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Atom interferometers offer exceptional sensitivity to ultra-light dark matter (ULDM) through
their precise measurement of phenomena acting on atoms. While previous work has established
their capability to detect scalar and vector ULDM, their potential for detecting spin-2 ULDM
remains unexplored. This work investigates the sensitivity of atom interferometers to spin-2 ULDM
by considering several frameworks for massive gravity: a Lorentz-invariant Fierz-Pauli case and two
Lorentz-violating scenarios. We find that coherent oscillations of the spin-2 ULDM field induce
a measurable phase shift through three distinct channels: coupling of the scalar mode to atomic
energy levels, and vector and tensor effects that modify the propagation of atoms and light. Atom
interferometers uniquely probe all of these effects, while providing sensitivity to a different mass
range from laser interferometers. Our results demonstrate the potential of atom interferometers
to advance the search for spin-2 dark matter through accessing unexplored parameter space and
uncovering new interactions between ULDM and atoms.

I INTRODUCTION

A
tom interferometry is a powerful technique for prob-
ing fundamental physics. Employing the exquisite

sensitivity of cold atoms acting as quantum sensors, up-
coming experiments aim to measure a range of new
physics beyond the Standard Model [1]. Experiments
have successfully measured fundamental constants [2–4],
tested quantum mechanics [5–8] and general relativity [9–
12] to high precision, constrained fifth-forces [13, 14] and
models of dark energy [15–18]. Several upcoming atom
interferometer experiments aim to build on these mea-
surements [19, 20], and have been proposed as sensors
to search for gravitational waves [21–28] and dark mat-
ter [29–35].

Light-pulse atom interferometry is achieved by trap-
ping and cooling atoms before splitting them into a su-
perposition of states using precisely timed laser pulses.
Atom wavepackets travel along separate paths, directed
by further laser pulses, before coherently combining
again at the end of the sequence. The interference
patterns between the atom paths are measured, giv-
ing a precise measure of various phenomena acting on
the atoms. For a more detailed review of the phys-
ical principles, see, e.g., [36–38]. Several atom inter-
ferometer experiments are currently in development or
have been proposed to search for new physics, including
AION [39], ELGAR [40], MAGIS-100 [41], MIGA [42],
and ZAIGA [43]. More ambitious space-bound projects,
such as AEDGE [44] and STE-QUEST [45] have also
been proposed.

Among the possible areas where atom interferometry
may contribute, we will focus on dark matter. The na-
ture of dark matter has been a long-standing mystery

a john.carlton@kcl.ac.uk

in cosmology and particle physics [46]. Multiple lines
of evidence, from galactic rotation curves to cosmic mi-
crowave background measurements, point to its exis-
tence [47]. Significant experimental efforts to directly
detect dark matter have explored various mass ranges
and coupling strengths. Traditional direct detection ex-
periments searching for weakly interacting massive parti-
cles have thoroughly probed masses above ∼ MeV, while
experiments targeting axion-like particles have explored
specific lighter mass windows. Despite these efforts, dark
matter continues to elude direct detection, and a large
portion of the possible parameter space, ranging from
masses as low as ∼ 10−22 eV [48–50], remains unexplored.
Atom interferometer experiments have the potential to
access a significant part of this unexplored parameter
space [33, 51]

When considering direct searches for dark matter, be-
sides the particle’s mass, the fundamental spin is also im-
portant. While most work has focused on fundamental
spin lower or equal to 3/2, we devote this paper to explor-
ing massive spin-2 dark matter models. Massive spin-
2 theories have an interesting, and still unfinished, his-
tory. After the first developments for a consistent (free)
Lorentz invariant theory [52], it was soon realized that
interacting massive spin-2 states had potential problems
that could jeopardize any effective theory description at
relatively large distances. These difficulties were partially
addressed either by considering a concrete non-linear the-
ory (dRGT) [53] or by breaking more fundamental prin-
ciples, such as violating Lorentz invariance [54, 55].

The first possibility has been extensively studied, and
there is still controversy about its relevance as an effective
field theory with a gap between massive spin-2 fields and
other states, see e.g. [53, 56]. If the massive spin-2 candi-
date is not the field responsible for ordinary gravitation,
but rather only constitutes the dark matter, this prob-
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lem may be alleviated.1 We take this agnostic attitude
for this model in our work. Furthermore, if a Lorentz-
invariant massive graviton were responsible for ordinary
gravitational phenomena, its mass would be constrained
to be below ∼ 10−23 eV [57, 58], which is lower than the
minimal mass required for particles constituting all of the
dark matter (m ≳ 10−22 eV) [48–50]. As a consequence,
multi-metric theories (theories with more than one spin-
2 excitation, see e.g. [53, 59]) are the only viable option
for Lorentz-invariant massive spin-2 fields to constitute
all dark matter.

Turning to Lorentz-violating (LV) massive gravity,
this approach was spurred by the problems around
the Lorentz-invariant case [54], and its natural emer-
gence in the physics of gravitation in the presence of
scalars spontaneously breaking Lorentz invariance. The
works [55, 60] showed that Lorentz-violating massive
gravity is a natural effective description at low energies,
which can be free from the aforementioned problems.
Previous work [61, 62] proposed a particular phase of
these models containing dark matter candidates, while
other options are also possible, as we will discuss. A
remarkable aspect of LV massive gravity is that it can
emerge from a symmetry-breaking scheme [63]. Indeed,
a UV completion can be found in a way similar to that
for massive vectors in the Standard Model, in contrast to
the Lorentz-invariant case.2

In this work, we focus on ultra-light dark matter
(ULDM), with massesmDM ≲ 1 eV. At these mass scales,
the de Broglie wavelength of the dark matter particles in
the Milky Way exceeds their separation distance, and
a classical field configuration, satisfying classical equa-
tions of motion, emerges [66]. This ‘wave-like’ behaviour
brings in new phenomenological opportunities to search
for dark matter. For the Lorentz-invariant ULDM spin-
2 case, this has been exploited in studies of its impact
on gravitational wave detectors in [67, 68], while other
bounds may come from superradiant phenomena around
black holes [69].

Building on related work for spin-0 ULDM [39, 41],
we investigate the sensitivity of atom interferometers to
ultra-light spin-2 dark matter candidates. We examine
three viable theoretical frameworks for massive gravity –
the Fierz-Pauli Lorentz-invariant case and two Lorentz-
violating scenarios – analyzing how each couples to Stan-
dard Model fields in the non-relativistic limit relevant for
atom interferometry. We then derive sensitivity projec-
tions for upcoming long-baseline atom interferometer ex-
periments. These proposed projects will not only probe a
complementary mass range that falls between the masses

1 For instance, there may be scenarios where the spin-2 polariza-
tion is accompanied by more states, or where the cut-off of the
theory is small, but still in agreement with DM phenomenology.

2 This approach requires embedding the model in theories of gravi-
tation with a preferred frame, which have been proposed as com-
plete theories of quantum gravity [64, 65].

probed by LISA and LIGO, but are also sensitive to addi-
tional detection channels through three mechanisms: the
coupling of the scalar mode of the spin-2 field to atomic
energy levels, and vector and tensor effects that alter the
propagation of atoms and light.
This paper is structured as follows: Sec. II reviews

massive gravity field theories as the basis of examining
spin-2 dark matter. Sec. III derives the signal of spin-2
dark matter in atom interferometers. Sec. IV presents
the projected sensitivity of long-baseline atom interfer-
ometer experiments to spin-2 dark matter, and details
other relevant constraints. Sec. V discusses the results
and future research directions. Two appendices provide
additional technical details: App. A details the calcula-
tion to integrate non-propagating degrees of freedom in
our theories, while App. B examines the directional de-
pendence of the signal.
Throughout this paper, we use the mostly + metric

convention (−+++) and, unless explicitly included, as-
sume ℏ = c = 1.

