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Paul T. Baker,5 Bence Bécsy,4 Laura Blecha,6 Adam Brazier,7, 8 Paul R. Brook,9 Sarah Burke-Spolaor,10, 11, ∗

J. Andrew Casey-Clyde,12 Maria Charisi,13 Shami Chatterjee,7 Tyler Cohen,14 James M. Cordes,7

Neil J. Cornish,15 Fronefield Crawford,16 H. Thankful Cromartie,17 Kathryn Crowter,18

Megan E. DeCesar,19 Paul B. Demorest,20 Heling Deng,4 Lankeswar Dey,10, 11 Timothy Dolch,21, 22

David Esmyol,23 Elizabeth C. Ferrara,24, 25, 26 William Fiore,10, 11 Emmanuel Fonseca,10, 11 Gabriel E. Freedman,1

Emiko C. Gardiner,27 Nate Garver-Daniels,10, 11 Peter A. Gentile,10, 11 Kyle A. Gersbach,13 Joseph Glaser,10, 11

Deborah C. Good,28 Kayhan Gültekin,29 Jeffrey S. Hazboun,4 Ross J. Jennings,10, 11, † Aaron D. Johnson,1, 30

Megan L. Jones,1 David L. Kaplan,1 Luke Zoltan Kelley,27 Matthew Kerr,31 Joey S. Key,32 Nima Laal,4

Michael T. Lam,33, 34, 35 William G. Lamb,13 Bjorn Larsen,36 T. Joseph W. Lazio,37 Natalia Lewandowska,38

Rafael R. Lino dos Santos,39 Tingting Liu,10, 11 Duncan R. Lorimer,10, 11 Jing Luo,40, ‡ Ryan S. Lynch,41

Chung-Pei Ma,27, 42 Dustin R. Madison,43 Alexander McEwen,1 James W. McKee,44, 45 Maura A. McLaughlin,10, 11

Natasha McMann,13 Bradley W. Meyers,18, 46 Patrick M. Meyers,30 Chiara M. F. Mingarelli,36

Andrea Mitridate,47 Cherry Ng,48 David J. Nice,49 Stella Koch Ocker,30, 50 Ken D. Olum,51

Timothy T. Pennucci,52 Benetge B. P. Perera,53 Nihan S. Pol,54 Henri A. Radovan,55 Scott M. Ransom,56

Paul S. Ray,31 Joseph D. Romano,54 Jessie C. Runnoe,13 Alexander Saffer,56, † Shashwat C. Sardesai,1

Ann Schmiedekamp,57 Carl Schmiedekamp,57 Kai Schmitz,23 Tobias Schröder,23 Brent J. Shapiro-Albert,10, 11, 58
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ABSTRACT

The NANOGrav 15-year data provides compelling evidence for a stochastic gravitational-wave (GW)

background at nanohertz frequencies. The simplest model-independent approach to characterizing

the frequency spectrum of this signal consists in a simple power-law fit involving two parameters: an

amplitude A and a spectral index γ. In this paper, we consider the next logical step beyond this minimal

spectral model, allowing for a running (i.e., logarithmic frequency dependence) of the spectral index,

γrun(f) = γ+β ln (f/fref). We fit this running-power-law (RPL) model to the NANOGrav 15-year data

and perform a Bayesian model comparison with the minimal constant-power-law (CPL) model, which

results in a 95% credible interval for the parameter β consistent with no running, β ∈ [−0.80, 2.96], and

an inconclusive Bayes factor, B (RPL vs. CPL) = 0.69± 0.01. We thus conclude that, at present, the

minimal CPL model still suffices to adequately describe the NANOGrav signal; however, future data

sets may well lead to a measurement of nonzero β. Finally, we interpret the RPL model as a description

of primordial GWs generated during cosmic inflation, which allows us to combine our results with upper

limits from big-bang nucleosynthesis, the cosmic microwave background, and LIGO–Virgo–KAGRA.

Keywords: Gravitational waves – Cosmology: early universe – Methods: data analysis

1. INTRODUCTION

Pulsar timing arrays (PTAs) are gravitational-wave

(GW) detectors of galactic dimensions that aim to mea-

sure the imprint of a nanohertz GW background (GWB)

in the timing data of millisecond pulsars (Taylor 2021).

Recently, the field of PTA searches for GWs reached

an important milestone (Agazie et al. 2023a; Antoniadis

et al. 2023; Reardon et al. 2023; Xu et al. 2023): the first

observational evidence for the Hellings–Downs (HD)

curve (Hellings & Downs 1983), i.e., the characteristic

cross-correlation pattern that general relativity predicts

a GWB to induce in the timing-residual cross-power

spectrum for pairs of pulsars in the sky. The NANOGrav

15-year (NG15) data (Agazie et al. 2023b) provides in

particular compelling evidence for the presence of an

HD-correlated common-spectrum process (i.e., a GWB)

at nanohertz frequencies, at a level of statistical signifi-

cance of 3.5 · · · 4.0σ (Agazie et al. 2023a).

Assuming the signal in the NG15 data to correspond

to a genuine GWB, one is faced with the question of its

origin. The most common expectation is that the signal

is caused by a cosmic population of inspiraling super-

massive black-hole binaries (SMBHBs) at the centers

of galaxies (Agazie et al. 2023c). Alternatively, it may

represent a GW echo of the big bang, i.e., a primor-

dial GWB signal produced by new particle physics in

the very early Universe (Caprini & Figueroa 2018; Afzal

et al. 2023; Antoniadis et al. 2024). In order to resolve

∗ Sloan Fellow
† NANOGrav Physics Frontiers Center Postdoctoral Fellow
‡ Deceased
§ NSF Astronomy and Astrophysics Postdoctoral Fellow

this dichotomy and pin down the origin of the signal,

more work is needed. In the coming years, searches for

continuous-wave signals (Agazie et al. 2023d) and GWB

anisotropies (Agazie et al. 2023e) promise to shed more

light on the origin of the signal. However, for the time

being, model selection mostly relies on the spectral char-

acterization of the signal (Lamb et al. 2023; Mitridate

et al. 2023; Gersbach et al. 2024)—which is what we

will be concerned with in this paper.

Explicit astrophysical and cosmological models often

yield specific predictions for the spectral shape of the

GWB. For instance, the simplest SMBHB models, in

which binary evolution is purely driven by GW emission,

predict a power-law shape with a characteristic spectral

index, γ ≃ 13/3 (see below for the definition of γ), in

the limit of a large number of sources (Phinney 2001).

The GW signal from a first-order phase transition in the

early Universe, on the other hand, is expected to have

the shape of a broken power law or even a doubly bro-

ken power law (Caprini et al. 2024). These predictions

are representative of the top-down approach to the spec-

tral characterization of the signal, i.e., the idea to first

start from a concrete physical model (possibly involving

physics at very high energies) and then work out the ob-

servational consequences in the PTA frequency band. In

parallel, it is imperative to develop model-independent

spectral templates that enable a bottom-up approach

to the spectral characterization of the signal, i.e., an

approach that starts with an agnostic description of fea-

tures in the data and then asks which GWB models

might be able to account for these features. At present,

two model-independent templates are commonly used in

the PTA literature: (i) a simple power law, parametrized

in terms of an amplitude A (at some reference frequency
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fref) and a spectral index γ; and (ii) a free spectrum,

which treats the GWB amplitude in each frequency bin

as a free parameter. The purpose of the present paper

is to extend this list of templates by a third one.

