arXiv:1007.2790v2 [gr-qc] 19 Jul 2010

Phenomenology of the Equivalence Principle with Light Scalars

Thibault Damour^a and John F. Donoghue^{a,b} aInstitut des Hautes Études Scientifiques Bures sur Yvette, F-91440, France and bDepartment of Physics University of Massachusetts Amherst, MA 01003, USA

Light scalar particles with couplings of sub-gravitational strength, which can generically be called ‘dilatons’, can produce violations of the equivalence principle. However, in order to understand experimental sensitivities one must know the coupling of these scalars to atomic systems. We report here on a study of the required couplings. We give a general Lagrangian with five independent dilaton parameters and calculate the “dilaton charge” of atomic systems for each of these. Two combinations are particularly important. One is due to the variations in the nuclear binding energy, with a sensitivity scaling with the atomic number as A^{−1/3}. The other is due to electromagnetism. We compare limits on the dilaton parameters from existing experiments.

The Equivalence Principle (EP) is one of the most exquisitely tested features in science, with a present sensitivity of Δa a ∼ 10^{−13} (1)

for comparisons of the acceleration of two test masses in a gravitational field [1, 2]. Further tests of this principle remain important because of this high precision - the tests can be sensitive to very small effects that other experiments might not notice [3, 4]. Indeed, new space-based experiments such as MICROSCOPE [5], the Galileo Galilei project [6] and STEP [7] as well as innovative experiments with cold atoms [8, 9] and sub-orbital rockets [10] are being planned that could push the sensitivity several orders of magnitude further.

In comparing experiments, it is common to invoke a hypothetical model with the exchange of a light vector particle coupled to baryon number. This is convenient because it is easy to know the baryon number of a given material, and hence the coupling of this vector particle to atomic systems is known. However this is an unlikely physical situation, as very light and very weakly coupled vectors are rare in modern theories. A more plausible candidate as a source of EP violation is a light^1 scalar field with a coupling to matter that is weaker than gravitational strength. We will refer to these generically as ‘dilatons’, although they may have origins other than string theory or models involving dilation symmetry [11– 14]. Being Lorentz scalars, dilatons will couple to Lorentz invariant combinations of the Standard Model fields, the quarks, gluons and photons. Significant theoretical effort is needed to translate these fundamental interactions into the required couplings of the atomic systems used in ex-

1 We will generally assume in the following that the scalar field we consider is essentially massless on the scales that we discuss, although is it simple to modify this assumption.

periments. In [15] we provide an extensive study of the theoretical ingredients to this program, and in this paper we summarize the results which are most useful to experiments.

The important physics is readily understood, even if it is somewhat more difficult to calculate. Most of the mass of atomic systems comes from the gluonic QCD interactions, which sets the scale for the strong interactions. However, atomic masses also have smaller dependencies on the masses of the light quarks and on the electric charge. This can occur either in the masses of the individual nucleons or in the binding energy of the nucleus. General relativity couples universally to all forms of energy, but dilaton couplings can and will vary among the different ingredients to the total atomic mass. We find particular sensitivity in the binding energy coming from the quark mass dependence, and this is the most novel aspect of our analysis^2. As described below, in addition to the well known dependence on electromagnetism, the binding energy has an enhanced dependence on the quark masses because of the importance of the pion in nuclear binding and the strong dependence of the pion mass on the light quark masses. Although we provide a description of all effects, we will also provide a simpler parameterization of the dominant hadronic binding sensitivity, proportional to A^{−1/3}, and the electromagnetic sensitivy, proportional to Z(Z − 1)/A^{4/3} .

A massless dilaton ϕ modifies the Newtonian interaction between a mass A and a mass B, into the form (see, e.g. [13]) V = −G m_Am_B r_{AB} (1 + α_Aα_B ). (2)

If the dilaton mass is important the second term includes an extra exponential factor exp(−m_ϕr_{AB} ). In this inter-

2 Damour [3] and Dent [16] have highlighted this need for the study of the nuclear binding energies.

action potential, the scalar coupling to matter is measured by the dimensionless factors, α_{A,B} . To calculate these, we add the dilaton Lagrangian to that of the Standard Model and use the result to evaluate the total mass of the atomic system. The α_A coupling is then found via

α_A = 1 κm_A ∂[κm_A(ϕ)] ∂[κϕ] . (3)

Here, κ ≡ √ 4πG is the inverse of the Planck mass^3 so that the products κm_A and κϕ are dimensionless. This ensures that this definition of α_A is valid in any choice of units. In terms of the α_A’s, the violation of the (weak) EP, i.e. the fractional difference between the accelerations of two bodies A and B falling in the gravitational field generated by an external body E, reads ( Δa a ) AB ≡ 2 a_A − a_B a_A + a_B = (α_A − α_B )α_E 1 +^1_2 (α_A + α_B )α_E ≃ (α_A − α_B )α_E . (4)

In the last (approximate) equation we have assumed that the α’s are small.

