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Gravitational parity violation is inherent in string theory, one effective model of which is Chern-
Simons modified gravity. This effective theory introduces a parity-violating modification to the
Einstein equations, whose magnitude depends on derivatives of the Chern-Simons coupling. In the
dynamical formulation, this coupling is an evolving field that is sourced by spacetime curvature. We
here calculate the Chern-Simons modification to the orbital evolution of a binary system of spinning
compact objects in the weak-field. The ratio of the Chern-Simons correction to perigee precession
to the general relativistic prediction is found to scale quadratically with the semi-major axis and
inversely with the square of the object’s radius. Binary pulsar systems are ideal to test this theory,
since perigee precession can be measured with sub-degree accuracies and the semi-major axis is
millions of times larger than the stellar radius. We find that observations of perigee precession from
the double binary pulsar PSR J0737 — 3039A /B dramatically constrain the Chern-Simons coupling,
Mcs = 1/|0| > 50 meV, approximately a hundred billion times better than Solar System tests.

Introduction. String theory is an intricate web of
mathematically beautiful hypothesis that promises to
unify all forces of nature. General Relativity (GR) is
expected to be its low-energy limit with possible higher-
order curvature corrections. To date, however, string
theory remains intrinsically difficult to test experimen-
tally, because these curvature-corrections are believed to
be perturbatively Planck suppressed. Dynamical situa-
tions with large spacetime curvature could lead to non-
linear couplings and enhance such curvature corrections
to a constrainable realm.

One such curvature correction is the parity-violating
Pontryagin density, which in addition to the Einstein-
Hilbert term defines an effective theory: Chern-Simons
(CS) modified gravity [1]. In four dimensions, this den-
sity is a topological term that does not contribute to
the field equations, unless its coupling is non-constant or
promoted to a scalar field [2]. From a string theoretical
standpoint, the Pontryagin correction is inescapable, if
one is to have a mathematically consistent theory that is
anomaly-free [3]. From an experimental standpoint, the
search for the breakage of fundamental symmetries can
provide hints that can guide theorist toward the correct
ultraviolet completion of GR.

The signature of CS modified gravity is the intro-
duction of gravitational parity violation that leads to
modifications of gravitational phenomena, such as frame-
dragging [4, 15, 5, [6]. In GR, the gravitomagnetic sector
of the metric couples to the spin and the orbital angular
momentum of gravitating systems, leading to corrections
in their orbital evolution, such as precession of the or-
bital plane. In CS modified gravity, the gradient of the
coupling scalar selects a preferred direction in spacetime
that corrects this precession. Thus, observations of grav-
itomagnetic precession can be used to test the validity of
the effective theory [5, 16].

In the Solar System, this precession correction has al-

ready been studied for an externally prescribed (non-
dynamical) CS coupling [2]. Through comparisons with
the LAGEOS and the Gravity Probe B experiment,
bounds have been placed on the time derivative of this
field & < 10% km or Mes := 1/ > 107 eV. From
a theoretical standpoint, the effective mass scale for the
CS term is uncertain. While it could be as large as the
Planck scale, it is intriguing to explore the possibility
that the scale is A4 ~ 1 meV.

The weakness of this bound can be qualitatively un-
derstood in terms of the ratio of the CS precession cor-
rection to the GR expectation. For any binary system,
this ratio scales as (Rext/Rind)?, where Rzt and Ring
are the radius of curvature of the combined system and
of either compact body respectively. For a binary sys-
tem Rezt ~ a, where a is the semi-major axis, and
Rina ~ R, where R is the stellar radius. In the Solar Sys-
tem, a = R4 +h, where h is the height to which satellites
can be reliably placed in orbit, while R = R, is Earth’s
radius. Thus, the ratio Rezt/Ring — 1 ~ h/Ry < 1 and
the CS effect is inherently small. For a binary pulsar,
however, Rext/Rina ~ O(10%), which thus enhances the
CS effect by a factor of O(10'°).

