arXiv:0904.3201v1 [astro-ph.CO] 21 Apr 2009

A Constraint on Planck-scale Modifications to Electrodynamics with CMB polarization data

Giulia Gubitosi, Luca Pagano, Giovanni Amelino-Camelia, Alessandro Melchiorri †

Physics Department, University of Rome “La Sapienza”, and Sezione Roma1 INFN P.le Aldo Moro 2, 00185 Rome, Italy

Asantha Cooray‡

Center for Cosmology, Dept. of Physics & Astronomy, University of California Irvine, Irvine, CA 92697

Abstract. We show that the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) polarization data gathered by the BOOMERanG 2003 flight and WMAP provide an opportunity to investigate in-vacuo birefringence, of a type expected in some quantum pictures of space-time, with a sensitivity that extends even beyond the desired Planck-scale energy. In order to render this constraint more transparent we rely on a well studied phenomenological model of quantumgravity-induced birefringence, in which one easily establishes that effects introduced at the Planck scale would amount to values of a dimensionless parameter, denoted by ξ, with respect to the Planck energy which are roughly of order 1. By combining BOOMERanG and WMAP data we estimate ξ ≃ −0.110 ± 0.076 at the 68% c.l. Moreover, we forecast on the sensitivity to ξ achievable by future CMB polarization experiments (PLANCK, Spider, EPIC), which, in the absence of systematics, will be at the 1-σ confidence of 8.5 × 10^{−4} (PLANCK), 6.1 × 10^{−3} (Spider), and 1.0 × 10^{−5} (EPIC) respectively. The cosmic variance-limited sensitivity from CMB is 6.1 × 10^{−6}.

† giulia.gubitosi@roma1.infn.it luca.pagano@roma1.infn.it giovanni.amelino-camelia@roma1.infn.it alessandro.melchiorri@roma1.infn.it ‡ acooray@uci.edu

1. Introduction

The challenge of finding a theory for “quantum gravity” to reconcile quantum mechanics with the General Relativity description of gravitational phenomena has been confronting the theoretical physics community for more than 70 years [1]. A reason why after many decades we understand little on the “quantum-gravity problem” originates from the difficulties encountered in experimentally accessing the realm of quantum corrections to gravity, expected to be originating at the ultrahigh energy scale given by the Planck energy, E_p ∼ 10^{28}eV (or equivalently the ultrashort Planck length, L_p ≡ 1/E_p ∼ 10^{−35}m).

Over the last decade the search for experimental manifestations of Planck-scale effects has been reenergized by the realization that certain types of observations in astrophysics do provide indirect access to certain Planck-scale effects [2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7]. Several authors have already argued that cosmological observations may soon also help in the efforts of searching for hints on the realm of quantum gravity. These expectations originate from the fact that many cosmological observations reflect the properties of the Universe at very early times, when the typical energies of particles were significantly closer to the Planck scale than the energies presently reached in our most advanced particle accelerators. Moreover, the particles studied in cosmology have typically travelled ultra-long (“cosmological”) distances, and therefore even when they are particles of relatively low energies they could be affected by a large accumulation of the effects of the “space-time quantization”, which is one of the most common expectations emerging from quantum-gravity research§.

Over the last few years some authors (see, e.g., Refs. [8, 9, 10, 11]) have indeed started to use ideas coming from quantum-gravity research in cosmology, but the possible connections between cosmological measurements and quantum-gravity research have yet to be fully appreciated in the literature. This is because in the relevant cosmological studies, while one indeed easily sees that the nature of a certain effect is of interest for constraining models of quantum gravity, it is often not easy to establish whether the conjectured magnitude of the change could plausibly be connected with corrections introduced genuinely at the Planck scale. Our main objective here is to establish that in the case of studies of quantum-gravity-induced in-vacuo birefringence, proposed in several quantum-gravity studies (see, e.g., Refs. [3, 12, 13]) with the CMB polarization data we may indeed reach sufficient sensitivity to test effects introduced at the Planck energy scale.

Several studies have already investigated (see, e.g., Refs.[14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19]) the relevance of CMB polarization data for testing birefringence, and some studies have motivated the analysis also from a broadly-intended quantum-gravity perspective [17, 20],but there is still no dedicated study attempting to establish whether the sensitivity levels provided by CMB observations could provide access to birefringence introduced at the Planck energy scale. Here, we make this connection clear and provide a constraint using existing BOOMERanG and WMAP polarization data. Moreover, we also make predictions for the expectations with future CMB polarization measurements both with space and sub-orbital experiments.

In order to make our case for Planck-scale sensitivity more transparent we model

§ Most approaches to the quantum-gravity problem predict some form of space-time quantization, although different approaches often lead to profoundly different predictions on what space-time quantization should entail.

birefringence in the context of a much-studied formalization of Planck-scale modifications of electrodynamics, a model proposed by Myers and Pospelov [12], with Lagrangian density of the form L = − 1 4 F_{μν} F^{μν} + ξ 2E_p ε^{jkl}F_{0j} ∂_0F_{kl} . (1)

This model was proposed as a field theory formalization of the intuition on Planck-scale modifications of the energy-momentum dispersion relation that had been developed in a series of preceding studies starting from those in Refs. [2, 3, 21]. The Lagrangian has been much studied from the quantum-gravity perspective, including several analyses on its observable features (see, e.g. Refs. [7, 13, 22, 23, 24, 25]).

