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Abstract

In an external electric or magnetic field, a gravitational wave (GW) may be converted into
electromagnetic radiation. We present a coordinate-invariant framework to describe the GW
signal in a detector that is based on this effect, such as cavities for axion searches. In this
framework, we pay special attention to the definition of manifestly coordinate-independent
expressions for the electromagnetic fields that an external observer would detect. A careful
assessment of the detector’s perceived motion allows us to treat both its mechanical and
its electromagnetic response to the GW consistently. We further introduce well-defined
approximations for which this motion may be neglected, and hence provide suggestions on
which coordinate frame is suitable to characterise the GW signal in practice. We illustrate
our findings in two examples, an infinitesimally thin rod and a spherical electromagnetic
cavity.
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1 Introduction

The detection of gravitational waves (GWs) by laser interferometers [1] and the growing evidence
for a stochastic GW background suggested by pulsar timing arrays [2–4] provide crucial insights
into the fundamental dynamics of our Universe. For instance, these measurements put stringent
bounds on modifications of gravity (see, e.g., [5, 6]). It is therefore only natural that we seek
to further improve the experimental sensitivity of GW measurements, as well as to expand the
frequency range over which we can detect them. Current and future GW detectors mostly
address frequencies in the kHz range and below. On the other hand, at frequencies above
10 kHz there are no known GW sources of astrophysical origin, thereby providing an exceptional
testbed for new physics beyond the Standard Model. That said, a detection of a GW signal in
this frequency regime would either imply the existence of exotic astrophysical objects, such as
primordial black holes or boson stars, or open an entirely novel window into the early Universe [7].

In addition, GWs are the only possible messenger reaching us from times long before big bang
nucleosynthesis, with all other known particle species rapidly thermalising. While established
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GW searches may already shed light on some of these early Universe intricacies, there is a
plethora of scenarios that require an amplified sensitivity to GWs of higher frequencies. In
particular, causality implies that any source emitting GWs when the Universe’s temperature
was above 1010 GeV, assuming radiation domination at early times, inevitably leads to GW
signals that are currently out of experimental reach. GWs at higher frequencies may therefore
probe a possible grand unification or even string scale, and could be sourced by phase transitions,
topological defects or bosonic instabilities (see [7] for a recent review).

While laser interferometers may be able to push GW detection into the kHz to MHz range,
any experimental sensitivity to GW frequencies beyond this regime requires radically new mea-
surement techniques. One possibility is the conversion of gravitational into electromagnetic
waves in the presence of electromagnetic background fields due to the inverse Gertsenshtein ef-
fect [8]. The technology required to harness this effect has seen a large boost in the last decades
due to the inherent similarity with the conversion of axions in the vicinity of an external mag-
netic field [9]. Indeed, there now is substantial experimental effort aimed at covering the axion
parameter space (see, e.g., [10–14]), as well as proposals specifically designed for the detection
of GWs [15–17].

Order-of-magnitude estimates regarding the sensitivity of such experiments to GWs date
back to very early works [18]. From a theory point of view, it remains challenging to accu-
rately capture this prediction using general relativity. In this endeavour, one school of thought
advertises the use of a “proper detector frame” around the center of mass of the experimental
apparatus, arguing that this frame is “naturally connected” to the detector [19, 20]. The idea
of a distinguished frame seems, however, somewhat obscure in a geometric theory of gravity.
It has further been pointed out that if the GW wavelength and the size of the experiment are
comparable, the detector appears to be moving in the proper detector frame while being at rest
in transverse-traceless (TT) gauge. This, on the other hand, suggests that the latter perhaps is
a more suitable choice [21]. In fact, the situation is even more dire, as there is also disagreement
on the correct definition of observables and hence both approaches may not even be equivalent.
For instance, there is no consensus on whether there may be an observable signal in detectors
involving a static homogeneous magnetic background field with an incoming GW that is parallel
to the field [22–24]. Therefore, it seems that, even to this day, the question of how to consistently
treat these scenarios has not been answered convincingly. While various approaches are present
in the literature, an established framework of how all of these are related to each other is still
lacking. We address this problem in this work.

The aim of this paper is to consistently describe the signal of GWs in an experiment that is
based on their conversion into electromagnetic radiation. We start by reviewing the theory of
electrodynamics within general relativity in Section 2, paying special attention to the definition
of manifestly coordinate-independent expressions for observable electromagnetic fields and their
associated boundary conditions. We then introduce a perturbation scheme, focusing on the
scenario where the metric tensor is decomposed into a flat Minkowski contribution and small
fluctuations, the GWs. Our scheme involves a choice of certain replacement rules for tensor
quantities, from which we derive all equations of motion as well as the rules for infinitesimal
coordinate (gauge) transformations. We also demonstrate that the perturbation scheme is con-
sistent in the sense that the equations of motion are manifestly invariant under these gauge
transformations.

In our framework, the expressions for the observable electromagnetic fields and their bound-
ary conditions are intricately related to the perceived frame-dependent motion of the detector.
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In Section 3 we therefore review the motion (and deformation) of elastic bodies due to an in-
coming GW. In particular, we revisit the fact that, depending on the ratio between the GW’s
wavelength and the size of the detector, the experiment appears to be at rest in either the proper
detector frame or TT gauge. This allows us to introduce well-defined approximations in which
this motion can be neglected when solving Maxwell’s equations in the respective frame. Along
with these approximations we give a suitable frequency range where they are valid as well as
parametric error estimates, such that we provide an answer to the naive question which frame is
the most suitable to treat a specific problem. We illustrate our findings in two detailed examples,
an infinitesimally thin rod and a spherical electromagnetic cavity, in Sections 4 and 5, respec-
tively. Finally, we summarise our results and conclude by outlining some practical approaches
in Section 6.

Conventions

Throughout this work, we use a mostly positive metric, gµν , with ηµν denoting the flat Minkowski
metric, ηµν = diag(−1, 1, 1, 1). Greek indices run from α = 0 . . . 3, and Latin indices from
a = 1 . . . 3. Underlined indices, α, denote tetrad indices to be distinguished from the regular
coordinate ones, α. A bold notation, k, refers to the spatial components of a vector. The Levi-
Civita symbol is denoted by ϵ, with normalisation ϵ0123 = ϵ123 = 1. The volume form, i.e. the
Levi-Civita tensor, is then given by Ωµνρσ =

√−gϵµνρσ in any right-handed coordinate system.
Finally, τ denotes proper time in all frames.

2 Electrodynamics and Gravitational Waves

In general relativity, the dynamics of electromagnetic fields in vacuum are governed by Maxwell’s
equations in a curved spacetime,

∇νF
µν = jµ , (2.1)

∂[λFµν] = 0 . (2.2)

Here, Fµν and jµ denote the electromagnetic field strength tensor and current, respectively, and
∇µ is the covariant derivative along the µ-direction. Furthermore, the square brackets indicate
a sum over all cyclic permutations. While Maxwell’s equations are manifestly invariant under
a general coordinate transformation, the tensor quantities Fµν and jµ by themselves are not.
Their components therefore do not correspond to any physical observable. Instead, one needs
to carefully establish the electric and magnetic fields an observer would measure in the presence
of a gravitational field.

2.1 Observable electromagnetic fields

To determine the electromagnetic fields measured by an external observer travelling along a
given worldline, we closely follow Chapter 6 of Ref. [25], and associate an infinitesimal proper
coordinate system to the observer’s worldline. That is, we choose a set of four independent
vector fields, an orthonormal tetrad eα(τ), with coefficients eµα in a given coordinate basis.
By definition, the zeroth field coincides with the observer’s four-velocity, eµ0 = uµ, while the
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components in general obey the equations of motion [25]

d

dτ
eµα + Γµνλu

νeλα = (aνu
µ − aµuν) e

ν
α + uλωρΩ µ

λρν eνα . (2.3)

Here, aµ and ωµ are the observer’s acceleration and rotation, respectively. The acceleration and
rotation are both orthogonal to the observer’s four-velocity and, more importantly, are both
measurable quantities. They can be assessed as follows. Consider, for instance, the force that
is needed to keep a test particle of mass m on a trajectory following the observer’s worldline,
Kµ = maµ. This force can be measured relative to the coordinate system defined by the tetrad,
such that the spatial components of the observed acceleration become ai = aµe

µ
i . Similarly,

the relative rotation of the spatial components of the tetrad can be compared to a non-rotating
tetrad, e′i, realised by a gyroscope. For instance, at a time where both tetrads coincide, they are
related by [25]

d

dτ

(
eµa − e′

µ
a

)
= ϵ bc

a ωbe
µ
c , (2.4)

with the relative rate of rotation ωi = ωµe
µ
i .

These examples can be generalised to an environment involving electromagnetic fields. For
instance, let us consider a scenario where two test masses are forced to follow the observer’s
worldline. If one of the test masses carries an electric charge q, the relative difference in forces
acting on both is given by ∆Kµ = qFµν uν . At the same time, this force should correspond to
∆Ka = qEa and hence the observed electric field reads

Ea = Fµνe
µ
au

ν . (2.5)

Similarly, if we introduce a relative velocity between two test masses of equal charge, uµ →
uµ + eµava, we find for the relative force between both ∆Kµ = qFµν eνav

a. Again, this should

correspond to the Lorentz force ∆Ka = qϵabcv
bBc, such that the observed magnetic field is given

by

Ba =
1

2
ϵabcFµνe

µ
b e
ν
c . (2.6)

We remark that in this tetrad formalism there are no electric and magnetic fields that are
defined globally. Instead, they are only defined for one observer at a time relative to their local
coordinates given by the tetrad. This is in contrast to previous works where, e.g., the components
Fi0 in Fermi normal (FN) coordinates are interpreted as global electric fields, arguing that this
be a “natural” choice [19, 26]. That said, it is of course legitimate to define these quantities in
any coordinate system, because the homogeneous part of Maxwell’s equations (2.2) is the same
as in flat spacetime. Nevertheless, they are merely components of a tensor and have therefore,
by themselves, no physical meaning. We will later comment on scenarios where this choice can
still be a useful approximation in an experimental setting.

