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The principal energy loss mechanism in a Nambu-Goto cosmic string network involves loop pro-
duction and the subsequent gravitational-wave emission. Recently, it has been shown that the loop
oscillations produce repeated gravitational-wave bursts emitted at cusps. The calculations are ex-
tended to estimate the number of burst repeaters, including kink emissions and kink-kink collisions.
Our findings indicate that despite the potentially large number of kinks, we anticipate observing
a higher number of burst repeaters from cusps for both LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA and the Laser Inter-
ferometer Space Antenna. We also conduct calculations using the second main loop distribution
model in the current literature. We find this model predicts a notably higher number of repeaters,
which provides a reason to include it in future data analysis. These results offer insights into the
potential observability of different loop features for future detectors, such as the space-based laser
interferometers Taiji and TianQin.

I. INTRODUCTION

Cosmic strings can originate as one-dimensional topo-
logical defects from spontaneous symmetry breaking dur-
ing phase transitions in the early Universe [1–3]. Topo-
logical defect formation is generic in grand unified the-
ories [4]. Such phase transitions may have occurred
at grand unification period, corresponding to an energy
scale of about 1016 Gev. String theory-inspired cosmo-
logical models also predict the possibility of the forma-
tion of cosmic strings, which are sometimes referred to
as ”cosmic superstrings” [5–7]. When two strings cross
each other, they intercommute, wherein they exchange
partners and form a closed loop. This process occurs
with a probability referred to as p. The probability of
intercommutation, as observed in both numerical simu-
lations [8] and analytical models [9], is typically assumed
to be p = 1. Nevertheless, in the case of superstrings, the
probability of reconnection can be less than one due to
the probabilistic nature of the interaction between fun-
damental strings.

Cosmic string loops oscillate periodically in time, emit-
ting gravitational waves. A loop of invariant length ℓ,
has period T = ℓ/2 and decays in a lifetime τ = ℓ/γd
with γd = ΓdGµ where Gµ(c = 1) is the dimension-
less string tension, with G the Newton’s constant and µ
the string mass per unit length. Gravitational radiation
can be generated by small-scale structures that form on
cosmic string loops. Cusps are points where the string
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instantaneously reaches the speed of light [10]. Kinks are
created in pairs after each string intercommutation, this
pair of kinks travel at the speed of light in opposite di-
rection along the string. Cusps and kinks source bursts
of beamed gravitational waves, while the collision of two
kinks produce an isotropic burst. The number of cusps on
a loop is usually of order unity, it can be an order of mag-
nitude larger as shown in [11, 12], but remains globally
constrained below 10. The number of kinks can be much
larger than one. Numerical simulations of string loops
that favor Γd ∼ 50, provide a limit on Nk = 200 [13, 14].
In the case of cosmic superstrings, their network consists
of various types of strings, each possessing a different
tension. When two such distinct strings intersect, they
create Y-junctions [15–17], giving rise to a new string seg-
ment connecting the original ones at two vertices. As a
kink propagates through a Y-junction, it undergoes expo-
nential proliferation, leading to an uncertain constraint
on the maximum number of kinks at the moment.

The detection of gravitational-wave emissions from
cosmic string and superstring loops holds immense poten-
tial in advancing our understanding of the Universe. The
superposition of gravitational-wave bursts gives rise to
a stationary and nearly Gaussian stochastic background
which can be probed over a large range of frequencies by
different observations. In the absence of detection, the
LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA (LVK) collaboration [13] and the
Pulsar Timing Array (PTA) collaborations [18], impose
severe constraints on the dimensionless string tensionGµ.

Another promising way of detecting the presence of
cosmic strings is through the single gravitational wave
emission from loops. Searches for cosmic string signals
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with well-known waveforms [10] are being carried out by
the LVK collaboration using a matched-filter technique.
In this paper we extend the work of [19] which proposed
the idea that loop oscillation produces burst repetitions.
It focuses on the case of cusp emission, calculating the
typical rate and period of repeating bursts that could be
detected by LVK and LISA detectors.