We feel that the fact that our suggestion for testing Planck energy scale corrections in CMB polarization data is based on such a well-studied model should render our findings more significant. Moreover, in the case of the Myers-Pospelov field theory it is relatively simple to establish which range of values of the single parameter of the model, ξ, would amount to introducing the effects at the Planck energy scale: the correction term in (1) is of dimension 5, so that the parameter ξ must be dimensionless, and several studies [7, 12, 22, 23, 24, 25] have shown that quantization of space time at the Planck scale would lead to correction terms with ξ roughly of order 1 (|ξ| ∼ 1) in equation (1). This estimate of course must be handled prudently, since the arguments estimating that the scale of quantum-gravity effects should be given by the Planck scale allow a certain range of uncertainty: for example, most of these arguments rely crucially on the rather optimistic assumption of having no running of the gravitational coupling constant and no role for gravitational effects in the running of other coupling constants, but plausible estimates of how the renormalization-group flow might be affected by gravitational effects show [24, 26] that the quantum-gravity scale may well differ by 2 or 3 orders of magnitude from the Planck scale. It is therefore rather significant that the analysis we report here establishes robustly that available CMB polarization data are sensitive to |ξ| ∼ 1 and that planned more refined measurements of the CMB polarization will provide access to values of |ξ| even a few orders of magnitude smaller than 1.

Interestingly, through a combined analysis of BOOMERanG and WMAP data as we describe in detail later we find the following estimate: ξ ≃ −0.110 ± 0.076 at the 68% c.l.. This constraint very explicitly shows that indeed the relevant CMB polarization data have sensitivity at Planck-scale energies. And it is also intriguing that the analysis leads us to an estimate of ξ which is nonzero at roughly the 1.5σ level. We shall stress that most previous analyses of birefringence in relation to BOOMERanG and WMAP data assume that the polarization angle rotation, usually denoted by α, is energy independent, α = α_0, whereas within the Myers- Pospelov framework one finds a characteristic energy dependence of α: α =^{2ξ}_{Ep} E^2T , where E is the energy of the radiation and T is the time of propagation‖. Using the same data that lead to our result ξ = −0.110 ± 0.076 one would instead find α_0 = (−2.4 ± 1.9)^o assuming an energy independent rotation. One could therefore (however weakly) argue that the evidence in favor of birefringence is somewhat more robust for the case of the energy-dependent effect we have considered (a 1.5σ effect versus a 1.3σ effect).

‖ This dependence is inverse to the energy dependence expected in polarization rotation associated with Faraday rotation in the presence of a magnetic field with the rotational angle proportional to E^{−2}.

We also comment on previous attempts to constrain ξ using astrophysical data, such as the ones reported in Refs. [7, 22, 25]. These analyses provide bounds on ξ that naively appear to be tighter than the ones we obtained here. However, we find that the frame dependence of the analysis of such symmetry-breaking effects renders those astrophysical analyses inapplicable to the context of CMB studies, performed of course in the reference frame naturally identified by the CMB. A crucial point for this observation is the realization that the space-isotropic form of the Myers-Pospelov Lagrangian density can at best be assumed in a very restricted class of frames of reference: even when the Lagrangian density takes space-isotropic form in one class of frames it will not be in general space-isotropic in other frames. And our reasoning leads us also to conclude that in the hypothetical scenario of future more sensitive CMB polarization data providing more robust evidence of energy-dependent birefringence (say at a 3σ level), it would be inappropriate to rush to the conclusion that the space-isotropic Myers-Pospelov framework is finding confirmation. In such a scenario one should then necessarily perform searches of possible evidence of anisotropy.

The paper is organized as follows: In the next Section, we describe the Myers-Pospelov framework, and its implications for birefringence. Then in Section 3 we discuss some aspects of the phenomenology of the Myers-Pospelov framework that are particularly relevant for studies of the CMB. Section 4 contains our key result obtained from CMB polarization observations. In Section 5 we compare our analysis to previous, partly related, analyses, and in particular we discuss the issue of frame-dependent spatial isotropy. We conclude, in section 6, with a brief summary of our results and some observations on the outlook of the studies we are here proposing. We shall work throughout adopting “natural units” (ℏ = c = 1), and conventions η^{μν} = diag(1, −1, −1, −1), for the metric, and ε_{123} = 1, ε^{123} = −1, for the Levi-Civita symbol.

2. Effective field theory for Planck-scale-modified electrodynamics

Motivated by previous studies [2, 3, 21] which had discussed some mechanisms for Planckscale modifications of the laws of propagation of microscopic particles, in Ref. [12] Myers and Pospelov proposed to describe such effects within the framework of low-energy effective field theory, and observed that, assuming essentially only that the effects are linear in the (inverse of the) Planck scale and are characterized mainly by an external four-vector, one arrives at a single possible correction term for the Lagrangian density of electrodynamics: L = − 1 4 F_{μν} F^{μν} + 1 2E_p n^αF_{αδ}n^σ ∂_σ(n_βε^{βδγλ}F_{γλ}) (2) where the four-vector n_α parameterizes the effect.

The (dimensionless) components of n_α of course take different values in different reference frames, transforming indeed as the components of a four-vector. The quantum-gravity intuition that motivates the study of this model also inspires the choice of the factor^1_{Ep} , and leads one to the expectation that the components of the Myers-Pospelov four-vector should (when nonzero) take values somewhere in the range 10^{−3} < n_α < 10^3. Values of order 1 would essentially correspond to introducing the effects exactly at the Planck scale. Values as high as 10^3 would still be plausible, especially in light of some renormalization-group arguments suggesting [26] that the characteristic scale of quantum-gravity effects might actually be closer to the particlephysics “grand-unification scale” than to the Planck scale. There is no robust argument that would suggest that the characteristic scale of quantum-gravity effects might instead be much higher than the Planck scale, but most authors prudently consider values of parameters such as the n_α’s still meaningful even down to 10^{−3}, because of the desire to be rather cautious before excluding the possibility of a quantum-gravity interpretation.

