arXiv:1105.1981v2 [hep-ph] 13 Nov 2011

Constraining PCP Violating Varying Alpha Theory Through Laboratory Experiments

Debaprasad Maity^{∗1, 2} and Pisin Chen^{†1, 2, 3} 1Department of Physics and Center for Theoretical Sciences, National Taiwan University, Taipei 10617, Taiwan 2Leung Center for Cosmology and Particle Astrophysics National Taiwan University, Taipei 106, Taiwan 3Kavli Institute for Particle Astrophysics and Cosmology SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory, Menlo Park, CA 94025, U.S.A.

Abstract

In this report we have studied the implication of a parity and charge-parity (PCP) violating interaction in varying alpha theory. Due to this interaction, the state of photon polarization can change when it passes through a strong background magnetic field. We have calculated the optical rotation and ellipticity of the plane of polarization of an electromagnetic wave and tested our results against different laboratory experiments. Our model contains a PCP violating parameter β and a scale of alpha variation ω. By analyzing the laboratory experimental data, we found the most stringent constraints on our model parameters to be 1 ≤ ω ≤ 10^{13} GeV^2 and −0.5 ≤ β ≤ 0.5. We also found that with the existing experimental input parameters it is very difficult to detect the ellipticity in the near future.

∗ debu.imsc@gmail.com † chen@slac.stanford.edu

I. INTRODUCTION

Parity violation is one of the simplest straightforward extension of the standard model of physics. So far, violation of parity (P) and charge-parity (CP) has been observed only in the electroweak sector of the standard model particle physics. Considering this as a guiding principle, in recent years several models of PCP violation have been constructed [1–5]. The basic idea of all these models is to add an explicit parity violating term in the Lagrangian. Because of its nature, this parity violating term leads to cosmic birefringence [1, 2] and leftright asymmetry in the gravitational wave dynamics [3, 4]. String theory inspired models with non-standard parity-violating interactions have also been discussed [5]. Recently we have constructed a parity and charge-parity (PCP) violating model [20] in the framework of “varying alpha theory”. Some aspects of our model are similar to that proposed by Carroll [1]. But as we have argued, our model has the advantage over that of Carroll’s in that the origin of the parity violation may be more physically motivated.

Sting theory has given us sufficient theoretical motivation to consider theories of varying fundamental constants in nature. As is well known, string theory is fundamentally a higher dimensional theory. In principle, therefore, all the so-called fundamental constants in our four dimensional world may actually be spacetime dependent as a result of the dimensional reduction. Meanwhile, increasingly high precession cosmological as well as laboratory experiments give us hope that signature of new physics, including those that give rise to variation of fundamental constants, may emerge in the near future.

A consistent, gauge invariant and Lorentz invariant framework of α variability was first proposed by Bekenstein [6]. Subsequently this subject has been studied quite extensively from the theoretical side [7–9] as well as from the observational side [10–14].

Apart from verifying this notion from cosmological/astrophysical and high energy collider experiments, it is also important to study various purely laboratory based experiments which can provide complementary results. In this report we focus on its connection to a particular class of laboratory experiments which make use of the conversion of axion or any other lowmass (pseudo)scalar particle into photon in the presence of an electromagnetic field. These include the Brookhaven-Fermilab-Rutherford-Trieste (BFRT) experiment [15], the Italian PVLAS experiment [16] and several other experiments such as Q&A [17], BMV [18], etc., which are either already in progress or ready to be built. All these experiments are expected to produce (pseudo)scalars from polarized laser beams, which are allowed to propagate in a transverse, constant and homogeneous magnetic field. In addition to the direct production of (pseudo)scalar particles, modification of the polarization of light can in principle be induced by its coupling with pseudo-scalar axions as it propagates through a transverse magnetic field [19, 21–27]. The model that we recently introduced also exhibits this effect induced from the PCP violating term in our varying fine structure constant theory [20]. This motivates us to use a different class of experiments to constrain the parameters of a given varying fine structure constant theory. Such approach has not been explored before. So far varying alpha theory has been constrained mostly based upon the observations on the possible variation of fine structure constant. As we mentioned therefore by introducing PCP violation in a varying alpha theory, we actually unified different class of experimental observation in a single framework. The birefringence and the dichroism of the vacuum induced from the non-trivial coupling of photon and the varying alpha scalar can be tested in those class of experiments, which in turn will constrain the parameter space of a given varying alpha model. In this paper we aim to address these issues and test it against above mentioned various laboratory based experiments to constrain our model parameters.