In Sec. II, the gravitational-wave emission from cosmic
string loops is introduced using a loop distribution model
partly derived from numerical simulations of a Nambu-
Goto string network, denoted as M = 1 [20]. In Sec. III,
we expand upon the work presented in [19] by includ-
ing emissions from kinks and the collision of two kinks.
In addition, in Sec. IV we calculate the number of burst
repeaters using an alternative loop distribution model,
denoted as M = 2 and detailed in [21], which projects a
larger loop population. Sec. V is dedicated to the discus-
sion.

II. GRAVITATIONAL WAVES FROM COSMIC
STRING LOOPS

Considering the Nambu-Goto dynamics as the govern-
ing framework for cosmic strings, the emission of a burst
signal or a stochastic gravitational-wave background pre-
dominantly arises from the oscillations of sub-horizon
loops within the cosmic string network. Gravitational
waves are produced by cusps, kinks and kink-kink col-
lisions on cosmic string loops. The strain signal wave-
form is a power-law function of the frequency, f , derived
in [10]:

h(ℓ, z, f) = A(ℓ, z)f−q, (1)

where ℓ is the loop length, z is the redshift and q =
{4/3, 5/3, 2} for cusps, kinks, and kink-kink collisions.
The signal amplitude is given by

A(l, z) = g1,q
Gµℓ2−q

(1 + z)(q−1)r(z)
, (2)

with g1,q = {0.85, 0.29, 0.10} for cusps, kinks, and kink-
kink collisions. This factor combines uncertainties in the
waveform calculation. The comoving distance is denoted
by r(z), where we consider a Λ-CDM cosmological model,
initially detailed in [22], and in the appendix. The beam-
ing angle

θm(ℓ, z, f) = (g2f(1 + z)ℓ)−1/3, (3)

represents the angular extent of the cone within which
the majority of the gravitational-wave burst energy is
concentrated. Here, g2 =

√
3/4 is a numerical factor.

The crucial component for assessing the burst signal
lies in characterizing the number of loops per unit loop
size and per unit volume d2N/dℓdV . The initial model
developed, known as the one-scale model, was formulated

by Kibble [23]. This model describes the network evolu-
tion using a unique scale, the typical distance between
the strings, in the scaling regime. The loops are formed
at a fixed fraction of the horizon with the same relative
size α, given by ℓ = αt at formation. It also assumes that
loops do not self-intersect once formed. Although simple
in nature, this model captures several characteristics of
the network’s evolution. Later, the model presented in
[20] and referred here as M = 1 directly derives the loop
production function for non-self-intersecting loops from
simulations. Both of the aforementioned models produce
a remarkably similar result, with a few factors at play.
M = 1 assume, in the scaling regime, that the distribu-
tion of loops at time t is :

t4
d2N (1)

dℓdV r,r
=

0.18

(γ + γd)5/2
Θ(0.1− γ) (4)

t4
d2N (1)

dℓdV m,r
=

0.18

(γ + γd)5/2

(
teq
t

)1/2

Θ(−γ + β(t))

(5)

t4
d2N (1)

dℓdV m,m
=

0.27− 0.45γ0.31

(γ + γd)2
Θ(0.18− γ)Θ(γ − β(t)),

(6)

which characterizes the distribution of loops during two
distinct cosmic epochs: the radiation era (r,r) and the
matter era (m,m). Specifically, it also considers the
presence of residual loops from the radiation-dominated
epoch, in matter era (m,r). We denote by teq the time of
the radiation to matter transition. Here β(t) is the rela-
tive length of the last loops formed in radiation era at a
time teq. This model predicts a reduced loop distribution
compared to the one-scale model.
The rate of gravitational-wave bursts emitted at cusps

or kinks we expect to detect from a proper volume dV (z)
at redshift z, derived in [24, 25], is given by

d2Rq

dzdh
(h, z, f) =

ϕV (z)