These arguments provide motivation for developing a phenomenology of the Myers- Pospelov field theory exploring a four-dimensional parameter, n_α, keeping in focus the most interesting range of values, 10^{−3} < n_α < 10^3, and contemplating the characteristic frame dependence of the parameters n_α. There is already a rather sizeable literature on this phenomenology (see, e.g., Refs. [23, 24, 25] and references therein) but still fully focused on what turns out to be the simplest possibility for the Myers-Pospelov framework, which is the one of assuming to be in a reference frame where n_α only has a time component, n_α = (n_0, 0, 0, 0). Then, upon introducing the convenient notation ξ ≡ (n_0)^3, one can rewrite (2) as L = − 1 4 F_{μν} F^{μν} + ξ 2E_p ε^{jkl}F_{0j} ∂_0F_{kl} , (3)

and in particular one can exploit the simplifications provided by spatial isotropy.

We shall also focus here on this case n_α = (n_0, 0, 0, 0), although, unlike previous authors, we shall be rather careful (particularly in Subsection 5.1) in assessing the limitations that this simplifying assumption introduces.

From (3) one easily obtains modified Maxwell equations for the electric and magnetic fields:

0 = ∂_j E^j

0 = − ∂_0E^k − ∂_j ε^{ljk}B_l − 2ξ E_p (∂_0)^2B^k, (4) and 0 = ∂_kε^{0kjl}E_l − ∂_0B^j 0 = ∂_j B^j . (5)

Note that this second set of equations is undeformed with respect to the classical (ξ = 0) case, since it follows only from the antisymmetry of the electromagnetic tensor F_{μν} . The resulting equation of motion for the electric field is:

0 = −∂^0∂_0E^k − ∂^l(∂_lE^k − ∂^kE_l) − 2ξ E_p ε^{mkn}(∂_0)^2∂_mE_n. (6)

For the case of plane waves, E_m(x) = E_m(k)e^{−ikρxρ} , this equation of motion takes the form:

0 = k^2_0 E^j + k^l(k_lE^j − k^jE_l) − 2iξ E_p (k_0)^2(k_mε^{mjn}E_n) . (7)

Since the Lagrangian density of Eq. (3) is still symmetric under space-rotations there is clearly no loss of generality in fixing the direction of propagation of the plane wave in, say, the direction ẑ, with wave vector k_ρ = (ω, 0, 0, p). For such a plane wave propagating along the ẑ axis the three equations of motion given by Eq. (7) take the form

0 = ω^2E_3

0 = − ω^2E_1 + p^2E_1 + 2iξ E_p ω^2p E_2

0 = − ω^2E_2 + p^2E_2 − 2iξ E_p ω^2p E_1. (8)

The first of these equations simply states that the longitudinal component of the electric field is still absent (even for ξ ≠ 0), and therefore for a plane wave propagating along the ẑ axis one has E_3 = 0. The remaining two equations can be compactly reorganized as follows: 0 = ( −ω^2 + p^2 ) (E_1 ± iE_2) ± 2ξ E_p ω^2p (E_1 ± iE_2) , (9)

meaning that the right- and left- circularly polarized fields ⃗E_± ≡ E^1ϵ̂_x ± iE^2ϵ̂_y satisfy the equation of motion: ( −ω^2 + p^2 ± 2ξ E_p ω^2p ) ⃗E_± = 0. (10)

So the electric field is subject to birefringence: the left- and right-circular polarized components have different dispersion relations: ω_± ≈ p ( 1 ± ξ E_p p ) , (11)

where we included only the leading correction in ξ/E_p. The components propagate with different group velocities v_{g±} =^{∂E±}_{∂p} ≈ 1 ± 2^ξ_{Ep} p.

Assuming that the electric field is originally linearly polarized, then, due to the different group velocities of its circularly polarized components, if the time of propagation of the radiation is sufficiently long, one might have an observably large difference in the time of arrival of the two circularly-polarized components of the field, and the linear polarization would therefore be lost [22]. If instead the time of propagation is not sufficient to produce a detectable difference in the time of arrival of the two modes with different group velocities, the direction of the original linear polarization is rotated (see [27] and references therein). In particular, if the wave propagates for a time T , the amount of rotation is:

α = (ω_− − ω_+)T = 2 ξ E_p p^2T . (12)

3. Effects on CMB polarization and its power spectrum

CMB radiation is known to have been generated with some degree of linear polarization (see e.g. [28] and references therein), and some linear polarization is observed, so our analysis must be performed in the regime governed by Eq. (12). In light of Eq. (12), measurements of the amount of rotation of the CMB polarization can be interpreted as measurements of the parameter ξ. To be more precise, one has to consider the fact that the CMB photons propagate into an expanding universe, so the energy of the photons is redshifted during the propagation. The photon energy redshift dependence is:

ω(z) = ω_0(1 + z), (13) where ω_0 is the energy of the photon when it arrives on Earth. So the amount of rotation of the polarization plane is, for a CMB photon propagating for a time t from the last scattering surface (t = 0): α(t) = ∫_t 0 2 ξ E_p p(t^′)^2dt^′, (14)

The amount of rotation of the polarization of photons propagating from the last scattering surface toward us (t = T ) can be written in terms of the redshift z as (on the last scattering surface z = Z, now z = 0):

α = 2 ξ E_p p^2_0 ∫_Z 0 (1 + z)H^{−1}dz. (15)

Since to a first approximation H = H_0 √ Ω_m(1 + z)^3 + Ω_Λ, where H_0 ≃ 10^{−18}s^{−1} is the Hubble parameter (in terms of the reduced Hubble constant H_0 = h · 100(Km/s)/Mpc):

α = 2 ξ E_p p^2_0 H_0 ∫_Z 0 (1 + z) √ Ω_m(1 + z)^3 + Ω_Λ dz. (16) The formal description of the rotation with angular velocity ω ≡^{dα}_{dη} =^{dα}_{dt}^a_{a0} of the CMB polarization plane due to any physical effect requires a modification of the Boltzmann equation which governs the time evolution of a single Fourier mode of the perturbation of the Stokes parameters Q and U. For scalar perturbations the Boltzmann equations become [29, 30]:

