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Detecting chameleons: The astronomical polarization produced by chameleonlike scalar fields
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We show that a coupling between chameleonlike scalar fields and photons induces linear and circular
polarization in the light from astrophysical sources. In this context chameleonlike scalar fields include
those of the Olive-Pospelov (OP) model, which describes a varying fine structure constant. We determine
the form of this polarization numerically and give analytic expressions in two useful limits. By comparing
the predicted signal with current observations we are able to improve the constraints on the chameleon-
photon coupling and the coupling in the OP model by over 2 orders of magnitude. It is argued that, if
observed, the distinctive form of the chameleon induced circular polarization would represent a smoking
gun for the presence of a chameleon. We also report a tentative statistical detection of a chameleonlike
scalar field from observations of starlight polarization in our galaxy.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.79.044028

I. INTRODUCTION

Extensions of the standard model of particle physics,
such as string theory, introduce many new scalar fields
which are not seen in the standard model. Such scalar
fields are commonly invoked to explain the observed ac-
celeration of the Universe, as inflation [1] or dark energy
[2] fields, or to cause variations in fundamental constants
[3]. If new scalar fields do indeed exist in the Universe, it is
important to understand the properties of the theoretical
models that describe them, e.g. the interactions of the
scalar fields with themselves and with matter, which may
give rise to additional observable effects that could be
tested and constrained by experiments.

In this article we consider the effect of scalar field
theories with a self-interaction potential V(¢) and cou-
plings to matter and light on observations of the polariza-
tion of light from astrophysical sources. These scalar field
theories are described by the action
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where the S%) are the matter actions for the matter fields

) and the functions B,/(¢/M,) and Bp(¢p/M,) deter-
mine the couplings of the scalar field, ¢, to the ith matter
species i; and to the photon field, respectively. A scalar
field with such couplings to matter fields might be expected
to give rise to fifth force effects or violations of the weak
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equivalence principle. In this article we are specifically
interested in a scalar field ¢, which is light in relatively
low-density regions such as galaxies, galaxy clusters, and
the intergalactic medium. More precisely, in these regions
we require the mass m, of small perturbations about the
background value of the scalar field ¢, to satisty m, =<
10~ eV/c?. Hence, any force mediated by ¢ would have
arange of Ay = 1/my = 20 km. Additionally, we require
that coupling between photons and ¢ in these regions is
relatively strong:

1 _ _
8dyy — M = dlnBF/dd)ld):q_’)h = 10 1 GeV 1.

Therefore, even if the coupling to matter is much weaker
than the coupling to photons, since roughly 10™# of the
mass of nuclei is due to electromagnetic interactions the
¢-mediated force between individual nuclei in these back-
grounds will be at least 107 times the strength of gravity on
scales smaller than Ay.

One might, at first glance, conclude that a scalar field
theory with these properties is already strongly ruled out by
laboratory constraints, e.g. [4-9], on the strength of fifth
forces. Specifically, measurements of the displacement of a
micro-machined silicon cantilever using a fiber interfer-
ometer, reported in [9], require that a Yukawa-type fifth
force with strength 107 times that of gravity has a range
Ay <5 pm with 95% confidence. This, however, does not
rule out the models we wish to consider as neither the
strength nor the range of the ¢-mediated force are neces-
sarily the same in the relatively high-density environment
of the laboratory as they are in the low-density background
of space.

In recent years, two classes of models have arisen that
allow a scalar field that is strongly interacting in low-
density environments and yet is currently undetected in
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laboratory tests: the chameleon model, [10,11], and the
Olive-Pospelov (OP) model [12]. Both models are de-
scribed in detail in the following section. The mechanism
by which these models avoid laboratory tests can be under-
stood by extremizing Eq. (1) with respect to ¢ to give the
following field equation:

O¢ = Ve (¢, T F2/4), )
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and T, = g,,Th” is the trace of the energy momentum
tensor for matter
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For nonrelativistic matter 7,, = —p,,, where p,, is the

energy density of the matter. Both the chameleon and OP
models play the scalar field potential V(¢) off against the
matter couplings By and B,, to make the vacuum expecta-
tion value (VEV), and hence the properties of the field,
depend strongly on the local density of matter. For conve-
nience we shall refer to such a scalar field ¢ as the
chameleon or chameleon field; however, our analysis ap-
plies equally well to both the chameleon and OP models. In
this analysis we posit a universal coupling to the different
matter species, i.e. B;(¢/M,) = B,,(¢/M,). Although it is
not required by either model, we make this assumption
because it simplifies the analysis while having little effect
on our conclusions. The best constraints on M, come from
the requirement that corrections to particle physics are
small, which limits M, = 10* GeV [13].

A coupling between matter fields and the chameleon
potentially causes violations of the weak equivalence prin-
ciple and other fifth force effects such as an effective
alteration to Newton’s inverse square law. A coupling
between photons and chameleons introduces additional
observable phenomena for the chameleon field. If such a
coupling has supergravitational strength, it can result in a
non-negligible conversion of photons to chameleons and
vice versa. The detectable effects associated with this
conversion are similar to those predicted for axionlike
particles (ALPs), which interact with light [13]. Mixing
requires the interaction between two photons and one
scalar particle, and so the effects of the mixing are most
likely to be seen when a photon or a scalar particle is
passing through an external electromagnetic field. The
chameleon-photon coupling induces both birefringence
and dichroism [13,14] in a coherent photon beam passing
through an external magnetic field. These effects could be
detected by laboratory searches, such as the polarization
experiments PVLAS, Q&A, and BMV [15-18], which are
sensitive to new hypothetical particles with a small mass
and coupling to photons. Such experiments can constrain
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the coupling M in the chameleon model, indeed the other-
wise anomalous detection of birefringence with a 5.5 T
magnetic field by PVLAS [16], could, at least in principle,
be explained by the presence of a chameleon field [14]. For
the most widely studied class of potentials, the PVLAS
data was found to rule out M < 2 X 10° GeV [14]. In the
OP model the mass of the scalar field in the laboratory is
too large to produce a detectable effect in these
experiments.

If chameleons exist and couple to photons, then they
could, as suggested in [19,20], be trapped and slowly
converted back into photons resulting in a long-lived cha-
meleonic afterglow. A number of experiments, most nota-
bly GammeV [21], are searching or aiming to search for
this afterglow effect. The GammeV chameleon search
recently announced its first results which, for models
with m ¢ < 1073 eV in the interior of the experiment, ruled
out 2.4 X 10° GeV < M < 3.9 X 10° GeV [22].
Ultimately GammeV may be sensitive to M < 10% GeV
[19], and an optimal sensitivity for afterglow searches of
M < 10'° GeV is feasible within the constraints of cur-
rently available technology [19]. Indeed for any of the
effects associated with the coupling to photons to be large
enough to be detected in the laboratory, either now or in the
foreseeable future, one must have M =< 10'° GeV. Such
laboratory constraints do not, however, apply to the OP
models.

These laboratory experiments need to be performed in a
very good approximation to a vacuum otherwise the cha-
meleon becomes too heavy to have a noticeable effect. A
complementary approach to testing chameleon-photon
couplings is to look for the effects of the coupling in
observations of astronomical objects. The densities of
interstellar space are typically very low and so the effects
of the chameleon may be significant. Light from all astro-
nomical objects travels a significant distance through mag-
netic fields in galaxies, galaxy clusters, and possibly in the
intergalactic medium, before reaching the Earth. However,
astronomical magnetic fields are typically made up of large
numbers of randomly oriented magnetic domains—a very
different scenario to the well controlled constant magnetic
fields of laboratory experiments. In contrast to laboratory
tests, such astrophysical effects should be seen in the OP as
well as the chameleon models.

The coupling between photons and chameleons means
that photon number is not conserved; however, as the flux
of photons emitted by astronomical objects is difficult to
determine, measurements of flux cannot be used to bound
the parameters of the chameleon model. In the following
sections we show how the coupling between photons and
chameleons generates polarization in the light from astro-
nomical objects. Therefore, measurements of polarization
can be used to constrain the parameters of the chameleon
model because the intrinsic polarization of astronomical
objects is often very well constrained. Astronomers are
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interested in measuring polarization because it can provide
information both about the source of the radiation and
about any magnetic fields present between the source and
the Earth. Very precise astronomical polarization measure-
ments are therefore available, and can be used to constrain
the chameleon model.

This article is organized as follows: in Sec. II, we
introduce and provide further details of the two classes of
model to which our analysis applies, i.e. the chameleon and
OP models. The coupling of a chameleonlike-particle to
photons, is essentially the same as that which is assumed
for a scalar axionlike particle (ALP). There is a great deal
of literature concerning constraints (both local and astro-
physical) on ALPs. However, the density-dependent mass
of a chameleon field, allows chameleon theories to evade
the tightest of these constraints. In Sec. III, we review
previous constraints on ALPs, and consider to what extent
they do, or do not, apply to chameleonlike models. In
Sec. IV, we consider how the existence of a chameleonlike
field alters the polarization of light from astrophysical
objects as it passes through an astrophysical magnetic field,
and derive the form of the induced polarization. In Sec. V,
we discuss the observed and predicted properties of the
different types of large-scale astrophysical magnetic fields.
In Sec. VI, we apply the results of the previous sections,
and use astrophysical polarization observations to con-
strain the chameleon to photon coupling. We find that
such measurements place the tightest constraints yet on
this coupling. Applying the analysis to starlight polariza-
tion in our galaxy we find a tentative statistical detection of
a chameleonlike scalar field. Finally, we summarize our
results in Sec. VIIL

II. THE MODELS

A. Chameleon model

In the chameleon model the coupling functions B,, and
Bj in Eq. (1) are well approximated by linear functions of
¢,ie.Bp =1+ ¢/Mand B, = 1 + 2¢/M,; for reasons
of naturalness, if 1/M # 0, M ~ O(M,) is usually as-
sumed. The strength of the matter coupling is determined
by Bpg4 and B, 4, hence in the chameleon model the
coupling strength does not depend explicitly on the VEV
of ¢. The model was originally proposed by Khoury and
Weltman [10] with M, ~ O(Mp,), which results in a gravi-
tational strength coupling between matter and the chame-
leon field ¢. The ability of the chameleon with this
coupling to behave as dark energy was discussed in [23].
The coupling to photons, By, was not expressly considered
in [10] although with M ~ M ~ Mp, the most pronounced
new effect is a virtually undetectable density dependence
in the fine structure constant. With a gravitational strength
coupling to matter (and possibly also photons) the chame-
leon field could be detected by laboratory, satellite, solar
system and astrophysical tests (e.g. structure formation
[24]) of gravity. A potentially much wider phenomenology
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was opened up, when Mota and Shaw [11] showed that
coupling between chameleon fields and matter could be
many orders of magnitude stronger than gravity, M, <
My, and yet still be compatible with all existing experi-
mental data. The properties of such strongly coupled cha-
meleon fields can be probed using experiments designed to
measure the Casimir force [11,25]. In addition, with a
strong coupling and M ~ O(M,), Brax et al. [13] noted
that interactions between chameleons fields and photons
would result in potentially detectable effects similar to
those predicted for ALPs, which interact with light.

It should be noted, that it is generally seen as ‘“‘natural,”
from the point of view of string theory, to have M = M.
This relation also arises in f(R) modified gravity theories
(see e.g. Ref. [26] and references therein). It has also been
suggested, however, that the chameleon field arises from
the compactification of extra dimensions, [27]. In this case,
there is no particular reason why the true Planck scale (i.e.
that of the whole of spacetime including the extra-
dimensions) should be the same as the effective four-
dimensional Planck scale defined by M. Indeed having
the true Planck scale much lower than M has been sug-
gested as a means of solving the hierarchy problem (e.g.
the Arkani-Hamed, Dimopoulos, and Dvali scenario [28]).
In string theory too, there is no particular reason why the
string scale should be the same as the effective four-
dimensional Planck scale. It is also possible that the cha-
meleon might arise as a result of new physics with an
associated energy scale greater than the electroweak scale
but much less than M. Therefore, in this article we con-
sider M as a free energy scale to be constrained by experi-
ment. This said, to date, no one has managed to find such a
chameleon theory (with either M ~ M, or otherwise) in
the low-energy limit of a more fundamental high energy
theory (e.g. supergravity).

The chameleon model evades the strong constraints
imposed by local tests of gravity [10,11] through nonlinear
sel-interactions of the field described by the potential
V(¢), and hence the field may couple with supergravita-
tional strength. “Nonlinear” in this case means that V 4 is
a strongly nonlinear function of ¢, and the mass of the

scalar field my = 1“/,45 »(¢) therefore depends strongly on
the VEV of ¢. The VEV of ¢ in a given background is
determined by the minimum of the effective potential, (3),
and therefore the position of the minimum depends on p,,
and F2. V() is chosen so that m is larger in high-density
regions than it is in low-density regions. It is then possible
to ensure that in a galaxy A, = 20 km, whereas in the
laboratory Ay, <5 wm. Assuming that InBg 4 >0 and
InB,, 4 > 0, the chameleon mechanism requires

Vg <0.V4g >0.Vygy <0.

To provide some intuition for what we expect m to be
in a low-density region such as a galaxy or galaxy cluster,
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we consider the most widely studied class of chameleon
models, where

4+n

neg"’

with ¢/A < 1, n> —1, and n ~ O(1). We note that this
includes potentials with the form V = const. —
A*In(¢p/M). A is constrained by experiments to be at
most a few orders of magnitude larger than the dark energy
scale Ag = pl/* = (2.4 = 0.3) X 1073 eV [11,25]. When
the chameleon is posited as an explanation for dark energy,
it is therefore considered natural to take A = A, [10,11].

The minimum of the effective potential occurs when ¢ =
¢, where =V ,(¢,) = p,/M,. The mass of the chame-

leon at this minimum is given by 1/‘/,¢¢(¢b), $O
(n+2/2(n+1))
my = Avn + < ) .

V(¢) = const. +

AM,

Assuming M, = M > 10® GeV (i.e. the region that is not
currently accessible to laboratory experiments), we have
my <1072 eV for all =1 <n =< 5.6 in a background,
such as a galaxy or galaxy cluster, with p, =
1072* gecm™3.

B. Olive-Pospelov model

The OP model [12] was proposed as a way to allow
particle masses and coupling “constants’ to depend on the
local energy density of matter. The model could therefore
provide an explanation for the 6o difference between the
value of the fine structure constant a = e2/hc in the
laboratory and that extrapolated from the spectra of 128 -
quasi-stellar object absorption systems at redshifts 0.5 <
7 <3 by Webb eral. [29]: Aa/a = (ag0 — i)/ iy =
—0.57 = 0.10 X 107>, There is now a great deal of tension
between other potential theoretical explanations for this
data see e.g. Refs. [3,30], and the most recent local atomic
clock constraints on any local time variation of « [31-33].
In the OP model, « is locally time independent and hence
these constraints are avoided.

The OP model could also describe a density-dependent
electron-proton mass ratio u = m,/m,. Reinhold et al.
[34] reported a 40 indication of a variation in u. They
analyzed the H, wavelengths of the spectra of two absorb-
ers at z = 2.6 and z = 3.0 observed using the Very Large
Telescope, finding Au/u =24.4 =59 X 1076, It was
shown, however, in Ref. [35] that due to wavelength cali-
bration errors in the spectrograph on the Very Large
Telescope identified in Ref. [36], the result of Reinhold
et al. could no longer be trusted. The reanalysis performed
by King et al. [35], in which data from an additional object
at z = 2.8 was also included, found Au/u = (2.6 =
3.0) X 107°, which is consistent with no change. Very
recently Levshakov et al. [37] have reported evidence
for a spatial variation in u found by measuring ammonia
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emission lines in the Milky Way: du/u = —(4 — 14) X
1078,

All of these astronomical measurements of p and «,
were made in regions where the average density of matter
Py, 1s very low compared to the ambient density of matter in
a laboratory. The background density for all of these
measurements, p;, is similar to the average density of a
galaxy or galaxy cluster, i.e. p, ~ 1072* gcm 3. These
measurements could therefore be an indication that some
or all of the “constants” of nature depend on the ambient
density of matter. The OP model realizes just such a
density-dependent variation in a manner that does not
conflict with local tests of gravity. In this model, the
coupling functions, B,, and B, are chosen so that they
are close to their minimum (which occurs at ¢,,):

Bo=is %(«5 A

For reasons of naturalness, one would expect &, &, ~
O(1) [12]. In contrast to the chameleon model, the OP
model does not require that the potential V(¢) contain
nonlinear self-interaction terms, and in the simplest model

Vi) = A3+ 5 ().

