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Primordial magnetic fields will generate non-Gaussianaigin the cosmic microwave background (CMB)
as magnetic stresses and the temperature anisotropy theeidepend quadratically on the magnetic field. We
compute a new measure of magnetic non-Gaussianity, the @bfigttrum, on large angular scales, sourced via
the Sachs-Wolfe effect. The trispectra induced by magmetérgy density and by magnetic scalar anisotropic
stress are found to have typical magnitudes of approximat#w timesl0~2° and10~'?, respectively. Obser-
vational limits on CMB non-Gaussianity from WMAP data allow to conservatively set upper limits of a nG,
and plausibly sub-nG, on the present value of the primomrtiamic magnetic field. This represents the tightest
limit so far on the strength of primordial magnetic fields,Mpc scales, and is better than limits from the CMB
bispectrum and all modes in the CMB power spectrum. ThusCMB trispectrum is a new and more sensitive
probe of primordial magnetic fields on large scales.

Magnetic fields are ubiquitous in the Universe from planetsplitude on Mpc scales [14]. However, higher-order measures
and stars to galaxies and galaxy clusters|[1, 2], yet thearorig of non-Gaussianity remain unexplored and as we show here,
and evolution of large-scale magnetic fields remains a puzzl could be very useful to set further constraints on primdrdia
A popular paradigm is that magnetic fields in collapsed strucmagnetic fields.
tures could arise from dynamo amplification of seed magnetic |n this letter, we present the first calculation of the contri
fields [2]. The seed field could in turn be generated in aspytion to the CMB trispectrum induced by a primordial mag-
trophysical batteries [3] or due to processes in the early un netic field. In particular, we consider the magneticallyined
verse [4, 5]. Indeed recentray observations claim to find sachs-Wolfe effect sourced by a stochastic primordial mag-
a lower limit to an all-pervasive intergalactic magnetiddie netic field. We show that the trispectrum does significantly
that fills most of the cosmic volume![6], which would per- petter than the bispectrum in constraining the large-soalg-
haps favor a primordial origin. A primordial magnetic field netic field via CMB non-Gaussianity, considering both mag-
can be generated at inflatior [4], or arise out of other phasgetic energy density and magnetic scalar anisotropicstres

transitions in the early Universe [5]. As yet there is no com-sources. This reveals a new and effective probe to investiga
pelling mechanism which produces strong coherent primorprimordial magnetic fields on large scales.

dial fields. Equally, the dynamo paradigm is not without its  \ye consider a Gaussian random stochastic magnetic field
own challenges in producing sufficiently coherent fields andB characterized and completely specified by its power spec-
sufficiently rapidly [2]. Therefore, itis useful to keep apihe trum M (k). We further assume the magnetic field to be non-
possibility that primordial magnetic fields originating tine helical. On galactic and larger scales, any velocity induce
early _universe play a crucial role in explaining the obsdrve by Lorentz forces is generally too small to appreciably dis-
cosmic magnetism. tort the initial magnetic field [15]. Hence, the magneticdiel
simply redshifts away aB(x,t) = bo(x)/a?, where,b is

the magnetic field at the present epoch (i.e.zat 0 or

a = 1). We defineb(k) as the Fourier transform of the mag-
etic fieldby(x). The magnetic power spectrum is defined
y the relation(b;(k)b%(q)) = (27)*6(k — q)Pij (k)M (k),
where P (k) = (6;; — k;k;/k?) is the projection operator