We organize this paper as follows: in Section II, we review our PCP violating “varying alpha theory” constructed in [20]. In next section III, we will calculate the effect of background magnetic field on the plane of polarization of electromagnetic field. As we have mentioned before, we will particularly focus on various laboratory based experiments which measure the rotation of the plane of polarization and the ellipticity of electromagnetic field through scalar-photon conversion mechanism in the strong background magnetic field. We will analytically calculate the expression for rotation and ellipticity. Then in section IV, we will use the laboratory based experimental bounds on rotation and ellipticity to constrain our model parameter. Concluding remarks and future prospects are provided in Section V.

II. PARITY VIOLATING VARYING-ALPHA THEORY

In this section we will review our previous construction of PCP violating varying alpha theory [20]. A varying alpha theory [6–8] is usually referred to as a theory of spacetime variation of the electric charge of any matter field, parameterized by e = e_0e^{ϕ(x)}, where e_0 denotes the coupling constant and ϕ(x) is a dimensionless scalar field. The fine-structure constant in such a theory is therefore α = e^2_0e^{2ϕ(x)}. This theory has been constructed based upon the shift symmetry in ϕ i.e. ϕ → ϕ + c and the modified U(1) gauge transformation e^ϕA_μ → e^ϕA_μ + χ_{,μ}. From the above symmetry considerations, the unique gauge-invariant and shift-symmetric Lagrangian for the modified electromagnetic field and the scalar field can be written as S = − 1 4 ∫ d^4x √ −ge^{−2ϕ}F_{μν} F^{μν} − ω 2 ∫ d^4x √ −g∂_μϕ∂^μϕ, (1) where electromagnetic field strength tensor can be expressed as F_{μν} = (e^ϕa_ν )_{,μ} − (e^ϕa_μ)_{,ν} = A_{ν,μ} − A_{μ,ν} . (2) with A_μ = e^ϕa_μ as the new electromagnetic gauge potential.

In the above action and for the rest of this paper we set e_0 = 1 for convenience. As can be easily seen, the above action reduces to the usual form when ϕ is constant. The coupling constant ω is related to a characteristic mass scale of the theory above which the Coulomb force law is valid for a point charge. From the present experimental constraints the energy scale has to be above a few tens of MeV to avoid conflict with experiments. At this point we to want mention that because of the underlying shift symmetry, we cannot add any arbitrary potential in our Lagrangian. This essentially says that the scalar field responsible for the variation of fine structure constant should be massless. Of course one can break this shift symmetry by introducing a potential term which has recently been studied in [28]. We will keep this for our future study in the context of PCP violating varying alpha theory.

One of the natural assumptions in constructing the above Lagrangian is time-reversal invariance. We have relaxed this assumption and try to analyse its implications based on various laboratory based experiments. An obvious term that is consistent with the varying alpha framework yet violates PCP is F̃_{μν} F^{μν} , where F̃^{μν} = ϵ^{μνσρ}F_{σρ} is the Hodge dual of the Electromagnetic field tensor. In the conventional electromagnetism this does not contribute to the classical equation of motion. But in the present framework this is no longer true because of its coupling with the scalar field ϕ(x). As we have explained in the introduction, at the present level of experimental accuracy PCP violation in the electromagnetic sector may not be ruled out, and if the PCP in this EM sector is indeed violated, then there should have some interesting consequences. Motivated by this, we have introduced a parity violating Lagrangian [20] L = ω 2 ∂_μϕ∂^μϕ + 1 4 e^{−2ϕ}F_{μν} F^{μν} − β 4 e^{−2ϕ}F_{μν}F̃^{μν} + L_m, (3) where β is a free coupling parameter in our model. As we can see, the scalar field ϕ plays a similar role as that of the dilaton in the low-energy limit of string theory and M-theory, with the important difference that it induces a PCP violating electromagnetic interaction in our case. For our purpose, we assume β as a free but small parameter. Here we want to emphasize that the model can be thought of as a unified framework for dealing with different phenomena. At the present level of experimental accuracy, investigations of parity or chargeparity violating beyond-standard model may shed some new light about the fundamental laws of physics. With the interest of phenomenological impacts on various experimental observations, subsequently we will discuss about some consequences of our model based on the laboratory experiments.