H3
0 (1 + z)

× 2Nq

(2− q)ht4(z)

× t4
d2N

dℓdV
(ℓ(h, z), t(z))

×∆q(hf
q, z, f),

(7)

where the cosmological parameters are defined in the ap-
pendix. Cusps emit gravitational-wave bursts in a cone
of solid angle dΩ ∼ πθ2m and kinks into a fan-shaped set
of directions in a solid angle dΩ ∼ 2πθm. Both emit in a
narrow beams, meaning that only a small fraction of all
cusps and kinks are oriented such that their gravitational-
wave radiation can be observed on Earth. This fraction
can be expressed as :

∆q(ℓ, z, f) =

(
θm(ℓ, z, f)

2

)3(2−q)

(8)

Figure 1 shows that for a typical strength amplitude in
the LVK detector for example of h ∼ 10−25, the burst
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FIG. 1. Gravitational-wave event rate predicted by model
M = 1 and averaged over the strain amplitude h. The string
tension and the wave frequency are fixed to Gµ = 10−8 and
f = 100 Hz, respectively. For loops in the matter era, the
effect of loops produced in the matter era is distinguished
from the ones produced in the radiation era.

search is more sensitive to the loops produced in radi-
ation era, but still present in matter era. This result
will be useful in the following. Note that the detected
burst rate depends on the detector search efficiency to
cosmic string gravitational-wave signals. The search effi-
ciency is influenced by various factors, including the sen-
sitivity of the interferometers, the noise level in the de-
tectors, and the data analysis techniques used to search
for and extract signals from the data. The search sen-
sitivity is characterized by the minimum amplitude of
a gravitational-wave signal that the detectors can reli-
ably detect above the detector noise. For LVK [13] con-
sidering a characteristic frequency f∗ = 20 Hz we have
A∗,c ∼ 2× 10−20 s−1/3 for cusps, A∗,k ∼ 6× 10−20 s−2/3

for kinks and A∗,kk ∼ 2 × 10−19 s−1 for kink-kink colli-
sions. For LISA [26] the data analysis was only conducted
for cusps where the authors found A∗,c ∼ 3×10−21 s−1/3

for a characteristic frequency f∗ = 1 mHz.

III. NUMBER OF REPEATERS FOR KINKS
AND COLLISIONS

The general formula to express the number of loop
small-scale structures observable is:

d2NM
q

dℓdV
= ∆q ×Nq ×

d2NM

dℓdV
, (9)

where M refers to the loop distribution model and Nq

denotes the number of features on the loop. Specifically,
we use Nc for cusps, Nk for kinks, and Nkk for collisions.
To facilitate comparison, we maintain the numerical val-
ues chosen in the original article [19]. Here, the time is

fixed at t = t0 = 3 × 1017 s, the age of the Universe.
Additionally, we consider loops emitting at z = z∗ ≪ 1,
redshift at which burst signals are expected to be de-
tected. We first use the loop distribution predicted by
model M = 1. By integrating Eq.(9) with a change of
variable and expressing the redshift as a function of the
amplitude, we can determine the number of detectable
kinks

dN
(1)
k

dℓ
(ℓ) =

∫ z∗

0

∂2N
(1)
k

∂ℓ∂V
dV

= Nk × 2g31π

3g
1/3
2

Cradt
−3/2
0 ℓ2/3

(ℓ+ ΓGµt0)5/2

√
teq
t0

(Gµ)3

A3
∗kf

1/3
∗

,

(10)

and kink-kink collisions

dN
(1)
kk

dℓ
(ℓ) = Nkk × 4g31π

3

Cradt
−3/2
0

(ℓ+ ΓGµt0)5/2

√
teq
t0

(Gµ)3

A3
∗kk

.