II MASSIVE GRAVITONS

Several effective field theories include massive spin-2
states at low energies [53]. These theories can be cate-
gorised into those generating Fierz-Pauli (FP) Lorentz-
invariant mass terms at the linear level and those gener-
ating Lorentz-violating (LV) mass terms. While Lorentz
invariance ensures that all propagating helicity modes of
the new field have the same mass, this does not necessar-
ily hold for Lorentz-violating theories, as we will demon-
strate. Furthermore, the two cases allow for distinct cou-
plings to Standard Model fields. The following section
explores these differences through the constructions of
Lagrangians for massive spin-2 fields that could provide
suitable dark matter candidates.

A Lorentz invariant massive gravity

The Lorentz invariant Lagrangian for a massive spin-2
theory free of pathologies at the linearised level is the
Fierz-Pauli (FP) Lagrangian [52, 53],

LFP = −φµνερσµνφρσ − 1

2
m2
(
φµνφ

µν − φ2
)
, (1)

where φµν is a massive spin-2 field of mass m, φ = φ µ
µ is

the trace of the field and ερσµν is the Lichnerowicz operator,
defined by

ερσµνφρσ =− 1

2

(
□φµν − ∂µ∂

αφαν − ∂ν∂
αφαµ

+ ∂µ∂νφ− ηµν□φ+ ηµν∂α∂βφ
αβ
)
,

(2)

where □ := ηµν∂µ∂ν .
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We work at linear level in this work and point the
interested reader to [53, 55] for possible non-linear com-
pletions, and the subtleties that arise with them (in par-
ticular related to the relative coefficient of the two terms
in the mass term that characterizes the FP Lagrangian).
As long as we consider the massive spin-2 field and the
standard graviton to be independent fields, these sub-
tleties can always be addressed, at least in principle.3

Furthermore, the choice of an arbitrarily small mass for
the graviton is technically natural [72] and therefore rep-
resents an appealing candidate for ULDM.

The coupling of the spin-2 field to matter fields will be
of the form

LFP−SM = κϕφµνOµν , (3)

where Oµν is a symmetric tensor built with Standard
Model fields. From the breaking of diffeomorphisms from
the mass term, Eq. (1), there is no need for this tensor to
be conserved, and tensors beyond the energy-momentum
tensor can be considered. In particular, the coupling
to different species contributing to Oµν is not univer-
sal, which induces violations of the equivalence principle.
This is, in spirit, similar to the violations from scalar
ULDM fields, whose effect in atomic interferometers is
discussed in [30–35]. We postpone a more comprehen-
sive discussion of the coupling to Sec. II C.

The invariance under linearized diffeomorphisms can
be restored by including four Stückelberg fields χµ, as
part of the redefinition of the primordial field [53, 55].
However, we will not make explicit use of this formalism
in this work. Instead, to understand the dynamical de-
grees of freedom, we will express φµν as irreducible SO(3)
representations [54]:

φ00 = Ψ,

φ0i = ui + ∂iw,

φij = φTT
ij + 2∂(iAj) + ∂i∂jσ + δijπ.

(4)

Here, φTT
ij are the transverse-traceless tensor (under

SO(3)) modes of the field, ui and Ai are transverse vec-
tors, w, σ, π are three dimensional scalars, and

a(µbν) :=
1

2
(aµbν + aνbµ). (5)

Plugging this decomposition of the field into the FP La-
grangian in Eq. (1), and after integrating out the non-
propagating fields (cf. App. A), we arrive at separate La-
grangians for the propagating degrees of freedom in each
sector [54]. Namely,

LFP = Lt + Lv + Ls , (6)

3 One of the main problems of massive gravity is the existence of
a low energy cut-off Λ ≈ (mxM̃Pl)

1/(x+1) where x ∈ N and the
scale M̃Pl corresponds to the coupling controlling the interaction
of φµν [70, 71]. Since this combination of m and M̃Pl is uncon-
strained, we will assume that it is never a problem. This problem
is alleviated in the Lorentz-violating cases we discuss [55, 60, 63].

where the individual terms are given by

Lt =
1

2

(
φTT
ij □tφ

TT
ij −m2

tφ
TT
ij φTT

ij

)
,

Lv =
1

2

(
Ãi□vÃi −m2

vÃiÃi

)
,

Ls =
1

2

(
π̃□sπ̃ −m2

sπ̃
2
)
,

(7)

and we have defined

Ai =
1

m

√
∆−m2

2∆
Ãi , and π = π̃/

√
3. (8)

The differential operators read

□χ = −∂20 + c2χ∆, (9)

where ∆ is the Laplace operator, χ = t, v or s, and for the
FP case ct = cv = cs = 1, and m = mt = mv = ms. The
reason for introducing a notation that allows for different
masses and speeds of propagation will become clear as we
turn to discuss LV massive gravity.

B Lorentz-violating massive gravity

Among the different ways to break Lorentz invariance,
we will only discuss those that preserve the invariance un-
der SO(3) and translation of all space-time coordinates.
Following Ref. [60], we consider a UV scale F that char-
acterizes the breaking of diffeomorphisms to a smaller
subgroup. The kinetic term in Eq. (1) is then completed,
at leading order, by an operator term [53–55, 60]:

LLV
mass =

1

2

(
m2

0φ
2
00 + 2m2

1φ
2
0i −m2

2φ
2
ij

+m2
3φ

i
iφ

j
j − 2m2

4φ00φ
i
i

)
,

(10)

with mi ≈ F 2/M̃Pl, where M̃Pl controls the interaction
of φµν (recall footnote 3). Note that this formalism al-
lows for a well-controlled small value for the mass of the
graviton [73]. The LV Lagrangian receives corrections

suppressed by O(max[E/F, F/M̃Pl]), where E is the en-
ergy of the ULDM field. The latter correspond to higher-
dimensional operators, such as possible modifications of
the kinetic term. They are sub-leading in all cases, ex-
cept when m0 = m1 = 0. We will treat this case inde-
pendently.
It is straightforward to show that when m2

1 = m2
2 =

m2
3 = m2

4 = m2 and m2
0 = 0, we recover the mass term in

Eq. (1). The general LV case propagates up to 6 degrees
of freedom, including a ghost that makes it ill-defined.
Several choices of parameters, protected by residual sym-
metries of the (linearized) diffeomorphism invariance en-
joyed by the massless case, can avoid this problem. The
residual symmetries of Eq. (10) can be identified by con-
sidering the diffeomorphisms that are left unbroken for
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the different parameter choices. In a sense, the different
choices are more robust than the FP one, as the latter is
not protected by any symmetry, and its preservation by
all quantum corrections is unclear.
We focus on phases of massive gravity that are free

from clear pathologies and protected by symmetries [53,
55, 60, 63, 74]. The relevant choices are:

LV1: m1 = 0 with m0 ̸= 0. This condition is protected
by the residual symmetry

xi 7→ xi + ξi(t). (11)

Only the spin-2 polarizations propagate in this
case, and they have mass m2. The expressions for
the non-propagating fields are given in App. A. The
Newtonian limit of this theory deviates from GR
at large distances [61, 62]. An extra scaling can
be introduced to make the remaining terms satisfy
the condition that makes both theories identical at
large distances.

LV2: m1 = 0 and m0 = 0. In this case, on top of the
transformation in Eq. (11), the protection of this
choice requires the residual symmetry

t 7→ f(t), (12)

corresponding to a re-parametrization of time [63].
This phase is particularly interesting, as it is the
only example today of massive gravity (with or
without Lorentz invariance) with a known UV com-
pletion in terms of Higgs-like fields [63]. Even more,
it can be extended to potentially arbitrary large en-
ergies by Hořava gravity [63–65].

