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Abstract
Recent evidence of a stochastic gravitational wave (GW) background found by NANOGrav and

other pulsar timing array (PTA) collaborations has inspired many studies looking for possible

sources. We consider the hypothesis that the GW signature is produced by domain walls (DWs)

arising in the doublet left-right symmetric model (DLRSM) due to the spontaneous breaking of

the discrete parity symmetry. The DW network consists of two types of DWs, namely Z2 and LR

DWs, which have different surface tensions. We find kink solutions for both types of DWs and

obtain the parametric dependence of the surface tension. Considering the GW signal from the

DLRSM DW model with and without the contribution from supermassive black hole binaries, we

perform a Bayesian analysis using the PTA data to estimate the posterior distribution and identify

best-fit parameter ranges. The PTA data favors a parity-breaking scale of O(105)GeV, and a

biased potential Vbias ∼ (O(100)MeV)4. The model with only DLRSM DWs is slightly favored

over the model where additional SMBHB contribution is considered.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The 15-year dataset (NG15) of the NANOGrav collaboration [1] shows compelling ev-

idence of a stochastic gravitational wave background (SGWB) at nanoHertz frequencies.

This evidence has been corroborated at varying significance levels by other pulsar timing

arrays (PTAs) such as the European Pulsar Timing Array (EPTA) in collaboration with the

Indian Pulsar Timing Array (InPTA) [2], Parkes Pulsar Timing Array (PPTA) [3], which

are all part of the International Pulsar Timing Array (IPTA) consortium. While more data

is needed to claim a discovery, discussing the possible sources of such a SGWB is inter-

esting. The standard astrophysical interpretation, of the SGWB produced by in-spiralling

supermassive black hole binaries (SMBHBs) scattered across the universe, is in slight ten-

sion with the data [1, 4–9]. Other explanations of cosmological origin have been discussed

in the literature, including the gravitational waves (GWs) from the density perturbations

after inflation [10–21], first-order phase transitions [22–34], and topological defects such as

domain walls (DWs) [35–45] and cosmic strings [46–55].

Comparative analyses of the possible SGWB sources reveal that many of these models

provide a better fit compared to the standard SMBHB interpretation [56–58]. In this paper,

we consider DWs as the possible source of the signal, for which the Bayes factor is O(10)

when compared to the fiducial SMBHB model [56]. From the particle physics perspective,

DWs are formed when a discrete symmetry is spontaneously broken. The GW spectrum

from DWs depends on the surface tension, σ, of the walls, and the bias potential, Vbias.

The PTA data is compatible with DWs for values roughly, σ ∼ (100TeV)3, and the bias,

Vbias ∼ (100MeV)4 [35]. A microscopic model for DWs at the electroweak (EW) scale,

vEW ∼ 246.02GeV, cannot yield DWs with such a high surface tension, and thus a viable

microscopic DW model must incorporate high-scale physics. Given that the EW interactions

in the standard model (SM) maximally violate parity, high-scale extensions of SM that

respect the parity symmetry, P , provide an interesting way to generate DWs with sufficiently

large surface tension.

Left-right symmetric models (LRSMs) [59–63] are well-motivated extensions of the stan-

dard model (SM) where the gauge group is extended from GSM = SU(3)c×SU(2)L×U(1)Y
to GLRSM = SU(3)c × SU(2)L × SU(2)R × U(1)B−L. An additional discrete P symmetry

can be easily incorporated into GLRSM, allowing for the possibility of DW formation. The

various realizations of LRSM differ from each other, depending on the scalars involved in the

spontaneous breaking of GLRSM to GSM. They also differ in the mechanism of fermion mass

generation. A widely studied realization is the triplet LRSM (TLRSM), where the scalar

sector involves two triplets and a bidoublet [64–66]. When the scalar sector contains two

doublets and a bidoublet, it is called the doublet LRSM (DLRSM) [63, 67]. Other versions

of LRSM are also studied in the literature [68–73]. It was recently shown that the pattern

of electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB) in DLRSM can be quite different from the other

versions of LRSM, with interesting consequences from precision observables [74] and Higgs
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data [75].

In this paper, we study the DWs arising in parity-symmetric DLRSM. Previous discus-

sions on DWs in LRSM [40, 76–83] mainly centered around TLRSM. In refs. [76, 82], the

kink solutions for ‘left-right’ (LR) DWs were presented for a few benchmark points. The

GW signature was studied in refs. [40, 77], where the benchmarks were chosen based on

an approximate dependence of the DW surface tension without explicitly solving the kink

equations. In this paper, we show that two types of DWs are formed in DLRSM, namely, Z2

and LR DWs, with different surface tensions. For both types, we solve the kink equations

to obtain the parametric dependence of the DW surface tension and show that the Z2 DWs

are unstable. We then obtain the GW signature in terms of the DLRSM parameters. While

qualitative similarity is expected in the GW signature of DWs from DLRSM and TLRSM,

we perform a Bayesian analysis on the PTA data to constrain the model parameters. We

consider the GW spectrum from DLRSM DWs with and without the contribution from

SMBHBs. The discussion of this paper can be easily carried over to TLRSM.

