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ABSTRACT: In the presence of electromagnetic fields, both axions and gravitational waves
(GWs) induce oscillating magnetic fields: a potentially detectable fingerprint of their presence.
We demonstrate that the response is largely dictated by the symmetries of the instruments
used to search for it. Focussing on low mass axion haloscopes, we derive selection rules that
determine the parametric sensitivity of different detector geometries to axions and GWs, and
which further reveal how to optimise the experimental geometry to maximise both signals.
The formalism allows us to forecast the optimal sensitivity to GWs in the range of 100 kHz to
100 MHz for instruments such as ABRACADABRA, BASE, ADMX SLIC, SHAFT, WISPLC,
and DMRadio.
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1 Introduction

Gravitational wave (GW) experiments have begun to probe the GW spectrum over a vast
range, from the Gigaparsec wavelengths probed by the CMB [1] to thousands of kilometers,
covered by current ground-based interferometers which operate in the 100 Hz range [2], yield-
ing fundamental insights into cosmology, astrophysics, and particle physics. Reaching even
higher frequencies poses a significant experimental challenge, but would represent a unique
opportunity to probe possible extensions of the Standard Models of particle physics and cos-
mology [3]. A cosmological source of GWs produced at a temperature T, could generate a
stochastic GW background at frequencies of f > 1kHz (7,/10'°GeV), and leave a signa-
ture from modifications to the Standard Model at the highest temperatures.! Unfortunately,
probing relics of a possible high-temperature phase of the early Universe is fundamentally
challenging. Experimental sensitivity to GWs can be expressed in terms of the strain h. As
the energy density in GWs scales as p ~ h? f2M}§1, at higher frequencies even greater reach
in terms of h is required to reach energy densities below the current bounds on the total
energy in radiation in the early Universe derived from BBN and CMB observations. In-
stead, exotic astrophysical events sourcing transient signals appear to be a more promising
medium-term target [6, 7]. For example, the merger of two equal mass objects yields GWs
at f ~ 1kHz (Mg/m), so that sources such as primordial black holes with m < Mg, could
populate the high frequency landscape.

In recent years, significant progress has been made in understanding the sensitivity of
electromagnetic GW detectors in this frequency regime. In a flat spacetime perturbed by a
gravitational wave, g,, = 7 + hyw, the usual expressions for electrodynamics in flat space-
time receive corrections of the schematic form ~ hF?, yielding a graviton-two-photon vertex.
As long appreciated, this interaction can lead to photon-GW mixing [8-10]. More generally,
however, a GW in the presence of an electromagnetic background will induce an electromag-
netic response, in close analogy to the signal from axion (scalar) dark-matter arising from
the coupling aFF (pF?). Exploiting the considerable experimental efforts to search for an
electromagnetic response from wave-like dark matter, it has been shown that these same in-
struments can be used as GW telescopes [7, 11-14]. Largely motivated by the QCD axion,
dark matter searches focus on signals of a MHz or above, and are therefore naturally suited
to look for high-frequency GWs.

In this paper, we will continue the study of the sensitivity of axion haloscopes to GWs,
with a particular focus on instruments operating in the “low-mass” magnetoquasistatic regime,

! An explicit example of such a source would be cosmological phase transitions; for recent reviews, see e.g.
Refs. [4, 5].



and sensitivity in the MHz-GHz window; experiments already operating in this range include
ABRACADABRA [15-17], ADMX SLIC [18], BASE [19], SHAFT [20], and WISPLC |21].
These devices feature a strong static magnetic field which in the presence of an axion — or a
GW —sources a small, oscillating induced magnetic field which is captured by a suitably placed
pickup loop. Many of the existing instruments are effectively prototypes, with a sensitivity
that can be improved significantly by increasing the volume of the magnetic field, and by
reading out the magnetic flux induced in the pickup loop resonantly. By combining both
of these improvements, the goal of the DMRadio collaboration is to reach the QCD axion
prediction for neV < m, < peV [22-24]. In view of the expected progress, it is timely to
consider how synergies in axion and GW searches can be optimally exploited, in particular in
view of different detector geometries currently proposed for axion searches.

Reference [7] first proposed the use of low-mass axion haloscopes as GW detectors, and
demonstrated that a toroidal magnetic field — as employed by ABRACADABRA, SHAFT, and
the upcoming DMRadio-50L — could detect a passing GW. Here, we generalise that analysis
to additional detector geometries, with a particular focus on the solenoidal magnetic field
used by ADMX SLIC, BASE, WISPLC and which as been moreover proposed for DMRadio-

m3.

We provide analytical expressions for the effective current which the GW sources, the
resulting induced magnetic field, as well as for resulting magnetic flux for various pickup loop
geometries. Armed with these results, we will bootstrap the expected sensitivities to GW
signals from axion searches. A further improvement over Ref. [7] is a careful treatment of the
different timescales involved, in particular the potentially short duration of the GW signal.
Whilst the GW sensitivity for a solenoidal magnetic field is a practical result, as for the
toroidal magnetic field, the calculation remains involved, and ultimately it becomes inefficient
to compute the GW interaction with all possible magnetic field geometries. Motivated by
this, we derive a series of symmetry based selection rules, which determine the parametric
sensitivity to a GW signal depending upon the symmetries of the experimental magnetic field
and the pickup loop used to read out the signal. From these results, we will demonstrate that
configurations with a high degree of symmetry can kill the leading order sensitivity to a GW,
even though they may be desirable to maximise the axion sensitivity. An analogue of this was
already observed in Ref. [7], where it was shown that if the flux from a toroidal magnetic field
is read out through a circular pickup loop, then the leading order GW sensitivity, expected at
O[(wL)?], vanishes, while sensitivity at O[(wL)?] remains. Here w is the angular frequency of
the GW, L is a characteristic length scale for the experiment, and in the magnetoquasistatic
regime of interest for low-mass axion haloscopes, wL < 1. We show that if both the external
magnetic field and the pickup loop have cylindrical symmetry, i.e. if they are invariant under
azimuthal rotations and reflections in the z coordinate, any orientation of the pickup loop
which is sensitive to the axion suffers from a cancellation of the leading order term (x (wL)?)
for the GW signal. This symmetry is commonly exhibited by axion haloscopes, which make
use of solenoidal or toroidal magnetic fields. To recover the dominant scaling, the cylindrical
symmetry must be broken, for instance through the placement or geometry of the pickup
loop. The latter can be most easily achieved by modifying the pickup loop to span only a



fraction of the azimuthal angle, with the optimal GW sensitivity obtained when the cylindrical
symmetry for the pickup loop is maximally broken (for instance, with a figure-8 configuration
as in Ref. [7]).

For existing experiments, as the largest axion signal is obtained for detectors with full
cylindrical symmetry, this explains the observation in Ref. [7] that the optimal axion and GW
sensitivities cannot be simultaneously obtained for a haloscope based on a toroidal magnetic
field, and furthermore demonstrates that this conclusion is generic. Nevertheless, we find that
modifying the pickup loop geometry (or including several different pickup loops) allows one
to obtain sensitivity to both the axion and GW signal, in a manner that at worst reduces the
axion sensitivity by an O(1) amount.? We illustrate the power of symmetry arguments by
determining the leading power in (wL) sensitivity for a range of different detector geometries
without explicit computation, in view of determining the optimal geometries for GW searches.
For the most relevant cases, we provide the computation to confirm our results.

At the outset, we can already provide an intuitive argument as to why cancellations in
highly symmetric detectors might be expected. To do so, rather than contrasting GW and
axion electrodynamics, as we will in the remainder of the paper, let us consider a simpler
comparison: a scalar versus a pseudoscalar. In particular, consider first the induced magnetic
field arising from the interaction of a toroidal magnet, B = Bpé,, with a pseudoscalar via the
interaction, gaF'F. If we consider the induced magnetic field in the z direction at the center
of the toroid, as measured by the ABRACADABRA collaboration, we find B? ~ g(da)ByL.
The consistent transformation of this result under parity, which can be confirmed directly, is
critically reliant on the pseudoscalar nature of the axion. Indeed, if we ask what the induced
field would be for a scalar interaction, g@F?, there is no expression we can write consistent
with parity and the cylindrical symmetry of the instrument. An explicit computation confirms
that BY = 0. This argument can be formalised into symmetry based selection rules which
determine the geometries that are sensitive to scalar versus pseudoscalar coupling — indeed,
there are configurations where B, = 0 whilst B, # 0 — and we undertake that exercise in
App. B. The general lesson, however, is that highly symmetric detectors impose symmetry
constraints on the induced fields that can be so restrictive that the measurable signal vanishes.
This is true also for GWs, and we will determine an appropriate set of selection rules to
determine the interplay between signals and geometry.

We can actually determine an additional general lesson by comparing the scalar and
pseudoscalar interaction. As is well known, the axion interaction generates an effective current
proportional to 8, (aEF*) = (8,a)F"*, so that the interactions depends only on a derivative
of the axion, as expected for a pseudo-goldstone boson. The equivalent expression for a scalar
is O, (pF"") = (Opp) F"* — @j#, where j#* = 0,F" is the current that generates the leading
order fields in the laboratory. Accordingly, for the scalar there is an additional contribution
to the effective current localised at the boundary of the magnetic volume, which turns out

2This same approach would also allow for discrimination between a GW and axion signal. Of course, we
note that there are many ways to distinguish these signals, the most important being that in the accessible
parameter space the GW signal will be transient, whereas that from dark matter is persistent.



to be generic: it will be present also for the GW, although it has so far been overlooked in
the literature. This contribution can be interpreted as an effective current at the boundary
of the magnetic volume, determined by the component of the effective magnetisation vector
(introduced in Ref. [7] for GWs) parallel to the boundary surface.

In the remainder of this paper we will flesh out these ideas for the GW signal, and we
organise our discussion as follows. Section 2 lays out the theoretical framework for our work,
reviewing the relevant aspects of electrodynamics in a spacetime perturbed by a GW. Several
points, such as a discussion of the symmetry properties of the induced magnetic field and
response matrix formalism are presented here for the first time in this context. This sets
the stage for deriving the GW sensitivity of axion haloscopes with solenoidal magnetic field
configurations in Sec. 3. The results are then generalised in Sec. 4 where we derive symmetry
principles which allow us to determine the parametric scaling of the GW sensitivity for various
detector geometries without explicit computation. The symmetry arguments will then enable
us to draw general conclusions about the optimal strategy for axion and GW searches in axion
haloscopes.

Many details of our analyses are deferred to appendices. Appendix A reviews Maxwell’s
equation in curved space time. Within it, we provide a careful derivation of the main equa-
tions governing the interaction of a GW with a background electromagnetism (EM) field, the
derivation of the effective surface current, and an explanation of why the GW effects we con-
sider scale at lowest order as (wL)2. In App. B we study scalar and axion electrodynamics,
with a focus on sharpening an analogy to the GW case. We will explain how our GW selection
rules extend to these spin-0 waves, and the consequences for various detector geometries. In
App. C we summarise the symmetry properties of the cylindrical magnetic field configurations
employed by axion haloscopes, and demonstrate that they can be decomposed into a solenoidal
and toroidal component. Appendix D expands our discussion of the response matrix formal-
ism used to describe the detector response to a passing GW. In App. E we summarise the
explicit analytical expressions for all components of the effective current induced by a GW,
up to order (wL)? and for both toroidal and solenoidal external magnetic field configurations.
These expressions may be used as input for full detector simulations, or for detailed numerical
calculations of the relevant GW effects. In App. F we discuss in detail the bootstrapping of
axion search results to establish GW sensitivity, carefully taking into account the different
time scales involved in the possible signals and detectors. The appendix further discusses
details of several possible sources for high-frequency GWs. Finally, App. G is dedicated to
the possibility of using an external electric instead of magnetic field for GW detection, and
demonstrates how our symmetry arguments extend to this case.

2 Gravitational Wave Electrodynamics

To begin with, we review the general formalism used to compute the magnetic flux induced
by a GW passing through a lumped-element circuit axion haloscope. We will review the dis-
cussion of Ref. [7] (see also Ref. [12]), pointing out an additional contribution to the induced



magnetic flux due to effective surface currents at the boundary of the magnetic volume, which
was previously overlooked. We then extend this approach to account for the transforma-
tion properties and symmetries of the various quantities, in particular the induced magnetic
field, under rotations and reflections. The axion haloscopes targeting the magneto-quasistatic
regime (m, < peV) generally have a high degree of cylindrical symmetry, and we will study
the impact of this on the GW signal systematically. Doing so will allow us to develop a
systematic approach to the geometries of the external background magnetic field and pickup
loop, and resolve fundamental questions such as determining the optimal geometry for GW

and axion searches.

2.1 Proper detector frame

3 in which coordinate dis-

Throughout this paper we will work in the proper detector frame,
tances to the origin match the proper distance, and thus coincide with those measured by
ideal rigid rulers. As a consequence of this, up to non-inertial forces such as those associ-
ated with the rotation of the Earth (which can be neglected at high frequencies |25, 26]), the
effect of GWs is simply given by a small Newtonian force proportional to their amplitude.
Throughout this paper, we will assume that these GW forces do not mechanically deform the
experimental setup, in particular the static electromagnetic fields applied in the experiment
remain static in the presence of a GW. Critically, this implies that in the proper detector frame
the experimentally generated magnetic field coincides with that of flat spacetime, see App. A
for details. This assumption is in particular valid for GW frequencies below the mechanical
resonance frequencies of the setup. At frequencies around and above the lowest mechanical
resonance wg ~ v/ L, with vs denoting the speed of sound in the material, the Newtonian GW
force is no longer negligible [27, 28]. We expect this to impact part of the parameter space
relevant for the experimental setups discussed here, and we leave a quantitative analysis to
future work. Interestingly, in the case of microwave cavities, it was demonstrated that this
effect can enhance the GW sensitivity [27].

Expanding the metric as g, = N + hyu with 7, denoting the flat metric with sign
convention (—-+++), in the proper detector frame the GW at the position r can be expressed
as [7, 12],4

hoo = w2 IR (k- 1) T Z hied (k),

A=+,%x
1 : . . .
hoi = §w26—1wt[F(k 1) =i (k- 0)][K -1 Pl — rmraki] Y hAen (K), (2.1)
A=+,X
hij = —iw?e W E (k- 1) [|t)20imn + TmTndij — TnTj0im — TmTi0in)] Z hied (k),
A=+,%x

3This is in contrast to the transverse traceless (TT) frame, in which coordinate distances are set by the
geodesics of free-falling test masses, and a rigid instrument and experimental magnetic field no longer have a
simple description.

4This expression is equivalent to Eq. (S5) in Ref. [7], as can be shown using the completeness relation
kikj + U;U; 4+ V;V; = 655 in the third line of Eq. (2.1).



where F(£) = [e!¢ — 1 —i&]/¢€2, hTX denotes the amplitude of the two GW polarisations in

+,X (1

the TT frame, and the polarisation tensor € (k) for a given direction of GW propagation

k = sin 6 €," + cos 0, &, can be defined as

1 A A ~ o~ 1 A A ~ A N A ~ .
+_— - 0 -V X _ 1. TT. _ a%h _
€ = 7 [UZU] VlVJ}, € 7 {UlV] + V;UJ], \% e, U=V xk. (2.2)

Here 6}, and ¢;, denote the azimuthal and polar angle of the GW, and é?h, éi”

and &, denote
unit vectors in the radial, angular and vertical direction for a polar angle ¢, with both
coordinate systems defined with origin at the center of the experiment. In particular, note
that hy; = 0, and consequently ds? = Gudatdz” = ny,,dztde” for da* = (0,drt). From
this we see that coordinate distances to the origin coincide with the corresponding proper
distance, a defining characteristic of the proper detector frame [29].