Similar to the electromagnetic fields, we can treat their boundary conditions in a coordinate-
invariant way. These uniquely determine the solutions to Maxwell’s equations. Let us, for
instance, consider an observer attached to the surface of a conducting material. By definition,
inside the conductor, the electric field measured by the observer vanishes. We can then assign
an orthonormal tetrad along the observer’s worldline, such that the zeroth component aligns
with the observer’s four-velocity, eµ0 = uµ, and both eµ1 and eµ2 are tangential to the surface. In
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the presence of an electromagnetic field, the force tangential to the surface acting on a charge q
following the observer is qFµνe

µ
1,2u

ν . However, in the limit of vanishing resistance at the surface
of the conductor, i.e. at the interface between the conducting material and vacuum, this force
would lead to a diverging current, such that the boundary condition for an ideal conductor in
this framework has to be [27]

Fµνe
µ
1u

ν = 0 = Fµνe
µ
2u

ν . (2.7)

Indeed, this is the equivalent of the well-known boundary condition E∥ = 0. In a similar manner
one can find the equivalent for the relations involving the magnetic and orthogonal electric field.
These have been derived for an interface between arbitrary media in [27]. For the special case
of a conductor, we provide a detailed discussion of these relations in Appendix A.

In summary, we have defined a framework to properly characterise the observable electro-
magnetic fields that an external observer would detect in the presence of a gravitational field.
Let us now apply these ideas to the interaction between electromagnetism and GWs.

2.2 A perturbation scheme for weak gravitational fields

We now focus on the dynamics of electromagnetic fields in the presence of a GW, i.e. a weak
gravitational perturbation. Typically, the latter is parametrised by a small fluctuation around
a flat background metric,

gµν = ηµν + hµν , (2.8)

with |hµν | ≪ 1. Here, ηµν is the flat Minkowski background metric and hµν denotes the GW.
Similarly, we expand the electromagnetic field strength tensor and current,

Fµν = Fµν + δFµν , (2.9)

jµ = j
µ
+ δjµ . (2.10)

Here, we assume that typical strains asserted by a GW are small such that quantities preceded
by δ are of order O(h), while all leading-order quantities are denoted by a bar. That is, we only
consider contributions which are at most of order O(h), and neglect any higher-order terms.

We remark that our ansatz for the expansion defines a perturbation scheme. This is because
the indices of the unperturbed quantities are raised and lowered using the metric tensor gµν ,
while the indices of all quantities in the perturbative expansion are raised and lowered using the
flat background metric tensor ηµν . Therefore, the choice of perturbation associated to Fµν in
Eq. (2.9) instead of its contravariant counterpart Fµν will lead to different equations of motion
governing the dynamics.1 However, when applied consistently, any choice of scheme will lead to
the same physical observables (see, e.g., [28]). We provide more details on this in Appendix B.

Having defined a perturbation scheme, we can express Maxwell’s equations order by order
in the weak-field expansion. In our scheme, the homogeneous equations (2.2) remain trivial,
i.e. they are satisfied by both Fµν and δFµν separately, which may not be the case for a different
choice of scheme. The perturbative treatment of the inhomogeneous equations (2.1) is more
involved. At the leading order, we find the trivial relation

∂νF
µν

= j
µ
. (2.11)

1See also the discussion around the different contributions to the effective current (2.13).
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At the first order of the perturbative expansion the fluctuations satisfy

∂νδF
µν = δjµ + jµeff , (2.12)

with an effective current given by

jµeff = −1

2
(∂λh)F

µλ
+ ∂ν

(
hµλF

λν
+ hνλF

µλ
)
. (2.13)

Here, h denotes the trace of the metric fluctuations, h = hµµ. The effective current clearly
illustrates that a GW sources electromagnetic fields in classical electrodynamics. It has two
distinct contributions. The first one arises from the Levi-Civita connection of the metric, where
to first order in the perturbation scheme ∇νF

µν = ∂νF
µν + ΓννλF

µλ = ∂νF
µν + 1

2∂λhF
µλ.

The second contribution to the effective current is due the fluctuations of Fµν in our choice
of perturbation scheme. This can be seen by lowering the indices of the contravariant tensor
first, and then applying the perturbative expansion (2.9). This yields Fµν = gµλgνρFλρ =

F
µν

+ δFµν − hµλF
λν − hνρF

µρ
, where we have used the perturbative relation gµν = ηµν − hµν .

Clearly, this does not only apply to the electromagnetic field strength tensor and current, but
also to the observer’s position and tetrad. We define these as

xµ = xµ + δxµ , (2.14)

eµα = eµα + δeµα . (2.15)

Similar to our earlier discussion, this choice at the same time implies that the covariant equiva-
lents of these vectors pick up additional terms proportional to the metric perturbation.

Let us close this discussion with a few remarks on coordinate transformations in this weak-
field expansion. Crucially, our approach needs to be invariant under infinitesimal coordinate
transformations,

x′µ = xµ + ξµ(x) , (2.16)

where the spacetime-dependent shift ξµ is considered to be sufficiently small, ∂µξ
µ ∼ O(h), to

allow for a consistent perturbative treatment. From the general transformation properties of
tensors, we find that the leading-order terms F

µν
and j

ν
do not transform under coordinate

shifts, while the fluctuations satisfy

h′µν = hµν − ∂µξν − ∂νξµ , (2.17)

δF ′
µν = δFµν − ξλ∂λFµν − F λν∂µξ

λ − Fµλ∂νξ
λ , (2.18)

δj′µ = δjµ − ξλ∂λj
µ
+ j

λ
∂λξ

µ . (2.19)

Here, primed quantities correspond to the new coordinate frame. With these transformation
laws, one can check explicitly that the equations of motion are invariant under infinitesimal coor-
dinate transformations. Indeed this is by construction, starting from Maxwell’s equations (2.1)
and (2.2) and consistently applying the perturbation scheme. Strictly speaking, anything that
cannot be formulated in a fully covariant manner will inevitably lead to an answer that is ill-
defined within the context of general relativity. Clearly, this means the electric and magnetic
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field as components of the electromagnetic field strength tensor, e.g., Ea = F0a, are not invari-
ant under coordinate transformations. On the other hand, crucially, using the transformation
properties of the observer’s position and tetrad under infinitesimal coordinate transformations,

δx′
µ
= δxµ + ξµ , (2.20)

δe′
µ
α = δeµα + eνα∂νξ

µ , (2.21)

the observable fields, e.g., Ea = Fµνe
µ
auν are indeed invariant, and therefore well defined. We

illustrate this more explicitly and provide a detailed summary of our perturbation scheme in
Appendix B. In practice, as these observables are manifestly coordinate-independent, we can
perform their calculation in any coordinate frame. Some frames, however, may be more suitable
than others in certain scenarios, as we will discuss below.

2.3 Coordinate frames in action

Our framework, so far, is completely independent of a specific choice of coordinates. In practice,
however, one has to perform calculations of signal estimates using a suitable coordinate frame.
Let us briefly review two of the most commonly used coordinate frames.

Transverse-traceless gauge In the so-called transverse-traceless (TT) gauge, the metric
fluctuations obey

∂µ∂
µhTT

αβ = 0 , hTT
0µ = 0 , ∂ihTT

ij = 0 , hTTi
i = 0 . (2.22)

In this frame, a monochromatic GW with wave vector k and frequency ω = |k| is given by

hTT
ij =

(
A+
ij +A×

ij

)
ei(ωt−k·x) . (2.23)

Here, the linear polarisation coefficients are A+
ij = A+(ê1i ê

1
j − ê2i ê

2
j ) and A

×
ij = A×(ê1i ê

2
j + ê2i ê

1
j ),

where ê1 and ê2 are chosen such that they form an orthonormal basis together with the unit
vector in the propagation direction of the GW, k̂ = k/|k|. A decisive feature of TT coordinates
is that they are synchronous, hTT

0µ = 0. As we will later see, this property makes them an
appealing choice when treating mechanical problems, as the motion of freely-falling masses that
are at rest in the unperturbed system appear unaffected in this frame.

Fermi-normal coordinates Fermi-normal (FN) coordinates, sometimes called the proper de-
tector frame, are constructed by starting from the worldline of an observer and then extending
spacelike vectors orthogonal to the observer’s velocity into geodesics, thereby spanning a world-
tube around the observer’s worldline. Starting from a freely-falling and freely-rotating observer
at the origin in the spacetime defined in the previous section, the coordinate transformation
from TT to FN coordinates is given by [21,29]

tFN = t− i

2
ωhTT

ij (t)xixjF(k · x) , (2.24)

xFNi = xi + hTT
ij (t)xj

(
1

2
+ ik · xF(k · x)

)
− i

2
kih

TT
mn(t)x

mxnF(k · x) . (2.25)

Here, k is the wave vector of the GW and we have defined F(ξ) = (e−iξ−1+iξ)/ξ2 ≈ −1/2+O(ξ).
Furthermore, we have used the notation hTT

ij (t) ≡ hTT
ij (t,x)|x=0 to denote the metric fluctuation

8



in TT gauge at the observer’s position. Following [24,30], the metric fluctuations in the proper
detector frame become (see also [29,31,32])

hFN00 = ω2F(k · x)b · x , (2.26)

hFN0i =
ω2

2

[
F(k · x) + iF ′(k · x)

] (
k̂ · xbi − b · xk̂i

)
, (2.27)

hFNij = iω2F ′(k · x)
(
|x|2 hTT

ij (t) + b · xδij − birj − bjri

)
, (2.28)

where we have defined bj = xih
TT
ij |x=0. Here, F ′ denotes the derivative of F with respect to its

argument, F ′(ξ) ≈ i/6+O(ξ). Clearly, the corrections to the flat Minkowski metric are of order
O
(
ω2x2

)
and higher. Physically, they encode the lowest order gravitational strain that can be

measured by an external observer [33]. This property also makes the FN frame of interest for
mechanical problems where a small rigid body is able to withstand this strain and appears to
be at rest, approximately.

FN coordinates are a somewhat natural choice when considering an experimental apparatus
that is much smaller than the wavelength of the GW, ωL≪ 1, where L is the characteristic length
scale of the detector. In this regime, a long-wavelength approximation is typically employed.
This can be implemented by performing a series expansion of each frequency-dependent quantity
in powers of ωL, and then retaining only the leading-order terms. For instance, any correction to
the metric perturbation beyond the quadratic order is neglected by truncating F to F ≈ −1/2
and F ′ ≈ i/6. In general, a similar truncated series expansion has to be performed for each
object in the long-wavelength approximation.

We finally remark that, by construction, the observer’s tetrad that is expanded into FN
coordinates has trivial components, eµα = δµα, where the Kronecker-δ now mixes coordinate
and tetrad indices. Therefore, our definitions of the observed electromagnetic fields align with
schematically identifying, e.g., Ei(τ) = Fi0(τ)|x=0, where Fµν are now the components of the
electromagnetic field strength tensor in the FN basis. Indeed, at the origin this relation is an
exact equality. For a small displacement from it, one may still be able to interpret the electric
field defined in this way as the quantity that is measured by an observer following the original
one at a fixed physical distance. This, however, is only an approximation that deteriorates at
larger distances.