In a background with density p,, assuming |F?| < p,, as
is usually the case, and fixing the definition of M, by

setting &,, = 1, the value of ¢ at the minimum of the
effective potential ¢, is given by
¢min _ Pb e (4)
d’m Pb + Al

In the laboratory environment p, > A%, and so ¢, =
®,,. Additionally, the effective matter coupling is small
enough to evade experimental constraints. In low-density
regions, such as galaxies, A1 > p;, so ¢, = 0. The
change in a between the laboratory and a low-density
region such as a galaxy is given by

Sa _ @ow ~ Yuap _ _é(@)z

a Aap 2 \M,

To explain the Webb er al. value [29] of Aa/ @, one would
require ¢,,/M =~ 3&;"/% X 1073.
Olive and Pospelov [12] found that the current best

constraints on M, are M, = 15 TeV and Myé, 12 =
3 TeV. We define m"aC = A}/M, to be the mass of small

perturbations in ¢ in a low-density region (i.e. p, << A}),
and let AV"‘C =1/ m¢ specify the range of the g{)—mediated

force in such a region. It was found in [12] that
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2 2 4
( O )( My )(“‘m) < 10° - 10%
107°M,/ \1 TeV/) \ A%¢
For there to be measurable differences between the particle

masses and coupling constants in the laboratory and in
regions with p = 1072* gcm ™3, one must require

( My )(1 km)>33><10—7
1 TeV/\ Ay o '

In the low-density regions where ¢ = 0 the effective
coupling to the photon field for small perturbations in ¢ is

dInBp . Erdm
dp lg=0  Mj

1/2
1 TeV
= —107° GeV( - ’”)( 7 )
10 MO é:F MO

It is clear then that a field with the required properties
8gyy = 10711 GeV™! and A = 2 km is perfectly com-

8gyy = 1/M =

s

patible with current experimental constraints.
We note that in [12], the value suggested for A, which s
compatible with all current constraints, is A; ~ O(1) eV.

Now,
A \2/1 TeV
my = 10712 eV<—1) ( ¢ ),
1eV MO
so for My = 15 TeV, we have my < 7 X 10~'* eV, which
corresponds roughly to A, = 2800 km.

III. CONSTRAINTS ON AXIONLIKE PARTICLES

ALPs can either be scalar or pseudoscalar fields, which
couple to the electromagnetic field strength. If it were not
for the chameleon mechanism (i.e. the density-dependent
mass) present in the chameleon and OP models, they would
essentially describe a standard scalar ALP. There are tight
constraints on the coupling g 4., of ALPs to photons. In the
previous section, we discussed constraints from local ex-
periments on chameleonlike particles; however, such par-
ticles are also constrained by searches for ALPs. For a
recent review of the astrophysical constraints on ALPs see
Ref. [38] and reference therein. In all cases, these con-
straints only apply when the ALP mass m, lies within a
certain range, €.g. Mgy, < Mg < Myjgr. The mass of a
chameleonlike particle is not, however, fixed and so apply-
ing these constraints to chameleon models is nontrivial. We
must take great care to identify the ambient density of the
region wherein the constraint on mg, is required to derive
the bound on g4, .

The strongest astrophysical constraints in Ref. [38]
come from axion production in the cores of stars. The
application of the constraints of solar axion production to
chameleonlike models has previously been studied in
Refs. [13,39]. The Sun may be a powerful source of ALP
flux, and the predicted effects of the loss of energy of the
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Sun through ALP emission allows one to constrain the
coupling g4, It must be noted that all solar ALP con-
straints require that the ALPs actually escape the Sun. The
strongest solar ALP constraints come from limits on the
solar neutrino flux, and this gives

€hyy =5 X 10710 GevL,

Similar constraints result from the CERN Axion Solar
Telescope (CAST), which attempts to directly detect solar
axions. However, it was shown in Ref. [13] that solar
chameleonlike ALPs would generally bounce off, rather
than enter the CAST instrument, and so the CAST con-
straints cannot be applied to chameleon models. Similar
constraints are found from the lifetime of Helium burning
(HB) stars in globular clusters: g4, = 10710 GeV ™.
Solar axion constraints are derived from production of
axions in the solar core by the Primakoff process. In this
region the temperature is 7 = 1.3 keV, and the typical
density is 150 gcm 3. In the Helium burning stars, 7 =
10 keV and p = 10* gcm™3. All of the constraints assume
that m, < T. It was shown in Ref. [39] that all solar axion
production bounds are evaded if m4 = 10 keV in the solar
core. Similarly, the Helium burning star constraints are
effectively evaded if m, = 30 keV in their cores. For
example, if one considers a chameleon potential like
A*(A/¢p), where A = 2.3 X 1073 eV, one finds that with
a matter coupling of 10'® GeV, we have m,, = 1.5 MeV in
the core regions of the HB stars, and my4 =~ 64 keV in the
solar core. With the different choice of potential
A*exp(A/¢), one finds m, =~ 30 keV in the cores of
Helium burning stars but m, = 3 keV in the Sun when
M = 10'° GeV. Thus, the solar and HB star axion con-
straints on g 4., = 1/M would apply to the latter potential
with M = 10!° GeV but be evaded by the former. If we
took M = 2 X 10° GeV, then both potentials would evade
these constraints. Thus, in the chameleon model, whether
or not these astrophysical constraints are relevant depends
greatly on the properties of the potential, and in particular
how it determines the behavior of the theory at high
densities. In general, these properties cannot be inferred
from the low-density behavior of the theories. We are
concerned only with the low-density behavior in this work.

At high densities, the scalar field in the OP model
couples quadratically, rather than linearly (as an ALP
would) to the QED F? term. In this way it avoids astro-
physical constraints related to axion production in high-
density regions.

Recently, in Ref. [40], it was shown that polarization
measurements of y-ray bursts could be used to constrain
axion production at the source of the burst. While later in
this article we will consider the potential constraints on
chameleonlike fields from 7y-ray burst polarization mea-
surements, we will be interested in constraining any polar-
ization that is induced by the chameleon as the light from
the y-ray burst passes through low-density magnetized
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regions of space (e.g. the interstellar and intergalactic
mediums). We will assume that axion production in the
immediate vicinity of the y-ray burst itself is negligible. In
Ref. [40], it is assumed that, in the vicinity of a y-ray burst,
there is a magnetic field of strength B ~ 10° G over a
distance of about Lggg ~ 10° cm. Given this, it is found
that

84yy =5X 10712 GeV™!

for 8 X 107 eV <m, < 3.5 X 107* V. For larger val-
ues of m
m
€hyy =22 X 10 8(%) GeV~l.

It is noted that in the vicinity of the gamma-ray burst
(GRB), n,=10'""cm™3, corresponding to p,, =
2 X 107 g. The effective ‘“‘energy density” to which
the chameleon field couples is not just p,, but p,o; = p,, +
B?/2 — E?/2. Thus, for the GRB, p = B?/2=
4.4 X107 gcm™3. Such a p,, places one in the high-
density region of the OP model, where the ¢ only couples
to photons quadratically and hence no longer behaves as an
axion. In chameleon theories, if V(¢) = A*f(d/A),
where f/(1) ~ f"(1) ~ O(1) and A = 2.3 X 1073 eV (as
is usually assumed), one finds that my > 1073 eV when

M

Prot > MA3 =28 X 1078 gcmi"’(m).
Thus, the strongest constraint on g4,, from Ref. [40] does
not apply here. If we take V = A*(A/¢) or V =
A*exp(A/¢) then we predict my =~ 0.8 eV or my =
0.4 eV, respectively, for M =~ 10'° GeV; hence, M =
10!° GeV is allowed. Indeed, we find that the bound of
Ref. [40], would allow all such chameleon models with
M = 10° GeV.

It should also be noted, that axionlike chameleon pro-
duction from the magnetic fields of neutron stars would
also be greatly suppressed. For a neutron star B = 10'2 G,
which corresponds to p,, = 44 gcm ™3 and hence a very
heavy chameleon particle.

It is clear then that astrophysical ALP constraints com-
ing from relatively high-density regions do not apply to the
OP model, and the extent to which they apply to a chame-
leon theory depends greatly on the precise choice of po-
tential. For at least one popular choice of potential
(V. = A*(A/¢)) one of the constraints noted above ap-
plies. Furthermore, because the chameleon field is very
heavy in high-density regions, we expect any initial cha-
meleon flux from stars or objects to be greatly suppressed
relative to that which one would expect for a standard ALP.

There has also been a great deal of work on conversion
of photons to very light ALPs in relatively low-density
backgrounds (e.g. the interstellar medium). See, for ex-
ample, Refs. [41-48], and for a recent review see Ref. [49].
In relatively low-density regions, chameleonlike particles
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behave essentially like standard axionlike particles.
Therefore, much of the analysis presented in the aforemen-
tioned works is directly applicable. Only where a initial
axion flux from, for example, a star or quasar has been
assumed will the analysis differ. Many of these studies
have focused on photon-axion conversion in the interga-
lactic medium. Magnetic fields with strength B ~ 107° G
are generally seen as plausible in the intergalactic medium.
It is suspected that such fields would be coherent over
scales of about a megaparsec or so. We discuss this further
in Sec. V. For reasonable values of the electron number
density n, in the intergalactic medium, it is commonly
found that g 4,, < 107'% GeV(1 nG/Bjgy) or so [49].

Carlson and Garretson [44] specifically considered the
effects of photon to ALP conversion induced by the mag-
netic field of our own Galaxy. This discussion is directly
relevant to our work. In their work they were only able to
constrain gg,, < 1073 GeV; however, they suggested a
method that would allow couplings down to 10™° GeV to
be probed. In our work we use a different method to
constrain gg4,, down to 1072 GeV. Reference [44] is
also interesting because it is noted that small-scale fluctua-
tions in the electron density can lead to an enhancement of
the photon to ALP conversion rate (see also Ref. [47]). In
their work, the enhancement effect was estimated to be
very large for visible light. We discuss this further in
Appendix A, and note that the size of the enhancement
effect found in Ref. [44] was in part due to, what is now, an
old model for the electron-density fluctuations. Using the
more recent NE2001 model [50], we show in Appendix A
that the enhancement effect is expected to be no larger than
O(1) in the local interstellar medium. Because of the
complexities and additional uncertainties associated with
the structure of electron-density fluctuations, particularly
at parsec scales, which determine the magnitude of any
enhancement, we have neglected the potential enhance-
ment effect of Ref. [44] from our analysis. As we note in
Appendix A, however, we do not expect this to greatly alter
our conclusions. Similarly, the analysis of Ref. [46] is
applicable to chameleonlike fields; however, our analysis
goes beyond what was presented there.

We also comment on Ref. [45]. Here, a supercluster
magnetic field with strength 1 uG coherent over a scale
of 10 Mpc was assumed. Additionally, an enhancement
effect similar to that derived in Ref. [44] was employed. It
must be noted that the magnitude of any enhancement
effect depends greatly on both the magnitude and the
spatial scale of the spectrum of electron-density fluctua-
tions. The former is fairly well known for electrons in our
Galaxy, whereas the latter is less well known. In the con-
text of electrons in a supercluster neither is well known.
Additionally, evidence for a field strength of B = 1 uG
coherent over 10 Mpc was tentative at best at the time of
Ref. [45], and a more recent analysis [51] suggests that if
such a field does exist it is either weaker, B ~ 0.1 uG, or
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only coherent over much smaller scales ~100 kpc. Even if
such a field does exist, it is also not clear precisely what
distance along the line of sight the field extends. As such,
the constraint g4,, = 10713 GeV~! quoted in Ref. [45]
relies on many assumptions, with at best only tentative
observational support. Removing any one of these assump-
tions, would allow for much larger couplings. In this work,
we are primarily concerned with constraints on photon to
chameleon conversion in astrophysical regions where there
is strong evidence for magnetic fields, and the properties of
such magnetic fields are relatively well known. We also
note in Appendix A that making the reasonable assumption
{(8n,))'/2/(n,y ~ O(1) or smaller (where the (-) indicate
a spatial average), any enhancement of the photon-
chameleon conversion rate due to electron fluctuations is
expected to be subleading order at optical (and higher)
frequencies for cluster- and supercluster-scale magnetic
fields.

IV. CHAMELEON FIELD OPTICS

In this section we consider how the presence of a cha-
meleon field alters the properties of light propagating
through one, or many, magnetic regions. Varying the action
Eq. (1) with respect to both ¢ and A, gives Eq. (2) and

VulBr(¢p/My)FF"] =77, (&)

where J* is the background electromagnetic 4-current
V,J# = 0. We consider propagation of light in an astro-
physical background, which contains a magnetic field of
strength B. The background value of ¢ is denoted by
¢o(1). We write the perturbation in the photon field as a,,
and the perturbation in the chameleon field as 6 ¢. Ignoring
terms that are O(8¢a,) and assuming that the proper
frequency of the photons w is large compared to the
Hubble parameter H, we find that

— 44+ V2a = M’ (6)
M
— 5+ oo =2 (v (g, + 59)

= V(o). (7)
where 1/M = (InBy) 4(¢,) and

Obo = Vetr. 4 (b pi F§/4 = B2/4),

and here p,, is the background density of matter.
We assume that ¢ is small enough that we may make
the approximation

V(o + 8¢) =V 4(do) = mydg,

where mf/) =V 44(¢o) is the chameleon mass. If the pho-

tons are moving through a plasma with electron number
density n,, they will behave as if they had an effective mass
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2 . .
squared W, where wy = 4aran,/m, is the plasma fre-

quency; « is the fine structure constant and m, is the
electron mass.

A. A single magnetic domain

We define y; and ) to be the components of the photon
field perpendicular and parallel to the magnetic field B, and
take the photon field to be propagating in the z direction.
From Eq. (6) we have

82

. Yi_
Yt e @RV
3y, d¢p B
Y + — 2 +__,
YL 97> @pYL dz M
. 0% B 9
-+ —=m’dp—— —vy,.
d) (922 m ¢ M 9z an

For such a system, it is well known that the probability of a
photon, with frequency w, converting to a chameleon
particle (or vice versa) while travelling a distance L
through a region with a homogeneous magnetic field is

P7H¢ - AZ, (8)
where
A
A = sin20 sin| —— |, 9
sin sm(cos20) ©)]
2
L
A =Teiz (10)
4o
2B
an26 = —o-, (1
Mete
and myg = my — wy — B*/M>. Generally

|B2/M?m?%;| < 1 and so the last term in m2; is dropped.
Following [14,19,52], we find that, up to an overall phase
factor, vy, ), and ¢ = iy are transformed by passing
through a homogeneous magnetic domain in the following
way:

Y= Y (12)

yi — e (W1 — A%y, +ie ®Ay), (13)

x— ¢ PE1— A2y +ici?Ay)), (14)

where « = ¢ — A and B = ¢ + A and
t = cos20t . 15
ang = cos an(cos%’) (15)

Since we must, in realistic situations, allow the light to be
partially polarized (or even unpolarized), it is insufficient
to consider simply the evolution of the photon, y; and vy,
and chameleon ¢ = iy amplitudes. We must instead rep-
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resent the properties of the photon field by its Stokes
vector. We therefore make the following definitions:

L=y ? + Ay, 0=y =y,
U+iV =2y J+iK =2y x),
L+ iM =2y x). (16)
The Stokes vector for the photon field is § =
(Iy, 0, U, V)T, where V describes the amount of circular
polarization (CP), and Q and U describe the amount of
linear polarization. We also define the reduced Stokes

vector S,eq = (Q/1,, U/L,, V/I,)". The fraction of light
that is polarized is

I, JETOET?

—r_
P Y I ’
and the fractional circular polarization is
o Vv
c I,y :

We also define ¢ = |m,|. The fractional linear polarization
is m; = «/p> — m2.

We normalize the photon and chameleon fluxes so that
L, + I, = 1 (this quantity is conserved), where I, = |¢|*.
We also define X = 31, — 2. With these definitions we find
that on passing through a single homogeneous magnetic
domain the components of the Stokes vector transform as

3 3
X — (1 —~ 5,42))( - zA2Q + 3AV1 — A2(L sin2¢

— M cos2o), 17
1 1
0— (1 - EAZ)Q - EAZX + AV1 — A%(L sin2¢
— M cos2¢), (18)

U+ iV -1 —A2e 9(U + iV) — AeB(K + iJ). (19)
Additionally, the J, K, L, and M amplitudes transform as

K +iJ > V1 — A2B(K + iJ) + Ae”¢(U + iV), (20)

L — Lcos2¢ + Msin2e, 20

M — (1 —2A%)(M cos2¢ — Lsin2¢) + AV1 — A2(Q + X).
(22)

From these equations it is clear that the presence of a light
scalar field coupling to photons can result in the production
of polarization. This is because, when a chameleon (or
another axionlike particle) is converted back into a photon,
that photon is polarized perpendicular to the magnetic
field. If we consider the simple case where initially there
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is no chameleon flux so that I, = 1= X =1 and K =
J=L=M=0,and we set Q = Qy, U = Uy, and V =
V, initially then, using A> = P it is clear that upon
exiting the magnetic domain

yed

3
X=1 _EPY‘_'d’(l + Qo),
B 1 1
Q=(173Py=9)Q0 = 5Pyep

U+iV =4[l = P,_ye iUy + iVy).

If the initial total and circular polarization fractions are p,
and g, their final values are

2
Py + Co
=‘/7, 23
p 1+ C, (23)
;+D
g=q 020 (24)
1+ C

where Cy = (A*(1 + Qy)*/4 — A”Q,)/(1 — A?) and D, =
(U3 — V3)sin’a — U,V sin2a. It is therefore possible for
both linearly and circularly polarized light to be produced.
In a single magnetic domain, the production of the former
is due to the conversion of photons into chameleons and
then back into photons, and the latter is due to the bire-
fringence of the medium, which is induced by the presence
of the chameleon field. If initially p = p, = 0, then after
passing through a single domain

Phes

==
2 P7<—>¢

P

We also note that if there is no initial chameleon flux or
polarization, g, = Dy = 0, no CP can be produced in a
single magnetic domain. As we shall see below, the same is
not true if there are multiple magnetic domains.