To define this theory, one needs to consider also the
first sub-leading operators in O(max[E/F, F/MPl])
to Eq. (10). These are characterized by three new
dimensionless constants α, β and λ [64, 71].4 These
constants modify the properties of the propagating
degrees of freedom [63]. Indeed, the tensor degrees
of freedom have Lagrangian Lt in Eq. (7) with

c2t = (1− β)−1 and mt = m2. (13)

The theory also includes a propagating scalar, that
at energies below the symmetry breaking scale
has [63]5

c2s ≈ λ+ β

α
, and ms ≈ m2

√
λ+ β

2
. (14)

4 If the spin-2 field mediates ordinary gravity, α, β, λ ≪ 1 [64, 71].
Newton’s constant in these theories is modified by O(α, β, λ)
corrections [75]. As we will see, this possibility cannot be realized
in nature if this field constitutes all the dark matter.

5 When comparing our results to those in [63], note that their split
in scalar degrees of freedom, while similar to Eq. (4), differs from
the one here.

The vector modes do not propagate in this case.
The expressions for all non-propagating fields ap-
pear in App. A.

LV3: m1 ̸= 0 and m0 = 0. This choice also requires
m4 = 0 to find a residual symmetry protecting it.
Unfortunately, this case was identified as patholog-
ical in Ref. [60] from high energy completion con-
siderations. We will not consider it any further.

LV4: m2 = m3 = m4 = 0. Even if the weaker relation
m2 = m3 guarantees a well-behaved linear theory,
the symmetry protecting this choice

xi → xi + ξi(x), (15)

imposes the stronger conditionm2 = m3 = m4 = 0.
This means that the spin-2 states of this phase are
massless. The vector and scalar modes are not
propagating [54, 60]. This possibility seems in-
teresting regarding UV completions that make the
scalar sector dynamic. For instance, it is argued
in [60] that this case may have a well-defined UV
completion where the scalar degree of freedom re-
sembles the ghost condensate [76]. As the spin-2
states are massless, we will ignore this model in
our work, though it may generate new models for
scalar dark matter.

When considering the possible coupling of LV massive
gravity to matter, the operators in Eq. (3) can be writ-
ten as

LLV−SM =κ
(2)
LVφ

ijOt
ij + κ

(1)
LVφ

0iOv
i + κ

(0)
LVφ

00Os. (16)

This Lagrangian has extra constraints when one consid-
ers the residual subgroups of the two cases of interest.
Namely,

LV1: Imposing the symmetry under Eq. (11), either

κ
(1)
LV = 0, or

Ȯi
v = ∂jOji

v . (17)

However, as this model does not have scalar or vec-
tor propagating degrees of freedom, we only con-
sider the coupling to tensor modes in this work,
while more generic tests may test all terms in
Eq. (16).

LV2: In this case, the extra transformation from Eq. (12)
implies that, on top of the condition of Eq. (17) (or

κ
(1)
LV = 0), either κ

(0)
LV = 0, or one needs to couple to

a conserved quantity:

Ȯs = ∂jOj
s. (18)

C Non-relativistic coupling to the Standard Model

We now consider a model-agnostic approach to find
the leading contributions in Eq. (3) and Eq. (16) in
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the regime relevant for atom interferometers, where non-
relativistic matter and light beams are the relevant de-
grees of freedom. The couplings are suppressed by a scale
Λ characterizing the interactions of the massive gravity
sector. This scale can be naturally associated with the
scale F introduced in Sec. II B. Our discussion generalizes
the possible couplings described in, e.g., [67, 77, 78].6 We
will consider the coupling directly to the atomic degrees
of freedom. A more detailed analysis may distinguish
the coupling to gluons or quarks, see e.g. [79]. Since this
paper aims to derive the first phenomenological conse-
quences, we prefer to maintain simplicity in our analysis.

We denote the mass of the non-relativistic atomic de-
gree of freedom (it can refer to the electrons, protons,
etc.) bymA, its position by x⃗A, and its three-momentum
by p⃗A = mAv⃗A. Similarly, the dark matter’s speed and
three-momentum are denoted by v⃗DM and p⃗DM, respec-
tively. In the non-relativistic limit, time derivatives yield
factors of the mass, while spatial derivatives yield factors
of the three-momentum.

When describing the operators for the atomic degrees
of freedom, we will write them as

O = Oat δ(3)(x⃗− x⃗A(t)). (19)

1 Couplings of the FP model

We split the possible contributions into two parts and
we only consider leading contributions in velocities for
each interaction:

• Coupling to matter.7 We can write the possible
coupling to the atomic momentum as

φµνOat
µν =

α
(0)
FP

Λ
φµ
µmA +

α
(2)
FP

Λ
φµν pAµpAν

mA
. (20)

From Eq. (A7) we find that the trace for free con-
figurations vanishes,

φµ
µ = −Ψ+∆σ + 3π = 0 , (21)

while, from Eq. (A5) and Eq. (A7),

ui ≈
vDM

mA

√
2

˙̃
Ai, Ψ ≈ −2v2DMπ, w = 2

π̇

m2
A

. (22)

As a result, the leading order interaction reads

φµνOat
µν ≈

α
(2)
FP

Λ
mA

[
− 2v2DMπ − 2viA

(
2vDM iπ − vDM

m
√
2

˙̃
Ai

)

+ viAv
j
A

(
(δij − 3v̂DM iv̂DM j)π +

√
2v̂DM(i

˙̃Aj)

m
+ φTT

ij

)]
,

(23)

where v̂DM i = vDM i/|v⃗DM| and we have used the approximations |v⃗DM| ∼ 10−3 ≪ 1 and |v⃗A| ≪ 1. For v⃗A, it
can refer to the internal velocity of the electron (∼ αem ∼ 10−2) or to the kinetic velocity of the atom (∼ 10−8).

• Coupling to light. In this case, we can write

φµνOl
µν =

β
(0)
FP

Λ
φµ
µ F

2 +
β
(2)
FP

Λ
φµνFµαF

α
ν .

(24)

From the same approximations of the previous item, together with Eq. (A7) and for a generic EM field, we have

φµνOl
µν =

β
(2)
FP

Λ

[
2F0iF

0iv2DMπ − 2F iσF 0
σ

(
2vDM iπ − vDM

m
√
2

˙̃
Ai

)

+ F iσF j
σ

(
(δij − 3v̂DM iv̂DM j)π +

√
2v̂DM(i

˙̃Aj)

m
+ φTT

ij

)]
.

(25)

6 See [76] for a discussion of couplings of the ghost condensate. 7 We ignore possible coupling to spin, as the atoms in our set-up
are not polarized. Nor do we consider additional mediators that
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Similarly, one could consider terms of the form (e.g. in-
side covariant derivatives)

φµνpAµAem νδ
(3)(x⃗− x⃗A(t)). (26)

These will only contribute to the laser phase (that cancels
in our set-up to first order [23]), or to finite-size effects
that we ignore.

2 Couplings of the LV models

In this case, only scalar and tensor contributions are
present. As before, we split the possible contribution into

two parts, and we only consider leading contributions in
velocities for each interaction:

• Coupling to matter. In this case, we can write the
matter component of Eq. (16) as

Lat
LV−SM =

α
(0)
LV

Λ
mA(Ψ + λat (∆σ + 3π))

+
α
(1)
LV

Λ
piA∂iw +

α
(2)
LV

Λ
piAv

j
A

[
∂i∂jσ + δijπ + φTT

ij

]
,

(27)

where λat is another dimensionless constant. For
LV1, only the tensor part is relevant. For LV2,
also the scalar part will be relevant. Note that
Eq. (17) and Eq. (18) are satisfied in this case.
From Eq. (A9) we find the strength of the different
terms.

