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Tests of interaction of gravitational waves with detectors
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The various materials of test masses, the difference of arm lengths of global ground-based gravitational-wave
interferometer detectors offer a unique approach to test the Newton’s second law, weak equivalence principle,
and Einstein equivalence principle with dynamical space-time effects in terms of the interaction of gravitational
waves with detectors. We proposed a novel test strategy for the interaction between gravitational waves and
detectors, which is independent of particular gravitation theory. A new population level of the Fisher-Matrix
approach for multiple sources and multiple detectors case is formalized to evaluate the prospects for a binary
neutron star and binary black hole coalescences. Through a generalized detector response, we found more
sources could break the parameter decency and one could constrain the interaction and gravitational-inertial
mass ratio parameters with the standard deviation < 1% with about 10 compact binary coalescence sources

with future third-generation detectors network.

I. INTRODUCTION

The detection of gravitational waves (GWs) by LIGO/Virgo
collaborations [1H8] confirmed the prediction of general rel-
ativity (GR) [9]], which also marked the new era of the GW
astronomy and the multi-messenger astronomy. With GW de-
tectors operating and gathering data one would also be able to
test various aspects of gravitational physics, like the validity
of General Relativity (GR) (see review in [10]). Current test
GR work focus on the tests of the generation in the large ve-
locity, highly dynamical, nonlinear regime of general relativ-
ity (e.g. in terms of polarization [11,|12]]) and propagation in
a cosmology scale of GWs predicted in modified gravity the-
ories or parameterized approaches assuming no back-reaction
(e.g. in terms of GW speed and lensing effect [[13H15]]), lack-
ing the test of interaction between GWs and local test bodies.
Recent researches on searching dark matter with GWs detec-
tors (e.g. [16H18]] ) assume the general relativity predicated
detector response.

In the proper detector frame, the effect of GW on a point
particle of inertial mass m; can be described in terms of a
Newtonian force [[19]]. If the test masses of detectors are dif-
ferent, e.g. the materials of test masses are different, we could
test the uniqueness of Newton’s second law of motion, e.g. to
test the principle of the uniqueness of free fall.

Equivalence principle is a fundamental law of physics. The
weak e quivalence principle (WEP) is verified by the exper-
iments of dropping different objects or torsion balance mea-
surements of the difference in ratios of gravitational to inertial
mass of different materials (see e.g. [20L21]). However, test-
ing WEP in the dynamical background is still missing. GWs,
as a dynamical space-time effect, are predictions of any met-
ric theory. The non-metric, relativistic Largangian-based the-
ories should always violate WEP, according to the Schiff’s
conjecture[22]. WEP can be used as a basis for theories more
general than “general relativity” [21]. Therefore, we could
also test the Schiff’s conjecture to get insight of more general
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theory by testing the weak equivalence principle when GWs
present.

The response of matter to gravity in any metric theory of
gravity is determined solely by a universal covariant coupling
to the physical metric according to Einstein Equivalence Prin-
ciple (EEP)[22]]. Testing EEP in the dynamical background
is also still missing. The purely linear response of a GW in-
terfremeter detector (e.g. Eq. [5) indicates that the changes in
the displacement driven by GW are only proportional to the
initial separation. In sense that interaction does not including
“extra” (beyond GR) rotation and shear effect. Furthermore,
the difference of two arms AL linearly depends on the arm
length Ljs. Those responses of the GW interfremeter detec-
tor might not be true for alternative theories of gravity (see
[23]] for a detailed review of motion in alternative theories of
gravity). Therefore, it is also interesting to test if this linear
form on arm length L, is vaild for different length L, inter-
ferometers, such as the 3km Virgo and KAGRA , 4km LIGO,
10km ET, and 40km CE as well as test Newton’s second law,
WEP and EEP.

Here we propose a new test strategy for interaction of GW
between detectors, which is independent of particular Gravi-
tation theory. This paper is organized as follows. In Sec.
we briefly review the interaction of gravitational waves with
detectors and introduce a generalized detector response; in
Sec. we propose a Fisher-Matrix parameter estimation ap-
proach for the multiple sources and multiple detectors case. In
Sec. [[V]we demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed test
strategy with simulated GW signals and discuss the results.
We summarize our main conclusions in Sec. [Vl