The power-law template clearly represents the sim-

plest model-independent ansatz for the spectral shape

of the GWB. The spectral index γ in this model is as-

sumed to be constant, which is why we will refer to this

model also as the constant-power-law (CPL) model in

the following. If plotted on doubly logarithmic axes, the

function graph of a power law is nothing but a straight

line. Therefore, if we seek to construct next-to-minimal

GWB templates, the next logical step beyond a CPL is

what we will refer to as a running power law (RPL), a

model in which the spectral index is allowed to exhibit

a logarithmic frequency dependence,

γrun (f) = γ + β ln

(
f

fref

)
(1)

As we will see shortly, the RPL model describes

parabola-shaped GWB spectra, if plotted on doubly log-

arithmic axes, rendering it a natural generalization of

the CPL model. While the RPL model has received

only little attention in the PTA literature thus far [see

Ben-Dayan et al. (2023) for a notable exception], simi-

lar constructions are well established in the literature on

the cosmic microwave background (CMB). In their anal-

ysis of the primordial curvature power spectrum, the

PLANCK collaboration, e.g., uses their CMB data to

constrain the “running of the scalar spectral index” and

even the “running of the running of the scalar spectral

index” (Aghanim et al. 2020; Akrami et al. 2020). The

goal of the present paper is to introduce some of these

ideas to the PTA community and initiate a systematic

investigation of observational limits on the running of

the spectral index in the PTA band, i.e, the parameter

β =
dγrun (f)

d ln f
. (2)

The RPL model promises to serve as a better proxy for

many GWB candidate models that have been proposed

as a possible explanation for the signal in the PTA fre-

quency band than the CPL model. On the astrophysical

side, this is true because SMBHB models often predict a

spectral turnover at low frequencies due to interactions

with the circumbinary environment (Kocsis & Sesana

2011; Agazie et al. 2023c), alongside a spectral break

at high frequencies caused by the discrete nature of the

SMBHB population (Sesana et al. 2008; Agazie et al.

2024). While other templates may be able to describe

such features even better, the RPL model can at least

roughly account for the presence of a spectral turnover

or break, while the CPL model has no chance of doing so

whatsoever. The real strength of the RPL model, how-

ever, lies in the fact that it can serve as a good or even

very good approximation of many cosmological models.

The spectral index of cosmological signals often varies

slowly across several orders of magnitude in frequency

space, which results in a mild running of the spectral

index in the PTA frequency band and hence gives rise

to an RPL-like spectral shape. We therefore argue that

bounds on the three parameters of the RPL model— the

amplitude A at f = fref , the spectral index γ at f = fref ,

and the running of the spectral index β—provide valu-

able information that can be used to constrain a large

class of cosmological models. In this paper, we will fit

the RPL model to the NG15 data to derive Bayesian

limits on A, γ, β of exactly this type.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In the

next section, we will properly define the RPL model and

discuss some of its properties. In Sec. 3, we will then per-

form a Bayesian fit of the RPL model to the NG15 data.

This analysis will provide us with marginalized posterior

distributions for the parameters A, γ, and β, which we

will use to construct Bayesian 95% credible intervals for

all three parameters. Furthermore, we will carry out a

Bayesian model comparison with the CPL model and

determine the RPL-versus-CPL Bayes factor. In Sec. 4,

we will subsequently broaden the scope of our analysis

and interpret the RPL model as a description of pri-

mordial GWs from cosmic inflation. This means we will

extrapolate our results to frequencies above and below

the PTA frequency band, which will allow us to com-

bine our constraints on the RPL model with limits from

big-bang nucleosynthesis (BBN), the CMB, and LIGO–

Virgo–KAGRA (LVK). Section 5, finally, contains our

conclusion and a brief outlook on possible future appli-

cations of the RPL model.

2. RUNNING POWER LAW

2.1. Spectral model

The central observables in the context of PTA searches

for GWs are the timing residuals Ra for a set of galactic

millisecond pulsars. The imprint of a stochastic GWB

on these timing residuals manifests itself in an extra con-

tribution to the timing-residual cross-power spectrum

for pairs of pulsars a and b (Johnson et al. 2024),

SGW
ab (f) = Γab

Sh (f)

6π2f2
. (3)

Here, Γab denotes the HD cross-correlation coefficients,

Γab (ξab) = (1 + δab)

[
3

2
xab lnxab −

xab

4
+

1

2

]
, (4)
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with xab = 1/2 (1− cos ξab) and ξab being the angular

separation between pulsar a and pulsar b in the sky.

Sh is the GW strain power spectrum, which is closely

related to the characteristic GW strain amplitude,

hc (f) =
√

2f Sh (f) , (5)

as well as to the GW energy density spectrum in units

of the critical energy density of the present Universe,

ΩGW (f) =
1

ρcrit

dρGW (f)

d ln f
=

4π2

3H2
0

f3 Sh (f) , (6)

where H0 = 100h km/s/Mpc is the Hubble constant

and h ∼ 0.7 (Kamionkowski & Riess 2023). Below, we

will always work with h2ΩGW, which, unlike ΩGW, is

independent of the precise value of the Hubble constant.

The CPL model starts from a power-law ansatz for hc,

hc (f)
CPL
= A

(
f

fref

)α

, (7)

which immediately translates to a power law for SGW
ab ,

SGW
ab (f)

CPL
= Γab

A2

12π2f3
ref

(
f

fref

)−γ

, (8)

with spectral index γ = 3− 2α, and similarly for ΩGW,

ΩGW (f)
CPL
=

2π2

3H2
0

A2f2
ref

(
f

fref

)n

, (9)

with spectral index n = 5 − γ = 2α + 2. The relation

in Eq. (8) introduces the spectral index γ that we al-

ready referred to in Sec. 1. From this relation, −γ can

be identified with the coefficient of x = ln(f/fref) after

taking the logarithm of both sides of the equation,

lnSGW
ab (x)

CPL
= ln

(
Γab

A2

12π2f3
ref

)
− γ x , (10)

which can also be written as

γ
CPL
= − lnSGW

ab (x)− lnSGW
ab (x = 0)

x
. (11)

Alternatively, −γ can be recovered from the derivative

of the log of the timing-residual cross-power spectrum,

γ
CPL
= −d lnSGW

ab

dx
. (12)

Both approaches yield, of course, the same result: the

coefficient γ in front of the term linear in x in Eq. (10)

coincides with γ in Eq. (12). To see this, simply differ-

entiate both sides of Eq. (10) with respect to x.

