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Detecting parity violation from axion inflation with third generation detectors
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A gravitational wave background is expected to emerge from the superposition of numerous
gravitational wave sources of both astrophysical and cosmological origin. A number of cosmological
models can have a parity violation, resulting in the generation of circularly polarised gravitational
waves. We investigate the constraining power of third generation Einstein Telescope and Cosmic
Explorer detectors, for a gravitational wave background generated by early universe axion inflation.

Introduction— A stochastic gravitational wave back-
ground (SGWB) is expected to be created from the overlap
of gravitational waves (GWs) coming from many inde-
pendent sources. A number of early universe cosmological
sources leading to a SGWB have been proposed, including
inflation [I], cosmic strings [2], first order phase trans-
itions (see, e.g. [3, [4]), or cosmological models inspired
from string theory (see, e.g. [B] [@]).

A number of mechanisms in the early universe can
create parity violation [7] that may manifest itself in
the production of asymmetric amounts of right- and left-
handed circularly polarised isotropic GWs. A detection
and subsequent analysis of a polarised SGWB can place
constraints on parity violating theories. Searches for
parity violation in the LIGO-Virgo data has been explored
[8, 1.

In this study we focus on parity violation effects from
axion inflation sourced GWs (e.g., [I0HI2]) in the context
of the upcoming 3rd generation (3g) detectors Einstein
Telescope (ET) [13] and Cosmic Explorer (CE) [14].
We adopt the formalism [9] presented in [15]. We first
highlight the methodology and then apply it to a parity
violating axion inflation model.

Method— We perform parameter estimation and fit
GW models to data using a hybrid frequentist-Bayesian
approach [16]. We construct a Gaussian log-likelihood for
a multi-baseline network
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Cua,4,(f) is the frequency-dependent cross-correlation es-
timator of the SGWB for detectors dy,dy, and o 4 (f)
its variance [I7] for model parameters 6. The cross-
correlation statistics are constructed using strain data
from the individual detectors. We assume that correlated
noise sources have been either filtered out [I8] or accoun-
ted for [19]. The normalised GW energy density model
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we fit to the data is
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7?“12 stands for the standard overlap reduction function

of detectors dy,ds, and 7?,“12 denote the overlap function
associated with the parity violation term [20]. The
polarisation degree, IT(f), takes on values between -1
(fully left polarisation) and 1 (fully right polarisation),
with IT = 0 for unpolarised isotropic SGWB. [More
details can be seen in Appendix }

Azion Inflation— Consider a pseudoscalar inflaton field
¢ coupled to N U(1) gauge fields Af, as [21H23]
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Fg, (F&) is the (dual) field strength tensor, A is the
mass scale suppressing higher dimensional operators of
the theory, and « parametrises the strength of the inflaton
gauge field coupling, a® = « for all @ < N. The resulting
equations of motion imply
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where £ is defined as
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V(¢) stands for the potential of the inflaton field, N is
the number of e-folds, we have partial derivatives ¢ y =
0¢/ON and V4 = 0V/0¢, and dot denotes a derivative
with respect to cosmic time ¢t. Equation , obtained
under the assumption ¢ > 0, V4 > 0, ¢> < 0, can be then
used to numerically calculate the evolution of ¢ in terms
of frequency f as [24]

kcms I

N = Noms + In
OMB T 0,002 Mpe !

kcws = 0.002 Mpe™! [24] and Noys ~ (50 —60) defined
as the total number of e-folds after the CMB scales exited
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the horizon. In terms of the number of e-folds, £ can be
written as { = a/(24)¢ N

Given a scalar potential V(¢), one can use Planck
2018 data [25] to impose parameter constraints. A well-
approximated solution for tensor and scalar perturbations
reads [11], 26]
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2ro = 8.6 x 107° being the radiation energy density
today and Mp; the reduced Planck mass set to unity.

There is an additional constraint one however should
take into account. Density perturbations produced during
inflation could collapse and form primordial black holes
(PBHs), leading to a possible risk of PBH overproduction
[26-28]. The upper bound on scalar power spectrum A2
from the non-detection of PBHs is A2 ~ 10~* [29].

