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Abstract

By combining the signals of all near future gravitational wave detectors one might detect the
gravitational wave background which would allow us to observe the universe at the Planck time.
This could help us to get constraints on cosmological models and may give hints on the nature of
quantum gravity. Its polarization content can serve as a test of general relativity. In this master
thesis we calculate the sensitivity of combined space and ground-based detectors to polarizations
of gravitational waves. We first investigate the sensitivity to a homogeneous gravitational wave
background, where we find that one can use the time dependence of the sensitivity of certain
detector pairs to distinguish between different modes. We then calculate the Fisher matrix for
the case of gravitational waves due to point sources.
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1 Introduction

Gravitational waves (GW) have just recently been measured for the first time by the LIGO collab-
oration [I]. So far one has seen 5 mergers of very massive black holes and one could simultaneously
observe a neutron star merger through gravitational waves and all accessible frequency bands of the
electromagnetic spectrum. [2] [3] D The results matched with Einstein’s theory of relativity up to
measurement precision.

Until now many tests of general relativity have been made (the perihelion precession of Mercury, the
geodetic precession and the Lense-Thirring effect by Gravity Probe B [4] or the weak equivalence
principle by MICROSCOPE [5] for example) and so far, they all agree with general relativity (GR).
Modifications to GR have been constrained by experiments, but there are still some possibilities
which cannot be excluded, see Will [6] to get an overview. As we will discuss in the next chapter one
could for example modify GR by adding a scalar or a vector field, which only couple to the metric
and therefore act as correction to Einsteins theory of gravity. These fields would allow additional
polarizations to the two tensor polarizations, plus (+) and cross (x), predicted by GR. The scalar
field would create the breathing (b) and the longitudinal (I) and the vector field the x and the y
polarizations.

The standard model of cosmology describes the creation of the universe as an exponentially fast
expansion of a quantum state. In quantum mechanics, no field or degree of freedom can be zero. If
one now expands the universe, the quantum fluctuations of the fields get macroscopic and create a
homogeneous and isotropic background where all polarizations are excited equally.

Using the electromagnetic spectrum we can only observe events as far back as the cosmic microwave
background (CMB). The neutrinos decouple a bit earlier and would allow us to see further back in
time, given we would figure out how to measure low energy particles, which almost never interact.
If we could however measure a gravitational wave background (GWB), then we could test cosmo-
logical models way further back in time. One expects that the gravitational waves decouple at the
Planck time due to the weak coupling of the metric to the other fields. This might allow us to get
information about quantum gravity and thus an energy scale which is far out of reach of modern
particle colliders.

Since one expects all polarizations to be excited in the GWB, one could check whether the addi-
tional polarizations predicted by GR modifications are there and thus get restrictions on alternative
theories of gravity.

The second-generation detectors advanced LIGO and advanced VIRGO can detect GWs from bi-
nary black holes (BBH) and binary neutron stars (BNS) [2]. A similar detector is being built in
Japan (KAGRA) [7] and another advanced LIGO is planned for India (IndIGO) [§]. With the
Einstein Telescope (ET) [9], a cluster of three detectors arranged in an equilateral triangle with an
arm length of 10 km, one plans to build a third-generation detector in Europe which is supposed to
be about 10 times more sensitive.

Space detectors are also on their way. LISA pathfinder was successful [10] and LISA [I1] is planned
for ESA L3 launch. LISA will revolve around the Sun on Earth orbit. DECIGO was originally
planned to consist of 4 clusters distributed in Earth orbit around the Sun, each forming a 1000 km
equilateral triangle with three satellites [12], [I3]. A recent paper [14] proposes a scaled down version
(100km) B-DECIGO (basic) as a first generation of deci-Hz detectors. It is planned to revolve
around Earth on an altitude of 2000 km.

The ground-based detectors of the second generation are not capable of detecting the gravita-

!An overview of all detections can be found on the LIGO webpage: https://www.ligo.caltech.edu/page/
detection-companion-papers
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tional wave background on their own and it is unlikely that an improvement of about one order
of magnitude would suffice. But if we combine the signals of all the detectors which are built to
measure BBH and BNS anyway, then one could enhance the sensitivity by three to four orders of
magnitude and thus get more restrictive constraints on the GWB or detect it, if we are lucky.
With its high and low frequency interferometers, ET is designed to measure in a frequency range
from 1.5 Hz to 10kHz. It therefore makes perfect sense to cross correlate its signals with the ones
of any second-generation detector or DECIGO. The correlation between ET and DECIGO has the
advantage that their noise is very different, since ET is Earth-based and DECIGO is in space and
therefore does not have any seismic noise for example. LISA however is designed to measure at
frequencies between 104 Hz and 1Hz. Since its frequency range does not overlap with the ones of
ET and DECIGO, cross correlations with them do not make sense.

The advantage of testing GR by using the gravitational wave background is that it is constant
and isotropic. One does not have to extract complicated waveforms in a combination of all the 6
possible polarizations from the strain, which may differ, dependent on what modified theory we use.
And due to its isotropy, it does not make any sense to distinguish between plus and cross tensor
polarizations, and x and y vector polarizations. We can however still distinguish the three modes
(tensor T, vector V and scalar S), which can already tell us whether we have to modify GR and if
so, with what fields. In the case of point sources, we can determine the direction from which the
GW is coming from and the distinction between the polarizations is well defined. However, this
makes the calculation more complicated since we have to deal with 8 degrees of freedom instead of 3.

In section [2] we first give two representative examples of modifications to GR and their conse-
quences on gravitational waves. We summarize the derivation of the signal to noise ratio (SN R) for
a polarization mode of a combination of multiple detectors as it was done in Nishizawa et al. [15][16].
Then we generalize the formula for the power spectral density and the overlap reduction functions
for detectors on Earth with 90° opening angle, to arbitrary opening angles. We apply this method
to ET in section [3] and find that one cannot distinguish the different modes due to the degeneracy
of its signals resulting from ET’s symmetry and propose a way around this by slightly breaking its
symmetry. We then include more detectors and investigate the impact on the sensitivity if certain
detectors would be offline. In section [f] we add DECIGO to our detector collection and investigate
how the time dependent sensitivity of a cross correlation between DECIGO and Earth detectors
can be used to distinguish the three polarization modes, as an alternative method to the maximum
likelihood method on all detector pairs. Finally, we derive the SN R for a single polarization and
the direction of the GW in the case of point sources in section



2 Theory and Methods

In this section we introduce the techniques we use to calculate the sensitivities to GW-polarizations
of various combinations of detectors. We first give a short overview of gravitational waves, how
the additional polarizations arise from two representative modifications of GR and their detection
using multiple interferometers and statistical tests. We continue with extracting the signal of a
correlation between two detectors. Then we take multiple detector pairs and combine their signals
in an optimal way to distinguish the polarizations and enhance the sensitivity.

The sensitivity is dependent on the noise power spectrum of the detector and geometry factors,
which in the case of a gravitational wave background are the overlap reduction functions. To
calculate the sensitivity for a collection of detectors including ET or DECIGO we need to generalize
the formula for the noise power spectral density to arbitrary opening angles and we can simplify the
expression for the overlap reduction functions for ground-based detectors which comes in handy,
since many of the detectors we consider here are ground based.

2.1 Polarizations of gravitational waves

The linearization of the Einstein field equations leads to a linear wave equation for perturbations in
the metric. Since the metric must be symmetric, the degrees of freedom of a 4-dimensional tensor of
rank 2 are reduced from 16 to 10. The Einstein equations are invariant under a change of reference
frame, while the linearized version is only invariant under an infinitesimal change of coordinates,
which reduces the degrees of freedom by 4 to 6. By choosing an orthonormal basis (712, 72, Q), where
Q || k is the direction of travel [15], we can write a general solution as:

hir hiz hig e omif (1071
hij(t,f) = | h12 hoa hos 627rlf(t_7> + c.c. = Z hA(t,f)eée f( ¢ ) + c.c., (1)
hiz haz hs3 A

where the e? are the basis tensors of the polarizations we describe below and hy is the amplitude
of the GW in the polarization A.

Thus, we can have at most 6 polarizations. Since this is a vacuum equation in the case of unmodified
GR, the equation is invariant under a gauge transformation on the fields A, h;w = hy—€upv—C€vp
with Oe# = 0. This further reduces the degrees of freedom to the 2 tensor polarizations. They are
purely transversal waves, which enlarge distances in one direction and squeeze space in the orthog-
onal direction. The basis tensors of the tensor mode are given by:

et =mem-—nen, e =men+ngmn. (2)

We will now look at two representative examples of modifications of GR and their consequences on
gravitational waves.

Adding a scalar field to the Lagrangian is one possibility to modify GR [6]. A general tensor scalar
action is:

Slov8) = 15 [ B~ 20" 0,00,6 - U(6)] v=ga's Q

This leads to the two scalar polarizations called the breathing mode, since it stretches and squeezes
space simultaneously in all transversal directions, and the longitudinal mode, which is a purely
longitudinal wave. Their basis tensors are given by:

e =mem+nen, e =v20 0. (4)



Another possibility would be, to add a vector field Lagrangian as follows:
1 12
Slg,V] = G / [(1+wV, VIR — KNV, VPV, Vo + AV, VF +1)] =gd'z (5)

with
K/’ja” = 19" gpo + 02(55(% + 035géz —aVFVYgpo, (6)

where the ¢; are coefficients which would have to be determined by experiments.
This modification generates the two vector polarizations which oscillate in direction of travel and
in one orthogonal to it and can be written as:

e’ =m0+ Qe m, & =n20+Qen. (7)

These are 6 independent polarizations and we can therefore express a general solution in terms of
them:
hij(t,Z) = |  hx  hy—hy hy o2 (1=55) + c.c. (8)
hy hy hy

When a gravitational wave stretches or squeezes an arm of a Michelson interferometer, then one
can observe a phase shift. This phase shift is larger if the amplitude of the wave is larger and if
the detector arms are optimally aligned given an incoming wave with a certain polarization. So the
signal in the detector can be written as:

T

hij(t, T) = DY Z ha(t, f)ef‘je%if(t_ Ac ) (9)
A

The detector tensor D = %(ﬂ ® U — 0 ® 0) describes the orientations of the interferometer arms ,
v and the polarization of the wave can be written as a linear combination of the basis tensors e4
described above. If we contract the two tensors, we get a scalar quantity which is called the angular
pattern function which describes the geometric dependence of the signal:

F4 = DYef. (10)

So, a GW produces one scalar signal in each detector. Thus, we need to combine at least 6 detectors
to distinguish them. In the case of a gravitational background we expect a direction independent
signal. Therefore, one can only distinguish between the three modes: tensor, vector and scalar. So,
3 independent signals are enough, but more signals would of course improve the sensitivity.