We shall now generalize the CPL model and allow for

a running of the spectral index γ. To this end, we shall

replace γ on the left-hand side of Eq. (12) by our ansatz

for the running spectral index γrun in Eq. (1), which

yields a first-order differential equation for SGW
ab ,

γrun (x) = γ + β x
RPL
= −d lnSGW

ab

dx
. (13)

Then, imposing the same boundary condition as before,

SGW
ab (x = 0)

RPL
= Γab

A2

12π2f3
ref

, (14)

we can immediately write down the solution of Eq. (13),

SGW
ab (f)

RPL
= Γab

A2

12π2f3
ref

(
f

fref

)−γ̃run(f)

(15)

with the index γ̃run in the exponent being given as

γ̃run (f) = γ +
1

2
β ln

(
f

fref

)
. (16)

Clearly, the two possible definitions of the spectral

index that we encountered in Eqs. (11) and (12) now no

longer agree, γrun ̸= γ̃run. In this paper, we will refer to

γrun as the running spectral index and γ̃run as the naive

running spectral index, because of the former’s more

useful geometric interpretation: in a plot with log–log

axes, −γrun directly measures the instantaneous slope

of SGW
ab (x) at x, while −γ̃run measures the slope of the

straight line connecting SGW
ab (x) to SGW

ab (x = 0), which

is of less interest in the RPL model. Both versions of

the spectral index are related to each other via

γrun (x) =
d

dx
(γ̃run (x)x) . (17)

This relation is true in the RPL model; but it also holds

in more general models for analogously defined indices

γrun and γ̃run with arbitrary frequency dependence.

The relation in Eq. (15) defines the RPL model at

the level of the timing-residual cross-power spectrum.

Similarly to the CPL model, we can express the infor-

mation on the GWB also in terms of the characteristic

GW strain amplitude,

hc (f)
RPL
= A

(
f

fref

)α̃run(f)

, (18)

with naive running spectral index

α̃run (f) =
3

2
− 1

2

[
γ +

1

2
β ln

(
f

fref

)]
, (19)

as well as in terms of the GW energy density spectrum,

ΩGW (f)
RPL
=

2π2

3H2
0

A2f2
ref

(
f

fref

)ñrun(f)

, (20)
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with naive running spectral index

ñrun (f) = 5−
[
γ +

1

2
β ln

(
f

fref

)]
. (21)

These results illustrate that the RPL model does in-

deed give rise to parabola-shaped GWB spectra, i.e,

lnh2ΩGW is a second-order polynomial in ln f ,

lnh2ΩGW (x) = c0 + c1 x+
1

2
c2 x

2 , (22)

where x = ln(f/fref) as before and with coefficients

c0 = lnh2ΩGW

∣∣
x=0

= ln

(
2π2

3H2
0

h2A2f2
ref

)
, (23)

c1 =
d lnh2ΩGW

dx

∣∣∣∣
x=0

= 5− γ , (24)

c2 =
d2 lnh2ΩGW

dx2

∣∣∣∣
x=0

= −β . (25)

The relation in Eq. (25) illustrates that, up to a negative

sign, the new parameter β can be interpreted as the

curvature of the GWB spectrum on log–log axes, which

agrees with the convention in Ben-Dayan et al. (2023).

In the RPL model, this curvature is, in fact, constant,

such that we do not have to restrict ourselves to x = 0,

β = −d2 lnh2ΩGW

dx2
= const . (26)

Here, the relative sign simply follows from the sign con-

vention in Eq. (15), according to which SGW
ab ∝ f−γ̃run .

2.2. Reference frequency

Both the CPL model and the RPL model require one

to specify a reference frequency fref . This frequency,

however, only serves as an auxiliary quantity and does

not represent an independent physical parameter. In the

CPL model, fref determines the physical meaning of the

amplitude A: the value of the characteristic GW strain

amplitude hc at f = fref . Meanwhile, γ is a constant

and hence independent of the choice of fref in the CPL

model. It is thus straightforward to translate any pair

of values (A, γ) from one choice of fref to another,(
lnA′

γ′

)
CPL
=

(
1 −R

2

0 1

)(
lnA

γ

)
+

(
3R
2

0

)
, (27)

where R = ln(f ′
ref/fref). The affine relation in Eq. (27)

expresses the simple idea that γ′ = γ and

A′ CPL
= A

(
f ′
ref

fref

)α

, (28)

for any two choices of the reference frequency, fref and

f ′
ref , in the CPL model.

The situation in the RPL model is analogous. The

choice of fref determines the physical meaning of A and

γ: A is again the value of hc at f = fref , and −γ is

the spectral index of SGW
ab at f = fref . Meanwhile, the

new parameter β is a constant and independent of fref .

Requiring the actual values of SGW
ab to be invariant under

a change of the reference frequency, fref → f ′
ref , we now

obtain the following affine transformation,lnA′

γ′

β′

 RPL
=

1 −R
2 −R2

4

0 1 R

0 0 1


lnA

γ

β

+

 3R
2

0

0

 , (29)

where the behavior of A reflects the idea that

A′ RPL
= A

(
f ′
ref

fref

)α̃(f ′
ref)

, (30)

while the transformation behavior of γ amounts to

γ′ RPL
= γrun (f

′
ref) , (31)

in direct analogy to γ = γrun(fref). Meanwhile, the run-

ning of the spectral index remains constant, β′ = β.

Below, we will set fref = 1/10 yr ≃ 3.17 nHz, which falls

into the range of frequencies where NANOGrav’s sensi-

tivity to a GWB signal is maximal [see the NANOGrav

sensitivity curve in Agazie et al. (2023f)]. This choice

of reference frequency has the advantage that it helps

to minimize the covariance among the parameters A, γ,

and β in our Bayesian fit analysis. On the other hand,

our choice of fref is still arbitrary; and it is an easy ex-

ercise to convert our result for the 3D posterior density

of A, γ, and β that we will discuss in the next section to

the posterior density at a different reference frequency.
Indeed, this conversion is straightforward at the level

of the Monte Carlo Markov chain (MCMC) that we ob-

tain from our Bayesian fit analysis: to convert from fref
to f ′

ref , one simply has to apply Eq. (29) to the MCMC

on a sample-by-sample basis. In this way, one automati-

cally accounts for the transformation behavior of the vol-

ume element in the 3D parameter space, which is crucial

in order to correctly describe the transformation behav-

ior of the posterior density. At the same time, we cau-

tion that Eq. (29) cannot be used to convert marginal-

ized 2D or 1D posterior densities from one choice of

reference frequency to another, because marginalization

and the transformation in Eq. (29) do not commute.

If one is interested in marginalized 2D or 1D posterior

densities at a different reference frequency, one must

first transform the full 3D posterior density according

to Eq. (29) and then marginalize, not vice versa.
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Table 1. Prior probability density distributions for the free parameters in our fit of the RPL model to the NG15 data.