We couple the dilaton to the light fields of the Standard Model. The heavy quarks and weak gauge bosons are assumed to be integrated out and we assume that the dilaton theory has been matched to the light fields below the scale of the heavy quarks. This procedure introduces five dimensionless dilaton-coupling parameters, d_e, d_g for the couplings to the electromagnetic and gluonic field-strength terms, and d_{me} , d_{mu} , d_{md} for the couplings to the fermionic mass terms. [We are using here the fact that a ϕ−dependent coupling to the kinetic term of a fermion, f(ϕ)ψ̄i /Dψ, can be absorbed in a suitable ϕ−dependent rescaling of ψ.] We add these interactions to that of the Standard Model, L = L_{SM} + L_{int} and normalize these five dimensionless dilaton parameters d_e, d_g , d_{me} , d_{mu} , d_{md} so that they correspond (when considering the linear couplings to ϕ) to

L_{int} = κϕ [ + d_e 4e^2 F_{μν} F^{μν} − d_g β_3 2g_3 F^A_{μν} F^{Aμν}

− ∑ i=e,u,d (d_{mi} + γ_{mi} d_g )m_iψ̄_iψ_i (5)

These are chosen to correspond to renormalization group invariants [14, 15]. For the quark mass terms, physics tells us that it is preferable to work with the symmetric and antisymmetric combinations

m̂ = 1 2 (m_d + m_u) , δm = (m_d − m_u) (6)

3 We use units such that c = 1 = ℏ.

so that we define dilaton parameters d_{m̂}, d_{δm} conjugate to these combinations L_{int} = .... − κϕ [ d_{m̂}m̂(d̄d + ūu) + d_{δm} 2 δm(d̄d − ūu) ]

(7) and use these parameters instead of d_{mu} , d_{md} .

We need to calculate the effect of these couplings for atoms. In order to do this we transform the scalar field dependence into an implicit dependence on the parameters of the Standard Model, and use the decades of research connecting the Standard Model to observable physics. For example, we follow the pioneering method of [11] for the electromagnetic coupling L_{EM} = − 1 − d_eκϕ 4e^2 F_{μν} F^{μν} ≃ − 1 4(1 + d_eκϕ)e^2 F_{μν} F^{μν} (8) where the last equality is valid at the linear level in κϕ (which is the level at which we define the dilaton couplings here). As we work with a rescaled electromagnetic field (A^{here} = eA^{usual}), the only location where the electric charge occurs in the Lagrangian is the one explicitly shown above. This allows the dilaton field to be absorbed into the following ϕ dependence of the fine-structure constant α = e^2/(4π)

α(ϕ) = (1 + d_eκϕ)α . (9)

and allows us to obtain the dilaton coupling from the dependence of the masses on the electric charge

α^{(de )}_A = d_e m_A α ∂m_A ∂α . (10)

Likewise the fermion mass terms are normalized such that we can define a field-dependent mass

m_i(ϕ) = (1 + d_{mi} κϕ)m_i , i = u, d, e (11)

and we obtain the dilaton coupling from the dependence of the atomic masses on the fermion masses. Finally, the terms proportional to the gluonic coupling d_g are normalized so that they are proportional to the QCD trace of the energy momentum tensor [14, 15], which allows the matrix element to be readily calculated. This turns the parameter d_g into one that measures the ϕ sensitivity of the QCD mass scale, say Λ_3. We then have

∂ ln Λ_3 ∂[κϕ] = d_g ,

∂ ln m_i(Λ_3) ∂[κϕ] = d_{mi} . (12)

Variation of dimensionless ratios such as ln(m_i/Λ_3) then involve differences of the coupling parameters d_m − d_g .

The structure of the coupling to individual nucleons is reasonably well known. The quark mass contributions are known from the nucleon sigma term [17] and from the baryon mass splittings, and electromagnetic contributions to the masses have been estimated [18].

