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Vacuum perturbations of the Kerr metric can be reconstructed from the corresponding perturba-
tion in either of the two Weyl scalars 1y or 14, using a procedure described by Chrzanowski and
others in the 1970s. More recent work, motivated within the context of self-force physics, extends
the procedure to metric perturbations sourced by a particle in a bound geodesic orbit. However, the
existing procedure leaves undetermined a certain stationary, axially-symmetric piece of the metric
perturbation. In the vacuum region away from the particle, this “completion” piece corresponds
simply to mass and angular-momentum perturbations of the Kerr background, with amplitudes that
are, however, a priori unknown. Here we present and implement a rigorous method for finding the
completion piece. The key idea is to impose continuity, off the particle, of certain gauge-invariant
fields constructed from the full (completed) perturbation, in order to determine the unknown am-
plitude parameters of the completion piece. We implement this method in full for bound (eccentric)
geodesic orbits in the equatorial plane of the Kerr black hole. Our results provide a rigorous un-
derpinning of recent results by Friedman et al. for circular orbits, and extend them to non-circular

orbits.
I. INTRODUCTION

Gravitational perturbations of the Kerr geometry are
often studied within the null-tetrad framework of New-
man and Penrose, using Teukolsky’s formalism @] In
this approach one does not work with the metric pertur-
bation directly, but instead one considers the perturba-
tions in the Weyl curvature scalars 1y or 14 as proxies.
The perturbation equations governing these scalars are
fully separable by means of a (spin-weighted) spheroidal-
harmonic and Fourier decomposition, and thus conve-
niently reduce to a set of decoupled ordinary differential
equations. In some problems, however, one is interested
in the metric perturbation itself. One such problem of
contemporary interest is that of calculating the gravi-
tational self-force acting on an orbiting particle ﬂ, B],
in which knowledge of the full local metric perturbation
near the particle is required. In such problems one faces
the challenge of metric reconstruction: Given the (har-
monic modes of the) perturbation in vy or 14, how does
one recover the corresponding metric perturbation?

A reconstruction procedure for vacuum perturbations
was developed long ago in papers by Chrzanowski M]
and Cohen and Kegeleséﬂ], with further contributions
from Wald [6], Stewart [7], and (more recently) Lousto
and Whiting |8]; in keeping with common nomenclature
we shall refer to it here as the CCK procedure. The
procedure yields a vacuum metric perturbation in (one
of two) particular, traceless “radiation” gauges [cf. Eq.
(A23)]. The reconstructed perturbation is determined
only up to a 4-parameter family of Petrov type D vac-
uum perturbations [9], representing (i) perturbations into
Kerr geometries of a different mass or (ii) a different
angular-momentum, and perturbations away from Kerr
into (iii) Kerr-Newman-Tamburino-Unti (Kerr-NUT) or
(iv) C-metric geometries. These perturbations are all
stationary and axisymmetric. In the vacuum case, Kerr-

NUT and C-metric perturbations are ruled out based on
regularity ﬂg], but the mass and angular-momentum per-
turbations remain arbitrary within the CCK procedure.
These two “missing” pieces of the metric perturbation
must be determined separately [e.g., in the vacuum prob-
lem, through conditions imposed on the total Arnowitt—
Deser—Misner (ADM) mass and angular momentum of
the spacetime]. We shall refer to the task of fixing the
missing pieces as the completion of the reconstruction
procedure, and to the missing pieces themselves as the
“completion” part of the perturbation.

The CCK procedure is no longer directly applicable in
the non-vacuum case, with the root cause of complication
being the inconsistency of the (traceless) radiation gauge
condition with the linearized Einstein’s equations when
matter sources are present m, |J__1|] Notably, in the pres-
ence of sources, the (mode-sum based) CCK procedure
fails to return a valid solution not only within the matter
region but also at vacuum points away from any sources
ﬂﬁ—lﬂ] With the self-force problem as a prime motiva-
tion, Ori ﬂﬁ] devised a reconstruction procedure for per-
turbations sourced by a point particle in a bound orbit
around a Kerr black hole. Specifically, he prescribed the
reconstruction of a (radiation-gauge) metric perturbation
in the vacuum regions r > r,(¢) and ry < r < rp(t),
where r = r;,(t) is the radial location of the particle and
r = r4 the horizon’s radius; we hereafter adopt standard
Boyer-Linquist coordinates {¢,r,0,p}. Ori showed that
the analytical extension of the solution from either vac-
uum region across r = 1, (t) produces a string-like gauge
singularity that extends radially from the particle into
the opposite vacuum domain.

Later, Friedman, Keidl, Shah (FKS) and collaborators
M] prescribed an alternative reconstruction, special-
ized to circular equatorial orbits of radius r = rg, in
which the singularities were replaced with a gauge dis-
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continuity (and a delta function) on the sphere r = 7o [l
The procedure was recently generalized by Van de Meent
and Shah to any bound equatorial orbits @], using the
method of extended homogeneous solutionﬁ]. Moti-
vated by these developments, Pound et al. |[14] obtained
a rigorous formulation of the self-force, complete with
a practical mode-sum calculation formula, starting from
a reconstructed metric perturbation in either Ori’s or
FKS’s approach.

The self-force formulation of Ref. ﬂﬂ] assumes that one
knows how to complete the metric reconstruction; in gen-
eral, the completion piece has an important contribution
to the local self-force experienced by the particle. How-
ever, how to obtain the completion piece remains an open
problem, in generalﬂ Keidl et al. show, in ﬂﬁ, ], that
Kerr-NUT and C-metric perturbations must be excluded
for regularity reasons even in the particle case; and they
derive the remaining, physical completion piece in the
case of circular equatorial geodesic orbits. However, their
calculation is restricted to that class of orbits, and their
method relies on certain assumptions that are yet to be
confirmed (see below). Our goal here is to describe a gen-
eral, rigorous method for deriving the completion piece
for bound orbits in Kerr geometry, and we will go on to
implement it for generic (bound) orbits in the equatorial
plane. We will thereby confirm and extend the results of
Keidl et al., and supply a necessary ingredient to enable
self-force calculations from a reconstructed metric.

For a particle in a bound orbit, the task of comple-
tion takes the following simple form. Let ST and S~
denote, respectively, the two vacuum regions r > (%)
and r4 <7 < ry(t), and let hregi represent the piece of
the metric perturbation obtained by applying the recon-
struction procedure in the respective domains S* (with
the usual, retarded boundary condltlons We refer here
specifically to an FKS-like “no-strin reconstructlon (as
implemented most recently in ﬂE .: , in which hr;gi
are each regular in their respective Vacuum domains. The
full, completed metric perturbation in each of ST is given
by

h: _ hrcc:t + hcomp:l:7 (1)
where hg}ampi are the completion pieces in the respective
domains. The latter have the form

peemit = = p Oy =R 0D (2)

where £ and J7* are constant coefficients (depending
only on the details of the orbit), and hfé\/[ ) and h(()i;] ) are

I The irregularity of the FKS reconstructed metric on the sphere
r = ro was highlighted in Ref. M}, referring to the FKS gauge
as the “no-string” gauge.

2 The two recent numerical implementations of the Pound et al.
formulation—by Merlin and Shah } in Schwarzschild and by
Van de Meent m} in Kerr—apply the completion determined in
the current paper.

certain homogeneous, stationary and axisymmetric per-
turbations representing, respectively, mass and angular-
momentum perturbations of the Kerr geometry. These
two perturbations can be readily written down in analytic
form (fixing the gauge and the overall normalization), as
we do in Egs. (88) and ([89) below. The problem of com-
pletion thus reduces to that of determining the values of
the four coefficients £*, 7*. In fact, £t and J+ may be
readily deduced from global conditions on the total mass
and angular-momentum contents of the system (this will
be described in Sec. [V, so the problem further reduces
to that of determining £~ and J ~ alone, or, equivalently,
the two differences
[E]:=&T —€7, T =" -J". (3)
In this work we propose and implement a new strat-
egy for determining [£] and [7]. The basic idea is as
follows. Let S represent the (241-dimensional) surface
r = rp(t) that is the interface between ST and S~. The
particle’s orbit traces a timelike curve v in S, and we
let S := S — 7, ie. S is the part of S excluding the
particle’s orbit. Our strategy is based on the exrpecta-
tion that gauge-invariant fields constructed from the full,
physical perturbation must be smooth everywhere but on
the particle, and, in particular, they must be smooth on
S. Thus, we construct a suitable set of (real) invariant
fields Ii (n =1,2,...) corresponding to the full pertur-
bation h ap? and require that Z+ = Z- on S, for each n.
This continuity requirement translates to a set of sim-
ple algebraic equations for [£] and [J], which are then
solved. Since there are two unknowns, we require two in-
dependent matching conditions. This can be achieved by
imposing Z,F = Z for a pair of independent invariants
(say Z; and T,) at an arbitrarily chosen point of S; or,
possibly, by imposing continuity of a single invariant (say
7)) at two different longitudinal points of S. We shall
confirm that the two procedures give identical results,
and, indeed, that they each automatically guarantee the
continuity of all invariants Z,, on the entire surface S.
Since the completion piece hg’mpi is stationary and
axisymmetric, in the above calculation we need only
concern ourselves with the stationary and axisymmetric
piece of h¥,. Since h;ompi is given in a simple analytic
form, the main calculation task, therefore, is to derive the
stationary and axisymmetric piece of the reconstructed

metric hf;gi. The reconstruction procedure yields indi-

vidual multipole (¢-)modes of h**S*, and the main chal-

lenge is in the evaluation of the sum of multipole contri-
butions. We show how this can be done analytically. In
fact, the stationarity and axial symmetry of the relevant
perturbation enable us to perform the entire calculation
analytically, even for non-circular orbits.

We note the distinction between the task of completion
and the (more ambitious) task of constructing a metric
perturbation h.g in a gauge in which it is globally smooth
(except on the particle). Even after completion, our per-
turbation will in general fail to be continuous on S. This



discontinuity can, in principle, be removed with a suit-
able gauge transformation, but here we do not pursue
this additional task of “gauge regularization”. Whether
a gauge regularization is required in practice depends on
the particular application, and sometimes it suffices to
gauge-regularize only some relevant piece of the pertur-
bation; we shall discuss a few examples in the concluding
section of this paper. We intend to present a systematic
treatment of gauge regularization in a future work.

Finally, we note that our calculation, and the comple-
tion perturbation that comes out of it, apply specifically
for a reconstruction done in the so-called “ingoing” radia-
tion gauge [see Eq. (A23)]. To determine the completion
for a reconstruction in the companion “outgoing” gauge
would require a separate calculation, which we have not
carried out (though we expect it to be entirely analogous
to the calculation presented here).

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Sec. [II
we present our set of auxiliary gauge-invariant quantities
Z,. In Sec. [[IIl as a warm-up exercise, we perform our
completion calculation and determine [£] and [J] for cir-
cular geodesic orbits in Schwarzschild spacetime. Section
[V extends the calculation to circular equatorial geodesic
orbits in Kerr spacetime, and Sec. [V] extends it further
to all bound (eccentric) geodesic orbits in the equatorial
plane in Kerr. In Section [VIl we use asymptotic analysis
at spatial infinity in order to determine the completion
amplitudes £T and J T, and consequently, using our now-
known values of [£] and [J], also the amplitudes £~ and
J . Section [VII] contains a summary and a discussion of
remaining issues and generalizations. Some of the techni-
cal details of our calculation are relegated to appendices.

Our conventions for the Newman-Penrose formalism
and for the reconstruction procedure follow those of
Ref. @] In particular, we adopt the metric signa-
ture —+++ (unlike, e.g., FKS and much of the early
Newman-Penrose literature). For convenience, we give
in Appendix [Al a full review of vacuum reconstruction
using our conventions. We use geometrized units with
G = ¢ =1 throughout.

In the rest of this introduction we review previous at-
tempts at the completion problem, and describe some
other relevant work. We highlight the way in which our
method differs from that of earlier work.

A. Survey of previous, related work

An initial investigation of the completion problem
for particle sources was carried out by L. Price (un-
published thesis, [10]). Specializing to a Schwarzschild
background, Price attempted to determine the comple-
tion piece through the requirement that h;%mp"r matched

smoothly with A77"™™ on S (allowing for arbitrary gauge
transformations on either sides of the surface). In Kerr,
this procedure only makes sense under the unproven as-

sumption that the reconstructed part hi75 is itself smooth

3

on S (up to a gauge transformation). In our method we
instead impose continuity (up to gauge) of the full (com-
pleted) perturbation, so need not resort to making such
an assumption. Also, as described above, we impose con-
tinuity of certain invariant fields and not of the (gauge
dependent) metric perturbation. This way we evade the
arduous task of gauge regularization, which is unneces-
sary for the sole purpose of determining hg;mp.

In their series of papers pioneering the radiation-gauge
approach to the self-force, FKS have tackled the problem
of determining the completion piece for circular geodesic
orbits in the equatorial plane (first in Schwarzschild [15-
[17] and later in Kerr ﬂﬁ]) Their treatment invokes the
Komar definitions of energy and angular momentum as
applied to the stationary and axisymmetric piece of the
perturbed spacetime: The amplitudes £F and J* are
determined (essentially) by fixing the Komar mass and
angular momentum of the perturbed spacetime at r — oo
and on the black hole’s horizon. It is implicitly assumed,
however, that the reconstructed piece ;g has no contri-
bution to the Komar quantities. This is readily justified
in the Schwarzschild case, where the mass and angular
momentum content of the perturbation is contained en-
tirely in its monopole and dipole modes (which have no
contribution from hg§). But, to the best of our knowl-
edge, the assumption remains unproven in the Kerr case.
The calculation to be presented in the current paper will
indirectly establish the validity of FKS’s assumption.

In a slightly different context, Dolan and Barack ﬂﬁﬁ
recently discussed an alternative method for determin-
ing the mass and angular-momentum content of an ar-
bitrary region of perturbed space, building on work by
Abbott and Deser [24]. The AbbottDeser formulation
relies only on the existence of time-translation and ro-
tational Killing symmetries in the background spacetime,
and is thus applicable to a general perturbed Kerr ge-
ometry. The method prescribes certain conserved quan-
tities (one for each background Killing field), which are
constructed from the metric perturbation and its first
derivatives, integrated over a closed 2-surface on a space-
like hypersurface. This provides a quasi-local definition
of the energy and angular-momentum content of the vol-
ume enclosed within the surface, which can be shown to
coincide with standard definitions (e.g., ADM’s) in the
appropriate limits. One can imagine using this method
to determine the completion amplitudes £+ and J+ by
fixing the Abbott—Deser mass and angular momentum of
the completed perturbation at infinity and on the hori-
zon. We have attempted this approach, but found the
necessary surface integrals, and summation over modes,

3 Ref. [23] discusses a direct calculation of the metric perturbation
(in the Lorenz gauge) via numerical time evolution of the lin-
earized Einstein’s equations. The problem of completion takes
a different form within this treatment, the main issue being the
mitigation of gauge instabilities that affect the stationary and
axisymmetric part of the perturbation.



very hard to evaluate in practice (except at infinity).
Thus, we have not been able to use this method for de-
termining £+ and J*. Nonetheless, we think that, with
some further development, the approach may provide a
viable alternative to (and a check on) our method.