II. INTERACTIONS

In the proper detector frame, the effect of GW on a point
particle of inertial mass m; can be described in terms of a
Newtonian force :
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where m,, is the gravitational mass, &' is the coordinate sep-
aration (relative to the mass center), and the dot denotes the
derivative with respect to the coordinate time of the proper
detector fame. hiTjT is the GW in TT gauge, given the fact that
Riemann tensor is gauge invariant. If the Newton’s second
law of motion is still valid when GWs are present, we have:

FGW = mlfl (2)

If the test masses of detectors are different, e.g. the materials
of test masses are different, we could test the principle of the
uniqueness of free fall:

mg 1
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where the equivalence of gravitational mass and inertial mass
mJ = 1, is also indicated by the WEP. Therefore, we could
also test the Schiff’s conjecture to get insight of more general
theory by testing the weak equivalence principle when GWs
present using Eq. [3] with various materials of test masses of
detectors.

Beyond WEP, Eq. |3| amusing only GWs contribute to the
Riemann tensor, the equation of the geodesic deviation in the
proper detector frame is

gl = thTﬁj (4)

Note that we can discuss the detector’s interaction with GWs
using the equation of the geodesic deviation, if and only if the
characteristic linear size of the detector L is much less than
the reduced wavelength A of GWs. This condition is satis-
fied by ground based detectors. Integrating Eq] with long-
wavelength limit, the GR predicted response tensor of a de-
tector with equal-length orthogonal arms D is :

ij _ L orivigeni
DY = 1 (R -
where x and y is two unit vector alone the arm [24-26]. In
TT gauge, the GR predicted output h(t) can be given with
antenna patterns F'¥ and F¢':
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where (6, ¢) is the source location in the spherical coordinates
and 1 is the polarization angle of GWs, which is equivalent to
the rotation between the wave-frame’s X - and Y-axes and the
detector’s x and y-axes when 6 = 0 (directly overhead). The
helicity of GWs is two in GR, so for different a polarization
angle, we have:

FE(0,0,4) =FE(0,9,0) cos 2 — FZ(0,$,0) sin 2¢)
FS(0,¢,¢) =F%(0,¢,0)sin 2y + FE(0, $,0) cos 2¢(7)

In terms of the interaction between GW and detector arms,
the strain in space induced by the GW (e.g. %) is described
by the contraction between the GW tensor h;; and the mass-
independent and length-independent response tensor of a de-
tector D%

AL

— =h= hy; DY (8)

This purely linear response (Eq. [5) indicates that the
changes in the displacement driven by GW are only propor-
tional to the initial separation. In sense that interaction does
not including “extra” (beyond GR) rotation and shear effect,
and the difference of two arms AL linearly depends on the
arm length Lj;. This might not be true for alternative theories
of gravity (see [23]] for a detailed review of motion in alter-
native theories of gravity). Therefore, it is also interesting to
test if this linear form on arm length L, is valid for different
length L interferometers, such as the 3km Virgo and KAGRA
, 4km LIGO, 10km ET, and 40km CE as well as test Newton’s
second law, WEP and EEP.

A. Generalized detector response

With the motivation mentioned above, a waveform inde-
pendence of “locally” interaction test could discriminate GR
and these alternative gravities. Given the traceless symmetric
tensor h;; in GR, we generalize the detector response in the
detector frame:

14+ €11 €12 €13
1+
DV = TX €12 —1+ex €23 , 9
€13 €23 —(€11 + €22)

where {€11, €12, €13, €22, €23, X} = 0 is the GR case. The y ,
€11 and €99 could represent the gravitational-inertial mass ra-
tio and linear arm length effect (see discussion below), and
€12, €13, €23 represent the shear effects through the polar de-
composition of the detector response tensor D*/. Note that,
the antisymmetric part DU/, which represents the rotation ef-
fect, should be tested with non-tensorial polarization modes.

With the general detector response (Eq.[9), we could define
the general antenna pattern functions: G 4 = D%efl, where A
is for polarization + and x:
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where
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By determining parameters {€11, €22, €12, €13, €23, X} in
the generic parameterized detector response D% in Eq. Efwe
could test the linear and shear effects of GWs on the detec-
tor, as well as the Newton’s second law, WEP and EEP. The
challenge is the degeneracy among parameters. For example,
the source distance is clearly degenerate with {x;, €22, €11}.
We propose a population level approach, which uses multiple
sources detected by multiple detectors to break the degener-
acy.

III. PARAMETER ESTIMATION

By observing multiple sources with multiple detectors, the
parameters introduced in Eq. [9] will be distinguishable from
source parameters (e.g. {6, ¢,, Dy, cost}) among others.
Here we propose a fisher matrix approach for the multiple
sources and multiple detectors case.

