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Abstract
Motivated by the recent release of new results from five different pulsar timing array (PTA) experiments claiming to have

found compelling evidence for primordial gravitational waves (GW) at nano-Hz frequencies, we study the consequences for
two popular beyond the Standard Model (SM) frameworks, where such nano-Hz GW can arise due to annihilating domain
walls (DW). Minimal framework of Dirac leptogenesis, as well as left-right symmetric model (LRSM) can lead to formation of
DW due to spontaneous breaking of Z2 symmetry. Considering the NANOGrav 15 yr data, we show that the scale of Dirac
leptogenesis should be above 107 GeV for conservative choices of Dirac Yukawa couplings with fine-tuning at the level of the
SM. The scale of minimal LRSM is found to be more constrained MLR ∼ 106 GeV in order to fit the NANOGrav 15 yr data.
On the other hand, the non-minimal LRSM can be compatible with the NANOGrav data for 102 TeV ≲ MLR ≲ 103 TeV but
with the corresponding B − L breaking scale violating collider bounds.

Introduction: Recently, four different pulsar timing ar-
ray (PTA) experiments namely NANOGrav [1], Euro-
pean Pulsar Timing Array (EPTA) together with the first
data release from Indian Pulsar Timing Array (InPTA)
[2], PPTA [3], all part of the consortium called In-
ternational Pulsar Timing Array (IPTA) have released
their latest findings hinting at a significant evidence
for stochastic gravitational waves (GW) background at
nano-Hz frequencies. Similar evidence with larger statis-
tical significance has also been reported by the Chinese
Pulsar Timing Array (CPTA) collaboration [4]. While
such a signal can be generated by supermassive black
hole binary (SMBHB) mergers though with a mild ten-
sion, presence of exotic new physics alone or together
with SMBHB can make the fit better [5]1. Several follow-
up papers have also studied the possible origin or im-
plications of this observation from the point of view of
dark matter [7, 8], axions or axion-like particles [9, 10],
SMBHB [11], first order phase transition [12–15]2 and
associated challenges [17], primordial black holes [18],
primordial magnetic field [19], domain walls [20, 21], in-
flation [22, 23], cosmic strings [24, 25], scalar induced
gravitational waves [5] including earlier works [26], as-
trophysical neutrino oscillation [27] and QCD crossover
[28]. New physics possibilities leading to primordial GW
in the nano-Hz regime can also be found in [29].

While GW from domain walls (DW) has already been
studied as a possible new physics explanation for PTA
results [5, 20, 21], we consider the consequence for two
popular beyond standard model (BSM) scenarios namely,
the minimal Dirac leptogenesis and the left-right sym-
metric model (LRSM). The first model is a type I see-
saw realisation for light Dirac neutrino mass with the
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1 Similar conclusions can also be found in [6].
2 See [16] for earlier works.

heavy vector-like neutral fermions being responsible for
generating baryogenesis via leptogenesis [30] with light
Dirac neutrinos, known as the Dirac leptogenesis scenario
[31, 32]. GW probe of high scale leptogenesis models
have received considerable attention in recent times. In
most of these works [33–36], cosmic string (CS) origin of
GW has been studied by considering a U(1)B−L frame-
work with in-built heavy Majorana fermions responsible
for generating Majorana mass of light neutrinos as well
as leptogenesis. The scale of leptogenesis or U(1)B−L

breaking scale then decides the amplitude of the CS gen-
erated GW spectrum. However, in view of the latest PTA
results preferring a positive slope of the GW spectrum,
stable CS in such models no longer provide a good fit [5].
This raises the prospects for a Dirac leptogenesis model
whose minimal version must have a softly broken Z2 sym-
metry leading to formation of DW followed by generation
of GW due to annihilation or collapse. While a general
study related to GW probe of minimal Dirac leptogenesis
was carried out in [37] (and subsequently in [38] for Dirac
seesaw), here we consider the implications of recent PTA
findings on the scale of Dirac leptogenesis. On the other
hand, GW probe of LRSM considering DW as the source
have been studied in earlier works [39, 40]. DW arise
due to spontaneous breaking of parity in such models.
While earlier works considered the detection aspects of
this model, we now constrain the scale of left-right sym-
metry considering the latest PTA data. While both the
models can explain the latest PTA data, the allowed pa-
rameter space remains squeezed to a tiny window, which
should face more scrutiny with future data.