The equations of motion are 1 √ −g ∂_μ( √ −gF^{μν} ) + ∂_μϕ(−F^{μν} + βF̃^{μν} ) = 0, (4) 1 √ −g ∂_μ( √ −gϕ) = e^{−2ϕ} 2ω [ −F_{μν} F^{μν} + βF_{μν}F̃^{μν} ] . (5) We now explore the theoretical predictions of such coupling on the rotation of plane of polarization as well as ellipticity for an electromagnetic wave propagating through a transverse magnetic field.

III. CALCULATION OF OPTICAL ROTATION AND ELLIPTICITY

In this section we explicitly estimate the rotation angle of the plane of polarization and the ellipticity due to the PCP violating scalar-photon coupling of our model. The equations of motion for Maxwell and scalar fields turn out to be, ∇ · E = 2∇ϕ · E − 4β∇ϕ · B, ∂_η (E) − ∇ × B = 2(ϕ̇E − ∇ϕ × B) − 4β(ϕ̇B + ∇ϕ × E),

∇ · B = 0, ∂_ηB + ∇ × E = 0. (6) As we have mentioned in the previous section, the definition of electromagnetic field strengths are F_{i0} = (∂_iA_0 − ∂_0A_i) = E_i and F_{ij} = (∂_iA_j − ∂_j A_i) = ϵ_{ijk}B_k, where i = 1, 2, 3 and ϵ is the three spatial dimensional Levi-Civita tensor density.

At this point it is worthy of mentioning that different theoretical models based on the e^{−2ϕ}F_{ab}F^{ab} type scalar-photon coupling or the standard QCD ϕF_{ab}F̃^{ab} type axion-photon coupling mediated by the background magnetic or electric field have been considered extensively [19, 21–26, 29]. In a PCP violating varying alpha theory we have both coupling terms.

This motivates us to study the effect of both terms under the externally applied magnetic field.

In terms of the vector potential A_μ and the scalar field ϕ, the linear order fluctuation equation in the strong background magnetic field B_0 takes the form

(∇^2 + ϖ^2)A_x = 4iβB_0ϖϕ, (7) (∇^2 + ϖ^2)A_y = −2B_0∂_zϕ, (8) (∇^2 + ϖ^2)A_z = 2B_0∂_yϕ, (9) (∇^2 + ϖ^2)ϕ =

2B^2_0 ω ϕ − 2B_0 ω (∂_yA_z − ∂_zA_y) −

4iβB_0ϖ ω A_x. (10)

We assume the background magnetic field B_0 is applied in the x-direction. In the above derivation we use the gauge condition ∇ · A = 0 and specify the scalar potential A_0 = 0. ϖ is the frequency of the electromagnetic field. Now, in general it is very difficult to solve the above equation. We will try to solve it by choosing an appropriate ansatz for the electromagnetic field which is usually used the laboratory set up. Therefore, taking the propagation direction of the electromagnetic wave to be orthogonal to the external magnetic field B_0 say z-direction, we take the ansatz to be A(z, t) = A^0e^{−iϖt+ikz} ; ϕ(z, t) = ϕ^0e^{−iϖt+ikz}. (11) As is clear from the above ansatz that the equation for A_z is no longer coupled with ϕ. So, evolution of this component of a vector potential does not get effected by the external magnetic field. The other three equations for A_x, A_y, ϕ turns out to be

(ϖ^2 − k^2) 0 −4iβB_0ϖ

0 (ϖ^2 − k^2) 2iB_0k

4iβB_0ϖ

ω −^{2iB0k}_ω (ϖ^2 − k^2 −^{2B20}_ω )

A_x A_y ϕ = 0, (12)

In order to have a consistent solution of the above matrix Eq.12, the determinant of this 3 × 3 matrix part of this equation should be zero. This consistency condition leads to three possible roots for the frequency ϖ of a electromagnetic field as follows

ϖ^2 = k^2 , ϖ^2_± = k^2 + δ_± (13)

δ_± =

B^2_0 ω (1 + 8β^2) ± √ B^4_0 ω^2

(1 + 8β^2)^2 +

4B^2_0k^2 ω (1 + 4β^2). (14)