Parameter Description Prior Comments

Pulsar-intrinsic red noise

Ared amplitude log-uniform [−18,−12] one parameter per pulsar

γred spectral index uniform [0, 10] one parameter per pulsar

GWB in the RPL model

A (1/10 yr) amplitude log-uniform [−18,−12] one parameter per PTA

γ (1/10 yr) spectral index uniform [0, 10] one parameter per PTA

β running of the spectral index uniform [−2, 4] one parameter per PTA

3. BAYESIAN FIT TO THE NG15 DATA

3.1. Tools and methods

We now turn to our Bayesian fit of the RPL model to

the NG15 data. Our analysis closely follows Afzal et al.

(2023), where more details on the underlying formalism

and conventions can be found. Similarly to Afzal et al.

(2023), we use our software package PTArcade (Mitri-

date et al. 2023), a wrapper for ENTERPRISE (Ellis et al.

2019) and ENTERPRISE EXTENSIONS (Taylor et al. 2021),

to implement the RPL model and fit it to the NG15

data. PTArcade can be run in two different modes: “en-

terprise” and “ceffyl” (Lamb et al. 2023). We run it in

“enterprise” mode, which means that we carry out a full

Bayesian MCMC analysis in the time domain.

The different contributions to the NG15 timing resid-

uals are treated in the same way as in Afzal et al. (2023):

(i) all white-noise parameters are kept fixed at the max-

imum a posteriori (MAP) values recovered from single-

pulsar analyses (Agazie et al. 2023f), (ii) linear offsets

in the timing-ephemerides parameters are marginalized

over, and (iii) pulsar-intrinsic red noise as well as the

GWB signal are modeled using a discrete frequency ba-

sis fi = i/T (where T ≃ 16.03 yr is the total extent of

the data set) in Fourier space. In addition to the linear

offsets in the timing model, we also marginalize over the

coefficients of this Fourier series, which results in the

standard marginalized PTA likelihood (van Haasteren

& Levin 2013; Lentati et al. 2013).

The only remaining free parameters in the marginal-

ized likelihood are the parameters entering the covari-

ance matrix of the time-correlated stochastic processes,

i.e., pulsar-intrinsic red noise and the GWB signal. For

each individual pulsar, we model red noise in terms of a

power law with amplitude Ared and spectral index γred,

spanning from f1 = 1/T to f30 = 30/T . Meanwhile, the

GWB signal is modeled in terms of the RPL expression

for the timing-residual cross-power spectrum in Eq. (15).

As the GWB signal in the NG15 data mostly appears

at lower frequencies, f ≲ f14 = 14/T , we include the

GWB contribution to the timing residuals only in the

first 14 frequency bins. In total, this leaves us with

137 free parameters: Ared and γred for 67 pulsars, plus

the three free parameters of the RPL model, A, γ, β.

Each point in the space spanned by these 137 parame-

ters defines a statistical ensemble of possible realizations

of pulsar-intrinsic red noise and the GWB that all de-

rive from the same covariance matrix but which differ

in terms of their explicit coefficients in Fourier space.

The marginalized PTA likelihood no longer depends on

these coefficients, but serves as a likelihood on the 137-

dimensional space of parameters (sometimes also called

“hyperparameters”) that control the power spectra of

pulsar-intrinsic red noise and the GWB. In our Bayesian

analysis, we sample from the posterior density of our 137

model parameters using MCMC techniques (Ellis & van

Haasteren 2017) applied to the marginalized PTA like-

lihood and the prior densities summarized in Table 1.

The CPL model can be fitted to the NG15 data in

the same way as the RPL model, the only difference be-

ing that β needs to be set to β = 0 at all times. We

make use of this fact and employ product-space meth-

ods (Carlin & Chib 1995; Godsill 2001; Hee et al. 2015)

to fit both models simultaneously and thus determine

the Bayes factor B for the RPL-versus-CPL model com-

parison. In fact, we use statistical bootstrapping meth-

ods to determine a central value and a standard error

for the Bayes factor (Efron & Tibshirani 1986) [see the

discussion in Afzal et al. (2023) for more details].

Before we turn to the discussion of our results, let us

also briefly compare our analysis to one in Ben-Dayan

et al. (2023). While we work with the marginalized PTA

likelihood for the NG15 timing residuals, Ben-Dayan

et al. (2023) start from the 2D posterior density for

A and γ in the CPL model. They extract this poste-
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Table 2. Point and interval estimates for the parameters of the RPL model. Column 2 states the maximum a posteriori (MAP)
value for each parameter based on the full 3D posterior density. Columns 3 to 5 state the MAP values and highest-posterior-
density intervals at the 68% and 95% credible level based on the three marginalized 1D posterior densities in Fig. 1.

Parameter 3D MAP value 1D MAP value 68% credible interval 95% credible interval

log10 A (1/10 yr) −14.09 −14.09 [−14.17,−14.00] [−14.25,−13.91]

γ (1/10 yr) 2.68 2.60 [1.81, 3.35] [0.98, 4.05]

β 0.74 0.92 [0.01, 1.90] [−0.80, 2.96]

rior density from Agazie et al. (2023a), reinterpret it

as a likelihood, and then use this likelihood to fit vari-

ous GWB models, including a modification of the RPL

model that also accounts for the dynamics of reheating

after inflation. That is, they refit an RPL-like model to

the 2D posterior density of the CPL model, which pro-

vides them with tight bounds on c2 = −β in Eq. (25),

|c2| ≲ 0.12. As we will now discuss, our analysis re-

sults in less tight bounds on β, as we do not start from

the 2D posterior density of the CPL model, but allow

our MCMC sampler to explore the whole 3D parameter

space of the RPL model subject to the priors in Table 1.

3.2. Results

The main result of our Bayesian fit analysis is the 3D

posterior density for the RPL parameters A, γ, and β.

The marginalized 2D and 1D posterior densities that

can be derived from this 3D density are shown in the

corner plot in Fig. 1. In one, two, and three dimensions,

we rely on kernel density estimation (KDE) [specifically,

the GetDist package Lewis (2019)] in order to construct

smooth densities from discrete sets of MCMC samples.

The KDE approximation of the 3D posterior density

allows us to determine the MAP point in parameter
space, i.e., the point of highest 3D posterior density. We

list the coordinates of this point in the second column of

Table 2 and mark its position in Fig. 1 with an orange-

colored cross. Similarly, we can derive point and inter-

val estimates from the three marginalized 1D posterior

densities shown in Fig. 1. Specifically, we determine the

MAP values of A, γ, and β according to their respective

1D densities (see the third column in Table 2) and the

corresponding 68% and 95% credible intervals (see the

fourth and fifth columns in Table 2). Here, the credible

intervals are defined as highest-posterior-density inter-

vals (HPDIs), i.e., we integrate the 1D densities over

regions of highest posterior density until the integral re-

turns an integrated probability of 68% or 95%.

Based on the values listed in Table 2, we are unable

to claim evidence for nonzero running of the spectral in-

dex in the PTA frequency band; our Bayesian interval

estimates for β are perfectly consistent with the assump-

tion of no running, β = 0. Conversely, there is nothing

wrong with assuming nonzero running. In fact, our re-

sults indicate that β can easily be of O(1). The 68%

credible interval for β even barely includes β = 0, and

the 3D and 1D MAP values of β are clearly nonzero. We

therefore conclude that, while the NG15 data does not

yet suffice to claim the discovery of nonzero β, future

PTA data sets may well enable such a measurement.

