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Abstract

Black holes are described by their gravitational properties and this makes them fascinating objects to study
and test theories of gravity. Our current description of the gravitational interaction using general relativity
leaves some open questions: In the case of black holes, general relativity predicts singularities, points where
the theory breaks down and physical quantities become infinitely large. In addition, the seminal work of
Stephen Hawking states that black holes emit radiation following a thermal spectrum and suggests that
black holes lose mass and slowly evaporate. The latter is in conflict with classical general relativity, where
black holes can only grow but never decrease in mass. It is believed that a theory of quantum gravity, where
general relativity is quantized, will avoid singularities and give a detailed description for the evaporation
of black holes. In the present thesis, we address black hole evaporation, also known as the backreaction
problem, using tools of (perturbative) quantum gravity.

In the literature, backreaction is not fully understood from a theoretical point of view. Based on heuristic
arguments using the Stefan-Boltzmann law, one finds a finite lifetime for black holes which scales as M3,
where M is the black hole mass. Ideally, one would perform a full non-perturbative quantum gravity
computation and find the spectrum of the emitted particles, the lifetime of the black hole, and determine
the fate of the black hole after evaporation. As a first step, one uses quantum field theory, the mathematical
framework to describe matter inside the Standard Model of particle physics, to study matter around the
black hole. Quantum field theory assumes a fixed spacetime and can only be formulated when fixing the
black hole spacetime. Then, using a semi-classical version of the field equations of general relativity, one
determines the change of the classical metric. This is only an approximation because for evaporating black
holes the mass of the black hole changes and the spacetime is fully dynamical. Thus, for a realistic picture one
has to avoid references to any background spacetime and attempt a background independent formulation.

In this thesis, we take an intermediate step between semi-classical gravity and full non-perturbative
quantum gravity, known as the hybrid approach. We work in the Hamiltonian formulation with the full
phase space of general relativity and the matter sector. In contrast to the semi-classical methods based on
quantum field theory on black hole spacetimes, the framework is background independent and it includes
backreaction effects.

In our approach, we face two challenges: (i) In its Hamiltonian formulation, general relativity is fully
constrained, i.e. the theoretical description includes redundancies and we have to single out the observable
degrees of freedom. (ii) The equations of general relativity are non-linear and mathematically complex.
Exact solutions are only known for very special cases usually using symmetry assumptions. To address both
obstacles, we employ the reduced phase space approach which completely solves all of the redundancies. To
the best of our knowledge, this approach has not been implemented in the current form before. The idea is
to take the symmetry group of some class of exact solutions of general relativity and to define the symmetric
and non-symmetric variables with respect to the symmetry group. Then, we further split the symmetric and
non-symmetric variables into observable and non-observable degrees of freedom. The observable degrees of
freedom are defined non-perturbatively on the full phase space and their dynamics is fully described by the
reduced Hamiltonian, a Hamiltonian involving the observable degrees of freedom only. We find an implicit,
non-perturbative expression for the reduced Hamiltonian and expand it to second order in the perturbations.

After the general outline of the formalism, we apply it to the case of perturbations around spherically
symmetric spacetimes. Classically, the solution of the equations of general relativity assuming spherical
symmetry is the non-rotating Schwarzschild black hole. We explicitly compute the reduced Hamiltonian
describing the dynamics of the perturbations to second order. As a non-trivial consistency check, we
derive the Hamiltonian equations of motion and compare them with the Regge-Wheeler-Zerilli equations for
perturbations on the Schwarzschild spacetime. Ignoring backreaction effects, we find perfect agreement and
it assures us that the framework produces correct results.

Finally, we briefly discuss how we plan to use the formalism to analyse evaporating black holes. We
introduce the notion of apparent horizons, describing the boundary of the black hole region as seen by an
observer. The area of the apparent horizon is an interesting quantity because it is expected to decrease due
to black hole evaporation. It can be used to link the theoretical findings to current and future experiments.



Zusammenfassung

Schwarze Locher werden durch ihre Gravitationseigenschaften beschrieben, was sie zu faszinierenden Ob-
jekten fir die Untersuchung und den Vergleich verschiedener Gravitationstheorien macht. Unsere derzeitige
Beschreibung der Gravitation beruht auf der allgemeinen Relativitdtstheorie und lisst einige Fragen un-
beantwortet: Im Fall von schwarzen Lochern sagt die allgemeine Relativitdtstheorie Singularitédten voraus,
das sind Punkte, an denen die Theorie zusammenbricht und physikalische Gréfen unendlich grof§ werden.
Dartiber hinaus zeigt die bahnbrechende Arbeit von Stephen Hawking, dass schwarze Locher Strahlung
aussenden, die einem thermischen Spektrum folgt. Das legt nahe, dass schwarze Locher Masse verlieren
und langsam verdampfen. Letzteres steht im Widerspruch zur klassischen allgemeinen Relativitdtstheorie,
nach der schwarze Loécher nur wachsen, aber niemals an Masse verlieren konnen. Es wird angenommen,
dass eine Theorie der Quantengravitation, in der die allgemeine Relativitdtstheorie quantisiert wird, Singu-
laritdten vermeiden und eine detaillierte Beschreibung der Verdampfung schwarzer Locher liefern wird. In
der vorliegenden Dissertation befassen wir uns mit der Verdampfung schwarzer Loécher, auch bekannt als
Riickwirkungsproblem, unter Verwendung von Werkzeugen der (perturbativen) Quantengravitation.

In der Literatur ist die Riickwirkung aus theoretischer Sicht nicht vollstdndig verstanden. Auf der Grund-
lage heuristischer Argumente unter Verwendung des Stefan-Boltzmann-Gesetzes findet man eine endliche
Lebensdauer fiir schwarze Locher, die mit M? skaliert, wobei M die Masse des schwarzen Lochs ist. Ide-
alerweise wiirde man eine vollstdndige nicht-perturbative Rechnung in einer Quantengravitationstheorie
durchfithren und das Spektrum der emittierten Teilchen, die Lebensdauer des schwarzen Lochs und das
Ergebnis des Vermpfungsprozesses bestimmen. In einem ersten Schritt beschreibt man die Materie um
das schwarze Loch mithilfe der Quantenfeldtheorie, dem mathematischen Rahmen fiir die Beschreibung der
Materie im Standardmodell der Teilchenphysik. Die Quantenfeldtheorie nimmt eine feste Raumzeit an und
kann nur formuliert werden, wenn die Raumzeit des schwarzen Lochs unverdnderlich ist. Mit Hilfe einer
semi-klassischen Version der Feldgleichungen der allgemeinen Relativitéitstheorie wird dann die Anderung
der klassischen Metrik bestimmt. Dies ist jedoch nur eine Naherung, da sich bei verdampfenden schwarzen
Lochern die Masse des schwarzen Lochs dndert und die Raumzeit vollig dynamisch ist. Um ein realistis-
cheres Bild zu erhalten, miissen daher Beziige zu eine Hintergrund-Raumzeit vermieden werden und es muss
versucht werden, eine vom Hintergrund unabhéngige Formulierung zu finden.

In dieser Arbeit verwenden wir einen Zwischenschritt zwischen der semi-klassischen Gravitation und der
vollstandigen nicht-perturbativen Quantengravitation, der als hybrider Ansatz bezeichnet wird. Wir ar-
beiten in der Hamilton’schen Formulierung mit dem vollen Phasenraum der Allgemeinen Relativitatstheorie
und dem Materiesektor. Im Gegensatz zu den semiklassischen Methoden, die auf der Quantenfeldtheorie
beruhen, ist die Vorgehensweise hintergrundunabhéngig und schlieft Riickwirkungseffekte mit ein.

Bei unserem Ansatz stehen wir vor zwei wesentlichen Herausforderungen: (i) Die Hamilton’schen For-
mulierung der allgemeinen Relativitdtstheorie enthélt Zwangsbedingungen, d. h. die theoretische Beschrei-
bung ist redundant und wir miissen die beobachtbaren Freiheitsgrade bestimmen. (ii) Die Gleichungen
der allgemeinen Relativitdtstheorie sind nichtlinear und mathematisch komplex. Exakte Losungen sind
nur fiir sehr spezielle Félle bekannt, die in der Regel auf Symmetrieannahmen beruhen. Um beiden Hin-
dernissen zu begegnen, verwenden wir eine Herangehensweise basierend auf dem reduzierten Phasenraum,
welcher die Zwangsbedingungen vollstédndig 16st. Nach unserem besten Wissen wurde diese Vorgehensweise
in unserer Form noch nicht verwendet. Die Idee ist, die Symmetriegruppe einer Klasse von exakten Lo-
sungen der allgemeinen Relativitdtstheorie dazu zu verwenden, die Variablen in symmetrische und nicht-
symmetrische Variablen aufzuteilen. Anschlieend werden die symmetrischen und nicht-symmetrischen Vari-
ablen in beobachtbare und nicht-beobachtbare Freiheitsgrade unterteilt. Die beobachtbaren Freiheitsgrade
sind nicht-perturbativ auf dem vollen Phasenraum definiert und ihre Dynamik ist vollstdndig durch den re-
duzierten Hamiltonian, einem Hamiltonian, der nur die beobachtbaren Freiheitsgrade umfasst, beschrieben.
Wir finden einen impliziten, nicht-perturbativen Ausdruck fiir den reduzierten Hamiltonian und entwickeln
ihn bis zur zweiten Ordnung in den Stérungen.

Nach dem allgemeinen Uberblick iiber den Formalismus wenden wir ihn auf den Fall von Stérungen um
sphérisch symmetrische Raumzeiten an. In der klassischen Theorie ist die Losung der Gleichungen der
allgemeinen Relativitdtstheorie unter der Annahme sphérischer Symmetrie das nicht rotierende schwarze



Loch. Wir bestimmen explizit den reduzierten Hamiltonian, der die Dynamik der Stérungen bis zweite
Ordnung beschreibt. Als nicht-triviale Konsistenzpriifung leiten wir die Hamilton’schen Bewegungsgleichun-
gen fiir die Storungen her und vergleichen sie mit den Regge-Wheeler-Zerilli-Gleichungen. Wenn wir die
Riickwirkungseffekte ignorieren, finden wir eine perfekte Ubereinstimmung, die uns garantiert, dass unsere
Herangehensweise korrekte Ergebnisse liefert.

Am Ende der Arbeit beschreiben wir kurz, wie wir den Formalismus zur Analyse verdampfender schwarzer
Locher verwenden wollen. Wir fithren den Begriff des “apparent horizon” ein, der den Rand der Region
des schwarzen Lochs aus der Sicht eines Beobachters beschreibt. Die Fliche des apparent horizon ist eine
interessante Grofle, da erwartet wird, dass sie durch die Verdampfung des schwarzen Lochs abnimmt. In
Zukunft, planen wir sie zu verwenden, um die theoretischen Erkenntnisse mit aktuellen und zukiinftigen
Experimenten zu verkniipfen.
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Introduction

Black holes, as solutions to the equations of general relativity, are a key to our understanding of gravity
using both theoretical and experimental methods. In recent years, black holes have gained new attention:
On the experimental side, mergers of binary black holes give new insights into the physics of black holes and
verify general relativity in the regime of strong gravitational fields [4]. Supermassive black holes, such as the
one located in the centre of our galaxy or in the galaxy M87 were directly detected using radio astronomy
by the event horizon telescope [5, 6].

On the theoretical side, several theorems provide information about black holes in a mathematically
rigorous way. For instance, the singularity theorem by Roger Penrose (Nobel prize in 2020) shows that
general relativity predicts the existence of points in spacetime where physical quantities get infinitely large
(singularities) [7]. This demonstrates that new theories beyond general relativity need to be developed. The
analogy between properties of black holes and thermodynamics hints at a deep connection between entropy
and the area of the event horizon and between temperature and mass (black hole thermodynamics,
see [8]). Applying tools of quantum field theory (i.e. the mathematical framework of the Standard Model
of particle physics) to matter on black hole spacetimes, Stephen Hawking provided an explanation for the
temperature of black holes. He showed that black holes emit radiation as an almost perfect black body with
a characteristic temperature (Hawking radiation, see [9, 10]). This relation between general relativity and
quantum mechanics leads to speculations about the quantum nature of the gravitational field. It is generally
believed that a quantization of general relativity is needed to fully resolve the theoretical challenges in black
hole physics [11].

The study of Hawking radiation through quantum field theory on classical spacetimes is flawed because
the (semi-classical) Einstein equations are violated. In general relativity, the Einstein equations relate the
curvature of spacetime to the energy-momentum tensor, that captures the energy and momentum density
of the matter. Black holes are a solution of the equations of general relativity without matter, i.e. for a
vanishing energy-momentum tensor. However, the emission of Hawking radiation leads to a non-vanishing
expectation value for the energy-momentum tensor [12, 13]. This shows that the semi-classical Einstein
equations, which relate the classical curvature of spacetime to the expectation value of the energy-momentum
tensor are violated. To fix this issue, we have to consider the change in the gravitational field due to the
presence of the radiation. This problem known as backreaction has not been successfully resolved in full
generality.

The complete evaporation of black holes raises the following issue: Consider the formation of a black
hole through gravitational collapse of a star, for example due to a supernova explosion, and its evaporation
due to Hawking radiation. Before the star collapses into a black hole, we consider a quantum field on

spacetime which is in a pure state. Then, the star collapses and evaporates due to the Hawking effect. The
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1.1 Quantum Gravity and Black Holes

black hole uniqueness theorem suggests that the Hawking radiation only carries information about mass,
charge and angular momentum of the black hole, obtained by the lowest orders in a multipole expansion
of the gravitational field. Any higher multipole moments of the matter that fell into the black hole will be
lost. Therefore, not all information about the matter inside the black hole is accessible after the complete
evaporation. Since not all the information is available, the state after evaporation is not pure but a mixed
state and we have a conflict with unitary evolution of states in quantum mechanics, where one cannot evolve
from a pure to a mixed state. This is the famous information paradox of black holes [14, 15].

The discussion above shows that classical general relativity not only breaks down at the singularity of
the black hole but is also in strong tension with quantum field theory [8, 13, 16, 17]. It is believed that
satisfying answers can only be provided once a quantum theory of gravity is available. A successful theory of
quantum gravity should be able to explain the fate and possible resolution of the singularity and resolve the
black hole information paradox. Additionally, quantum gravity should provide a first principle explanation
for Hawking radiation, the evaporation of black holes and the result of this process. It should also explain

the entropy of black holes from a microscopic level.

1.1 Quantum Gravity and Black Holes

In the literature, many approaches to quantum gravity are discussed, of which string theory [18], asymptotic
safety [19], causal dynamical triangulations [20], causal sets [21, 22] and canonical quantum gravity (e.g.
loop quantum gravity and spin foams) [23-28] are the most prominent ones. The candidate theory needs to
be rigorously developed such that it provides a framework to tackle the questions raised above.

We saw before that the entropy of a black hole is proportional to the area rather than its volume. The
event horizon is associated to the area of the black hole while the interior is related to its volume. This leads
to speculations whether the information in the interior is fully encoded on its boundary (event horizon).
This is a realisation of the holographic principle studied in string theory [29, 30]. In general, it states
that the information inside a region of spacetime is fully encoded on its boundary. The most important
realization of the holographic principle is the AdS/CFT conjecture [31]. AdS stands for the anti-de Sitter
spacetime, a maximally symmetric spacetime with a constant negative curvature. CFT denotes conformal
field theory, a special type of quantum field theory which is invariant under conformal transformations, i.e.
transformations that include dilations and preserve angles. According to the AdS/CFT conjecture, there is
a dictionary between a gravity theory formulated on an AdS spacetime in the bulk and a conformal field
theory on its boundary.

Black holes are one of the main applications of the holographic principle [32]. For instance, in string
theory, there is significant work on explaining the microscopic origin of the black hole entropy [33]. There
are also proposals about the resolution of the black hole information paradox (see [34—36]). Two suggestions
are the following:

In the black hole complementarity proposal, an observer falling into the black hole would notice
nothing special at the event horizon, while an observer outside the black hole would see the information being
spread out across the “stretched horizon”, a thin quantum mechanical membrane located just outside the
event horizon. This membrane “stores” the information about the infalling particles making the information
accessible for an outside observer and resolving the paradox. Since no observer can see both copies of the
information at the same time the theory is consistent. However, there is no first-principle derivation of the

existence of the stretched horizon and black hole complementarity is subject to ongoing debates.

11



1 Introduction

For instance in [35], the authors argue that black hole complementarity is in contradiction with entan-
glement in quantum mechanics. They propose a so-called firewall located outside the event horizon, a
high-energy barrier that destroys all the matter falling into the black hole and hence erases the information
before it crosses the horizon. The existence of a firewall violates the equivalence principle in general rela-
tivity, that a free falling observer should locally see the same physics as in flat spacetime. In addition, the

existence of the firewall is not derived from any fundamental theory and therefore remains rather speculative.

In loop quantum gravity, a microscopic explanation for the black hole entropy has also been derived
based on semi-classical methods of isolated horizons, a generalization of the event horizon [37, 38]. It was
shown in spherically symmetric models for the interior of the black hole, where only symmetric degrees of
freedom were considered, that the singularity is avoided. It is replaced by a region where quantum effects
are non-negligible [39-46]. In these models, the infalling matter moves in, reaches a maximum density,
bounces back and moves out again. This behaviour has been seen in approaches based on the treatment
of the interior of the black hole as a Kantowski-Sachs spacetime, which is homogeneous (spacetime is the
same everywhere) and anisotropic (spacetime looks different in different directions). In [47-49], the authors
studied purely spherically symmetric models where both the interior and exterior are accessible by means
of numerically simulating spherically symmetric matter distributions in the form of dust (non-interacting
particles) and perfect fluids. They also find singularity avoidance. In a different approach, the transition of
a black hole to a white hole, a region of spacetime that matter cannot enter, is proposed. This transition is

due to quantum gravity effects and a transition amplitude can be computed numerically. [50-52].

The study of black holes in two dimensional toy models, such as the CGHS black hole give insights into
the evaporation process [53-55]. In these models, the semi-classical equations are exactly solvable and one
obtains a detailed description for the evaporation of the two dimensional black hole. It is however unclear
how to translate the specific tools for two dimensions to the realistic case of four dimensional spacetimes and
how to generalise to quantum gravity with no semi-classical approximations. In four dimensions, general
relativity with collapsing null dust (non-interacting massless particles) as matter content is exactly solvable
(Vaidya spacetime) [56, 57]. Since null dust is not a fundamental matter content of the universe, one
could instead consider a Higgs - like scalar field. The coupling of a spherically symmetric scalar field to

general relativity has been studied classically [58-60).

In the present thesis, we investigate the problem of backreaction in black hole evaporation. In a heuristic
argument, the power of the emitted radiation can be estimated using the Stefan-Boltzmann law where the
area is given by the area of the event horizon. Assuming that the power is given by a change of the mass of
the black hole, we obtain the time evolution of the black hole mass. For a black hole with mass M, we find a
finite lifetime which scales as M?3. Using more elaborate techniques of semi-classical gravity, a more detailed
spectrum of the emitted Hawking quanta and black hole evaporation was computed [61-63]. However, this
approximation is expected to fail at the final stage of Hawking evaporation because the assumption of a

fixed spacetime in the derivation of the Hawking effect is strongly violated.

A full quantum gravity calculation of Hawking evaporation based on first principles faces several challenges:
First of all, the choice of coordinates in general relativity is arbitrary and the theoretical description contains
additional unphysical degrees of freedom. This is evident for instance in the Hamiltonian formulation based
on the ADM variables, where not all phase space variables are independent [64]. They have to satisfy certain

constraints, i.e. relations between the variables. Thus, the description is redundant and we have to find
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1.2 Black Hole Perturbation Theory

observable quantities that are independent of the arbitrariness [65, 66]. Additionally, the Hamiltonian is
a sum of constraints and vanishes if the constraints are satisfied. Therefore, it is not generating any time
evolution (problem of time). To address both challenges, we work in the relational formalism [67-70].
It removes redundancies by defining observables with respect to some reference fields. Time evolution of
the observables can then be recovered and it is described by a new Hamiltonian usually called the physical

Hamiltonian.

1.2 Black Hole Perturbation Theory

Ideally, one would like to perform the analysis described above in a non-perturbative setting. In the presence
of dust as a reference field this program is under active construction (see [70]). Instead of using dust or
other matter fields as a reference, we could use variables within the gravitational sector instead. As it turns
out, this is highly non-trivial due to the complexity of the constraints. Until we have a full non-perturbative
theory of quantum gravity available, we use perturbation theory to develop an approximate description. The
idea is to split the degrees of freedom into symmetric variables defined by some symmetry assumptions and
the non-symmetric variables (see [71]). We assume that the model restricted to the symmetric variables can
be solved exactly. Then, we expand the constraints to some order in the perturbations. In the case of black
holes, we take the symmetric variables to have either spherical symmetry (non-rotating black hole) or axial
symmetry (rotating black hole). Since semi-classical computations suggest that black holes emit angular
momentum faster than mass [62], we consider spherical symmetry in this manuscript. The extension of the
program to the case of axial symmetry is possible using similar tools and left for future investigations.
Perturbation theory around spherically symmetric spacetimes and in particular the Schwarzschild black
hole (non-rotating black hole) is well established in the literature. It was pioneered by Regge, Wheeler and
Zerilli who first showed that the perturbations satisfy two differential master equations [72, 73]. They are
wave equations with potentials which are known as the Regge-Wheeler and Zerilli potentials (see [74] for
a more recent treatment). These works are constrained to the black hole exterior region. For a complete
picture of black hole formation through gravitational collapse, one has to take both the exterior and interior of
the black hole into account. Perturbations in the exterior region were also investigated in the Hamiltonian
formulation for the case of non-rotating black holes [75-79] and later extended to arbitrary spherically
symmetric spacetimes in [80, 81]. In all of these approaches the spherically symmetric background is fixed
and non-dynamical. Any influence of the perturbations on the dynamical background is ignored and hence

these approaches are not suitable to investigate black hole evaporation where backreaction plays a key role.

1.2.1 Hybrid Approach

In the present thesis, we take backreaction into account and do not assume any fixed background keeping it
fully dynamical. This procedure was first explored in the context of cosmology where the symmetric variables
are defined to be homogeneous and isotropic [82, 83]. In the seminal work [84], the authors introduce the
hybrid approach to quantum cosmology which was later extended in [85-92]. The idea is to investigate
perturbations in cosmology by first switching off the dynamics of the background and defining observables
for the perturbations. These observables are introduced through canonical transformations depending on
the homogeneous and isotropic degrees of freedom. Then, one can show that there exists a transformation

for the background variables, depending up to second order on the perturbations, that is canonical on the
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1 Introduction

full phase space only up to second order. The result is a Hamiltonian constraint, expanded to second order in
the perturbations. It encodes the dynamics of the system which can then be analysed in the quantum theory.
In a complementary work [93-96], backreaction effects were taken systematically into account using space
adiabatic perturbation theory, a generalization of the Born-Oppenheimer approximation for molecular
systems.

In the case of perturbations around spherically symmetric spacetimes, the hybrid approach was used to
study perturbations in the interior of black holes in the Kantowski-Sachs formulation [97]. In the computa-
tions, the authors of [97] did not fully resolve the redundancies and are left with some remnant constraints.
This is fine for the cosmological model because the resulting Hamiltonian constraint trivially Poisson com-
mutes with itself. Thus, the commutator in the quantum theory is well-defined. However for perturbations
around black holes, we have more spherically symmetric constraints. In the pairwise computation of Poisson
brackets between two constraints, we should obtain a linear combination of constraints. As shown in [71], in
the hybrid approach this is only satisfied up to higher orders. This will translate to the quantum theory and
obstruct its construction. To avoid these issues, in our work, we fully resolve the redundancies. In [71], it is
demonstrated that the hybrid approach is equivalent to our formulation, when one restricts the treatment

to second order and does not solve the Hamiltonian constraint (reduction in stages).

1.2.2 Reduced Phase Space Approach

In [71], a different strategy to perform Hamiltonian perturbation theory based on the reduced phase space
approach is introduced. It solves all redundancies by fixing the reference fields to some value leading to
a physical Hamiltonian describing the dynamics of the observables. The key advantage is that it defines
observables before performing perturbative computations and it gives an explicit formula for the computation
of the physical Hamiltonian to arbitrary orders. The formalism is based on a splitting of the variables into
four distinct sets. On the one hand we have the symmetric and non-symmetric variables defined by the
symmetry assumption. On the other hand we split the variables into observable (true) and non-observable
(redundant) degrees of freedom. Then, the redundant degrees of freedom are used as reference fields to
define the observable degrees of freedom. Following the computations we find a physical Hamiltonian [1-3,
93].

The applications to the question of backreaction and Hawking evaporation is now as follows: We start
with the full phase space of general relativity coupled to matter. In the case of non-rotating black holes, we
use spherical symmetry and split the variables into spherically symmetric and non-spherically symmetric
degrees of freedom. The spherically symmetric sector will be treated exactly and chosen as the background,
whereas the perturbations are given by the non-symmetric degrees of freedom. Then, we need to further
distinguish between the true and the redundant variables. This step is arbitrary but we can motivate our
choice as follows: For the application of the formalism to evaporating black holes, we want to treat both the
exterior and interior of the spacetime and the description should be regular across the horizon. By handling
both the interior and exterior in a consistent way, we do not lose information about matter falling into the
black hole. This might be important for addressing the black hole information paradox. The redundancies
are removed using the Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates [99, 100], associated to an observer freely falling
into the black hole from infinity. The usage of these coordinate system does not fix the background, rather
it selects a class of spacetimes and the spherically symmetric degrees of freedom are still dynamical. The

Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates are suitable to study gravitational collapse and cover either a black hole or
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1.2 Black Hole Perturbation Theory

a white hole spacetime. Hence, this opens up the possibility to explore the black hole — white hole transition

proposal in the quantum theory [98].

To recapitulate and clarify some key aspects of our approach, we highlight some of its important properties

and advantages in the following:

First of all, we treat both the spherically symmetric and the non-symmetric variables on equal footing.
The resulting physical Hamiltonian describes the dynamics of the full phase space including the interactions
between the non-symmetric and the symmetric variables. The black hole mass is part of the spherically
symmetric variables, while the Hawking radiation is part of the non-symmetric degrees of freedom. In order
to completely understand black hole evaporation, we have to determine how the radiation is changing the
dynamics of the background. This backreaction is completely neglected in the treatments by Moncrief,
where the black hole mass is fixed. Also in the more general analysis by Brizuela and Martin-Garcia, the

background is general but is not influenced by the perturbations.

In the formalism, we reverse the usual procedure in Hamiltonian perturbation theory applied in the
hybrid approach, where one first perturbs the constraints and then defines observables that are independent
of the redundancy. In contrast to that, we first introduce the observables on the full phase space without
approximations. Then, we derive a non-perturbative physical Hamiltonian describing the full dynamics
of general relativity coupled to matter without the need to employ any perturbative strategy. Since the
physical Hamiltonian is only known in an implicit form, we have to use perturbation theory in order to get
an explicit expression. In other words, we disentangle the solution of the redundancy from perturbation
theory. This clear separation, allows us to unambiguously extend the analysis to higher orders. In the
standard approach, one has to reconsider the construction of observables at every order in perturbation
theory and beyond second order, to the author’s knowledge, there is no consensus in the literature (see [71]
and references therein). To summarize, the framework allows for a consistent and well-defined Hamiltonian

perturbation theory applicable to all orders.

In contrast to other treatments by Moncrief who only considers the exterior of the Schwarzschild spacetime
and [97] who only studied the interior of the black hole, we study both the interior and exterior. Work-
ing in Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates, we have access to both the interior and exterior simultaneously.
This is crucial to analyse the formation of black holes through gravitational collapse and their subsequent

evaporation. It might also play an important role when addressing the black hole information paradox.

At the current state of our framework, we do not refer to any of the previous results in loop quantum
gravity about the resolution of the black hole singularity. In the approaches based on the Kantowski-Sachs
formulation, one finds a resolution of the black hole singularity by a well-motivated substitution of some
of the classical variables by bounded functions of them. In [43], the analysis in the black hole interior was
extended to all of spacetime. The authors demonstrated that the full spacetime is free of any singularities.
In our approach, we do not modify the classical Hamiltonian of the system. We leave it open whether the
black hole singularity is avoided through different methods, for example due to backreaction effects. If this
is not the case and the presence of the singularity causes technical issues when formulating the quantum
theory, we can refer to the aforementioned works.

The difference of our approach to the hybrid approach is that we completely solve the all the redundancies
in the theory. In [71], it is shown that for a partial solution of the redundancies with respect to the
perturbations only, one recovers the results in the hybrid approach. We argued above that for a partial

reduction, there are anomalies in the quantum theory which can be avoided in our formulation. Furthermore,
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in contrast to the hybrid approach, we define the observables before applying perturbation theory which
allows for an immediate generalization to higher orders.