Domain walls as source of GW: Domain wall is a
two-dimensional topological defect arising from sponta-
neous breaking of discrete symmetries [41–43]. With the
expansion of the universe, the energy density of DW falls
slower compared to that of radiation or ordinary matter,
having the potential to start dominating the energy den-
sity of the universe and ruin the successful predictions of
standard cosmology. Such a disastrous situation can be
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prevented if DW are made unstable or diluted or if they
have asymmetric initial field fluctuations [44, 45].

In minimal model of Dirac leptogenesis [37] as well
as left-right symmetric models [40], such DW arises due
to the spontaneous breaking of a Z2 symmetry. If we
consider a Z2-symmetric potential of a scalar field φ, it
is straightforward to show the existence of two different
vacua ⟨φ⟩ = ±u. It is also possible to find a static solu-
tion of the equation of motion given the two vacua to be
realized at x → ±∞,

φ(x) = u tanh

(√
λφ

2
ux

)
, (1)

representing a domain wall extended along the x = 0
plane. Here λφ is the quartic self-coupling of the scalar

field. The DW width is δ ∼ m−1
φ = (

√
2λφ u)−1. An-

other key parameter, known as the DW tension is given
by

σw =

∫ ∞

−∞
dx ρφ =

2
√
2

3

√
λφ u3 =

2

3
mφ u2 ∼ u3 , (2)

where ρφ denotes (static) energy density of φ and in the
last step, mφ ∼ u is used.

Assuming the walls to be formed after inflation, the
simplest way to make them disappear is to introduce a
small pressure difference [41, 43, 46–48], a manifestation
of a soft Z2-breaking term. Such a pressure difference or
equivalently, a bias term in the potential ∆V needs to
be sufficiently large to ensure DW disappearance prior
to the epoch of big bang nucleosynthesis (BBN) that is,
tBBN > tdec ≈ σw/∆V . It is also important to take care
of the fact that the DW disappear before dominating the
universe, requiring tdec < tdom, where tdom ∼ M2

P /σw

andMP is the reduced Planck mass. Both of these criteria
lead to a lower bound on the bias term ∆V . However,
∆V can not be arbitrarily large as it would otherwise
prevent the percolation of both the vacua separated by
DW. Such decaying DW therefore can emit GW [49–58].
At peak frequency fpeak, the spectral energy density can
be estimated as [49, 50]

ΩGWh2 (t0)
∣∣∣
peak

≃ 5.2× 10−20 ϵ̃gw A4
w

(
10.75

g∗

)1/3

×
(

σw

1TeV3

)4 (
1MeV4

∆V

)2

, (3)

with t0 being the present time. Away from the peak, the

amplitude varies as3

ΩGW ≃ ΩGW

∣∣∣
peak

×



(
fpeak
f

)
for f > fpeak

(
f

fpeak

)3

for f < fpeak

, (4)

where the peak frequency is given by

fpeak(t0) ≃ 4× 10−9 HzA−1/2

×
(
1TeV3

σw

)1/2 (
∆V

1MeV4

)1/2

. (5)

In the above expressions, Aw is the area parameter [60,
61] ≃ 0.8 for DW arising from Z2 breaking, and ϵ̃gw is
the efficiency parameter ≃ 0.7 [50]. Note that the above
spectrum can be obtained from a general parametrisation
S(f/fpeak)

S(x) =
(a+ b)c

(bx−a/c + axb/c)c
(6)

for a = 3 (required by causality [62, 63]) and b ≈ c ≈ 1
(suggested by simulation [50]). Utilising these values of
a, b and c, togeteher with x ≫ 1 (or x ≪ 1), we can
produce Eq. (4). However, as noted in [5, 55], the values
of b, c may depend upon the specific DW annihilation
mechanism or regime all of which have not been explored
in numerical simulations yet. This allows one to vary b, c
to get a better fit with the PTA data [5].
When the GW production is ceased after the annihila-

tion of the domain walls, the energy density of GW red-
shifts mimicking that of the SM radiation. As a result,
GW itself acts as an additional source of radiation with
the potential to alter the prediction of BBN. Thus, an
excess of the GW energy density around T ≲ O(MeV),
can be restricted by considering the limits on the number
of relativistic degrees of freedom from CMB and BBN,
encoded in ∆Neff. This, in turns, puts a bound on the
amplitude of GW spectrum, demanding [64, 65]

ΩGW h2 ≲ 5.6× 10−6 ∆Neff . (7)

