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We discuss graviton dark radiation produced by the decay of a secluded scalar field that couples
to the Standard Model (SM) only through gravity. Such scalar fields are long-lived, and their decay
channels generically include gravitons. If such particles existed and dominated the early universe,
a sizable branching ratio into gravitons would yield non-negligible dark radiation that significantly
alters the subsequent thermal history of the universe. In this work, we focus on the dark glueball
as a representative secluded hidden scalar and compare the decay rates into SM particles via a
non-minimal coupling to gravity with those into gravitons, paying attention to how the breaking of
conformal invariance affects the amount of graviton dark radiation. We find that decays into the SM
are dominated by two-body decay channels into Higgs bosons and gluons. In particular, when the
Higgs field has a large non-minimal coupling to gravity, the production of graviton dark radiation is
naturally suppressed in the metric formalism, and the SM sector is preferentially reheated and energy
transfer to other hidden sectors is suppressed. Finally, we present the expected gravitational-wave
spectrum resulting from dark glueball domination.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The nature of the interactions between the Standard
Model (SM) and possible hidden sectors remains one of
the key open questions in particle cosmology. While
many well-motivated extensions assume the presence of
mediator particles carrying both SM and hidden charges,
it is also plausible that the hidden sector communicates
with the visible particles only through gravity [IH9]. Such
a secluded sector is especially interesting, since its cos-
mological signatures originate solely from gravitational
effects, providing a unique way to explore physics that
cannot be tested in laboratory experiments.

A scalar field that couples to the SM solely via gravity
is naturally long-lived, and its decay channels inevitably
include gravitons, unless such operators are forbidden by
symmetry [10]. If such a field dominated the energy den-
sity of the universe at some epoch, its decay could inject
a large amount of high frequency gravitons which con-
tributes to the effective number of relativistic degrees of
freedom, A Neg, which is the important observable in the
early universe [11—14]E| The resulting constraints from
cosmic microwave background (CMB) and baryon acous-
tic oscillation (BAO) observations, such as those from
Planck [16] and DESI [17], therefore provide a sensitive
probe of such scenarios.
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I See, e.g., Ref. [15] for cases where scalar fields decay into other
light degrees of freedom such as axions, which can contribute to
ANeg.

Previous studies have explored various cosmological
consequences of secluded scalar fields coupled only grav-
itationally [5H7, [10]. In particular, it has been pointed
out that their decay into gravitons can lead to potentially
observable dark radiation and high-frequency stochastic
gravitational waves [10l [I8-20]. Importantly, the amount
of graviton dark radiation crucially depends on how con-
formal symmetry is broken in both the hidden and visible
sectors, which determines the competing decay channels
into SM particles[]

In this work, we focus on the dark glueball as a repre-
sentative example of a secluded scalar field. We examine
how its decay rates into the SM sector and into gravitons
are controlled by the breaking of conformal invariance,
especially through a non-minimal coupling of the Higgs
field to gravity and the conformal (trace) anomaly. We
analyze both the metric and Palatini formulations and
derive the corresponding decay widths induced by the
trace anomaly and higher-curvature operators. We then
evaluate the resulting amount of graviton dark radiation
and identify the parameter region consistent with the cur-
rent limits on AN.g. Finally, we present the predicted
spectrum of high-frequency gravitational waves originat-
ing from the decay of the dark glueball, which can provide
a target for future gravitational-wave observations.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [[I} we in-
troduce the model setup, including the distinction be-

2 Other scalar-induced graviton production channels include gravi-
ton bremmstrahlung [2IH24], pair annihilation into gravitons [
25, 26], scattering of decay products off the parent scalar [27] 28].
For our cases of interest, they are all subdominant compared to
the scalar decay into the graviton pair.
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tween the metric and Palatini formulations. In Sec. [[II}
we compute the decay rates of the secluded scalar into
the SM particles, emphasizing the role of conformal sym-
metry breaking. The production of graviton dark radia-
tion and the corresponding cosmological constraints are
discussed in Sec. [[V] followed by the analytical compu-
tation of the stochastic gravitational-wave spectrum in
Sec. [Vl We summarize our findings and discuss possible
extensions in Sec. [Vl

II. MODEL

In this section, we set up a simple framework for a
scalar field ¢ that couples to the SM sector only through
a non-minimal coupling to gravity. Such a scalar may
be an elementary singlet, or it may arise as a glueball
in a secluded dark gauge sector. Our setup is intended
to describe a generic scalar of this type, and our anal-
ysis can be applied to any such scalar field. When we
estimate the size of the couplings induced by conformal
symmetry breaking, both for the non-minimal coupling
that appears below and for the higher-dimensional op-
erator that generates the decay into a graviton pair, we
will have the dark glueball case in mind and assume that
they are controlled by the dynamical scale of the dark
gauge sector. We will refer to this scalar either as “the
scalar field” or as “the dark glueball” interchangeably.

