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Abstract. In this second article of the series, we apply our recently derived equation for the
electric field propagation along light rays [1], valid on the electromagnetic geometrical optics
limit, to the special case of a toy interferometer used to detect gravitational waves in a flat
background. Such an equation shows that, assuming the detector is in the transverse-traceless
frame, which has a local shearing relative motion due to the gravitational wave perturbations,
the electric field does not propagate as in an inertial reference frame in Minkowski spacetime.
We present the electric field at the end of the interferometric process, for arbitrary arm
configurations with respect to the plane gravitational wave packet propagation direction.
Then, for normal incidence, we compute the interference pattern and, in addition to the usual
term associated with the difference in path traveled by light in the arms, we deduce two new
contributions to the final intensity, arising from: (i) the round-trip electromagnetic frequency
shift and (ii) the divergence of the light beam. Their quantitative relevance is compared to
the traditional contribution and shown to be typically negligible due to the geometrical
optics regime of light. Moreover, a non-parallel transport of the polarization vector takes
place, in general, because of the gravitational wave, a feature which could generate further
contributions. However, we conclude that for the normal incidence case such vector is parallel
transported, preventing this kind of correction.

Keywords: gravitational waves/theory, gravitational waves/experiments, gravitational wave
detectors, gravity
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1 Introduction

In the first paper of this series [2] (hereafter L1), we presented two quantities relevant to this
second work and discussed how they change when the influence of a linearized gravitational
wave (GW) on Minkowski background upon an electromagnetic (EM) wave is investigated:
(i) the radar distance between two transverse-traceless (TT) observers, concluding that it is
not affected by light spatial trajectory perturbations due to the GW; (ii) light’s frequency
shift acquired after a round-trip between TT observers. Despite the existence of this Doppler
effect, we argued that, assuming that the interference pattern of a GW detector depends
only on the difference in phase of the interacting beams at the end of the interferometric
process, no extra contribution to the final intensity arises from that frequency shift, as one
might suspect from heuristic arguments [3, 4]. In this second part, this assumption will be
the exact subject of scrutiny, once we allow the electric field propagation to include the full
curved nature of spacetime and the kinematics of the TT frame, enumerated in L1 as facet
(iv) of the action of GWs on EM waves.

Following the usual Michelson-Morley interferometric experiment, the intensity pattern
in a GW detector is commonly computed [5] in terms of the phase difference between the two
beams at the recombination event D (cf. the right panel of figure 1), being directly related
to the difference in radar distances of the two arms (cf. subsection V.C of L1). To that end,
together with the constancy of phase along light rays, one of the EM geometrical optics laws,
the simple propagation equation, even in TT coordinates, is assumed

dEµ

dϑ
= 0 , (1.1)
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where ϑ is the affine parameter of the null geodesic of choice. In other words, the mag-
nitude and polarization of the electric field Eµ are bound to evolve freely in each arm of
the interferometer, as in an inertial frame of Minkowski spacetime, even though GWs are
passing by. This would justify disregarding the connection coefficients that bring eq. (1.1)
to covariant form, since in Minkowski spacetime there is always a coordinate system with
vanishing connection to which a given Minkowski inertial frame is adapted.

In our recent paper [1], as an effort to clear out the laws determining light propagation
with respect to a definite arbitrary set of observers in a generic spacetime, we have shown
that the electric field of an EM wave in the geometrical optics approximation of Maxwell
equations (cf. appendix B) evolves along any of its light rays according to

DEµ

dϑ
+

1

2
Θ̂Eµ =

(
kµEν − kνEµ

ωe

)
Duν
dϑ

, (1.2)

where ωe ··= −kµuµ is the frequency of light, uµ is the 4-velocity of the frame, kµ is the null
tangent vector of the rays, Θ̂ is the optical expansion of the beam and, of course, for any
vector vµ along the ray, Dvµ/dϑ ··= dvµ/dϑ+ Γµαγvαkγ .

In contrast to eq. (1.1), eq. (1.2) shows three possibly relevant contributions to the
electric field evolution: (i) the connection coefficients on the left-hand side (LHS); (ii) the
optical expansion and (iii) the frame kinematics on the right-hand side (RHS). It becomes
expedient, then, to evaluate what is the role played by each of them on the calculation of the
interference pattern of a GW detector.

To illustrate this, we here explicitly compute and elaborate more on the application
subject appearing in [1]: the electric field at the end of the round-trips in each of the two
beams on a toy GW Michelson-Morley-like interferometer adapted to the TT coordinates,
whose anisotropic stretch and squeeze give rise to terms (i) and (iii) (cf. section 3). The
radar distance and the frequency shift will appear in the final intensity pattern, which will
give us the opportunity to bridge our result with the ones shown in L1, and hence to provide
clarifying insights on the physical origins surrounding the interference pattern fluctuations
in the current context.

We find that, for GW normal incidence, there are other contributions to the intensity
pattern rather then the usual one related to the difference in path traveled by light in both
arms of the interferometer (also related with the phase difference of the beams) and compare
the relevance of each of these terms using some LIGO-like experimental parameters. Fur-
thermore, we are able to determine whether the non-parallel transport of the polarization
vector (the direction of the electric field as considered in [1]) and the non-trivial propagation
of the electric field amplitude have, separately, a consequence on the interference pattern.

In section 2, we describe the interferometry procedure we aim to analyze. In section
3, the TT frame kinematics is examined. The optical expansion is propagated along the
rays and its initial value is estimated assuming aLIGO parameters. In section 4, the terms
of eq. (1.2) are physically discussed. Section 5 deals with the solutions for such equation,
under the mixed conditions presented in L1, for a beam traveling one of the arms of the
interferometer that is assumed to be in an arbitrary orientation with respect to the GW
propagation direction. Finally, in section 6 we compute the final intensity measured once the
two beams interfere for the case of a normally incident GW.

On this second part of our study, we will continue to symbolize the TT coordinates by
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Figure 1. Left : Spatial diagram of a Michelson-Morley GW interferometer. Right : Corresponding
spacetime diagram, with relevant worldlines: tilted ones for the null geodesic arcs and vertical ones,
for the several devices. Although the above images illustrates perpendicular arms, we here assume
general arms orientations.

the 4-tuple (t, x, y, z). The TT metric is given by:

gαβ(t− x) ··= ηαβ + εPh
P
αβ(t− x) , (1.3)

ηαβ ··= diag(−1, 1, 1, 1) , (1.4)

where the two GW polarizations are indexed by P = +,×, for which the usual Einstein
summation convention holds, and

h+
αβ(t− x) ··= h+(t− x)(δαzδβz − δαyδβy) , (1.5)

h×αβ(t− x) ··= −h×(t− x)(δαyδβz + δαzδβy) . (1.6)

All calculations will be performed up to linear order in ε ··= (ε+, ε×) and the notation used
in L1 will be adopted here as well, including the subscript (0) indicating zeroth order terms
in an ε expansion.

2 Interferometry description

In this work, we will consider a toy model for a Michelson-Morley interferometry experiment
used to detect GWs. A pictorial description of such a model is represented on the first panel
of figure 1 . There, light is emitted from a laser L to a beam splitter S which separates the
original signal into two equal-power halves. These, in turn, propagate to the end mirrorsM
and M′ of their correspondent arms, where they are reflected back to the beam splitter and
finally recombine at the photo-detector P, providing a time-dependent interference pattern
for light.