The backreaction problem of black hole evaporation can be studied in increasing levels of complexity and
mathematical rigour. On the one side of the spectrum, there is the heuristic arguments based on a back of
the envelope calculation using the Stefan Boltzmann law. On the other side, we have the ultimate goal to
perform a full non-perturbative quantum gravity calculation, where both matter and gravity are quantized.
Between these two extremes there are several intermediate steps. One step beyond the heuristic arguments
are the semi-classical Einstein equations. In this approach, gravity is treated classically, while matter is
treated quantum mechanically. The expectation value of the energy momentum tensor of matter gives the
input to compute changes of the classical gravitational field. In this category fall many of the approaches
mentioned above such as the CGHS model and the Vaidya spacetime. In this theses we go beyond these
semi-classical works and also consider general relativity as a quantum theory. Since a full non-perturbative
quantum gravity calculation still seems out of reach using tools available today, we take a perturbative
formulation, where we only treat the observable symmetric degrees of freedom exactly and use perturbation
theory for the observable non-symmetric variables.

In this thesis, we are mostly concerned with the computations for the physical Hamiltonian describing the
dynamics of the theory to second order. As matter content, we investigate the electromagnetic field because
photons are expected to be an important messenger in the spectrum of Hawking radiation. In the future,
we plan to extend this to include also other matter fields such as neutrinos. A careful classical analysis is
essential for constructing a well defined quantum theory. In the quantum theory, we plan to apply the hybrid
quantization framework, where we combine a non-perturbative quantization for the symmetric degrees of
freedom with a perturbative Fock quantization for the perturbations.

In order to check the validity of our approach, we verify whether the physical Hamiltonian is consistent
with the literature when neglecting backreaction and restricting to the black hole exterior. This is a non-
trivial step because, as we explained above, the setup is quite different to the usual approaches. We reverse
the definition of observables and the application of perturbation theory and this might not lead to the same
results. Additionally, we included backreaction effects and there could be new terms in the equations of
motion. Performing several non-standard steps, we can indeed show that our approach leads to the same

results in the regime where both theories apply.

1.3 Outline of the thesis

The thesis is structured in two parts. In sections 2 to 4, we introduce basic concepts about constrained
Hamiltonian systems, general relativity and the Hawking effect. Then, in the second part in chapter 5, we
present original results on the Hamiltonian perturbation theory around spherically symmetric spacetimes
based on the publications [1-3, 98]. Some longer equations in chapter 5 were moved to the appendices and
they also contain original work. In more detail, this manuscript is organized as follows:

In section 2, we review the theory of constrained Hamiltonian systems. First, we explain the Dirac
algorithm for singular Lagrangians and discuss the separation into first and second class constraints. Then,
we explain the construction of observables using the relational framework. We show that in the classical
theory this framework is completely equivalent to a complementary viewpoint where the redundancies are
fixed completely. In the end, the formalism is extended to field theories and we comment on some aspects

that require special care due to the infinite number of degrees of freedom and boundary terms.
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In part 3, we define basic notions in general relativity and derive the Einstein equations from the Einstein-
Hilbert action. Assuming spherical symmetry, we find the Schwarzschild solution for non-rotating black
holes and the Reissner-Nordstrgm solution for charged black holes. We also briefly comment on rotating
black holes which are solutions of general relativity for axial symmetry. Using a foliation of spacetime, we
obtain the Hamiltonian formulation of general relativity based on the ADM variables. With the techniques
for constrained Hamiltonian systems developed in section 2 we solve the Hamiltonian theory and obtain the
reduced Hamiltonian for spherically symmetric spacetimes. We conclude this section with a brief review of
classical theorems about black holes.

Then, chapter 4 discusses quantum field theory on curved spacetimes. We discuss basic concepts of
scalar quantum field theory on curved spacetimes and apply the tools to the derivation of the Hawking
effect. Then, we comment on some known results about the evaporation of black holes based on semi-
classical computations.

The perturbation theory around spherically symmetric spacetimes in general relativity is discussed in
part 5. First, we perform the computation in the Lagrangian setup based on a linearization of the Einstein
equations. The presentation relies on a modern reformulation of the works by Regge-Wheeler and Zerilli
due to [74]. We show that the differential equations for the perturbations reduce to two master equations.
Then, we discuss how the Hamiltonian framework derived in section 2 is applied to general relativity. First
we perform the computation in the Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates based on the author’s original work in
[2, 3]. We explicitly perform the computation and obtain a physical Hamiltonian describing the dynamics
of the perturbations. As a consistency check, we show that the Hamilton equations of motion match the
ones obtained in the Lagrangian case. For charged black holes we find agreement with the results in [101],
Then, we extend the formulation to a generalization of the Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates first discussed
in [1].

Ideas for our plans to study the physics of evaporating black holes are presented in section 6. We sketch
a way to introduce a Fock quantization for the perturbations and mention some technical challenges that
might arise. In the second part, we provide a small outlook into current and future astrophysical experiments
to detect evaporating black holes and how our formalism relates to them. The considerations in the present
work appear to be entirely classical. However, as just mentioned, once we gain sufficient mathematical
control of the mode functions, we have at our disposal a well defined Fock representation for the physical
perturbations. All classical observables that we can compute in classical perturbation theory then have an
in principle straightforward quantisation by expanding in annihilation and creation operators followed by
normal ordering. This defines at least a (densely defined) quadratic form (i.e. matrix elements exist but not
necessarily of its formal square), e.g. for the physical Hamiltonian expanded to 3rd order which includes
self-interactions of the perturbations. Accordingly, all the steps performed in this thesis are directly relevant
for the (hybrid) quantisation of black hole perturbation theory.

In section 7, we summarise our findings and conclude our investigation. Possible future avenues for
research are outlined and briefly discussed.

In the appendices we also present original work. In appendices A and B, we list some lengthy formulas

for the computations in section 5 in order not clutter the main text.
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Constrained Hamiltonian Systems and the

Reduced Phase Space Formalism

In general relativity or the Standard model of particle physics, theories are usually formulated in the language
of gauge theories, where the theoretical description contains redundancies. For instance in general relativity,
we have the freedom to choose arbitrary coordinate systems and the Lagrangian is invariant under changes of
coordinates. The Hamiltonian description for systems with gauge symmetries is not straight forward because
the Legendre transformation will be singular. Since for a canonical quantization program, the Hamiltonian

of the system is a crucial ingredient, we have to generalize the Hamiltonian theory.

In [65, 66], a method to obtain a Hamiltonian formulation for Lagrangians with singular Legendre trans-
formation is presented. The Hamiltonian theory now involves constraints, equations on phase space that
have to be satisfied for physical solutions of the equations of motion. In the first part of this chapter, we

review the theory of constrained Hamiltonian systems.

We find that there are two kinds of constraints: first and second class constraints. The first class con-
straints generate gauge transformations and the physical degrees of freedom are given by gauge invariant
variables that commute with all the first-class constraints. In contrast to that, the second class constraints
are directly used to find a reduced description on the hypersurface in phase space where the constraints
are satisfied using the Dirac bracket. In the case of first class constraints, gauge invariant variables can be
constructed explicitly using the notion of relational observables [67, 70]. The idea is that we consider the
value of a given variable once another variable takes a certain value. Another approach is to fix some of the
degrees of freedom to certain values (gauge fixing) and work on the reduced phase space where the gauge
fixing and the constraints are satisfied. In this text, we will introduce both approaches and show that they

are completely equivalent.

Finally, we extend the discussion to the case of field theories. Instead of a discrete index, we now have
a continuous label for the point in space and the constraints may contain differential operators. In the
calculation of variations and Poisson brackets these differential operators lead to boundary terms that can
spoil the differentiability. As we will see, boundary terms need to be added to the constraints in order to

obtain a well-defined Hamiltonian theory.

Due to a lack of mathematical symbols, we will use a different index notation from the rest of the manu-

script in this chapter.
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2.1 Singular Legendre Transformations, Constrained Hamiltonian

Systems and the Dirac Algorithm

Consider a classical Lagrangian L(q%,¢*) without explicit time dependence, where a labels the degrees of
freedom (a =1,..., f). For simplicity of the discussion, we are only considering a finite range for the index
a. The Lagrangian L defines the corresponding action principle by studying the functional S[q] defined by
t1
Slq] := ) dt L(g%,q") . (2.1.1)
0
The integral depends on the trajectory ¢(¢) and its time derivative and is taken over the time interval
[to,t1]. For the dynamics, we vary the action with respect to ¢(t). The stationary points of the action give

the Euler-Lagrange equations determining the classical evolution of the system:

oL d /0L
_ —0. 2.1.2
dq* dt <8q'“> 0 ( )

Notice, that it is a second order differential equation in the time . However, in general, it is not possible
to solve the system equations for the accelerations ¢®. In fact, this is only possible locally, provided the

matrix )
0°L
= 2.1.3
ab 8(}“6(}17 ( )
is invertible, i.e. the determinant det(M) is non-vanishing. In the case that the M is singular, the acceler-

ation is not uniquely determined by the position and velocities.

For the study of the quantum properties of a theory, it is beneficial to investigate the corresponding
Hamiltonian formulation as well. The aim is a change in perspective where instead of studying the theory
in terms of the tangent bundle coordinatised by the configuration variables and the velocities, we use the
cotangent bundle coordinatised by the configuration variables and conjugate momenta. The momenta p,
conjugate to the configuration variables are introduced by the derivative of the Lagrangian with respect to

the velocities ¢*:

Do = g;;; : (2.1.4)
In order to fully remove the velocities ¢, we have to solve the relations (2.1.4) for the velocities as functions
of the momenta and configuration variables. If the matrix M defined in (2.1.3) is invertible, the inverse
function theorem guarantees, that we can locally solve for ¢* in terms of p, and ¢®. However, if the rank of
M is some number (f —r) > 0, then we are only able to solve f — r equations for f — r velocities. Let us

without loss of generality solve for the first f — r velocities and obtain relations of the form

" = v (q" pa ), (2.1.5)
where A=1,...,f—r,a=1,...,fandi= f—r+1,...,f. The remaining momenta lead to constraints
of the form

oL !
¢i(q,p) == pi — =0. (2.1.6)

04" 1 ¢A=vA(q2 pa,g?)

These relations are called primary constraints.
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The Hamiltonian H' corresponding to a Lagrangian L is called the primary Hamiltonian and is defined

by

H' = paq" — L(¢",4) (2.1.7)

gt =vA(

4" pasi)
Here, we are only able to replace a subset of the velocities for the momenta and we leave ¢/ (j = f —r +

1,..., f). It is easy to show that the primary Hamiltonian is of the form
H/(qa7pa7 qz) == ql(bz + ﬁ(qa7pa) . (218)

Inside H', the velocities ¢’ act as Lagrange multipliers enforcing the constraints ¢;. The ¢* are not dynamical
but arbitrary functions.

In summary, we are left with a phase space coordinatized by ¢% p, and v’ := ¢' equipped with the
symplectic structure {-, -} and Hamiltonian H’. The only non-vanishing Poisson bracket is {¢%, py} = df.

The Hamiltonian equations of motion are given by
i ={¢" H'}, po={pas,H'}, ¢i=0. (2.1.9)

It is not difficult to see that they are fully equivalent to the Euler-Lagrange equations.
As it is defined right now, the Hamiltonian theory is however not consistent, because the primary con-
straints might not be consistent with the dynamics. We have to ensure that they are preserved under time

evolution:

i

o =0 (2.1.10)

where ¢ = 0 means that this relation holds on the constraint surface where ¢; = 0 for alli =1,...,r. There

$=0 = {QSZ; H/}

are three possible outcomes for the left-hand side:

1. q5¢|¢:0:0forsomei:1,...,oz:

In this case the constraints ¢; are already consistent with the dynamics and nothing has to be done.

2. (f)i|¢207é0and {¢i,¢j}|¢zo:Ofori:oz—i-l,...,,@’ and j=1,...,r:
In this case we add the ¢; to the list of constraints and iterate the algorithm by studying the time
derivative of the newly added constraints. The Hamiltonian generating time evolution is still H” which
only contains the original list of constraints ¢;, i = 1,...,r. All the additional constraints added to

the list of constraints are called secondary constraints.
3. ¢m|¢:0 # 0 for general v’ and {¢i,¢j}|¢:0 #0withi=pF+1,...,rand j=1,...,7:

The algorithm is guaranteed to terminate after at most 2m — r steps because at each occurrence of case 2,
the number of independent constraints increases by 1 and more than 2m constraints would fully constrain
the phase space.

After the algorithm terminated we are left with r/ constraints of which r are primary and »’ — r are
secondary. For i = 1,...,a, the ¢; are of case 1 and for i = a+1,...,7’, the ¢; are of case 3. In case 3, we
introduce the matrix {¢;, ¢;} fori =a+1,...,7", j=1,...,r. There are two possibilities:

In the first one, the rank of the matrix is not maximal and smaller than " — «. Then, the theory is
inconsistent because we are not able to choose the v’ such that the constraints are consistent with the

dynamics. We have to rule out such theories and will not consider them further.
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If the rank of the matrix is maximal, i.e. equal to 7’ — «, we are able to solve the system of equations

{H0}],_, +o7{0n0) =0, (2.1.11)

with i = a,...,r" and j = 1,...,r. The solution is of the form
vt =uh + N, (2.1.12)
where v{ is a special solution of the inhomogeneous equation and UL, w=1,...,7r— (r — a) is a basis for

the general solution of the homogeneous system. Then, we define

H:=H+v¢;, o :=uvle; (2.1.13)

The ¢, are constraints that commute with all the other constraints ¢;, j =1,...,7".

There are two different kinds of constraints. Either they commute with all the other constraints or they

have non-trivial Poisson brackets. This is captured by the following definition:
Definition 2.1: Constraints can be classified into two types:
1. A constraint is called first-class, if it weakly commutes with all constraints.

2. A set of constraints {¢;},.; for some index set I is second class, if the matrix {¢;, ¢;}, i,j € I has

maximal rank.

Given a set of constraints {¢; } we might wonder if the above definition exhausts all the possibilities.

i€l
In fact, this is the case, as we show in the following lemma:

Lemma 2.2: Given a collection of constraints {¢;},.; we can define new constraints ¢; through linear

combinations such that gEl is first class for ¢ € I; and ¢~)Z is second class for i € Is.

Proof:

Some of the constraints might already be first class and we are done. Thus, consider the set of all constraints
{¢i};cp which are not first class. If the matrix M;; = {¢;, ¢;} is non-singular, the constraints {¢;};. are
already second-class. If the matrix M;; is singular, we have det(M) = 0 and we can find a non-trivial

solution v’ of the equation

v {¢i, ¢;} =0. (2.1.14)

for all j € I'. Since by definition v%¢; commutes with the first class constraints and it commutes with the
second-class constraints, v'¢; is first-class. Iterating until M is non-singular, we succesfully decomposed the

set of constraints {¢;},.;. O

The decomposition of a given set of constraints into first and second-class is not unique. We can for
example add a linear combination of first-class constraints to a second-class constraint without destroying
the second-class property. It is even possible to add a square of a second class constraint to a first-class
constraint, mainting the first-class property.

In the following we will study both the second and first-class constraints separately.
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2.1.1 First-Class Constraints and Gauge Transformations

In this subsection we will ignore the second-class constraints and focus on the first-class constraints. We
call a general function f on phase space of first-class, if it commutes with all constraints, i.e. {f,¢;} = 0 for
all i. By construction, the first class constraints and the Hamiltonian H defined in (2.1.13) are first class
functions.

The first-class constraints generate gauge transformations and we define the extended Hamiltonian as
Hy = H + \¢g;. (2.1.15)

In the definition of the extended Hamiltonian we include both the primary and secondary first-class con-
straints. The presence of the primary first class constraints follows directly from the Hamiltonian H’ in
(2.1.8). However, the inclusion of all the secondary first class constraints does not strictly follow from the
formalism. It turned out to be the correct prescription in various examples and physical situations.

The time evolution of physical observables should be independent of the choice of A\*. This is the case if

the observables commute with the constraints and we define

Definition 2.3: A function f on phase space is called weak Dirac observable, if
{f, ¢1}’¢:O =0,VI. (2.1.16)

It is called a strong Dirac observable if the equality is strong (i.e. without imposing the constraints).

The physics of a Hamiltonian theory with first class constraints is then obtained by finding the Dirac
observables and computing their time evolution. The first class constraints generate gauge transformations

and requiring that that Dirac observables commute with the constraints means that they are gauge invariant.

2.1.2 Second-Class Constraints and the Dirac bracket

Consider a set of second class constraints {¢; }icr together with the matrix M;; := {¢;, ¢;}. It follows that
i runs over an even number of indices because M is non-singular and anti-symmetric. For second class
constraints we have to proceed differently to first class constraints. The goal is to understand the dynamics
on the constraint surface, i.e. the hypersurface in spacetime where the second class constraints are satisfied.
There are no gauge transformations for second class constraints and we simply have to find a way to compute
Poisson brackets on the constraint surface.

We define a map {-,-}p on phase space called the Dirac bracket

(f,9}p =10y — {63 (M) {05, 9}, (2.1.17)

with the inverse matrix (M ~1)¥: (M 1) M;;, = 6i. The following lemma shows that the Dirac bracket has

similar properties as the Poisson bracket and has a nice behaviour when we apply it to the constraints:

Lemma 2.4: The Dirac bracket {-, -}, satisfies for any phase space functions f, g, h:

1. Antisymmetry: {f,g9}, = —{9,f}p

2. Linearity: {f +g,h} ={f,h} +{g,h}
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3. Leibniz rule: {f,gh}, =g{f.h}p +{f,9}ph

W

. Jacobi identity: {f,{g,h}p}tp + {9, {h. fiptp +{hA{fr9}p}p =0

t

Ao, f1p=0

(=)

. {f,g}D‘Qg:o = {f,g}|¢:0 for g first-class and f arbitrary

Proof:
The first three properties follow easily from the properties of the regular Poisson bracket. A longer and
more tedious calculation shows that the Dirac bracket satisfies the Jacobi identity. The fifth point follows

from

{9, fYp =1{0i [} — {4, 05} (MY gy, £} = {63, 1} — M (MY * gy, £} =0. (2.1.18)

For the last point notice that {¢;,g}| $=0 is zero for g of first-class and the Dirac bracket reduces to the

Poisson bracket. O

Point five is the key property that allows us to set the second-class constraints to zero before or after
evaluating the Dirac bracket. Using the Dirac bracket we can hence restrict the dynamics to the constraint

surface.

2.1.3 Gauge Fixings

We saw that first-class constraints generate gauge transformations. In other words, there are multiple points
in phase space which correspond to the same physical situation. One idea is to reduce the redundancy by
imposing gauge fixing conditions G;(g,p) = 0 which single out a unique point in each gauge orbit. Such a

gauge fixing condition should have two properties:

1. Accessibility of the gauge:

Given any value for the canonical variables ¢, p with G;(q,p) # 0 there needs to be a gauge transfor-

mation ¢ — ¢/, p — p’ such that G;(¢’,p’) = 0.

2. Complete gauge fixing:

The gauge fixing condition needs to fix the gauge completely and there are no residual gauge trans-

formations. In other words the matrix {G;, ¢;} has to be invertible.

The second requirement shows that adding gauge fixing conditions as new “constraints” to the first-class
constraints, the combined set is of second-class. Therefore, fully fixing the gauge, we moved from a system of
first-class constraints to a system of second-class constraints. Then, we define the dynamics on the constraint
surface, where the first-class constraints and gauge fixings are satisfied using the Dirac bracket formalism

in the previous section.
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2.2 Relational Observables and the Reduction Point of View

In the previous sections we showed how to treat Hamiltonian theories in the presence of constraints. We
introduced the notion of constraints of first and second class and highlighted the difference in their treatment.
In this section, we present more advanced concepts to handle theories with first class constraints by explicitly
constructing Dirac observables. For this, we introduce reference degrees of freedom and study the dynamics
with respect to them. This concept is known as “relational observables” and was first introduced by Rovelli
in [67]. The concept was extended and more formally studied in [68, 102]. In the context of general relativity
it gained some interest because the observables in full general relativity could be constructed in the presence
of a dust field as reference [69, 70, 103]. In this section, we follow the notation and treatment in [71] and
focus on the finite-dimensional case and leave the extension to field theories for the next section.

We consider a list of first-class constraints {¢;},.; and note that the number of canonical pairs must be
larger than the number of constraints. Thus, we can divide the variables into two sets: the gauge (redundant)
degrees of freedom (u!,v;) with i € I and the remaining true (observable) degrees of freedom (1%, s,) with
a € A. The split is arbitrary but often motivated by the physical situation. Next, we assume that we can
locally solve the constraints ¢, for the momenta v as v; = —h;(r,s,u). Then, we can pass to equivalent
constraints of the form ¢; = v; +h;(r, s,u). A solution like this is usually not unique whenever the constraint
depends on higher than linear order contributions of v. In this case several “branches” of the solution exist
and we have to provide further physical input to restrict to one of these branches.

The advantage of the new constraints ¢; is that they define the same constraint surface but have the

following property:

Lemma 2.5: The constraints ¢; = v; + h;(r, s,u) are of first class and Abelian.

Proof:
First note that the constraints {¢;},.; and {¢}},;;

constraints are related by ¢; = fij gb; with possibly very complicated phase space dependent functions fij It

span the same constraint surface. This implies that the

follows that ¢; are of first-class, because

{Qbia(b;'}

where we used the first-class property of the constraints {¢,}icr. The Poisson bracket between two new

=0 (2.2.1)

= e} ok s e

d)l

¢'=

constraints can thus be written as

{60, 6} = ri* o, (2.2.2)

for some phase space functions Iiijk . From the definition of the Poisson bracket, it follows that the left-hand
side is independent of v. Thus, the right-hand side of equation (2.2.2) has to be independent of v as well
and k;;* must vanish. This proves that the {®i}ic; form an Abelian algebra. O

The physical interpretation of the framework is as follows: The presence of first-class constraints in the
system indicates that we have redundancies in the theoretical description, i.e. not all variables correspond
to physically measurable quantities. To resolve this redundancy, we promote a subset of the variables to
reference degrees of freedom with respect to which we measure the other variables. In our situation, we take

as references the variables u’ and describe the values of (r,s) when u’ takes a certain value 7¢. This is the
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2.2 Relational Observables and the Reduction Point of View

idea of relational observables that we will introduce in the next subsection.
A complementary viewpoint is the gauge fixing prescription, where we fix the value of u’ to a fixed number
7%, Then, we restrict the dynamics to the constraint surface and the gauge u’ = 7. This will be discussed

afterwards and the equivalence of the two prescriptions will be shown.

2.2.1 Relational Observables

In this section, we assume the above setup, where we define the canonical variables (u, v;)ic; and (7%, 54)aca
and a set of abelianized first class constraints of the form ¢; = v; + h;(r, s,u). Let G* = u’ — 7 be the gauge

fixing condition where 7¢ are phase space independent. The Poisson algebra of the G* and ¢; is
{0, 05} ={G",G"} =0, {¢s,G"} =5, (2.2.3)

The following map is of interest

Definition 2.6: Let f be any function on phase space. Then, the relational observable associated to

f when the u’ take the values 7¢ is defined as

Of(T) = Z iG“ U Gi"{qbin te ad)in) f}v (224)
n=0

n!

where for any phase space functions fi,..., f, we defined {f1, -, fu} = {f1,{f2,.--, fu}} and {f} = f.

Physically, the relational observable is interpreted as the value the function f takes, when the references
u® take the value 7%. As it turns out, the notion of relational observables is convenient for the construction of

Dirac observables. In the the following theorem we prove several useful properties of relational observables.
Theorem 2.7: Let f be a phase space function. Then the relational observable Of(7) satisfies

1. Dirac observable: Oy(7) is a Dirac observable

2. Compatibility with the pointwise product: Oy(7) = Of(7)O4(7)

3. For f(q,p) any analytic function of ¢,p, we have O¢(7) = f(Oq4(7), Op(7))

4. Dirac bracket homomorphism: We have {Of(7), 0 (7)} = Oy (1), where {-,-}}, is the Dirac
bracket given by

{f,9Yp = {9} —{F, G Hei, g} + {f, 6:H{G', g} (2.2.5)
Proof:

1. First, we show that for all n, we have

{¢17"'7¢n7f} - {¢o‘(1)7"'7¢0’(n)7f} (226)

for all permutations o € S,,. We prove this by induction. The case n = 1 is trivial and the case

n = 2 is easy to verify using the Jacobi identity. Assume that the equation holds for all values smaller
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2 Constrained Hamiltonian Systems and the Reduced Phase Space Formalism

or equal to n and consider the case n + 1. There are now two options: If the permutation fixes the

number 1, we use the induction hypothesis. If 1 and 2 are swapped we have

{(;517 s 7¢’n7f} = {¢17{¢27{¢3>' . 'a¢n7f}}}
= {2, {{¢3,.. .. On, [}, 011} — s, b, [1 {01, d2}} (2.2.7)
= {¢27¢17¢37'”¢n7f}

and the rest follows from the induction hypothesis for n — 1.

Let us now calculate

{¢Z7Of<7—)} = - Z (T'L — 1)|Gll e Gln_l{(biv(bil? T 7¢in—17F}
= (2.2.8)
+Z GZl' Gln{¢27¢2177¢2n7F}:0
2. We have
1 )
Ofg(T) - Z EG“ ’ ”Gln{qﬁil?'” 7¢in7fg}
n=0 """
(2.2.9)

In the first step, we used a variant of the generalised Leibniz rule. We need to show that

{¢(i15 e a¢in)7fg} = i (7){ (617" -,Qf’zlaf}{%ﬂ,.--,(;52-”),9} (2.2.10)

1=0
where we used total symmetrisation of the indices i1, ..., %y,.

The base case (n = 1) follows from the Leibniz rule of the Poisson bracket. We assume that the claim

holds for n and consider the case n + 1:

{¢i17...,¢zn+1 fg} g:l<liL1){¢(i1»{¢12,...,qbil,f}{qbim,...,gzbinﬂ),g}}
=1
n+1
:l:1 lfl>{¢zlv...,d’zlaf}{d)il-s-p-~.,¢in+1)7g}+{(ZSz2,...,¢zl;f}{¢i17¢il+1,...,¢in+1)7g}
n+1

=y (l 7_1 1) {d)(ilv"'7¢il,f}{¢il+1>-'-7¢in+1)7g} + {%17---,¢il,1,f}{¢il,---7¢¢n+1)79}

=1

n+1
:g <<Zf1>+<7>>{¢“,.. N 2 (RN | O )
n+1 n+1
_l:0< l >{¢m“"¢”’f}{¢il+1""’¢in+1)’g}

3. We expand f(q,p) as a power series in ¢, p and then use that Of(7) is linear and compatible with the

pointwise product.

26



2.2 Relational Observables and the Reduction Point of View

4. The Poisson bracket between two relational observables is given by

=1 , . , ‘ ,
(04,04} = 3 s [nG GGG 6 0u {0 05 G
n,m=0 """

— mGil GlnGjl . "Gjm71{¢i17"' 7¢in)Gjm7f}{¢j1" ")¢jm’g}
+Gi1 GZnG]l -"Gjm{{¢i17"‘)Qbinaf}a{(b]iv'”7¢jm7g}}}

where we used that {G%, ¢i,,..., i, [} = {Birs--. b5, G f}. After reindexing and changing the

double summation, we obtain

1 . 2 ;
{07(1),04(7)y = 3 —G .G Y <”> ({661 i0s 05 FH{ Birrs- - 01, G )
n=0 """

=0 !

— {¢i17"'a¢ilij7f}{¢il+17"'7¢in7¢jag}
+ {{¢i1>"'7¢ilvf}v {¢iz+1v"'v¢in’g}}}

(2.2.11)

Next, we use induction to show that

{¢(i1a T 7¢in)v {f7g}} = Z (7) {{(b(u? U 7¢iz’ f}ﬂ {¢iz+17 e 7¢in)7g}}' (2'2'12)
=0

The case n = 1 is clear. Assume that the relation holds for n and consider the case n + 1:

{¢(ila T a¢in+1)7{fag}} = {¢(i17 {¢i27 e 7¢in+1)7{fag}}}
n+1

= Z (l 1_1 1>{{¢(117 t a¢ilaf}’{¢il+1a e 7¢z’n+1)’g}} + {{¢(127 t 7¢il?f}?{¢il7¢il+1a T 7¢in+1)ag}}
=1

The rest of the calculation is analogous to the calculation in item 2.
Finally, combining the results above we have shown that

o

[05,0,(} = Y G G {n, . 00, {0} — (.G Hop 0} + {610} (2:29)

n=0 """

We recognise the Dirac bracket of f and g, Which finishes the proof.

For fully constrained Hamiltonian theories such as general relativity, the Hamiltonian of the system
vanishes, leading to the “problem of time”. The system appears to be “frozen” and no dynamics is possible
at all. The relational framework provides a tool to resolve this issue, using the relational observables by
introducing a so-called multi-fingered time evolution. It is possible to study the evolution of the observables,
through a variation of the gauge fixing condition induced by a change in 7¢. The easiest situation is a 1-

parameter family of variations 7(¢) which leads to the notion of physical Hamiltonian:

Definition 2.8: Consider a 1-parameter family of gauge fixings G* = u’ — 7%(t). Let f be a function on

phase space depending only on the true degrees of freedom (r,s). The physical Hamiltonian H(t) is
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2 Constrained Hamiltonian Systems and the Reduced Phase Space Formalism

defined by
d

S05(7() = {05(t), H®)} (2.2.14)

Theorem 2.9: The physical Hamiltonian is given by H(t) = O yip, (7(t))-

Proof:

We calculate the time derivative of the relational observable and find

d

e L i
aOf(mt)) = —Tﬂgﬁa LGy, Diys ey i ) (2.2.15)

On the other hand, we have

{Of(T% Ox(tyin, (T(t))} = Of(rs) 7 (0 hs(rsw)} p (T() = Ofp(rs) 2 (8)ha(r,s,u)} (T(E)

VRN i
= Off(rs),7(t)iog} (T(1)) = —7(t)’ Z:O S ICARTELCAR CURRIT NI

(2.2.16)

In the first step, we used the compatibility with the Poisson bracket. Then, we notice that the arguments
of the Poisson bracket are independent of v. Next, we can replace h; by ¢; because f is independent of wu.

