arXiv:2309.10903v2 [gr-qc] 6 Dec 2023

Constraining the time evolution of the propagation speed of gravitational waves with multimessenger astronomy

Antonio Enea Romano^{1, 2} and Mairi Sakellariadou^3 1ICRANet, Piazza della Repubblica 10, I–65122 Pescara, Italy 2Instituto de Fisica,Universidad de Antioquia,A.A.1226, Medellin, Colombia 3Theoretical Particle Physics and Cosmology Group, Physics Department, King’s College London, University of London, Strand, London WC2R 2LS, UK

Several modified gravity theories predict a possible time variation of the propagation speed of gravitational waves (GW) which could be tested with multimessenger astronomy. For this purpose we derive the relation between the redshift dependence of the propagation speed of GWs and the time delay between the detection of GWs and electromagnetic waves (EMWs) emitted by the same source. For theories with Einstein frame minimal matter-gravity coupling (EMC) the propagation speed of GWs can be jointly constrained by the time delay between GWs and EWs and the GW-EMW luminosity distance ratio, allowing to derive a consistency relation between these two observables. The event GW 170817 and its EM counterpart satisfy the consistency condition, confirming the EMC, and allow to set strong constraints on the time variation of the GWs speed.

I. INTRODUCTION

The detection of gravitational waves (GWs) [1] by the Laser Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory (LIGO) and Virgo, has started the era of gravitational multi-messenger astronomy. GW events with an electromagnetic counterpart [2], also knwon as bright sirens, are used to test modified gravity theories (MGT) [3–7] which predict a difference between the propagation speed of the GW and electromagnetic waves (EMW). The event GW170817 set tight constraints on the GW-EMW speed difference, but these constraints were derived assuming a constant speed difference, while the effective field theory approach [8, 9] predicts a possible time-dependence. Moreover, a frequency-dependence of the speed of GWs can arise in bigravity models, in Lorentz violating gravity models, as well as in theories of quantum gravity where the spectral dimension of spacetime changes with the probed scale. A general effective approach to study GWs was developed in [10, 11], showing that the speed of GWs could also depend on polarization.

In what follows, we go beyond the constant GW- EMW difference approximation, and derive new relations for the time delay between the detection of GWs and EMWs emitted by the same source, as well as the redshift dependence of the GW-EMW speed difference.

For theories with Einstein frame minimal mattergravity coupling (EMC) the GW speed can be jointly constrained by the GW-EMW time delay and the GW-EMW luminosity distance ratio, allowing to derive consistency relations between these two observables. A violation of this consistency relation could support a non-minimal coupling of matter to the Einstein frame metric, as for instance in Chameleon models, allowing to test such theories with multimessenger astronomy.

II. TIME DELAY CONSTRAINTS ON GW-EMW PROPAGATION SPEED DIFFERENCE

The relation between the time delay and the GW- EMW speed difference can be derived by considering that the GW and EM waves travel the same comoving distance between the source and the observer [12–15],

r_{GW} = ∫_{zs,GW} z_{o,GW}

v_{GW} H(z^′) dz^′ = ∫_{zs,EM} z_{o,EM}

v_{EM} H(z^′) dz^′ = r_{EM} . (1)

In the above equation we have distinguished between the GW and EMW redshift because if the corresponding speeds are different the consequent detection time delay would induce a difference in the redshift, and could also account for a possible emission time delay.

In what follows we adopt the notation Δz_s ≡ z_{s,GW} − z_{s,EM}, Δz_o ≡ z_{o,GW} − z_{o,EM}, and set z_{GW} ≡ z_{s,GW}, z_{EM} ≡ z_{s,EM}, z_{o,EM} = 0. Assuming photons propagate along null geodesics, we can express time intervals in terms of redshift intervals using the equation dt = − dz (1 + z)H(z) ≈ − dz (1 + z_{GW})H_0(1 +^3_2 Ω_mz)

, (2)

where in the second equality we have assumed a flat ΛCDM model, and made the low-redshift approximation H(z) ≈ H_0(1 +^3_2 Ω_mz), giving

Δt_o =

Δz_o H_0 , Δt_s =

Δz_s (1 + z_{GW})H_0(1 +^3_2 Ω_mz_{GW})

, (3)

with the definitions Δt_s ≡ t_{s,EM} − t_{s,GW} and Δt_o ≡ t_{o,EM} − t_{o,GW}, where Δt_s is the emission time delay at the source, while Δt_o is the observed time delay.