Concretely, when we have the dark glueball case in
mind, we consider an extension of the SM by introduc-
ing a pure dark gauge sector, Ggark. Let A denote the
confinement scale of Ggax. Dark glueball models with
purely gravitational interactions have been discussed in
Refs. [5HT], but here we are interested in the effect of con-
formal symmetry breaking on the decay rate. Therefore,
we assume that the Higgs field H also has a non-minimal
coupling to the Ricci scalar R in the Jordan frame, which
was not considered in Refs. [5H7]. Then, the action in this
model can be written as follows:
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where ¢ is the non-minimal coupling constant, §,, de-
notes the metric in the Jordan frame, and M, :=
(87G)~1/2 is the reduced Planck mass. The non-minimal
coupling ¢ is bounded as |¢] < 10'° by collider exper-
iment [29) B0]. We also denote £p and Lgys the La-
grangian for the dark sector and SM sectors without non-
minimal coupling to gravity.

Among the terms in the SM Lagrangian, the relevant
contributions to the dominant decays of ¢ come from the
Higgs and gauge boson sectors, Lhiggs + LGauge. These

are given by
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where GY,,, W, By, are the field strengths of the gluon
G, weak gauge boson W,,, and hypercharge gauge boson

B,,, respectively. The covariant derivative of the Higgs
field is defined as

D, H = (aﬂ W“——z gB)H (5)

where 7%/2 are the generators of SU(2) and g and ¢
denote SU(2);, weak and the U(1)y hypercharge gauge
coupling. V(H) denotes the Higgs potential. In this
work, we are interested in the case where the scalar field
has a mass well above the Higgs vacuum expectation
value (VEV), my > v. In this situation, the effects of
conformal-symmetry breaking induced by the Higgs VEV
are typically suppressed by (v/mg)? and can be safely ne-
glected. Hereafter, we therefore neglect the Higgs VEV
in our analysis.

A. Metric formulation

We denote g, as the metric in the Einstein frame and
perform a Weyl transformation,

= Q% (6)
In the metric formalism, the Ricci scalar transforms as
R=0*(R+60InQ —6¢"79,InQad,InQ), (7)

where R is the Ricci scalar in the Einstein frame and
0 := ¢g""V,V, denotes the d’Alembertian operator with
the covariant derivative V.

After the Weyl transformation, (gravity-mediated) in-
teraction between ¢ and the Higgs field appears in the
Einstein frame. Expanding € in this action around
¢ = 0, H = 0 and flat spacetime, we obtain the following
interaction term between the scalar field and the Higgs
field:

s> [ d%— (3E06|HI2 — 9lO, HID).  (8)

In terms of canonically normalized Higgs field by H, :=
Q~1H, this interaction is rewritten as

55 [deoe-0@aHE (9)
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Next, concerning the gauge sector, in four-dimensional
spacetime, there is no tree-level coupling between ¢ and
the gauge bosons. However, as pointed out in Refs. [31}-
33], through the conformal (trace) anomaly, ¢ acquires an



effective interaction with the gauge boson sector, which
depends on the running of the gauge coupling:
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where 8(g') denotes the beta function of U(1)y hyper-
charge gauge coupling ¢’, while 8(g) and 5(gs) denote the
beta function for SU(2); weak coupling g and SU(3).
strong coupling g, respectively. In appendix [A] and [B]
we show the derivation of Egs. and from the
action in d dimensions.

In addition to these interactions, we assume that in the
Einstein frame, the action of the dark glueball ¢ includes
the following effective interaction described by a higher-
dimensional operator{’]

Eeff D) _C¢.RR%RHVpo'R#VpUa (11)

where cyrpr is the coupling between ¢ and the quadratic
curvature (the square of the Riemann tensor). Since this
coupling cyrr strongly depends on the hidden sector in
the model, we treat cyrpr as a free parameter in our anal-
ysis. As we will discuss later, this interaction induces the
decay of ¢ into gravitonsﬁ

B. Palatini formulation

In the Palatini formalism, after the Weyl transforma-
tion @, the Ricci scalar transforms as

R=Q%R. (12)

Similar to the case of the metric formalism, the Weyl
transformation generates interactions between ¢ and the
Higgs sector. However, in the Palatini formulation, the
Ricci scalar transforms differently, and no additional
derivative terms for ¢ are induced. As a consequence,
the effective interactions between ¢ and the SM fields
take a simpler form. In particular, after expanding (2
around the vacuum, we obtain

S > /d4:ﬂ_MZA¢>|8#H\2. (13)
1
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3 Even if this type of interaction is absent in the original action,
it generally emerges at low energies as an effective interaction
when particles heavier than the scalar field ¢ exist in the dark
sector [10].