By using the matched filtering method, one can calculate the signal to noise ratio of a certain signal.
Since the ET project has declared a signal to noise ratio of at least 8 as their condition to accept an
event as an actual signal, we set the SINR to 8 and calculate the minimal amplitude a gravitational
wave needs to have to be recognized as a true signal by a certain collection of detectors and use this
as a measure of their combined sensitivity.

The SNR is related to the false alarm rate o and detection rate v by [17]:

SNR > \/g (erfc_l(Qa) - erfc_1(2'y)) (11)

Once one has chosen a minimal signal to noise ratio, one has to choose either a false alarm or a
detection rate. If we would split our observation time (7" = 1yr would be a realistic choice for a
GWB observation) into small time intervals of for example 4 s and do statistical tests on them, then



one false alarm in 27000 yr would be equivalent to a false alarm rate of o = ﬁosbyr =4.8-10712,

This would give us about n = 7.8 - 10% time splits and result in a detection rate v ~ 1 under the
assumption of an SN R of 8. The detection rate is related to the false dismissal rate 5 by y=1—7
which gives us a false dismissal rate of § = 3.3- 10718,

We will now derive an expression for the SN R in terms of the GW signal and the detector noise.

2.2 Combined sensitivity of multiple detectors

The signal of a GW is smaller than the noise. To get rid of the noise one can use two tricks. First,
we can multiply the Fourier transform of the signal with a suitable filter function, which turns out
to be proportional to the signal, and integrate over all frequencies. This method is called matched
filtering. Secondly, we can cross correlate the strains sy ; = hr j + nr j of two detectors I and J.
Since the noise ny ; of the two detectors is not correlated and is also not correlated to the signal
hr,y, we can get rid of the noise by taking the expectation of the Fourier transform (FT) of the
complex conjugated strain 57 of detector I multiplied with the FT of the strain 5; of detector J:

E(8737] = E[hjhy] + E[hja,] + E[ajhy] + E[fija). (12)
=0 =0 =0

Nishizawa et al. [15] used the matched filtering method on a cross correlated signal and derived the
SNR for a detector pair (I, J).

The energy density parameter Qg of the GWB can be written as a sum over all modes M and
each mode has two polarizations M; and M> as discussed above:

N=S ol =3 (W +oti) . M= () e{7= (1) =) = ()}

The power spectral density S}le  of the polarization M; is related to its energy density parameter
by:

71.2
Qe (f) = o Sy () (13)

3
5./
3Hj
By assuming that only one mode M is excited and using the ansatz S}]lw ‘(f) = hi ;0 ( f'—f), where
ho,u; is the amplitude of the polarization M;, we get the sensitivity of the detector pair to the
specific mode M:

3Ho ng /D5 (D)

FOP(LFDPs(1f1)

SYAS DAL N? L,
\// EQesrn
T (h§ ar, + Mo.20,)717(F)

- = , (14)
e Pr(f)Ps(f)

where Hj is the Hubble constant, T" the observation time, Py ; are the noise power spectral densities
of the detectors I and J and 'y% is the overlap reduction function defined by:

df’

(SNRM)?

> rif & Az, A2
1(f) = 2 / (FM i 4 pMe Fjwz)eygomuf
S2 T

= pM () DY D + p3 () D} , DY did; + p (o) DY D d;d;dyd,, (15)



with a(f) = w and the p} are linear combinations of the zeroth, second and fourth spherical
Bessel functions.

!
We again require SNR > 8 for a GW with mode M to be considered a true signal. We can
rewrite this to get the minimal amplitude a GW would need to be detected as such:

Mopl e |2VEPI)P(f)
’hO (f)‘mm 8\/ T|’Y%(f)| . (16)

If we have more than two detectors we can use the maximum likelihood method to distinguish the
polarizations. We then get an SN R with which we recognize a mode M as derived by Nishizawa
et al. [16]:

wyp B (QM(f))2 det F(f)
(SNET)™ = Tor2 \// fOFMm(f) v

1 [ sz den ()
- 5\/ /= a7 i

Using the same ansatz as above, we get the minimal amplitude we require to not only detect a GW
with mode M but also distinguish its polarization with an SN R of at least 8:

Fur
hM min — ¢ y 1
|hg| 8V T detF (18)

where the Fisher matrix F is obtained by summing over the Fisher matrices of all detector pairs
(Z,)

obs 'YIJ (t, f 'YIJ (t f)
Fanan ( %/ nesn 19)

and Fjy is the determinant of the minor one gets by removing the M-th row and column.

2.3 Optical read-out noise

The quantum fluctuations of the laser cause a fundamental noise source in each detector which is
statistically independent from the other detectors. The fluctuation in the number density of photons
arriving at the detector causes a random fluctuation in the measured power and a fluctuation in the
light pressure on the mirror which causes the mirror to vibrate randomly. By increasing the laser
power, the fluctuation in the number density increase in total but is less compared to the average,
which causes the relative fluctuations in the measured laser power to decrease, but the pressure
and therefore the fluctuations in the position of the mirror increases. So, one has to balance one
effect against another which causes an uncertainty relation similar to the one arising from quantum
mechanics.

A Michelson interferometer with a Fabry-Perot cavity catches an additional term dependant on the
frequency f of the measured gravitational wave and on a pole frequency f, which is a characteristic
of the cavity. The power recycling C' appears as a higher and the detector efficiency 7 as a lower
effective power: (Py — nCEP).



The phase shift of a Fabry-Perot interferometer A¢pp is related to the one of a Michelson interfer-
ometer without cavity Adpricn by:

|Aprp| = %TFW7 (20)
f
1+ (£)
|Adnricn| = Adu — Ady, (21)

where F is the finesse of the Fabry-Perot cavity, L the arm length of the detector, A¢, and Ag,
are the phase shifts in the arms u and v respectively, and f,, the pole frequency of the cavity is
given by:

c

o™ 37T
To calculate the phase shift of a Michelson interferometer with opening angle 6§ we consider an
incoming GW with plus polarization:

(22)

00 0 O
01 0 O

+

by, = hy 00 -1 0 cos(wawt). (23)
00 0 O

The GW effectively stretches space in z-direction and squeezes it in y-direction, as depicted in
Figure (1} by a factor h (¢t — %), using the approximation % << 1.

>

Figure 1: The detector arm ¢ of a detector with opening angle 6 gets deformed to ¢' under the
influence of a gravitational wave with plus polarization. The other detector arm « lies on the x-axis.

In this choice of reference frame we can write v as:

L [z cosf L
U= (y) _L(sin9> , |9 = L. (24)

Making the above approximation, we can write down the components of the deformed arm ¢’ and

express the change in the coordinates as:

1 1

¥ =22+ hyr?~ [1 + 2h+] r = Ax= §h+x, (25)
1 1

Y = VY2 —hyy? = [1 - 2h+} y = Ay=-ghyy, (26)



where we abbreviated h (t — %) by h4+ and expanded to first order.
The total change in the length of the detector arm is then given by:

Av = [7| [t = Va? + % — /e 1 o

1 2z 1 2y Ay + O(A2)

== Azr+-
2 l’2 + yQ T+ 2 1;2 + y2
0L ingL 1
~ COSL Az + smL Ay = §h+L(COS2 0 — sin’ 0) (27)

Since the light bounces back and forth, the phase shift catches a factor of two: A¢, = 2k Au and
A¢v = QkLA'U.

With that we can calculate the amplitude of the Michelson phase shift:
‘A¢Mich‘ = ‘A(ﬁu - A(ﬁv‘

L L
kph.y <t — ) L —kphy (t — ) L(cos® § — sin? 0)
& &

4
= T sin20Lh., (28)
AL
with the wave number k;, and wave length A;, of the laser: kj, = f\—’g

The change in the pathlength of a photon due to the incoming GW is given by:
AL = 2(Au — Av) = sin® OLh. (29)
Therefore the transfer function (change in pathlength per GW amplitude) is sin? 6 L.

By inserting |A¢psicn| and the transfer function for a general opening angle 6 of the detector arms
into the equations (9.220), (9.234) and (9.122) of Maggiore [18] and neglecting the efficiency of the

photodetector n ~ 1 we get:
1 [ThALc £\?
= 1 -1, 30
shot 4F sin2 0L C’PO * <fp) ( )

the shot-noise:

Sn(f)

radiation pressure:

16.F hC P, 1
SulP)| = (31)
rad M sin® 0L 7T/\LC 9 I 2
(27Tf) 1 + (E)
and the optical read-out noise is thus:
Sn(f)|0pt = Sn(f)|shot + Sn(f)‘md- (32)

As an example, we calculate the noise power spectral density due to optical read-out noise for an
ET detector. Each ET detector consists of a high- (HF) and a low- (LF) frequency detector which
are then used as one to broaden the frequency range. The detector characteristics of these two
detectors are listed in Table [11



ET-HF ET-LF
Input power (after IMC) Py, 500W  3W

Laser wavelength Ap 1064nm 1550 nm
Arm length L 10 km 10 km
Mirror mass M 200 kg 211kg
Finesse F 880 880
Recycling gain C 21.6 21.6

Table 1: Detector characteristics of the high- (HF) and the low- (LF) frequency detectors, taken
from the Einstein Telescope proposal [9], section 5.1

We use the following values for the nature constants:
2
h = 1.0545718 x 10~34 k-
c = 299792458 ~ 3 X 108%

With these values and the angle o = 60° we get the sensitivity curves for each detector type
in the Einstein Telescope and the resulting sensitivity if ET would be 10 times larger compared to
the original one, as shown in Figure 2]
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Figure 2: Strain sensitivity due to optical read-out noise (shot and radiation pressure noise) of the
Einstein Telescope for the high- (HF) and low-frequency (LF) detector (left) and the comparison of
the same detector of length 10 km with length 100 km.