In Sec. II, we briefly discuss the scalar potential of the P-symmetric DLRSM. In Sec. III,

we discuss the vacuum structure of the DLRSM effective potential and study the DW solu-

tions. In Sec. IV, we discuss the GW spectrum resulting from DLRSM DWs. We present

our results in Sec.V, where we perform the Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) analysis,

and discuss the detection prospects at upcoming GW observatories. Finally, we summarize

our findings and make concluding remarks in Sec.VI.

II. THE MODEL

The gauge group of parity-symmetric DLRSM is,

GLRSM = P × SU(3)c × SU(2)L × SU(2)R × U(1)B−L.

For an overview of DLRSM, please refer to [63, 67, 74]. The scalar sector has a complex

bi-doublet Φ, and two doublets χL and χR. The scalar multiplets are,

Φ =

(
ϕ0
1 ϕ+

2

ϕ−
1 ϕ0

2

)
∼ (1, 2, 2, 0), χL =

(
χ+
L

χ0
L

)
∼ (1, 2, 1, 1), and χR =

(
χ+
R

χ0
R

)
∼ (1, 1, 2, 1),

(2.1)

where the parentheses indicate the representation of the multiplets under SU(3)c, SU(3)L,

SU(3)R, and U(1)B−L respectively. The group P denotes the discrete parity symmetry

under the exchange L ↔ R, with the action given by,

P : QL ↔ QR, lL ↔ lR, χL ↔ χR, Φ ↔ Φ†, (2.2)

where QL, QR, lL, lR are the left and right-handed quark and lepton doublets respec-

tively [74]. The P symmetry imposes the condition gL = gR on the SU(2)L and SU(2)R
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gauge couplings. The scalar potential is given by [74],

V = Vχ + VχΦ + VΦ,

Vχ = −µ2
3 [χ†

LχL + χ†
RχR] + ρ1 [(χ†

LχL)
2 + (χ†

RχR)
2] + ρ2 χ†

LχLχ
†
RχR,

VχΦ = µ4 [χ†
LΦχR + χ†

RΦ
†χL] + µ5 [χ†

LΦ̃χR + χ†
RΦ̃

†χL]

+α1Tr(Φ
†Φ)[χ†

LχL + χ†
RχR] +

{α2

2
[χ†

LχLTr(Φ̃Φ
†) + χ†

RχRTr(Φ̃
†Φ)] + h.c.

}
+α3 [χ†

L ΦΦ†χL + χ†
RΦ

†ΦχR] + α4 [χ†
L Φ̃Φ̃†χL + χ†

RΦ̃
†Φ̃χR],

VΦ = −µ2
1Tr(Φ

†Φ)− µ2
2 [Tr(Φ̃Φ†) + Tr(Φ̃†Φ)] + λ1[Tr(Φ

†Φ)]2

+λ2 [[Tr(Φ̃Φ†)]2 + [Tr(Φ̃†Φ)]2] + λ3Tr(Φ̃Φ
†) Tr(Φ̃†Φ)

+λ4Tr(Φ
†Φ) [Tr(Φ̃Φ†) + Tr(Φ̃†Φ)], (2.3)

where Φ̃ ≡ σ2Φ
∗σ2, and we take all parameters to be real. The pattern of symmetry breaking

is:

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

⟨Φ⟩,⟨χL⟩−−−−−→ U(1)em.

The following charge-preserving and CP -preserving vev structure achieves the desired

symmetry-breaking pattern:

⟨Φ⟩ = 1√
2

(
κ1 0

0 κ2

)
, ⟨χL⟩ =

1√
2

(
0

vL

)
, ⟨χR⟩ =

1√
2

(
0

vR

)
. (2.4)

The vevs κ1, κ2 and vL follow the relation, κ2
1 + κ2

2 + v2L = v2EW, where vEW = 246.02GeV.

The absence of a right-handed gauge boson in collider searches [84] dictates the hierarchy of

scales in DLRSM: vR ≫ κ1, κ2, vL. Since the potential is parity-symmetric, an alternative

hierarchy where vL ≫ κ1, κ2, vR, is also possible but is not realized in nature. We denote

the P-symmetry breaking scale by v0, such that v0 ≫ vEW. In the next section, we discuss

how spontaneous breaking of the discrete P-symmetry gives rise to regions of disconnected

vacuua separated by DWs.

III. DOMAIN WALLS IN DLRSM

The existence of DWs can be inferred from the minima of the effective potential in the

vR − vL plane. The tree-level effective potential of DLRSM is,

V0 ≡ Vχ(⟨χL⟩, ⟨χR⟩) + VχΦ(⟨χL⟩, ⟨χR⟩, ⟨Φ⟩) + VΦ(⟨Φ⟩). (3.1)

The contributions to the one-loop finite temperature effective potential were discussed in

ref. [85]. A thorough analysis would require numerically calculating the full one-loop effective

potential. Here we make some approximations to simplify the discussion. Symbolically,

Veff = V0 + V1 + V1T , (3.2)
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where V1 and V1T are the one-loop zero-temperature and finite temperature corrections

respectively. The effective potential obeys the symmetry of the tree-level potential. While

we can always fix the zero-temperature minima and masses at their tree-level values by

adding a finite counter-term to V1, the role of V1T should be analyzed. V1T has the form,