Among the different axion inflation models, let us con-
sider the well-motivated quadratic model [30H33]

V(9) =Xo? (9)

from the chaotic potential V' ~ ¢™ class [30]. Res-
ulting 2w spectra with maximum strength {opqp =
E(Nems) = 2.5 (/A ~ 39) [24] and gauge fields N =
10,15, 20, 25 are shown in Fig.

The corresponding polarisation degree reads [10]:
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We show in Fig. [2] the polarisation degree I for GW
spectra with éovp = 2.5 and A = 10, 15, 20, 25.

For f > 1073 Hz, almost entirely right-handed polar-
isation (approximately constant IT ~ 1) is expected, as
one can see from Fig.

Analysing a LIGO and Virgo network with A+
noise sensitivity design [34] we have found that such a
configuration could not provide any promising results,
hence we will consider a 3g network.

Results— Using ET and CE noise sensitivity curves [35],
we construct a combined noise energy density 2, (f) [20].
For the quadratic model we are focusing on, we consider
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Figure 1: Qcw/(f) of quadratic model with {omp = 2.5,
N =10,15,20,25 plotted with Einstein Telescope and
Cosmic Explorer noise density (2,,.
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Figure 2: II(f) of quadratic model with écmp = 2.5,
N = 10,15, 20, 25.

3500 random samples of discrete number of gauge fields
1 < N < 25, assuming also 1 < éoup < 2.5. For these
samples we then calculate the corresponding spectra using
Egs. (7) and (8). If the resulting A2 is below the PBH
upper limit, we compute the corresponding signal-to-noise
(SNR) ratio assuming 7' = 3 years of observation [20]. Our
results, shown in Fig. [3] imply that quadratic models with
(omB 2 2.0 and N > 10 yield strong GW spectra with
log,oSNR 2 5.5 (all below the PBH upper limit).

Let us first consider a triangular, three interferometer
(60 degree opening angles, each separated by 10 km) design
for the ET network located at the Virgo detector site. We
inject a GW signal assuming an observation time of 3
years, Eavp = 2.5, and N = 10. We search uniformly for
1 < &écmp < 2.5, number of U(1) gauge fields 1 < N <
25, total e-folds 50 < Noump < 60 and parity violation
parameter —1 < IT < 1. The corner plot of the posterior
distribution is shown in Fig. [ It is clear that while
reasonable constraints can be placed on £cyvp and Nous,
this is not the case for N and II. Poor constraints on A
are expected since different values of A/ lead to similar
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Figure 3: Heatmap log;,SNR plotted for sampled A/ and
Eomp for assumed axion inflation quadratic model.
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Figure 4: Parameter estimation corner plot of
EomB = 2.5 quadratic axion inﬂation using ET alone.
Analysis found In Bu2drte — g0 951 4+ 0.123.

Noise

Ncw (f) spectra within the relevant ET frequency range
(see Fig. . An inability to place constraints on I is also
clear since for the ET network, two ET interferometers
have 'y‘lfTiETj (f) = 0 resulting in 2y ~ Raw for any
value of II when using this formalism. The Bayes factor
In ngggram = 80.9514:0.123 clearly indicates a preference
for the quadratic model with respect to noise.

To improve the parameter estimation, let us add addi-
tional 3g detectors. As one can see from Fig. [3| a large
SNR could be obtained with &cyp = 2.0 and N > 10.

We thus perform 500 Monte Carlo GW injections with
2.0 < éoup < 2.5, assuming N = 10 and Ncyp = 60.
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Figure 5: Percent Confidence that IT > 0 for detector
networks ET, ET + CE and ET + 2 CEs.

Confidence (I > 0)| ET 4+ CE |ET 4 2 CEs
68% 2.26 2.24
95% 2.35 2.32
99.7% 2.43 2.39

Table I: £cmp needed to claim IT > 0 at differing percent
confidences for the respective detector networks.

