
Graviton-Photon Oscillations as a Probe of
Quantum Gravity

Andrea Palessandro ∗

Deloitte AI Institute

Abstract

The Gertsenshtein effect could in principle be used to detect a single graviton by firing
it through a region filled with a constant magnetic field that enables its conversion to
a photon, which can be efficiently detected via standard techniques. The quantization
of the gravitational field could then be inferred indirectly. We show that for currently
available single-photon detector technology, the Gertsenshtein detector is generically inef-
ficient, meaning that the probability of detection is ≪ 1. The Gertsenshtein detector can
become efficient on astrophysical scales for futuristic single-photon detectors sensitive to
frequencies in the Hz to kHz range. It is not clear whether such devices are in principle
possible.

1 Introduction
To this day, more than a century after the birth of General Relativity, physics has yet to produce
a satisfactory theory of quantum gravity. Given the difficulties in quantizing gravity, one might
ask whether gravity is in fact quantized and, if it is, whether there is any experimental way to
detect its quantization.

In a famous paper [1], Bohr and Rosenfeld showed that the quantum-mechanical limitation of
measurement on the motion of test masses implies an analogous limitation in the measurement
of electromagnetic field-strengths, and so a classical electromagnetic field interacting with a
quantum-mechanical measuring apparatus inevitably leads to inconsistencies. Freeman Dyson
[2], following Bronstein [3], pointed out that, due to its universally attractive nature, the same
is not true of gravity: it is perfectly consistent to have a classical gravitational field interacting
with quantum matter.

There is a long tradition of (thought) experiments attempting to prove the quantum nature
of gravity in the spirit of Bohr and Rosenfeld [4–7], but, on closer inspection, they all ultimately
fail to compel such a quantization [8–10], with the possible exception of gravitationally mediated
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entanglement [11, 12]. The basic reason is that gravity introduces a minimum length1 which
acts as a fundamental limit to any distance measurement [14]. Trying to resolve finer distances
results in black hole production, with any excess energy further increasing the minimum region
of momentum uncertainty. The experiments that have been proposed so far, both imagined and
real, all end up relying on trans-planckian resolution, and this is why they fail to demonstrate
quantization. The cosmological argument of Krauss and Wilczek [15] also relies on trans-
planckian physics, as I will explain in §7, and is therefore plagued by similar problems.

If the quantization of the gravitational field is not a logical necessity, it can only be es-
tablished empirically. Conceptually, the most immediate way to do that is to detect a single
graviton. Dyson was the first to seriously investigate the feasibility of graviton detection and
found it to be impossible in practice due to gravitational collapse [2]. Rothman and Boughn
later provided detailed arguments and calculations in support of Dyson’s conclusion [16,17].

One of the many graviton detector architectures proposed by Dyson utilizes the conversion
of gravitons to photons, known as the Gertsenshtein effect after its discoverer [18]. In this
experiment, a single graviton is incident on a region filled with a constant magnetic field, which
couples the gravitational and electromagnetic degrees of freedom [19, 20]. In this region, the
graviton can convert to a photon, which can then be detected with high probability using
traditional photon counting technology. The question we ask in this work is the following:

Using a detector architecture based on the Gertsenshtein effect, is it possible, in
principle, to reliably detect a single graviton?

We tentatively conclude that the answer to this question is no for currently existing single-
photon detectors, if reliably is taken to mean “with probability one”. Futuristic single-photon
detector technology sensitive to frequencies many orders of magnitude below the current near
infrared limit (roughly in the range from Hz to kHz) could in principle allow the efficient
detection of single gravitons using a Gertsenshtein architecture. However, it is not clear whether
(single) photons with such long wavelengths can ever be efficiently detected either.

Interestingly, the inefficiency of the Gertsenshtein detector is ultimately due to nonlinear
electromagnetic vacuum polarization effects, which destroy the coherence of graviton-photon
mixing below cosmological scales. A consistent treatment of graviton-photon oscillations in an
expanding universe shows that these always lie beyond the Hubble radius and are in principle
unobservable [21].

The paper is structured in the following way: in §2 we write down the general coupled
gravito-electromagnetic equations in a polarized vacuum using the formalism of [22]. In §3
we derive the mixing matrix between graviton and photon quantum states and calculate their
transition probability. In §4 we study the Gertsenshtein effect in the weak field limit and make
contact with previous results. In §5 we study the effect in the strong field regime and explain
why coherent oscillations must stop above the Schwinger limit [23]. In §6 we discuss in details
a simple experiment based on the Gertsenshtein effect that could detect a single graviton, and
conclude that the experiment cannot realistically be performed in our universe, in the sense
specified above. In §7 we compare the Gertsenshtein detector with other graviton detector

1Certain theories of emergent or asymptotically safe gravity do not exhibit a minimal length [13].
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architectures present in the literature, and find that the reason why the Gertsenshtein detector
is inefficient is qualitatively different than in all other cases.

2 Graviton-photon oscillations in the non-linear regime
In this section we study the classical Gertsenshtein effect in the non-linear electromagnetic
regime using the formalism of [22]. Specifically, we include self-interactions of the electromag-
netic field to one-loop order. We work with natural units ε0 = ℏ = c = 1, and metric signature
(−,+,+,+). Here and below Tµν is the electromagnetic stress-energy tensor, Fµν = ∂µAν−∂νAµ

the electromagnetic field tensor, F̃µν = 1/2 ϵµναβFαβ its dual, α ≡ q2/4π the fine structure con-
stant, q the electron charge, me the electron mass, and G ≡ m−2

p Newton’s constant written in
terms of the Planck mass mp.

For small metric perturbations

gµν = ηµν + hµν , |hµν | ≪ 1, (2.1)

the Lagrangian density describing the interaction between the gravitational and electromagnetic
fields is

L = LG + LEM + LI , (2.2)
where

LG = − 1
16πG

(1
2∂µhαβ∂

µhαβ − 1
2∂µh∂

µh+ ∂µh
µν∂νh− ∂µh

µν∂ρh
ρ
ν

)
(2.3)

is the kinetic term of the gravitational field,

LEM = −1
4FµνF

µν + L(1)
EM (2.4)

is the kinetic term of the electromagnetic field, which includes vacuum polarization effects to
one loop order, and

LI = 1
2hµνT

µν (2.5)

is the linearized interaction term.
The electric and magnetic fields in vacuum2 are defined in terms of the field tensor as

Ei ≡ Fi0 and Bi ≡ ϵijkF
jk/2. With the aid of the gauge and Lorentz invariants

S = −1
4FµνF

µν = 1
2(E2 −B2),

P = −1
4FµνF̃

µν = E⃗ · B⃗,
(2.6)

we can write the one-loop correction to the classical QED Lagrangian as [24]