B. Multiple magnetic domains

In many realistic astrophysical settings, including the
ones we will be primarily concerned with in subsequent
sections, light passes through many magnetic domains on
its way from a source to an observer. In each domain, the
angle 6,, which describes the inclination of the back-
ground magnetic field to the direction of propagation, is
essentially random. Solving the full system of evolution
equations for a large number of magnetic domains involves
diagonalizing an 8-by-8 matrix as well as evaluating mul-
tiple sums involving the random angle 0, ~ U[0, 27r), and
we have been unable to find a general analytic solution;
however, it is straightforward to solve the system numeri-
cally. This said, approximate analytical solutions exist in a
number of interesting and important limits. A full presen-
tation of the equations that must be solved in this setup, and
their analytic solutions in these limits is provided in
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Appendix B. We present the results of that analysis below.
We define N to be the number of magnetic domains
through which the light has passed, and in all cases assume
that there is no initial chameleon flux.

For fixed mgff and magnetic domain length L, we define
a critical frequency ., such that A(w.;) = 7/2, and
hence w = m;L/2m. When @ > @, P4 is almost
independent of frequency; however, when o < w;,
P, g w?. We also define Ay = 27/ wy to be the
critical wavelength and A, = Ay /N.

1. Weak mixing limit

In a great many realistic situations we have Na < 1 and
NP,_4 < 1 and, as we shall show, the frequency depen-
dence of the production of linearly and circularly polarized
light in this limit is qualitatively similar to that seen in
general. In this limit we must have either A/ cos26 and
Atan20 < 1, or tan28 and Atan?26 < 1, and so

tanZ26
a =
2

In Appendix B we find that when an initially unpolarized
light beam, with frequency w, from a single source passes
through N > 1 domains (and requiring Na < 1 and
NP,_4 < 1), the final polarization fraction, p, and final
fractional CP, ¢, are essentially random variables and are
described by the following distributions:

NP,
Tl (X + XD + o2 (X3 + XD

[2A — sin2A]

p =
m. = NPYH¢U+O'_(X1X3 - X2X4),

where at fixed A = m%;L /4w, the X; are approximately
independent identically distributed N(0, 1) random varia-
bles and

) ll:l N cos(2(N — 1)A) sinZNA]
SN N sin2A ‘

When A < A /N = Ay, the X; are roughly independent
of A, but when A > A, there is a strong A, and hence
wavelength dependence. The above expressions describe
the total and circular polarization fractions for a mono-
chromatic light beam from a single source. If one has
observations of many objects all at the same frequency
the average value of p, denoted p, and root mean square
average of m,, denoted g, are more useful quantities for
comparing with observations. For the distributions above

P =3iNP,_y (25)

g ~20,0 NP, (26)

where N is now the average number of magnetic regions.
When NA>1, o,0_=1/4 and when NA <1,

o.o_ = NA/3.
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When some initial polarization is present (p = p, and
q = qo say, so that the initial linear polarization is m;, =

APt —q3). we find a different behavior: When
NP,_4(1 = p3)/2py > 1 (but keeping NP, 4 < 1) the
average final polarization fractions, p and g are still given,
to O(Na?, NP,._4), by Egs. (25) and (26), respectively.
When NP,,.,,(1 = p§)/2py < 1, we find instead that to
O(Na? NP,._,)

P = Ppo 27

and

~ a’Nm?
7 =gyl — a®N) + ——= L+2N?PL_  N*o% o2

+ N*P?

2 po3mh, (28)

where this expression is only accurate to leading order in
q — qo-

We shall see that for realistic astrophysical magnetic
fields the critical wavelength A, generally corresponds
to UV or x-ray light. As such, most polarimetry measure-
ments of astrophysical objects will have been made at
wavelengths > Ay = A /N. For such wavelengths,
the analytical solutions found in Appendix B show that
the reduced Stokes parameters, Q/I,, U/IL,, and V/I,,
exhibit a strong and oscillatory frequency dependence.
This behavior is very important when one wishes to
make comparisons with observations. Polarimeters always
have some finite wavelength (A = 277/ w) resolution, 8.
This is usually referred to as the spectral resolution. Thus, a
measurement of the reduced Stokes parameters at some
wavelength A(, will actually measure an average of their
values in the window A € (Ay — 6A/2, Ay + 8A/2). If one
averages the reduced Stokes parameters over wavelength
bins much larger than A, much of the information about a
chameleonic contribution will be lost. Specifically, if we
assume SA/A <1 and SA> A, then, to
O(Na? NP,._,), p = p, and m, = 1., where

ﬁ(5v7 (1)) = ﬁ()’ (29)

a’N a\/ﬁ
~Cm e |- S,

(6, w) = my| 1
( w) 0[ 4 \/5

(30)

where for N > 1, Y|, and Y, are independent identically
distributed N(0, 1) random variables. Thus, in this case,
constraints on the parameters of the scalar field theory
could only be derived by measuring both the total polar-
ization fraction and the CP fraction. When A > A, if the
spectral resolution is too poor or the data is placed into too
wide wavelength bins, the measured polarization fraction p
carries little or no information about the properties of ¢.
For optimal sensitivity to chameleonic effects, the spectral
resolution of the polarimeter and the size of the wavelength
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bins must satisfy 61 = A.. We discuss in Sec. [V C below
how when the spectral resolution is sufficiently good, the
strong wavelength dependence at wavelengths A = A
can be exploited to extract strong constraints on chame-
leonlike theories from observations of a single object.

2. Maximal mixing regime

When N > 1, if the chameleon to photon coupling is
strong enough and NA < 1, ie. if A < Ay, maximal
mixing will occur. In this limit the equations that must be
solved simplify greatly. Further details of the calculations
are given in Appendix B. The strong mixing limit is
appropriate when NP,., > 1, NA <1, and N > 1.
When NA < 1 there is little production of circular polar-
ization, and so the main effect is the production of linear
polarization. Additionally, since at high frequencies we
expect gy <K p, for astrophysical objects we set the initial
circular polarization fraction to zero, and the final CP
fraction, ¢, remains << p. We find that the final (linear)
polarization fraction p = my, in this limit, does not explic-
itly depend on P,,.., or any other properties of the chame-
leon field and that it is given by the following distribution:

p = F(X?% cos2; po)

B B 4(1 — p3)Xx?
- \/1 (30— poll - DeoszgP OV

where ¢/ and X are independent uniform random variables:
i ~ U[0, 7r) and X ~ U[0, 1). We note that when NA <
1, f), does not depend on frequency. If we average over
observations of many sources (each with NA < 1 and
NP,_4 > 1) then we would measure the average polar-

ization fraction p. In the simplest case where py = 0 we
have
1-X?
P X

and so
1 1-X =
p = dX—=——1=0.57.
P _[0 1+XxX2 2

More generally
_ 1 w 1
P(po) =—f dl//f dXF(X?, cos2is; po).
T Jo 0

p(py) is a monotonically increasing function of p, and
increases from 0.57 to 1 as py goes from O to 1. It is clear
that in the strong mixing limit, the presence of a chame-
leonlike field coupling to the photon can induce a signifi-
cant amount of linear polarization. We find that the
following formula

_ __ TPy ' 21 A2 T 2
Pfix(PO)_K 1 P()(1 2Po)+<§ 2)(1 Po)

+1 (32)
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fits p(py) extremely well. We plot pg, against the exact
value of p in Fig. 1. The solid line is the exact value and the
dashed line shows py,. Also shown on this plot is the line
p = po. For py =90%, the average polarization after
maximal chameleon mixing is larger than the intrinsic
polarization p,, whereas for py = 90% it is slightly less.
If one were to measure p < 57% for a large number of
astrophysical objects then at least one of the following
must be true: NP,y K< 1 or A = Ay When A < A,
the chameleon induced polarization is largely independent
of frequency, and so the spectral resolution of the polar-
imeter is not as important as it is in the weak-mixing
regime. The probability of measuring the total linear po-
larization of a random object to be less than some p,,, when
A K Ay and mixing is maximal (NP, 4 >> 1), is shown
in Fig. 2; we have assumed no knowledge of the initial
intrinsic polarization and hence marginalized over a uni-
form prior for it.

3. General behavior

When, as is often the case, one excepts little or no
intrinsic circular polarization of the light beam, i.e. m., =
0, we are able to combine the results presented in the
previous two subsections to provide a fitting formula for
the general form of the mean value of p after the light beam
has passed through N > 1 magnetic domains. We find

Average Polarization Production in the Maximal Mixing Limit
100 T T T

Exact Value
95 | — — — Fitting Formula 7/

90 g
85| ' g
80 : 1

75t B 1

65 . 1

Average Final Linear Polarization, p (%)

60 - N R

55 1

50 . . . . .
0 20 40 60 80 100
Intrinsic Linear Polarization, Py (%)

FIG. 1 (color online). Dependence of the mean linear polar-
ization, p, in the maximal mixing limit on the intrinsic polar-
ization (pg). The solid line is the exact value of p, whereas the
dashed line is the value calculated from the fitting formula Eq.
(32). The thin dotted line shows p = p, as would be the case
when chameleon-photon mixing is weak or nonexistent. We can
see that for py = 90% maximal chameleon-photon mixing in-
creases the average linear polarization, whereas for p, = 90% it
slightly decreases it.
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Probability of Measuring a Given Polarization in the Maximal Mixing Limit
100

90

80

(%)

m

70

60 -

50

40t

30

20

Probability of Measuring p < p

0 20 40 60 80 100
Upper Limit on Measured Polarization: P, (%)
FIG. 2 (color online). Probability of measuring the linear

polarization degree (p) less than some p,, for a random object
if chameleon-photon mixing is maximal.

b2P2

pands e
)]

p(N) = \/P% + (p™(po) — P%)[l - (1 -
where
p oV
ﬁﬁx(O)

In the maximal mixing limit p = p™(p,). In the weak
mixing limit, when NP, 4 <K 1, we have

b2 =fix 2 N2P2
]_7(N) z\/p%_l_ (P (Po) 4p0) y<_>¢.

So if p} is small, we have p(N) = NP,,..,/2, as required.

If instead pq is larger, p(N) = py + O(N*P2_ ). This

provides a very good fit to the simulated data in all cases.

C. Optical signatures of chameleon fields

We presented above the results of a mathematical analy-
sis of how the presence of a light scalar field coupling to
matter would alter the polarization properties of light
passing through a magnetic field, the details of which can
be found in Appendix B. By combining the results of this
analysis with numerical simulations, we now detail the
main physical signatures that a chameleon field would
imprint on the polarization properties of light from astro-
physical sources. Above we found that there were two main
effects:

(i) the production of polarization,

(i1) the production of circular polarization.

Each of these effects depends on frequency in a character-
istic manner that is well illustrated by considering the weak
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mixing limit of Sec. IV B 1 above with no initial polariza-
tion (py = 0). In this limit N > 1 but NP, 4 < 1 for all
A and Na? < 1. This requires BL/2M << 1; P =
limp_gPycyp = (BL/2M)*> < 1 is the maximum value
of P yeorb-

We consider the weak mixing limit, assuming that the
polarimeter has wavelength resolution < Ay, = Ay /N =
47 [ |mZ| Lpan, Where miy = m3 — wy and Ly, is the
total path length of the light through the magnetic field. In
this limit, when there is no initial polarization, both the
induced degree of polarization p, and circular polarization
g = |m,| are proportional to NP,.,. Figure 3 shows
possible simulated forms for the rescaled total polarization
degree p/NP,,, linear polarization m;/NP,,,,, and CP
q/NP,,, for two different hypothetical objects, where for
example N = 100 in both cases. We can clearly see from
this that production of linear polarization is greatest for
A =< Ay and CP polarization production is peaked in the
region Ay, = A = A As expected, we can also see that
both the induced linear and circular polarization degrees
are highly frequency dependent for A = A

Assuming 0A < A, averaging p, and g over many
sources each at roughly the same distance, and hence
with roughly the same N, gives p and g. The forms of p,
and g are shown in Fig. 4. We see that both quantities grow
strongly when A = A and that g is peaked between A
and A The form of the averaged CP degree g is very
distinctive. The height of the peak, as well as the maximum
value of p are determined by N(BL/2M)?, whereas the
position of the peak and its width are fixed by A, and A;;.
If such a peak should be resolved, one would in principle
be able to determine both N(BL/2M)?, m.g; and the co-
herence length L of the magnetic field regions.
Measurements of circular polarization for Ay, < A =
Agit could therefore provide a powerful tool with which
to constrain chameleon theories; we discuss this further in
Sec. VII. Qualitatively similar behavior is seen for the
chameleonic induced polarizations in the more general
case, where NP, can take any value and the intrinsic
(i.e. nonchameleonic) polarization is not restricted to van-
ish. When NP, > 1 is allowed, the chameleonic pro-
duction of linear polarization is peaked for A < A,

where
A BL
M = max( 1, ———). 33
Aerit ( m/ﬁM) 53

CP production is in general peaked between Ay, and A,

In practice, however, as we shall discuss further in
Sec. VI below, it is rare for current polarimeters to have
OA K Ayg; although measurements do exist with oA ~
O(Ayse). As well as requiring SA =< Ay, to measure p, m;,
and g one must also have measurements of many sources
where the light from each source is expected to have passed
through roughly the same number of magnetic regions,
each with roughly the same properties, as the light from
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FIG. 3 (color online).

Dependence of the total polarization degree p, the linear polarization degree m;, and the circular polarization

degree ¢ on wavelength for two hypothetical objects with N = 100 and NP, << 1. Here, Ay = 472/ |mgff|L, where L is the
coherence length of the magnetic field regions. The total path length of the light through the magnetic field is given by L., = NL. We

define Ay, =

any other source. This requirement introduces a fair
amount of uncertainty and will ultimately limit one’s abil-
ity to accurately constrain the averaged quantities. Another
problem is that even when the intrinsic polarization is
small (py < 1), if NPy <1, the form of p and g are
highly dependent on p,. Unless one can measure or accu-
rately predict the intrinsic polarization, this again limits
ones ability to accurately constrain chameleon theories.
Many astrophysical polarization measurements are
made at wavelengths A > A, where the chameleon in-
duced contribution to the Stokes parameters exhibits a
highly oscillatory wavelength dependence. When p, < 1

Agit/N. We have assumed that initially p = 0 and that there is no initial chameleon flux.

and provided A ~ O(A.) or smaller, we can exploit this
property to extract strong constraints about the properties
of any chameleon-photon interaction from observations of
a single object without any detailed prior knowledge of py,.
We do this by defining a smoothing scale 6 Ay oo, Which is
picked to be > A but smaller than the wavelength scale
over which the intrinsic polarizations pg, m;q, and g, are
expected to vary strongly. By removing the smoothing
signal from the measured signal we should recover a
superposition of any induced chameleonic signal and the
noise. Assuming that the noise is either random or that it
does not have a wavelength structure that mimics that of
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: Average Total Polarization (p)
0.6 — — — RMS Circular Polarization (q) ||

Polarization Degree / N (BL/2M)2

—0.1 L 2 L ) L

Wavelength: WA
FIG. 4 (color online). Dependence of the total average polar-
ization degree, p, and root mean square circular polarization
degree g, when averaged over many sources, each with N = 100
and NP, =~ N(BL/2M)* < 1. Here, Ay = 47*/|Im2IL,
where L is the coherence length of the magnetic field regions.
The total path length of the light through the magnetic field is
given by Ly, = NL. We define A, = Ay/N. Initially, we
have assumed that p = 0 and that there is no initial chameleon
flux.

the induced chameleon signal we can extract constraints on
M. Further details of how M can be constrained in this
manner are given in Appendix C. Using this method, it is
possible to extract strong constraints on M using data from
only a single source.

V. LARGE-SCALE ASTROPHYSICAL MAGNETIC
FIELDS

The largest scale magnetic fields that are known to exist
are those associated with galaxies and galaxy clusters. In
both cases the mean field strength has been measured to be
roughly a few micro Gauss. It is also thought likely that a
weak, B < 107° G, magnetic field permeates the interga-
lactic medium (IGM). We discuss the observed properties
of first two fields as well as the hypothesized properties of
the latter below. The electron density n, determines the
plasma frequency wy,, which plays a critical role in deter-
mining the effective chameleon mass mZ2;, and hence also
critical frequency w,;;, above which polarization produc-
tion is peaked. Therefore, we also quote the observed or
estimated values of n, for each of the three regions.