• Coupling to light. In this case, we can write

Ll
LV−SM =

β
(0)
LV

Λ
(− F 2 + 4F0iF

0i)Ψ +
β
(1)
LV

Λ
F iσF0σ∂iw

+
β
(2)
LV

Λ

[
F iσF j

σ(∂i∂jσ + δijπ + φTT
ij ) + (∆σ + 3π) (λl1F

2 + λl2F0iF
0i)
]
.

(28)

The LV1 case only has tensorial contributions,
while LV2 will include scalar and tensorial degrees
of freedom. Again, we considered that Eq. (17) and
Eq. (18) must be satisfied.

III SPIN-2 ULDM IN ATOM
INTERFEROMETERS

We now examine the phenomenology of the different
spin-2 ULDM models in atom interferometers. Fig. 1
shows a space-time diagram for the set-up we will con-
sider: an atom gradiometer experiment. In this configu-
ration, two (or potentially more [34]) spatially-separated
AIs are referenced by common laser sources in a fountain
configuration with a large-momentum transfer (LMT)
enhanced Mach-Zehnder sequence. During operation,
two sources launch atoms that are split into a superposi-
tion of states and later redirected so they interfere at the
end of the sequence. We assume a broadband sequence
for the laser pulses [31, 32, 80].

As we will discuss, the coherent oscillations of the back-
ground spin-2 ULDM field generates phase shifts through
three mechanisms: couplings to atomic energy levels, de-
lays in atom propagation, and delays in laser propaga-
tion. These effects arise from distinct interactions for

could generate x⃗A-dependent terms.

each of the modes described in Eq. (3) or Eq. (16). The
expected spin-2 ULDM signal is then derived by consid-
ering how each effect impacts the many atom-laser inter-
actions in the interferometer. We express our results in
terms of dimensionless quantities, suppressed when nec-
essary by Λ.

A Dark matter configuration

The current bound on spin-2 polarizations is m2 ≲
10−23 eV [58], while the observational limit for ULDM
is mDM ≳ 10−22 eV [49, 81]. Hence, in all the cases be-
fore, the field φµν necessarily corresponds to a new spin-2
field (coming from a multi-gravity theory), unless it con-
stitutes part of the total DM. We will proceed by con-
sidering arbitrary couplings for all situations, from which
one can read the constraints for the different situations.

The free action for all the cases we consider is summa-
rized in Eq. (6), with the appropriate masses and speeds
of propagation. We will assume that all the masses are
ultra-light and that the occupation numbers are large
enough to allow for a classical field description. Al-
though we do not discuss production mechanisms for
spin-2 ULDM, several options have been suggested in the
past, including the misalignment mechanism [77], pro-
duction from an anisotropic universe [78, 82, 83], and to
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FIG. 1. Space-time diagram of an atom gradiometer in
the presence of a background spin-2 ULDM field. Two inter-
ferometers separated by ∆r share a baseline length L in an
LMT-enhanced Mach-Zehnder sequence (here n = 2). The se-
quence consists of initial and final beam-splitters (π/2-pulses),
a central mirror (π-pulse), and additional LMT π-pulses. The
spin-2 ULDM field affects the interferometer through three
mechanisms: tensor modes modify laser arrival times (top
right), vector modes delay atom propagation (middle right),
and scalar modes couple to atomic energy levels (lower right).
These effects contribute to the differential phase measured be-
tween the interferometers at the sequence end.

other possibilities discussed in [61, 68].8 Notice also that
some of the non-propagating components of each sector
may be sourced by the propagating degrees of freedom,
which may be important to consider when studying the
coupling to matter, cf. App. A.

From Eq. (7), the frequency of oscillation for each
set of modes in the non-relativistic limit is ωχ ≈
mχ

(
1 +O(|σ0|2)/2

)
, where σ0 is the velocity dispersion

of the ULDM species. We will assume |v⃗DM| ≈ σ0 ≈
10−3 [84]. This sets the coherence time of

tcoh ∼ 1/(mχσ
2
0), (29)

for each of the modes in patches with size

lcoh ∼ 1/(mχσ0). (30)

The TT tensor modes have two polarisations labelled
as λ = +,× [68, 85], that generate

φTT
ij (t,x) =

ˆ
d3k

∑
λ

φ̃0,λ(k)e
λ
ij(k) cos(ωtt−k·x+ϕt,k).

(31)
where

e×ij(k) :=
1√
2
(piqj + qipj) , e+ij(k) :=

1√
2
(piqj − qipj) ,

(32)

8 Even if not studied in that work, the model of [63] also allows
to connect the appearance of mass to a phase transition, which
may imply more phenomenological implications.

with p and q vectors orthogonal to each other and to k.
Focusing on a coherent patch for the ULDM field for
times smaller than the coherence time tcoh, and consid-
ering the non-relativistic limit, the previous equation can
be rewritten in terms of two effective gradients kt,λ and
phases ϕt,λ

φTT
ij (t,x) =

∑
λ

φ0,λe
λ
ij(kt,λ) cos(mtt− kt,λ · x+ ϕt,λ).

(33)
The SO(3)-vector degrees of freedom also have two

polarizations. In the non-relativistic limit, we can write
them as

Ãi(t,x) =
∑
λ

Ã0,λe
λ
i (kv,λ) cos(mvt− kv,λ · x+ ϕv,λ).

(34)
where eλi (kv,λ) represent two 3-vectors orthogonal to
kv,λ. The scalar mode in the non-relativistic limit reads

π̃(t,x) = π̃0 cos(mst− ks · x+ ϕs). (35)

The amplitudes of the fields, and thus the signal
strength, are related to the dark matter density ρDM.
We assume that massive gravitons (in any of the incar-
nations summarized by Eqs. (7)) account for the entirety
of the local dark matter density, which we set to the value
ρDM = 0.3 GeV/cm3 [86]. The bounds for the case where
massive gravitons only account for part of the dark mat-
ter are trivially retrieved from our results. We sum the
contributions from the possible modes of the field to the
overall dark matter density

ρDM = ρt + ρv + ρs = (ft + fv + fs)ρDM, (36)

where we parameterised the fractional contribution of
each sector with the constants fχ. We remain agnos-
tic about the relative values of ft, fv, and fs, as these
would depend on the specific production mechanism. For
a massless sector, we assume fχ = 0, since massless de-
grees of freedom redshift faster than massive ones.

The contributions to the energy density can be calcu-
lated from Eq. (6) as

ρDM ≃ m2
t

2

∑
λ

(φTT
0,λ)

2 +
m2

v

2

∑
λ

(Ã0,λ)
2 +

m2
s

2
π̃2
0 . (37)

We have assumed that the polarisation tensor and vector
are normalised such that eλije

λ′
ij = δλλ′ and eλi e

λ′
i = δλλ′.

As a result, the amplitudes of the tensor, vector, and
scalar modes of the field relative to their fractional con-
tribution to the total dark matter density are

φTT
0,λ =

√
2ftρDM

mt
, Ã0,λ =

√
2fvρDM

mv
, π̃0 =

√
2fsρDM

ms
,

(38)

where when relevant, we have assumed an equal distri-
bution in polarizations.
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Having established the classical field configuration for
spin-2 ULDM, we next examine how this field couples to
atoms and light. We assume all of the modes contributing
to the dark matter have masses in the detection range of
atom interferometer experiments, though this may not
necessarily be the case.

B Phenomenology of massive gravity in AIs

When considering the possible experimental signatures
in an atom interferometer experiment, it is more conve-

nient to write the interactions in terms of the Hamilto-
nian density. We can write the generic interactions as9

H =
√
ρDM

(
α(0)

Λ
X(t) +

α(1)

Λ
viAVi(t) +

α(2)

Λ
viAv

j
AMij(t)

)
mAδ

(3)(x⃗− x⃗A(t))

+
√
ρDM

(
β(0)

Λ
(F 2Y1(t) + F0iF

0iY2(t)) +
β(1)

Λ
Fσ0F

iσWi(t) +
β(2)

Λ
F iσF j

σNij(t)

)
.