V1T (ϕ, T ) =
∑

i∈heavy

ni
T 4

2π2
Jb/f

(
m2

i (ϕ)

T 2

)
+
∑
i∈light

ni
T 4

2π2
Jb/f

(
m2

i (ϕ)

T 2

)
, (3.3)

where the sum runs over all fields, generically labeled by ϕ. The term ‘heavy’ denotes

v0-scale fields χL, χR, and the gauge bosons,1 W±
L,R, ZL,R. Similarly, ‘light’ denotes the EW-

scale fields including Φ, the fermions, the photon, and gluons. mi are the field-dependent

masses, and ni is the number of degrees of freedom for species i. The function Jb (Jf ) is

defined for bosons (fermions) and has well-known high-T and low-T expansions [86]. Write

x2 ≡ m2
i

T 2 , then for x2 ≪ 1,

Jf (x
2) ≈ − 7π4

360
+

π2

24
x2 (3.4)

Jb(x
2) ≈ − π4

45
+

π2

12
x2 − π

6

(
x2
)3/2

. (3.5)

The x2-dependent term in Jb/f leads to symmetry-restoration at high-T . For x2 ≫ 1, both

fermions and bosons have the same expansion with an exponential suppression due to the

Boltzmann factor [86],

Jb/f (x
2) ≈ − exp

(
− (x2)1/2

)(
π

2
(x2)3/2

)1/2

. (3.6)

DWs are formed at temperatures below the parity-breaking scale v0, i.e. T ≲ v0. The

network exists for a temperature range Tann ≲ T ≲ v0, where Tann is the DW annihi-

lation temperature (Section IV). The DWs of DLRSM are topologically stable even after

electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB) and can survive right till the epoch of Big Bang

nucleosynthesis (BBN). The evolution of the DW network before and after EWSB should

therefore be considered separately.

• Before EWSB: When vSM ≪ T ≲ v0, we can set the vevs κ1 = κ2 = 0 as the EW

symmetry is restored. On the other hand, the contribution of the ‘heavy’ fields to the

one-loop temperature corrections is Boltzmann-suppressed according to eq. (3.6). So

the effective potential in terms of the background fields vL and vR is given by,

Veff(vL, vR) = Vχ(vL, vR)

= −µ2
3

2
(v2L + v2R) +

ρ1
4
(v4L + v4R) +

ρ2
4
v2Lv

2
R. (3.7)

The minima and saddle points of Vχ are given in eq. (3.10) and eq. (3.11) respectively.

1 W±
L and ZL are taken as heavy fields since vL can take large values in some domains.
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FIG. 1. The potential Vχ for v0 = 20TeV, ρ1 = 0.2, and ρ2 = 0.6. Yellow dots indicate the minima,

while black crosses show the saddle points. The minimum, R+, shown in green, is consistent with

the observed phenomenology.

• After EWSB: When Tann ≲ T ≲ vSM, the bidoublet acquires a non-zero vev . In

this regime, the thermal contributions of v0-scale fields as well as EW-scale fields are

Boltzmann-suppressed. The effective potential is modified as

Veff(vL, vR) = Vχ(vL, vR) + VχΦ(vL, vR;κ1, κ2)

= c1(v
2
L + v2R) + c2(v

4
L + v4R) + c3v

2
Lv

2
R + c4vLvR. (3.8)

The VΦ term has been dropped since it is independent of vL and vR. The coefficients,

c1, c2, c3, c4, are given by,

c1 = −µ2
3

2
+ 1

4
[κ2

1(α1 + α4) + κ2
2(α1 + α3) + 2κ1κ2α2], c2 =

ρ1
4
,

c3 =
ρ2
4
, c4 =

1√
2
(κ2µ4 + κ1µ5).

Non-zero values of κ1 and κ2 slightly change the positions of the minima of the effec-

tive potential. We verified that the contribution of VχΦ to the effective potential is

numerically insignificant in the parameter space of interest, since κ1, κ2 ≪ v0.

Hence, the DW structure is primarily governed by Vχ, given in eq. (3.7). In polar coordi-

nates, vR = v cos θ, vL = v sin θ, eq. (3.7) becomes,

Vχ(v, θ) = −µ2
3

2
v2 +

v4

4

(
ρ1 +

ρ21
2

sin2 2θ
)
, (3.9)
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where ρ21 = ρ2/2− ρ1. For µ
2
3 > 0, ρ21 > 0, there are four degenerate minima,

(v, θ) =
(
v0,

nπ

2

)
, (3.10)

and four saddle points,

(v, θ) =

(
v1,

(2n+ 1)π

4

)
, (3.11)

where n = 0, 1, 2, 3, and

v0 =

√
µ2
3

ρ1
, and v1 =

√
µ2
3

ρ1 +
ρ21
2

. (3.12)

A contour plot of Vχ is shown in Fig. 1 for a fixed set of parameters. The potential has a

Z4 ≃ P×Z2 symmetry, with the adjacent minima connected by P , and non-adjacent minima

connected by Z2. We denote the four minima (vR, vL) as: R+ ≡ (v0, 0), L+ ≡ (0, v0), R− ≡
(−v0, 0), L− ≡ (0,−v0). The desired vacuum consistent with phenomenology is the R+

vacuum2. After the P-breaking PT, spatial points separated by distances larger than the

correlation length ξ fall into any of the four minima with equal probability. This creates a

network of domain walls separating regions of distinct vacuua, each with volume ∼ ξ3. Past

papers on DWs from LRSM have mostly discussed DWs that separate the L-type regions

from the R-type regions. However, due to the Z4 symmetry, two kinds of DWs are formed:

1. LR DWs, denoted by L± |R± , which separate adjacent minima, i.e., the L± regions

from the R± regions.

