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We demonstrate that the recently announced signal for a stochastic gravitational wave background
(SGWB) from pulsar timing array (PTA) observations, if attributed to new physics, is compatible
with primordial GW production due to axion-gauge dynamics during inflation. More specifically
we find that axion-U(1) models may lead to sufficient particle production to explain the signal
while simultaneously source some fraction of sub-solar mass primordial black holes (PBHs) as a
signature. Moreover there is a parity violation in GW sector, hence the model suggests chiral GW
search as a concrete target for future. We further analyze the axion-SU(2) coupling signatures and
find that in the low/mild backreaction regime, it is incapable of producing PTA evidence and the
tensor-to-scalar ratio is low at the peak, hence it overproduces scalar perturbations and PBHs.

Introduction. There is a strong evidence for a
stochastic gravitational wave background (SGWB) in
Pulsar Timing Array (PTA) data from the NANOGRav
[1, 2], EPTA [3, 4], PPTA [5] and CPTA [6] experiments
in the nHz frequency regime. While this observed signal
is mainly thought to be of standard astrophysical origin
sourced by supermassive black hole binary mergers [7–9],
on top of astrophysical background, there may be a pos-
sibility that the data also implies SGWB of cosmological
origin, such as cosmic strings [10–14], cosmological phase
transitions [15–33], scalar induced GW (SIGW) [34–45].

How about a possibility of primordial gravitational
waves (GW) from cosmic inflation [46–49]? In the
standard inflationary model, the amplitude of SGWB
is nearly scale-invariant and is parameterized by a ra-
tio of tensor and scalar power spectra, called tensor-to-
scalar ratio r. It is yet to be detected, and current cos-
mic microwave background (CMB) experiments, Planck
[50] and BICEP/Keck [51], have put an upper bound
r ≲ 0.034 at 95 % C.L. [52]. This CMB bound predicts
the SGWB much smaller than that measured in PTA
data. Explaining the data requires a blue-tilted spec-
trum around the nHz frequency regime [2, 53, 54], which
is not compatible with the standard inflationary scenario
producing nearly scale invariant SGWB.

In the simplest scenario discussed above, SGWB is
produced by the vacuum fluctuation of the metric, and
the tensor-to-scalar ratio is directly related to the energy
scale of inflation. However, this is not necessarily true
if additional matter fields could source the GW during
inflation. In such scenarios, the dynamics of gauge fields
coupled to axions, both Abelian (U(1)) [55–68] and non-
Abelian (SU(2)) [69–83] groups, have been well studied

(see [84, 85] for reviews). Axions generically couple to
gauge fields via topological Chern-Simons interactions,
and this coupling violates the conformal invariance of
the gauge field. Owing to this coupling, there is copi-
ous production of one circular polarization of the gauge
field which in turn amplifies GW background during in-
flation. The resultant sourced SGWB is generically scale-
dependent and its spectral shape is controlled by the time
evolution of axion field. Therefore, depending on the po-
tential, the sourced SGWB is enhanced on intermediate
scales during inflation and is potentially testable with
future interferometers or PTAs [57, 65–68, 73, 79, 86].
The amplified gauge field also inevitably sources scalar
density modes, aside from GW, which could in turn lead
to the generation of primordial black holes (PBHs) after
inflation [66, 68, 87–89] (see also PBHs via axions [90]).

In this Letter, we show the possibility that the current
PTA data can be explained by the primordial GW
sourced by axion-gauge dynamics during inflation. We
consider two scenarios: U(1) and SU(2) models. The
axion is a spectator field and realizes localized gauge
field amplifications on intermediate scales. We discuss
the possibility of generating a enhanced power spectrum
of tensor modes compatible with the NANOGrav data
from these models while satisfying some theoretical
consistencies. We limit our analysis to the low/mild
backreaction regime for which we have robust analytic
expressions and remain agnostic about the dynamics in
the strong backreaction regime, which require approxi-
mate numerical solutions [91–96] or full simulations on
the lattice [97, 98]. We further discuss a possibility that
the sourced power spectrum of scalar modes can lead to
scalar induced GW and PBH generation [88, 99, 100].
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PTA Data. PTA experiments found evidence for
the characteristic strain amplitude as [1, 2, 4])

hc(f) = 10−14.3±0.3

(
f

yr−1

)γ

, (1)

where −0.5 < γ < 0.5 in 2-σ error bars. In terms of the
GW energy density, we have