Nuclear binding is well parameterized by the semiempirical mass formula^4,

E^{bind} = −a_vA + a_sA^{2/3} + a_a

(A − 2Z)^2 A + a_c Z(Z − 1) A^{1/3} . (13) Typical fit values for these parameters are [19] a_v = 16 MeV, a_s = 17 MeV, a_a = 23 MeV, a_p = 12 MeV, a_c = 0.717 MeV. The Coulomb term a_c is linear in the electromagnetic fine structure constant and therefore directly yields the electromagnetic coupling that we need. For the hadronic component, we use our previous work on the quark-mass dependence of nuclear binding [20]. The primary physics here is that the central nuclear potential has an important component from the exchange of two pions. Because of the nature of chiral symmetry in QCD, the pion mass-squared is directly proportional to the average light quark mass, m^2_π ∼ m̂. In the overall binding energy, there is a partial cancelation between the attractive two pion component, which is particularly sensitive to the pion mass, and the repulsive short range potential, which is less sensitive. The variation with pion mass then is stronger than simple expectations. We have estimated the variation of both the central terms a_v, a_s and the asymmetry energy a_a and find the following contribution to α_A

ᾱ^{bind}_A = (d_{m̂} − d_g )F_A × [ 0.045 −

0.036 A^{1/3} − 0.020

(A − 2Z)^2 A^2

− 1.42 × 10^{−4} Z(Z − 1) A^{4/3} ] .(14)

Here we use the notation F_A ≡ A m_{amu} m_A (15)

where we take m_{amu} = 931 MeV as the nucleon mass with the average binding energy, 8 MeV, subtracted. This factor is very close to unity throughout the periodic table. We estimate a 30% uncertainty in these numbers, and note that our formalism in [15] is most reliable for heavier elements.

In order to highlight the difference between various materials we define

α_A = d_g + ᾱ_A (16)

The overall common coupling d_g does not violate the EP, while the EP variation is contained in ᾱ. The result of our calculation can be summarized in four ‘dilaton charges’ Q_{m̂}, Q_{δm}, Q_{me} , Q_e. Each charge gives the strength of the EP-violating coupling corresponding to a given dilaton parameter for an atom of charge Z and atomic

4 For simplicity in this Letter we drop the pairing interaction as it does not play a significant role in our analysis

number A, namely

ᾱ_A = [(d_{m̂} − d_g )Q_{m̂} + (d_{δm} − d_g )Q_{δm} + (d_{me} − d_g )Q_{me} + d_eQ_e]_A . (17)

The four dilaton charges are given by

Q_{m̂} = F_A [ 0.093 −

0.036 A^{1/3} − 0.020

(A − 2Z)^2

A^2

− 1.4 × 10^{−4} Z(Z − 1) A^{4/3} ] , (18)

Q_{δm} = F_A [ 0.0017 A − 2Z A ] , (19)

Q_{me} = F_A [ 5.5 × 10^{−4} Z A ] , (20) and Q_e = F_A [ −1.4 + 8.2 Z A + 7.7 Z(Z − 1) A^{4/3} ] × 10^{−4}. (21)

Again note that F_A (see Eq. (15)) can be readily approximated as unity.

Inspection of our general results of the previous paragraph reveals that many terms have small effects. Indeed, insertion of representative values of A, Z indicate that there are two dominant effects - those of the A^{−1/3} and Z(Z − 1)/A^{4/3} variation in the binding energy, from strong and electromagnetic effects respectively. Until such fortunate time when we need high precision to account for multiple measurements, we can obtain a more useful formula by truncating to these two terms. Doing so yields a simpler, approximate formula involving only two dilaton charges

α_A ≃ d^∗_g + [(d_{m̂} − d_g )Q^′_{m̂} + d_eQ^′_e]_A (22)

where

d^∗_g = d_g + 0.093(d_{m̂} − d_g ) + 0.00027d_e (23)

and where

Q^′_{m̂} = −

0.036 A^{1/3} − 1.4 × 10^{−4} Z(Z − 1) A^{4/3} (24) and Q^′_e = +7.7 × 10^{−4} Z(Z − 1) A^{4/3} . (25)

We think that these approximate expressions capture all the potentially dominant EP violation effects. These dilaton charges for many materials are shown in Table I. The signals for EP-violation then has two terms, namely ( Δa a ) BC = (α_B − α_C )α_E = [D_{m̂}Q^′_{m̂} + D_eQ^′_e]_{BC} (26)

TABLE I: Approximate EP-violating ‘dilaton charges’ for a sample of materials. These charges are averaged over the (isotopic or chemical, for SiO2) composition.