4 Other types of couplings to the quadratic curvature, such as ¢R?
and ¢R*” R,,,, do not induce the decay into gravitons in the flat
spacetime [10} [34] [35].

Or equivalently, in terms of canonically normalized
Higgs field by H., we can express the three-point inter-
action as

So /d%%(m)mﬁ (14)
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These interaction terms correspond to those in metric
formalism, and (E[), with £ = 0.

For the couplings between the gauge bosons and the
quadratic curvature terms (the square of the Riemann
tensor), we can treat them in the same manner as in
the metric formalism, by considering the effective inter-
actions given by Egs. and . Therefore, hereafter,
we simply present the results in the metric formalism.
The case of the Palatini formalism can be understood as
the limit with £ = 0.

III. SECLUDED SCALAR DECAY BY
CONFORMAL SYMMETRY BREAKING

In this section, we summarize the primary decay chan-
nels of the secluded scalar field ¢ into SM particles. At
tree level, the main decay channel is the two-body de-
cay into Higgs bosons through the interaction given in
Eq. @D This decay rate depends on £ and becomes dom-
inant when ¢ is sufficiently large; conversely, it vanishes
in the conformal limit £ = 1/6. The leading contribu-
tion to the decay rate that does not depend on ¢ is the
two-body decays into gauge bosons induced by the con-
formal (trace) anomaly given in Eq. . Among them,
the decay into gluons is particularly dominant.

A. Decay into Higgs bosons

Through the interaction between ¢ and the Higgs field
induced by the non-minimal coupling @, ¢ decays into
the Higgs bosons. This decay rate is given by

2
A
Do~ HH) = (1~ 66)° <M> mi. (15)
p

For simplicity, we neglect phase space suppression here
and in what follows. At the tree level, there are no other
available two-body decay channels for ¢, and thus the de-
cay into the Higgs bosons is one of the primary channels
to SM particles.

B. Decay into Gauge bosons

The effective interaction given in Eq. allows for
two-body decays of ¢ into gauge bosons [31H33]. The
anomaly-induced decay rates of ¢ into gauge bosons are
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where o/,«, and «, are the fine structure constants for
each gauge coupling, ¢, g, and g5, respectively, and
>, by are the coefficients determined by the beta func-
tions, as we will show below. We note that the index a
is not summed over in these equations.

For the case of SU(N) gauge interactions, these coef-
ficients and beta functions are related by

3
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where N, and Ny are internal quantum numbers of (real)
scalar and (Weyl) fermion, which are charged under
SU(N) interaction. For the case of U(1) gauge inter-
action,
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where N, and N} are internal quantum numbers of (real)
scalar and (Weyl) fermion, which are charged under
U(N) interaction, and Qs and Q¢ are their charges, re-
spectively.

In the case of SM, these are given by

Z b;SU(3)c =7, (23)
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Importantly, these anomaly-induced decay rates are in-
dependent of the Higgs non-minimal coupling constant

4

. Therefore, near the conformal limit £ ~ 1/6, the de-
cay into Higgs bosons is suppressed while anomaly-
induced processes remain and become the leading de-
cay channel. Among the decay channels into the gauge
bosons, the decay into gluons has the largest decay rate
due to the large coupling constant and the coefficient of
the beta function.

Another contribution to decay into gauge bosons arises
from the loop diagram with the three-point interaction
between ¢ and the Higgs field @D We show the corre-
sponding diagrams in Fig. [l These Higgs loop-induced
contributions yield the following decay rates into the
weak gauge boson W, and the hypercharge gauge boson

B,:
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Their impact on the total decay rate into the SM particles
except for the graviton is always negligible, because these
contributions are subdominant compared to the decay
channel into Higgs bosons .
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FIG. 1. Higgs loop induced diagram

C. Comments on decay into fermions

Finally, we make some comments on decay channels
involving SM fermions. In our setup, ¢ does not have a
direct interaction with massless fermions in the Einstein
frame. (See Appendix [A]for details.) Therefore, the two-
body decays of ¢ into the SM fermions are forbidden at
the tree level before the electroweak phase transition.

Decays into fermions may occur through three-body
decays ¢ — H. Yr.Yr. as illustrated in Fig. [2 at the



tree level, where 9r,(g). denotes the canonically normal-
ized SM fermions. However, their decay widths are pro-
portional to (1 — 6£)? because they include three-point
interaction between ¢ and the Higgs field @ and they
are always subdominant compared to the decay rate into
Higgs bosons .

At higher order, however, we note that analogously to
Eq. , we should have the contribution to the effective
Lagrangian which depends on the running of the Yukawa
coupling

A
Eeff D) V—9g Ffﬁ(y¢)chLcch + +h.C., (28)
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where B(yy) denotes the beta function of Yukawa cou-
pling yy.

