arXiv:2112.06425v2 [gr-qc] 6 Dec 2023

How the spherical modes of gravitational waves can be detected despite only seeing one ray

Alejandro Torres-Orjuela^1

Department of Physics, The University of Hong Kong, Pokfulam Road, Hong Kong atorreso@hku.hk

Abstract. The spherical modes of gravitational waves (GWs) have become a major focus of recent detection campaigns due to the additional information they can provide about different properties of the source. However, GW detection is restricted to only detecting one ray and hence it is not obvious how we can extract information about angular properties. In this paper, we introduce a new gauge that makes visible GW detection does not only contain information on the second time derivative but also on the angular derivatives of the GW. In particular, we show that the angular derivatives are of the same order as the time derivatives of the wave thus allowing us to constrain the spherical modes. To further illustrate the detection of the spherical modes, we discuss how the evolution of the orbit of the source and thus the phase of the wave depends on them.

Keywords: gravitational waves, spherical modes, detection

1 Introduction

Since the first detection by LIGO in 2015 [21] gravitational wave (GW) detection is an increasingly growing field. Up to date, we do not only have detected almost 100 signals from GW sources but also the information we can extract from a signal has increased [22,25,26]. A particularly interesting part of this ‘new information’ we can get from detection is the spherical modes of GWs, which allow us to obtain information that otherwise would remain latent [24,23,26]. Some prominent examples are breaking the degeneracy between inclination and distance of the source, detecting the gravitational kicks induced during merger, or detecting a constant center-of-mass velocity of the source [7,24,23,37,38].

A major contribution to the detection of the spherical modes has to be accredited to recent efforts in developing waveform models that contain information about the subdominant spherical modes [10,11,18,27,31,32,14]. Having waveform models containing the spherical modes, matched filtering techniques can be used to extract information about them when detected [19,35]. Nonetheless, matched filtering with sophisticated waveform models only allows us to extract the information and is no answer to how the information is detected in the first place.

Let us illustrate this problem in more detail for the spherical modes of GWs. If we have a signal containing information about the spherical modes then matched filtering can tell us that the information is there. But how does the information about the spherical modes get into the signal? Obviously, the answer is that we get the signal from GW detectors – be them laser interferometry detectors like LIGO, Virgo, KAGRA, TianQin, or LISA [4,5,17,20,28,40] or atom interferometry detectors like AION, MIGA, ZAIGA, MAGIS, or AEDGE [6,8,41,1,3,2]. However, this is only pushing the question to another level. Because we have to ask now, how do these detectors see the spherical modes of GWs? In the end, spherical modes are related to the angular properties of the source but we only observe the source from one ray thus looking like we should not have any information about spherical properties. Even assuming we see different rays at different detectors, measuring this difference would require much better accuracy than current detectors have. Considering a typical GW source with a strain of 10^{−22} at a distance of several Mpc and assuming LIGO and KAGRA are separated by the diameter of the earth, we would require a detection accuracy of 10^{−38} to see an angular difference between the incoming rays, which is over 15 orders below what current detectors can achieve [26].

In this paper, we discuss how the spherical modes of GWs can be detected despite only seeing one ray. We structure the discussion as follows. In Sec. 2, we introduce the equations determining GWs and discuss how the standard traceless-transverse (TT) gauge is established. Afterward, we review in Sec. 3 the geodesic deviation as the underlying idea of GW detection and show that using the TT gauge spherical modes seem to not be determined. In Sec. 4, we first discuss briefly the spherical decomposition of GWs and then introduce a new gauge, which we call spherical gauge. We repeat the calculation of the geodesic deviation using the spherical gauge in Sec. 5 and show how the angular derivatives of a GW affect a detector. In Sec. 6, we discuss how the spherical modes affect the phase of the GW to illustrate how their detection is performed. We summarize our results in Sec. 7.

Through the paper, we use geometrical units (G = c = 1), Einstein’s sum convention to sum over indices appearing twice, and Greek indices run over all coordinates while Latin indices only run over the spatial coordinates (μ, ν, ρ, ... = 0, 1, 2, 3 and i, j, k, ... = 1, 2, 3). 2 Wave equation and traceless-transverse gauge

GWs were first established as a vacuum solution to Einstein’s field equations in the weak field limit [13]. In this limit, the metric can be written as

g_{μν} = η_{μν} + h_{μν} , (1)

where η_{μν} is the Minkowsky metric and h_{μν} is the perturbation or GW which is much smaller than 1. The wave is then described by the field or wave equation

□h̄_{μν} = 0 (2)

together with the harmonic gauge (also called Lorentz or de Donder gauge)

∂_μh̄^μ_ν = 0, (3) where □ denotes the d’Alembert operator, h̄_{μν} := h_{μν} − (η_{μν} /2)h is the “tracereversed” wave and h := η^{μν} h_{μν} is the trace of h_{μν} [9].

In General Relativity GWs have two degrees of freedom h_+ and h_× [29], but the requirement for the wave h_{μν} to be symmetric and imposing the harmonic gauge in Eq. (3) only constrains the solution to six degrees of freedom. Therefore, we are free to perform a coordinate transformation x^μ → x^μ + α^μ, with α^μ of order h_{μν} and fulfilling □α^μ = 0, so that the trace-reversed wave becomes

h̄_{μν} → h̄_{μν} − ∂_μα_ν − ∂_ν α_μ + η_{μν} ∂_ρα^ρ. (4)

Note that this transformation is consistent with the harmonic gauge and thus indeed constrains four more degrees of freedom.