Now, to establish a connection with the experimental set up, we consider the initial(t = 0,x=0) electro-magnetic field to be linearly polarized and making an angle with the external magnetic field B_0 , so that

A_x(z = 0, t = 0) = cos α ; A_y(z = 0, t = 0) = sin α ; ϕ(z = 0, t = 0) = 0. (15)

With this boundary conditions, we have a unique solution for the above system of equation as A_x = (a_xe^{−iϖt} + b_xe^{−iϖ+t} + c_xe^{−iϖ−t})e^{ikz}, A_y = (a_ye^{−iϖt} + b_ye^{−iϖ+t} + c_ye^{−iϖ−t})e^{ikz}, ϕ = ϕ_0(e^{−iϖ+t} − e^{−iϖ−t})e^{ikz}, (16) where

b_x = − 2βϖ_+ k b_y = 2βϖ_+ k δ_− δ_+ c_y = − ϖ_+ ϖ_− δ_− δ_+ c_x =

4iβB_0ϖ_+ δ_+ ϕ_0,

a_y = 2βϖ k a_x = sin α + k 2βϖ_− ( δ_+ − δ_− δ_+ ) c_x, c_x = 1 F ( cos α − k sin α 2βϖ ) , F = 4β^2(ϖϖ_−δ_+ − ϖϖ_+δ_−) + k^2(δ_+ − δ_−) 4β^2ϖϖ_−δ_+

. (17)

After traversing the external magnetic field for a distance t = ℓ, the electromagnetic wave will be modified as A_x = a_xe^{−iϖℓ} + b_xe^{−iϖ+ℓ} + c_xe^{−iϖ−ℓ}, A_y = a_ye^{−iϖℓ} + b_ye^{−iϖ+ℓ} + c_ye^{−iϖ−ℓ}. (18) From the above set of expressions, one can easily see that the vector potential describes an ellipse whose major axis deviates from the x-axis by an angle

θ = tan^{−1} √ sin^2 α − Γ cos^2 α − L , (19)

where

L = 2a_xb_x sin^2(

Δ_+ 2 ) + 2a_xc_x sin^2(

Δ_− 2 ) + 2c_xb_x sin^2( Δ 2 ), Γ = 2a_yb_y sin^2(

Δ_+ 2 ) + 2a_yc_y sin^2(

Δ_− 2 ) + 2c_yb_y sin^2( Δ 2 ), Δ_+ = (ϖ_+ − ϖ)ℓ ; Δ_− = (ϖ_− − ϖ)ℓ ; Δ = (ϖ_+ − ϖ_−).ℓ (20)

Eq.(19) yields the expression for the optical rotation of the plane of polarization as δ = θ − α ≃ sin(2α) 4 ( L cos^2(α) − Γ sin^2(α) ) . (21)

The ellipticity ϵ is the measure of the phase difference between the two components of the vector potential after traversing a distance ℓ through a magnetic region. From Eq.(18) the exact expression for the ellipticity is ϵ = 1 2 |ψ_x − ψ_y|, where

ψ_x = tan^{−1} [ bx sin(Δ_+) + cx sin(Δ_−) ax + bx cos(Δ_+) + cx cos(Δ_−l) ] , ψ_y = tan^{−1} [ by sin(Δ_+) + cy sin(Δ_−) ay + by cos(Δ_+) + cy cos(Δ_−) ] . (22)

These are the quantities that establish the direct connection with the experimental data. The similar analysis can be done for the background electric field as well. The analysis we have done so far is applicable to the laboratory experimental observations where a polarized monochromatic laser beam with a fixed momentum traverses a magnetic region. If we want instead to consider an unpolarized light, then we have to solve the above coupled system of Eqs.(7) in term of the spacetime coordinates. For example in CMB polarization power spectrum, the initial state of the electromagnetic wave at the last scattering surface is completely unpolarized. So our present analysis in not adequate to study CMB polarization. In our forthcoming paper we will consider more detail analysis of the background electromagnetic field effect on the scalar-photon mixing and will study its cosmological connection. In the next section we will consider various existing laboratory based experimental results on the optical rotation δ and ellipticity ϵ to constrain our model parameter β and scale of varying fine structure constant ω.