This is a toy model due to several aspects. First, most of the technological elements
of a real GW detector are neglected here, in particular, the usual Fabry-Pérot cavities,
since interesting aspects are already apparent without them and the calculations are much
simplified. Second, the distances between L and S and between S and P will be neglected,
since these are small when compared with the arm’s length. With this last observation in
mind, the second panel of figure 1 expresses the 4-dimensional description of the experiment,
with observer S sending, in different instants, the beams that will interfere at the final event
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on this same observer. A third idealized characteristic of our model is the point-like nature
of the mirrors. In this case, for an interferometry experiment to be successful, the light rays
must be sent in a very restrictive way from S to each of the mirrors. To that end, a set of
partial boundary conditions must be imposed on the light rays traveling each arm, which,
together with the choice of a constant initial frequency value of the emitted rays, result in
what we referred to as mixed conditions in L1. All the results of that first part related with
the imposition of such conditions will be, then, valid here as well. A fourth and final aspect
of the idealization worth mentioning is the assumption that light propagates as a test field,
not generating any relevant curvature despite being affected by the presence of GWs.

Each constituent of the interferometer will be co-moving with the TT frame. We shall
assume that observers S, M and M′ have arbitrary spatial coordinates xiS , xiM and xiM′ ,
respectively, and consequently the arms are not necessarily orthogonal. Furthermore, as
indicated on the second panel of figure 1, a particular ray outgoing from S into M will be
called ray 1, while a ray incoming from M to S will be called ray 2. Analogously, ray 3 is
emitted from S to M′ and ray 4 from M′ to S. These rays are uniquely determined once
the above mentioned mixed conditions are imposed (as in L1). Any quantity Q defined in
a given ray is denoted with a subscript j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, that is, Q|j . Events of emission and
reflection on the arm ending on M are, respectively, E and R, while for the arm ending on
M′ the corresponding events are E ′ and R′. The common detection event is labeled as D.
Our ultimate goal is to obtain the final interference pattern, and, thus, we shall propagate
the electric field using eq. (1.2) along rays 1, 2, 3 and 4 up to the event D.

3 The kinematics of the TT reference frame and the optical parameters

3.1 TT frame kinematics and the optical parameters

A reference frame, conceived as a congruence of observers [6], has its local kinematics char-
acterized, in analogy with a fluid in continuum mechanics, by the irreducible decomposition
of its gradient:

∇βuα = −aαuβ +
1

3
Θpαβ + σαβ + Ωαβ , (3.1)

where pαβ ··= gαβ + uαuβ is the projector onto the local rest space: the 3-dimensional space
orthogonal to uα at each event. The expansion scalar Θ, the shear tensor σαβ and the vorticity
tensor Ωαβ describe the local relative motion among observers of the frame. Together with
the 4-acceleration aα, we refer to them as the kinematic quantities (or parameters) of the
reference frame uα [7–9].

For the case in which the metric components are (1.3) and the TT reference frame
uα = δαt is assumed, we find, from eq. (A.1):

∇βuα = Γtβα =
1

2
εPh

P
βα,t . (3.2)

This implies the following kinematic quantities:

Ωαβ ··= pγ[βp
δ
α]∇γuδ = 0 , (3.3)

Θ ··= gβαpγβp
δ
α∇γuδ = 0 , (3.4)
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aα ··= uβ∇βuα = 0 , (3.5)

σαβ ··= pγ(βp
δ
α)∇γuδ −

Θpαβ
3

=
1

2
εPh

P
αβ,t , (3.6)

from which we conclude that the TT frame has a purely shearing kinematics (∇αuβ =
σαβ) induced by the presence of GWs. The usual heuristic infinitesimal (arm length much
smaller than GW wavelength) description regarding interferometer response to a GW is
closely attached to this kinematic property of the TT frame, to which the interferometer is
assumed to be adapted. The detector deforms in an anisotropic way, such that the area of
the rectangle defined by S, M and M′ being three of its vertices is preserved. This is the
expected non-trivial contribution to the RHS of eq. (1.2), even when the interferometer is
not in the long wavelength limit.

One may also define the so-called optical quantities âα, Θ̂, σ̂αβ and Ω̂αβ, which are
the kinematic parameters analogues for the description of a null congruence of curves whose
tangent vectors are kα [7]. Their definition is similar to the ones appearing in eqs. (3.3)–(3.6),
changing uα for kα and pαβ for sαβ, where

sαβ ··= pαβ − nαnβ , (3.7)

is the projector onto the local screen space: the 2-dimensional space orthogonal to the in-
stantaneous observer uα and to the unit vector in the spatial direction along which light
propagates, nα ··= pαβk

β/(−uµkµ) (equivalently, a vector in the screen space is orthogonal to
both uα and kα).

Here we are concerned with the description of light rays, working under the geometrical
optics approximation where, for a given scalar function ψ,

kµ = ∇µψ , (3.8)

so that the null curves defining the congruence are geodesics and, by the analogous of eq. (3.3),
Ω̂αβ = 0. Furthermore, the Faraday tensor in this regime reads [1]:

Fµν =
(kµEν − kνEµ)

ωe
, (3.9)

where Eµ ··= Fµνuν is the electric field measured by uµ. An equivalent assertion is that Fµν
is a null bivector [10], namely, it obeys:

FµνF
µν = 0 =

1

2
ηαβµνFαβFµν , (3.10)

implying, finally, that σ̂αβ = 0, if Fµν satisfies Maxwell equations in vacuum [11].

The optical expansion Θ̂ ··= kµ;µ is then the only non-vanishing optical parameter when
light rays travel in vacuum following the usual laws of electrodynamics. It gives the divergence
(Θ̂ > 0) or convergence (Θ̂ < 0) property of a beam of light (cf. eq. (3.16)) and its evolution
[7] along any of the rays simplifies to

dΘ̂

dϑ
+

1

2
Θ̂2 = 0 (3.11)

when the spacetime is Ricci-flat and no electromagnetic 4-current is present.
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3.2 Solving for the optical expansion along a ray

The remaining ingredient for us to solve eq. (1.2) is the optical expansion Θ̂ along a chosen
light ray. From eq. (3.11):

Θ̂|j(ϑ) =
2Θ̂|j(0)

2 + ϑΘ̂|j(0)
, (3.12)

for j = 1, 2, 3, 4. We notice that, choosing ϑ > 0 along the curve, if initially the beam is
divergent, it will remain in this way, as one would expect, since eq. (3.11) is also valid in
Minkowski spacetime. Assuming a divergent beam from now on, and noting that Θ̂/2 is the
integrating factor of eq. (1.2), we find, for ray 1:

e−
1
2

∫ ϑR
0 Θ̂|1dϑ =

1

1 + ϑRΘ̂E
2

, (3.13)

where Θ̂E ··= Θ̂|1(0). A similar expression is valid for ray 2, being only necessary to make

ϑR → ϑD, Θ̂|1 → Θ̂|2 and Θ̂E → Θ̂|2(0).