ΩGW,0h
2 ≃

(
g0
g∗

)1/3
2π2

3H2
0

h2
cf

2 , (2)

where g∗ and g0 are the relativistic degrees of freedom at
the time of GW formation and at present, H0 is current
Hubble parameter. Then, we evaluate ΩGW,0 ∼ 10−7

which implies for the tensor power spectrum that
Ph ∼ 10−2 around frequency yr−1, and ΩGW,0 ∼ 10−8

implying Ph ∼ 10−3 for f ∼ (3 yr)−1 1. This is many
orders of magnitude larger than current bounds on CMB
scales, ie. Ph(kCMB) < 10−11, that is tensor power
spectrum at CMB scales. Hence the background needs
to be amplified at least 9 orders of magnitude compared
to fluctuations at large scales.

Axion and U(1) Coupling. We present an in-
flationary model where an axion field couples to a U(1)
gauge field with field strength tensor Fµν = ∂µAν−∂νAµ.
In this work, we consider the model where the axion
coupled to the gauge field is a spectator [61, 64]. The
Lagrangian density is as follows:

L = LGR + Linflaton + Lgauge + Lspectator , (3)

Lspectator = −1

2
∂µχ∂

µχ− U(χ)− λ
χ

4fa
Fµν F̃

µν , (4)

where LGR = M2
pR/2 and Linflaton = −(∂ϕ)2/2 − V (ϕ)

represent the Lagrangian densities of Einstein-Hilbert ac-
tion and a canonical inflaton action. Regarding the infla-
ton potential, we let it unspecified and do not solve the
background evolution of inflaton. The lagrangian den-
sity of gauge field is defined as Lgauge = −FµνF

µν/4.

The Hodge dual of field strength is defined as F̃µν ≡√
−gϵµνρσFρσ/2, where ϵ

µνρσ is an antisymmetric tensor
satisfying ϵ0123 = g−1. The important thing is that the
inflaton is not directly coupled to the gauge field 2. This
assumption enables the generation of curvature pertur-
bations sourced by the gauge field to be suppressed.

We consider the time evolution of the gauge field cou-
pled to a rolling axion. To do it, we decompose the gauge

1 although PTAs have very-low sensitivity beyond f > (2−3yr)−1

2 Axion being inflaton with a polynomial potential cannot generate
PTA signal due to bounds on the primordial non-Gaussianity at
CMB scales [101], CMB scales requires slower axion and this pre-
vents enough enhancement at PTA scales, a way out by chaning
slope around PTA scales is discussed in [66].

potential Ai into operators with two circular polarization
modes in Fourier space Â±

k . Then, in terms of a dimen-
sionless time variable x ≡ −kτ , the equation of motion
(EoM) for the mode function A±

k is given by

∂2
xA

±
k +

(
1∓ 2ξ

x

)
A±

k = 0 , ξ ≡ λ ˙̄χ

2faH
, (5)

where the dispersion relation is modified by the axion-
U(1) coupling controlled by a model parameter ξ. Ini-
tially, when the size of the mode function is deep inside
the horizon (x ≫ 1), this correction term is negligible
and the gauge field obeys the standard dispersion rela-
tion. When it becomes comparable to the horizon size,
however, one circular polarization mode gets an effective
negative mass square for x ≲ 2ξ and a growing solution
appears. The plus mode A+

k is amplified exponentially
A+

k ∝ eπξ in the time interval (8ξ)−1 ≲ x ≲ 2ξ. After
x ≲ (8ξ)−1, the amplification weakens and the energy
density of gauge field is diluted away by the expansion of
the universe 3 Therefore, the gauge field production takes
place at around horizon-crossing and enhances other cou-
pled fluctuations.
This amplified gauge field enhances the coupled met-

ric tensor modes gij = a2(δij + hij) at second order
level via the transverse-traceless components of energy-
momentum tensor of electromagnetic field. We define the
power spectrum of GW