Finally, we see that both equations coincide. O

Using the properties of the relational observable, we rewrite the physical Hamiltonian purely in terms of
Dirac observables and an explicit time dependence H(t) = 7'h;(O,(7(t)), Os(7(t)), 7(t)).

2.2.2 Gauge Fixing Viewpoint

. . o
Consider now the different point of view, where we fix the gauge, i.e. we impose the condition G* = v* —7* =

0. In order that the gauge is preserved under time evolution, we must have

d .. S
0= aG =G +{G" \N¢;}. (2.2.17)
This equation is equal to 7% = {ui, by vj} and we have the solution i = 71, The dynamics of the system is

described using the reduced Hamiltonian.

Definition 2.10: Let f be any function on phase space, depending only on the degrees of freedom (r, s).
The reduced Hamiltonian H is defined by

{f,H} = {f, A’sz}d) (2.2.18)

=0,G=0, A=\

A straight-forward computation shows that the right hand side of (2.2.18) is equal to AL{f, h;(r, s, 7(t))}.
Hence, the physical Hamiltonian is equal to H(t) = 7'h;(r, s, 7(t)).

We conclude the discussion by relating the reduced and the relational observable formulation. Fixing the
gauge G = 0 in the relational formalism, the physical Hamiltonian H = 7'h;(O,(7), Os(7), 7(t)) simplifies
to the reduced Hamiltonian because O, (7)|,_, = r and similarly for O,(7). For the other way, we simply
apply the map defining the relational observable to the reduced Hamiltonian H to recover the physical

Hamiltonian.
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2.2 Relational Observables and the Reduction Point of View

To end this section and before considering field theories, let us discuss the example of a free relativistic

particle:

Example 2.11 (Free Relativistic Particle): Consider a free, relativistic particle in a spacetime (M, g).
The worldline of the particle is a curve v : R — M with the tangent vectors u* (7). The action functional is

given by

Sh] = —m /[R A7 /=gy (v ()t (P (7). (2.2.19)

The conjugate momentum is defined as the functional derivative of the action with respect to the velocity

u*. We have

05 _ . gwOy(u” (2.2.20)

pu(T) = Sut(T) \/—g“,,(’y(T))u“u”

It is easy to see that the momenta p, satisfy the constraint ¢ = p*p, + m? = 0. Performing the Legendre
transformation, we see that the Hamiltonian vanishes and we have a completely constrained system. Hence,

the Hamiltonian is a sum of constraints given by
H = \pup" +m?). (2.2.21)

The constraint does not generate any additional, secondary constraints. Let us choose the spatial components
(x%, p;) as the physical degrees of freedom and (2, po) as the gauge degrees of freedom. Solving the constraint

¢, we obtain

¢ = po+\/p'pi +m?, (2.2.22)

where we chose the sign of the square root in order for the particle to have positive energy. For the gauge

fixing we choose G = 2° — 7. In the relational framework, we obtain the Dirac observables

Opo(T) =71 Opo(T) =po (2.2.23)

)

__r

The physical Hamiltonian for the degrees of freedom O,i(7) and O,, () is given by

H = \/pjp? + m? (2.2.25)

O,i(7) = 4 (r— xo) Op, (T) = pi (2.2.24)

which agrees with the investigations above.

0

On the other hand consider the gauge fixed approach where we impose G = z” — 7. Evaluating the

stability condition for the gauge fixing, we find the equation

d 0\ :
0=—G=-1+{a" 2} = -1+ (2.2.26)

The solution is A* = 1. Let us consider a function f(z?,p;) of the physical degrees of freedom. Then,

{£.2é} I ) (2.2.27)

0 (—0 N )\ * - i
$=0,G=0,A=\ W oz
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2 Constrained Hamiltonian Systems and the Reduced Phase Space Formalism

As expected, the physical Hamiltonian is given by

H = \/pjp? +m? (2.2.28)

2.3 Extension to Field Theories

In this section we extend the formalism introduced in the chapters before to the case of field theories. Most
of the concepts directly apply in a straight forward way. Before the indices ran over a finite number of values
which needs to be generalised to allow for an infinite number. The canonical variables are now labelled by
discrete indices and a continuous index labeling the point z in space.

The derivation of the Hamiltonian theory from the Lagrangian works similarly. We obtain a list of con-
straints ¢} (z) which depend both on a discrete label i and a continuous label z. For the Dirac algorithm,
we have to be careful because for arbitrary field configurations, the symplectic structure and the constraints
are not guaranteed to be finite. Additionally, it is not clear whether the constraints are functionally dif-
ferentiable. To resolve the first problem, we provide boundary conditions on the fields such that both the
constraints and the symplectic structure remain finite. Furthermore, for a set of constraints ¢}(z) we use

test functions fi(x) to smear the constraints
)= [ do fi@)ei). (231)

In order that ¢'[f] remains finite, we have to impose boundary conditions on f*(z) as well.

In order to cure the possible issue of functional differentiability of the smeared constraints, we need to
introduce boundary terms. The idea is to cancel the problematic terms of the variation occurring at the
boundary with boundary terms that are added to the constraints. These terms are carefully chosen so that
the contributions form the variation and the boundary term cancel out and the combination has a well

defined variational derivative. In terms of the constraints ¢/[f], we add a boundary term B[f] and define

H[f] = ¢'[f] + B[f]. (2.3.2)

The functions H[f] have now well-defined functional derivatives. Proper gauge transformations correspond
to those functions f%(x) such that B[f] = 0. Transformations with non-trivial B[f] are called symmetry
transformations.

In the remaining part, we discuss the relational formalism for field theories as a generalisation of the pre-
vious discussions. Consider a list of first class constraints {¢;(z)};c; and canonical variables (u®(z), v;(z))icr
and (r(z), sq(x))qea. Proceeding in the same way as before, we solve the constraints ¢(x) = 0 for v;(x)
as vi(x) = v} (z) := —hi(r,s,u; V) where {Va}ac are integration constants from solving differential equa-
tions. These constants appear as “new” degrees of freedom and have the interpretation of global degrees of
freedom located at infinity. Certainly, the V4 are functions of the original variables v; and do not contain
any new information when what was already present before. Thus, without loss of generality we can consider
canonical variables such that o/ C I.

The boundary degrees of freedom v, can be complemented by conjugate variables {U4} 4c., constructed
from the u’. Gauge fixing all of the v’ would be too restrictive, because the U4 are dynamical boundary

degrees of freedom. We therefore only restrict the u* which are not part of the U4 to fixed values with gauge
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2.3 Extension to Field Theories

fixing conditions of the form G¥(x) = u’(z) — 7'(x) = 0 for all the i ¢ /. Then, similar to the case before,

the Lagrange multipliers are determined by requiring that

{GH(@), H[f1} =0 (2.3.3)

Here we do not consider a one-parameter family of gauge fixing conditions. The solution seems trivial at first,
but there are in fact non-trivial solutions to the equation in field theory, because H|[f] involves differential
operators. Therefore, we have a solution f* = fi(r, s; V, \) which depends on some integration constants A,

Let F(r,s;U, V) be any function of the true degrees of freedom. As before, the function F' should have
the same Poisson bracket with reduced Hamiltonian H and with the H[f] when we restrict to the constraint

surface (v = v,), gauge cut (u = u,) and solution of the stability condition (f = f,). Explicitly,

{F,H}:{F,H[f]} (2.3.4)

U=Us V=0, f= [

Before deriving the reduced Hamiltonian, we study the boundary term. Using suitable integration by

parts, we can write it in the form

B[f] - /boundary fA (x)JA (33) , (2.3'5)

with some boundary currents j4(z). The reduced Hamiltonian is determined by the following theorem (see

Proposition in section 4.5.1 of [98]):

Theorem 2.12: Let x[j] be a functional such that fA = %’;—.[j]“ . Then, the physical Hamiltonian is
J=J*
given by H = x[J«].

Proof:

We start from the defining equation of the physical Hamiltonian and calculate for any function F(r,s, U, V)

FH D s og, = OB H i)y, — [t [ R} + S Rz
= {F, Blflucus v}y s + / dz [{F,ul(z) (@), HIf)} = {F, v} (2)}{u'(2), H[f]}] (2.3.6)

= /dxff(x){F,jz(CE)}

In the first step we brought the restriction to the constraint surface and to the gauge cut inside the Poisson
bracket. The last two terms come from the subtraction of additional terms compensating the implicit
dependence of H[f] on (r,s) due to u, and v.. In the next step, the functional derivatives of H[f] are
rewritten using Poisson brackets. The second term vanishes because ul(z) = 7¢(z) is a constant on phase

space and the last term vanishes because of the stability condition of the gauge fixing G'(x) = 0. We now
ox[]

replace f2(z) by 55 ) |j:j* and obtain
(5, H17)) = [ae UL g i) = 18 x0D) (2:8.7)
) U=Us ,v=0sx, [ = fx 5,]14(:75) o ’ )
J=Jx*
We read off the reduced Hamiltonian H = x[j]. O
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2 Constrained Hamiltonian Systems and the Reduced Phase Space Formalism

To summarize, for field theorise, the reduced Hamiltonian can be defined without considering one-
parameter families of gauge fixings due to the presence of boundary terms. In this picture, the reduced

Hamiltonian does not have any explicit time dependence and the system is conservative.
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Review of Black Holes in Classical General

Relativity

Black holes are regions of spacetime from which nothing can escape. In the vicinity of black holes the
gravitational field becomes so strong that not even light can escape the black hole region. It is therefore of
fundamental importance for our understanding of black holes to have a theory of gravity and our current
theory is general relativity developed by Albert Einstein in 1915. In this section we will review basic concepts
of general relativity and discuss black holes as the solutions of the symmetry reduced Einstein equations.
More information on various topics, touched upon in this section, can be found in the standard textbooks
on the subject [7, 104-106].

In the first part, we introduce basic concepts of differential geometry that are needed for the subsequent
discussions. Then, we present the Einstein-Hilbert action for general relativity and obtain the field equa-
tions for the gravitational fields. We reduce the equations to spherical symmetry and obtain the famous
Schwarzschild and Reissner-Nordstrgm solution for non-rotating black holes. We also shortly comment on
the case of rotating black holes and the Kerr-Newman family of axial symmetric solutions of the Einstein
equations.

Then, we discuss the Hamiltonian formulation of general relativity based on a foliation of spacetime into
three dimensional hypersurfaces, first studied by Arnowitt, Deser and Misner [64]. Due to the invariance
of the Einstein-Hilbert action under changes of coordinates we obtain a constrained Hamiltonian system
and use the tools developed in section 2. Solving the dynamics for spherical symmetry, we obtain the
Hamiltonian counterpart to the solutions obtained from the equations of motion.

Finally, we present important theorems and properties concerning classical black holes. We mention the
famous singularity theorems by Hawking and Penrose showing that black holes with singularities in their
centre are a consequence of generic gravitational collapse and a prediction of general relativity. In other
words, singularities form after the formation of black holes not only in highly symmetric models, which are
never exactly realised in nature, but also for generic initial data for the collapsing matter. We also discuss
the area theorem stating that the area of the event horizon of a black hole can never decrease. We end
with a surprising similarity between black holes and thermodynamics which remains rather mysterious in

classical general relativity.

3.1 Basic Notions in Differential Geometry

In order to understand general relativity, we first have to provide some basic definitions about topology and

differential geometry. This also sets the notation used throughout the rest of this thesis.
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We begin by recalling some basic definitions of topological spaces which we are necessary for understanding

the theory of manifolds and differential geometry:

Definition 3.1: A topological space (X,0) is a set X together with a collection O of subsets of X.
The sets in O are called open and they satisfy

1., XeO

2. For Ay,..., A, € O we have N}_;A; € O

3. For (A;);er with any index set Z we have U;ezA; € O
Definition 3.2: Let (X, ) be a topological space.

1. A subset IV of X is called a neighbourhood of a point x € X, if there exists an open set A € O such
that te ACN

2. (X,0) is called Hausdorff, if for 2,2’ € X there exist neighbourhoods A of x and A’ of 2’ such that
ANA =0

Given two topological spaces, we can investigate maps between them:
Definition 3.3: Let (X,Ox) and (Y, Oy) be two topological spaces.
1. Amap f: X — Y is called continuous, if and only if f~!(A) € X for A€ Y.
2. If f~! exists and both f and f~! are continuous then f is called a homeomorphism.

Finally, we need the notion of paracompactness. This is necessary such that we can define partitions of

unity and such that the integration theory on manifolds is well defined.
Definition 3.4: Let (X, O) be a topological space
1. An open cover (A;);ezr of (X, 0) is a collection of open sets (A; € O) such that U;ezA; O X

2. An open cover (Bj);c7 is called a refinement of an open cover (4;);cz, if and only if for any B; there
exists an A; such that B; C A;.

3. An open cover is locally finite, if and only if for any point z € X there exists an open neighbourhood
N of z such that N N A; # () for only finitely many i € 7

4. (X, 0) is called paracompact, if every open cover of X has a locally finite refinement.

A smooth manifold is a topological space which locally looks like R™. This is made mathematically precise

with the introduction of an atlas in the following definition:

Definition 3.5: Let M be a paracompact, Hausdorff and finite-dimensional topological space. M is called

a smooth differentiable manifold, if it is equipped with an atlas (U, z1)c.s, where
1. Uy C M open sets covering M

2. x7 : Ur — R™ homeomorphism called the coordinates, where m is called the dimension of M
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3. The maps p;; =x 0 1:;1 cxp(UrNUy) — x7(Ur NUy) are smooth maps between subsets of R™.

The concept of a manifold allows for the introduction of a rich mathematical structure built upon the

notion of smooth functions from the manifold to the complex numbers:
Definition 3.6: Let M be a smooth manifold with atlas (U, z1)c.s. We define

1. A smooth function f on M is a map f : M — C such that fox;': 2;(U;) — C is smooth in the
usual sense for all I € .#. Notation: f € C*°(M)

2. A smooth vector field v on M is a map v : C*°(M) — C>®(M), f + v[f] such that the Leibniz
rule is satisfied (v[fg] = v[f]g + fvlg] for f,g € C>°(M)) and constants are annihilated (v[A] = 0 for
A € C). Notation: v € T¢(M)

3. A smooth 1-form w on M is a map w : Tg (M) — C*°(M), v — wv] that satisfies linearity (w[fu +
gv] = fwlu] + gwlv] with f,g € C®°(M) and u,v € T¢(M). Notation w € T?(M)

4. A smooth tensor field t on M is a map t : (I, TY(M)) x (II’_, T3 (M)) — C>(M) defined by
(wi,...,wa), (v1,...vp)) = t(wi,...,Wa,V1,...,0). Notation: t € T (M)

There is an interesting operation on the space of vector fields T} (M). Given two vector fields v, w € T} (M)
we define their commutator as [u, v](f) := u[v[f]] — v[u[f]]. One easily checks the Leibniz property and
sees that this defines a new vector field [u,v] € T} (M).

The definitions above are quite abstract and it is often useful to work in a chart where one has access to
the maps xy : Ur — R™. This defines m functions on the manifold M: :1:} : Ur — R. Given these functions
we define coordinate vector fields 9 by 8{- (z%) = 5} Then, one shows that any vector field can be expanded
in terms of the coordinate vector fields as v = v’ﬁ{ , where v’ are the components of the vector field.

Given the coordinate vector fields 9] we define the coordinate 1-forms by dz? : T¢ (M) — C by dxij((?][- ) =
6;. Every one form w is then uniquely expanded in terms of the coordinate one forms as w = w;dz’. Using
the basis for vector fields and 1-forms we can also expand tensor fields t € T'(M) as t = tit+4e; ;8! ®
@0l @de) @ @da).

The construction above is performed with the reference to a given chart I in the atlas. However, the
same construction can be performed in all the charts. For computations it is convenient to drop the label
I in the above formulas and manipulate vector fields, 1-forms and tensors simultaneously in all charts. In
addition, it is often useful to work with the components ¢*1- j1...jy directly. This is called the abstract

index notation and will be used throughout the computations in this thesis.

A useful concept in differential geometry are differential forms:

Definition 3.7: Let M be a smooth manifold with atlas (Ur,z7). A smooth n-form w is a tensor field
w € T?(M) which is completely anti-symmetric, i.e. for any permutation 7 € S,, and vector fields vy, ... v, €
T} (M), we have

Wvy, ... vp] = sgn(T)W[Vr(1ys - - Vr(n)] 5 (3.1.1)
where sgn(7) is the sign of the permutation 7. Notation: w € A, (M).

On the space of n-forms we define the operations
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3 Review of Black Holes in Classical General Relativity

1. Exterior Product: Let w; € Ay, (M) and wy € Ay, (M) then, we define a map A : Ay, X Ay, = Apyin,
by

1

m Z w1 [’Uw(l), N ,Uﬂ(nl)}Q)g [Uw(nl-i-l)a N 7U7r(n1+n2)] . (3.1.2)

Te Snl +ng

(w1 A (.UQ)[Ul, - ,Um—i—ng] =

2. Exterior Derivative: Let w € A, (M). The exterior derivative is a map d : A, (M) — Ayq1(M) given

by
(dw)[vo, ... vp] = Z(—l)kvk[u}(vo, RIS I (=D o ([og, v1], 00, -+ o, Dy -+ o, Dty e+ V) -
k=0 0<k<i<n
(3.1.3)
k

9% means that the vector field v¥ is omitted.

1 exists and

A diffeomorphism from M to M is a smooth map ¢ : M — M such that its inverse ¢~
both ¢, ¢! are smooth. Every such diffeomorphism defines the pull-back and push-forward of functions,
vector fields, 1-forms and tensor fields. First, the pull back of a function f € C°°(M) is defined by
©*f(p) = f(p(p)), p € M. Then, the push-forward of a vector field is defined by (¢.v)[f] = v[¢*f] and the
pull-back of a 1-form is defined by ¢*w[v] = w[psv]. Since ¢ is a diffeomorphism, there exists an inverse
o~ ! and we can also define the push-forward of functions and 1-forms (p.f = (¢~ !)*f)) and the pull-back
of vector fields p*v = (p~!),v. This allows us to define the pull-back and push-forward of general tensor

fields t € T#(M):

O t(wi, .. wa, vl 00 = (o) Wi, (07 ) was @it L ?)

L, ] ) S o (3.1.4)
Gst(W1y ey wWa, 0, 07) =P W1, @ W, (O )k ()07
In coordinates, we have
i (L (- K L
#\iLoda o gyede
(@ t)rteg, gy =Ty YRR e ol (3.1.5)

Given a vector field v € T (M) we define its integral curve. This is a curve ¢4 : I C R — M such that

cp(0) = p and |
ami(c;j(t)) = Ui[C;))(t)] (3.1.6)
The integral curves define a flow ®} : M — M by ®}(p) := c;(t). The Lie derivative of a tensor field
t € T{H(M) is defined by
(et —t
L,(t) = 21_r>r(1) — (3.1.7)
In coordinates one finds
Lot = viQsti-a, o Quitgiizia, L ggiagiiedeni, 51s)

. i il-uiau . . 1411 ...0q . . .
+ 0j,v't ijaegp + 00+ 050" J1e-Jo—1t

Definition 3.8: Let M be a smooth manifold with atlas (Ur, z1)7cs. A tensor field g € T9(M) which is
symmetric (g[v, w] = g[w,v]) and non-degenerate (g[v,w| = 0 for all w implies v = 0) is called a pseudo-

Riemannian metric.
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In abstract index notation the metric is denoted by g;;. Symmetry implies that g;; = g;; and the non-

degeneracy allows for the definition of the inverse metric g with g%/ g;x = 4.

3.2 Connections, Torsion and Curvature

So far, the only structures that allow for taking derivatives on manifolds are the exterior derivative for
n-forms and the Lie derivative £, that depends on a vector field v. For general tensor fields, there exists

the notion of a connection that we will discuss in the following;:

Definition 3.9: A connection is a map V : T/(M) — T (M) satisfying for all t1,ty € Tg(M),
A, As € C and f € C°(M)

1. Linearity:
V(Ait1 + Aata) = MVt + Ao Vi (3.2.1)

2. Leibniz rule:
V(tl ® tg) =Vt1 @t +t1 ® Viy (3.2.2)

3. Consistency with action on functions: Vf = df
4. Commutes with contractions

It is useful to extend the abstract index notation to the covariant derivative. For any vector field v €
T4 (M) and tensor t € T(M), we use the vector field to contract the extra index coming from the covariant

derivative and we define
(Vopt)tdag = o (W) F0day, g (3.2.3)

Then, we evaluate the covariant derivative on the the basis 0; and define V; := Vj,. We introduce the

connection coefficients I‘fj by
V0 = T};0% (3.2.4)

On one forms, we have V;dz/ = —I‘gkdxk which follows from the compatibility of the covariant derivative

with contractions. In total for any tensor ¢ € Tf*(M) we have

a b

413 — g.4d1-] i g1k da k 4j1...a .

Vit! Ty gy = Oty ZFikt R T Zrikzt ky..kky...ky (3.2.5)
=1 =1

where the indices omitted with the hat are replaced by the index k.
Definition 3.10: The torsion T € T4 (M) of a connection V is defined as
Tw,u,v] := w[Vy,v — Vyu — [u,v]] (3.2.6)
An explicit evaluation of this expression gives the coefficients

T'ji :=T[da',8;, 0] := Ty, — I (3.2.7)
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3 Review of Black Holes in Classical General Relativity
Definition 3.11: The curvature R € T4 (M) of a connection V is defined as
Rlw, u,v,w] := w[V,Vyw = V,Vyw — Vi, 0] (3.2.8)
The components of the curvature tensor in terms of the connection coefficients are
R’ := R[dx", 0k, 0y, 05] = O L}; — O} + Lot Uf — Dot D25 (3.2.9)
For a vector field v € T} (M), we have the identity
ViV,jof — V;VoP = RF;50 (3.2.10)

So far, the connection was arbitrary and we wish to constrain it using physical input. As it turns out,

using the metric g and requiring the connection to be torsion-free there is a unique choice:

Theorem 3.12: Let (M, g) be a Pseudo-Riemannian manifold. Then, there exists a unique, torsion-free

connection which is compatible with the metric (Vg = 0), the Levi-Civita connection.

An explicit evaluation of the metric compatibility condition gives an explicit formula for the connection

coefficients: .
é’k = §9il(3j9k1 + Orgji — O19jk) - (3.2.11)

This defines the unique Levi-Civita connection associated to the metric g.

Definition 3.13: Let ¢: I C R — M, t — ¢(t) be a curve on M. For any function f € C*°(M), the

tangent vector ¢ of the curve c is defined by

ef] = % e(t)]. (3.2.12)

The curve is called a geodesic, if the tangent vector ¢ satisfies Vi(¢) = 0.

3.3 General Relativity in Lagrangian Formulation

We introduced all the necessary notions of differential geometry to introduce Einstein’s theory of general
relativity based on the Lagrangian formulation. In this section, we define the Einstein-Hilbert action and
derive the corresponding equations of motion using the variational principle.

In general relativity, the core quantity is the metric g in spacetime and the uniquely defined, torsion-free

Levi-Civita connection. The dynamics is summarized by the Einstein-Hilbert action:

1

Slg. ) = 5 [ d'ev/=detg(Rlg] = 24) + Suatrals. ¢ (33.1)

:2/1

Here ¢ stands for any collection of matter fields and Spatter is the matter action depending on the metric
and the matter fields. x = 167 is the gravitational coupling constant in units G = ¢ = 1 and A is the
cosmological constant. For the discussion of black holes in this thesis, we ignore this constant and set it to

Zero.
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The equations of motion are derived by a variation of the action with respect to the inverse metric. Let

us first study the variation of the metric determinant and the Ricci scalar. For the determinant we obtain

1
0y —detg = —5\/—det 99, 09" (3.3.2)

For the Ricci scalar, we use its definition in terms of the Ricci tensor and the Christoffel symbols

SR =09"Rij + g6 R;;
= 09" Rij + g6 R i
y y . . (3.3.3)
= 09" Rij+ g (vkdrij - Vjérm')
= 69" Ryj + Vi (g0}, — g*oT,)

Inside the action, the second term is a total derivative and leads to a boundary term. We ignore this

boundary term for now and only consider the first term. We have

0Slg, 9] = o /M dz \/— detg(Rij - ng‘jR + gi; A — KT; ')(59” (3.3.4)

In this equation, we introduced the energy-momentum tensor 7;; which arises from the variation of the

matter action with respect to the metric and is defined as

2 (5Smatter
T = — — 3.3.5
‘ —det(g) dg¥ ( )
Thus, we successfully derived the Einstein equations in their Lagrangian form:
1
Rij = 595 R + Agij = wTi, (3.3.6)

In the following sections we study the equations in more detail. A general solution is not known and we

simplify the equations with the help of symmetry assumptions.

3.4 Exact Solutions for Black Holes

Black holes are solutions to the Einstein equations imposing rotational and axial symmetry. For rotational
symmetry we find the non-rotating, uncharged Schwarzschild black hole and the non-rotating and charged
Reissner-Nordstrgm black hole. Imposing axial symmetry the solution is given by the uncharged Kerr black
hole and the charged Kerr-Newman black hole. In these section we closely follow the notation in [74].

In this manuscript we mainly focus on rotational symmetry. An isometry of a spacetime (M, g) is a map
¥ M — M such that ¢*g = g. That is ¢ preservers the metric and thus distances and angles. The set of all
isometries together with composition form a group. A spacetime (M, g) is called spherically symmetric,
if its group of isometries contains the rotation group SO(3). Furthermore, given a point p € M the orbit of
this point should be isomorphic to the sphere S2.

Therefore, the spacetime factorises as M x S%, where M is an arbitrary 2-dimensional manifold and S?
is the factor coming from the orbits of the isometries. On M we choose local coordinates z® and on S?

we choose x4 = (0, ¢) as the usual polar coordinates. The general ansatz for the metric compatible with

39



3 Review of Black Holes in Classical General Relativity

spherical symmetry is:

ds® = ggp da® dz’ + 7% (2*)Qap da? dz” (3.4.1)

where Q4p is the metric of the two-sphere S? and v(z?) is a scalar function on M. In the following we
raise and lower indices a,b,c,... with the metric g, and indices A, B,C,... with the metric Q45. We
define two covariant derivatives D and V which are compatible with the metric Q45 on the sphere S? and
the metric g, on M respectively. We would like to construct a metric compatible covariant derivative on
M x S? constructed from both D and V. It can be shown that the only non-vanishing Christoffel symbols

with mixed indices are given by

Ihp = —7" B (3.4.2)
T4, = %5,@‘, (3.4.3)

where 7, := V,7.
The expression for the metric and the Christoffel symbols can be used to explicitly compute the curvature

tensors. In fact, the only non-vanishing components of these tensors are:

2
(4)Rab = (2)Rab - ;Vavb'}/a (344)
WRap = Qap(l — 727" — ), (3.4.5)
2 T 4
WR=OR4+ = —27eT _“ny, (3.4.6)
Y Y Y

In these equations [ = gabvavb and (Q)Rab, (2)R are the Ricci tensor and Ricci scalar of the manifold M

respectively, determined by the metric gup.

Let us consider the gravity theory coupled to some matter content. We assume that it is provided to us
in the form of an energy momentum tensor 7;;. For consistency, we require 7Tj; to be spherically symmetric.

In general, it will have the following form
Tijdxi @ dzd = Typda® ® dab + T’yzQABda:A @ dz? . (3.4.7)

This allows the formulation of Einstein’s equations. We have

2 a
HTab = Gab = _*Vavbfy - gab<2 - % - D’)/)
57 . R (3.4.8)
wr—ci =2l
v 2
using that in two dimensions (Z)Rab = %gab@)R. We have the following Bianchi identity:
2 2
VTP 4 ST — 24T = 0. (3.4.9)
8 Y

In the following two subsections, we study solutions of the symmetry reduced Einstein equations. In the
simplest case, we neglect the energy momentum tensor and study the vacuum solutions. We then extend

the treatment by analysing the electromagnetic field as matter content.
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3.4 Exact Solutions for Black Holes

3.4.1 Vacuum Case and the Schwarzschild Solution

For this section, we ignore any matter contributions and study the pure vacuum case, T;; = 0. For the
solution of the equations we consider the one-forms ~, dz®, where v, := V,7v and t, dz® where t, = €,7°.
We observe that they are orthogonal ¢%+,t, = 0 and we have 7%y, = —t%,. Defining f := v%y,, we can
write the metric as gq = %(fya’yb — tqtp) and the Levi-Civita symbol as €4, = —%(tafyb — Yalp)-

Consider now the Einstein equations. Taking the trace of the first equation in (3.4.8), we have vy = 1—f.

Inserting this again into the first equation, we have

1
aVb = — Gap(1l — . 4.1
Vb 279 s(1—f) (3.4.10)

Consider the quantity (1 — f). Taking the covariant derivative, we have

Va(y1 = £)) =%l = f) = 297"Vaw = 7a(1 = f) = 7a(1 = f) =0, (3.4.11)

and we have the solution f =1— rg/7.