A. Galactic magnetic fields

Galactic magnetic fields, particularly those of our own
galaxy, could produce detectable polarization effects if
chameleonlike fields interact strongly enough with pho-
tons. Galactic magnetic fields have been observed to be a
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superposition of a regular magnetic field B,.,, and a ran-
dom magnetic field B,,,4 (see [53] and references therein).
The regular component of the magnetic field has a coher-
ence length L., ~ fewkpc, i.e. about the scale of the
Galaxy [53]. The component of the regular part of the
magnetic field along the line of sight to distant objects
such as pulsars and extragalactic radio sources has been
measured using Faraday rotation. These measurements are
performed using electromagnetic waves whose frequency
is well below w.;,. The interpretation of such measure-
ments would therefore be largely unaltered by the presence
of a chameleon field or similar light scalar field. The
average regular magnetic field in our own galaxy is locally
(within about 2 kpc of the Sun): B, = 1.8 £ 0.4 uG
[54,55], rising to about 4.4 = 0.9 G in the more central
Norma arm [56]. The magnetic field is aligned with the
disk of the Galaxy, and is coherent out to a galactic radius
of about 5 kpc, field reversals then occur at R = 5 kpc,
6 kpc, and 7.5 kpc [53,57].

The random magnetic field B,,,4 is often slightly larger
than the regular magnetic field. The largest scale of the
turbulent field was determined from pulsar rotation mea-
sures as L, = 55 pc by Rand and Kulkarni [58], with a
turbulent field strength about 5 uG. A similar study by
Ohno and Shibata [59] found L ,q = 10100 pc with a
random field strength of 46 uG. L,,,4 has also been esti-
mated by the depolarization of light by turbulent fields at
centimeter radio wavelengths, and by Faraday dispersion at
decimeter radio wavelengths [57]. Both methods give re-
sults consistent with L,,q4 = 20 pc.

Recently, Sun et al. [57] combined radio telescope and
Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe measurements of
diffuse polarized radio emission from the Milky Way with
Faraday rotation measurements to obtain an overall model
of the Milky Way’s magnetic field. They found that on
average B, =2 uG with field reversals occurring over
kiloparsec scales, and B,,,g = 3 ©G with L4 = 20 pc.
The average electron density was taken by Sun et al. to be
n, = 0.03 cm3. Generally light observed from objects
within our own Galaxy will have passed through N ~
O(1) regions of the regular magnetic field, but N > 1
different coherent regions of the random magnetic field.
Taking L = L,,,q = 20 pc and B = 3 uG for the random
magnetic field and n, = 0.03 cm™? we have

|BIL (10 GeV
BIEY o2 x1 2(4) 4
<2M )rand 09 0 M (3 )

and w, = 6.4 X 10712 eV, so

2 2
rand |me |L |m€ |
o5 = 5= =204 ev<—w2ff : (35)

pl

When mg < 64X 1072 eV and hence |ml = oy,
A(rand) _

crit

27/ wey = 608 A. For an object in our Galaxy
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at a distance d we take N = d/20 pc. Therefore if, as is
typical, d ~ 1 kpc, we have N = 50.

Taking B =2 uG for the regular magnetic field and
L = 2 kpc we have

BIL 1010 GeV
(i) - 0.612(—e>, (36)
2M ) e M
and
2 L 2
ot = Imerll 5 o4 kev<|m°§f|), (37)
2 w

pl

so when |m2| = w2, ALY = 27/w.; = 6.08 A We
note that [mg| = w3 for my = 1.3 X 107" eV.

In the weak-mixing regime, i.e. when the chameleon
induced polarization is small, we find that the total induced
polarization is a sum of that which would be separately
induced by the random and regular magnetic fields.

For the dark energy inspired chameleon model discussed
in Sec. IT A, we have my = \/iwpl in the Galaxy, and
hence |m2;| = w?,, forall My > 3.9 X 10° GeV whenn =<

pl’
3.3.

B. Intracluster magnetic fields

In galaxy clusters electron densities of n, = 1073 ¢m ™3

are typical, as are magnetic field strengths of a few uG,
rising to tens of uG at the center of cooling core clusters.
These magnetic fields are coherent over length scales of
about L =~ 10-100 kpc [60]. Galaxy clusters typically ex-
tend over a length scale of L, ~ 1 Mpc. A light beam
traversing a galaxy cluster would therefore pass through
roughly N = Lg,s/L = 100-1000 magnetic regions.

In a study of data from 53 radio sources located in and
behind Abell clusters and a control sample of 99 sources
Kim et al. [61] found the mean core electron density of a
cluster to be n, = 3.5 £2.7 X 1073 cm ™3, where the ra-
dius of the core is 7y = 0.65 + 0.41h~! Mpc, and found
cluster magnetic field strengths of O(1) uG with coher-
ence length ~10 kpc. A study of 18 radio sources close in
angular position to the Coma cluster by Kim et al. [62]
found the following result for the strength of magnetic
fields in the intracluster medium (ICM)

L -1/2
, 38
10 kpc) (38)

(Blyew = 2.5h;é2(

where h45 is defined in terms of the Hubble parameter
today: H, = 75h;5 kms™ ' Mpc™'. A subsequent study,
again of the Coma cluster, by Feretti et al. [63] found
tangled magnetic fields with length scales of about 1 kpc,
s0 Bioy = 7.9h%2. A study of 16 low redshift (z <0.1)
“normal” galaxy clusters by Clarke, Kronberg, and
Bohringer [64] found that the ICM of these clusters was
permeated by a slightly larger magnetic field
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L \-1/2
B = (5-10 h1/2< ) .
<| |>ICM ( ) 75 10 kpC

Based on the studies of Kim et al. [61,62], we take the
following representative values for the parameters which
describe magnetic fields in the ICM:

L=1kpe, B=79h0
n,=35x10"3 cm.

We define L, to be the path length a given light beam
traverses through a cluster, and take as a representative
value L., = 1 Mpc. The number of magnetic regions, N,
is given by N = L,/L, and hence we take

N = 1000.
With these values we have w, = 2.2 X 1072 eV and
B|L 10! GeVv
(L) = 1.2(—6), (39)
2M Jiem M
and
2 L 2
0™ = Il 150 ev<|megf|). (40)
2 w5

When [m2;] = 02, \"M = 27/w . = 104 A. We note

pl> ““erit
that |m2,| = wﬁl when my < 4.4 X 10712 eV.
In galaxy clusters, we have my =< \/za)pl for the chame-
leon model introduced in Sec. ITA for all My > 3.9 X
10° GeV when n < 3.5.

C. Intergalactic magnetic fields

Although a number of different mechanisms have been
suggested that would produce large scale magnetic fields in
the IGM, at the present time very little is known about
whether such fields actually exist, let alone their typical
strengths. A coherent magnetic field on the current horizon
scale would produce an anisotropic expansion. cosmic
microwave background (CMB) and Faraday rotation con-
straints on such a scenario limit B < 107° G [65,66].
Faraday rotation also constrains smaller scale magnetic
fields. For a 50 Mpc coherence length one has B < 6 X
107° G, and B < 10™® G for Mpc scale coherence lengths
[66]. The CMB has also been shown to constrain fields
with a coherence length between 400 Mpc and 0.6 Mpc to
be <3 X 10~% G [67]. Motivated by the need to explain the
origin of galactic magnetic fields it is thought that IGM
magnetic fields with coherence lengths of a few Mpc are
likely (see [68] and references therein). Most of the pro-
posed theoretical mechanisms for generating such fields
would, however, only produce them with strengths well
below the current observational upper bounds [68]. These
seed fields are then amplified by some dynamo mechanism
during galaxy formation to the ~uG galactic magnetic
fields observed.
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Typical electron densities in the IGM are n, = 2.5 X
1077 cm™ giving w, = 1.8 X 107'* eV and so

1010 GeV B L
BL =0.153( 0" Ge )( ! )( ) (41)
2M M 107° G/\1 Mpc

and

2 L
Oet = 34 ev(lm;ffl)( )
wy J\1 Mpc

hence for |mZ;| = w?; and L =1 Mpc, we have Agy =~
3647 A. For the dark energy chameleon potentials dis-
cussed in Sec. IT A, the mass of the chameleon due to the
density of the IGM is <2y, i.e. Im¥| = 0 for n <
4.5 if My = 3.9 X 10° GeV and the chameleon couples
only to baryons. If the chameleon couples to dark matter

with equal strength then the same is true but only for n <
3.5.

VI. CURRENT POLARIZATION CONSTRAINTS
ON CHAMELEONLIKE MODELS

In this section we review a number of astronomical
polarization observations and deduce how they constrain
the properties of any chameleonlike field.

We noted in Sec. IV B 1 that at wavelengths A = A, =
Aeit/N, any chameleon induced polarization signal is a
highly oscillatory function of wavelength, with oscillation
length = A. This is particularly important as many as-
trophysical polarization measurements are made at optical
frequencies for which A < A, and either the Stokes
parameters are put into wavelength bins with width >
Aose> OF the spectral resolution of the polarimeter is so
poor that it effectively averages over a range of wave-
lengths, which is >> A.... In either situation, any signal
of chameleon mixing will be washed out, and no con-
straints on the chameleon model are possible. If there is
no initial polarization the polarization fraction depends on
Avia P4 and o, these are all highly oscillatory func-
tions of A except when A < A .. We note that in some
cases the spectral resolution of the polarimeter is good
enough to resolve any chameleon induced polarization,
but the published data only quotes the Stokes parameters
in bins much wider than §A. In these cases, the published
data cannot bound chameleonlike theories but constraints
should follow from a reanalysis of the raw data. By way of
an example, we have performed such a reanalysis for
observations of three stars in our Galaxy, however in
general such a reanalysis is beyond the scope of this article,
and is intended to form the basis of a future work.

A. Starlight polarization

Polarization is not usually produced by the thermal
emission of stars. In [69] a statistical analysis of the largest
available compilation of galactic starlight data [70] was
performed. The data is statistically significant for sources
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out to distances of 6 kpc, and the average polarization of
light from stars at such distances is 2%.

This data, provided in the polarization catalogue [70], is
in very wide wavelength bins that generally cover the
whole range of optical frequencies, i.e. the bin width is
8\ =~ 2000-8000 A. For comparison, the oscillation
length, Ao = Agq/N, in the Galaxy for such stars is
Aose = 2—12 A for both the random and regular compo-
nents of the magnetic field. Thus, §A > A, and the data
provided in [70] as well as the subsequent analysis of [69]
does not provide useful constraints on chameleonlike
theories.

Existing starlight polarization measurements can, how-
ever, constrain chameleonlike theories. UV polarization of
starlight was measured for 121 objects by the Wisconsin
Ultraviolet Photo-Polarimeter Experiment (WUPPE),
which flew on the ASTRO-1 and ASTRO-2 NASA space
shuttle missions, and had a nominal spectral resolution of
6 A [71]. The data from these observations is available
from the Multimission Archive at STScl (MAST) [72]. A
full reanalysis of the data for all 121 objects is beyond the
scope of this work; however, we have derived preliminary
confidence limits on BL/2M in the Galaxy using data from
three objects: HD2905, HD37903, and HD34078. These
objects were picked as they all lie at distances between
500 pc and 1000 pc, which is not so close that a chame-
leonic signal would be too small to detect, and not so far
away that numerical calculations involved in extracting the
confidence limits on BL/2M are too time consuming.
Other than that, the choice of objects is entirely arbitrary.
A detailed account of the method and resulting confidence
limits derived from the polarization measurements of these
objects is given in Appendix C. Intriguingly, we found that
the data from all three objects preferred a nonzero value of
BL/2M at a prima facie statistically significant level. This
analysis shows that there is some structure in the polariza-
tion data, which is consistent with the signal that we predict
would be induced by a chameleon field. It would be
premature, however, to claim this as an actual detection
before a similar analysis has been conducted for more
objects, and before a thorough analysis of all systematics
that could be sources this signal has been undertaken. The
most conservative, in the sense that they are the widest and
are expected to be the most robust, confidence intervals
were found using the bootstrap-¢ method (see Appendix C
for further details). At 95% confidence we found, taking
L = 20 pc and A = 608 A:

(|B|L

ZM) = (4.68"14) X 1072 (HD2905),  (42)
rand

(IBIL
2M

) = (7.597193) X 1072 (HD37903),  (43)
rand

(|B|L

W) — (8.587213) X 10"2(HD34078).  (44)
rand
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If we assume that the same value of |B|L/2M is appropri-
ate for each object, by combining the polarization data for
all three stars we find that the estimate of BL/2M is
approximately normally distributed with mean 6.27 X
1072 and variance o2; o = 0.58 X 1072. Hence, we find
the following approximate confidences:

BIL
(i) = (6.27 + 1.14) X 1072 (95%), (45)
2M rand

(%) = (6.27 = 1.91) X 1072(99.9%). (46)
2M rand
From this preliminary analysis, it therefore appears as if
the polarization data of the three objects considered is
consistent with a value of BL/2M, which deviates from
0 by more than 100

Although this analysis is only preliminary, it does appear
as if there is a reasonably significant, and robust, statistical
preference toward the existence of a chameleonlike field in
the starlight polarization data of the three objects we have
considered here. This is a highly surprising result, and as
such it would be premature to claim it as a detection. While
it is well beyond the scope of this particular article, a
thorough analysis of possible backgrounds and sources of
systematic error that could mimic the signal from a cha-
meleon field would have to be undertaken before any such
claim could be made with true confidence. In particular,
since all the data analyzed comes from a single experiment
(WUPPE) it possible that the ‘“detection” of a nonzero
value for BL/2M is actually due to effects intrinsic to the
instrument. In order to quantify the magnitude of such
instrumental effects it would be necessary to study similar
data from other polarimeters. We have only considered
three of the well over 100 objects measured by WUPPE.
When more objects have been analyzed it should be pos-
sible to better estimate the effect of systematic error in the
determination of BL/2M by considering the spread in the
values of BL/2M determined for each object. What we can
say with confidence is that there is some structure in the
polarization of three objects considered, which is not con-
sistent with either random error or that predicted to be
induced by interstellar dust. Furthermore this structure
exhibits nontrivial oscillatory frequency correlations,
which at least in part, mimic that predicted by the chame-
leon model. At the present time we cannot rule out possible
systematic effects having a relative magnitude of O(1). The
presence of such effects would raise both the extracted
upper and lower bounds on BL/2M. While this means that
any nonzero lower bound on BL/2M can only be seen as
tentative at best, the upper bounds on BL/2M should be
robust. We therefore believe it to be better to see the data as
providing the following 95% and 99.9% confidence upper
bounds on BL/2M:

BL
— <72 X 1072
( 2M)rand 7.2 X 1072 (95%), 47)
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BL
— ] <81X1072(99.9%).
<2M)rand 8.1 X 1072 (99.9%) (48)
We also consider observations of the UV polarization of
two stars made with the Faint Object Spectrograph (FOS)
of the Hubble Space Telescope (HST) and reported in
Ref. [73]. In this case, we have only undertaken a prelimi-
nary analysis of the data, postponing a full reanalysis to a
later work. Observations were made for 1279 A < A <
3300 A, and the HST FOS has a nominal spectral resolu-
tion of 2—4 A in this range. The data published in Ref. [73]
was binned to give 10 data points in each frequency region
they considered, although the precise width of the bins is
not stated. The shortest wavelength region was 1279-
1603 A. Assuming that each of the 10 bins in this region
had equal width, the bin width is 32.4 A. The two stars,
HD7252 and HD161056, are, respectively, 824 pc and
295 pc from the Earth. This gives an oscillation wave-
length, Ay = Agic/N, no smaller than 15 A and 41 A for
the random and regular components of the galactic mag-
netic field, respectively, when m, <9 X 10712 eV. A sig-
nificant amount of a chameleonic signal should therefore
survive the rebinning process in the 1279-1603 A wave-
length grating; this may not be the case for the lower
frequency gratings. In the 1279-1603 A grating, the polar-
ization angle of HD7252 was found to be independent of
frequency with a standard deviation of about 5 degrees. It is
noted in Ref. [73], however, that the systematic uncertainty
in the polarization angle could be 10 degrees or so. This
corresponds to the component of the reduced Stokes vec-
tor, P, say, that is perpendicular to the mean polarization
detection in the region 1279-1603 A satisfying |P | <
0.2%. Assuming my <9 X 107! eV in the Galaxy and
that L, ~ O(20 pc) (the precise value of L,,,q does not
greatly alter the resulting constraint) so that A.;, = 608 A,
and using the method outlined Appendix B 2, we find the
following 95% and 99% confidence limits:

BL
<7) <8.9% 1072 (95%),
2M) g

BL
(_) <127 X 102 (99.9%).
2M gal

These constraints are consistent with, but weaker than,
those found from the WUPPE data.

B. The Crab nebula

The polarization of x-ray light from the Crab nebular
was reported in [74]. The measured linear polarization
fraction was p =18 *4% at a frequency of w =
5.2keV and p =16 =x2% at a frequency of 2.6 keV.
This confirmed the hypothesis of synchrotron x-ray emis-
sion. The Crab nebula is at a distance of 2 kpc from
the Solar System so photons from the Crab nebular
pass through O(1) regular magnetic domains and O(100)
random magnetic domains to reach the Earth. When
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|m2| = wf)l =64X10712eV, we have A, =6 A;
Nw i = 2 keV. Thus, both measurements are in the w =
N o, region, where p is almost independent of frequency.
The spectral resolution of these measurements is 6A <
0.7 A < Ay /N.