Here we consider several projected limits on ∆Neff on
top of the existing limit from Planck: ∆Neff ≲ 0.28 at
95% CL [66]. This bound is shown by the solid gray
horizontal line in Fig. 2. Once the baryon acoustic os-
cillation (BAO) data are included, the measurement be-
comes more stringent: Neff = 2.99 ± 0.17. A combined
BBN+CMB analysis shows Neff = 2.880±0.144, as com-
puted in Ref. [67]. This constraint is denoted by the

3 The low-frequency spectrum of GW from melting DWs [54, 59]
characterized by a time-dependent tension, contrary to the con-
stant tension DWs as discussed here, behaves as f2, without
violating the causality.
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u (GeV) ∆V (MeV)4

BP1 2× 105 108

BP2 3× 105 108

BP3 4× 105 108

TABLE I. Details of the benchmark points (BPs) used in
Fig. 2 and Fig. 3.

dashed horizontal line. On the other hand, upcoming
CMB experiments like CMB-S4 [68] and CMB-HD [69]
will be able to probe ∆Neff as small as ∼ 0.06 and
∼ 0.027, respectively. These are indicated by dot-dashed
and dotted lines respectively. The next generation of
satellite missions, such as COrE [70] and Euclid [71],
leads to ∆Neff ≲ 0.013, as shown by the large dashed
line.

It should be noted that we are ignoring the friction ef-
fects between the domain walls and the thermal plasma
[52, 72, 73]. Such friction effects can be important when
the field responsible for symmetry breaking or constitut-
ing the wall has large couplings with the SM bath parti-
cles, leading to smaller GW amplitude than that without
friction discussed here. Since the scalar fields responsible
for symmetry breaking has tiny couplings with the SM
plasma in the models discussed here, such effects can be
ignored [54].

In Fig. 1 we summarize bounds on the VEV u and the
bias term ∆V , where all the shaded regions are disallowed
from (i) decay of the DWs post BBN (darker gray), where
tdec > 1 sec, (ii) DW domination (lighter gray) or tdom <
tdec and (iii) ∆Neff bound from PLANCK on excessive
GW energy density (light gray). This leaves us with the
white region in-between that is allowed, from where we
choose our benchmark points (BP), as indicated in Tab. I.
It is important to note here, we also consider ∆V ≪ u4

to prevent the percolation of both the vacua separated
by DW. However, such a condition is trivially satisfied in
the regime we are interested in.

The GW spectrum corresponding to the BPs in Tab. I
is illustrated in Fig. 2. As explained before, we distinc-
tively see a blue-tilted pattern for f < fpeak, while the
spectrum is red-tilted in the opposite limit. Here we
project limits from BBO [74], LISA [75], DECIGO [76],
ET [77], CE [78], THEIA [79], HL (aLIGO) [80],
µARES [81] and SKA [82]. In this plot, the range of
GW spectrum from NANOGrav results [1] is shown by
the red points. The gray-shaded region is completely dis-
allowed from ∆Neff bound on overproduction of ΩGW as
discussed before, depending on the sensitivity of a par-
ticular experiment. As one can already notice, BP3 is
already ruled out from PLANCK bound, while BP1 is
beyond the reach of any future experiments proposed so
far.

Corresponding to the two epochs tdom and tann stated
before, we define two temperatures Tdom and Tann. We
are typically interested in the regime Tann > Tdom, i.e.,
the DWs disappear before they dominant the Universe.
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FIG. 1. Bound on the size of VEV and the bias term. All
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FIG. 2. Spectrum of gravitational wave from DW decay,
where we show sensitivities of several GW experiments. The
black curves correspond to the chosen benchmark points for
a = 3 , b = 1 , c = 0.3. The gray region marked as “∆Neff

constraint” is disallowed from overproduction of GW energy
density (see text for details). The red points correspond to
the NanoGrav 15 yr observation [1].

Following [21], Tann reads

Tann ≃ 120MeV

√
∆V/MeV4

108

(
Aw

0.8

)−1/2

(
σw/GeV3

1016

)−1/2 (
g∗(Tann)

10

)−1/4

, (8)

implying, for larger surface tension, it takes longer for
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FIG. 3. Viable parameter space in the bi-dimensional plane
of Tann-rw, based on the NanoGrav 15 yr dataset [1]. The
black solid contour corresponds to the ∆V -value relevant for
the BPs in Tab. I. The red and blue contours correspond to 1-
and 2σ CL respectively. The gray shaded region is disallowed
from ∆Neff bound from Planck.

the walls to collapse, while for larger bias the opposite
happens. We also define another quantity

rw =
ρr

1 + ρr
, (9)

where

ρr =
ρw(Tann)

ρR(Tann)
≃ 0.14

(
Aw

0.8

)2 (
σw/GeV3

1016

)2

(
108 MeV4

∆V

)
, (10)

which quantifies the energy density contained within the
DW compared to that of radiation.