L(1)
EM(a, b) = −m4

e

8π2

∫ ∞

0
ds
e−s

s3

[
(as)(bs) cot(as) coth(bs) − 1 + s2

3 (a2 − b2)
]
, (2.7)

2More precisely, when vacuum polarization effects are negligible.
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where
a ≡ q

m2
e

√√
S2 + P 2 + S = E

Ec

, b ≡ q

m2
e

√√
S2 + P 2 − S = B

Bc

. (2.8)

In natural units Ec = Bc ≡ m2
e/q is the Schwinger limit, above which the electromagnetic

field becomes nonlinear. The Lagrangian (2.7) encodes the quantum corrections to photon
propagation due to the creation of virtual electron-positron pairs from the vacuum when back-
ground electromagnetic fields are present. We assume that quantum gravity effects emerge at
the Planck scale, and thus disregard any analogous contribution due to gravitational physics
beyond tree level, given that it would be suppressed by powers of m2

p. Were this not true, for
example if large extra dimensions existed, one would need to take explicitly into account the
nonlinearities of the gravitational field as well. For details, see appendix A.

The coupled gravito-electromagnetic equations are then given by the least action principle:

∂L
∂hµν

− ∂α
∂L

∂(∂αhµν) = 0,

∂L
∂Aν

− ∂µ
∂L

∂(∂µAν) = 0.
(2.9)

Given the Lagrangian (2.2), the equation of motion for the metric perturbation hµν is

1
2
(
∂σ∂µh

σ
ν + ∂σ∂νh

σ
µ − ∂µ∂νh− □hµν − ηµν∂ρ∂λh

ρλ + ηµν□h
)

= 8πGTµν . (2.10)

In the transverse-traceless (TT) gauge, ∂µh
µν = hµ

µ = 0, and the equation simplifies to3

□hµν = −16πGTµν . (2.11)

Using the chain rule, the equation of motion for the electromagnetic field can be written as

−1
2∂µ

(
∂LEM

∂Fαβ

∂Fαβ

∂∂µAν

)
= −∂µ

(
∂LEM

∂Fµν

)
= 0. (2.12)

Defining the dielectric tensor [27]
Gµν ≡ −∂LEM

∂Fµν

, (2.13)

we can write (2.12) in compact form as

∂µGµν = 0. (2.14)

The Bianchi identity still holds:
∂µF̃

µν = 0. (2.15)
3The d’Alembertian form of the gravitational wave equation is valid for flat, static spacetimes only. In

the more general case of a curved background, a covariant approach like the one used in [25] or [26] must be
employed.
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Equations (2.14) and (2.15) are the dynamical equations for the electromagnetic field (linearly)
coupled to gravity when vacuum polarization effects cannot be neglected.

The physical fields in the presence of vacuum polarization are D⃗ and H⃗, and can be defined
in terms of the dielectric tensor Gµν in complete analogy with the Maxwell case:

Di ≡ Gi0 = −∂LEM

∂F i0 = ∂LEM

∂Ei
,

Hi ≡ 1
2ϵijkGjk = −1

2ϵijk
∂LEM

∂F jk
= −∂LEM

∂Bi
.

(2.16)

Note that at low energies one can ignore the nonlinear terms, so LEM = (E2 −B2)/2, and the
equations above reduce to E⃗ = ∂LEM/∂E⃗ and B⃗ = −∂LEM/∂B⃗, as they should.

We now assume that hµν describes a gravitational wave with two independent polarizations
h11 = −h22 and h12 = h21. Furthermore, we assume that both the gravitational and electro-
magnetic waves are propagating in the z direction, and that in addition to the internal electric
and magnetic fields of the electromagnetic wave e⃗ = e(z, t)x̂ and b⃗ = b(z, t)ŷ, there is a back-
ground magnetic field B⃗0 = B0x̂ such that B⃗ = b⃗+ B⃗0, with B0 ≫ b, e. Note here that we are
ignoring gravitational backreaction on the grounds that higher order corrections to graviton
propagation are suppressed by powers of the Planck mass, as explained in appendix A.

In this setup, we can write (2.16) as D⃗ = E⃗ + Π⃗ and H⃗ = B⃗ + M⃗ , where

Π⃗ = q2

am4
e

∂L(1)
EM

∂a
E⃗,

M⃗ = − q2

bm4
e

∂L(1)
EM

∂b
B⃗,

(2.17)

are the vacuum polarization and magnetization vectors, respectively. Thus, given (2.16) and
(2.17) we can very generally incorporate vacuum polarization effects in our setup by redefining
the physical fields as D⃗ ≡ εE⃗ and H⃗ ≡ µ−1B⃗, with

ε = 1 + q2

am4
e

∂L(1)
EM

∂a
,

µ−1 = 1 − q2

bm4
e

∂L(1)
EM

∂b
,

(2.18)

the electric permittivity and magnetic permeability of the vacuum, respectively. These deviate
from their classical values as a result of one loop QED contributions to vacuum polarization.

We have kept the metric implicit in (2.14). We can make it explicit by writing it in covariant
form as

∂µ

(
gαµgβνGαβ

)
= 0. (2.19)

For small metric perturbations gµν = ηµν − hµν , therefore, and to first order in hµν ,

∂µGµν − Gµ
β∂µh

βν = 0. (2.20)
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For ν = 0, (2.20) then gives ∇⃗ · D⃗ = 0. For ν = i, it gives4

Ḋi − ϵijkHk,j − ḣijDj + ϵjklHlhij,k = 0. (2.21)

Note that for hij = 0 the equation above reduces to the flat space result ˙⃗
D = ∇⃗ × H⃗. Taking

the curl of (2.21) gives

ϵijkḊk,j − ϵijkϵklmHm,lj − ϵijkḣklDl,j + ϵijkϵlmn(Hnhkl,m),j = 0. (2.22)

The Bianchi identity (2.15) gives the homogeneous Maxwell’s equations ∇⃗ · B⃗ = 0, and ˙⃗
B =

−∇⃗ × E⃗. Given D⃗ ≡ εE⃗ and H⃗ ≡ µ−1B⃗, we can write these in terms of the physical fields as

∇⃗ · H⃗ = 0,
˙⃗
H = −v2(∇⃗ × D⃗),

(2.23)

where v2 ≡ (εµ)−1 is the group velocity of the electromagnetic radiation.
We can use (2.23) to write the equation of motion for the propagating field b by eliminating

any dependency on e in (2.22). For B0 ≫ b, e, this gives

b̈− v2b′′ = v2h′′
12B0. (2.24)

To write down the corresponding equation for the gravitational mode, we need to work out
the electromagnetic stress-energy tensor. This is defined as