⟨hkhk′⟩ = (2π)3δ(k + k′)
2π2

k3
(
PR
h + PL

h

)
, (6)

where P
R(L)
h is a dimensionless right- (left-) handed ten-

sor power spectrum. The shape of power spectrum is
related to the time evolution of model parameter ξ(tk),
which is determined by the details of the axion poten-
tial. In this paper, we follow the previous works [64] and
adopt a cosine potential

U(χ) = Λ4

[
cos

(
χ

fa

)
+ 1

]
. (7)

The velocity of the field gets a maximum value around
χ(t = t∗) = πfa/2, where t∗ is the moment of maximum
velocity. In the case of axion-U(1) model, the slow-roll
solution is given as

ξ =
λδ

2 cosh [δH(t− t∗)]
, δ ≡ Λ4

3H2f2
a

. (8)

GW Production for U(1). In Figure 1, we plot
the SGWB from axion-U(1) model and compare it with

3 We note that x ≲ (8ξ)−1 is chosen as a typical scale for the
integration limit where the production of gauge fields are stronger
than dilution. This scale can be chosen differently and results
will be the same.
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FIG. 1. An example of GW production for the spectator
axion-U(1) model that is in agreement with the NANOGrav
signal. The chosen parameters are δ = 0.5, 6 < ξ∗ < 6.2, and
rv = 10−2 (blue). The astrophysical origin SMBHB (red),
and the total SGWB (green) are also displayed.

that from astrophysical origin [1, 2]. The astrophysical
GWB from SMBHB is expected to have 10−15 character-
istic strain amplitude, and -2/3 frequency slope, which

translates into Ωastro ∼ 10−9
(
f/yr−1

)2/3
. Additionally,

these axion-gauge field interactions produce a unique sig-
nature, namely at small frequencies it scales as f3 consis-
tent with the NANOGrav slope, the peak is in log-normal
shape and there is a rapid decay in the UV frequencies.

Power spectra, ie. two-point function, of sourced
tensor and scalar modes, Pi,s, around their peak are
parametrized as [64]

Pi,s(k) =

(
H2

8π2M2
p

)2

f2,i (i = h, ζ) , (9)

where f2,i = AiExp

[
− ln

(
k

xik∗

)2

/(2σ2
i )

]
with the am-

plitude Ai, the spectral width σi, and with the spectral
position xi at which the function has the bump k = xik∗.
Specifically, we have Ah = Exp[−6.85+9.05ξ∗+0.0596ξ2∗ ]
where ξ∗ = λδ/2 is the largest value of ξ(t = t∗) at the
fastest motion point. We show in the shaded region the
SGWB for particle production parameter in the range,
ξ∗ = 6.2 to ξ∗ = 6. We further confirm that primordial
GW peak is greater than astrophysical for ξ∗ > 5.8. For
the chosen example parameters, tensor-to-scalar ratio at
the peak r(kp) ∼ Exp[−0.4] ∼ 1/2. For different rolling
times and particle production parameters, see [64].

A value of Ph ∼ 10−3 4 corresponds to Pζ ∼ 10−2.5

4 We note that due to the decay of vector modes during inflation,
Neff bounds are only relevant for the GW background, not for
the gauge field that forms 0.5− 5% of total energy density at its
peak, which still satsifies Neff bounds with tiny margin.

which may not violate PBH bound if fluctuations are rel-
atively Gaussian as we will discuss in the next section.
Note that although the scalar perturbations are charac-
terized by a narrowly peaked amplitude, the GW spec-
trum signal is scaled as f3 in the low frequency regime,
namely in f ≪ fpeak.
By imposing backreaction and perturbativity bounds

from the semi-analytic calculation, for δ = 0.5, we
obtain ξ∗ = 6.11 is the maximum value that can satisfy
fa < Mp by using the results in [102, 103], that is, for
smaller ξ∗, the decay constant of the axion can be chosen
smaller than Mp. ξ∗ larger than this value requires the
decay constant of the axion to be larger than Mp, which
is not viable. For this parameter region, non-linear
analysis becomes necessary and it is beyond the scope of
our paper.