In this context it is important to investigate every observ-
able signature of the putative primordial magnetic fieldsn-C
straints on large-scale primordial magnetic fields havesaly
been derived using the cosmic microwave background (CMBez
power spectrum [7 /8] and Faraday rotation [9]. However, th

effects of a magnetic field on the CMB are relatively more g , 5 )
prominent in its non-Gaussian correlations. This is begaus€MSUNNGV - by = 0. This leads tab) = 2 J(dk/k) AL (K),

magnetic fields induce non-Gaussian signals at lowest ordé’YhereAlg(k) = k3M(k)/(2_7T2) is the power per logarithmic
as the magnetic energy density and stress are quadratic ipterval ink space presentmt_he stochastic magnetic field. We
the field. On the other hand, the standard inflationary per@SSUme a power-law magnetic power spectriufit) = Ak™
turbations, dominated by their linear component, can sourcthathasacutoffat = k., wherek, is the Alfvén-wave damp-
non-Gaussian correlations only with higher-order pemurb "9 length scalel[15]. We fixl by setting the variance of the
tions and thus necessarily produce a small amplitude of cmgnagnetic field to be3,, smoothed using a shafpspace fil-
non-Gaussianity (cf| [10, 11]). Primordial magnetic fietds  t€f, OVer & “galactic” scalég = 1 Mpc™". This gives (for
induce appreciable CMB non-Gaussianity when considering ~ —3 and fork < k)

the bispectrum [12, 13]. Our previous calculation of the mag
netic CMB bispectrum sourced by scalar anisotropic stesbs |
to a~ 2 nG upper limit on the primordial magnetic field’s am-
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The spectral index is restricted to values close to and above -6(k; + k;) that represent the unconnected part of the four-
3, i.e., aninflation-generated field, as causal generateghm point correlation, we are left with 48 terms. A long calcula-
anisms can only produce much bluer spedatra [16]. Furthetjon involving the relevant projection operators gives,, =
blue spectral indices are strongly disfavored by many ebsew(k, + ko + k3 + k4) ¢,,,,, Wherey, ., is a mode-coupling
vations like the CMB power spectra [7]. We choose to splitintegral over a variable and also involves angular terms. The
the contributions to the CMB trispectrum into that sourcgd b full expression forp, ., will be presented in our detailed pa-
magnetic energy densityg and by scalar anisotropic stress per [21]. For simplicity we evaluate the mode-coupling in-
I1 rather than the compensated and passive magnetic pertdegraly, ., in two cases: () considering onkrindependent
bation modes of Ref.| [17]. The subdominant compensatedngular terms for all equal-sided configurations and (Kirtg
mode is a linear combination 6f5 andIlp whereas the pas- all angular terms for the collinear configuration. Consialgr
sive mode is thél g perturbation considered here. s-independent terms only for a general configuration, we find
The Sachs-Wolfe type of contribution to the CMB temper-1,,., = —8/(8mpo)* Z where
ature anisotropy induced by the energy density of magnetic

fields [18+20], can be expressed as 7= /d3s M(s) M(|k1 + s|) x
%(n) — R Qp(zo — nD*). ) [M(|k:1+k3+s|)(M(|k2_s|)+M(|k4_s|))
Here, Qp(xz) = B2(z,t)/(8mp,(t)) = bi(x)/(87po), +M (|k1 + k2 + S|)(M(|k3 —s|) + M(|ky — 8|))

wherep, (t) and p, are, respectively, the CMB energy den-

sities at a time and at the present epoch. In the same manner M ([k1 + k4 + S|)(M(|k2 = 8[) + M(lks — 5|))}

as the usual Sachs-Wolfe effect,_ Thé’/T_ given above is for = Zo)+Zey + sy + Zay + sy + L) - (5)
large angular scales. For numerical estimates we use the mos o ) )
recent estimate of Bonvin and Caprini (Eq. 6.12[of [20]) ex-We perform the mode-coupling integral using the technique
pressed according to our definitions s= —0.2R,/3 ~ and apprOX|mat|onsAd|sgusseq in|[14}, 22], while adoptirg th
—0.04 where R, ~ 0.6 is the fractional contribution of ra- Mean (zero) value dt, - ks, to find

diation energy density towards the total energy densityef t

relativistic component. The unit vectaris along the direc- Ty = AT A K" kY kY [ ] . (8)
tion of observation from the observer at positien and D*

is the (comoving angular diameter) distance to the surféice orhe value of each of thé;) integrals forj = 1 — 6 is the
last scattering. We have assumed instantaneous recombingame when all thék;| ~ k. We perform thes-independent

tion which is a good approximation for large angular scales. (case 1) trispectrum evaluation for such equal-sided dlaaer
The temperature fluctuations of the CMB can be ex-gg configurations. Hence, = Zﬁ-i)(l)Ij — 6 Z;1), and we