Δ̇_Q + ikμΔ_Q = − τ̇ [ Δ_Q + 1 2 (1 − P_2(μ))S_P ] + 2ωΔ_U

Δ̇_U + ikμΔ_U = − τ̇ Δ_U − 2ωΔ_Q (17)

where the dots indicate derivatives with respect to the conformal time η, μ is the cosine of the angle between the photon direction and the Fourier wave vector, τ̇ ≡ x_en_eσ_T a/a_0, with x_e the ionization fraction, n_e the electron number density, σ_T the Thomson cross-section and a the scale factor (a_0 the scale factor today). S_p ≡ Δ_{T 2} + Δ_{Q2} − Δ_{Q0} is the source function, Δ_{T i} and Δ_{Qi} indicate, respectively, the i-th moment in the expansion of the temperature perturbation Δ_T and of the polarization perturbation Δ_Q in Legendre polynomials; P_2(μ) is the second Legendre polynomial. Note that the equation for Δ_U has no generating term, since the U component of polarization is not generated by scalar perturbations, but by tensors.

These coupled differential equations can be separated taking the sum and the difference of the first equation with i times the second. Then a formal integration leads to the solution [29]:

(Δ_Q ± iΔ_U )(η_0) = ∫_{η0} 0 dη [ τ̇(η)e^{ikμ(η−η0 )−τ (η)}S_p(η)e^{±2i} ∫_η η0 dη^′ ω(η^′ ) ] (18)

where τ(η) = ∫_{η0} η dη^′τ̇(η^′) and η_0 is the conformal time today.

Since in our case both ω and α are expected to be very small and the visibility function τ̇(η)e^{−τ (η)} peaks tightly at the time of decoupling η = η_{dec}, a very good approximation to the above solution is given by:

Δ_Q(η_0) = Δ̃_Q(η_0) cos ( 2 ∫_{ηdec} η_0 dη^′ω(η^′) ) = Δ̃_Q(η_0) cos (2α)

Δ_U (η_0) = Δ̃_Q(η_0) sin ( 2 ∫_{ηdec} η_0 dη^′ω(η^′) ) = −Δ̃_Q(η_0) sin (2α) (19) where Δ̃_Q(η_0) ≡ Δ_Q(η_0)|_{ω≡0} and α is given by eq. (16). Taking into account the tensorial modes of the perturbations, which generate a primordial U mode, it can be shown that the effects of a rotation of the polarization direction are:

Δ_Q(η_0) = Δ̃_Q(η_0) cos (2α) + Δ̃_U (η_0) sin (2α) Δ_U (η_0) = − Δ̃_Q(η_0) sin (2α) + Δ̃_U (η_0) cos (2α) . (20)

This leads to the polarization power spectrum C^{XY}_ℓ ∼ ∫ dk [k^2Δ_X (η_0)Δ_Y (η_0)], X, Y = T, E, B: C^{EE}_ℓ = C̃^{EE}_ℓ cos^2 (2α) + C̃^{BB}_ℓ sin^2 (2α) C^{BB}_ℓ = C̃^{EE}_ℓ sin^2 (2α) + C̃^{BB}_ℓ cos^2 (2α) C^{EB}_ℓ = 1 2 ( C̃^{EE}_ℓ − C̃^{BB}_ℓ ) sin (4α)

C^{T E}_ℓ = C̃^{T E}_ℓ cos (2α) C^{T B}_ℓ = C̃^{T E}_ℓ sin (2α) (21)

We checked numerically that evaluating the power spectra given by equation (21) instead of the exact formula in equation (18) (and the corresponding one for tensorial modes), leads to an error on each C^{XY}_ℓ that, for ∫_{ηdec} η_0 dη ′ω(η^′) up to six degrees, is much less than 1%.

4. Data Analysis

In this section we discuss the current constraints on α and on ξ from the most recent CMB polarization datasets coming from the WMAP five-year mission [18, 31] and the BOOMERanG polarization flight in 2003 [32]. We follow the standard approach in the literature by making use of the the publicly available Markov Chain Monte Carlo package cosmomc [33] with a convergence diagnostics done through the Gelman and Rubin statistic.

In our analysis we consider the complete set of power spectra (21), taking into account also T B and EB cross-correlation power spectra, which are usually set to zero in the standard CMB calculations. We sample the following eight-dimensional set of cosmological parameters, adopting flat priors on them: the physical baryon and Cold Dark Matter densities, ω_b = Ω_bh^2 and ω_c = Ω_ch^2, the ratio of the sound horizon to the angular diameter distance at decoupling, θ_s, the scalar spectral index n_s, the overall normalization of the spectrum A_s at k = 0.05 Mpc^{−1}, the optical depth to reionization, τ, the tensor to scalar ratio of the primordial spectrum, r and, finally, the rotation of the power spectrum discussed above, α. We derive the value of ξ for each Markov chain step using (16), so including the dependence on the geometrical parameters of the universe. Simultaneously we also use a top-hat prior on the age of the Universe as 10Gyr < t_0 < 20 Gyr. Furthermore, we consider purely adiabatic initial conditions, we impose flatness, we treat the dark energy component as a cosmological constant, and we include the weak lensing effect in the CMB spectra computation.

In Table 1 we show the current constraints on α and ξ from current experiments. WMAP 5-year data provide the constraint of α = (−1.6 ± 2.1)^o (consistent with previous analyses [18, 14]), i.e. with no indication for α different from zero, while BOOMERanG data give α = (−5.2 ± 4.0)^o, with a ∼ 1.3σ hint for α < 0. Assuming α energy-independent (α = α_0), the joint estimation from BOOMERanG and WMAP5 data gives α_0 = (−2.4 ± 1.9)^o, which is also consistent with [14]. As regards to the ξ parameter, from WMAP 5-year data we constrain it to be ξ = −0.09 ± 0.12, while with BOOMERanG data¶ we obtain ξ = −0.123 ± 0.096. Since ξ is energy-independent, we can also make a combined analysis of the two datasets, which results in the estimation of ξ = −0.110 ± 0.075.