Axion and SU(2) Coupling. Next, we present
an inflationary model where an axion couples
to an SU(2) gauge field with field strength
F a
µν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ − gϵabcAb

µA
c
ν . The original

model is called chromo-natural inflation, where an infla-
ton is directly coupled to the SU(2) field [104]. However,
this model was found to be inconsistent with CMB
observations [105–107]5. In this paper, we adopt the
spectator axion-SU(2) model [75], where the Lagrangian
density is given by the same form as the U(1) model (3),
(4).
At the background level, the SU(2) field can acquire an

isotropic background value [109, 110] Āa
i (t) = a(t)Q(t)δai ,

which is diagonal between the indices of SU(2) and
SO(3) algebra. Since this configuration respects the
spatial isotropy, the background spacetime can be de-
scribed by a simple FLRW metric. The axion-SU(2)
coupling in the presence of a non-zero isotropic gauge
field vacuum expectation value, vev, induces a friction
in the equation of motion for the axion. The vev is
assumed to be at the bottom of its effective potential
Q(t) ≃ (−faUχ/(3gλH))1/3 and the particle production
is characterized by the parameter

mQ = gQ/H (10)

related to the U(1) parameter through ξ ≃ mQ + m−1
Q .

This solution is an attractor even if we start from the
initial anisotropic parameter space as long as it leads to
a stable inflationary period [111–113].

At the level of perturbations, the fluctuation of the
gauge field δAa

i possesses the transverse-traceless mode
δAa

i ⊃ tai owing to the background rotational symmetry.
In the presence of the background vev, the tensor modes
of the gauge field couple to GW at the linear level. In

5 see also [108] for some challenges concerning UV completing the
axion-SU(2) model.
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FIG. 2. Constraints for the case of the axion-SU(2) model.
The black contour displays the regime for which the backre-
action is relevant (13) and therefore beyond the scope of this
work. The two blue dashed lines indicate the corresponding
value of the vacuum contribution to the power spectrum of
scalar perturbations (15). The two red lines display the level
of sourced GW production assuming Ph,v the maximum al-
lowed from CMB observations. Finally the magenta contour
is disallowed because it would require for the slow-roll param-
eter to be greater than unity.

an analogous manner to the U(1) case only one chiral-
ity of the tensor perturbations experiences a tachyonic
instability around horizon-crossing. Hence, due to the
linear coupling, only one chirality mode of GW is am-
plified. In this paper, we assume the amplified mode is
right-handed: tR and hR. The ratio of the sourced fluc-
tuations, Ph,s, to the vacuum fluctuations, Ph,v, takes
the form [75]

RGW ≡ Ph,s

Ph,v
=

ϵB
2
F2 (11)

where ϵB ≡ g2Q4/(HMp)
2 = (m4

Q/g
2) (H2/M2

p ) and F
is a numerical factor and in the parameter range mQ ≳ 2
it is approximated by F2 ≃ e3.6mQ [75]. Combining all,
we express the primordial SGWB as follows

ΩGW,0h
2 =

Ωγ,0h
2

24

(
g0
g∗

)1/3

Ph,s (12)

where Ωγ,0 is radiation energy density, and g0 and g∗ are
the relativistic degrees of freedom today and re-entry.

For the non-Abelian case in the weak backreaction
regime, it can be shown that the sourced GW can not
be compatible with the NANOGrav signal. The main
challenge of achieving the desired signal is due to the se-
vere restriction imposed by the backreaction constraint.
Unlike the axion-U(1) case, the backreaction generally
affects the EoM of the gauge field vev first (which is not
present in the axion-U(1) case) before there is a chance
to backreact in the EoM of the axion, hence there are
tighter constraints on the particle production parameter

mQ compared to the Abelian equivalent ξ [102, 114]. We
extend the analysis given in detail in section 5.2 of [115].
We present our combined constraints in Figure 2 which
is valid for small scales and contains the SGWB ampli-
tude. We show two SGWB background values with red
dashed-dotted lines, one is ΩGWh2 ∼ 3 · 10−15 that is
the amplitude one gets in the weak backreaction regime
and the scalar vacuum perturbations are taken at the face
value of the CMB scales, the other one is ΩGWh2 ∼ 10−8,
a GW signal of the order of the NANOGrav signal.
We impose the same backreaction constraint

g ≪

 24π2

2.3 · e3.9mQ

1

1 + 1
m2

Q

1/2

(13)

which arises by demanding that the backreaction term
in the EoM of the vev is smaller than the smallest back-
ground term, as in Ref. [115]. This is the safer condition
due to a cancellation among the various terms as outlined
in [114] (see also [116, 117] for the Schwinger effect).
We could relax the normalization of Pζ,v at small scales

which is not constrained. The vacuum contribution to
the power spectrum takes the form [115]