IV. CONSTRAINING β AND ω PARAMETERS THROUGH LABORATORY EX- PERIMENTS

The polarization properties of an electromagnetic wave propagating through an external magnetic field can change if there exist a non-trivial (pseudo)scalar-photon coupling [21]. Based on this particular physical effects, various laboratory based experiments have been devised to look for ultra-light (pseudo)scalar particles. In this class of experiments, it is possible to make accurate measurements on the modification of the polarization state of a light beam. In a typical experiment, a linearly polarized laser beam is used to reflect N times between two mirrors, in a constant strong background magnetic field of strength B_0. The magnetic field is perpendicular to the beam direction. Let the distance between the two mirrors be ℓ, then the total length travelled by the laser beam in the magnetic field is L = Nℓ. After traversing a distance L, which is usually of the order of a few Kilometers, it is possible to measure a minute ellipticity and a change in the rotation of the polarization plane.

As is well known, the vacuum itself has the magnetic birefringence property as dictated by QED. This effect is due to the dispersive effect induced by the virtual electron-positron pair in vacuum, which was first investigated by Heisenberg and Euler [39]. The ellipticity so induced serves as the background in the experiment that looks for birefringence or dichroism induced by a (pseudo)scalar particle that violates PCP. The QED contribution to the ellipticity can be written as

E = N B^2_0 ℓα^2_0ω 15m^4_e

, (23)

where α_0 = e^2_0 = 1/137 is the conventional fine-structure constant, ω is the photon energy and m_e the electron mass. Here we have assumed that the polarization vector of the initially linearly polarized beam makes a 45^∘ angle relative to the direction of the external magnetic field. Consider, for example, a laser beam with wavelength λ = 1550 nm, magnetic field B_0 = 9.5 T, and length of travel Nℓ = 25 km. Then the resulting ellipticity (cf. Eq.(23)) would be 2 × 10^{−11} rad [40].

It is important to note that any physical mirror is transparent to scalar field so that only the photon component of the beam is reflected. As in varying alpha theory, matter field ψ coupled with the scalar field ϕ through its electromagnetic mass correction at the loop level: L_{int} ∼ e^2_0 ω ϕ̄m^2_ψψ̄ψ + e_0A_μγ^μψ̄ψ, (24)

where, we consider ϕ̄ as the dimensionfull scalar field. It is natural to expect and obvious from the above equation that compared with the photon coupling, ϕ coupling is significantly suppressed. This essentially sets the scalar component of the beam back to zero after each reflection [19]. The net effect after N reflections is E(L) = NE(ℓ) where, in general, NE(ℓ)

Experiment λ(nm) B_0(T ) L(m) N Rotation δ (rad) Ellipticity ϵ (rad) BFRT 514 3.25 8.8 250 3.5 × 10^{−10} -

PVLAS 1064 2.3 5.5 1 45000

1.0 × 10^{−9} 1.2 × 10^{−8}

1.4 × 10^{−8} - Q&A 1064 2.3 0.6 18700 (−0.375 ± 5.236) × 10^{−9} - TABLE I: Laboratory experiments and their bounds on rotation δ and ellipticity ϵ measurements

does not equal to E(Nℓ). Thus, in order to take into account the effect of N reflections appropriately for a multiple-beam-path experiment, one needs to multiply the right-hand side of Eq.(21) and Eq.(22) by N (keeping everything else the same) while on the left-hand side, the length ℓ of a single-path is now replaced by the total length L = Nℓ.

In our analysis we will consider various laboratory experiments as listed in the Table I. In all these experiments, a polarized laser beam with a particular wavelength has been used to measure the rotation and ellipticity of polarization. As we have discussed before, the basic underlying assumption of all these measurements is that there exists a non-trivial interaction of photon with the background field. The nature of this background field could be a Lorentz invariant (pseudo) scalar or some Lorentz violating vector field. The scalar field could be a QCD axion or some arbitrary dilaton field. As we saw, the scalar field that gives rise to the spacetime variation of fine structure constant can also induce the polarization of an electromagnetic wave through its PCP violating interactions. Rotation or ellipticity measurement therefore cannot distinguish different nature of the background interaction. Evidently all the above experiments we mentioned are insensitive to the nature of the background field. Therefore by analyzing the above experimental bounds on optical rotation δ and ellipticity ϵ one can only constrain the parameters of a particular model without the explicit nature of the background field. It is therefore interesting to find out an observable that can distinguish different models.