4πT µν = gµνLEM − ∂LEM

∂(∂µAα)∂
νAα = GµαF ν

α + gµνLEM , (2.25)

up to a total derivative. We know from (2.11) that, to first approximation, Tµν is locally
conserved, since

∂µT
µν = − 1

16πG□∂µh
µν = 0, (2.26)

by virtue of the transverse-traceless condition5. One can also see this directly from (2.25):

4π∂µT
µν = (∂µGµα)F ν

α + Gµα(∂µF
ν
α ) + gµν∂µLEM . (2.27)

The first term is zero because of the equation of motion (2.14). After contraction with the
antisymmetric tensor Gµα, only the antisymmetric part of ∂µF

ν
α for the indices (µ, α) survives

in the second term. The third term can be worked out straightforwardly using the chain rule
and the definition (2.13). Therefore,

4π∂µT
µν = 1

2Gµα (∂µF να + ∂αF µν + ∂νFαµ) = 0, (2.28)

4From here on we use the comma notation for partial derivatives, e.g. ∂µfν ≡ fν,µ.
5This is of course only the lowest order approximation to the true conservation law ∇µT µν = 0.
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since the quantity in brackets is the Bianchi identity (2.15).
Given (2.16), we can write the spatial components of the tensor (2.25) in terms of the

physical fields as
4πTij = −(DiEj +BiHj) + 1

2δij(H ·B +D · E), (2.29)

since LEM = (εE2−µ−1B2)/2 ≡ (D·E−H ·B)/2. In our setup, h12 is the only metric component
that mixes linearly with the electromagnetic wave. Given the electromagnetic stress-energy
tensor (2.29), the gravitational wave equation (2.11) for h12 is

ḧ12 − h′′
12 = −4GB0εv

2b. (2.30)

Note the additional factors of v2 and ε in (2.24) and (2.30) compared to the wave equations
of [22] (see in particular equations 2.13 and 2.14 of the paper). At low energies B0 ≪ Bc, µ ≈ 1,
ε ≈ 1, and v ≈ 1 (the speed of light), and the results of [22] are retrieved.

The two coupled differential equations that describe graviton-photon oscillations in a po-
larized medium are

b̈− v2b′′ = v2h′′B0,

ḧ− h′′ = −4GB0εv
2b,

(2.31)

where we write h ≡ h12 to avoid clutter. The exact solution of (2.31) can be written as

h = Aei(kz−ωgt) + 4GB0εv
2

ω2
γ − k2 Bei(kz−ωγt),

b =
ω2

g − k2

4GB0εv2 Aei(kz−ωgt) + Bei(kz−ωγt),

(2.32)

where

ωg,γ(k) =
√

1 + v2

2 k2 ± 1
2
√

16GB2
0εv

4k2 + k4(1 − v2)2 (2.33)

is the frequency of the graviton (photon) oscillation mode, and k the wave number. Note first
that for B0 → 0 the solution decouples into a sum of non-interacting fields with different group
velocities, namely ωg(k) → k, ωγ(k) → vk, and h → Aeik(z−t), b → Beik(z−vt), corresponding to
freely propagating gravitational and electromagnetic fields, respectively.

For B0 ̸= 0, one can expand (2.33) around ωg = k or ωγ = vk to extract the low frequency
component ωs of each oscillation mode:

ωg(k) ≈ k − k(1 − v)
2 + 1

2
√

4GB2
0εv

4 + k2(1 − v)2 ≡ k + ωs,

ωγ(k) ≈ vk + k(1 − v)
2 − 1

2
√

4GB2
0εv

4 + k2(1 − v)2 ≡ vk − ωs,

(2.34)

where it is assumed that k ≫ ωs. In Dyson’s wave packet formalism, the low frequency compo-
nent describes the slow oscillation of the wave packet between gravitational and electromagnetic
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states [22]. The requirement that k ≫ ωs is known as the slowly varying envelope approxi-
mation, which is the assumption that the envelope of the wave varies slowly compared to its
characteristic frequency. We will use the same approximation in the next section to derive the
quantum version of the Gertsenshtein effect.

Finally, we define the mixing frequency as the phase difference between the two oscillation
modes, i.e.

ωm ≡ ωg − ωγ

2 = 1
2
√

4GB2
0εv

4 + k2(1 − v)2. (2.35)

This concludes the derivation of the classical Gertsenshtein effect in a polarized vacuum. In
the next section we show that the background magnetic field can similarly catalyze a resonant
mixing between quantum states.

3 Graviton-photon mixing matrix
The derivation of the Gertsenshtein effect presented in the previous section is (semi-)classical,
and demonstrates oscillations between classical fields. Viewed as a quantum process, the same
effect gives rise to graviton-photon mixing.

Defining the two component field ψ = (b, h)T , and working in the slowly varying envelope
approximation, one can recast (2.31) as the following first order differential equation [19]

i∂tψ = Hψ, (3.1)

where
H =

(
vk i

√
εGB0v

2

−i
√
εGB0v

2 k

)
(3.2)

is the Hamiltonian of the combined system. Note that the eigenvalues of (3.2) are ωg and ωγ

defined in the previous section. The general solution of (3.1) is

|ψ⟩ = e−iHt |ψ⟩0 ≡ M |ψ⟩0 , (3.3)

where we define M ≡ e−iHt as the (manifestly unitary) mixing matrix, and we write the mixed
quantum state |ψ⟩ as a sum over the basis states |ψ⟩ = b0 |b⟩ + h0 |h⟩, where |b0|2 + |h0|2 = 1,
and |b⟩ = (1, 0)T , |h⟩ = (0, 1)T represent a purely electromagnetic and a purely gravitational
state, respectively.

The complex exponential of a 2x2 matrix is given by [28]

e−iHt = e−i/2 Tr(H)t
[
cos

(
ωg − ωγ

2 t
)
1 − 2i

ωg − ωγ

sin
(
ωg − ωγ

2 t
)(

H − 1
2 Tr(H)1

)]
, (3.4)

therefore
M = e−ik(1+v)t/2

(
cos θ + i

√
1 − f 2 sin θ f sin θ

−f sin θ cos θ − i
√

1 − f 2 sin θ

)
, (3.5)

where θ ≡ ωmt is the mixing angle and f ≡
√
εGB0v

2/ωm the suppression factor responsible
for partial mixing. In the decoupled limit B0 → 0, θ → k(1 − v)/2, f → 0 and M →
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diag(e−ivk, e−ik), while in the unpolarized limit v → 1, f → 1 and M is the usual rotational
mixing matrix.