The linear polarization fraction p is given by a proba-
bility distribution even if we are in the maximal mixing
regime and so the amount of information one can extract
from a single measurement is limited. We found that the
average polarization fraction for a set of objects in the
maximal mixing limit is = 0.57. However, if p, < 0.16
initially, one would still expect to measure p < 0.16-0.18
for a given object about 17% of the time. Even the possi-
bility of maximal mixing at x-ray frequencies cannot there-
fore be ruled out by the Crab nebula data.

C. Type Ia supernovae

In [75,76] supernova polarimetry data published before
1996 was studied. The degree of polarization of light from
type Ia supernovae was less than 0.2-0.3%. In [77] high-
quality spectro-polarimetry data was reported for SNla
2001el. It was found that the maximum linear polarization
of the light from the supernovae was p = 0.2-0.3%. The
supernova was observed at frequencies w =
1.4 eV-3.8 eV and the spectral resolution of the polar-
imeter was A ~ 12.7 A. The Stokes parameters were
later rebinned into A = 15 A bins. The supernova lies at
a redshift of z = 5 X 1073 corresponding to a distance of
roughly 20 Mpc.

If, as light travels from the supernova to the Earth,
mixing with chameleons occurs mostly in the intergalactic
medium (as opposed to in galaxies or clusters) then the
PVLAS bound rules out maximal mixing. The critical

frequency for weak mixing in the intergalactic medium is

SEEM) ~ 3.4 (Ligm/Mpc) eV, where L is the coherence

length of the IGM magnetic field. Since NL;gy = 20 Mpc
we have No!SM = 68 eV; A, = 182 A. Hence, SNIa
2001el was observed at frequencies w < Nw!SM. Any
chameleon induced polarization fraction would therefore
be a highly oscillatory function of the frequency. For this
chameleon signal to survive the binning process and be
detected one must ensure that the polarimeter’s spectral
resolution and width of the wavelength bins satisfy 61 <
182 A. In this case, A = 15 A and so the data can indeed
be used to constrain chameleonlike theories. At the wave-
lengths observed, the chameleonic signal would look like
random noise that grows with frequency. A full analysis of
the raw data reported in [77] is beyond the scope of this
work. However, a preliminary analysis of the scatter in the
component of the Stokes vector perpendicular to the mean
direction of polarization P in the frequency range 4181—
8631 A provides strong constraints. At five different
epochs, it was found that P, was consistent with zero to
within about +0.3%. We take |P;| < 0.3% and extract
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approximate upper confidence limits on the chameleon to
photon coupling using the method detailed in Appendix B
2. When my < 2.5 X 107" eV in the IGM, and Ligy ~
O(1 Mpc), we find the following 95% and 99.9% confi-
dence limits

(@) <5.2X%X 1072 (95%),
2M Jiom

|BIL 3

—_— <72X . .

( M )IGM 7.2 X 1072 (99.9%)

If the intergalactic magnetic field is sufficiently small
(i.e. B = 107" G) mixing between light from the super-
nova and chameleons will occur mostly in galaxies and
galaxy clusters. SNIa 2001el is located in the nearly edge-
on spiral galaxy NGC 1448; however, the line of sight does
not intersect with either the core or the disk of the host
galaxy [77]. Additionally, at only 20 Mpc away, light from
SNIa 2001el does not pass through any significant intra-
cluster magnetic fields. Our Solar System currently lies
close to the midpoint of the galactic plane, and models of
the galactic magnetic field and electron density suggest
that it has a scale height above the midpoint galactic plane
of about a kiloparsec. At the very least then, light from
SNIa2001 will have passed through roughly 1 kpc of the
random galactic magnetic field. For the random galactic
magnetic field we have Aand /N =~ 12 A, where N = 50

crit

when |ml;| =~ w} =~ 6.4 X 107> eV. Therefore, 5\ ~
And /N~ 12 A, and a chameleon signal could be de-

tec(?tted. Since 54 ~ A4 /N, the chameleon induced polar-
ization would look like random noise. Again a preliminary
analysis of the data of [77], gives the following 95% and
99% confidence limit, where we have assumed mg <
V2w, =9 X 1072 eV in the Galaxy and that the coher-
ence length of the random component of the Galaxy mag-

netic field is O(20 pc) so that A ; =~ 608 A

(@) <0.14 (95%),
rand

|BIL
—_— <0.1 : .
2M < 2M )rand 0 8(99 9%)

D. High redshift quasars

The optical and UV polarization of some high redshift
quasars have been measured [78,79] often using the HST
FOS. Below frequencies w ~ 1 eV the quasars have a
polarization of about 1% but there is an interesting rise
in the polarization above frequencies w = 2.5 eV. At
electron-volt frequencies mixing between photons and
chameleons is expected to be highly frequency dependent.
The HST FOS has a nominal spectral resolution of 2—4 A,
which is in principle good enough to resolve the expected
chameleon signal if my < 6.4 X 1072 eV in galaxies or
galaxy clusters. The data in [78,79] is then rebinned with
bin widths of A = 32-270 A. Extracting the most strin-
gent constraints on chameleon theories would require a full
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reanalysis of original data. This is beyond the scope of this
article. However, by analysing the data of Impey et al. [78]
for object PG 1222 + 228 at z = 2 as rebinned and pre-
sented in Ref. [79], we can extract useful constraints.
Specifically, we focus on the spread of the Stokes parame-
ter that is perpendicular to the mean polarization angle.
The light from this quasi-stellar object will have travelled
at least = 1 kpc. We assume that the coherence length of
the random component of our Galaxy’s magnetic field L ,,q
is O(20 kpc). Making the conservative assumption that the
total path length through our Galaxy’s magnetic field is
1 kpc, when my < 2w, =~ 9 X 1072 eV in the Galaxy,
we find the following 95% and 99% confidence limits:

<|B|L

—_— <0.
2M )rand 06 (95%)’

|B|L
— < 1.1 (99.9%).
(2M )rand ( 0)

We expect that a full reanalysis of the original data would
raise this limit greatly as currently the bounds are consid-
erably weakened by the relatively large size of the wave-
length bins (compared to A,).

If there is a sufficiently strong intergalactic magnetic
field then this would also produce chameleon-photon mix-
ing. We make the conservative assumption that IGM mag-
netic fields only go out as far as z =1, so that the
propagation distance through the IGM magnetic field is
about 2.5 Gpc. Assuming the IGM magnetic field is coher-
ent over roughly megaparsec scales, we find the following
confidence limits when my < v2w, =~ 2.5 X 10~* eV in
the IGM:

B|L
(i> < 1.4 X 1072 (95%),
2M Jigm

(@) <2.1X 1072 (99.9%).
2M Jiom

These constraints are particularly strong because the qua-
sar is so far away, and as such the light from it travels
through many different coherent regions, ~0(2500), of
any IGM magnetic field. This counter balances the loss of
information due to the relatively large width of the wave-
length bins. A full reanalysis of the raw data would likely
raise these bounds on M.

E. Gamma ray bursts

Measurements of linearly polarized gamma rays have
been made for four GRBs and these are summarized in
Table I. The last observation has been challenged [83].
GRBs are the only objects we consider that are believed to

TABLE I. GRB polarization measurements.
GRB930131  [80] 0.35<p <1 3 keV < w <100 keV
GRB960924 [80] 05<p<1 3 keV < w < 100 keV
GRB041219a [81] 0.56<p <1 100 keV < w <350 keV

GRB021206  [82] 0.6<p<1 0.15MeV < w <2 MeV
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be highly polarized initially. Theory predicts the emission
of highly linearly polarized light with 0.6 < m; < 0.8 due
to synchrotron emission. This hypothesis was confirmed by
observations of polarization in the GRB afterglow [84].

Mixing at gamma ray frequencies is maximal in all
galaxies and clusters regions if M < 10° GeV: maximal
in galaxies if M < few X 10° GeV and in the ICM if M <
4 X 10" GeV. If B=10"? G in the IGM, then maximal
mixing would occur if M =5 X 10'9 GeV; however, if
my < 2.2x 10712 eV in the IGM then this scenario is
strongly ruled out by the bounds obtained above. If the
mixing is maximal the mean observed linear polarization at
high frequencies should be p = 0.57; consistent with cur-
rent GRB observations. It is not possible to make a more
precise prediction than this without knowing more accu-
rately the initial polarization of the GRB. A better under-
standing of the central engine of the GRB and better
polarimetry for GRBs would allow strong constraints to
be placed on the chameleon model. If future observations
constrain p < 0.57 maximal mixing in the chameleon
model would be ruled out, and strong constraints on M
would follow. If p > 0.8 is observed such a high degree of
polarization cannot be explained by the synchrotron
mechanism and a chameleonic explanation would be
favored.

If M is very large the mixing between chameleons and
light from GRBs would be weak. Then it becomes difficult
to put bounds on the chameleon model both because of the
limitations of polarimeters and, if there is no intergalactic
magnetic field, the difficulty of estimating how many
magnetic domains have been traversed.

F. CMB Polarization

The upcoming Planck satellite will measure the polar-
ization of the CMB to a high degree of accuracy. However,
it is extremely hard to estimate how many magnetic do-
mains radiation from the CMB would have passed through,
particularly as if there is an intergalactic magnetic field it is
not known whether this field is primordial. Neglecting the
intergalactic magnetic field it might be possible to use
galaxy and cluster surveys to estimate how many magnetic
domains the radiation had passed through. However, be-
cause the frequency of CMB radiation is so low mixing
with the chameleons will be weak and highly oscillatory
and the amplitude of these oscillations is damped as w?. A
weak and highly oscillatory chameleon signal would be
very hard to detect.

G. Summarized constraints

The tightest constraints on the chameleon to matter
coupling come from the WUPPE starlight polarization
data, in the context of photon to chameleon conversion in
the galaxy, and from HST FOS measurements of the po-
larization of high redshift quasars in the context of con-
version in the intergalactic medium. Our preliminary
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analysis of starlight polarization data appears to provide a
nonzero lower bound on 1/M; however, for the purposes of
this discussion we only consider the upper bounds on 1/M
here. For the IGM we took the coherence length L to be
1 Mpc and for the Galaxy we assumed, L = 20 pc; how-
ever, the precise values of these quantities do not greatly
effect the upper bounds on BL/2M. Taking these typical
values for L and B = 3 uG for the strength of the random
component of the galactic magnetic field, we find at 95%
confidence

M >1.3 % 10° GeV, (49)
B
M > 1.1x10" GeV( oM ) (50)
107°G
At 99.9% confidence we find similarly
M >1.1%10° GeV, (51)
M >17.3 %1010 GeV(BIﬂ). (52)
107°G

In both cases the upper constraint applies if mg =< 1.3 X
107" eV in the Galaxy and the lower one if my =< 2.5X
10~ eV in the IGM. Since Bygy; is currently unmeasured,
the strongest constraint on M comes from the starlight
polarization measurements, the interpretation of which
relies only on knowledge of the galactic magnetic field.
If Bigy = 107! G, however, then the constraints coming
from high redshift quasars currently provide the tightest
lower bounds on M. In terms of chameleon theories, these
constraints represent an improvement of almost 2.5 order
of magnitude on the previous best lower bounds on M
coming from laboratory tests, specifically M > 3.9 X
10° GeV at 99.9% confidence from the GammeV experi-
ment [21].

GammeV and other similar laboratory tests do not con-
strain the OP model. Provided m, < 1.3 X 107! eV in
the Galaxy, and it was shown in Sec. IIB that this is
expected to be the case, the starlight polarization constraint
on the OP model translates to

1/2

Sa ’ (53)

10 %«

&My > 1.6 X 103 TeV

at 99.9% confidence where S/« is the fractional differ-
ence between « in the laboratory and « in a background
such as the Galaxy. For comparison, the previous best
constraints were M, > 15 TeV and f;l/zMO >3 TeV. If
|[8a/al ~ O(107%) as suggested by the analysis of Webb
et al. [29], then this represents an improvement of 2 to 3
orders of magnitude. We note that if a subsequent analysis
were to confirm the lower bound on 1/M found from
starlight polarization measurements, then both these mea-
surements and the Webb et al. value of a/a could be
explained by an OP model with
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7P My ~ 3-8 X 103 TeV
and A, ~ (0(1072) — O(10%)) eV; ¢, ~ (10-20) TeV.

VII. CIRCULAR POLARIZATION: A SMOKING
GUN?

The total polarization due to chameleon-photon mixing
grows as the square of the frequency of the light until it
reaches a critical frequency at which the mixing becomes
maximal. It has not been possible to detect this frequency
pattern in current linear polarization data. Objects whose
initial polarization is well constrained have not been ob-
served over a wide enough frequency range or to the
required accuracy to see any such signal. Certain GRBs
have been observed over a very large range of frequencies
as they evolve, but because their initial linear polarization
is not known accurately, and generally does not satisfy
po < 1, it is difficult to search for a chameleon signal in
this data.

The production of circular polarization by chameleon-
photon mixing has a much more interesting signature. One
does not usually expect significant amounts of intrinsic
circular polarization (CP) for astrophysical objects. We
noted above in Sec. IV C that chameleonic CP production
is peaked over a potentially large range of wavelengths
(when N > 1), i.e. Ayee = Agit/N < A < Aax, Where

oy

/\max = Acrit maX<1’

Importantly, in this band, the chameleon induced circular
polarization is the same order of magnitude as the chame-
leon produced linear polarization, and both exhibit a highly
oscillatory frequency dependence in this region. Outside of
this wavelength band, the chameleon contribution to the
circular polarization is much smaller than to the linear
polarization. If mixing is maximal, ¢ ~ O(1) is expected.
Neither the magnitude, the shape, nor the oscillatory fre-
quency dependence of the chameleon induced circular
polarization peak is likely to caused by any other process.
The observation of this peak could be considered a smok-
ing gun for chameleon-photon mixing, and if such a struc-
ture could be ruled out then strong constraints on
chameleonlike theories would follow. In particular, if
O(1), highly frequency dependent values of ¢ are not
seen in the region Ay = Agii/N < A < Ay, maximal
mixing could be ruled out, immediately limiting M =
10'°-10"" GeV. Strong constraints would result if the CP
of a distant object whose light was known to pass through
the magnetic field of a galaxy cluster could be constrained
in the region Ay, < A < A;. To ensure the maximal
sensitivity to chameleonic effects, however, the spectral
resolution would have to be = A or smaller, which for a
cluster would require 8A < 0.1 A. Assuming light travels
roughly 1 kpc through the Galaxy, 1 Mpc through a galaxy
cluster and about 2.5 Gpc through the IGM the typical

044028-19



BURRAGE, DAVIS, AND SHAW

TABLE II.  Position of CP peak.
Environment Aose At
Galaxy 12 A 608 A
ICM 0.1 A 104 A
IGM 1.5A 3600 A

expected values of A, and A are shown below in
Table II. We have assumed mg < 6.4 X 107! eV in the
Galaxy, <« 22X 107?eV in the ICM and <
1.8 X 107 !* eV in the IGM.

Figure 5 shows simulated data for two objects (e.g.
GRBs), with 50% initial linear polarization and no intrinsic
circular polarization, whose light has passed through about
1 Mpc of the magnetic field of a galaxy cluster. The

Simulated Data for Light Passing through a Galaxy Cluster

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 79, 044028 (2009)

wavelength A in this plot should be interpreted as A, /(1 +
Zest)» Where A, is the measured wavelength and z., is
the redshift of the cluster. We have assumed, as is generally
the case, that my < 2.2 X 1072 eV. We also have taken
M = 10'° GeV, which corresponds to strong mixing for
A = Apay in this case, Ay =~ 104 A. We can see that
chameleonic production of polarization begins for A =
Amax and here A, = 24A . = 2500 A (i.e. in the middle
UV part of the spectrum). Very similar behavior is seen for
different choices of the intrinsic polarization. Between A
and A, both the linear polarization m; and the circular
polarization m, are, as expected, highly frequency depen-
dent and as we expect from the strong mixing scenario
when A < A < A, the magnitude of both m,. and m;
oscillates between 0% and 100%. For A < Ay, m;/100%

Simulated Data for Light Passing through a Galaxy Cluster
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FIG. 5 (color online).

Simulated data for two objects whose light has passed through roughly 1 Mpc of the magnetic field of a typical

galaxy cluster. We have assumed m, << 2.2 X 10712 eV and M = 10'° GeV, which corresponds to strong mixing for wavelengths of
Amax =~ 24 .- We have assumed that both objects have little or no intrinsic circular polarization, and are 50% linearly polarized prior
to chameleon mixing. Qualitatively similar behavior is seen for different values of the intrinsic linear polarization m,,, and, in
particular, the behavior CP fraction does not depend greatly on my.
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settles to some, essentially random value between 0% and
100%, and m, — 0. If there is little or no intrinsic circular
polarization, the behavior of m,. does not depend greatly on
the value of the intrinsic linear polarization. If such mea-
surements could be made it should be straightforward to
either detect or rule out values of M for which strong
mixing in clusters is expected to occur; M < 10'" GeV.
All light that reaches us from distant objects will have
passed through at least a part ( ~ O(1) kpc) of our own
Galaxy’s magnetic field. In Fig. 6, we show sample circular
polarization data for two objects (with little or no intrinsic
circular polarization) whose light has passed through 1 kpc
of our own Galaxy’s magnetic field (corresponding to
about 50 regions of the random field, and one of the regular
field). Most of the CP production is due to the random
field. We take M = 10" GeV and my < 6.4 X 1072 eV.
In this case, we are in the weak mixing limit, and A, =
Aeie = 608 A. We can see that in the region Ay, < A <
Agits potentially detectable levels of CP (between 0.1% and
0.5%) are typical.