2. Z2 DWs, denoted by L+ |L− or R + |R− , separating non-adjacent minima, i.e.

the L(R)+ regions from the L(R)− regions.

We will later discuss that the Z2 DWs are unstable and decay into pairs of LR DWs. The

energy density E of the DW network is given by the ‘00’ component of the energy-momentum

tensor. For a single DW configuration perpendicular to the x-axis, separating two vacuua

at x → ±∞,

E =
1

2

(
dvL
dx

)2

+
1

2

(
dvR
dx

)2

+ V (vL, vR) + C, (3.13)

where C is a constant chosen so that E vanishes at infinity.

Due to translational symmetry, we can choose the DW profile to be centered at x = 0.

Integrating E along the x direction yields the energy per unit area or the DW surface tension,

σ,

σ =

∫ ∞

−∞
Edx. (3.14)

The kink solution interpolating between the two vacuua minimizes σ, and therefore obeys,

d

dx

(
∂E

∂(dvi/dx)

)
− ∂E

∂vi
= 0, i ∈ {L,R}. (3.15)

2 The + or − here is just a convention. We could also take R− as the desired vacuum.
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We get a pair of coupled ordinary differential equations,

∂2vL
∂x2

= −µ2
3vL + ρ1v

3
L +

ρ2
2
vLv

2
R, (3.16)

∂2vR
∂x2

= −µ2
3vR + ρ1v

3
R +

ρ2
2
v2LvR, (3.17)

which can be solved numerically using relaxation methods (see for example refs. [87, 88]),

with appropriate boundary conditions. To construct DW profiles, it is sufficient to consider

L+ |R+ and R− |R+ . The boundary conditions are:

Case I: LR DWs

lim
x→−∞

(vR, vL) = (0, v0), lim
x→+∞

(vR, vL) = (v0, 0). (3.18)

Case II: Z2 DWs

lim
x→−∞

(vR, vL) = (−v0, 0), lim
x→+∞

(vR, vL) = (v0, 0). (3.19)

It is convenient to express the equations in terms of dimensionless quantities,

v̂L =
vL
v0

, v̂R =
vR
v0

, µ̂2
3 =

µ2
3

v20
= ρ1, x̂ = x v0, (3.20)

where the hatted variables are dimensionless. Similarly, we can define the dimensionless

surface tension,

σ̂ =
σ

v30
=

∫ ∞

−∞
Êdx̂, (3.21)

with Ê = E
v40

as the dimensionless energy density. We describe the procedure to obtain kink

solutions in AppendixA.

In Fig. 2 we show the DW profiles for LR and Z2 cases. For the chosen benchmark,

σ̂LR = 0.1363, σ̂Z2 = 0.4216 =⇒ σ̂Z2

σ̂LR

≈ 3.1 .

The energy density of the two kinds of DWs differs significantly, as seen in the lower left

panel. In field space, the LR DW passes through one of the saddle points, while the Z2

DW passes through the origin. Due to the greater energy density, Z2 DWs are unstable and

decay into LR DWs, as discussed in Ref. [89]. By adding a small shift to the initial guess

of the Z2 DW along the vL direction we checked that the Z2 DW solution converges into a

hybrid structure of two LR DWs.

Fig. 3 shows the dependence of σ̂ on the quartic couplings {ρ1, ρ2}, for LR and Z2 DWs.

The surface tension of LR DWs is higher for larger values of ρ1 and ρ2, while it is almost

independent of ρ2 for Z2 DWs. In both cases, the overall dependence on ρ1 and ρ2 is weak,

since the variation in σ̂ in the ρ1 − ρ2 plane is within an order of magnitude. Z2 DWs have

greater energy density than LR DWs in the entire ρ1 − ρ2 plane. When σ̂Z2 > 2σ̂LR, a Z2
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FIG. 2. LR (top-left panel) and Z2 (top-right panel) DW profiles, for ρ1 = 0.2, and ρ2 = 0.6.

The dimensionless energy density of the DWs is shown in the bottom-left panel. The bottom-right

panel shows the LR (solid line) and Z2 (dashed line) DW profiles in field space.

DW can split into two LR DWs of equal area connecting adjacent minima [89]. On the other

hand if σ̂Z2 < 2σ̂LR, then a Z2 wall can split into two LR DWs of smaller surface area. The

most stable configuration of the DW network consists only of LR DWs after the Z2 DWs

have decayed away, as depicted in the right panel of Fig. 4. This explains why it is enough

to focus on LR DWs. This discussion applies equally to TLRSM, where the potential also

obeys a Z4 symmetry and has a similar vacuum structure.