This contribution, as in Eq. , is independent of &
and induces the three-body decay of ¢. However, it is al-
ways subdominant compared to the two-body decay into
gluons. This is because, even after taking into account
the running effects, oy < a5 where oy := y?/(47?) with
y; being the top Yukawa coupling, and the three-body de-
cay is suppressed by the phase space factor 1/4x relative
to the two-body decay.

After the electroweak phase transition, since the
fermion mass breaks conformal symmetry, a two-body
decay channel into fermions becomes allowed. However,
the rate is strongly suppressed by the ratio of the fermion
mass to the scalar mass, (my/mg)%.  This mass sup-
pression cannot be avoided by attaching an additional
Yukawa vertex and considering a three-body decay.

FIG. 2. Decay channel involving SM fermions 1 at the tree
level

IV. GRAVITON AS DARK RADIATION

In this section, we analyze and discuss the graviton
production associated with the decay of ¢ and the con-
straints from dark radiation. The secluded scalar field,
which interacts only through gravity, can generally de-
cay into gravitons. Indeed, the interaction in Eq.
induces the dark glueball decay into gravitons with the
following decay rate [10] :

62 m7
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If this decay rate into gravitons is comparable to or
larger than that into the SM particles, and if the scalar
accounts for a dominant or at least non-negligible fraction
of the total energy density at the time of decay, a large
number of high-frequency gravitons are produced [20].
These gravitons behave as dark radiation and can affect
the thermal evolution of the universe, thereby influencing
cosmological observables such as the CMB spectrum [11+
14]. In the following, for simplicity, we assume that the
scalar ¢ dominates the universe at the time of decay. This
is the case, for example, if ¢ is an elementary field pro-
duced by the misalignment mechanism with an initially
large amplitude, or if the secluded dark gauge sector is
reheated to a temperature comparable to or higher than
that of the SM sector.

To qualitatively understand this impact, it is impor-
tant to consider the ratio of the decay rate into gravitons
to the total decay width I'y, defined as

_ I(¢—29)
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as well as the temperature at which ¢ decays

- 1/4
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where g.(T4ec) represents the effective number of rela-
tivistic degrees of freedom at Ty... Here we assume that
the decay into gravitons is a subdominant decay channel,
B, < 1.

As discussed in the previous section, the dominant de-
cay channels into the SM particles are the two-body de-
cays into the Higgs bosons and gluons. Therefore, B,
can be approximately expressed as

r2
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where we define A¢ := |1 — 6£|, and the strong gauge
coupling is evaluated at the scale of the scalar mass. Here
we introduce a dimensionless parameter r to normalize
the decay rate into gravitons,

mg
ri= \/§C¢RR F (33)

In the dark glueball case, we expect r = O(1) since
mg ~ A and corr = (’)(1)E| This leads to B, = 0(0.1)
as long as || = O(1). In particular, for £ ~ %, we
have By ~ 1. Thus, contrary to the naive expectation in
Ref. [20], the production of gravitons from the dark glue-

ball decay is generically sizable. This difference arises

5 In pure SU(3) Yang-Mills theory, lattice simulations indicate
that the lightest scalar glueball mass is mg++ ~ (6-7) Agrg [36)
37



because the dominant decay channel into SM particles is
the decay into Higgs bosons, so we do not benefit from
the enhancement associated with the large number of SM
degrees of freedom. In particular, the decays into gauge
bosons and fermions are suppressed either by a loop fac-
tor or by the small fermion masses.

For a given By, the contribution from dark radiation
to the effective number of neutrinos is expressed as

AN 43 (434 NP B,
7\ s (Theo) 1-B,

(34)

The current CMB+BAO observations provide upper
bounds on this observable quantity as

0.11 (Planck 2018 [16]),

0.19 (DESI 2024 [17]), (35)

ANEH < {

which provide upper limits on B, and consequently, con-
straints on the parameter space (r, Af).

We show in Fig. [3| the constraint AN.g < 0.19 [17]
represented on the (r,A{) plane for my = 3 X
10'? GeV,where the shaded region is excluded. Here
we take A = m,/6 based on the lattice results of pure
SU(3) Yang-Mills theory. (See footnote [5]) Under these
choices, even for (r, Af) = (0,0), the decay temperature
is as high as Tyec ~ 420 GeV, and consequently we can
take gi(Tgec) = 106.75 uniformly over the allowed region
in (r, Ag) plane. We adopt the reference value of mg to
evaluate o, which determines the limit on r for A <« 1;
for larger mgy, the left vertical boundary of the excluded
region shifts slightly to smaller r.