Assuming that the initial state is purely gravitational, |ψ⟩0 = |h⟩, after a distance t = D
the mixed state will be

|ψ⟩ = e−ik(1+v)D/2
(

f sin (ωmD)
cos (ωmD) − i

√
1 − f 2 sin (ωmD)

)
. (3.6)

Therefore, the probability of graviton-to-photon conversion is

P(g → p) ≡ | ⟨b|ψ⟩ |2 = f 2 sin2 (ωmD) = GB2
0εv

4

ω2
m

sin2 (ωmD) . (3.7)

Using (2.35), this is

P(g → p) = 4GB2
0εv

4

4GB2
0εv

4 + k2(1 − v)2 sin2
(1

2
√

4GB2
0εv

4 + k2(1 − v)2D
)
. (3.8)

Given that 0 ≤ v ≤ 1, P ≤ 1. Whenever v ̸= 1, the probability is strictly less than one.
This indicates that when vacuum polarization effects are taken into account the conversion of
gravity into light (and viceversa) is only partial. In the decoupled limit (B0 → 0) there is no
mixing and the probability vanishes.

The results of this section and the previous are completely general and valid for any field
strength. In order to proceed further, we need explicit expressions for the electric permittivity
and the magnetic permeability of the vacuum in (2.18), which we derive in the next two sections
in both the weak and strong field limit.

4 Graviton-photon oscillations in the weak field limit
In the weak field limit E ≪ Ec and B ≪ Bc, therefore a, b ≪ 1. Additionally, in our setup the
magnetic field dominates over the other components, therefore b ≫ a.

In this limit one can expand the trigonometric functions x cotx and x coth x in (2.7) in a
power series around x = 0 (see appendix A for details). Keeping only the lowest order terms,
one can write

(as)(bs) cot(as) coth(bs) ≈ 1 + s2

3 (b2 − a2) − s4
(
b4

45 + a4

45 + a2b2

9

)
. (4.1)

The first two terms cancel the last two of (2.7), and one is left with

L(1)
EM(a, b) ≈ m4

e

8π2

∫ ∞

0
ds s e−s

(
b4

45 + a4

45 + a2b2

9

)
= m4

e

360π2 (a4 + b4 + 5a2b2). (4.2)

Given the definitions in (2.8), this is nothing but the Euler-Heisenberg Lagrangian [29]

LEH = q4

360π2

(
4S2 + 7P 2

)
= α2

90m4
e

[
(FµνF

µν)2 + 7
4(F̃µνF

µν)2
]
. (4.3)
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Having the closed form (4.2) for the electromagnetic Lagrangian as a function of a and b
allows us to compute the electric permittivity and magnetic permeability in (2.18). In the weak
field limit, and for b ≫ a, these are

ε = 1 + q2b2

36π2 = 1 + 4α2B2
0

9m4
e

,

1
µ

= 1 − q2b2

90π2 = 1 − 8α2B2
0

45m4
e

.

(4.4)

The group velocity of the electromagnetic radiation then is

v2 = 1
εµ

=
1 − 8α2B2

0
45m4

e

1 + 4α2B2
0

9m4
e

(4.5)

For B0 ≪ Bc, v2 → 1 and the mixing frequency (2.35) reduces to the known result ωm =
√
GB0.

It is also clear from (3.8) and (4.5) that the mixing probability decreases with increasing B0.
Indeed, close to the Schwinger limit v2 → 0, and P → 0. Physically, this is due to the fact
that the non-linear interactions encoded in (4.3) slow down the electromagnetic radiation, but
not gravity, which always propagates at the speed of light in vacuum. Assuming they start in
sync, after a distance ∆x the phase difference between the two waves will be ∆ϕ = k(1−v)∆x,
which reaches order one at the decoherence length [2]

Lc = 1
k(1 − v) ≈ 45m4

e

14α2B2
0k
. (4.6)

For values of the background magnetic field small compared to the critical value Bc, v ≈ 1 and
Lc > 2/

√
GB0, therefore decoherence takes place after mixing and one retrieves the classical

result. On the other hand, when B0 reaches values close to the Schwinger limit, the decoherence
length becomes smaller than the (classical) mixing length, and prevents oscillations above that
scale. Beyond the Schwinger limit the Euler-Heisenberg Lagrangian is no longer sufficient, and
one needs to consider higher order terms in (4.1). However, as we show in §5, it is reasonable
to expect that beyond this limit oscillations cease altogether.

5 Graviton-photon oscillations in the strong field limit
In our setup, the strong field regime corresponds to B ≫ Bc, but E ≪ Ec, therefore the relevant
limit is a ≪ 1 and b ≫ 1. As in the previous section, we need to compute the derivatives of
(2.7) with respect to a and b, for a ≪ 1 and b ≫ 16.

Integration of the individual terms in (2.7) leads to divergences. However, if one regularizes
the integrals, the divergent pieces cancel out, leaving only the finite part. The calculation is

6Note that it is inconsistent to first set a = 0 in (2.7) and then compute the derivatives, as this procedure
always leads to Π⃗ = 0. I would like to thank Mikhail Medvedev for clarifying this point.
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involved and is presented in details in appendix B. The integrals are [30–33]

∂L(1)
EM(a, b)
∂a

= am4
e

12π2 (b− ln b) ,

∂L(1)
EM(a, b)
∂b

= bm4
e

12π2 ln b.
(5.1)

The electric permittivity and magnetic permeability are then given by (2.18):

ε = 1 + α

3π (b− ln b) ,

µ−1 = 1 − α

3π ln b.
(5.2)

Therefore, the group velocity is

v2 = 1
εµ

≈
1 − α

3π
ln
(

B0
Bc

)
1 + α

3π
B0
Bc

. (5.3)

In the strong field limit B0 ≫ Bc, and v ≈ 0. When the group velocity is zero, the electromag-
netic field effectively stops propagating, and the mixing probability (3.8) vanishes, vindicating
our expectation that oscillations should stop above the Schwinger limit.

6 The Gertsenshtein detector
Given what we know about the Gertsenshtein effect in the non-linear electromagnetic regime,
is it possible, in principle, to detect a single graviton using graviton-to-photon conversion?

One can set up a basic experiment that would be able to achieve this by filling a region of
space of linear dimension D with a background magnetic field of intensity B0. If a graviton of
energy k is incident upon this region, it is converted to a photon with probability (3.7):

P = GB2
0εv

4

ω2
m

sin2 (ωmD) , (6.1)

where the mixing frequency ωm is given by (2.35). The photon can then be detected with
very high probability by a photodetector and the quantization of the gravitational field inferred
indirectly. The probability of conversion above thus measures the efficiency of the detector as
a whole. We will say that the detector is efficient at detecting gravitons if, across a distance
D, P ∼ O(1).