IV. GRAVITATIONAL WAVES FROM DOMAIN WALLS

Once formed, the DWs quickly reach a scaling regime in the absence of friction, with O(1)

DWs per Hubble volume moving at relativistic speeds. The energy density in the scaling

regime is given by [90],

ρDW = AσH, (4.1)
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FIG. 3. Parametric dependence of σ̂ on ρ1 and ρ2 for LR (left panel) and Z2 (right panel) DWs.

The surface tension of Z2 DWs is greater than that of LR DWs.

FIG. 4. Left: Schematic diagram of a typical DW network showing LR (solid line) and Z2 (dashed

line) DWs. Right: In the stable configuration, the Z2 DWs are absent and the network consists

entirely of LR DWs. The vacuum consistent with phenomenology, R+, is shown in green, while

the rest are shown in orange.

where A ∼ 0.8 is a numerical factor obtained from simulations and H is the Hubble param-

eter.

At time t, ρDW ∝ H(t) ∝ 1/t, while the energy density of matter and radiation falls

faster, implying that DWs dominate the energy density of the universe at late times. By

introducing a small bias term in the potential, Vbias, via explicit P-breaking operators, we

can lift the degeneracy of the four vacuua in such a way that the R+ vacuum is favored. This

creates a pressure difference across the DWs, causing the domains with the preferred vacuum

10



to grow in size. Due to the bias, the DWs eventually begin to annihilate at a temperature

Tann, defined by the condition, ρDW(Tann) ∼ Vbias. Assuming radiation-domination [35],

Tann ≃ 5 MeV√
A

(
10.75

g∗(Tann)

) 1
4

(
V

1/4
bias

10 MeV

)2(
105 GeV

σ1/3

) 3
2

. (4.2)

where g∗(Tann) is the number of relativistic degrees of freedom at Tann. To accommodate

cosmological constraints, DWs must annihilate before the BBN epoch, i.e. Tann > TBBN ∼
1MeV. This yields a lower bound on Vbias,

Vbias >
A
25

(10 MeV)4
(

σ1/3

105 GeV

)3

. (4.3)

Similarly, an upper bound on Vbias is obtained by requiring that domains of the preferred

vacuum must not percolate [90],

Vbias

V0

> ln

(
1− pc
pc

)
, (4.4)

where pc = 0.311 is the critical value above which the favored vacuum percolates and V0 is

the height of the barrier separating the minima. For LR DWs,

V0 =
1

4
v40

(
ρ2 − 2ρ1
ρ2 + 2ρ1

)
≈ 1

4
v40, (4.5)

where the last approximation holds when ρ2 ≫ ρ1. The condition of eq. (4.4) is easily

satisfied since we are interested in Vbias ≪ v40.

The bias term can be generated by introducing operators that explicitly break the P
symmetry. Since quantum gravity effects destroy global symmetries, Planck scale-suppressed

higher dimensional operators provide an elegant way to generate the bias term. Indeed, this

possibility has been considered in the literature [40, 77, 91, 92]. In this paper, we do not

assume any particular origin of the bias term and keep Vbias as a free parameter.

A dimensionless parameter, α∗, captures the DW energy density at annihilation,

α∗ =
ρDW(Tann)

ρrad(Tann)
,

ρrad(T ) =
π2

30
g∗(T )T

4, (4.6)

Using eq. (4.1), we get [35],

α∗ ≃ A
√

g∗(Tann)

10.75

(
σ1/3

105 GeV

)3(
10 MeV

Tann

)2

. (4.7)

We consider the scenario where the DWs decay into standard model particles, in which case,

BBN restricts Tann ≳ 2.7MeV [93, 94]. We also impose α∗ < 0.3 to ensure no deviation from

radiation domination [35].
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The relic GW spectrum is defined as,

h2ΩGW =
h2

ρc

∂ρGW

∂ ln f
, (4.8)

where ρc is the critical density, given by

ρc =
3H2

0

8πG
, (4.9)

and H0 = 100h km s−1Mpc−1 is the present-day Hubble constant with h = 0.6736 ±
0.0054 [95], and G is Newton’s gravitational constant.

GWs are produced due to DW surface oscillations [96–98], with dominant emission hap-

pening at T = Tann. Assuming all the GWs are produced at Tann, the GW spectrum is given

by [35, 99],

h2ΩDW
GW(f) ≃ 10−10 ϵ̃GW

(
10.75

g∗(Tann)

) 1
3 ( α∗

0.01

)2
S

(
f

f 0
p

)
, (4.10)

where ϵ̃GW = 0.7± 0.4. The peak frequency f 0
p is given by,

f 0
p ≃ 10−9 Hz

(
g∗(Tann)

10.75

) 1
6
(

Tann

10 MeV

)
, (4.11)

and the shape function of the GW spectrum S has the form,

S(x) =
(γ + β)δ(

βx− γ
δ + γx

β
δ

)δ . (4.12)

We set γ = 3 from causality [56], while numerical analyses determine δ, β ≃ 1. Following [99],

we set δ, β = 1. Note that,

h2ΩDW
GW(f 0

p ) ∝ α2
∗ ∝

σ2

Vbias

∝ v60
Vbias

,

indicating a strong dependence of the amplitude on the scale v0.