In this work, we will limit ourselves to the regime of wL < 1, as appropriate over most
of the range covered by lumped-element circuit instruments.” We can therefore treat wlL as
a perturbative parameter, and will do so often, for instance it will be implicit in our use of
the Biot-Savart law and used throughout our discussion of the implications of the symmetry
transformations. Further, as F(¢) = —3+0(€), it follows from Eq. (2.1) that h,,, in the proper
detector frame has a leading order contribution at O[(wL)?]. The absence of any contribution
at O[wL] is a consequence of working in a freely falling reference frame assumed to be rigid,
as we demonstrate in App. A.5. An immediate implication of this scaling is that for a GW
incident on an electromagnetic field that is static in the proper detector frame, the leading
order electromagnetic response induced will scale as O[(wL)?].° This demonstrates that the
optimal observables for the GW one can construct will also be at O[(wL)?].

As outlined in the introduction, one of the primary goals of the present work is to un-
derstand the role symmetry plays in the GW interactions. In particular, we will be studying
the interaction between a GW and detectors with a high degree of symmetry. Existing axion
instruments tend to have full cylindrical symmetry, that is, invariance under rotations about
é, with an angle ¢, R,(¢), and arbitrary reflections, P,, with a = z,y,z. Therefore, it is
worthwhile already to characterise the transformation of the GW polarisations and proper de-
tector frame components when these transformations are applied to the position and incident
direction at which we evaluate these quantities. To begin with,

ey (Pak) = 0 [Palik eqy(k) [Palij,  eff(Rk) = [Ralix ey (k) [Re]yj- (2.3)

Here, [P,]i; is a 3 x 3 matrix corresponding to the reflection of the a-component, and [R.];;

7

is similarly the matrix describing the rotation about €,.” We have further introduced o =

®For the result when taking wL ~ 1 for the axion induced signal in these instruments, see Ref. [30].
5By gauge invariance, the same must also be true in the TT frame, where h x e ! and therefore has
contributions at all orders in wL. This implies there must be a detailed cancellation of the linear frequency
contribution, and the need to keep track of this highlights the advantage of working in the proper detector
frame. For additional discussion, see Ref. [12].

"We emphasise that ef} transforms under general rotations as a tensor only up to gauge transformations [31].

From the definitions in Eq. (2.2), however, the polarisation tensors are true tensors under rotations about é..



+1 (0 = —1) for the A = + (A = x) polarisation, which keeps track of their different
transformations under the reflections. From these results, we conclude

hoo(Par, Puk) = 0 hoo(r, k),  hoi(Par, Pok) = o [Pa]ij hoj(r, k),

hij (Par, Pak) =0 [Pa]ik hkl(r, k) [Pg]ljy (2.4>

and h,, transforms as a regular tensor under rotations about the z-axis.

2.2 Effective current induced by GWs

The interaction of GWs with electromagnetic fields can be effectively described as an additional
current augmenting Maxwell’s equations in a flat spacetime. Specifically,

8,,F‘“’ = j‘u + jgﬁ‘7 8,,Fa,3 + aaFgl, + 85Fm = 0, (2.5)

where j# is the electromagnetic current in the absence of the GW (i.e. the ordinary currents
in flat spacetime) whereas the effective current can be written as

1
=0, <—2hF’“’ + FHOpY, — F”“h”a>, (2.6)

with h = h#,. This is derived in the App. A (see also Refs. [7, 12, 13]), where we also discuss
why the second equation in Eq. (2.5) — the homogeneous Maxwell’s equations — are unaffected
by the presence of the GW. Throughout this paper we will be working to linear order in h, so
that F'*¥ as it appears on the right-hand side of this equation contains only the background
fields. In further analogy to EM, one can define 7]

1
P, = fhijEj + ihEZ + hooE; — EijkhojBk’
: 2.7)

so that
je’fff =(-V-P,VxM+9oP). (2.8)

This final formulation is reminiscent of polarisation and magnetisation vectors for EM
in a medium. Hence, the task of calculating the electromagnetic fields induced by a GW is
equivalent to performing standard EM calculations in such media. If we consider the leading
order effect in O[(wL)?], we can already see a simplification when the external field is purely
magnetic: the spatial part of the current will be generated only by M, and be sourced by hgg
and h;; but not hg;, as the time derivative acting on P ensures it will be higher order.

Up to this point, we have not specified the geometry of the background fields or the pickup
loop that will be used to measure the induced fields. The majority of the axion haloscopes in
consideration exploit solely an external magnetic field with full cylindrical symmetry. For such
magnetic field configurations it is possible to decompose the background magnetic field into



B®) x e, (solenoid) | B o &, (toroid) | i’ x &, | i’ x &4 | A’ x &,
P, +1 1 +1 1 +1
P, +1 1 +1 1 +1
P, -1 +1 -1 +1 +1
P —1 +1 —1 +1 +1

Table 1. The transformation of a solenoidal and toroidal magnetic field configuration as well as various
pickup loop orientations under reflections. For the magnetic field, the values in the table determine
N as defined in B(Y (P,r) = n,P,B®Y(r), or i in the case of the complete parity transformation
P = P,P,P.. The transformation of the normal vector to the pickup loop, 1, are collected in the
final three columns, with 0/ (P,r’) = ko Pt/ (r'), and k = kykyk,. See text for details.

a solenoidal and toroidal piece, B(r) = B®)(r) + B (r).® We will further assume the field
depends only on p, namely |B(r)| = B(p) for an unspecified function B. The benefit of this
decomposition is that B(*)(r) o &, and B®(r) o &4, and each component has a well-defined
set of transformations under reflections, which we keep track of through a parameter 7,
defined through B(P,r) = 1, P,B(r). In addition to the partial reflections, we will track the
transformation under the full parity transformation P = P,P,P,, B(Pr) = nPB(r), where
consistency requires 17 = 1;7y1..

For each pair of magnetic field configuration and spatial reflection, explicit values of 7, are
summarised in Tab. 1. Each detector configuration is usually associated uniquely with either
B®) or B®. This is certainly true for the existing and planned axion haloscopes we consider.
Accordingly, we will suppress the superscripts (s) or (¢) moving forward. Combining the
transformation properties of the magnetic field with Eq. (2.4), the spatial part of the induced
current — which fully determines the induced magnetic field — then obeys

jeff (PaI', Pak) = —UﬁaPa jeff(ra k)a (2'9)

and jer (R.r, R.k) = R, jer. We emphasise this transformation holds for both the M and P
contributions to jeg separately.

Before we move on to consider the fields generated by jeg, we note that from the above
discussion we can see the presence of a boundary contribution that has previously been over-
looked (for instance, in Ref. [7]). Recall that at the interface of two bodies with different values
of the magnetisation vector M, Maxwell’s equations predict a surface current proportional to
n x AM, where 1 is the unit vector normal to the surface. For the external magnetic fields
considered in this work, the GW effective magnetisation M in Eq. (2.7) sharply drops to zero

8We have employed a slight abuse of notation here. The solenoidal and toroidal components of the field do
not correspond to the Helmholtz decomposition, where, for instance, the solenoidal component is divergence
free. Rather, in a sense that we make clear in App. C, it is possible to decompose the fields into two components
that resemble those of a solenoidal magnet and a toroidal magnet.



at cylindrical surfaces, due to the drop in the external magnetic fields.” If this occurs at a
radius p = R, the GW generates an effective surface current given by jg&s) =+6(p—R)e,xM,
which must be accounted for. As already noted, such a contribution does not occur for an
axion, but does for a scalar coupled to EM. (For the axion, such a contribution will not occur
as AM x AE x n at any surface. Explicit calculations are provided in App. B.)

2.3 The induced magnetic field

The effective current induced by the GW will source an induced magnetic field, By, which is
determined by the Biot-Savart law,'"

B, (1. k) = 4i /d3r Jo (. Ke) X (1 x) (2.10)

T Jv, v/ — |3

where Vp denotes the detector volume filled by the external magnetic field. Here and through-
out, we use r’ to indicate the position where we evaluate the induced field, and the pickup loop
inserted to measure that field will integrate over this variable, whereas r is where we evaluate
the effective current. Under the assumption that the integration region Vp is invariant under
P, — which it is for the cylindrically symmetric detectors we consider — the Biot-Savart law
Eq. (2.10) together with Eq. (2.9) implies the transformation of the induced magnetic field as,

Bh(Parla Pak) = 0nNaPa Bh(rla k)v (2'11)

and correspondingly By, (R.r’, R.k) = R, Bj,(r’, k). The result in Eq. (2.11) will be a key tool
in studying the implications of detector symmetry for the associated GW signal, which we
consider in detail in Sec. 4.

We now have all the ingredients to compute the effect of GWs on the observable used
in low-mass axion haloscopes, namely the induced magnetic flux through a suitably placed
pickup loop,

), = 1/ F,, da" N dz” = /dzr'Bh(r') -/ (r'), (2.12)
2 Ja, Ap
with Ay the surface enclosed by the pickup loop, and @'(r’) the unit normal vector to that
surface. Our symmetry arguments will also depend on the transformation of the pickup loop
under reflections, which in direct analogy to the transformation of the magnetic field we will
trace using
0/ (P,r') = ko Patd (1), (2.13)

with the different possible values collected in Tab. 1. In Sec. 3, we will provide explicit
expression of @ for solenoidal geometries and review how to set constraints on GW signals
by recasting the results of axion experiments.

9In the setups of interest here, this sharp drop is due to the configuration of the external electromagnetic
current generating the magnetic field (a cylindrical or toroidal spool), and does not require the presence of a
conducting shield.

9This approach is valid only to O[(wL)?], see Ref. [7] for a discussion.

,10,



Rather than employing Eqs. (2.10) and (2.12), one can also work directly with the vector
potential in Coulomb gauge,

An(r) = / e 3t g /e dr' - Ap(r'), (2.14)

s v/ — x|’
where £ is the closed curve describing the pickup loop. This approach reduces the dimension
of the flux integration by one, thereby simplifying several analytical calculations. Nonethe-
less, the symmetry based arguments are often more intuitive when expressed in terms of the
magnetic field. We will use both formalisms as needed.

Moreover, we introduce the response matriz, D" (k), to study the dependence of the flux
on the polarisation. The response matrix exploits the observation that the flux in Eq. (2.12) is
a linear functional of the GW, which in turn is linear in the polarisation tensors, e;ém. Hence,
there must exist a matrix D™" (k) such that

O = e D™ (k) > hlep, (k). (2.15)
A
A more detailed discussion of the response matrix and explicit expressions for D" (k) are
provided in App. D.

Using the response matrix, for a given GW wave vector k and polarisation A, we can

A

construct pattern functions D™"(k)ez:,

which encode the angular response of a detector, i.e.
describe the antenna pattern relevant to determine the magnitude of the induced magnetic
flux. This is analogous to the formalism introduced for the response of interferometers to
GWs, see Ref. [26]. We emphasise that Eq. (2.15) results from the fact that the magnetic flux
is linear in the metric perturbation associated with GWs.

Although more details can be found in App. D, let us here provide two remarks on the
general properties of D¥. First, as we see from the form of Eq. (2.1), the lowest order frequency
contribution to D% (k) occurs at O[(wL)?].1! This is a generic consequence of the use of proper
detector frame. Secondly, the matrices D¥ are not unique, but D¥ (k) — D% (k) + c'k? + ¢k
with constants ¢/ gives rise to the same magnetic flux since the polarisation tensors are
transverse with respect to k.

3 The GW Sensitivity of Solenoidal Detector Geometries

Having established the general framework of how a GW interacts with an experimental mag-
netic field, we now put it to use for the explicit case of solenoidal instrument. Previous work,
see Ref. [7], focused on a toroidal geometry for the external magnetic field, which is used for
the axion searches performed by ABRACADABRA [17] and SHAFT [20]. This is modelled as

B - Bmaxf O(R+a— p) — O(R - p)] &5, (3.1)

"For interferometers, the observable is the GW strain and the calculation can be performed in the TT

frame, where the antenna pattern function at leading order in frequency depends only on the direction of the
GW, k.
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where O(z) is the Heaviside step function, which ensures the external magnetic field only
exists on R < p < R+ a. However, another magnetic field geometry that is being pursued by
axion haloscopes is a soleneoidal field,

B = ByO(R — p)é.. (3.2)

Among the detectors making use of a solenoidal field, we will first focus on instruments
where the induced flux is read out through a vertical pickup loop as depicted in Fig. 1 and
implemented in the ADMX SLIC [18] and BASE [19] experiments. Moreover, the planned
WISPLC [21] and DMRadio-m? [23, 24] experiments are also planning to implement a related
configuration.'? (Although other future instruments will use a toroidal magnetic field, for
instance DMRadio-50L.) Therefore, as a straightforward generalisation of Ref. |7], we first
calculate the expected magnetic flux from the incoming GW for a solenoidal magnetic field
and different locations of the pickup loop. Armed with an understanding of how the GW
interacts with a detector for two explicit cases, in the next section we will then generalise our
discussion for general geometries.

Before proceeding, we note that in the main text we will only consider the interaction
between GW and laboratory magnetic fields. The rationale for this is that axion haloscopes
exclusively make use of magnetic fields, as larger energy densities can be built up in magnetic
than electric fields. Further, the axion interaction with a magnetic field is controlled by da,
which for dark matter is much larger than Va, which the electric field couples to (for a review,
see App. B). As the GW is both relativistic and couples differently than the axion, this final
consideration does not apply, and therefore for completeness we briefly discuss the interaction

with an electric field in App. G.

3.1 The GW signal for a solenoidal magnetic field

Consider first the flux ®,(r) caught by a rectangular pickup loop at fixed polar angle ¢y,
radially ranging from [0, r] with height [, and positioned symmetrically about z = 0. This
scenario is equivalent to that depicted in Fig. 1 with r; = 0 and ro = r. We can then derive
the equivalent result for an arbitrary width with 71 < ro < R from ®y,(r2) — ®5,(r1). Further,
we will consider the case where r < R, with R the radius of the detector, and » > R separately.

For the solenoidal magnetic field in Eq. (3.2), we can calculate the effective current,
induced magnetic fields, and flux using the formalism of Sec. 2. As already discussed, we will
study the problem perturbatively in wL < 1. Complete expressions for all components of
the current to order O[(wL)?] are provided in App. E. Here, we state the results for the flux,

which we write as a series in w as ¢, = @22) + <I>§L3) + .-+, with @2") denoting the flux at

121 et us briefly comment on several of the differences between these experiments. ADMX SLIC experiment
has a single rectangular pickup loop at a fixed polar angle ¢,. The BASE experiment relies instead on many
such pickup loops placed symmetrically in the horizontal plane, whereas DMRadio-m® will use a full toroidal
sheath. For the WISPLC experiment, the current design features a pickup loop at fixed ¢, but which is
located outside the region of the external magnetic fields.
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Figure 1. A cartoon depiction of the geometry of a solenoidal detector that can be used to search for
axions or a passing GW. We show a solenoidal magnetic field (gray) with a rectangular vertical pickup
loop (red). The solenoid has a height H and radius R, and throughout we will generally assume that
H is parametrically larger than all other scales. The pickup loop is located at an angle ¢, and spans
over coordinates p € [r1, 7] and z € [—1/2,1/2], giving it an area [(ro —r1). Finally, in green we depict
the direction of the incident GW, which has a wave vector k, and comes in at an angle in spherical
coordinates of 8, and ¢y,.