3 Detector Deformations through Gravitational Waves

The expressions for the observable electromagnetic fields and their associated boundary con-
ditions, given in Eqs. (2.5) and (2.7), in general correlate the electromagnetic and mechanical
response of an experimental apparatus to an incoming GW. More precisely, this relation is built
upon the observer’s four-velocity, uµ. Clearly, an incoming GW will perturb the latter through
a mechanical deformation of the apparatus, δx, as schematically it is δu = δẋ. Focusing on
elastic solids, the dynamics of these mechanical deformations in weak gravitational fields are
governed by [34,35]

ρ

[
∂2t δx

i +
1

2

(
2∂th

i
0 − ∂ih00

)]
= ∂jσ

ij , (3.1)

together with the boundary condition

σijnj
∣∣
∂V

= 0 . (3.2)
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Here, the deformation is treated as a function of time and space inside a volume V occupied by
the body that is assumed to be at rest in the unperturbed system, and n is a vector normal to
the body’s surface ∂V . Furthermore, σij are the components of the Cauchy stress tensor [35],

σij = λδijekk + 2µeij with eij =
1

2

(
∂iδxj + ∂jδxi + hij

)
. (3.3)

For simplicity, we have assumed that the material is homogeneous and isotropic, such that λ
and µ are scalar Lamé parameters.

Indeed, it is helpful to investigate the mechanical response in TT and FN coordinates specif-
ically, because it can be safely neglected in certain regimes. This, in turn, may significantly
simplify the characterisation of the mechanical detector response to an incoming GW.

TT coordinates In the TT frame, the bulk contribution of the metric fluctuations vanish,
such that the mechanical deformations satisfy a free wave equation,

ρ∂2t δx
TTi = ∂jσ

TTij . (3.4)

In this case, the metric fluctuations only enter the boundary condition (3.2) via the Cauchy
stress tensor

σTTij = λδij∂kδxTT
k + µ

(
∂iδxTTj + ∂jδxTTi + hTTij

)
. (3.5)

Therefore, in the limit of vanishing sound velocity, v2s ∼ λ/ρ ∼ µ/ρ ≪ 1, the body appears to
be at rest, ∂2t δx

TT
i = 0. More precisely, one finds that in the regime ωL ≲ vs the mechanical

deformations follow the naive estimate δx ∼ O(hL), where L is the characteristic length scale of
the detector. On the other hand, in the regime ωL ≳ vs the deformations are suppressed by the
small sound velocity, δx ∼ O(hLvs/(ωL)). Carefully note that this estimate, however, neglects
mechanical resonances that may appear for ωL ≳ vs.

As the sound velocity in elastic solids is typically small, vs ≲ 10−5, setting δxTT = 0 can
provide a suitable approximation over a wide range of frequencies. This approximation is often
referred to as the free-falling limit, because it appears as if the apparatus is made of non-
interacting freely-falling particles. Intuitively, the low velocity of sound physically prevents the
information of the deformation to spread across the body. Therefore, the body cannot possibly
react to the incoming GW [36].

FN coordinates As we have pointed out previously, FN coordinates are a somewhat natural
choice when considering an experimental apparatus that is much smaller than the wavelength
of the incoming GW, ωL ≪ 1. In FN coordinates, with the coordinate origin at the center of
mass of the experiment and performing the long-wavelength approximation introduced in
Section 2.3, the mechanical deformations are driven by a bulk force,

ρ

[
∂2t δx

FNi − 1

2
∂ihFN00

]
= ∂jσ

FNij , (3.6)

and obey a trivial boundary condition that does not involve the metric perturbation at all,

σFNijnj
∣∣
∂V

= 0 with σFN
ij
= λδij∂kδxFNk + µ

(
∂iδxFN

j
+ ∂jδxFN

i
)
. (3.7)
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Here, we neglect terms of order O
(
ω2L2

)
and higher. In contrast to the situation in the TT

frame, the body appears to follow deformations of order δx ∼ O(hL) in the high-frequency
regime ωL ≳ vs. On the other hand, these deformations are suppressed, δx ∼ O

(
hLω2L2/v2s

)
,

at low frequencies, ωL ≲ vs. Naively, if the frequency of the incoming GW is low enough, the
body can relax back into its original shape, preserving the proper distance of all mass points
from the center of mass. That is, by construction of FN coordinates, the body appears to be at
rest. Therefore, setting δxFN = 0 may provide a useful approximation in this regime. This is
often referred to as the rigid limit.

4 The Thin Rod

To illustrate our formalism, let us consider a toy example of an infinitesimally thin rod of
length L. We assume it to be oriented along the x-axis, extending from −L/2 to L/2 in an
unperturbed system. We further consider the observer to be mounted to one end of the rod, at
x = L/2, and an orthonormal tetrad eµα along its worldline that characterises the direction the
sensors are pointing to. For simplicity, we assume that all sensors are able to freely rotate, such
that ωµ = 0.

The rod is placed in a homogeneous magnetic field, B, which is pointing along the z-axis
such that the only nonvanishing components of the electromagnetic field strength tensor are

F 21 = −F 12 = B . (4.1)

Let us further consider a monochromatic GW propagating in the z-direction, parallel to the
magnetic field. Assuming it has an A+ polarisation that is aligned with the x- and y-axis, the
components of the metric perturbation in the TT frame read

hTT
11 = −hTT

22 = A+eiω(t−z) , (4.2)

with all other components being zero. In this scenario, the effective current (2.13) vanishes in
TT gauge, jµeff = 0. Assuming that there are no other currents present, j

µ
= δjµ = 0, the

equations of motion for the fluctuations of the electromagnetic field strength simplify to

∂νδF
µν = 0 . (4.3)

The solution to these equations is uniquely specified by a set of appropriate boundary conditions,
e.g., implementing shielding against electromagnetic radiation from outside the detector. For
simplicity, we assume that there exists a set of boundary conditions that imposes a vanishing
field strength altogether,

δFµν = 0 . (4.4)

Using the infinitesimal coordinate transformations (2.18), these fluctuations can be translated
into FN coordinates, leading to a nonvanishing component of the field strength tensor,

δFFN
02 =

i

2
ωxA+Beiωt . (4.5)

That is, in the proper detector frame one finds a nonvanishing electric field pointing in the
y-direction. Naively regarding this component, δFFN

02 , as the measured electric field leads to
an apparent contradiction. It has been pointed out in [24] that this contradiction is resolved if
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one specifies whether the observer is at rest in TT or FN coordinates, hence corresponding to
a freely-falling or rigidly-mounted observer, respectively. However, we note that, in contrast to
earlier works, in our example the distinction between these regimes is in fact physical, and the
intermediate regime can be treated consistently as we will demonstrate below.

4.1 The observable electric field

Let us clarify the situation within our coordinate-invariant framework, and find the electric field
that is measured by the observer. Applying our perturbation scheme to Eq. (2.5), we expand
the observed field in y-direction to first order in the metric fluctuation,

E2 = δxλ
(
∂λFµν

)
eµ2u

ν + δFµνe
µ
2u

ν + Fµνδe
µ
2u

ν + Fµνe
µ
2δu

ν . (4.6)

In principle, to find the observed field, we need to determine the perturbations δxλ, δFµν , δe
µ
2 ,

and δuν . We note, however, that in practice several terms of this expression vanish. First of all,
the background field is static and homogeneous, such that the first term does not contribute,
∂λFµν = 0. Similarly, in the TT frame, we have already established that δFµν = 0, such that
the second term vanishes, too. Furthermore, according to our choice of perturbation scheme,
the background values of the observer’s tetrad are trivial, eµα = δµα, and therefore uν = δν0 .
This again does not give a contribution to the observable electric field, because the electric field
components of the background vanish, F 0µ = 0. Therefore, in TT gauge, the only nonvanishing
term is the last one involving the observer’s four-velocity perturbation. Let us first establish the
latter in the TT frame before commenting on the transformation into FN coordinates.

Mechanically, an infinitesimally thin rod can only support stress along its orientation direc-
tion, i.e. the only nonvanishing component of the stress tensor is σ11. In the TT frame, the
mechanical deformations in Eq. (3.1) therefore satisfy [35]

∂2t δx
1 = v2s∂

2
xδx

1 , ∂2t δx
2 = 0 , ∂2t δx

3 = 0 , (4.7)

where we have defined the longitudinal sound velocity as vs =
√
µ(3λ+ 2µ)/(ρ(λ+ µ)). Fur-

thermore, the mechanical deformations satisfy the boundary conditions [35]

(
2∂xδx

1 + hTT
11

)∣∣
x=±L

2
= 0 . (4.8)

Let us now assume that the initial conditions are such that δx2 = δx3 = 0. Indeed, an infinites-
imally thin rod cannot provide resistance against deformations in the y- and z-direction, i.e. the
speed of sound for transverse waves vanishes. The solution to the equations of motion (4.7),
subject to the above boundary condition, then reads

δx1 = − A+L

4χ cosχ
sin

(
ωx

vs

)
eiωt , (4.9)

where we have defined χ = ωL/(2vs). That said, the only nonvanishing component of the
observer’s four-velocity in the TT frame due to the mechanical deformation by the incoming
GW is

δu1 = ∂tδx
1
∣∣
x=L

2
= − i

2
vsA

+ tanχeiωt . (4.10)
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Figure 1: Amplitude of the observed electric field component in y-direction measured by an
observer attached to the end of an infinitesimally thin rod of length L, as a function of ωL. The
rod is placed in a homogeneous magnetic background field B pointing in the z-direction, while
a GW with amplitude A+ travelling parallel to the magnetic field perturbs the system. The
sound velocity is chosen to be vs = 10−2.

Here we have used that, in TT gauge, proper time τ measured by an observer which is initially
at rest is the same as coordinate time t, up to O

(
h4

)
[28]. Therefore, we find for the observed

electric field

E2 = F 21δu
1 = − i

2
vsA

+B tan

(
ωL

2vs

)
eiωt , (4.11)

which is the exact solution to first order in our perturbation scheme. We illustrate this in Fig. 1,
as a function of ωL, and in units of A+B.

We now aim to examine how the various mechanical approximations introduced in Section 3
compare to this result. The corresponding error estimates also have to be understood in units
of A+B.

For ωL≫ vs the free-falling regime is approached. As discussed above, this limit is obtained
by going to the TT frame and neglecting the motion of the detector, i.e. setting δxTT = 0. In
this case the observed electric field is given by δFTT

20 and one finds E2 = 0. This approximation
induces an error in the observable electric field that is of the order O(vs). This is illustrated by
the blue region in Fig. 1.