If we choose D of the order of the oscillation length, D ∼ ω−1
m , to maximize the probability

of detection, the condition for an efficient detector is

4GB2
0εv

4

4GB2
0εv

4 + k2(1 − v)2 ∼ O(1). (6.2)

The crucial question is: can this be achieved in our universe?
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We know from §5 that oscillations stop above the Schwinger limit, so we can restrict our
analysis to the weak field regime B0 < Bc. The probability above approaches 1 in the decoupled
limit B0 → 0. In this limit, however, the mixing length becomes infinite, so our goal is
to minimize the mixing length as much as possible while maintaining a sizeable probability of
detection. The question then becomes: what is the maximum value of B0 before the probability
of detection is no longer appreciable? Or, in other words, what is the minimum size of an efficient
detector?

From (6.2) it is clear that the condition is satisfied whenever 4GB2
0 ≳ k2(1 − v)2. Given

that B0 ≪ Bc, 1 − v ≈ 14α2B2
0/45m4

e, so B0 ≲
√
Gm4

e/α
2k. Thus the maximum possible value

of the magnetic field before coherence is destroyed is7

B̄0 ∼
√
Gm4

e

α2k
. (6.3)

One can arrive at the same condition by equating the coherence length (4.6) with the classical
mixing length: k(1 − v) =

√
GB̄0/2. Note also that, since we are assuming B̄0 ≪ Bc, we need

k ≫
√
GBc/α.

The minimum size D̄ for an efficient detector is the mixing length corresponding to (6.3),
namely

D̄ ∼ ω−1
m = 2√

GB̄0
∼ α2k

Gm4
e

. (6.4)

For an X-ray photodetector like the one used by the CERN Axion Solar Telescope (CAST)8 [34],
k ∼ 1018 Hz ∼ 10 keV, and D̄ ∼ 1023 km, approximately the radius of the observable universe.

In principle, one could consider graviton frequencies much smaller than 1018 Hz, as the
only theoretical constraint on k is k ≫

√
GBc/α, which is easily satisfied. For example, if one

takes k ∼ kHz, D̄ ∼ 108 km, while the graviton/photon wavelength is k−1 ∼ 300 km ≪ D̄.
However, in such a setup, photon detection becomes infeasible. Modern low-frequency single-
photon detectors are sensitive to near infrared wavelengths of up to 1 µm [35,36], many orders
of magnitude below the km range needed to (realistically) perform the experiment. Photon
wavelengths in the micrometer to nanometer range inevitably give cosmological values for the
detector size, roughly in the range from Mpc to Gpc.

At cosmological scales, however, one should take into account the effects an expanding
universe has on distances and fields [21]. Given that the magnetic field scales as a−2, the
proper mixing length is Dp = 2a2/

√
GB0, while the Hubble radius is H−1 = a/ȧ. Therefore, in

general
Dp

H−1 = 2aȧ√
GB0

. (6.5)

Using Friedmann’s equation H2 = (8πG/3)ρ, one can rewrite (6.5) as

Dp

H−1 =
√

32πρ
3

a2

B0
. (6.6)

7At this magnetic field strength, the probability of detection is around 0.5.
8CAST is currently used to detect axions via axion-photon mixing. The same type of device could be used

to detect single gravitons via graviton-photon mixing [20].
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For a perfect fluid with equation of state p = ωρ, ρ ∝ a−3(1+ω), therefore

Dp

H−1 =
√

32πρ0

3
a

1−3ω
2

B0
. (6.7)

For ω < 1/3 (which includes the matter and dark energy dominated cases), the ratio in (6.7)
increases with the expansion, exponentially in deSitter space. In the current stage of the
universe’s evolution, this means that the proper mixing length very quickly becomes larger
than the horizon. Furthermore, assuming the intergalactic magnetic field does not dominate
the energy density of the universe, B2

0 ≲ ρ0, (6.7) entails

Dp ≳

√
32π
3 H−1, (6.8)

larger than the Hubble radius9. The conclusion is that when one factors in the expansion of
the universe, graviton-photon oscillations on cosmological scales always lie outside the Hubble
radius and are as a result unobservable.

Therefore, barring any futuristic single photon detection technology that would allow for
detection frequencies much smaller than a THz, the detection of a single graviton using the
Gertsenshtein mechanism is generically inefficient (in any remotely realistic scenario) due to
nonlinear vacuum polarization effects. Note the crucial role played by the electromagnetic
constants in our conclusion: if the fine structure constant were much smaller, or the electron
mass much larger, than the values they take in our universe, the Gertsenshtein experiment
could in principle be performed successfully on astrophysical or even planetary scales10.

Our conclusion of course only applies to the detection of a single graviton: the number of
photons detected in the experiment is roughly equal to Nγ ∼ PNG, where NG is the number of
gravitons incident upon the magnetic region. Even when P ≪ 1, Nγ can be made greater than
one if NG is large enough, and for relatively small detector sizes. When NG ≫ 1, however, we
are no longer probing the quantum gravitational regime: we simply have a classical gravitational
wave.

In the Gertsenshtein experiment, the nonlinearities of the electromagnetic field seem to
conspire to hide the quantization of gravity. Interestingly, the obstruction to probing the

9Our analysis is one of principle, and as such we do not wish to discuss in details the practical limitations
of building a graviton-photon mixing detector in the real universe. However, for detectors of cosmological
size, one should at a minimum note that in the standard cosmological model the Gertsenshtein mechanism is
inoperative above recombination temperatures due to Thomson scattering, which makes the universe opaque
to electromagnetic radiation [21]. After recombination but before reionization (the “dark ages”) the presence
of charged particles further lowers the speed of electromagnetic radiation [28], making detection even more
difficult. This only strengthen our conclusion that graviton detection by the Gertsenshtein effect is exceedingly
unlikely in the real world.

10Choosing different values for the electromagnetic constants does not necessarily impact the efficiency of
photon detection. Using a simple toy model for photon detection consisting of a gas of hydrogen atoms, their
binding energy is EB = −meα2/2. One could increase the electron mass while at the same time decreasing the
fine structure constant in such a way that the binding energy stays the same, and the photoemission process
happens at the same frequency. Thus, it is possible to imagine a universe in which (single) graviton-photon
oscillations are observable and photon detection is efficient at X-rays frequencies.
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quantum gravitational regime in the Gertsenshtein experiment is then qualitatively different
than the one encountered in other proposed graviton detector architectures, which we explore
in the next section.

7 Relation to other experiments
Many different graviton detector architectures have been considered in the literature [2,15–17],
and, so far, all of them have been shown to be inefficient. In this section, we revisit them, trying
to find the common reason behind their inefficiency, and compare them with the Gertsenshtein
experiment of §6.