Here we shall restrict to the case in which the optical expansion is continuously con-
nected from ray 1 to ray 2, namely,

Θ̂|2(0) = Θ̂|1(ϑR). (3.14)

Imposing this initial condition for ray 2 in eq. (3.12),

e−
1
2

∫ ϑD
0 Θ̂|2dϑ =

1

1 + ϑDΘ̂E
2+ϑRΘ̂E

. (3.15)

Note that this continuity assumption is only valid once a passive reflection in event R is
guaranteed by means of a plane mirror. If the mirror was concave, Θ̂ would have an abrupt
change after reflection from a positive to a negative value; if it was convex, the discontinuity
would still occur, although Θ̂ would remain positive. The passive reflection can be contrasted
with what occurs in a LISA-like interferometer [12]. Since the arms in LISA are huge, the
intensity of the emitted light dissipates and only a small amount reaches the other extremity.
It is then necessary to generate a new, but phase-locked light beam at event R so that the
final intensity pattern can be substantial in magnitude. Condition (3.14) cannot be achieved
in such a framework, where one would more naturally have to impose Θ̂|2(0) = Θ̂|1(0) .

To find Θ̂E , we first relate the optical expansion with the beam’s cross section area [7]
(notice the typo in eq. (7.25) therein):

Θ̂ =
1

δS

d

dϑ
(δS) . (3.16)

On the aLIGO experiment, the beam containing ray 1 has, to zeroth order in ε, a circular
cross section of radius 5.3 cm at the beginning of the arm and 6.2 cm at its end [13, 14]. The
corresponding cross sectional areas on the extremities are, then:

δS(0) = 88 cm2 , (3.17)

δS(ϑR) = 121 cm2 . (3.18)
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Because of the small dimension of the laser, we will assume that the initial condition for the
optical expansion is not affected by GWs, i.e it does not depend on ε. Integrating (3.16)
from 0 to ϑR, inserting (3.17), (3.18) and evaluating the LHS integral by (3.12) one concludes
that:

Θ̂E = Θ̂(0)|1(0) =
0.345

ϑR(0)
= 0.52× 103 m−2, (3.19)

since (cf. L1)

ϑR(0) =
c∆`

ωeE
, (3.20)

where ∆` = 4 km is the zeroth order aLIGO arm length and ωeE = 1.8 × 1015 rad/s is the
typical initial angular frequency at event E of an infrared laser in a LIGO-like experiment
[14]. Eq. (3.19) will be useful in estimating final interference pattern contributions related
to intensity dissipation due to the beam divergence on the aLIGO case.

Of course the procedure developed in this subsection can be trivially extended to the
other arm by changing ray 1 to 3 and 2 to 4 and the corresponding emission and reflection
events (see figure 1). Also, our modeling of the experiment assumes hereafter that the initial
frequency and optical expansion remain the same throughout the emission events along S,
in particular, although E ′ 6= E

ωeE ′ = ωeE , Θ̂E ′ = Θ̂E . (3.21)

4 The electric field evolution in the geometric optics limit

Here we reserve a space to discuss the physical significance of eq. (1.2) for the propagation
of electric fields along light rays under the geometrical optics limit on arbitrary spacetimes
when these are measured by a general reference frame whose field of instantaneous observers
is given by uµ.

Expressing Eµ =·· Eeµ, where E ··=
√
EµEµ, we may dismember such equation into two

parts [1]:
Deµ

dϑ
= kµ

eν

ωe

Duν
dϑ

, (4.1)

and
dE

dϑ
+

Θ̂

2
E = −k

νE

ωe

Duν
dϑ

=
E

ωe

dωe

dϑ
. (4.2)

From eq. (4.1), one concludes that the first term of the RHS of eq. (1.2) is present if
and only if the electric field polarization eµ is not parallel transported along the light ray.
For a Faraday tensor satisfying eq. (3.10) the (instantaneous) intensity of light is given by

I = gµνE
µEν , (4.3)

and from eq. (4.2) it is easy to deduce how it propagates, namely

dI

dϑ
+ Θ̂I =

2I

ωe

dωe

dϑ
, (4.4)

from which, together with eq. (3.16), we obtain

IδS

ω2
e

= const (4.5)
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along the chosen geodesic, which stands for the conservation of photon number of the light
beam [15].

The intimate relation between eqs. (4.2) and (4.4) allows us to interpret the physical
origins of the other terms present in eq. (1.2). In eq. (4.2), the RHS of each equality demon-
strates that the second term on the RHS of eq. (1.2) is a consequence of a frequency shift
effect arising from the kinematics of the reference frame. This contribution is expected not
to vanish as demonstrated in L1. The physical interpretation surrounding it is clear once one
notices that the energy of each photon is proportional to its frequency and that, as a result,
a shift in ωe should alter the intensity of light, which is confirmed by eq. (4.5). Finally, the
term proportional to Θ̂ accounts for the increase or decrease in intensity following a possible
convergence or divergence of the beam, respectively.

In order to compute Duµ/dϑ in eq.(1.2), although it is only necessary to define a differ-
entiable vector field of instantaneous observers on the light ray of interest, one needs an entire
reference frame if the electric field is to be propagated along all possible rays continuously
emitted for a general interferometer configuration. In this case, such an absolute derivative
can be expressed in terms of the kinematics of the given frame by:

Duµ

dϑ
= kν∇νuµ . (4.6)

We assume, then, the presence of the TT frame on an open set containing all possible
interferometer orientations. As a consequence, we highlight that it is the shearing character of
this frame that induces the non-parallel transport of the polarization vector and the frequency
shift of light, which contribute to a non-trivial propagation of Eµ.

One could try to use directly eq. (4.4) to propagate the intensity in each ray and calculate
the final interference pattern of the experiment. But, since we allow the polarization vector
of rays 2 and 4 on event D to be differently perturbed by the GW, the relation between the
final intensity on each of these two rays before interference with the total intensity after it is
not obvious. Because of this, we choose to solve eq. (1.2) instead.

5 Electric field solution

On this section we aim to solve eq. (1.2), using the metric (1.3) and the TT comoving
observers uα = δαt , along the null geodesics connecting them. First, since gti = 0,

Et ··= F tνuν = 0, (5.1)

and thus the non-trivial part of eq. (1.2) becomes the spatial one. Taking into account
eq. (3.2) and that, as presented in appendix A, all Christoffel symbols are of order ε, it can
be conveniently rewritten as:

dEi

dϑ
+

1

2
Θ̂Ei = f i, (5.2)

with

f i(ϑ) ··= kβ(0)

[(ζki(0)E
ν
(0)(ϑ)− kν(0)E

i
(0)(ϑ)

ωe(0)

)
Γtβν(ϑ)− Γiβj(ϑ)Ej(0)(ϑ)

]
,

where the last term arises from the absolute derivative of the electric field. The quantity
ζ = 0, 1 was introduced by hand to monitor the presence of the contribution related to the
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RHS of eq. (4.1) and allows us to conclude whether the non-parallel transport of eµ induced
by the TT frame kinematics will result in non-trivial additional contributions to the electric
field along each ray and, if so, to the intensity pattern.