Similarly, for ωL≪ vs, we can take the rigid limit by setting δxFN = 0. In this case, the only
contribution to the observed electric field is due to the components δFFN

02 given in Eq. (4.5). This
neglects terms of order O

(
ω3L3/v2s

)
with respect to the exact result. We illustrate the rigid limit

in orange in Fig. 1. The shaded region illustrates an improved estimate for the approximation
error, O

(
ω3L3/(πvs)

2
)
, where we take into account the first mechanical resonance at ωL = πvs.

Finally, let us comment on the long-wavelength limit, which is designed to approximate the
regime ωL≪ 1. As we have pointed out in Section 2.3, this is done by neglecting contributions to
the metric in FN coordinates of orders beyondO(ω2L2), but taking into account the deformations
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of the detector at leading order in ωL. In this limit, following [28], we find for the velocity of
the observer

δuFN,1 = −2iωLA+eiωt
∞∑

n=0

ω2

ω2 − k2nv
2
s

1

k2nL
2
, (4.12)

where we have defined the resonant momenta kn = (2n+1)π/L. Combining this result with the
electric field (4.5) found in the FN frame, E2 = δFFN

02 +F 21δu
FN,1, we find the long-wavelength

approximation of the observable electric field. We note that this approximation neglects terms
of order O(ω2L2) with respect to the exact result. This is shown in green in Fig. 1. Intriguingly,
the long-wavelength approximation happens to coincide with the exact solution for a broad range
of values for ωL, even beyond its naive range of validity. We suspect this to be an artefact of
the highly symmetric configuration considered in this example, however.

4.2 The observable magnetic field

Our observations are further reinforced when considering the observable magnetic field. The
previous example highlights the relevance of carefully including the observer’s four-velocity in
the observable electric field. Similarly, the spatial components of the observer’s tetrad play
a crucial role in the consistent treatment of the observable magnetic field pointing in the x-
direction. In TT gauge we find δF23 = 0, which in FN coordinates corresponds to

δFFN
23 = − i

2
ωxA+Beiωt , (4.13)

again leading to an apparent contradiction if both quantities are naively interpreted as the
observed magnetic field. Instead, in our coordinate-invariant framework the accurate expression
for this field is, however,

B1 = δxλ
(
∂λFµν

)
eµ2e

ν
3 + δFµνe

µ
2e
ν
3 + Fµνδe

µ
2e
ν
3 + Fµνe

µ
2δe

ν
3 . (4.14)

Note that, here, the first term vanishes since the background field is static and homogeneous,
∂λFµν = 0. Therefore, in addition to the contribution of δFµν , we need to determine the
fluctuations of the tetrad, δeµ2 and δeµ3 , whose dynamics are governed by Eq. (2.3). In our choice
of perturbation scheme, we find

d

dt
δeµa +

1

2
ηµρ (∂νhλρ + ∂λhνρ − ∂ρhνλ)u

νeλa = δaνu
µeνa , (4.15)

where we have assumed that the sensor is freely rotating, ωµ = 0. We have also neglected
terms involving the acceleration aµ, given that the experiment is at rest in the unperturbed
system, aµ = 0. Furthermore, it is sufficient to only solve the equations of motion for the spatial
components of the tetrad, δeia, as there is no electric background field present, F 0i = 0. In this
case, the right hand side of the equations of motion vanishes, such that in TT gauge we obtain

δeia = −1

2
hTTi

je
j
a . (4.16)

This means that the fluctuations are either proportional to their background values, e.g. δei2 ∝ ei2,

or vanish, δei3 = 0. Therefore, we find that the observable magnetic field pointing in x-direction
is vanishing too,

B1 = 0 . (4.17)
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On the contrary, in FN coordinates we obtain a different motion of the tetrad,

δei2 = 0 , δei3 = A+eiωt
(
− i

2
ωx, 0,

1

12
ω2x2

)i
. (4.18)

In this scenario, the contribution of the tetrad exactly cancels the nonvanishing field δFFN
23 ,

such that the observable magnetic field again vanishes overall. This alleviates the naive tension
between both coordinate frames in a single unifying framework.

5 The Spherical Cavity

Let us now consider a more sophisticated example where a GW passes through a spherical
electromagnetic cavity, i.e. a hollow sphere in a homogeneous background magnetic field. We
begin with a planar GW of frequency ω propagating in the z-direction. In the TT frame it is
parametrised by

hTT
ij =

1

2


h+



1 i 0
i −1 0
0 0 0


+ h−




1 −i 0
−i −1 0
0 0 0




 eiω(t−z) , (5.1)

in terms of circular polarisation amplitudes h±. For simplicity, we will assume that the back-
ground magnetic field is small enough that the electromagnetic forces acting on the cavity wall
can be neglected. This allows us to determine the mechanical response of the cavity indepen-
dently of the present electromagnetic field. Overall, to find the electromagnetic fields that a
suitable observer attached to the cavity would detect, we need to determine the mechanical
deformations of the sphere and the excitations of the electromagnetic field modes due to the
GW. We will work out the exact answer in TT gauge, and later comment on the transformation
into FN coordinates.

5.1 Mechanical response

Mechanical deformations of a spherical elastic body due to a GW have previously been studied
in [37–40]. Along these lines, we have to solve the dynamics of elastic deformations given in
Eqs. (3.1) and (3.2). In the TT frame, they read

ρ∂2t δx = (λ+ µ)∇ (∇ · δx) + µ∇2δx , (5.2)

where the mechanical deformation, parametrised by δx, is subject to the boundary condition

(λer (∇ · δx) + 2µ∂rδx+ µer × (∇× δx) + µy)|r=R,R+∆R = 0 . (5.3)

Here, R denotes the inner radius and ∆R the wall thickness of the cavity, such that the boundary
condition has to be satisfied at both its inner and its outer wall. Furthermore, the radial unit
vector er is the normal vector on the sphere and we have introduced the source term y with
components yi = hijer,j . The latter is proportional to the plane wave oscillations of the GW,
y ∝ exp(iωt). Therefore, the mechanical deformation δx must share this feature, such that we
can make the ansatz [28]

δx = (∇χ+ i∇× Lϕ+ iLψ) eiωt . (5.4)
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Here, L denotes the angular momentum operator, L = −ix × ∇. In this parametrisation, the
function χ characterises longitudinal waves, while both ϕ and ψ characterise transverse waves.
Plugging this ansatz into the equations of motion (5.2), we obtain

(
∇2 + p2

)
χ = 0 ,

(
∇2 + q2

)
ϕ = 0 ,

(
∇2 + q2

)
ψ = 0 , (5.5)

where we have defined
p2 =

ρ

λ+ 2µ
ω2 , q2 =

ρ

µ
ω2 . (5.6)

Due to the spherical symmetry of the problem, the general solution for each contribution can
then be written as

χ(r, θ, φ) =
∞∑

l=0

l∑

m=−l
(χlmjl(pr) + χ̃lmyl(pr))Y

m
l (θ, φ) , (5.7)

and similarly for ϕ and ψ, where p is replaced by q. Here, Y m
l denote the spherical harmonics

and jl and yl are the spherical Bessel functions of the first and second kind, respectively. In
practice, the mode functions χlm, χ̃lm, etc. are determined by the boundary condition (5.3).
These mode functions completely determine the mechanical deformation δx, and in particular
the mechanical resonances, of the spherical cavity. We present a detailed computation of δx in
Appendix C.

In summary, we find that the GW only couples to modes with m = 2, i.e. any other mode
function vanishes, such that the expansions in spherical harmonics (5.7) for χ, ϕ and ψ only start
at the second order, l = 2. In explicit calculations, the expansion has to be truncated at some
finite order l ≥ 2. As we will see in the following section, the resonant mechanical excitations
occur at lower frequencies compared to the electromagnetic resonances.

5.2 Electromagnetic response

Let us now determine the electromagnetic fields inside the spherical cavity that may be excited
by the incoming GW in the vicinity of the homogeneous magnetic background field, B. It is
convenient to parametrise this background field as

B = B
−
e− +B

0
e0 +B

+
e+ , (5.8)

where we have defined the orthonormal spherical basis

e± = ∓ 1√
2
(ex ± iey) , e0 = ez . (5.9)

In this basis, the spatial components of the effective current (2.13) read

jeff = −ω
(
B

−
h+e+ −B

+
h−e−

)
eiω(t−z) . (5.10)

This current acts as the source for the electromagnetic field perturbations governed by the inho-
mogeneous Maxwell’s equations at linear order (2.12). In practice, to find the electromagnetic
field excitations from Eq. (2.12), we can split these into a bulk and a boundary contribution,
δFi0 = Eblk

i +Ebnd
i and δFij = ϵijk

(
Bblk
k +Bbnd

k

)
, respectively. In this decomposition, the bulk
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field is an arbitrary solution to the inhomogeneous equation involving the effective current jeff .
The boundary field solves the homogeneous equations while guaranteeing that the boundary
conditions are met. In our scenario, one possible solution for the bulk fields is given by

Eblk = −z
2
jeff =

ωz

2

(
B

−
h+e+ −B

+
h−e−

)
eiω(t−z) , (5.11)

Bblk =
1− iωz

2

(
B

−
h+e+ +B

+
h−e−

)
eiω(t−z) . (5.12)

Again, by construction, these fields do not satisfy the boundary condition (2.7). This is instead
guaranteed by the boundary field contribution, which can be written as (see, e.g., [41])

Ebnd = i∇× Lζ + iLη , (5.13)

Bbnd = −ωLζ − 1

ω
∇× Lη , (5.14)

where the functions ζ and η both satisfy

(
∇2 + ω2

)
ζ = 0 ,

(
∇2 + ω2

)
η = 0 . (5.15)

Similar to the mode functions of the mechanical deformations in Eq. (5.7), both functions can
again be expanded in terms of spherical harmonics,

ζ(r, θ, φ) =
∞∑

l=0

l∑

m=−l
ζlmjl(ωr)Y

m
l (θ, φ) , (5.16)

and similarly for η. However, there are no contributions involving spherical Bessel functions
of the second kind, yl(ωr), because the field needs to be regular at the origin. Similar to the
mechanical deformations, the mode functions ζlm and ηlm are determined by the appropriate
boundary conditions that the electromagnetic fields have to satisfy. In our scenario, a fully
covariant form of the boundary condition is given in Eq. (2.7), which in our perturbation scheme
reads

(
δxλ

(
∂λFµν

)
eµ1,2u

ν + δFµνe
µ
1,2u

ν + Fµνδe
µ
1,2u

ν + Fµνe
µ
1,2δu

ν
)∣∣∣
r=R

= 0 . (5.17)

Here, the vectors eµ1 and eµ2 are tangential to the surface of the spherical cavity, and Fµν encodes

the static and homogeneous magnetic background field, such that ∂λFµν = 0 and Fµνu
ν = 0.