An essentially equivalent completion problem was re-
cently studied by Sano and Tagoshi, who considered the
stationary and axisymmetric configuration of a rotating
circular mass ring around a Schwarzschild ] or a Kerr
@] black hole. Their analysis, like ours, seeks to ob-
tain [£] and [J] from continuity conditions imposed out-
side the matter source. However, Sano and Tagoshi do
not employ gauge-invariant quantities as in our method,
and instead require continuity of the metric perturbation
and of the (gauge dependent) Weyl scalars v, ¥ and
13. In their construction, the completed metric pertur-
bation and Weyl scalars are smooth on the sphere r = rg
(where 7 is the ring’s radius), off the ring itself, but are
singular on the equatorial plane outside the ring. Due
to the remaining singularity, it remains unclear whether
the prescribed completion is unique. As we will demon-
strate in the current paper (for a point particle source),
the completion is determined uniquely by looking at in-
variant quantities that must be smooth everywhere in the
vacuum region.

II. AUXILIARY GAUGE INVARIANTS

In this section we prescribe several useful gauge-
invariant quantities Z,,(hag) (n = 1,2,...) constructed
from a generic metric perturbation h,g given in an arbi-
trary gauge. Each of the fields Z,, is a (real-valued) differ-
ential functional of the metric perturbation, involving at
most third derivatives of hog. Our invariants (unlike the
“radiative” Weyl scalars 19 and 14) encode information
about the mass and angular-momentum content of the
perturbation, in a way that makes them useful for our
purpose of determining the completion piece—as will be
described in subsequent sections. Our construction as-
sumes a Kerr background with mass parameter M and
spin parameter a # 0. The Schwarzschild case, a = 0,
requires a separate treatment and will be considered in
subsection [T Al

Of the five (complex) Weyl curvature scalars [see Eq.
(A])) for definitions, and Appendix [Al for a review], only
1o is nonzero in the background Kerr geometry:

§) =o', ()

where
0= —(r —iacosf) !, (5)
and hereafter a superscript ‘(0)” denotes the background

value of a field defined in the perturbed spacetime. The
linear perturbation of 15, which we denote by 1/151), is

gauge-dependent. Under a first-order gauge transforma-
tion &% — x* 4 £ it transforms according to

= D — gyl (6)

where a comma denotes partial differentiation.

Our construction is based on identifying a reference
gauge in which the linear perturbation of - vanishes:
1551) = 0; we hereafter use an overtilde to indicates values
in the reference gaugeﬂ For a perturbation h,g in some
given (but arbitrary) gauge, let §~ be the generator of a
transformation to the reference gauge. By our definition
of the reference gauge, ¢ satisfies

£yl = b, (7)

where, on the right-hand side, wél) is the perturbation
associated with hqg in the original gauge. Recalling Eq.
@), and that 1/1§0) and 1/)51) are complex, we observe that
Eq. [@ constitutes a complex algebraic equation for the
two real components ¢ and £7. The solutions read

- = Im(P

Fore@), - 0

asinf’

where ¢ = 1/)&1)/(3Mg4). This prescribes the gauge
transformation from an arbitrary original gauge to our
reference gauge; the components ¢! and £ remain arbi-
trary. An important consequence is that the condition
1551) = 0 can be said to fiz the reference gauge, up to
gauge transformations in the t¢ plane.

Now consider the components hqg of the metric pertur-
bation in the reference gauge. Four of the components,
namely h.., hro = hg, and heg, are completely deter-
mined by ¢ and ¢Y (independently of ¢ and £%): We
have

hap = hap — 2€(ap) + 2T °E,, (9)

where henceforth the indices a, b, ¢ run over {r,0} only,
and parenthetical indices are symmetrized [in this exam-
ple, Eap) = (Eap+Ea)/2]. Tn Eq. @), T'9° are Christof-
fel symbols associated with the background (Kerr) metric
gg)ﬁ), and we have used I‘fl%)t =0= I‘fl%)“a. The covari-
ant components &, are given by &, = gﬁ)ér = (B/A)E"
and & = g(gg)ée = 2%, where ¥ := 72 4+ a2 cos? 0 and
A =12 — 2Mr + a®. Note that the right-hand side of
Eq. @) is, implicitly, a linear combination of the metric
perturbation h,g and its first, second and third deriva-
tives. This can be made explicit using Eq. (8) and the

second-order differential operation that produces 1/1§1) out

of hap (and ggg).

4 Our reference gauge has been employed at least once earlier in
the literature (for a different purpose)—see Sec. 82 of Chan-
drasekhar’s monograph [27].



Note further that the values of the components Bt
are completely fixed (because the reference gauge is fixed
up to transformations in the t¢ plane, which, however,
do not affect hqp). In other words, the right-hand side
of Eq. (@) describes gauge-invariant combinations of the
perturbation h.g and its derivatives. There is one such

invariant combination for each component hab, i.e., three
independent invariants in total: A, hgg and (say) h
It may sound confusing that components of the metrlc
perturbation in a particular gauge are said to be gauge-
invariant. To avoid such confusion, it is useful at this
point to dispose with the notion of a reference gauge and
simply think of h; as gauge-invariant functionals of hg,
e., the metric perturbation in an arbitrary gauge. To
reinforce this perspective, we introduce the renaming

{1171-271-3} = {BrruiL@@uﬁrO}a (10)

and recall that the fields Z,, are constructed from hqg
using Eqs. [®) and (@).

It is straightforward to confirm the gauge invariance
of Z,,(hap) with a direct calculation, as follows. Under
an arbitrary gauge transformation x® — z® 4 £, the
relevant components of the metric perturbation in the
original gauge transform according to hap — hap + d¢hap,
with

65]7,,117 = _25(11 b) + 2T O)c§c, (11)
where we have again used F((l%)t =0 = Fg%)“". The

perturbation in o transforms as in Eq. (@), namely
5 = 8 4 5l | with

R (12)

The quantities hap in Eq. @) transform, in turn, as hap —
hap + 5§hab7 with

Sehab = Schap — 20¢€(a ) + 209 6¢E, (13)

where 5550 is the gauge change in éc, and we have once

(O)t =0= Fg%)“". To calculate d¢&,., use Eq.

= 6c8Y, which, combined with

more used I';
(@ to obtain 5550‘ éoi
Eq. (I2), then gives

A (14)

This equation admits a unique solution for the two com-
ponents d¢£%, given by 0:£* = —£. Hence also

655{1 = —&a. (15)
Substituting from Eqs. (I8l and ([ into (I3) gives
Schap = 0, (16)

which establishes the invariance of Z,, under arbitrary
gauge transformations.

A. Schwarzschild case

In the case of a Schwarzschild background, a = 0, Eq.
@) gives 1/)&0) = —M/r3, and 1/)&0) is a real field. It follows

immediately (recalling also the general invariance of wél)
under infinitesimal tetrad rotations—see App. [A]) that

m( él)) is a gauge-invariant field. This means that our
reference gauge, as defined in the Kerr case, generally
does not exist: no gauge transformation can nullify 1/151),
because its imaginary piece is invariant (and generally
nonzero). Instead, we shall choose our reference gauge

to be one in which Re(ﬁél)) = 0. The generator éa of a
gauge transformation to the reference gauge then satisfies
[in analogy with Eq. ()] £~ éo(l = Re( él)). Since 1/)&0)
depends only on r, the components ét, 59 and @’ remain
undetermined. However, ¢" is still uniquely determined.
It is given by

& = _Re(y!), (17)

3M
which coincides with the a = 0 reduction of the general
Kerr value given in Eq. (8.

We see that, in the Schwarzschild case, the reference
gauge is fixed only up to arbitrary transformatlons in
the space spanned by ft 59 and £¥. However, there is
still a certain component of the metric perturbation in
the reference gauge that is completely determined by &£"
alone, namely

hrr = hrr 257‘ r+ 2r O)T§7‘7 (18)
where & = (1 — 2M/r)"'€" and we have used '), =
0 for v = t,0,¢ in the Schwarzschild case. The gauge
invariance of h,, follows in exactly the same way as in
the Kerr case.

For our completion calculation we shall require fwo
auxiliary invariants. Since h,, is the only invariant com-
ponent of hag, we must look elsewhere. Fortunately, a
second useful invariant immediately suggests itself in the
Schwarzschild case, and has already been mentioned: the
field Im(&/)él)) itself. Thus, for our completion analysis
in Schwarzschild, we shall utilize the two invariants

{T1, To}setw = {Irr, Im(y§1) ). (19)

Note that, in the Schwarzschild case, our Z5 involves only
up to second derivatives of the original metric perturba-
tion hog. The invariant Z;, and all three of our invariants
in the Kerr case, involve up to third derivatives.

IIT. CIRCULAR ORBITS IN SCHWARZSCHILD
SPACETIME

We start, in this section, by calculating the completion
piece of the metric perturbation for a configuration con-
sisting of a circular geodesic orbit around a Schwarzschild



black hole. This will serve to illustrate (and test) our
method in a relatively simple setting.

Thus, we consider a particle of mass g moving in
a circular geodesic orbit of radius r = 7y around a
Schwarzschild black-hole of mass M > u. The gravita-
tional self-force acting on the particle is ignored. With-
out loss of generality, we let the orbit lie in the equato-
rial plane, § = 7/2. The particle’s energy-momentum is
given by

Tab _ M/ uu? 5t (@ — ali(r)) (—g' ")~V ?dr,  (20)

where ¢(©) := det(g((loﬁ) = —rtsin 6, xh(7) denotes the
particle’s worldline (parametrized by proper time 7), and
u® 1= dxy /dr is the particle’s 4-velocity. For our circular

equatorial orbits, this reduces to

a, B
o putu
T = o 0(r —ro)d(cos 0)d(p — Qt), (21)
0
where Q = w¥/u' is the particle’s angular velocity.

The conserved energy and angular momentum along the
geodesic are, respectively,

E = —puy = p(1 — 2M /o) (1 — 3M/rg) "2,
L = puy, = p(Mro)'/? (1 — 3]\/[/7°0)_1/2 ) (22)

where u, = ggguﬂ . The surface § defined in the in-

troduction is now the (2+1-dimensional) sphere r = ro,
and (in what is a slight redefinition) we use S to denote
S minus the (1+1-dimensional) equatorial ring (r,6) =
(ro,m/2). We use superscripts ‘+’ or ‘—’ to denote fields
defined on r > rg or r < ry, respectively, or otherwise
quantities defined through the respective limits r — rar

orr—ry.

Our workplan is as follows. In Sec. [IIAl we (analyti-
cally) solve the relevant Teukolsky equation to obtain the
stationary and axisymmetric piece of the Weyl curvature
scalar 1. This is the starting point for a CCK procedure,
which we apply in Sec. The end product is hfgi—
the “reconstructed” piece of the metric perturbation on
either side of S, and we also obtain the piece wg‘”i, as-

sociated with hfgi, of the Weyl curvature scalar 1. In
Sec.[[IIC] given hf;gi and 5% we then construct Z1*¢*

and I;CCi—the corresponding “reconstructed” pieces of
the two invariants Z; and Zs. In Sec. [[II Dl we similarly

calculate the contributions Z{°™P* and Z5™* due to
of the metric perturbation,

the completion piece hioﬁmpi
writing the latter as in Eq. (@), with hgsBM) and hgﬁ‘j)
specified in analytic form and the coefficients £, 7+
left unknown. Finally, in Sec. [ITEl we determine the
jumps [£] and [J] from the condition that the complete
invariants, Z.F := Z'°* 4 TP+ gatisfy ZF = 7~ on S.

A. Stationary and axisymmetric piece of ¥4

The stationary and axisymmetric (SAS) piece of 14 can
be expressed as a sum over multipole-mode contributions,
in the form

P8 =Tty Re(r) —aYio(0), (23)
(=2

where Yy, are spin-weighted spherical harmonics—see
Appendix [A] for a definition and how to express them
in terms of ordinary (s = 0) spherical harmonics. The
factor 7—* is conventional. Mode by mode, the functions
R¢(r) satisfy the radial Teukolsky equation

d R
A25 (A—ld—f) — ARy = Ty(r;70), (24)

which is the a = 0, w = 0 = m reduction of Eq. (AT3).
Here

A= r(r — 2M) (25)
and
A=A/ = (C+2)(0— 1), (26)
where we have introduced
Ao 1= (L+ 8)l/(L— s). (27)

For our circular-orbit configuration, the source Ty is the
distribution

Te(r;ro) = A%(r) [s5(r0)3(r — o) + 51 (ro)d' (r — 7o)
+55(10)8" (r — ro)], (28)

obtained from the general expression (A1) with the
energy-momentum (2I)) as input. Here a prime denotes
a derivative with respect to the argument, and the factor
A? has been pulled out for later convenience [specifically,
to simplify the appearance of Eq. (34]) below]. The coef-

ficients s? () work out as

Lo 4L

sG = A [—2Y70(00) — 2-9Y40(60)] — —5— —2Y7o(6o),

0 7o

2mi L 2nME
s ===~ _¥/y(60) —2Y40(60),

L) AO

TMroE

55 = AOO —2Yo0(6o), (29)

where Ay := A(rg) = ro(ro — 2M), primes denote d/df,
and all angular functions are evaluated at 6 = 0y = /2.
Two linearly independent homogeneous solutions to

Eq. 24) are
R, = (MX2)"YV2A(r)PP=2(r/M — 1),
Rf = (MX) '2A(MQ=2(r/M —1),  (30)



where P}* and Qj" are associated Legendre functions of
the first and second kinds, respectively, and the normal-
ization factors (MMg)~1/? were inserted so as to render
the Wronskian,
dR}S L dR,

dr Ry = 1y dr
{-independent. To construct the physical inhomogeneous
solution to Eq. (24]), we need to consider the asymptotic
behavior of R;t at infinity, » — oo, and at the event
horizon, » = 2M. For stationary physical perturbations,

r*4p, should fall off at infinity at least as 1/r, and A =2y
should be regular (smooth) across the hor1zonﬁ An in-
spection reveals that, for any ¢ > 2, the solution R, (r)
blows up (as ~ r**2) at infinity, while A72R, is smooth
on the horizon. On the other hand, the solution R, (r)
falls off as ~ 7'~ at infinity, while A2 R blows up (like
A~2) on the horizon. Thus, up to constant multiplicative
factors, R, (r) is a unique solution regular at the horizon,
and R/ (r) is a unique solution regular at infinity.

It follows that Eq. (24) admits a unique inhomogeneous

solution that is regular both at infinity and on the horizon
(and anywhere else, except at r = rg). It is given by

W(r) =

—A(r), (31)

Ry(r;ro) = R/ (r) /2 ;/, —RZA(E;/))TS[EZT;/;O)

wap(y [T T)

A(r )W (r')
Substituting for 7y from Eq. (28) and evaluating the in-
tegrals, we obtain the distributional form

dr’

dr'. (32)

Ry(r;ro) = Cf (ro) R} (r)O(r — ro)
+Cy (ro)Ry (r)®(rg — ) + C (r0)d(r — ), (33)

where ©(-) is the Heaviside step function, and the coeffi-
cients are

dR:F d’RT
C'lft(ro) = (—SORJF + s 1 : ¢ >

dr 7 dr?

;o (34)

T=To

the explicit form of C¢(rg) will not be needed in our
analysis.