O[(wL)"]. Explicitly, when r < R we have

—iwt
9 e
(I)Sl) = 144\/§M2B0l7' (30R2 — 137"2) S0, (h+09h8¢h—¢£ + hXC(bh—m): (33)
and

s —iwt

(3) _ e 3 2[4 2 2 2 (2 2 2
D = — ————w’Bylr“ |h™ ey, S, o131 —2r*+5TR*+(1*—22r*+27R*)c

h 230402 0 [ 01 52(dn—co) 1 ( )c20,, 5.0

+ 2R {(I2 4207+ 18R+ 1>~ 147 +-24R%) 29, ) (90 —o1) +6(5r2—12R2)s§h}] ,
where we employ the shorthands ¢, = cosx and s, = sinx. The factor of i in @23) indicates
that this contribution enters with a 7/2 phase shift in time as compared to @22). If the
loop instead is placed outside the solenoidal magnetic field, extending over p’ € [rq,ro] with
ro > r1 > R, then the leading order flux is

(2 _ be 42— T + x
CI)h = 48\/§w BolR iTo 56y, (h CopSpp—cp + C¢>h*¢z)’ (35)
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T C2pn—00) <(7’§ — D) (I +2R* + (I — 8R%)cy, ) + 24(r172)* In ”) }
(3.6)

r
+ h+69h32(¢h¢é){(3l2 + R%)(r2 — %) +60(r172)? In é

— <(13l’%2 —1%)(r3 — %) + 12(r17r2)* In :;) C29h}] -

These are the appropriate results one would use for WISPLC.

Consider the symmetry of the above expressions. Firstly, observe that <I>,(12) £ 0, <I>§L3) #0,
and in fact both polarisations contribute at each order. However, with a single pickup loop
at ¢ = ¢y, the considered configuration manifestly breaks azimuthal symmetry. If we were to
restore this symmetry — through an array of pickup loops arranged symmetrically in ¢ as for
BASE, or with a coaxial arrangement as for DMRadio-m? — then all trigonometric functions
with the argument ¢ — ¢ will vanish, and we would conclude @22) =0 and @23) o h*, the h™
contribution also vanishing. Cylindrical symmetry hence induces a cancellation of the leading
order sensitivity. This same conclusion was reached for a toroidal magnetic field in Ref. [7].
There, it was shown that breaking the azimuthal symmetry by using a non-circular pickup
loop restored sensitivity at O[(wL)?], exactly as we find in Eqgs. (3.3) and (3.5). In particular,
Ref. [7] showed that by using a magnetometer or figure-8 configuration of the pickup loop, the
GW flux was given by

—iwt

q)g) — Z\/ﬁ w? Brax™ RIn(1 + a/R)sg, (h*sg, — h'tc,cq,). (3.7)

We can imagine implementing a similar pickup loop configuration in the solenoidal case. For

instance, we can take Eq. (3.3) and combine the contribution from ¢y € [0, 7) with a 7 phase
shift to that from ¢y € [m, 27). (For BASE, we can conceive of implementing this by changing

the orientation of the winding of the loops on, for instance, 0 < ¢y < m.) Doing so, we

obtain,'3

—iwt
@és) = ;67\/5(«02301?" (3OR2 — 13r2) s, (hxs(bh — h+69h0¢h). (3.8)

The results in Egs. (3.7) and (3.8) are very similar — if we take By = Bmax and set all
spatial scales to L, the two only differ by a factor of ~ 2 — suggesting that the change in

13This is an oversimplification. One cannot simply add the contribution from a set of differentially spaced
loops, as this neglects the mutual inductances between the loops. Instead, one would need to model the full
sheath and compute the induced current density across across it. We thank Joshua Foster for discussions on
this point.
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Figure 2. A comparison between the analytic flux in Eq. (3.3) (dashed) to the exact result determined
numerically (solid band), for the finite (left) and large H (right) cases. In detail, we show the non-
trivial part of flux specified in Eq. (3.9). As expected, agreement is observed when H — oo, whereas
an offset is seen for finite H, see text for a discussion. For the geometry (see Fig. 1), we adopt the
various parameters used by ADMX SLIC [18]: r1 =0, 7o = 7.62 c¢m, | = 31.25 cm, R = 8.55 c¢m, and
when finite H = 40 cm. We take ¢y = 0, ¢, = 7/4, and show results as a function of 6j,.

geometry has only a minor impact. In Sec. 4, we will explain the origin of these cancellations
in the instruments with full cylindrical symmetry in terms of the symmetry transformations
of the various quantities introduced in Sec. 2, and in particular explain how the appearance or
absence of different terms can be understood without an explicit calculation. Such arguments
will allow us to determine optimised detector geometries that maximise the GW sensitivity.
We emphasise that the analytic results above all assume the height of the solenoidal
magnet, H, is parametrically larger than all other scales. That we had to assume this is not
unique to the GW signal, the equivalent axion flux (discussed in the next subsection) also only
has an analytic form for parametrically large H. In Fig. 2 we compare the leading order flux
from the analytic result in Eq. (3.3), to the exact result determined numerically, where we use
the currents in App. E, and with the bands denoting the uncertainty in the integration.'* In

2)

particular, we compute the non-trivial part of the flux, captured by IEL,  in

o2 = emivt,2 (hﬁf) v hXI(XQ)>. (3.9)
We take all dimensions to match those of ADMX SLIC, and show results for the physical H and
H — oo0. Good agreement is observed in the large H limit, whereas for finite H the analytic
results overestimate the amplitude of the flux. This can be understood from considering the
integral over z that appears in Eq. (2.10): schematically, we have ff{f{(% dz [A4(z—2")?)73/2 =
2/A —4/H? + O(H™*), so that the first term neglected will suppress the flux amplitude.

14 As a point of caution, we note that the analytic results must be treated carefully as there can be branch
cuts in the integration.
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3.2 Strain sensitivity from recasting axion limits and projections

Combining the above results, we now determine the GW sensitivity of axion haloscopes making
use of a solenoidal external magnetic field. In detail, we recast the constraints on the axion
photon coupling gq-- from BASE [19] and ADMX SLIC [18], as well as the future instruments
WISPLC [21] and DMRadio-m? [22], as expected sensitivities to the amplitude of GWs. All of
these instruments are designed with the goal of detecting a coherently oscillating axion dark
matter background field, which takes the schematic form

sin(mgt), (3.10)

with ppy the local dark-matter density, and m, the unknown dark-matter mass. In the pres-
ence of a magnetic field, the axion background generates an effective current jog = ga~-(0ra)B.
For the configuration in Fig. 1 the current induces the following magnetic flux,

1
(I)a = Zga'y’y(ata)Bol(T% - T%) + O(H_2)’ (3'11)

where the result for finite H can again be determined numerically.

Our goal is to derive sensitivity to the GW strain, h, by reinterpreting results on g,
established assuming a signal flux as in Eq. (3.11) (modified for the specific experimental
configuration). To do so, we compare ®, and P, but further we account for the fact that
in all expressions derived so far the axion and GW are treated as persistent monochromatic
waves, when this is not the case for either one. The dark-matter axion is indeed persistent, but
has a coherence time of 7, = 27Q,/m,, with a quality factor of Q, ~ 108, indicating a highly
coherent signal. The GW signal on the other hand is model dependent (specific examples of
superradiance and primordial black hole (PBH) mergers are discussed in App. F), but can be
described as lasting for a duration 7} with coherence time scale 73, centered at a frequency
f, so that the signal has a quality factor @ = 7, f. For resonant instruments, one must
also account for the quality factor and coherence time of the instrument, given by @, and
7, = Qr/f. The ultimate strain sensitivity is determined from considering the interplay of
each of these scales, together with the experimental run time, an analysis of which we provide
in App. F. The end result is that rather than simply matching the GW and axion fluxes, we
instead arrive at

@h(th, hX; On, eh) =Re (I)a(gavv)a (3'12>

where the coherence ratio R. accounts for the difference in coherence between the signals. As
defined, R, > 1 implies the GW signal is harder to detect than a naive matching of the flux
would suggest, as for a fixed &, we want to probe the smallest h oc ®; values possible.

Here, we will restrict our attention to a single case, where we take T}, = 73, and imagine
a resonant instrument that spends a time T3, > 74, 75, T scanning each axion mass. In this
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case, the coherence ratio can be computed to be

1/4 1/ 1 Qr < Qay Qh’
_(Tn Qa (Qa/Qr)"* Qu < Qr < Qn,
Re = (Th > (Qh) Qr/Qh Qn < Qr < Qq, (3.13)

(Qa/@r)l/4Qr/Qh otherwise.

This expression is derived in App. F, however, let us briefly describe the physical origin of
each term. The first factor encodes the suppression that arises as the GW signal does not
persist for the full time the instrument scans this frequency. The quarter scaling follows
our assumption that T}, is the largest scale, implying that the sensitivities have entered
the asymptotic scaling regime consistent with the Dicke radiometer equation [32] (see also
Ref. [33]). The (Qa/Qn)"/* factor arises as signals that are more coherent are easier to
discover, and was used in Refs. [7, 34]. More coherent signals are narrower in the frequency
domain, and therefore can generally be teased out over a smaller amount of background. In
addition, for @, < @, there is a slight penalty to the axion signal of (Q,/ Qr)l/ 4 as the full
axion signal is not resolved by the instrument. Finally, there is a strong penalty of @, /Q} that
applies to the GW signal whenever @), > Q. When this occurs, the GW fails to fully ring
up the resonance response of the instrument, which strongly decreases the power it deposits,
explaining the linear scaling of this factor, as opposed to the quarter scaling of all others. Using
Eq. (3.13) — and its generalisations in App. F — for any given instrument, we can translate GW
signals defined by their amplitude h, duration 7}, and coherence time 73, to an effective signal
strength h/R.. We can then compare h/R. to the equivalent plane wave sensitivity shown in
Fig. 3, which is derived simply from matching the flux; explicitly, Eq. (3.12) assuming R. = 1.

For the results in Fig. 3, the frequency range is fixed by the corresponding axion mass
range, and therefore falls into the MHz band. The left figure demonstrates the estimated
sensitivity of three existing instruments: ABRA, BASE, and ADMX SLIC (the reach for
SHAFT is comparable to ABRA, see Ref. [7]). Note that BASE and ADMX SLIC perform a
resonant search strategy for the axion, and therefore at present have a deeper sensitivity, but
narrower frequency coverage than ABRA which completed a broadband search. For ABRA
and BASE, the cylindrical symmetry of these instruments suppresses the leading order flux,
for reasons we demonstrate in the next section. For this reason we also show the sensitivity the
instruments could obtain if they implemented a figure-8 style geometry, as given in Eqs. (3.7)
and (3.8). On the right we show the sensitivity for future instruments, in particular DMRadio
and WISPLC. For DMRadio, we show the projected reach of the 50L, m?, and GUT variants
of these instruments, in each case assuming they have adopted a figure-8 style readout. We
assumed a solenoidal magnet for m3, but toroidal for 50L and GUT. Beyond this, the only
difference to these DMRadio projections and those derived in Ref. [7] is the use of the H — oo
results and the treatment of the coherence ratio, which here we take as R. = 1, leaving it for

6For comparison, Fig. 1 in Ref. [7] employed R, = (Qa/Qn)** = 10%/* for their adopted Q, = 10° and
Qn = 10%. As explained in App. F, this is only appropriate when comparing persistent signals (which PBHs
are not) and in the case where @, is not smaller than both @, and Q.
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Figure 3. Recast GW sensitivity for low-mass axion haloscopes. On the left, we show the existing
results from ABRA [17] (the sensitivity to SHAFT [20] is similar), BASE [19], and ADMX SLIC
[18]. ADMX SLIC already achieves sensitivity to the leading O[(wL)?] GW contribution, whereas
the cylindrical symmetry of ABRA and BASE lead that to cancel. Accordingly, we also show those
instruments sensitivity to a figure-8 pickup loop configuration. On the right we show the future reach
to WISPLC [21] and the three components of the DMRadio program [22, 23]: 50L, m®, and GUT.
We assume a figure-8 readout for all three DMRadio results, the toroidal result in Eq. (3.7) for 50L
and GUT, and the solenoidal analogue in Eq. (3.8) for m3. In all cases, the sensitivity is determined
from Eq. (3.12) with R. = 1.1  Accordingly, to determine the detectability of any signal R. must
be included in the signal prediction, which we do for a putative PBH inspiral or axion superradiance
signal. See text for details.

the signal predictions.!” For WISPLC, we have repurposed their anticipated axion sensitivity
with a resonant detection strategy, and assumed a single pickup loop employing Eq. (3.3)
(more precisely, WISPLC has two individual pickup loops [21]). For these cases, we chose the
angular direction of GW and relative pickup loop direction which maximise the GW sensitivity.
In computing all fluxes, we have adopted the H — oo results; cf. Fig. 2. Further, as the GW
signal depends on the incident direction, in each case we have simply taken one of the two
polarisations, and chosen the incident direction to maximise the signal, although performing
an angular average instead would only minimally impact the results.

For comparison, on the right we also draw the expected effective signals h/R. coming
from superradiance or PBH binaries as benchmarks for various parameter choices. Details are
given in App. F and effective signals with different parameters for superradiance and PBHs
are given in Figs. 4 and 5 respectively. For drawing the signal curves in the right panel of
Fig. 3 we adopt the following simplified experimental setups: @, = 10* and 7}, = 103 s for
superradiance while @, = 10* and T},, = 1 ms for PBH. Note that in the latter case, the signal
depends on the PBH masses and the curve presented in the figure corresponds to the maximal

"Tn detail, for 50L we took 7 = a = R = 0.11m, for GUT r = ¢ = R = 0.64m, and for m®, R = 0.8m,
r1 =0.34m, r = 0.64m, [ = 1.4m. For WISPLC, we used R =r; = 0.063m, r2 = 0.19m, [ = 0.57 m.
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signal for a given frequency. Further example values of R, for different instruments and
two different benchmark signals are provided in Tab. 2, with f, denoting a suitable detector
reference frequency. The first benchmark (B1) is a GW signal of duration 1s, with a coherence
limited only by its finite duration. The second (B2) is an example of a persistent highly
coherent signal. In both cases, we assume the frequency spectrum of the signal to be centered
around the detectors resonant frequency. These two benchmarks are loosely inspired by the
properties of GWs from primordial black hole mergers and from superradiance, respectively.
Further discussion of each is provided in App. F. The advantage of these simplified signals is
to facilitate comparisons across different detector concepts for astrophysical signals. This is
an alternative to the comparison of sensitivity curves in terms of noise spectral densities (see
e.g. Ref. [27, 35]) which requires detailed knowledge of the relevant noise sources.'® A further
alternative is the use of the characteristic strain, h. ~ Q}l/ ®h, as advocated e.g. in Ref, [3].
However, in realistic cases the timescales mentioned above enter into the estimation of the
characteristic strain, and hence again detailed knowledge of signal and detector properties
becomes necessary for comparisons. Of course, the method used here of defining simplified
benchmarks for comparisons also has its drawbacks.

We can also use the formalism introduced above to estimate the sensitivity to stochas-
tic gravitational backgrounds. Their energy is constrained by BBN and CMB observations
to pew/pe S 1075ANeg with p. denoting the critical energy density of the Universe to-
day and ANeg < 0.1 [36]. It can be expressed as p = p. [dlnw Qgy ~ w?MEh? with
Qow = w2th1%1/ 2p. denoting the GW spectrum expressed in terms of the characteristic
strain h.. Comparing this with the energy in a plane gravitational wave, pgw ~ wQM}-Q)IhQ,
we identify h ~ h., so that the BBN and CMB bounds on the characteristic strain, h, <
10729(100 MHz/ f)ANelf?2 indicate the maximal GW strain achievable from cosmological
stochastic backgrounds. The remaining task is to estimate the coherence ratio R. in this
case. Setting 7, = T = T;, and Qp ~ 1 <€ Qq, Q- we obtain R, > 1. In other words the low
coherence further suppresses the effective signal strength, which, together with the bound on
A Ng implies that these signals are unfortunately currently out of range by several orders of
magnitude. Of course, recasting axion searches for highly coherent signals is not the optimal
strategy to search for stochastic backgrounds. Nevertheless, this simple estimate illustrates
the challenges that such a dedicated search will be facing.