The choice of N/ = 10 is made such that we have the
strongest signal (see, Fig. [1). We analyse our results
using one ET located at the Virgo site, with either one
Cosmic Explorer (CE) located at the LIGO Hanford de-
tector site [36], or two CEs located at the LIGO Hanford
and Livingston sites, respectively.

In Fig. [5| we plot the percent confidence that II > 0
based off of each injection’s resultsﬂ We list in Tablethe
injected £cmp for which 68%, 95% and 99.7% confidence
can be achieved.

Figure [5| clearly shows that additional 3g detectors
improve our parity violation detection outlook. For quad-
ratic models with {ovp 2 2.35, one can claim [T > 0 with
at least 95% certainty using just two 3g detectors.

We plot in Fig. |6|the Bayes factors In Bgsiz‘:ram for the
500 injections. It is clear that the strength of In Bgouizcclratic
improves drastically with each additional CE detector
in the network. Strong preference (In BLWd™te 5 15)
for our parity violating quadratic potential model can be
achieved with {ovp 2 2.30.

It is worth noting that our analysis assumed a total
number of e-folds Ncyp = 60. A smaller Noyg would
generate stronger {2gw in the 3g detector frequency
range. Thus, our results must be seen as a conservative
insight for the quadratic potential model.

1 Percent confidence that IT > 0 is the proportion of the IT posterior
distribution that is greater than 0.
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Figure 6: Bayes factor In B¢ for ET, ET + CE
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and ET+ 2 CEs detector networks.

Conclusions— We have studied detection of parity vi-
olation with 3g detectors sourced from axion inflation
focusing on the quadratic potential.

Using this model, we showed that we can avoid the
overproduction of PBHs by considering at least 10 U(1)
gauge field couplings. Large SNR (log;, SNR 2 5.5) was
obtained when £omp = £(Nems) 2 2.0.

We showed that a SGWB with large {opqp = 2.5 ex-
amined by a ET network alone can constrain cyp and
Ncwmp reasonably well, but it is unable to constrain the
polarisation degree of the spectrum II. Despite this, a
Bayes factor In Bg;ﬁgmtlc = 80.951 & 0.123 was obtained
in this analysis - indicating a strong preference for the
quadratic axion inflation model with respect to noise.

Adding additional CE detectors to the network, we can
better constrain the polarisation degree. With two 3g
detectors (ET and CE) alone, one can claim with at least
95% confidence that IT > 0 when écyp = 2.35. However,
a network of three 3g detectors (ET and 2 CEs) is needed
in order to make a confident claim about the detection
of a quadratic axion inflation signature. Each additional
CE detector added to the 3g network results in a drastic

. . . drati
improvement in retrieved In Bf{?;’gera IC
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Appendix A: Methods

We normalize GW energy density for our data with

drds
W
e (£.6) = Cw(£,6) L+ 1) D
Y72 (f)
using model parameters 6, where we denote 'ydldz as

the standard overlap reductlon function of two detectors
dy,ds, and 7{“}d2 as the overlap function associated with
the parity violation term defined as:
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where F4 = e d2° stands for the contraction of the tensor
modes of polarisation A to the n*® detector’s geometry.
The polarisation degree, II(f) = V(f)/I(f), takes on
values between -1 (fully left polarisation) and 1 (fully
right polarisation), with I = 0 being an unpolarised
isotropic SGWB.

To proceed we perform parameter estimation and fit
GW models to data using a hybrid frequentist-Bayesian
approach [16]. We construct a Gaussian log-likelihood for
a multi-baseline network

[Od1d2 ‘QGW(f, )}2
(;112 2 05,a,(f) ’
(A3)

log p(C

where é’dldz (f) is the frequency-dependent cross-
correlation estimator of the SGWB for detectors dy, da,
and o] , (f) is its variance [I7]. We assume that cor-
related noise sources have been either filtered out [I8] or
accounted for [19]. The normalised GW energy density
model we fit to the data is Q2w (f,0), with parameters
0 including both GW parameters as well as parameters
of the IT(f) model.
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