All the above mentioned experiments have reported the upper limit on the optical rotation δ except that PVLAS has reported the upper limit on ellipticity as well. It should be emphasized that in the case of the Q&A experiment, the error bar in the optical rotation measurement is very large compared to its mean value. The amount of the optical rotation would therefore not be very conclusive but we will still use its mean value for its upper bound to constrain our model parameters and compare with the other experimental constraints.

FIG. 1: Bounds on PCP violating parameter β and varying alpha theory mass scale square ω using different experimental results for the rotation and the ellipticity

Range of ω in GeV^2 Bound on β Experiment 10^{−10} ⪅ ω ⪅ 10^2

ω ⪅ 10^2 0 ≤ β ≤ 0.5 PVLAS BFRT, Q&A 10^2 ⪅ ω ⪅ 10^{13} −0.5 ≤ β ≤ 0.5 PVLAS, BFRT, Q&A ω ⪆ 10^{14} |β| ≥ 1 PVLAS, BFRT TABLE II: Laboratory constraints on PCP violating parameter β

In Fig.1 we have plotted the shaded exclusion regions in the two-dimensional plane spanned by the PCP violating parameter β and the scale of variation of the fine structure constant ω. Each plot corresponds to different experimental results. From these plots we see that the bound on the scale of fine structure constant variation based on the absence of ellipticity measured by PVLAS is ω^>∼ 10^{−10} GeV^2. On the other hand, the bound on the PCP violating parameter β based on the optical rotation measurement is almost the same for every experiments. As we can see from the contour plots of these experiments, the bound on PCP violating parameter falls into three different ranges as shown in Table II.

In the above analysis we have excluded the fluctuating region of ω ≤ 1 GeV^2 and β < 0. For this range of ω, the bound on PCP violating parameter becomes 0 < β < 0.5 as shown in the table II. Interestingly, if we consider the negative mean value of the optical rotation δ = −0.375 based on the Q&A experiment, the contour plot shows that ω(≥ 10^{13} GeV^2) is bounded from above. This in turn constrains the PCP violating parameter β to be always less than one. The main concern, however, is that the error-bar in this particular observational constraint on the optical rotation is much larger than its mean value. So this upper bound on ω may not be conclusive.

We have mentioned before that in order to be consistent with the observation of Coulomb force law, the scale of fine structure constant variation √ ω = ℏc/l should be greater than a few tens of MeV. From the ellipticity measurement of PVLAS, we found the lower bound on this scale to be ≈ 10^{−2} MeV, which is in direct conflict with Coulomb force law measurement. According to our model, if we assume a lower bound on √ ω ≈ 10^3 MeV, then with the present value of the experimental input parameters, PVLAS would not be able to measure the ellipticity down to the level of ϵ ≃ 1 × 10^{−17}. This value is significantly lower than the present PVLAS bound of ϵ ≃ 1.4 × 10^{−8}. One can also see from Table II that for ω ⪆ 10^{14} GeV^2, the bound is |β| ≥ 1 according to PVLAS and BFRT. This should be unacceptable in connection with the other physical parity violating effects due to large PCP coupling. From all the above considerations, we conclude that the most reasonable bounds on both of our model parameters are 1 ≤ ω ≤ 10^{13} GeV^2 and −0.5 ≤ β ≤ 0.5.