Figure 3 demonstrates that axion haloscopes can place competitive bounds on GWs in
this frequency range. Due to the challenges mentioned above in comparing different sensitivity
estimates, we refrain here from including other detector concepts in the this figure. This is,
however, a very active field and other concepts such as bulk accoustic wave devices [37],
levitated sensors [38], interferometers [39], other electromagnetic GW detectors |12, 27, 28,

18This information is well known to the respective experimental collaborations. If, in addition to publishing
limits on ga~~, experimental collaborations published a spectral density of axion-photon theta angle noise as
proposed in Ref. [35], the relevant noise spectral density for GW searches can be immediately obtained from
the ratio of the induced magnetic flux sourced by the axion and by the GW, as derived here (corresponding
to Re = 1).
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Qr T, f* R&Bl) REBQ)
ADMX SLIC [18] 3 x 10? 32019 50 MHz 1.6 0.1
BASE [19] 4 x 10* 1 min 0.7 MHz 3.0 0.39
WISPLC [21] 10* 1 min (30 kHz, 5 MHz) (6.7, 1.9)  (0.86, 0.24)
DMRadio [23] 2 x 107 (8mins, 60ns) (100kHz, 30 MHz) (787,1)  (0.18, 1)

Table 2. Coherence ratio factor R. for the different experiments considered in Fig. 3 for two different
benchmark signals: T, = 7, = 1 s, Qn, = fumn (B1) and T}, > T, Qp = 1019 (B2). For example,
the best estimated sensitivity of ADMX SLIC when taking R, = 1 is h ~ 1.7 x 10716, so that the
sensitivity to the signals B1 (B2) would be ~ 2.8 x 10716 (~ 1.7 x 10717). The T}, values for DMRadio
follow from our simple model for the instruments scan strategy in App. F.

40] and indirect detection methods [41-43| have reached, or are expected to reach, similar
sensitivities. As evident from Fig. 3, a further increase in sensitivity is needed to reach
possible astrophysical (or cosmological) signals. Our work should be seen as part of the quest
of paving a possible path towards this.

4 Selection Rules for General Detector Geometries

In Sec. 3 we studied in detail the interaction of a GW with a solenoidal magnetic field, adding
to the existing results where the wave interacts with a toroidal field [7]. In this section we seek
to generalise these results with a symmetry based study of a broader class of magnetic fields
and pickup loops. We will consider detectors with both solenoidal and toroidal magnetic fields
(using Egs. (3.1) and (3.2)), but in each case we will consider all possible directions for the
pickup loops: designed to measure the induced magnetic field in the &, &4, and €, directions.

A central goal of our analysis is to identify, by symmetry alone, what is the leading power
in (wL) of the GW flux, ®p, for a given detector. To do so, we will derive three selection rules
that hold for the interaction of a GW with a cylindrical instrument, that allow us to study
the more general case and identify promising detector geometries without explicit calculation.
The results are catalogued in Tab. 3 supplemented by the outcome of explicit computations,
but let us briefly summarise the key findings. The leading contribution we expect to ®j is
at O[(wL)?], however, we have already seen for the BASE experiment and for ABRA that
the flux at this order vanishes. These are two examples of a general result: instruments with
full cylindrical symmetry (of both the magnetic field and pickup loop) designed to search for
axions have a leading power sensitivity of at most O[(wL)3]. This is a consequence of two
observations. Firstly, as we will demonstrate, detectors with azimuthal symmetry are only
sensitive to one of the two GW polarisations h™ or h*. They are also only sensitive to either
a scalar or axion, as under parity the scalar transforms as A+, whereas the axion transforms
as h™ (see App. B). Secondly, azimuthal symmetry enforces that only the A™ contribution

9Technically the ADMX SLIC scan strategy involved averaging 10,000 individual 32ms scans at each
frequency, which we here treat as a single 320s scan.
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can enter at O[(wL)?]. Consequently, instruments with full cylindrical symmetry which can
detect scalars coupled to EM may also detect ht GW flux at O[(wL)?], but no leading order
contribution can appear for axion experiments which employ full cylindrical symmetry to
enhance the axion signal. If the cylindrical symmetry of the pickup loop is broken, the leading
power sensitivity to the GW can be restored, at the cost of an O(1) factor to the axion signal.

4.1 Three selection rules for the interaction of a GW with a cylindrical detector

Let us now derive three general results regarding the form of ®; when we have a magnetic

field and pickup loop with full cylindrical symmetry.

( Selection Rule 1: For an instrument with azimuthal symmetry, ®;, oc A+ at O[(wL)?].2° )

Proof: At O[(wL)?], the effective current jeg receives a contribution only from M (as
P o O[(wL)?]), which itself depends on hgo and h;j, defined in Eq. (2.1). Moreover, as
both F'(k-r) and F'(k-r) are constant at leading order, hgo and h;; depend only on the GW
direction through the polarisation tensors in Eq. (2.2), to which the induced magnetic field
and the flux are proportional. Equivalently, the leading order response matrix in Eq. (2.15) is
independent of the GW direction, explicitly D™" (k) = Dg;‘ + O[(wL)?], where DE’;? depends
on w? but not k. These results hold in general. We now invoke azimuthal symmetry, which
implies that the result cannot depend on the azimuthal angle associated with the direction of
the GW, so that ®(k) = ®),(R.(p)k) for an arbitrary angle . Combined with the leading
order response matrix, we find

R 1 2 R 71w 21 R
Bl = 5o [ de (R =gy [ a S el (oK) + OlluL)’
iy ~10 0 (4.1)
=t sin? 0,D5" 1 0 —10 + O[(wL)?].
2v2 ” 0 0 2

By explicit computation, the A* contribution has vanished, completing the proof. As a corol-
lary, we note that at leading order an azimuthally symmetric detector can only depend on the
incident GW direction through sin? ;.

Selection Rule 2: For an instrument with azimuthal symmetry, the flux is proportional
to either h* or h*, but not both. This holds to all orders in (wL).?!

29We emphasise that this statement is coordinate dependent, and holds for the definition of h* adopted in
Eq. (2.2). In general, one can convert h™ into h* by a /4 rotation around the propagation direction of the
GW. The coordinate independent statement is that for geometries with azimuthal symmetry, only a single
polarisation appears at leading order.

2'We reiterate that we derive all fluxes from the Biot-Savart law, which is valid only to O[(wL)®] (cf.
footnote 10).
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Proof: Consider a GW of wave vector k incident on the detector. By the azimuthal sym-
metry, we can rotate k into the zz-plane without loss of generality. The configuration is now
invariant under a P, reflection, in particular P k = k. If the pickup loop is azimuthally sym-
metric, the flux will receive a contribution at r’ and Pyr’. We now compare the contribution
at these points, by evaluating the magnetic field transverse to the pickup loop, which has unit
normal vector A'(r’).

' (Pr') - By(Pr' k) = [k, Py (r')] - [ony P,Bi(r', k)] = oryn, ' (r') - By(r', k).  (4.2)

Here we used the transformation properties of By, and i’ given in Egs. (2.11) and (2.13). The
various values of 1, and k, are summarised in Tab. 1, and recall A" and h* transform with
o = +1. If okyn, = —1, then the contributions of the flux at positions r’ and P,r’ cancel, and
hence the total flux vanishes when integrated over an azimuthally symmetric pickup loop. This
uniquely selects the GW polarisation o which can be measured in a detector with azimuthal
symmetry, completing the proof.

In Tab. 3, we summarise which polarisation survives for which geometry from this ar-
gument. Together with the first selection rule, this enables us to identify geometries which
are potentially suitable to pick up the O[(wL)?] component of the induced flux. Let us work
through several explicit examples, each assumed to be azimuthally symmetric, referring to the
table for visualisations.

o Toroidal magnet with a horizontal pickup loop. Consider first a configuration with By o<
é, and 0’ o &, as for instance used by ABRA. For these choices, the flux in Eq. (4.2)
transforms with oryn, = —o. Accordingly, by selection rule 2 the ht polarisation
(0 = +1) cannot contribute, only h* will (¢ = —1). Concretely, for ABRA this implies
that any azimuthally symmetric pickup loop will receive no contribution proportional to
h* for all possible positions z of the pickup loop. Selection rule 1 further implies that
the leading order contribution can only occur at O[(wL)?]. Both of these results were
observed by explicit calculation in Ref. [7].

o Solenoidal magnet with an array of vertical pickup loops. Inspired by BASE we next
consider a setup with By o< €, and 0’ oc &4, so that in Eq. (4.2) okyn, = —0, and
only h* can contribute. Explicitly, the flux generated by hT from a pickup loop at
¢p will exactly cancel the flux the plus polarisation generates in a pickup loop at —¢y.
Thus, even though the geometry has changed significantly, our polarisation selection
rule applies identically to the ABRA-type configuration. This explains the cancellation
for azimuthally symmetric solenoidal detectors observed in Sec. 3.

Although the leading order GW flux vanished in the two instances above, using our
selection rules we can straightforwardly conceive of azimuthally symmetric geometries
where the cancellation does not occur, we simply require x,7, = +1. One instance is
the following example.
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o Solenoidal magnet with a horizontal pickup loop. Taking By o< i’ o &, we have okyn, =
+0 in Eq. (4.2). As a result, the h* contributions to the flux vanishes to all orders in
(wL) whereas the h™ contribution survives, and with it a contribution to the flux of
order (wL)?. In this case, one might worry about the feasibility of separating the tiny
induced field from the large background magnetic field. Any detection strategy would
exploit the AC nature of the GW flux, as opposed to the (ideally) DC static field, and
potentially also the angular dependence of the GW. (For further discussion, see also
Ref. [44].)

The two selection rules derived so far allow us to understand an important consequence for
the detection of GWs with axion haloscopes. In particular, by selection rule 2, the flux in an
azimuthally symmetric detector sensitive to the h* or 0 = —1 component has no dependence
on h™. But then by selection rule 1, such an instrument will not have the optimal sensitivity
to the GW, since the O[(wL)?] contribution will vanish. This is an important observation for
axion haloscopes, because as shown in App. B, the pseudoscalar axion field transforms with
o = —1, and therefore to be sensitive to the axion one is forced into a configuration where the
leading GW flux vanishes. The only way of evading this conclusion is to break the azimuthal
symmetry. One could break this maximally by introducing a figure-8 configuration, as done
in Ref. [7]. This would revive a contribution from h* at O[(wL)?], however as the axion
induced magnetic field B, has no angular dependence, its contribution will vanish. Hence, to
detect both axion and GW, one could use a pickup loop with an opening angle smaller than
27, which avoids a complete cancellations. For this purpose, we present the results for <I>§L2)
with a pickup loop with an arbitrary angle in the next subsection. Further discussion of these
points is provided in App. B, where we also demonstrate that a scalar, ¢, which couples as
©F? transforms with ¢ = 41, and so can also be understood through our selection rules.

Selection Rule 3: For an instrument with full cylindrical symmetry, @, will be either
an even or odd function of w.

Proof: If the instrument has full cylindrical symmetry, then the flux will receive a contri-
bution from r’ and Pr’ = —r’, where again P = P, P, P, is the complete parity transformation.
Let us thus consider the property of the induced magnetic flux under v’ — Pr’. We start by
writing the GW in the proper detector frame as power series in w, hy, = Y o0, hfﬁ) with

h,(fy) x w™. From Eq. (2.1), we can see the components transform as follows,

hi(Pr.k) = (—1)" bV (r,k), AV (Pr,k) = (—1)" P, B0V (r, k),

(n) (n) T v (4.3)
h;; (Pr,k) = (=1)" Py, by, (v, k) By

This is identical to the transformations studied in Eq. (2.4), but with ¢ — (—1)". Either by
proceeding through the same steps as used to derive Eq. (2.11) or by exploiting the above
analogy, we find,

B{" (Pr',k) = n(~1)"PB" (¢, k), (4.4)
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where we have decomposed the induced field as By, = > 77, Bgln), with B;ln) x w". Conse-
quently, the flux contribution from the point Pr’ will be determined by

n'(Pr') - By(Pr', k) = kn Y _(—1)"[n'(r') - B! (', k)]. (4.5)

n=2

The values of 77 and k were given in Tab. 1. Clearly kn = £1. If knp = +1, then for odd n,
the flux from Pr’ and r’ will cancel, whereas for k7 = —1 a similar conclusion is reached for
even n, completing the proof. (Note this result is independent of o.)

The combination of our three selection rules show that instruments with full cylindrical
symmetry have a highly restricted form of the induced GW flux. In Tab. 3, we apply these
selection rules for all possible pickup loop orientations, and for both solenoidal and toroidal
external fields, always assuming full cylindrical symmetry. (Similar results can be derived for
a scalar and axion, which we study in the appendix and summarise in Tab. 4.) In the first
line of each cell, we denote the surviving polarisation (h* or h*), if even or odd powers of wL
contribute, and what is the leading order contribution. The second line provides the explicit
leading order flux ®;. The flux is computed assuming a parametrically large H, and for all
cases we took p € [0,r], with » < R. For an array of pickup loops or a continuous pickup
surface (which are required for cylindrical symmetry in the case of a vertical pickup loop) we
integrate the induced flux over the azimuthal angle ¢,. In the absence of detailed information
on the detector setup and resulting inductance, this serves as a proxy to estimate the total
flux, and most importantly, will drop out when recasting axion search results (see Sec. 3.2)
since the same factor appears for the axion case. (See also the discussion in footnote 13.)

The result for a horizontal pickup loop in a toroidal magnetic field was previously pre-
sented in Ref. [7], our new results corrects this expression by a factor 1/3 which is due taking
into account the contribution from the effective surface current previously overlooked. For
the O[(wL)?] results in Ref. [7], obtained from the use of a figure-8 pickup loop to break
the azimuthal symmetry, the surface current contribution vanishes, leaving them unchanged.
Such cases are considered explicitly in the next subsection.

For each case in the table, the selection rules determine the leading order contribution
to @5, without any explicit calculation being required, which achieves one of the central goals
of this work. For example, take a solenoidal magnetic field with a radial pickup loop (0’ o
&,). As okyny = o in Eq. (4.2), only h™ can contribute from selection rule 2. However, as
kn = —1 in Eq. (4.5), only odd powers of w contribute by selection rule 3, and therefore the
leading order contribution is at O[(wL)3]. If, however, the loop was moved up or down in the
vertical direction, breaking the cylindrical symmetry, selection rule 3 would no longer hold,
and we would have a contribution at O[(wL)?] as allowed by selection rule 1. Explicitly, if we
place the loop at 2z’ € [-H/2,—H/2 + ], and then expand the flux assuming for simplicity
H>1>ra R, we find

e—iwt
o), = htw?Byrr?i? sin? 6y, (4.6)

3v2
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so that a leading order contribution has been resurrected. Consider also the case of a toroidal
magnet with a radial pickup loop. Now oryn, = —o and kn = +1, so that only ~* and even
orders of wL will contribute. But by selection rule 1, for such a configuration the leading order
contribution cannot occur until O[(wL)*], where we already expect corrections from our use of
the Biot-Savart law. Again, placing the loop at the vertical bottom (or top) of the instrument
would parametrically enhance the flux to

ie—lwt

b, = ———h* w3 BpaxmrlaR(a + 2R) sin® 6),. 4.7
h 9673 ( ) h (4.7)

4.2 Increased GW sensitivity for pickup loops that break azimuthal symmetry

All three selection rules above followed from the full azimuthal symmetry of the detector.
When broken, the restrictions the rules impose are lifted, and in many geometries this allows
for a parametric improvement in the GW flux. While the breaking can occur at the level of
the magnetic field or pickup loop, the latter is far more practical. For instance, as discussed
in Ref. [7], an instrument could use multiple pickup loops, one for the axion, and another for
the GW.