Therefore, the boundary condition simplifies to

(
Ebnd +Eblk + iωδx×B

)∣∣
∥,r=R = 0 , (5.18)

where the subscript ∥ indicates that only the components tangential to the unperturbed surface
of the sphere are to be considered. The mode functions ζlm and ηlm enter this boundary condition
through the contribution of Ebnd and are hence entirely determined by the remaining terms. We
present the details of this computation in Appendix D. In practice, we truncate the expansion
in spherical harmonics at some finite order l.

In summary, the electromagnetic field inside the cavity that is excited by the incoming GW is
given by a bulk and a boundary contribution. The latter explicitly couples the electromagnetic to
the mechanical response of the cavity, entering the electromagnetic fields that can be measured
by an external observer.
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5.3 The observable magnetic field

The electromagnetic excitations of a cavity are typically read out using antennas and pickup
loops. In particular, magnetic fields are measured using a pickup loop, which is essentially a
conducting wire that encloses a certain area A. Ideally, it is oriented such that an excitation of
the cavity leads to a varying magnetic flux through this area, which, in turn, induces an electric
current in the wire that can be measured.

In this work, for simplicity, we assume a rigid infinitesimal pickup loop with a magnetic flux

Φ = AFµνe
µ
1e
ν
2 , (5.19)

where eµ1 and eν2 are spatial components of the tetrad that is following the worldline of the loop.
Geometrically, they span the plane that the pickup loop area is embedded in. In this simple
setup, we identify the observable magnetic field as

Bobs = Fµνe
µ
1e
ν
2 . (5.20)

While this is a fully covariant form of the observable magnetic field through the pickup loop, in
our perturbation scheme it reads

Bobs = δxλ
(
∂λFµν

)
eµ1e

ν
2 + δFµνe

µ
1e
ν
2 + Fµνδe

µ
1e
ν
2 + Fµνe

µ
1δe

ν
2 . (5.21)

If we again use that the background field is static and homogeneous, ∂λFµν = 0, we can write
the observable magnetic field as

Bobs = e1 × e2 · (Bblk +Bbnd) +
(
δe1 × e2 + e1 × δe2

)
·B . (5.22)

This is the general coordinate-independent expression for the magnetic field that is read out by
the pickup loop. It is attached to the cavity such that its four-velocity component, eµ0 = uµ,
coincides with the wall’s at the attachment point. If, in addition, the pickup loop is only loosely
attached to the cavity, the wall will not exert any torque. Let us therefore, for simplicity, assume
that the pickup loop is attached at its center of mass, such that the overall torque vanishes.2

In this scenario, the equations of motion of the observer’s tetrad are given by Eq. (2.3) with
vanishing rotation, ωµ = 0. If we only focus on the spatial-spatial components of this tetrad,
δeia, the terms proportional to the acceleration vanish, since uµe

µ
a = 0. The tetrad’s equations

of motion in this case simplify to

d

dt
δeia +

1

2
∂th

i
je
j
a = 0 , (5.23)

such that we obtain

δeia = −1

2
hije

j
a . (5.24)

We therefore find that tetrad contribution to the observable magnetic field is proportional to(
δe1 × e2 + e1 × δe2

)
i
= 1

2hije
j
3 , where we have used that e1 × e2 = e3. Overall, if we denote

by d = e3 the direction in which the loop reads out the magnetic field, we obtain

(
δe1 × e2 + e1 × δe2

)
·B =

1

2

(
B

+
d+h− +B

−
d−h+

)
eiω(t−z) , (5.25)

2In principle, corrections to this assumption can be incorporated by considering the mass distribution and a
specific attachment point of any given pickup loop. One could also consider a scenario where the loop is rigidly
attached to the cavity wall, such that the motion of the observer’s tetrad is entirely fixed by the mechanical
deformations of the cavity.
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Figure 2: Amplitude of the observed magnetic field measured by a pickup loop attached to
the spherical cavity of radius R, as a function of ωR. The inset illustrates the electromagnetic
resonances at large ωR. Here, we include terms up to l = 5 in the expansion in spherical
harmonics. The sound velocity is chosen to be vs = 10−3, following from a ratio of Lamé
parameters of λ/ρ = 2µ/ρ = 2×10−6. Furthermore, the relative wall thickness is ∆R/R = 1 %,
and we have chosen a plus polarisation of the GW, h+ = 1 and h− = 0. The incoming GW
is propagating in the z-direction and the magnetic background field is B = −1/2ex +

√
3/2ez.

The pickup loop is then located at angles of θ = 7π/12 and φ = 0, while the sensor points to the
y-direction, d = ey. We note that the shown error estimates include numerical factors, reading
O(2 vs/(ωR)) (blue), O

(
1
15 ω

2R2/v2s
)
(orange), and O

(
1
5 ωR

)
(green), respectively.

as the second term entering the observable magnetic field. This result is exact to linear order
in the metric perturbation, and we will illustrate the magnetic field measured by an external
observer in the following.

5.4 Results

At this point, we have determined all contributions to the observable magnetic field (5.22).
This result is exact to linear order in the perturbation scheme, and we illustrate two example
configurations of the magnetic field strength as a function of ωR in Figs. 2 and 3, in units of
h+B. These configurations differ in their choice of the cavity’s thickness, but are otherwise
generic in the sense that no contribution to the magnetic field is parametrically enhanced or
suppressed, e.g. due to an enhanced symmetry. Furthermore, while the above computation of
the observable magnetic field is performed in TT gauge, we give an overview of the analogous
calculation in FN coordinates in Appendix E.

Similar to the thin rod, it is useful to consider the signal in different frequency regimes
together with the appropriate approximations and their corresponding error estimates, again
in units of h+B. At small frequencies, for ωR ≪ 1, FN coordinates are a natural choice to
employ the long-wavelength approximation laid out in Section 2.3. In particular, in the regime
ωR ≲ v2s = 10−6, the signal approaches the rigid approximation where the mechanical response
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Figure 3: Amplitude of the observed magnetic field measured by a pickup loop attached to
the spherical cavity of radius R, as a function of ωR. The relative wall thickness is chosen as
∆R/R = 10 %, while all other parameters are the same as in Fig. 2. The inset illustrates the
electromagnetic resonances at large ωR.

of the detector is neglected, δxFN = 0.3 This approximation parametrically behaves as O(ωR),
and is shown in orange in Figs. 2 and 3. It turns out that in this example the signal is merely
due to the perceived rotation of the observer’s tetrad, while the effective current only contributes
as O

(
ω2R2

)
. The dominant error is of the order O

(
ω2R2/v2s

)
. This is due to neglecting the

detector’s motion, and is illustrated by the orange-shaded region.
At larger frequencies, clearly, the motion of the detector has to be taken into account. In

the regime vs ≲ ωR ≪ 1, we still expect FN coordinates to be a suitable choice of frame, and
similarly the long-wavelength approximation to apply. Therefore, we include the leading-order
terms in ωR of the detector’s motion (see also Section 3). This motion is described by the
spheroidal modes with angular momentum l = 2 [28], which, roughly speaking, correspond to
deformations of the sphere into an ellipsoid [42]. As can be seen in Figs. 2 and 3, where the long-
wavelength limit is shown in green, the result in FN coordinates is in good agreement with the
exact one obtained in TT gauge, up to frequencies comparable to the inverse size of the cavity,
ωR ∼ 1. In the regime where the long-wavelength approximation breaks down, their difference
behaves as O(ωR) and is caused by neglecting subleading terms contributing to the cavity’s
motion. In fact, these approximation errors already appear within the range of validity of the
long-wavelength limit, i.e. at frequencies of ωR ∼ 10−3 − 10−2. Here, the exact result features
two subleading mechanical resonances (shown in black). Our parametric error estimates do not
account for such resonances, but we remark that their suppression is visible in the sense that
they appear very thin compared to the l = 2 spheroidal resonances. In Figs. 2 and 3 we have
included terms up to l = 5, both in the mechanical and electromagnetic expansion in spherical
harmonics.

Furthermore, we observe that the relative importance of the l = 2 spheroidal resonances

3We note that, for the exact result in TT gauge to reproduce the correct behaviour in the rigid limit, we have
to include terms of the mechanical detector response, δxTT, up to l = 3.
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beyond the first two is suppressed. These include excitations along the radial direction, which
is why they are separated from the first two by the inverse of the relative wall thickness. This
can be seen by comparing Figs. 2 and 3, where we show the same configuration for a relative
wall thickness of ∆R/R = 1 % and ∆R/R = 10 %, respectively. As these excitations become
more suppressed, the signal quickly approaches the free-falling limit. A similar behaviour has
been observed in [43].

Finally, at even higher frequencies, ωR ≫ vs, we expect the free-falling approximation to
be valid, which is obtained by neglecting the mechanical detector response in the TT frame,
δxTT = 0. In Figs. 2 and 3, this approximation is shown in blue. It neglects terms which are
of the order O (vs/(ωR)), and, for ωR ≲ 1, it is dominated by the tetrad’s motion while the
contribution arising from the effective current is of the order O(ωR). Beyond that, at ωR ≳ 1
the resonant electromagnetic excitations appear. In this regime the free-falling approximation
is in excellent agreement with the exact result.

We close this discussion by noting that, in all regimes, the approximation errors are enhanced
(or suppressed) by a factor ∼ 1/(ωR) compared to the previous example of the thin rod. For
instance, the dominant approximation error caused by the rigid approximation is now of the
order O

(
ω2R2/v2s

)
instead of O

(
ω3L3/v2s

)
found in Section 4. This is due to the electric

field contribution that is caused by the apparent motion of the detector, i.e. the third term of
Eq. (5.18), which has to be partially compensated by the boundary field proportional to η. The
latter, in turn, leads to the enhancement (or suppression) of the corresponding magnetic field
(cf. Eqs. (5.13) and (5.14)). In fact, it is sufficient to only include the η mode with l = 1 in the
long-wavelength approximation, with other modes contributing as O(ωR) or higher.