(11)
It should be noted that the amplitude of the signal emit-
ted by the collision of two kinks remains independent of
the loop size ℓ, and the gravitational-wave emission is
isotropic. Consequently, the number of observable colli-
sions is unaffected by both the loop size and the detector
frequency. Considering the case where ℓ = O(yr) and
Gµ > 10−12, the denominator of these equations sim-
plify, leading to a direct comparison with the results re-
ported in the paper [19] for the cusp case. We obtain the
following expressions for the kinks

dN
(1)
k

dℓ
(ℓ) ≈ Nk × 2g31πCradt

−4
0 ℓ2/3

3g
1/3
2 Γ5/2

√
teq
t0

√
Gµ

A3
∗kf

1/3
∗

, (12)

and for the kink-kink collisions

dN
(1)
kk

dℓ
(ℓ) ≈ Nkk × 4g31πCradt

−3/2
0

3Γ5/2

√
teq
t0

√
Gµ

A3
∗k

. (13)

The burst repetition will enhance the signal-to-noise
ratio, enabling more efficient detection. Substituting
the minimum detectable amplitude A with the period-
dependent amplitude A = A∗

√
ℓ/2Tobs [19], where Tobs

is the detector observation time, accounts for the gain
in sensitivity due to burst repetition. Assuming that
the sensitivity increase impacts the detectability of the
repeaters, the number of detectable repeaters is higher.
The expression for kinks in this context is

dN
(1)
k

dℓ
(ℓ) ≈ Nk × 25/2g31πCradt

−4
0 T

3/2
0

3g
1/3
2 Γ5/2ℓ5/6

√
teq
t0

√
Gµ

A3
∗kf

1/3
∗

,

(14)
and for kink-kink collisions

dN
(1)
kk

dℓ
(ℓ) ≈ Nkk × 27/2g31πCradt

−4
0 T

3/2
0

3Γ5/2ℓ3/2

√
teq
t0

√
Gµ

A3
∗kk

.

(15)
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FIG. 2. Number of gravitational-wave burst repeaters per
logarithmic bin of period T for LVK considering Gµ = 10−10

and model M = 1. The solid line corresponds to the scenario
where repetitions are ignored, while the dashed line illustrates
the scenario considering the search sensitivity gain due to
burst repetition with Tobs = 4 yrs.

Figure 2 compares the number of repeaters per loga-
rithmic period bin in LVK for different types of emissions.
The number of repeated burst is larger for cusps due to
the strong dependence on the minimal detectable signal
amplitude A3

∗. The lower sensitivity of the LVK burst
search to kinks and collisions strongly affects the number
of detectable repeaters. However, as the number of kinks
increases, this is no longer trivial. We show that even
with Nk = 200, the number of repeaters remains larger
for cusps. Additionally, even in the context of strings
created in string theory where Nk could be higher, the
contribution of cusps will dominate.

IV. NUMBER OF REPEATERS FOR M = 2

Considering the model M = 2, an additional scale γc is
introduced, known as the backreaction scale. This scale
accounts for the impact of gravitational-wave backreac-
tion on the loop. Back-reaction reduces the number of
small-scale wiggles, implying that strings have fewer op-
portunities to reconnect during each encounter, which
hinders the formation of small loops. As a consequence,
the loop distribution is defined across three distinct do-
mains. In the scaling regime, we disregard the influence
of loops that were formed during the radiation era but
persisted into the matter era. Our focus is exclusively
on the loops formed during the matter era. The loop
distribution is expressed as:

t4
d2N (2)

dℓdV m,m
=



0.015

(γ + ΓdGµ)3−2χm
if γd < γ

0.015(1− 2χm)

(2− 2χm)ΓdGµγ2−2χm
if γc < γ < γd

0.015(1− 2χr)

(2− 2χm)ΓdGµγ2−2χm
c

if γ < γc

(16)
The numerical values for γc, χm, and χr are obtained
from the references [13, 21].