The simplest kind of graviton detector is a collection of atoms. Dyson showed that an atom
absorbs a graviton with a planckian cross section:

σabs = 4π2l2pQ, (7.1)

where lp is the Planck length and Q is a number of order one11. A collection of atoms is efficient
at absorbing gravitons if the optical depth of the graviton through the medium is greater than
one:

nBσabsD > 1, (7.2)
where nB is the density of atoms (bound states) and D the size of the detector. Assuming the
mass of the detector is M , while the mass of a single atom is mB, then nB = M/(mBD

3), and
the optical depth is

nBσabsD ∼ GM

D

1
mBD

≲ 1, (7.3)

given that GM < D to avoid gravitational collapse and mBD > 1 for particles whose Compton
wavelength is smaller than the detector. Therefore graviton absorption is generically inefficient.
Barring any high-energy modification of General Relativity, this also prevents the occurrence
of gravitational absorption lines in the primordial gravitational wave spectrum [37].

Architectures based on laser interferometry, such as the one used in LIGO, fare no better. The
energy density of a gravitational wave of strain f and frequency ω is

ρ = f 2ω2

32πG, (7.4)

while the energy density of a single graviton of the same frequency is ω4. Therefore, in order
to detect a single graviton, a LIGO-type apparatus needs to be sensitive to a strain

f =
√

32πωlp. (7.5)
11In fact, this result extends to generic (quantum) bound states [37].
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The measured strain is nothing but the fractional change in the distance D between two masses:
f = ∆D/D. Thus the detector needs to be sensitive to a distance variation of

∆D = fD =
√

32π(ωD)lp ≲
√

32πlp, (7.6)

given that the distance D between the two masses has to be smaller than the graviton wave-
length: D < ω−1. Consequently, a LIGO-type interferometer needs to measure distances to
Planck length accuracy in order to be able to detect a single graviton, and is therefore techni-
cally inefficient at this task.

A kind of cosmic detector was envisioned in [15]. Here, the authors point out that the obser-
vation of a cosmological gravitational wave background associated with an inflationary phase
would provide evidence for the quantization of the gravitational field. However, we know that
if the inflationary phase lasts too long, the length scales we observe nowadays correspond to
modes smaller than the Planck length at the onset of inflation. This is the trans-Planckian
problem of inflationary cosmology [38, 39]. It has been conjectured [40] that this problem can
never arise in any consistent UV-complete theory of gravity. According to this trans-Planckian
Censorship Conjecture (TCC), no mode that exits the Hubble horizon could ever have had a
wavelength smaller than the Planck length. If ai and af are the values of the scale factor at
the beginning and end of the inflation phase, respectively, the TCC reads [41]

af

ai

<
mp

Hf

, (7.7)

where Hf is the Hubble rate at the end of inflation. Given that after inflation af/ai is expo-
nentially large, the condition above severely limits the scale of inflation Hf . In particular, if
inflation provides a causal mechanism for the origin of structure, the current Hubble volume
must originate from the Hubble volume at the beginning of inflation, meaning that roughly

1
H0

≈ 1
Hf

eN TR

T0
, (7.8)

where H0 is the Hubble rate today, N the number of e-foldings, and T0, TR the temperatures
today and at reheating, respectively. If reheating is fast, TR ≈

√
mpHf . Furthermore, given

that the matter energy density today is larger than the radiation energy density by a factor
Teq/T0, where Teq is the temperature at matter-radiation equality, H0 =

√
T 3

0 Teq/mp, and (7.8)
gives

af

ai

= eN ∼
√
mpHf

T0Teq

. (7.9)

Plugging this back into (7.7) gives the condition

Hf < (mpT0Teq)1/3, (7.10)

forcing the tensor-to-scalar ratio r to be

r ∼ 108
(
Hf

mp

)2

< 10−30, (7.11)
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practically unobservable [41]. In short, if one makes the minimal assumption that subplanckian
modes during inflation cannot cross the horizon, classicalize, and become observable (TCC),
tensor modes are also generically unobservable and cannot be used to establish the quantization
of gravity. Any model of inflation that predicts observable tensor modes also makes predictions
about physical quantities today that rely on unknown trans-Planckian physics, and its validity
is therefore dubious.

In the first two experiments just reviewed, the obstruction in observing the quantization of
the gravitational field seems to stem from the impossibility to resolve scales below the Planck
length. This fundamental limit in the precision of distance measurements is itself a consequence
of gravitational collapse in General Relativity [14]: trying to resolve finer distances requires so
much energy that the system is bound to collapse to a black hole. In a sense then, the parameter
space that would enable graviton detection is always hidden behind the event horizon of a black
hole. It is important to realize, however, that this conclusion relies on the assumption that
gravitational collapse generically results in black holes, i.e. singularities hidden behind event
horizons. This is the content of the (weak) Cosmic Censorship Conjecture (CCC) [42, 43]. All
we can say, then, is that in a universe in which the CCC is true, graviton detection architectures
based on laser interferometry or graviton absorption are generically inefficient. Interestingly, in
the third experiment we reviewed it is the TCC that, if true, would impede graviton detection.
In this scenario, in place of a black hole horizon, fluctuations in the trans-Planckian regime are
instead hidden behind the cosmological horizon so as to make them unable to turn classical
and affect macroscopic observations [44].

Therefore, in the graviton detector architectures discussed above the nonlinear gravitational
physics responsible for the formation of an event horizon conspires to hide the quantization
of the gravitational field. Note then that the Gertsenshtein experiment discussed in §6 is
qualitatively different in that the electromagnetic field plays the role of the co-conspirator: the
nonlinearities of the electromagnetic field destroy the coherence of the two waves to prevent
oscillations at scales below the Hubble radius. Vacuum polarization is instrumental in securing
inefficiency: in its absence, oscillations would occur inside the cosmological horizon and become
observable.

In fact, if one were to ignore vacuum polarization effects (equivalent to taking α = 0 or
me = mp) the probability of conversion would simply be

P = sin2(ωmD), (7.12)

with ωm =
√
GB0. Fixing P = 1, one could then make D arbitrarily small by increasing the

strength of the magnetic field B0 beyond the Schwinger limit. Graviton-to-photon conversion
would happen with probability 1 at arbitrarily small scales, independently of the frequency of
the incoming graviton. In such a universe, single graviton detection using the Gertsenshtein
effect would in principle be possible in the laboratory.
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8 Conclusions
It is often assumed that gravity is quantized. Given that the quantization of gravity does not
follow logically from the quantization of matter [1], its existence can only be experimentally
decided. The Cosmic Censorship Conjecture [42] entails that quantum gravity effects are always
hidden behind event horizons. A particular form of cosmic censorship comes into play in the
detection of single gravitons: Dyson, Rothman and Boughn [2, 16] proposed several graviton
detector architectures and showed they cannot work due to gravitational collapse.