2n/2 1
n+3 4n+3

panded in terms of spherical harmonics to giV&(n)/T = obtain
> i @mYim(n), where
4 A3k Croga =~ O(k1+ka+ ks + kg) X
™ . « . 7 N R
= Tl/ np ROsR) (D) Vi (k). (@) -84 AR R K[ (2V2)(n +3) — (n 4 3)] o)

(8mpo)* (4n +3)(n +3)

Inserting this into Eq.[{4) for the trispectrum and follogithe
approach of [23], we decompose our delta function(#s +

. . . k2+k3+k4) = fd3K5(k1+k2+K)5(k3+k4—K) Using
Lot b 1y OF the f.our-pom'F correlatl(?n functlo.n of the e integral form of the delta functions and the sphericaleva
CmB temperature&mfotropy in harmonic space, in terms ofypansion we perform the integrations over the angulaspart

o m.m
theay,’s, isT") "2 = (@hmy Glama Gigmy Giama)- FIOM of (k) ey ke, Ky, K, with algebra similar td [12, 14, 4], to

mam

Here, Qp(k) is the Fourier transform of)p(x). Since
Qp(x) is quadratic irby (x), we have a convolutiofig (k) =
(1/(2m)?) [ d3s bi(k + s)b}(s)/(8mpo). The trispectrum

Tm1m2m3m4

4
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Eq. [3) we can express” 2" as give
1 "2 "3 "4
momgmgm, (R Bk N
r Loty l;* Ly - ﬁ ];|1: ili jli(kiD )Ylﬂm(kv) <1234 bl 1yl
(4)

[ 4
with ¢, = (Qp(k,)Qp(k,)Qs(k,)Qs(k,)). The four- X / 1 dk: &7 jli(kiD*)jli(kin)] ki (koks)”
point correlation function of2z (k) involves an eight-point i=1
correlation function of the fields. Using Wick’s theoremy fo XZ(_I)L—M/dKKQj (Kr1)j, (—K7s)
Gaussian magnetic fields, we can express the magnetic eight-— r r
point correlation as a sum of 105 terms involving the mag- -,
netic two-point correlation. Neglecting the 45 terms pnepo 3. Y 5 ; Y
tional to d(k) that vanish and the 12 terms proportional 0 L7 Yiaicsmascs () Viaama(F2) Vi o +1M(TZ)] ®)

[(—768) (AR)*
u (87TP0)4

{ (27/2)(4n +3) — (n + 3)}
(4n+3)(n+3)

~

Li=1
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with 7, equal tor; for ¢ = 1,2 andr, fori = 3,4. The ap- by nonlinear terms in the inflationary perturbations [23]. 28
proximations involved (with respect to angular terms) ia th More specifically, in the Sachs-Wolfe limit, the dominamtite
k; angular integrals can be made more precise by going to thef Eq. (64) of Ref.|[29] becomes