To finally constrain the gauge we have to impose four conditions on α^μ. Here we review the standard case of imposing the TT gauge [29]. We first demand the wave to be trace-free h̄ = 0 (5)

from which follows that the trace-reversed wave and the wave are equal, i.e., h̄_{μν} = h_{μν} . The second set of constraints we impose is

h_{0i} = 0. (6)

Imposing this property together with the harmonic gauge gives us ∂_0h^0_0 = 0. This implies that h_{00} is constant in time which for a GW is equivalent to saying it vanishes. Therefore, we get h_{0μ} = 0. (7)

The properties of the wave after imposing the TT gauge are that it is tracefree, making it equal to the trace-reversed wave, and that all components along the time coordinate vanish. However, this does not mean that the wave takes the familiar form of only having components in the plane perpendicular to the wave vector. This particularly simple form is derived for the case of plane waves [9].

3 Gravitational wave detection

The underlying idea for the detection of GWs using interferometers is that of geodesic deviation [4,5,17,20,28]. In this case, the motion of two particles moving along close geodesics is considered to describe the effect of a gravitational field by describing how the particles deviate from each other. This deviation is described by [29] d^2ξ^α dτ^2 + R^α_{βγδ} dx^β dτ ξ^γ dx^δ dτ = 0, (8)

where ξ^α is the deviation vector connecting the two particles, R^α_{βγδ} is the Riemann tensor [30], x^β denotes the geodesic and τ is the proper time along the geodesic.

We simplify Eq. (8) by considering a detector at rest. In this case the derivatives of the geodesic reduce to the time vector and the proper time is equal to coordinate time [39]. Thus, we get

∂_0∂_0ξ^α + R^α_{0γ0}ξ^γ = 0. (9)

Last we can use that for GWs the Riemann tensor takes the form [29] R^α_{βγδ} = 1 2 η^{αρ}(∂_β ∂_γ h_{δρ} + ∂_δ ∂_ρh_{βγ} − ∂_γ ∂_ρh_{βδ} − ∂_β∂_δ h_{γρ}) (10)

to get

∂_0∂_0ξ^i − 1 2 δ^{ij} (∂_0∂_kh_{0j} + ∂_0∂_j h_{0k} − ∂_j ∂_kh_{00} − ∂_0∂_0h_{jk})ξ^k = 0, (11)

where δ_{ab} denotes the Kronecker delta and we ignored ξ^0 because GWs do not affect the time component of a 4-vector while the spatial components of the same vector are not affected by its time component when interacting with GWs.

If we now consider a GW in the usual TT gauge where h_{0μ} = 0, Eq. (11) reduces to ∂_0∂_0ξ^i + 1 2 δ^{ij} ∂_0∂_0h_{jk} ξ^k = 0. (12)

Thus we recover the classical statement that the arm of a detector is stretched and squeezed in lockstep with the GW. However, we do not see how the spherical modes of GWs could be detected. The deviation of the geodesic only depends on the time derivative of the wave and because we only see one ray this means there should be no information about the angular properties. Having said this, it is important to note that this is a description of the wave in only one particular gauge. Using another gauge the other information contained by the wave will become more obvious.

4 Spherical gauge

We want to introduce a new gauge for GWs which we call spherical gauge. This gauge will allow us to show how the spherical modes of the wave can be detected. However, before introducing the spherical gauge we give a brief overview of the decomposition of GWs in spherical modes.

The two polarizations of GWs h_+ and h_× can be combined to define the so-called complex amplitude [34]

H := h_+ − ih_×, (13)

where i is the imaginary unit. This complex amplitude can then be decomposed using spin=−2 spherical harmonics,_{−2}Y^{ℓ,m}(θ, ϕ), to obtain [16,34] H(t, r, θ, ϕ) = ∞∑ ℓ=2 ℓ∑ m=−ℓ H^{ℓ,m}(t, r)_{−2}Y^{ℓ,m}(θ, ϕ), (14) where H^{ℓ,m}(t, r) := ∫ dΩH(t, r, θ, ϕ)_{−2}Ȳ^{ℓ,m}(θ, ϕ) (15) are the GW spherical modes and_{−2}Ȳ^{ℓ,m}(θ, ϕ) means the complex conjugate of the spin=−2 spherical harmonics. The spherical modes then contain the information about the evolution of the wave in time and its dependence on the distance, while the_{−2}Y^{ℓ,m}(θ, ϕ) contain the information about the angular properties of the wave.

The spin=−2 spherical harmonics represent an orthonormal base for functions of the angular coordinates (θ, ϕ) ∫ dΩ_{−2}Y^{ℓ,m}(θ, ϕ)_{−2}Ȳ^{ℓ′,m′} (θ, ϕ) = δ_{ℓℓ}′ δ_{mm}′ . (16) Moreover, they have relatively simple derivatives along the angular coordinates ∂_{θ −2}Y^{ℓ,m}(θ, ϕ) = 1 2 (√ (ℓ − m)(ℓ + m + 1)_{−2}Y^{ℓ,m+1}(θ, ϕ)e^{−iϕ} − √ (ℓ + m)(ℓ − m + 1)_{−2}Y^{ℓ,m−1}(θ, ϕ)e^{+iϕ} ) , (17) ∂_{ϕ −2}Y^{ℓ,m}(θ, ϕ) =im_{−2}Y^{ℓ,m}(θ, ϕ). (18) 4.1 The spherical gauge

Let us now introduce the spherical gauge. A GW has to fulfill Eqs. (2) and (3), while we are still free to use a coordinate transformation as in Eq. (4). By this additional coordinate transformation, we constrain four more degrees of freedom so that the wave only has the two polarizations h_+ and h_× [29].