Pζ,v ≃ H2

8π2M2
p

ϵϕ∑
i ϵ

2
i

=
g2

8π2m4
Q

ϵϕϵB

(ϵϕ + ϵB)
2 (14)

which further implies an absolute maximum value or Pζ,v

for a given g and mQ, namely

Pζ,v,max ≃ g2

32π2m4
Q

(15)

We plot the maximum attainable value of Pζ,v for par-
ticular choices of mQ and g on Figure 2 for reference.
Naively one might think that values of Pζ,v much lower
than the CMB normalization are difficult to achieve, how-
ever that is not as clear cut in the non-Abelian model
since there are several branches of solutions depending
on the hierarchy of the slow roll parameters (for more
details see Appendix F of [115]). In that case there is a
lot more freedom to choose the various parameters, how-
ever for small g and large mQ one inevitably enters the
regime for which the slow-roll parameter ϵB is greater
than one. Such a value is unacceptable as it would be in-
compatible with inflation6. We plot some sample values
of Pζ,v in Figure 2 and superimpose the corresponding
sourced GW power spectrum for some sample choices.
The upper red line is the maximum produced sourced
GW allowed if we assume a flat spectrum for Pζ,v from

6 The ”global” slow-roll parameter is the sum of the individual
slow roll parameters ϵH = ϵϕ + ϵχ + ϵB + . . . . Since they are all
positive definite we can rule out the parameter space by requiring
that any of them is greater than one.
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CMB to PTA scales and the lower red line is the param-
eter space that would account for the NANOGrav signal
while being agnostic about the evolution of Pζ,v at small
scales. Note that we assumed for Ph,v the maximum al-
lowed value by CMB observations and a flat spectrum.
This yields the absolute best case scenario and relaxing
it makes the incompatibility even worse.

Finally, we would like to point out that one can ob-
tain an even more severe restriction in the parameter
space displayed in Figure 2 by investigating whether for
the NANOGrav signal, at the peak the total amount of
tensor-to-scalar ratio rtot =

Ph,s+Ph,v

Pζ,s+Pζ,v
∼ Ph,s

Pζ,s
∼ 1 holds,

which is a necessary condition for the non-overproduction
of PBH. Specifically, using formulas (5.1) and (5.9) of
[115] in which the sourced contributions dominate over
the vacuum at the peak of the signal in the ϵB > ϵϕ
branch (Appendix F of the same reference), we have

r(kp) ≃
8.5 · 10−2

N2
k

ϵB
ϵϕ

(mQ

3.4

)−11

e−3.4(mQ−3.4) . (16)

This ratio is always much smaller than one for mQ > 3.4
which implies that the large values of mQ required to
explain the NANOGrav signal are certain to overproduce
scalar density perturbations, and expectedly PBH.

In summary, our analysis indicates that the
NANOGrav signal observed is highly unlikely to be due
to axion-SU(2) dynamics during inflation in the low
backreaction regime. It would be interesting to expand
our analysis to the strong backreaction regime as in [118].
However, such numerical analysis is beyond the scope of
the current work.