Besides parameter inference, we are also interested in

exploring the implications of our analysis for the GWB

spectrum. We do this in two different ways:

(1) Bayesian credible bands: In Fig. 2, we show

what we shall refer to as 68% and 95% credible bands

for the GWB spectrum predicted by the RPL model.

These bands are based on the 68% and 95% highest-

posterior-density volumes (HPDVs) in the 3D parameter

space. In fact, they can be regarded as the projection of

these HPDVs onto the space of possible GWB spectra.

In order to construct the HPDVs in the 3D parameter

space, we proceed in the same way as for the HPDIs

in the marginalized 1D posterior densities: we integrate

the KDE approximation of the 3D density over regions

of highest posterior density until the integral returns an

integrated probability of 68% or 95%. In the next step,

we then take all points inside these HPDVs, compute

the GWB spectra that they predict, and draw all these

spectra in a plot of h2ΩGW as a function of f . This pro-

cedure results in two families of GWB spectra (spectra

belonging to points in the 68% HPDV and spectra be-

longing to points in the 95% HPDVs). The envelopes of

these two families of GWB spectra define the 68% and

95% credible bands shown in Fig. 2. In order to illus-

trate the algorithm behind this construction, we show

a handful of sample points in the 68% or 95% HPDVs

in Fig. 1 and their associated GWB spectra in identi-

cal colors in Fig. 2. In the limit of a large number of

samples in Fig. 1, the sample spectra in Fig. 2 begin to

shape out the 68% and 95% credible bands. On top,

we show the position of the 3D MAP point in Fig. 1 and

the GWB spectrum that it predicts in Fig. 2.
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Figure 1. Corner plot of the 3D parameter space of the RPL
model. The blue-shaded regions in the off-diagonal plots and
the solid blue curves in the diagonal plots show the marginal-
ized 2D and 1D posterior densities for the RPL model param-
eters, respectively. The dark-blue regions mark 68% credible
regions, the light-blue regions mark 95% credible regions,
and the dashed vertical lines mark 68% and 95% credi-
ble intervals. The cyan- and green-colored points represent
random samples from the 68% and 95% highest-posterior-
density volumes (HPDVs) in the 3D parameter space, re-
spectively. The orange cross marks the point where the 3D
posterior density reaches its maximum (see the second col-
umn in Table 2). The GWB spectra corresponding to the
colored points are shown in identical colors in Fig. 2.

(2) Bayesian periodogram: In Fig. 3, we present

the Bayesian periodogram for the RPL model and com-
pare it to the Bayesian periodogram for the free spec-

tral model. Both periodograms display the posterior

densities for the 14 values of the GW energy density

spectrum, {h2ΩGW(fi)}, at fi = i/T with i = 1 · · · 14.
Given a large number of MCMC samples, these posterior

densities can be simply constructed from histograms of

h2ΩGW(fi) values (i.e., one histogram at each frequency

fi), in combination with a KDE approximation. Specif-

ically, in order to create the periodograms in Fig. 3, we

used tools included in NANOGrav’s holodeck software

package (Agazie et al. 2023c). The periodogram of the

free spectral model corresponds to what is better known

as the NG15 “violins”; these “violins” (in their com-

plete, two-sided form) are also shown in gray in Fig. 2.

Similarly, the periodogram of the RPL model may be

referred to as the “RPL violins”. Based on the peri-

odogram of the RPL model, one could in principle con-
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G
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68% credible band

95% credible band

MAP spectrum

Sample spectra (68% HPDV)

Sample spectra (95% HPDV)

Figure 2. GWB spectra predicted by the RPL model. The
blue-shaded bands encompass all spectra that are associ-
ated with points inside the 68% and 95% highest-posterior-
density volumes (HPDVs) in the 3D parameter space. The
cyan-, green, and orange-colored spectra belong to the pa-
rameter points shown in Fig. 1. The gray “violins” in the
background represent the posterior densities for the 30 val-
ues of the GW energy density spectrum, {h2ΩGW(fi)} with
fi = i/T and i = 1 · · · 30, in the free spectral model.

struct what we referred to as the “median GWB spec-

trum” in Afzal et al. (2023): a curve that connects the

median of the first RPL violin with the median of the

second RPL violin, and so on. However, a potentially

misleading issue related to the concept of median GWB

spectra is that they almost never coincide with an indi-

vidual GWB spectrum at a certain point in the model

parameter space. In the case of the RPL model, this

means that its median GWB spectrum would not ex-

actly correspond to a parabola, even though every single

individual GWB spectrum predicted by the RPL model

is parabola-shaped. We therefore refrain from showing

the median GWB spectrum of the RPL model and only

present its periodogram, which anyway contains more

information than just the median GWB spectrum by

itself. Meanwhile, explicit GWB spectra that are pre-

dicted by the RPL model are shown in Fig. 2.

The plots in Figs. 2 and 3 contain complementary in-

formation. To see this, first note that the Bayesian pe-

riodogram in Fig. 3 results in 68% and 95% credible

intervals for the values of h2ΩGW(fi) in each frequency

bin fi. These intervals, however, do not exactly coincide

with the extent of the 68% and 95% credible bands in

Fig. 2. The 95% band in Figs. 2, e.g., is constructed
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from the 95% of all MCMC samples that lie closest to-

gether in the parameter region of highest 3D posterior

density. The 95% intervals in Figs. 3, on the other hand,

belong to the 95% of all MCMC samples whose values

of h2ΩGW(fi) lie closest together (but whose parame-

ter points may not necessarily lie close together). This

means that, in both cases, 95% of all MCMC samples

are used—but not exactly the same selection.

As a consequence, the plots in Figs. 2 and 3 pro-

vide answers to two slightly different questions. The

Bayesian credible bands in Fig. 2 better reflect the per-

spective of a model-building theorist who works under

the assumption that the GWB signal is caused by a

physical mechanism that indeed results in an RPL spec-

trum and that determines the true, physical values of

A, γ, and β. If these physical values should correspond

to the 3D MAP point in Fig. 1, the MAP spectrum

in Fig. 2 will be realized; if the physical values should

slightly deviate from the 3D MAP point, the spectrum

will slightly deviate from the MAP spectrum, and so

on. In this sense, the credible bands in Fig. 2 tell us

in which range we should expect the true spectrum to

fall if we believe that the underlying mechanism singles

out a specific region of parameter space. The Bayesian

periodogram in Fig. 3, on the other hand, remains ig-

norant towards the physical meaning of A, γ, and β. It

better reflects the perspective of a theory-agnostic ex-

perimentalist who is primarily interested in the spectral

shape of the GWB signal. From the periodogram, the

experimentalist can read off in what proportion certain

values of h2ΩGW(fi) are realized across all MCMC sam-

ples, independent of the precise values of A, γ, and β

that are needed to obtain these values of h2ΩGW(fi). In

short, the credible bands in Fig. 2 group together our

MCMC samples according to their A, γ, and β values;

the periodogram in Fig. 3 groups together our MCMC

samples according to the shape of the GWB spectrum.