From the coordinate transformation, we are free to impose four conditions on the wave. If the trace of a matrix vanishes in one coordinate system it also vanishes in all other coordinate systems. Therefore, we (have to) keep the condition that the trace of the wave vanishes, h̄ = 0. This condition again guarantees that the trace-reversed wave and the wave are equal. The second set of conditions we impose is that h_{ri} = 0. (19)

This condition is similar to the condition of the TT gauge (cf. Eq. (6)) but now the radial components instead of the time components vanish.

Analogous to the case of the TT gauge, if the h_{ri} vanish h_{0r} also has to vanish. Therefore, we get that in spherical gauge the wave is trace-free and the radial components are all equal to zero

h = 0 and h_{rμ} = 0. (20)

Note that the spherical gauge and the TT gauge only differ by a constant rotation of the time coordinate and the radial coordinate. Therefore, the spherical coordinates θ and ϕ, which we want to study, are not affected by the transformation and can be interpreted in the usual way we know from the TT gauge. Before we move on to discuss the detection of GWs expressed in spherical gauge, we discuss the properties of the wave.

4.2 Time components in spherical gauge

We know a GW has only two degrees of freedom h_+ and h_× [29]. Therefore, we can express any component of the wave as

h_{μν} = p_{μν} h_+ + c_{μν} h_×, (21)

where p_{μν} and c_{μν} are real constant numbers.

Let us assume all h_{0μ} vanish. In this case we have p_{0μ} = c_{0μ} = 0 and from the trace free condition we get p_{ϕϕ} = −p_{θθ} and c_{ϕϕ} = −c_{θθ}. Using this information together with the harmonic gauge in Eq. (3) for the θ and ϕ coordinates gives us 0 =p_{θθ}∂_θh_+ + c_{θθ}∂_θh_× + p_{θϕ}∂_ϕh_+ + c_{θϕ}∂_ϕh_×, (22) 0 =p_{θϕ}∂_θh_+ + c_{θϕ}∂_θh_× − p_{θθ}∂_ϕh_+ − c_{θθ}∂_ϕh_×. (23)

Summing the two equations we then get

0 = (p_{θϕ} +p_{θθ})∂_θh_+ +(c_{θϕ} +c_{θθ})∂_θh_× +(p_{θϕ} −p_{θθ})∂_ϕh_+ +(c_{θϕ} −c_{θθ})∂_ϕh_×. (24)

Using that h_+ = ℜ[H] and h_× = −iℑ[H] (cf. Eq. (13)) and the partial derivatives of the spin=−2 harmonics in Eqs. (17) and (18) we can see that the derivatives of the polarizations all differ by more than just a constant factor. Therefore, the ∂_θh_+, ∂_ϕh_+, ∂_θh_× and ∂_ϕh_× are linearly independent and Eq. (24) is only fulfilled if all coefficients vanish independently. However, this is only possible for p_{θθ} = p_{θϕ} = c_{θθ} = c_{θϕ} = 0, (25)

thus implying that the whole wave vanishes.

In a similar way it can be shown that the h_{0i} have to vanish if h_{00} = 0, thus again implying that the whole wave would vanish. Analyzing again the different cases where only one of the h_{0μ} is equal to zero, we find that h_{00} never vanishes and that only one of h_{0θ} and h_{0ϕ} can vanish at the same time (h_{0r} = 0 from the spherical gauge condition).

4.3 Derivatives of the wave in spherical gauge

Any system that emits GWs has a different number of dynamical fields that travel away from the source [30]. However, only those fields that decrease as 1/r, where r is the distance from the source^1, are called GWs and can be detected by a distant observer [29]. Therefore, for detection, it is important to understand which components of the GW decrease as 1/r.

We start noticing that if the component of a GW h_{μν} decreases as 1/r, its first and second time derivatives also decrease as 1/r to the leading order [29], i.e.,

∂_0h_{μν} , ∂_0∂_0h_{μν} ∝ 1 r . (26)

However, for the spatial derivatives, this is not necessarily true, and in particular, the derivatives along the angular coordinates θ and ϕ often decrease at higher orders.

We analyze how the angular derivatives of a GW in spherical gauge decrease to judge if they can be detected. Using the harmonic gauge in Eq. (3), we get

∂_ih_{ij} = ∂_0h_{0j} . (27)

Deriving the previous equation along j and applying again the harmonic gauge condition, we then find ∂_i∂_j h_{ij} = ∂_0∂_0h_{00}. (28)

From the analysis in the previous section, we know that h_{00} cannot vanish, which for GWs is analogous to saying it decreases as 1/r. Now because its second time derivative also decreases as 1/r and from the spherical gauge condition in Eq. (19) we know the radial components vanish, we see from Eq. (27) that to leading order ∂_θ∂_θh_{θθ}, ∂_ϕ∂_ϕh_{ϕϕ}, ∂_θ∂_ϕh_{θϕ} ∝ 1 r . (29)

Therefore, we get that in spherical gauge the second derivatives of the wave along the angular coordinates decrease as 1/r, at least for some of the components. That means that they, in principle, can be detected in the same way as other properties of the wave. Now it only remains to analyse to what extent a detector is sensitive to these derivatives.