With such a possibility in mind, here we compute the leading O[(wL)?] flux for various
geometries in the case where the detector has a pickup loop that spans an opening angle
¢¢ € [¢1, p2] for a horizontal or radial readout, or a set of loops that span a fraction [¢1, ¢2]
of a toroid in the case of the vertical loop. As it can be readily restored, we fix ¢ = 0
throughout for ease of notation, and assume p’ € [0, 7] for the radial expanse of the loop. We
again employ the shorthand ¢, = cosx and s, = sinz.

For a solenoidal magnetic field, the three results determined by the orientation of the
pickup loop n’ are as follows,

—iwt
R e
S:: Bh = 768\/5“12307”2 121072 ¢g, (Cagy, — Cag,) — 3RT17(3 + 20, ) (529, — 521)
+ 2 2 2, BN o
+ 817 (62— ¢1) (1% + 14R? + 16K In ) 57, |,
(4.8)

A e W, 2 2 + x
€s: Oy = 144\/5(4) Borl (30R* — 13r7) sg, [hFco, (co, — o) + 1 (55 — S61)],
. e, 2 2 + x
&, ¢ = w?Borl (2R* — 317) s9, [hFco, (S, — 56,) — ™ (coy — Coy )]

NG

In each case we only state the result to O[(wL)?] and leading order in 1/H. Observe that
when ¢1 = 0 and ¢2 = 27, only the result for i’ x &, survives, consistent with Tab. 3.

For a toroid, the analogous results are as follows (again working only to O[(wL)?]),

A e—iwt a
60 &y = 12ﬂw23max7”331ﬂ (1 + E) so, [ o, (Cop — co1) + 17 (565 — 561)] (4.9)
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Solenoid: By x €, Toroid: By o< €4
(ny =41, n=-1) (ny = -1, =+1)
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Table 3. Summary table of sensitivity to GWs for cylindrical detector geometries depending on the
direction of the external magnetic B field and the orientation of the pickup loop '. 7, and kg are
respectively defined in Eqgs. (2.11) and (2.13). In each cell, the first line indicates the surviving GW
polarisation, the selection of odd or even powers of (wL)™, and the leading power of the induced flux.
The second line gives the explicit result for the leading order of the induced flux, and finally we provide
a cartoon representation of the instrument. See text for detail.
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Again taking ¢; = 0 and ¢2 = 2, there will only be a contribution n’ o &4, reproduc-

ing Tab. 3. That contribution only appears at O(1/H?), and this is the only non-leading
contribution in H — oo we included.

5 Discussion

Both axions and GWs induce effective polarisation and magnetisation terms in Maxwell’s
equations. While the formalism for exploiting this effect to search for the axion has been in
place for four decades [45], the GW analogue and its synergies with axion searches remains
nascent. Our work expands our understanding of this latter case, and by focussing on lumped-
element circuits for axion detection (such as ABRADACABRA, SHAFT, BASE, ADMX SLIC,
WISPLC and the DMRadio program), we estimate their sensitivity to current and future high-
frequency GW searches, as shown in Fig. 3.

We also expand the theoretical foundations of the interaction of GWs with instruments
operating in the magnetoquasistatic regime, extending the earlier results of Ref. [7] in a number
of ways. Most importantly, we have developed a symmetry based formalism that largely fixes
the form of the leading GW signal in various instruments. We considered external magnetic
fields with a cylindrical symmetry — toroidal or solenoidal fields — as used in all ongoing
and planned axion haloscopes. We derived selection rules for the signal strength, which,
based on symmetry alone, fix the leading power sensitivity in wL, and hence parametrically
determine the GW strain sensitivity without calculation. This allows one to immediately
determine the impact of different geometries for the external magnetic (or electric) field and
the pickup loop on the achievable GW strain sensitivity. As summarised in Tab. 3, highly
symmetric detectors place strong restrictions on the form of the induced flux as a direct
consequence of the tensor nature of the GW. These arguments can be extended to a scalar or
pseudoscalar (axion) coupled to EM, as we show in App. B. Taken together, we observe that
in optimising the sensitivity to axions, existing instruments can often parametrically suppress
the GW signal. Fortunately, however, the observed cancellation can quite easily be remedied
by minimally breaking the instruments cylindrical symmetry, for instance by changing the
position or shape of the pickup loop. We demonstrated this for different detector geometries,
obtaining a parametric increase for the GW sensitivity.

Our work provides several technical improvements on the formalism and initial studies
of Ref. |7]. First, we include the contribution from effective surface currents induced by
the GW, arising due to the change in effective magnetisation at the boundary of the static
magnetic fields. These effects are generically of the same order as the effects obtained from
the interaction of the GW with the magnetic field itself, and for instance modify some of
the toroidal results of Ref. [7], relevant for ABRACADABRA, SHAFT, and DMRadio-50L.
Second, we give a thorough discussion and prescription of how to compute sensitivities for
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transient signals, focussing on resonant detectors. This is particularly important for high-
frequency GWs, since the duration of the expected signals can be much shorter than the
observation time. We include the effect of finite coherence time and finite duration of the
signal, the scanning strategy and the quality factor of the instrument. Our prescription is
based on bootstrapping the axion search results, allowing an immediate recasting of existing
and upcoming axion searches in terms of GW searches. Third, we introduce linear response
matrices describing the detector response to the GW signal. With this new formalism, we
recover the results of Ref. [7], but the alternative approach played a key role in revealing
the symmetry properties of the detectors, facilitating the derivation of the selection rules
mentioned above. With all this at hand, we provide analytical results for the effective current
induced by a GW up to O[(wL)?] for a solenoidal magnetic field configuration.

Much work remains. The symmetry based arguments introduced here can be deployed for
the full set of signals axion haloscopes could detect, including, for instance, dark photons. Such
arguments can help determine the full physics reach of the future axion dark-matter program,
see Ref. [46]. A dedicated GW search will require a targeted data analysis strategy as well as
a detailed detector simulation. While this is beyond the scope of the current paper, any such
analysis can draw on the tools we have provided here. A further open question retains to the
impact of the mechanical response of the detector to GWs, which may become relevant once the
GW frequency lies above the lowest mechanical resonance mode, as discussed in Refs. [27, 28].
We leave this to future work. The achievable strain sensitivities (see Fig. 3) we obtain by
bootstrapping the axion searches still lie above any expected signals from astrophysical or
cosmological sources. Nevertheless, the sensitivities are competitive with other experiments
and proposals in this frequency regime. We aim with this work to join the worldwide effort
of paving the way towards high-frequency GW detection.
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Note added. Following the publication of this and previous work |7], Refs. [47-50] chal-
lenged the results based on finding different expressions for the electric and magnetic field
when using a covariant definition of these fields introduced in [48|. This result is, in fact,
not surprising as it is well known that the electric and magnetic field are frame dependent
in general relativity. The gauge invariant observable in our case is the measured magnetic
flux (which is not computed in Refs. [47-50]). As we demonstrate explicitly in App. A.3, one
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obtains the exact same result as presented here for this observable using the formalism of
Refs. [47-50]. The fact that the flux can be computed as in Eq. (2.14) without ever resorting
to an explicit expression for the magnetic field emphasizes that the effects we describe are
independent of the details in how that field is defined.

A Additional Details of GW Electrodynamics

In this first appendix, we provide a derivation of the key elements of GW electrodynamics
required for the discussion in the main text. In the first two subsections we will provide a
detailed derivation of Egs. (2.5) and (2.6), which formed the foundation of the physical effect
explored in the main text. After this, we describe the origin of the effective surface current
contributions that had been missed in previous analyses, and lastly we explain why GW effects
start at O[(wL)?] in the proper detector frame.

A.1 External currents

The external static fields, f,,,, upon which GWs interact to generate electromagnetic effects
satisfy Maxwell’s equations in flat spacetime

81/qu = [jH]FLAT ) &/faﬂ + 8afﬁy + aﬁfua = 07 (Al)

where [j#]ppar Is the external electromagnetic current sourcing the external fields. For a
system of electrons following trajectories described by zf(u), with n indexing the various
particles, the current is given by [51]

#lenr = [ du 30 e0® (o) - ) L2 = 57660 ) -0 P2 (a2

n

For example, solenoidal and toroidal static configurations in which the electric charges are
confined to cylindrical surfaces of constant radius lead to [j#]ppar < d(p — R). For the case
of a solenoid infinitely extended in the z-direction

36l s = Bod(p — R) &, (A3)

Similarly, for the toroidal configurations in the limit of infinite height
O R .
JFLAT = Bmax; [0(p—R)=d(p—(R+a))e., (A4)

because there are two cylindrical surfaces.
Observe also that charge conservation directly follows from Eq. (A.2)
dxh(t)
dt

V-jrLar =Y eV- [5(3) (xn(t) —x)

__9 3" e (xa(t) - x) (A.5)

— 29 —



Let us now discuss how the external currents are modified by the presence of GWs in the
proper detector (PD) frame. A generalisation of Eq. (A.2) to an arbitrary spacetime can be
found by noticing that 6 (x,,(u) — ) //—g transforms as a scalar.??> The current associated
with a set of charges following spacetime trajectories x},(u) is thus given by [51]

zh (u zh
P = /duge \/1_795(4) (zn(u) — 2) d d’[i ) — \/1_79 ;65(3) (xp(t) — x) d dt(t)' (A.6)

A calculation similar to that in Eq. (A.5) shows that 0, (/=g j*) = 0. This is equivalent to
V. j* = 0, which can be proven employing the properties of Christoffel symbols.

In the proper detector frame, the effect of a GW on the charged particles is described by
a Newtonian force. As stated above, in this work we assume that the experimental apparatus
is rigid, or more precisely, that such a Newtonian force does not alter the trajectories of the
particles. In particular, this implies that in the proper detector frame we can use the same
ah(t) that led to Egs. (A.3) and (A.4). We conclude that

[v _Qj“] PD — [jH]FLAT' (A7)
A.2 Maxwell’s equations in the spacetime of a gravitational wave

Maxwell’s Equations in an arbitrary spacetime read
Vy (go‘“Fa,a 9’3”) =j",  ViuFug+VaFp, +VgF,, =0. (A.8)

where the external current is defined by Eq. (A.6). Due to the properties of the Christoffel
symbols and the fact the electromagnetic tensor is antisymmetric, these equations can be cast
as [52]
Oy (\/jggauFa,B gﬁy) =v=gj", OvFop + OaFpy + OpFya = 0. (A.9)
When considering a passing GW in the proper detector frame, the equations are equivalent
to Maxwell’s equations in a flat spacetime with the GW effects described by an effective
current. To see this, we note that the expression in parenthesis to first order in h,, = g — 1
is given by

h
V=99 Fagg” = <1 + 2> FH — FHRORY 4+ FY*hH, + O(h?), (A.10)

where we employ /—¢g = 1+ h/2 + O(h?). This motivates us to define the following effective

current,

1
=0, <—2h PHY 4 pRapy F”O‘h“a>, (A.11)
which, together with Egs. (A.9) and (A.7), leads to the following form for Maxwell’s equations

O, F" = [jMppar + by, OvFap + 0aFpy + 05Fye = 0. (A.12)

22Recall, it is the spacetime volume d*z+\/—g rather than d*z that transforms as a scalar.
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This completes our justification of Egs. (2.5) and (2.6).

We combine Maxwell’s equations in the presence of a GW with their flat space analogues
in Eq. (A.1) to isolate the induced fields, defined by

FLL,V =—fuw+ Fu. (A.13)

In particular, these fields satisfy the following equations
Oy F" = jie, O Fls+ 0aF}, + 0sF L, = 0. (A.14)

Alternatively, one may also write these equations in terms of a contravariant electromagnetic
field strength tensor, g**F,z ¢?” — f* in which case the second set of equations acquire a
source term, as shown in Refs. [47, 53]. In the absence of external currents, this leads to
an ambiguity in the definition of the electromagnetic field. This is the well-known duality
of Maxwell’s equations in the absence of charges and currents. However, in contrast to the
claims of those references, such an ambiguity does not arise here because of the proper detector
external current. Furthermore, the derivation presented here shows that it is not necessary
to define the electric and magnetic field vectors in curved spacetime in order to describe the
effect of GWs propagating in external electromagnetic fields, as one can always work at the
level of F#. For simplicity, in the main text and in the rest of the manuscript, we drop the
FLAT subscript from the current in Eq. (A.12).

A.3 Covariant definition of EM fields

Here we address the claims in Refs. [47-50], that different results to what we have presented
are obtained using a covariant definition of the electric and magnetic fields. As already noted,
focusing on the definition of the electromagnetic fields can be misleading, since the gauge
invariant observable (the magnetic flux ®p) can be expressed without resorting to explicit
expressions for the magnetic fields or even the explicit use of co- or contra variant Lorentz
indices,

@B:/BSA:/SF, (A.15)

with A denoting the 1-form vector potential, F' the two-form field strength tensor, S the area
of the pickup loop, and 0S its boundary. A and F can be obtained directly as solutions of
the Maxwell equations in curved space time, derived from the kinetic gauge field term in the
action, and all quantities are well defined under Lorentz transformations. This demonstrates
that there can be no ambiguities of the type discussed in Refs. [47-50] that would impact the
physical observable ®p.

Nevertheless, let us illustrate the point further by explicitly rederiving Eq. (2.12) using
the formalism proposed in Ref. [48]. We consider a static external magnetic field in the proper
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detector frame, B = By é, and a rigid observer,?? whose 4-velocity is given by

1 1
utt = 1,0,0,0) = (14 -h > 1,0,0,0), A.16
— 900( ) < 5hoo ) ( ) (A.16)
which follows directly from g, u#u” = —1. We can now define co- and contra variant magnetic
fields as
Bt — lnwpp - _ 1 vroy, |
2 vp 2\/_—‘9 ol'vp

1 n 1 | L
= SO Fyp + P E =2 @Oy, = Shooe "y, — S higFy
_ 1 _ 1 o _
= B! + BY — Z(h + hoo BH* — *6“”’mhioFy = B! 4+ 5BM, A7
h 9 9 P

B, = g, B" = 1 B” + 1,6 B +h,, B, (A.18)
where we have introduced

v 1 vV
Nuvp = npupouaa Nuvpe = —V |g|6w/pcra NP7 = ———=el"P7, (A'lg)

Vldl

with e*”P? being the totally antisymmetric Levi-Civita symbol, and we have used /—g =
1+ h/2, ug = goou’ = —1+ 1/2 hgg, and u; = h;g. Here, B denotes the background magnetic
field, and dB the correction induced by the GW. The latter consists of two parts: The part
labelled By, is the contribution discussed in the main text as sourced by the effective current,
obtained as a solution of Eq. (A.14). The second part is of the structure hB and describes a
O(h) oscillation of the background magnetic field due to the impact of the GW on the observer
and on the metric. Ref. [49] claims that this second part was overlooked in the analysis in
the main text and could change the results.?* (As an aside, we note that for setups such as
ABRACADABRA where the pickup loop is placed in a region with approximately vanishing
background field, these terms trivially vanish.)

We can now compute the flux as

1
@B:/FW dx* A dz”
2Js
1

) o ) ) (A.20)
= —/TI;WpUUPB d])‘u/\dl‘ - 2/6uypa\/jgupB d:L"u'/\d.’E .

2

28As in the main text, we stress that this is an assumption which we expect to hold only in the low
frequency limit, but which may be violated in realistic experimental setups as the GW frequency approaches
the mechanical resonance frequencies of the apparatus.