With the general detector response D defined in Eq. @ the
data dy of the My, detector for the I, GW signal is :

)’ = hjy; +n™ = DY hl + 0. 1)
For the I, GW signals in the My; Gaussian noise n™ the
likelihood function is simply
AM = e~ (d}" =hild}" —hiy) (22)
~ ¢~ 31,700:80; (23)
where I'; ; is the Fisher information matrix:

onM onM AM  pM
Tij= 2|2 ) = |, ok ] 24

and ©; are the total parameters, including interaction param-
eters and source parameters. For non-spin CBC case, A?” isa
6 x 6 matrix on 6 interaction parameters {€11, €22, €12, €13, €23,
X}, and B}V[ is a 6 X 9 matrix, C}V[ is a 9 x 9 matrix. The total
likelihood function for multiple sources (I) observed by mul-
tiple detectors (M) is simply:

A=T]TIAY (25)
M I

The total Fisher matrix (for 6 + 9 x [ parameters) is:

A" By --- Bj
1_‘, BT Cl 0 0 [ A’ B/:| (26)
ij = . . = NT
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where A’ = >3 AM is a 6 x 6 matrix, By = >, B isa
T M M
6 x 9 matrix and C; = >° CM is a 91 x 91 matrix. Then the
M

covariance-variance of 6 interaction parameters (¢, v = 1 —6,
€.8. 011 = O¢,,, 066 = Oy) are

oh = [0 = (4= BB @)

n%

IV. SIMULATION AND RESULTS

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed test strat-
egy, we simulate a population of GW signals from binary neu-
tron star (BNS) and binary black hole (BBH) coalesences for
the network of three CE and three ET at their design sensi-
tivities. Just to break the degeneracy of parameters, the loca-
tions of ET are arbitrarily set to be at Virgo site, Australia and
China. Three CE are at LIGO Hanford site, LIGO India site
and Kagra site.

We simulate 100 BNS (BBH) sources, which are uniform
distributed in the volume (up to 400 (1000 ) Mpc). The BNS
(BBH) mass are uniform distributed on the range 1.3-1.5 (10-
30 ) Mg. Other GW parameters are uniform across their re-
spective ranges. €11 ,€22, €12, €13, €23 and Y are set to be zero.
We generated GW signals from the so-called “IMRphenomD”
waveform with PyCBC [27]].

Then the variances of 6 interaction parameters are calcu-
lated based on Eq. Given the fact that the both x and
€11, €22 are degenerate with distance, we can only test the rel-
ative value of x or {e11, €22 } if we do not know the source
distance (e.g. assuming Y, €11 and ego are O for a “standard”
type detector, which is the BBH case in Fig 2)

As expected, more sources could break the degeneracy be-
tween interaction parameters and source parameters (Fig []
and ). More sources could improve the constraints on the
interaction parameters, since they are the same for all sources.
The standard deviation for interaction and gravitational mass
and inertial mass parameters { €11, €29, €12, €13, €23, X } 1S
< 1% with ~ 10 sources. This number could be variance
if we adopt a SNR cut for the simulated signals, while we do
not adopt any SNR threshold in those figures.
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FIG. 1. The standard deviation for interaction and gravitational-
inertial mass ratio parameters by the proposed population Fisher ma-
trix approach for BNSs, assuming the source distance and location
are known.

V. DISCUSSION

We proposed a parameterized test of the interaction be-
tween GWs and detectors. First, analogous to the dropping
different objects, we could test the WEP when the material of
test masses are different in different detectors. Second, analo-
gous to modify the equation of the geodesic deviation, which
breaks the EEP, we could test the linear, shear effects of GWs
on the detector arms with different sources.

With a novel population level fisher matrix approach for
the multiple sources and multiple detectors case, we found in
the future third generation detector network case, one could
constrain the interaction and gravitational-inertial mass ratio
parameters with the standard deviation < 1% with 10 CBC
sources.

In this paper, we did not test the interaction by non-tensorial
polarization modes of GW. More sophisticated Bayesian
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FIG. 2. The standard deviation for interaction and gravitational-
inertial mass ratio parameters by the proposed population Fisher ma-
trix approach for BBHs, assuming ET is the “standard” type detector
for the x, €11 and €22 in this case.

frameworks (28] 29] have been adopted to test the polariza-
tion and parity violation effects of GW, respectively. We will
work on a full non-GR test, including non-tensorial of GWs
and no-GR interaction, with a hierarchical Bayesian approach
in the population level.
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