The metric reconstruction procedure to be applied be-
low will not require the full distributional solution (33]),
but, following FKS’s method, only the “one-sided” func-
tions

b == CF (ro)RE (), (35)

which coincide with Ry in the respective vacuum domains
S* (recall St and S~ represent the regions r > ry and

5 The form of the regularity condition for 14 at the horizon comes
from assuming regularity of the Weyl curvature tensor (in regular
coordinates) and taking into account the singular behavior of the
Boyer-Lindquist tetrad; see, for example, Section V. of m}

2M < r < rp, respectively).
sided solutions for waS are

The corresponding one-

YSASE . SAS (5 = —421/;4@ 7370)—2Ye0(0).  (36)

=2

B. Metric reconstruction and perturbation in s

Given the fields 1/)5&(7“, 0;19), we proceed following
FKS’s procedure to reconstruct the metric perturbations
h'* in the corresponding domains S¥. (We hereafter
omit the label ‘SAS’ for brevity, but it should be clear
that throughout the analysis we restrict attention to the
SAS sector of the perturbation.) For no particular rea-
son, we choose to reconstruct the metric in the so-called
“ingoing” radiation gauge [see Eq. (A23)) for a definition].
As usual, the reconstruction is done mode-by-mode, and
follows three steps. In the first step, given wj:l, we al-
gebraically construct a certain Hertz potential \Ilét, itself
a solution to the (spin —2) Teukolsky equation. In the
second step we obtain the /-mode contribution to h;egi
by applying a certain second-order differential operator
to WF. Finally, in the third step, we add up all f-mode
contrlbutlons to obtain thi. For our particular appli-
cation we would need only the component hI¢F | as well
as the value of the perturbation in assoc1ated With the
reconstructed perturbation. The latter, to be denoted by
wél)mCi, will be obtained directly from \I/;t, with no need
to resort to a knowledge of the full perturbation hr;gi.

We begin by constructing the Hertz potential W+ cor-
responding to 1/JE‘ASi. It admits the multipole expansion

Z\IJ

and satisfies the homogeneous Teukolsky equation with
s = —2, as well as the differential equation

)—2Y20(0), (37)

FMIE = 8riy it (38)
which is the relevant reduction of Eq. (A2H). Here an
overbar denotes complex conjugamonjél and 0 is the “spin-
lowering” angular differential operator, given explicitely
in Eq. (A2IH). The action of 0 on a spin-s spherical
harmonic is described in Eq. (A22h). We note U+ admits
the multipole expansion

o0

Z 7)+2Ye0(0), (39)

=

6 Note that wSASi and U% are complex quantities even for our

statlonary perturbation, owing to the source coefficients 80 and
st of Eq. ([29) being complex-valued.



which is obtained by taking the complex conjugate of Eq.
(D), noting the symmetry 1 oYz = Yoo (= _oYe0).

Substituting from Eqgs. (B8] and (B9)) into Eq. (38]), and
using (A22B) and the orthogonality property of _sYy,
one arrives at the simple algebraic relation

v =8); 0 (40)

An explicit expression for ¥+ is then obtained by com-
bining Eqs. (80), (34), (33)), @) and @BT). Note that the
above procedure picks out a particular solution of the dif-
ferential equation (B8]); other solutions of that equation
are effectively ruled out by the condition that U+ is of
a pure spin —2 (i.e., that its angular part satisfies the
angular part of the s = —2 Teukolsky equation). It can
be checked with an explicit calculation (see, e.g., [23])
that no other solution of (B8] satisfies the additional re-
quirement of being a solution to the relevant Teukolsky
equation.

Next, we turn to the metric perturbation hgegi. Its
reconstruction from W is prescribed in Eq. (A24)) of Ap-
pendix [Al which, in our problem, and for the rr compo-
nent relevant to us, reduces to

—(r/A)*Re(32T%). (41)

Recalling that W™ is of spin +2, we see that the recon-
structed component At is of a pure spin zero, as expected
(of this particular component in the Schwarzschlld case).

Substituting from Eq. (87) and using (A22D]) and ([@Q) we
get, more explicitly,

rect __
hrr -

8r? o=
AR 0:r0) = —Reggy 3 x5 i (riro)Yao(6).

(=2
(42)
We further need the perturbation ¢21) correspond-
ing to hreCi. This can be readily calculated from the
full reconstructed perturbation hffCi, but, to save us the
need to obtain other components of the perturbation (in
addition to r7), we can take advantage of the relation

(A26)), which conveniently gives 1/151) directly in terms of
the Hertz potential W. Specialized to stationary pertur-
bations in Schwarzschild, the relation reduces to

§oreet = 62 (r20%0t). (43)

We find that the action of 32 on the right-hand side once
more produces a spin-0 quantity, as expected. Substitut-

ing from Eqs. (37), (A22D) and (@), we obtain
> 2 +
(Drect, o\ 172 d* (g,
2 (nbiro) = 2;72 A (T—2> Yio(0). (44)

C. Auxiliary invariants

Equipped with A+ and 1/1(1 recj[, we now proceed to

deriving the reconstructed pieces of each of the two in-
variant fields {Z1,Zs}schw on each of the two domains
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S*—call these {Z:°°* T:°*}, respectively. The field
7% is obtained using Eqs. (I7) and (I8), with 1/)&1) and
1/1(1 Jreet and hreet | respectively. The

field Iged[ is simply the imaginary part of wél)reCi_ We

find

h., replaced with

4t X
T (r,0:m0) = —g37a3 O A Yo (O)Re[CF (ro)]
£=2

x |ARF" (1) - (2r = BM)RE" (1) + 2R ()], (45)

oo

IéCCi (r,0;70) Z

=
X [TZ‘RZ (r) — 4rRE'(r) + 6RE(r)| . (46)

Ay 2 Ya0(0)Im[CF (ro)]

where we have substituted for 1/15& from Eq. (33), and a
prime denotes d/dr. Recall the coefficients Cgt, defined
in Eq. (34), are certain linear combinations of R/ and its
first and second derivatives, evaluated at rq.

To proceed, we recall that it is not the invariants ZF°“*
themselves we are interested in here, but rather their
difference across S,

[Z)(0:70) := (T

— I (47)

r=rq "
We have found that a great deal of simplification occurs
if one evaluates the difference prior to the summation
over ¢ (and in Appendix [Bl we establish that such an
interchange of summation and limit is mathematically
legitimate in our case). The simplification owes itself to
the following set of identities, which are satisfied mode
by mode for each £ > 2:

R.R_—RyR_ =W =-A,

R{R_ —RyR" =W'=—2(r — M),

R!R_ —R,R" =\,
RI'R_—RyR"=W"—-X=—-)\,
R'R_—R,R" =0,

RIR' — RIR" = —X\3/A (48)

(omitting subscripts ¢ and relocating the 4 for improved
readability). Here, the first identity is the Wronskian
relation of Eq. BI]), and the third identity is obtained
by replacing R[ in favor of R/, and Ry using Teukol-
sky’s equation (24]). Other relations are readily obtained
by differentiating lower-order identities and again using
Teukolsky’s equation. Thanks to these relations, the
jumps [Z7¢°] turn out to 1nvolve no reference to the (tran—
scendental) functions Ré themselves. These functions
enter [Z7°°] only through their Wronskian, which is ele-
mentary and simple.

With the aid of [{@8]), and substituting the explicit val-
ues of the source coefficients s/, from Eq. Z9), we now



obtain
SrErd
(73] (0;70) = BMAg ZYeo )Ye0(0o)
47TET’8(T0 - .
T g Yio(0)Y5(60),  (49)
- 4L &
23] (0;70) = — > Yao(0)Y75(6o), (50)
0 =2
where use has also been made of the relations
2Yio(00) = A3 Y5 (00) = —(\ /A2 Va0 (0p),
~2Y/o(60) = —(A/A1)"*Y,(60),
—2Y75(00) = (M /A2 (M = 4)Yeo(6o) (51)

[derived using ([(A22D])] in order to express s = —2 har-
monics and their derivatives at 0y = 7/2 in terms of
standard (s = 0) spherical harmonics and their deriva-
tives there. The mode sums in Eqs. (9) and (B0) are
readily evaluated in distributional form using the com-
pleteness relation

- d(cos B — cos by) !
Yoo (0)Yeo(6p) = —————=—> Yo (0)Yeo (6
; ©0(0)Yeo (o) o ; 20(0)Yeo (o)
_ 6(cost —cosbly) 1+ 3cosbcosbly (52)

2m 4dm ’
and term-by-term derivatives thereof with respect to 6.
With the sums thus evaluated (and setting 6y = 7/2),

Eqs. (@) and (B0) reduce to

Tec . . 2ET61
[1 ](G’TO)__?)MA%’
rec 3L cosf
2559 (0570) = “— o, (53)
0

where distributional contributions with support only on
the particle have been omitted. That such an omission
is justified, for our purpose, is shown in Appendix

We see that the contribution from the reconstructed
metric to the invariant quantities Z; » has a finite dis-
continuity at r = 1o, even away from the particle’s lo-
cation. We further notice that the discontinuity in Z7*¢
is purely monopolar (f-independent), while the disconti-
nuity in Z5°¢ is purely dipolar. Below we will establish
that both discontinuities can be removed with a suitable
choice of the perturbation’s completion piece.

D. Completion piece

We write the completion piece of the metric perturba-
tion as a sum of mass and angular-momentum perturba-
tions, as in Eq. (@), copied here for easy reference:

h;‘;;npi (54)

_ gEp0M) | iy ()
= + 7).

As usual, + indicates values in the corresponding do-
mains ST. h((fBM ) and h((f,él ) are homogeneous perturba-
tions that represent trivial variations of the background
geometry with respect to its mass and angular momen-
tum parameters, as prescribed below; each is a solution of
the linearized vacuum Einstein’s equations. The constant
amplitude coefficients EF and J* are to be determined.

Following HE], we choose to construct hij ) and h((j; )
in a “Boyer-Lindquist” gauge, using

89(0)(17“'M J)

6 o ) )

hgln) = = (69)
J—0

(6J) 89((31(2(55“; M, J)

hap (1,0) = ——57—— : (56)
J—0

where g( ) is the Kerr metric, parametrized by mass M
and angular momentum J = aM, and the partial deriva-
tives are taken with fixed Boyer-Lindquist coordinates.
Explicitly,

2sin 0

2 273
pOM) _ £ (sM) _ 21 = - (57)

tt r ’ rr -

(67)
A2’ ht</7
and all other independent components vanish. Our goal
now is to calculate the contribution from hc"mp to the

two invariants Z;",, which we shall call If"?mpi.

We start with the perturbation in s, which can be de-
rived either from the perturbation in the Weyl curvature
associated with (57)) (making sure to take into account
the perturbation in the null tetrad); or, much more sim-
ply, by varying wéo) in Eq. (@) with respect to M (at fixed
J = aM and r) and with respect to J (at fixed M and
r). Either way, the result is

(I)compt gﬂ: 3Zji cos
2 - - 1

= = (58)

from which we obtain, using (1), (I8), and ([I9) succes-

sively, with wél) replaced with wél)compi,
28+t 3J* cosf
omp=+ omp+
= B e (69)
The jumps across S, defined as in ({T), are thus
2(E]rg 3| J] cos O
comp 0 omp
- =-—==g—, (60
L= ggay B2 A (60

with [£] and [J] as defined in Eq. (B)).

E. Determination of the completion amplitudes

The jumps [€] and [J] are determined from the two
continuity conditions

0= (5] = (5] + ™) = g7 (€] - E). (61)
0= (2] = 1)+ ") = - 220191 - 1) (62)

To



for 6 # /2, where we have substituted from Eqgs. (G3)
and ([@0). We immediately find

€] =E, [J] = L. (63)
Namely, the jumps [£] and [J] are simply the conserved
energy and angular momentum of the particle’s geodesic
orbit.

Let us make a few simple observations. First, it is ev-
ident from Eqs. (B3)) and (60) that, for each of n = 1,2,
the jumps [Z7°] and [ZS°™P] share the same dependence
on the angle #. This means that imposing the continuity
condition [Z,] = 0 at any particular value of §(# m/2)
automatically guarantees continuity across the entire of
S. That this is the case is an important consistency test
for our method and calculation. (This test appears some-
what trivial in the Schwarzschild case; it will take a less
trivial form in Kerr, as we shall see.) One should be able
to check that, with our chosen completion, the full in-
variant fields Z,, = Z}°¢ + Z¢°™P are not only continuous
but also smooth across S. They are, in fact, smooth ev-
erywhere outside the black hole, except (possibly) on the
ring (r,0) = (ro,7/2) containing the particle.

Second, as it turned out, our specific choice of auxil-
iary invariants was such that [Z;] involved [£] alone (and
not [J]), while [Z] involved [J] alone (and not [£]). In
consequence, the equations for [£] and [J] automatically
decoupled. This is merely an artefact of our choice of
invariants (combined with the special symmetry of the
Schwarzschild background), and in general need not be
the case for our method to work. Indeed, in the Kerr
case, as we shall see, the continuity condition for either
T, or I will yield an algebraic equation involving both
[€] and [T].

Third, and most important, we see that the jumps [€]
and [J] are completely and uniquely determined by im-
posing the field equations with usual regularity condi-
tions (i.e., that geometrical invariants should be regular
anywhere outside physical singularities). This conclu-
sion carries over to the Kerr case, to be considered in
subsequent sections. However, the individual amplitudes
&% and J7* remain undetermined: One can always add
arbitrary homogeneous mass or angular-momentum per-
turbations without violating either the field equations or
regularity.

To fix £* and J* requires additional information, al-
luding to suitable notions of “mass” and “angular mo-
mentum” defined in the full perturbed spacetime. Given
such notions, one can fix the amplitudes £+ and J* in a
number of ways. For instance, prescribing the total mass
and angular momentum of the perturbed spacetime (as
measured at spatial infinity) should fix £T and J*, with
the amplitudes £~ and J~ then determined from the
known jumps [€] and [J]. Or, alternatively, prescribing
the mass and angular momentum of the black hole (as
measured on the horizon) should fix £~ and J —, with £
and JT now determined from the known jumps. The
first route seems advantageous in that it requires only
global notions of mass and angular momentum. How-
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ever, even following that route, one would ideally wish
to have a supplementary semi-local notion of mass and
angular momentum in order to verify that the completed
geometry in the inner region S~ corresponds to that of
a black hole with the desired properties (in our case, a
Schwarzschild black hole of mass M). In Sec. [VI] we will
employ the Abbott-Deser notion of quasi-local mass and
angular momentum, in combination with our results for
[€] and [J], in order to determine the individual ampli-
tudes £* and J* (in the more general Kerr case)[]

It should be said that, in the Schwarzschild case con-
sidered above, the completion amplitudes may also be de-
termined from a simple argument, as follows. Thanks to
the spherical symmetry of the Schwarzschild background,
multipole modes of the metric perturbation are globally
well defined (in terms of tensorial spherical harmonics)
and satisfy decoupled evolution equations. Mass and an-
gular momentum perturbations of the Schwarzschild ge-
ometry have a pure monopolar and dipolar profile and
are entirely contained in the £ = 0,1 modes of the met-
ric perturbation. Crucially, the (Teukolsky) ¢-mode 14,
can be be shown to contribute, via the reconstruction
procedure, only to the corresponding (tensor-harmonic)
{-mode of the metric perturbation. It follows that the re-
constructed piece hffg, which is made up of ¢ > 2 Teukol-
sky modes only, adds no contribution to the mass and
angular momentum of the full (retarded) perturbation
hagﬁ This is true in both St and S~. The entire con-
tribution to the mass and angular momentum of hqg is
contained in the completion piece hiJ"". If we then im-
pose that the black hole has a mass M and no spin, we
immediately find 253" =0, i.e.,

J =0. (64)
From @) and (G3]) it then follows that

ET=E, Jt =1L, (65)
consistent with a total mass M + E and an angular
momentum L, as expected. [In fact, the values of the
jumps [€] and [J] themselves follow immediately, in
the Schwarzschild case, from the requirement that the
¢ = 0,1 modes satisfy the field equations on r = rq, so
one need not actually rely on Eq. (G3]) to obtain (G3)).]
The above argument does not work in the Kerr case,
where multipole modes of the perturbation couple, the
contribution from each individual Teukolsky ¢-mode
spreads over infinitely many tensorial /-modes of the re-
constructed metric perturbation, and mass and angular

7 Refs. Iﬁ, |E] instead employ the Komar notion of mass and an-
gular momentum in their discussion of the completion problem.
These, however, are not defined in the full perturbed spacetime,
which lacks any Killing symmetry.