The main message from both Fig. 2 and Fig. 3 is that

the RPL model provides a good fit of the NG15 data

that is consistent with the free spectral reconstruction.

Moreover, both figures yield an impression of how the

“violins” of the free spectral reconstruction are probably

going to evolve with more data in the future, if the GWB

spectrum should indeed have an RPL-like shape.

We conclude our discussion by quoting the Bayes fac-

tor for the RPL-versus-CPL model comparison that we

obtain from the hypermodel run described in Sec. 3.1,

B (RPL vs. CPL) = 0.69± 0.01 (32)
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Figure 3. Bayesian periodograms for the free spectral model
(green “violins”) and the RPL model (purple “violins”).
Each “half-violin” corresponds to a Bayesian posterior prob-
ability density for the respective value of h2ΩGW(fi).

This value is inconclusive and indicates neither a prefer-

ence for nor a rejection of the RPL model in comparison

to the CPL model. The fact that B is slightly less than

unity can in particular be attributed to the larger di-

mensionality of the RPL parameter space: compared to

the CPL model, the RPL model does not significantly

improve the quality of the fit of the NG15 data. At the

same time, the RPL model features one parameter more

than the CPL model, which results in a larger prior vol-

ume and hence a slight suppression of the Bayes factor.

In view of these results, we conclude that, at present,

the CPL model still suffices to adequately describe the

NANOGrav signal. Given the results in Table 2, it is,

however, conceivable that future PTA data sets may well

lead to a measurement of nonzero running. With a bit

of luck, β may even turn out to be of O(1), which would

be instrumental in the context of model selection.

4. INFLATIONARY GRAVITATIONAL WAVES

Thus far, we only used the RPL model to describe

the GWB signal in the PTA frequency band. It is,

however, interesting to ask whether the RPL model

is also capable of describing a GWB signal extending

over a larger frequency range. In the extreme case, one

could imagine an RPL-like signal reaching from ultralow

frequencies, f ∼ 10−(17···16) Hz, which are probed in

CMB observations, to high frequencies, f ∼ 102···3 Hz,

which are probed in terrestrial GW interferometer ex-
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periments. The physical origin of such a broadband

GWB signal would necessarily be primordial. In fact,

an RPL-like signal stretching over 20 orders of mag-

nitude in frequency space could originate from cosmic

inflation (Guzzetti et al. 2016), the stage of accelerated

expansion prior to the Hot Big Bang (i.e., the radiation-

dominated era in the early Universe). Cosmic inflation

stretches primordial scalar and tensor perturbations to

super-horizon scales, where they freeze out, before they

eventually become dynamical again upon horizon re-

entry during radiation domination. Primordial scalar

perturbations re-enter the horizon in the form of density

perturbations of the primordial plasma, while primordial

tensor perturbations turn into propagating GWs upon

horizon re-entry. We shall refer to the GWB signal thus

produced by inflation as inflationary GWs (IGWs) (Gr-

ishchuk 1974; Starobinsky 1979; Rubakov et al. 1982;

Fabbri & Pollock 1983; Abbott & Wise 1984).

4.1. Upper limits

In this section, we will interpret the RPL model as

an approximate phenomenological description of IGWs,

which will allow us to supplement the results from our

Bayesian fit analysis in the previous section with several

observational bounds at lower and higher frequencies. In

total, we are interested in three upper limits on IGWs:

(1) Tensor-to-scalar ratio: Assuming the RPL-like

signal extends from PTA frequencies all the way to CMB

frequencies, we must ensure that we do not violate the

upper limit on the tensor-to-scalar ratio, i.e., the ratio of

the primordial tensor and scalar amplitudes, r = At/As.

In order to translate this bound to a constraint on the

RPL parameters, we must first map the IGW spectrum

onto the RPL model. The GWB spectrum predicted by

inflation reads (Caprini & Figueroa 2018)

h2ΩIGW (f) =
h2Ω0

rad

24
G (f) T (f)Pt (f) . (33)

Here, h2Ω0
rad ≃ 4.2 × 10−5 is the present-day value of

the radiation energy density (assuming three relativistic

neutrino species) in units of the critical energy density,

times the dimensionless Hubble constant h squared. The

function G accounts for the varying number of degrees

of freedom during the cosmic expansion history,

G (f) =

(
g∗ (f)

g0∗

)(
g0∗,s

g∗,s (f)

)4/3

, (34)

where g∗ and g∗,s are the effective numbers of rela-

tivistic degrees of freedom entering the radiation en-

ergy density and radiation entropy density, respectively.

g0∗ ≃ 3.38 and g0∗,s ≃ 3.93 denote the present-day val-

ues of these two quantities (assuming three relativistic

neutrino species), while g∗(f) and g∗,s(f) represent the

values of these two quantities in the early Universe when

the IGWmode with present-day frequency f and comov-

ing wavenumber k re-entered the horizon, k = aH (with

scale factor a and Hubble rate H). The function T is a

transfer function that accounts for the transition from

radiation domination to matter domination,

T (f) = 1 +
9

16

(
feq√
2 f

)2

, (35)

where feq ≃ 2.1× 10−17 Hz is the present-day frequency

of the IGWmode that re-entered the horizon at the time

of matter–radiation equality. Finally, the last factor in

Eq. (33) is the primordial tensor power spectrum, which

describes the strength of GW production during infla-

tion as a function of f . We shall assume that inflation

gives rise to an RPL-like spectrum of IGWs, such that

Pt (f) = r As

(
f

fCMB

)nt+1/2 βt ln(f/fCMB)

, (36)

with tensor-to-scalar ratio r, primordial scalar ampli-

tude As ≃ 2.1 × 10−9, primordial tensor index nt, run-

ning of the primordial tensor index βt, and CMB pivot

frequency fCMB = 0.05Mpc−1/(2π) ≃ 7.7× 10−17 Hz.

At the lowest order in the slow-roll parameters, stan-

dard single-field slow-roll inflation predicts a consistency

relation between the tensor-to-scalar ratio and the pri-

mordial tensor index, nt = −r/8 (Liddle & Lyth 2000),

which implies that nt must be negative. A red-tilted

IGW spectrum, however, has no chance of explaining

the signal in the PTA band. An important assumption

underlying our analysis therefore is that the dynamics

of inflation are nonminimal (possibly involving several

scalar fields or other particle degrees of freedom), such
that the consistency relation nt = −r/8 can be circum-

vented and a blue-tilted IGW spectrum is realized.

In addition to the factors shown in Eq. (33), we could

in principle add another factor, i.e., an additional trans-

fer function Trh accounting for the transition from re-

heating to radiation domination. In fact, in Afzal et al.

(2023), we included precisely such a transfer function.