Such a propagation equation is then solved perturbatively as follows. To zeroth order,
eq. (5.2) becomes

dEi(0)

dϑ
+

1

2
Θ̂(0)E

i
(0) = 0, (5.3)

whose solution is simply

Ei(0)(ϑ) = Ei(0)(0)e−
1
2

∫ ϑ
0 Θ̂(0)(ϑ

′)dϑ′ . (5.4)

As for the linear order solution, one can easily integrate eq. (5.2) with the help of an inte-
grating factor. Once eq. (5.4) is replaced on such a solution, one finds:

Ei(ϑ) = e−
1
2

∫ ϑ
0 Θ̂(ϑ′)dϑ′

{
Ei(0) + kβ(0)

[ [ζki(0)E
ν
(0)(0)− kν(0)E

i
(0)(0)]

ωeE

∫ ϑ

0
Γtβν(ϑ′)dϑ′

−Ej(0)(0)

∫ ϑ

0
Γiβj(ϑ

′)dϑ′
]}

, (5.5)

where we have assumed that the laser frequency at emission is constant along the source S
and not perturbed by GWs, so that ωe(0) = ωeE = ωeE ′ . Until now, the GW amplitude was
thought of as a function of t− x. Its restriction to each ray is

hP |j(ϑ) ··= hP (ξt|j(ϑ)− ξx|j(ϑ)) , (5.6)

where ξα|j(ϑ) = xα is the α component of the parametrized ray j. The family of possible null
geodesics obtained in L1 satisfies

ξu(ϑ) ··=
ξt(ϑ)− ξx(ϑ)

2
= −ϑδ + ξu(0) , (5.7)

where δ is a constant of motion. The first integral in eq. (5.5), together with eq. (A.1), can
then be solved:∫ ϑ

0
Γtβν(ϑ′)dϑ′ =

εP
4

∫ ϑ

0
hPβν,u(ϑ′)dϑ′ =

εP
4

∫ ϑ

0

dhPβν
dϑ′

(
dξu

dϑ′

)−1

dϑ′

= −εP
4δ

[hPβν(ϑ)− hPβν(0)] . (5.8)

The remaining integrals are analogously handled with the help of eqs. (A.2)–(A.5).

We now particularize to ray 1. From the results of L1, after imposing that the ray leaves
S and reaches M:

1

δ|1
=

∆`

ωeE(∆x−∆`)
+O(ε) , (5.9)

where ∆xi ··= xiM − xiS and ∆` ··=
√
δij∆xi∆xj . Under the same conditions, the null

geodesics in Minkowski spacetime obey:

kα(0) = ωeE

(
δαt +

∆xi

∆`
δαi

)
. (5.10)
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Evaluating eq. (5.5) on ray 1, replacing the solved Christoffel symbol integrals together with
eqs. (5.9) and (5.10), and recalling eqs. (1.5) and (1.6), one concludes that:

Ei|1(ϑ) = e−
1
2

∫ ϑ
0 Θ̂|1(ϑ′)dϑ′ [Ei|1(0) + J i|1(ϑ)] , (5.11)

where:

Jx|1(ϑ) =
1

2(∆`−∆x)
×

×
{
ε+∆h+|1(ϑ)

[(
1− ζ∆x

∆`

)(
∆yEy(0)|1(0)−∆zEz(0)|1(0)

)
+
Ex(0)|1(0)

∆`

(
∆y2 −∆z2

)]
+ ε×∆h×|1(ϑ)

[(
1− ζ∆x

∆`

)
(∆yEz(0)|1(0) + ∆zEy(0)|1(0)) + 2

∆z∆y

∆`
Ex(0)|1(0)

]}
,

(5.12)

Jy|1(ϑ) =
1

2(∆`−∆x)

{
ε+∆h+|1(ϑ)

[
Ez(0)|1(0)

ζ∆z∆y

∆`
− Ex(0)|1(0)∆y

+ Ey(0)|1(0)

(
∆`−∆x+

∆y2(1− ζ)−∆z2

∆`

)]
+ ε×∆h×|1(ϑ)

[
Ey(0)|1(0)

∆y∆z

∆`
(2− ζ)− Ex(0)|1(0)∆z + Ez(0)|1(0)

(
∆`−∆x− ζ∆y2

∆`

)]}
,

(5.13)

Jz|1(ϑ) =
1

2(∆`−∆x)

{
ε+∆h+|1(ϑ)

[
Ex(0)|1(0)∆z − Ey(0)|1(0)

ζ∆z∆y

∆`

+ Ez(0)|1(0)

(
∆x−∆`+

∆z2(ζ − 1) + ∆y2

∆`

)]
+ ε×∆h×|1(ϑ)

[
Ez(0)|1(0)

∆y∆z

∆`
(2− ζ)− Ex(0)|1(0)∆y + Ey(0)|1(0)

(
∆`−∆x− ζ∆z2

∆`

)]}
.

(5.14)

and ∆hP |j(ϑ) ··= hP |j(ϑ)− hP |j(0).
With the aid of figure 1, it is easy to see that the field on ray 3 is obtained from

eqs. (5.11)–(5.14) by changing ∆xi → ∆x′i ··= xM′ − xS , ∆` → ∆`′ ··=
√
δij∆x′i∆x′j ,

Θ̂|1 → Θ̂|3, Ei|1(0) → Ei|3(0) and ∆hP |1 → ∆hP |3. On the other hand, the field on ray 2

is a consequence of making the changes ∆xi → −∆xi, Θ̂|1 → Θ̂|2, ∆hP |1 → ∆hP |2 and
Ei|1(0) → Ei|2(0) = −Ei|1(ϑR); the latter change expressing the usual phase shift of π when
light is assumed to be reflected by a perfect mirror. Finally, for ray 4, one should do the
same changes when passing from ray 1 to 2, but on the expression of Ei|3(ϑ).

6 Intensity pattern for GW normal incidence

To calculate the final intensity pattern on our toy model interferometer, the fields coming
from rays 2 and 4 must be evaluated at event D (cf. figure 1). From the results of the
preceding section, Ei|2(ϑD) can be recast in terms of the initial value of the electric field
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Ei|1(0), the GW amplitude hP and the known quantities ∆xi, ωeE and Θ̂E . To that end, it

suffices to notice that, from the analogue of eq. (5.11) for ray 2

Ei|2(ϑD) = e−
1
2

∫ ϑD
0 Θ̂|2(ϑ′)dϑ′ [−Ei|1(ϑR) + J i|2(ϑD)]

= e−
1
2

∫ ϑD
0 Θ̂|2(ϑ′)dϑ′

{
− e−

1
2

∫ ϑR
0 Θ̂|1(ϑ′)dϑ′ [Ei|1(0) + J i|1(ϑR)] + J i|2(ϑD)

}
, (6.1)

where, in J i|2(ϑD), the initial field Ei(0)|2(0) can be expressed in terms of Ei(0)|1(0) as

Ei(0)|2(0) = −Ei(0)|1(0)e−
1
2

∫ ϑR
0 Θ̂|1(ϑ′)dϑ′ , (6.2)

so that the exponential terms can be factored out. Then, it is only necessary to replace
eqs. (3.13) and (3.15) on eq. (6.1) together with the expressions of ϑR and ϑD calculated on
subsection V A of L1. Here, to simplify our analysis, we calculate it in the particular case
in which the incidence of the GW (which is traveling in the x direction) is normal to the
detector apparatus, namely, we consider ∆x = ∆x′ = 0.