(39)

where explicit forms for the time-dependent tensorsX(t),
Vi(t), Mij(t), Y1(t), Y2(t), Wi(t), and Nij(t) are given
in Tables I and II. Different massive gravity models are
characterized by different values of these tensors, which
can be read off from Eq. (23) and Eq. (25) for the FP
case, and from Eq. (27) and Eq. (28) for the LV cases.
For the sake of conciseness, we focus on leading or par-
ticular contributions for each model where α(i) ≈ β(i), as
these may be the most relevant ones for detecting spin-2
ULDM. These (non-exclusive) operators are summarized
in the aforementioned tables. The phenomenological im-
plications of the different terms in Eq. (39) can be derived
by adapting results from the previous literature, in par-
ticular from [28, 32, 87, 88].

1 Scalar couplings α(0) and β(0): electron mass
modification and changes in energy levels

The cases FP and LV2 include the α(0) term that di-
rectly modifies the mass of the Standard Model field it
multiplies. This is similar to the leading coupling consid-
ered for scalar ULDM [89], and its most relevant effect in
atom interferometers arises from the change in the elec-
tron mass:

me(t) = me,0

[
1 +

α(0)

Λ
X(t)

]
. (40)

As illustrated schematically in Fig. 1, these fluctuations
directly affect ωA, the transition frequency in an atom,
since ωA ∝ me [79]. There will also be a coupling to

9 For Lorentz-violating operators, a term F0iφ
0i is a priori possi-

ble. It is not present in our case from the symmetry of Eq. (11).

the nucleons, but we neglect it as it is of sub-leading
order, assuming all couplings are of similar strength [79].
The signal in an atom interferometer can thus be directly
inferred by adapting the results from previous work (see,
e.g., [32]).
Additionally, the scalar coupling β(0) directly modifies

the electromagnetic coupling constant.10 Note that this
is the case for both Y1(t) and Y2(t), since they both mod-

ify the coupling to E⃗2. Pairing the effect from the cou-
pling to electron mass and fine structure, and assuming
α(0) ≈ β(0) the atomic transition frequency in an atom
is modified by

ωA(t) ≃ ωA,0

[
1 +

α(0)

Λ
X(t) +

β(0)

Λ
(2 + ξA)Y (t)

]
,

(41)
where Y (t) could be either Y1(t) or Y2(t), and ξA ≈ 0.06
for the clock transition in 87Sr that we consider [90].

2 Tensor couplings α(2) and β(2):
photon propagation delay

The terms α(2) and β(2) in Tables I and II represent
an acceleration to the trajectories of matter and light
degrees of freedom, respectively. The sensitivity to sim-
ilar couplings of tensor modes has been well established
in previous works [28, 88]. Assuming that α(2) ≈ β(2),
the leading contribution comes from the modification to
the time of flight of the photons coming from β(2), which

10 The coupling β(2) may have a similar impact, but in an
anisotropic way. We ignore it in the following.
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FP LV1 LV2

α(0)X(t) −α
(2)
FPv

2
DM

√
8
3
fs

m
cos(ϕs(t)) 0 α

(0)
LV

√
8
3
fs

ms

(
α−1 + λat

)
cos(ϕs(t))

α(1)Vi(t)
− 2

α
(2)
FP

m

[
vDM, i

√
8fs
3

cos(ϕs(t))

+vDM

√
fv
2

∑
λ

eλi cos(ϕv(t))

] 0 α
(1)
LV

√
2
3
fs

ms

v̂DM,i

vDM

1 + λ

λ+ β
cos(ϕs(t))

α(2)Mij(t) 0
α
(2)
LV
mt

vA
∑

λ eλij
√
ft cos(ϕt(t)) 0

TABLE I. Matter coupling terms in the generic Hamiltonian between the φµν massive field and Standard Model fields (cf.

Eq. (39)). We assume α(i) ≈ α(j) for all i, j. For each theory, we identify at least one term that can be constrained by
experimental observations. We have introduced ϕχ(t) for the phases appearing in Eqs. (33), (34) and (35).

FP LV1 LV2

β(0)Y1(t) 0 0 β
(0)
LV

√
8
3
fs

ms

(
−α−1 + λl1

)
cos(ϕs(t))

β(0)Y2(t) β
(2)
FP

v2DM

m

√
8

3
fs cos(ϕs(t)) 0 β

(0)
LV

√
8
3
fs

ms

(
4α−1 + λl2

)
cos(ϕs(t))

β(1)Wi(t) 0 0 β
(1)
LV

√
2
3
fs

ms

v̂DM,i

vDM

1+λ
λ+β

cos(ϕs(t))

β(2)Nij(t)

β
(2)
FP

m

(
(δij − 3v̂DM iv̂DM j)

√
2

3
fs cos(ϕs(t))

− v̂DM i

∑
λ

eλj
√

2fv cos(ϕv(t))

+
∑
λ

eλij
√

ft cos(ϕt(t))

)
β
(2)
LV

mt

∑
λ

eλij
√

ft cos(ϕt(t))

β
(2)
LV

[∑
λ

eλij

√
ft

mt
cos(ϕs(t))

+(δij − v̂iv̂j)

√
2/3fs

ms
cos(ϕt(t))

]

TABLE II. Coupling terms between the φµν massive field and electromagnetic field in the generic Hamiltonian (cf. Eq. (39)).

For each theory, we identify at least one term that can be constrained by experimental observations. We assume α(i) ≈ β(i) for
all i.

modifies the times at which the π/2- and π-pulses in-
teract with the atoms, as light will move on geodesics
of the effective metric Nij . This is illustrated schemat-
ically in the upper right panel of Fig. 1. Notice that
the matrix Nij is still traceless, though not transverse in

general. The α(2) term will induce a similar effect to the
atom propagation delay discussed in the next subsection
for the α(1) term. However, it will be suppressed by the
atom velocity since vA ≪ 1.
Explicitly the phase is calculated for the k-th path seg-

ment as

δΦk =

ˆ
Lk dt =

ˆ
mk ds = mkδτk, (42)

where mk is the mass of the atoms given by mA in the
ground state, and mA+ωA in the excited state and δτk is
the duration of the segment. Here, ωA is the frequency of
the transition used to perform the interferometry. Thus
a delay in the laser propagation δτ (2) directly leads to a

measurable phase [87, 88].

3 Vector couplings α(1) and β(1):
atom propagation delay

The vector couplings, corresponding to α(1) and β(1),
represent less studied effects for gravitational waves and
ULDM in atom interferometer experiments.
The term multiplying β(1) represents a coupling of the

ULDM background to ϵijkEjBk. This is reminiscent of
the coupling of axions and is expected to generate bire-
fringence effects [91]. These effects have been discussed
as a way to detect axions detected in cavity experiments,
e.g. [92, 93], but they have not been studied in detail for
atom interferometers and we leave them for future work.
The term represented by α(1) is present in the generic

study of the phase shifts in atomic interferometers for
generic metrics performed in [28]. It yields a similar ef-
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fect to the tensor modes, delaying the propagation of
the atoms along their trajectories and imprinting a phase
when laser light interacts. It is represented schematically
by the middle box in Fig. 1. The correction to the atom’s
three-velocity can be derived by adapting the solution for
the geodesic equations from [28]. Indeed, from the cou-
pling vihi0 of Ref. [28], we find

δvi = −ηij
ˆ t

t0

dt′ ∂0hj0, (43)

which in our case implies

δvi ≃
α(1)

Λ
Vi(t). (44)

The delay in atom-light interaction proper time is then
found by integrating this velocity over a path segment of
the atom interferometer sequence

δτ
(1)
i =

ˆ t

t0

dt′ δvi. (45)

The delay depends on which of the theories we con-
sider. The two relevant ones are:

• FP: in this case, from Table I, one notices that the
leading order delay is suppressed by a term vDM,
suggesting it may not contribute to the signal if the
couplings to matter and light are all of the same
order of magnitude.