We show the compatibility of our relevant model pa-
rameters, namely, the bias term ∆V and the VEV u
(equivalently, the strain σ) in Fig. 3 with the NANOGrav
data, utilizing Eq. (8) and Eq. (9). We superimpose
the 1 and 2σ contours (shown by red and blue solid
curves) provided by the NANOGrav result [1]. As one
can see, BP1 lies well within the 1σ contour, while the
other two BPs are well off. For BP1, a = 3 , b ∈
[0.5 , 1] , c ∈ [0.3 , 3] is needed to be in compliance within
1σ of NANOGrav data for frequency f ∈ [2× 10−9 , fyr]
Hz, where fyr = 1yr−1 ≈ 3 × 10−8 Hz. It is possible to
derive a lower and upper bound on the VEV for a fixed
∆V , as denoted by the gray dashed horizontal lines for
∆V = 108 MeV4. Thus, for ∆V = 108 MeV4, we find
189 ≲ u/TeV ≲ 225, in compliance with NANOGrav 2σ
contour. On the other hand, the viable range of bias
term, that lies within 2σ CL of NANOGrav result, turns

out to be 4 × 106 ≲ ∆V/MeV4 ≲ 5 × 1011, as shown by
the green dotted and orange dashed curves. Depending
on the choice of ∆V , the upper limit on u can be pushed
to larger values. One can also project the ∆Neff bound
on the same plane (by trading {σ ,∆V } with {Tann , rw})
ruling out the region of the parameter space that results
in overproduction of GW [cf. Eq. (7)]. This is shown
by the gray shaded region, where we have used the 2-σ
bound from Planck. This rules out BP3, as already seen
in Fig. 1. Note that, the limits obtained on VEV u to-
gether with that on the bias ∆V , satisfy tdom < tdec and
tdec < tBBN, obeying ∆V ≪ u4.

Consequence for Dirac leptogenesis: In the minimal
model of Dirac leptogenesis or Dirac neutrino seesaw [37],
the standard model (SM) is extended by three copies of
vector-like neutral singlet fermions NL,R and three copies
of right chiral part (νR) of light Dirac neutrinos. A real
singlet scalar field φ is introduced to couple νR withN . A
Z2 symmetry under which φ, νR are odd, prevents direct
coupling of the SM lepton doublet L with νR via SM
Higgs H. The relevant part of the Yukawa Lagrangian
can be written as

−LY ⊃ YL L H̃ NR +MN N N + YR NL φνR + h.c.
(11)

After the neutral components of H and φ acquire VEV
v, u respectively, light Dirac neutrino mass arises from
the Type-I seesaw equivalent for Dirac neutrino as

mν =
1√
2
YL M−1

N YR v u (12)

with MN being the scale of Dirac seesaw. The same
heavy fermions NL,R can have out-of-equilibrium decay
to achieve successful Dirac leptogenesis. Although no
net lepton asymmetry is produced due to total lepton
number conservation, it is possible to create equal and
opposite lepton asymmetries in left and right sectors due
to CP violating out-of-equilibrium decays N → LH and
N → νR φ respectively. The CP asymmetry parameter
is given as [83]

ϵ ≃ − 1

8π

M1

uv

Im[(YRm
†
νYL)11]

(YRY
†
R) + (YLY

†
L)

, (13)

where v = 246 GeV and M1 is the lightest heavy fermion
mass. If a net lepton asymmetry is generated before the
sphaleron decoupling epoch, it is possible to create a net
baryon asymmetry. However, in order to prevent the left
sector lepton asymmetry from being washed out, it is
important to prevent the equilibration of left and right
sectors, leading to a condition

ΓL−R ∼ |YL|2 |YR|2

M2
1

T 3 < H(T ) , (14)

where H(T ) = π
3

√
g⋆
10

T 2

MP
is the Hubble parameter. We

do not compute the lepton asymmetry here and refer the
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reader to earlier works [37, 83, 84] where explicit Boltz-
mann equations were solved, and corresponding parame-
ter space has been obtained. Depending upon the scale of
leptogenesisM1, one can consider either quasi-degenerate
or hierarchical heavy fermions to achieve the desired CP
asymmetry while being consistent with sub-eV Dirac neu-
trino mass.