5 Geodesic deviation in spherical gauge

We reconsider the geodesic deviation induced by a GW but now using the spherical gauge. Applying the spherical gauge none of the terms in Eq. (11) vanish and then using the harmonic gauge in Eq. (3), we find for the geodesic deviation

∂_0∂_0ξ^i − 1 2 δ^{ij} (∂_i∂_kh_{ij} + ∂_i∂_j h_{ik} − ∂_j ∂_kh_{00} − ∂_0∂_0h_{jk} )ξ^k = 0 (30)

We see from Eq. (30) that in spherical gauge the geodesic deviation in principle can depend on the angular derivatives of the wave. We further know from the

1 Note that the r we refer here to is the distance between the source and the observer which for the spherical gauge can differ from the radial coordinate r due to the rotation applied to the time coordinate and the radial coordinate.

analysis in Sec. 4.3 that several of the derivatives along the angular coordinates decrease as 1/r and thus are detectable.

Nevertheless, for better comprehension, we consider a two-arm detector where one of the arms lies along the θ and the other along the ϕ coordinate. In this case and only keeping those terms decreasing as 1/r, Eq. (30) reduces to

∂_0∂_0ξ_θ − ( ∂_θ∂_θh_{θθ} + ∂_θ∂_ϕh_{θϕ} − 1 2 ∂_0∂_0h_{θθ} ) ξ_θ =0, (31)

∂_0∂_0ξ_ϕ − ( ∂_ϕ∂_ϕh_{ϕϕ} + ∂_θ∂_ϕh_{θϕ} − 1 2 ∂_0∂_0h_{ϕϕ} ) ξ_ϕ =0. (32)

This means that when expressing a GW in spherical gauge, we find that the detection depends on its second angular derivatives. In addition, we see that the detection still depends on the second time derivative of the wave and thus reduces to the case known for the TT gauge (cf. Eq. (12)) when ignoring the spherical properties of the wave.

6 Dependence of the phase on the spherical modes

We have shown that GWs contain information about the spherical modes even when detecting only one ray. Therefore, we are in principle able to detect them although it is still not obvious how we detect spherical modes in practice, in particular, when the TT gauge is used to interpret detection. To clarify this last point, we discuss in this section how the spherical modes affect the main observable in GW detection – the phase of the wave [35].

The relation between the phase of a GW and its spherical modes is, in general, non-trivial due to the nonlinearity of General Relativity and how the spherical modes change as the phase evolves. Therefore, we consider the illustrative case of a pair of compact objects far from the merger. In this case, the orbit of the binary can be approximated to be Keplerian, and establishing a relation between the phase and the spherical modes is possible. Before we derive this relation, we point out that this case is illustrative but not unrealistic as GW sources can have a significant number of strong spherical modes far from the merger when they have a high eccentricity or there is a high mass ratio between the two components of the binary [12,33,36].

For a Keplerian orbit, the total energy of the source and the period of the orbit are, respectively, E = M 2a , (33) P = 2π √ a^3 M . (34)

Combining these two equations and using that the orbital frequency of a Keplerian orbit is ω_o := 2π/P , we get

ω_o = √ 8E^3 M . (35)

The energy carried away from the source by GWs to infinity can be expressed in terms of the spherical modes [15]

Ė = 1 16π ∑ ℓ,m | | |ḣ^{ℓ,m} | | |^2 , (36)

where a dot indicates a time derivative, h^{ℓ,m} := rH^{ℓ,m}, and we ignored the time derivative of 1/r as it decreases as 1/r^2, r being the distance between the source and the observer.

Taking the time derivative of the orbital frequency in Eq. (35) and using Eq. (36), we obtain

ω̇_o = 3 √ 8 32πM √ E ∑ ℓ,m | | |ḣ^{ℓ,m} | | |^2 . (37)

The phase of a GW is the integral of the frequency of the wave over time Φ_{GW} = ∫ ω_{GW}dt while the frequency of the wave is proportional to the orbital frequency of the source’s orbit. Therefore, we get that the phase of the wave is proportional to the time integral of the sum of the absolute value of the spherical modes

Φ_{GW} ∝ ∫ ∑ ℓ,m | | |ḣ^{ℓ,m} | | |^2 dt. (38)

From Eq. (38), we see that two sources with different spherical modes will have a different GW phase due to their different evolution in time. At the same time, it becomes obvious why we need a high signal-to-noise ratio to detect the spherical modes as weak sub-dominant modes only change the phase marginally. Moreover, if the difference in the spherical modes of two sources is negligible then we are not able to turn them apart due to a similar evolution of their phase.

7 Results

The spherical modes of GWs have become a major focus of recent detection campaigns due to the additional information they can provide. Nevertheless, detection is usually restricted to say we have detected spherical modes because of a better result when using matched filtering techniques. Although this may work well in an everyday business it is no explanation to the fundamental question of detecting a physical property. One even could think that by detecting only one ray of a GW, we should not be able to extract any information about the angular properties of the source and hence the spherical modes. At first glance, this picture even seems to be confirmed when considering detection using the usual TT gauge.

In this paper, we introduced a new gauge, which we call spherical gauge. We showed that using the spherical gauge the geodesic deviation and hence detection does not only depend on the second time derivative of the wave – as for the TT gauge – but also on the angular derivatives. We further consider the behavior of the angular derivatives to show that they decrease as 1/r, thus being of the same order as the wave. That the detection also depends on the angular derivatives makes clear why we can detect GW spherical modes. Having information about the value of a function and its derivatives allows us to constrain an equation to a better degree. This is equally true for the spin=−2 spherical harmonics which are the basis of spherical mode decomposition. To better illustrate the actual detection of spherical modes, we discuss how spherical modes relate to the evolution of the source’s orbit and thus the phase of the GW. We see that using an appropriate gauge the information GW detection contains about the spherical properties of the source becomes evident and we understand why this information can be extracted using matched filtering techniques.