flat-sky limit (elaborated in our detailed paper|[21]). Hére 11, N SW ~SW ~SW
K integral givess(r; — r2) (m/2r?) via the spherical Bessel T} (L)~ 257w G O™ CEF b s,
function closure relation. This delta function enables ais t ~ 5.4 % 1021y, hi, L1, hispi, g (12)
perform ther, integral trivially, thenr; replaces in the ar- ' Il + D)ol + Dis(lz+1) &
guments ofj, andj,, . The angular, and; integrals may Herery; andfy;, (below) are standard non-Gaussianity pa-
be expressed as [e.g. Eq. 5.9.1 (5).0f [25]] rameters and we adopt the standard estimate for the Sachs-
Wolfe contributionC;*" [23]. The factorg which is equal to
/ A%, Yiym, (1) Yigme (P1) Y (F1) = [l (1 + 1)l3(I3 + 1)]/[la(ls + 1)L(L + 1)] is of order unity
for many configurations. Equation {12) is of the same form
\/(211 + 12 + )L + 1)<ll ly L)( o lo L) as Eq. [(I) for the magnetic field-induced trispectrum. We
dm 0 0 0/\mi mg M use the negative-sided limit ony;, derived from searching
Iy s L for the CMB trispectrum signal in the WMAP5 data [29],
=h,ri, (m1 Mo M) (©) TN > —6000. Magnetic field limits are obtained by tak-

ing the one-eighth power of the appropriate ratio of trisggec

where we have definedy,,, above, along the same | i givesB, < 16 nG, at a scale ok = 1h Mpc~! for

lines as [23].  We use the relationd/8mpy)' = magnetic spectral index af = —2.8. This limit is approx-
(2/3)* (w/ke)® ((n+ 3)/kET1) ! Va®, where the Alfvén ve-  imately 2 times stronger than th&, < 30 nG upper limit for
locity V4, in the radiation dominated era, is definedias=  the magnetic energy density bispectrum [12] (taking into ac
By/ (167Tp0/3)1/2 ~ 3.8 x 107*B_g [15] , with B_y =  count the recent estimate & [20]), for the same scale and
(Bo/10~°G). From the definition of the rotationally invariant magnetic index.
angle-averaged trispectrum [26] We now calculate the trispectrum for the collinear configu-
ration [case Il]. The full mode-coupling integral ., [21] is
T e = Z(_1)—M (ll p L ) evaluated over all angular terms for the equal-sided celin
e Iy, my me —M configurationk, ~ ks ~ —ks ~ —k,4. The four-point corre-
Is I, L I, lation of magnetic energy density for the collinear confagur
X <m3 M M) i (L), (10)  tionis found to be

. L Ciaga = O(k1 + ko + k3 + ky) ¥

we separate out the reduced trispectrijm* (L) (called the Int3 8 5

. . sl . 8 (4m) A* k33 knky | £(27/%)(4n + 3) — (12)(n + 3)
angular averaged trispectrum in_[26]) from the full trispec 1 13)
trum. We again use the spherical Bessel function closuae rel (87p0) (4n +3)(n +3)
tion to perform thek, integral that yields (r, — D*) (7T/_27“f)- Usingn = —2.8, we compare the collinear configuration four-
This facilitates the-, integral that results im, — D* inthe  point correlation, including all angular terms, tofor case |
arguments of, , j,, andj,, . Thek, ks andks integrals con-  [Eq.[7] that included onlg-independent terms. The collinear
taining a product of a power-law and can be evaluated in ¢ is similar in magnitude but of positive sign and one then
terms of Gamma functions (e.g., Eq. 6.574.2 0of [27]). For aexpects a trispectrum also of similar magnitude to case I.

scale-invariant magnetic index— —3, we get In addition to magnetic energy density, the scalar
3 s anisotropic stress associated with a primordial magneid fi
{Tlllllz (L)] ~_58% 102 (”_"H)’) (ﬁ) will also act as a separate source for CMB fluctuations - dom-
sl Q 0.2 3 inantly in the passive mode [17]. As we saw in our previ-
hiypi, hisou, (11) ous work [14], the magnetic scalar anisotropic stress geegr

~ 108 times larger contribution to the CMB bispectrum com-
ared to magnetic energy density. With this motivation and
sing the magnetic trispectrum technique, developed above
for energy density, we carry out a longer calculation for the
trispectrum. The temperature anisotropy, sourced via dg-m
netic Sachs-Wolfe effect by magnetic scalar anisotropasst
ahB [defined in Eq. (6) ofi[14], see also [|17,120]], is