Without either the high- or the low-frequency detector, ET’s sensitivity to high or low frequencies
would be lower by about an order of magnitude. If one would build ET 10 times larger, it would
also be about 10 times more sensitive for frequencies lower than 30 Hz.

2.4 Overlap reduction functions 7%( f)

The angular dependence of the pattern functions F4(£2) can be split into the relative orientation of
the detectors towards each other and the orientation of an incoming gravitational wave with respect
to the two-detector cluster. The overlap reduction functions account for the relative orientation of
the two detectors.

We consider a pair (I, J) of Michelson interferometers on Earth with opening angles ¢; and ¢ ;. We
denote the direction vectors of the detector arms as uy, s, 07 s such that (ay s, 01,7, 27,7), with 27 ;
being the direction pointing to the sky, forms a positively oriented frame, as shown in Figure

10



The relative orientation of the detectors can be described by the angles o7 ; between the detector
arms 47,y and the separation vector AZ, which points from detector I to J.
The direction vectors of the detector arms in the cluster frame are given by:

cos oy cos(or + o) ) 1 sin 3
uy = | sinoy |, 0y = | sin(or+ ¢1) | , d = ——mu= 0
0 0 2(1 = cos §) cosf5—1
cos 3cosoy cos Bcos(oy+ @)
Uy = sino , Uy = Sin(UJ+¢J) (33)
—sinfScosoy —sinfcos(oy + ¢7)

Figure 3: Depiction of the unit vectors of the detector arms ar, 07,4y, 05 (red), the opening angles
o1, ¢5 (orange) and the angles oy, 0y between @y ; and the great circle (blue) between the detectors
I and J

The contractions of the two detector tensors are then given by:

NIV DS
(UM - U}U})*(Ui Uj — UV V5 )

i
DYDY}, = 5

N S L G

[(sin2 o1 —sin?(o7 + ¢1))(sin? 05 — sin®(o7 + ¢7))

+ 2cos f(sinoycosoy —sin(oy + ¢r) cos(or + ¢r))
-(sinoycosoy —sin(oy + ¢g)cos(os + o))

+ cos? B(cos2 or — cos2(01 + ¢I))(COS2 oj — COSQ(UJ + ¢J))]

1
=7 [(sin2 o1y —sin? oy )(sin® 094 — sin® oy )

+ %cos B(sin(201+) — sin(201_))(sin(2024 ) — sin(205_))

+ cos? B(cos? 014 — cos? o1 )(cos® ay4 — cos? o1-)], (34)

11



. NN 1 . AL . A . A R A
DzlkaL];]didj = Z ((UI . d)ul — ('l}] . d)’l)[) . <(UJ . d)UJ - ('UJ . d)'l}J)

1 1
= %osﬁ [4(Sin(20’1+) —sin(201-))(sin(2024 ) — sin(202_))
+cos Bcos? 014 — cos? o1 )(cos?aay —cos? oy )], (35)

A~

DY DY didydyds = 7 ((r - d)? = (o1 - d)?) (s - d)? = (05 - d)?)

1 2
= (4_1(3255)((3%2 014 — cos® o1 )(cos® ogy — cos? o), (36)

with 014 =07+ ¢1, 01— =07, 09y =05+ ¢y and o9_ = 0.

Nishizawa et al. [15] have used a different definition of the angles o; 2, which is related to ours

by: 01+:0'1+%701_202—%,024_:024-%]andO'Q_:O'Q—%‘].

Finally we get the following expression for the overlap reduction function 'y% of the detectors I and
J for the polarization M:

y i e s
115(f) = p1' (@)D} DY + py (@) D} D did; + p3 (o) DY D did;dd;
1
= {4p{w(sin2 o1y —sin? oy )(sin? oy —sin® oy )

16
1+ cos
+ <2p{w cos 3 + p§425>

- (sin(2014) — sin(201-))(sin(2024 ) — sin(202_))
+ (4p{w cos® B+ 2p3 (1 + cos B) cos B+ pL (1 + cos 6)2)
- (cos? 014 — cos® o1 )(cos® ooy — cos® o)}, (37)

where we defined the argument « and the relation between the arclength 8 and the distance ]cﬂ by:

a(f) = 2ﬂi‘d’ . |d| =2Rg sing. (38)

12



3 The Symmetry of the Einstein Telescope (ET)

We now turn to calculating the sensitivities of various combinations of detectors to figure out how
changes could affect the overall sensitivity, which could help us in plans for future detectors. The
estimation of the maximal achievable sensitivity could help to find funds for further research if one
can show that one can constrain cosmological models and GR modifications significantly.

ET is going to be the largest ground-based detector ever built. It would be of great interest if
one could not only detect BBH’s and BNS’s but also measure the polarizations of the gravitational
background. We therefore investigate E'T’s capability of measuring the GWB polarizations.

Since ET consists of three detectors, one can form three detector pairs which can be used to cross
correlate the signal. With the resulting three noise-free signals, one could in principle (as we will
see below, for ET those three signals are not independent) solve for the fraction of the power in
each polarization mode (tensor T, vector V', scalar S) by using the overlap reduction functions.

The fraction in Eq. can be rewritten as:

Frr Fry Frg
Fyr Fyy Fys
detF  |Fsr Fsv Fss| Frp(FyyFss — FsyFys) + 2Fpy FysFsp — Fyy Ffg — FasFip
Fr FyyFss — FsyFys

Fyy Fys

Fsy Fgg

FyyFig —2FysFrsFry + FssF2y,
FyyFgs — Fig

= Frp — (39)

This formula was derived via a maximum likelihood method for more than 3 detectors to find
3 modes and is therefore not well defined for 2 detectors, which can be seen by writing out the
expression for Fp:

Tops AV 2.8 n2 _ AV S \%4 NAS /
YO0 ) = VOV Oy e @)
-y S dt'dt
Fr = )/0 PP, PPy

I.J

[Ty ) = A O O EE )
_ A dt'dt =0, (40)
PsP
0 ]

where we used that in our case the overlap reduction functions are time independent: 'y%(t) =
M
711(0)-

Neglecting for the moment factors of %, we find:

VEwvEss~ |3 N ()23 02 = (i) = i ~ Fus
)

(1,J) (I',J’
detF (vVFvvFrs — FssFry)?
= —— =Frr — 2
Fr FyyFss — Iy g
_ Tobs |:( ?J)Q . (VKIW?J/VISJ - V}gj’y?J’YKT)z] (41)
PPy (V22?2 = (W)

This expression is not well defined since the denominator is zero. In order to see whether the van-
ishing numerator helps, one has to carefully take the limit of a slightly non-degenerate case, which
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we will do below.
Even if one uses the formula for more than 3 detectors, one should be careful with this formula.

The fraction is ill defined as soon as the Z( 1,7) 7}\74 ; commute, which happens for the 3 ET-detectors
due to the fact that they are three identical detectors and their symmetric arrangement leads to:

Py = P;= P V Pairs (I, J);

’7% :7% :,yé\{ VM e {Ta V7S} = FMM’ :Tobs% (42)
= Z ’YIJ Z ’YIJ )? 9(V1J “YIJ Z ’YIJ’YIJ . (43)
(1,J) (1,9) (I,J)

To use the formula for the ET-detector we have to break the symmetry by changing the overlap
reduction function of one detector pair by a small amount €(f) and then take the limit:

e(f) =0 Vf.

We do this without loss of generality for the example of M = T. We perturb one of the overlap
reduction functions:

AM = =M ey =y YM e {T,V,S};

When we plug this into the denominator and numerator of the fraction in the right-hand side of

Eq. we get:

Top
Fr=FyyFss — Fg = ( ;;) E (viy)? E () E Vi)
(1,7) (1,7) (1.7)

Tobs \ >
2 () (s —eowy? (44)

and

Tobs
P2
+yr(VEek + i€ — 8yvseves)er — 3(wrdey +VEyses)er

— 2yr(ys€ves + yvevez)er + 2(vies + a6 — dyvseves)er

- 27T6T6%/€%< — (’yveve% + 'yse%/es)e%) ) (45)

3
FovFfs + Fasthy — 2FnFvsPrs = () (03036 4986~ 2waseves)
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Plugging this into the full expression of Eq. and taking the limit we arrive at:

det F 2 FVVF%S —2FysFrsFry + FSSF%V
= r'rr —
Fr FyyFss — Fig
_ Tobs Tobs 1

(37F + 2yrer + €7) — 2 (677 (vwes — vsev)?

p? P2 2(yves — ysev
+r(ves — ysev)’er — 6yryvasereves — 3y ys(ves + ysev)er
— 2yr(yves + ysev)ereves + 2(yves — ysev)’er — yyysereves
—2yrereres — (Yes + Vsev)epeves)

1

(37% + 2vyrer + 6% — 37% — §’YT6T — e%

o Tobs

=

VYVES + YSEV
YWes — Ysev)?

1
+ 5(37\/75@ + 2yreves + eTeVes)eT(

ETEVES
+Bvrywys + 2yvyser + yreves) (ves — 7SGV)Q)

_ Tobs <3VT€T I §’7V'YS€T er(ywes +ysev)  3rpyser €ves >
P2 \2 2 (Yves —ysev)? (yves —ysev)?
+0(&2) =% o (46)

Due to the symmetry of the Einstein Telescope it is impossible to separate the modes out of
the signal. The overlap reduction functions of each detector pair are the same, since they only
depend on their relative orientation. Therefore, the detector correlation matrix II has a vanishing
determinant and the relation between the cross-correlated signals and the modes of the gravitational
wave background cannot be inverted:

Yo o | | ow s
detIl = (713 735 5| = | w 7s|=0. (47)
73T1 73‘)/1 ’7331 Yr Yyw s

3.1 ET perturbations

We have seen in the previous section that one cannot distinguish between the three polarization
modes with the ET detectors although we have three signals, because of the symmetric arrangement
of those interferometers.