Acknowledgment

Many thanks to Xian Chen for numerous challenging and thus extremely helpful discussions on the detection of gravitational wave spherical modes. I further thank Carlos F. Sopuerta for insightful comments about the effect of spherical modes on the phase of GWs. This work was partially supported by the Guangdong Major Project of Basic and Applied Basic Research (Grant No. 2019B030302001).

References

1. Mahiro Abe, Philip Adamson, Marcel Borcean, Daniela Bortoletto, Kieran Bridges, Samuel P. Carman, Swapan Chattopadhyay, Jonathon Coleman, Noah M. Curfman, Kenneth DeRose, Tejas Deshpande, Savas Dimopoulos, Christopher J. Foot, Josef C. Frisch, Benjamin E. Garber, Steve Geer, Valerie Gibson, Jonah Glick, Peter W. Graham, Steve R. Hahn, Roni Harnik, Leonie Hawkins, Sam Hindley, Jason M. Hogan, Yijun Jiang, Mark A. Kasevich, Ronald J. Kellett, Mandy Kiburg, Tim Kovachy, Joseph D. Lykken, John March-Russell, Jeremiah Mitchell, Martin Murphy, Megan Nantel, Lucy E. Nobrega, Robert K. Plunkett, Surjeet Rajendran, Jan Rudolph, Natasha Sachdeva, Murtaza Safdari, James K. Santucci, Ariel G. Schwartzman, Ian Shipsey, Hunter Swan, Linda R. Valerio, Arvydas Vasonis, Yiping Wang, and Thomas Wilkason. Matter-wave Atomic Gradiometer Interferometric Sensor (MAGIS-100). Quantum Science and Technology, 6(4):044003, October 2021.

2. Sven Abend, Baptiste Allard, Iván Alonso, John Antoniadis, Henrique Araujo, Gianluigi Arduini, Aidan Arnold, Tobias Aßmann, Nadja Augst, Leonardo Badurina, Antun Balaz, Hannah Banks, Michele Barone, Michele Barsanti, Angelo Bassi, Baptiste Battelier, Charles Baynham, Beaufils Quentin, Aleksandar Belic, Ankit Beniwal, Jose Bernabeu, Francesco Bertinelli, Andrea Bertoldi, Ikbal Ahamed Biswas, Diego Blas, Patrick Boegel, Aleksandar Bogojevic, Jonas Böhm, Samuel Böhringer, Kai Bongs, Philippe Bouyer, Christian Brand, Apostolos Brimis, Oliver Buchmueller, Luigi Cacciapuoti, Sergio Calatroni, Benjamin Canuel, Chiara Caprini, Ana Caramete, Laurentiu Caramete, Matteo Carlesso, John Carlton, Mateo Casariego, Vassilis Charmandaris, Yu-Ao Chen, Maria Luisa Chiofalo, Alessia Cimbri, Jonathon Coleman, Florin Lucian Constantin, Carlo Contaldi, Yanou Cui,