Figure 3 illustrates the burst rate for this model at
low redshifts, displaying each contribution in the loop
distribution individually. In this model, the abundance
of small loops is proportional to the inverse power of the
gravitational-wave backreaction scale γc, which is itself
quite small. Consequently, this model predicts a consid-
erably higher rate than M = 1. In order to compare the
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FIG. 3. Gravitational-wave event rate predicted by model
M = 2 and averaged over the redshift z. The string tension
and the wave frequency are fixed to Gµ = 10−10 and f =
100 Hz, respectively.

number of burst repeaters with the first model, we en-
sure that we are working under the same conditions. By
considering loop sizes ℓ = O(yr), we have γ < ΓdGµ for
Gµ = 10−10. We work then with the intermediary loop
distribution given in Eq.(16). Using the same method
as previously explained, we provide the direct expression
for the number of detectable cusps without considering
the sensitivity gain of the detector due to repetitions:

dN
(2)
c

dℓ
=

2g31π

3g
2/3
2

0.015(1− 2χm)t
−(2+2χm)
0

(2− 2χm)Γdℓ(2−6χm)/3

(Gµ)2

A3
∗f

2/3
∗

, (17)

and with

dN
(2)
c

dℓ
=

25/2g31π

3g
2/3
2

0.015(1− 2χm)t
−(2+2χm)
0 T

3/2
0

(2− 2χm)Γdℓ(13/6−2χm)

(Gµ)2

A3
∗f

2/3
∗

.

(18)
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Figure 4 displays the number of repeater for models
M = 1 and M = 2 observed by LISA. Notably, LISA ex-
hibits higher sensitivity to repeated bursts atGµ = 10−10

for model M = 2. Table I presents the the number of re-
peaters produced by cusps, considering or not the gain in
sensitiviy for LVK and LISA with T = 1 yr. Despite the

Type of Event LVK LISA

Single event 3× 10−4 63

With repetitions 2× 10−3 502

TABLE I. Number of burst repeaters for cusps with period
T = 1 yr and Gµ = 10−10 for model M = 2 in LISA.

current constraints, we present the result for Gµ = 10−10

for the M = 2 model. Currently, the results from LVK or
PTA collaborations impose severe constraints on model
M = 2, with Gµ ⩽ 4 × 10−15 being the most severe
constraint set by the LVK. To derive these upper limits
on the string tension Gµ, the gravitational-wave energy
density spectrum predicted by a specific loop distribution
model is compared with observational results. The ab-
sence of a stochastic gravitational-wave background de-
tection is then used to compute an upper limit on Gµ.
This spectrum is derived for the case of Nambu-Goto
strings, which evolve in the standard cosmological back-
ground. Considering more exotic cases can lead to a sig-
nificantly different spectrum and potentially ease current
constraints. One possible approach to circumvent the
current constraint on Gµ is through the presence of a
metastable cosmic string network [27]. The metastabil-
ity of the string network arises from its ability to undergo
breaking via the formation of monopole-antimonopole
pairs. This stops the intercommutation phenomenon,
and thus the formation of loops. If we consider that
the monopole reentrance occurs during the radiation era,
the population of loops formed during the matter era no
longer exists. This could allow to modify the spectrum
of the expected stochastic background. Alternative sce-
narios in the history of the Universe also predict a cutoff
in the gravitational-wave spectra, which can potentially
alleviate the current upper limits on Gµ for M = 2 [28].

V. DISCUSSION

Burst repeaters have been observed in various astro-
nomical contexts, including events like gamma-ray bursts
and fast radio bursts. A recent study has revealed the
repetitive nature of gravitational-wave bursts emitted by
oscillating cosmic string loops. We further investigated
this phenomenon by calculating the expected number of
burst repeaters resulting from kinks or kink collisions
using the loop distribution model referred to as M = 1.
We found that, even with a large number of kinks (e.g.,
Nk = 200), the number of burst repeaters is significantly

10 1 100

T (yr)