A. Constant case

In the low-redshift approximation H(z) ≈ H_0, using eq.(1) we get

r_{GW} =

(z_{GW} − Δz_o) (Δv + v_{EM}) H_0 , r_{EM} = v_{EM}(z_{GW} − Δz_s)

H_0

, (4)

where we have assumed Δv ≡ v_{GW} − v_{EM} to be constant. Since r_{GW} = r_{EM}, solving for Δv yields

Δv =

(Δz_o − Δz_s)v_{EM} z_{GW}

. (5)

At low-redshift, the EM luminosity distance is

D^{EM}Ł (z_{EM}) = (1+z_{EM}) r_{EM}(z_{EM}) ≈ (1+z_{GW}) v_{EM} H_0 z_{GW} , (6) allowing to rewrite eq.(5) as Δv ≈ (1 + z_{GW})(Δz_o − Δz_s)v^2_{EM} H_0D^{EM}Ł

. (7)

From eqs.(3) and (7) we get [15] the relation between the speed difference and the time delay Δv v^2_{EM} = 1 + z_{GW}

D^{EM}Ł [ Δt_o−(1+z_{GW})Δt_s ( 1+ 3 2 Ω_mz_{GW}) )] . (8)

B. Time-dependent case

The derivation given in the previous sub-section can be used to study the case of a redshift dependent GW propagation speed. This can be accomplished by substituting in eq.(1) a linear function

v_{GW} = v_{EM} + Δv(z) = v_{EM} + zΔv_1 , (9)

where Δv_1 is the GW speed redshift variation, giving the comoving distance traveled by a gravitational wave, as

r_{GW} =

(z_{GW} − Δz_o) [2v_{EM} + Δv_1(Δz_o + z_{GW})] 2H_0 . (10) Since r_{EM} = r_{GW}, eqs.(4b) and (10) imply

Δv_1 ≈

2(Δz_o − Δz_s)v_{EM} z^2_{GW}

. (11) which using eq.(6) yields

Δv_1 =

2(z_{GW} + 1)^2(Δz_o − Δz_s)v^3_{EM}

(D^{EM}Ł H_0)^2

. (12)

Using eq.(3) we obtain the following expression for Δv_1 in terms of the time delay

Δv_1 =

2(z_{GW} + 1)^2 v^3_{EM}

(D^{EM}Ł )^2H_0 × [ Δt_o−(1 + z_{GW})Δt_s(1 + 3 2 Ω_mz_{GW}) ] . (13)

Note that eq.(5) and eq.(11) imply Δv_1 = 2Δv/z_{GW}, a relation useful to check the constraints obtained from observations.

III. EINSTEIN VS. JORDAN FRAME FOR THE MATTER-GRAVITY COUPLING

A modified gravity theory with Jordan frame matter-coupling (JMC) can be formulated in the Jordan frame using a Lagrangian of the form

L_{JMC} = √ g_J [ Ω^2R_J + L^{MG}_J + L^{matter}_J (g_J) ] , (14)

where L^{MG} and L^{matter} are respectively the modified gravity and matter Lagrangians. After a conformal transformation g_E = Ω^2g_J the same theory can be formulated in the Einstein frame with Lagrangian

L_{JMC} = √ g_E [ R_E + L^{MG}_E + L^{matter}_E (Ω^{−2}g_E) ] , (15)

showing that JMC theories are non-minimally coupled to the Einstein frame metric. Examples of theories belonging to the JMC class are for instance the Chameleon field model [16], and Horndeski theories with Jordan frame coupling.

In EMC theories, matter is minimally coupled to the Einstein frame metric Lagrangian

L_{EMC} = √ g_E [ R_E + L^{MG}_E + L^{matter}_E (g_E) ] , (16)

which in the Jordan frame takes the form

L_{EMC} = √ g_J [ Ω^2R_J + L^{MG}_J + L^{matter}_J (Ω^2g_J) ] , (17)

showing that EMC theories are non-minimally coupled to the Jordan frame metric.

Note that EMC and JMC theories can both be studied in the either the Einstein or Jordan frame as shown above, and this has no effect on the prediction of physically observable quantities, while the type of matter coupling is observationally relevant, and leads to different predictions for the GW-EMW distance ratio.

For JMC theories the GW-EMW distance ratio r(z) is [17] r(z) = D^{GW}Ł

D^{EM}Ł = M_∗(0) M_∗(z) , (18)

where M_∗ is the effective Planck mass, while for EMC theories r(z) = D^{GW}Ł

D^{EM}Ł = v_{GW}(z) v_{GW}(0)

. (19)

For EMC theories eq.(19) allows to set constraints on the redshift evolution of the GW propagation speed using distance observations, which can be combined with the constraints from the time delay. These joint constrains allow to derive a consistency relation to test the minimal coupling of matter to the Einstein frame metric.