Elisa Da Ros, Gavin Davies, Esther del Pino Rosendo, Christian Deppner, Andrei Derevianko, Claudia de Rham, Albert De Roeck, Daniel Derr, Fabio Di Pumpo, Goran Djordjevic, Babette Dobrich, Peter Domokos, Peter Dornan, Michael Doser, Giannis Drougakis, Jacob Dunningham, Alisher Duspayev, Sajan Easo, Joshua Eby, Maxim Efremov, Tord Ekelof, Gedminas Elertas, John Ellis, David Evans, Pavel Fadeev, Mattia Fanì, Farida Fassi, Marco Fattori, Pierre Fayet, Daniel Felea, Jie Feng, Alexander Friedrich, Elina Fuchs, Naceur Gaaloul, Dongfeng Gao, Susan Gardner, Barry Garraway, Alexandre Gauguet, Sandra Gerlach, Matthias Gersemann, Valerie Gibson, Enno Giese, Gian Francesco Giudice, Eric Glasbrenner, Mustafa Gündogan, Martin G. Haehnelt, Timo Hakulinen, Klemens Hammerer, Ekim Taylan Hanımeli, Tiffany Harte, Leonie Hawkins, Aurelien Hees, Jaret Heise, Victoria Henderson, Sven Herrmann, Thomas Hird, Jason Hogan, Bodil Holst, Michael Holynski, Kamran Hussain, Gregor Janson, Peter Jeglič, Fedor Jelezko, Michael Kagan, Matti Kalliokoski, Mark Kasevich, Alex Kehagias, Eva Kilian, Soumen Koley, Bernd Konrad, Joachim Kopp, Georgy Kornakov, Tim Kovachy, Markus Krutzik, Mukesh Kumar, Pradeep Kumar, Claus Laemmerzahl, Greg Landsberg, Mehdi Langlois, Bryony Lanigan, Samuel Lellouch, Bruno Leone, Christophe Le Poncin Lafitte, Marek Lewicki, Bastian Leykauf, Ali Lezeik, Lucas Lombriser, Luis López, Elias López Asamar, Cristian López Monjaraz, Gaetano Luciano, Mohammed Mahmoud Mohammed, Azadeh Maleknejad, Krutzik Markus, Jacques Marteau, Didier Massonnet, Anupam Mazumdar, Christopher McCabe, Matthias Meister, Jonathan Menu, Giuseppe Messineo, Salvatore Micalizio, Peter Millington, Milan Milosevic, Jeremiah Mitchell, Mario Montero, Gavin Morley, Jürgen Müller, Özgür Müstecaplıoğlu, Wei-Tou Ni, Johannes Noller, Senad Odžak, Daniel Oi, Yasser Omar, Julia Pahl, Sean Paling, Saurabh Pandey, George Pappas, Vinay Pareek, Elizabeth Pasatembou, Emanuele Pelucchi, Franck Pereira dos Santos, Baptist Piest, Igor Pikovski, Apostolos Pilaftsis, Robert Plunkett, Rosa Poggiani, Marco Prevedelli, Julia Puputti, Vishnupriya Puthiya Veettil, John Quenby, Johann Rafelski, Surjeet Rajendran, Ernst Maria Rasel, Haifa Rejeb Sfar, Serge Reynaud, Andrea Richaud, Tangui Rodzinka, Albert Roura, Jan Rudolph, Dylan Sabulsky, Marianna Safronova, Luigi Santamaria, Manuel Schilling, Vladimir Schkolnik, Wolfgang Schleich, Dennis Schlippert, Ulrich Schneider, Florian Schreck, Christian Schubert, Nico Schwersenz, Aleksei Semakin, Olga Sergijenko, Lijing Shao, Ian Shipsey, Rajeev Singh, Augusto Smerzi, Carlos F. Sopuerta, Alessandro Spallicci, Petruta Stefanescu, Nikolaos Stergioulas, Jannik Ströhle, Christian Struckmann, Silvia Tentindo, Henry Throssell, Guglielmo M. Tino, Jonathan Tinsley, Ovidiu Tintareanu Mircea, Kimberly Tkalčec, Andrew Tolley, Vincenza Tornatore, Alejandro Torres-Orjuela, Philipp Treutlein, Andrea Trombettoni, Yu-Dai Tsai, Christian Ufrecht, Stefan Ulmer, Daniel Valuch, Ville Vaskonen, Veronica Vazquez Aceves, Nikolay Vitanov, Christian Vogt, Wolf von Klitzing, András Vukics, Reinhold Walser, Jin Wang, Niels Warburton, Alexander Webber-Date, André Wenzlawski, Michael Werner, Jason Williams, Patrcik Windapssinger, Peter Wolf, Lisa Wörner, André Xuereb, Mohamed Yahia, Emmanuel Zambrini Cruzeiro, Moslem Zarei, Mingsheng Zhan, Lin Zhou, Jure Zupan, and Erik Zupanič. Terrestrial Very-Long-Baseline Atom Interferometry: Workshop Summary. arXiv eprints, page arXiv:2310.08183, October 2023.

3. Yousef Abou El-Neaj, Cristiano Alpigiani, Sana Amairi-Pyka, Henrique Araujo, Antun Balaz, Angelo Bassi, Lars Bathe-Peters, Baptiste Battelier, Aleksandar Belic, Elliot Bentine, Jose Bernabeu, Andrea Bertoldi, Robert Bingham, Diego Blas, Vasiliki Bolpasi, Kai Bongs, Sougato Bose, Philippe Bouyer, Themis Bowcock,

William Bowden, Oliver Buchmueller, Clare Burrage, Xavier Calmet, Benjamin Canuel, Laurentiu-Ioan Caramete, Andrew Carroll, Giancarlo Cella, Vassilis Charmandaris, Swapan Chattopadhyay, Xuzong Chen, Maria Luisa Chiofalo, Jonathon Coleman, Joseph Cotter, Yanou Cui, Andrei Derevianko, Albert De Roeck, Goran Djordjevic, Peter Dornan, Michael Doser, Ioannis Drougkakis, Jacob Dunningham, Ioana Dutan, Sajan Easo, Gedminas Elertas, John Ellis, Mai El Sawy, Farida Fassi, Daniel Felea, Chen-Hao Feng, Robert Flack, Chris Foot, Ivette Fuentes, Naceur Gaaloul, Alexandre Gauguet, Remi Geiger, Valerie Gibson, Gian Giudice, Jon Goldwin, Oleg Grachov, Peter W. Graham, Dario Grasso, Maurits van der Grinten, Mustafa Gundogan, Martin G. Haehnelt, Tiffany Harte, Aurelien Hees, Richard Hobson, Bodil Holst, Jason Hogan, Mark Kasevich, Bradley J. Kavanagh, Wolf von Klitzing, Tim Kovachy, Benjamin Krikler, Markus Krutzik, Marek Lewicki, Yu-Hung Lien, Miaoyuan Liu, Giuseppe Gaetano Luciano, Alain Magnon, Mohammed Mahmoud, Sarah Malik, Christopher McCabe, Jeremiah Mitchell, Julia Pahl, Debapriya Pal, Saurabh Pandey, Dimitris Papazoglou, Mauro Paternostro, Bjoern Penning, Achim Peters, Marco Prevedelli, Vishnupriya Puthiya-Veettil, John Quenby, Ernst Rasel, Sean Ravenhall, Haifa Rejeb Sfar, Jack Ringwood, Albert Roura, Dylan Sabulsky, Muhammed Sameed, Ben Sauer, Stefan Alaric Schaffer, Stephan Schiller, Vladimir Schkolnik, Dennis Schlippert, Christian Schubert, Armin Shayeghi, Ian Shipsey, Carla Signorini, Marcelle Soares-Santos, Fiodor Sorrentino, Yajpal Singh, Timothy Sumner, Konstantinos Tassis, Silvia Tentindo, Guglielmo Maria Tino, Jonathan N. Tinsley, James Unwin, Tristan Valenzuela, Georgios Vasilakis, Ville Vaskonen, Christian Vogt, Alex Webber-Date, Andre Wenzlawski, Patrick Windpassinger, Marian Woltmann, Michael Holynski, Efe Yazgan, Ming-Sheng Zhan, Xinhao Zou, and Jure Zupan. AEDGE: Atomic Experiment for Dark Matter and Gravity Exploration in Space. EPJ Quantum Technology, 7:6, March 2020.