So, one has to break the symmetry in order to make the three rows in the detector correlation
matrix independent. We are going to consider two ways of doing that perturbatively and use the
framework of the previous section to determine their impact on the sensitivity, which will allow us
to compare both methods.

3.1.1 Irregular triangle

We make one angle smaller by a small angle €, and make another angle bigger by the same amount,
which leaves the third angle unchanged. With that we have a completely irregular triangle with
three different angles and therefore the overlap reduction functions of all three detector pairs be-
come different and the detector correlation matrix becomes invertible.

Changing the angles will also change the arm lengths and therefore the distance between a de-
tector pair. We use the sine-law to determine the impact of a change in the angles on the change
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in the distance ¢.

To estimate the order of magnitude of effect of the perturbation on the detector correlation matrix,
we calculate the change in the overlap reduction function of the detector pair (1,2), when we shrink
the angle ¢3 and enlarge ¢ by €4, which leaves ¢ unchanged but shortens dy»:

d—o d -
sin(¢s) :sin(¢1)’ P3=¢—¢€, pr=0+¢y, q§:§. (48)

To first order we get:

§ ~ V3dey. (49)

With that expression, we can relate the effects of a change in the distance to the change in the
angles:

Pt = (1) = V3a(p) e, (50)
d2
cos 3 — cos B0 + \/§R—26¢. (51)
E
The only coordinate angle that changes is o14. Therefore, we insert the values of the other angles:

T 27
01_20,01+r—>a§0+)+e¢,052225,02_23,0%:7?; (52)

1 ) V3 1+ cosf
M2 =76 {—3/){” sin 014 + = [2p{” cos B+ py! ————

} sin(201+)

+ % [4p1" cos® B+ 2p3" (1 + cos B) cos B + p3 (1 + cos 8)?] (cos® 14 — 1)}
{=3 () = V3a(pl")'es) (sin? ol?) + 2sin 0% coso%e, )

#2 [2(0d)® - VBalotes) (cos 50 + Vo)

1 d?
+5 (03D = VBa(pd)'es) (1 + cos B0 + ﬁR¢)] (sin(20{) + 2c05(20{)es )
E

1 (1D — VBa(pi!)'es ) <Cos 50+ 3L )2

L,
R},

d? d?
+2 ((péw)(o) - 3a(p§4)'e¢> (1 + cos 8O + \/§RQE6¢> (cos BO 4 \/§R2E6¢>

? \°
+ ((péw)(o) - \/ga(péw)’eq;) <1 +cos B 4 \/§RQG¢> ] (cos2 ‘782 — 2cos aﬁ) sin ag(jz% - 1)} .
E

(53)

We can simplify this expression, by plugging in the values for aﬁ) and approximating cos 89, using
that & =2.5-1070 < 1:

E
d2

cos 30 =1 — IR
E

~ 1. (54)
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With that we get to first order in €4:

w~ { -0 = Sty - 22 oot + sty + () + SatolY]

—?)f 2 (010 + (05 + (A1) = 3a (o) + (3"Y + (03] } .
Rﬁ—§§{8Uﬁﬁm)+40€0w>+3ggqm>_3a<2@yy%_@¥y4_;@¥y>}e¢ -

In Figure El we plot the response factor, which multiplies to €4 to get the change in the overlap
reduction function ep;.

4
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100 10! 102 103 10 10° 10°

Frequency f [Hz|

Figure 4: The factor, with which the overlap reduction function responds to a small change in the
detector angles.

The response factor stays almost constant at a value of -0.87, since @ < 1 until we get close to the
critical frequency fe.it = 3 x 10% Hz, defined over w = 1.

3.1.2 Tilted detector planes

We leave the angles and the arm-lengths of the three Michelson-interferometers invariant but tilt
the plane in which one of the three detectors lies.

We tilt the plane of detector 1, such that 4; gets tilted in negative z-direction. The other de-
tector arms stay unchanged (4; = @9) for J # 1 and 05 = @SO) for all J). We can write the
perturbation as:
0
iyl 450y, s = 0 |. (56)
—ou

The angle o by which 4 is rotated can be approximated by:

a~sina ~ du. (57)
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We calculate the contractions of the perturbed detector tensors, analogue to (21), (22) and (23) to

first order in du:
ii 17 . . o . . . L o
DljD?j =1 [(ugo) g + 0y - G9)? — (D1 - Gp)? — (ugo) Dy + Oy - D)2 + (07 - 02)2]
1 . 110 oo O e
Z(DljDin)(O) t3 [(ugo) 1) (8 - i) — (81" - o) (Fy '”2)] :

Using the angles for ET as in Eq. we get:
g 1
§(DY ij) =3 [(cos B cosoy_ cosaa_ + sinoy_ sin oy )dusin §cos oo
— (cos fcoso_ cosoay + sinog_ sin ooy )ousin 5 cos oo ]

1
= 5 cos B sin B(cos® oo — 1)0u = —g cos (3 sin Béu, (58)
i kigg
1,1<:D2jdidj =

o( ikDI;JcZZcZJ) = (6u(1 — cos B)&go) + cosoq_sin 55111)

1
8(1 — cos )

- (sin B cos og_1ig — sin 5 cos oo 12)

3 1
= sin § cosog_cosBcosog_ — cosfB | du+ Losﬁ cos oo_O0u sin B cos oo — dusin
8 ~—~—— 8 —_—— ——
~(0) ~(0) -~ oty U2 6ty D2
Uy U2 Uy "-v2
= SH81B [cos B(cos® o — 1) + (1 4 cos B)(cos? og_ — 1)] 6u
= —Slgﬁ(l + 2cos ) sin? oy du = _25125 (14 2cos f)du, (59)
Gkl G G 5 L. 5 sa 5 A A5 f 5
DY Dfldidjdydy = (<u50> A+ 8ay - d)? — (o1 - d)2) ((u2 ~d)? — (ba - d)2)
i e s A s 1/ . U . o
= (DY DY did;did)® + 5 (@ - )0 - d)) ({12 - d)? = (52 - D?)
(5(DijD]2€la?ici- I Al) = . cos 01— sin Béu(1l — cos 3) (sin2 B cos? oo — sin? B cos? 02+)
L J 8(1 — cos 3)2
1 1
= L+cosp sin 3 (0052 o9 — 1) 6u= —Z%OSB sin Sdu. (60)

Finally, we can patch all terms together, to calculate the perturbation ej;:
et = pi!0(DY DY) + p3! (D} D5’ didy) + p3! 5(DY D' diddedy)

= —% sin 3 {p{w cos 3 + ipé\/l(l +2cosf) + %pé\/l(l + cosﬁ)} ou. (61)

18



Again, we find that €); is almost independent of f, but the effect is three orders of magnitude
smaller if we tilt one plane, instead of deforming the equilateral triangle.

e =1.2-10"%0u (62)
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Figure 5: Factor, with which the overlap reduction function responds to a small tilt of one of the
detector planes.

The response factor for the tilted plane, shown in Figure [5] stays at about -0.001 for frequencies far
below f..;; and oscillates ever closer around zero for increasing frequencies above 10° Hz. Since ET
is designed to measure in a frequency range from 1.5 Hz to 10 kHz the oscillations are not relevant.
We find that the response to the same small change in the tilt angle is three orders of magnitude
smaller than that of the change in the opening angle.

The effect of a perturbation is at best as small as the angle by which we change ETs geometry, in
the case of the irregular triangle. As we will argue in the next section, the problem is resolved if
one adds additional detectors, for example LIGO, which exists already anyway, and changing the
geometry of ET is therefore not worth the effort.

3.2 Cross correlation of Earth’s future detectors

We now turn our attention to combinations of ET with other detectors, which are already existing
(LIGO, Virgo) or under construction (KAGRA).

By adding two additional signals to the ET-cluster we break the symmetry and the problem above
is resolved. We add the two aLIGO-detectors in Livingston (LL) and Hanford (LH) to our set of
detectors, which results in 6 correlation signals out of which 4 (ET-ET, ET-LL, ET-LH, LL-LH)
are independent. This allows us to distinguish the polarization modes, even if one of the detectors
could not be used for some reason.

To calculate the noise power spectral density of an advanced-LIGO (aLIGO) detector we used
the following detector characteristics:

In Figure [6] we plot the combined sensitivity of ET and show the impact on the sensitivity if one of
the ET detectors would be offline.

All ET detectors lie in the same plane and are on the scale of Earth at the same place. If one
takes out one ET detector the directions in which its detector arms pointed are still covered by the
neighbouring detectors. That is why there is no visible change when one of the ET detectors is
missing.
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Input power (at PRM) Py up to 125 W
Laser wavelength Ap 1064 nm
Arm length L 4km

Mirror mass M 40kg
Finesse F 450
Recycling gain C 38

Table 2: Detector characteristics of the aLIGO-detectors, taken from [19], and C from [20]
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Figure 6: Minimal amplitude necessary to be able to recognize a mode M € {T,V, S} with SNR =8
for a combination of all ET and LIGO detectors (left) and if one of the ET detectors is missing
(right).

Since we had 4 independent signals above, distinguishing the modes would still work if we would
switch off either the Livingston or the Hanford detector. The resulting sensitivities are shown in

Figure [7]
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Figure 7: The minimal amplitude sensitivity of the combination of the ET-cluster, with the Liv-
ingston detector (left) and with the Hanford detector (right).

If we cross correlate ET with only one LIGO detector, we are less sensitive for the scalar mode
above frequencies of 100 Hz. Which LIGO detector we pick does not matter.
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Since advanced Virgo and KAGRA will be operating in the future, it only makes sense to add them
to our list of detectors and calculate what sensitivity all Earth detectors could reach. In Figure
we compare the noise power spectral densities of ET, alLIGO, aVirgo and KAGRA and plot their
combined sensitivity.
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Figure 8: The noise power spectral densities of all involved detectors (left) and the sensitivity of all
existing and near future Earth detectors combined (ET, LIGO, Virgo and KAGRA).

When we also add Virgo and KAGRA to the collection we gain sensitivity for frequencies above
100 Hz.