V. CONCLUSIONS

The theory of varying fine structure constant has been the subject of intense study for the last several years. Cosmological impact of this variation has been studied quite extensively. Various cosmological as well as laboratory based observations on this variation of fine structure constant have been considered to constrain the varying alpha parameter ω. Recently we have constructed a particular model based on this varying alpha theory which includes explicit PCP violation in the photon sector [20]. In this paper we have studied our aforementioned PCP violating varying alpha model in the light of a new class of laboratory observations which have not been considered before. All those experiments directly measure the change of the polarization state of a photon as it propagates through a background magnetic field. The basic underlying assumption behind all these measurements is the existence of a non-trivial interaction between photon and some unknown background field. As stated before in our model we have introduced a non-trivial PCV violating scalar-photon interaction in the varying alpha theory framework. Although the experiments under consideration are insensitive to the properties of the background field due to the weakness of its coupling with the matter, they nevertheless can help to constrain our varying alpha model parameters ω and β through the rotation of polarization and ellipticity measurement. We have calculated these two particular measurable quantities in our model. The model is characterized by two independent parameters β and ω that measure the strength of PCP violation and the scale of fine structure constant variation, respectively. We have considered three different laboratory based experimental results to constrain our model parameters. All the experiments so far do not observe any positive signal for the rotation and ellipticity. So, the non-observation give us the possible upper limit on those quantities. Using those upper limits, we found that the most suitable bound on our two model parameters are 1 ≤ ω ≤ 10^{13}GeV^2 and −0.5 ≤ β ≤ 0.5. An interesting point to note here is that with this lower bound on ω, it is very hard to measure the ellipticity from laboratory experiments. As we have estimated, for ω ≃ 10^3 MeV, the bound on ellipticity should be ϵ ≃ 1 × 10^{−17}, which is far bellow the present experimental limit as well as sensitivity.

Acknowledgement This research is supported by Taiwan National Science Council under Project No. NSC 97- 2112-M-002-026-MY3, by Taiwan’s National Center for Theoretical Sciences (NCTS), and by US Department of Energy under Contract No. DE-AC03-76SF00515.

[1] S. M. Carroll, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 3067 (1998) [arXiv:astro-ph/9806099]. [2] A. Lue, L. M. Wang and M. Kamionkowski, Phys. Rev. Lett. 83, 1506 (1999) [arXiv:astro-ph/9812088].

[3] C. R. Contaldi, J. Magueijo and L. Smolin, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 141101 (2008) [arXiv:0806.3082 [astro-ph]].

[4] T. Takahashi and J. Soda, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 231301 (2009) [arXiv:0904.0554 [hep-th]]. [5] D. Maity, P. Majumdar, S. SenGupta, JCAP, 0406, 005 (2004); P. Majumdar, Mod. Phys.

Lett. A19, 1319 (2004) [hep-th/0105122]; K.R.S. Balaji, R.H. Brandenberger, D.A. Easson, JCAP, 0312, 008, (2003).

[6] J.D. Bekenstein, Phys. Rev. D 25, 1527 (1982).

[7] H. B. Sandvik, J. D. Barrow and J. Magueijo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 88, 031302 (2002), Phys. Rev.

D 65 , 123501 (2002), Phys. Rev. D 66, 043515 (2002), Phys. Lett. B 541, 201 (2002), J.D. Barrow and D. Mota, Class. Quant. Grav. 19, 6197 (2002).

[8] J. D. Barrow, H. B. Sandvik and J. Magueijo, Phys. Rev. D 65, 063504 (2002).

[9] K. A Olive and Maxim Pospelov, hep-ph/0110377; T. Chiba and K. Kohri, Prog. Theor. Phys.

107, 631 (2002); J. P. Uzan, Rev. Mod. Phys. 75, 403 (2003); D. S. Lee, W. Lee and K. W. Ng, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 14, 335 (2005).

[10] M.T.Murphy et. al, MNRAS, 327, 1208 (2001); E. Reinhold et. al, Phys. Rev. Lett, 96, 151101 (2006); R. Srianand et. al, Phys. Rev. Lett, 92, 121302 (2004); J. A. King et. al, Phys. Rev. Lett, 101, 251304 (2008); R. I. Thompson et al. ApJ, 703, 1648 (2009). .

[11] J.K. Webb, V.V. Flambaum, C.W. Churchill, M.J. Drinkwater & J.D. Barrow, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 82, 884 (1999).

[12] J.K. Webb et al, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 091301 (2001).

[13] T. Dent, S. Stern and C. Wetterich, Phys. Rev. D76, 063513 (2007) and references therein [14] S. J. Landau and C. G. Scoccola, arXiv:1002.1603 [astro-ph.CO]; C.J.A.P. Martins etal, Phys.

Rev. D82, 023532 (2010) [arXiv:1001.3418]; E. Menegoni etal, Phys. Rev. D80, 087302 (2009) [arXiv:0909.3584]; C. G Scccola et al, Phy. Lett. B669, 212 (2008); M. Nakashima et al, JCAP, 1, 30 (2010).

[15] Y. Semertzidis et al. [BFRT Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 64, 2988 (1990), R. Cameron et al. [BFRT Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D. 47, 3707 (1993).