PBH formation and Induced GW. PBHs are pro-
duced in large abundances with higher efficiency, espe-
cially in the case of large non-Gaussianity. For same
PBH abundance, the following relation holds between
Gaussian and chi-square (χ2) non-Gaussian density per-
turbations [87, 88]

Pζ,χ2 ∼ 2

ζ2c
P 2
ζ,G . (17)

ζc ∼ 9
4δc is the critical threshold for curvature pertur-

bations. Hence, for considerable PBH abundances we
have Pζ,G ∼ 2 ·10−2, and Pζ,χ2 ∼ 10−3. For given ampli-
tude and peak frequency, we estimate a PBH population,
ranging from 10−10 − 10−2 fraction of dark matter con-
centrated in masses about 10−4 − 10−1M⊙

7.
It has been shown that as the fluctuations grow, they

are highly non-Gaussian and approach the χ2 distribu-
tion. However, simulations [97] conducted in the case of

7 Non-Gaussianity also affect the collapse threshold and perturba-
tion shape, which are subdominant compared to the probability
distribution function, hence neglected in this work.

the axion-U(1) model reveals that near the peak scalar
perturbation statistics deviate from a χ2 distribution and
converge to a Gaussian due to non-coherent addition of
modes, thus weakening the PBH bound, allowing to some
extent higher amplitude perturbations (See also recent
results [98] discovering the UV regime of momentum dis-
tribution.). We expect the same trend to exist in the case
of axion-SU(2).
Enhanced scalar perturbations also source GW, scalar

induced GW. In axion inflation models, the primordial
GW spectrum is larger than the scalar induced GW back-
ground, which is also the case in our result, for given pa-
rameters ΩSIGW, peak ∼ 10−9 as in [88, 99, 100], and we
leave the spectrum details to future work.
Discussion and Conclusions. The newly released

PTA measurements show evidence of a SGWB. Although
compatible with a background arising from supermassive
black bole binary mergers, it is interesting to interpret
the signal as having an early universe origin.
We show that it is possible with axion-gauge field in-

teractions during inflation. There are two main contribu-
tions to SGWB, one from sourced primordial GW back-
ground and the other from scalar induced GW (SIGW)
background resulting from enhanced scalar perturba-
tions. However, explaining the PTA signal with SIGW is
a hard task due to PBH overproduction. Remarkably, in
axion inflation, primordial GW production usually dom-
inates over SIGW, namely primordial production is more
dominant compared to SIGW, hence it allows a chance to
explain the PTA data, and at the same time generating
interesting signatures such sub-dominant fraction dark
matter in primordial black holes and another SGWB,
called scalar induced GW background.
We employ two models to explain the signal via this

mechanism. The first one is an axion coupled to an
Abelian gauge field [64, 66]. The axion rolls down for
a finite period during inflation and when its speed is
maximum, it sources one chirality of the gauge field. As
a result the amplified gauge field sources one chirality
of GW, axion and inflaton perturbations. The low fre-
quency regime of the GW signal scales with f3 instead
of a log-normal fall, which improves the fit considerably
together with the astrophysical background.
The second model is an axion coupled to a non-Abelian

gauge field in which due to the non-zero, isotropic, vac-
uum expectation value of the gauge field, there is a lin-
ear coupling between GW and the gauge field [75, 107],
and the scalar modes are sourced via a cubic coupling
[115, 119]. The model requires large amplification of
gauge modes such that GW can explain the PTA data,
but this amplification results in two potential pitfalls i)
strong backreaction and ii) low tensor-to-scalar ratio at
the peak, both of which are very difficult to overcome.
We show that the axion-U(1) model, for a finite

amount of rolling, potentially explains the deviation
from astrophysical background in PTA data, and is
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consistent with the given spectral shape, together
with interesting phenomenological signatures such as
chiral primordial GW, scalar induced GW and PBH
production. We find that such a parameter region is
not excluded but is close to the perturbativity and
backreaction bounds derived in small/mild backreaction
regime, and thereby there is a need for non-linear
analysis. We also note that there is a clear smoking
gun of axion inflation coupled to gauge fields, namely
statistical parity violation, hence it is expected that the
resultant GW background is almost perfectly chiral 8,
which is a concrete prediction for forthcoming surveys
[121–125].
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051303 (2021), arXiv:2009.07832 [astro-ph.CO].
[37] V. De Luca, G. Franciolini, and A. Riotto, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 126, 041303 (2021), arXiv:2009.08268 [astro-
ph.CO].

[38] K. Kohri and T. Terada, Phys. Lett. B 813, 136040
(2021), arXiv:2009.11853 [astro-ph.CO].