Let an auxiliary ray, call it ray 5, be the one leaving event E together with ray 1, but on
the other arm of the interferometer. These rays are the transmitted and reflected halves of
the original laser beam, divided by the splitter. Immediately after this splitting, our starting
event E , their electric fields differ only by a minus sign due to the reflection

Ei|5(0) = −Ei|1(0) , (6.3)

and, thus, imposing the geometrical optics result of the transversality of the electric field, in
zeroth order, on both rays at their common emission, we have

ki(0)|1(0)Ei(0)|1(0) = −ki(0)|5(0)Ei(0)|1(0) = 0 . (6.4)

One concludes, therefore, in the case of normal GW incidence, that

Ey(0)|1(0) = Ez(0)|1(0) = 0 . (6.5)

Here it is important to stress that such a result does not depend on the value of the angle
between the arms of the interferometer, which is treated as arbitrary throughout both parts
of this series of papers. It is only a consequence of the fact that, at zeroth order, the initial
electric field must be orthogonal to the rays simultaneously leaving the beam splitter in
both arms which define a plane that, in the normal incidence case, is orthogonal to the GW
propagation direction, namely the yz plane. An analogous argument is made to conclude
that Ey(0)|3(0) = Ez(0)|3(0) = 0 .

We emphasize that a general light ray orthogonal to the GW propagation direction in a
more general physical situation does not necessarily have its zeroth order electric field parallel
to the GW. That is the case for interferometers because of the beam splitter device, that
connects the initial electric fields at each arm (eq. (6.3)). Finally, because of eq. (5.4),

Ey(0)|j(ϑ) = Ez(0)|j(ϑ) = 0. (6.6)

With all of this in mind, J i|1 and J i|2 simplify to

Jx|j(ϑ) =
1

2∆`2
[ε+∆h+|j(ϑ)(∆y2 −∆z2) + 2ε×∆h×|j(ϑ)∆y∆z]Ex(0)|j(0), (6.7)

Jy|j(ϑ) =
(−1)j

2∆`
[ε+∆h+|j(ϑ)∆y + ε×∆h×|j(ϑ)∆z]Ex(0)|j(0), (6.8)

Jz|j(ϑ) =
(−1)j+1

2∆`
[ε+∆h+|j(ϑ)∆z − ε×∆h×|j(ϑ)∆y]Ex(0)|j(0), (6.9)
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where j = 1, 2 in the above expressions. The exponential factors become

e
− 1

2

[∫ ϑD
0 Θ̂|2(ϑ′)dϑ′+

∫ ϑR
0 Θ̂|1(ϑ′)dϑ′

]
=

1

1 + Θ̂E(ϑR+ϑD)
2

=
ωeE

Θ̂E∆`+ ωeE

{
1− Θ̂E

(Θ̂E∆`+ ωeE)
×

×
[
2∆L(tD −∆`) + ε+

∆y2 −∆z2

2∆`
h+(tD − 2∆`− xS) + ε×

∆y∆z

∆`
h×(tD − 2∆`− xS)

]}
,

(6.10)

where ∆L(t) ··= DR(t) −∆` is the radar distance perturbation presented in L1, for normal
incidence:

∆L(t) = −1

2

{
ε+

∆y2 −∆z2

2∆`2

∫ t+∆`−xS

t−∆`−xS
h+(w)dw + ε×

∆y∆z

∆`2

∫ t+∆`−xS

t−∆`−xS
h×(w)dw

}
. (6.11)

As will be done with the final expressions of the electric field components, we chose to
express the terms in eq. (6.10) as functions of the detection time tD, using that:

hP |2(ϑD) = hP (tD − xS), (6.12)

εPhP |1(ϑR) = εPhP |2(0) = εPhP (tR − xM) = εPhP (tD −∆`− xM), (6.13)

εPhP |1(0) = εPhP (tE − xS) = εPhP (tD − 2∆`− xS). (6.14)

Inserting eq. (6.2) in eqs. (6.7)–(6.9) and the result in eq. (6.1) together with eq. (6.10),
the final electric field on ray 2, in the normal incidence case reads:

Ex|2(tD) = −
ωeEE

x
|1(tE)

Θ̂E∆`+ ωeE

{
1 +

1

∆`2

[
∆y2 −∆z2

2
ε+F+(tD) + ∆y∆zε×F×(tD)

]}
, (6.15)

Ey|2(tD) = − ωeE

Θ̂E∆`+ ωeE

{
Ey|1(tE) +

1

2∆`
Ex(0)|1(tE)

[
∆yG+(tD) + ∆zG×(tD)

]}
, (6.16)

Ez|2(tD) =
ωeE

Θ̂E∆`+ ωeE

{
Ez|1(tE) +

1

2∆`
Ex(0)|1(tE)

[
∆zG+(tD)−∆yG×(tD)

]}
, (6.17)

where

FP (tD) ··=hP (tD − xS)− hP (tD − 2∆`− xS)

+
Θ̂E

Θ̂E∆`+ ωeE

[ ∫ tD−xS

tD−2∆`−xS
hP (w)dw −∆`hP (tD − 2∆`− xS)

]
(6.18)

and

GP (tD) ··= hP (tD − xS)− hP (tD −∆`− xM)− [hP (tD −∆`− xM)− hP (tD − 2∆`− xS)].
(6.19)

Here we notice the vanishing of the ζ contributions. This is expected in the case of
normal incidence since, because of eq. (6.6), the unperturbed polarization vector is parallel
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to the GW propagation direction, i.e. eν(0)|j = ex(0)|jδ
ν
x,∀j, and so it is orthogonal to the

shear tensor of eq. (3.6), which implies eq. (4.1) to take the form:

Deµ|j

dϑ
= kµ|jk

α
|je

ν
|jσαν =

1

2
εPk

µ
|jk

α
|je

x
(0)|jh

P
αx,t = 0 , (6.20)

and so the electric field polarization is indeed parallel transported. For arbitrary incidence,
the shearing yz plane will not coincide with the plane of the arms, allowing eν not to be
perpendicular to σαβ, and so we expect ζ contributions not to vanish.

Under the same circumstances, Ei|4 may be obtained by making ∆y → ∆y′, ∆z → ∆z′,

xM → xM′ , ∆`→ ∆`′ and Ei|1(tE)→ Ei|3(tE ′) in eqs. (6.15)–(6.17).
Then, computing the total electric field at D

EµT (tD) ··= Eµ|2(tD) + Eµ|4(tD), (6.21)

using eqs. (1.3) and (6.6), we find the final intensity:

I(tD) = [ηµν + εPh
P
µν(tD − xS)]EµT (tD)EνT (tD) = [ExT (tD)]2. (6.22)

We then develop the usual procedure of relating the final electric fields to the distance
traveled by each ray assuming a harmonic initial condition for the electric field:

Ex|1(tE) = Ex cos(ωeE tE) = Ex cos[ωeE(tD − 2DR(tD −∆`))]

= Ex{cos[ωeE(tD − 2∆`)] + 2ωeE∆L(tD −∆`) sin[ωeE(tD − 2∆`)]} ,
(6.23)

where Ex is a constant amplitude along S and an expansion on ε was made in the last equality.
For Ex|3(tE ′), we write:

Ex|3(tE ′) = −Ex cos(ωeE tE ′)

= −Ex{cos[ωeE(tD − 2∆`′] + 2ωeE∆L
′(tD −∆`′) sin[ωeE(tD − 2∆`′)]} , (6.24)

where the relative negative sign is, again, a consequence of the initial reflection on the beam-
splitter and D′R ··= ∆`′ + ∆L′ is the radar distance of the other arm.