If my <9 X 10-12 eV, measurements of CP between
A~ 0(1) A and A ~ 0(1000) A for astrophysical objects
should allow one to detect or rule out theories with M =
1019 GeV.

Thus far, circular polarization has been measured for a
number of different astronomical sources; for certain stars
observed in the near infrared in [85,86], for zodiacal light
in [87], for the Orion molecular cloud in [88], for some
relativistic jet sources at radio wavelengths in [89].

Simulated Data for Light Passing through 1kpc of the Galaxy
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FIG. 6 (color online). Simulated data for two objects whose
light has passed through roughly 1 kpc of our galaxies magnetic
field. We have assumed mgy < 6.4 X 1072eV and M =
10'° GeV. We have assumed that both objects have little or no

intrinsic circular polarization. Potentially detectable levels of CP
are seen between A, = 12 A and A, = 608 A.
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However, for all of these observations mixing between
photons and chameleons is weak, and the frequency reso-
lution of the observations is not good enough to detect a
chameleon signal. Additionally, all such observations have
been made at wavelengths outside the expected A,y —
Amax position of any chameleonic CP peak.

VIII. SUMMARY

Theories of physics beyond the standard model typically
predict the existence of new scalar fields. If these scalar
fields do exist it is important to understand both their self-
interactions and their interactions with the other fields
present in the model in order to test and constrain the
theory. In this article we have studied the results of a
coupling between scalar fields and photons on observations
of astrophysical objects. Specifically, we have studied the
scalar fields of the chameleon and Olive-Pospelov models,
which are strongly interacting in low-density environments
yet currently undetected in the laboratory. For simplicity
we refer to both types of scalar field as chameleons.

If the chameleon field couples to photons then in the
presence of a background magnetic field the chameleon
mixes with the component of the photon polarized orthog-
onally to the direction of the magnetic field. We have
studied the effect of this mixing on light beams passing
through a large number of randomly oriented homogene-
ous magnetic domains, in order to predict the effects of
chameleon-photon mixing on observations of light from
astrophysical objects. Typically, both linear and circular
polarization are induced in the light beam by mixing in
such an environment.

We found analytic solutions to the equations describing
the mixing in two important limits. In the weak mixing
limit the polarization fractions induced by chameleon-
photon mixing are highly wavelength dependent. If the
light is not polarized at the source the averaged values of
the total and circular polarization scale as NP, 4, that is,
as the product of the number of domains traversed and the
probability of mixing in any one domain. This limit is
generally appropriate when one is considering the chame-
leon induced polarizations at wavelengths longer than
roughly 1000 A. In the maximal mixing limit, which
applies when the chameleon-photon coupling is strong
and the wavelength is sufficiently short, little or no circular
polarization is produced by the mixing, but the production
of linear polarization is at its strongest. The distribution of
the total polarization fraction after mixing in a large num-
ber of domains is independent of the parameters of the
chameleon model, and instead depends only on the initial
polarization of the light. The average value of the total
polarization fraction is always greater than (7/2) — 1 =
0.57 in the maximal mixing limit.

Numerical simulations confirm the analytic analysis. In
particular, they clearly demonstrate the existence of two
wavelength scales Ay = Agit/N = 472 /|mZy| L, and
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= Agie max(1, ﬁﬁ), which determine the shape of

/\max
the polarization signal. Here, B and L are the strength and
domain size of the magnetic field. g4,, = M~ is the
coupling between two photons and the scalar field. The
linear polarization is greatest for A = A, and the circu-
lar polarization is peaked for A, = A = Ap,,. Both po-
larization fractions are highly frequency dependent for
A = Aye- This highly oscillatory behavior means that ob-
servations of polarization at these wavelengths must be
performed with a sufficiently good spectral resolution if
any chameleon induced signal is to be resolved.

We have considered a wide variety of astrophysical
observations and have used these to constrain the parame-
ters of the chameleon model. From observations of star-
light polarization in our Galaxy we show that at the 99%
confidence level M > 1.1 X 10° GeV, which is an im-
provement of over 2 orders of magnitude on the previous
best constraints on M. The equivalent constraint on the
Olive-Pospelov model is given in (53). Both constraints
could, however, be evaded if the potential of the scalar field
V(¢) is chosen so that the field is sufficiently heavy in
regions with the density of our Galaxy: my > 107" eV.
Constraints from objects outside the Galaxy are limited by
our lack of knowledge about a possible intergalactic mag-
netic field, Bjgy. If, however, Bigy = 107° G and is co-
herent over roughly Mpc scales, then the lower bounds on
M and the OP model coupling scale are raised by roughly 2
orders of magnitude.

The circular polarization signal predicted from
chameleon-photon mixing in a large number of randomly
oriented magnetic domains was shown to be very distinc-
tive. Its frequency dependence is unlikely to have been
caused by any other physical process, particularly as as-
trophysical objects do not normally produce significant
amounts of circular polarization. To date, no observations
of astrophysical circular polarization have yet been made
with sufficient accuracy to allow us to search for a chame-
leon signal. Nonetheless, we have shown how future ob-
servations of circular polarization in the wavelength range
O(1) — 0(1000) A would be a smoking gun for
chameleon-photon coupling.

We have also reported a seemingly strong statistical
preference in observations of starlight polarization in our
Galaxy for the presence of a chameleonlike field. Precisely,
at the 99% confidence level, we find

|B|L _
—_— = (6.27 = 1.91) X 1072, 4
(2M )rand (6 ’ ) 0 (5 )

where B and L are the strength and domain size of the
random component of the galactic magnetic field.
Formally, the central value deviates from zero (the value
for a theory without a chameleon) by more than 10o0. It
must be stressed, however, that this is only a preliminary

analysis and we have only performed it for three out of a
possible 121 objects. Before a detection could be claimed
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with any confidence, a full study of the possible back-
grounds and systematics for these observations that could
bias one toward larger values of 1/M would have to be
undertaken. Based on initial numerical simulations of data,
it does, however, seem unlikely that polarization due to
interstellar dust would produce such a strong signal.

In summary: astrophysical polarization measurements
currently provide the strongest constraints on any coupling
between photons and the scalar field, for many chameleon
and chameleonlike theories such as the Olive-Pospelov
model, improving on previous constraints by more than 2
orders of magnitude. Furthermore, future measurements of
linear and, in particular, circular polarization at short wave-
lengths (i.e. = 2000 A) could provide one of the best tools
in the continuing search for such scalar fields.
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APPENDIX A: FLUCTUATING ELECTRON
DENSITY

In Ref. [44] it was shown that fluctuations in the electron
density n,, and hence the plasma frequency w,,, could lead
to a significant enhancement of the photon to a ALP
conversion rate when my < w, and |A| = wf)]L/4w >
1. In this appendix we reproduce this analysis and show
that conclusions about the magnitude of such an enhance-
ment effect are modified in the light of more recent models
of the electron density in our Galaxy (specifically the
NE2001 model) than those used in Ref. [44]. We also
extend the analysis to allow for fluctuations in the magnetic
field B.

We write w(z) = @}(1 + 8,(2)), where §,(z) =
on,(z)/n,. We also have B = |B | = B(1 + 8,(z)). We
are concerned with the limit mj < w7. Now in a single
region of magnetic field the equations describing the evo-
lution of the photon and the chameleon are

VI F Vi = @@y
) , B
A A wp](z)'yj_ + d),zM»
. B
—¢ + ¢,zz = _M')’J_,z-

We assume that w > w,, and 6),/5, < w. We write the
solution for ), thus,

Y = ,),Oeiw(zﬂ)*ia(z)’

where we assume w, < o, and so |a | < ©. We simi-
larly write
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y1(2) = Y(2)e! @07, (z) = pg)elw ),
We then have
_ B,
YTy ¢, TREEY

We define mly =mj — @p(1+6,) =~ —ay(1+35,),

where
) = [ 8,z
0
We then let x = m%z/4w, so z = L implies x = A and
remember that
2Bw

M
Mt

tan260 =

72— 2
where /g, = — @y Thus,

(7=~ Y
we= ()= me(3) D
where
B 0 —iD(x) tan20
M(x) = (iD(x) tan26 -2 )
= (03 — ) + 0,D(x) tan26, (A2)
where
o ~ _ 1+ 5[,(2)
D(x) =1+ 6(x) = 170,00

In the above the o; are the Pauli matrices. We write
M(x) = My + 0,6(x)tan26, where M, = (o3 — 1)+
o, tan26, and so

eiMox — e—ixl:cos< * ) + i(03 0826 + o, sin26)
cos26

Xsin( al )]
cos26/ |

. ( V1 — A%(x)eieW
=e

—A(x)

A(x)
VI = AZeie |’

where

X
A = sin26 si R
(x) = sin Sm(cosZ@)

x
t = 20t .
ang(x) = cos an(cos T

We note that
e Mox g, eMo¥ = (cos20n, + sin26n,) - o, (A3)

where
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o Sln(cos%)) 0
n,(x) =| cos26 cos(CO =3 | n,(x) = ( sin20 )
— sin260 cos(cogz‘9 cos26

We then define v = ¢ iCW e~ iMoxy where

a(x)x(n, - o)

C(x) = (n, - o) tan20 fx S5(x")dx' =
0 cos26

We then have

v, = isin205(x)(n(x) - o)y, (A4)

where

(1 +a)x)
cos26

cos260 cos(z(clotz";)‘)

— sin260 cos(2(10+2‘2x)

— sin(RLtak

When it is acceptable to do so we may solve Eq. (A4)
perturbatively, a sufficient condition is

|A sin208(x)|| < 1,

asn’(x) = 1. This may be satisfied if either 260 < 1, A <
1, or ||8]] < 1. To subleading order we have

v = N(x)v,

= [1 + isin26(c(x; 0) - o) — 1sin?260(c* + id - o)]v,,

(AS)
where
¢(x;0) = f " dsé(s)n(s: 0), (A6)
0
d(x:0) = ["dSS(s)(n(s;a)xC(s; 0). (A7)
0

We evaluate N(x) in the weak-mixing limit 26 < 1. To do
this we expand the diagonal terms in N(x) to order (26)?
and the off-diagonal ones to order 26. We find

N ~ (1 —260%(llgll> + iT) 20g* )
—20g 1 —26%(llgll* — i)

(A8)

where

T =2Re(g) + A, g= fx ds(s)ei21+a(s)s/ cos26)
0

h= d3 (x)

Now at the end of a magnetic domain with length L, z = L,
and u = u(L) we have

X (030820 + o, sin20)]N(L)u(O), (A9)
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where u(0) is the initial value of u. In the weak mixing-
limit, it follows that the probability of converting a photon
to a chameleon is

1+ a(A)A
0s260

The second term inside the || - ||* represents the enhance-
ment term from electron-density fluctuations. It is straight-
forward to check that if 20 << 1 we expect g/A < O(1) if,
as expected, [|6]|2 = O(1). Therefore, when A < 1, i.e. at
high frequencies, we do not expect the new term to produce
a large enhancement. This was also noted by Carlson and
Garretson in Ref. [44]. We therefore focus on the limit
A > 1. In this limit sin?>((1 + @)A/cos26) ~ 1/2 on av-
erage. We denote the relative magnitude of the enhance-
ment in photon to chameleon conversion by E and

E =2|lglP.

Py ~ 462 sin( ) — gr= DI (AI0)

II?

When E < 1, the enhancement is negligible, and when
E > 1 the enhancement is strong and represents a signifi-
cant effect. In the weak-mixing limit in which we work

]l < 1, and so
AL I? A A o )
| [ axder| =2 [* [ dxaysos et
0 0 0
(A11)

We define the Fourier transform &,(k) of 6(x), thus,

E=2

5(x) = 6(Az/L) = /d3k5~k(k)eik1Lx/A,

where k, is the component of k in the Z direction. The
power spectrum P(k) is given by the expectation of
5x(k)o(q), thus,

(54(k)65(q)) = P(k)8¥(k — q).
Thus,

+
(E) = 2A? [ d3kp(k)sinc2(#),

where sinc(x) = sinx/x. Electron-density and magnitude
field fluctuations are often modeled by a power spectrum
with inner scale [, and outer scale L,, and a power law
behavior between these two scales, i.e.

(A12)

2
C @)

O e

(A13)
When, as is the case for visible light Aly/L, < 1, the role
of Iy in the estimate for E is negligible, and we may
approximate by setting /, = 0. We then find that

I sl 8mARC AL
E=2< [0 ds5(s)e >~W,

where Ag2 = Ly + A2L™2. It can be similarly checked
that with this form of P(k)

(Al14)
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rE-3

2

82 = 3/2¢2a3 )

(A15)

and so

LoA?\  « 1
Ez3qq< L )<52>(1 +A2L(2)/L2

(a—2/2)
) . (Al6)

where

_ 877'1/2F(%)
3a—2r(E -3

9a

For a = 11/3, which corresponds to a Kolmogorov power
spectrum, g, = 0.9958.

We remember that & = (8,(z) — 6,(2))/(1 + 8,(2)),
where d, is the magnetic field fluctuation and §,, is the
electron-density fluctuation. The power spectrums of both
fluctuations are generally taken to be described by a
Kolomogorov power spectrum with some inner and outer
scale. We note that if, as is often assumed, the inner and
outer scales of the magnetic and electron-density fluctua-
tions are the same, and if the two fluctuations are uncorre-
lated when 8, < 1, § will also have a Kolmogorov-type
power spectrum. We also note that correlations between J,,
and J,, could potentially greatly decrease the power in 5.
Specifically, if 8, = 8, then § < 8, 8,,. The structure of
electron-density fluctuations in our Galaxy is much better
understood than the structure of magnetic field fluctua-
tions. For simplicity, and to make an order of magnitude
estimate of E we take 6, = 0 and assume §,, << 1 so that
5 ~ —§,,. The power spectra of 8, and & are then equiva-
lent. For electron-density fluctuations, estimates of the
inner scale [, place it around 107 — 10°m. It can be
checked that for @ = 1077 eV and L = 50, pc, Aly/L <
1 as assumed above.

In the NE2001 model [50] for galactic electron-density
fluctuations, the fluctuation parameter, F,, is defined, thus,

1 2/3
F, ~ <6%>(—p°)
Ly

and the electron-density fluctuations have a Kolmogorov
spectrum with @ = 11/3. We also estimated previously

that
A~ 16(2 eV))
w
and so
Lo \5/3
E~ 15.4F,,<—0 ) B, (A17)
1 pc
where

2 2
B=L3A2~1+ 0.1(i) (2 eV) .
1 pc o

The fluctuation parameter varies widely across the Galaxy.
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On average in the disk F, = 0.2; however, in the local
interstellar medium (out to about a kpc from the Sun) F, =
0.01 — 0.1. The stellar objects we analyzed in Sec. VI A
are located in the local ISM where F, is smaller; however,
even if we take the slightly larger value of F, = 0.2
appropriate for the disk on average, we find that for visible
light o ~2 eV

E~ 3(—L° )5/3 B,
1 pc

Carlson and Garretson [44] took the outer scale of
turbulence to be Ly = 10 — 100 pc, which results in E
becoming independent of L, and E = 19-20. However,
more recent estimates [90] suggest a much smaller value
for L, than previously expected, specifically an L that is
no more than a few parsecs. In HII regions (clouds of gas
and plasma in which star formation is taking place) L, =
0.01 pc and the pulsar measurements [91] give L, =
0.03 pc. The precise value of E therefore depends fairly
strongly on the value of outer scale for the Kolomogorov
spectrum L, which is uncertain. This is because the en-
hancement term is predominately sourced by electron fluc-
tuations on scales of / ~ L/A = 4w/|lm2;|l. For visible
light, / ~ O(1) pc. The structure of galactic electron-
density fluctuations is not, however, well understood on
such scales and almost all measurements of such fluctua-
tions relate to lower scales. This means it is difficult to
make an accurate estimate of the enhancement factor.
However, given L, =< fewpc, w ~2 eV, we estimate
0.03 = I = 10 based on the different estimates for L,. A
correlation between electron and magnetic fluctuations
could significantly lower this estimate. Hence, we have
estimated E to be O(1) or smaller in the visible part of the
electromagnetic spectrum. Importantly, even if the conver-
sion rate is enhanced, the oscillatory nature of the chame-
leon induced polarization remains. Thus, a slightly
enhanced conversion probability is not expected to signifi-
cantly alter the form of the signal for which we have
searched. Given the great ambiguity in the precise magni-
tude of the enhancement term and because we estimate it to
be no greater than a factor of about 10, we have chosen to
neglect it in our analysis.