10 7

10 5

10 3

10 1

101

103

dN
q/d

ln
T

LISA
M=1
M=2

FIG. 4. Number of gravitational-wave cusp burst repeaters
per logarithmic bin of period T in LISA for model M = 2
and Gµ = 10−10. The solid line corresponds to the scenario
where repetitions are ignored, while the dashed line illustrates
the scenario considering the search sensitivity gain due to
repetition with Tobs = 4 yrs.

higher for emission from cusps.
Additionally, we performed calculations using the model
M = 2, which predicts a larger distribution of cosmic
string loops. Our results indicate a significantly higher
number of repeaters, with LISA showing interesting
sensitivity in this scenario. However, it’s worth noting
that this model is heavily constrained by current obser-
vations. Nevertheless, these constraints can be relaxed
when considering metastable cosmic strings which may
introduce a cutoff in the gravitational-wave spectrum at
a much higher frequency than the cutoff associated with
stable string networks. Another way to alleviate these
constraints is by exploring the evolution of the cosmic
string network within a non-standard cosmological
framework.
It is important to note that the model M = 1 is con-
sidered as the most pessimistic among loop distribution
models. In contrast, the one-scale model predicts a
significantly more abundant loop distribution, with a
factor of approximately 10, resulting in a higher number
of burst repeaters. Furthermore, it’s worth mentioning
that when considering cosmic superstrings, the loop
distribution can be scaled, for example, by a factor of
1/p, where p ≤ 1 [29, 30].
In LVK, matched filter burst search for cosmic strings
face challenges from the presence of spurious non-
Gaussian noises that can mimic the cosmic string
signals, called blip glitches. The increasing sensitivity
of LVK detectors has led to a growing number of these
transient noises, significantly reducing the sensitivity
of the cosmic string burst search. Short-duration
glitches mimicking cosmic string burst signals could also
appear in the LISA detector. The sequence of burst
repeaters follows a predictable track in time-frequency
space, unlike random glitches. This can help to dis-
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tinguish a true cosmic string signal from a transient
noise. Therefore, developing a template to search for
burst repeaters for the M = 2 model in LVK, LISA and
Taiji [31] remains interesting, despite current constraints.
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Appendix A: Standard cosmology

We consider the case of a spatially flat Friedmann-
Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker Universe. The Hubble rate
at redshift z is given by:

H(z) = H0H(z), (A1)

where

H(z) =
√

ΩΛ +ΩM (1 + z)3 +ΩRG(z)(1 + z)4, (A2)

H0 represents the present value of the Hubble constant,
and Ωi denotes the present-day energy density, with the
subscript i being R for radiation, M for matter, and Λ
for the cosmological constant. We use the values given
in [32]. In the standard model, entropy is assumed to be
conserved and it is shared approximately among each of
the relativistic species present. The higher the tempera-
ture, the greater the number of species present. As the
Universe cools down, species become non-relativistic and
release their entropy to the relativistic species that are
still in thermal equilibrium. In the radiation era, this is

described by the function G(z) defined as [33]:

G(z) ≡
g∗(z)g

4/3
S (0)

g∗(0)g
4/3
S (z)

=


1 for z < 109

0.83 for 109 < z < 2× 1012

0.39 for z > 2× 1012

(A3)
where g∗(z) is the total effective number of degrees of
freedom of all relativistic particles in thermal equilibrium
at redshift z and gS(z) is the effective number of en-
tropic degrees of freedom. The first equation represents
the scenario when all Standard Model particles are rela-
tivistic. The second equation pertains to the phase after
the quark-hadron transition (at T ⩾ 200 Mev), while
the final one considers the stage after electron-positron
annihilation and neutrino decoupling (at T ⩾ 200 kev).
The cosmic time can be expressed using the interpolation
function φt(z):

t → t(z) ≡ φt(z)

H0
with φt(z) ≡

∫ +∞

z

dz

H(z)(1 + z)
.