Replacing in eq. (6.22), eq. (6.15) and its equivalent expression for ray 4, together with
eqs. (6.23) and (6.24), we are able to write (making c 6= 1) the interference pattern as a
function of time:

I(tD) = (ωeEEx)2

[
cos [ωeE(tD − 2∆`′/c)]

cΘ̂E∆`′ + ωeE
− cos [ωeE(tD − 2∆`/c)]

cΘ̂E∆`+ ωeE

]
×

×
{

cos [ωeE(tD − 2∆`′/c)]

cΘ̂E∆`′ + ωeE
− cos [ωeE(tD − 2∆`/c)]

cΘ̂E∆`+ ωeE
+ T ′(tD)− T (tD)

}
,

(6.25a)

with:

T (tD) ··=
4ωeE
c

∆L(ctD −∆`)

cΘ̂E∆`+ ωeE
sin [ωeE(tD − 2∆`/c)] +

2 cos [ωeE(tD − 2∆`/c)]

cΘ̂E∆`+ ωeE

∆ωe

ωeE
(tD)

− 2cΘ̂E

[cΘ̂(tE)∆`+ ωeE ]2
cos [ωeE(tD − 2∆`/c)]

{
2∆L(ctD −∆`)

+
(∆y2 −∆z2)

2∆`
ε+h+(ctD − 2∆`− xS) +

∆y∆z

∆`
ε×h×(ctD − 2∆`− xS)

}
, (6.25b)
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where T ′ has the same expression but for the other arm, namely, with the changes ∆`→ ∆`′,
DR → D′R, ∆y → ∆y′, ∆z → ∆z′. Here ∆ωe/ωeE is the Doppler shift after a round-trip
travel of light, explicitly calculated on L1 to be, for normal GW incidence

∆ωe

ωeE
(tD) = ε×

∆y∆z

∆`2
[h×(ctD − xM)− h×(ctD − 2∆`− xS)]+

ε+
∆y2 −∆z2

2∆`2
[h+(ctD − xM)− h+(ctD − 2∆`− xS)] . (6.26)

Eqs. (6.25) are the main results of this second part of our work. They give the instanta-
neous intensity measured at the end of the interferometry process in our toy model detector.
By making ε = 0, we notice that the only non-vanishing term is the difference in cosines
squared. These are the Minkowski contributions and, when Θ̂E = 0, can be combined to give
the usual single sine squared of the difference of the arms’ lengths [5].

The contributions of T and T ′ arise from the interaction of GWs with the laser beams
and are all of linear order on the parameter ε. The first term in eq. (6.25b) and the equivalent
one for the other arm are the traditional perturbations obtained when discussing the detection
of GWs and are associated with the phase difference of the interacting beams. In fact, they
come from the phase of the initial conditions in eqs. (6.23) and (6.24) and are characterized
mainly by the anisotropic change in the arms’ radar lengths (∆L and ∆L′) which results
in a difference of optical paths along them. We see that new effects are also present. One
is proportional to the frequency shift arising from the time variation of the radar distance
between the arm’s extremities (see L1 for a complete interpretation) and the others are
proportional to the initial value of the optical expansion parameter of the beams. Both were
expected to influence such final intensity by their explicit presence on eq. (4.4), terms whose
physical origins were previously brought to light (cf. section 4). It is important to emphasize,
as discussed in L1, that the frequency shift does not contribute to any phase shift along the
rays, since the phase on each ray is constant as the geometrical optics regime demands to be.
Actually, the Doppler shift contribution to the interference pattern does not originate from
the phase of the eletromagnetic wave, as is the case for the traditional term, but it is only a
consequence of the electric field magnitude non-trivial propagation.

We note that although our experiment is set up in the dark fringe, the square bracket
factor on (6.25) informs us that if the unperturbed arms have equal lengths, i.e. ∆` = ∆`′,
then I(tD) = 0, even if GWs are present (and thus ∆L 6= ∆L′). This is indeed what happens
in inertial frames of Minkowski spacetime, that is, the interference pattern is quadratic in
the difference of arms’ lengths when it is small compared to the EM wavelength, and so a
first conjecture is that, if this difference was only caused by the GW and yet the functional
form of the intensity was the same I(tD) ∼ (∆L −∆L′)2, there should be no contributions
up to linear order in ε. Of course, as we derived, the form of the intensity changes itself by
additional terms, but this property still holds in our toy model interferometer.

We seek now to compare the relevance of each of the contributions on eq. (6.25b). We
will compare the terms on the T function but a completely analogous analysis may be carried
out for the T ′ contributions. Factoring out the common factor 2/(cΘ̂E∆`+ωeE), we organize
the amplitudes of the non-trivial contributions:

C1 ··=
2ωeE
c

∆L(ctD −∆`), (6.27)
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C2 ··=
∆ωe

ωeE
(tD), (6.28)

C3 ··= −
2cΘ̂E∆L(ctD −∆`)

cΘ̂E∆`+ ωeE
, (6.29)

C4 ··=
cXP Θ̂E∆`

cΘ̂E∆`+ ωeE
εPhP (ctD − 2∆`− xS), (6.30)

with XP symbolizing the coordinate factors:

X+ ··=
∆y2 −∆z2

2∆`2
, X× ··=

∆y∆z

∆`2
. (6.31)

We begin by comparing C1 and C3:

|C1|
|C3|

=
ωeE∆`

c

(
1 +

ωeE

cΘ̂E∆`

)
>
ωeE∆`

c
=

2π∆`

λeE
� 1 , (6.32)

since we assume divergent beams, so that Θ̂E > 0. For aLIGO, O(C1/C3) = 1011, remember-
ing eq. (3.19) and that ∆` = 4 km and ωeE = 1.8× 1015 rad/s [14]. Thus, O(C1)� O(C3).

The remaining comparisons cannot be made in the same straightforward way. Instead,
we first assume our GW to be a general wave packet given by the Fourier decomposition:

hP (ct− x) = Re

{∫ ∞
−∞

h̃P (ωg)e
i
ωg
c

(ct−x)dωg

}
, (6.33)

where Re(α) is the real part of α. Then, by eq. (6.26), we know that a representative term
of the frequency shift present in C2 is of the form:

∆ωe

ωeE
(tD) ∼ εPXP [hP (ctD − xS)− hP (ctD − 2∆`− xS)]

= −2εPXP

∫
sin
(∆`

λ̄g

)[
Re(h̃P ) sin

(
ctD −∆`− xS

λ̄g

)
+ Im(h̃P ) cos

(
ctD −∆`− xS

λ̄g

)]
dωg , (6.34)

where Im(α) is the imaginary part of α, λ̄g ··= λg/2π is the reduced GW wavelength. As for
the radar distance perturbation in C1, one may attain the contributions of each mode in the
same fashion by writing:

C1 =
2ωeE
c

∆L(ctD −∆`)

=
εPωeEXP

c

∫ ctD−xS

ctD−2∆`−xS
Re

{∫
h̃P (ωg)e

i
ωg
c
wdωg

}
dw

= 2εPXP

∫
ωeE
ωg

sin

(
∆`

λ̄g

)[
Re(h̃P ) cos

(
ctD −∆`− xS

λ̄g

)
− Im(h̃P ) sin

(
ctD −∆`− xS

λ̄g

)]
dωg . (6.35)

Factoring out the common parameters of C1 and C2, we may compare these two terms
by looking at the integrands in eqs. (6.34) and (6.35), which, apart from combinations of
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(bounded) harmonic functions, differ by a factor ωeE/ωg. Since our description of the inter-
ferometry process is only valid in the electromagnetic geometrical optics regime and ωg gives
the scale of the metric variations (cf. appendix B), we must have, for each GW mode

|C1|
|C2|

∼ ωeE
ωg
� 1 . (6.36)

In particular, for the aLIGO detectable spectrum, ωe/ωg ≥ 1011.