As the Z2-odd scalar φ acquires a non-zero VEV u, it
leads to the formation of domain walls4. One can intro-
duce a bias term ∆V (which breaks Z2 symmetry softly)
in the scalar potential which eventually lead to the dis-
appearance of domain walls. Now, for u ≳ 190 TeV,
preferred from NANOGrav 2023 data as discussed be-
fore, and considering light neutrino mass mν ≤ 0.1 eV,
we get MN > y2 × 1017 GeV. This implies that, for or-
der one Yukawa couplings, the scale of Dirac leptogenesis
is even above the upper limit on reheating temperature,
disfavouring the possibility of thermal Dirac leptogene-
sis. If the Yukawa couplings are made as low as electron
Yukawa coupling, we have MN > 107 GeV, keeping it at
intermediate scale. To summarize, the possibility of low
scale Z2-symmetric Dirac leptogenesis is disfavoured un-
less we tune Yukawa couplings involved in Dirac seesaw
more than what we have in the SM.

It is worth stressing that Dirac leptogenesis can be re-
alised without Z2 symmetry too and in those setups there
will not be any DW formation. One simple alternative
is to consider a U(1) global symmetry under which ϕ,
now a complex scalar, and νR transform non-trivially.
Soft breaking of such global U(1) symmetry, required
to generate light Dirac neutrino mass, leads to a light
pseudo-Goldstone boson with interesting phenomenolog-
ical consequences. On the other hand, for gauged U(1)
symmetry, an additional massive gauge boson will arise
in the spectrum. If such additional neutral bosons cou-
ple to the heavy fermions (N) responsible for generating
lepton asymmetry, they can lead to dilution of asymme-
try while keeping N in equilibrium for longer epochs [85].
As far as topological defects are concerned, such models
with U(1) symmetries can lead to cosmic strings which
can have their own GW signatures. Since the number of
new degrees of freedom in Z2-symmetric Dirac leptogene-
sis is less than scenarios with U(1) or higher symmetries,
we have referred to it as the minimal Dirac leptogenesis.

Consequence for left-right symmetry: Left-right
symmetric models [86–98] have been one of the most well-
studied BSM frameworks where the SM gauge symmetry
is extended to SU(3)c × SU(2)L × SU(2)R ×U(1)B−L. In
addition to the gauge symmetry, the model also has an in-
built Z2 symmetry or parity symmetry (P) under which
the left and right sector fields are interchanged, keeping

4 Because of the non-zero VEV, φ can mix with the SM Higgs
doublet (H) via a portal interaction λp |φ|2 |H|2, that leads to
its decay into the SM. One can always tune the mixing parameter
such that φ decays efficiently before the onset of BBN.

the framework parity or left-right symmetric. While a
detailed discussion related to GW probe of LRSM can
be found in [39, 40, 99], here we briefly summarise the
implications of 2023 PTA data on the scale of left-right
symmetry.
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FIG. 4. Same as Fig. 3, but for the minimal LRSM. Along
the black solid line the left-right symmetry breaking scale u
is varying.
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Unlike in the Z2-odd scalar singlet model discussed
above, the LRSM gauge symmetry does not allow ar-
bitrary bias terms. It is possible to generate such bias
term via higher dimensional operators invariant under
gauge symmetry but explicitly breaking the parity sym-
metry. While Planck scale effects are expected to break
any global symmetries like parity [100–102], the cor-
responding bias term can lead to DW disappearance
[103, 104]. The minimal LRSM has three different types
of scalars namely, Φ ≡ (1, 2, 2, 0),∆L ≡ (1, 3, 1, 2),∆R ≡
(1, 1, 3, 2) where the numbers in the brackets are the
quantum numbers corresponding to the LRSM gauge
group SU(3)c × SU(2)L × SU(2)R × U(1)B−L. Left
and right handed fermions transform as doublets un-
der SU(2)L, SU(2)R respectively. Quark and lepton
fields are represented as QL ≡ (3, 2, 1, 1/3), QR ≡
(3, 1, 2, 1/3), ℓL ≡ (1, 2, 1,−1), ℓR ≡ (1, 1, 2,−1). Under
parity P, left and right sector fields get interchanged as

QL ↔ QR, ℓL ↔ ℓR,∆L ↔ ∆R,Φ ↔ Φ†.

This not only ensures the equality of left and right sector
gauge couplings gL = gR, but also relates the Yukawa
and scalar potential couplings of these two sectors.