Material A Z −Q^′_{m̂} Q^′_e

Li 7 3 18.88 ×10^{−3} 0.345 ×10^{−3} Be 9 4 17.40 ×10^{−3} 0.494 ×10^{−3} Al 27 13 12.27 ×10^{−3} 1.48 ×10^{−3} Si 28.1 14 12.1 ×10^{−3} 1.64 ×10^{−3} SiO2 ... ... 13.39 ×10^{−3} 1.34 ×10^{−3} Ti 47.9 22 10.28 ×10^{−3} 2.04 ×10^{−3} Fe 56 26 9.83 ×10^{−3} 2.34 ×10^{−3} Cu 63.6 29 9.47 ×10^{−3} 2.46 ×10^{−3} Cs 133 55 7.67 ×10^{−3} 3.37 ×10^{−3} Pt 195.1 78 6.95 ×10^{−3} 4.09 ×10^{−3}

where [Q]_{BC} ≡ Q_B −Q_C , and where the ‘ dilaton charges’ are (approximately) given by Eq. (24) and Eq. (25). The corresponding dilaton coefficients D_i are given by

D_{m̂} = d^∗_g (d_{m̂} − d_g) , D_e = d^∗_g d_e . (27)

If we were assuming that the dilaton parameter d_e is much smaller than d_{m̂} − d_g, we could go further and conclude (in view of the numerical results indicated in Table I) that the signal Q^′_e is sub-dominant w.r.t. Q^′_{m̂}. In that case we would end up with a uni-dimensional EP signal proportional to [Q^′_{m̂}]_{BC} .

As an application of our results, let us extract the constraints on the dilaton parameters from the most sensitive present experiments. The EötWash experiment [1] compares Be (A=9, Z=4) and Ti (A=47.9, Z=22), with the constraint ( Δa a ) Be Ti

= (α_{Be} − α_{T i})α_{Earth} = (0.3 ± 1.8) × 10^{−13}

(28) Working at the two-sigma level, i.e. (0.3 ± 3.6) × 10^{−13}, and neglecting the central value 0.3, the rewriting of this equation in terms of the theoretical dilaton parameters D_{m̂}, D_e yields

|D_{m̂} + 0.22D_e| ≤ 5.1 × 10^{−11} (29)

The Lunar Laser Ranging experiment [2] compares the acceleration of the Earth and the Moon towards the Sun, with the constraint ( Δa a ) LLR = (α_{Earth}−α_{Moon})α_{Sun} = (−1.0±1.4)×10^{−13}

(30) We approximate the Earth’s mantle composition as being SiO_2, and the Earth’core as being iron, with the Moon being similar to the mantle. The constraint here is

|D_{m̂} + 0.28D_e| ≤ 24.6 × 10^{−11} (31)

We see that although the Lunar experiment has a slightly better differential-acceleration sensitivity, the laboratory-based test is more sensitive to the dilaton coefficients because of a greater difference in the dilaton charges of the materials used, and of the fact that only one-third of the Earth mass is made of a different material. Note that, in the dilaton models considered here, the EP-violation associated to the gravitational self energy [21] is negligible compared to the the matter couplings that we have calculated above.

In summary we have given a general description of EP violations associated to the possible couplings of light scalars, and in particular have calculated, for the first time, the effects of nuclear binding (using recent work on its quark-mass dependence). The resulting A^{−1/3} dependence is seen to be one of the major factors for EP violations due to the dilaton couplings, along with the previously quantified Z(Z − 1)/A^{4/3} dependence of the electromagnetic interaction. We expect that our results will be useful in assessing the optimal choices for materials in future experiments, and in interpreting their results. These upcoming experiments have the potential to probe new territory in fundamental physics and may have the opportunity to uncover rare and exciting physics.

Acknowledgements

JFD thanks the IHES for hospitality both at the start of this project and at its conclusion. He also acknowledges support partially by the NSF grants PHY- 055304 and PHY - 0855119, and in part by the Foundational Questions Institute. We thank Ulf Meißner for a useful correspondence.

[1] S. Schlamminger, K. Y. Choi, T. A. Wagner, J. H. Gundlach and E. G. Adelberger, “Test of the Equivalence Principle Using a Rotating Torsion Balance,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 041101 (2008) [arXiv:0712.0607 [gr-qc]].

[2] J. G. Williams, S. G. Turyshev and D. H. Boggs, “Progress in Lunar Laser Ranging Tests of Relativistic Gravity,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 261101 (2004) [arXiv:gr-qc/0411113]. J. G. Williams, S. G. Turyshev and D. H. Boggs, “Lunar Laser Ranging Tests of the Equivalence Principle with the Earth and Moon,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 18, 1129 (2009) [arXiv:gr-qc/0507083].