However, in the present paper, we will ignore the dynam-

ics of reheating and simply work with the GWB spec-

trum in Eq. (33) for two reasons: First, the dynamics

of reheating are model-dependent and introduce at least

three more parameters: the reheating temperature, Trh;

the equation-of-state parameter during reheating, wrh;

and the duration of reheating measured in e-folds, Nrh.

Second, Trh only becomes relevant at very high frequen-

cies or for low values of the reheating temperature. Our

decision to neglect Trh thus amounts to the assumption
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of a high reheating temperature such that Trh remains

irrelevant all the way up to LVK frequencies.

With Eq. (33) at our disposal, we are now ready to

match the IGW spectrum to the RPL model in the PTA

band. All frequencies in the PTA band are clearly much

larger than feq in Eq. (35), which allows us to set T = 1

in our matching procedure. Furthermore, we note that

the frequency dependence encoded in G cannot be cap-

tured by the RPL model. This is, however, not a big

issue, as G only varies between G = 1 at low frequencies

and G ≃ 0.39 at high frequencies, anyway. For the pur-

poses of a rough matching between the IGW and RPL

models, it is therefore justified to set G = 1 as well. This

leaves us with the simple matching condition

Ω0
rad

24
Pt (f) ≈

2π2

3H2
0

A2f2
ref

(
f

fref

)ñrun(f)

, (37)

for frequencies f in the PTA band. Both sides of this

condition describe parabola-shaped GWB spectra (if

plotted on log–log axes), which allows us to derive a

unique solution for the IGW parameters,

r =
24

Ω0
rad

1

As

2π2

3H2
0

A2f2
ref

(
fCMB

fref

)ñrun(fCMB)

, (38)

nt = 5− γ − β ln

(
fCMB

fref

)
, βt = −β . (39)

We can also think of the matching of the IGW and RPL

models as a change of reference frequency, fCMB → fref ,

keeping in mind that T → 1 as we move up in frequency

space. From this perspective, the relations in Eqs. (38)

and (39) can be understood as a direct consequence of

the transformation law in Eq. (29).

At present, no reliable bounds on nt, let alone βt,

exist. We therefore only work with the current upper

limit on the tensor-to-scalar ratio, r ≲ 0.03 at 95% C. L.

(Tristram et al. 2022; Galloni et al. 2024), which implies

h2ΩGW (fCMB) ≲ 1.1× 10−16
( r

0.03

)
(40)

This inequality represents the most compact way of writ-

ing the constraint on the RPL parameters that follows

from the upper limit on r. At the same time, it is im-

portant to note that, in scenarios where the signal in the

PTA band indeed corresponds to an RPL-like spectrum

of inflationary origin, the actual, physical amplitude of

the GWB spectrum at fCMB is given by h2ΩIGW (fCMB)

[see Eq. (33)], including the transfer function T , and not

by h2ΩGW (fCMB) in the RPL model [see Eq. (20)]. The

numerical difference between both values is small; but

the conceptual difference is worth paying attention to.

(2) Dark radiation: A primordial GWB from infla-

tion contributes to the energy density of dark radia-

tion (i.e., additional relativistic degrees of freedom be-

yond the photon and the three Standard Model neutrino

species) at the time of BBN. Requiring dark radiation

not to spoil the successful BBN prediction of the pri-

mordial abundances of the light elements thus puts an

upper limit on the integrated energy density of IGWs.

This limit can be expressed in terms of Neff , the effec-

tive number of relativistic neutrino species in the early

Universe, or more precisely, ∆Neff , the deviation of Neff

from its Standard Model value (Drewes et al. 2024),

∆Neff = Neff −NSM
eff , NSM

eff ≃ 3.0440 . (41)

With this notation, the dark-radiation bound on the

IGW energy density reads (Caprini & Figueroa 2018)

∫ fend

fBBN

df

f
h2ΩGW (f) ≲ 5.6× 10−6∆Neff (42)

Here, fBBN is the present-day frequency of the IGW

mode that re-entered the horizon at the onset of BBN

at temperatures T ∼ 0.1MeV. For definiteness, we will

set fBBN = 10−12 Hz in the following. Similarly, fend
denotes the present-day frequency of the IGW mode

that was just as large as the horizon at the end of in-

flation. The precise value of fend depends on the dy-

namics of reheating, in particular, Trh, wrh, and Nrh.

For large values of the reheating temperature and in

the relevant part of the RPL parameter space, the in-

tegral over the GW energy density spectrum, however,

becomes insensitive to the exact choice of the upper in-

tegration boundary. In our analysis, we especially as-
sume that the RPL-like shape of the spectrum persists

at least up to the LVK frequency band, which translates

to Trh ≳ 1010 GeV (Nakayama et al. 2008). For such

large values of Trh, we find that the integral over h2ΩGW

is independent of the exact value of fend to very good

approximation. The reason for this is that, for large

fend and RPL parameter values satisfying the bound in

Eq. (42), the bulk contribution from the integrand to the

total integral is simply located at frequencies f ≪ fend,

such that variations in fend have no relevant numerical

impact. Pictorially speaking, we can say that the RPL

spectrum bends away towards smaller values of h2ΩGW

long before it reaches fend. In our numerical analysis,

we set fend = 104 Hz, for definiteness, and neglect any

possible effect of reheating on the shape of the spectrum

(see our above comment on the transfer function for the

transition from reheating to radiation domination).



Running of the Spectral Index 13

The upper limit on ∆Neff depends on the choice of

cosmological model and combination of data sets. The

amount of dark radiation in the early Universe can no-

tably also be constrained by CMB observations, next

to the primordial abundances of the light elements.

PLANCK data alone yields an upper 95% C.L. limit of

around ∆Neff ≲ 0.3 (Aghanim et al. 2020), with the ex-

act value depending on the choice of model fitted to the

PLANCK data. However, combining BBN and CMB

data, one has to deal with a larger range of uncertainties,

which slightly weakens the upper limit (Pisanti et al.

2021; Yeh et al. 2021). In our analysis, we will hence

work with a more conservative bound, ∆Neff ≲ 0.5.