Experiment α ± σ(α) ξ ± σ(ξ) WMAP (94 GHz) -1.6 ± 2.1 -0.09 ± 0.12 BOOMERanG (145 GHz) -5.2 ± 4.0 -0.123 ± 0.096

WMAP+BOOMERanG - -0.110 ± 0.075

Table 1. Mean values and 1σ error on α(in degrees) and ξ for WMAP, BOOMERanG and WMAP+BOOMERanG

We also analyze the ability of future experiments in constraining α and ξ. We created several mock datasets with noise properties consistent with the PLANCK satellite [34], the Spider balloon borne experiment [35] and the EPIC satellite [36], assuming, as fiducial model, the best fit of WMAP with α = 0 (see Table.2 for the experimental specifications used in the analysis).

We analyze these datasets with the full sky exact likelihood routine [37] in the cosmomc code including the f^2_{sky} factor to reduce the degrees of freedom, ignoring correlations between different multipoles ℓ. Firstly, we consider the specifications for the PLANCK satellite for the channels at 70, 100, 143 and 217 GHz respectively. Clearly the presence of different channels in the PLANCK experiment has the main goal of foreground removal. However we report the sensitivity on α and ξ for each channel considering the possibility of a frequency dependence of the cosmic signal. As we can see in Table 3 the PLANCK channel with the highest sensitivity on α is the 143 GHz channel, able to constrain α at the level of 0.07^o and ξ at level of 0.0017. Lower sensitivities on α will be reached by other “high frequency” channels but, because of the energy dependence of α, the 217 GHz channel is the most sensitive to ξ, since it allows to constrain this parameter at the level of 0.0010. The LFI 70 GHz channel can provide a constraint of the order of 0.64^o for α and 0.06 for ξ. It is interesting to observe that combining the three HFI channels (100, 143, 217 GHz) it is possible to improve the sensitivity on the ξ parameter, up to 8.5 · 10^{−4}.

Before continuing it is important to bear in mind that any systematic present in the calibration of the polarization angle will be reflected in a spurious α and, as a consequence, a spurious ξ. The current HFI and LFI channels are expected to be calibrated at a level of about ∼ 1^o thanks to measurements of polarized emission from the Crab nebula. The expected values reported in the Table are therefore not taking in to account this possible systematic. However, a multi-frequency analysis could permit to distinguish a systematic effect due to miscalibration from a true birefringence effect, since the first is energy independent, while the second has a specific energy dependence.

¶ For the analysis using the BOOMERanG dataset, we fixed the optical depth τ to the fiducial value of τ = 0.09.

Experiment Channel FWHM ΔT/T PLANCK 70 14’ 4.7 f_{sky} = 0.85 100 10’ 2.5 143 7.1’ 2.2 217 5’ 4.8 Spider 145 40’ 0.30 f_{sky} = 0.50 EPIC 70 12’ 0.066 100 8.4’ 0.066 150 5.6’ 0.084 220 3.8’ 0.17 f_{sky} = 0.85 Table 2. PLANCK, Spider and EPIC experimental specifications. Channel frequency is given in GHz, FWHM in arcminutes and noise per pixel in 10^{−6} for the Stokes I parameter; the corresponding sensitivities for the Stokes Q and U parameters are related to this by a factor of √ 2. Experiment Channel σ(α) σ(ξ)

PLANCK 70 0.64 6.0 · 10^{−2} 100 0.14 6.5 · 10^{−3} 143 0.073 1.7 · 10^{−3} 217 0.10 1.0 · 10^{−3} 100+143+217 - 8.5 · 10^{−4} Spider 145 0.27 6.1 · 10^{−3} EPIC 70 2.1 · 10^{−3} 1.9 · 10^{−4} 100 1.8 · 10^{−3} 7.8 · 10^{−5} 150 1.5 · 10^{−3} 2.9 · 10^{−5} 220 1.2 · 10^{−3} 1.1 · 10^{−5} 70+100+150+220 - 1.0 · 10^{−5} CVL 150 6.1 · 10^{−4} 1.3 · 10^{−5} 217 6.1 · 10^{−4} 6.1 · 10^{−6}

Table 3. Expected 1σ error for PLANCK 70, 100, 143, 217 GHz, Spider 145 GHz, EPIC 70, 100, 150, 220 GHz and two ideal CVL experiment at 150 GHz and 217 GHz on α (in degrees) and ξ.

It is interesting to extend the forecast to other future experiments as Spider and EPIC. Spider, a balloon borne experiment that will fly over Antarctica in 2012, will constrain variation of α at level of 0.27^o and of ξ at level of 6.1·10^{−3}, with a sensitivity competitive with PLANCK. The EPIC satellite proposal, or an equivalent next generation CMBpol satellite mission, can detect deviations as small as 0.0012^o for α and 1.0·10^{−5} for ξ, providing a dramatic improvement respect to PLANCK and Spider. Again, the channel at higher frequency provides the best constrain. Finally we consider an ideal experiment, cosmic variance limited in anisotropy and polarization measurements. This experiment provides a sort of fundamental limit to the precision that can be achieved. We found that in this, ideal, experiment, angles as small as α = 0.0006^o could be, in principle, measured, and we observe in Table 3 that this would provide sensitivity to ξ = 1.3 · 10^{−5}, for an experiment at 150, or even ξ = 6.1 · 10^{−6}, for an experiment at 217 GHz.