3.3 Scenario: ET in the USA

After the LIGO project one could think of further GW-detectors one could build instead. Another
ET-detector in the USA for example would be an option. Maybe one could reuse some of the
infrastructure on one of the two LIGO-sites.

In Figure [0 we plot the expected sensitivity of two ET-detectors, one located in Europe and one in
the US, either at Livingston or Hanford.
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Figure 9: The sensitivity of two ET-detectors. One placed in Europe and the other in Livingston
(left) or in Hanford (right).

The cross-correlations between two different ET-Detector clusters deliver enough independent data

such that the polarization modes can be separated, and we do not have to worry about the degen-
eracy of a single cluster. Another effect of the high degree of symmetry in these detector clusters is
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that their relative orientations do not matter. The effect of rotating the two detector clusters with
respect to each other is on the scale of a factor of about 1.5.

We find that the sensitivity is improved by almost an order of magnitude for frequencies below
100 Hz if we replace the LIGO project by another ET. As before, the choice between Livingston
and Hanford makes almost no difference.
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4 DECIGO and Correlation with Earth Detectors

After having investigated the combined sensitivity of the detectors on Earth we turn now our at-
tention to space and include projects which may be realized in the farther future. As we mentioned
in the introduction we focus on the DECIGO project, since LISA is sensitive in a lower frequency
range than the Earth detectors.

DECIGO is a space-based experiment, therefore there is no noise due to vibrations of the ground.
Since its sensitive region and the one of ET and LIGO overlap in the frequency range between 10 Hz
and 100 Hz, it makes sense to cross correlate their signal to get a higher precision and confidence
for the separation of the signal into the three different polarization modes.

The DECIGO experiment consists of four detector clusters. Each cluster is made up by three
satellites which form three independent identical Michelson interferometers. One can for example
arrange the four clusters in the C3 configuration, presented in [I13] and [12], where two clusters are
at the same place near Earth and form a star shape and the remaining two form a triangle together
with the star-cluster, which has the Sun at its centre. In Figure we compare the noise power
spectrum of DECIGO to the ones of ET and LIGO and plot the sensitivity of DECIGO in the C3
configuration.

5 1[}—20 10—21

-1

N
= 1072

Z 107

H

10-2

,_.
S
2

H
T
83

1072

Minimal Amplitude hg
S

— Pgr

H
<
L

—— Purico 107%
—— Pprcico — S
10

Noise power spectral density /P,

10

—25 —27
1072 1071 100 10" 107 10° 104 1072 1071 100 10! 107 10° 10*
Frequency f [Hz] Frequency f [Hz]

Figure 10: Noise power spectra of a DECIGO, ET and advanced LIGO detector (left) and the
sensitivity of DECIGO in C3 configuration.

DECIGO is much more sensitive in the low frequencies than all detectors on Earth combined and is
even slightly more sensitive around 100 Hz, which comes in handy when we combine it with Earth
detectors.

If we add ET and then LIGO to the set of detectors and sum over all combinations of cross-
correlations, we get the plots shown in Figure
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Figure 11: ET and all DECIGO detectors in C3 configuration (left) and together with both LIGO
detectors (right), averaged over a total measurement time of one year.

One can see that ET drags the curves down around 10 Hz and mostly above 100 Hz. Especially the
tensor and scalar modes are affected. They become about as sensitive as the vector mode.
Together with LIGO the sensitivity is enhanced by one order of magnitude at LIGO’s most sensitive
frequency range around 100 Hz.

4.1 Time-dependent Sensitivity

In the planned DECIGO-configuration C3 we used above, each cluster rotates around its own
axis perpendicular to the detector plane as it rotates around the Sun, such that it returns to its
original position after a year. A detector on Earth follows Earth rotation and therefore a relatively
quick oscillation of one day superposed to a slow oscillation of one year. This combined change
in the orientations of the detectors in a DECIGO-cluster relative to detectors on Earth leads to a
time varying sensitivity, which is different for each mode, as can be seen in Figure The time
dependence of the sensitivity is independent of the frequency. We plot the sensitivities at 10 Hz,
where the DECIGO-Earth detector pairs are most sensitive.
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Figure 12: Left: There are two DECIGO detectors in the star cluster, which show the same time
dependence when cross correlated with an Earth detector. We take all correlations between those
two and all ET and LIGO detectors. Right: In the square configuration (described below) there is
one detector in each of the three clusters which are far away from Earth, which have the same time
dependence when we correlate them with Earth detectors. We form all pairs of these three with
ET and LIGO.

25



The variation of the sensitivity with time is different if we form the pair with a DECIGO detector
close to Earth or one far away from Earth. The location of the peaks is also different for DECIGO-
Earth pairs, formed with different DECIGO detectors. Changing the detector on Earth however
does not matter, since they are almost at the same place viewed on the solar system scale and
oscillate much faster, and therefore do not influence the trend on a monthly scale.

We can now try to optimise the sensitivity by combining all detector pairs with a similar time
dependence and average over an integration time of 5 days to not loose to much of the variation.
For this we can always form all pairs with the Earth detectors, but we have to be careful which

space detectors we pick.

If we want to be able, to clearly separate the vector mode from the other two then it makes sense to
pick the C3 configuration, because it has many detectors close to Earth. For two of the detectors in
the star cluster the correlation with any Earth detector has almost the same time dependence since
their orientation only differs by 30°. In FigurdI3] we use all those pairs and integrate over 5 days
to increase the sensitivity. Due to the fact that the vector modes time dependence is phase-shifted
with respect to the other two modes, we can easily separate it from the other two in this case.
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Figure 13: Combined sensitivity of the detector pairs with one of two neighbouring detectors in
the star cluster and all ground-based detectors with an integration time of 5 days at a frequency of

10 Hz for one year.

However, if we rather want to identify the scalar mode, then it makes more sense to move more clus-
ters further away from Earth and at best on the opposite side of the orbit around the Sun, because
for detectors which are far away from Earth the scalar mode has large peaks which correspond to
blind spots. In this case we could arrange the four DECIGO clusters in a square around the Sun,
such that only one cluster is close to Earth, and one is on the opposite side of Earth orbit. We can
then arrange the initial orientation of the clusters, such that the peaks for one detector of each of
the three clusters far from Earth coincide. Their combined time dependent sensitivity is shown in

Figure [T4]
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Figure 14: Time dependent sensitivity of detector pairs with one of each of the three clusters far
from Earth in the square configuration with all Earth detectors, binned in time with steps of 5 days
at a frequency of 10 Hz for one year.

By using the same detectors as above and just combining the data differently, one gets an alternative
method to the maximum likelihood method for distinguishing the polarization modes. This can help
to check the results and gives a higher confidence on a test of GR, without having to build another
experiment.

4.2 B-DECIGO

If we replace DECIGO by the down scaled version B-DECIGO [I4], we can see in Figure [15| that
we get a somewhat broader region where the sensitivity is better than 10727 but we lose a lot of
sensitivity in the lower frequencies, as compared to DECIGO.

B-DECIGO orbits around the Earth on an altitude of 2000km which is on the same order of
magnitude as the radius of the Earth (6371km). It circles the Earth in a Sun-synchronous dusk-
dawn orbit with an angular frequency of about 8.2 x 107*s~! while Earth rotation corresponds
to 7.3 x 10795~ L. This leads to rapidly varying distances and directions of the detector arms and
the irrational ratio between the two angular velocities leads to a chaotic behaviour, which makes
the use of the time dependent sensitivity very complicated. Additionally one can observe that the
sensitivities for the different modes get closer together as one moves a space detector closer to Earth.
If one would instead let B-DECIGO take the same type of orbit but on a higher altitude (35867 km),
such that it would circle Earth in one day, one would get almost the same signal every day over a
period of about a week, because the change would now be on the time-scale of a year. The detectors
would also be far enough from Earth to get relevantly different sensitivity curves for the different
modes. The procedure would be more complicated than in the case of DECIGO, but one could still
use certain blind spots or other characteristics that only one mode shows. A large disadvantage to
DECIGO would also be that one would have to spot those characteristics in a model in advance,
since the sensitivities are not periodic.

We compare the time dependent sensitivities of both versions (original B-DECIGO and higher
altitude) for time-span of one day in Figure
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Figure 15: Combined sensitivity of B-DECIGO, ET and both advanced LIGO detectors.
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Figure 16: Time dependence of the sensitivity for B-DECIGO for one day (left) and for a higher
altitude of 35867 km (right) for a frequency of 10 Hz.
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5 Gravitational waves from point-sources

Until now we have calculated the sensitivity of various combinations of GW-detectors to an isotropic
gravitational wave background. Now we attempt to do the same for point sources. Since the signal
of a point source is coming from a specific direction, we do not average over all solid angles and our
sensitivity becomes direction dependent.

The derivation of the expression for the signal to noise ratio works in analogy to what we have
done in section 2 and what was done in Nishizawa et al. [I5]. The metric perturbation field at the
location of the detector Z; can be described as the sum of all gravitational waves, incident on the
detector I, coming from all directions:

hig(t, 7)) =) /SZ ha(t, %1, Qe (Q)dQ
A

=y / /S 2 ha(f, Q)e%f (t—“‘*ff) e ()ddf. (63)
A

For a gravitational wave coming from a point source located at Qo in the sky, the frequency-space
amplitude takes the form:

~ N A~

ha(f, Q) = ha(£)5(Q— Qo). (64)

The response of the detector I to an incoming gravitational wave is described by the so called pattern
functions F' IA, which are defined by contracting the basis tensors e of the metric perturbations due
to GW’s for the polarizations A € {+, x,z,y,b,1} with the detector tensor Dy:

F{(Q) =e;(Q)DY. (65)
Therefore, the Fourier transform of the signal is given by:
~ ~ .. Qg T A
ha(f) = D ha(fe™>™ 7 i Qo). (66)
A

By cross correlating two strains of different detectors (sr,s;) we get rid of the noise as seen in
Eq. . Thus, the expectation of the Fourier transform of the two strains is:

Bl (R ()] = Ra(Dha(f)e™ E 0 U120 B Qo) FiY (). (67)
To maximize the signal to noise ratio, we filter this cross correlated strain with a filter function Q:
p=BY) = [ 8n(7 = FOERIORA QT
- / FA(Hha (£ e @2 B Q) B (Q0) QN (68)
where Y is the cross correlated signal:

ve | Z / Z 5r(f = £)51 (N3OS — £)df'df. (69)

To find the optimal filter function Q we define a scalar product on the space of smooth complex
valued functions C*>°(C):

(4,B) = / A*())B() Py F) P (| f)df- (70)
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Since the noise power spectra diverge algebraically at the origin and at infinity, we have to restrict
our functions A and B to the Schwartz-space S(C).