The region 0.01 < A < r is excluded because it vio-
lates the upper bound on AN, while if the Higgs field
has a sufficiently large non-minimal coupling to gravity,
this constraint can be avoided because the main decay
channel is into the SM Higgs bosons and the branching
fraction of the gravitons is suppressed. On the other
hand, when both r and A¢ are small, the region remains
allowed even if A{ < r, because in this region, the de-
cays into gauge bosons become dominant. In the dark
glueball case, we expect r = (1), as discussed above.
Consequently, the dark-radiation bound requires a siz-
able non-minimal coupling of the SM Higgs, A¢ 2 O(1).

V. STOCHASTIC GRAVITATIONAL WAVE
SPECTRUM

Gravitons produced by the decay of ¢ in the early uni-
verse exhibit a characteristic spectrum with a peak in the
high-frequency range. The stochastic gravitational wave
spectrum from these gravitons in the present day is given

by [10]

dQGW - 1 16E4 Bgl“¢ p¢(2d) (36)
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FIG. 3. Constraints on the graviton dark radiation in the
(r, A€) plane, where A := [1—6¢| and r is defined in Eq. (33).
The shaded region is excluded because it violates the bound
AN < 0.19 derived from DESI observations [17]. We have
adopted my = 3x10™® GeV and A = m, /6 for the benchmark
values for which Tyec =~ 420 GeV even in the case of (r, Af) =
(0,0). For larger m, the left vertical boundary shifts slightly
to smaller 7.

where 1 + zq := mg/2E and peri¢ denotes the critical
energy density. H(z) and pgs(z) are the Hubble parameter
and the energy density of ¢ at redshift z, respectively.

In order to evaluate the GW spectrum , we need to
know the Hubble parameter H(z), the cosmic time ¢(2)
and the ¢ energy density pys(2) as a function of redshift
z. In the case of our interest, ¢ dominates the universe
before it decays and hence it will be convenient to have
a fitting formula for these quantities that connects the
¢- (or matter-)dominated and radiation-dominated era.
Here we provide useful fitting formulaeﬂ

2 n 2n
a H, 2 Qrer \ ™
t(Z) = et (aref> ten < F:f) ( ef) ] ’
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where ¢ and n are parameters to be determined to fit
the numerical results and the subscript “ref” means that
the corresponding quantity is evaluated at the arbitrary
reference time t,s well after the ¢ decays, at which
the universe is dominated by radiation; t,. > F;l or
Tret < Tgec,and we assume that the effective number of

6 These formulae improve the previous ones given in Ref. [T9].



relativistic degrees of freedom does not change signifi-
cantly between Tye. and TrefE] Therefore, Hyer and tef
can be expressed as

7T2g* (Tref)T4f 1
re 4
90M§1 » (40)

re re 2Hrcf

We find that numerical results are well reproduced for
n = 2 and ¢ = 1.5. Although Eq. is not an exact
solution of the Friedmann equation, it provides a good
approximate behavior of the Hubble parameter in both
limits H > I'y and H < T'y, as well as the interme-
diate regime H ~ I'y. Therefore, this fitting function
is quite useful for obtaining the gravitational spectrum
analytically.

In the approximation where the energy density of the
SM sector is neglected, p, can be expressed as

~ 3
— 302 . M2 Aref —Tyt(z)
p¢(2) ref - *P1 (G(Z) e

3 1/2
_ V6 H M3, ( ares Ty / eTot(®) | (43)
3(en)t/m \a(2)) \ Her ’

where t(z) is given by Eq. , H,of and Gype are the
Hubble parameter and scale factor at another reference
time frop < F;l, i.e., much before the ¢ decay, so that
the universe was ¢-dominated. In the second line we used
Egs. and .

By substituting Egs. and into Eq. , the
gravitational wave spectrum dQgw/dIn F can be analyt-
ically computed in terms of the three input parameters
r, AL, and mg. Note that all the reference time de-
pendence disappears in the final results as it should beﬂ
We show in Fig. [4] the gravitational wave spectra com-
pared among different combinations of (r, AE). We have
adopted my = 3 x 10 GeV and A = my/6 as Fig.

Before proceeding, let us first comment on the general
features that are common to all spectra. As is evident

7 Temperature and scale factor at the reference point are related
to those of the present universe, Ty and ag, through

9x5 (Tret) Tip@nes = g-5(T0)Tg ag, (39)

where g.g is the entropy effective degrees of freedom.
8 By explicitly including the dependence on the radiation energy
density pradq(2), py can be expressed as

~ 3
po(2) = (1+ R(frer)) "' 3HZ M2 (Z(Zf)) e Tot®) | (41)

where
. 2(%
R(tref) — prad( Eref)) <1, (42)
P (2(trer))
represents the ratio of the radiation energy density to that of the
¢ field at tpef.
9 It is easily seen by noting that all the formulae are dependent on
the combination HrefaLfef7 which is constant in time except for
the change in the relativistic degrees of freedom.
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FIG. 4. Comparison of the gravitational wave spectra for
different combinations of (r, A§). Top: spectra for varying A&
with fixed 7 = 1073, Middle: spectra for varying r with fixed
A¢ = 1. Bottom: spectra for varying r with fixed A¢ = 0.
We have adopted my = 3 x 10'* GeV and A = my/6, as

Fig. 3

from Eq. , the gravitational wave spectrum depends
on the ps at the time when gravitons were produced,
as well as on the Hubble parameter at that epoch. In
particular, if ps dominated the universe, the gravita-
tional wave spectrum behaves as dQqw/dIn E o< E°/?
in the low-energy regime, and the peak energy is given
by Epeak =~ (mg/2)To/Taec [10 19].