In this letter, we shall study the dynamical CS correc-
tion to gravitomagnetic precession. We shall first derive
the perturbation equations in the dynamical theory and
show that, under certain sensible conditions, the CS cou-
pling must tend to a linearly time-dependent scalar. We
shall then proceed by calculating the CS correction to
the orbital evolution of a binary system of spinning bod-
ies. The averaged rate of change of the perigee is found
to be CS corrected, with a scaling of the form discussed
above. Using the measurement of perigee precession from
the double binary pulsar PSR J0737 — 3039A/B [7], we
place a bound on the magnitude of the time derivative
of the CS coupling: 6 < 4 x 1072 km or equivalently
Mcs 2 50 meV, well above the dark energy scale. We
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shall here employ the conventions in [§], with Greek let-
ters ranging over spacetime indices, Latin letters over
spatial indices only and G = c = 1.

Dynamical Chern-Simons Modified Gravity. Let us be-
gin by summarizing the basic equations of CS modified
gravity that are relevant to our calculation (see eg. 9]
for a pedagogical review). We begin directly with the CS
modified field equations, which take the form [1, 2]

o 1 mat 0
G,ul/ + Ec,uu = % (T,uu + T;Su)) ) (1)
where G, is the Einstein tensor, x = 1/(167G) is the
GR coupling constant, « is a coupling constant and the
Cotton-like or C-tensor C,,, is defined via

CHV = 9;060(#aﬁRu)ﬁ;a + 9;07’ *RU(,LLTU) . (2)

In Eq. @), R, and R, ap are the Ricci and Riemann
tensors respectively, *R*#70 = eafnv g0 /2 is the dual
of the latter, €*#7 is the four-dimensional Levi-Civita
tensor, and the semi-colon stands for covariant differen-
tiation. The stress-energy content of Eq. () is given by
external matter fields Tlf}jat plus the stress-energy T,S,(i) of
the scalar field 0 [see eg. Eq. (67) in [10]].

One of the main ingredients in CS modified gravity
is the CS coupling scalar 0 = 6(x*), which controls the
strength of the correction. The units of this scalar are
determined by the choice of coupling «, ie. if [a] = L* for
some real constant A, then [f] = L~4. In the dynamical
formalism, this coupling scalar satisfies its own equation
of motion

daVv «
= -
B 0. ﬁd@ 1 RR, (3)

where the Pontryagin density is *R R = *R® g"‘sRBa(ﬂ;
and ( is another coupling constant that determines how
Tﬁ‘?,) couples to the gravitational sector. In the limit
of constant coupling scalar, the modified theory reduces
identically to GR because the C-tensor vanishes. In the
limit of linear coupling scalar, the modified theory re-
duces to a non-dynamical one, where Eq. (B]) implies the
Pontryagin constraint *R R = 0. The modified theory
was originally proposed in such way [1], with the canon-
ical scalar 6 = t/pu, for some positive constant p.
Perturbation Theory. Consider the line element

ds? = —(142¢)dt* + 2w;dtda’ + (1 — 210)6;;dx'da?, (4)

where ¢,z are regular Cartesian coordinates, §;; is the
Euclidean metric, (¢, ¢) and w; are scalar and vectorial
perturbation potentials respectively in the longitudinal
gauge (9;w' = 0). These potentials shall be treated per-
turbatively, in a post-Newtonian sense, where the matter
sources that generate them are assumed slowly-moving
(€ :=v?/c* < 1), weakly-gravitating and isolated.
Matter sources shall be described via a perfect fluid
stress energy tensor, Thpg = p = 0(62), Toi = —pv; =

O(?®) and T;; = O(e*), where p is density and v* is
the three-velocity of the fluid. The field equations then
require that O(¢) = O(y) = O(e?), while O(Jw'|) =
O(€3/2), plus CS corrections. The stress-energy Tﬁ?,) shall
be neglected, since it is always at least quadratic in the
CS coupling, which will also be treated perturbatively.