IV. CONSISTENCY RELATION FOR EINSTEIN FRAME MINIMAL COUPLING

Equation (19) implies that for EMC theories the GWs speed can be constrained by distance ratio observations r(z) = D^{GW}Ł

D^{EM}Ł = v_{GW}(z) v_{GW}(0)

≈ 1 + zΔv_1 v_{EM}

, (20)

where in the last equality we have assumed Δv(z) ≪ v_{EM}. Using eq.(6) we get

Δv_1 =

(r − 1)(z_{GW} + 1)v^2_{EM} D^{EM}Ł H_0

. (21)

Combining the distance ratio (eq.(20) and time delay (eq.(11)) relations, we obtain the EMC consistency relation (CR)

E(z_{GW}) ≡ r(z_{GW}) −

2(Δz_o − Δz_s) z_{GW}

= 1 , (22)

which using eq.(3) can be expressed in terms of time intervals as

E(z_{GW}) ≡ r(z_{GW}) −

2(1 + z_{GW})v_{EM} D^{EM}Ł × [ Δt_o−(1 + z_{GW})Δt_s(1 + 3 2 Ω_mz_{GW}) ] = 1.

(23)

As expected, for General Relativity the CR is satisfied, since r(z) = 1 and Δt_o = (1 + z)Δt_s. For any MGT in which matter is minimally coupled to the Einstein frame metric the CR should be satisfied. On the contrary, a violation of the CR would imply that that matter is not minimally coupled to the Einstein metric, such as for example in Chameleon fields theories [16]. For theories in which matter is minimally coupled to the Jordan frame metric, the distance ratio [17] depends on the effective Planck mass ratio, and the CR derived assuming Einstein frame metric minimal coupling does not hold.

V. OBSERVATIONAL CONSTRAINTS FROM GW170817

We will apply the theoretical results obtained above to constrain Δv_1 and Δv for different types of theories. Equation (13) and eq.(8) are valid for both EMC and JMC theories, while the consistency condition is only valid for EMC theories. Adopting an approach similar to [18], we assume that the short-duration gamma-ray burst (GRB) signal was emitted 10 s after the GW signal, and use the observed time delay (+1.74 ± 0.05) s between the GRB 170817A and the GW170817 event [19]. Following the conservative approach adopted in [18], we consider the lower bound of the 90% confidence interval of the gravitational wave luminosity distance D^{GW}Ł = 26 Mpc, assume D^{EM}Ł = D^{GW}Ł , and hence determine the redshift z_{GW} = 0.006 using the ΛCDM cosmological parameters given by the Planck mission [20]and consequently obtain the constraints shown in the first column of Table I. Note the constraint on Δv from D^{GW}Ł and Δt_o is the same as the one obtained in [18] without including the redshift effects, since at low redshift they are negligible.

Since optical follow-up observations have allowed to identify with high confidence the host galaxy as NGC 4993 [21], the redshift can be obtained directly, and from it one gets the EM luminosity distance. Using z_{EM} = 0.01 and the same cosmological parameters we obtain the constraints listed in the second column of Table I. Note that the constraints using z_{EM} are better, since EM observations allow a high precision redshift measurement, and consequently a precise estimation of the EM luminosity distance D_{EM} ≈ 44 Mpc, while the gravitational luminosity distance has a larger uncertainty, giving the smaller 90% lower confidence value 26 Mpc.

For EMC theories there are two constraints on Δv_1, which can be combined together in the consistency condition for E(z) given in eq.(23). Since for these theories the GW-EMW distance ratio can constrain independently the GW speed, we cannot assume D^{EM}Ł = D^{GW}Ł , or this would introduce a bias. Assuming the GW event to have been hosted by NGC 4993 we can obtain D^{EM}Ł from it, while for D^{GW}Ł we take the 90% confidence interval, obtaining

0.56 < E(z) < 1.05 . (24)

The constraint is consistent with matter minimally coupled to the Einstein frame metric, i.e. there is no evidence of a violation of the strong equivalence principle.