(A4)
The proper distance r(z) is expressed as:

r → r(z) ≡ φr(z)

H0
with φr(z) ≡

∫ z

0

dz

H(z)
, (A5)

and the proper volume V (z) as:

dV → dV (z) ≡ φV (z)

H3
0

dz with φV (z) =
4πφ2

r

(1 + z)3H(z)
(A6)

The analytical calculation gives an asymptotic approxi-
mation of φr(z) and φt(z):

φr(z) ≈

{
z for z ≪ 1

3.2086 for z ≫ 1

φt(z) ≈

{
0.9566 for z ≪ 1

1

2z2
√

ΩRG(z)
for z ≫ 1

(A7)

[1] T. W. B. Kibble, Topology of Cosmic Domains and
Strings, J. Phys. A 9, 1387 (1976).

[2] A. Vilenkin, Cosmic Strings and Domain Walls, Phys.
Rept. 121, 263 (1985).

[3] M. B. Hindmarsh and T. W. B. Kibble, Cosmic strings,
Rept. Prog. Phys. 58, 477 (1995), arXiv:hep-ph/9411342.

[4] R. Jeannerot, J. Rocher, and M. Sakellariadou, How
generic is cosmic string formation in SUSY GUTs, Phys.
Rev. D 68, 103514 (2003), arXiv:hep-ph/0308134.

[5] E. Witten, Cosmic Superstrings, Phys. Lett. B 153, 243
(1985).

[6] J. Polchinski, Introduction to cosmic F- and D-strings, in
NATO Advanced Study Institute and EC Summer School
on String Theory: From Gauge Interactions to Cosmol-

ogy (2004) pp. 229–253, arXiv:hep-th/0412244.
[7] M. Sakellariadou, Formation & evolution of cosmic super-

strings: A Short review, Fortsch. Phys. 58, 792 (2010),
arXiv:1001.1752 [hep-th].

[8] E. P. S. Shellard, Cosmic String Interactions, Nucl. Phys.
B 283, 624 (1987).

[9] M. Eto, K. Hashimoto, G. Marmorini, M. Nitta,
K. Ohashi, andW. Vinci, Universal Reconnection of Non-
Abelian Cosmic Strings, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 091602
(2007), arXiv:hep-th/0609214.

[10] T. Damour and A. Vilenkin, Gravitational wave bursts
from cosmic strings, Phys. Rev. Lett. 85, 3761 (2000),
arXiv:gr-qc/0004075.

https://doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/9/8/029
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(85)90033-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(85)90033-X
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/58/5/001
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9411342
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.68.103514
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.68.103514
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0308134
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(85)90540-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(85)90540-4
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0412244
https://doi.org/10.1002/prop.201000002
https://arxiv.org/abs/1001.1752
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(87)90290-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(87)90290-2
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.091602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.091602
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0609214
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.3761
https://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0004075


7

[11] D. Pazouli, A. Avgoustidis, and E. J. Copeland, Cusp
properties of high harmonic loops, Phys. Rev. D 103,
063536 (2021), arXiv:2008.13693 [hep-th].

[12] D. Pazouli, K. Palapanidis, A. Avgoustidis, and E. J.
Copeland, Effect of high harmonic loops on gravitational
wave bounds from cosmic strings, Phys. Rev. D 104,
123505 (2021), arXiv:2108.06615 [astro-ph.CO].

[13] R. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo, KAGRA), Con-
straints on Cosmic Strings Using Data from the Third
Advanced LIGO–Virgo Observing Run, Phys. Rev. Lett.
126, 241102 (2021), arXiv:2101.12248 [gr-qc].

[14] B. Allen and E. P. S. Shellard, Gravitational radiation
from cosmic strings, Phys. Rev. D 45, 1898 (1992).

[15] P. Binetruy, A. Bohe, T. Hertog, and D. A. Steer,
Gravitational Wave Bursts from Cosmic Superstrings
with Y-junctions, Phys. Rev. D 80, 123510 (2009),
arXiv:0907.4522 [hep-th].