[16] E. Zavattini et al. [PVLAS Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 96 (2006) 110406, [arXiv:hep-ex/0507107].

[17] S. J. Chen, H. H. Mei and W. T. Ni [Q & A Collaboration], arXiv:hep-ex/0611050. [18] C. Rizzo for the [BMV Collaboration], 2nd ILIAS-CERN-CAST Axion Aca:demic Training 2006, http://cast.mppmu.mpg.de/ [19] G.Raffelt and L.Stodolsky, Phys. Rev. D37 1237 (1988). [20] D. Maity and P. Chen, arXiv:1005.5104 [hep-th];

[21] L. Maiani, R. Petronzio and E. Zavattini, Phys. Lett. B 175, 359 (1986). [22] P.Das, P.Jain and S.Mukherji, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A16 4011 (2001). [23] P.Birch, Nature, 298, 451 (1982).

[24] D.G.Kendall and A.G.Young, Mon. Not. R. Astron. Soc. 207, 637 (1984). [25] S.M.Carroll and G.B.Field, Phys. Rev. D 43, 3789 (1991); Phys. Rev. Lett. 79, 2934 (1997). [26] S.M.Carroll, G.B.Field and R.Jackiw, Phys. Rev. D 41, 1231 (1990). [27] B.Nodland and J.P.Ralston, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 3043 (1997);P.Jain and J.P.Ralston, Mod.

Phys. Lett. A14, 417 (1999); J.P.Ralston and P.Jain, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D8, 537 (1999).

[28] J. D. Barrow, B. Li, Phys. Rev. D78, 083536 (2008).

[29] J. Jaeckel etal, Phys. Rev. D75, 013004 (2007); J. Redondo, A. Ringwald, arXiv:1011.3741. [30] A. Dobado and A. Maroto, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 12, 3003 (1997).

[31] D. Maity and S. SenGupta, Class. Quant. Grav. 21, 3379 (2004) [arXiv:hep-th/0311142]. [32] D. Maity, S. SenGupta and S. Sur, Phys. Rev. D 72, 066012 (2005) [hep-th/0507210]; S. Kar, P. Majumdar, S. SenGupta and S. Sur, Class. Quant. Grav. 19, 677 (2002) [hep-th/0109135].

[33] G. C. Liu, S. Lee and K. W. Ng, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 161303 (2006); M. Li etal, Phys. Lett.

B 651, 357 (2007); M. Shimon etal, Phys. Rev. D 77, 083003 (2008); J. Q. Xia etal, Astron. Astrophys. 483, 715 (2008); F. Finelli and M. Galaverni, Phys. Rev. D 79, 063002 (2009); J. Q. Xia etal, Astrophys. J. 679, L61 (2008); M. Pospelov, A. Ritz and C. Skordis, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 051302 (2009); M. Li and X. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 78, 103516 (2008); J. Q. Xia etal, Phys. Lett. B 687, 129 (2010); L. Pagano, etal, Phys. Rev. D 80, 043522 (2009).

[34] N. Lepora, gr-qc/9812077.

[35] M. White and J. Cohn 2002, TACMB-1, arXiv:astro-ph/0203120. [36] B. Feng et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 221302 (2006) [arXiv:astro-ph/0601095]. [37] P. Cabella, P. Natoli and Joseph Silk, Phys. Rev. D 76, 123014 (2007); T. Kahniashvili, R.

Durrer and Y. Maravin, Phys. Rev. D 78, 123009 (2008) [arXiv:0807.2593 [astro-ph]]; J. Q. Xia et al., Astrophys. J. 679, L61 (2008) [arXiv:0803.2350 [astro-ph]]; J. Q. Xia et al., Astron. Astrophys. 483, 715 (2008) [arXiv:0710.3325 [hep-ph]]; E. Y. Wu et al. [QUaD Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 161302 (2009) [arXiv:0811.0618 [astro-ph]]; L. Pagano et al., Phys. Rev. D 80, 043522 (2009) [arXiv:0905.1651 [astro-ph.CO]].

[38] E. Komatsu et al., [WMAP Collaboration], arXiv:1001.4538 [astro-ph.CO] [39] W. Heisenberg and H. Euler, Z. Phys. 98, 718 (1936). [40] R. Battesti et al., arXiv:0705.0615v1.