Let’s consider the Schwarzschild coordinates (¢,7) and we require v = r and g4 = 0. Then, we observe
that 7,dz® = dr and todz® = €,g"vedaz® = ¢g'"dt. Therefore, we have g = —#dﬂ + %drz and using the
explicit form of the inverse we have ¢'" = f and g = —fdt? + %er.

Another interesting coordinate system are the Gullstrand-Painlevé (GP) coordinates (7,7), where we

impose ¥ = r and ¢, = 1. Then, we have again v,dz® = dr and t,dz® = ¢""dr — ¢'"dr. Then, the metric is

)2 rr tr 1— tr\2
g:_(gf) Y fg dechg)drz (3.4.12)

From the requirement g, = 1, we have that (¢'")?> = 1 — f = r,/r. Inserting this into the equation for the

metric we have

7\ 2 rr tr
9= —(gf) dr? + 29 fg dr dr + dr? (3.4.13)
Inverting the metric
IR
gt={ Wwr ¢ (3.4.14)
- g'rr f

This equation has a consistent solution given by ¢"" = f and we have the metric in Gullstrand-Painlevé

form:

g=—fdr2 2,/ Zdrdr + dr? (3.4.15)
T

The sign depends on the sign we chose when taking the square root. It corresponds to the out- and ingoing

GP coordinates.

3.4.2 Electromagnetic Matter and the Reissner-Nordstrgm solution

In spherical symmetry, there exists an exact solution for general relativity coupled to electromagnetic mat-
ter, called the Reissner-Nordstrgm solution. The electromagnetic field is described by the field strength
tensor F};, an anti-symmetric tensor of rank 2. The equations of motion can be derived from the Maxwell-
Lagrangian given by

[ _%0 / V= det gg* g1 F; Fy (3.4.16)
M
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3 Review of Black Holes in Classical General Relativity
From the definition of the energy-momentum tensor, we obtain

1
Tij = €0 (Fiijk - 49iijlel> : (3.4.17)

In spherical symmetry, the field strength tensor Fj; is parametrized by two functions «(t,r) and B(t,r):
Fu = napa(t,r) and Fap = napB(t,r) with the antisymmetric tensor 7., = \/det(g)eqp and similar for n4p.
In standard electromagnetism, without magnetic monopoles, the function g will not show up because there
needs to exist a vector potential A such that F' = dA. Requiring this, it is not difficult to see that g has to

vanish.

From the parametrization of the field strength tensor in terms of «, we obtain

€
Top = —Eogaba2, (3.4.18)
Tup = %“729,43042 . (3.4.19)

The next step is the solution of the equations of motion of the electric field. This is equivalent to solving

the conservation equation of the energy momentum tensor V;7% = 0. We have the following equation:

Veo? +42202 =0, (3.4.20)
Y

The solution to this equation is straight forward and given by o? = Q?y~4, with the integration constant
Q. This constant will be related to the electric charge of the black hole.

Consider now the Einstein equations. We take the trace of the first equation in (3.4.8) and get

2 1-—
g®kT,, = —kega® = =0y — 2 2f (3.4.21)
Y Y
This gives vy =1— f — %'yQQQ. From the first equation it follows that
Vo = — <1 f ! 22) (3.4.22)
aVb = Q’Ygab 2/‘4607 « A.
Then, consider the covariant derivative of v(1 — f):
1—f) =71 - f) =277 =7 (1—f) - - Lera?) = Leegy2a? 4.2
Va(Y(1 = f)) =7l = f) =297 Vaw =7l = f) =7 (1 - f = 58770 ) = greora’ya (3.4.23)
Using the explicit expression for « in terms of v and @, the solution is y(1 — f) = —%HEOQQ + 75 where 7,
is an integration constant. The full solution is then
rs  KE) o
=1--=-4+— 3.4.24
f=1-2+2%0 (3:4.24)

The electric charge of the black hole is given by (47eg)@.

Choosing Schwarzschild like coordinates (t,7) the computations in the previous section give the metric

g=—f(r)dt* + dr? (3.4.25)

1
f(r)
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3.4 Exact Solutions for Black Holes

In Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates (7,7), we have

g=—f(r)dr* £2,/1 — f(r)drdr + dr? (3.4.26)

3.4.3 Rotating Black Holes and Axial Symmetry

In the previous sections, we assumed the solution of the Einstein equations to be spherically symmetric. We
found the Schwarzschild and Reissner-Nordstrgm solutions which both admit a timelike Killing vector 0;.
A Killing vector v is a vector field such that £,(g);; = 0 and a vector field v is called timelike, if g(v,v) < 0.

Recall the following definition of static and stationary spacetimes:

Definition 3.14: A spacetime (M, g) is called stationary, if and only if there exists a timelike Killing
vector field T. The spacetime is called static, if it is stationary and T is orthogonal to a family of hyper-

surfaces.

In the previous section, the Einstein equations imply the metric to be static (Birkhoff’s theorem). However,
spherical symmetry is a strong restriction because in the universe black holes are expected to rotate and
thus break spherical symmetry. The symmetry generalises to axial symmetry around the axis of rotation
and we have to find new solutions to the Einstein equations. The situation for rotating black holes is much
more involved and there is no equivalent theorem to Birkhoff’s theorem.

The most general static black hole solution known until today is characterised by charge ), mass M and
angular momentum J is the Kerr-Newman black hole [104, 105, 107]. In Boyer-Lindquist coordinates
(t,r,0,¢) the metric reads

in20

A . S 2
ds? = —ﬁ(dt — asin®0d¢)? + 2 L

((r* + a*)d — adt)” +

dr? + p*de?. (3.4.27)
For the metric, we defined A := r2 — 2M7r + a? + Q? and p? := r? + a® cos? §. The parameter a is related
to the angular momentum of the black hole by a = J/M. The non-vanishing components of the vector
potential are given by A; = —rQ/p? and Ay = ar@ sin?#/p?. Taking the limit a — 0, we recover the
Reissner-Nordstrgm solution for charged non-rotating black holes. The Kerr-Newman metric is therefore a
generalisation of the Reissner-Nordstrgm metric to include rotation of the black hole.

The Kerr-Newman black hole also admits a rich symmetry structure: The metric admits two Killing
vector fields 0; and 0y since the metric coefficients are independent of the coordinates ¢ and ¢. The presence
of the timelike Killing vector d; shows that the metric is stationary. However, due to the rotation of the
black hole the metric is not static. Additionally, the metric admits a Killing tensor K, (see [108], i.e. a
symmetric tensor satisfying V(, K, = 0). It is due to this additional symmetry, that the geodesic equations
for rotating black holes are completely integrable.

In section 5, we consider corrections to the highly symmetric black hole solutions for spherically symmetric
spacetimes. This analysis for the case of rotating black holes is more challenging and has first been executed
for the Kerr-Newman black holes by Teukolsky in [109, 110]. The calculation is based on the Newman
Penrose formalism and two equations for the two physical degrees of freedom of the gravitational field
were derived. Due to the increased complexity of axial symmetric black hole solutions, we will restrict to

spherically symmetric spacetimes in this thesis.
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3.5 General Relativity in Hamiltonian Formulation

In this section we present the Hamiltonian formulation of general relativity based on the ADM formulation
first introduced by Arnowitt, Deser and Misner in [64]. A review, on which this section is based can be
found in [24]. The idea is to use a foliation of spacetime by three dimensional hypersurfaces so that we can
define a Hamiltonian generating time evolution from one hypersurface to the next.

We recall the following definition of Cauchy surfaces and globally hyperbolicity necessary to introduce

foliations of spacetime:
Definition 3.15: Let (M, g) be a spacetime. Then
1. A curve ¢: I C R — M is called causal if its tangent vectors ¢ are timelike or null g(¢,¢) <0

2. A spacelike hypersurface ¥ inside a spacetime (M, g) is called Cauchy surface, if and only if every

inextendible causal curve intersects ¥ exactly once.
3. A spacetime (M, g) with a Cauchy surface ¥ is called globally hyperbolic.

In the following, we assume (M, g) to be globally hyperbolic. Then a theorem due to Geroch [104], implies
that we can foliate M into non-intersecting hypersurfaces >; = 3. The hypersurfaces ¥; are Cauchy surfaces
and isomorphic to 3. Thus, the topology of spacetime is M = R x 3 and we choose local coordinates z* on
Y. Consider now an embedding X : R x ¥ — M, (t,z) — Xy(z), where X;(X) = ¥;.

The surfaces ¥; have timelike normals n'9; with gijninj = —1 and the vector fields X jual- are tangential

to X¢. The vector field T%9; := 0; X'0; can be decomposed into its tangential and normal components:
T' = Nn'+ N*X',. (3.5.1)

N is called the lapse function and N* is the the shift vector field. With this information we can pull
back the metric to R x ¥ and obtain

d?s = 9ij dat da’
= gii[(Nn' + N*X' ) dt + X', da”][(Nn? + NV X7,)dt + X7, da"] (3.5.2)
= —(N? = N*NVg;; X', X7)) dt* + 2NN*g;; X', X3, dt da” + g;; X", X7, datda”

In the computation we used that gijninj = —1 and that gijninp = 0.

It is convenient to introduce the first and second fundamental form for hypersurfaces:

Definition 3.16: The first fundamental form (induced metric) on the hypersurfaces 3 is defined by
Mmij = Gij + nin;j . (3.5.3)
The second fundamental form is defined by
K;; = mfmé-vknl (3.5.4)

The first fundamental form has the property that m;jn’ = 0 using the normalisation of the normal n'’

and similarly in the second argument. This shows that m is purely spatial and we pull it back onto the
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hypersurfaces. We define m,, := m;; X f#X fy and the metric simplifies to
ds® = —(N? 4+ m,,, N*N")dt* + 2N N*m,,, dtdz” + m,, dz"dz” (3.5.5)

For the formulation of general relativity we also need to split the curvature tensor into the part defined by
the metric m within the hypersurface and the extrinsic components describing how the hypersurfaces bend
inside the surrounding four-dimensional spacetime. The induced metric m,, defines a unique torsion-free
connection V within the surfaces ¥. This connection defines a Riemann curvature tensor and we have to

understand its relation to the four-dimensional Riemann curvature tensor.

Theorem 3.17 (GauBi-Codazzi equations [106]): The projections of the four-dimensional Riemann tensor

in tangential and normal directions are the Gauf3-Codazzi equations:

mzlmi mg/mél(‘L)Ri/j/k/l/ = (3)szkl —|— Klejk‘ — KikKjl (356)
mzlm; mzl(‘l)Ri/j/k/lnl = (ﬁszk - v]sz) (357)

These two projections of the Riemann tensor are the ones that can be written in terms of the intrinsic and
extrinsic geometry of the hypersurfaces alone. For the remaining projection along the two normal directions,
we additionally need the acceleration of the normal defined by a; = V,n;. We observe that a; is a spatial
quantity because nta; = n'Vyn; = %Vn(nlm) = 0. One shows that V;n; = K;; — n;a; and can derive an
expression for the projection of the curvature into the two normal directions (see [111]). We will not present
it here as it is not necessary for the further discussions. Due to the symmetry of the Riemann tensor, this
exhausts the full list of projections of the Riemann tensor for codimension 1 hypersurfaces.

Let’s consider the projection of the Ricci scalar along the two normal directions:
ninj(4)Rij = (4)Rkiljninjgkl = ni[Vj, Vi]nj
= V;n'Vn* — Vin'v;n* + Vz-(ai — nivknk) (3.5.8)
= (K)? - KYK;j + Vi(a' —n'K)
The Ricci scalar is obtained by contracting indices of the Riemann tensor:

(4)R — (4) Rz]klglkgjl — (4) kalmzkmﬂ . 2(4)kalmlknjnl

=R+ KVK;; — (K})? - 2V,(a’ — n'K)

2

(3.5.9)

The total derivative will be neglected for now as it only contributes a boundary term to the action. Pulling

the tensors back to the hypersurfaces, we obtain
WR=CR+ K"K, — (m"K,,)* -2V, (a" — n"K) (3.5.10)

Inserting everything into the Einstein-Hilbert action and dropping boundary terms, we obtain the ADM

action:

1
5= 7/ dt/ dz |N|Vdetm(R + K K" — (m"K,.,)?) (3.5.11)
K JR b

From now on, we assume future oriented foliations with N > 0 so that the absolute value of N can be
replaced by N itself.
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3 Review of Black Holes in Classical General Relativity

The Hamiltonian formulation of general relativity based on the ADM action is derived using a Legendre
transformation of (3.5.11). We introduce the momenta W, II and II,, by

) vdetm

(L - — KM — P mPo K -
w S - ( m*'m o)
m= 9 (35.12)
ON
oS
H = =
B §NK

We obtain two primary constraints II = 0 and II, = 0. The first equation can be used to determine the

velocities 71, in terms of W#”. From the first equation we have that

vdetm
m

mu, WH = =2 - K. (3.5.13)
Then, we can solve for K, and obtain
o — (WW - 1m“"mpawm) (3.5.14)
Vdetm 2

We find the primary Hamiltonian

S VdetmN
H= / iy WH -+ N+ NP, — 22 (R Ky K — (0 )
% K

) (3.5.15)

1
" (WWWW — 2(m’“’W,w)2) — Vdet mR]

. . _ N
= [ da NII + N*I1,, + 2V, , N, WH* + — | ——
/2 a a vdetm

K

The third term is integrated by parts and we have

K2

vdetm

. : _ N
H= / dz NI + NI, — 2N, V, W™ + —
b K

1
<WWW“” — 2(W”WW)?) — Vdet mR] (3.5.16)
On the phase space, the only non-vanishing Poisson brackets are

{mpu(t,2), WP (t,y)} = kd(,07)0(x, ), ANt 2), 11t y)} = d(z,y), {N"(t,2),IL(t,y)} = o)é(z,y)
(3.5.17)

Thus, we successfully derived the primary Hamiltonian H and the constraints II < 0 and IL, < 0.
Following Dirac’s analysis outlined in section 2, we need to impose the stability of the primary constraints.

Taking Poisson brackets with the Hamiltonian we find
{I(x), H} = Vo(z), {Hu(z), H} = Vu(2) (3.5.18)

where we defined the secondary constraints

K 1 1
Vo(z) = T (WWW‘“’ — 2(m“”WW)2) - E\/det mR

Vu(x) = =2my,,D,W"P

(3.5.19)
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3.5 General Relativity in Hamiltonian Formulation

We have to add these constraints to the list of constraints and check their stability again. For that it is
useful to study the algebra of Vy and V,,. The computation is most transparent by introducing “smeared”
constraints. We define Vp[f] := [ dz f(z)Vo(x) and Vifl = Js, f¥(z)V,(x). We obtain the hypersurface
deformation algebra

{VIf1.VId} = sV 4]
{VI71. Volgl} = sValflgl] (3.5.20)
{Volf1. Volgl} = &V [m ™! (fdg — gdf)]
Using this algebra it is easy to see that the constraints V', V,, do not generate further secondary constraints.

The lapse function N and shift vector N* are completely arbitrary functions. This allows for a simplifi-

cation of the canonical framework by treating N, N* as Lagrange multipliers and we move to the reduced

action (canonical ADM action):

1
S = E/ dt/ A [riv, W — N#V, — NV (3.5.21)
R %

In section 2, we saw that in the case of field theories (such as general relativity) we have to be careful
for spacetimes with boundaries. For a well-defined variational principle boundary terms have to be added
to the constraints in order to make the variational principle well-defined. Additionally, the constraints and
symplectic structure need to remain finite and we have to specify suitable fall-off behaviours for the canonical
variables.

In the ADM action, we have the canonical variables m,,, and W#”. We impose asymptotic flat boundary

conditions on them which in Cartesian coordinates are given by

1 1 .
Muy = 5/,LI/ + ;f/j_y(Q) + ﬁ MV(Q)

v 1 4 1 14

(3.5.22)

The fall-off condition depends on the parity, where (+) is positive and (—) is negative parity. Let P be the
parity operator defined by Pz = —z. Then, fi, (PQ) = £/ (Q) and similarly for F{”.

In the following we would like to perform a careful boundary term analysis of the constraints. Adapted
to the spherical symmetry of the Schwarzschild and Reissner-Nordstrgm black holes, we transform the
asymptotically flat boundary conditions to spherical coordinates. Additionally, we would like to work in
Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates for the spherically symmetric sector. This is not compatible with the
asymptotic flat boundary conditions we defined above and we need to modify the fall-off conditions of the
spherically symmetric sector. The discussion in the following paragraphs is based on [98] where more details
can be found.

Transforming to spherical coordinates we find the following asymptotic behaviour

gy = 1+~ fH(0) + 5 fi5(5)
msa =04 F3(0)+ ia(©)

map =1 Qap +rfi5(Q) + f15(Q) (3.5.23)
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3 Review of Black Holes in Classical General Relativity

1
W = VAF®(Q) + VQ-F3(Q)
T
1 1
W3 = VO F*(Q) + VO FI(Q)
r T

1 1
WAB = \/ﬁﬁFf‘B(Q) + \/ﬁﬁFfB(Q)

In this manuscript we would like to work in Gullstrand-Painlevé type coordinates. Recall the Schwarzschild

metric in Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates from (3.4.15):

ds? = — (1 - T) dr? + 2,/ 2 dr dr + dr? + 2402 (3.5.24)

r r
We need to match this metric with the metric in ADM variables in equation (3.5.5). We observe that
we recover the Gullstrand-Painlevé metric for N = 1, N3 = Vs, N4 = 0, mg3 = 1, mga = 0 and
mag = r*Qap. Note that m,, is compatible with the choice for the asymptotics of m,, in spherical

coordinates. For the momenta, we compute

1 1 /r
K33 = —§(N353’m33 + 2m330,N?) = 3 —
| " (3.5.25)
Kap = _§N363mAB = —/17s048
where we used .
Kij = ﬁ (m” — Nkmmk — Nk,imkj — Nk’jmik> (3.5.26)
Then, the only non-vanishing momenta are:
1
W =2 /rr,, WAB = ﬁMQAB (3.5.27)
r
where we used formula (3.5.12) and g¥ K;; = —3, /7.

Let’s assume we have performed the transformation from Schwarzschild to Gullstrand-Painlevé coordi-
nates. We have to suitably adapt the fall-off conditions in (3.5.23) to this new coordinate system. Since
the transformation only affects the spherically symmetric sector, we distinguish in the following between the

spherically symmetric degrees of freedom and the non-symmetric ones. We use the following notation:

m33:€2#+$v, mgA:0+xA, mABZBZAQAB+thAB+XAB
= 5¢ T+ Yo, —0‘1'53/, = ¢ 7T>\—|-§yh +
The pairs (p1, 7,) and (X, 7)) are the spherically symmetric part of m and W. The variables (zv/helo y. IhJefo)

and (X¢/°)Y, /o) are non-spherically symmetric.

For the non-symmetric variables, we immediately obtain the fall-off conditions:

1 1 o

=Lt S v = e+ ot
1, 1,1

o= @A e, = L) L)t
B 1.1

=)+ (%) v = )T+ )T
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3.5 General Relativity in Hamiltonian Formulation

_ 1 1
XAB = r(XABY 4+ (XAP)", VAP = (VAB) + S (vAB)
Based on the Gullstrand-Painlevé metric and the corresponding momenta W we assume the following

fall-off conditions on the spherically symmetric degrees of freedom

1 1
pw=0+ 573 Moo A = log(r) + m)\oo, Ty = \/ﬁﬂ'ﬁo\/;, T = VOrCV/r (3.5.29)

The fall-off conditions of the symmetric and non-symmetric variables make the symplectic term of the
action well defined:
/ ASW i, (3.5.30)

2

It converges as r tends to infinity because it is of order r—~. 1

The terms of order 7~* vanish because they

correspond to an integral over the sphere of an integrand with odd parity.

Let us now consider the smeared constraints ‘7[ f] and Vy[f]. For the variation of the diffeomorphism

constraint, we obtain

oVIf] = /dE F16[Mup WP — 20,(my P7P)]

(3.5.31)

_ / A [SWH (L pm)s — (L W) Srmy] + /6 A5, [fPWH 1m0 — 276 (m,n WYP)]
>

where we used the Lie derivative £ 7 with respect to the vector field f?. The boundary integrals are evaluated
over an asymptotic sphere at = oo and the outward normal is pointing in the radial direction d¥, = 52 de.

The boundary terms are given by
dQ| FPWHem,, — 218 (my,, W3 3.5.32
/82 { ( )} ( )

In the first boundary term, the symmetric part of W% dmj; behaves as r~2 and the even non-symmetric
part behaves as 72 and for the odd non-symmetric part we have 1.
3 =r(f3)"+(f3)" in order for the boundary term to vanish in the limit. Then, provided that the second

contribution to the boundary term is finite, we have written the boundary term as a total variation.

Therefore, we have to choose

In the second boundary term, the spherically symmetric contribution of §(m,, W?3") grows like the /2
and for a finite result we require a stronger fall-off behaviour for the spherically symmetric contribution
fs?’ym. We choose fgym = O(r~Y/2). For the nonsymmetric contributions to d(m,, W?) we find that for
p = 3 the term behaves as constant for the odd and like 7—! for the even contributions. For the fall-off of
f? as above it gives a finite limit as r — co. For u = A, the term behaves as r for the odd parity and as a

constant for the even parity. Therefore, we have to choose f4 = (f24)* +771(f4)~ to obtain a finite limit.

Thus, we rewrote the boundary term in terms of a total derivative:

26 [ dQfFm,, W (3.5.33)
ox

—

We define the improved generator of gauge transformations H [ f] = 17[ f] + B f], where

Bifl =2 | _do[fm.w|. (3.5.34)
ox
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3 Review of Black Holes in Classical General Relativity

Let’s consider the variation of the Hamiltonian constraint. We need the variation of the Ricci scalar,
which was derived in terms of the variation of the Christoffel symbols in equation (3.3.3). It remains to

compute the variation of the Christoffel symbols in terms of the metric:
4 1 .
ol = QQZl(vj(Sglk + Viégji — Vigjk) (3.5.35)
Combining it with (3.3.3), we obtain

g 1 g .
0R = 69" Rij + 5 Vi (9" 97 (2Vidgi; — Vigis) — 97 9" Vidg;i

) ( ( T i) ]> (3.5.36)
= 09" Rij + V'V6g:5 — ViV (97 6gi5)

Recall the smeared Hamiltonian constraint

Volf] = /dzf[\/d:W (WWWW _ %( ’“’WW)2> _ i\/MR] (3.5.37)

We observe, that the only dependence on derivatives of canonical variables comes from the Ricci scalar term.

A variation leads to the boundary term

/ o vdetm

KR

_ /dEk vdetm
K

(! — mTmt) £9,8m; + (mFmi — m*md' )V, fom; | (3.5.38)

[(mz‘kmjl . mijmkl) (fVZ(Smij — Vlfémij)]

Similarly to the diffeomorphism constraint, we would like to rewrite the boundary term as a total dif-

ferential. For this, notice that inside the variation we can subtract the non-dynamical part of the metric:

dmi; = 06(mi; — mg-D). We pull the variation outside of the integral and obtain

vdetm . . ..
6/d2k [(mzkm]l - m”mkl) (fvl(mij - mED) — Vif(mgj — mZN]D))] (3.5.39)
K
We now show that using the fall-off conditions the correction terms could be neglected. For v/det m and m~!
putting the variation reduces the power of r in the asymptotic expansion by one. For m — mNP the power
of r is not increasing. Therefore, the correction terms have a power of r less compared to the expression

above and they vanish in the limit » — oo provided (3.5.39) is finite,

It remains to show that (3.5.39) is finite for suitably chosen f. The fall-off conditions on m are not
modified by the transformation to Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates. Additionally, working in Cartesian
coordinates it is easy to see that v/det m and m~" are of order 1 and that m —m™NP is of order O(r~1) even

and O(r~2) odd. Hence, choosing f = ff + rf, the integral over the sphere gives a finite result.

The improved generator for the Hamiltonian constraint is given by H[f] = Vy[f] + B[f], where

\/dZW [(m* ! — ) (£¥a(ms; — ) = Vo — )] (3.5.40)

Blf] := _/dzk
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3.6 Black Hole Solutions in Hamiltonian Formulation

3.6 Black Hole Solutions in Hamiltonian Formulation

We saw that non-rotating black holes are solutions of the spherically symmetric Einstein equations. In
the following, we derive the Schwarzschild and Reissner-Nordstrgm black hole from the Hamiltonian theory
based on the ADM formulation. A treatment of the coupled Einstein - Maxwell system in the Hamiltonian
form can also be found in [112] and we use a similar notation for the canonical variables. In the analysis,
we split the canonical variables into spherically symmetric and non-symmetric degrees of freedom as in the

previous section and neglect the non-symmetric ones for now.

For the computations we apply the tools we developed for handling constrained Hamiltonian systems
using the reduced phase space approach (see section 2). Recall the expansion of the metric and its conjugate

momentum in terms of the symmetric canonical variables

maz = e, mza =0, map=e"Qup
33 \fl —op 34 AB _ 1 oy 4B (3.6.1)
W2 = 956 mn W = 0, w = Ze 7T/\Q

In addition to the gravitational variables, we introduce electromagnetic matter. The electromagnetic
field is described by the vector potential A;. The matter action is written in terms of the Faraday tensor
Fij = 82Aj - 8jAZ': .

Sem = —W/dx\/—ggikgleiijl (3.6.2)

In the action we introduced the coupling constant g := ¢, 12

We now split the four dimensional metric into its 34+1 form. The inverse metric in this decomposition is

given by
NH NHENY

1
tt g,ulz = mh _ N2

_ tp
__ﬁa gu_ﬁa

(3.6.3)
This gives

1 2 v Nu vp o po NMNP vo

We introduce the momenta E? conjugate to A;. Ay appears in the action without time derivative and we

obtain the primary constraint £° = 0. For the momentum conjugate to A4, we find

valli v e
EF = ﬁ(mu FOZ/ — NPm/ Fpo) (365)
2N NP

Inserting this into the action, we obtain the action in its Hamiltonian form

2
Serm = / ASdtAE' + AgE° + AE° + N<2 %meﬂEV + ZgFWFW> + NPF,, E* — Ao, E"  (3.6.7)

Imposing the consistency of the primary constraint E° = 0, we find the Gauf} constraint 0y EF. Additionally,
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3 Review of Black Holes in Classical General Relativity

we read off the electromagnetic contributions to the Hamiltonian and diffeomorphism constraints

2 NG
=5 \qu,,E“E + YR, P

G
4g? (3.6.8)
Vit =Fu,EY
Let us specialize to spherical symmetry. For a spherically symmetric vector field, we only have the
contributions E? and As. The Gauf constraint implies that 932 = 0 and therefore E® has to be a radial
constant. We take E% = v/Q¢&.

Because the action depends on A, only through the tensor F),, which contains antisymmetric derivatives
of A,, there is no contribution from As. This immediately implies that & is constant in time due to the
Hamiltonian equations for E3. We fix the gauge of the vector potential to A3 = 0 and consistency of the

gauge fixing condition gives a differential equation for Ag, which can be solved explicitly.

Combining the gravitational and electromagnetic contributions to the electromagnetic Hamiltonian and
reducing to spherical symmetry, we obtain the spherically symmetric Hamiltonian and the spherically sym-
metric radial diffecomorphism constraint. In terms of the spherically symmetric variables (y, m,) and (A, my)
defined in (3.6.1) and the electric charge £ we find

Cy =4m 1 1

2 2
e_.u—Q)\ <7T T‘—#ﬂ-)\ + 2 4 (2>\// + 3()\ ) _ 2)\,/./ _ 62(M_>\)>> + geH—2A£2‘|
8 (3.6.9)

Cy =4r [,u’wu + Ny — WL]

where the prime corresponds to radial derivatives. We changed the variable for the constraints from V to C
in order to agree with the notation used in the section on perturbation theory. The subscript v stands for
“vertical” and is the Hamiltonian constraint, the subscript i stands for “horizontal” and denotes the radial

diffeomorphism constraint.

The strategy is to obtain a solution of these constraints for m, and 7). We start with the diffeomorphism

constraint and obtain

1
= y(ﬂg - u’wu) . (3.6.10)

We insert this into the Hamiltonian constraint and obtain a differential equation for 7,:
—0pms + (N + 20/) 7% + 16" N (2X’ +3(N)2 =2\ — 620‘—”) + 292N e?e? = 0 (3.6.11)

We can simplify the first two terms by multiplying the expression by e *~2*. We also rewrite the terms

independent of 7, in terms of a total derivative

-0 (e_’\_2“7ri) + 8r(16()\’)26_2“+3’\ — 16e* — 292€_>\£2) =0 (3.6.12)
The integration of the differential equation is straight forward. We obtain the solution
g2
WZ = 2 tA [167“5 + 16 (()\/)26_2“+3’\ —et = 46_A62>] (3.6.13)

where 7, is an integration constant. The solution for 7y is obtained by inserting the solution for 7, into the
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3.6 Black Hole Solutions in Hamiltonian Formulation

expression for the diffeomorphism constraint. We obtain

1

A= 5 (ﬂ'i +16e™ (20 4+ 3(\N)?2 — 2N ! — 2Ny 4 49262“§2> (3.6.14)
T

The next step in the program requires a gauge fixing condition. For this we consider the Gullstrand-

Painlevé gauge given by the conditions A — log(r) = 0 and p = 0. This gauge is preserved under time

evolution provided that the following equations are satisfied

1
0 — ,U = 471' |:4€_M_2)\(7Tﬂ — 7T)\)N + arN?’ + IU/NS:|
(3.6.15)

1
0=\=dr [—46“2)‘7(”]\7 + XN3]

This is a system of differential equations for the lapse function N and the radial shift N3. For the solution,

we start by solving the second equation for N:

4
N = —ett2ANN3 (3.6.16)

Ty

This solution is used in the first equation to eliminate N and to obtain a differential equation for N3.