The evolution equation for 6 can be solved if we neglect
back-reaction effects. The source of f-waves is matter
through the Pontryagin density:

‘RR = —48 (9;'w;) O (¢ + ) + O(°),  (5)
where €% = €%k and €% is the Levi-Civita symbol.
We shall implicitly impose a no-incoming wave boundary
condition, since we assume matter, and thus, the poten-
tials are isolated. To leading order in €, the evolution
equation becomes

0,0 == (-9} + V*) 0 =0, (6)
where V? := §79;; and whose solution in the far field is
0 = 0c cos (N kyx,) + 0gsin (0 k,x,,), (7)

where ¢ s are constants of integration and k% = [(2, k] is
a four-wavevector that determines the magnitude of the
rate of change of 6, with dispersion relation Q = +|k¢| .
Let us first consider the scalar sector of the perturbed
field equations. To O(e), the 00 components is not CS
modified, leading to the usual relation 4wp = V2%, which
can be solved immediately for ¢ as a function of p using
Green function methods. The remaining equations are

&7 [(96) 02 + (9jm0) Omi] (¥ + 8) =0, (8)
(6,77 = 0i3) (6 = ¥) = == (A0 &My (1 + 6) ,(9)

which can be solved by focusing on §-deformed solutions:
¢ = ¢cr + X4, Where ¢gr is O-independent and x4 is
linear in |0,0|. To zeroth-order, ¢or = ¥gr, while to
linear order the 07 becomes

&7 [(00) 06V + (0jmb) O] =0, (10)

which is a condition for € that forces 0;6 «x 0;1, or with
Eq. @), k; o< 0;¢b. The ij equation then automatically
forces x = 0 by requiring regularity of ¢ at spatial in-
finity. The scalar sector of the perturbed field equations
remains unaffected in dynamical CS gravity, only forcing
the wave three-vector of the CS scalar to be coaligned
with the gradient of the gravitational potential.

Let us now consider the vectorial sector of the per-
turbed field equations, assuming the gauge condition
holds and the scalar sector is satisfied. To O(e/?), the
00 equation vanishes identically because the unperturbed
vector potential wl, o erv®. The ij equations, how-
ever, do not vanish, but reduce to

~ . 1. .
2 (619) E(ilk (8j)kw) = 56(1-“9 (aj)kwl) ; (11)



which are not differential equations for 1, since this po-
tential has already been determined. Instead they pose
additional differential constraints on 6 that cannot be
satisfied for a wave-like field. These equations over-
constrain the theory, thus forcing § = 0 and 9;0 = 0
independently, which leads to a CS coupling of canonical
form 0 = t/pu. With such a choice of 6, the 00 and ij
equations are satisfied, while 0i equations can be solved
to linear order in 6 via

5,200 [ 5 (Vpx O
=-4 &’z — — [ &’r'——. (12
et [ e = [ 1

where X is the Euclidean cross product and we have ne-
glected any time dependance in .

The vectorial solution found here is similar to that
found in [5, 6], except that here we consider generic den-
sity distributions. Omne can show that in the limit as
p — m 3(z'), Eq. (I2) reduces identically to Eq. (44)
in [5], with the appropriate choice of «. Moreover, this
potential is also similar to that found in [2], except that
here we work to linear order in 6. One can also show
that if pv; is replaced with the stress-energy component
appropriate to a homogeneous rotating sphere, then this
potential reduces to Eq. (B4) in |2] with the appropriate
choice of a and to linear in 6.

The reduction of the dynamical CS theory to the non-
dynamical, canonical one is forced by the requirement
that the solution space be a 6-deformation of the GR one.
The evolution of the CS field is controlled by two com-
peting processes: the evolution equation for 6 pushes to-
ward wave-like solutions, while the linearized field equa-
tions with the GR requirement drive 6 to non-wavelike
solutions. The compromise that satisfies both compet-
ing processes is simply the canonical choice. If one re-
linquishes these requirements in the far far field, more
general 6 fields might be allowed, but these will source
potentials that will generically disagree with Solar Sys-
tem tests. More general  fields might be allowed in the
strong field, where the constraints § = 0 = 9,0 seize to
be valid, since perturbation theory breaks down.

Binary Pulsar Test. The lack of a CS correction to the
scalar sector of the gravitational perturbations implies
that most astrophysical process are unaffected by this
type of parity violation. For example, the equations of
structure formation remain untouched because the Pois-
son equation is not CS corrected and the stress-energy
tensor remains locally conserved. The vectorial sector of
the metric, however, is CS modified in a normal direction
relative to the GR prediction. For randomly oriented ve-
locities, the average value of the CS correction in fact
identically vanishes, but in many astrophysical scenar-
ios, the velocity field is not randomly oriented. One such
case is binary systems, where the CS correction leads to
an anomalous frame-dragging effect.