The top panel of Fig. [d] shows the spectra obtained
by varying A¢ while fixing » = 1072, This corre-
sponds to fixing the partial decay width to the gravi-



tons I'(¢ — gg) and varying the total decay rate I'.
Consequently, the low-energy tail of the spectrum re-
mains almost unchanged, whereas only the position of
the peak shifts. The middle panel corresponds to the
spectra obtained by varying r while fixing A = 1. In
this case, since the decay into the SM particles dominates
for the range of r considered, this situation corresponds
to fixing the total decay rate I'y and varying the par-
tial width T'(¢ — gg). Consequently, the position of the
peak remains unchanged, whereas only the amplitude of
the spectrum increases or decreases. Finally, the bottom
panel shows the spectra obtained by varying r while fix-
ing A¢ = 0. In this case, both I'(¢p — gg) and T'y, vary
simultaneously, and therefore the resulting change in the
spectra can be interpreted as a combination of the vari-
ations observed in the top and middle panels. We note
that the parameter choice (r, A&) = (0.1,0) does not sat-
isfy the constraint from ANgg, but it is shown in the
figures as a benchmark to illustrate the behavior.

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Thus far, our analysis has focused on the ground state
of the dark glueball, and we now discuss the cosmolog-
ical impact of the other excitation states. We describe
each state of the dark glueball by its global quantum
numbers JPC, where P and C denote the parity and
charge-conjugation eigenvalues, respectively, and refer to
the ground state as 01+ [

We first consider the light C-even excited states. As-
suming that gravity and the interactions in the dark sec-
tor does not violate CP, the interaction of the lightest
P-odd excitation ¢ := 0~ is restricted to the form

¢ D vpo
Log D 7C¢_>RRKRIWP0RM Po (44)

and hence it can decay only into gravitons. Therefore,
its cosmological abundance may lead to slightly stronger
constraints. However, it should be noted that C-even
states can eventually annihilate into the lightest 0++
mode via parametrically faster 2 — 2 processes [40, [41].

Next, we consider the light C-odd states. These states
are typically long-lived and, in particular, become sta-
ble if gravity and dark sector preserves the CP quantum
number. Consequently, for a high confinement scale of
the dark glueball, a stable C-odd state may easily lead
to an overabundance. (See Ref. [42] for the qualitative
analysis of the relic abundance of the 1= state after the
0%+ domination.) In such cases, one must either relax
the assumption that gravity preserves CP or consider an
alternative gauge group in which light C-odd states do
not exist.

10 See Ref. [37H39] for lattice results of the glueball mass spectrum
in SU(N) gauge theories. For the classification of dark glueball
states including gauge groups other than SU(N), see Ref. [6].

In our analysis, we have not assumed any Beyond Stan-
dard Model (BSM) field other than the secluded scalar.
However, if there exist additional BSM fields that ex-
plicitly break conformal symmetry, their decay branching
fractions should also be taken into account. As a repre-
sentative example, let us consider right-handed neutrinos
N; (i = 1,2,3) with masses M;. The coupling between
N; and ¢ is induced via the Majorana mass term of the
right-handed neutrinos, and the corresponding decay rate
is given by

2
1 A M\

This decay channel not only suppresses the production of
graviton dark radiation but may also naturally lead to a
successful non-thermal leptogenesis scenario [43], which
we leave for future work.

In this work, we have investigated the parameter region
consistent with observational constraints on graviton-
induced dark radiation after the secluded scalar domi-
nation era. If secluded scalar ¢ couples only through
gravity and dominates the early universe, the decay of
¢ can produce a large amount of high-frequency gravi-
tons, and it can alter the cosmological observation, such
as effective neutrino degrees of freedom. Paying atten-
tion to how the breaking of conformal invariance affects
the amount of graviton dark radiation, we derived the
corresponding viable parameter space. We have pointed
out that when ¢ can decay into SM particles through a
non-minimal coupling, its dominant decay channels are
typically two-body decays into either Higgs bosons or
gluons. In particular, the decay into Higgs bosons de-
pends on the gravitational formulation (metric or Pala-
tini). In the metric formalism, the branching ratio varies
with the size of the Higgs non-minimal coupling &, and a
sufficiently large £ can naturally alleviate the amount of
graviton dark radiation. In contrast, in the Palatini for-
malism, the decay width into Higgs bosons is determined
independently of the magnitude of &.