Contribution C4 may be rewritten as

C4 =
cXP εP Θ̂E∆`

cΘ̂E∆`+ ωeE
Re

{∫
h̃P ei

ωg
c

(ctD−2∆`−xS )dωg

}
=

XP εP

1 + ωeE/cΘ̂E∆`
×

×
∫ [

Re(h̃P ) cos

(
ctD −∆`− xS

λ̄g

)
− Im(h̃P ) sin

(
ctD −∆`− xS

λ̄g

)]
cos

(
∆`

λ̄g

)

+

[
Re(h̃P ) sin

(
ctD −∆`− xS

λ̄g

)
+ Im(h̃P ) cos

(
ctD −∆`− xS

λ̄g

)]
sin

(
∆`

λ̄g

)
. (6.37)

Comparing this expression with eq. (6.35), we conclude that the two last terms of eq. (6.37)
are always smaller than C1, again because of the frequency ratio present in the latter and
the fact that

1

1 + ωeE/cΘ̂E∆`
< 1 . (6.38)

As for the first two terms in C4, one arrives at the same conclusion, unless ∆` ≈ nλg, n ∈ N,
because these modes are suppressed in C1, but the corresponding ones in C4 are not. On the
particular case of the long-wavelength limit, ∆`/λg � 1, we find:

ωeE
ωg

sin

(
∆`

λ̄g

)
≈ ωeE

ωg

∆`

λ̄g
=

∆`

λ̄e
� 1 , (6.39)

while
1

1 + ωeE/cΘ̂E∆`
cos

(
∆`

λ̄g

)
≈ 1

1 + ωeE/cΘ̂E∆`
< 1 . (6.40)

In the general case, then, one may conclude:

|C1|
|C4|

� 1 . (6.41)

It is important to stress that for the above comparisons, we only assumed that the
geometrical optics limit for light is valid and that the arms of the interferometer are much
bigger than the laser wavelength. No assumption was necessary on the particular values of
the parameters in question, allowing us to conclude that the dominant term is always the
traditional one, for the normal incidence of GWs. We remember that our model assumes
passive reflection and so it should be modified for the LISA detector. We also emphasize
that the comparisons made were between the instantaneous values of each contribution and
a more accurate treatment could be achieved by taking their time average.
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Figure 2. Contributions to the interference pattern as functions of the detection time for a typical
GW signal observed by aLIGO corresponding to the inspiral phase of a binary source (up to ωg ' 425
rad/s). We have made θ = π/2, φ = π/3, ∆` = 4 km, Mc = 28.3 M�, r = 410 Mpc and Φ0 = tc =
ι = 0.

Although the above comparisons were made in a much more general case, we present
on figure 6 the amplitudes C1, C2 and C4 for the same simple template of the GW amplitude
used in L1 (see its figure 4). It corresponds to an approximated signal emitted by a binary
source whose chirp mass Mc and luminosity distance r were chosen to be the ones inferred
from the first detection of GWs by aLIGO, with all the other parameters set to vanish.
C3 was not shown since it is simply proportional to C1. We note that, as anticipated, the
non-traditional contributions can be safely neglected.

7 Conclusion

As a sequence of our previous work L1, in this paper we investigated a third facet of the
effect of GWs in light, namely, their influence on the electric field propagation along light
rays in interferometric GW detectors. We applied our newly found eq. (1.2), which takes into
account fully both the curved nature of spacetime in the EM geometrical optics regime and the
kinematics of a chosen reference frame, to an idealized Michelson-Morley-like interferometer
in the TT frame with the presence of a non-monochromatic plane GW traveling in a flat
background, assuming passive reflection at the end mirrors. Then, as our key result, we
were able to compute, in eq. (6.25), for a normally incident GW, the final instantaneous
EM interference pattern as a function of the GW amplitude, initial EM frequency, the laser
beam divergence at emission, unperturbed arms’ lengths and orientations. We found two
new contributions besides the known traditional term related to the difference in optical
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paths: one associated to the frequency shift acquired by light during its round-trips in the
arms, as a consequence of the TT kinematics, and other due to the expansion of the light
beam. Despite being of linear order in the GW perturbative parameter ε, they showed
to be negligible compared to the traditional contribution as long as the EM wavelength is
much smaller than the GW one and the arms’ lengths, conditions commonly understood as
prerequisites for the validity of the geometrical optics approximation [15]. On the aLIGO
case, we have estimated the value of the initial expansion parameter for the light beam and
concluded that all non-traditional corrections are of order 10−11 when compared with the
traditional one.

A third new contribution to the interfered light intensity was foreseen to arise from the
non-parallel transport of the EM polarization vector. For GW normal incidence we have
shown that such vector is indeed parallel transported and, thus, this contribution is not
present, but in a more general case, it is expected to perturb the measured signal. Moreover,
ignoring such vector nature of the electric field in this case allows us to assess the interference
pattern a priori, by only looking at the intensity evolution in the arms. For this, it is enough
to consider, in view of eq. (6.22), that the electric fields before superposition at detection are
given by

E(tD) =
√
ID , E

′(tD) = −
√
I ′D , (7.1)

and only use the intuitive eq. (4.5) to write the final intensity at one arm

ID = IE
δSE
δSD

(
ωeD
ωeE

)2

, (7.2)

where its initial value is a function of the phase times a constant amplitude, i.e. IE =
E2 cos(ψE). So IT = [E(tD) + E′(tD)]2 becomes, in this simplifying reasoning,

IT = E2

[√
δSE
δSD

(
1 +

∆ωe

ωeE

)
cos(ψE)−

√
δSE
δS′D

(
1 +

∆ω′e
ωeE

)
cos(ψE ′)

]2

, (7.3)

which in fact agrees with eq. (6.25), if one expands it up to linear order in ε and relate, by
eq. (3.16), the ratio of areas with Θ̂. In this way we definitely see that the newly obtained
contributions come from the intensity evolution instead of the phase, as discussed previously
(cf. section 6 and L1).

Under the assumptions of this work, then, although several features regarding pertur-
bations in light induced by GWs do ensue in linear order, e.g. spatial trajectory deviations,
Doppler effect, polarization tilts and intensity fluctuations, one may certify that, at least for
normal incidence, the detection of GWs justifiably relies on the interference pattern depend-
ing solely on the phase difference of the recombining rays, as presupposed in subsection V C
of L1 and throughout most of literature.
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Order Final equation from (B.1a) Final equation from (B.1b)

η−1 : f(0)
µν k̃ν = 0 f(0)[µν k̃λ] = 0

ηp (0 ≤ p ≤ N − 1) : f(p)
µν

;ν
+ if(p+1)

µν k̃ν = 0 f(p)[µν;λ] + if(p+1)[µν k̃λ] = 0

ηN : f(N)
µν

;ν
= 0 f(N)[µν;λ] = 0

Table 1. Hierarchy of Maxwell’s equations for the geometrical optics approximation.