(1 — ”) NN3 + /N3 +9,N* =0 (3.6.17)

Tu

In this equation, we use our knowledge from the spherically symmetric constraints. We have that 7, =

% (W:L — 7TM> and get the differential equation

(20 + Ny = 7, )N® + 7,0, N* = 0 (3.6.18)

2

We multiply this equation by e 2*~* and divide it by m,. Then, the differential equation simplifies to a

total derivative
1
oy <e2“+)‘N3> =0 (3.6.19)

Ty
The solution for N3 is straight forward and inserting it into (3.6.16) we have the solution

1

N =Ce ")\, N3 = 106_2“_)‘## (3.6.20)

The integration introduced an integration constant C'. It can be absorbed into a reparametrisation of the
time coordinate. In GP gauge we have N = C and N3 = C\/rs/r. Thus, we set C' = 1 to make contact

with the Schwarzschild metric in GP coordinates that we discussed before.
Let us now evaluate the boundary terms from the previous section

Blfi]=2[ dQfw3 = / dQ f2m, = lim we
ox ox r—roo

z (3.6.21)

In the calculation we only kept the first non-trivial orders for r — co. f3 was substituted by the solution of

the stability condition we found above.

The reduced Hamiltonian is available through Theorem 2.12 by finding the function x[j], where j = m,.
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3 Review of Black Holes in Classical General Relativity

We have to solve the functional differential equation

)
lim me 7, = X (3.6.22)
rreo o7y (r)
The solution is given by x[m,] = lim, o %WG_AT(Z and the physical Hamiltonian is
H = =x[r,] = lim ——x? (3.6.23)

In this equation we reinserted the gravitational coupling constant x which is present in front of the gravi-
tational action (see (3.5.21)). In the units G = ¢ = 1, we have x = 167. Inserting the solution for 773 in
(3.6.13), we have

1
H = —x[r,] = lim 21[167“5] =M (3.6.24)
K

r—oo 2K

where we used that rs = 2M. The reduced Hamiltonian just corresponds to the ADM mass of the black
hole.

In the solution of the constraint we found an integration constant ry; = 2M related to the mass of the
black hole. The discussion in section 2 suggests that there is a canonical pair (M, Pys) corresponding to
a pair of global, observable degrees of freedom located at infinity. The momentum conjugate to the mass
can be constructed explicitly (see [113] and appendix A in [98]). Introducing (M, Pys) using canonical
transformations leads to a new constraint of the form M’ = 0. In perturbation theory the momentum Py,
might play an important role and the mass of the black hole M might actually be dynamical. In this thesis,

we will not study this further and leave this alternative approach for future work.

3.7 Classical Theorems on Black Holes

There are several general results concerning black holes which can be proven rigorously in classical general
relativity. The most famous ones are the singularity theorems showing that singularities are a generic
prediction of general relativity and the black hole area theorem that the area of the black hole event horizon
can only grow with time and never decreases. In this section, we would like to recall some of these theorems
and refer the reader to the literature for detailed proofs of the statements.

In the previous sections, we discussed the solutions of general relativity for spherical symmetry in the
Lagrangian and Hamiltonian formulation. We also mentioned the extension of the results to rotating black
holes and axial symmetry. In all of these spacetimes, the metric is not regular and possesses divergences
at certain points in spacetime. For the Schwarzschild solution in Schwarzschild coordinates, the metric is
divergent at r = 0 and r = 2M. In contrast to that, the same metric in Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates is
only singular at » = 0 while » = 2M is perfectly regular. Hence, in contrast to the initial believe, the point
r = 2M is not singular and the irregularity in the Schwarzschild coordinates is just an artifact of the choice
of coordinates.

To avoid coordinate artifacts, the study of scalar quantities such as the Ricci scalar R and Kretschmann
scalar RijklRijkl are better suited to investigate singularities in spacetime. In fact, the Kretschmann scalar
is perfectly regular at the horizon but diverges at r = 0 showing that there might be a singularity. However,
it could still be possible that the Kretschmann scalar is perfectly regular but R;;;,; is still pathological in

some coordinate system.
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3.7 Classical Theorems on Black Holes

A possibility to circumvent the problems of coordinate dependence and using the curvature tensor as a
measure for the presence of singularities in spacetimes, are geodesics. If the geodesic describing the motion
of a freely falling observer in spacetime terminates in finite affine time, we call the spacetime singular.

For the understanding of the singularity theorems, we need to introduce the notion of null geodesic
congruences and review some of their properties. More details on null geodesic congruences can be found
in [104]. Here we will follow closely the notation in [98]. We work in the Hamiltonian formulation of
general relativity and assume (M, g) to be globally hyperbolic and foliated into three-dimensional spatial
hypersurfaces isomorphic to ¥. As before, let n be the timelike normal to X (g(n,n) = —1).

Inside the Cauchy surface ¥, we consider a closed, oriented 2-surface S without boundary. This surface
comes equiped with a spacelike normal s which is tangent to X (g(n, s) = 0) and we choose it to be normalized
g(s,s) = 1. Like in section 3.5, we define the induced metric on the Cauchy surface ¥ by m = g +n ® n.
Similarly, S is equipped with the metric h = m — s ® s by pulling back the metric m on ¥ to S.

At each point y* € S (A = 1,2), we define null geodesics cya(A) with initial tangents I+ = n £ s and

affine parameter A. This defines two null geodesic congruences C’;F through S with tangent vectors

+ 8057:‘: ()\)

act L (s)
0= "o =

au = li, aj == ayiA = €A7i (371)

Here 8§\E is the parallel transport of [+ from S along the geodesic and V,; I+ = 0. The vector field e4 4 is

the deviation vector field which describes the deviation of nearby geodesics.

We would like to describe how the geodesic congruence behaves as we move along the geodesics. This
motivates to investigate the covariant derivative V; e4. Using the fact that [8)%, (921[] = 0, this is equivalent

to Ve, l+. Since g(l+, Ve, l1) = 0, the only interesting projection is captured by the tensor

Kap = 9(eax, Vg tls) (3.7.2)

Additionally, on Céc we introduce
hip =g(eas epzx). (3.7.3)

and its inverse h{P defined by h{Ph%., = §4.

Then, we decompose /ﬁ p into expansion, shear and rotation:
1
._ 1 AB _+ + .+ + + .+
O+ :=hi"kKkyp, Oap:i= KAB) — §9ihAB, Wip = Kiap (3.7.4)

The quantities describe the expansion, shear and rotation of nearby geodesics in the congruence.

Taking the derivative of /{j p in the direction /4, we find the equation
vl:l: KJiB = _,{iC’if[E)Bh:ctyD - R(@A, lia €B, li) (375)
and using the decomposition of IQ:A: p we find Raychaudhuri’s equation:

1
Vliei = —593: — JjBJiB + ijwﬁB — R(li, li) . (3.7.6)

It describes the change of the expansion along the geodesic congruence and is central to the proof of the

singularity theorems.
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The expansion is a central object in this section and later in section 6 we show a strategy to construct an

explicit, perturbative formula for it. In terms of the variables (m,, W), we have

0L =WVl = (MM — s#s")V ,(ny £ 5,)

= K — s"s" K, £ m"™ V5, (3.7.7)

W,
= —3“8”7‘;’: + D, s"

In order to avoid explicitly evaluating covariant derivatives, we can multiply the expression by the square

root of m and use the following expression
Vmby = —s,5,WH £ 0;(v/mmH”s,) (3.7.8)

For the study of black holes, the following definition of trapped surfaces turns out to be useful. A trapped
region is defined as a region of spacetime such that both the in- and out-going expansion are smaller than
zero. This coincides with the physical picture of a black hole, where the null rays in a trapped region inside

the black hole need to converge towards the singularity.
Definition 3.18: Consider a globally hyperbolic spacetime (M, g) and a Cauchy surface ¥ in it.
1. A closed, orientable 2-surface S C ¥ without boundary 9.5 = () is called trapped if 6,,0_ < 0.
2. A trapped region in ¥ is a closed subset 7' C ¥ such that S := 9xT (boundary within ) is trapped.

3. The trapped surface in ¥ defined by the total trapped region (closure of union of all trapped regions)
is called the apparent horizon As of 3.

The above definition is within one Cauchy surface . Using the foliation of spacetime, we extend the
trapped surfaces / apparent horizon to all of spacetime. This gives the trapping horizon / apparent horizon

respectively

Definition 3.19: Consider a globally hyperbolic spacetime (M, g) and a foliation F = |J,cg X7 of M by

Cauchy surfaces Y.

1. If 7 — S, C X is a one parameter family of trapped surfaces then S := |J,cg S- is called a trapping

horizon.

2. Let A, := Ayx,_ be the apparent horizon of 3;. Then Ar := |J,cg A~ is called the apparent horizon of
F.

For the visualization of the causal structure of spacetimes it is useful to study conformal completions of
spacetime. The idea is to embed the spacetime (M, g) into a larger spacetime (M, g) such that the metrics
are conformally related g = Q%¢g. The conformal factor Q goes to zero at infinity. This brings the the points
infinitely far away to a finite distance but the metric still describes the same causal structure.

For a visual representation, we can study a two-dimensional surface in the conformally compactified
spacetime. The resulting picture, known as a Penrose diagram is a two-dimensional representation of the
causal structure of the full spacetime in a finite plot. The Penrose diagram of the Schwarzschild black hole

forming from gravitational collapse is displayed in figure 3.1.
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B It

]

Figure 3.1: Conformal Diagram of a Schwarzschild black hole

In this picture we marked future and past timelike infinity T and i~ which corresponds to the points
where timelike geodesics end and begin. A massive particle or timelike observer will start in ¢~ and end up
in i*. The lines .# T and .#~ are called future and past null infinity. Ingoing light rays begin at .#~ and
end up at £*. Finally, i¥ is spacelike infinity and it is the end point of spacelike geodesics. It represents
the point at infinity, infinitely far away.

The Penrose diagram in figure 3.1 of a Schwarzschild black hole has additional features. There is a region
B which is not in the past of .# ™ and therefore, no signal can reach .# ™ from inside B. This region is called
the black hole region and the boundary H = 9B is the event horizon of the black hole. The zigzag line is
the black hole singularity and we see that observers falling into the black hole will eventually end up in the
singularity.

In contrast to the apparent horizon, the event horizon is a “teleological” notion because we need to know
the full future evolution of the metric in order to determine the location of the black hole region B and
event horizon H. In contrast to that, the apparent horizon is defined quasi-locally in each Cauchy surface.
However, the definition of apparent horizons depends on the particular foliation we chose for its definition.
We can think of this choice of foliation as being associated to an observer looking at the black hole in his own
frame of reference. For instance, in the Gullstrand-Painlevé gauge and the corresponding GP foliation, we
naturally singled out an observer freely falling in the black hole spacetime. The apparent horizon then gets a
direct operational meaning as the region of spacetime this observer would consider as the black hole region.
In contrast to that, the observer could already be inside the event horizon because of some gravitational
collapse in the future without being aware of it. This shows that it is more natural to use the apparent
horizons if we would like to make contact to actual experiments.

The singularity theorem due to Penrose is

Theorem 3.20 (Penrose 1965): Let (M, g) be a globally hyperbolic and connected spacetime with a
non-compact Cauchy surface X. Suppose that R, [*1” > 0 for all [ null which is satisfied if the Einstein

equations hold and the matter satisfies the strong energy condition. In addition, suppose that M contains a
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trapped surface S and let 6y be the maximum value of the expansion of both in- and out-going null geodesic
congruences. Then at least one inextendible future directed null geodesic orthogonal to S has affine length
smaller than 2/|6|.

Later it was generalised by Hawking by weakening some of the assumptions. For a proof of this theorem
see [104].

In the Schwarzschild spacetime, all the spheres with constant radius » < 2M are trapped surfaces. There
also exist trapped surfaces for perturbations of the Schwarzschild black hole (see section 5): By continuity,
there is a value of r sufficiently small such that the expansion of the sphere around r = 0 is smaller than zero.
Thus, the singularity inside a black hole is not an artefact of treating the black holes with exact spherical
symmetry but is a generic prediction of general relativity.

Another important theorem about black holes in classical general relativity will be discussed next. For

its understanding, we need one preliminary definition:

Definition 3.21: A spacetime (M, g) with conformal completion (M, §), ¥ : M — M is called strongly
future asymptotically predictable, if there exists an open region O C M such that (M) N J—(F£F) C
O (the closure in M of the intersection between (M) and the causal past of future null infinity). Additional,
(0, §) has to be globally hyperbolic.

Then, Stephen Hawking proved the black hole area theorem:

Theorem 3.22 (Black Hole Area Theorem; Hawking 1971): Let (M, g) be strongly asymptotically pre-
dictable, R(,1) > 0 for all I null. Let ¥y and %; be Cauchy surfaces for O and ¥y C I*(2g) (timelike future
of ¥p). Let H; = HN'Y; (j =0,1), where H = OB is the event horizon of the black hole region B. Then,

the area of H; is larger than or equal to the area of Ho, where we define the area functional of H; as

Ar[H;] = /Y d%y | /det (XH g), (3.7.9)

where X3, : Y C R? — H; C M is the embedding into M describing H,;.

For a proof of this theorem see [104]. The theorem implies that under reasonable assumptions, the area
of the event horizon can never decrease. Therefore, in classical general relativity black holes can only grow
by absorbing matter or by merging with other black holes.

The black hole solutions we presented in section 3.4 are the most general ones in four dimensions according

to the following theorem:

Theorem 3.23 (black hole uniqueness (no hair) theorem): The Kerr-Newman black hole solution is the

only asymptotically stationary, electrovacuum and strongly asymptotically predictable spacetime.

As stated the theorem has not yet been proven. For further technical assumptions, it is possible to prove
weaker versions of the theorem (see [7]).

We conclude this section with an intriguing analogy between black holes and thermodynamics. Consider
the Kerr-Newman family of black holes characterised by mass M, charge () and angular momentum J = aM.
The spacetime has horizons at 7+ = m & /m2 — a2 — Q2. Let us study the outer horizon located at 7.
This horizon has area equal to

A =A4n(ri + a?) = 167 My, (3.7.10)
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where Mi,, = m? + vm# — J2 is the irreducible mass of the black hole. Calculating the variation §A, we
find the relation

SM = 8£5A + QT + 1v6Q (3.7.11)

T
. _ ry—m o _r Q . . o
with k = r;ﬁ’ Qp = ﬁ and v = r{;aQ. In analogy with the first law of thermodynamics (0E =

TS — pdV') this suggests the identification E — M, T — k and S — A.

This suggests an analogy between black holes and classical thermodynamics: The zeroth law of thermo-
dynamics that T' = const. translates to the condition that x = const. on the horizon which can be proven
explicitly. The second law of thermodynamics states that the entropy S of a system is never decreasing. This
corresponds to the statement that the area of the event horizon A is not decreasing which is the statement
of the black hole area theorem. The third law of thermodynamics states that 7" = 0 can never be reached
in physical processes. A black hole with x = 0 corresponds to an extremal black hole m? = a? + Q? and we
expect it to be impossible to reach such black holes in physical processes.

At this point, this analogy is on a formal level because there is no physical reason to assign a temperature
or entropy to a black hole. Black holes are not emitting any radiation so assigning a non-zero temperature
to them seems impossible. A partial answer to this issue is given in the next section. In the presence of
quantum fields on a black hole spacetime we can show that black holes emit radiation following a thermal

spectrum. The characteristic temperature of this black body radiation will be proportional to k.
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Quantum Field Theory on Curved Spacetimes
and the Hawking Effect

In the discussion of classical properties of black holes in the previous section, we encountered an unexpected
similarity between classical thermodynamics and black hole physics. There is an analogy between certain
relations satisfied by the parameters of the Kerr-Newman spacetime and the laws of classical thermodynam-
ics. In particular we made the correspondence between temperature T and surface gravity x and between
entropy S and the area of the event horizon A. However, this correspondence is very formal because classical
black holes are perfect absorbers and have zero temperature.

In the following, we shed some more light onto this equivalence by considering quantum field theory on
black hole spacetimes. As we will see, due to quantum effects black holes emit particles following a thermal
spectrum with a characteristic temperature. This provides an exact expression for the temperature we
assign to a black hole and fixes the proportionality constants between temperature and surface gravity, and
between entropy and area of the horizon.

The calculation assumes a fixed spacetime, ignoring any backreaction effects of the radiation on the black
hole spacetime. Since, the radiation carries away energy from the black hole we expect the black hole to
lose some of its mass and slowly evaporate. In the end, we show a simple heuristic argument for how this
black hole evaporation process takes place.

This section is structured as follows: First, we introduce quantum field theory on curved spacetime. For
simplicity we only consider a free, massive scalar field and discuss some general properties and new features
if we generalize from Minkowski to arbitrary spacetimes. Then, we apply the formalism to the Schwarzschild
black hole and derive the famous result that black holes emit radiation. We conclude with a short outlook

on the problem of backreaction and the evaporation of black holes.

4.1 Scalar Quantum Field Theory in Curved Spacetime

The subject of quantum field theory in curved spacetime is discussed in by many authors in the literature,
see [8, 13, 16, 17]. In this thesis we only consider the quantization of scalar fields for simplicity. The

discussion is easily generalized to general fields and with a bit more work also to the case of fermions.
Consider a spacetime (M, g) and a Klein Gordon scalar field ¢ minimally coupled to general relativity.

The action for this system is given by

1
S — —/M A 5(V,69 0+ m?6?). (4.1.1)
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4.1 Scalar Quantum Field Theory in Curved Spacetime

Here, V, is the unique torsion free covariant derivative associated to the metric g and m is the mass of the

scalar field. A variation of the action with respect to the scalar field gives the Klein-Gordon equation
(O -m*)¢ =0, (4.1.2)

where U = ¢g"'V,V,. We call the set of solutions of the Klein-Gordon equation Sol and we denote the
complexification of Sol by Solc. On the space of complexified solutions Sol¢, we define a sesquilinear form
given by

(,6) = —i [ 48, (5946 — (T44)"0). (4.1.3)

This map is well-defined since one can show that it is independent of the choice of Cauchy surface. Let 3¢
and Y5 be two Cauchy surfaces which are the boundary of some spacetime region R. Using Stokes theorem

and the fact that 1, ¢ satisfy the Klein-Gordon equation, we have
(6,005, = (6,05, = [ d'a /= detg(v' Do — Ow'6) = 0 (4.1.4)

(-,-) is a possible candidate for an inner product on the space of solutions. However, it fails to be positive
definite and the only way out is to find a subspace where it is positive definite. Consider a decomposition
Solc = Solt®Solg, such that (-, -) is positive definite on Sol{ and Solg = (Soll)*. Then, for ¢, ¢ € Solg
we find elements ", ¢* in Sol{ such that 1) = (¢7)* and ¢ = (¢*)*. Then

(¥, 0) ={(¥T)", (¢7)) = —(¥",¢7) <0 (4.1.5)

Hence, (-, ) is negative definite on Solg. Additionally, by definition (1, ¢) = 0 for ¢ € Sol{ and ¢ € Sol.
The one particle Hilbert space H is given by the completion of S ol(JCr with respect to the inner product
(-,-). Based on this Hilbert space H we construct the symmetric Fock space Fs(H) as

oo
Fs(H) = P H", (4.1.6)
n=0
where ® denotes the symmetrized tensor product of the one-particle Hilbert spaces. The inner product on

the Fock space is given by the sum of the inner products on all the n-particle Hilbert spaces.

On the Fock space we define creation and annihilation operators. They act on a n-particle state as

a(f)¢l®"'@¢n:an<f7wk>¢l®"‘®7j}k®‘”®wn (4.1.7)
k=1
d(f)P1 @ On =Va+1f 01O O ¢y, (4.1.8)

where f € H and ﬁk means that v, is omitted. The operators a and a' satisfy the commutation relations

[a(f),alg)] =0, [a'(f),a'(9)] =0, [a(f),a'(g)] = (f.9)1n- (4.1.9)

The construction heavily depends on the choice of a positive subspace of Sol¢. For different choices we
will obtain different Hilbert spaces and consequently a different Fock space. Consider two different choices
of the positive subspace and the two one-particle Hilbert spaces H1 and Hs. Now, the question is under

which circumstances the two spaces are unitarily equivalent, i.e. there exists a unitary map U : H; — Ho.
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4 Quantum Field Theory on Curved Spacetimes and the Hawking Effect

In [8], Wald proves a theorem which shows under which circumstances this is the case. Consider the

decomposition Sol¢c = Solé @® Sol; and the projectors P, P_ onto SoléE respectively. Then

(¥, 9) == (P, Py ) (4.1.10)

defines a positive bilinear form on Sol. Then, we decompose (¢, ¢) into real and imaginary parts

(,6) = 9(,6) ~ L0(th,0) (4.1.11)

where both g(¢, ¢) and w(v, ¢) are real. From the properties of (-,-) it follows that g is symmetric and w

anti-symmetric. For ¢, ¢ € Sol, w is determined by

t(,0) = o (P, Pro) = (B0, o)) = o (Pt Pro) + (P, Pgh) = 2-(,6) (4112)

where we used that ¢ = Py + P_1 and that with respect to (-, -) the positive and negative subspaces are

orthogonal. Therefore, w is given by

w(t, ) = AdSu (pVHp — VHapo) (4.1.13)

which is the symplectic form.
For the discussion of the unitary equivalence we need the notion of Hilbert-Schmidt operators and the

Riesz lemma (see [114]):

Definition 4.1: A bounded operator A € B(#) on some Hilbert space H is called Hilbert-Schmidt
operator, if A has finite Hilbert-Schmidt norm:

IAlls = 3 Il Aesll?, (4.1.14)

where e; is an orthonormal basis of H.

Lemma 4.2 (Riesz lemma): Let H be a Hilbert space. For each element | € H* there is a unique y € H
such that I(z) = (y,z) for all x € H.

The map g plays a crucial role in the following theorem:

Theorem 4.3: Consider two different decompositions of the space of complexified solutions Sol¢ and let

g1, g2 be defined as above. Then, the Hilbert spaces H; and Hs are unitarily equivalent if

1. g1 and g induce equivalent norms

2. If case 1 holds, then the Riesz lemma implies the existence of an operator @) : Sol — Sol such that

This operator has to be a Hilbert Schmidt operator

For a proof of this statement see Theorem 4.4.1 in [8].
Let us see some features of different vacua in quantum field theories more explicitly. Consider two Hilbert

spaces H; and Hs with orthonormal basis vg) and v?) respectively. Then, we define the annihilation
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4.1 Scalar Quantum Field Theory in Curved Spacetime
operators agl) = a(vgl)) and similarly for Hs. These give us access to two different notions of particles in the

two Hilbert spaces. The creation and annihilation operators are related through a Bogoliubov transformation

agz) _ ZAIJCLSU +BIJ(GSI))T
J

(a?))T = Z(AIJ)*(G«L(JI))T + (B[J)*(agl)) (4'1‘16)
J

The coefficients A and B are given by Ay = <v§2),v§1)) and Brj = (v}z), (v(Jl))*>. Imposing that a?) satisfies
canonical commutation relations, we find A;x B;® = Brx A;% and that Ajp(A;%)* — Br(B;5)* = 675.

For the comparison of the two Hilbert spaces H1 and Ha, we introduce the number operators. On Hi,
it is defined by N(U = I(agl))Ta?) and similarly for N?). The vacuum is the state in the Hilbert space
which is annihilated by the annihilation operator, i.e. agl) 0)(1y = 0 for all I. Then, we observe that if B is
non-zero, even if the expected number of particles in one vacuum is zero there might be an infinite number

of particles in the other vacuum. For instance, for the vacuum [0}, we have

Oy N 10) 1) = 3= (Bra) Brc (01 1) a5 (a1 10)

I1JK
= > (Brs)"Bix (0] [a$”, (@)1]10) ) (4.1.17)
1JK

=3 (BL)B =T (B"B)
1J

Not only is it non-zero in general but it might even be divergent. For general spacetimes, there is no way
to decide which of the representations are preferred. Using additional physical input, we can reduce the
ambiguity in the choice of vacuum. In the presence of symmetries, we can require the vacuum to be invariant

under the action of the symmetry.

Another important assumption is the Hadamard condition. Consider the two point function of a scalar
field theory. We require the singularity structure of the two point function to resemble the one in Minkowski

space, i.e.
u(z,y)
o(z,y)

(0l o(z)e(y) |0) = +v(z, y)log(o(x, y)) + w(z,y) (4.1.18)

where u(z,r) = (27)72 and o(z,y) is the squared geodesic distance between x and y (see [115, 116]).
The functions v, w are expanded in powers of o(z,y) as v(z,y) = > oo vn(z,y)o™(z,y) and w(z,y) =
S ywn(r,y)o™(z,y). Imposing (O, — m?) (0| ¢(z)¢(y) |0), we find a recursion relation for the functions
vp(x,y) and wy(x,y) [117]. This fixes all the v, and the w, except for wy. This corresponds to the fact
that a Green’s function is uniquely determined up to adding a singularity free solution of the Klein-Gordon
equation. Hadamard proved that the series for v and w are uniformly converging inside a region where

o(x,y) is single valued and the metric is analytic.

In the following we will use the Hadamard condition as a selection criterion for representations of the
canonical commutation and adjointness relations. However, even then, different representations are not

necessarily unitarily equivalent in spatially non-compact spacetimes.
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4 Quantum Field Theory on Curved Spacetimes and the Hawking Effect

4.2 Hawking Effect for Black Holes Formed by Gravitational Collapse

We now apply the tools we discussed to quantum fields on a Schwarzschild black hole spacetime. For
a detailed review of the Hawking effect see [10, 13]. Black holes in the universe are forming through
gravitational collapse and we need to generalise from the case of eternal black holes discussed so far. We
assume that we have a portion of spacetime in the past, which is well described by a Minkowski spacetime.
Then, in an intermediate region, a star forms and collapses to a black hole. After enough time passes, the
black hole settles to a final state which is well described by the Schwarzschild black hole spacetime. At &~
the vacuum state of the quantum field is well described by the Minkowski vacuum, while at .# ™ the vacuum
is well described by the vacuum in a Schwarzschild spacetime.

There is no realistic and exact collapse solution for the intermediate region and we have to use approx-
imations motivated by physical arguments in order to compare the two vacua. For the computations we
assume a massless scalar field minimally coupled to gravity.

The solutions of the Klein-Gordon equation in Minkowski spacetime are well known. The linearity of the
wave equation allows us to construct the general solution of the wave equation as linear combinations of
modes. A mode is a solution of the wave equation for pure frequency w and near past null infinity .~ we

have the mode expansion

dw M 1 iwv >
= —\ ay,,,—€“"Ym +cc. |, 4.2.1
¢‘f’ %/DH \/277\/2(,0( fmeo . fm ( )
where v =t + 7 and w =t — r is constant on .# .
In the Schwarzschild part of spacetime we expand the scalar field in terms of spherical harmonics ¢ =

> 1m bim Yim The wave equation for ¢ reduces to a two dimensional wave equation for b;,,, which reads

2, 42 rs\[L0+1) 75 _
where r* = 1 + rslog(r/rs — 1) is the tortoise coordinate. At the horizon r — rs we have r* — —oo and for
r — oo we have r* — oo. The potential vanishes both for r* — —oo and r* — co. At £, we can find the

solution of the wave equation behaves as

2 : dw S 1 iwU )
(ﬁ = ——| a —€ Y] 4+ c.c. 4.2.3
‘f Im /[R+ V21 2w ( fmes r b ( )

where U =t —r* and V =t + r* is constant at & .

Past null infinity defines a Cauchy surface ¥_ := ., but future null infinity .# " does not. Worldlines
falling into the black hole will hit the singularity and are not seen in .# . We need to add the horizon of
the black hole H, in order to make it a complete Cauchy surface ¥, := HU ..

We would now like to compute the Klein-Gordon inner product at ¥_ to determine the Bogoliubov
coefficients. For this we have to propagate modes at .# T back through the collapsing star to #~. Let
¢ be a solution of the Klein-Gordon equation (¢ = 0 of the form ¢ = Ae™ where A is varying much
slower than S. Defining | = V9, the Klein-Gordon equation implies that [°l; = 0. Additionally, we have
(Vil); = lele- = leiVjS = leilj = 0. Therefore, in this approximation, we have that [ is null and
tangent to a null geodesic. In order to propagate the field from £ to .# ~, we cover the spacetime with a

grid of constant u = —2rse~U/(2rs) and v = 2r,e"/ () (Kruskal coordinates). The null ray connecting .#
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1

Figure 4.1: Penrose diagram for the computation of Hawking radiation. The dashed black line is the last
null ray from past null infinity .#~ reaching an observer at .#+. All the null rays for v > vy will
fall into the singularity. The dashed blue line corresponds to the path of a null ray from .~ to
T assuming the geometric optics approximation.

to .#~ has two parts (see figure 4.1): Starting from £ at a point u, we follow a path with constant u until
we reach r = 0. Then, the null ray transitions to an ingoing null ray and it goes along a path with constant
v towards .# . Along this full null ray, we set the phase S to be equal to the phase S that we have at ..