X .
ll(ll + 1)[2(12 + 1)13(13 + 1)

This gives us the amplitude of the magnetic CMB trispectrunﬁ
sourced by the energy densi}s of a primordial magnetic
field. A factor of 1/(D*k¢g)*("*+3) also appears which ap-
proaches unity for the case— —3 of a scale-invariant mag-
netic field index. We evaluate the magnetic trispectrum for
near scale-invariant index = —2.8, for which this factor is

~1/1500. It turns out that this factor is almost entirely can- E(n) — R, lp(zo — nD*), (14)
celled by the increase in value of thdntegrals when evalu- T P
ated forn=—2.8 rather tharm = —3 [21]. whereR, = [-R,/15|ln(Tg/T,) andTg andT, are the

We now compare our magnetic trispectrum with the Sachstemperatures at the epochs of magnetic field generation and
Wolfe contribution to the standard CMB trispectrum sourcedof neutrino decoupling, respectively.
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For the magnetic scalar anisotropic stress trispectiuin, A fyr < 5 [11] from Planck data will imply even tighter
Eq. (4) gets replaced bR, and(,,,, becomeq(,.,,|; =  sub-nG magnetic field upper limits from the scalar anisatrop
(Ilp(k,)p(k,)Ip(k,)IIg(k,)). The full technical details stress trispectrum. Future consideration of magneticovect
of the calculation of the magnetic scalar anisotropic stresand tensor modes in the trispectrum is likely to give addaio
trispectrum will be presented separatelyl [21]. We give Welo constraints on primordial magnetic fields.
the results considering only teindependent angular mode-  In summary, we have calculated for the first time the CMB
coupling terms for equal-sided configurations. In this case trispectrum sourced by primordial magnetic fields. The mag-

- 4 netic energy density trispectrum allows us to place stronge
[Coosaln = (k1 + koo ks + k) x 378 % limits on the primordial magnetic field compared to a simi-
8 (24m) A* k"2 kgky [(27/?)(4n +3) — (n +3) (15) lar calculation with the magnetic energy density bispentru
(8mpo)* (4n+3)(n+ 3) ' [12, [13]. Further, the trispectrum due to magnetic scalar
Here, ¢ is a configuration-dependent number that is the sunfnisotropic stress leads to the tightest constraint oetacgle
of all s-independent angular terms. This sum involves termgnagnetic fields of- 0.7 nG, approximately 3 times as strong
like 0., = k, -k, that are constant for a givéRy, ko, ks, k1) as the correspond_|_ng b_lspectrum limit 2.4 nG)[14_]._ The
configuration. Values fof range between 2 and 14 for equal- (iSPectrum’s sensitivity is illustrated by the magnegartfla-
sided trispectrum configurations: collinear, square, riasn tionary trispectrum ratio, which is 10° compared to- 1 for
and tetrahedron. We adopt a typical value: 10. This leads ~ the bispectrum (takingy , ~ 100 andBy ~ 3 nG). The rela-

to a reduced trispectrum Five .contribution of diffe_rent configuratiqns tq the trispmm
is different for magnetic compared to inflationary trispact
4 . .. .
[Tz]lz (L)} ~ (3 Rp ¢ [_Tlllz (L)] and will be useful to distinguish between them. We also note
I3la o R ’ l3la Q that the magnetic field limit at Mpc scales derived from only

3 8 the scalar magnetic CMB trispectrum is already better than
=110 () (57) (%) g p y
~ 1. 3

— the limit (~ 2-6 nG) [7] from the combined scalar, vector and
10 0.2 . .
tensor modes in the magnetic CMB power spectrum. There-
« hipi, hsps . (16) fore, the trispectrum turns out to be a new and more powerful
il + 1)lz(l2 + 1)ls(I3 + 1) probe of large-scale primordial magnetic fields.
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