24Ref. [47] chooses du; = 0 instead of u’ = 0. Inserting this into the expressions above, Eq. (A.18) becomes
equivalent to Egs. (15,18) in [47]. Here and in the main text, we follow the usual textbook convention of
denoting position vectors with raised indices. This can of course be done differently (see also comment below
Eq. (A.14)), but then needs to be done consistently throughout the entire computation and cannot impact any
physical observables.
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Inserting Eq. (A.17) yields

1 h _
Op = 2/€Hupa (1 + 2> (ﬂp + 5up)(B” + (SBU) dz* A dx”
0 1 - o L Do v
=dp+ / Guupaup |:(5B + =(h + hoo)B? | dz" A dx
2 2
X (A.21)
= i)B + 5 / E'u,/po—’lj/pBg daz? A dx”

1
=&p + 3 FIZ, dz? N dx”,

where we have used
ewpgﬂpeao‘mﬁ’ag = ewpgépoeaamﬁag =0, (A.22)

for Fag containing only external magnetic and not electric fields.

Equation (A.21) is identical to Eq. (2.12) in the main text. We conclude that the magnetic
flux as measured by the observer is fully accounted for by taking F[}l,, defined as the solution to
Eq. (A.14) (i.e. sourced by the effective current) and inserting it into the last line of Eq. (A.21).
The additional terms found in Eq. (A.17) drop out, as expected from the general argument

around Eq. (A.15).

A.4 Effective surface currents

Comparing the magnetic fields in Egs. (3.1) and (3.2) with the currents in Egs. (A.3) and (A.4),
one can note that the currents close to the surface p = R are given by j = d(p — R)n x B,
with n = —é&, for the solenoid and n = €, for the toroid. This can also be written as

j=6(p—R)K, with K=nxB, (A.23)

where K is often called the surface current density. The result in Eq. (A.23) is a particular
example of a phenomenon that takes place whenever there is discontinuity in the magnetic
field across a surface. It is possible to prove (see, for instance, Ref. [54]) that at the interface
of two bodies with different values of H = B — Mg, Maxwell’s equations predict the existence
of a surface current density,

K=nx (H2 — Hl), (A24)

where 1 is the unit vector normal to the surface from medium 1 to 2. Note that Eq. (A.23)
is a particular case of Eq. (A.24) when the magnetic field vanishes on one side of the surface
p = R, and Mg = 0 everywhere, i.e. there is no GW or (pseudo-)scalar field.

In the presence of GWs or a (pseudo-)scalar field, the magnetisation does not vanish. For
the toroid and solenoid cases of Egs. (3.1) and (3.2), in addition to Eq. (A.23), there is an
effective current on the surface given by

Jset =0(p— R) A x Megr| _p. (A.25)
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For instance, as we show in App. B, a scalar coupled to electromagnetism will generate Mog =
—9oryPBo, and therefore js o = —gynyj. For axions, however, Mg = gay,aE and jseg = 0,
as the tangential component of the electric field must be continuous across any boundary [54].
This will be found by an explicit calculation in App. B. To obtain the effective surface for
GWs, Eq. (A.25) can be cast as G- jgeg = 0(p— R) (1 X &) -Meff|p:R, with @ an arbitrary
unit vector, or in components

. . 1
JS.eff,p = F (5(p - R)(ez)l (—hiij — 5hBZ + hjjBZ'), (A.QG)
. . 1
JSeff,z = + 5(p — R)(e(ﬁ)l (—hiij — ihBZ + hjjBi>7 (A27)
where we assume the system is interacting purely with a magnetic field.

A.5 (wL) power counting in the proper detector frame

The proper detector frame is the closest analogue to the inertial reference frame of the labo-
ratory, and therefore allows for a simple description of the experimentally generated electro-
magnetic fields. As Eq. (2.1) demonstrates, in the proper detector frame the leading order
frequency contribution to h occurs at O[(wL)?]. Accordingly, when the GW interacts with
static electromagnetic fields, the leading order gauge invariant contribution to the induced
magnetic field and measurable magnetic flux will also be (wL)?, as seen explicitly in, for ex-
ample, Refs. [7, 12]. In this appendix we explain the physical origin of this scaling, and in
particular justify the absence of any contribution at O(wL).

The starting point is that the proper detector frame corresponds to Fermi normal coordi-
nates [55-57|, which are freely falling locally inertial coordinates defined along a geodesic, zg.
In effect, Fermi normal coordinates are the extension of Riemmann normal coordinates to an
entire worldline. In terms of the specified geodesic, we can evaluate the metric at an arbitrary
spacetime point as follows,

g/ﬂl(x> = g;w(xO) + (x - xO)aaaguu<x0) + (.’L’ - ‘730)&(1' - xO)ﬁaaa,Bg/w(xO) +.... (A-QS)

To wit, we can take xg to represent the worldline of the center of our detector, and then
x could represent an arbitrary point in the detector where we wish to evaluate the impact
of the GW. This implies that parametrically (x — x¢) ~ L, where as throughout the main
text L is a characteristic length scale of the instrument. Now, Fermi normal coordinates are
locally flat, and therefore we have g,,(x¢) = 7. Performing the usual linear decomposition
of the metric for a GW propagating in flat space, g, = 1y + by, we can therefore identify
the contribution from the GW with the derivative terms in Eq. (A.28). Assuming there is
no backreaction from the instrument on the GW, and in addition that the detector can be
treated as rigid, if we have a monochromatic incident source of frequency w, then 9" g, (zo) ~
W"guv(x0). In this language, the absence of an O(w) term in the description of the GW
is reduced to explaining why the single derivative contribution to Eq. (A.28) must vanish.
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This is straightforward: Fermi normal coordinates are a locally inertial reference frame, so
that all Christoffel symbols vanish along x, and therefore 0,9, (20) = 0. Accordingly, the
GW in Fermi normal coordinates has a leading contribution at O(w?). The final ingredient
is to transform from a freely falling frame to the non-inertial frame of a laboratory on the
surface of the Earth, which define the proper detector frame. However, it can be shown that
this transformation introduces contributions only at significantly lower frequencies than we
consider here [25], and therefore does not impact the above argument.

B Scalar and Axion Electrodynamics

In this appendix, we expand on our discussion of scalar and axion electrodynamics. In par-
ticular, we will compare the well studied pseudoscalar axion interaction —%gaWaF‘“’FW,25 to

the scalar equivalent?®

1
L5~ 9oy 0 F" Fo. (B.1)

In the main text, we used this as a motivating example, as it involved several of the features
we explored for GW signals, explicitly the importance of the symmetry of the detector and
further the additional contributions we receive from the boundaries of the detector. Here we
will provide a more complete discussion of the specific differences between axion and scalar
electrodynamics, and then determine the flux scalar dark matter could induce in various
lumped-element circuit instruments.

In direct analogy to the axion, a scalar field that couples as in Eq. (B.1) will modify
Maxwell’s equations. If we work perturbatively in the coupling g, writing F** = F" + F!"" +

a/e
O(g?), we have the equations of motion for the induced fields,

az/Fé;w = al/(gtp'y'yQDF(’)w) = g¢77(8V@)F6/“ - gap'y’y‘;oj'ua

» i - (B.2)
WEL = 0y(garyaly") = gayy(Ova) Fy",

The final results follow from 8, F* = 0 for the axion, and 0, F}" = j* for the scalar. The
presence of a coupling to the current, which also must be included for the GW, is a novelty
that does not arise for the axion. For instance, this interaction will give rise to an oscillating
contribution to the fields generated by j*, as explored in Ref. [44]. (There have also been
discussions of using axion haloscope inspired instruments to detect g, see Refs. |60, 61].)

For both cases, Eq. (B.2) demonstrates that we can define an effective magnetisation
and polarisation tensor as in Ref. [7]. In particular, we have M{” = g,y @ F* and MbL" =
gawaﬁ #¥  which yields explicit polarisation and magnetisation vectors,

P, = 9o 9E, M, =—go1¢B, Pu=ge,aB, M, = gy yaE, (B.3)

25We define the dual field strength tensor as FHY = %e“”o‘ﬁ Fop, where €777 is the ordinary totally antisym-
metric symbol (with ¢?12* = 1).
26We remain agnostic as to the UV details of this scenario, for a discussion, see e.g. Refs. [58, 59]. Our focus

is simply to study how such a coupling would differ from the conventional axion interaction.

,35,



and, therefore, the following inhomogeneous equations for the induced fields,
V- Ep = —gpn B - Vo — gprn 00,
V- -Eq, = —guyB - Va,

V x By = 0By — gpry (V) X B + gpyny (010) E — gpryq 4,
V x By = 0E, + gafy'y(va) xE + ga'y'y(ata)B-

(B.4)

From these, we can determine the induced fields a scalar or axion would generate for various
laboratory field configurations.

We now specialise to the situation where the background electric field vanishes, as is
commonly employed in experiments. The effective currents that will then source magnetic
fields are determined from Eq. (B.4) as j% = gay(0:a)B and j% = —guy,V X (¢B). From
here, in analogy to Eq. (2.9), we find the following transformation properties for these currents

ng(PaI', Pak) = naPajgff(rv k)7 ij(PaI', Pak) = —ﬁaPajfff(lﬂ k)- (B'5)

In the language we introduced for gravitational waves, we see that the axion and scalar
transform with ¢ = —1 and +1 respectively, being the spin-0 counterparts of h* and h™.
According to selection rule 2 derived in Sec. 4, for a detector with cylindrical symmetry, there
is only sensitivity to either X and or hT.2” The proof of the selection rule only used Eq. (2.11)
which followed from Eq. (2.9), that is directly analogous to the transformations in Eq. (B.5).
Accordingly axions and scalars must also obey selection rule 2, demonstrating that when full
azimuthal symmetry is in place an instrument can only be sensitive to one of the two scalar
waves. This is shown explicitly in Tab. 4, which summarises our symmetry based results for
those geometries that are sensitive to an axion and scalar. This is the spin-0 analogue to
Tab. 3. Next we will expand upon these claims by presenting the explicit results for several
geometries (these same three cases were considered for the GW in Sec. 4).

Toroidal magnet with a horizontal pickup loop. We first study an instrument with
B x &, and where i’ < €,. An explicit example of such a geometry is ABRACADABRA.
The magnetic field in this case was already provided in Eq. (3.1), and again the toroid has
inner and outer radii given by R and R+ a, and a height H which we take to be parametrically
larger than both. The induced field in the z direction — the one the pickup loop will measure
— for each case can be computed as,

BE(r') =0,

z

BI(r") = gayy(0ra) BoR [m (1 4 %) _ a(a;ﬂ?)} . (B.6)

As in the main text, ' = (p/, ¢/, 2’) is the cylindrical coordinate system where the field is
measured and integrated over by the pickup loop. The axion contribution here is only stated
to O(H~?2), whereas the scalar result is exact: there is no scalar induced magnetic field in the

2"We empbhasise once more that this statement assumes the polarisations being defined as in Eq. (2.2).
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Solenoid: By oc e, | Toroid: By o< €,
& o6 scalar axion (ABRA)
9, =0,P,#0 | &, #0,P,=0

A b axion (BASE) scalar

¢ _

Dy £0,d,=0 | D=0, b, #0

& oc b scalar axion
1 D, =0,8,=0 | &, =0, B, =0

Table 4. A summary of the sensitivity of various detector geometries to an axion or scalar coupled
to electromagnetism. Columns specify the laboratory magnetic field configuration and rows specify
the component of the induced magnetic field which is measured. As manifest in Eq. (B.5) there is
a direct analogy to these results and those for the GW given in Tab. 3. The magnetic fluxes stated
are derived under the assumption of full cylindrical symmetry. Cases where we write & = 0 implies
that the cylindrical symmetry has killed these results, as we had either B“%¥ o 2/, or for the scalar
something of the form B*¥ o sin(¢’ — ¢,). On the other hand, where we write ® = 0 sensitivity can
only be recovered by modifying B, as the vanishing flux originates arises from B*¥ = (.

z direction. This results from the azimuthal symmetry of the toroid, a toroid with a wedge in
¢ removed will have a non-zero BZ(r’). Regardless, the existing and planned toroidal axion
instruments operating in this range, such as ABRACADABRA, SHAFT, or DMRadio-50L
would have an exactly vanishing sensitivity to a scalar dark-matter signal, as they would for
the h™ polarisation of a GW, both consistent with selection rule 2.

Solenoidal magnet with an array of vertical pickup loops. Next we consider the
primary configuration studied in the main text, where By o €, and n’ x &4, as pursued
by, for example, the BASE collaboration. We will compute the azimuthal component of the
magnetic field, as measured by a vertical pickup loop, and again assume that the height of
the solenoid is parametrically larger than the other scales. Adopting the magnetic field in
Eq. (3.2), to O(H~?) we have®®

R? .
Bi(r’) = 29¢77(8tg0)’UBQZ,m sin @, sin(¢' — ¢.,),
1 9 R2 (B.7)
Bg(l‘/) = igaw(at@BOp/ |:1 — I{Q:|,

with (6, ¢,) the coordinates of the scalar field’s velocity on the celestial sphere. If we compare
the two results, we see that if the experiment measures the magnetic flux within a pickup loop
symmetric in 2’ — as done in ADMX SLIC or BASE — then the axion flux will grow proportional
to the height of the loop, whereas the scalar flux will exactly vanish as Bg(r' ) o< 2'. Further,
for any loop in a plane of constant ¢', if we wrap it in a full circle in ¢’ as DMRadio-m? plans,
then again while the axion flux increases the scalar flux will vanish, consistent with selection

28To facilitate comparison with the axion, in the scalar case we used the fact that the phase of the dark-
matter wave will be ~ m(t — v - x) to write Vi = —v(0p).
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rule 2. It is straightforward to confirm that these results persist to all orders in H. In other
words, solenoidal axion instruments will generically have exactly vanishing sensitivity to a
scalar dark-matter signal, even though Bg(r’) # 0.

As discussed in the main body, the key difference between these scalar and pseudoscalar
axion results can be understood on basic symmetry grounds. In particular, consistent with
Tab. 1, the azimuthal component of the magnetic field will flip sign under parity. For the
axion interaction, this sign flip is produced by the pseudoscalar field itself, whereas for the
scalar, the flip is generated by the 2’ in Eq. (B.7), as Pz’ = —Z/. (In the axion case, the
equivalent dimensions were made up by p/, which is invariant under parity.) Nevertheless,
in spite of these differences, there are pickup loops that can be designed which would have
sensitivity to both the scalar and axion. This is not the case for a background toroidal field.

Similar arguments can be used to understand the remaining results in Tab. 4.

Solenoidal magnet with a horizontal pickup loop. Finally, we consider a configuration
which is optimally sensitive to a scalar and minimally sensitive to the axion. From selection
rule 2, we simply need a configuration sensitive to the ¢ = +1 contribution, or the h*
component for a GW. From Tab. 3, one possibility is a solenoidal magnetic field By x €.,
with a pickup loop that reads out the z component of the induced field, i’ oc €,. For such a
configuration, we have

1 .
Bf(r/) = —gpyypBo + 59907’7(@90)”30/0/ S 9@ COS(¢/ - ¢<p)»
B¢(r') = 0.

(B.8)

The scalar result is stated to leading order in 1/H, whereas the axion result exactly vanishes.