• LV2: in this case, from Table I, the coupling to
vectors is enhanced by vDM. As a result, this can
be a leading contribution and we consider it in the
following.

C Signal in an atom interferometer

Having established both the ULDM field configuration
and the possible interactions, we now derive the signal
in an atom interferometer experiment. This calculation

combines the three effects discussed above – modifica-
tions to atomic energy levels, atom propagation delays,
and laser propagation delays – into a single measurable
phase shift.
A laser pulse emitted at r0 and time t0 intersects atoms

at r at a time modified by delays to either the laser prop-
agation or atom propagation

τ(r, r0, t0) = t0 + |r − r0|+ δτ (1) + δτ (2). (46)

In each case, the proper time will take the form

τ(r, r0, t0) = t0 + |r − r0|

+
γχ
mχ

[
sin (mχ|r − r0|+mχt0 + ϕχ)

− sin (mχt0 + ϕχ)

]
,

(47)
where γχ represents the leading coupling for the α(1) or

β(2) terms in Tables I and II, and where we have inte-
grated the factor of cos(ϕ(t)).
The difference in the laser intersect time for two inter-

ferometers at r = 0 and r = L is given by

∆τ(t) = L+
γχ
mχ

[
sin (mχ(t+ L) + ϕχ)

− sin(mχt+ ϕχ)

]
.

(48)

In an interferometer sequence featuring n large momen-
tum transfer pulses per interaction, the emission times
of light pulses are tq,i = t0 + iL. Combining the
time-dependent transition frequency from Eq. (41), and
Eq. (48) into a single quantity [ωA∆τ ](t) = ωA(t)∆τ(t),
the gradiometer phase is

∆Φ =

n−1∑
i=0

(
[ωA∆τ ](t2,−i)− [ωA∆τ ](t1,i)

−[ωA∆τ ](t1,−i) + [ωA∆τ ](t0,i)

)
.

(49)

Keeping the terms only linear in 1/Λ, and in the limit
mχL≪ 1 we arrive at the differential phase shift

∆Φ =
∑
χ

∆Φχ =
∑
χ

4γχ
ωA,0

Λ

√
ρDM

m2
χ

∆r

L
sin

[
mχnL

2

]
sin

[
mχT

2

]
sin

[
mχ(T − (n− 1)L)

2

]
cos

[
mχ

2T + L

2
+ ϕχ

]
,

(50)

where the difference between the three signal sources we
consider enters via the mass (angular frequency) of the
mode mχ, the random phase ϕχ introduced in Eqs. (33),

(34) and (35), and γχ corresponding to the terms in Ta-
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ble III.11

In each case we assume the leading constraint to be
on the β(2) term. Except for the LV2 case where lead-
ing contributions also come from the α(0), β(0), and α(1)

terms. In laser interferometers such as LIGO and LISA
each of these terms may also be constrained. However,
we generally assume the β(2) term to be leading. For
these experiments the strain signal in the detector will
be [68]

h(t) =
β(2)

Λ

√
ftρDM

mt

∑
λ

Dijeλij cos(ϕt(t)). (51)

The angular dependence of the tensor and vector sig-
nals depend on the detector tensor Dij and vector Di,
which are discussed further in App. B.

IV SENSITIVITY PROJECTIONS

We now analyse the sensitivity of atom interferometers
to spin-2 ULDM signals by calculating projected detec-
tion limits with experimental parameters based on con-
servative estimates for future experiments, such as AION
and MAGIS [39, 41, 51]. These limits depend on both
the signal strength, derived in Sec. III, and the experi-
mental noise characteristics. For each of the couplings
identified earlier, we determine the minimum detectable
coupling strength as a function of the ULDM mass. We
first establish the signal-to-noise framework for our anal-
ysis, which closely follows the discussion in [32], and then
present projected sensitivities for three example experi-
ments with different baseline lengths.

We define the square of the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)
as the power spectral density (PSD) of the signal over the
noise PSD:

SNR2 =
Ss(ω)

Sn(ω)
. (52)

We assume each experiment is atom-shot-noise-limited
(white noise) with no additional gravity gradient noise
(coloured noise). While this assumption may be diffi-
cult to achieve across the whole frequency spectrum, it
is the target for the mid-band frequency range between
LIGO and LISA.12 The shot-noise PSD is flat across all
frequencies and equal to the variance

Sn = σ2
Sn

=
2∆t

C2Na
, (53)

where Na is the number of atoms per shot in the experi-
ment, C is the contrast (we assume C = 1), and ∆t is the

11 We note this phase matches the form of equations derived in
previous work [32, 88].

12 For further discussion on gravity gradient noise and mitigation
in these experiments, see, e.g., [34, 80, 94–96].

10
2

10
1

10
0

10
1

10
2

Frequency [Hz]

10
17

10
16

10
15

10
14

10
13

Spin-2 mass, m  [eV]

10
23

10
20

10
17

10
14

10
11

10
8

10
5

10
2

|S
pi

n-
2 

co
up

lin
g 

st
re

ng
th

|2 ,
 |

|2

LISA LIGO

10m atom int.

100m atom int.

1km atom int.

Higuchi bound

Fifth force

Tint = 1yr
Atom shot noise limited

FIG. 2. Sensitivity projections for detecting spin-2 ULDM
signals with respect to the coupling strength |γχ|2 defined in
Table III. Three example atom interferometer experiments are
shown of increasing baseline lengths (10m, 100m, 1 km), and
LIGO [97] and LISA [98] to compare. We assume a 1-year
measurement campaign for SNR = 1 and that each experi-
ment is atom shot noise limited. Leading constraints come
from fifth-force experiments, predominantly from lunar laser
ranging and planetary measurements [99]. These are model
dependent as they only constrain the scalar couplings.

repetition rate of the experiment [32]. The values of Sn,
together with the other experimental parameters that we
consider, are listed in Table IV.
The signal PSD is determined by averaging over the

phases ϕχ, λ, and the spatial average of the square of
Eq. (50) (see App. B for details). The power of the signal
will scale proportional to the integration time Tint, thus
giving

Ss(ω) ≈ Tint⟨∆Φ2
χ⟩. (54)

To examine the sensitivity of an experiment in terms
of the couplings to Standard Model fields, we factor γχ
out of the signal in Eq. (50) and define

⟨∆Φ2
χ⟩ = |γχ|2⟨∆Φ2

r⟩, (55)

where γχ corresponds to the terms in Table III. Thus,
we can express how each of the couplings scales with
experimental parameters

|γχ|2 ≃ SNR2

⟨∆Φ2
r⟩
Sn

Teff
. (56)

Here, we have replaced the integration time with Teff ,
defined as

Teff =

{
Tint for Tint ≤ τc,√
Tintτc for Tint > τc,

(57)

where τc is the coherence time of the ULDM field.
This expression follows from an application of Bartlett’s
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γχ FP LV1 LV2

α(0) −α(0)v2DM
8
√
2fs√
3

0 α(0) 8
√

2fs√
3

(α−1 + λat)

β(0) β(0)v2DM
8
√
2fs√
3

0 β(0) 8
√
2fs√
3

(3α−1 + λl1 + λl2)(2 + ξA)

α(1) −2α(1)vDMDi

[
v̂DM, i

√
8fs
3

+
√

fv
2

∑
λ eλi

]
0 α(1) 2

√
fs√
3
Di v̂DM,i

vDM

1+λ
λ+β

β(1) 0 0 0

α(2) 0 0 0

β(2)

β(2)Dij
[
(δij − 3v̂DM,i v̂DM,j )

√
fs

+
√

ft
∑
λ

eλij −
√

fv v̂DM,i

∑
λ

eλj

] β(2)√ft
∑

λ Dijeλij

β(2)Dij
[√

ft
∑
λ

eλij

+
2
√
fs√
3

(δij − v̂DM,i v̂DM,j )
]

TABLE III. Spin-2 coupling terms γχ (see Eq. (50)) for each of the cases we consider. We neglect the α(2) terms as we expect

them to always be subleading with respect to the β(2) terms.