8 This was first pointed out by Stewart in ﬂ}, referring to general,
asymptotically flat vacuum perturbations in Schwarzschild.



momentum perturbations do not have simple monopole-
dipole structures (except in the limit r — o). Under
these circumstances, it may appear unlikely that the
above results—in particular, £~ = 0 = J —should
carry over to Kerr. In the proceeding sections we will
establish that this, remarkably, is precisely the case.

IV. CIRCULAR EQUATORIAL ORBITS IN
KERR SPACETIME

As a first generalization of the above analysis, we now
replace the background geometry with that of a Kerr
black hole of mass M > p and spin parameter a, and
consider the completion problem for a particle of mass
1 < M moving on a circular geodesic of radius r = rg
in the equatorial plane (§ = 7/2) of the black hole. The
particle’s energy-momentum again takes the form (21I),
with conserved energy F = —pu; and angular momen-
tum L = pu, that are now given explicitly by

1 —20v% + av®
W =32+ 2008
rov(1 — 2av® + av?)

V1=30v2 +2a03

with v := /M/rg and @ := a/M. Our convention is
that a > 0 (a < 0) refers to prograde (retrograde) orbits,
i.e. the orbital angular momentum being aligned (anti-
aligned) with the black hole’s spin direction.

Our completion procedure will follow closely and gen-
eralize that of the Schwarzschild case, and many of
our intermediate results can be checked against their
Schwarzschild counterparts by setting a = 0. To enable
this, and for notational simplicity, we use the same nota-
tion for the various Kerr quantities (like E and L above)
as for the Schwarzschild quantities they generalize, over-
riding the notation of Section [II}

L=u

(66)

A. Stationary and axisymmetric piece of ¥4

For a generic perturbation in Kerr, the Teukolsky equa-
tion governing the Weyl scalar 4 is only separable in
terms of (spin-weighted) spheroidalharmonic functions,
which are frequency-dependent. However, for the purely
SAS perturbations of relevance to us here, the spheroidal
harmonics reduce to (spin-weighted) spherical harmon-
ics, and Teukolsy’s equation becomes separable in terms
of ¢Yio(0), just as in the Schwarzschild case. More pre-

cisely, the master equation for w%AS is separable using
Y3t = 0" > " Ri(r) _oVio(0), (67)
(=2

where [recall Eq. ()] 0 = —(r —iacos#) ™. The modal
radial functions Ry(r) then satisfy the radial Teukolsky
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equation (24)), where now
A =1r%—2Mr+ a®. (68)

The source Ty(r;rg) again has the form (28]), but with
the coefficients s’,(rg) now given by

drprdu?

st = ﬁ [—2Y74(80) — 2_9Y40(60)]

87 pitt, (V2 Mg, + iarouy,)

— A2ut 72}/20(90)7
0
AN2 pTr ot Ui, dm U?ﬁ

4:__J§%__4mw@+ itqmwm
) 2mupu?,
2= —2Yeo(0o). (69)

Here we have introduced
1
Up = Uen® = 2 laL — (r§ + a®)E],
—1
U 1= UgM® = (L —aF), (70)
V2 prg
where n® and m® are two of the legs of the Kinnersley
null tetrad (Ad)) (here evaluated on the orbit), and u!
is the t component of the particle’s four-velocity, given
explicitly by

1 =003
ut = ta (71)
V1 — 302 + 2av3

It can be checked that ([@3) reduces to the Schwarzschild
expressions (29) for a = 0.

A suitable basis of radial homogeneous solutions, gen-
eralizing that of [BQ) to Kerr, is

Ry = (ko) 2APYT2 ((r = M) /w),
Rf = (k02)2AMQY=2 ((r = M)/K),  (72)

where xk := vVM?2 — a2, and the normalization is such
that the Wronskian, defined as in Eq. @), is W = —A,
just as in the Schwarzschild case. Consequently, the iden-
tities (8]) apply as they are in the Kerr case too. The
inhomogeneous solution of the radial Teukolsky equation,
with physical boundary conditions, has the same form as
in Egs. (32)-(34), and one then constructs the one-sided
fields wfl and 155% using (B3) and (B8) respectively, just
as in the Schwarzschild case, only replacing the prefactor

r~*in B8) with o*.

B. Metric reconstruction and perturbation in s

We start by introducing the one-sided Hertz potentials
U+ whose axially-symmetric parts are each required to
satisfy the s = —2 vacuum Teukolsky equation as well as
an “inversion” formula, which now reads

0MUE = 8o tyFhtE. (73)



We again expand UF in _5Yy(f) as in Eq. @7), and
expand its complex conjugate WF in ,oYy0(#) as in Eq.
B9). Proceeding as in the Schwarzschild case to solve
for the modal functions W 7, one arrives at the unique
solution

UF =8\, (74)

whose simple form is identical to that of its Schwarzschild
counterpart ([A0). The total (complex-conjugated) Hertz
potentials on either sides of r = ry are thus

oo

Tt = "(8/X2)Ci (o)

=2

R (r)+2Y00(0), (75)

where R;t are the homogeneous solutions given in Eq.
(@), and the coefficients CiF(rg) are just as in Eq. (34)
but with the source coefficients s, now as given in Eq.
©9).

For our calculation of the invariants Z; 2 3 we require
the rr, r6 and 66 components of the metric perturbation

reconstructed from W*, as well as the associated pertur-

bation 1/1(1 recd Specializing the reconstruction formula
([A24) to a SAS perturbation in Kerr gives, after some

manipulation,

1

BreE — _Re T 3y (%3, 0%) (76)
1 _ _ —
rect 5 + 0 +
hwg™ = —Re Ad3o [(9962‘1’ ),r —(20) g V|, (77)
1 _
h;c;i — _Re — (@2\I}i7«) . (78)
0 )

Here the operator 0, := — (Jg + s cot ) is the usual spin-
lowering operator 0 whenever it acts on ;Y;o(6). Note,
however, how in Eqgs. (T6)—(78) the reconstructed met-
ric components fail in general to be of a pure spin, due
to the dependence of p and g on € [this dependence dis-
appears only in the Schwarzschild case, where all three
components become manifestly pure-spin (s =0, 1,2, re-

spectively), with (@) reducing to {IJ)]. As for wél)rcc:ﬁ:7
the reduction of Eq. (A26) to a SAS perturbation yields

o Q;[ (08:0%) |

3
+500 (0097) -
(79)

re 1 X =X T
1/’&” * = 1 (925152‘I’i)) .

In the Schwarschild limit the last two terms drop (note
0.0 = iag*sinf) and Eq. {3) is recovered.

C. Auxiliary invariants

The fields Z:** (n = 1,2,3) are now obtained as sums
over f-modes by substituting (73] in Eqgs. ([T6)—(3) and
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then using Eqs. B)-(IT). The outcome has the form

oo 3 3
Ircc:t Z Z Z 1/)\2 th(k) (’I”)

£=2 j=0 k=0
x {Re[Cy (r0)] fuji(r; ) + Im[Cy" (ro)]gnjn(r,0) } ,  (80)

where parenthetical superscripts denote differentiation
with respect to the argument. The coefficients f,;x(r, 6)
and gn,x (r, 0) are certain real-valued, ¢-independent func-
tions that are simple but many, so we will not list them
here but rather proceed directly to evaluating the jumps
[Z5e€] (05 ro) across r = rg. [We only point out one prop-
erty of these coefficients, namely that, for each £jk, the
entire summand in Eq. 80) is a smooth function of r
and of cos§—multiplied by (sinf)~2 for n = 2 and by
(sin@)~! for n = 3. (These singular factors trace back
simply to the singular nature of the background Boyer-
Lindquist coordinates at the poles; recall Zo = hgy and
Zs5 = hyp.) This smoothness property will play a role in
the proof of Appendix [Bl]

Recall that C(rg), given in Eq. ([B), are linear combi-
nations (with complex, ro-dependent coefficients) of the
real functions R/ (r) and their first and second deriva-
tives, all evaluated at r = rg. Thus, the jump [Z5°]
involves the homogeneous solutions Ry(rg) only through
the combinations listed in Eq. ([8)—the same combina-
tions as in the Schwarzschild case. Each of these combi-
nations depends on /£ in a simple way: it is proportional
to either A = ((+2)({ —1), \y = L({—1) or Aa = Ay, or
it is f-independent. Also note, recalling the form of the
source coefficients s, in Eq. %), that CF (rg) are lin-
ear combinations of _2Y;0(6o), —2Y/(6o), and —2Y;(6o).
Altogether, we therefore have the form

2 3
9 T‘O Zzzh"ﬂk 9 T‘O

X ¥ A 23/}%)(9)23/}%)(90)7 (81)
—

[ rec

where Ag, = {1\, A5 A1} respectively for k& =
{0, 1, 2,3}, and we have used the fact that _2Yz = +2Y%0.
The coefficient Ay, ;i (0;70) are smooth (except, possibly,
at the poles) and independent of ¢; they are simple but
numerous so we will not list them here. We find it more
convenient here to work directly with spin-2 spherical
harmonics rather than re-express them in terms of spin-0
harmonics as we did in the Schwarzschild case.

The four sums over ¢ in Eq. [BI)) (one for each k) can
now be evaluated explicitly via term-by-term differentia-
tion of the completeness relation

> Yl 0)2Yeol0o) = (27)3(cos 0 — cos ), (82)

=2



and the summation formulas

o= Z A;12}/20(9)2}/20(90)
=2

1 o 0< AN
= % tan ( 5 )cot 5 ) (83)

o9 1= Z )\712}/60(9)2}/40(90)
(=2

= %01(2+COS6‘<)(2 —cosfs), (84)

03 i— ; A;lgno(o)gno(eo) = %(0'2 — 0’1). (85)

Here 0~ := max{0,6y} and 6. := min{6,60p}. A deriva-
tion of [B3) and ([B4]) is presented in Appendix [C] and
(85) follows directly from A; " = 2(A~1 —A["). With the
sums over £ (and k) in Eq. (81 now explicitly evaluated,
we next drop all terms proportional to d(cos @ — cos )
and derivatives thereof (cf. Appendix [Bl once more for a
justification), and algebraically simplify the resulting ex-
pressions using computer algebra. The final results are
remarkably simple:

250 [(r3 + 5a*)E — 3aL]
3MA2 ’

[Z7°] (05 70) = (86)

2% [6L — aE(9 — cos 26)]
6aM sin” 0
where X := X(r9) = r¢+a? cos? 0, and we find [Z3°°] = 0.

It can be checked that [Z}°°] reduces to its Schwarzschild
value, given in Eq. (&3)), for a = 0.

(2351 (05 10) = . (87

D. Completion piece

The completion piece of the metric perturbation again
has the form (), with amplitudes £* and £* to be de-
termined on either sides of §. The homogeneous per-
turbations hg%w ) and hgi;]) are obtained via Egs. (G5
and (B0), respectively—this time without taking J — 0.
Explicitly, we find

2
hng) = 2_7; (r* + 3a*cos®0) ,
M) _ ra® sin® 20
e =TT

2r :
BN = 2 [Mr? o 302 M + a2(r — 3M) sin® )]
hé%M) = —(2/M)a®cos? 0,

2a? sin? 0
hgséw) = _% [22 + Mr(r® — a? cos? 0) sin? 6],

(88)
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@0 _ _4arcos®f
tt - 2 ’
. 2
57 2rsin”® 6
hl(w ) _ = (r* — a® cos® 9),
R = A [r+2M — (r — 2M) cos 26] ,

hg;’]) = (2/M)acos? 6,
242 sin” 6
5J) _ 2 3 o2
W) = e (52 +2Mr%sin®0) (89)
with all other components vanishing. The corresponding
perturbation in ¢, on S* is
(Deomp _ _ ;4 [(r — diacos0)EF + 3iL* cosd] , (90)

and the contributions to our auxiliary invariants work
out to give

2% [(r? + 5a*)EE — 3aT¥]

TP (r, ) = AP AE . (91)
omp+ _ 2B[6JF — aE*(9 — cos 26)]
= (r.6) = 6aM sin® 6 - (92)
with Z5°™P% = 0. Thus
com 2% (T2 + 5@2)[5] B 3a[j]
[ZSO™P] (B 79) = —=2 L SAAZ } . (93)
(25 (9 7) — 2% [6[T] — a[€](9 — cos 29)]7 (94)

6aM sin® 0
with [Igomp] =0.

E. Determination of [£] and [J]

The jumps [€] and [J] can now be determined from
the continuity conditions 0 = [Z,,] = [Z:°¢] + [Zo™P].
For n = 3 the condition is satisfied trivially and gives
us no useful information (besides providing a consistency
check). However, the combination of the two conditions
[Z)] = 0 and [Z,] = 0 (evaluated at some 0 # 0,70
uniquely determines [£] and [J]:

El=£E  [J=L (95)

as immediately seen by comparing Eqs. [B6) and (R7)
to Egs. [@3) and ([@4). Note that the condition [Z3] = 0
alone uniquely determines both [£] and [7] if it is to hold
for any value of 6.

We find that the jumps [€] and [J] are simply the con-
served energy and angular momentum of the particle’s
geodesic orbit, just as in the Schwarzschild case.

9 Note Zp = 599 has a singularity at the poles, which is due to the
singular nature of the background Boyer-Lindquist coordinates
there. This does not pose a problem to us here.



V. ECCENTRIC EQUATORIAL ORBITS IN
KERR SPACETIME

As a final generalization, we consider the two-
parameter family of bound (eccentric) geodesic or-
bits in the equatorial plane of a Kerr black hole.
The position of the particle is described by z¢ =
{tp(7),7p(7),7/2,0p(T)} (Boyer-Lindquist coordinates),
where 7 is proper time along the orbit, and the radius
is bounded as r4 < Tmin < 7p(7) < Tmax < 00. The or-
bits may be parametrized by the pair {rmin, "max}, OT,
alternatively, by the conserved energy £ = —pu,; and an-
gular momentum L = pu,, where we have again written
u® = dz®/dr and u, = g(%)uﬁ. The period of radial
libration (i.e., the ¢ interval between two successive pe-
riastron crossings at 7, = Tmin) 18 P = [u'dr, where
the integral is taken over a full radial cycle. The parti-
cle’s energy-momentum is given by the distribution (20,
which in the current case reduces to

T = 7{‘2“(‘:;‘5 3(r = rp(t))d(cos 0)d(p — wp(t)),  (96)

where by 7, (t) we hereafter mean r,(7(t)), with 7(¢) ob-
tained by inverting t = ¢,(7).