[39] G. Domènech and S. Pi, Sci. China Phys. Mech. Astron.
65, 230411 (2022), arXiv:2010.03976 [astro-ph.CO].

[40] Z.-C. Zhao and S. Wang, Universe 9, 157 (2023),
arXiv:2211.09450 [astro-ph.CO].

[41] G. Franciolini, A. Iovino, Junior., V. Vaskonen, and
H. Veermae, (2023), arXiv:2306.17149 [astro-ph.CO].

[42] K. Inomata, K. Kohri, and T. Terada, (2023),
arXiv:2306.17834 [astro-ph.CO].

[43] L. Liu, Z.-C. Chen, and Q.-G. Huang, (2023),
arXiv:2307.01102 [astro-ph.CO].

[44] S. Wang, Z.-C. Zhao, J.-P. Li, and Q.-H. Zhu, (2023),
arXiv:2307.00572 [astro-ph.CO].

[45] Y.-F. Cai, X.-C. He, X. Ma, S.-F. Yan, and G.-W.
Yuan, (2023), arXiv:2306.17822 [gr-qc].

[46] A. H. Guth, Phys. Rev. D23, 347 (1981).
[47] K. Sato, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 195, 467 (1981).
[48] A. D. Linde, Second Seminar on Quantum Gravity Moscow, USSR, October 13-15, 1981,

Phys. Lett. 108B, 389 (1982).
[49] A. Albrecht and P. J. Steinhardt, Phys. Rev. Lett. 48,

1220 (1982).
[50] M. Tristram et al., Astron. Astrophys. 647, A128

(2021), arXiv:2010.01139 [astro-ph.CO].
[51] P. A. R. Ade et al. (BICEP2, Keck Array), Phys.

Rev. Lett. 121, 221301 (2018), arXiv:1810.05216 [astro-
ph.CO].

[52] M. Tristram et al., (2021), arXiv:2112.07961 [astro-
ph.CO].

[53] S. Vagnozzi, (2023), arXiv:2306.16912 [astro-ph.CO].
[54] S. Datta, (2023), arXiv:2307.00646 [hep-ph].
[55] L. Sorbo, JCAP 1106, 003 (2011), arXiv:1101.1525

[astro-ph.CO].
[56] N. Barnaby, R. Namba, and M. Peloso, JCAP 04, 009

(2011), arXiv:1102.4333 [astro-ph.CO].
[57] J. L. Cook and L. Sorbo, Phys. Rev. D85, 023534

(2012), [Erratum: Phys. Rev.D86,069901(2012)],
arXiv:1109.0022 [astro-ph.CO].

[58] N. Barnaby, E. Pajer, and M. Peloso, Phys. Rev. D 85,
023525 (2012), arXiv:1110.3327 [astro-ph.CO].

[59] N. Barnaby, J. Moxon, R. Namba, M. Peloso,
G. Shiu, and P. Zhou, Phys. Rev. D86, 103508 (2012),
arXiv:1206.6117 [astro-ph.CO].

[60] J. L. Cook and L. Sorbo, JCAP 1311, 047 (2013),
arXiv:1307.7077 [astro-ph.CO].

[61] S. Mukohyama, R. Namba, M. Peloso, and G. Shiu,
JCAP 08, 036 (2014), arXiv:1405.0346 [astro-ph.CO].

[62] R. Z. Ferreira and M. S. Sloth, JHEP 12, 139 (2014),
arXiv:1409.5799 [hep-ph].

[63] M. Peloso and C. Unal, JCAP 06, 040 (2015),
arXiv:1504.02784 [astro-ph.CO].

[64] R. Namba, M. Peloso, M. Shiraishi, L. Sorbo, and
C. Unal, JCAP 1601, 041 (2016), arXiv:1509.07521
[astro-ph.CO].

[65] V. Domcke, M. Pieroni, and P. Binétruy, JCAP 06, 031
(2016), arXiv:1603.01287 [astro-ph.CO].

[66] J. Garcia-Bellido, M. Peloso, and C. Unal, JCAP 12,
031 (2016), arXiv:1610.03763 [astro-ph.CO].

[67] I. Obata, JCAP 06, 050 (2017), arXiv:1612.08817
[astro-ph.CO].
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