This approximation is called the geometric optics approximation.

From the Penrose diagram we see that v = v° + u and using the relation between u and U we have

0 _
=10 — e B = U= -2, 1og<”2r ”) (4.2.4)
S
Since v is the last ray reaching .# T, we have
1 iwl(v)y, f 0
e Im Iorv<wv
fSl ('U) _ V2 2wr (425)
o 0 for v > v

Then, we have to compute the Klein-Gordon inner product between f°  and the Minkowski space modes

wlm
M 1 1 iwv
wim = Jaedag € Y. We find

. v o
< Slma f%/m/> = #mgll/(smm/ /_ d’U(iwl + iw&UU(v))eW v—iwU (v)

vo dv(w’+ %TSW )eiw’vin(v)

(4.2.6)
-1

=011/ O’ /

21V ww! —00 Y —wv
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Without loss of generality we consider v° = 0 and introduce the variable t = —vw’. The inner product reads
—1 9 e 275w - ,
M _ , , N\ —2irsw s 2irsw  —it

<fwlm7 f /l’m’> = 27’(\/@5” Omm (27’5(,0 ) /0 dt (1 + 7 )t e (427)

We realize the similarity of the integrand with the definition of the gamma function I'(z) defined by

o dt
T(2) = / oot (4.2.8)
o t
and using contour techniques we find that
[(z) = £etim/2 / 48 gz s (4.2.9)
0o S

The integral in (4.2.7) involves the gamma functions for z = 2ir,w + 1 and z = 2ir;w and we have

7
27V ww’

Then, using the identity I'(z + 1) = 2I'(2) we have

s S M) = OOy (2s”) 2T (D (i + 1) + 2ir gD (2irgw)) (4.2.10)

)
TV ww!

Using similar steps, we find for the other Bogoliubov coefficient

<fcflm7 fo%’m’> = O S (27“3(*)/)_%Tswewrswl—‘(Qirsw + 1) (4211)

<fwlm7 (fu%’m’) > 6ll’5mm (27"5 ) 2iTsw6_7rrst(27;Tsw + 1) (4212)

T™Ww
We obtain the relation |(f5, . (fM, )| =e 2 @ |(f5, | M, )|

In the previous section, we saw that the number of particles in the mode is equal to

(NSiar = a1 0 (@) 0 1003y = 22 [ (S (Aem)") (12.13)

l/ ’

We define the greybody factor I'y, as
Tt =32 [ 4/ ) = XS (22 (12.14)

In the previous section, we showed that a Bogoliubov transformation with coefficients A7y, By has to satisfy
the relation Ajp(A;5)* — Brg(Bs5)* = 675. Rewriting A and B in terms of the inner products of the
modes ffl/n]‘f implies that the integrand for the greybody factor is infinite. It involves a delta distribution
evaluated at zero which arises because we used plane waves for the computation. For properly normalized

wave packets the greybody factor will be finite.

In the propagation of the scalar field from .# ™ to .# ~ we completely ignored any backscattering effects due
to the curvature of spacetime. Consider the situation in the other direction, i.e. a scalar field at .#~ which
propagates towards .#*. Then, due to the potential in (4.2.2), there will be a certain fraction 1 — T,
which is backscattered towards #+ without getting close to the event horizon (reflection at the potential

barrier). This mode does not contribute to Hawking radiation. The remaining fraction I',, is responsible for
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Hawking radiation as it passes close to the event horizon. For large w we expect the wave to pass through
the potential barrier and we have ', &~ 1. For small w we expect 'y, < 1 because a significant portion
of the wave is backscattered.

Combining the definition of the greybody factor Iy, in (4.2.14) with equation (4.2.13), we find

(NSp)ar = e (4.2.15)

wlm T B

where 8 = 4mrs. Except for the greybody factor, this is a Bose distribution for the number of particles with

inverse temperature 5. The corresponding temperature is called Hawking temperature T and is defined by

1 1 hAcd 1 M,
61T x 10—8K<@> (4.2.16)

T = = —
= 4mry 8w Gkp M M

where we restored units and computed the temperature for a solar mass black hole. The temperature is

very small for black holes of solar mass and up but the expression diverges for M — 0.

4.3 Hawking Effect for Eternal Black Holes

In the derivation above we considered a black hole which formed from gravitational collapse. For the
derivation of the Hawking effect, we had to make some assumptions about the dynamics of the collapse
in order to propagate the field from .#* to .# . A more formal and in-depth analysis is possible for the

maximally extended Schwarzschild spacetime in Kruskal coordinates (see figure 4.2).

Figure 4.2: Maximally (Kruskal) extension of the Schwarzschild spacetime. The regions are: the exterior
regions I and III, the black hole region II and the white hole region IV. The diagonal lines are
the event horizons of the black and white hole region.

In this spacetime, we have a black hole and a white hole region (regions IT and IV in figure 4.2). The white
hole region is not present in the situation of gravitational collapse. On this spacetime, we can consider a
scalar quantum field theory as explained before. We saw that every representation of the algebra of creation
and annihilation operators corresponds to different vacuum states |0). Such a vacuum state |0) is called
quasi-free, if all of its n-point functions can be reduced to 1 and 2-point functions. There are three main
proposals for quasi-free, vacuum states on this spacetime [105]: The first one is the Hartle-Hawking vacuum

which is a regular Hadamard state everywhere and is invariant under the Schwarzschild Killing vector. It is
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the unique state with this property. The second state is called the Unruh vacuum which is singular on the
white hole horizon but is regular on the black hole horizon and at future infinity. The third vacuum is the
Boulware vacuum which is singular on both horizons. In this state there is no Hawking radiation, i.e. no
flux of radiation at future and past null infinity.

A first step to compute the backreaction is to understand the expectation value of the energy momentum
tensor in the black hole background. This quantity is in general divergent because the definition of the energy
momentum tensor involves products of operator valued distributions evaluated at the same spacetime point.
Since, the product of operator valued distributions is ill-defined, we have to choose suitable regularization
strategies. One proposal is due to Wald [8], where the points where the operator valued distributions are
evaluated are separated into two different points z,y. Afterwards the coincidence limit x — y is taken. If
the states are of Hadamard form, the construction is guaranteed to work.

For the Hartle-Hawking vacuum the renormalized energy momentum tensor has successfully been con-
structed [118]. The energy momentum tensor for the Unruh vacuum is studied by taking the difference
between the Unruh and the Hartle-Hawking vacuum [119]. In these calculations, detailed expressions for
the flux of radiation and the total power can be obtained. One finds that the power of the radiation is
inversely proportional to the square of the mass. This agrees with the heuristic argument based on the
Stefan-Boltzmann law mentioned in the introduction.

The next step of the computation would be to plug the expressions for the expectation values of the energy
momentum tensor into the Einstein equations. However, such a calculation is highly non-trivial. Instead,
let us assume that the energy which is radiated away decreases the mass of the black hole, i.e. M o —M 2.
Then an integration of this relation gives a lifetime for the black hole which scales as M?3. This equation
for the change of the black hole mass has also been found in numerical simulations based on the Vaidya
spacetime [120, 121].

For the computation of the black hole lifetime as explained above, two important assumptions were made:
First, the derivation of the power of the Hawking radiation depends on the assumption that the black
hole mass is fixed. Second, the curvature at the horizon are small compared to the Planck curvature, i.e.
M > Mpjanck. Both of these assumptions will not be satisfied towards the end of the black hole lifetime,
when M approaches the Planck mass. At this point, quantum gravity effects will play an important role and
might completely change the picture. Therefore, these semi-classical techniques will not be able to provide

an answer to the fate of evaporating black holes.
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Black Hole Perturbation Theory in General
Relativity

This part is the main part of this thesis where we apply the tools developed in sections 2 to 4 to investigate
perturbation theory around spherically symmetric spacetimes. Perturbation theory is a very important
concept within general relativity because the Einstein equations are highly non-linear and exact solutions
are only known under special symmetry assumptions. In section 3 we saw that we obtain the black hole
solutions under the assumptions of spherical and axial symmetry. Another important class of solutions
are cosmological models for which we impose isotropy (the universe looks the same in every direction) and
homogeneity (the universe is the same at every point).

In the first part of this chapter, we review black hole perturbation theory in the Regge-Wheeler-Zerilli
approach using linearized equations of motion in a modern notation following [74]. We define gauge invariant
variables and reduce the equation of motions to two master equations for two master variables.

In the second part, we apply the new Hamiltonian framework to perturbations around spherically sym-
metric spacetimes. The discussion is based on the publications [1-3, 98]. The first paper [98] discusses
the general setup and how the reduced phase space programme is applied to black hole perturbation the-
ory. It discusses the definition of the true and gauge degrees of freedom and how to compute the reduced
Hamiltonian. In [2], the formalism is applied to second order perturbation theory in the pure gravity case.
The explicit solution of the constraint equations are constructed and the physical Hamiltonian is simplified
using several canonical transformations. For a consistency check, the equations of motion of the reduced
Hamiltonian are compared with the Lagrangian approach to black hole perturbation theory when backre-
action is neglected. This is a non-trivial step because the setup is conceptually very different from previous
treatments.

The analysis was generalised in [3] to include the electromagnetic field as matter. Finally, the publication
[1] considers generalised gauges for the spherically symmetric degrees of freedom with the same asymptotic
behaviour as the GP gauge condition. The paper shows that the same arguments lead to a generalized
reduced Hamiltonian as for the strict GP gauge and it reduces to the physical Hamiltonian in [3], if we
enforce the strict GP gauge.

The real virtue of our approach is that it clearly defines the meaning of gauge invariance independent of
perturbation theory. We define the true and gauge degrees of freedom on the full phase space and obtain a
non-perturbative expression for the physical Hamiltonian. Only in a second step, we perturbatively expand
the reduced Hamiltonian in terms of the true non-symmetric degrees of freedom. This calculation can be
cast into the language of standard perturbation theory of constraints with respect to all degrees of freedom

including gauge degrees of freedom with precise coefficients [71].
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Another advantage of the non-perturbative definition of the true degrees of freedom is the possibility to
generalize to higher orders. In the standard approach to Hamiltonian perturbation theory, we need to define
gauge invariant variables order by order in perturbation theory. There is no consensus in the literature how
to define gauge invariants beyond second order.

Furthermore, working in GP gauge, we have access both to the interior and exterior of the black hole.
This is important for a complete picture of black holes, where one has to keep track of matter falling into the
black hole. In the literature, one is usually concerned with the exterior region of the black hole spacetime
studying the dynamics of gravitational waves on a black hole background.

Additionally, we incorporate backreaction effects which arise due to interactions between the symmetric
and non-symmetric true degrees of freedom. In the literature one usually fixes the background spacetime and
treats it as independent of the perturbations. In [75], Moncrief considers a fixed Schwarzschild spacetime
and in [80, 81], the background is general but interactions between the background and the perturbations
are ignored. The backreaction in this thesis looks rather trivial because we only study general relativity
coupled to electromagnetic matter and the symmetric true degrees of freedom are the black hole mass M
and the electric charge £. Since both of them arise as integration constants from solving the constraints,
they are fixed and will not change dynamically. In [98], a scalar field as matter is discussed and there are
dynamical, symmetric, true degrees of freedom. In this case and for other matter like massive bosons and

fermions there will be non-trivial backreaction.

5.1 Lagrangian Perturbation Theory

In the following we review the Lagrangian approach to black hole perturbation theory based on a linearization
of the Einstein equations (3.3.6). The study of linear perturbations around the Schwarzschild black hole
was first initiated by Regge, Wheeler and Zerilli [72, 73]. Our exposition is based on the more modern
reformulation in [74] and also follows appendix E of [2]. The idea for the Lagrangian perturbation theory is
as follows:

Assume we know an explicit solutions of the equations for some metric g;; and energy-momentum tensor
T;j. This solution is usually obtained by assuming highly symmetric field configurations. Then, we consider
small deviations from the exact solution in the metric h;; and the energy-momentum tensor t;;. The
deviations are assumed to be small corrections so that it is valid to expand the Einstein equations around
the exact solutions. To first order, we will obtain a linear system of equations for the perturbations.

However, the equations of general relativity are generally covariant, i.e. they transform under changes of
coordinates. The definition, of what is a small correction depends on the system of coordinates. Additionally,
the perturbations we are studying are in general not corresponding to physical observables because they are
depending on the choice of coordinates.

The way out of this is the introduction of combinations of the perturbations which are invariant under
changes of coordinates. Of course this cannot be achieved exactly and we have to restrict to coordinate
transformations up to first order in the perturbations. Consider a vector field ¢¢(z) on spacetime, which

generates diffeomorphisms via its flow ®¢ : M — M. For small € a tensor T’ changes by
(Pe)'T =T + eLT + O(e?) (5.1.1)

In the equation we used the definition of the Lie derivative L¢. Therefore, to first order a tensor is gauge
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invariant if L1 = 0.

The strategy for a gauge invariant perturbation theory is as follows: From the perturbations of the
metric h;; and the energy-momentum tensor ¢;;, we construct quantities which are invariant under gauge
transformations. Then, we insert these quantities into the equations of motion and derive the dynamics for
the gauge invariants. The gauge invariants will correspond to physical observables because they will not

change under changes of coordiantes (to first order).

As discussed before, the background metric for spherical symmetry factorizes as M x S? into a part
involving the metric on the sphere S? and a part for a two dimensional manifold M. This suggests a
decomposition of the perturbations into spherical scalar, vector and tensor harmonics [122-124]. We show

a brief review of their theory here and derive some useful formulae.

For a function f : S — C consider the equation Q48D Dpf = —I(1 + 1)f with I = 0,1,2,.... A
convenient and complete set of solutions are the spherical harmonics usually denoted by Y;,, : S — C.
They are defined by
204+ 1 (1 —m)!

}/lm(av ¢) =

where P! (-) are the associated Legendre polynomials. Under complex conjugation, the spherical harmonics
transform as (Y};,)* = (—1)™Y] _,. The spherical harmonics are square integrable functions on the sphere

and form an orthonormal basis with respect to the measure on the sphere.
/52 AV QY)Y = 616 pmy (5.1.3)

where vQ := v/det Q. For real-valued functions it is convenient to introduce real valued spherical harmonics.
They are defined by

(Vi) + Yim),  m>0
le = }/2’07 m=20 (514)
ﬁ((nm)* - lem)a m <0

Then, every real valued function on the sphere can be expanded in terms of the real-valued spherical

harmonics with real coefficients. Let f : S? — R be a function on the sphere. Then we have

f= Zfllema (515)
Im

with the coefficients fi,,, := [ dQv/Qf Ly, The convergence in (5.1.5) is with respect to the L? norm on the
sphere.

For vector and tensor fields on the sphere, we have to derive a similar decomposition. The vector

spherical harmonics are defined by

1 1

0 = DLy, Lom =
[ lm]A Al [ l ]A l(l+1)

OPDe Ly, 5.1.6
l(l+1) NAB cL ( )

where nap = v/ Qe 4 p which satisfies NA BnAC = 5%;. These functions are orthogonal with respect to the inner

product
/S2 QAB [LlIm]A[LlI’Im’]B\/ﬁdQ = 611/6ll’5mm’ . (517)

71



5 Black Hole Perturbation Theory in General Relativity

For the proof, we use integration by parts where boundary terms can be neglected because the sphere has
no boundary. If I # I’ we obtain the combination of derivatives n*Z D4 Dp acting on a scalar function L;,,.
This vanishes due to anti-symmetry and torsion freeness of the derivative D 4. For the two even harmonics
we have Q4B DAsDgpL;, = —I(l + 1)Lyy,. The orthonormality of the scalar spherical harmonics and the
normalisation factor gives the result. Consider now two odd spherical harmonics. We have the combination

QABn CnpP = QCP and it reduces to the case of even spherical harmonics.

The tensor spherical harmonics are defined by

1
= —QapLim
[ lm]AB \/i ABL]

| (1 =2)"

20 2), (DaDg + 4 (I +1)Qap)Lim (5.1.8)
1 —2)!

\/2((l+2)),D(A B) DCle>

/Sz dQVOQACQEPILE 1 4p[LE, e = 61 0w S (5.1.9)

The functions are orthonormal, i.e.

where I = tr, e, 0. By construction, the harmonic [L{" ] 4p is orthogonal to the other two and L' is properly

QAB

normalized because Q4p = 2 and L, are orthonormal.

For the other calculations, we show that

DAILL B = —% W[ﬂ 1B (5.1.10)

The calculation is based on the observation that for a function f we have DADgDaf = RA5AcDC f +
DpDAD,f = Dp(1 + DAD,)f. This relation is based on the connection of the Riemann tensor and the

commutator of covariant derivatives.

We prove equation (5.1.10) separately for even and odd parity. For the even parity we calculate

2(1 + 2)! . 1
((l_g))!DA[Lzm]AB = (DADADB + 5+ 1)DB) Lim,

1
= (RABACDC - il(l + 1)DB>le (5.1.11)

— _(l+2)2(Z_1)DBle

where we used Rapep = QacQsp — Qaplpo. For the odd parity equations we use that for any function
f we have DaDgDcf = RapcpDP f + DD D¢ f and obtain

2(1 +2)! 1 1

1 1

= §nBCDc((1 — 11+ 1)Ly — 577AC(QAOQBD — QapOpo)DPLy,  (5:112)
I+2)(1—1

= _()Q()nBCDCle
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Using these expressions, we can simplify the integrals by integration by parts where the boundary terms
vanish. The integrals reduce to integrals over the vector harmonics and we can use their orthonormality
properties.

Finally, we list some identities for later use:

DaDglLy " = [LY,]8
DaDp[Lf, )" = (1 - U1+ 1)[L,]s
D D(ALOBZ)T?; - %(6 - l(l + 1))Lo lm
(5.1.13)
DeDALES = (6 -1+ V)L, + ;\/” SN gasy,

DBDpILE A= (1—1(1+ 1)L} ]a
DYDe[Li)ap = (4 — 11+ 1))[Lin)an

The identities are proven using similar tools as shown before.

5.1.1 Linearized Einstein Equations

In section 3.4 we studied solutions of the Einstein equations (3.3.6) for spherical symmetry. For the vacuum
case we found the Schwarzschild solution describing non-rotating, uncharged black holes. Then, we added
the electromagnetic field and obtained the Reissner-Nordstrgm solution for non-rotating charged black holes.

In the following, we go beyond spherical symmetry by introducing non-symmetric degrees of freedom. In
this case, an analytic solution of the Einstein equations has not been found and we use perturbation theory
to find approximate solutions. For the computations, we split the metric into a spherically symmetric

background and non symmetric perturbations. We decompose the metric as
4) .. i j _ a b a B B a 2 A B
gij dz' @da? = (gap + hap)dz® @ dx” + hep(dz® @ dz” +dz” @da®) + (v*Qap + hap)dz” @dz” . (5.1.14)

Recall the notation of section 3.4: The spherically symmetric metric was of product form M x S%. On
M we had indices a,b, ... running over t,3 with local coordinates x® = (t,7) and a spherically symmetric
metric ggp. On S? we used indices A, B, ... running over the angular directions 6, ¢ with local coordinates
24 = (0, ¢) and the metric on the sphere Q4p. v is a function of 2. The unique torsion free connection
compatible with g, is denoted by V and the one associated to 24p is D 4. The non-symmetric corrections
are hgy, hep and hap.

Similarly, we split the full energy-momentum tensor into background and perturbations:
W7 da @da! = (T, a b a B B a 2 A B
ij = (Typ+tw) @dz*@da’ +t,p(dz? @dz” +dz” @dz?) + (v*TQap +tap)dz” @dz” (5.1.15)

Twp and T are the spherically symmetric background contributions and t., t,p and t4p are the non-
symmetric perturbations. For both the metric and the energy-momentum tensor, we assumed that all the
symmetric contributions are put into the background variables.

Assume, that we successfully solved the background Einstein equations derived already in section 3.4:

2 1 @ 2
KTap = (—Van - gab( - % - D'y)) (5.1.16)
gl S
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1

KT = —
~2

1
(’YD’Y _ 22R72> (5.1.17)

Recall that v, := Vuvy and O := ¢**V,V, is the d’Alembertian of the metric gqp.

The linearized Einstein equations are obtained by computing the linearized Einstein tensor which is con-
structed from the linearized Ricci tensor. First, we derive the linearized Christoffel symbols. For simplicity
of notation, we use the metric g, to raise and lower the indices a,b,c,... and 24p to raise and lower the

indices A, B, C,.... The first order corrections to the Christoffel symbols are given by

1
03 = 5 (Veh® + Vph®c = Vhie) (5.1.18)
1
0Ty = 5(Dch® + Voh'c = Vihe) — %h“c (5.1.19)
1
Lo = 5 (Dphc + Deh®p — V*hpe) + 77aQ2Bch™ (5.1.20)
1
A_ 1 A A _ pA
5Fbc - 2,}/2 (vbh et Veh™y =D hbc) (5121)
bo = 5a\Del vo+ Voh“e ) = 5h7e 1.
oT4 :i(p hp + Dghc — Dh )+EQ pdA (5.1.23)
so = 5a\Delis + Dsh”c se) + Skse 1.

From the perturbed Christoffel symbols we compute the linear perturbations of the Ricci tensor

¢ 1
5Rab = vc(vahcb + vbhca - vchab) + %(vahcb + Vbhca - Vch‘ab) - Qvavbhcc

1

1 1
77 DY Dchgy + QTQDC (Vahey + Vihea) — anvbh% (5.1.24)

1
+ (%Vbhcc + %Vahcc) T (Yoo — YVaVy) R

1

273
1 . 1

6RaB = iDB (vch a vahcc + r}/ahcc)
v

1 1 1
- ; (YaVehB =7 Vah©B) — ? (YaYe +YVaVey) KB + 27,72DC (DBhac — Dchap) (5.1.25)

1
—3 (Ohep — VeV hB)

+ ! Va (DchCB — DBhCC) — 713’%1 (DChCB - DBhCC)

2
dRAB = Q4B

1 1 1
YV (hed — 2g°‘dh%) + (YeVa + ¥YVeVay) hcd] — 5 DaDph" + gdeABDcth

1 1 1
+ §VC (Dah®p + Dph€y) — §DhAB + T,ﬂDC(DAhCB + DBhCA — DchAB) (5.1.26)

1 1 1 2 1
— —DADph%c + =7V, (hAB - QABhCC) - =7 (hAB - QABhDD)
2y ¥ 2 y 2

Before computing the linearized Ricci scalar and computing the Einstein tensor as the sum of the linearized
Ricci scalar and Ricci tensor, we study the gauge transformations. As it turns out, the linearized Einstein
equations simplify drastically when presented in gauge invariant variables. Additionally, the discussion is
further simplified exploiting the spherical symmetry of the background spacetime. The perturbations of the
metric and the energy-momentum tensor are expanded into scalar, vector, and tensor spherical harmonics.

To linearized order, the modes with different [,m decouple and can be treated separately. We use the
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convention
hab = Z hfﬁ}lea tap = ZtZI?le
Im Im
hap =Y, >, BMLTMB, tas=). Y. tV"[LFs
I;m Ie{e,o} I,;m Ie{e,o}
2 tr,lm Limryim (5127)
hap=7">_ | M LimQap + Y BLYas
l.m Ie{e,0}

tap =72 > [ """ QupLim + > (L] aB
I,m Ie{e,0}

Here, tr stands for the trace part of the tensor perturbation and I = e, 0 denotes the even and odd parity

harmonics. The sum over [ starts at [ = 1 except for the tensor harmonics where it starts at [ = 2. The

I = 0 contributions are spherically symmetric and we assume them to be part of the background variables.

The gauge invariant variables are found by studying gauge transformations of the metric, i.e. changes
of coordinates generated by a vector field and by constructing combinations of the variables independent
of this transformation (to linear order). In the preliminaries we saw how tensor fields transform under
gauge transformations generated by a vector field £’ in terms of the Lie derivative. Adapting to the spher-
ically symmetric background and the decomposition of the perturbations, we split the vector field into the

components & = (£2,£4). Then, we find the transformations

274
hay = hab = Vabs — Vi€as  hap — hap — Vaép — Dpéa + % B

hap — hap — Daép — Dp&a — 2vY*¢aQ2aB

(5.1.28)
tab = tab = EVeTap = Val Ty = V& Tae,  tap = tap — DalTep — VpsaT + Q%QT

tap — tap — YV TQap — 27726 TQap — DaépT — DpéaT

In order to determine the transformation of the modes in the expansion into scalar, vector and tensor
spherical harmonics we decompose the components of the vector field ¢¢ according to €% = 3, &y Lim and
A= Iim ¢ [LI 4. This gives the following transformation of the metric perturbations

hay — iy = V&)™ = Vi
2
hz,lm — hz,lm - l(l + 1)£(lzm - va&in + ;’Yaglem
2
B = 0™ = Valhn + Z08n

N/(ES))

2
hip, = hip, + Tffm - ;’Ya@lzm

(5.1.29)

2 [(1+2)1-1)

I I I
e 7 5 Eim
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For the transformations of the energy-momentum tensor, we find

th =t — &6 VT — Va&inTer — Vil Tac
(el ot 11+ 1€ Tup — Vot T + 2%sfmT

tolm — 1l — Vg5, T +220¢0, T
Y (5.1.30)

N/ES))

2
t]lt’:n - t%@ - glamVaT - ;'YaglamT + ,72 glem

=t = [ el

We search for combinations of the variables that transform trivially under gauge transformations. The
number of independent variables are determined by counting degrees of freedom: The metric and the energy-
momentum tensor in four dimensions have both ten degrees of freedom. The vector field which generates the
gauge transformations has four components. We choose the gauge invariant variables such that we obtain
six gauge invariant variables for the metric and ten gauge invariant variables for the energy-momentum

tensor. For the metric we have

1
- - — V™

1
VIL+1 VIi+1) ¢
(

m
)
~ 2 72
hlm — ho,lm _ R aho,lm
a a V—l+2) 1= 1) 2 v (5.1.31)

A1 +1) . 2

_ a lm

1
2\ ar0-0"™ " iur oy

We introduced the quantity €™ defined by

1 2

Im e,lm 2 e

= hy" = Y Vahy, .1.32
€a a 9 (l 2)(l 1) Ilm (5 3 )

which transforms as €™ — €™ — \/I(T + 1)£l™ under gauge transformations.

7lm _ 1lm l
hay = hap — Vaey,

Ky = h?:n +

For the components of the energy-momentum tensor, we find the following gauge invariant quantities

- 1 2
fay = tay — mchabefm - W(Tacvbelcm + TocVacinm)
folm — golm _ ppolm
) 1 2 72
te,lm — te,lm B o b I —"—— A\ VN 1 5.1.33
@ @ I0+1) abCim (I+2)(1—1) 2  "'m ( )

i} I I
tlm = tlm - Thlm

tir = el VT + Thi",

1
NI

Next, we insert the gauge invariant variables into the perturbed Einstein equations. The linearized
Einstein equations split into two independent sets of equations, for the perturbations with even and odd

parity. In the following, we will discuss the two cases separately.
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5.1.2 The Odd Parity Master Equation

After inserting the gauge invariant variables, the Einstein equations for the odd parity perturbations are
given by two differential equations. The equations for different | and m variables are independent and we
can solve them separately. For simplicity of notation, we do not display the labels [, m of the perturbations

from now on. The odd parity Einstein equations read

~ 2 -
Voh = ——— g0 5.1.34
(+2i-1n"" (5.1.34)
1 =b ~ 1 ~b 1 ~b
5 (VoVah” = D) = (109 = Va)R" = = (am + 1 VaVi)h
5.1.35)
I+2)(—1)-  Ov: P s (
MG | 2)52 Va4 T’Yha + Lyzbh“ = Ki®

The odd parity master equation was first found by Regge-Wheeler in [72]. Later in [125], the odd parity
master equation was derived in the presence of matter. The derivation is based on the observation, that the

second equation can be rewritten in the form (see [125] for more details)

- 1 - -
VY V(v hy)) + 5+ 2) (1= Dha = v kto (5.1.36)

1 1 ~ -
§eacvc('y4edevd(’y_2he)) + §(l +2)(I — 1)hy = 72,12 (5.1.37)

The first term, involving the differential operators suggests to introduce the variable 1) defined by
Y° = 13V, (7_2?11)). (5.1.38)

Applying the operator ebavb('y_2~) to the equation and introducing the variable ¢°, we observe that we

obtain a master equation for the variable )°:

(+2)(1—-1)

22 AV (5.1.39)

1 —2ya o
—§7Va(7 VI (1°)) +
After expanding the derivatives, we obtain the Regge-Wheeler equation for the odd parity perturbations

(l+1 1 N
Dwo + (_ ( ,:; ) + ¥(2 _ 2r‘yaf>/a —+ ’)/D’Y))wo = —2’76abvatg . (5140)

Note that the calculation does not involve the background equations in any way. There is no background
energy-momentum tensor showing up. The only dependence on the background matter is through the terms

involving ~. This will be different for the even parity perturbations.