A Christoffel symbols

The Christoffel symbols of the metric (1.3) can be simplified, when dealing with approxima-
tions up to linear order in ε, to:

Γtβγ =
εP
2
hPβγ,t , (A.1)

Γitj =
εP
2
hPji,t , (A.2)

Γixj =
εP
2
hPji,x , (A.3)

Γiyj = εPh
P
y[i,j] , (A.4)

Γizj = εPh
P
z[i,j]. (A.5)

B Geometrical optics approximation of Maxwell equations

The geometrical optics approximation of Maxwell’s equations in vacuum,

Fµν ;ν = 0 , (B.1a)

F[µν;λ] = 0 , (B.1b)

is established by searching for solutions of these field equations in the form of a one-parameter
(η) family of electromagnetic fields [7, 15–19]:

Fµν(x, η) = fµν(x, η)eiψ(x)/η , (B.2a)

fµν(x, η) ··=
N∑
n=0

f(n)µν(x)ηn (N ≥ 0) . (B.2b)

In general, fµν is a complex antisymmetric smooth tensor field and ψ(x)/η is a real
smooth scalar field; these are called, respectively, the amplitude and phase of the electro-
magnetic wave; η is a dimensionless perturbation parameter proportional to the wavelength
of the electromagnetic wave. Naturally, the real part of Fµν must be taken in the end.
This Ansatz generalizes the plane wave monochromatic solution of Maxwell’s equations in
Minkowski spacetime (in pseudo-Cartesian coordinates, adapted to an inertial frame of ref-
erence), and is expected to represent, in the limit η → 0, a rapidly oscillating function of its
phase, with a slowly varying amplitude. Moreover, the vector field defined by

k̃µ(x) ··= ψ,µ(x) (B.3)
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is supposed to have no zeros in the considered region (irrespective of the values of η), and

kµ ··=
k̃µ
η

(B.4)

should be interpreted as the wave vector field of the electromagnetic wave, proportional to

the momentum field of a stream of photons. Finally, f
(0)
µν is assumed to vanish at most in a

set of measure zero. Inserting eq. (B.2) into Maxwell’s equations (B.1) and demanding their
validity for all values of η, we find N + 1 hierarchical relations, the first two of them given
by (cf. Table 1):

• dominant η−1 order:

f(0)
µν k̃ν = 0 , (B.5a)

f(0)[µν k̃λ] = 0 , (B.5b)

and

• subdominant η0 order:

f(0)
µν

;ν
+ ik̃νf(1)

µν = 0 , (B.6a)

f(0)[µν;λ] + if(1)[µν k̃λ] = 0 . (B.6b)

Projecting eq. (B.5b) onto k̃µ and taking eq. (B.5a) into account, it immediately follows
that

k̃µk̃
µ = 0 = kµk

µ , (B.7)

which implies that the integral curves of the wave vector field (or rays) are null curves,
and, together with eq. (B.3), that the surfaces of constant phase are null hypersurfaces.
Besides, since k̃µ has vanishing curl, these equations also show that the rays are geodesics,
also demonstrating that the light rays form a bundle with zero optical vorticity. These are
consistent with the results one obtains when studying the characteristic surfaces and bi-
characteristic curves of Maxwell’s equations in vacuum [20], or even when considering shock
waves of the electromagnetic field [21].

Besides, projecting eq. (B.6b) onto k̃µ, and using eqs. (B.5a), (B.5b), (B.6a) and (B.7),
we get

f(0)µν;λk̃
λ +

1

2
k̃λ;λf(0)µν = 0 . (B.8)

Here, we note that the above equation gives the evolution of f
(0)
µν independently of the other

f
(p)
µν (p = 1, ..., N). The usual geometrical optics approximation relies on taking η → 0,

and assuming that f
(0)
µν is a good approximation for the amplitude of the electromagnetic

field, in which case all other contributions may be disregarded. This assumption translates
the physical demand that Fµν(x, η) is to vanish at an arbitrarily large discrete number of
hypersurfaces (“nodes”), so that it can be interpreted as a realistic wave. If we stick to it,
Fµν(x, η) ≈ f(0)µν(x)eiψ(x)/η, and the higher-order corrections are to be neglected [19]. Then,
eqs. (B.5) and (B.8) become, respectively, equivalent to

kνF
µν = 0 , (B.9a)

k[λFµν] = 0 , (B.9b)
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and

Fµν;λk
λ +

1

2
kλ;λFµν = 0 , (B.10)

where we have already included η in the previous two equations, since they both contain
the same orders of k̃µ. eqs. (B.9a) and (B.9b) show that the wave vector is a principal
null direction of both the electromagnetic field and its dual, and the considered Ansatz
corresponds (approximately) to a null electromagnetic field [10, 19]. Last, eq. (B.10) shows
how the electromagnetic field is transported along any of its associated light rays, and,
together with eq. (B.9b), is the path leading to the transport equation for the electric field
appearing in [1] and to the results presented here therefrom.

Using the above constraints, we can establish a condition for the validity of the geo-
metrical optics regime in the particular spacetime we use throughout this series, namely, a
GW perturbed Minkowski background. For this, we replace Fµν(x, η) ≈ f(0)µν(x)eiψ(x)/η in
eq. (B.1a) and find:

ik̃νf
µν
(0)

η
+ fµν(0),ν + Γνανf

µα
(0) = 0 . (B.11)

In the particular case of our GW spacetime, in addition to 1/η, there are two other expansion
parameters (ε+, ε×) that need to be taken into account simultaneously. In order to obtain
the hierarchical relations (B.5a), we need to check whether the last two terms in the above
equation can be neglected as compared to the first one. Indeed, one of the geometrical optics
assumptions is that the amplitude of the Faraday tensor varies much less than its phase and
thus the second term (both imaginary and real parts) is considered to be much smaller than
the first one. Furthermore, remembering that

k̃ν = k̃ν(0) + εP k̃
P
ν = ηkν , (B.12)

eq. (B.11) can be written as having contributions of three orders, namely[(
1

η

)
ik̃ν(0) +

(
εP
η

)
ik̃Pν + Γανα

]
fµν(0) ≈ 0 , (B.13)

where the Christoffel symbols are of order εPωg for each mode in eq. (6.33). Since O(k̃P /η) =
ωeE , the crossed term is of order εPωeE and, therefore, we must have

ωeE
ωg
� 1 , (B.14)

so that the last term is negligible compared to the others and thus the transversality of the
EM field under the geometrical optics regime and all of its consequences are guaranteed.
Of course a more rigorous and similar argument can be made by comparing the order of
magnitude of the contributions in the real and imaginary parts of eq. (B.13), which would
ultimately lead to the same conclusions. Condition (B.14) is in agreement with the usual
statement that the validity of the geometrical optics limit resides in EM wavelengths much
smaller than the other relevant lengths of the system in question.
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