Our ultimate goal is to determine the completion am-
plitudes €7 and LT in the vacuum domain S* : r >
rp(t), and £~ and £~ in the vacuum domain S~ : ry <
r < rp(t). For our purpose it will be useful to think of
the separating surface S : r = r,(t) as a “pulsating” 2-
sphere, periodically expanding and contracting between
T = min and 7 = rpax. In this section we will determine
the jumps [€] and [J] across S, leaving the determina-
tion of the individual amplitudes £* and £* to section

Il

A. “Partial-ring” decomposition

Since the completion piece of the metric perturbation
is stationary and axially symmetric, we again concentrate
on the SAS part of the reconstructed metric. The SAS
part of the energy-momentum source Tog (i.e., its w =
0 = m mode) is given by

SAS 1 P 27
Taﬂ = ﬁ o dt/o dgﬁTaﬁ

_ 1Uas(r)

= W@(T — Tmin )© (Pmax — 7)0(cos 0), (97)

where O(-) is the Heaviside step function,

U () = { 0, af € {rt,rp,tr,pr}, (98)

uqug, otherwise,

and we have defined 7(r) := [u"(r)]. In both this last
expression and in Eq. ([@8)), the four-velocity components
u® are regarded as functions of r along the “outbound”
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part of the orbit going from 7y, out to Tmax. The sec-
ond line of [@7) “folds over” the contribution from each
point on the inbound part [u"(r) < 0] onto that of the
corresponding outbound point [u”(r) > 0 with same r].
We see that the SAS source is supported on an equatorial
annulus of inner radius rni, and outer radius rmax.

To proceed, it would now be tempting to consider
Tg?s as a linear superposition of static, circular-ring
sources, each with a radius rmin < R < rmax and energy-
momentum of (say)

Uoas(R
T\ = #T%(S(r — R)§(cos ), (99)

so that

sas _ [T (m)
TSAS = / T dR,

Tmin

(100)

Then, perhaps, one could proceed precisely as in the
circular-orbit case, constructing the jumps [£] and [J]
for each such “partial ring” individually, and then inte-
grating over ring contributions to obtain the total jumps.
However, here one must exercise caution. A naively con-
structed R-ring is not necessarily an admissible, “con-
served” physical source: it can be easily checked that
VﬁTo(tg) # 0 for the example in ([@9). It is then unclear
whether invariant fields constructed from (completed)
perturbations in the vacuum regions » > R and r < R
are to be expected to match continuously across r = R
away from the equator (as they do for a physical, circu-

lar geodesic). In fact, our explicit calculation below will

demonstrate that invariant fields sourced by the TO(:;) of

Eq. (@) can be discontinuous on the sphere r = R.
We resolve this difficulty by designing a modified de-
composition of TSE}S into partial rings, each with energy-

momentum Tég) satisfying Vﬁf;g) = 0. Different
choices of such “conserved” R-rings are possible. One
that we find particularly convenient (because it leads to
a particularly simple source for the Teukolsky equation;
see below) is

T — 7B %f(r)Aaﬁ(r)d’(r—R)é(cos@), (101)

with
r2 + 2a? r? +a?
Att ) Atap = ora = A«pta Aapap = r
(102)
(Aap = 0 for all other components), where a prime de-
(R)

notes a derivative with respect to the argument, and T ) 5
is the original, “non-conserved” source given in Eq. ([@3]).
Physically, the added ¢’ term supplies the differential
pressure necessary to balance the overall pressure on the
static R-ring. Yet this added term contributes nothing
when integrated over all rings (note 7 = 0 at the turning
radii 7 = Tmin, "max, While A, is bounded there), so that

sas _ [ AR
T8 _/ TMaR

Tmin

(103)



as required.

(We note that our choice of T) is unsuitable for a =
0, where A, becomes indefinite. This will turn out not to
be a problem: our final expressions for the jumps [€] and
[J] will appear to have perfectly regular limits a — 0,
meaning the Schwarzschild case is also accessible to our
analysis, in effect. There exist choices of T that avoid
the irregularity at @ = 0, but among these we could not
find one that was as simple to work with as ours.)

Our plan of action now is as follows. Considering an
individual, conserved partial ring with a particular (but
arbitrary) value of R, we will reconstruct the physical
metric perturbation and corresponding invariant fields
Zre¢ in the vacuum domains » > R and r < R, in exactly
the same manner as for a circular geodesic orbit. We
will then impose that the completed invariant fields cor-
responding to the R-ring are continuous on r = R (away
from the equator, and excluding the poles), and use this
condition to determine the partial R-ring contributions
to the jumps [£] and [J]—call these [£](") and [7]"¥), re-
spectively; hereafter we use superscripts ‘(R)’ to label R-
ring contributions to relevant quantities: wiR)i, p R+
h&?r“i, etc. From linearity, the completion pieces of the
total metric perturbation at r > ryax and r < ryi, are
given by, respectively,

Tmax

h(;(}}mpi (’f‘, 9) _ h((jéw) (T)/ g(R):I:dR

Tmin

+hiiy(r.6) / MR,

Tmin

(104)

so, recalling Eq. ([2]), the total jumps across S are finally
obtained using

= [ iermar

min

7] = / R,

Tmin

(105)

B. Metric reconstruction and auxiliary invariants
for a partial ring

We start by writing wiR) as a sum over /-modes as in

Eq. [@0). The radial functions RI(ZR) (r) satisfy the modal
Teukolsky equation

(R) i
A <A_1R§7~ ) AR =T (5 R),  (106)

where the source corresponds to the R-ring energy-
momentum Tég). This source is derived as prescribed in

Appendix [Al-see, in particular, Eqs. (AT1l) and (AT6).

The derivation is straightforward albeit tedious and we
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will not review it here but simply state the result:

A?(r)

T (r: R) = =5 [3(R)3(r — R)+

§1(R)Y'(r — R) + 85(R)"(r — R)], (107)

analogous in form to the circular-orbit source [compare
with Eq. (69)]. The fact that no third derivatives of 6(r—
R) occur [despite the presence of a ¢’ (r— R) term in T(i};)]
owes itself to our particular choice of coeflicients A,s in
Eq. (I0I); indeed, avoiding such a term in TZ(R) was our
prime motivation in making that choice. The coefficients
§¢ in Eq. (I07) read

o ApRUZ,
b= "Rz [-Yih(00) — 2o (60)
8/1,(\/5 UnmA + iaRUnn)
- A27 ~io(0o)
2iuR [2(a® — MR)i + R’ A
ML CGR ] Lo
y _% 4pUsm

—o¥y0(00) +

¢ X T —2Y40(6o)
inR? [(a® — R?)7 + Ri'A
+ [ A2 ] —2Yelo(90)v
¢ _ 20Unm ip R
55 = . ; —2Y0(0o) — £ ~2Y4(00), (108)

where Uy, := Uypn®n? (etc.), A = A(R), 7 = 7(R), and
7' = dr(R)/dR. In each of the expressions (I08]), the last
term (o< _gYy) is due to the ¢'(r — R) term of Té};).
From this point onward, the calculation proceeds just
as for circular orbits (Sec. [V]), simply replacing the
source coefficients s¢, of Eq. ([6d) with the coefficients 3/,
of Eq. (I08) (and, of course, replacing 7o with R). For
a given value of R, we construct the vacuum solutions
flf)i and the corresponding Hertz potentials \IJI(ZR)i, and
then reconstruct the R-ring perturbation in the metric
and in 9. From these we finally obtain the (recon-

structed piece of the) invariants, L(IR)rCCi. These have
precisely the form (B0) they had for a circular geodesic,
with the same coefficients f,,;r and gn;r (but replacing
7o — R). The replacement sf — 5% affects only the ex-
plicit values of the functions C*(R) [via Eq. @4)]. Given

L(IR)rCCi, we then proceed as described in subsection [V.Cl

to obtain an expression analogous to (&) for the jumps
[Zre°](®)(9; R) across the sphere SU®) corresponding to
the R-ring. Exactly the same sums over ¢ occur in this
expression, and they are again evaluated analytically us-
ing the summations formulas (83])—(8Hl).

We thus obtain

[Zie) ) = $(R, 0) f1(R), (109)

E(R,0) [f2(R) + fac(R) cos 20]
sin? @

[Z3e ) = ., (110)



with [IéR)rCC](H;R) = 0. Here %(R,0) = R? + a®cos? 0.
The coefficients f1, fo and fo. depend on R, as well as
on E, L and a, but in terms of these variables they
take a rather complicated form—especially in compar-
ison with the simple circular-orbit counterparts (86) and
@d). Simplification is achieved by replacing (some, but
not all occurrences of) L and L? in favour of #(R) and
7(R) [using the normalization u,u® = —1 and equation
of motion d(uqu®)/dR = 0 as a coupled set, and solv-
ing for {L,L?} in terms of {#(R),7'(R)}, treating the
two variables in each pair as mutually independent for
that purpose]. Anticipating the next step of our calcu-
lation, we further manipulate the expressions for f,, to
bring them to a form more readily amenable to integra-
tion over R. We obtain

2t'(R)

Fa(R) = u(A(R)#(R))' + =5 (2L /a = 3E),
) = (AR + L GUE,
f1(R) = [a® f2(R) — (2R* + a®) f2c(R)] /A% (R),
(111)
where t/(R) := u'(R)/7(R),
Ao 2R(R*+ RMa? — a*)
T @MA(RP
_ 2R(R? - RM +a?)
Ac=- 3MA(R)P (112)

and a prime denotes d/dR.

C. Completion amplitudes for a partial ring

We write the completion piece of the R-ring metric
perturbation in the form

(R)compt __ o(R)+ (5M) (R)£},(87)
h =& h 3 +J haﬁ )

af «

(113)

where h(()%v'[ ) and h((f,él ) are the homogeneous mass and

angular-momentum perturbations given in Egs. (88) and
®9), and E* and JF+ are amplitudes to be deter-
mined. The corresponding contribution to the jumps in
the invariant fields can be read off Eqs. (@3) and (@4,
simply replacing ro — R:

(r) _ 25(R,0) (B + 5a*)[£]") — 3a[T]™)

3MA2(R) ’
(114)

zm)

) 25(R.0) (6[7]" — a(9 — cos20)[€] )

gcomp
2™ 6aM sin® 0

(115)
with [Z5mP] ) = 0.
We now require, for each individual R-ring, that

[Iflec](R) + [Izomp](R) =0 (116)
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identically for all 6 # m/2 (with the exclusion of the
poles). This continuity condition is satisfied trivially
for n = 3, while for n = 1 it determines a certain lin-
ear combination of the sought-for amplitudes [£]") and
[7]U). Considering Eq. (IIH) in conjunction with (II0),
we see that, for n = 2, the continuity condition deter-
mines [£]%) and [J]% individually. For all n, the man-
ifest consistency in the angular profile, between [I;CC](R)

and [Iff’mp](R), guarantees that (IIG) can be satisfied
on the entire of S| as required. This consistency of
angular profile constitutes a strongly non-trivial test of
our method and calculation. We point out, for exam-
ple, that a calculation based on the non-conserved R-

rings with energy momentum To(tg) as in Eq. ([@9) yields
[I{CQC} ) \whose dependence is inconsistent with that of
(775" (R) (specifically, [Ifomp](R) picks up an additional
term o< Y| cos |, and [Igomp](R) picks up an additional
term o< ¥| cosf|/sin?#). No values of [£]() and [J])
then satisfy the continuity conditions (II6) on the entire
of S This is a reassuring evidence in validation of our
procedure for constructing “conserved” R-rings.

Solving Eq. ([I0) with n = 2 for [£]7) and [7]7), we
now obtain

(€] = 3M fae
= 3uM (A.(R)7(R)) + @E, (117)
7100 = SaM(fs + 92
= u(BR)*(R)) + 2t/](DR)L, (118)
with
5 _ R(R'+3R% —2RMa® + 2a*) (119)

aA(R)P

It can be checked that this solution satisfies Eq. (II6]) for
n = 1 as well. Interestingly, we find that, for each and
every R-ring, the jumps [£]) and [7]") are simply E
and L, respectively (multiplied by 2¢'/P), up to terms
that are total derivatives along the orbit.

D. Determination of [£] and [J]

The sought-for jumps across S in the total comple-
tion amplitudes £ and J are now obtained by integrating
[£]H) and [J]U) over all R-rings, using Eqs. (I05). Since
Ac(R) and B(R) are bounded at the integration bound-
aries, R = rmin, Tmax, while 7(R) = 0 there, we find that
the total-derivative terms in Eqs. (IT1) and (II8]) do not
contribute to the integrals. We are left with, simply,

2 Tmax
€] = F/ Et(R)dR = E,
2 Tmax
(7] = F/ Lt'(R)dR = L, (120)



remarkably generalizing the simple result ([@3]) to any ec-
centric orbit in Kerr spacetime.

VI. MASS AND ANGULAR-MOMENTUM
CONTENTS OF his* AND hi™*

As we have seen, the field equations, with the regular-
ity condition for invariant fields off the particle, uniquely
determine the jumps [£] and [J] across S. However,
they alone do not determine the individual amplitudes
E* and £* on S*. These remain arbitrary, since one is
free to add to the metric any vacuum mass or angular-
momentum perturbations, i.e any perturbation of the
form Ehg%w ) +J h((j; ), with arbitrary £ and J, with-
out violating either the field equations or the regularity
assumption. To specify the individual amplitudes £* and
L* requires additional information, as discussed at the
end of Sec. [[TI}

In this section we determine the individual ampli-
tudes £* and L£* from conditions on the total mass
and angular-momentum contents of spacetime, combined
with the now-known jumps [€£] and [J]. Referring to a
specific (perturbative) notion of quasi-local mass and an-
gular momentum, we then also discuss a restatement of
our main result (I20)) in terms of the mass and angular-
momentum contents of the reconstructed piece of the per-
turbation: We show that the reconstructed perturbation
has no mass or angular momentum in either ST or S—.
This may be seen as, effectively, a corollary of (I20).

For the discussion in this section we adopt the quasilo-
cal notions of mass and angular momentum introduced
by Abbott and Deser ﬂﬂ] in the context of linear per-
turbation theory. The Abbott-Deser formulation will
serve us well here, for several reasons. First, it can
be applied to the full metric perturbation—as opposed
to the Komar definitions, which require a Killing sym-
metry and are thus only applicable to the SAS piece
of spacetime. Second, it can be applied at spatial in-
finity to obtain the total mass and angular momentum
of the full perturbation even for an “eternally” periodic
radiating source (as ours is assumed to be)—compared
to the ADM quantities, which are ill-defined in that
case (at least formally). Finally, Abbott-Deser defini-
tions apply quasilocally, unlike the ADM or Bondi no-
tions, which are defined at infinity only. We emphasize,
however, that all above definitions—Komar’s, ADM’s,
Bondi’s and Abbott—Deser’s—coincide and agree when
applied to the SAS part of the perturbed spacetime at
infinity. The Abbott-Deser definitions also agree with
Komar’s quasilocally when applied to the SAS part.