Anomalous frame-dragging induces modifications on a
variety of astrophysical processes, such as the formation

of accretion discs around protoplanetary systems and the
evolution of neutron star spins. The CS correction, how-
ever, would be hard to detect in such processes because
it scales inversely with the radius of curvature of the sys-
tem, as one can see from Eq. (I2]). Galactic radii are on
the kpcs scale, which renders the ratio of the CS correc-
tion to the GR prediction on the O(10~17) if we saturate
the Solar System -constraint [2].

Although the CS correction is insignificant in the evo-
lution of non-compact astrophysical sources, this is not
the case for binary pulsars. In such systems, there are two
important scales the CS correction could couple to: the
radius of curvature of the system, which is proportional
to the semi-major axis a; and the radius of curvature
of either component, which is proportional to the radius
of either body R. As we shall see, the GR prediction
for the precession of the perigee scales as a3, while the
CS correction scales as a~'R~2, which implies that ob-
served binary systems are preferred laboratories to test
the modified theory since a/R ~ O(10°).

Inspiraling black hole binaries would be ideal sources
to test CS modified gravity due to their compactness.
Such systems do not radiate electromagnetically unless
surrounded by an accretion disk, but gravitational wave
observations with space-based or earth-based detectors
could be used to test the modified theory [11,112]. Such
observations would be sensitive to the integrated history
of the CS term, instead of its instantaneous value.

Let us then concentrate on binary systems of spinning
neutron stars, whose orbital evolution we shall model
through a geodesic study of a compact object in the back-
ground of a rotating, homogeneous sphere. Following 2],
the stress-energy tensor of this sphere will be described
by To; = —Ji, where the current j; = po (& x 7); O(R—7),
with pg some constant density, w* = [0, 0, w] the angular
momentum vector in Cartesian coordinates, r* = [z, v, 2|
the distance from the center of the sphere to a field point
and R the radius of the sphere. The total mass of this
sphere is M = 3pg /(47 R?), while its angular momentum
Jt = Iw', where I = (2/5)M R? is the moment of inertia

The motion of the compact body in this background
is governed by the geodesic equations @ = —47 X B,
where we have neglected time-dependent scalar poten-
tials and where @ and ¥ are the three-acceleration and
three-velocity of the compact object. The gravitomag-
netic field is B := V x ff, where the gravitomagnetic
potential is A; := —4w;. Both the field and the potential
have been computed for this stress-energy to arbitrary
order in 6 [2], but we shall here work only to leading
order, where the CS correction ECS =B- EGR is

S €o = 2 A 2 A\ A
Bes = - cos[(r)] {J —tané& (J X r) - (J . r) r} ,
13)
with £(r) = 2rk/(fa), co = 1506/(4xR)sin[¢(R)], 7 =
7/r, J = J/R? and - the Euclidean dot product. From
the gravitomagnetic field, we can straightforwardly com-



pute the CS correction to the geodesic acceleration by
taking the cross-product with the velocity vector.

One must be careful when expanding solutions in 0,
since this quantity is in principle dimensional, and thus,
corrections will arise as combinations of O(f/R) and
O(6/a). For binary pulsars, /a ~ 1073 < 1 if we sat-
urate § with the current Solar System constraint, but
é/R ~ 100 > 1. Thus, in order for the linearized ap-
proximation to hold, one must verify at the end of the
calculation that 6 < 10 km, which we shall see is indeed
the case. Moreover, because the argument of the oscilla-
tory functions scales as 1/ 0, any spatial derivatives of w;
will be larger than w; by one power of §. When this fact
is taken into account, the results for the gravitomagnetic
field found in [5, 6] and |2] are in complete agreement.

We shall here parameterize the trajectory of the com-
pact object in terms of equatorial coordinates. We shall
thus define the triad # = [cosu, cos ¢tsinu, sincsinu], £ =
[ sinw, costcosu,sintcosu] and 7 = [0, — sin¢, cosi| to
describe radial, transverse and normal directions relative
to the comoving frame in the orbital plane. Here, ¢ is the
inclination angle, w is the argument of perigee, u = f+w
with f the true anomaly and 2 = 0 is the right ascension
of the ascending node, chosen in this way so that the line
of nodes is co-aligned with the Z vector |13, [14].