We can express the expectation of the correlated signal and its variance in terms of this scalar
product:

Rihye QAT AR
w= (Q P[PJ L ) ) (71)
0= VY] = E[Y?) BV ~ E[Y?] = 1(Q. Q). (72)

where AX = 7 — Z; is the distance vector between the detectors I and J.
The signal to noise ratio is therefore given by:

( 5 a;amﬂiflfoﬂfww’)
) 1Py
SNR="H— .
p —
LQ,Q)

This can be maximized, by choosing the filter function @ parallell to the correlated signal with
respect to our scalar product.

(73)

e T _27f G AR
_ h*AhA/e —+Qo A:CFIAFA/

@ o PP,

= (hrhy). (74)

With a proportionality constant K we get:

(hihg),(hrhy))
SNR = \/7\/ o< TTIE) hIhJ>)_2¢T(<h1hJ>,<h1hJ>). (75)

Without loss of generality we can therefore choose Q = (hrhy). Finally, we can calculate the
maximal possible signal to noise ratio, with this choice of optimal filter function.

1 -~ -
SNR=2/2(Q.Q)

1 [ (W Iy FARA)2e 7200 AT = 272 00 A7
:2\//(AA[ )%e e -

(PrPy)?
(ha(f)har (f)F(Q0)F5 (Q))?
- 2\/ / Pi( IfI)PJ(\fI) . (76)

To extract the frequency dependence and the polarization we insert a harmonic wave with amplitude
ho, frequency f and polarization A.

h(f) = hodr(f — fo)dara; (77)
_ (Iho2F (Q0)F440)2 |ho2F{(Q0) F5H ()
SNE = 2\/ S TN B AE (7). ()

So, we get the minimal amplitude required to detect a gravitational wave with polarization A and
at an SN R of at least 8.
VP (LDPs(1f1)

116 () min =
¢TFA ) F5 ()

(79)
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5.1 Determination of Location and Polarizations of Point Sources

If one has more than 8 detector pairs (I, J) (DECIGO would do for example), one can solve for the
direction € ~ (0, ) and all 6 possible polarizations A € {+, X, z,y, b, } of an incoming gravitational
wave from a point source. We determine the SN R for each quantity under the assumption that the
maximum likelihood method is used to calculate them from the at least 8 cross-correlated signals
prg. The derivation is analogue to the one given in Nishizawa et al. [16].

The true parameters are denoted by é;me = (Y,s4,w).

3 . . - o
Yiy(f) = T2 | 3a(NF{ (@) ) sa(HFF (@) (80)
A A’
The estimated values are ju = (Y),ha = (s4),Q = (@).
3 = A "
() =Y () +nrs(F) = T2 | D ha(f)FAQ) Y ha())FF Q)] (81)
A A’
where the noise ny;(f) satisfies:
T
Elnrs ()] =0, Vings(f)] = ZPI(f)PJ(f) = N1s(f) (82)
Our likelihood function is given by:
o Y, — 2
L) = exp | = 3 L r) (33)
(I.7) 1J
With the parameters § = 0,0,+, x,x,y,b,1).
The Fisher information matrix can then be calculated as follows:
Fij =B [ (9,10 L(311,16)) (9, 0 L(1518))] (84)
Fog Fpy Fpar
F=|Fu Fps Fou|. (85)
Fag Fap Faa
To simplify the notation, we define: o 27rf
We calculate the #6- and the 6 A- component for a GW with polarization Ag:
2
. 2 _ _ 2 Ao 17 Ao
Foolp=n,, = E [(30 In L) HhhAo = (IZJ:)/\/' (Y1s — rg)T3 | hao |20 F O F;
1 2
= Z WE [(Y1y — pry)?]T° <\hAo\289FfOFfO)
=N1;
1 - -
Y e B0 = p) Y = )T (1RaoPOu {0 F) (1hay 20 Filo P12
, J)#(I’ J') =0
Z <|h Ao QBQFAOFA0> , (86)
1,J)
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F@A’h:hAO =K [(89 InL) <8|BA\2 In L)} ’

h=ha,

1 372 Ag A 1 3 -
) Z _/\/‘IJ(YIJ_MIJ)T2|}1A0| By Fo o Z ATJ(YIJ_“IJ)T28\hAI2‘hIhJ|

(I,J) (1) h=ha,
T3 1 [ (FA2FM  (FA2F A | - A
-y o (F;“Fj‘ (1= 6an))5 IFAO ! T |y |20 F0 F 10, (87)

A detailed calculation of the matrix elements for the more general case, where we have different
integration times for different detectors, can be found in Appendix [Bl We list here the rest of the
components again for an Ay polarization wave:

T Ao A0\ 2
Foo = N, (‘hAolzaquz OFJO> )
(1,J)

3 ~
Fog =Y /\TT(I’”LAOIQ)2 (aeFf“Ffo) (%FiAOFfO) :
(1.7) 1J

T3 1
(I.7) 1J

i | e
(FfY2Ff  (Ff)?Ff°
Fj Fibo

- | .
(FN2F7o (Fih)?2F[f°
Fi Fibo

7 Ag nA

T3 1
Faaw = Vo (F;“Fj‘ + (1= 0aag)5
(1,7)

—

/ A / A
(F{Y)PF;°  (F3)*F°
Fj Fibo

.(FI’FJ’+(1—5A,AO)2

) . (88)

The inverse of the Fisher matrix is the covariance matrix, which has the variance of 6; in the i-th
diagonal entry. So, the square of the SN R for measuring polarization A is given by:
%)? (|hal®)?

(F M aa

(|7a|2)2 det F
Fa

(Iha
o4

SNRY = = ; (89)

h=h

h=h4 h=h4

where Fjy, is the determinant of the minor one gets from removing the i-th row and column from
the Fisher matrix F.
The SN R of the cross correlation is related to the one of amplitude by:

SNR[u] = SNR[h?] = SNR?[h]. (90)

Again, demanding an SNR[h] of at least 8 gives us the minimal amplitude. We can read off the
prefactors by comparing with the result for one detector pair above:

~ 32 Fa
halmin =1\ = ¢ . 91
hal VT \/|detF|,_,, (O1)
The variance of the position in the sky is given by:
_ Fo _ Fo
Vo= F Ny = —= V[¢] = (F = : 2
0= (F s = =, R (92
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It turns out, that the angular pattern functions of the breathing and the longitudinal modes are
proportional to each other: F! = —\@F}’.

Therefore it is impossible to distinguish these two. So, we focus on the distinction between the 4
tensor and vector polarizations and the scalar mode. From now on we use the polarization A as:

Ae{+,x,z,y,5}. (93)

Realizing the entire DECIGO-project is enormously expensive and therefore questionable whether
that is ever going to happen. We therefore do our calculations just for the one DECIGO cluster
close to earth (¢ = —20° from Earths position on Earth orbit around the sun), which is the cheapest
version and add a plot for the Basic-DECIGO which is supposed to serve as a concept test and
will be realized sooner than DECIGO. We keep including ET, which as a ground-based detector is
cheaper than DECIGO, and the already existing LIGO detectors.

We use the HEALPix pixelization scheme, to evenly distribute n points on the sky and then average
over the hp,, values for each f and obtain the frequency dependant behaviour of the combined
average sensitivity of ET, LIGO and DECIGO in Figure

Minimal Amplitude hy

10726 i

1072 10°1 107 101 107 10° 10*
Frequency f [H z]

Figure 17: Frequency dependent sensitivity of ET, LIGO and DECIGO towards the polarizations
A S {+7 X,ﬂ?,y7 S}

There are two aspects of the frequency dependent standard deviation of 8 and ¢. One is, that if one
measures a signal with a certain amplitude, then we can measure the position of the source preciser,
if it emits waves in frequencies in which we are more sensitive. We plot this in Figure above for
an amlitude h = 1072°. As expected, the curves take the shape of the h(f) curve in Figure |17 and
have unreasonable values (on the scale of 7 or even larger than 27) for frequencies where 10~2° is
below Anin. We cannot even measure those signals, so we should not expect, that we can locate
these sources.

The other aspect is, that the standard deviations vary with the frequency, relative to the sensitivity
at that frequency. This means, that if we for example take a wave which has twice the minimal
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amplitude for each frequency, we still get a frequency dependence. In Figure below we take
h = 2|hg|min(f) because it is always higher than the other polarizations and we can therefore
detect it, no matter which polarization we choose and for any fixed frequency we have the same
amplitude for all polarizations. This allows us to compare the polarizations with each other.
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Figure 18: Frequency dependent standard deviation of # and ¢ for a GW with amplitude h = 1072°
in (a) and (b), and for twice the minimal amplituede of the scalar mode h = 2|hg|mn, see Figure[L7]
in (c) and (d).
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We plot the direction dependent sensitivities in Figure using Eq. along with the angular
resolution for waves with these polarizations by taking the square root of Eq. at a frequency of
100 Hz, where our set of detectors is most sensitive.

| almin T9/¢
108 |7l i 6| To|n=h.
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Figure 19: Sensitivity of ET, LIGO and DECIGO towards the polarizations A € {+, x,z,y,S}
in the left column. Standard deviation of the € and ¢ angle for a GW with polarization A and
amplitude of hy = 2- 10720 in the middle and right column respectively.
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In Figure we plot the frequency dependent sensitivity of B-DECIGO together with ET and
LIGO. The behaviour is very similar to the one with DECIGO, except that the plateau around 1 Hz
is missing. Since B-DECIGO is not as sensitive as DECIGO it can only increase the sensitivity
there a bit.