4. T. Accadia et al. Virgo: a laser interferometer to detect gravitational waves. Journal of Instrumentation, 7(3):3012, March 2012.

5. Pau Amaro-Seoane, Heather Audley, Stanislav Babak, John Baker, Enrico Barausse, Peter Bender, Emanuele Berti, Pierre Binetruy, Michael Born, Daniele Bortoluzzi, et al. Laser Interferometer Space Antenna. arXiv e-prints, page arXiv:1702.00786, February 2017.

6. L. Badurina et al. AION: An Atom Interferometer Observatory and Network.

JCAP, 05:011, 2020.

7. Juan Calderón Bustillo, James A. Clark, Pablo Laguna, and Deirdre Shoemaker.

Tracking Black Hole Kicks from Gravitational-Wave Observations. Phys. Rev. Lett., 121(19):191102, Nov 2018.

8. B. Canuel, A. Bertoldi, L. Amand, E. Pozzo di Borgo, T. Chantrait, C. Danquigny, M. Dovale Álvarez, B. Fang, A. Freise, R. Geiger, J. Gillot, S. Henry, J. Hinderer, D. Holleville, J. Junca, G. Lefèvre, M. Merzougui, N. Mielec, T. Monfret, S. Pelisson, M. Prevedelli, S. Reynaud, I. Riou, Y. Rogister, S. Rosat, E. Cormier, A. Landragin, W. Chaibi, S. Gaffet, and P. Bouyer. Exploring gravity with the MIGA large scale atom interferometer. Scientific Reports, 8:14064, September 2018.

9. Sean M. Carroll. Lecture Notes on General Relativity. arXiv e-prints, pages gr– qc/9712019, December 1997.

10. Roberto Cotesta, Alessandra Buonanno, Alejandro Bohé, Andrea Taracchini, Ian Hinder, and Serguei Ossokine. Enriching the symphony of gravitational waves from binary black holes by tuning higher harmonics. Phys. Rev. D, 98(8):084028, October 2018.

11. Roberto Cotesta, Sylvain Marsat, and Michael Pürrer. Frequency-domain reducedorder model of aligned-spin effective-one-body waveforms with higher-order modes. Phys. Rev. D, 101:124040, Jun 2020.

12. Steve Drasco and Scott A. Hughes. Gravitational wave snapshots of generic extreme mass ratio inspirals. Phys. Rev. D, 73(2):024027, January 2006.

13. A. Einstein. Näherungsweise Integration der Feldgleichungen der Gravitation.

Sitzungsberichte der Königlich Preußischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Berlin), Seite 688-696., 1916.

14. Scott E. Field, Chad R. Galley, Jan S. Hesthaven, Jason Kaye, and Manuel Tiglio.

Fast Prediction and Evaluation of Gravitational Waveforms Using Surrogate Models. Physical Review X, 4(3):031006, July 2014.

15. Davide Gerosa, François Hébert, and Leo C. Stein. Black-hole kicks from numericalrelativity surrogate models. Phys. Rev. D, 97(10):104049, May 2018.

16. J. N. Goldberg, A. J. Macfarlane, E. T. Newman, F. Rohrlich, and E. C. G. Sudarshan. Spin-s Spherical Harmonics and ð. Journal of Mathematical Physics, 8(11):2155–2161, November 1967.

17. Kagra Collaboration. KAGRA: 2.5 generation interferometric gravitational wave detector. Nature Astronomy, 3:35–40, Jan 2019.

18. Sebastian Khan, Frank Ohme, Katerina Chatziioannou, and Mark Hannam. Including higher order multipoles in gravitational-wave models for precessing binary black holes. Phys. Rev. D, 101:024056, Jan 2020.

19. T. G. F. Li. Extracting Physics from Gravitational Waves: Testing the Strongfield Dynamics of General Relativity and Inferring the Large-scale Structure of the Universe. PhD thesis, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, 2013. Naam instelling promotie: VU Vrije Universiteit Naam instelling onderzoek: VU Vrije Universiteit.

20. LIGO Scientific Collaboration. Advanced LIGO. Classical and Quantum Gravity, 32(7):074001, April 2015.

21. LIGO Scientific Collaboration and Virgo Collaboration. Observation of Gravitational Waves from a Binary Black Hole Merger. Phys. Rev. Lett., 116(6):061102, February 2016.

22. LIGO Scientific Collaboration and Virgo Collaboration. GWTC-1: A Gravitational-Wave Transient Catalog of Compact Binary Mergers Observed by LIGO and Virgo during the First and Second Observing Runs. Physical Review X, 9(3):031040, Jul 2019.

23. LIGO Scientific Collaboration and Virgo Collaboration. GW190412: Observation of a binary-black-hole coalescence with asymmetric masses. Phys. Rev. D, 102(4):043015, August 2020.

24. LIGO Scientific Collaboration and Virgo Collaboration. GW190814: Gravitational Waves from the Coalescence of a 23 Solar Mass Black Hole with a 2.6 Solar Mass Compact Object. Astrophys. J. Lett., 896(2):L44, June 2020.