In this paper, we have studied a graviton detector architecture based on graviton-to-photon
conversion (originally proposed by Dyson) and we have shown that, for photon frequencies
k consistent with current single-photon detector sensitivities, this architecture is generically
inefficient at detecting gravitons. This is due to the nonlinearities of the electromagnetic field,
which destroy graviton-photon coherence above the scale B̄0 ∼

√
Gm4

e/α
2k. For typical single-

photon detector frequencies, the magnetic field strength is such that graviton-photon oscillations
occur at cosmological scales, and one needs to take into account the expansion of the universe.
A consistent treatment of graviton-photon oscillations in the cosmological setting reveals that
these always lie outside the Hubble radius and are in principle unobservable [21].

Contrary to other graviton detectors discussed in §7, where the inefficiency is purely a
consequence of the nonlinear gravitational processes that lead to the formation of an event
horizon, the inefficiency of the Gertsenshtein detector is partly a result of the nonlinearity of
the electromagnetic field in the form of vacuum polarization effects: in a hypothetical scenario
with no vacuum polarization, oscillations would occur well within the cosmological horizon,
making single graviton detection possible. However, while gravitational collapse constitutes a
clear-cut obstruction to graviton detection, the coherence breaking effect of vacuum polarization
makes graviton detection practically, but not theoretically, impossible. In particular, a futuristic
technology capable of detecting single photons at wavelengths much larger than the nanometer
range of currently existing detectors could in principle be envisioned. If such frequencies could
be achieved, an efficient detector would be of astrophysical, instead of cosmological, size.

The nonlinearities of the gravitational field cloak quantum gravitational effects behind event
horizons. With the caveats discussed above, in the Gertsenshtein experiment the nonlinearities
of the electromagnetic field force oscillations to lie beyond the cosmological horizon, so that
graviton detection is just outside the reach of empirical observation. If one assumes that
the inability to detect a single graviton has a deeper origin, for example if the gravitational
field arises as a purely classical entity in the thermodynamic limit of some microscopic non-
gravitational theory [45–47], the different obstructions in the two cases could be suggestive of
a duality between electromagnetism and gravity, in the spirit of [48]. This remains the subject
for future investigation.
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A Remarks on the one-loop effective Lagrangian
In this appendix we discuss some mathematical subtleties related to the 1-loop effective QED
Lagrangian (2.7), and justify our choice of disregarding a similar contribution due to gravity.

Since the expression in (2.7) has first-order poles at s = nπ/a with n = 1, 2, ..., the integral
representation must be defined with an appropriate regularization scheme [49]:

L(1)
EM = −m4

e

8π2 lim
ϵ,η→0+

∫ ∞+iη

iη
ds
e−s(1−iϵ)

s3

[
(as)(bs) cot(as) coth(bs) − 1 + s2

3 (a2 − b2)
]
. (A.1)

Physically, the one-loop effective Lagrangian above has a natural perturbative expansion in
(even) powers of the external photon field [50]:

(A.2)

where the squiggly lines represent photons and the loops electron-positron pairs.
To see this, one can expand the trigonometric functions x coth x and x cotx around x = 0:

x coth x =
∞∑

n=0

22nB2n

(2n)! x
2n, x cotx =

∞∑
m=0

(−1)m22mB2m

(2m)! x2m, (A.3)

where B are the Bernoulli numbers. Substituting the power series into (A.1), one gets the weak
field expansion

L(1)
EM ∼ −m4

e

8π2

∞∑
n=2

n∑
m=0

(2n− 3)!
(2m)!(2n− 2m)!B2mB2n−2m(2ia)2m(2b)2n−2m. (A.4)

This is an expansion in the background electromagnetic field strength. For example, the first
two orders of (A.4) yield

L(1)
EM ∼ m4

e

360π2 (a4 + 5a2b2 + b4) + m4
e

630π2

(
a6 + 7

2a
4b2 − 7

2a
2b4 − b6

)
+ ... (A.5)

The leading term encodes the correction to photon propagation due to light-light scattering
and corresponds to the second diagram in (A.2), while the second term corresponds to the
third diagram in (A.2) with six external photon legs and is further suppressed by additional
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factors of Bc = m2
e/q. Note also that the first term of (A.5) coincides with (4.2), as it should.

Similarly, it can be shown that the strong (magnetic) field expansion is

L(1)
EM ∼ a2m4

e

24π2

(
−ψ

( 1
2b

)
− b− ln(2b)

)
+ b2m4

e

24π2

(
log 2b− 1

2

)
+ ... (A.6)

In general, one cannot exchange integral and infinite summation as we did above. The price
to pay for this infraction is that (A.5) and (A.6) are asymptotic expansions, namely formally
divergent power series whose truncation at finite order can still provide a good approximation
to the underlying function (in our case, the one-loop Lagrangian). In sections 4 and 5 we
compute the electric permittivity and magnetic permeability of the vacuum by differentiating
the one-loop Lagrangian with respect to the parameters a and b using (2.18). These derivatives
should always be understood as computed on the corresponding (truncated) asymptotic series.

In some cases, it is possible to restore the original non-perturbative information by resum-
mation methods. Indeed, one can show that for a purely magnetic background, which is the
case we are interested in, the series (A.4) is diverging but alternating, and therefore Borel
summable. One can also show that the Borel resummation of (A.4) coincides with (A.1) [51].
For a purely electric background, on the other hand, the series is divergent and non-alternating,
and thus is not even Borel summable, which signals the presence of additional non-perturbative
sectors of the theory. Indeed, the Lagrangian (A.1) has an imaginary nonperturbative contri-
bution which arises from the poles on the real s axis and corresponds physically to vacuum
instability due to electron-positron pair production in the presence of a static electric field. The
full nonperturbative imaginary part of (A.1) was first derived by Schwinger [52] and is given
by

ImL(1)
EM = q2E2

8π3

∞∑
n=1

exp
(

−πnEc

E

)
. (A.7)

In our setup, this contribution is vanishingly small as E ≪ Ec.

The general structure of (A.4) is that of a low energy effective field theory: the Lagrangian
describes the physics of some light degrees of freedom (the photon field) by integrating out the
heavy degrees of freedom (the electron field) that lie at or above a certain energy scale (the
Schwinger limit). Schematically, given a heavy mass scale m and a series of gauge and Lorentz
invariant operators On for the light fields of mass dimension n, one can write the effective
Lagrangian as

Leff = m4∑
n

an
On

mn
, (A.8)

where an are numerical coefficients. For example, the first nontrivial term of (A.4) is the Euler-
Heisenberg Lagrangian, with mass dimension n = 8 and O8 = (FµνF

µν)2 + 7/4(F̃µνF
µν)2. The

next term in the expansion has mass dimension n = 12, as one can see from (A.5).
The one-loop effective Lagrangian for gravity has the same structure as (A.8), just with

different operators and, presumably, mass scale. If we assume, as we do in the main text,
that the UV completion of gravity lies at the Planck scale, then m ≡ mp and the higher
order contributions in the effective Lagrangian for gravity are completely negligible. In certain
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models, for example in models with large extra dimensions, m can be much smaller and the
loop corrections can become significant.