We then examined how the resulting gravitational-
wave spectrum varies with the branching ratio into gravi-
tons and the Higgs non-minimal coupling £&. Our analyt-
ical calculations show that increasing the branching ratio
into gravitons shifts the peak position to lower frequen-
cies while enhancing its amplitude, whereas increasing &
likewise moves the peak to lower frequencies but reduces
its height.

We note that although we have considered the dark
glueball as a representative example of the secluded
scalar, the same analysis applies equally to any scalar
field that couples only through gravity, such as the (se-
cluded) inflaton. In addition, although we have so far
focused on gravitational decays of the scalar into SM par-
ticles, our results can of course also be applied when com-
puting the decay rate into any additional sector beyond
the Standard Model, if such a sector exists.

Before closing, we comment on some interesting im-



plications of our results. We have seen that the decay
of the secluded scalar field into SM Higgs bosons is the
dominant channel if the Higgs non-minimal coupling &
is of order unity or larger. This implies that, even in
the presence of additional hidden sectors, any secluded
scalar would mainly decay into the SM sector if the non-
minimal coupling of the Higgs is sufficiently large. In fact,
for sufficiently large £, the same conclusion holds even if
the hidden sector is not completely secluded and has only
Planck-suppressed direct couplings to the SM or to other
sectors, since the decay through the Higgs non-minimal
coupling still dominates. A large non-minimal coupling
of the SM Higgs also plays an important role in Higgs
inflation [44], where the Higgs inflaton naturally reheats
the SM sector. In addition, such a large non-minimal
coupling implies that, even if the universe is dominated
by one or several dark sectors after inflation, the SM sec-
tor can be preferentially reheated by a dark scalar. In
this case, the energy transferred to other hidden sectors
is suppressed, which helps avoid an excessive abundance
of dark radiation or dark matter originating from those
sectors. Thus, a large non-minimal coupling of the SM
Higgs may account for both cosmic inflation and the fact
that mainly SM particles are populated in late-time cos-
mology.
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Appendix A: Action in d-dimension

For the purpose of dimensional regularization, it is use-
ful to write the action in d dimensions in advance. In d
dimensions, the action can be written as

)

(A1)

/ddx\/ [ Qd 2R+£¢+£3M

2A(d—2)/2¢)
M2

26| H|?
- =
M 2

02 i=1- (A2)

where the mass dimensions of ¢ and H are (d — 2)/2.
In the metric formalism, after the Weyl transformation
G = %G, the Ricci scalar transforms as [45]

R=0*R+2(d—-1)0nQ

—(d—1)(d—-2)g""0,InQ20,InQ). (A3)

In the Palatini formalism, the transformation of the Ricci
scalar is much simpler:
R=0QR. (A4)

Therefore, the action becomes

d 2
1
S = /dda?\/ [ pl R + — (£¢ =+ £S]V1)
B (d—1)(d—2) i (A(?uqb + §(9,L|H|2)2
2 04 Mgl ’
(A5)
in the metric formalism and
a2 1
S/ddxx/gl Pl R+W(£¢+£SNI) (AG)

in the Palatini formalism.

1. Higgs

For a Higgs field, the action after the Weyl transfor-
mation takes the following form:

1 v
) /dd;v\/—g@ ~ Q%¢"(D,H")(D,H) — V(H)|.
(A7)
Thus, the canonical scalar is defined as
H,:= Q42 (A8)

In terms of the canonical field, the action becomes

> [ dtey=g] - ¢ (DLHDD,H) - V()

()B4 (%) )

-/ ddxr[ 9" (D HD(D,H,) — 33V (H)
AU 5G]
(A9)

2. Fermion

For the fermion field, by noting that the vierbein is
given by

= Qe (A10)



the action becomes

1
SD /ddﬂf\/ —QW (All)

- W%‘VGD;W] )

in the Einstein frame. Here, the covariant derivative in-
cludes the spin connection and the SM gauge interac-
tions:

Dyt = (0, — T\, — igAZT™). (A12)
The spin connection is given by
1 a
F;L = _Z'V[a'Yb]W#by (A13)
1 v
wzb =5 e “(9,eb — &,efb)

— e”b(aueﬁ —Oyey) —

(e¥@e’® — e”be‘m)eﬁ&,em] .
(A14)

We note that the conformal transformation of the spin
connection is

1 0,
:Fu'i_z’y')/u 7}17)
— 1 0,0
. Al5
=* ( q ) (A15)
The canonical fermion is defined as
Yo 1= QUD/2y, (A16)

Then we end up with the action in the canonical basis
as

S D /ddaj\/—ig [—iteely"Dyte] .