25. LIGO Scientific Collaboration and Virgo Collaboration. GWTC-2: Compact Binary Coalescences Observed by LIGO and Virgo during the First Half of the Third Observing Run. Physical Review X, 11(2):021053, April 2021.

26. LIGO Scientific Collaboration, Virgo Collaboration, and KAGRA Collaboration.

GWTC-3: Compact Binary Coalescences Observed by LIGO and Virgo During the Second Part of the Third Observing Run. arXiv e-prints, page arXiv:2111.03606, November 2021.

27. Lionel London, Sebastian Khan, Edward Fauchon-Jones, Cecilio García, Mark Hannam, Sascha Husa, Xisco Jiménez-Forteza, Chinmay Kalaghatgi, Frank Ohme, and Francesco Pannarale. First higher-multipole model of gravitational waves from spinning and coalescing black-hole binaries. Phys. Rev. Lett., 120:161102, Apr 2018.

28. Jun Luo, Li-Sheng Chen, Hui-Zong Duan, Yun-Gui Gong, Shoucun Hu, Jianghui Ji, Qi Liu, Jianwei Mei, Vadim Milyukov, Mikhail Sazhin, Cheng-Gang Shao, Viktor T. Toth, Hai-Bo Tu, Yamin Wang, Yan Wang, Hsien-Chi Yeh, Ming-Sheng Zhan, Yonghe Zhang, Vladimir Zharov, and Ze-Bing Zhou. TianQin: a spaceborne gravitational wave detector. Classical and Quantum Gravity, 33(3):035010, February 2016.

29. Michele Maggiore. Gravitational Waves. Volume 1: Theory and Experiments. Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK, 2008.

30. C. W. Misner, K. S. Thorne, and J. A. Wheeler. Gravitation. Princeton University Press, San Francisco, CA, 2017.

31. Serguei Ossokine, Alessandra Buonanno, Sylvain Marsat, Roberto Cotesta, Stanislav Babak, Tim Dietrich, Roland Haas, Ian Hinder, Harald P. Pfeiffer, Michael Pürrer, Charles J. Woodford, Michael Boyle, Lawrence E. Kidder, Mark A. Scheel, and Béla Szilágyi. Multipolar effective-one-body waveforms for precessing binary black holes: Construction and validation. Phys. Rev. D, 102(4):044055, August 2020.

32. Yi Pan, Alessandra Buonanno, Andrea Taracchini, Lawrence E. Kidder, Abdul H.

Mroué, Harald P. Pfeiffer, Mark A. Scheel, and Béla Szilágyi. Inspiral-merger-ringdown waveforms of spinning, precessing black-hole binaries in the effectiveone-body formalism. Phys. Rev. D, 89:084006, Apr 2014.

33. P. C. Peters and J. Mathews. Gravitational Radiation from Point Masses in a Keplerian Orbit. Physical Review, 131(1):435–440, July 1963.

34. Milton Ruiz, Miguel Alcubierre, Darío Núñez, and Ryoji Takahashi. Multipole expansions for energy and momenta carried by gravitational waves. General Relativity and Gravitation, 40(11):2467–2467, November 2008.

35. B. S. Sathyaprakash and B. F. Schutz. Physics, Astrophysics and Cosmology with Gravitational Waves. Living Reviews in Relativity, 12:2, March 2009.

36. Alejandro Torres-Orjuela. Detecting intermediate-mass black hole binaries with atom interferometer observatories: Using the resonant mode for the merger phase. arXiv e-prints [Accepted by AVS Quantum Science], page arXiv:2306.08898, June 2023.

37. Alejandro Torres-Orjuela, Pau Amaro Seoane, Zeyuan Xuan, Alvin J. K. Chua, Mara J. B. Rosell, and Xian Chen. Exciting Modes due to the Aberration of Gravitational Waves: Measurability for Extreme-Mass-Ratio Inspirals. Phys. Rev. Lett., 127(4):041102, July 2021.

38. Alejandro Torres-Orjuela, Xian Chen, and Pau Amaro Seoane. Excitation of gravitational wave modes by a center-of-mass velocity of the source. Phys. Rev. D, 104(12):123025, December 2021.

39. Alejandro Torres-Orjuela, Xian Chen, Zhoujian Cao, Pau Amaro-Seoane, and Peng Peng. Detecting the beaming effect of gravitational waves. Phys. Rev. D, 100(6):063012, Sep 2019.

40. Alejandro Torres-Orjuela, Shun-Jia Huang, Zheng-Cheng Liang, Shuai Liu, Hai- Tian Wang, Chang-Qing Ye, Yi-Ming Hu, and Jianwei Mei. Detection of astrophysical gravitational wave sources by TianQin and LISA. arXiv e-prints, page arXiv:2307.16628, July 2023.

41. Ming-Sheng Zhan, Jin Wang, Wei-Tou Ni, Dong-Feng Gao, Gang Wang, Ling- Xiang He, Run-Bing Li, Lin Zhou, Xi Chen, Jia-Qi Zhong, Biao Tang, Zhan-Wei Yao, Lei Zhu, Zong-Yuan Xiong, Si-Bin Lu, Geng-Hua Yu, Qun-Feng Cheng, Min Liu, Yu-Rong Liang, Peng Xu, Xiao-Dong He, Min Ke, Zheng Tan, and Jun Luo. ZAIGA: Zhaoshan long-baseline atom interferometer gravitation antenna. International Journal of Modern Physics D, 29(4):1940005, January 2020.