After the annihilation of DWs, the GW production stops, and ρGW redshifts like SM

radiation, contributing to the number of relativistic degrees of freedom, g∗(T ). Around

BBN temperatures, T ≃ O(MeV), this extra contribution from GWs can be restricted by

considering the limits on ∆Neff from CMB and BBN, where ∆Neff = Nν − 3, and Nν is the

effective number of light neutrino species at BBN. The upper bound on the GW amplitude

is [100, 101],

h2ΩGW ≲ 5.6× 10−6∆Neff . (4.13)

The existing limit on ∆Neff from Planck is, ∆Neff ≲ 0.28 at 95% confidence level. Upcoming

CMB experiments will be able to probe smaller values of ∆Neff [95].
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V. RESULTS

A. MCMC analysis

We use the NG15 data to carry out the Bayesian analysis. Given PTA data D, a hypoth-

esis H, and parameters Θ, we use the posterior distribution P (Θ|D,H), reconstructed from

MCMC analysis, to identify best-fit parameter ranges and set upper limits on them. We

consider two hypotheses: (i) H1: the DLRSM DWmodel assuming the SMBH background is

negligible, and (ii) H2: the DLRSM DW+SMBHB model, where the GW contribution from

DLRSM DWs is combined with the contribution from SMBHBs. The DLRSM parameters

of interest are,

Θ1 ≡ {v0, ρ1, ρ2, Vbias}.
For H1, we first obtain the functional dependence of σ̂(ρ1, ρ2) by interpolating the nu-

merical values shown in Fig. 3, so that the surface tension is obtained as, σ(v0, ρ1, ρ2) =

σ̂(ρ1, ρ2)v
3
0. Next, we calculate Tann according to eq. (4.2), while α∗ is calculated using

eq. (4.7). The constraints Tann ≳ 2.7MeV and α∗ < 0.3, are imposed as discussed in the

previous section. Thus we obtain the GW spectrum in terms of DLRSM parameters

H1 : h2ΩDW
GW(f ; v0, ρ1, ρ2, Vbias).

For H2, we superimpose the contribution of SMBHBs with the DLRSM DW contribution.

For low frequencies, f ≪ 1 year−1, the SMBHB spectrum is given by a simple power law [102–

106],

h2ΩBHB
GW (f) =

2π2h2A2
BHB

3H2
0

(
f

fyr

)5−γBHB

f 2
yr, (5.1)

where fyr = 1year−1 = 3.17× 10−8Hz. The spectrum falls off rapidly at larger frequencies,

f ≫ 1 year−1. If the orbital evolution of the binaries is purely driven by GW emission, the

parameter γBHB takes the value, γBHB = 13/3. To account for environmental effects γBHB is

taken as a free parameter, along with ABHB, so that the parameter set is,

Θ2 ≡ {v0, ρ1, ρ2, Vbias, ABHB, γBHB}.

The GW signal is hypothesised as,

H2 : h2ΩDW
GW(f ; v0, ρ1, ρ2, Vbias) + h2ΩBHB

GW (f ;ABHB, γbhb).

The Bayesian analysis is implemented using the PTArcade package [107, 108], which is a

wrapper for the ENTERPRISE code [109], and incorporates PTA data. For the DLRSM DW

model, we sample the parameters v0, Vbias and ρ1 from a log-uniform distribution, and ρ2
from a uniform distribution. The parameter ranges for the priors are given in the second

column of Table I. The SMBHB parameters (log10ABHB, γBHB) are sampled from a normal

bivariate distribution taken from Ref. [56].
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FIG. 5. The posterior probability distribution of the DLRSM DW fit to the NG15 data.

The posteriors for DLRSM DWs are shown in Fig. 5. The P-breaking scale v0 and the

bias term Vbias are constrained in a narrow range, as indicated by the closed contours for

the 68% and 95% credible intervals. On the other hand, there is a weak dependence on the

quartic couplings ρ1 and ρ2. Note also that ρ1 ≪ ρ2 in the 68% and 95% credible regions.

A positive correlation is observed between v0 and Vbias, which is because, for a given scale

v0, we can always find an appropriate value of Vbias, which best explains the data. In Fig. 6,

we show the posterior distribution for the DLRSM DW+SMBHB model, with the labels

gw-bhb-0 and gw-bhb-1 denoting the SMBHB parameters log10ABHB and γBHB respectively.

The DLRSM parameters follow a similar distribution as in the previous case, and the other

two parameters take the maximum posterior values (log10ABHB, γBHB) = (−15.44, 4.69).

The predicted spectral index, γBHB = 13/3, lies just outside the 68% credible interval.

The likelihood ratio of the DLRSM DW relative to the the DLRSM DW+SMBHB model

corresponds to, −2∆ ln lmax = −1.2, indicating that the pure DLRSM DW model is slightly

favored.