5. Comparison with other results

5.1. Comparison with limits previously obtained using observations in astrophysics

While ours is the first explicit work aimed at comparing the predictions of the Myers-Pospelov framework to CMB data, there have been a few other attempts, such as the ones reported in Refs. [22, 7, 23, 25], to place limits on the parameter ξ using certain observations in astrophysics. The outcome of some of these analyses was simply described in terms of limits on the parameter ξ, as if they were absolute limits, but we must here stress that, in light of the very explicit frame dependence of the Myers-Pospelov model, one of course cannot establish absolute limits on parameters. From the analysis of experimental data collected in a certain frame one can definitely obtain even very robust limits on the values of some of the components of the fourvector n_α (see Eq. (2)) in that frame, but it is highly nontrivial to then qualify such results from a frame-independent perspective.

All these previous studies have, like the one we are here reporting, focused on the implications of a time component for the Myers-Pospelov symmetry-breaking four-vector n_α, a restriction which is introduced very explicitly by assuming n_α = (n_0, 0, 0, 0). But of course the quantum-gravity arguments [2, 3, 21] that motivated the study of the Myers-Pospelov framework do not provide any indication that the four-vector should take this form in any specific frame (n_α may well not even be time-like), and even if it took this form in a certain class of frames it would then definitely have different form in other frames, transforming like a four-vector from frame to frame.

Constraints on all four components of n_α in one frame could be converted, through appropriate Lorentz transformations, into analogous (but possibly very different in magnitude) constraints applicable in another frame. But bounds established exclusively for the time component of n_α are of very limited applicability in other frames.

This is particularly significant for our results since some analyses of data in astrophysics can lead to very stringent bounds on ξ. In one recent such study [25] it was even argued that observations of polarized radiation from the Crab Nebula can be used to obtain the impressive bound |ξ| < 10^{−9}, which would amount to the constraint |n_0| < 10^{−3} on the time component of the four-vector n_α. Clearly these results obtained in astrophysics start to provide us an intuition that large values of n_0 are disfavored, but at the same time it should be noticed that it is not easy to convert such results into intelligible constraints applicable in reference frames that are different from the “laboratory frame” where the bound was derived. In principle one could even contemplate the possibility that in such a laboratory frame one has, say, n_α = (0, 10^3, 10^3, 10^3), which would be compatible with any upper bound on n_0 and would still be meaningful from a quantum-gravity perspective (since, as mentioned in Section 2, components of n_α with values of order 10^3 could be expected in rather popular scenarios estimating the scale of quantum-gravity as roughly given by the grand-unification scale). And if indeed n_α = (0, 10^3, 10^3, 10^3) in some laboratory frame then a boost of unimpressive magnitude, with, say, β ≃ 10^{−3}, could take us from that laboratory frame to a frame where the time component of n_α is actually of order 1.

In light of the rather significant frame dependence implied by these considerations it is rather clear that for this research program it is a top priority to move on to bounding experimentally all four components of n_α. And for works that focus on the time component it appears that it is rather advantageous to focus on studies of the CMB since one can at least rather easily combine different sets of data in a meaningful way, by describing them all in the natural reference frame of the CMB.

Also significant from the perspective of the frame dependence of the Myers-Pospelov framework is the fact that the results of our analysis, while being inspired by this framework, depend most strongly on the assumption of a characteristic (quadratic) energy dependence of α, and not very sensitively on the details of the Myers-Pospelov framework with n_α = (n_0, 0, 0, 0). Such an energy dependence is a generic feature of any quantum-gravity-inspired description of birefringence, since it is obtained using only dimensional analysis and the fact that the effects must disappear in the E_p → ∞ limit. One should therefore expect a similar energy dependence also in the Myers-Pospelov framework with generic n_α and in models where the breakdown of Lorentz symmetry is governed by, say, a two-index tensor.

5.2. Comparison with previous CMB limits on energy-dependent birefringence

While ours is the first study to discuss a robust link from the parameters of a model that has been extensively studied in the quantum-gravity literature and CMB polarization data, from a broader phenomenological perspective the possibility of a quadratic energy dependence of α, which is indeed the main characteristic of the effects we studied, had already been considered in Ref. [20]. In order to compare of our results to the ones of Ref. [20] we must establish a link between the parameter ξ of the (isotropic) Myers-Pospelov model and the multi-parameter description of birefringence effects for CMB polarization data analyses adopted in Ref. [20]. This can be done by describing the rotation of linear polarization of CMB radiation codified in our Eq. (16) in terms of rotations of the Stokes vector ⃗s ≡ (Q, U, V )^T , since it is at the level of these rotations of the Stokes vector that Ref. [20] introduced its multi-parameter phenomenological picture.

Let us start by noticing that the variation of the Stokes vector due to birefringence (not necessarily between circularly polarized components) can be written as [20]: d⃗s dt = 2ω⃗ζ × ⃗s (22) where ⃗ζ is proportional to the Stokes vector of the faster of the two modes subject to birefringence.

The Stokes vector ⃗ζ can be written in the spin-weighted basis, ⃗ζ_{SW} ≡ ( ζ_{(+2)}, ζ_{(0)}, ζ_{(−2)} )_T ≡ (ζ^1 − iζ^2, ζ^3, ζ^1 + iζ^2)^T , and each component of ⃗ζ_{SW} can be expanded in spin-weighted spherical harmonics:

ζ_{(±2)} = ∑ lm ( k_{(E)lm} ± ik_{(B)lm} )_{±2} Y_{lm}, ζ_{(0)} = ∑ lm k_{(V )lm 0}Y_{lm}. (23)

Each coefficient k_{(V )lm} and, respectively, k_{(E,B)lm} in Eq. (23) can be expressed as a combination of only odd and, respectively, even powers of ω. The parameters k^{(d)}_{(V )lm} and k^{(d)}_{(E,B)lm} used in [20] are the coefficients of the expansion: k_{(V )lm} = ∑ d odd ω d−4k^{(d)}_{(V )lm}, k_{(E,B)lm} = ∑ d even ω d−4k^{(d)}_{(E,B)lm}. In the case of our interest, in which the rotation of the Stokes parameter is due to a birefringence between circularly polarized components of the radiation, taking conventionally as the fastest mode the right-circularly polarized one, one finds that the vector ⃗ζ is proportional to (0, 1, 0)^T in the spin-weighted basis. The variation of the Stokes vector is, in the (Q, U, V )^T basis: d⃗s dt = −Q_0 sin(α) + U_0 cos(α) −Q_0 cos(α) − U_0 sin(α) 0 d (α) dt , (24)

where α(t) is given by Eq. (14): dα dt (t) = 2 ξ E_p p(t)^2.