Minimal Amplitude hg
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Figure 20: Frequency dependent sensitivity of ET, LIGO and B-DECIGO.
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6 Conclusions

The Einstein Telescope is alone not sensitive to polarization modes, but one only needs one addi-
tional detector to change that. Small changes in ET geometry lead to no difference in the case of
tilted planes and to a small sensitivity in case of a small change in the angles. So, it is questionable
whether it is reasonable to do that.

By combining alLIGO, aVIRGO, KAGRA and ET one can detect a GWB with a strain ampli-
tude below 10727 and distinguish its polarization modes around a frequency of 100 Hz. One can
enhance the sensitivity for lower frequencies by cross correlating with all DECIGO detectors of the
C3 configuration. With this, one can measure strains of about 10726 in a broad band from 0.1 Hz
to 1000 Hz.

It is possible to use an alternative method to distinguish the modes by using the time dependence of
the signals, with which one can clearly distinguish the scalar and vector modes by the blind spots,
using the right detector pairs. This however does not work for B-DECIGO. Its time dependence
is very chaotic since B-DECIGO angular frequency around Earth is an irrational fraction of Earth
rotation and the distance to Earth detectors is varying relevantly. The sensitivities of the different
modes are too close together, whenever the detectors are too close to Earth. This can be resolved
however if one chooses an orbit on a higher altitude such that it circles the Earth once a day. In
that case the method becomes more complicated than with the original DECIGO, but is still feasible.

With that we presented two methods with which we can use the already existing and planned
detectors to test GR by measuring the polarizations of the GWB.

In a future project, one could investigate the possibilities of detecting inhomogeneities in the gravi-
tational wave background analogue to the ones in the cosmic microwave background. Up to now we
only calculated the minimal strain of a GW to be detected. But to find out how large the deviation
from the mean would have to be to detect them, we would have to deal with the variance of the
parameter estimation. It would be interesting to find out what angular resolution one could get
with various detector combinations.

Gravitational waves should travel undisturbed since Planck time, which would make it possible to
measure properties of the early quantum gravitational universe directly. This could give us valuable
hints on the search of a unifying theory. This remarkable advantage of GW over the electromagnetic
ones also has its disadvantages. Due to the enormous density of the early universe many emissions of
GW would be expected from different epochs in the big bang. The difficulty would be to distinguish
a signal of an earlier epoch from a later one. One of the most exciting things to do in the far future
would be to create a complete gravitational map of the beginning of our universe.
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A Delta distribution Approximation

In this Appendix we give a detailed derivation of the signal to noise ratio for a merger by focusing
on the approximations of the Dirac delta distribution and the Fourier transforms. We first use a
scalar signal, measured by two detectors, to simplify the calculation and then generalize to a wave
with arbitrary polarizations measured by multiple detectors.

In future all GW detectors together could be sensitive enough to measure the in spiral of a binary
Black Hole or neutron star merger, months before the merger event happens. In this case detectors
with different distances from the source would have different observation times. This would help to
measure the position of the source in the sky:

cAT =) ATy, AT =Ty — Ty, ATy =T — T, (94)

where T7 and T’y are the observation times of the detectors I and J, Z7 and Z; their position vectors
and ) is the direction of travel of the GW.

We define the cross correlated and filtered strain amplitude of the detector pair (I,.J) by:
T2 Ty/2
/ / (t"Q(t — t')dt' dt, (95)
Ty/2J-Ty/ 2

where @) is the filter function and sj, sy are the strains measured by the detectors I,.J, which are
the sum of the signal h; and the noise n; in detector I:

sr(t) = hy(t) + nr(t). (96)

By taking the ensemble average we get rid of the noise terms:

T1/2 T]/Q
/ / B (€)] + Elhs (Ons(£)] + Elng (s (0)] + Elnr (s (9]} Q(t — ¢)dt'dt
T1/2 TJ/2
TI/2 TJ/2 27Tlf ac - _QWifl(t/_Q'iJ)
©Jdf | ha(f < df'Q(t —t)dt'd
/T,/Q/m/ iy e QU it
L - / Tr /2 TJ/z /
:/h?(f)hJ(f/) Q f$1 fCEJ / / *27TZ(ft ft dt dtdf df (97)
Ty/2J=T;/2

e (-22) df.

where we replaced the signal by its Fourier transform: hy(t) = [ h 1(

We apply the following substitution to the integral over t': 7 =t —t/, dr = dt,
~ ~ 271-1 / J/2 TI/2 t/ / /
p= / Ry (f)hy(f)e e SUT=TED) / / )27 qre=2mi =D g ap'ar.  (98)
TJ/2 T]/2 t’

Then we approximate the integral over 7 with the Fourier transform of the filter function Q:

Ty /2t .
/ QeI 7dr = Q(f). (99)

—Ty/2—t

If we shift a wave packed in time, it is still composed of the same frequencies. Therefore, we can
ignore the time shift in the integration volume by —t.
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We pull this out of the ¢ integral and get:

fl? ' 11 ; ; sin(mAfTy)
—omi(f'=f)t g _ L —miAfTy; _ miAfTy\ _ PNTSAJAT) _ r 1
/TJ/Q6 dat TAf 2i (e ¢ ) TAf or,(f' = f).  (100)

Y R _ 1 1 2\ —
If Af = f' — f approaches zero, we get: AI}IE()(;TJ(Af) = Al}lcrgom(() + 7T Af + O(Af?) =Ty
and for big Af, d7, gets small:

sin(mAfTy)
TAf

1 Afoeo
S rAf

0. (101)

By approximating o7, (f' — f) =~ d(f" — f) with the Dirac delta distribution we can evaluate the
integral over f’.

p [ R DR BTG - ' = [ FiDRAD@DE T . (102)

We now have an expression for the signal. To calculate the signal to noise ratio we need to deal
with noise which is the square root of the variance in absence of a signal:

02 = V[Y]|p=0 = E[Y?] = E[Y]?|h=0 = E[Y?]|n=0
T2 T1/2  pTy/2 TJ/2
/ / / / 1(#)sy(T)s7(MQ(t — T)QH — 7/)dr' drdt dt|;—o
T1/2J-Tr/2J-T;/2)-T;/2
Tij2  fTi/2  (Ty)2 TJ/z
/ / / / nr (VE [y (7 (PO — 1)Q — +)dr'drdtdt. (103)
Tr/2 =12 ) =15 /2 )~ )2

Since the noises of the two detectors are independent of each other, we can take their expectation
separately. We then insert the Fourier transformation (FT) of the noise, in the time interval in
which the measurement is taken:

n(t) = / nr(f)e 2 iy, (104)

And then swap the time and frequency integrals and approximate the FT of the filter function and
the delta distribution as before:

7 = [ {7l ()5 Q)3 — QW5 — i ' af
= [ ARSI 1) . (105)

Now we use that different frequencies in the noise are not correlated to each other and the definition
of the two sided noise power spectral density:

[ (/) ()] = 5 P78 — ) (106)

If we would carelessly plug in this identity, we would get a multiplication of two delta distributions,
which is not definable. But we cannot take the expectation of the noise squared over an infinite
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time integral anyway. So, the delta distribution is actually a d7,. This is a smooth function and
not a distribution and can therefore be multiplied with another dr,.

2 1 / NN e —omi(f'—f)t Tif2 2mi(f =) 140 701
o =5 [PUEOPAINONQ W) [ e at | e d'dy'df
Tr/2 Ty/2
_ 1 1zt 25 (=)= gy! gyt
3 [ RArRrnQ@ e [ [ e agarayy. (107)
T1/2J=T;/2

To evaluate the time integrals we have to split the integration domain into three regions as depicted
in Figure since we need an integration region which is symmetric around ¢ — ¢t = 0, where we
can use Eq. (100). The rest can be evaluated separately.

t
Tr/2

—Ty /2| =T1/2 Ti/2 T;/2

Ty /2

Figure 21: The green region is symmetric around ' — ¢ = 0 (red line). The blue rectangle marks
the entire integration region.

Let Ty < Ty, AT =T; — T and Af = f' — f, then the time integrals read:

T2 -T2 /2 o e
P - / / o2 S t)dt/Jr/ o2 St t)dt/+/ e~ 2mAI (=0 g/ gt (108)

Tr/2J=Ty/2 ~T1/2 T1/2
We substitute 7 = —t’ in the first inegral over ¢/, to bring it into the same form as the third one.
Tr/2 T, Ty/2 Tr/2 Tr/2
5T](5TJ / 1/ / 1/2 27rzAf 77+t)d77+/ i/ —27r7,Af(t _t)dt dt—i—/ 1/ / 1/ —QNiAf(t’—t)dtldt
Tr/2 Tr/2 Tr/2 J =Ty /2
Tr/2 A T2 _ o
:/ eQmAft/ eQﬂzAft + e—27rzAft dt' dt + 5%[ (Af)
—T7/2 Tr/2
Tr/2 ) Ty/2
= / 2Bt gy / 2cos(2rAft')dt' + 5%1 (Af)
—Ty/2 Tr/2
sin(mAfTy) — sin(rAfTr)
— oz (af) = +or, (A7)
sin(rAfTy) + nAfAT + O((rAfAT)?) — sin(rAfT.

where we assumed, that AT < T7.
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This approximated distribution acts on functions as follows:

/(f)5T15TJ(Af af ~ / V(AT +O(f — 1) +61,(f' — 1)) 6(f' — Fdf = g(f)(Ty + AT),

(110)
Vg € C>(C).
Inserting this into the variance and integrating over f’ we get:
1
7 = [ PUEDPAIFNQUIQ (161,81, (7~ N
Tr + AT ~
= 5 [PPSR Py (111)
Using matched filtering with the scalar product: ( = [A*()B(f)Pi(|f))Ps(| f|)df
leads us to a filter function: X
Ry (f)h <f>e2m'f”'““
QN =5 (112)

Pr(lFDPs(rD

We can write the signal and noise in terms of the filter function and arrive at the signal to noise
ratio:

() (f)1?