Table I summarizes the prior ranges, maximum posteriors, and 68% credible intervals for

all the parameters in the two scenarios. In particular, the maximum posterior values of v0
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FIG. 6. Same as fig. 5, but also including the contribution from SMBHB.

and Vbias for DLRSM DW model are,

v0 = 4.36× 105GeV, Vbias = 3.31× 10−4GeV4. (5.2)

B. Detection prospects

We now discuss the prospects of detecting the GW signal using the best-fit parameter

values at upcoming GW observatories. In Fig. 7 we show the median GW spectra fitted to

the NG15 data along with 1σ and 2σ confidence intervals, for the DLRSM DW model (left

panel), and DLRSM DW combined with SMBHB (right panel). The green violins correspond

to the posterior distribution of ΩGW in 14 frequency bins, predicted by the NG15 data [1].
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FIG. 7. Median GW spectra for DLRSM DWs, along with their 68% and 95% posterior envelopes.

Parameter Uniform prior range Maximum Posterior 68% credible interval

H1 H2 H1 H2

log10 v0/GeV [4, 8] 5.63 5.66 [5.52, 5.77] [5.52, 5.79]

log10 Vbias/GeV4 [−5,−1] −3.47 −3.37 [−3.90,−3.05] [−3.82,−2.91]

log10 ρ1 [−2.5, 0.5] −0.77 −1.00 [−1.90,−0.35] [−1.76,−0.23]

ρ2 [0, 10] 6.55 6.50 [2.88, 9.16] [3.03, 9.23]

log10ABHB - - −15.44 - [−15.97,−15.02]

γBHB - - 4.69 - [4.35, 5.04]

TABLE I. Priors, along with the maximum posterior values and 68% credible intervals for the

parameters, for the two hypotheses considered.

With more data, the posteriors would narrow down, enabling a more precise parameter

estimation in the future.

Fig. 8 shows the median GW spectra for the two models for a wider range of frequencies,

with the power-law integrated sensitivity curves (PLISCs) [110] of upcoming GW detectors,

SKA [111], µAres [112], LISA [113], BBO [114], FP-DECIGO [115], CE [116], and ET [117].

The shaded grey region shows the region excluded by the ∆Neff bound coming from Planck

data. Except µAres, the PLISCs of all upcoming detectors are taken from Ref. [118], using

the threshold signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of 1, and time of observation, τ = 1year, while

τ = 20 years for SKA. The PLISC for µAres is calculated for threshold SNR of 10, and

τ = 7years. If the GW spectrum results from the DLRSM DW model, considered with or

without SMBHBs, it would be observed by future observatories, particularly µAres, LISA,
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FP-DECIGO, and BBO, with a high SNR. The signal will also be confirmed by upcoming

PTAs such as SKA. If the P-breaking PT is first-order, one would observe a double-peaked

GW spectrum, with the additional higher frequency peak coming from FOPT, as discussed

in Ref. [85]. For v0 ≳ 105GeV, the peak from FOPT would be detected by CE an ET.

In DLRSM, the extra heavy degrees of freedom including neutral CP -even scalars H1,2,3,

CP -odd scalars A1,2, charged scalars H±
1,2 and gauge bosons Z2,W

±
2 , all have O(v0) masses.

Due to the high parity-breaking scale favored by the NG15, v0 ≳ 105GeV, the prospects of

detecting these heavy particles at upcoming collider experiments are weak.

VI. DISCUSSION

After the 15-year NANOGrav dataset analysis reported convincing evidence of a low-

frequency GW background, several works have compared the possible models to explain it.

In addition to the standard interpretation of GWs produced by SMBHBs, many cosmological

models have been proposed. One such model is the DWmodel, in which the GW background

is due to a network of DWs in the early universe. The formation of DWs requires the

existence of a discrete symmetry which is spontaneously broken in a phase transition. In

LRSMs, the discrete parity symmetry can be elegantly incorporated to explain the parity

violation observed in SM via spontaneous symmetry breaking. The parity-breaking PT in

LRSM can give rise to DWs. Since LRSMs typically require the scale of parity-breaking,

v0, to be large compared to the EW scale, the DW surface tension, σ ∝ v30, can be made

large enough to explain the NG15 result. In this work, we considered the DWs of the parity

symmetric DLRSM as the source of the NG15 signal.

Earlier discussions on DWs in LRSM mostly focused on TLRSM and reported the scale

of P-breaking required to explain the PTA signal using benchmarks obtained from order

of magnitude estimates. In this paper, for DLRSM, we found the explicit parameter de-

pendence of the surface tension and carried out a Bayesian analysis to constrain model

parameters. Due to the Z4 symmetry of the DLRSM potential, two kinds of DWs, i.e. LR

and Z2 DWs are formed. The surface tension of the Z2 walls is higher than that of LR DWs.

Earlier works on DWs in LRSM mainly focused on LR DWs and did not discuss the fate

of Z2 DWs in detail. We argued that the Z2 DWs are unstable and decay into LR DWs,

thus providing a rationale for considering only LR DWs. The arguments presented here can

also be applied to TLRSM. The DW surface tension depends weakly on the quartic cou-

plings ρ1, ρ2, and the primary dependence is on v0. The DW network must annihilate before

the epoch of BBN to respect cosmological constraints, which can be achieved via explicit

parity-breaking terms in the potential, resulting in a bias, Vbias. While such operators can

be motivated by quantum gravity and grand unified theories, we considered Vbias as a free

parameter.