Thus  factor cancels out even in d dimensions, meaning
that the massless fermion is conformal in any dimension.
That is, the kinetic term of the fermion decouples from

0.

(A17)

3. Vector
For the gauge boson, the action is
1 vo a a
D) /ddm\/—de_4 <—4g””g FWFW> . (A18)

Thus the massless vector boson is conformal only in four
dimensions.

4. Yukawa

The action of the Yukavva term becomes

/ A/~ iz Iy Howom + hel,

d—4
= /ddl‘\/ —g Q= [ych/(chch + hC] . (Alg)
Thus, the © factor cancels out in the canonical basis in
the four dimensions. Therefore, a massless fermion does
not have any direct interaction with ¢ at the tree level.
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Appendix B: Interactions of secluded scalar
1. Scalar-Higgs-Higgs interaction

In the metric formalism, the relevant scalar Higgs-
Higgs interaction comes from terms Egs. ( and .
in the non-canonical basis and ( in the canonlcal ba-

sis. After expanding (2 around (;3 = 0 in the flat
spacetime, we obtain
2A
SD /d4xs/7—gm (3¢09|H|)? — ¢|0,H?). (B1)
Pl

in the non-canonical basis,
In the canonical basis, this expansion yields

/d4x\/7M1?,1 (6¢

In the Palatini formalism, the relevant interaction
comes from only Eq. in the non-canonical basis and
in the canonical basis. Thus, after expanding 2
around ¢ = H = 0 in the flat spacetime, we obtain

—1)0¢|H.[*. (B2)

) /d4 M2 ¢>|6MH|2, (B3)
in the non-canonical basis and
—A

S D /d4xW(D¢)|H0|2, (B4)

pl
in the canonical basis.

2. Scalar-Vector-Vector interaction

To discuss the scalar-vector-vector interaction, we ex-
pand the Q factor in the action of Eq. with respect
to H and ¢ around ¢ = H = 0 in the flat spacetime.
This gives

/ddxr

and therefore, at tree level, this contribution vanishes in
the limit d — 4. This implies that ¢ does not couple
directly to massless vector bosons at tree level.

However, a scalar—vector—vector interaction is induced
at the loop level even for the massless vector bosons. This
contribution can be classified into two categories. The
first arises from the Higgs loop induced by the interac-
tion , as illustrated in Fig. |1} The second originates
from the running effect of the gauge coupling. The for-
mer vanishes in the limit £ — 1/6, whereas the latter is
independent of & E

( an d gHP VUFSVF;)IU) )

(B5)

11 'We note that computing higher-order contributions to the scalar-
vector-vector interaction corresponds to evaluating the gauge-
field contribution to the trace of the energy—momentum tensor,
T}/, at higher orders (so-called trace anomaly). In our model in
the conformal limit, this contribution is determined solely by the
running of the gauge coupling.



We now focus on the anomalous contribution that re-
mains in the limit £ — 1/6, and restrict ourselves to
the period before the electroweak phase transition. For
the gauge boson associated with a U(1) gauge symme-
try, the relevant diagrams are shown in Figs. [f] and [6}
Among the diagrams in Fig. [5] the first and second di-
agrams correspond to contributions that appear only in
the non-canonical basis, and they originate from the in-
teraction term in Eq. (A11). The third diagram in Fig.
and the diagram in Fig. [6| are based on the interaction in
Eq. .

As already mentioned, the interaction given in
Eq. vanishes at tree level in four dimensions. How-
ever, at the loop level, it produces a nontrivial contri-
bution. The reason is that the loop diagram contains
divergences, and dimensional regularization introduces a
factor of 1/(2 — d/2)|"4| This factor cancels the prefactor
appearing in Eq. (B5)), leaving a finite contribution.

Alternatively, if one uses Pauli-Villars (PV) regular-
ization, the scalar ¢ directly couples to the mass of the
PV regulator field in the Einstein frame, thereby gen-
erating an effective scalar—vector—vector interaction. In

11

this picture, the ¢-dependence of the regulator mass con-
tributes to the renormalization of the gauge coupling.

We note that the first two diagrams in Fig. [f] can-
cel each other in the non-canonical basis. Consequently,
only the third diagram induces the scalar—vector—vector
interaction. In the canonical basis, ¢ does not have any
direct interaction with fermions, and therefore only the
third diagram contributes to the scalar—vector—vector in-
teraction.

Then, the scalar-vector—vector interaction is given
by [31H33]

_A(b 6(91) "y B(g) a a pv
> v g8 (g B e
ﬁ(gs) a a pv

GG ),

(B6)

where 8(¢'), 8(g) and 5(gs) denote the beta function of
each SM gauge interaction.
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FIG. 6. Anomaly-induced interaction with scalar loop
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