The general structure of the effective field theory of gravity coupled to the Standard Model
was analyzed in [53]. The first non-trivial effective coupling between gravity and electromag-
netism arises at sixth order and has the form

L6 = a6

m2
p

F µνF ρσCµνρσ, (A.9)

where Cµνρσ is the Weyl tensor and a6 a numerical coefficient of order 1. Schematically, this
term is L6 ∼ m−2

p F 2∂h∂h. By (2.9), (A.9) gives a contribution to the graviton propagator
∼ □h(B0/m

2
p)2. Even at the Schwinger limit Bc = m2

e/q, the correction is of order ∼ 10−90, far
below anything detectable.

A complete treatment of photon-graviton mixing beyond tree-level can also be found in
[54,55].

B Calculation of ε and µ in the strong field regime
In order to compute the electric permittivity and magnetic permeability in (2.18), one has to
compute the derivatives of (2.7) with respect to a and b. This appendix presents a detailed
calculation of these derivatives in the limit a ≪ 1 and b ≫ 1.

Let’s start from the derivative with respect to a. In the limit a ≪ 1, this is

∂L(1)
EM(a, b)
∂a

= am4
e

12π2

∫ ∞

0

e−s

s
(bs coth bs− 1) ds. (B.1)

Defining x ≡ bs, one can write (B.1) as

am4
e

12π2

∫ ∞

0
e−x/b

(
coth x− 1

x

)
dx. (B.2)

Each of the two integrals in (B.2) diverges when evaluated separately, but if one regularizes the
integrals by introducing a convergence-enforcing parameter ϵ, the divergent parts are found to
cancel out, leaving a finite result after summing.

In order to compute (B.2) we need the following standard integrals:∫ ∞

0
dxxm−1e−nx = n−mΓ(m),∫ ∞

0
dxxme−nx coth x = 2−m−1Γ(1 +m)

[
ζ
(

1 +m,
n

2

)
+ ζ

(
1 +m,

2 + n

2

)]
,

(B.3)

where Γ(x) is the gamma function, and ζ(x, y) the generalized Riemann zeta function.
We regularize the integral (B.2) by multiplying both terms by xϵ:

am4
e

12π2

∫ ∞

0

(
xϵe−x/b coth x− xϵ−1e−x/b

)
dx. (B.4)
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Using (B.3), the integral in (B.4) evaluates to∫ ∞

0

(
xϵe−x/b coth x− xϵ−1e−x/b

)
dx =

2−ϵ−1Γ(1 + ϵ)
[
ζ
(

1 + ϵ,
1
2b

)
+ ζ

(
1 + ϵ, 1 + 1

2b

)]
− bϵΓ(ϵ).

(B.5)

In order to take the limit ϵ → 0, we need the following ϵ expansions:

bϵ = 1 + ϵ ln b+ 1
2(ln b)2ϵ2 + O(ϵ3),

Γ(ϵ) = 1
ϵ

− γ + 1
12(6γ2 + π2)ϵ+ O(ϵ2),

Γ(1 + ϵ) = 1 − γϵ+ 1
12(6γ2 + π2)ϵ2 + O(ϵ3),

Γ(ϵ− 1) = −1
ϵ

+ γ − 1 +
(

−π2

12 − γ2

2 − 1 + γ

)
ϵ+ O(ϵ2),

ζ(ϵ, h) = 1
2 − h+ ϵζ ′(0, h) + ϵ2

2 ζ
′′(0, h) + O(ϵ3),

ζ(1 + ϵ, h) = 1
ϵ

− ψ(h) + O(ϵ),

ζ(ϵ− 1, h) = −1
2h

2 + 1
2h− 1

12 + ϵζ ′(−1, h) + ϵ2

2 ζ
′′(−1, h) + O(ϵ3),

(B.6)

where γ is the Euler-Mascheroni constant and ψ(z) the digamma function, defined as ψ(x) ≡
Γ′(x)/Γ(x).

With the identities above, and in the limit ϵ → 0, (B.5) gives

lim
ϵ→0

∫ ∞

0

(
xϵe−x/b coth x− xϵ−1e−x/b

)
dx = −ψ

( 1
2b

)
− b− ln(2b), (B.7)

where I have used the identity ψ(1 +x) = ψ(x) + 1/x. As promised, the divergent pieces ∝ ϵ−1

have canceled out.
Similarly, one can compute the derivative with respect to b in the limit a ≪ 1. This is

∂L(1)
EM(a, b)
∂b

= bm4
e

12π2

∫ ∞

0

e−s

s

(
1 − 3

2
coth(bs)

bs
+ 3

2 csch2(bs)
)
ds. (B.8)

With x ≡ bs, and introducing the regulator xϵ, the integral becomes
bm4

e

12π2 lim
ϵ→0

∫ ∞

0
e−x/b

(
xϵ−1 − 3

2x
ϵ−2 coth x+ 3

2x
ϵ−1 csch2 x

)
dx. (B.9)

Using (B.3), we get

bm4
e

12π2

−γ + ln b− (1 − γ)
( 3

4b2 + 1
2

)
+
( 3

4b2 + 1
2

)
ln 2 + 6ζ ′

(
−1, 1

2b

)
− 3

2b ln(2b)

− γ
( 3

4b2 − 1
2

)
−
( 3

4b2 − 1
2

)
ln 2 + 6ζ ′

(
−1, 1

2b

)
− 3
b

ln Γ
( 1

2b

)
+ 3

2b ln 2π
.

(B.10)
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Therefore, the two derivatives are

∂L(1)
EM(a, b)
∂a

= am4
e

12π2

(
−ψ

( 1
2b

)
− b− ln 2b

)
,

∂L(1)
EM(a, b)
∂b

= bm4
e

12π2

(
ln 2b− 3

4b2 + 12ζ ′
(

−1, 1
2b

)
+ 3

2b ln π
b

− 3
b

ln Γ
( 1

2b

)
− 1

2

)
.

(B.11)

In the supercritical limit b ≫ 1, ψ(1/2b) ≈ −2b and Γ(1/2b) ≈ 2b, therefore (B.11) becomes

∂L(1)
EM(a, b)
∂a

= am4
e

12π2 (b− ln b) ,

∂L(1)
EM(a, b)
∂b

= bm4
e

12π2 ln b.
(B.12)
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