We now consider the magnitude of any enhancement
effect due to electron-density fluctuations in galaxy super-
clusters, such as that considered by Jain ef al. in Ref. [45].
Since very little is known about electron-density fluctua-
tions in galaxy clusters and superclusters, Jain et al.
assumed a simple scaling relation where all unknown
dimensionful quantities scale with n,. They did not how-
ever include the role of an outer scale of fluctuations, L,
instead assuming that P(k) was everywhere a power law.
The outer scale of fluctuations is important as it is required
for the total magnitude of fluctuations (82) to be finite. We
assume the same scaling for dimensionful quantities as that
used by Jain et al. We therefore assume that the length
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scale Ly o i1, />, but that (82) is approximately the same
in a galaxy cluster as it is in the Galaxy.

If Ly = 1 pc in the Galaxy where n, = 0.03 cm™? then
in the galaxy supercluster considered by Jain et al., where
n, = 1079 cm™3, one would expect Ly ~ 31 pc. In the
same region @} ~ 3.7 X 107" eV and an appropriate
value for L, the length of the magnitude domain, is sug-
gested in Ref. [51] to be 100 kpc. This gives

2 eV>' (A18)

A~ 2.7<—

w

Thus, using Eq. (A16) for @ = 11/3 and assuming (5%) <
1, we find that for a galaxy supercluster the enhancement
factor for visible light is estimated to be

E< (9(10—2)(%),

and so any enhancement due to electron-density fluctua-
tions in this region is estimated to be subleading order. Jain
et al. found the opposite result but ignored the role of the
outer scale, Lj, which limits the overall magnitude of
fluctuations.

APPENDIX B: CHAMELEON OPTICS FOR
MULTIPLE MAGNETIC DOMAINS

In many realistic astrophysical settings, light beams pass
through many magnetized domains, and in each domain
the angle of the magnetic field relative to the direction of
propagation is essentially random. In this appendix we
present, in detail, the equations that describe this multiple
domain problem and their solutions in a number of impor-
tant limits. In Sec. IVA, we presented the equations that
describe how the chameleon and photon fields evolve as
they pass through a single magnetic domain. In that section
we split the photon field into components polarized parallel
and perpendicular to the direction of the magnetic field,
and used this as a basis to define the Stokes vector
(I 5 0, U, V)T for the photon field as well as four associated
amplitudes J, K, L, and M, which describe correlations
between the chameleon field and components of the photon
fields [see Eq. (16) for the definition of these quantities]. To
deal with the multiple domain case we must first fix a basis
for the photon field that is independent of the direction of
B. Doing this we take the two components of the photon
field to be y; and vy,, and redefine

L, = v+ {yal, 0 = va> = v,
U+iV=2X%y) J + K = 2e"%(y, x),
L+ iM = 2e'%{y,x),
and as in Sec. IVA we define X = 317 - 2. I, and V are

independent of the choice of basis. We define 6, so that in
the nth magnetic domain
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Y= COS@H’)/] - SinanYZ: Y1 = C050n72 + Sinen’y%

and define

Q' = Qcos26, + Usin20,, U'=—Qsin26, + Ucos26,,
J'=Jcosf, — Lsind,, L'=Jsin, + Lcos0,,
K'=Kcosf, —Msinf,, M/ = Ksin, + Mcos0,,.

The evolution of the primed quantities as well as X and V
in the nth region are then described by Eqs. (17)—(22) with
Q being replaced by Q', U by U’, and so on.

Solving the full system of equations for N > 1 domains
involves diagonalizing an 8-by-8 matrix as well as evalu-
ating multiple sums involving the random angles 6, for
n=0 to N—1, and we have been unable to find an
analytic general solution. It is straightforward to solve
the system numerically, but analytical solutions are often
more useful for understanding the behavior. Fortunately, it
is possible to make a great deal of analytical progress in the
weak-mixing limit where Na << 1 and NPYH¢ <1, where
N is the number of magnetic domains, as well as in the
strong mixing limit where NA < 1 and NP, ,> 1.

1. Weak mixing limit

When Na <1 and NP,., we must have either
A/ cos26, Atan2A < 1 or tan26, Atan’>20 < 1. In these
limits ¢ = A, B8 = 2A and

tan?26
4

a=¢—A~ [2A — sin2A]. (B1)

We assume that there is no initial chameleon flux, so that
initially X = Xy =1 and / = K = L = M = 0. Without
loss of generality we pick our coordinate basis so that Q =
0 initially and U = U, and V = V,. By requiring that
NP, 4 < 1and Na < 1, we are assuming the perturba-
tions 6X, 6Q, 6U, and 6V are small compared to the
quantities X, Q, U, and V, and that J, K, L, and M are <
1. We define / = Aj and make similar definitions for k, m,
and n. We compute the perturbed quantities to O(NA?) and
O(Na?). We define 8X,, to be the value of §X after having
passed through the nth region, and make similar definitions
for the other quantities. Expanding to first order in the
perturbations we find the following simplified recurrence
relations:

347 3A% _
8Xn+1 = 8Xn - TUQ sin20n
+ 3A%(1, cosf,, + j, sind,) sin2A

— 3A%(m, cosb, + k,sind,)cos2A,  (B2)
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2
8Qn+1 = BQn - 7
+ A%(l, cosf, — j,sind,)sin2A
— A%(m,, cosh, — k, sind,) cos2A,
o2
— aV,sin26, + T sin46, Uy,

cos26,,

(B3)

A? A?
=sU. — 2 <ime. —
U, > sin26,, > Uy
+ A2%(l, sinf, + j, cos@,)sin2A
— A%(m,, siné,, + k, cos@,) cos2A
o?
+ aV, cos26, — > Uycos?20,,

6Un-%—l

(B4)

A2
OV =8V, — 7\/0 + A%(1,sinf,, — j, cos,) cos2A

+ A%(m,, sin6,, — k, cos@,) sin2A

1
- EQQVO — aU, cos20,, +aQ, sin26,, (B5)
and
knJrl + ijn+l = e2iA(kn + l]n) + Yn» (B6)
m, 4 + iln-H = eZiA(mn + lln) + Zm
Y, = (Uy + iVy)cosh, + sinb,,
Z, = (Uy — iVy)sinf, + cosb,,. (B7)
Equations (B6) and (B7) are solved, thus,
n—1 )
kn + l]n — Z EZIA(n_l_r)Yr,
r=0 (BS)

n—1
m, +il, =Y eHan=lnz
r=0

Assuming N >> |, we then arrive at following solutions for
the perturbations to the components of the Stokes vector to
O(NA?, Na?):

_ 3NAN
2
— 3NA2U,08 ) (2A) — 3NA2V,0 7 (2A), (BY)

Xy = — 3NA29¢ 7 (24)

80y = —NAZ9C T (2A) — NA2U9E ) (2A)
— NA2V, 05 (2A) — VNa Vs,

+ Na2Uyuss, x, (B10)
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(2NA? + Na?)

SUy = — Z Uy — NA29U T (24)
— NA2U,0y ' (24) + NA2V,0\ " (24)
+ VNaVyks, — Na2Uy s, (B11)
_ (NA? + Na?
— NA%U, Q(”)(ZA) - NA2\70191(VC_)(2A)
— VNaUyk§, — Na2Vy(uss + s (B12)
where

I (2A) = N Nz:l nz: cos(2A(n — r))cos(8, = 0,),
n=0 r=0

R(A) = — Nz:l nz: cos(2A(n — r))sin(0, = 0,),

nOr—

G(2A) = — Z Z sin(2A(n — r)) cos(6, = 0,),

nOr

N—1n—1

N(2A) =— Z Z sin(2A(n — r))sin(6, = 6,),

n()r

and

ny = Z Z c0s20,, cos246,,

nOr

Z Z sin26,, cos246,,

nOr

Z Z sin26,, sin24,,

nOr

(B13)
| M-

Ky = —= cos26,,
)

1 Nf
=—= sin24,,.
\/N n=0

Each of these nine quantities vanishes when averaged over
all possible values of 6,. When f(n, p) = f(p, n) we have

N—1n—

ZZf( p) = ZZf(np)
n=0 p=0 n=0 p=
LS fnm) (B14)
e n, n),
N n=0
and so
I =AXL F XL XL FXE 1)), (B15)
19%/+ = XCCXCS + XSCX.YS’ (B16)
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Q;\; = XscXcs - Xssch’ (B17)
where

1 Nzl

X. =— cos2nA cosf,,

cc \/N n:0 n
| Nl

X, =— cos2nA siné

cSs \/—1\7 n:O n
1 N—1

X, = —= sin2nA cosé,,
‘ \/_]\7 n=0
N—1

Xy =—F= Z sin2nA sind,,.

\/N

In the large N limit (and at fixed A) each of these four
quantities are independent, normally distributed random
variables X,.., X, ~ N(0,02%) and X,., X,, ~ N(0, 02),
where

2
+

o (B18)

ll:l . cos(2(N — DA) sin2NA]
41 N sin2A '

Additionally, 93, 03", @5 are, for fixed A and in the
large N limit, well approximated by independent normally
distributed random variables, with d3, ~ N(0, U%) and the
rest are n(0, 3) where for N > 1

)
a‘%=1|:1+sm2NAi| 0_%:1[1_

sin?2NA ]
8 NZsin22A 8

NZsin22A |

We choose a basis so that initially Uy = 0 and define

myy = Uy, me = Vo, qo = |ml and py = \/U(z) + V3.

Keeping terms to order O(NP,._.4p,) and O(NZP%Hd,),
we find that

pA(N) = p§ + 2NP,,(1 — pilmpdy" + mooy |

+ NP2, (1 — 0)2< +0C‘)2 (B19)

where we have used Egs. (B15)-(B17) to provide the
identity

VOUT2 + 972 + 007 = S (X% + X2+ X2 + X)

1
2
o5

(B20)

NI*—‘

If py ~ O(1), the last term in this expression is the same
order as terms that have been omitted so it too should be
dropped. Similarly, for the fractional circular polarization
we have to O(NP,,..,,) and O(Na?)
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Na?

- meolkF + k3] — \/Namlof(g,
= NPy g(1 = miey (24)

+ NP.},H(bmlOmco’&X;— (2A)

- IVP,},‘_,(bI’}’ll()gcl\;L (ZA)

mc(N) = my —

(B21)

If there is no initial polarization (p, = 0), or more
generally if NP,._,(1 — p§)/po > 1, the final polariza-
tion fraction is given by

p(N) = NP},‘_,d,[% + 95 (24)]. (B22)

We may therefore write
p(N) = %NPVH(/,(O&(X% + X%) + 0'2_(X_% + X‘%))

where the X, are independent identically distributed
N(0, 1) random variables. When p, = 0 the circular polar-
ization simplifies

mC(N) = NPVHQ{,U'JF(T,(X]X::, - X2X4).
Where py # 0and NP, ,(1 — p})/po < 1 we have to
O(NP,.4(1 = p§)/po)
NP7<—>¢(1 - P(Z))mlo
Po
+ NP'qub(l - p(z))mCO
Po

The circular polarization is given by Eq. (B21) in this case.

p(N) = po + oL XXy + 02 X3X,)

g0 _ (X1X3 - X2X4).

2. Strong mixing limit
We now consider the strong mixing limit. This is the
limit in which NA <1 so that P, takes it largest value,
and the mixing between the chameleon and photons is
strong, NP,.., > 1. In this limit @, B8, A, ¢ < 1, and
so Eq. (17)—(22) simplify to

3 3
X — (1 - EAZ)X — EAQQ — 3AV1 — A’M,

1 1
0— (1 — —AZ)Q — 5A2X — AV1 — A2M,

2

U— 1 - A2U - AK, (B23)
M — (1= 2A9M + AV1 — A2(Q + X).
K — 1 - A2k + AU,

and

Vod1—A2v—4J, JoJ1-A2+AV, L—L.

The differently oriented magnetic fields in each domain
mix Q with U, M with K and J with L. It is clear then that
the evolution of V, J, and L are completely decoupled from
that of X, Q, U, M, and K. We are concerned with the
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limiting value of total polarization fraction, p.
Additionally since we expect the initial circular polariza-
tion fraction to be small, g, = |m.o| < py, we set V = 0.
We also require that initially the chameleon flux is zero
(M = K = L =J = 0 initially). It is clear then from the
above equations that V remains zero. From simulations we
see that in the strong mixing limit the final mean polariza-
tion fraction takes a specific value, which depends on p,.
Remarkably, we can calculate both the limiting value and
the final distribution of p analytically without actually
explicitly solving the above equations.

We assume that initially the photon is in a state with
polarization fraction p, = (1 — a)/(1 + a). Without loss
of generality we pick coordinates so that U = 0 initially
and write the initial Stokes vector of the photon state, thus:,

I, 1+ a)
s=2]=1"," (B24)
\% 0

We can always consider such a partially polarized photon
state to be a linear superposition of two fully polarized
photon states ( labeled (+) and (—)), i.e.

So = 5.(0) + aS_(0),

where (dropping the V component as it vanishes)

1
S.(0) = (il).
0

Since both S, (0) and S_(0) represent fully polarized pho-
ton states, they can also be described in terms of a vector
whose components are the photon and chameleon ampli-
tudes ¢; = vy, ¢; = ¥z, and ¢y = x = i¢p. We define this
vector to be v, for S, and v_ for S_, so that

~()-0)
~()-6)

We also define v, = v, + v_ and note that this too is a
fully polarized state.

The evolution of a fully polarized state through a single
magnetic domain is given by Eqgs. (12) and (13). We note
that these equations conserve the total flux 7, + I, = A(Z),
where I, = |¢{|* + |e,|* and 1, = |c4|*. For v, the total
flux is 1 and for v, it is 2.

After having passed through many randomly orientated
magnetic domains, if NP, >> 1, the mixing between the
chameleon and photon fields, and between different com-
ponents of the photon field, will be strong. This means that
on average the initial flux should be evenly distributed

(B25)

(B26)

(B27)
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among each of ¢, ¢,, and ¢4, and so

Co X
c; | v =Ao| V1—x%cosé |,
V1 — x%sind

(&)

where each of ¢y, ¢y, ¢, are uniformly distributed random
variables on Ag[ —1, 1). This implies that x ~ U[—1, 1) and
0 ~ U[0, 27).

Now v, v_, and v, are all fully polarized states. If,
after having passed through many regions, v, — v ()
and v_ — v_(o0), where

x
v, (00) = (vl — x%osﬂ).
V1 — x?siné
y
V1 —y%*cose |,
V1 —y?sing

then since the field equations are linear v,y — vy (0) =
v (00) + v_(00). Now in the limit of strong mixing, the ¢,
components of v, (o), v_(o0), and v,,(c0) must all be
uniformly distributed random variables on [—A, Ag).
This imposes a very strong condition on the distributions

of x and y; in fact, one must have x = V1 — X2 cosy and

y = +/1 — X?sinys, where ¢ and X are independent uni-
form random variables ¢ ~ U[0, 27) and X ~ U0, 1).
We also know the total flux v,. Initially the total flux is

Aj = 2, and finally itis A7 = (x + y)> + (VI — x> cosf +

V1 —yZcosp)? + (V1 — x*sinf + /1 — y*sing)>.

Equating these two gives the consistency condition
Xy
so defining I = 1 — x> and I, = 1 — y* we have

(=10 -13)
L1

v_ (o) =

cos(f — @) = —

cos2(0 — ¢) =

(B28)

Now the Stokes vectors associated with v (o) are

Iy
I cos26
Iy sin26 |’
0

Si(00) = (B29)

I,
L, cgquﬁ
I sin2¢

\ "0

so the final Stokes vector of a state with initial Stokes
vector o = §,(0) + aS_(0) is Sy = S, () + aS_(c)

S_(00) = (B30)
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Iy +al,
I3 cos26 + al, cos2¢
I sin26 + al, sin2¢

Sy = (B31)

Thus, the final polarization fraction, p, is

_ Iy —aly))* + 4alj I, cos*(6 — ¢)
(I +al)?

2

(o]

. (B32)

which after some simplification becomes

P = F(X?,cos24; py)

_ - 401 = ppX*

[(1+ X?) — po(1 — X?) cos2¢y ¥
where X ~ U[0, 1) and ¢ ~ U[0, 27). In the simplest case
where there is no initial polarization p, = 0, we have
1-Xx?

1+ Xx%

(B33)

Poo

which has mean value

1 1-X2 7
5., = | ax =7 _1~057
p /o 1+x2 2

(B34)
More generally

1 211 1
P o(Po) :_/ dal dXF(X?, cos2a; po).
2w Jo 0

Doo(po) is a monotonically increasing function of p, and
increases from 77/2 — 1 to 1 as p, goes from 0 to 1.

APPENDIX C: ESTIMATING BL/2M AND
CONFIDENCE INTERVALS

In this appendix we provide details of how estimates and
confidence intervals for the properties of any chameleon-
like field can be extracted from measurements of the
Stokes’ parameters 1, U, and Q of a single object. We
suppose that, in the absence of any chameleon field, the
polarization angle of a given object is roughly independent
of wavelength in some interesting part of the spectrum (e.g.
for UV to visible light). Since chameleonic effects die off
as 1/A?, where A is the wavelength of light, we can roughly
check this assumption by ensuring that the polarization
angle is roughly wavelength independent for the larger
wavelengths that are measured. We found in Sec. IV above
that the chameleon induced contributions to the expected
Stokes’ vectors oscillate fairly strongly with wavelength up
until some critical oscillation wavelength A.. In all cases,
we expect Ao = O (A). In addition to A, there is an-
other critical wavelength A.;.. Below A, the mean mag-
nitude of the chameleonic polarization signal is roughly
independent of wavelength, whereas for A = A = Ay,
the chameleon signal behaves as 1/A2.