Before we move on to our third and final parameter

constraint, we mention in passing that the integral in

Eq. (42) can be solved analytically in the RPL model,

h2Ωtot
GW =

2π2

3H2
0

h2A2f2
ref

√
π

2β
e

(−5+γ)2

2β Exend
xBBN

, (43)

where we introduced the shorthand notation

Exend
xBBN

= erf

(−5 + γ + β x√
2β

)∣∣∣∣xend

xBBN

. (44)

Here, erf denotes the Gauss error function and xBBN =

ln(fBBN/fref) and xend = ln(fend/fref). This analytical

expression comes in handy, e.g., when one is interested in

varying the integration boundaries fBBN and fend with-

out redoing the whole integral. Note that, despite the

factors of
√
β, the formula for h2Ωtot

GW in Eq. (43) is ac-

tually also valid for β < 0. In this case, all imaginary

contributions cancel out and the overall result ends up

being real and positive, as it should be. Moreover, the

expression in Eq. (43) also reproduces the correct limit

for the case of no running, i.e., the CPL model,

lim
β→0

h2Ωtot
GW =

2π2

3H2
0

h2A2f2
ref

(f/fref)
5−γ

5− γ

∣∣∣∣∣
fend

fBBN

, (45)

as well as the correct limit for a flat GWB spectrum

lim
β→0
γ→5

h2Ωtot
GW =

2π2

3H2
0

h2A2f2
ref ln

(
fend
fBBN

)
. (46)

(3) GWB amplitude at LVK frequencies: Finally,

we require the RPL-like signal from inflation not to vi-

olate the upper limit on the amplitude of the stochastic

GWB at LVK frequencies (Abbott et al. 2021),

ΩGW (fLVK) ≲ 1.7× 10−8 , fLVK = 25Hz . (47)

In the derivation of this limit, the LVK collaboration set

the dimensionless Hubble constant to h = 0.679, which

implies the following constraint on h2ΩGW,

1 2 3 4
γ (1/10 yr)

-1

0

1

2

3

β

∆N
eff

LVK

CMB

Figure 4. Bounds on the RPL parameters β and γ in scenar-
ios where the NANOGrav signal is identified with an RPL-
like signal of inflationary origin. The bounds labeled CMB,
∆Neff , and LVK are derived from the upper limits on the (i)
tensor-to-scalar ratio, (ii) amount of dark radiation, and (iii)
GWB amplitude at LVK frequencies, respectively.

h2ΩGW (fLVK) ≲ 7.8× 10−9 (48)

4.2. Discussion

In total, we now derived three constraints on the RPL

parameter space [see Eqs. (40), (42), and (48)]. In Fig. 4,

we show the three bounds on β in dependence of γ and

for fixed A that result from these constraints. log10 A is

fixed at its MAP value, log10 A = −14.09 (see Table 2),

in Fig. 4, which is justified by the fact that our fit of

the RPL model to the NG15 data returns a very narrow

credible interval for log10 A. That is, log10 A is well con-

strained by the data, which allows us to reduce our dis-

cussion of parameter bounds from a 3D problem to a 2D

problem. On top, we observe that the CMB and ∆Neff

bounds in Fig. 4 exhibit only a very weak, logarithmic

dependence on A. Even if we vary A by several orders

of magnitude around the value chosen in Fig. 4, we ob-

tain nearly identical results for the bounds in the γ –β

plane in Fig. 4. This is because of the large distances on

the frequency axis involved in the problem: if we intend

to preserve a certain value of h2ΩGW at f = fCMB or

f = fLVK, even a large variation of A at f = fref can be

easily compensated for by a small shift in β. In short,

because of the large hierarchy fCMB ≪ fref ≪ fLVK,

small changes in β have a large leverage effect.
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This argument does not apply to the ∆Neff bound,

which is not a constraint on a local value of the GWB

spectrum, but a global constraint on the integral of the

GWB spectrum. Correspondingly, the ∆Neff is more

sensitive to variations of A. On the other hand, be-

cause of the narrow credible interval for log10 A, we are

less interested in the behavior of the ∆Neff bound at

log10 A ≫ −14 or log10 A ≪ −14. In any case, it would

be straightforward to study the A dependence of the

∆Neff bound using the expressions in Eqs. (43) and (44).

As evident from Fig. 4, large regions of the RPL pa-

rameter space that can account for the NANOGrav sig-

nal are consistent with all three bounds discussed in

Sec. 4.1. We therefore conclude that a parabola-shaped

GWB spectrum of inflationary origin and extending over

20 orders of magnitude in frequency space is indeed a vi-

able option. The fact that only positive values of β are

in accord with all three bounds in Fig. 4 tells us in par-

ticular that this GWB spectrum needs to be negatively

curved. That is, while h2ΩGW must be an increasing

function of frequency in the PTA band (i.e., γ < 5), the

spectrum must eventually bend away towards smaller

values again when moving up along the frequency axis,

in order to satisfy the ∆Neff and LVK bounds. Inter-

estingly enough, the CMB bound derived from the up-

per limit on the tensor-to-scalar ratio actually also al-

lows for positively curved parabolas [i.e., β < 0, which

means βt > 0; see Eq. (39)]. For instance, an RPL

spectrum with γ = 2.5 and β = −0.1 could explain

the NANOGrav signal and would be consistent with the

CMB bound. However, all positively curved parabolas

are in conflict with the ∆Neff and LVK bounds—as long

as we assume that the RPL spectrum does indeed ex-

tend all the way up to LVK frequencies and beyond. For

a sufficiently low reheating temperature and hence suffi-

ciently low cutoff frequency in the GWB spectrum, the

∆Neff and LVK bounds can always be avoided [see our

analysis in Afzal et al. (2023), in which we also consider

the possibility of a very low reheating temperature].

We emphasize that the ∆Neff and LVK bounds in

Fig. 4 require β to be strictly positive. Even the case

β = 0, i.e., the minimal CPL model, is ruled out. This

represents an important result of our analysis and a cru-

cial distinction between the minimal CPL model and the

next-to-minimal RPL model. If the GWB signal seen in

the PTA band should be of inflationary origin, the CPL

model would not provide a viable description of this sig-

nal that could be extrapolated to very low and high

frequencies; the RPL model, on the other hand, does.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we introduced a new model-agnostic

template for the spectrum of the GWB signal in the

PTA band: the RPL model, which generalizes the sim-

plest spectral template, i.e., the CPL model, by allowing

for a logarithmic frequency dependence of the spectral

index. In the first part of the paper, we fitted the RPL

model to the NG15 data, which provided us with point

and interval estimates for the three RPL parameters A,

γ, and β. We find that, at present, the NG15 data is con-

sistent with the assumption of no running of the spectral

index, β = 0, which is reflected in a broad 95% credible

interval, β ∈ [−0.80, 2.96], and an inconclusive Bayes

factor, B = 0.69± 0.01. At the same time, β = 0 is not

contained in its 68% credible interval, β ∈ [0.01, 1.90],

which nourishes the hope that future PTA data sets may

have a chance to find evidence for nonzero β and hence

deviations from a pure CPL signal. Such a measurement

would be instrumental for model selection. In particu-

lar, we propose to use the predicted value of β in astro-

physical and cosmological GWB models as an additional

discriminator among different theoretical models.

In the second part of the paper, we subsequently in-

terpreted the RPL model as a description of an IGW

signal, which allowed us to combine the results of our

Bayesian fit analysis with upper limits on IGWs at low

and high frequencies. Remarkably enough, we found

that parabola-shaped GWB spectra of inflationary ori-

gin with β > 0 (i.e., negatively curved spectra) can ex-

plain the NANOGrav signal, while at the same time

remaining consistent with bounds from BBN, the CMB,

and LVK. This is a major success of the RPL model, dis-

tinguishing it from the CPL model, for which the same

conclusion cannot be drawn. Our results thus motivate

theoretical efforts towards the construction of explicit

microscopic models of inflation that can achieve the re-

quired A, γ, and β values identified in this work.
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