Consider the vacuum Schwarzschild solution, Ty, = T = 0. In section 3.4 we found that v,7* = f and

~Ovy =1— f, where f =1 — ry/~v. With these results, the master equation reduces to

I(1+1)
2

Oy° + (— + 3$)¢0 =0. (5.1.41)

We also found similar expressions for f and [y in the presence of spherically symmetric electromagnetic

matter. We have vy =1 — f — %QZ with f =1—rs/y + %QQ. In this scenario the master equation
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becomes a1
(+1) +37 - 2’“0Q2)¢ — 27,0 (5.1.42)

o (10

5.1.3 The Even Parity Master Equation

In the odd parity section, we successfully derived a master equation, which was of the form of a wave equation
for the master variable 1°. This master variable was a scalar quantity defined as a linear combination of
gravitational variables. In the following we perform a similar construction for the even parity sector. The

four equations that the perturbations have to satisfy are given by

T 1 Ic 7c 7 Ve Ic Ic cT 1 Ic
Rl = 5 (VeVahi + VeVohe — Ohgy) + = (Vahis + Vohe = Vohay) — 5 VaVohi

I(1+1)- 1 R1 “ve 207\ -
-+ (72)hab — Vava — *(’yavb + ’vaa)K +—— - 5 + 7 Z -+ J hab
2 7 2.7 i (5.1.43)
1 . - el = SN2 .
= 590 (VeVah = O + 22 (29ah! = VERY) + =5 (veva + 29V V)i
2 ¥ v
(141 1+2)(1—1 -
WD g ong - 67 VK + Lg)K—QRcdhcd)
Y
: . . 1+1);
1 = 1 (VI OVa) — AV Tk — 20,9 — 29, 9yhe) — U D
, , (5.1.44)
+ QR'VZBZ + %DK IV K
. 0+1) [ - 0 Yas
it — (;) (vbhg VLRt %hlg - VaK> (5.1.45)
= -3 Mz(l_l)ﬁg (5.1.46)

The first equation can be simplified using the fact that the Einstein tensor for any two-dimensional
manifold vanishes automatically. Therefore, consider gu, + hqp as a two dimensional metric, then to linear

order the Einstein tensor is given by
1
VVahbe + VVihae = Dhay = Va Vol + gap(Ohg = VoV heq) + 5 @ R(gaphi — 2har) =0 (5.1.47)
Inserting this identity into the first equation, all the second derivatives of hy;, are removed from the equation

(see [125]).

Furthermore, note that the last equation fixes the trace part of hap. We split the tensor hap into its trace
h = g“bﬁab and trace-free components kg, = fzab — % gaph. Inserting identity (5.1.47) and splitting fzab into
ko and h we find

~ c 0+1 1 ~%, 20
Kby = l(vakcb + Vikica — Vekay) + (72)1% — Vo VoK + (—2 + Ly 7)kab
2y gl v
1 1 1, 1 /2 I(l+1
= —(% Vb + WVa) K + o= (7% Voh + %wVah) — 597 Veh + gab(2 + ( 5 )>h (5.1.48)
gl 2y 2y 47\ gl
1 2 1+2)(1—1
~ ab (4 kg + 2 > (eva + 27 VeV )k — 20K — 62 y VK + (ig)K )
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2
. 1
2T = @Dh - th> - %(Wavbkab + 29,V + 2V, Vyyke?) — l(ﬁ)h
(5.1.49)
,.)/2 72
- 2th + 5 0K + 77"V K
it = YLD (Vi = 5Vah+ 22 - VK (5.1.50)
2 2 ¥
1 29— 1
k2t = —= (l+)2(l)h (5.1.51)

Let us prepare for the derivation of the master equation with two observations. First, the third equation

relates the gradient of K to the divergence of kup:

Ya 1 2 -
VoK = Vipk + 2h — V,h — ——ni® 5.1.52
a0 TG EE (5.1.52)

The second relation is found by plugging the relation into the second equation. We find an expression for
the contraction V,Vyyk®:
(14+1) A%, A2

YV, Vrk® = —pr 2 — _ TR\ h - —E ey 5.1.53

In the case of pure gravity, this relation follows from the trace freeness of k,, and the fact that the Ein-
stein equations imply that V,Vy7y is proportional to g,. In the presence of matter the situation is more

complicated and the relation is related to the conservation of the energy-momentum tensor.

For the derivation of the master equation, we need three intermediate equations. First, we take the trace

of the first equation. It determines the value of LK.

A 2

where we defined Z, := v(Y%kap — YV K ) and X := (I +2)(I — 1). The source term S is

. 1 I(i+1 4 a
Sy = kt% — h<2 + ( +2 )) + SV ik + 27 (Vokgy, — VoK) (5.1.55)
gl 2y gl Y
~ ’)’a 3l(l + 1) + 2 (2) ) t K 4
= Kt% + —Vh — <— R)h — 4kt" — ————V(7t9). 5.1.56
v 272 Ty Ot (5.1.56)

For the second equation we contract the first equation with v*. Then, we use the equation for S to

remove the term LJK. We obtain a differential equation that determines the derivative of the quantity v*Z,:

I(1+1 1. 1
( )Zb + V3ROV K + %(3(1 — YY) + ’meTg)VbK + AV (K) = S2

2y 2
(5.1.57)

V(Y Za) + kYT Zg +
In this equation we obtain another source term S,? defined as

1 1
Sp = 7" tap = 57779 Veh — 2wh(2 + 11+ 1)) + 299 Ve Vark™ + 2997 (Vokea — VoK) = ¥* 051

2
2_a 1 2_ a 1 2 .ja 1 2
= K777 ab = 5777 e Voh — 577kt — 57 WS (5.1.58)
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The third and last equation is a direct consequence of the original third equation contracted with v®. It

reads .
VZy — L7, 420K = Sy, (5.1.59)
Y
with the source term S5 given by
2yky” 1 b
Sy = ———=1t, — “h+ —vY'Voh + vV Vyyk®. 5.1.60
3 l(l—l—l) a — YaY 277 a YVaVoY ( )

The derivation of the master equation in the presence of background matter is non-trivial in the general
setup presented in this section. In the case of electromagnetic matter, the differential equations simplify
because T;; is diagonal. A derivation of the master equation in Schwarzschild coordinates can be found in
[101]. In contrast to the odd parity case, the master variable in the even parity will depend non-trivially on
T;j and to the author’s knowledge, the master equation in full generality has not yet been constructed. We

therefore restrict to the case Tj; = 0 here.

We apply the differential operator V? on the equation Sg. Then, using T,;, = 0 and the Schwarzschild

solution for the background, we obtain the following equation

I(1+1)
2y

a 3 1
O(y*Z,) + (vaza - VVZQ) + 77(1 —97")OK + JMO(K) = V'S; (5.1.61)
In this equation, we replace V®Z, using the equation for S5 and DK using the equation for S;. Additionally,
we introduce the variable ¢ = 2v*Z, + AyK and obtain

l+1) 3

. ] I(1+1
Sl +72(1—m)]¢=2V”S§—3'v(1—7%)51—( )

(S3 —~281) (5.1.62)

Therefore, we have a master equation for the master variable v with a potential that, after inserting the

Schwarzschild solution, is the same as in the odd parity sector.

In the literature, usually a different master equation and master variable based on the original work by

Zerilli [73] are discussed. The covariant form of the Zerilli master variable is

.1 1
P = /\+2<7K+ 17 Z) (5.1.63)

where A = %)\ + % The Zerilli master variable is related to the master variable we found through a
differential relation (see [101]):

1872
P = =617 Vot + ()\(A +2)+ w‘i*y“w) )¢ (5.1.64)
For pure gravity, the Zerilli master variable satisfies a wave equation for a different potential:

o1 2
Oy — A22<A2()\+2)+3/\27+9)\ +9-2 )wzzo (5.1.65)
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5.2 Hamiltonian Perturbation Theory

In the Lagrangian approach, we reduced the linearized Einstein equations to two wave equations for master
variables ¢¥¢/°. We obtained the Regge-Wheeler equation for the odd parity perturbations and the Zerilli
equation for the even parity. In this section, we switch to the Hamiltonian perspective, apply the framework
of constrained Hamiltonian systems developed in section 2 and derive a reduced Hamiltonian describing the
dynamics of the perturbations. The formulation incorporates backreaction effects and we expand the physical
Hamiltonian to second order in the perturbations. As a consistency check, we compare the Hamiltonian

equations of motion to the Regge-Wheeler-Zerilli equations in their common domain of validity.

The outline of the strategy is as follows: First, we explain the details about the applications of the
formalism to the case of spherically symmetric black holes based on [98]. We explain how we split the
variables into the observable and non-observable degrees of freedom. Then, we find an asymptotic solution
of the stability condition of the GP gauge fixing and explicitly evaluate the boundary terms. With this
knowledge, we use theorem 2.12 to determine the physical Hamiltonian describing the dynamics of the

perturbations.

Then, in the next part, we explicitly apply the formalism to compute the physical Hamiltonian to second
order. After perturbing the perturbations of the constraints to second order, we solve the constraints for
the momenta of the gauge degrees of freedom. With the help of the previous part, we find the physical
Hamiltonian. In the computation we use the GP gauge and closely follow [2, 3]. In the final section, we
generalize the gauge for the background degrees of freedom and compute the reduced Hamiltonian in this

case. This discussion is based on [1].

5.2.1 Preliminaries

In the following, we study some necessary preliminary concepts and computations to understand the later
calculations. We define the decomposition into spherically symmetric / non-symmetric variables and choose
the gauge / true degrees of freedom. Then, we derive an implicit expression for the physical Hamiltonian

which will be used in later sections. This part is based on [98].

In section 3.5 we introduced the ADM formulation of general relativity. The phase space is coordinatized
by the induced metric m,,, and its conjugate momentum W#". In this section, we also performed a detailed
boundary term analysis and split the variable into spherically symmetric and non-symmetric degrees of
freedom. We defined

mgz = e + ¥, mga=0+za, map=eQup+2"Uip+ Xap

33 _ 1 o 34 L 4 ap _ Loy L AB | \-AB (5-2.1)
w =3¢ By + g, W :O+§y, w = ¢ 7r>\+§yhﬂ +Y

For the perturbations we have four constraints: one perturbed Hamiltonian constraint and three perturbed

diffeomorphism constraints. Therefore, we choose four of the canonical pairs as gauge degrees of freedom

and obtain two pairs of observable degrees of freedom. The pairs (2%, %,), (x4, y?) and (2, y) will be the

gauge degrees of freedom and the pairs (X, Y4P) will be the observable degrees of freedom.

Similarly to the Lagrangian case, it is convenient for the calculations to expand the variables into scalar,
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5 Black Hole Perturbation Theory in General Relativity

vector and tensor spherical harmonics. We use the convention

h
h= Z x;}r/n Ly, Yv/h = Z Z/L%le

>1,m [>1,m
A= Y TiulLin)a = > YL (5.2.2)
>1,m,I >1,m,I
XaB = Z XlIm[Ll[m]A’ YAB = Z
1>2,m,I 1>2,m,I

For the calculation of the reduced Hamiltonian, we need to choose a gauge fixing condition, restricting the
value of 1, A and of ¥,z 4, z". The choice of admissible gauge fixings is limited by physical requirements.
First of all, it needs to be compatible with the fall-off conditions we imposed on the variables. Additionally, in
some coordinate systems such as the standard Schwarzschild coordinates, the black hole solution is singular
across the black hole horizon. For a complete picture of black holes, we have to cover both the interior
and exterior of the black hole spacetime. Otherwise, we could not determine the future evolution of matter
inside the black hole. In some models of quantum gravity on black hole spacetimes, the matter bounces at
the central singularity [47, 126] and this could be an important part for our understanding of the evolution
of black holes. Based on the discussion of spherically symmetric black holes, we impose the Gullstrand-

OBmap = 22, which implies ¢ = 0,

Painlevé (GP) gauge. The condition is m33 = 1, mgqa = 0 and
A = logr for the background and z¥ = x4 = z = 0 for the perturbations. Note that this gauge does not fix
the background to be the Schwarzschild solution in Gullstrand-Painlevé gauge. Rather the name GP gauge
means that the gauge condition is motivated by a certain class of Schwarzschild solutions. Adding matter
fields such as a scalar field, the background metric will look drastically different from the Schwarzschild

metric in Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates even when presented in GP gauge.

5.2.1.1 Asymptotic Solution of the Stability Conditions

The GP gauge fixing conditions are not preserved under time evolution in general and we have to assure
this by fixing the Lagrange multipliers. The exact solution for the Lagrange multipliers in all of spacetime
is a very challenging task. However, as it turns out, this is not necessary because for the derivation of
the physical Hamiltonian we only need the boundary terms of the constraints. These boundary terms are
evaluated at infinity and consequently we only need the asymptotic value of the Lagrange multipliers.

For the solution of the stability conditions, recall the gravitational contributions to the constraints of the
full theory. It is enough to consider these, since the matter contributions are independent of the gravitational

momenta. In section 3.5, we derived

1 1
Vgrav _ ﬁ <mupmlja _ Zmul/mp0> WHWPe — m(3)R (5.2.3)
VEW = _2m,,, Y, WP (5.2.4)

In this section, we also considered the smeared versions of the constraints Vj[f] and 17[ ﬂ The stability
condition for the gauge fixing mss = 1, msq = 0 and mapQ4P = 2r? is given by the calculation of the

Poisson brackets with the Hamiltonian:

{mas, Volf] + VIF]} = j% (mgﬂmgy - ;mggmw> WH 4+ 2m,5Vsf* =0 (5.2.5)
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5.2 Hamiltonian Perturbation Theory

{mgA, Volf] + V[f]} = jfm (mgumAl, — ;mgAmW> WH +2m3V a(f*) + 2muaVsft =0 (5.2.6)

{QABmAB, Wlfl+ V] ]} \/fm (mANmBl, — 2mABmW) QABy Y 4 2QABmuAVBf“ -0 (5.2.7)

For the asymptotic solution of these equations, we only keep the leading order terms in the limit 7 — oo

and drop all the sub-leading terms. Asymptotically, we have to solve the following equations for r — oo:

J (o v
g (T = )V e daf + T f =0 (5.2.8)
f L B 1 S aB
0 — 559 o Q r v V= 2.
Ivim e VT g muads = 55 apvf” =0 (5.2.9)

\/fm?”QyA + mugaAf“ + F3Auf“ + mMAagf“ + FA3Mf“ =0 (5.2.10)

We split the covariant derivative of f* into the partial derivative and the Christoffel symbols. The leading-

order asymptotic expressions for the Christoffel symbols are

1

I333 ~ _27762('%‘20)+

1
334 ~ gaA(x&)+
1
FSAB ~ 5(63(%‘%0)—'— + 8A(1'OB§))+ — 27“(2,43) ~ —TQAB
) (5.2.11)
433 ~ —gafl(ﬂﬁgofr
1
5 (08@T)T = 0a(@F)" +2rQus) ~ rQas
7"2 Q
Fapc ~ EFABC

Faps ~

Here, F% pc is the standard Christoffel symbol on the sphere calculated from the metric Q4p5. Additionally,
we need the expression for the determinant of the metric and to leading order in r we find \/m ~ r2v/Q.
Inserting the results for the asymptotic Christoffel symbols, the leading order contributions to the last
equation are

Oaf> +1203fa =0 (5.2.12)

Then, assuming that S behaves as r 2, the equation implies that the non-symmetric part of S3 behaves

as 7~ 1. Using this, the first two equations are

f [e'] [e%e] 3
473/2 (Wu — X ) + 83fsym =0 (5.2.13)

f

L3
Ap32 " ;fsym =0

(5.2.14)

This is the same equation as in section 3.6 and we solve it using the same strategy. From the second

3

equation, we get a relation between f and fg,:

4
f= \f om (5.2.15)
T
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5 Black Hole Perturbation Theory in General Relativity

Then, the first equation gives

D5 f3 +1<1—7T§O>f3 =0 (5.2.16)
3Jsym r oo | Jsym = L.
7

o0

For the solution of the differential equation, we have to provide the relation between the constants

and 75°. The diffeomorphism constraint in terms of the partial derivative and Christoffel symbol reads
V., = —2m,, 0,W"’ =21, ,W"’. (5.2.17)

Taking the radial component, we find that the leading order contribution behaves as r~/2 and it implies
that m;° = 275°. With this relation, the differential equation for fsgym becomes
L 3

03 s?’ym + % sym — 0. (5218)

The solution of the differential equation is straight forward. In terms of a suitably chosen integration

constant C', we have

Cr°
3 L
£ i (5.2.19)

Then, the lapse function f is asymptotically equal to f ~ C. As in the spherically symmetric case in section

3.6, the lapse goes to 1 for C' = 1. In terms of the variable 7, we can equivalently write fs?’ym ~ T/ (4 Q)

because by definition, it has the same asymptotic behaviour.

5.2.1.2 Evaluation of the Boundary Terms

For the physical Hamiltonian, we need to evaluate the boundary terms and the stability conditions for the

gauge fixings. The non-vanishing contributions to the boundary term of the diffeomorphism constraint is
- 1
B[f] = 2/ dQ [2f37m + Py + 7 fyal - (5.2.20)
0%

Using the fact that the perturbative contribution to f3 vanishes like 7~ and the one to f4 like r—2 only

the first term survives. Using the explicit expression for f2 we found above, we are left with

- 7'1'2 7'('2
Blfl=[ do \/ﬁﬁ = lim 7% (5.2.21)

% r—oo

Thus, the value of the boundary term of the diffeomorphism constraint only depends on the asymptotic
value of 7, at infinity.

The boundary term of the Hamiltonian constraint gives

vdetm

K

B[f] = —/dzp

[(m“pmw — mM'mP?) (fVU(mW - mgl]?) — Vo f(mu, — mgl]?))} (5.2.22)

Let us insert the asymptotic expansion for m,,,. For the square root of the determinant of m, the dominant
contribution comes from the non-dynamical part of the metric. Additionally, we use that in GP gauge, the

metric takes the form mgs3 = 1, mg4 = 0 and mapQA8 = 272, The inverse metric is then m33 = 1, m34 =0
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AB g the inverse of map as a 2 X 2 matrix. We find

r2v/det Q

and m

Blff=— | do—— "7 (Vo (mz, = mhP) = Vo f(mg, — miP))
— m”” (ng(m,w - mllj;)) - v3f(m;w - mijz?))} (5'2'23)
2
= [ a0 1 (9 ma — mB) — Vaf(mas — mB))]

AB

Next, we bring the inverse metric m“* inside the bracket and have

r2y/det Q
= /s dQT [fV3(2 — mdBmap) — Vaf(2 — mﬁgmAB)} (5.2.24)

However the bracket term vanishes because m{\}gm A = 2 in Gullstrand-Painlevé gauge. Since this is the

dominant, finite order at infinity and it vanishes, all the higher orders have to vanish because they fall off

faster. In [98], a more careful analysis reveals that B[f] behaves as O(r~1!).

The reduced Hamiltonian is then derived using theorem 2.12. Since the boundary term is exactly the
same as in section 3.6, we have the reduced Hamiltonian

H = lim LTFQ = lim

r—oo 2kr M T rS5oo 27/4;7’ ((Wl(‘[)))2 + 27[-!&0)77!(12) + 0(3)) (5'2'25)

We expanded the spherically symmetric, gauge momentum 7, to second order in the perturbations where
77,&0) is the zeroth order solution of the symmetric constraints and Wl(tz) the second order solution. Note
that as in section 3.6, the reduced Hamiltonian is not just the boundary term as one would naively expect.
There is a non-trivial factor of 1/2 due to the non-trivial relation between the reduced Hamiltonian and

the boundary term (see theorem 2.12).

5.2.1.3 The Electromagnetic Field

In addition to the gravitational degrees of freedom, we study the electromagnetic field. In section 3.6, we
derived the Hamiltonian formulation in terms of the electric field £# and the vector potential A,,. We found
that for the spherically symmetric part, the only non-vanishing component was E3 = v/Q&, where ¢ is a
constant related to the electric charge. The full electric field and vector potential are expanded into scalar

and vector spherical harmonics according to

Az =Y afiiLim

>1,m
Ap = Z X]I\/’[lm [L1im|B
=t (5.2.26)
E}=VQe+VQ >y L,
>1,m
EP =vQ > YL [Liml®-
[>1,m,I

For the electromagnetic field we also have to choose suitable fall-off conditions for the variables (A, E*).
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According to [98], a good choice for a well-defined Hamiltonian theory is

:cM)+r_1 + (:CM)_T_2
-1

Xi)T+ (X3
+ (yar) T
Y'IM)frfl + (YIM)+T,72 )

(5.2.27)

where we suppressed the label [, m for simplicity. As for the gravitational perturbations, the subscript +/—
stands for odd and even parity with respect to the parity operator P introduced in section 3.5. This should
not be confused with the decomposition into even and odd vector spherical harmonics. In the literature, one
also uses the terms polar and axial for the vector spherical harmonics in order to better distinguish between

the two concepts.

5.2.1.4 OQOutline of the Next Steps in The Computation

For the computation of the reduced phase space and the reduced Hamiltonian, we have to solve the con-
straints Vp and V), for the symmetric degrees of freedom 7, ) and for the non-symmetric degrees of freedom
Yo, ¥, yn. We split the full constraints into the symmetric contributions C' and the non-symmetric contribu-
tions Z, i.e. the modes of V with [ > 1. The symmetric constraints are found by averaging the constraints
over the sphere:

Co o= [ Vode Oy i= /S Vade (5.2.28)

The modes of the non-symmetric constraints (I > 1) are defined by
Zy = / LinVodQ, zP .= / LinV3dQ, ZL = / [LE VA dQ (5.2.29)
52 52 52

Note that all of these constraints involve both symmetric and non-symmetric degrees of freedom. Consider
an expansion of the smearing functions f = foym + 251 fimLim, 2= fg’ym + 2 >1m f2 Ly, and f4 =
> Ii>1m flin[LlIm]A. Then, we have

Volf] + VIf] = /dr

SsymCu + f30Ch+ Y (Zl”mﬁm + 20 I+ 2 f{m>] (5.2.30)
I

>1,m

We determine the reduced phase space by solving the symmetric constraints C' for 7, 7y and the non-
symmetric constraints Z for y,,y?,y,. Due to the complexity of the constraints of the full theory, such
a solution is very difficult using the non-perturbative constraints C' and Z. Therefore, we truncate the

constraints after some order in the perturbations:

C'v/h = (O)Cv/h + (1)Cv/h + (2)Cv/h + 0(3)
ZpIT = @ ZohT )z @)z 0(3)

Im m

(5.2.31)

The subscript i in C and ®Z stands for the order in the perturbations (x,y) and (X,Y). Using the
definition of the constraints, we have M, /i = 0 because this contribution is linear in the perturbations and
the average of the perturbations over the sphere vanishes. By construction of the non-symmetric constraints

Z, the zeroth order contributions (¥) ZZ}W/Lh/ T vanish. In addition to the constraints, we also expand the gauge
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momenta into orders of the perturbations.

Tu/x = Tun F T + T+ O()

S (5.2.32)
y =y +y+y® +0(r)

We insert this expansion of the variables into the expansion of the constraints and collect terms of equal
order. The solution is then obtained by solving the constraints order by order. Since (V' C, /h = ©) Zzv/h/T — (),

we set (@ =0 and Wil/)/\ = 0.

(0) ()

The zeroth order equations are (VC, /n = 0 and this determines 7, , )" as we saw in section 3.5. To first

lvn/1 R _ o for y(l) where we use the solution ﬂ/&O/)A

order we have to solve the non-symmetric constraints (1)
of the zeroth order symmetric constraints. To second order, we have both symmetric and non-symmetric
constraints. Since in this thesis we are only interested in the reduced Hamiltonian to second order, it is

(2

sufficient to know ). This function is determined by solving the equations

s0¢, 50¢,
/dr [ 67.[. /h ( )(T,) + W@J/;ﬂ_g\?)(rl) + (2)Cv/h -0 (5233)
,u,

In this equation we have to use the zeroth and first order solutions that we already determined. In [71, 98],
it was shown that this procedure to iteratively solve the constraints generalizes to higher orders. Thus, we
obtain a perturbative solution of the constraints for the gauge momenta and can determine the physical

Hamiltonian to arbitrary order using equation (5.2.25).

5.2.2 The Perturbed Constraints

After all the necessary preparatory steps, we begin the explicit computations for the reduced Hamiltonian
to second order in this section. For the calculation of the perturbed constraints, we do not fix any gauge
and derive all the formulas in full generality for later use. Although the perturbative calculation of the
constraints is possible in any gauge, for the formalism described in this thesis to apply, we have to restrict to
gauges which are compatible with the asymptotic behaviour of the Gullstrand-Painlevé gauge in section 3.5.
This is necessary so that the boundary term analysis is still valid and we can find the reduced Hamiltonian
as in section 5.2.1. The exposition of the calculation in this section is based on appendix A of [1] and

appendix B of [2].

First, we calculate various quantities of the spherically symmetric metric. The Christoffel symbols are

given by
33 =
FiB = —A’eQ(A’“)QAB (5.2.34)
SB - )‘1537

The Christoffel symbol F B s just the usual Christoffel symbol on the 2-sphere S2. All other components

of the Christoffel symbol vanish. The Ricci tensor, scalar curvature, and Einstein tensor are computed by
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taking derivatives of the Christoffel symbols. The non-vanishing components are

Raz = =2\ + N (N = 1))
Rap = QAB(l — (N)2e 22 (N V(N — //))62(’\_“))
R=2e"2" —2(\)2e 2 — 4N + N (N — p))e 2 (5.2.35)
Gz =(X)? — 2N
Gap =Qap(N' + N (N — i/))e2P—H

Next, we turn to the computations of the first and second order corrections of the diffeomorphism and
Hamiltonian constraints. We split the induced metric and its conjugate momentum into the spherically
symmetric background and the perturbations. We use the notation m,, = m,, + dm,, and WH' =
W' 4+ §WH. The variables with a bar are the background expanded in terms of p, 7, and A\, my. The
degrees of freedom with & are the perturbations which we assume not to have any spherically symmetric

contribution. In the following calculations, we raise and lower indices with the background metric 7, .

Before calculating the linear and quadratic perturbations of the constraints, we recall useful formulas for
the first and second order perturbations of the inverse metric, the Christoffel symbols, the Ricci tensor and
the Ricci scalar. We have up to terms of higher order

mM =mh” — dmM" + SmMPom” 7 m e
1 1
vm :\/E(l + §5m“u + g(((Sm”M)Q - 25m”"(5mw))
v (1= 2o, + = ((6mk,)? + 26ms
vm T =vm 1—§mu+§<(mu)+2m m/“,>
_ 1 1
F{jp :Fffp + im’“’(vydmpa + V,0mye — Veomy,) — 5(5WL’“’(VZ,(5WLWr + V,dmye — Vedmy),)

R :% (279, ¥ (b, )y — Oomy, =V V,6mP,) — %vp (6m (29 (W80 = Vb))

(5.2.36)
1 ag 1 g
+ §V,,(6mp Vudmpe) + ZV om’, (2Vm5my)g - Vgému,,)
: 5 5 5 b meom’
1 (QV(p My)e — Vo mﬂp> <2V(l, mayg — Vg ma,,> m*’m
R =V ,V,é6m" —Oém*,
t+ 3m (D, + VuVodm?y — 2m7V (,V )01 ) = V,0mP VH o,

+ V,0mP7Vom*,, + Zvuamp"vuémpa — iV”(SmppVU(Sm“H - %V’)(Smwvaémﬂp

We begin with the computations for the gravitational contributions to the diffeomorphism constraint. To

first order we have
Wy =~V (8mu W + 1, 0W ) + WV ,8my, (5.2.37)

We decompose the indices into the radial 3 and angular A, B,... components. This gives two sets of

constraints, the radial and angular diffeomorphism constraints. We find

DYEm = — 2619, (e#dW3) — 262 D AW 4 22N QapdW AP — VQ0, (me~ ) dmss

(5.2.38)
— \/ﬁ%e—%&,ém% — \/5%6_2/\DA5m3A + \/ﬁ%e_zAQABGT(SmAB ,
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9)
DyEay — _ 90,50, (62A5WB3) —2e**QupDcdWEY 4 cﬂ“e—%mamgg

Ja (5.2.39)

—VQo, (Wue_2“5m3A) + Tﬂ)‘e—”‘ (DAQCD(SmCD — 2DB5mAB> .