The structure of the rest of this section is as follows.
In Sec. (VIA]) we review the Abbott-Deser definitions of
mass and angular momenum in perturbation theory. In
Sec. (VIB) we determine the individual amplitudes £+
and J* from conditions on the mass and angular mo-
mentum at infinity. Finally, in Sec. (VIC]) we discuss the
implications of our results with regard to the mass and
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angular-momentum contents of the reconstructed pertur-
bation.

A. The Abbott-Deser formulation

The Abbott Deser construction ([24], as reviewed in
ﬂﬁ]) applies to a generic metric perturbation hqg of a

vacuum background metric géoﬁ) admitting a Killing vec-

tor field k¢. (We emphasize that, unlike in the Komar
definitions, the full spacetime g((fg + hap need not have
any symmetry; only symmetry in the background is re-

quired.) One introduces the antisymmetric two-form
1 AT, A7 7oA
Fagi=—5- (k Pixjas) + B b + k[ahﬁu) . (121)

where hap == hap — 3 g((fg hy is the trace-reversed metric

perturbation, a semicolon denotes a covariant derivative

compatible with gg)ﬁ), and square brackets indicate anti-

symmetrization of indices, as in B[a;ﬂ] = %(ﬁa;g — hg.a).
The key property of Fip is that Faﬁ;ﬁ = Topk? = ja,
where T}, is the energy momentum-tensor appearing on
the right-hand side of the linearized Einstein’s equations.
Assuming TQB;’B = 0, and since k(4;3) = 0, we have that
the “current” j¢ is divergence-free. This allows us to
formulate a conservation law for a “charge” ) defined
by integrating j* over a spacelike 3-volume ¥ (assuming
j* = 0 on the boundary 9% of that volume). Further-
more, using Stokes’ theorem, it is possible to relate @ to
the surface integral

1
F(hap; k*,0%) ;:5/ FOPdY 5, (122)

ox

in which dX, 4 is an appropriate 2-surface element on 9%
(see [23] for details).

Specializing now to a Kerr background, we have the
two Killing vector fields k) := 0z%/0t and K, :=
0x® /0y associated, respectively, with the stationarity
and axial symmetry of the Kerr geometry. To each of
these there corresponds a quasilocally conserved integral:

Map (hap; %) = F(hap; k), 0%),

Lap (hap; 0X) = F(hap; k(,y, 0%) (123)
(again, assuming j¢ = 0 on 0%). We henceforth refer
to Map and Lap as the Abbott-Deser (AD) mass and
angular momentum, and note that they depend only on
the value of the metric perturbation h,s on the surface
0Y. These quantities may be interpreted as the total
mass and angular-momentum contents of the metric per-
turbation in the volume enclosed within d%. In Ref. [23],
Dolan and Barack establish that Map and Lap (unlike
Fop itself) are gauge invariant, as required.

To further illustrate that the above interpretation
makes physical sense (note, for instance, the sensitivity
of Map and Lap to the choice of normalization for the



Killing vector fields), Ref. [23] considered the example of
a point particle moving on a bound geodesic orbit around
the Kerr black hole. It showed that, for any solution hg
of the inhomogeneous linearized Einstein’s equations,

Map(hag; 082) — Map(hag; 0X1) = E,

EAD(haﬂ; 622) - EAD(hozBQ (921) = L, (124)

where ¥ 5 are any 2-spheres defined by ¢ = const and
r = 11,2 for some constant Boyer-Lindquist radii satisfy-
ing ry < ry < rp(t) and ro > rp(¢). Thus, Map and
Lap have constant values on each of the separate vac-
uum domains S*, and these values “jump” across S by
amounts precisely equal to (respectively) the geodesic en-
ergy and angular momentum of the particle. This further
reinforces the interpretation of Map and Lap as energy
and angular momentum.

B. Determination of £F and Ji

Let us now return to the question of determining the
individual amplitudes £* and J* in the completion piece
hg},mpi [recall Eq. @)], given the jumps [£] and [J]. For
the following discussion, we write the completed metric
perturbation outside of S as

+ __ prec+ comp-+
haﬁ - haﬁ + haﬁ
re A re nonSA oM §J
:(ha;r)s S+(ha§+) S S—i—é’*hiﬁ )—i—j*h&ﬁ),
(125)

where we have split the reconstructed piece into its SAS
part (hf;ng)SAS and its non-SAS part (hgngr)“"“SAS =
hieSt — (hr;ng)SAS. Our strategy will be as follows. We
will calculate the total AD mass and angular momentum
in the completed metric perturbation, by explicitly evalu-
ating M3 (hls) == Map(hlz;0%0) and L3 (hl,) =
(h;rB;Z)ZOO), where Y, is the surface ¢, = const with
r — 00; we will separately evaluate the contributions to
M3y and LEp from each of the four terms in the sec-
ond line of (I25)) and then add them up. The result will
be an expression for M3}, and £33 in terms of the (yet
unknown) amplitudes £ and JT. We will then impose
OAOD(hZ,@) =FE, OAOD(hZ,@) =1L, (126)
and solve the resulting set of equations for £ and JT.
The amplitudes £~ and J~ will follow immediately from
the known jumps, £t — €~ =Fand JT - J~ = L.
Our choice ([I26) is equivalent, by virtue of ([I24), to
setting
Mip(hgs) =0, Lip(hg) =0, (127)
where M%, and L%, are the AD integrals evaluated on
the event horizon, » = r;. This amounts to choosing the
central black hole to be of Kerr mass M and spin aM.
We should remain mindful, though, of the fact that the
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choice ([I20) is, to an extent, arbitrary, and should be
considered in relation to the specifics of the problem at
hand [

Let us now implement the above strategy, starting with
the evaluation of M3y, (ht,) and E?D(hzﬁ). We will
consider one by one the contributions coming from each
of the four terms in the second line of (I25). For each
term, we will calculate the tensor Fi, 5 via Eq. (I21)) (first
for k% = kf;) and then for k* = kaa)), and then evaluate

the corresponding surface integral (I22)) at infinity, where
it simplifies to
F(hap; k%, 03) = lim

F(hap; k*)r2dQ,  (128)

with dQ = sin® #dfde.

Starting with the term (hr;ng)SAS, we show that it falls
off sufficiently fast at infinity to have a vanishing contri-
bution to the surface integrals F at infinity, and hence no
contribution to M3, or to LX},. To see this, it suffices
to keep track of the asymptotic scaling in r of the various
fields involved in the reconstruction procedure described
in Secs. [Vl and [Vl First, using Q7*=2(r) ~ r~¢! and
A ~ 7?2 in Eq. (@) (where henceforth in the current
discussion ‘~’ indicates the leading-order scaling with r
at r — 00), we observe RZ‘ ~ =%t Thus, using Eq.
@7 and recalling ¢ ~ 1/r, we find ¥f ~ r=° (domi-
nated by the slowest-decaying, ¢ = 2 mode). This, in
turn, gives ¥+ ~ 1/r for the Hertz potential [Eq. (73)],
leading to hieT ~ r=3 [Eq. (Z0)], and a similar scaling
for the other nonvanishing components of the perturba-
tion (in suitably normalized, Cartesian-like coordinates).
Turning now to F™ in Eq. (IZI)), we see it falls off at
least as fast as ~ 1/r3, for either k® = k(oz) or k% = kﬁ;).
It follows that the corresponding surface integrals in Eq.
(I28) vanish in the limit » — oo, and one concludes

M3 ((55H)%45) = 0,

L35 ((hEsT)34) = 0. (129)

We next turn to the term (hZCBCJr)“O“SAS. It is easy to
see that the surface integral in Eq. (I28]) vanishes triv-
ially for any perturbation with an azimuthal dependence
~ €M% with m # 0. It remains to consider axisymmet-
ric (m = 0) modes that are nonstationary (these may
occur in the case of noncircular orbits). For periodic or-
bits, such modes will have a time dependence of the form
~ et (with some frequency w), which would naively im-
ply a similar time dependence for the corresponding F"*
and hence for MQ3, and L3, in violation of the fact that

10 As an example: The retarded, asymptotically-flat and horizon-
regular Lorenz-gauge metric perturbation associated with an or-
biting particle in Schwarzschild spacetime is known to have a
nonzero value of MZA:LD ]7 which may be absorbed into a redef-
inition of the background mass. This appears to be a convenient
strategy in second-order self-force calculations [29].



these AD quantities are conserved (time-independent).
This immediately tells us that nonstationary axisymmet-
ric modes cannot possibly contribute to F"t, and they
must give a zero contribution to the AD mass and angu-
lar momentum. Thus we conclude

MXOD ((hf;ng)nonSAS) _ O,

L3 (R T)"m8%) = (130)

consider the term

5+h((jéw ), where, recall, hfé\/[ ) is the homogeneous solu-
tion given explicitly in Eq. B8). It is straightforward
to evaluate the 2-sphere integrals F for this explicit
solution even without taking the limit » — oo. The

result, for any surface of constant ¢, r, is

Next we mass-perturbation

Muap () =1,

Lap(hgs") =0. (131)
Therefore, in particular,
00 oM
M (ETRGE") = €7,
00 oM
L35 ETRED) = 0. (132)

Similarly, for the homogeneous angular-momentum per-
turbation h((f,él ), given explicitly in Eq. (89) (and for any

2-sphere), one obtains

Mup () =0,

Lan(hiy) =1, (133)
leading to
oo 5J
MAD(~7+h&5 )) =0,
s 5J
L5 (TG =Tt (134)

Collecting our results (129), (I30), (I32) and [@34]), we

finally obtain

MOAOD(hIﬂ) = 5+7 EZOD(h;FB) =J. (135)
Hence, with the total AD mass and angular momentum

fixed as in Eq. (IZ6), we arrive at the simple result

gt=g  J*=L, (136)
which, by virtue of Eq. (I20), also gives
£ =0, J =0 (137)

Equations (I36]) and (I37) are our main results in this
subsection, fixing the completion piece of the metric per-
turbation both outside & and inside it. We remind that
these results apply to any bound (circular or eccentric)
equatorial geodesic orbit in Kerr geometry.
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C. Mass and angular-momentun contents of the
reconstructed perturbation

We now discuss an interesting implication of our re-
sults, namely that the reconstructed piece of the metric
perturbation has no AD mass or angular momentum ei-
ther outside or inside of S:

Map(his™) =0, Lap(his™) =0, (138)
where the surface integrals can be evaluated on any closed
spatial 2-surface. This holds regardless of one’s choice of
total AD mass M%3, and angular momentum £33, in Eq.
(@24).

That (I38)) applies outside of S follows directly from
the combination of (I29) and (I30)), recalling that Map
and Lap are constant across the entire vacuum domain
ST. To see why (I38)) holds also inside S, let us first in-
troduce the shorthand notation [Map(h)] for the jump
across S in the value of the AD mass associated with a
field i (and similarly for the angular momentum). Equa-

tion (I24]) implies

Map(hap)] = E,  [Lap(hap)] = L (139)
for the jumps in the mass and angular momentum of the
full perturbation, hag = hig§ +ho"", which is a solution
of the inhomogeneous field equations. In addition, the

combination of Eqs. ), (I31]), (I33) and (I20) gives

Map(heg™) = E,  [Lap(hgy™)] =L  (140)
for the jumps in the mass and angular momentum of the

completion piece. Since h§ = hag —hgy ", we conclude

[Map(hi5)] = 0, [Lap(hgs)] = 0. (141)
Since the AD mass and angular momentum of h{ are
both zero outside S, it follows from (I4I]) that they are
also zero inside S.

That the CCK-reconstructed perturbation carries no
mass or angular momentum is almost a trivial statement
in the Schwarzschild case, where individual /-modes of
the perturbation have separate dynamics: In this case,
mass and angular momentum perturbations have a pure
¢ = 0,1 angular dependence, while the reconstructed
piece is made solely of ¢ > 2 modes, meaning it can-
not contain mass and angular momentum. However, it is
quite remarkable that the same result appears to apply
even in the Kerr case, where different /-modes couple,
and mass and angular-momentum perturbations spread
over all modes. Even then, we now see, the reconstructed
perturbation is devoid of mass and angular momentum
(at least for equatorial orbits, but we conjecture that the
same applies to any CCK-reconstructed vacuum pertur-
bation). We are not aware of any direct proof of this
result.



VII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We have determined the completion piece of the
metric perturbation for any bound geodesic orbit in
Schwarzschild spacetime or in the equatorial plane of a
Kerr black hole. Recalling ) with (I36) and (I31), our
main result is that

(6M) CF -
heomE — { OEhaB + Lhgys 2 g_’ (142)

for any such orbit. Here hfjg D) and h((f,él ) are the vacuum
perturbations given explicitly in Egs. (88) and (89), and
FE and L are the conserved energy and angular momen-
tum associated with the geodesic orbit. The result (I42)
assumes that the total energy and angular momentum
contents of the perturbation are fixed as in Eq. (I24]).
Independently of this assumption, we find that the jump
across S in the completion piece of the metric perturba-
tion is given by

hee) = BRSO + L),

o (143)

As a consequence (and a corollary) of (I43]), we find that
the reconstructed piece of the metric perturbation con-
tains no mass or angular momentum (either in or out of
S), in a sense expressed in Eq. (I38).

Our method consists in demanding that certain gauge-
invariant fields constructed from the completed metric
perturbation (and its derivatives) are continuous any-
where away from sources. This is a necessary condition
that the perturbation must satisfy in order to solve the
linear field equations anywhere in the vacuum (the re-
constructed piece of the perturbation, by itself, fails to
do so0). As we have seen, imposing this continuity con-
dition on suitably chosen invariant field(s) determines
the completion piece of the perturbation completely and
uniquely (up to gauge perturbations). It is expected
from uniqueness that our completion renders the invari-
ant fields smooth (and not just continuous), although we
have not confirmed that with an explicit calculation.

Our final results, as expressed in Eqs. (I42]), (I43) and
(137), are extremely simple despite the long calculation
leading to them. This is striking, and begs an expla-
nation. In particular, one naturally wonders whether the
fact that the reconstructed perturbation does not contain
mass or angular momentum could be arrived at based on
a more general argument (but one that is nonetheless
as mathematically rigorous), without resorting to a de-
tailed calculation. We have not been able to devise such
an argument so far (except in the trivial, Schwarzschild
case). One way to approach the problem would be via
a direct evaluation of the Abbott-Deser mass and angu-
lar momentum contents of hf;gi in §~, which we have
not been able to do analytically for Kerr, so far. If in
the future a simple method is found to perform such a
calculation in the Kerr case, it could offer a more direct
route to the completion problem, and perhaps hint at the
reasons for the simplicity of the results.
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The work presented here takes an important step to-
wards a complete formulation of a practical scheme for
calculating the gravitational self-force in astrophysically
motivated inspiral problems, conveniently starting from
solutions of the Teukolsky equation. Two important
tasks remain. First, and most obvious, our analysis must
be extended to encompass non-equatorial geodesic orbits
in Kerr spacetime. We envisage using a similar method-
ology to the one applied here. One could start with the
special subset of circular inclined (“spherical”) orbits,
for which the energy-momentum source is supported on
r=rgand ™ — 07 <0 < #; with some constant ry and
0 < 01 < /2. In this case, one would require continuity
of the invariant fields across r = rg for 0 < 6 < 6, and
7 — 601 < 60 < 7. For orbits that are both inclined and ec-
centric, which are generically ergodic, the key step will be
the formulation of a suitable decomposition of the energy-
momentum source into simple partial elements (spherical
sections?) that are each energy conserving, following our
strategy in Sec. [Vl The special cases of polar orbits and
of resonant orbits would need to be considered separately.