We suppose that we have N, measurements of the
reduced Stokes’ parameter Q/I, and U/I, for a given

044028-29



BURRAGE, DAVIS, AND SHAW

object; we denote these measurements as ¢; and u;, re-
spectively. We also require, for this analysis, that A > A
for all the measurements, and that any intrinsic (i.e. cha-
meleonic) polarization be small, i.e. < 100%. We define
6 A to be the spectral resolution of the measurements. In the
weak mixing limit, to leading order, we have that the
chameleonic contributions to Q/ I, and U / I, are given by

sin?A &l &
Py———— A2 Z Zcos(ZA(n - )

n=1 r=
sin(6A(n — r))
SA(n—r)

9cham =

os(6, + 6,), (Cl)

i cos(2A(n — r))

sin(6A(n — r))
SA(n—r)

where P, = (BL/2M)?*; L is the coherence length of the
magnetic field and B is its strength. N is the total number of
magnetic regions passed through, and M parametrizes the
strength of the chameleon to photon coupling. A =
TA) 2oty Where Ag = 47 [mZ| Ly my = m3y — wly;
S8A = 78A/2 Ay The 6, define the angle of the magnetic
field in the nth region relative to the direction of the light
beam. Without any other prior information, we assume that
these angles are essentially random. Now the total Stokes’
parameters are ¢ = ¢y t Gepam and U = ugy + Ugpam- We
assume that the nonchameleonic polarizations u, and g,
depend on wavelength, but that, compared to the chame-
leonic contribution, they vary slowly. This will generally
be the case, for instance, if both u, go have a wavelength
dependence similar to the Serkowski polarization law [92]
expected for polarization due to interstellar dust, i.e.
ugpo * exp(—KIn?(A,,,./A)), for some K and A, which
we do not require to be the same for both u, and g.
Typically, Ay, ~ 6000 A and K =~ 1.15. We can then
remove much of any intrinsic signal by simply smoothing
the data over a scale on which u and g, are expected to be
fairly flat, to give ¢* and u®, and then subtracting this
smoothed data from the original data. We define § = ¢q —
q° and it = u — u®.
We define §; for y;, with standard error o;, made at
wavelengths A; as follows:
(1) We define some smoothing wavelength scale Agyo0m
and for each i define the J; = {j:2[A; — A))| <

/\smooth}'
(i1) N, is the number of elements in J;.

(i) S; = 3;e;,1/0%.

(iv) We define y; = y; — S;7'3c;v;/ 075

(v) Assuming that the y; are independent and distributed
N(u;, o3) for some u;, we find the 8y; have standard

=407 — 1/S..

Ucham = —Po A2

sin(6,, + 6,), (C2)

error 4,
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We now have §; and i; from which the vast majority of
any intrinsic signal should have been removed. We assume
that any remaining intrinsic signal is sufficiently small
compared with the noise as to be negligible. We check
the accuracy of this smoothing process by simulations

below. We define z(q) = §;/6; and z( W= 3./,
(q) (u)

The chameleonic contributions to z; ) and Z;  are pre-
dicted be 8 ,LL(q) and B ,u(”) respectively, where
W__'§
pil' == 3 haXi, (C3)
k=1
) = Z hiYs, (C4)
where ﬁ = P0/2, hik = Flik/é-i’ ﬂik = Hik - ka and
V2(N — k)sin?A; k& A
= VIR costara) TR (cs)

with A; = 7A;/2Ayq and A = 761 /2 A5 We have also
defined

\/z N—k—1

- (k)

X, Ny ZO cos(O) (C6)
N—k—

Y, = Nﬁ_k Z sin(O), (€7
r=0

where @ = 0, 1 +60,. When N — k> 1, X, and Y, are
well approximated as independent identically distributed
N(0, 1) random variables. Since we assume that N > 1
and the largest values of H;; occur for N — k> 1, we
approximate the X; and Y}, as being independent and drawn
from a N(0, 1) distribution. The likelihood of finding X; =
X, is therefore o exp(—X?7/2).

Thus, the probability density function with measure-
ments z(q) given 8 is (up to an overall X; and S indepen-
dent number C,)

(/DY "= BuP~(1/2)Y X}
fﬂ,Xk(Zz(‘q)) =Che 7 z k‘

Defining the symmetric matrix 9, thus, 9Q
Mg=1+B2Q,and v, = 3 haz'? we have

7(1 /2y 272
i e

= Zihilhik,

(q)) _ B X—(1/2)X"MpX_

fﬂXk(Z

Since the first term is independent of both 8 and X we can
incorporate it into a redefinition of the 8 and X; indepen-

dent number C, i.e. Cy — C; = C, exp(—zizgq)‘2/2). By
defining X, = ,/ME(X + ,BM;;lv), we hzive the new
probability density f in terms of S, z;, and X,
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e(,BZ/Z)UTMI;'v

4/ detM B '
where D, is independent of 8. The B dependent term is

now also independent of the X,. We therefore define the
likelihood of B given the ¢; data, i.e. the vy, to be

f(B) = D,

e(,BZ/Z)vTME]v
L =L,(0)——————,
¢(B) = L,(0) ST
where L(0) is the value of L when B = 0. We define
1,(B) = logL,(B)/L4(0)
L) =B vtz 1o — L iogdent
q(ﬁ)_TU p'v 5 logdetMp.

(C8)

(€9

Now if the z; = y;/o; are just random noise with mean 0
and variance A” then v = v, and

E (Bzv,fMglvn) = ,BZZ[E(ZiZj)hikhleEklp
ikl

= B*N°Y QuMp)
kl

= NuMg' (Mg — 1) = =22 uP(p),
(C10)

where P(B) = M;l — I. Thus, if there is only random
noise we define E(/) = l‘;"ise(ﬁ) and we have

qulOiSe(B) — i(trlog(l + T(ﬂ)) — )\2 tI‘T(B))» (C] 1)

=11 = A)uP(B), (C12)

with equality when 8 = 0 and hence P(B8) = 0; generally,
trP(B) = 0 with equality when B = 0. Thus, if A = 1,
which we should expect if the error estimates for the y; are
accurate we have [2°°¢(3) < 0 for 8> 0. A more conser-
vative approach would therefore be to use the data to check
whether the scatter in the data points is as one would expect
given the quoted errors, and if it is not extend the errors
bars. We outline the method we use to do this in Sec. C 1
below. Essentially, the highest frequency modes of any
chameleonic signal, i.e. those with k = N — 1, also pro-
duce the smallest contribution to the overall signal; all
other modes are approximately constant over wavelength
scales of about A;/(N — 1). Thus, provided there are
enough data points, we can use the variance of the data
points on scales < A /(N — 1) to estimate their error.
We make a similar set of definitions for the #; data, for
which 7,(B) is the log likelihood, and define the total log
likelihood to be I(B) = 1,(B) + 1,(B). We define the maxi-
mum likelihood estimate of S, ,é to be the value of S,
which maximizes [(8). There are now a number of ap-
proaches we may take to estimate the confidence intervals.
The simplest approach is to assume that the values of 3 are
normally distributed with some variance a’%. We then
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estimate 0'% as

I
oy =~ (C13)

1 pp(B)
A 95% confidence interval for $ is then estimated to be
B = ,é * 1.9604. Since the quantity we are actually in-
terested in is x = |B|L/2M = /23, we display all con-
fidence limits as constraints on the value of x. We refer to
this as the normal approximation and label it (NA). The
second approach is to assume that (B, B) = 2(I(B) —
I(B)) ~ x73, which should hold as the number of observa-
tions tends to infinity; the approximate 95% confidence
interval for 3 is all B for which r(B, 8) < 3.84. We trans-
form this into an approximate confidence interval for x by

taking X = \/;B: We refer to this as the y? approximation,
labeled (x?). A more robust approach to estimating con-
fidence intervals is to bootstrap the #; and ¢; data. We make
B bootstrap data sets constructed by resampling with re-
placement N, data points for both #; and the §; from the
original data. For each bootstrap data set we construct the
B and a’% in the same way as was done in the normal
approximation, defining them to be ,é* and 0%3*. Now there
are a number of different bootstrap methods for estimating
confidence intervals. We use the bootstrap-f method, which
generally has better convergence than the usual bootstrap
method. We assume that the distribution of ¢ =
(B-pB)/ o is well approximated by the distribution of
the bootstrap parameter 1, = (3, — B)/ o+ The lower
limit, B of the bootstrap-t 100(1-2a)% confidence inter-
val for 8 is therefore given by

a=P('8_’8<B“_'8)=P(t>—g)
where 7, = Efr_ﬂ. We estimate P(r < —1,) by P.(t, <

—1,) = Gpoot(—1,), Where

_#(t. <s)

P.(t. <5) = Gpou(B) = —5

Thus, we have

Bao=B—0pGgl(l —a.

Similarly the upper limit is
Ba = BA - O-BGlgolot(a)-
We define the central estimate of B8 to be B, =

B — 05Ggly(1/2). If j3 is an unbiased estimator for S
then Gz (1/2) = 0 and we have 3,, = 3. We label this

Boot
approximation (Bt). In all cases given below we have used

B = 5 X 10* bootstrap resamplings. When the error bars
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are rescaled as described above and in Sec. C 1, we con-
struct confidence intervals in both the normal approxima-
tion, and using the y? technique; we label these approaches
(NA-0) and (y — o), respectively.

Using starlight polarization data for three objects from
the WUPPE spectrograph with a spectral resolution of
16 A and a spacing between data points of 2 A, we are
able to find useful constraints. In all cases we take A =
608 A. A more thorough analysis would attempt to also fix
Agrits glven some reasonable priors about the electron den-
sity n,, the chameleon mass Mg, and the coherence length.
In all cases we take Asmooth 100 A. We find that for
75 A < Agnoom = 200 A our results do not depend greatly
on Agpoom- For the first star, HD2905 (d = 880 pc), we
have the following approximate 95% confidence limits for
x = BL/2M:

x = (6.367%3%) X 1072 (NA),

x = (6367139 X 1072 (x?),

x = (4.681144) X 1072 (By),

x = (4.1170%%) X 1072 (NA — o),
x= (4117271 X 1072 (x* — o).

(C14)

Even when the error bars are extended as described above,
we have that r(X) = 2/(%) = 91.9; indicating that the maxi-
mum likelihood estimate for x deviates from 0 by more
than 9.5¢ in the y*> — o approximation. We note that for
HD2905, A = 610 A is a local maximum of the like-
lihood the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE) for x.

The last three techniques are all in rough agreement. We
see the same behavior in the analysis of simulated data that
we have undertaken; these simulations also show that the
last three techniques are most accurate, and are robust to
the actual errors being larger than the quoted ones. From
these simulations we also find that by approximating the X
and Y, as independent identically distributed N(0, 1) ran-
dom variables, we reduce the likelihood of the MLE for x,
but do not greatly alter the value of the MLE.

For two other objects (again assuming A.; = 608 A),
we find similar results. For HD39703, at d = 880 pc, we
find

x = (8.691139) X 1072 (NA),

x = (8.697138) X 1072 (x?),

x = (7.597183) X 1072 (Bv),

x = (8117139 X 1072 (NA — o),
x= (81171 X 1072 (x* — o).

(C15)

When the error bars are extended as described above we
have r() = 21(X) = 74.9. This implies that, in the y*> — o
approximation, x = 0 is more than 8.60 from the maxi-
mum likelihood estimate of x. For HD34078 (d = 610 pc)
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we have

x = (9.957173) X 1072 (NA),

x = (9.957392) X 1072 (x?),

x = (8.58213) X 1072 (B),

x = (9.417173) X 1072 (NA — o),
x = (9.417333) X 1072 (x* — o).

(C16)

In this case, r(£) = 2I(2) = 84.9 when the error bars are
extended. This again implies that the maximum likelihood
estimate for x deviates from 0 by more than 9¢ in the > —
o approximation. As expected from simulations, the last
three techniques are all in rough agreement.

If we assume that the same value of BL/2M should be
appropriate for all three objects (which may not necessarily
be the case), then combining all three data sets we find the
following 95% confidence intervals:

x = (7951581 X 1072 (NA),

x = (7.95%088) X 1072 (x?),

x = (6.257119) X 1072 (Bv),

x = (6.03727%) X 1072 (NA — o),
x = (6.03728%) X 1072 (> — o).

(C17)

The log likelihood of the MLE of x when the errors have
been rescaled is r = 2logl/(X) = 214; indicating a more
than 14.60 deviation from 0 in the y? approximation. As
with all three objects separately, we see that there is rough
agreement between the last three approaches, although, as
was the case for the three objects separately, the error bars
are widest in the bootstrap-¢ approximation.

Combining all the data in the standard approach (assum-
ing the same value of x = BL/2M is appropriate for all),
and using the bootstrap-# method, we find the following
99.9% confidence intervals:

BL

= (6.25%9%4) X 1072, (99.9%). (C18)

Using the bootstrap-¢ method, inasmuch as the resolution
of the bootstrap distribution allows, we find that, defining
Oy = O pg./X., the distribution of Sy(%, — %)/0. + Sy is
approximately N(0, 1) for some S, and S;. If we assume
that the distribution of (£, — %)/ is a good approxima-
tion to that of (£ — x)/o,, we have

BL
x=-——=1(627*0.58) X 1072,

M (C19)

where this time the quoted error bars are 1o. This corre-
sponds to a more than 10.7¢ deviation from 0, and pro-
vides the following 95% and 99.9% approximate
confidence intervals:
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BL _ (627 114)x 102 (95%),  (C20)
oM

BL -,

Sap = (627190 X107% (99.9%).  (C21)

Using our estimated values for B and L we have at
99.9% confidence

M = (147706 X 10° GeV,  (99.9%).  (C22)

Although this analysis is only preliminary, it does appear
as if there is a reasonably significant, and robust, statistical
preference toward the existence of a chameleonlike field in
the starlight polarization data of the three objects we have
considered here. A fuller analysis would have to take into
account more, even all, comparable starlight polarization
measurements. Additionally, one would also wish to fit for
/\crit-

1. Extending the estimated errors

In this subsection we provide further details of how we
extend the errors bars on the data to better mask the
observed small scale scatter. We expect any chameleon
induced fluctuations of the polarization on wavelength
scales smaller than Ay /(N — 1) to be small compared
with that on larger scales between A /(N — 1) and A,
In all cases, we estimate A /(N — 1) = 16 A. For each
smoothed data point (A;, #;, §;), we use the data points
labeled j with 2[A; — A;[ < 16 A to estimate the random
(or nonchameleonic) scatter in the data. The estimated
standard errors in the smoothed data points are J,;. We
define, as we did above, J; = {j:2|A; = A;| < Agmoom}-
where this time Agyoon = 16 A.

We assume that the data points in J; have mean u and

standard error ,[6’? + 802, where 807 is to be found (u

and ¢ will be different for the §; and the #;). For data points

x;, with estimated standard error &;, where j € J;, we

estimate w by @ its maximum likelihood estimator
Xj

jgj i 6’?+6o‘2

z ! ‘
ry) )
i o'j+50'

A(80?) = (C23)

Similarly, for each i, we estimate §0 by its MLE 857,
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which satisfies

Z (xj - :a)z

1
216 22:ZA2_ 502
(65 + 807) 5 0jt oo

(C24)
JEJi

If no solutions to this equation exist, then we take o =
0. Finally, we smooth the 657 over a 100 A smoothing

scale, giving 562. We take the final enhanced error to be

0; =4/07 + 667, Although this procedure is rather

ad hoc, by enhancing the error bars, we err on the side of
caution and reduce the probability that under-estimated
error bars result in a spurious detection of 8 # 0.

We present estimated confidence intervals where the
error bars have been extended using the normal approxi-
mation and the y? approximation; we label these two
approaches (NA-o) and (x> — o), respectively.

2. Estimating upper bounds on BL/2M

It is also possible to find upper confidence limits on
BL/2M, simply from the observation that the component
of polarization perpendicular to the mean polarization
angle is smaller than some upper bound, i.e. |P (1) <
Pmax- Suppose the observations of P are ¢;, and that we
have the maximum value of the g7 < pZ,,. If a chameleon
field is present, and assuming that the polarization angle of
any intrinsic polarization is roughly constant, we predict
q? = B*(Z; Xyhy)?. If the intrinsic polarization angle is
not constant then we will generally be biased in favor of
larger values B, and so this approach can also be trusted to
provide upper bounds on BL/2M. Using numerical simu-
lations we can estimate the distribution of w =
max(Y; X hy;)? and for 0 < a < 1 calculate w,, the proba-
bility that

Plw <w,) = a=P(B*w < B*w,).
By defining ¢2,, = maxg? we then have
P(Bz < qrznax/wa) =1l-a

Thus, G2 /Wa = Prax/We = B is a estimate of the
100(1 — @)% upper confidence limit on B2. Generally
this is an overestimate of the true upper confidence limit,
and so 8 < 8, with at least 100(1 — «)% confidence.
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