Isotope L [m] T [s] n ∆r [m] Sn [Hz−1] Tint [yrs]

87Sr 10 0.74 1000 5 10−8 1

87Sr 100 1.4 1000 90 10−10 1

87Sr 1000 1.4 1000 980 0.09× 10−10 1

TABLE IV. Atom interferometer parameters used in our cal-
culation of ULDM detection limits for three example long-
baseline experiments. We base these parameters on conser-
vative estimates for future experiments such as AION and
MAGIS [39, 41, 51]. The isotope of the atoms used is given;
L is the baseline length separating two atom sources; T is
the interrogation time between interferometer pulses; n is the
number of large-momentum transfer pulses; ∆r is the separa-
tion between the upper interferometer and noise source; δϕ is
the expected level of atom shot noise in the experiment; and
Tint is the total run time (integration time) of the experiment.

method, which allows us to compute sensitivity projec-
tions without requiring detailed assumptions about the
ULDM speed distribution (see, e.g., Refs. [31, 33, 39, 41,
80]).13

Figure 2 shows the projected sensitivity of three ex-
ample long-baseline atom interferometer experiments to
spin-2 ULDM, using the parameters detailed in Table IV.
For comparison, we also show the leading experimen-
tal constraints from fifth-force experiments. These con-
straints only apply for the scalar couplings or in the FP
case where we expect all modes to have the same mass.

13 A likelihood analysis would be needed to extract detailed prop-
erties of the ULDM field in the event of a discovery [100].

The tensor and vector couplings may evade these con-
straints if the scalar mode is much more weakly coupled
or lives in a different part of parameter space. The sen-
sitivity of LIGO and projected sensitivity of LISA are
plotted to compare, and the Higuchi stability bound on
the spin-2 ULDM mass, which only applies in the FP
case.
For simplicity, in each plot we assume Λ = MPl. As

stated earlier, we assume the detectable parts of the field
are the entirety of the dark matter, and the bound on γχ
applies to each term independently.
Each of the example atom interferometer experiments

uses the isotope strontium-87. Several upcoming exper-
iments propose using this isotope for the clock transi-
tion [39, 41], which gives a transition frequency ωA ≈
2.7×1015 Hz. We expect other suitable isotopes to couple
to the ULDM in a similar way, with a different numerical
value for the transition frequency [101].

A Other constraints on spin-2 ULDM

The scalar modes of a massive spin-2 ULDM field mod-
ifies the local Newtonian gravitational potential by a
term of the form [77]

δVNewt ∝ (α(0))2e−msr, (58)

where r is the separation between two objects. In the
parameter space, we examine for interferometer exper-
iments, the strongest constraints come from lunar and
planetary ranging [67, 99]. The scalar modes are also
constrained by equivalence principle tests such as the
MICROSCOPE experiment [102], but these are not as
strong as the fifth force constraints. The fifth force con-
straints are plotted in Figs. 2, where the scalar mode is
assumed to have a mass in this parameter space. These
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do not necessarily constrain the vector and tensor cou-
plings unless they live in the same part of parameter
space as the scalar mode, and have a similar coupling
strength. This behaviour is modified at large distances
in LV2 [63].

Bosonic ULDM candidates can also be constrained by
black hole superradiance. The presence of a spin-2 field
around spinning black holes may trigger an instability,
absorbing angular momentum and forming a cloud-like
condensate that emits gravitational waves [69, 103, 104].
Future atom interferometer experiments will place super-
radiance constraints on ULDM in the deci-Hertz range in
addition to the limits derived here from direct detection.

Another important limit for massive spin-2 is the
Higuchi bound [105]. This is a lower bound

m2 ≥ 2H2, (59)

of the mass of spin-2 particles with FP mass term and
propagating in a universe with a positive cosmological
constant (H2 = Λcc/3), where H is the Hubble parame-
ter. For generic isotropic and homogeneous cosmological
backgrounds and Lorentz-breaking situations, the equiv-
alent bound is derived in [106] (see also [107]). The rel-
evance of this bound depends on the time at which the
massive graviton is generated, as for masses below the
(generalized) Higuchi bound one gets instabilities. The
most conservative option would be to prevent all instabil-
ities from the epoch of Big Bang Nucleosynthesis [108],
implying a minimum mass m ∼ TBBN/M

2
Pl ∼ 10−16 eV,

though this is a model-dependent statement. We only
show the related bound for the FP case.

V DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

Long-baseline atom interferometer experiments offer
exciting prospects for measuring ultra-light dark matter
and gravitational waves in the frequency mid-band be-
tween LIGO and LISA. This work has identified a new
theory target for long-baseline atom interferometer ex-
periments, detectable without altering the experimental
design: massive graviton ultra-light dark matter.
From massive gravity field theory, we identified three

viable spin-2 dark matter scenarios that atom interfer-
ometers could probe. The first is the Lorentz-invariant
FP case, which includes propagating tensor, vector and
scalar modes (all defined under SO(3)) with equal masses
and propagating speeds. This case is characterized by a
coupling to Standard Model fields given by Eq. (23) and
Eq. (25). The second is the Lorentz-violating LV1 case,
where only the tensor modes propagate, with coupling
characterized by the constants α(0) and β(0) in Eqs. (27)
and (28). The third is the Lorentz-violating LV2 case,
which has a propagating tensor and scalar mode with in-
dependent masses. Its couplings appear in Eqs. (27) and
(28), and it uniquely features a known UV completion in
terms of a Higgs-like sector.

The tensor and scalar modes are detectable by atom
interferometers, coupling like gravitational waves and
scalar ULDM respectively. The vector mode of the field
(or the vector induced by derivatives of the scalar mode)
would instead induce new effects, such as a delay in the
propagation of the atoms leading to a phase shift. This
term is suppressed in the FP case (it includes a factor of
the dark matter velocity vDM ≪ 1, cf. Table III), but may
be enhanced in the LV2 case. Quite remarkably, all these
effects can be parameterized in terms of a factor γχ gen-
erating a phase shift that can be measured (cf. Eq. (50)).
From the sensitivity of different atom interferometer con-
figurations to measure a given value of γχ, which we show
in Fig. 2, one can easily find the constraining power for
the three selected theories of massive gravity by simply
using the values of γχ that characterize them. In Ta-
ble III, we provide such a collection of values for the
couplings that we identified as more promising for the
models of interest.

In Fig. 2, we also show that the leading constraints
on these signals come from fifth-force experiments and
tests of the equivalence principle, which are relevant for
some of the models under study. The scalar sector of
the theory (even if not propagating) may cause modi-
fications to the Newtonian potential which, in the rel-
evant parameter space for atom interferometer experi-
ments, are constrained from lunar laser ranging (see [60]
for how LV1 may evade these constraints). The Higuchi
bound may also restrict the possible parameter space for
a healthy spin-2 ULDM candidate, primarily in the FP
case, though it will likely not impact atom interferome-
ter searches. Additional constraints from superradiance
warrant further study.

