come from either cusps (single points mov-
ing instantaneously at highly relativistic speeds) or kinks
(discontinuities in the loop tangent vector). Within the
NANOGrav frequency range, this origin does not have a
significant effect on the best-fit spectra or parameters, as
we obtain expectation values for the fundamental string
tension of log,(Gp) = —11.5753(—11.6703) for gravita-
tional waves originating from large cuspy (kinky) cosmic
superstring loops and log;o(Guy) = —9.7797(-9.9729)
for small cuspy (kinky) loops. The posteriors for string
coupling, g,, and w, which describes the size of extra
compact dimensions, are much flatter and we set 20 con-
fidence bounds as gs < 0.65(< 0.65), w < 0.91(< 0.92)
for the large cuspy (kinky) loops and g, < 0.63(< 0.61),
w < 0.88(< 0.83) for small cuspy (kinky) loops. Finally,
we repeat the analysis by assuming the string loops con-
sist of 10% large loops and 90% small loops, where only
large loops contribute to the GW signal. In this case,
we obtain bounds for the string tension consistent with
Afzal et al. [12] and Figueroa et al. [13], who make the
same assumptions. We also place 20 bounds g5 < 0.54
and w < 0.82, which is not possible with the single-string

approximation used in [12, 13]. In all cases, the quality of
fits is comparable to the current best astrophysical mod-
els involving supermassive black hole binaries, although
large loops are favoured over small loops.

Extending the SGWB fitted to the NANOGrav data
over the full range of GW emission frequencies shows that,
at higher frequencies, both the large and small-loop fits
can be easily probed by projected future gravitational
wave experiments, such as LISA and the Einstein Tele-
scope. These measurements can also be used to differ-
entiate between cusp and kink-dominated emission, as
the small-scale structure of loops affects the damping
of higher harmonics (higher frequencies). Unfortunately,
the low-frequency tail of the SGWB, which contains the
clearest signatures of heavy cosmic superstring species, is
out of reach of current experimental methods.

There remain significant uncertainties in modelling the
GW signal from cosmic (super)string networks. The most
important unknown is the size of string loops, which de-
termines both the magnitude and shape of the spectrum
as seen, for example, in Figs. 2 and 3. This is a challeng-
ing and important open problem in the field. The best
we can do at present is model various options, through
different choices of loop distributions, or the parameter
« as we have done in this paper. For cosmic superstrings,
in particular, there are additional uncertainties arising
from approximations/assumptions in the computation of
the self- and cross-string interaction parameters ¢; and
chj in the multi-tension VOS model, the impact of com-
pactification choices for the extra dimensions, and other
assumptions relating to the formation and evolution of



string junctions (see for example [78]). Nevertheless, our
current modelling techniques provide a systematic way of
quantifying these effects as we have exemplified in this pa-
per. Indeed, given these modelling uncertainties, the rel-
ative robustness of the predicted GW signal is somewhat
surprising. In particular, a single species toy-model can
provide a reasonable approximation to the GW spectrum
over most of the relevant frequency range. The detailed
modelling we have discussed here, crucially, links the GW
spectrum with the underlying fundamental parameters
of the model — the tension of the fundamental string up,
the string coupling constant gs and the size of the ex-
tra dimensions through w — and makes the characteristic
features of cosmic superstring networks apparent at low

16

frequencies. This will be important for constraining or
detecting these effects with future GW data.
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