Writing this equation in the spin-weighted basis, evaluating it at time t = T (today) and comparing with Eq. (22), one finds ζ_{(0)} = −^ξ_{Ep} p_0. So all the coefficients of the expansion of ζ_{(±2)} are null, while for ζ_{(0)} the only nonzero coefficient is k_{(V )00} = −^ξ_{Ep} p_0 √ 4π, because ζ_{(0)} doesn’t depend on the direction of observation in the sky. Since k_{(V )00} is linear in the energy of the photon, there is only one nonzero coefficient in the expansion of k_{(V )00}, and this coefficient, which was denoted by k^{(5)}_{(V )00} in Ref. [20], is therefore the only parameter in the parameterization introduced in Ref. [20] that would reflect the presence of a (time-component-only) Myers-Pospelov term in the Lagrangian density of electrodynamics. The comparison between our results and the ones of Ref. [20] should therefore be based on the relationship between our parameter ξ and the parameter k^{(5)}_{(V )00}, which is

k^{(5)}_{(V )00} = − ξ E_p √ 4π. (25)

For this parameter Ref. [20] arrives at an estimate k^{(5)}_{(V )00} ≃ (3 ± 2) × 10^{−20}GeV^{−1}, using exclusively BOOMERanG data and without performing a Markov chain analysis, but rather fixing the cosmological model to the WMAP best fit model and neglecting therefore possible correlations between the cosmological parameters^+. In light of (25) our result ξ ≃ −0.110 ± 0.076 amounts to k^{(5)}_{(V )00} = (3.2 ± 2.1) × 10^{−20}GeV^{−1}. This is fully consistent with the findings of Ref. [20], and we would like to argue that our result should now be viewed as the benchmark

+ An effect of this could be the fact that another parameter studied by [20], k^{(3)}_{(V )00}, is estimated also from the BOOMERanG dataset to be k^{(3)}_{(V )00} = (12 ± 7) × 10^{−43}GeV , which corresponds to a rotation angle α = 12 ± 7 degrees, while the estimate of k^{(5)}_{(V )00} = (3 ± 2) × 10^{−20}GeV^{−1} from the same dataset corresponds to a rotation angle α = 4 ± 3 degrees.

for the limits on k^{(5)}_{(V )00}, both because we relied on a more sizeable data sample, combining BOOMERanG and WMAP data, and because of the marginalization over the remaining cosmic parameters.

6. Conclusions and Outlook

The main objective of our analysis was to establish robustly that cosmology and particularly CMB data can provide constraints on effects that are of interest from a quantum-gravity perspective and are introduced at the Planck scale. This possibility has been contemplated in several previous studies but never in a way that would transparently expose sensitivity to effects introduced truly at the Planck scale. We feel that we have fully achieved our goal by relying on the Myers-Pospelov model, and on the rather large quantum-gravity literature on this model, which also provided a clear target for the description of effects introduced at the Planck scale. We therefore hope that our analysis will motivate a more intense program of studies of quantum-gravity effects in cosmology, not necessarily focused on in-vacuo birefringence and/or the Myers-Pospelov model.

It is intriguing that our estimate of the Myers-Pospelov ξ parameter, ξ = −0.110 ± 0.076, provides a faint indication for a nonzero effect. In this respect it is certainly valuable that, as discussed in Section 4, future experiments will be able to measure CMB radiation polarization with higher sensitivities, and we find that this should lead to an improvement of three orders of magnitude in the constraints obtained following our strategy of analysis (σ(ξ) ∼ 10^{−5}).

As stressed in Subsection 5.1, in light of the rather significant frame dependence introduced by the Myers-Pospelov setup, this type of sensitivities obtainable from CMB-data analyses are still rather meaningful, in spite of the apparently ultra stringent constraints that have been obtained on the parameter ξ using astrophysical observations. We also showed that CMB data can be used to determine the sign of ξ, a possibility which was never exposed in previous works relying on astrophysics and that may prove challenging in those contexts.

From the methodological aspect, while in the past the birefringence of CMB photons has been widely studied, and several bounds have already been provided on the birefringence angle α, here we pointed that in the literature the possible energy dependence of the effect has not been adequately contemplated, leading to possible misleading conclusions when averaging on different photon frequencies. We showed how exploiting the availability of data from different channels of frequency of the photons improves the sensibility on the birefringence parameter ξ and leads to a slightly stronger indication for a nonzero effect, than the results obtained estimating the birefringence angle α with an average on frequencies. This should be taken into account in planning future CMB experiments, and may turn out to be another reason for combining cosmological and astrophysical investigations of the Myers-Pospelov framework.

Here, we have analyzed a uniform, isotropic rotation to the EM polarization vectors. But, as stressed in Subsection 5.1, the quantum-gravity motivation for investigating the Myers- Pospelov framework and the intrinsic structure of the Planck-scale correction term added to the Lagrangian density of electrodynamics provides a strong invitation to contemplate also effects resulting in anisotropic rotation of polarization. In an upcoming paper we plan to return to this issue and address the extent to which CMB polarization measurements can constrain such an anisotropic model.