6 Conclusions

In this work, we have presented a coordinate-invariant framework to consistently describe the
signal that a GW leaves in an experiment where it is converted into electromagnetic radiation via
the inverse Gertsenshtein effect. More precisely, we have given manifestly coordinate-invariant
expressions for the observed electric and magnetic fields that an external observer would measure
in this scenario. After choosing a perturbation scheme, we have derived the equations of motion
that govern the fluctuations of the electromagnetic fields around their background values upon
the arrival of a GW. These correlate the electromagnetic fluctuations and the perceived motion
of the detector in any given coordinate frame. We have further defined a free-falling and a
rigid approximation where this motion is suppressed either in TT gauge or FN coordinates, in
the regimes ωL ≫ vs and ωL ≪ vs, respectively. We have illustrated our framework in two
examples, a thin rod and a spherical cavity, to demonstrate that our formalism indeed leads
to coordinate-independent results. However, the discussion of the spherical cavity highlights
that carefully working out the formalism for a given scenario may require a substantial amount
of computational effort, because the mechanical and electromagnetic properties as well as the
sensors of the experiment have to be carefully characterised. We expect that the description of
more complicated detector setups require an implementation of the approximations mentioned
before. Along these lines, we want to conclude this discussion by outlining some practical
approaches for a range of experimental scenarios.

The free-falling limit is the natural choice for experimental setups where the GW frequency
and the characteristic length scale of the experiment are comparable, ω ∼ 1/L. This typically

21



covers electromagnetic cavities that rely either on the conversion of GWs to a resonant excitation
in an external magnetic field, or on the conversion between different resonances. Compared to
the exact result, the error of this approximation is suppressed by the sound velocity inside the
detector material, which typically is of the order vs ∼ O(10−5). These experiments mostly focus
on narrowband searches, where a large quality factorQ of the resonant excitations (at frequencies
ωres) is leveraged to increase their sensitivity. In this case, one is perhaps only interested in the
signal region close to the resonant frequencies. Here, the electromagnetic fluctuations δFµν are
parametrically enhanced with respect to the terms including the measurement details, such as
the location of the sensor, δx, and its direction, δea. For a realistic antenna we would not
expect this to be drastically different, either. In this case, one may approximate the observed
fields by the fluctuations δFµν , while the approximation errors are parametrically suppressed
by a factor of ∼ 1/Q or ∼ |ωres − ω|/ωres . In practice, the computation of the signal then
reduces to determining the overlap function between the effective current and the electromagnetic
resonant modes of the experiment (see, e.g., [24] for details). We remark that this estimate,
strictly speaking, is only applicable in TT gauge, as in other frames also the overlap with the
unsuppressed detector motion has to be taken into account.

On the contrary, sensitivity estimates for experimental setups operating at relatively low
frequencies, ω ≪ 1/L, typically feature more intricacies. These rely on, e.g., lumped circuits or
quasi-degenerate modes with ∆ωres ≪ 1/L, and support both narrow- and broadband operation
modes. That said, they typically are sensitive to the transition region between the rigid and the
free-falling limit, as ωL ∼ vs . As a silver lining, it is safe to say that these experiments allow for
a description in the long-wavelength approximation. However, so far this approximation has only
been employed for the MAGO experiment [43,44], while estimates for lumped-circuit experiments
are based on a fully rigid approximation [30,45]. Although the rigid and freely-falling limit only
approximate the exact GW signal, they nevertheless provide a valuable crosscheck since any
(somewhat more rigorous) treatment of the detector’s mechanical response must converge to the
corresponding limit for ωL≪ vs and ωL≫ vs, respectively.

In future work, it would be interesting to examine how the analysis of mechanical reso-
nances presented here and in [43, 44] may be generalised. So far, these estimates make strong
assumptions about the mechanical behaviour of the antenna, which in our example of the spher-
ical cavity is treated as an infinitesimal (and hence rigid) freely-rotating pickup loop. These
assumptions, albeit somewhat unrealistic, significantly simplify the analysis of the detector’s
response, because its motion does not enter the observable electromagnetic fields immediately
but only as a contribution to the boundary conditions. In this case, at least close to a mechan-
ical resonance, a description via overlap functions between the incoming GW and the coupling
of the resonance to the electromagnetic modes appears suitable (see also [43]). On the other
hand, it seems reasonable that an analogous decoupling behaviour occurs in the opposite regime
involving an extended feeble antenna that is freely falling. Along these lines, one could per-
haps investigate sensitivity improvements through deliberately designed mechanical setups of
measurement antennas optimised for GW detection.
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A The Elastic Conductor

Here, we aim to give a brief discussion of an ideal conductor in the vicinity of a gravitational
field. We assume that the conductor represents a solid body that is described by the Carter-
Quintana approach [46] (see also [35,47]). Mathematically, the dynamics of the elastic body are
characterised by a so-called deformation map, f : M → B, from the spacetime manifold M into
the body’s three-dimensional manifold B. The configuration is such that there exists a timelike
unit vector field, u, the conductor’s four-velocity, with df(u) = 0.

Inside an ideal conductor, the electric field measured by any observer moving along has to
vanish. This requirement can be written as F (u, ·) = 0, where F is the electromagnetic 2-form.
Clearly, F needs to satisfy the homogeneous Maxwell’s equations, dF = 0, where d now denotes
the exterior derivative. In fact, we can obtain F for any 2-form defined on the body’s manifold,
FB, that is exact, dFB = 0. This solution is given by the pullback by f , i.e. F = f∗FB.4

Conversely, for every F there exists such an FB [47].
In this way, we have recovered the concept of “flux-freezing” in an elastic conductor, a

phenomenon well known in ideal magnetohydrodynamics [48]. It describes the effect that in a
fluid offering no electrical resistance there is no relative motion between the magnetic field lines
and the material. In our approach, this constant magnetic field configuration is characterised by
FB. As we will show below, the magnetic flux through any patch on the conductor’s surface is
constant in time. This is a generalisation of B⊥ = const. This is known as “flux-conservation”
in magnetohydrodynamics, and is a direct consequence of flux-freezing.

Boundary Conditions

We now want to use this setup to give a brief derivation of the boundary conditions that
electromagnetic fields have to satisfy at the conductor’s surface, i.e. at the interface between the
conducting material and vacuum. A more detailed (and more rigorous) proof for the general
case involving two arbitrary media can be found in [27].5

We begin by considering a spacetime point x on the conductor’s surface and a positively-
oriented tetrad eα, such that e0 = u is the conductor’s four-velocity, e1 and e2 are tangential to
the conductor’s surface and e3 is normal to the surface, pointing away from the conductor. We
further define a three-dimensional volume V that includes x and, importantly, is tangential to
e0, e3 and either e1 or e2 at the point x. The boundary part of this volume that lies outside
(inside) the conductor we denote by Aout (Ain), such that the entire boundary is the union of
both contributions, ∂V = Aout ∪ Ain. The intersection of V with the conductor’s surface is

4This is because F (u, ·) = FB(df(u), df(·)) = FB(0, df(·)) = 0 and the exterior derivative commutes with the
pullback.

5Indeed, Ref. [27] claims that this proof should only be valid for time-independent solutions, while referring
to a set of equations from [49]. However, we think of these as Stokes’ theorem applied to infinitesimal regions of
spacetime, such that this restriction of the proof is not necessary.
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Figure 4: Sketch of the integration contours in a point x on the conductor’s surface. The
coordinate systems indicate the directions tangential to the 3-volume in x used when considering
field components parallel and orthogonal to the surface.

further denoted by A. We will now study two limiting procedures that, if both are combined,
shrink the volume V into the point x. The first limit takes the extent of V in the direction of
e3 to zero, schematically denoted by ϵ → 0. This indeed implies V → 0, as well as Aout → A
and Ain → A. The second limit finally takes A→ 0. We illustrate this scenario in Fig. 4.

Now recall that the homogeneous Maxwell’s equations written in terms of the 2-form F read

dF = 0 . (A.1)

Therefore, using Stokes’ theorem, we can write

0 =

∫

V
dF =

∮

∂V
F =

∫

Aout

F +

∫

Ain

F , (A.2)

where we have assumed that both surfaces Aout and Ain are oriented the same way as the total
boundary ∂V . In the limit ϵ → 0, either Aout or Ain is then oriented according to A, while the
other is pointing in the opposite direction. Without loss of generality, we take the orientation
of Aout to be equal to A in this regime, such that we obtain the condition

∫

A
F out −

∫

A
F in = 0 , (A.3)

where the superscripts indicate how the limit in F is to be taken as ϵ→ 0. Indeed, for infinites-
imally small A, the tetrad we have defined in x can be extended to all points in A, in which case
the above integrals can be rewritten as

∫

A
dAF out

µν e
µ
0e
ν
1,2 −

∫

A
dAF in

µνe
µ
0e
ν
1,2 = 0 , (A.4)

24



where dA is the surface measure that is induced by the spacetime metric.6 Therefore, finally,
taking A→ 0 we find that

F out
µν e

µ
0e
ν
1,2 = F in

µνe
µ
0e
ν
1,2 = 0 , (A.5)

where we have used that inside the conductor, the electric field vanishes. This means that the
electric field parallel to the conductor’s surface has to vanish in any point on this surface, E∥ = 0.

Similarly, we can argue that the magnetic flux through the surface area is conserved. To see
this, let us consider a three-dimensional volume that is tangential to e1, e2 and e3. Following
the same argument as above, we find

f∗FB (
e1, e2

)
= F in

µνe
µ
1e
ν
2 = F out

µν e
µ
1e
ν
2 . (A.6)

We note that the measured magnetic field orthogonal to the conductor’s surface is continuous,
but not necessarily constant in time. Naively, the time dependence only originates from e1 and
e2, which span a unit area A. One might therefore interpret this relation as the magnetic flux
through this unit area being conserved, B⊥×A = const. More precisely, we can consider an area
A small enough that f : A → f(A) is a diffeomorphism. Then consider a second area A′ (not
necessarily containing x), such that f(A′) = f(A) and f : A′ → f(A′) is also a diffeomorphism.
In this scenario, naively, A and A′ denote the same surface area of the conductor, but at different
times. We then obtain ∫

A
F =

∫

f(A)
FB =

∫

A′
F . (A.7)

Therefore, the magnetic flux through the conductor’s surface is conserved.