Observe that in Eq. (B.8) the first term for the scalar is proportional to ¢ rather than a
derivative of the field, and arises from the unique current term for the scalar already visible in
Eq. (B.2). As discussed, similar terms arise for the GW. In the scalar case, these contributions
are particularly simple. For instance, as —guy,¢j o j, this contribution must be directly
proportional to the background magnetic field, which is also produced by j, or B¥ o< By. This
implies that in Tab. 4 such a contribution can only be measured when n’ o< By, which only
occurs for two of the six cases in the table. This leaves one case where a scalar contribution
is expected by selection rule 2, but where there is no contribution from the surface current:
a solenoidal magnet with i’ oc €, for the pickup loop. In this case, the magnetic field is
generated purely from (V¢) x By, and therefore must be proportional to sin(¢’ — ¢,) or
cos(¢’ — ¢p). When the pickup loop has azimuthal symmetry, however, such terms vanish,
explaining why we write ®, = 0 in the table, although it could be recovered by using a pickup
loop that violates the rotational symmetry.

C Parity Properties of External Magnetic Fields

In this appendix, we will demonstrate that it is possible to decompose static cylindrically
symmetric magnetic fields — those invariant under azimuthal and z-reflection symmetries — as
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a sum of a toroidal and a solenoidal piece, which as we will show take the form B ey
and B®) « &,, respectively. In the idealised treatment of static laboratory magnetic fields, we
usually imagine them dropping sharply to zero beyond the boundary of a well-defined region.
According to the discussion in App. A.4, a current flows on the surface of such a boundary,
which sources the magnetic field inside. Azimuthal symmetry dictates that the current takes
the form j o< §(p — ps(z)). Together with V - j = 0, this can be used to show that current can
always be cast as j = j® + j®), with

i = @5( —p5(2)) ([0:p5(2)]€, + €2)

J P pP—ps 2PS 4 z)s (Cl)

i =9 (2)8(p - ps(2)) &,

where C(*)(z) is a function of z while C(*) is a constant. In addition, z-reflection symmetry
implies that
CO(=2) =C(2),  ps(=2) = ps(2). (C2)

Observe that the two terms in Eq. (C.1) are conserved separately. As a result, we can similarly
decompose the magnetic field sourced by j as B = B® + B with V x B® = j® and
V x B®) = j®) We will further discuss each case below, and justify that B®) es and
B() x &,. From this we conclude that toroidal and solenoidal magnetic fields exhaust all the
realistic configurations invariant under cylindrical and z-reflection symmetries, and further
this justifies the symmetry transformations encoded in B(P,r) = 1, P,B(r) and Tab. 1.

Toroidal fields. As we now show, the magnetic field arising from the toroidal current takes
a simple form, regardless of the function pg(z). Due to the cylindrical symmetry, the magnetic
field sourced by j® points in the azimuthal direction, B® = B(p,z)éy. For a fixed z, the
circulation of the magnetic field along a circular path is 2wpB(p, z). According to Ampére’s
law, this must equal fdpfdd)pj,@ = 27C™®. Hence

(t)
B (p.2) = -0(p — ps() & (€3)

The 1/p dependence of the magnetic field can be alternatively derived by considering an
arbitrary field of the form B = B(p, z) &;, and then demanding that V-B =V x B = 0,
which holds sufficiently far from the surface.

For the realistic toroidal fields produced in the lab, the current flows up and then down
again, so the total field is the sum of two pieces. Furthermore, we can usually neglect the
z-dependence of pg(z). In that case, the general result in Eq. (C.3) reduces to Eq. (3.1).

Solenoidal fields. The solenoidal configuration does not lead to an expression as simple as
Eq. (C.3). Nonetheless, Eq. (C.2) shows that C(*)(z) and pg(z) are even, and hence 9,C*)(0) =
0.ps(0) = 0. Since axion experiments often measure the induced magnetic flux away from
the z-boundaries of the external magnetic field, to a reasonable approximation we can take
ps and 9.C) as constants. In that case j® reduces to Eq. (A.3) and the magnetic field takes
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the form given in Eq. (3.2). In general, however, this need not hold, and for instance B(*) can
develop a contribution o e,,.

D Response Matrix

In this appendix, we derive the response matrix introduced in Eq. (2.15), and provide an
explicit example. Let us first note that the effective current is a linear functional of the GW,
which implies that there exists a tensor J, (r,k) such that

Jog = € Tt k) Y hhepny, (K). (D.1)
A

Following Eq. (2.14), this gives Eq. (2.15)

. R 3 7
@y = D (1) YO RAA, (), with  D™(k / /V Tt Tom_ (py
A B

Ar e —rx/|

As an explicit example, for the solenoidal magnetic field in Eq. (3.2), we find

1. pSap —pcay 4284
JP = ﬁe_lwthBo@(R— p) | —pcag —psay —4zcy |,
dzsy —dzcy 0

L. p(3+cay) psag  4dzce
J? = —e “'W2ByO(R — p) psas  p(3 —cag) 4254

12
dzcy dzsy  —4p
1y 22 +2p% + ,0262¢ p2$2¢ dzpcy
- Ee_‘“’tw Byd(R — p) PS94 22 +2p% — pPeay 42psy |, (D.3)
dzpcy 4zpsy 522 — p?
. 0 0 —psy
J? = Ze_l“touQBo@(R - p) 0 0 pcg
—pse pcy 0O
. Zpsay  —2pPCap  —P S
— Ee_‘“thBod(R —p) | —zpcay —2zpcssy pies |,
—p23¢ p2c¢ 0

at O[(wL)?). From here, considering the specific loop geometry described in Fig. 1 with ro = r
and 1 = 0, the response matrix is

—iwt 0 0 —S¢y
D™ (k) =~ w?Borl (13r —30R*) | 0 0 ¢4, |- (D.4)
Sép Coy 0

Note that as shown in Eq. (4.1), for a cylindrical symmetric setup, only the diagonal part of
the response matrix matters, and therefore the zeros in the response function are consistent
with the fact that we do not have any contribution at O[(wL)?] for the vertical loop.
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E Explicit Expressions for the Effective Current

In this appendix, we provide the analytic expressions for the current induced by a GW to
O[(wL)3] for both a solenoidal and toroidal external magnetic field as in Eq. (3.2) and Eq. (3.1).
Together with Eq. (2.10) or Eq. (2.14), these are used to calculate the induced magnetic field
and flux which can then be measured by a pickup loop. To slightly simplify the expressions that
follow, throughout this appendix we have taken ¢, = 0, but this can be restored immediately

by sending ¢ — ¢ — ¢p,.

Solenoidal magnet. The three components of the current j = (j,, jg, j-) are given as
follows, where in each case organise the results by polarisation and power in w,

Joe = Bo@(R —p) (E.1)

1
htw? {p(3 + cog, )s 82899, 84} — ——h*w? {pcy, Coy — 42Cys
24\[ {p(3 + c29,) 829 — 82520, 50} G {pca), cos 550, }

htw 3{ 4502 + 5pPeay — 5822)sp. + (0% + pPeay — 1822)s39, | 5
192[ [( 4 P C29p )9h (P P C2¢ )39h] &

+ 22p(1969h + 5039h)62¢}

— WP {4zp (1 + 2c9, c2p — ngh) + (5p° + p262¢ — 14z2)c¢529h}

48\f

joc! = Bo@<R ) (E2)

1
—— Wt W {p(3 + 29, )eap + 14ps3 — 8zcys + ——h*w?(pcy, cy — 2259, )s
24\[ {p(3+ c20,)cag + 14psg, — 82c4500, } 373 (pco,,co 0,)56

htw? {—102pcsg, ¢ 2zpcp, (—26 + 26¢99, + 19¢
192\f {—=10zpcsg, 26 — 22pcg, ( 20, 2)

+cg [(5822 +51p? — 5p?cag)se, + (1822 — 17p* — p202¢)539h]}

1
+ ——h¥w? {42p(1 + 2¢99, )S2¢ + (—14% + p? + p?coy) S9p, S
WG {4zp( 265, )52¢ + ( p* 4 pPcap)$26,54 )
+Bo5(R—p)
——hTw? {82 Sgh + p(—pcap, (3 + c24) + 8zcpsag, —|—6ps¢)}

24f

2
- thw p(pco, ce — 2250, )54

— htwd{ze 2(=22 + 22¢99, + Cog) + 242252
192[ { On (p ( 205, 2925) Gh)

+p (cs((62% — 15p% + 5p’cag)sg, + (=182 + 5p” + p°cag)s30,,)
+7Zp03,9h02¢)}
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482

i
+ ——=h*w? {22p(—1 + 299, )26 + (—62% + p* + p202¢)329h3¢}] ,
and
j.e¥t = Bo@(R -p) (E.3)

——htw? 052,56 —

4[ 2{

i
+7h+w3p09h39h(269h + pcgse, )ss — —=h"wpcgse, (2o, + pcose, )

3v2 3V2
+ pBod(R — p)

——hXw? PCySa,

7hJr {2psag, 56 + 2(3 + cag, ) S2} + —h w?(zcq, Cag + pcyse, )

24v/2 6v/2

i
— ——htw3 {zcos0), + pcese, (20809, 54 + 2(3 + ¢ s
Wi { h+ pcgse, (20529, ¢ + 2(3 + 20, )52 }

+ 7hx 3( (zcg, + pcgse, ) (zco, cag + pcese,) | -

12v/2

In these expressions we employ the coordinate system introduced in Sec. 2. Observe that

for the ¢ and z components, the current can be divided into two parts: one proportional
to ©(R — p) and the other proportional to 6(R — p). The latter can be understood as a
contribution coming from the change in the magnetisation at the edge of magnetic field, see

Eq. (A.25).

Toroidal magnet. Equivalent results can be derived for a toroidal magnet. Again, the
results are divided into two parts: one proportional to O(R+ a — p) — O(R — p) and the other
to 0(R+a—p) —0(R—p).

BmaxR

Jpe = [O(R+a—p)—O(R—p) (E.4)
D chr 2 {22 (3 + c20, )20 + 6259h ,()C¢829h} + 6\1/§th2 (8zcg, cy — pso,) 5
192\chr 3{ zp (—9cy(—11sg, + s3p,) + Heap(5sg, + s30,))

+2¢p, ((302% = 2192 + (102% + p%)cap, )eap + (2422 — 20°)s3, ) }
+ 481\/§th3 {2 (522 —4p* 4 (52° — p2)029h) S2¢6 + 2ps2s, (954 + 533@}] )
ot =2 (6(R -+ p) ~ O(R ) (E5)
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and

Jj=€

iwt

-1 1
X —h+w2 {2(3 + ngh)C¢ + pSggh} S¢ + 7h><w2 (209h62¢ + pC¢89h)

[6\@ 3v2

64\[h+ 3{4C9h (322 + 02 + (22 — p2)029h) S2¢ + 2PS30, (5S¢ + 53¢)

+ zpse, (9s¢ + 533¢)}

——=h*W? {(22% + p%)eap — can, (PP + (=22° + pP)eag) + plp + 42¢sp,) }
16 \/ ¢

+ BuaxR[6(R +a — p) — 8(R — p)]

1
hJr 2123 Co + pSag, } S — —=h*w? (z¢g, o + pcose
12\/’ {Z( +c29h) ¢ TP 20h} ¢ 6\/5 ( nC2¢ ¢ h)

i
— ——htw (zcq, + pegse,) (2psa, 56 + 2(3 + cog )S2¢)
48\/§ ( n T PC h)( hOP h

——h*w? (zcq, + pcgse, ) (2co, cag + pcose, ) |,
12\f (zca,, + pcysa,) (2o, C20 + pCoSo,

BmaxR
=~z B +a=p)=6(F-p)]
12fh+ 2{ 2)(3+029h)02¢+32‘p0¢829h}
+—hxw2 4(2% — 2p%)cg, co + 3zpse, t
6[ { ( p”)Co,,Co h} ¢
———htw3422(22% — 7p*)(Tcp, + 30, )cop + 82p3cy, Si
~ oarah 2505 = T T, + s, Jens 5,
+ peg (5027 — 9p* + 5(42% — 9p*)cag)se,
+ (1022 + 3p* + (42% — 9p?)c20) 830, | }
b opxB {p (14z —9p° + (42> — 9p )c2¢) 329h3¢+4z(2z —7p%) c(,h32¢}]
48\f
BmaxR
+—= (R +a—p)—0(R-p)

24\[h+ 2 {( 22 4+ 2p%) (3 + cop, ) C2g + 2250, (—4pcy, cp + 3zs9,)}

+ S\—fhxch [(22 + 2p%)co, co — 2pS0, ] 5o

lfr 3{ co [(82% 4 3p% 4 5(22° + 3p?)cas) 50

+(—82% — p* + (227 + 3p)c20) 530, |

— 43 —

(E.6)



+ 22cq, ((62% + 7p* + (22% + 5p®)cag, )eag + (827 — 2p2)s§h) }
i
- mhxw?’ {p(3p” + (22% + 3p%)cag )50, 56 + 22(2% + p* + (2% + 2p%)cap, ) 526 } ] :

F Recasting Dark Matter Sensitivity to GW Strain Sensitivity

Using the techniques described so far, the magnetic flux induced by a GW passing through
various lumped-element detectors can be computed. To determine the sensitivity to these
signals, that information then needs to be combined with various other properties of the signal,
such as its duration and frequency profile, as well as the backgrounds characteristic of the
individual detector. In this appendix, we present an alternative way to estimate the parametric
sensitivity of instruments to a GW signal, which involves bootstrapping the known sensitivity
to axion dark matter. The starting point is a calculation of the magnetic flux for axion dark
matter and the GW. However, we cannot simply equate these fluxes, as there are two other
properties of the signal that will determine their detectability: the signal duration, and the
signal coherence. Roughly, the more coherent and longer a signal, the more straightforward
it is to detect. Our approach will be to correct the detectability of the two fluxes with a

coherence ratio, R., determined such that
®p =R D,. (F.1)

As @ < h (and ®, X gqyy) this then determines the GW strain sensitivity. In most cases,
the highly coherent nature of dark matter will lead to R. > 1, and therefore suppress our
sensitivity, but as we outline, there are cases where the coherence ratio can be less than
unity. We emphasise that our approach should be viewed as a heuristic, a shortcut to exploit
known axion sensitivities to determine the parametric sensitivity to a GW. For an individual
experiment, the correct approach is always to determine the full sensitivity to the instrument.

In what follows, we will firstly detail the relevant time scales that need to be combined
to compute R, and following this we will explain how that computation is performed. The
results can depend on the scan strategy adopted by the instrument, and in order to account
for this we will then introduce a simple model for the DMRadio scan strategy. We will then
outline how two specific examples, black hole superradiance and PBH mergers can be described
using the formalism we have introduced.

F.1 The relevant times scales for GW and dark matter signals

With the motivations and caveats detailed, let us expand on the physics of the problem. We
will consider a GW signal that lasts a time T} and has a finite bandwidth, and therefore
coherence time 7, although we will have 7, < Tj,. The exact values of these parameters will
depend on specific models — we will consider the cases of black hole superradiance and PBH
mergers later in this appendix — but for now we will keep the discussion general. For instance,
while we keep T}, arbitrary, by making it longer than the experimental run time Tey, we can
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account for a persistent signal. The GW signal will then be compared against axion DM,
which is a persistent signal that is highly coherent, with a coherence time 7, = 27w Q4 /mg =~
4 s (1 neV/my), specified in terms of an effective quality factor for the signal, which for DM
is given by Q, = 10%. If the mean frequency of the GW is wy,, we can analogously define a
quality factor as 2w Qp, = 1wy, < T wy,.

Thus far, we have introduced the scales associated with the two signals we wish to com-
pare, {1, T}, 7o}, however we must also account for the relevant time scales associated with
the experiment we are searching for the signal in. In this work, we focus solely on instruments
that pursue a resonant scan strategy: the instrument is tuned to resonantly enhance an an-
gular frequency wy,, interrogating this frequency for a time T,,, before moving onto the next
frequency. The total run time for the instrument is then Ty, = Zm T.n, where the choice of
{Wm, T)n} defines an experimental scan strategy. The final relevant quantity for a resonant in-
strument is the quality of the resonant response at the frequency w;,,, which defines a timescale
Tr = 27 Q, /wy,. Note that 7, and @, can vary as we change the resonant mass considered; cf.
the resonant response of a microwave cavity to that in nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR).