For the Bayesian analysis, we considered the case where the NG15 signal is entirely ex-

17



FIG. 8. Median GW spectrum for DLRSM DW (solid black) and DLRSM DWs+SMBHB model

(dashed black) along with sensitivity curves for upcoming GW detectors. The shaded grey region

is excluded by the Planck ∆Neff bound.

plained by DLRSM DWs and the case where the SMBHB contribution is also included. The

maximum posterior values of the parameters and the 68% credible intervals are summarized

in Table I. The strong dependence of the peak amplitude of the GW spectrum on σ, and

Vbias, i.e. Ω
DW
GW (fpeak) ∝ σ2/Vbias, results in a tight constraint on v0 and Vbias, as reflected by

the respective 68% credible intervals. On the other hand, the quartic couplings ρ1 and ρ2

are less constrained. For the DLRSM DW+DW case, the spectral index γBHB lies outside

the 68% credible interval, indicating a tension with the NG15 results.

The median GW spectra are presented in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8, which show a good agreement

with the violins of NG15 data. If the signal is due to DWs, future GW observatories such

as µAres, LISA, BBO, and FP-DECIGO would also observe a GW background at higher

frequencies. Moreover, if the parity-breaking PT is first-order, it would give rise to a double-

peaked spectrum, with the higher frequency peak observable by ET and CE.

In this paper, we have neglected the effect of friction on the DWs from the thermal plasma,

which could dampen the GW signal. Since the couplings of the fields constituting the wall

with the SM fields are small, the friction is expected to be negligible. In addition, the GW

spectrum from SMBHBs is modeled assuming the binaries lose their energy entirely from GW

production. Since current observations numerical simulations have a large uncertainty in the

spectral shape, the power-law given in eq. (5.1) serves as a reasonable approximation [56].
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Appendix A: Kink solutions

The dimensionless energy density is given by,

Ê =
E
v40

=
1

2

(
dv̂L
dx

)2

+
1

2

(
dv̂R
dx

)2

+ V̂ (v̂L, v̂R) + Ĉ. (A1)

We can rescale eq. (3.16) and eq. (3.17) as,

∂2v̂L
∂x̂2

= −µ̂2
3v̂L + ρ1v̂

3
L +

ρ2
2
v̂Lv̂

2
R (A2)

∂2v̂R
∂x̂2

= −µ̂2
3v̂R + ρ1v̂

3
R +

ρ2
2
v̂2Lv̂R. (A3)

In relaxation methods, a fictitious ‘time’ variable, t̂ is introduced, and the above equations

are written as,

∂v̂L

∂t̂
=

∂2v̂L
∂x̂2

+ µ̂2
3v̂L − ρ1v̂

3
L − ρ2

2
v̂Lv̂

2
R (A4)

∂v̂R

∂t̂
=

∂2v̂R
∂x̂2

+ µ̂2
3v̂R − ρ1v̂

3
R − ρ2

2
v̂2Lv̂R. (A5)

Eq. (A2) and eq. (A3) are recovered in the limit ∂
∂t̂
v̂L,R → 0. We discretize the spatial and

temporal coordinates with step size ∆x̂ and ∆t̂ respectively and express the derivatives in

terms of second-order finite differences. The solution converges if ∆t̂ ≤ ∆x̂2/2.

For numerical purposes, we approximate spatial infinity by a value R = 50 and linearly

interpolate the boundary conditions eq. (3.18) and eq. (3.19), for the initial guess of LR and

Z2 solutions.
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[64] Alessio Maiezza, Goran Senjanović, and Juan Carlos Vasquez. Higgs sector of the minimal

left-right symmetric theory. Phys. Rev. D, 95(9):095004, 2017.

[65] N. G. Deshpande, J. F. Gunion, B. Kayser, and Fredrick Olness. Left-right-symmetric elec-

troweak models with triplet higgs field. Phys. Rev. D, 44:837–858, Aug 1991.

[66] Goran Senjanovic. Is left–right symmetry the key? Mod. Phys. Lett. A, 32(04):1730004,

2017.

[67] Rabindra N. Mohapatra and Deepinder P. Sidhu. Gauge Theories of Weak Interactions with

Left-Right Symmetry and the Structure of Neutral Currents. Phys. Rev. D, 16:2843, 1977.

[68] Ernest Ma. Particle Dichotomy and Left-Right Decomposition of E(6) Superstring Models.

Phys. Rev. D, 36:274, 1987.

[69] K. S. Babu, Xiao-Gang He, and Ernest Ma. New Supersymmetric Left-Right Gauge Model:

Higgs Boson Structure and Neutral Current Analysis. Phys. Rev. D, 36:878, 1987.

[70] Ernest Ma. Dark Left-Right Model: CDMS, LHC, etc. J. Phys. Conf. Ser., 315:012006,

23



2011.
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[73] Lukáš Gráf, Sudip Jana, Ajay Kaladharan, and Shaikh Saad. Gravitational wave imprints

of left-right symmetric model with minimal Higgs sector. JCAP, 05(05):003, 2022.
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