While the above discussion provides conditions on both the parallel component of the electric
field and the normal component of the magnetic field, we can use the formalism to consider their
respective normal and parallel analogue, respectively. We begin by defining the current 3-form as
J = ⋆jµdx

µ, where ⋆ denotes the Hodge dual. The inhomogeneous part of Maxwell’s equations
then reads

d ⋆ F = J . (A.8)

Note that, similar to the electric field, the electric polarisation of an ideal conductor vanishes.
Nevertheless they may still feature a nonvanishing magnetisation. As it is typically small in
many materials, we neglect this possibility however. By Stokes’ theorem we can therefore write

∫

V
J =

∫

V
d ⋆ F =

∮

∂V
⋆F . (A.9)

We again start by considering the spacetime volume V that is tangential to e0, e3, and either
e1 or e2. Using the volume form, we can evaluate the left hand side of this equation to

∫

V
J =

∫

V
dV Ωµνρσjµe

ν
0e
ρ
1,2e

σ
3 = ±

∫

V
dV jµe

µ
2,1 , (A.10)

while, in the limit ϵ→ 0, the right hand side can be written as
∮

∂V
⋆F = ±

∫

A
dAF out

µν e
µ
2,1e

ν
3 ∓

∫

A
dAF in

µνe
µ
2,1e

ν
3 . (A.11)

6In Ref. [27] this integrand is also written as F out
µν eµ0 e

ν
1,2 = ± 1

2
Ωµν

λρF
out
µν eλ2,1e

ρ
3, because for a right-handed

tetrad we have Ωµνλρe
µ
0 e

ν
1e

λ
2e

ρ
3 = 1.
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Following [27] and defining the surface current in the point x that is measured by an observer
whose coordinates coincide with the tetrad,

I1,2 = lim
A→0

limϵ→0

∫
V dV jµe

µ
1,2∫

A dA
, (A.12)

we finally obtain the relation between the magnetic field parallel to the conductor’s surface and
the corresponding surface current,

I1,2 = F out
µν e

µ
1,2e

ν
3 − F in

µνe
µ
1,2e

ν
3 . (A.13)

To find the relation between the surface charge Q and the normal component of the electric field
we can proceed in the same manner, but now with a 3-volume that is tangential to e1, e2 and
e3, and obtain

Q = lim
A→0

limϵ→0

∫
V dV jµe

µ
0∫

A dA
= F out

µν e
µ
0e
ν
3 , (A.14)

where we have used that the electric field inside the conductor vanishes, F in
µνe

µ
0e
ν
3 = 0.

B Details on the Perturbation Scheme

Here we present a few additional details on the perturbation scheme defined in Section 2. In
particular, we give a summary of the transformation laws of the vector field fluctuations that
guarantee the invariance of the observable electromagnetic fields under infinitesimal coordinate
transformations.

In general, the transformation properties of tensor quantities may differ for different choices
of a perturbation scheme. This is because the indices of the unperturbed tensors are raised
and lowered using the metric gµν , while the indices of all tensors in the perturbative expansion
are raised and lowered using the flat background metric tensor ηµν . Indeed, as we expand to
linear order in the metric fluctuations hµν , any other prescription would introduce higher-order
perturbations in hµν . Let us be very explicit and consider a crucial example of our perturbation
scheme,

gµν = ηµν + hµν , (B.1)

Fµν = Fµν + δFµν , (B.2)

where δFµν is of order O(h), and Fµν is the leading order term in this expansion. As we have
mentioned before, the indices of the unperturbed electromagnetic field strength tensor are raised
and lowered using gµν . On the other hand, both Fµν and δFµν are transformed using ηµν . This
leads to the somewhat curious observation that the perturbative expansion of Fµν will contain
additional terms as compared to the perturbative expansion of Fµν . This can, for instance, be
seen from the perturbative expansion of the inverse metric which reads

gµν = ηµν − hµν , (B.3)

in turn guaranteeing that gµλg
λν = δνµ. In our choice of scheme we obtain

Fµν = gµλgνρFλρ = F
µν

+ δFµν − hµλF
λν − hνρF

µρ
, (B.4)
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where we have again neglected terms beyond linear order in the metric fluctuation. Clearly, this
is drastically different from the perturbative expansion of Fµν given above. In a scheme based
on the expansion Fµν = F

µν
+ δFµν , the equations of motion therefore differ. For instance,

the homogeneous Maxwell’s equations acquire additional source terms (see, e.g., [50]). Here, for
convenience, we give a complete list of the perturbation scheme that we use in this work

gµν = ηµν + hµν , e
µ
α = eµα + δeµα , (B.5)

xµ = xµ + δxµ , uµ = uµ + δuµ , (B.6)

Fµν = Fµν + δFµν , j
µ = j

µ
+ δjµ . (B.7)

We also remark that, among others, the electromagnetic field strength tensor field is a local
object. Therefore, there is a nontrivial interplay between the perturbative expansion of xµ

and its tensor components. This, in turn, is crucial for the perturbative expansion of the
observable electromagnetic fields that we discuss in Section 2. For instance, the coordinate-
invariant expression for the electric field (2.5) reads

Ea = Fµν (x(τ)) e
µ
a(τ)u

ν(τ) , (B.8)

where we have explicitly indicated all quantities as a function of proper time. In our choice of
perturbation scheme, this expression becomes

Ea =
(
Fµν(x+ δx) + δFµν(x+ δx)

) (
eµa + δeµa

)
(uν + δuν) . (B.9)

Performing a Taylor expansion while only keeping terms up to linear order in the metric fluctu-
ation, we finally obtain

Ea = Fµνe
µ
au

ν + δxλ
(
∂λFµν

)
eµau

ν + δFµνe
µ
au

ν + Fµνδe
µ
au

ν + Fµνe
µ
aδu

ν , (B.10)

which is the general expression of the observable electric field in our choice of perturbation
scheme.

Invariance under infinitesimal coordinate transformations

As we have pointed out in the main text, our framework is invariant under infinitesimal coordi-
nate transformations,

x′µ = xµ + ξµ(x) . (B.11)

Here, the local coordinate shift ξµ is considered to be small, ∂µξ
µ ∼ O(h). Let us discuss this

invariance more explicitly. Under a general coordinate transformation, xµ → x′µ, any local
tensor field T transforms as

T ′µ1µ2...
ν1ν2...

(
x′
)
= T ρ1ρ2...σ1σ2... (x)

∂x′µ1

∂xρ1
∂x′µ2

∂xρ2
. . .

∂xσ1

∂x′ν1
∂xσ2

∂x′ν2
. . . . (B.12)

For instance, after an infinitesimal coordinate shift (B.11) the electromagnetic field strength
tensor in the new coordinates reads

F ′
µν

(
x′
)
= Fρσ(x)

∂xρ

∂x′µ
∂xσ

∂x′ν
= Fµν(x)− Fµλ(x)∂νξ

λ − Fλν(x)∂µξ
λ + . . . . (B.13)
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At the same time, we can perform a Taylor expansion on the left hand side of this equation, and
obtain

F ′
µν

(
x′
)
= F ′

µν(x) + ξλ∂λF
′
µν(x) + . . . . (B.14)

We can now apply the perturbation scheme to the electromagnetic field strength tensor and read
off its local transformation properties at each order in the perturbative expansion. In general,
following this prescription, we can find the transformation properties of all tensor objects in our
choice of scheme. While the leading-order contributions do not transform under infinitesimal
coordinate transformations, e.g.

F
′
µν = Fµν , (B.15)

the linear terms have nontrivial transformation properties. For convenience, we summarise these
here,

h′µν = hµν − ∂µξν − ∂νξµ , δe
′µ
α = δeµα + eνα∂νξ

µ , (B.16)

δx′µ = δxµ + ξµ , δu′µ = δuµ + uν∂νξ
µ , (B.17)

δF ′
µν = δFµν − ξλ∂λFµν − F λν∂µξ

λ − Fµλ∂νξ
λ , δj′µ = δjµ − ξλ∂λj

µ
+ j

λ
∂λξ

µ . (B.18)

We remark that the perturbations of the tetrad, δeµα, transform slightly different compared to
the current, δjµ. This is because, unlike the current, it is not a vector field mapping points
from the spacetime manifold into its tangent space. Instead the tetrad is a function that maps
proper time, i.e. a real parameter, into the tangent space for a curve in the spacetime manifold.
The terms arising from Eq. (B.14) are therefore omitted. Using the above transformation laws,
it is straightforward to explicitly check that, e.g., the observable electric field (B.10) is indeed
invariant under infinitesimal coordinate transformations, and therefore well defined.

Finally, before we close this discussion, we note that apart from this class of perturbation
schemes (i.e. making a choice of trivially expanding either Fµν or Fµν), there are also schemes
that rely on the introduction of a field of tetrads. By integrating the time-like component of this
tetrad field, one obtains a threading of spacetime that is typically interpreted as the worldlines
of a family of observers (see, e.g., [51]). In particular, this tetrad field allows for a definition of
the observable fields by the respective observer going through an arbitrary event x, such that
Fαβ(x) = Fµν(x)e

µ
α(x)e

ν
β(x). The perturbation scheme is then set up in Fαβ. The appeal of this

procedure is apparent, as the boundary conditions and the observable field become trivial if the
family of observers is chosen carefully to represent the mechanical properties of the detector.
While it seems plausible that this procedure leads to the same results as the perturbation scheme
laid out here, we leave a thorough investigation of this approach to future work. We also refer to
Ref. [52] for an intermediate approach, where only a four-velocity field u(x) is introduced and,
for instance, Fµν(x)u

µ(x) is perturbed. We note, however, that this quantity is not coordinate
invariant and hence cannot represent an observable electromagnetic field as is.

C Determination of the Mechanical Mode Functions

A general ansatz to solve the dynamics of elastic deformations of the hollow sphere, given in
Eq. (5.2), can be written as

δx = (∇χ+ i∇× Lϕ+ iLψ) eiωt . (C.1)
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Here, the function χ characterises longitudinal waves, while both ϕ and ψ characterise transverse
waves. These can be parametrised by an expansion in spherical harmonics,

χ(r, θ, φ) =
∞∑

l=0

l∑

m=−l
(χlmjl(pr) + χ̃lmyl(pr))Y

m
l (θ, φ) , (C.2)

and similar for ϕ and ψ with p replaced by q, whose definitions are given in Eq. (5.6). The mode
functions χlm, ϕlm and ψlm entirely determine the solution δx. They can be obtained from the
boundary condition on the mechanical deformation at the inner and outer wall of the cavity,

(λer (∇ · δx) + 2µ∂rδx+ µer × (∇× δx) + µy)|r=R,R+∆R = 0 . (C.3)

To solve this boundary condition, it is convenient to split it into components that are normal
and tangential to the spherical surface. Clearly, the normal component is given by the projection
onto the radial component er. For the tangential components, proportional to eθ and eφ, we
introduce the surface gradient and the angular momentum operator

∇S =
1

r

(
eθ∂θ +

1

sin θ
eφ∂φ

)
, L = i

(
1

sin θ
eθ∂φ − eφ∂θ

)
. (C.4)

This is essentially a projection of the gradient onto the spherical surface and its orthogonal
equivalent. For both we can similarly define a surface divergence following the construction of
the Laplace-Beltrami operator (see, e.g., [53]). In spherical coordinates, the divergence operators
are written as