Acknowledgments

We acknowledge fruitful discussions with Ruth Durrer, Fabio Finelli and Matteo Galaverni. G. G., L. P. and A. M. are supported by ASI contract I/016/07/0 ”COFIS”. G. A.-C. is supported by grant RFP2-08-02 from The Foundational Questions Institute (fqxi.org).

A Constraint on Planck-scale Modifications to Electrodynamics with CMB polarization data 16

References

[1] J. Stachel: Early History of Quantum Gravity. In Black Holes, Gravitational Radiation and the Universe, ed by B.R. Iyer, B. Bhawal eds. (Kluwer Academic Publisher, Netherlands, 1999).

[2] G. Amelino-Camelia, J. Ellis, N.E. Mavromatos, D.V. Nanopoulos and S. Sarkar, Nature 393 (1998) 763 [arXiv:astro-ph/9712103].

[3] R. Gambini and J. Pullin, Phys. Rev. D 59 (1999) 124021 [arXiv:gr-qc/9809038]. [4] S.D. Biller et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 83 (1999) 2108.

[5] T. Kifune, Astrophys. J. Lett. 518 (1999) L21 [arXiv:astro-ph/9904164].

[6] G. Amelino-Camelia and T. Piran, Phys. Rev. D 64 (2001) 036005 [arXiv:astro-ph/0008107]; G. Amelino- Camelia, Nature 408 (2000) 661 [arXiv:gr-qc/0012049].

[7] T. Jacobson, S. Liberati and D. Mattingly, Nature 424 (2003) 1019 [arXiv:astro-ph/0212190v2]. [8] U.H. Danielsson, arXiv:astro-ph/0606474.

[9] A. Kempf and L. Lorenz, Phys. Rev. D 74 (2006) 103517 [arXiv:gr-qc/0609123]. [10] C.P. Burgess, Class. Quant. Grav. 24 (2007) S795 [arXiv:0708.2865]. [11] R. Di Stefano, L. H. Ford, H. w. Yu and D. J. Fixsen, arXiv:astro-ph/0107001. [12] R. C. Myers and M. Pospelov, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90 (2003) 211601 [arXiv:hep-ph/0301124]. [13] G. Amelino-Camelia, New J. Phys. 6 (2004) 188 [arXiv:gr-qc/0212002].

[14] J. Q. Xia, H. Li, G. B. Zhao and X. Zhang, Astrophys. J. 679 (2008) L61 [arXiv:0803.2350 [astro-ph]]. [15] M. Li and X. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 78 (2008) 103516 [arXiv:0810.0403 [astro-ph]]; J. Q. Xia, H. Li, X. l. Wang and X. m. Zhang, Astron. Astrophys. 483 (2008) 715 [arXiv:0710.3325 [hep-ph]]; B. Feng, M. Li, J. Q. Xia, X. Chen and X. Zhang, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96 (2006) 221302 [arXiv:astro-ph/0601095].

[16] P. Cabella, P. Natoli and J. Silk, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 123014 [arXiv:0705.0810 [astro-ph]]. [17] T. Kahniashvili, R. Durrer and Y. Maravin, Phys. Rev. D 78 (2008) 123009 [arXiv:0807.2593 [astro-ph]]. [18] E. Komatsu et al. [WMAP Collaboration], arXiv:astro-ph/0803.0547. [19] F. Finelli and M. Galaverni, arXiv:0802.4210 [astro-ph].

[20] V. A. Kostelecky and M. Mewes, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99 (2007) 011601 [arXiv:astro-ph/0702379]. [21] J. Alfaro, H.A. Morales-Tecotl and L.F. Urrutia, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84 (2000) 2318 [arXiv:gr-qc/9909079]. [22] R. J. Gleiser and C. N. Kozameh, Phys. Rev. D 64 (2001) 083007 [arXiv:gr-qc/0102093]. [23] D. Mattingly, Living Rev. Rel. 8 (2005) 5 [arXiv:gr-qc/0502097]. [24] G. Amelino-Camelia, arXiv:0806.0339 [gr-qc] (to appear in Living Rev. Rel.). [25] L. Maccione and S. Liberati, JCAP 0808 (2008) 027 [arXiv:0805.2548 [astro-ph]]. [26] S. P. Robinson and F. Wilczek,. Phys. Rev. Lett. 96 (2006) 231601 [arXiv:hep-th/0509050]. [27] V. A. Kostelecký, M. Mewes, Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 056005 [arXiv:hep-ph/0205211v1]. [28] A. Kosowsky, Annals Phys. 246 (1996) 49 [arXiv:astro-ph/9501045]; A. Melchiorri and N. Vittorio, arXiv:astro-ph/9610029; P. Cabella and M. Kamionkowski, arXiv:astro-ph/0403392; W. Hu, Annals Phys. 303 (2003) 203 [arXiv:astro-ph/0210696].

[29] G. C. Liu, S. Lee and K. W. Ng, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97 (2006) 161303 [arXiv:astro-ph/0606248]. [30] A. Kosowsky and A. Loeb, Astrophys. J. 469 (1996) 1 [arXiv:astro-ph/9601055]. [31] J. Dunkley et al. [WMAP Collaboration], arXiv:astro-ph/0803.0586. [32] C. J. MacTavish et al., arXiv:astro-ph/0507503.

[33] A. Lewis and S. Bridle, Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 103511 [arXiv:astro-ph/0205436]. [34] [Planck Collaboration], arXiv:astro-ph/0604069. [35] B. P. Crill et al., arXiv:astro-ph/0807.1548. [36] J. Bock et al., arXiv:0805.4207 [astro-ph].

[37] A. Lewis, Phys. Rev. D 71 (2005) 083008 [arXiv:astro-ph/0502469].