F.2 Exponential statistics and the coherence ratio

We now need to combine the previously discussed timescales into a single coherence ratio. As
mentioned at the outset, we cannot simply match the fluxes because certain signals are easier
to detect than others. The formal way of capturing this is with statistical significance. As
demonstrated in Ref. [62] (see also Ref. [63]), for axion dark matter searches, the signal and
background are expected to be exponentially distributed, and based on similar arguments, we
assume the GW signals discussed here are also. An estimate for the signal sensitivity for an
exponentially distributed quantity is given by the signal to noise ratio, SNR ~ P;/P,, where
Ps and P, are the power associated with the signal (with s = a,h) and background. If we
were instead performing a counting experiment, the analogous expression would be S/ VB
— a consequence of the Poisson likelihood — where S and B are the number of signal and
background counts. For N independent measurements, the significance in both cases grows
as v/ N. By matching the significance for the GW and dark matter signals, we will quantify
the notion of detectability, and then as Ps o< (®2), we will determine R...

The goal then is to compute Ps; and P, for each signal, and where relevant, the number
of independent bins. As we do so, we need only keep track of factors specific to each signal,
as any common factors will cancel when we compute the coherence ratio. Consider first the
power associated with a general signal, with flux ®,, coherence time 75 and duration T > 7.
For a given resonant bandwidth, the longest time we can effectively interrogate the signal is
given by T, s = min[T,,,, Ts]. In principle, this need not be longer than 7, in which case we
would not fully ring up the resonant cavity. Given this and that such resonant systems can
be effectively reduced to the study of the simple harmonic oscillator, the recent analysis for
NMR based instruments in Ref. [33| can be deployed. Using this, the differential signal power
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at the resonant frequency, wg depends on the hierarchy of scales as follows,?’
T;?L,s Tm,s <L Ts, Tr,

T72n,s7—s Ts K Tm,s < Tp,

Tm,sTE T K Tm,s < Tg,

TSTTQ Ts, Tr LK T s

(F.2)

What enters the significance is the integrated power. For the first three cases in Eq. (F.2),
where T}, s, the signal will not be resolved in a single bin in the analysis; the frequency resolu-
tion in the discrete Fourier transform is set by Aw = 27 /T, 5, which must be narrower than
the product of the signal and the instrument transfer function before the signal is resolved (for
further details, see Ref. [33]). Accordingly, for the first three cases the width is simply 27 /T, s.
In the final case the signal becomes resolved, and therefore the integration range is set by the
minimum of the signal and resonator widths, or minfwn,/Qs, wm/Qr] = 27 min[l/7s, 1/7,].
Dropping the common factor of 27, the total signal power is then,

Trzms Tm,s << T87 7-7‘7
T, T,

P, x <(I)§> gn,sTs Ts KL s K Ty, (F3)
T T << Tm,s < Ts,

Trmin(rs, 7| Ts, Tr K T s

Note that min[rs, 7] o min[Qs, @], so in the resolved scenario the signal power can only be
rung up to the minimum of the instrumental and signal Q)-factors.

The consideration of the background will be more straightforward. If we assume it is flat
in frequency, then the total background power is just controlled by the width over which the
signal is distributed, which we have already discussed. Lastly, for the case where the signal
is resolved into multiple frequency bins, we will receive a v/N enhancement to the SNR as
discussed above. In particular, the number of bins is given by T}, s/max[7s, 7], so we arrive
at

T%,s Tm,s < Ts, Ty,
T2 T,

SNR/(@2) oc Ty = § -7 Ts < dms < 7y (F.4)
Tm,sTr T K Tm,s < Ts,

TST"“Q \/Tmzs/maX[Tsv 7-7'] Ts, Tr K Tm,s-

For axion DM, ®, o« g4y, and T, s = Tjy, so that from this result for the four regimes in

3/2, Tt Tﬁlﬂ, Tn_zl/4} for the four cases

Eq. (F.4), our sensitivity would scale as gqyy o< {Thn
considered, as claimed in Ref. [33].

For a given resonant bandwidth, Eq. (F.4) allows us to determine the relative SNR for
an axion dark matter and GW signal, and therefore the appropriate coherence ratio, as R, =

/Ta/Th. There is, however, one final factor that must be included. As the instrument

2Note that in the event Ty, s = Ts > 75, the first and third hierarchies here are unphysical, and only the
remaining two need be considered, with the relevant comparison being between Ts and 7,.. This holds for all
of the expressions that follow.
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executes its scan strategy in search of dark matter — scanning each w,, for a time T, — if
the GW wave signal is sufficiently long and incoherent, then the signal will persist across
multiple resonant bandwidths, and if there are M, of these, the GW SNR receives a /M,
enhancement. Determining M}, requires knowledge of the exact scan strategy executed by the
instrument, and a number of considerations enter into the determination of the optimal scan
strategy, as discussed in, for example, Refs. [64, 65]|. Instead, we adopt a simplified approach.
We assume the scan strategy is determined by a choice not to scan any putative dark matter
mass more than once, so that wy,+1—wy, = max(wp,/Qu, wm/Qy]. For a persistent GW signal,
the width is approximately wy,/Q@pn, so that M}, ~ max[l, min[Q,, Q,]/Qp]. For a transient
signal, M}, can be reduced from this value, as the signal may not persist as the various bins
are scanned, and that reduction must be accounted for. As a specific example, in the limit
where 7, = T}, we will always have My = 1.

1T
=t s P
& MYV Th (E-5)

with M}, the number of resonant bandwidths the GW signal appears in as discussed in the

In summary then, we have

previous paragraph, and 7, and 7T, are determined by Eq. (F.4). To build some intuition for
this result, let us determine R, explicitly in several cases. The complexity of the expressions
above largely originate from the many scales and the possible hierarchies between them. As
we will see, once several are fixed, the results simplify. After this, we will show how the
formalism can be deployed for the specific examples of superradiance and PBH mergers.

Persistent signal and a long interrogation time. For axion DM, the signal duration is
effectively infinite (T, = c0), and often we take T}, > 7,, 7. If we assume a similar hierarchy
holds for the GW (T}, > Texp and T}y, > 7, 7r), then both signals are descsribed by the final
line of Eq. (F.4), and accounting for the additional factor of M, we have

n _ [Qa <max[c2h, Qr]>1/4 ( 1 )1/4
o Qh maX[Qaa Qr] max[l, min[Qaa Qr}/@h]

(Qa/Q)'Y?  Qu<Qn<Qr, (F.6)
=< (@2/Q:Q)Y* Qu < Qr < Q.
(Qa/Qn)'* otherwise.

Given the highly coherent nature of the dark matter signal, in most cases we will be in the
regime where Qp, < Q,, and then we find R, = (Q./ Qh)l/ 4. This is exactly the scaling argued
for in Ref. [7], although we can now see that this result only holds for the particular set of
assumptions we invoked in this paragraph.3®

30Tn Ref. [34], it was argued that a persistent signal of relativistic axions has a coherence ratio analogous
to our Re = (Qa/Qn)"/*, which was claimed to hold for both resonant and broadband strategies. Even
though that result essentially matched the more accurate experimental sensitivity determined in Ref. [66],
we emphasise that for a resonant experiment a deviation from the (Qa/Qh)l/4 scaling should be expected
whenever T}, s is not the longest timescale, or if dark matter is the less coherent signal.
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Transient signal of equal duration and coherence time. Next we consider a tran-
sient GW signal, but taking 7, = T}, for simplicity. From Eq. (F.4) we have (using T}, , =
min([T,,, Ty))

T = T%h Tm,h < Tr,
Tt 7 < T (F.7)

=4Lm,h min[Tth, Tr2]

We then need to compare this to DM. Let us again assume T}, is such that dark matter is
well resolved (the more general case is straightforward), so that we can immediately read of
7, from the final line of Eq. (F.4), and obtain

Tma 1/4
Rc - Ta r < 7 ]) ) (F8>

T, min[Ty, p, 7] \ max(r,, 7

as in this case we will always have M} = 1. For T, < T,,, this result is then exactly Eq. (3.13)
from the main text.

F.3 A model for the DMRadio scan strategy

Equation (F.8) demonstrates explicitly that the coherence ratio can depend on the scan strat-
egy of a resonant detector, which again is defined by the choice of {wy,, T),}. Therefore an
explicit strategy is required if we are to compute the gravitational wave sensitivity in this
limit. Here we detail an explicit, albeit simplified, strategy for the most sensitive proposed
instrument we consider in our frequency range: DMRadio-GUT, as described in Ref. [22].

Considerable effort has been put into determining the optimal scan strategy for resonant
instruments, for instance, see Refs. [64, 65]. Here, however, we adopt a simpler approach.
Working with the parameters forecast for DMRadio-GUT, the instrument will have @, =
2 x 107 > Qq, so that the instrumental bandwidth is narrower than that expected for the
axion. Therefore, a simple strategy that ensures no axion mass is overlooked, is to adjust
the resonant frequency by the larger axion bandwidth, i.e. w1 = wn(l +1/Q,). For the
frequency range DMRadio-GUT will cover, m, € [0.4,120] neV this then defines the set of wy,.

Next we specify the integration time spent at each frequency, or T,,. To begin with, for
the nominal scan rate for the instrument is [22]

dv kHz g 4 v
— =41 L : F.
dt year <1019 GeV_1> (100 kHz) (F.9)

The broad target for axion dark-matter instruments is the QCD axion line, where g,~ varies as
a function of mass. In particular, two common targets are the KSVZ [67, 68] and DFSZ [69, 70|
axion models, where

[gar| 162 x 1071° Gev T (

Ma ) . {1 KSVZ, (F.10)

100 kHz 0.389 DFSZ.
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Over the full mass range, Eq. (F.9) implies that it would take DMRadio-GUT roughly 37 days
to reach the KSVZ prediction, and 4.4 years for the smaller DFSZ. Focusing on DFSZ, which
is the target for the instrument, if we combine this result with the strategy for choosing w,
already described, we find

! nev>4_ (F.11)

Mg

T, ~ 14.3s <

So in this simplified strategy very little time is spent at any particular axion mass, but this
can be accounted for using the details of Eq. (F.4) being utilised.

F.4 Examples for high-frequency GW signals

Superradiance. One possible nearly persistent, highly coherent GW source is axion super-
radiance (for a comprehensive review, see Ref. [71] and references therein) with the expected

_1s lkpc\ (mpn
h~10 (l>e< ; ><2M®>, (F.12)

where o = Gmpgm, with m, being the axion mass, [ is the orbital angular momentum of the

strain

decaying axions from the hosting black hole, d is the distance between the observer the black
hole, and € is the fraction of black hole mass accumulated in the axion cloud [3, 72]. For a
definite illustration, we choose d = 1 kpc, o/l = 0.5, & = 0.1 and € = 1073 for our discussion.
The frequency of the signal is determined by the mass of the axion as f = mg, /7.

Superradiance can generate highly coherent signals, with f ~ 10720 (o /0.1)'7 f2 [27, 73],
which corresponds to very long coherence times 75, which here indicate the time scale over
which the GW frequency changes by a factor O(1). The signal quality factor @ = 75, f
is correspondingly large, Qp ~ fdff/f ~ f2/f ~ 10%°(0.1/a)'". Note that for resonant
detectors, the number of observable cycles is limited by the detector bandwidth Af to ~
f/ f Af. In accordance with our definitions above, we denote also in this case the intrinsic
coherence of the GW signal with @y, whereas the detector bandwidth is accounted for by the
detector parameters introduced above. The expected strain h as well as effective signals h/R.
for different values of experimental run time T}, and the quality factor of the detector @, are
depicted in Fig. 4. Because of its highly coherence nature, in principle we can have R, < 1
especially for high frequency regime.

PBH mergers. As another benchmark signal, we consider PBH binary mergers. For sim-
plicity, we will take both black holes to have the same mass, mppyg. In this case, we can
determine the various time scales of the GW signal as a function of mppy and the GW
frequency f.

The rotation frequency of the PBH binary is initially given by Kepler’s law with the
distance between the two BHs R and the total mass 2mppy. Here, we take the rotation
frequency of the binary as a free parameter determined by this initial condition. Due to the
emission of GWs, the binary loses energy which leads to a reduction in R and a corresponding
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Axion Superradiance
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Figure 4. Expected strain from the superradiance (blue line, R. = 1) and effective signals for various
values of (T}, Q). See the text for details and the parameters chosen.

increase in frequency,

2/3 5/3
fo 48 .52 / 8/3 <Gm§BH> F1U/3, (F.13)
C

The radius continues to decrease until the innermost circular orbit (ISCO) is reached, at which
point the radius and rotation frequency are given by

12GmpgH 3

T - ) =
ISCO 2 fisco YN e —

~1.1 kHz( Mo > (F.14)
MPBH
This sets the maximum frequency of the GW signal as ~ 2 figco [26].

This increase in the frequency of the merger signal severely limits the coherence time 7,
of the signal. As above, the corresponding quality factor can be obtained as Qp, ~ [ df f/ f~
2/ f , and since the integral is dominated by its lower boundary, we have T}, ~ 75,. In addition
to setting the coherence time, (), is also the number of cycles the orbit will undertake until
merger, explaining why the coherence decreases as the ISCO is approached.

Following the same procedure described in the supplementary material of Ref. |7], we can
determine expected strain sensitivity h from PBH binary systems assuming an event per year.
In Fig. 5, we plotted the effective GW signal, h/R. accounting for the suppression factor
depending on the run time and the quality factor of the instrument. In the figure, the grey
region is excluded as it corresponds to f > 2 fisco.

G GW Detection with an Electric Field

As briefly discussed in the main text, in principle one can also search for the electromagnetic
response when a GW passes through an electric field. For axion dark matter, any such effect
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Figure 5. Effective GW signal for four benchmarks of (7,,,,Q;) as a function of the PBH binary
frequency f and the mass mppy. The gray region is unphysical with f > 2fisco. The dotted black
contour denotes the duration of GW signal, given in terms of log,y(73/15).

will be suppressed by dark matter’s non-relativistic velocity, as the coupling arises from Va
rather than d:a. No similar suppression occurs for the GW, although it remains true that for
a given volume, the largest laboratory magnetic fields will have an enhanced energy density
compared to the largest electric fields. Nevertheless, for completeness we here demonstrate how
the symmetry arguments apply in the case of an experiment with an electric field, providing
parametric estimates for a single configuration. The example we consider is an instrument
with a solenoidal electric field, E = Eyé,. The exact details of the experimental electric field
(such as the form of the electric field at the boundary) we will not consider. We will take all
length scales in the problem to be L, and simply study the angular dependence and w scaling
of the results.
For such a configuration, the leading O[(wL)?] contribution is given as

(I)}(f) ~ 6_iwtw2E0L4Sgh (h+0¢h — hXCQhS(Jgh_m). (Gl)
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If we impose azimuthal symmetry on the pickup loop configuration (either as in BASE or
DMRadio-m?), the O[(wL)?] order vanishes as in the magnetic field case, and the O[(wL)?]
order has only a h™ contribution,

<I>,(13) ~ e_thh+w3EoL5s§h. (G.2)

Compared to the equivalent magnetic field result studied in Sec. 3, the form is similar except
for the appearance of h* rather than h*. More generally, for an electric external field, it can
be shown that the same arguments and selection rules given in Sec. 4 apply with the exchange
of h* «+ h™, as expected given that the electric field is a vector while the magnetic field is a
pseudovector. Hence, changing from a magnetic to electric field will leave the leading power
conclusions in Tab. 3 unchanged.
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