∇S ·A =
1

r sin θ
(∂θ (sin θAθ) + ∂φAφ) , L ·A =

i

sin θ
(∂φAθ − ∂θ (sin θAφ)) , (C.5)

for some vector field A. Using these projections, the boundary condition, schematically denoted
by M = 0, reads

er ·M =

(
λ∇2χ+ 2µ∂r

(
∂rχ− 1

r
L2ϕ

)
+ µer · y

)∣∣∣∣
r=R,R+∆R

, (C.6)

∇S ·M =

(
−2µ

r
L2∂r

(χ
r

)
+
µ

r
L2

(
∂2rϕ− 2

r2
ϕ+

1

r2
L2ϕ

)
+ µ∇S · y

)∣∣∣∣
r=R,R+∆R

, (C.7)

L ·M =

(
iµrL2∂r

(
ψ

r

)
+ µL · y

)∣∣∣∣
r=R,R+∆R

. (C.8)

As the functions χ, ϕ and ψ are expanded in terms of spherical harmonics according to Eq. (C.2),
we can separately determine the mode functions χlm, ϕlm and ψlm by projecting onto the
corresponding spherical harmonic, for instance

∫
dΩ Ȳ m

l χ(r, θ, φ) = χlmjl(pr) + χ̃lmyl(pr) , (C.9)

where we have used the orthogonality relation
∫
dΩȲ m

l Y m′
l′ = δll′δmm′ . Along these lines, the

boundary condition can be written as a system of linear equations (see also [40]),



aχ(R) aϕ(R) ãχ(R) ãϕ(R)

bχ(R) bϕ(R) b̃χ(R) b̃ϕ(R)
aχ(R+∆R) aϕ(R+∆R) ãχ(R+∆R) ãϕ(R+∆R)

bχ(R+∆R) bϕ(R+∆R) b̃χ(R+∆R) b̃ϕ(R+∆R)







χlm
ϕlm
χ̃lm
ϕ̃lm


 = −µ




yerlm(R)

y∇S
lm (R)

yerlm(R+∆R)

y∇S
lm (R+∆R)


 ,

(C.10)

29



as well as (
cψ(R) c̃ψ(R)

cψ(R+∆R) c̃ψ(R+∆R)

)(
ψlm
ψ̃lm

)
= −µ

(
yLlm(R)

yLlm(R+∆R)

)
. (C.11)

Here, the inhomogeneous terms on the right hand side are defined as

yerlm =

∫
dΩ Ȳ m

l er · y , y∇S
lm =

∫
dΩ Ȳ m

l ∇S · y , yLlm =

∫
dΩ Ȳ m

l L · y . (C.12)

Furthermore, we have introduced the coefficients

aχ = −λp2β0 + 2µβ2 , aϕ = −2µl(l + 1)β3 , cψ = iµl(l + 1)rβ3 , (C.13)

bχ = −2µ
l(l + 1)

r
β3 , bϕ = µ

l(l + 1)

r

(
β2 −

l(l + 1)− 2

r2
β0

)
, (C.14)

together with the schematic abbreviations

β0 = jl(kr) , β1 = ∂rjl(kr) , β2 = ∂2r jl(kr) , β3 = ∂r

(
jl(kr)

r

)
. (C.15)

More precisely, for all terms involving χ we have k = p, while for all terms involving ϕ and ψ we
have to set k = q. In addition, for the counterparts, such as ãχ, the spherical Bessel functions
of the first kind, jl, are replaced by the spherical Bessel functions of the second kind, yl. We
carefully remark that our definitions of βi may differ from the ones used in [40].

Solving the system of linear equations for each combination of integers l and m, will entirely
determine the mechanical mode functions χlm, ϕlm and ψlm. Indeed, the inhomogeneous terms
yerlm, y

∇S
lm and yLlm, all vanish for m ̸= 2, such that an incoming GW can only excite modes of

this order.

D Determination of the Electromagnetic Mode Functions

Similar to the mechanical mode functions presented in Appendix C, we can determine the
electromagnetic mode functions of the boundary contributions to the GW-induced electric and
magnetic fields,

Ebnd = i∇× Lζ + iLη (D.1)

Bbnd = −ωLζ − 1

ω
∇× Lη . (D.2)

Again, we perform an expansion in spherical harmonics,

ζ(r, θ, φ) =

∞∑

l=0

l∑

m=−l
ζlmjl(ωr)Y

m
l (θ, φ) , (D.3)

and similarly for η, where the mode functions ζlm and ηlm are determined by the boundary
condition (

Ebnd +Eblk + iωδx×B
)∣∣

∥,r=R = 0 . (D.4)

Here, the subscript ∥ indicates that only the components tangential to the unperturbed surface
of the sphere are to be considered. Similar to the previous section, we can project the above
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boundary condition using the operators ∇S and L defined in Eq. (C.4) before extracting the
coefficients of the expansion. We find

ζlm = − r2

l(l + 1)∂r (rjl(ωr))

∫
dΩ Ȳ m

l

[
∇S ·Eblk + iω∇S ·

(
δx×B

)]∣∣∣∣
r=R

, (D.5)

ηlm =
1

l(l + 1)jl(ωr)

∫
dΩ Ȳ m

l

[
iL ·Eblk − ωL ·

(
δx×B

)]∣∣∣∣
r=R

. (D.6)

In our example, these integrals can be performed analytically. To do this, we expand the
integrand itself in spherical harmonics and then express the result in terms of Wigner 3j-symbols,

∫
dΩY m1

l1
Y m2
l2

Y m3
l3

=

√
(2l1 + 1) (2l2 + 1) (2l3 + 1)

4π

(
l1 l2 l3
0 0 0

)(
l1 l2 l3
m1 m2 m3

)
. (D.7)

On a technical note, we remark that to evaluate the cross- and scalar products involving the
background magnetic field B, it is convenient to express the latter in a spherical basis with
respect to spherical coordinates,

B =
∑

s={0,±}

B̃sns , (D.8)

with the basis vectors

n± = ∓ 1√
2
(eθ ∓ ieφ) , n0 = er . (D.9)

In this basis, the coefficients B̃ and B are related by spin-weighted spherical harmonics [54,55],

B̃s =

√
4π

3

1∑

m=−1

B
m
sY

m
1 (θ, φ) . (D.10)

Naively, the spin-weighted spherical harmonics are a convenient choice to express the background
magnetic field because the tangential-projection operators ∇S and L can act as ladder operators
that raise or lower the spin weight s. More precisely, in this basis they read

n±∇Sf =
1√
2r

{
ð̄f
−ðf

, n±Lf = − 1√
2

{
ð̄f
ðf

, (D.11)

where we have defined

ð = −
(
∂θ +

i

sin θ
∂φ

)
. (D.12)

This operator and its conjugate then act as ladder operators for the spin-weighted spherical
harmonics, e.g. for spin weights s = 0,

ð0Y m
l =

√
l(l + 1)1Y

m
l , ð̄0Y m

l = −
√
l(l + 1)−1Y

m
l . (D.13)

That said, it is straightforward (but admittedly tedious) to expand the integrand in a spherical
basis and perform the integration analytically to obtain the electromagnetic mode functions.
Furthermore, the spin-weighted spherical harmonics enable a closed-form expression for the
product d ·Bbnd appearing in Eq. (5.22), if one similarly introduces the expansion coefficients
d̃s analogous to the background magnetic field.
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E The Spherical Cavity in FN coordinates

In general, the observable electromagnetic fields in the spherical cavity are coordinate invariant.
If we, however, are interested in the regime ωR≪ 1, we can approximate the expected signal in
FN coordinates. In practice, this means that we need to determine the mechanical deformations
as well as the electromagnetic excitations of the spherical cavity due to the incoming GW.

The mechanical deformations are given by the general solution to Eq. (3.6), which we obtain
by splitting the solution into a bulk and a boundary contribution, δx = δxblk + δxbnd, where
the bulk contribution is an arbitrary solution to the inhomogeneous equations of motion. It is
given by

δxiblk =
1

2
hTTi

j(t)x
j . (E.1)

In contrast to the bulk solution, the boundary contribution δxbnd guarantees that the correct
boundary condition (3.2) is fulfilled, and can be straightforwardly obtained by identically fol-
lowing the procedure presented in Appendix C.

To find the electromagnetic modes of the spherical cavity in FN coordinates, we can pro-
ceed similarly to the calculation in the TT frame presented in Section 5.2. More precisely,
we again split the solution into a bulk and a boundary contribution, δFi0 = Eblk

i + Ebnd
i and

δFij = ϵijk(B
blk
k + Bbnd

k ), respectively. Here, the bulk field is an arbitrary solution to the in-
homogeneous Maxwell’s equations now involving the effective current in FN coordinates, jFNeff ,
given by Eq. (2.13) in the FN frame. If, in the long-wavelength limit, ωR ≪ 1, we neglect
contributions to the effective current of orders higher than O(ω2R2), the solution to Maxwell’s
equations in the bulk is given by

BFN
blk = − 1

ω2
∇× jFNeff , (E.2)

EFN
blk = − i

ω

(
∇×BFN

blk − jFNeff
)
, (E.3)

while the boundary contribution is similar to the ansatz given in Appendix D, with the corre-
sponding mode functions

ζFNlm = − r2

l(l + 1)∂r (rjl(ωr))

∫
dΩ Ȳ m

l

[
∇S ·EFN

blk + iω∇S ·
(
δxFN ×B

)]∣∣∣∣
r=R

, (E.4)

ηFNlm =
1

l(l + 1)jl(ωr)

∫
dΩ Ȳ m

l

[
iL ·EFN

blk − ωL ·
(
δxFN ×B

)]∣∣∣∣
r=R

. (E.5)

Similarly, the fluctuations of the observer’s tetrad are parametrised in the FN frame, i.e. the
proper detector frame. In this scenario, they satisfy

d

dt
δeia + Γi0je

j
a = 0 , (E.6)

where the Christoffel symbol is now given in FN coordinates. In the long-wavelength approxi-
mation, the solution to the equations of motion then reads

δeia =
i

2
ωxk

(
hTT
jk e

j
aδ
i
3 − hTTi

ke
3
a

)
. (E.7)
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Using that e1 × e2 = d, we can finally write

(
δe1 × e2 + e1 × δe2

)
·B =

i

2
√
2
ωr sin θ

[(
B

+
d0 −B

0
d+

)
h−e−iφ −

(
B

−
d0 −B

0
d−

)
h+eiφ

]
,

(E.8)
which will enter the observable electromagnetic fields, approximated in FN coordinates. We
finally remark that the overall contribution from the effective current jFNeff parametrically scales
as O

(
ω2R2

)
. Terms of this order contributing to the tetrad evolution, however, have been

neglected as they are subleading. It is therefore consistent to set jFNeff = EFN
blk = BFN

blk = 0.
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