The neutral component of the scalar triplet ∆R ac-
quires a non-zero VEV breaking SU(2)R ×U(1)B−L × P
into U(1)Y of the SM. At a later stage, the electroweak
gauge symmetry gets spontaneously broken to U(1)em by
the neutral components of scalar bidoublet Φ. Thus, the
symmetry breaking pattern is

SU(2)L × SU(2)R × U(1)B−L × P ⟨∆R⟩−−−→
SU(2)L × U(1)Y ⟨Φ⟩

−→
U(1)em. (15)

While this is the desired symmetry breaking pattern, it is
equally probable for left sector scalar field ∆L to acquire
non-zero VEV. This leads to left and right sector vacua
separated by domain walls. It is also possible to replace
the pair of triplets ∆L,R by a pair of doublets HL,R while
achieving the same symmetry breaking pattern. In either
of these minimal models, the bias term or soft P breaking
term can arise from dimension six operators given by

VNR ⊃ fL
(Σ†

LΣL)
3

M2
P

+ fR
(Σ†

RΣR)
3

M2
P

(16)

where ΣL,R ≡ ∆L,R, HL,R depending upon the type of
LRSM. This leads to a bias term in the minimal model
given by ∆V ∼ u6/M2

P , where u is the SU(2)R×U(1)B−L

as well as parity breaking scale. Due to the dependence of
the bias term on the scale of left-right breaking, the con-
straint on left-right symmetry breaking scale is stronger
than what we had on the scale of Dirac leptogenesis. As
shown in Fig. 4, the scale of left-right symmetry should
be approximately around ∼ 106 GeV (shown by the black
solid horizontal line), in order to be in agreement with
NANOGrav 15 yr data at 2σ.
Similarly, one can also check the status of non-minimal

LRSM frameworks in the light of the recent PTA results.

Unlike the minimal LRSM, in the non-minimal scenario,
the symmetry of LRSM is broken down to that of the
SM in more than one steps. For illustrative purpose, we
consider a two-step symmetry breaking chain leading to

SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)R ⊗ U(1)B−L ⊗ P u−→

SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)R ⊗ U(1)B−L
vBL−−→

SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y
vEW−−−→ U(1)em , (17)

where vBL is the intermediate symmetry breaking scale
and vEW is the electroweak symmetry breaking scale. For
example, the first stage of the above symmetry breaking
chain can be achieved by SU(2)R triplet of vanishing
B−L charge while the second stage can be taken care of
by a triplet of non-zero B−L charge. In such a scenario,
the bias term can be written as dimension five operator
involving both types of triplet scalars. Following [40],
one can show that the bias term is related to the two
scales of symmetry breaking via ∆V ≃ u3 v2BL/MP . In
that case, one finds, Tann ∝ vBL [cf.Eq. (8)]. We show
constraint on the LR symmetry breaking scale u, that
allows to be within 2-σ of the NANOGrav 15 yr data in
Fig. 5. Corresponding to each Tann, the vBL is fixed, as
mentioned in the upper axis label. We find, in order to
be compatible with 1-σ contour of the NANOGrav 15 yr
data, 0.04GeV ≲ vBL ≲ 1 GeV, while 102 TeV ≲ u ≲
103 TeV. However, such low scale vBL will lead to light
Z ′ gauge bosons, already ruled out by the large hadron
collider (LHC) data [105, 106].

Conclusion: We have investigated the consequence
of the recent PTA results on the scale of Dirac leptoge-
nesis and left-right symmetric model. In minimal ver-
sion of both these scenarios, domain walls arise due to
spontaneous breaking of a discrete Z2 symmetry. While
the bound on the scale of Dirac leptogenesis from PTA
data depend upon the size of Dirac Yukawa couplings,
for conservative choice of such couplings with fine-tuning
at the level of the SM, we find a lower bound MN > 107

GeV, keeping leptogenesis at intermediate scales. How-
ever, for order one Yukawa coupling, this bound is much
stronger MN > 1017 GeV keeping only non-thermal
Dirac leptogenesis option viable [cf. Fig. 3]. Due to
the constrained structure of the minimal LRSM, we get
much tighter constraint on the scale of left-right breaking
namely MLR ∼ 106 GeV [cf. Fig. 4], in order to satisfy
NANOGrav 15 yr data, keeping the model out of reach
from direct search experiments like the LHC. For non-
minimal LRSM, we can fit NANOGrav 15 yr data for
MLR ≃ {120−1050} TeV [cf. Fig. 5] but with a very low
B−L breaking scale ruled out by the LHC data. Future
data from PTA or other GW experiments are expected
to shed more light on the parameter space of this model,
by constraining the spectrum at higher frequencies.
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