The second remaining task is that of gauge regular-
ization. While our completion procedure guarantees the
continuity of invariant fields at vacuum points, it does
not guarantee the continuity of the metric perturbation
itself. In fact, our completed metric perturbation will
generally have a gauge discontinuity across S, even off
the particle (see, for example, the explicit calculation in
Ref. [19]). This can be a problem in applications that re-
quire perturbation information on both sides of S, such
as a self-force calculation based on the simpler of the
two methods formulated in Ref. ﬂﬂ] Typically, for the
results of a calculation to have a clear physical interpreta-
tion, one must place certain conditions on the gauge. For
instance, one usually requires asymptotic flatness, and,
for periodic orbits, also a particular periodicity. In the
latter case, one must be able to relate the frequency (or
frequencies) of the perturbation in and out of S, and, for
that purpose, one must be able to relate the coordinate
times and angles in and out of that surface. A continu-
ity of the perturbation across S is necessary for “passing
on” such (and other) essential gauge information from
the exterior to the interior. The goal of gauge regulariza-
tion is to locally remove the gauge discontinuity in the
neighbourhood of the particle, via a suitable, discontin-
uous gauge transformation. Optimally, one would aim
to construct a perturbation that is entirely continuous
across S, at least near the particle.

However, depending on the application, it might be
sufficient to gauge-regularize only certain relevant pieces
of the perturbation. For example, a partial gauge reg-
ularization of the SAS piece of the completed perturba-
tion was performed recently in Refs. [30] (for circular
orbits in Schwarzschild) and [31] (for circular equatorial
orbits in Kerr), sufficient for the purpose of calculating
“invariant” frequencies (that is, frequencies with respect
to asymptotic time ¢). This gauge regularization should
now be extended to more general orbits; our partial-ring



approach should offer an easy route. Other applications
may require further gauge regularization of other pieces
of the perturbation. For instance, one may need to work
in a “center-of-mass” gauge (as defined via a condition on
the mass dipole moment of the perturbed spacetime) in
order to allow comparison with certain results from the
post-Newtonian theory. This would require going beyond
the SAS part, and gauge-regularizing also the m = +1
azimuthal modes of the completed perturbation. Such a
calculation is yet to be done. Other pieces of the pertur-
bation may need to be gauge-regularized for other fore-
seeable applications.
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Appendix A: Background material: Teukolsky’s
equation and metric reconstruction

We review here the essential elements of formalism that
go into our analysis: the Newman—Penrose (NP) formal-
ism, Teukolsky’s equation and metric reconstruction in
vacuum. This will also serve as a convenient all-in-one-
place summary of our notation and conventions. For
historical reasons, much of the NP literature uses the
(+ — ——) metric signature, opposite to the one used in
our paper, which may bring confusion. For that reason,
we carefully describe our sign conventions and note where
they differ from common choices.

In Boyer-Lindquist coordinates, the line element for
the Kerr geometry with mass M, spin J = aM, and
signature (— 4+ ++) is given by

oM >
ds? — — (1 _ ET) a2 + Zdﬁ + 2dp?

2Ma?r sin’ 0
N (rz A %> sin?0dp? (A1)
AMar sin® 6

S ——— ) 71

5 ¥
with

A =712 —2Mr + d?, (A2)
¥ =172 + a®cos? 6. (A3)

1. The Newman—Penrose null-tetrad formalism

Much of black hole perturbation theory can be con-
veniently formulated using the NP formalism, which ex-
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presses geometric quantities in terms of a conveniently
chosen tetrad of null vectors. In this paper we use Kin-
nersley’s tetrad for the Kerr metric, whose four legs are
given by

« {7 1
e =4 :Z(r2+a2,A,0,a), (Ada)
es =n% = 1 (r2 +a?, —A,O,a) , (A4b)
2¥
1 )
OO =~ (iasing,0,1,—), (Adc
G V2(r +iacos6) (iasin 51n9) (Ade)
-1 1
@ =m=———~  (jasinf,0, -1, ——
* V2(r —iacosf) ( 51119)
(A4d)

(in Boyer-Lindquist coordinates), with overbars denoting
complex conjugation. These legs are all null and mutu-
ally orthogonal, except /“n, = —1 and m®*m, = 1. In
what follows, Greek indices refer to spacetime compo-
nents while Latin indices denote tetrad components. The
directional derivatives along the tetrad legs are denoted
D =("09,, A =n"0, and § = m"0,.

The NP formalism expresses the equations of general
relativity in terms of Ricci coefficients

(A5)

v A
Yabe = gureherVyep,

referred to as spin coefficients and customarily given spe-
cial individual symbols:

Y211 + V341
K= —79311, W= —7241, €:= BT
Y212 + V342
TI= =312, VI= —7242, V= 2
(A6)

— .f 7213 + 7343
0= =313, [i= —Y2a3, Bi= T —
o o 7214 + 7344
0= —7314, A= —Tou4, Q1= —f,

Note these definitions have opposite signs compared to
the usual ones applied with a (+ — ——) signature [see,
e.g., ﬂﬂ]] This ensures that the coordinate expressions
for the various spin coefficients (below) remain as con-
ventional. In Kerr spacetime with the Kinnersley tetrad
(A4), the spin-coefficients %, A, v, o and € all vanish,
while the rest take the values

0= %, (ATa)
@ = 7“"’;2“9, (A7b)
T= _%, (A7c)
=2 (A7d)
v = M (ATe)

2¥ ’



ocot
a=w-pj (ATg)

The Weyl curvature scalars are defined in terms of the
components of the Weyl tensor Cop5 as

Yo =Caprys LmPOm?,

1 =Clprs L°mP 00O,
Vg =Clapys L9mP i n®, (
V3 =Capys 00 mIn°, (A8d

(N ZCQB,Y(; no‘mﬁrﬂm‘;, (ASG

where we have chosen the overall signs such that the
NP form of the field equations for the various curvature
scalars remains unchanged (with respect to the standard
form, as given, e.g., in Nﬁ]) In Kerr spacetime with
the tetrad (A4)), the Weyl scalars 1, 11, 13 and 14 all
vanish, implying that Kerr spacetime is of Petrov type
D, with {* and n® as the (double) principal null vectors.
The remaining, non-zero Weyl scalar 1o takes the value
shown in Eq. ).

The requirement that the tetrad legs are null, orthogo-
nal and appropriately normalized fixes the tetrad (given
a metric) only up to local SO(1,3) rotations. Conse-
quently, linear perturbations to the NP quantities, de-
noted 1/)7(11), have an additional, non-physical, so(1,3)
gauge freedom corresponding to infinitesimal tetrad rota-
tions (on top of the usual gauge freedom associated with
infinitesimal coordinate transformations). As shown in
(e.g.) [27], on a Kerr background with the Kinnersley
tetrad, the perturbations 1/)(()1), él), and 1/Jil) are invari-
ant under such tetrad rotations. Since v and 1, are
scalar fields that vanish on the background, their pertur-
bations are also invariant under coordinate gauge trans-
formations. This means 1/161) and 1/14(11) are true gauge-
invariant fields. Similarly, as we point out in Sec. [TAl
in the case a = 0 the imaginary part of 1/)&1) is also
a true gauge-invariant field, since Im(¢2) = 0 on the
Schwarzschild background.

2. Teukolsky equation

Teukolsky showed @, @] that the NP field equations
for the perturbations ¢ o = 1/1(()1) and ¢_o = 9_41/)4(11)
decouple from the rest of the NP equations. The master
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Teukolsky equation for a general “spin-weight” s, reads

(r? + a?)? 5 . 9 \O%0s  AMar 8¢,
( A @ sm 9) 12 A 0ty
2

(e ;)82% M_SE(ASH%)

A sin?60/ 0p? or or
+ sir119 %(SM@;@S) (A9)
+2S(W—r—m0059)a§f
a(lr — M icos B\ Opg
+ 25 : A : sin?g)ai

— (% cot? 0 — 5)ps = T.

For s = £2, the source term T is obtained from the
energy-momentum tensor using

Ty =81% (5 — 208 — 47')(5 — @)Tll (AlO)
—(D —40—0)(6 +2a)T13
—(6 =28 —471)(D —20)T13
+(D — 40— 0)(D — 0)T33|,
YT < T _
T_2 :—4 (5+20¢+5W—T>(6+2W—T>T22
0
—(A+3y—F+4p+ 1) (6 + 20 — 27) T4
—(6 + 20+ 5 — 7) (A + 2y + 2/1)Taq
+(A+37—ﬁ+4u+ﬂ)(A+27—2ﬁ+ﬂ)T44},

(A11)

where Th1 = Taﬂe‘f‘e'f, etc.

Moreover, Teukolsky showed that (AQ) admits a full
separation of variables. Solutions of the Teukolsky equa-
tion can be written as

be = / 003 o Rumao(r) o Semus (0)e17740 | (A12)
Im

where the function Ry, (r) satisfies the radial Teukol-
sky equation

d d
AT — ASJrl_ - Vstmw | stUmw — Ts mw Al
< dr ( dr) Vst > Re omesr (A13)

with potential

K? —2is(r — M)K
A )

Vsémw = /\sémw — 4iswr — (A14)

where
Ko = (r* + a*)w — am, (A15)

and Agpme is the eigenvalue of the angular equation (see
below). The source in Eq. (AT3) is given by

1 oo 1 ™ )
Tstmew = —/dt /dcos9 d Tee" @9 Sprn.
27T —oo J—1 -
(A16)



The functions sSem.(0) are spin-weighted spheroidal
harmonics, which satisfy the angular equation,

1 d ds
<sin6‘@ (S1n0 d@) - Uslmw> sStmw = 0. (A17)

Here the potential is

(m+scosf)? 5 5 .,
stmw — . 9 0
Use 20 + a*w? sin (A18)

+ 2saw cos @ — 2maw — 8 — Agpme -

We follow the convention that the spheroidal functions
are normalized according to

/_11 57 (0)dcos = %, (A19)

with
—5Stmw(0) = (=1)"" s Se(—m)(—w) (0),  (A20a)
5Semew(m = 0) = (1) oy (—) (6)- (A20Db)
When aw = 0 the eigenvalue A, becomes £(¢ +

1) — s(s + 1), and the spin-weighted spheroidal har-
monics reduce to spin-weighted spherical harmonics:
Sgem(g)emw - snm(ea 90)

Using the spin-weight raising and lowering operators

0, = —0g —icscO, + scot b,

0, = —0g +icscl0, — scotl,

(A21a)
(A21b)
spin-weighted spherical harmonics can be rewritten as

the derivatives of harmonics with a different spin-weight
using

65 s}/Zm —+\/ é €+5+1) s+1}/5m7
Os Yo = V(U +8) (0 —5+1) s_1Yom.

(A22a)
(A22b)

In particular, by repeated application of the above identi-
ties, any spin-weighted spherical harmonic can be written
in terms of derivatives of ordinary spherical harmonics
with the same ¢ and m.

3. Metric reconstruction

For vacuum perturbations, a procedure to obtain the
metric perturbations starting from the curvature scalars
1 or ¥4 was first proposed by Chrzanowski @] and also
by Cohen and Kegeles ﬂﬂ] The CCK reconstruction for-
mula gives the metric perturbation in either the ingoing
or outgoing (traceless) radiation gauge. In this paper
we choose to work in the ingoing radiation gauge (IRG),
satisfying

(*hys =0 and g27hres = 0,

s (A23)
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where ggﬁ is the (inverse of the) background Kerr metric.
The CCK reconstruction formula for the IRG perturba-

tion is given by

s = (Cals (6+a+38—7) (6 +48+37)
0) (D + 30)
— L) [(5 —2a+28—1)(D+30)

+mamg (D —
(A24)

+(D+0-0) (6+4ﬂ+3T)D\IJ+c.c.,

where ¥ is the IRG “Hertz potential”. The latter satis-
fies the homogeneous Teukolsky equation ([A9]) with spin-
weight s = —2. In addition it satisfies a fourth-order
differential equation linking it to 4 [d]:

80 Mhy =L 1£0L1 800 — 12M 0, T (A25)
with £, := 0, + ia sin 09,.

The perturbation to ¥ can be calculated from the met-
ric perturbation (also taking account of the perturbations
to the tetrad legs). We quote here the particularly com-
pact expression obtained by Sano and Tagoshi mj

O (DDQ(J + 2B) (0+48) (A26)

0
—4w(D + 0)D (8 +4P) + 6waD) .

Appendix B: Validity of procedure for evaluating
jumps via interchange of mode-sum and limit

At the basis of our method is the requirement that, at
any vacuum point, the invariant fields Z,, must be contin-
uous. In practice, we construct (the SAS part of) these
four-dimensional fields as ZF(r,0) = >, 7°5%(r,0) +
ZcompE(r ), meaning that the continuity condition at
r =g (off the particle) reads

lim ZI:;}“‘ (r,0) + Z°™PF (1, 0)

T_>T0

= lim S (r,0) + P (10, 6).  (B1)

=Ty P
Imposing this condition requires first evaluating the sums
and then taking the limit to rg. If the summands are first
evaluated at g, the sums diverge for all §; this is also true
of their difference, > ,[Z55 (ro, 0) — 25~ (ro, 0)]. This is
easily seen by counting powers of ¢ in Eqs. (80) or (&),
for example.

However, in our calculations in the body of the paper,
we allow ourselves to bring the limit inside the sums, take
their difference, and then discard any terms that, while
pointwise divergent, can be interpreted as distributions
supported at 8 = 0y = 7/2. In this Appendix, we prove
the validity of that method: If the jump [Z,] that we



define by this procedure vanishes for all 8 # 0y, then the
continuity condition (BI)) is satisfied 1]
To establish this result, we re-express the invariants in
a more convenient form. We first introduce the rescaled
invariants
IF = (sin@)P" I+, (B2)
where p,, is chosen to make I:F go smoothly to zero at
the poles; the reason for this, and a concrete choice for
Pn, Will become apparent in the course of the proof. We
also eliminate 6 in favor of z := cos# and absorb [co™P+
into the sum over ¢, giving us I;F(r, 2) = 3, IZ,(r, 2); the
particular way in which this is done is immaterial, and
we will largely ignore the completion terms in the argu-
ments below. Finally, we work with the “jump function”
ALy (0r, z) == I}, (rg + 6r,z) — I,(rg — 6r,z) and
AL, (67, 2) == Lt (ro +6r,2) — I, (ro — dr,2z).  (B3)
In terms of this quantity, our goal will be to show that
our procedure ensures
lim AL, (ér,z) =0 (B4)
or—0
(except, possibly, at the particle’s position z = zy = 0).
Our proof is based on the following more general result:

Lemma. Let g(ér,z) = >, ge(0r, z) on (0,¢] x [-1,1],
with some constant ¢ > 0, and let S = [—1,1] — {z}. If

(1) Y= 9e(dr, 2) converges uniformly on [b, ¢ x [—1,1]
for all b € (0,c¢),

(i) each g¢(or, z) is continuous on [0,c] x [—1,1],

(ii3) 1im sy 2y (0,2+) 9(07, 2) yields a continuous function
of z* for all paths in (0,c] x S and all z* € S, and

gN (57‘) =
converges — uniformly

(iv) the  sequence  of  functions

L1 dz6(2) 320 9e(67, 2)

on [0,c] to a function imy_00 gn = oy given by

if or =0

if or € (0,(] (BS)

~ 0
9e(0r) = {fll dz ¢(2)g(dr, 2)

for all smooth test functions ¢ whose support is
wholly contained in S,

then limg, 0 g(0r, 2) =0 for all z € S.