[16] P. Binetruy, A. Bohe, T. Hertog, and D. A. Steer,
Proliferation of sharp kinks on cosmic (super-)string
loops with junctions, Phys. Rev. D 82, 083524 (2010),
arXiv:1005.2426 [hep-th].

[17] P. Binetruy, A. Bohe, T. Hertog, and D. A. Steer, Grav-
itational wave signatures from kink proliferation on cos-
mic (super-) strings, Phys. Rev. D 82, 126007 (2010),
arXiv:1009.2484 [hep-th].

[18] H. Quelquejay Leclere et al. (EPTA), Practical ap-
proaches to analyzing PTA data: Cosmic strings with
six pulsars, (2023), arXiv:2306.12234 [gr-qc].

[19] P. Auclair, D. A. Steer, and T. Vachaspati, Repeated
Gravitational Wave Bursts from Cosmic Strings, (2023),
arXiv:2306.08331 [gr-qc].

[20] J. J. Blanco-Pillado, K. D. Olum, and B. Shlaer, The
number of cosmic string loops, Phys. Rev. D 89, 023512
(2014), arXiv:1309.6637 [astro-ph.CO].

[21] L. Lorenz, C. Ringeval, and M. Sakellariadou, Cosmic
string loop distribution on all length scales and at any
redshift, JCAP 10, 003, arXiv:1006.0931 [astro-ph.CO].

[22] P. Binetruy, A. Bohe, C. Caprini, and J.-F. Dufaux,
Cosmological Backgrounds of Gravitational Waves and
eLISA/NGO: Phase Transitions, Cosmic Strings and
Other Sources, JCAP 06, 027, arXiv:1201.0983 [gr-qc].

[23] A. Vilenkin and E. P. S. Shellard, Cosmic Strings and
Other Topological Defects (Cambridge University Press,
2000).

[24] X. Siemens, J. Creighton, I. Maor, S. Ray Majumder,
K. Cannon, and J. Read, Gravitational wave bursts
from cosmic (super)strings: Quantitative analysis and
constraints, Phys. Rev. D 73, 105001 (2006), arXiv:gr-
qc/0603115.

[25] B. P. Abbott et al. (LIGO Scientific, Virgo), Constraints
on cosmic strings using data from the first Advanced
LIGO observing run, Phys. Rev. D 97, 102002 (2018),
arXiv:1712.01168 [gr-qc].

[26] P. Auclair, S. Babak, H. Quelquejay Leclere, and
D. A. Steer, Cosmic string bursts in LISA, (2023),
arXiv:2305.11653 [gr-qc].

[27] L. Leblond, B. Shlaer, and X. Siemens, Gravitational
Waves from Broken Cosmic Strings: The Bursts and the
Beads, Phys. Rev. D 79, 123519 (2009), arXiv:0903.4686
[astro-ph.CO].

[28] Y. Gouttenoire, G. Servant, and P. Simakachorn, Beyond
the Standard Models with Cosmic Strings, JCAP 07,
032, arXiv:1912.02569 [hep-ph].

[29] M. Sakellariadou, A note on the evolution of cosmic
string/superstring networks, Journal of Cosmology and
Astroparticle Physics 2005 (04), 003.

[30] A. Avgoustidis and E. P. S. Shellard, Effect of recon-
nection probability on cosmic (super)string network den-
sity, Physical Review D 73, 10.1103/physrevd.73.041301
(2006).

[31] Z. Wu, H.-M. Fan, Y.-M. Hu, and I. S. Heng, Searching
Gravitational-Wave Bursts with Space-Borne Detectors,
(2023), arXiv:2308.15354 [gr-qc].

[32] P. A. R. Ade et al. (Planck), Planck 2015 results. XIII.
Cosmological parameters, Astron. Astrophys. 594, A13
(2016), arXiv:1502.01589 [astro-ph.CO].
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