[3] T. Damour, arXiv:gr-qc/0109063.

T. Damour, “Testing the equivalence principle: Why and how?,” Class. Quant. Grav. 13, A33 (1996) [arXiv:gr-qc/9606080].

T. Damour, J.P. Blaser; “Optimizing the choice of materials in equivalence principle experiments” in Particle Astrophysics, Atomic Physics and Gravitation, Proceedings of the XIVth Moriond Workshop, edited by J. Tran Than Van, G. Fontaine and E. Hinds, Editions Frontires, Gif-sur-Yvette, pp 433-440, 1994.

[4] E. G. Adelberger et al., “Opportunities for Probing Fundamental Gravity with Solar System Experiments,” arXiv:0902.3004 [gr-qc].

[5] http://smsc.cnes.fr/MICROSCOPE/index.htm [6] http://eotvos.dm.unipi.it/ [7] http://www.sstd.rl.ac.uk/fundphys/step/

http://einstein.stanford.edu/STEP/index.html [8] S. Dimopoulos, P. W. Graham, J. M. Hogan and M. A. Kasevich, “Testing General Relativity with Atom Interferometry,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 111102 (2007) [arXiv:gr-qc/0610047].

S. Dimopoulos, P. W. Graham, J. M. Hogan and M. A. Kasevich, “General Relativistic Effects in Atom Interferometry,” Phys. Rev. D 78, 042003 (2008) [arXiv:0802.4098 [hep-ph]].

[9] G. Kim and H. Mueller, “Test of the equivalence principle using Li atom interferometry”, Bull. of the American Physical Society Vol. 55, No 5, E1.00009 (2010).

[10] R. D. Reasenberg and J. D. Phillips, “A weak equivalence principle test on a suborbital rocket,” Class. Quant. Grav. 27 (2010) 095005 [arXiv:1001.4752 [gr-qc]].See also http://www.cfa.harvard.edu/poem/ [11] T. Damour and A. M. Polyakov, “String theory and gravity,” Gen. Rel. Grav. 26, 1171 (1994) [arXiv:gr-qc/9411069].

T. Damour and A. M. Polyakov, “The String Dilaton And A Least Coupling Principle,” Nucl. Phys. B 423, 532 (1994) [arXiv:hep-th/9401069].

[12] T. Damour, F. Piazza and G. Veneziano, “Runaway dilaton and equivalence principle violations,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 081601 (2002) [arXiv:gr-qc/0204094]. T. Damour, F. Piazza and G. Veneziano, “Violations of the equivalence principle in a dilaton-runaway scenario,” Phys. Rev. D 66, 046007 (2002) [arXiv:hep-th/0205111].

[13] T. Damour and G. Esposito-Farese, “Tensor multiscalar theories of gravitation,” Class. Quant. Grav. 9, 2093 (1992).

[14] D. B. Kaplan and M. B. Wise, “Couplings of a light dilaton and violations of the equivalence principle,” JHEP 0008, 037 (2000) [arXiv:hep-ph/0008116].

[15] T. Damour and J. F. Donoghue, “Equivalence Principle Violations and Couplings of a Light Dilaton”, arXiv:1007.2792 [gr-qc].

[16] T. Dent, “Eotvos bounds on couplings of fundamental parameters to gravity,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 041102 (2008) [arXiv:0805.0318 [hep-ph]].

[17] J. Gasser, H. Leutwyler and M. E. Sainio, “Sigma term update,” Phys. Lett. B 253, 252 (1991).

[18] J. Gasser and H. Leutwyler, “Quark Masses,” Phys.

Rept. 87, 77 (1982).

[19] P. E. Hodgson, E. Gadioli and E. Gadioli Erba, “Introductory nuclear physics,” SPIRES entry Oxford, UK: Clarendon (1997) 723 p [20] J. F. Donoghue, “The Nuclear Central Force in the Chiral Limit,” Phys. Rev. C 74, 024002 (2006) [arXiv:nucl-th/0603016].

T. Damour and J. F. Donoghue, “Constraints on the variability of quark masses from nuclear binding,” Phys. Rev. D 78, 014014 (2008) [arXiv:0712.2968 [hep-ph]].

[21] K. Nordtvedt, “Testing relativity with laser ranging to the moon,” Phys. Rev. 170, 1186 (1968).