11 'We do not prove the converse. However, this one-way implication
suffices for us because of uniqueness. Since [Z,] = 0 uniquely
determines [£] and [J] and guarantees that Z, is continuous,
and since there can be only one pair of values ([€],[7]) that
satisfies Eq. (BI), the determined values of [£] and [J] are the
unique, correct ones.
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To get more quickly to our main result, we delay the
proof of this lemma until the end of the section.

We use the lemma by letting AL, and Al,, play the
roles of g and gr, and we choose ¢ to be any constant small
enough to avoid evaluating any functions at (or behind)
the horizon. Our desired conclusion then follows if we
can show that AI, and Al,, satisfy the four conditions
of the lemma. We do this for the case of circular orbits
in Kerr; the same arguments apply for each partial ring
in the case of eccentric orbits.

Refer to Eq. (B0). Note that at large ¢, th(k) (r)CJf (ro)
behaves as ~ (F=2P7=2(r_ /M — 1)Q=2(rs /M — 1),
where r< = min/max{r,ro}. For all r # ro,
P7=2(r. /M —1)Q}"=2(r> /M —1) decays faster than any
power of 1/¢, and all other factors in Eq. (80) grow no
faster than a finite power of ¢, guaranteeing exponential
convergence of the sum (80). However, this holds only
for r # rg; for 7 = rg, the sums diverge for all z. Hence,
Do Iﬁ(r, z) does not converge uniformly on the open re-
gion (1o, ro£c| x [—1, 1] (where the £ signs correspond to
the superscripts in I;F), but they do converge uniformly
in each closed region [ro+b, rotc|x[—1,1] with 0 < b < c.
This carries over immediately to ), Al (ér, z) in all re-
gions [b, ¢] x [—1,1] with 0 < b < ¢, establishing condition
(i) of the lemma.

Next, inspection of Eq. (B0) reveals that each
Aly(0r, z) is continuous on [0,¢] x [—1,1], establish-
ing condition (ii); this is manifestly true away from the
boundaries of that region, and it could only be violated
on the boundaries if I%,(r, z) became singular at r — 7
or at z = £1—which, manifestly, it does not [for suffi-
ciently large values of p, in Eq. (B2)].

Third, note that if condition (iii) were violated, it
would never be possible to make I,, continuous on the
sphere r = ry. But we know that the linearized Einstein
equation with a conserved point-particle source does have
a solution, and in particular, it has a solution with our
choice of boundary conditions. That solution will nec-
essarily have smooth invariants at points away from the
particle, meaning condition (iii) is satisfied.

This leaves condition (iv). To show that it is satis-
fied, we begin by establishing pointwise convergence of
Al,n(dr) = f_ll dz ¢(z) Zévzo AlLye(or,z). For ér = 0,
the result is exactly the condition we impose in the
body of the paper: we find the unique pair ([€],[J])
for which limy_0o AI,n(0) = 0 For each é&r > 0,
we can straightforwardly move the limit inside the inte-
gral. This is made legal by the fact that the integrand
(2) Zév:o AL (or, z) appearing in Al,,(dr) is bounded
by an integrable function for all N; for example, for
each given ér > 0 take the dominating function to be

12 Note that here we use the precise mathematical definition of
what it means for a sum >, fo(z,20) to converge to a delta

function §(z — 2z0): limy 00 Zévzo fil dz ¢(2) fe(z,20) = ¢(z0),
and similarly for derivatives of a delta function.



SUP N en g [P(2) Zév:o AT,¢(0r, z)|. The dominated con-
vergence theorem then guarantees that we can pass the
limit into the integral, yielding

1
J\}i_r)noo Al (0r) = /1 dz ¢(z)AILL (67, 2) (B6)

for all §r € (0, ¢] and for all smooth test functions. There-
fore, AI,n(0r) converges pointwise to the function

itor=20
if or € (0, |

AT, (6r) = (B7)

0
{f_ll dz ¢(2) AL, (6r, 2)

for all smooth test functions ¢ whose support is contained
in S.

We must now show that this convergence is uniform.
To this end, using the property described below Eq. (80),
we write A,y in the form

3 &
Al (6r,2) = Z;Fnjg(ar, 2)252Yu(0(2)),  (BS)
=
where each F, ;¢ is a smooth function of z that vanishes at
least as (1—22)17"/2_‘1"/2 at the poles, with g1 = 0, ¢2 = 2,
and g3 = 1 [recall Eq. (B2)]. Now examine the sepa-

rate integrals fil dz ¢(2)Fpje(or, z)%ngo. If we write
(12 Pu2)
and repeatedly integrate by parts, we see that all the inte-
grals can be expressed in the form fil dz Gje(0r, 2)Pe(2)
plus boundary terms, where G, ¢ is a smooth func-
tion of z. We eliminate the boundary terms by choos-
ing sufficiently large values for p,: since the boundary
terms have the form Pg(z)j;%[(l - 22)Fnjg(z)”171 plus
lower derivatives, we may choose, for example, p, =
gn + 2 4 2max(j) = g, + 8.

After eliminating the boundary terms, we are left with
the following sum:

the harmonic explicitly as 2 Yy =

co 3 1
lim AIL,n(07) = / dz Grje(0r, 2)Pe(2).
N—o0 ;j; 1 J
(B9)

We note, again referring to Eq. [B0) that G,,j¢(dr, z) can
be written as a sum of a few terms, each of the form
K0(07)Grj(2), where Gpj(z) is smooth and indepen-
dent of ¢, and K,j¢(ér) can be uniformly bounded at
large ¢ by |Kp e < ¢* with some power . Consequently,
each of the Legendre integrals in (BY) is guaranteed to
decay faster than any power of 1/¢, even at 6r = 0. Uni-
form convergence then follows from the Weierstrass M-
test: take M, to be

3

My, = Z sup
=0 orel0,c]

1
/ dz Gpje(0r, z)Pe(2)], (B10)

—1

which, because of the exponential decay of the Legendre
integrals for all 6r € [0, ¢], has a convergent sum ), M.
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The M-test then implies that the sum (B9) converges
uniformly on the interval or € [0, ¢].

This establishes the last of the conditions of the lemma,
thereby proving (B4).

Proof of lemma. We now provide the proof of the
lemma. We begin by showing limg, 0 g(dr,2) = 0 on
a sequence of closed subsets of S, and then we take the
union of these sets to show the result on the whole of S.

Let S, = [~1,20 — 1/k] U [0 + 1/k, 1], where k € N*,
and let Dy = {¢r} be the set of smooth test functions
with support supp(¢y) C Si. Since each g¢(dr, z) is con-
tinuous on [0, ¢] x Sy, each gy (dr) is as well. From this
fact and the uniform convergence of gy — g, it follows
that g(dr) is continuous on that same interval of dr, and
in particular, at ér = 0. Ergo, if we specialize to any of
the test functions ¢y € Dy,

g(0) = lim g(dr) = lim

or—0 or—0 S

dz ¢r(2)g(6r,z). (B11)
We now bring the limit inside the integral by appealing to
the dominated convergence theorem, which in the present
case states that

lim dz ¢ (2)g(or, 2) :/

sr—0 J g, I dz 9k (2) 61r1§og(6r’ ?)
(B12)
if two criteria are met: limg,_,o g(dr, z) exists and is finite
almost everywhere in Sj; and there exists an integrable
function f(z) satisfying |g(dr,z)| < f(z) for almost all
z € Sy, and for all §r € (0, ¢]. Condition (iii) of the lemma
guarantees that the first criterion is met. To see that the
second criterion is also met, consider the function

(o) = {g(ar, 2)

limg,—0 g(dr, 2)

if or € (0,¢] and z € Sy
if or = 0 and z € Sy
(B13)

and take the dominating function to be the constant
function f(z) = suplg*(dr,z)|, which by construc-
tion satisfies f(z) > |g(dr,2)| for all r € (0,¢].
The finiteness of the supremum can be proved as fol-
lows: Since Y-, g¢(67, z) converges uniformly on [b, ¢] x
Sy for all b € (0,¢), and each gy(dr,2) is contin-
uous on that domain, ¢(dr, z) is continuous on all
such sets as well. Therefore lim(s,. )50+ 2+) [g* (67, 2)]
is finite for all 6r* € (0,¢ and z* € S;. And
lim 5, 2)— 0,2+ 9" (07, )| is finite by hypothesis. Hence,
L 5y 2y (7%, |97 (07, 2)] is finite for all (dr, z) € [0, ¢] %
Si. But if sup |g* (7, 2)| were not finite, then there would
exist (07, 2*) such that lims,. ) 5+ =) |97 (67, 2)| = o0.
Therefore, sup |g*(dr, z)| < co. Because the integration
domain Sy, is finite, f(2) is also integrable, and the cri-
teria for the dominated convergence theorem have been
met.

Now, since g(0) = 0 for all ¢, € Dy, the equalities

(B1d) and (BI2) together show

/ dz ¢r(z) lim g(dr,z) =0
3 or—0

(B14)



for all test functions ¢ € Djg. It follows that
limgs,—0 g(dr, z) = 0 for almost all z € Sy. This leaves the
possibility that limg, 0 g(dr, 2) is nonzero on some set of
measure zero in Si. But by hypothesis, lims, o g(or, 2)
is continuous in Sj. Therefore, limg,_o g(or,z) = 0 for
all z € Sy.

Since this result holds in each Sy, it also holds in their
union (Jy e+ Sk = [—1,20)U(20, 1] = S, which completes
the proof.

Appendix C: Summation formulas

We derive here the summation formulas (83) and (84)).
The sums in question are

i 2Y(0)2Yd0o)

01 (0;00) L= )
0 U(0+1)
> oYd6)2Ydbo)
72(660) : +2)(t—1) (C1)

=2

where oY(0) = oYy(f) are spin-weighted spherical har-
monics with spin s = 0 and azimuthal number m = 0,
0 € [0,7], and 0y € [0y, 7 — 01] for some 0 < 0; < 7/2.
(For our completion calculation we require 6 in the im-
mediate neighbourhood of 7/2 only, but our derivation
will apply equally for any 6; in the above domain; the
requirement 6; > 0 is non-essential but will simplify our
analysis somewhat.) For easy reference, we call the above
two-dimensional domain S;. We note that each of the two
sums converges uniformly on Sy (a proof will be provided
at the end of this appendix), so the sums o1(0,6y) and
02(0,00) are continuous functions in this domain.

Starting with o1, we first recall that oY (0) satisfies the
differential equation

1 d (. oY) 4

o (o ) (e 1) - ) o) —o,
(C2)

which is the reduction of (AI7) to m = w = 0 with

s = 2. Applying the operator (sin#) =19y (sin#dy) to oy

thus gives

i (9 55) =

o~ 2Y72(00)2Y2 (0 ( 4 )
—fl+1) ) =
; LL+1) sin® 6 ( )
4 oo
— Y (0)2Ye(6), (C3
el ;24(0)24() (C3)

or, using the completeness relation (82)),

,1 i (sm9 @)—si%eol =

—(27m) " 5(cos f—cos bp).
(C4)
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Here we are considering ¢ as a distribution, necessary
for making sense of the term-by-term differentiation ap-
plied in the second line of (C3)) [even though the sums in
Egs. ([CT) converge uniformly, the sums of the derivatives
of the summands with respect to either 6 or 6y do not
converge at all as functions]. Equation (C4) is a simple
ordinary differential equation for oy (6) (with 6y regarded
as a fixed parameter), and we seek a solution that is con-
tinuous on Sj.

Two independent homogeneous solutions of (C4)) are
tan?(0/2) and cot?(6/2), the first of which blows up at
0@ = 7 and the other at § = 0. It follows that a unique
globally continuous solution is given by the distribution

o1 = A1(0y) tan?(0/2)O(cos § — cos )

+ B1(6p) cot?(0/2)O(cos g — cos ), (C5)

where O(-) is the Heaviside step function, and the co-

efficients A; and B; are determined from the conti-

nuity condition o(§ — 6f) = o(@ — 6,) together

with the jump condition (6 — 67) — (0 — 0;) =

—(27sinfg)~t. We find A7 = (8m) !cot?(6p/2) and
= (87)~ ! tan?(Ay/2), and thus obtain

o1 = 8i cot?(0p/2) tan®(0/2)©(cos § — cos b)
s

+ 8% tan?(0y/2) cot?(0/2)O(cos By — cosf), (C6)
which (as a check) is symmetric under 0 < 6y as it should
be. The summation formula (B3] reexpresses (CG) in a
more compact form.

The evaluation of the sum oo follows analogously.
Writing (¢ + 2)(¢ — 1) = ¢(¢{ + 1) — 2 and applying
(sinf) =10y (sinfdy) to o2, we obtain the differential
equation

1 d 4
sin @ df (sm d@) (sin2 0 ) 7

— (2m) " '6(cos§ — cosby). (CT)

Two independent homogeneous solutions are (2 +
cosf) tan?(0/2) and (2 — cos ) cot?(/2), and the unique

globally continuous solution has the form
o3 = As(0)(2 + cos 6) tan?(0/2)O(cos @ — cos )
+ By (60)(2 — cos 8) cot?(6/2)O(cos By — cosh), (C8)

where A5 and By are determined from the same two con-
tinuity and jump conditions at § = 6y as above. After
substituting back in (C§)), the result is
1
02 = 5 ——(2 — cos ) cot? (0o /2)(2 4 cos §) tan?(0/2)
x O(cos® — cosby)
1
+ & (2 + cosfp) tan? (6 /2)(2 — cos 0) cot?(6/2)
™
X O(cosby — cosh), (C9)

expressed more compactly in Eq. (&4).



1. Proof of uniform convergence

The above derivation relied on the assumption that o
and o9 are each continuous on S7, which, in turn, relied
on a statement of uniform convergence of the sums in Eq.
(C1). We now prove that statement.

First, let us note the relation

20+1

23/2(9) - 471'/\2

P7=2(cosh),

(C10)

where, recall, P}* is the associated Legendre function of
the first kind, and Ay = (¢ + 2)!/(¢ — 2)!. The func-
tions P{"=2 admit the global, 6-independent upper bound
IP7=2| < (A\g/2)/2, valid for all 6 € [0, 7] [33]. Thus
2Yd0)| <

(20+1)/(87) < V7 (C11)
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for all @ € S; and ¢ > 2. For oY(6y) we instead invoke
the more standard bound |Py"=2| < /8/(wl)(¢ + 2)(¢ +
1)(sin 0)~%/2 [33], from which we obtain

|5Yd(0o)| < 2(sin @) /2 (C12)

for all 8 € S1 and ¢ > 2. It follows from the combination
of (C11)) and (CI2) that each of the two summands in Eq.
(CT) is bounded from above by the numerical sequence
ag = 2073/%(sin ;) ~%/%, which admits a convergent sum.
Both sums in Eq. (C1) are therefore uniformly convergent
on S7 by Weierstrass’s M-test theorem.
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