Networking multiple atom interferometer experiments
will enhance searches. Within the spin-2 ULDM field,
all terrestrial experiments are effectively co-located given
the coherence lengths in the parameter space we con-
sider. A network of multiple atom interferometers would
modify the detector pattern functions Di and Dij in the
elements of Table III, potentially enabling the distinc-
tion of scalar, vector, and tensor signals. Any directional
dependence may also be identified through daily modu-
lations of the signal. A global network would also help
mitigate the impact of local environmental noise, partic-
ularly if certain locations experience higher noise levels
during certain times of the day or year [80].

Future work may further explore distinguishing be-
tween scalar, vector, and tensor ULDM and stochastic
sources of gravitational waves. In general, we expect the
spectral features of these signals to differ, necessitating
extended measurement campaigns. These features have
been explored for vector ULDM fields [109] and would be
complemented by a study of the theories we consider in
this work. We may also extend work on super-Nyquist
searches for scalar ULDM to spin-2 candidates [100].

Recent studies have investigated the optimization of
overlap reduction functions for laser interferometer ex-
periments in spin-2 ULDM searches [68]. Extending this
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analysis to atom interferometers is beyond the scope of
this work, but may be an important factor in the site
selection of future long-baseline atom interferometer ex-
periments.

A future application of this work is to explore how ex-
periments beyond atom interferometers could probe the
couplings we have identified in Table III. Given the estab-
lished sensitivity of atomic clock comparison experiments
to scalar ULDM couplings [79], we expect them to also
constrain spin-2 dark matter. Additionally, other exper-
imental setups, such as cavity experiments, may probe
couplings like β(1) that are suppressed in atom interfer-
ometer experiments.

The search for dark matter is a major scientific en-
deavour that will shed light on open questions at the
intersection of cosmology, particle physics, and gravity.
By expanding the landscape of experimentally viable tar-
gets, our work brings spin-2 dark matter to the forefront
as an exciting possibility with unique observational sig-
natures. The exquisite control offered by long-baseline
atom interferometers, combined with their intrinsic sen-
sitivity to multiple dark matter couplings, makes them
an extremely promising tool in this ongoing hunt for new
physics.
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Appendix A: Integration of non-propagating degrees
of freedom

In terms of the decomposition of Eq. (4), the LV model
with the kinetic term from the FP Lagrangian (1) and
massive term from Eq. (10), can be written as a sum of
three terms [106]

LFP = Lt + L0
v + L0

s, (A1)

where the Lagrangian for tensors reads

Lt =
1

2

(
φTT
ij □φTT

ij −m2
2φ

TT
ij φTT

ij

)
, (A2)

while for vector one finds,

L0
v =

{
−
(
ui − Ȧi

)
∆
(
ui − Ȧi

)
+
[
m2

1uiui +m2
2Aj∆Aj

]}
,

(A3)

and for scalars

L0
s =

1

2

{
−6π̇2 + 2(2Ψ− π)∆π + 4π̇∆(2w − σ̇)

+
[
m2

0Ψ
2 − 2m2

1w∆w −m2
2

(
σ∆2σ + 2π∆σ + 3π2

)
+m2

3(∆σ + 3π)2 − 2m2
4Ψ(∆σ + 3π)

]}
.

(A4)

Starting with vector degrees of freedom, the equation
of motion for ui reads

ui =
∆

∆−m2
1

∂0Ai, (A5)

which is valid for all mass choices. Once integrated out in
Eq. (A3), one retrieves the vector component of Eq. (7).
In Eq. (8), the vector field Ai was defined in the FP

case. More generally, it is defined as

Ai =
1

m1

√
∆−m2

1

2∆
Ãi, (A6)

where the m terms are now m1.
For the scalar modes, we distinguish three cases of in-

terest

• m0 = 0, m1 ̸= 0 and m4 ̸= 0. This case is relevant
for the FP case. One finds [54]

σ =
2

m2
4

π − 3

∆
π, w =

2

m2
1

π̇,

Ψ =
1

m2
4

(
2π̈ − 2

m2
2 −m2

3

m2
4

∆π + 2m2
2π

)
,

(A7)

From this, the trace reads

φµ
µ = −Ψ+∆σ + 3π =

2

m2
4

[
− ∂20 +

(
1 +

m2
2 −m2

3

m2
4

)
∆−m2

2

]
π.

(A8)
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• m1 = 0, m0 ̸= 0. This is relevant for LV1. As only
tensor modes propagate, we can simply consider the
effect from φTT

ij , and do not worry about scalars or
vectors.

• m0 = m1 = 0. This is relevant for LV2. In this
case, we need to also consider modifications the ki-
netic part of the theory, parameterized by three
constants λ, β and α [63]. From Ref. [63], one finds
that

αΨ = 2π, ∆σ = −π, ∆w ≈ 1 + λ

λ+ β
π̇, (A9)

where λ, β, and α are the parameters connected to
LV in the kinetic part of the theory. The parameter
α is particularly relevant for the scalar couplings
discussed in the main text. This parameter can’t
vanish for well-defined theories. All the parameters
parameterizing the violation of Lorentz invariance
are constrained to be ≪ 1 if the massive graviton
generates ordinary gravitation [63], while they are
much milder if the massive spin-2 field accounts
only for dark matter [110, 111].

Appendix B: Directional dependence of the signal

The modified transition frequencies in the elements of
Table III for the scalar contributions are constant. How-
ever, the polarisations of the tensor and vector modes
result in a directional dependence of the signal that de-
pends on the detector geometry. As we assume a terres-
trial atom interferometry experiment that rotates with
the Earth, sweeping through a randomly polarised spin-2
ULDM field, we average over all angles to find the sig-
nal. The angular dependence of the signal comes from
the polarisation tensor eλij(θ, ϕ) and vector eλi (θ, ϕ) intro-
duced in Eq. (33) and Eq. (34) respectively. We treat the
directional dependence of the signal on the dark matter
velocity v̂DM, i in an equivalent way.

Taking the product of the detector tensor Dij or vec-
tor Di and the polarisation tensor or vector, the an-
gular dependence is contained in detector pattern func-

tions [78, 85]

Fλ(θ, ϕ) =

{
Dieλi (θ, ϕ), for vectors,

Dijeλij(θ, ϕ), for tensors.
(B1)

Averaging over all polarization directions then gives the
geometric factor

Rχ = ⟨F 2
λ, χ⟩, (B2)

where χ = v, t and we assume each of the polarisations λ
has the same factor Rχ when averaging over sky location
(θ, ϕ) and polarisation angle ψ. We calculate the spatial
average as

⟨...⟩ =
ˆ π

0

dψ

2π

ˆ π

0

dθ

2π
sin θ

ˆ 2π

0

dϕ (...) . (B3)

We expect LIGO and LISA to be only sensitive to the
tensor effects we have derived. For the LIGO experiment
with two perpendicular laser arms, the geometric factor
is [85, 98]

Rt
LIGO = 1/5. (B4)

For LISA there is a more complex form

Rt
LISA =

3

10
− 507

5040

(
f

f∗

)
+ ... (B5)

where f∗ = 19.09 mHz is the peak frequency [98].
Vertical, fountain-configuration atom interferometer

experiments such as AION-10 [39] and MAGIS-100 [41],
will probe one direction of the spin-2 ULDM field. When
detecting tensor modes, the geometric factor is identical
to that of a resonant bar detector which also probes only
one direction of a field [85]. For detecting vector ULDM,
we refer to previous work i.e., [109, 112].
Summing over the contributions to the signal from each

polarisation we calculate the factors∑
λ

Rv
AI =

∑
λ

〈(
Dieλi

)2〉
=

2

3
,

∑
λ

Rt
AI =

∑
λ

〈(
Dijeλij

)2〉
=

8

15
,

(B6)

which we would substitute in the expressions in Table III
when calculating the sensitivity.
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