SNR = T1+A (c} %) \/TI+AT Pr(f)Ps(1f1)

df. (113)

We now model the merger as a periodic source, which stops radiating at the end of the merging
event at its time coordinate tg. Under the assumption that the detectors are far away from the
source, we can model the incoming wave as a plane wave with amplitude hg and frequency fy,

traveling in direction Q:
- a.7
=55p (to e —t) . (114)
c

The detector I will measure the signal over a time period 77 and the Fourier transform of the
measured signal is therefore:

h(t) = hoe*mt/ol

Tr/2 )
e~ 2mil—fot gy (115)

7 Ti/2 27 fo( ) —27Tzft i fo LE
hl(f) = T /2 hO dt hoe c . /2
—4rI —4r

Again, we cannot approximate this with a delta distribution, otherwise we would get a ¢ for the
\hrhs|? term.

T]/2 TI/2 TJ/2 T]/Q . ’ ’
b=t [0 [ ] e Daanata 1o
Ty)2J=T7/2J=T;/2 J=T;/2

We do the same splitting of the T’y interval as above, under the assumption 77 < Ty and using the
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short hand p=t' —t+ 7' — 7

Tr/2  Ty/2 . , )
\hrhy|? o 67,07, = / / e~ 2 =NWEHT=T) 40! dr ! dt
Tr/2 Ty/2

Tr/2 Tr/2 , Tr/2 , Ty/2 ,
/ / e AP A dr + / e AP AT dr + / e AP g drdt dt
T1/2 Ty/2 Ty/2 Tr/2
T;/2 Tr/2
— / 7271'7,Af(t/ )dt/dt/ J/ GQWiAf(T/fT) + 6727riAf(TlfT)d7_/d7_ +/ I/ 6727riAfpd7_/d7_dt/dt
Tr/2 Tr/2 —Tr/2
/2

= 5%I(Af) /T B 2cos(2rAf(7" — 1))dr'dT + 6%1 (Af)

1 Ty/2

TAf T1/2

iy {cos(rAf(Ty —Ty)) — cos(rAf(Ty — Tr1))

= 5T](Af) < sin(mAf(Ty — 27)) — sin(rAf(Ty — 27))dT + 5%I(Af)>

=54 (3587

—cos(mAf(Tr —Ty)) + cos(mAf(Tr —T7))} + 5T1 (Af))

=67, (Af) ((WAlfﬁ{cos(wA fAT) — 1} 467, (A f))
=5(f' — f)or,(Af) (le)z {1 — %(wAfATY + O(AfY) — 1} + 5%I(Af)) . (117)

The action on a function g € C*°(C) is:

AT?

[ 015,83, = par = [ atssm a0

AT?
2

O(Af?) + 5T,<Af>2) 5(F — F)df’

- ot 0) (5 +5Tl<>>=g<f>T1(AT2+TI> (118)

When we plug this into the SN R we get:

B T, AT? 2) h Q- ATy, h3
SNR_2\/T1+AT( > ) AP (T” 3 ) B

where we used the identification of the integration time with the direction of the source in Eq. (94)).

The minimal amplitude is then given by:

- (Ty + AT)PL(H)Ps(F) | _ 1 0-Azy)

Including polarizations, we have a gravitational wave h;;(t), which induces the signal hr(t) in
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detector I:

t) = ZhAeQﬂifo(t_¥)+‘PA9 (to - ch - t) e;‘} (121)
A

hi(t) = 3 haFAQ)emifot="teag ( 2 'cxf ) , (122)
A

where h4 is the amplitude of the wave in polarization A and ¢4 accounts for the fact that the
polarizations could be phase shifted.
For the absolute value squared of the cross correlated signals of two detectors we get:

1 (F)hg ()17 = [he(F)1 s (f)

~ 2mifo A = 4 s 2 " fO Tr/2 Ty/2
= Z hAFIA(Q)e—TQ.m—l-WA Z hAFf(Q) Q-Zj+ipa / —2m (f— fo)pd4
—Ty/2 Ty/2
A Z(pA A 1A ATQ 2
= Z haFy( Z haFy (Q)e | or, (f = fo) | —5— +0n(f = fo)" ) - (123)

We make the assumption, that the gravitational wave has only one of the polarizations h =
> arhardara, to get the signal to noise ratio for that polarization.

Y B T,  [AT? (|hal*FAQ)F ()2
SNRa= | _2\/T1+AT ( 2 +T12) Pr o Pl

Y (m Q-A:E‘u> haPFAQF (j‘(m (124)

2c VEi(fo)Ps(fo)

which we get by replacing hg (|hA|2FIA(Q)Ff]4(Q))2 in Eq. (119).

For multiple detectors we use the maximum likelihood method and calculate the Fisher matrix.
The likelihood function is given by:

Y,
o 72(1 ” ( IJ #IJ)

L(prs,0) = o (125)

where pry; = E[Y7s] is the ensemble average of the correlated signals of the detectors I and J. Its
variance 0%, = V[Y;,] is given by Eq. (I11)) without the filtering. Multiplying the SNR Eq. (119)

with the noise we get:
AT?2
wry = T <2+T2>’hjhj‘ (126)
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The matrix element F4 4 of the Fisher matrix is then given by:

Fax =E| (@), L) (9, nL)]

2
1 AT? - o
=k { Y (Y- MIJ)\/TI (2 + T?) (3|hA\2|h1hJ!> <3|hA,|2!h1hJ\)

o
(,7) 1J

2

1 AT o -~
=3 S E(Vi — )T ( + T?) (O alhrhsl) (B feloshs )
T \—,—J

V[Y1s]=0%,
1 AT? o ;o5
+ Z WE[(YIJ = 1) Yy = pr )Ty <2 + TIQ) (a|hA|2|hIhJ|) (8|hA’|2|hIthl|)
(I, A", J) Ly Cov(Yr7,Yyr 51)=0
B 4Ty AT? 9 = -
R &5, (T + AT) PPy ( 5 T 1i (alhAP'hch') (8‘%"2“”}“') (127)

The SN R squared of a specific polarization A is defined by dividing the square of the quantity we
are looking for |h4|? by its variance o4, under the condition that the incoming wave has only that
polarization.

hA22 hA22 hAQZdetF
UA h=hx ( )AA h=hx A h=h 4

B Fisher matrix entries

As can be seen in Appendix [A] the Fisher matrix can be written as a sum of Fisher matrices of
single detector pairs, which consist of a pre-factor and two derivative terms for row and column of
the entry. If 0; ; are polarizations we have:

Fij o (891-’51;&.10 (%J%%l) : (129)
where 0 = (0,0,+, X,x,y,b,1) are the parameters we are looking for.

Here we calculate those derivative terms.
We start by writing out the absolute value squared of the correlation signal.

> haFRYy haFf
A A’

where the phase ¢4 of the polarization A is integrated in the complex valued amplitude hy € C.
We split the multiplied signals up into sums over terms where the polarizations coincide and where

2

\hrhg)? = : (130)
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they are different:

’iL[iLJP = Zh%FIAFj‘—I— Z hAhA/FIAFJ,
A ALA!

(Z hiF;“Fﬁ) <Z hZBFIBFf> + (Z hiFf‘Fﬁ) > hpghy FPF}
A B A

B#B’

*
+| Y hahwFAFY (Z h%FFFf) | D haba FPAEY | | Y hphp FPE]
A#£A! B A#£A! B#B’

2 *
= (|halPFAFS) + D (hahp)*F{FFFPFT
A A+#B
+ > halhaPFRAFS Y hp(FAFP + FPEN + Y WAFAFfhphyp FPFF
A B#A A#B+#B'
+ Y WplhpPFPEP Y ha(FPFF + FAFP) + Y haha F{F (W) FPFF
B A#B A#A'#£B
+ 3 IaPlha? [(FAE)? + PR RS

A£A!
+ ) hal? D hphi [(Ff)QFfFf/ + FAFPMNFPFY + FP'FP) + (F)?FPFP
A B#B'
B,B/#A
+ > hahahphy FAFY FPE (131)
A#A'£B+£B'

When we take the derivative after |ha|? all sums which do not contain such a term vanish.

- 1
O 2 |hrhy| = 20hal*(FFFF)? + haF{ F3 Y Wp(F'F7P + FPFY)

2\/|]~1]]~1J| B#A

FRAFAFR S hp(FAFF + FPFR) + Y [hal? [(FAFY)? + 2P F PR + (R F)?]

B#A AT£A

+ 3 hphy [(Ff‘)QFJBFJB/+FfFf(FIBFf/+FF'Ff)+(Ff)2FIBF[ ] : (132)
BB’
B,B'#A

We add the condition, that we have an incoming wave with polarization Ay and therefore all terms
proportional to two different polarizations are zero.

- - 1
a|m|2\h1hJ|’ = {20440 |hal*(F{'F7)?

h=h 2
o 2\/(\hAOy2F;‘OFf0) +0

(1= Sang)lhaol? [(FAF)? + 2P Ffo R 4 (R0 P72 |

1
=F{F+(1- 5AA0)§

A A
(F{)?F7°  (F)°Fp°
Fiv Fibo

(133)
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If we calculate a matrix element in the 6 or ¢ row or column, we cannot pull the term 4 /T7 (Ag 2 + T12>

out in front, so the general Fisher matrix element looks like:

Fy; = E [(35, 0 L)(9p, In L)]

1 AT? . AT? -
= Z O'T (897;\/TI (2 +T]2>|hIhJ|) <89j\/TI <2 +T12>|h1hJ|> (134)
(1,J) 1J

The variance of the true signal Y7 is dependent on the true time difference and we can treat it as
a parameter when we take the derivative after the estimated 6-value.

w- AT
VY| =075 = = 1

—P/P AT = ———2 1
1 1Py, P (135)

where @ is the true direction of the source.

The derivative term for the angle 6 for a wave with polarization A is given by:

AT? .
8@\/T] <2 + T12> |hrhy|

- T]AT 079 . Af[J|hA ’2FAOFAO
- 0 I J

h=hag 2\/7} (8 +13)

AT? "
+ \/TI (2 + T]2> ha, |? (FLgFj‘U + FfOng) (136)

C Provisory Pictures
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Figure 22: Angular dependence of the sensitivity to polarizations and standard deviation of 6 and
¢ at 10 Hz.
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Figure 23: Angular dependence of the sensitivity to polarizations and standard deviation of 6 and
¢ at 1 Hz.
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