The perturbation equations for the variation of the Ke-
plerian orbital elements is governed by the projection of
the geodesic acceleration on this triad. To leading order
in @, however, only the radial projection a, := @ - 7 is CS
modified leading to al® := a, — ai™:

ay® = —4cotJ {costcos[£(r)] + sinccosusin [£(r)]} .
(14)
The precession of the perigee is given by the pertur-
bation equation [see eg. Eqgs. (33)-(38) in [14]], namely
W = —a,/(n a €)cos f, where @ - { = O(62) = @ - q,
and thus Q = 0, n = \/M/a3 is the unperturbed Keple-
rian mean motion and e is the eccentricity.

The average of the rate of change of w can be computed
by integrating w over one orbital period:

T - 27 1— 2\3/2
<w>::/ Edt:/ w(;)Qdf, (15)
o P 0 27 (1 + ecos f)

during which we shall
is approximately constant,

assume the pericenter
so that @ ~ f =
n(1+ecosf)’ (1- 62)_3/2, and the motion of the
compact object can be described by a Keplerian ellipse,
where r = a (1 —¢€?) (1 + ecos f)_l. This last assump-
tion is justified by the fact that in the weak field, the
motion of test particles about any arbitrary background
remains unchanged relative to the GR prediction [15].
Finally, the integrals in Eq. (I3 shall be approximated
with a small eccentricity expansion e < 1.
The averaged rate of change of the perigee can then be
decomposed into a GR prediction plus a CS correction,

where the latter is given by

. 15 J 0 (26R\ _ (2ak
(W) g = 2&26ﬁ§X sin (J) sin (J) ,  (16)

we have chosen a = k so that 6 has units of length and
the projected semi-major axis X := asin¢. Note that the
CS effect scales as e~ ! because although w scales as cos f,
so does a,, and thus, the leading order term in e does not
vanish upon integration unlike the GR case. The orbital
orientation, however, is ill-defined for zero eccentricity,
and thus, the limit e — 0 is meaningless. The scaling
in the precession of the perigee of Eq. (I0) is consistent
with other precession results studied in the Solar System
[2]. As discussed in the introduction, the ratio of CS
correction to the GR expectation scales as a6 /R3, since
< W >gr~ J/a®. In the Solar System, however, a/R
is very close to unity, while for binary systems a/R ~
0(109).

Observations of the precession of the perigee in the
double binary pulsar PSR J0737 — 3039A/B [17] can be
used to test CS modified gravity. We shall treat pulsar
A as the rotating homogeneous sphere, and pulsar B as
the test body in orbit around the sphere, where the bod-
ies are sufficiently separated that we can neglect tidal
interactions. The relevant system parameters are [16]
the mass M4 = M =~ 1.34Mg, the projected semi-major
axis X = 1.41 s, the eccentricity e, ~ 0.088 and the incli-
nation angle ¢ &~ 89(—76,+50) deg. From the projected
semi-major axis we can deduce that aj ~ 4.24 x 10° km,
where we used the nominal value for the inclination an-
gle. Following [17], we assume that the moment of in-
ertia of body A I ~ 10%® kg m?, which leads to a ra-
dius of R4 ~ 9.69 km and an angular momentum of
Ja ~ 2.8 x 10%0 kg m? s~!. The overall uncertainty in
the measurement of the periastron precession is approx-
imately § = 0.03 degrees per year [17].

We can then constraint 6 by requiring graphically that
< tes > be less than &, which leads to 8 < 4 x 1079 km,
or simply Mes := =1 > 50 meV, which is 10 times
stronger than current Solar System constraints. We have
checked that terms higher order in e or 6 do not sig-
nificantly affect this bound, which is however affected by
uncertainties in the semi-major axis. Even with the most
pessimistic choice of a, the bound deteriorates only by a
factor of twenty, still leading to a constraint 10'° times
stronger than the Solar System one.
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