Δto + DGW Δto + zEM Δv −3 × 10^{−15} <^{Δv}_{vEM} < 7 × 10^{−16} −2 × 10^{−15} <^{Δv}_{vEM} < 4 × 10^{−16} Δv1 −1 × 10^{−12} <^{Δv1}_{vEM} < 2 × 10^{−13} −4 × 10^{−13} <^{Δv1}_{vEM} < 8 × 10^{−14}

TABLE I. Constraints on the GW speed from GW 170817 and its electromagnetic counterpart observations. The first column corresponds to the constraints from the observed time delay Δto and the gravitational luminosity distance, assuming D^{EM}Ł = D^{GW}Ł , as in [18] . The second column corresponds to the constraints from Δto and the electromagnetic counterpart redshift zEM, computing DEM using the ΛCDM model with the best fit parameters of [20].

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

The expected improved sensitivity of future GW detectors will allow the observation of an increasing number of bright sirens, leading to model independent constraints on the time variation of the speed of GWs. Using the observations of the event GW 170817 and its EM counterpart we have obtained strong constraints on the variation of the speed of GWs from the speed of light for frequencies at the kHz range.

An independent way to test modified gravity models is provided through the EMC consistency condition, eq.(23), and we found that the event GW 170817 does not violate the consistency condition, i.e. there is no evidence of non minimal coupling to the Einstein frame metric, or equivalently, of coupling to the Jordan frame metric.

We have provided a way to test the type of mattergravity coupling using the CR. Violation of the consistency condition would support a non-minimal coupling of matter to the Einstein frame metric, such as in Chameleon field theories or other theories with matter coupled to the Jordan frame metric, and in this case the GW-EMW luminosity distance ratio could be used to probe the time variation of the effective Planck constant [17].

Finally, let us note that in deriving of eq.(13), eq.(8) and eq.(23) we have made some low-redshift approximations, which may not be justified for higher redshift observations. In this case higher order redshift expansions can be used, or eq.(1) can be integrated numerically.

VII. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This material is based upon work supported by NSF’s LIGO Laboratory which is a major facility fully funded by the National Science Foundation. We thank Nathan K. Johnson-McDaniel, Tessa Baker, Jay Tasson, Nicola Tamanini and Sergio Vallejo for useful comments and discussions.

[1] LIGO Scientific, Virgo, B. P. Abbott et al., Phys.

Rev. Lett. 116, 061102 (2016), arXiv:1602.03837. [2] LIGO Scientific, Virgo, B. P. Abbott et al., Phys.

Rev. Lett. 119, 161101 (2017), arXiv:1710.05832. [3] T. Baker et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 251301 (2017), arXiv:1710.06394.

[4] P. Creminelli and F. Vernizzi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 251302 (2017), arXiv:1710.05877.

[5] J. Sakstein and B. Jain, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119, 251303 (2017), arXiv:1710.05893.

[6] J. M. Ezquiaga and M. Zumalacárregui, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 119, 251304 (2017), arXiv:1710.05901. [7] H. Wang et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 851, L18 (2017), arXiv:1710.05805.

[8] J. Gleyzes, D. Langlois, F. Piazza, and F. Vernizzi, JCAP 08, 025 (2013), arXiv:1304.4840.

[9] P. Creminelli, J. Gleyzes, J. Noreña, and F. Vernizzi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 231301 (2014), arXiv:1407.8439.

[10] A. E. Romano, (2023), arXiv:2301.05679. [11] A. E. Romano, (2022), arXiv:2211.05760.

[12] U. Jacob and T. Piran, JCAP 01, 031 (2008), arXiv:0712.2170.

[13] S. Mirshekari, N. Yunes, and C. M. Will, Phys. Rev.

D 85, 024041 (2012), arXiv:1110.2720.

[14] V. A. Kostelecky and M. Mewes, Astrophys. J. Lett.

689, L1 (2008), arXiv:0809.2846.

[15] J. Tasson, private communication (2023). [16] J. Khoury and A. Weltman, Phys. Rev. D 69, 044026 (2004), arXiv:astro-ph/0309411.

[17] A. E. Romano and M. Sakellariadou, Phys. Rev. Lett.

130, 231401 (2023), arXiv:2302.05413.

[18] LIGO Scientific, Virgo, Fermi-GBM, INTEGRAL, B. P. Abbott et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 848, L13 (2017), arXiv:1710.05834.

[19] A. Goldstein et al., Astrophys. J. Lett. 848, L14 (2017), arXiv:1710.05446.

[20] Planck, N. Aghanim et al., Astron. Astrophys.

641, A6 (2020), arXiv:1807.06209, [Erratum: Astron.Astrophys. 652, C4 (2021)].

[21] D. A. Coulter et al., Science 358, 1556 (2017), arXiv:1710.05452.