The second order perturbations of the full diffecomorphism constraint takes the form
@Yy = 9V, (6myuw dW") + SWYPV 6m,, . (5.2.40)

For the calculation, we do not need the non-symmetric constraints at second order. It is sufficient to only
compute the radial component i = 3 because the angular components have no spherically symmetric part.
We obtain

@VE =5 W30, 6mas — 20, (5W36mas ) — 20m40,6W 4
(5.2.41)
— 2D (0mgs0 W) + 5WAPO,0map — 2D (5mypdWAP)

Next, we investigate the gravitational contributions to the Hamiltonian constraint. The first order cor-

rections to the Hamiltonian constraint are given by

1 /[— 1 — — 1 —

(5.2.42)
+ \/%(@u,,émpom“pm”“ — V, V,0m P + D&mwmﬂ”) :

The indices p, v, ... are split into the radial and angular components. We find
1 1 1
(1)V0grav :§(Wu - 7T)\)6“72>\5W33 — 57@167”5WABQAB — E\/ﬁﬁiefudl’\QABémAB

3 1
+ E\/ﬁwie_?’”_z)‘émgg — g\/ﬁwum\e_?)“_”‘émgg
+ el t2A [6_2(“+>‘)(DADA5m33 — dmass) + e 21 tA) (33 — (0 — N, + ()\’)2)QAB5mAB (5.2.43)
e (<2X0, + 6N = B(N)? = 2X")dmag — 2e7 20N (9, — ' + N)DAomga
+ e (DaDmopQCP — DADPémag)|.
The second order contributions to the Hamiltonian constraint are more involved due to the presence of the

Ricci scalar and the square root of the metric. Expanding everything carefully, we obtain the following

second order perturbation of the Hamiltonian constraint

@y :\/1% [5W“”5Wf"’ (mupmw — ;muumpa) + SWH W (40m,, e — (50T py + 0 pe )
+ wWHwr? (5mup5mw — ;5mw,5mpg) + é(%m’”&nw + (57”“#)2) (WPUWPU — ;(pr)2>
+ %mgwwmwm + WG WA Gy, — 20 WS — 20WH W) | (5.2.44)
— Vi |gm* ,5m” Ry, — %5mﬂp5mﬂyﬁw + é((amppﬁ — 25m Sy, | R

+ vﬂémvao'amaﬁm?{/)paaﬁ + 6muyvpVJ6maﬁm'€2V)pga’Bi| ,

In the last row, we abbreviated the contractions with the metric by some tensors m(;) and m(). They
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are linear combinations of the products of three inverse metrics defined by

3 1 1
mfbly)pm’g = — PP mo + Mot + gm‘”mmm”ﬁ - Zm“"m”f’maﬂ - §W‘Bmmm’” (5.2.45)
7P = L mparnoB Lol | raqmBimee | o el e a0
@ 2 2 (5.2.46)
— mPmemP

The computations for the first four lines of the second order Hamiltonian constraint are straight forward.
In the last line, we have first and second covariant derivatives of the perturbed metric. To simplify the
computations, we explicitly compute the decomposition of the second derivative of the perturbed metric

into radial and angular components. It is convenient to introduce the following derivative operator:

DY) .= 5. —au’ —bN, (5.2.47)

Then, the second covariant derivatives of dm,, in radial and angular components are

V,V,0maz = DGO D0 g,
V,V,.dmay = DD DOV gmg
V. V.dmag = DY DO sm 45
V.V admzz = D@V (D 46mzp — 2\ dmza)
V. Vadmyp = DD (Dadmyp — Nomap + Xe23 0 pomg; )
V. Vadmpo = DOV (Dadmpe + Xe*A ) (Qapdmac + Qacdmsp))
VaV,0ms3 = DaD®Vsmgs — 20’ D12 §mg 4 (5.2.48)
VaV,dmap = Ne*A Q5 DY mas + DaDPdmap — N DO gm g
VaV.dmpe = DaDO¥smpe + Ne2A—1 (Q AsDBYmse + O ACD<172>5m33)
VaVpdmss = DaDpdmss + Ne* A0 DD mas — AN D 40mpy, + 2(N)*mag
VaVgdmsc = 2Xe* A Q04 Dpydmss + DaDpdmac + N e A1 Q 5 DB gmsc
—2(X)22 MO comsp — (N) 2P Qpadmsa — 2N D admp)c
VaVdmep = (V)2 (QpcQap + QppQac)dmas + 2\ 2AH) (QC(ADB)5m3D + QD(ADB)5m30)
+ DaDpémep + Ne2A—1 (QABD(O’Q)émCD —2NQ A(CamD)B)

The first three lines of (5.2.44) involve the gravitational momenta. Their splitting into radial and angular

components is
%e4M5W335W33 + 22N Q) psW AW B 4 12 (5WAB<5WAB - %(6WA A)Q)
— QTN sWBsWAB | %(37@ — 7r)\)5W335m33 — 6W339A36m143%62(“_>‘) + 7T#6W3A5m314
o) AB&WAB5m33%€2(>\_“) — ééWABémAB(ﬂu —m\) + i(n# — 1) PIWABSmep  (5.2.49)
+ (6347ri + lwuw,\) e M (dma3)? + <1167ri + 171'#7'(‘)\) e 2 NOAB s 4 msp

32 8

90



5.2 Hamiltonian Perturbation Theory

3 2 —o(u+a AB T M | T
— 222N §mas WA Bsm g + | <4 £2 42

—4ANHABNHCD
Tw_ QABACD 5 16
397 32 16 16)6 MACOMBD

2 2
s T, T ™
+ (62 + §2)\ — 33)6_4>‘QABQCD5mAB(5mCD.

The fourth line in (5.2.44) contains the background curvature tensors and gives

1
1t (1 + (()\/)2 LN — 2)\/Iu/))62()\—#))6—4u—2>\(5m33)2
4
1
+ §(A” + NN = 1)) e 22 emasQABsmap — (V' + NN — 1)e 24028 5mz 40msp (5.2.50)
1 N2 200—p)) —6Xs5, AB 1 N2 200—)) ,—6X AB\?
+§(1—()\)e )e om 5mAB—Z(1—()\)e )e ((5mABQ )
Then, we study the first term in the last line of (5.2.44) involving the first covariant derivative of the
metric perturbations. The expansion of this term in terms of radial and angular components is

1
— \/%V;L(Smupvgdmaﬁm%p”aﬁ = 5674"*2/\(&. — 24/ )0mss (0, — 2\ )0m A pQAE

— e T2, — 21" )dmass (DA5m3A — NOBmap + 2/\'62()‘7“)5m33>

+ %674#72)‘(DA5WL33 —2Xdmsa)(Dpdmss — 2N dmsp) QA8

+ e 2 (Dydmpe + XXX (Qupdmac + Qacomsz) ) (Dpdmss — 2X6msp) (QABQCD - ;QADQBC)

+ e 2 (Dgdmpe + XXX (Qupdmac + Qacdmap) ) (9 — 1’ = X)dmsp (VAPQFC — 204PQCP)

e 2nmaA (DA5m33 — Nomap + A’eZ‘(A*#)QAB(sm%) (Dcémgp — Nomep + Xew*ﬂmcmsm?,g) x (5.2.51)
% (igACQBD - %QADQBC’ _ QABQC’D>

+ e 27N, = 2X)omap (Dodmsp — Xomop + XX Qopimss ) (@4PQCP — APQEC)

LN, — 2N )omap (0, — 2X)mep (BRACQEP — QABQCD)

4
+ e~ (DA(S’ITLBC + )\/GQ(A_“)(QAB(Smgc + QAc(SmgB)> (DD5mEF + Ne2(A=m) (Qpedmsr + QDF(Sng))m(‘l?CDEF

Finally, the last term consists of the second derivative of the metric perturbation. Its splitting into radial
and angular contributions is given by

— ﬁémvavgémagm‘g)pwﬂ

1 1 1 1
= 6_4H_2>\ [§6m33VTVT6mABQAB - §§m33VTVA5m339AB - §6m33VAVT6m33§2AB + §5m33VAVB§m339AB

1
+ e 2mmA [iamggv AV Imep(QCQPP — QAPOP) + 6mg AV, V pdmep (QHPQCP — QAC0PP)
+ 0m3aVVedmsp(2Q4P0EC — QACQBD _ QABQODY 4 §my s,V VY ,.0mep(QAEQCP — QACQBD (5.2.52)

1 1
+0mapV,V,.dmep (QACQBD - 2QABQCD) + 6mapV,Vedmsp <2QABQCD - QACQBD>
1 1

+0mapVeV,omsp (QQABQCD — QACQBD> +0mapVeVpomss (QACQBD — QQABQCD)}

+ 6*6’\5mABVcVD6mEFmé?CDEF

In the last step, we insert the explicit form of the background metric and background momenta in terms
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of (u,m,) and (A, my). The perturbations are expanded into the variables (z%,v,), (z",ys), (z4,y") and
(Xan, yAB ) and then further decomposed into the (I, m)-dependent modes.

At first order, the constraints do not contain any spherically symmetric contribution because the average
of a spherical harmonic with [ > 0 over the sphere vanishes. The non-spherically symmetric contributions to
the constraints are decomposed into scalar and vector spherical harmonics. For simplicity of the notation,
we will not write the (I, m)-dependence of the coefficents in the mode expansion in the following equations.

For the first order constraints, we obtain the non-symmetric constraints using the integrals in (5.2.29)

1
M zh = —2e10, (et yy) + e21/1(1 + 1)ye + 2N ePy), — O (mpe™)z¥ — §7TM6_2“8TJU”

_ - (5.2.53)
+ ?Ae_g’\ I+ 1)z + ?/\6_2/\8733}1
Wze =.\/2(1+2)(1—1) (62’\Ye + 7r)‘e_%Xe> — O (eQ’\ye + Wﬂe_Q’*:re) — /1l +1)ePy,
X 4 (5.2.54)
+5 (14 V)mye” e
Wzo =\/2(04+2)(1-1) (e”YO + 7;%”)(0) -9, (e”yo + wue*%f)) (5.2.55)
1 1 1 1
Doyo _ —2) - 2 —p—4x_h 2 —3u—2X_ v
( )Zlm = 5(71'“ — ) el Ty, — 571'“6 Py — §7TH6 P=2Ag" E(?ﬂr“ — 2w, my)e oH T
+ e TN 2NO, 4+ 6N — 3(V)2 =2\ — 211+ 1) + 1))
(5.2.56)

e (af WO — NO, + (V)2 — %(32"“_2)‘l(l + 1)>xh + 2SI+ 1)(9y — i + Nt

- eu_%\/(z 20+ I0-1) .
2

At second order, we are only interested in the symmetric contributions of the constraints. We obtain
them, by averaging the radial diffeomorphism and Hamiltonian constraints over the sphere. The results are
rather lengthy and we use a short-hand notation to avoid the indices (I,m). For two sets of coefficients in a

mode expansion { fi, }im and {gim }im, we define
f-g:= Z Jimim - (5257)
Im

In this notation, the gravitational contributions to the second order symmetric constraints are using equation
(5.2.28)

@y = —2° - 0pyo + Yo - 0. X% + yy - Op¥ — 20,(2 - ) — 20y - Yo + Yo - 0, X + yp, - O (5.2.58)
et _ I, I,
(2)01; = ?yo ‘Yot € 'u+2)\}/o Y, + 56 a QAWHxO “Yo — 56 K 2)\(7-(# - ’/T)\)Yo - X°
2 1
n <1g n 7T/L87T)\ 673#74)\1‘0 Cx0 — e 310, <_4>\/87" — o\ + ()\/)2 + 6)\’/1,1 N 562(#7)\)[([ + 1)>$0

2 2
o p—2A (l + 2)<l — 1) °. (9. —aIN)X° ﬂ _ TuTA Q —M—GAXO . X°
€ 2 G X+ 35~ 16 T16)°

—e PO (aﬁ —4NO, — 0, + g(A’)2 + Ny — X’) X0 - Ze—”—“arxo 0. X°

14, 1 _ e 3 1
+ §€3N -y + 1€ H=2Ag Yo (37, — ) + e Dgv gV <647T’2’“ + 327ru7r,\>
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67“72)\1’6 L€

,5/.14’2)\ v, (62(/17)\) 4 12)\Iar + 6A// . 30)\/H/ 4 9()\/)2)1:1) 4 1 lﬂ_u y

2 2

1
Z ey - ye +
1
+ (16 T, + 7ru7r>\> e BTG L g 4 e HgC (4)\'& +2\ — 6Ny — ()\')2)356 + ge*“*G)‘ﬂixh -zl
1

e o H— 2A(4(>\ )2zl .t _4)\/$h,3r$h+arxh.3mh>

1 1 1
+ e Ve — Ce T T (my - m) XS Ye e 6A<

2716 16
1
et (=30, X° - 0,X° + X+ (—402 + 40, + 16X, — 4p'N = 10(N)? +4X") X*)

— T+ wi)Xe-Xe (5.2.59)

T 1 3
— e yh .yv — e y ex — =71, e ,U],:U 'yh — —_1e u— ’U .

1
—e By (il(l + 1) Ngh 4 9220 — 34/8,2" + (N) 22l — No,zh) — e 30,2 - B2

B \/ (420 D=1 uor e e 177 et - 0,00

8
11+ 1)z° - (=3p/2° — Na¥ + 9pa¥) + e P22 11 + 1)a° - (2)\/azh - &,azh)

(l + 2)2(l — 1)6—,11—2)\1,6 . (QA/Xe _ arXe)

The results have been double checked with the symbolic computation features of the computer algebra
system Mathematica and the package xAct [127].

As matter content we study electromagnetic radiation. In section 3.6 the Hamiltonian formulation for the
electromagnetic field was introduced. It gives rise to matter contributions to the diffeomorphism Cj™ and

Hamiltonian constraints C§™. Additionally, the Gaufl constraint Vi; has to be satisfied by the electromagnetic
field.

In the section 3.6 on the Hamiltonian treatment of spherically symmetric spacetimes, we found that the
background electromagnetic field is fully described by a non-trivial radial electric field B = VQE. We found
that the background Gaufl constraint implies that £ is a constant which we related to the electric charge.
In this section we use the notation E# = E" + §E* and A, = A, + 6A,, where the quantities with ¢ are

considered as small non-symmetric perturbations.

Since the Gaufl constraint Vi is linear in the electric field, we can treat it exactly. We find
Vo = 0,E" = 9,0E + DsSEX, (5.2.60)

where we used the expression B = VQ¢. The index p is split into its radial and angular directions.
Additionally, we notice that E* is a vector density, so that the covariant divergence and the partial divergence

are the same. In terms of the mode decomposition, we have
(Va)im = Oy — /1L + )Y, (5.2.61)
The electromagnetic part of the diffeomorphism constraint is given by
V" =FuwE”, (5.2.62)

The calculations are simpler if we introduce the magnetic field B* := 1/2 e""?F,, with the Levi-Civita

93



5 Black Hole Perturbation Theory in General Relativity

symbol €#*P. The relation between F),, and B* is easily inverted and we have F,, = €,,,B”. In terms of

the perturbed vector potential, the magnetic field is
= 3 Vil + D)X Ly, (5.2.63)
>1,m

BY= 3} (3 X3 Lt + (UL + Dl 8X7}}’”)Lolm) (5.2.64)

>1,m

In terms of the magnetic field, the diffeomorphism constraint reads
ij, no G _ FMVEV — euupEVBp (5265)

For the calculation of the first order perturbations, we notice that the background magnetic field vanishes.
Therefore, the only non-vanishing combination is of the form E’5B*. Due to the antisymmetry of the

Levi-Civita symbol only the angular components of the constraint are non-vanishing and we have

Vi S = VQgeacBY = Vg Y ( 0, X5 L + (/1 + 127 — 0, X5™) zm> (5.2.66)

>1,m

where €40 = €340 is the Levi-Civita symbol on the sphere.

To second order, we only need the spherically symmetric radial diffeomorphism constraint. To second

order it is given by

@ ¢, = / 40 EASBCAQ
52 (5.2.67)

=YM.9, X9, +YM. 0, X5, —\JIl+ 1Y M. 2y

where we used the abbreviation () for the sum over the product of two coefficients in the mode expansion.

The electromagnetic contributions to the Hamiltonian constraint V™ are also conveniently rewritten

using the magnetic field:

m_ 1 g VAL
‘/Oe = imw <\/%EME + ?BMB > . (5268)

To first order, only the electric terms contribute because the background magnetic field vanishes. We have

2 1 . 2 L

Wyem = I (§mgy — ~Tiaggomy, ) (B°)? + L=mmizs B 0 E3. 5.2.69
0 2\/%( 33 2 33 (0% )( ) \/ﬁ 33 ( )

The first order correction to the electromagnetic Hamiltonian constraint does not have any symmetric

components. We insert the explicit form of the perturbed metric and the electric field and obtain

1
(VZ5)m = VO & - ”(<2w’z"m—w?m62(“‘*)>£2+2e2“£y%>- (5.2.70)
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The second order corrections of the electromagnetic Hamiltonian constraint are

1 1 _
i ( g3 ((mH,)* + 20m,, omH) — 25m335m“#) (Eg)2

2 /i
g9 9 _ _

=M 0E"OE” + ——5m,,, 0 B*5BY
\/ 2vm ' 292 # )-

We split the indices into radial and angular components and use the decomposition of the perturbed metric

R z\F (5.2.71)

1
(6m3M5E“E — imggémuym“"E 5E3)

and the electromagnetic field. We find the second order symmetric contribution

2
(Q)Cem _ 2 e H— 2)\|:é(_ e~ dpv v 4672u72)\xv . :Eh +4672M72)\(.’L‘O 20 4 2 - xe) + 8674)\$h . J}h

+ 26—4)\(Xe . X¢ 4+ X°. Xo))62u§2 + f(l’v _ 262“_2)‘$h) . yM
+ 2@V M 4 2 VMg 4 MM PYM Y M g Y My M (5.2.72)
1
+ @e—“—” (€211 + 1) X5; - X5p + €20, X5, - 0, X5
+ UL+ Dag — 0. XM) - (UL + Dy, — aTX;W)} .

5.2.3 Solution of the Perturbed Constraints in Gullstrand-Painlevé Gauge

The next step in the reduced phase space formulation is the solution of the constraints for the momenta of
the gauge degrees of freedom. In the previous section we derived the first order non-symmetric constraints
which have to be solved for the perturbative gauge momenta and the second order symmetric constraints
which give rise to second order corrections to the symmetric gauge momenta.

In this section, we specialise to GP gauge and study both the gravitational and electromagnetic contribu-
tions to the constraints. We closely follow [2, 3]. Before presenting the constraints in this gauge, we evaluate

the GauB constraint. It fixes the variable yys in terms of YM:

_ m/yﬂl{n dr (5.2.73)

We gauge fix the conjugate variable xf\;fn =0.

The task is to solve the constraints (VC + A = 0 for 7, and ) and MZ =0 for Yo/n and yr. For the
derivation of the second order physical Hamiltonian, we only need to compute the solutions of the constraints
up to second order in the perturbations. For the momenta y, we will only get first order solutions y(!). The
solutions for 7, and my will have first and second order contributions. We therefore split them into the
zeroth order parts TI'LO), W&O) and second order parts 77,@, 775\2). The zeroth order solution FLO), ﬂg\) was

already determined in section 3.6.

Imposing the GP gauge on the background degrees of freedom (= 0, A = logr), the first order non-

symmetric constraints are

1 s

1) 7h v e A h

Wz = 20,4, + /Il + 1)ye + 2ry, — dpmuz’ — w,ﬁ a¥ + = 5 2 (14 1)z + 22 Orx (5.2.74)

(1)Zlem - 2(l + 2)(l - 1)( 2Y + Ay 2‘<e> 8T<T Ye + 71—#1'6) + l(l + 1) (T;M:UU - T2yh> _garl-(]ci/[
(5.2.75)
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Wzo =\/2(1+2)(1—-1) (TQYO + ﬁx) — 0, (r2yo + WO) — £0,X%, (5.2.76)
T
1 1 1+2)(1 + NIl -1
53 (Tu = Ty = (27«3 1) +2 -2 ) — STt TZ\/( YU+ DIC—1) o

z(af—iar—ma(gl_l) Ts) +2,/(l+1)<8+ )a: + 25\/ (1+1) /Y%dr

(5.2.77)

0z, -

In the equations we replaced the quadratic terms in 7, and 7y by their background values which is consistent

to the order we are working in.
In the GP gauge for the background, the second order symmetric constraints read

(2)0h =—z°- aryo +Y,-0,X°+ Yv - O’ — 2ar(xv : yv) — - 8Tye + Y, 0r Xe + Yn - 8rxh

(5.2.78)
+ VM (X5) + VM (XRy)

1 1 1 (I+1
(Q)C'Uziyo'yg—i-ﬁﬁuxo‘yo—i-? ( 4rd, — 3 + ( 5 )+27;f>x°+r2Yo-Yo
1 1 7 r2 3
—TTQ(W”—WA)}/TO'XO—EXO' <7"282 47“8 + = +2§284T7"8>X0_47“26TX0'8TX0
1 [+2)1—-1) ,
B e b
1 1 " . g\ , 1 1 .
+2721/v'yv+472(3%_77>\)95 Yo+ | 3ror +1+?—472 A GYe Yo+ 5 53TUT  Ye
1 1
+T—2 <4r8 —3+2-= >x 24(4(1?)xh~xh4T:Eh-(9rxh+r28rxh-&«xh)
1 1 7 r2
2 202
+r n'n — ﬁ(FM_WA)Xe'}/;_ T—4X€- <T 8 47“(9 + = +2§24T7">Xe (5279)
3 T 1

- @arXe : arXe —Yn Yo — 27:43/11 ’ xh - 171'“33” “Ynh — arl'h ' 8r513v

1 1) +2 . 2¢2
v (2022 — ol + Ma:h 308 f — /Il +1)z? - Opa®
2 T 21"2

- 1\/(z+2)(z+ DIl — 1)
2 2

1
¥ X — Il + 1);.%'6 (=2 +ropx?)

(+2)(1-1)1

1 e h h ¢
+ i+ Ve (20" = ro,a) + 5 ot (2X

— 10, X°)

2 2
+ 2 (21:0 YM 410+ 1)(:1:“ — xh> -/YeMdr + 22° - YeM)g
272 r2
I(1+1) /YeM dr - /yeM dr+r2(YM - yM 4y M. YOM)]
1 o o o o e (&
+ 29%12 [l(l + D)X - X3+ (X5 - X3+ X5, XM/)}

In the following, we perform the calculations for the solutions of the constraints in two steps. First,
we solve the second order symmetric constraints to obtain the second order corrections to the background

momenta 7@(?), 7r/(\2). In this step, we assume that we successfully solved the non-symmetric first order
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constraints for y. Then, we consider the first order constraints and solve them for y and insert the results
into the solution we obtained for the second order symmetric constraints. Finally, we simplify the results of

the computations using canonical transformations.

5.2.3.1 Solution of the Second Order Constraints

As explained above, the symmetric constraints are solved for the momenta 7, and my. We consider the

ansatz m, = WELO) + W,(LQ) and m, = 7T§\0) + 7r§\2). Inserting this into the spherically symmetric Hamiltonian and

diffeomorphism constraints, we obtain to second order

4
C,y ~ T;(ngo)ﬂgg) _ ﬂlao)ﬂgz) _ 7r,§2)7r§0)) + @0, =0, (5.2.80)
1
Ch ~ 47r<r7r§\2) — (D) + <2>Oh> ~0. (5.2.81)

In these equations, @, and )}, are the expressions quadratic in the perturbations (z,y) and (X,Y)
defined in (5.2.58) and (5.2.59). The exact form of them depends on the solution of the first order
constraints. As we will see, the exact expression will not be relevant for the solution of the second order
constraints that we discuss in this part. By construction, ?)C, and ?)C} will not depend on 779,77&2).

Setting 2¥/M¢/° = ( as required by the full GP gauge, ?)C, and @, simplify drastically and we have

A, =Y,-9,X°+Y. 0. X, +YM0. X5, + Y Mo, X8, (5.2.82)
@ =12y .Y _L(W ©) — 7, Oy, .XO_iXO. r20% — 4r0 +Z+L X
! o T gp2tH A © r4 " T2 g262 — 4,
+ %Y, - Y, — i(w O —mOyxe.y, - Lxe (202 —aro, 4+ L ¢ o X (5.2.83)
e gp2H <t " "2 g262 —dprg o
3 e e o o 1 1 1 1
- 477.2(87')( . arX + arX : 8TX ) + i(y(()l) : y((;l) + yél) ' yél)) + 27"2.%(;1) : y'z()l) - yg ) : y;L )
2
s Ll [ [ a2 vy )
r

+

gz [0+ DXSr - X3+ 720, X510, X5+ 0, X5y - 0,Xp)

In the above equations, we have to substitute the solution of the first order constraints for ngl/)h JeJor
The quantity 7T§\2) is related to (779)’ through the second equation Cj, = 0 and will be used to eliminate
(2)

7y’ in the first equation. We have

1
O T(@g))/ _ 4(2)Ch> . (5.2.84)
v(y
This implies using the first equation C,, = 0 that
0) (0) 2
0f1_ T\ @ @y T @) q _
o ( wﬁ‘”)W’(‘) RO + @, 1 e, o, (5.2.85)

The zeroth order symmetric constraints imply that 77/(\0) satisfies 77/(\0) = r(m(to))’ (see (3.6.10)) This simplifies
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(2)

the differential equation for 7, and we have after dividing by r?
/
(1w<o>w(2>) _ % 0@, — 2O, —0. (5.2.86)
The solution of this differential equation is straight forward using an integration over r:
(2) 47 / [”/30) ¢, 4 @ ]
@ =_"_ [qr | LO¢,+3¢c,|. (5.2.87)
g 471'7'('/80) 4r ’

The solution for 7T§\2) is determined by solving C,, for 77&2) in terms of WLQ):

(0) 2

@ _(1_™ )@, 4

Ty <1 71_(0)>7ru +47T7T(0) Cy (5.2.88)
0 0

Since the physical Hamiltonian depends only on 7,, we provide the following explicit expression

1 Irs 92 (9 2)
L+ dr(4rs — g2€2)r) /dr ( 42 o+ Pe )

5.2.3.2 The Dipole Perturbations (I = 1)

Ty ™~ W&O) + 7r/(f) =70

( (5.2.89)

After completing the second order constraints we now focus on the non-symmetric first-order constraints.
The dipole perturbations with [ = 1 need to be treated separate from the rest of the perturbations, due to
the absence of the tensor spherical harmonics for [ = 1. There are no gravitational observables left, only the
electromagnetic dipole perturbations X, ¢/o Y]y will contribute to the physical Hamiltonian.

The first-order constraints for even and odd parity separate and we can solve them independently. For the
odd parity perturbations we have the non-symmetric first-order constraint Z°. We work in the GP gauge

(z° = 0) and find the solution of the differential equation with some integration constants ay,:

yim = %(am ¢ Xﬁm) _ (5.2.90)

For the interpretation of a,,, we expand the Kerr black hole solution to linear order in the angular momentum

parameter a. In Boyer-Lindquist coordinates we have

r 1
ds? = — 1—S)dt2
8 ( r +1—r7

For the comparison we need to compute the perturbation of the shift vector to the momenta y, using the

(5.2.91)

stability condition of the gauge fixing ° = 0. This condition reads

i, = {28, N®Cy+ N3O, +r~25N° . 2°}

0 (5.2.92)
z°=0,N=1,N3=

=yl 4 120,(r 20NY,) . (5.2.93)

The Poisson bracket is evaluated at the solution of the background stability condition for N and N3 which

is consistent up to the first-perturbative order. The differential equation can be integrated directly and we
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have

a
SN? =T 5.2.94
1m 37, ( )

The term associated to the integration constant would grow quadratically as r approaches infinity. For
consistency with the fall-off conditions, the integration constant has to vanish to ensure that 6 N° decays
as r goes to infinity. Comparing with the linearized Kerr metric, we observe that ag will be related to the
angular momentum parameter a. The three components of a,, stand for the three directions the angular
momentum can point to and ag is the angular momentum in the z-direction. A more in-depth argument for

the relation of the odd parity dipole perturbations to the linearized Kerr black hole, see [74].

We now use the result for y!™ in (5.2.87) for FL) to find the odd parity dipole contributions to the
(2)

momentum 7, ":

(0)

2 2¢2,.-2
Ty~ _ 3 1 0,1mn\2 2+ g%€cr 0,1m\2
i L A Z/drNY Xk + NG00 + 5 5 ((XM (X

olm

a?, + 2¢a;, X
2rd }

(5.2.95)

There are three first order constraints in the even parity sector: Z¥, Z" and Z¢. We solve them for the
gauge momenta ¥y, ¥, and y. and keep the true degrees of freedom of the electric field (X¢1™, Ye1m). The

solution of the constraint equation Z¥ = 0 for y; in terms of vy, is

1 21/2¢°
ylm = 2(1—7T’\>y1m+ V2L [y g, (5.2.96)

v 2 e,lm
T m T T

Additionally, we use Z" = 0 to express ¥, in terms of y,:

1 2 T 4g2¢

im 1m A im g M

= —120, ——|{1-— — Y d 5.2.97
Ye \/5 < Yo r < )yv ) e,Im T ( )

Ty T,

The remaining constraint Z¢€ together with the solutions for y; and y. give a differential equation for y,:

D) 22 29\/9 2¢2
\@72833/11)”1 I fr(ﬁrrs 97 )8 1m \/>g s 1 _ S(T’),

47=1n8 — 9252 (. (4T7°3 — 9252)2 Yo (5298)

where s(r) is a “source” term depending on the electromagnetic field:
— & X&lm 49251‘7‘5 VM g 29257‘ M 5 9.09
s(r) =&, Xy — (drry — g2€2)3/2 e m AT + W e,lm - (5.2.99)

Notice that the source term only contributes for charged black holes (£ # 0). For simplicity of the notation

we do not display the labels 1, m in the following computations.

To fully solve the first-order constraints, we have to find a solution of the second order, linear and
inhomogeneous differential equation. The theory for such differential equations implies that the solution is
the sum of a particular solution of the inhomogeneous equation and the general solution of the homogeneous

equation. The solution of the homogeneous equation is of the form y, = Cryl + Crry!!, where Cr and Cry
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are constants and y?, yI! are linearly independent solutions given by

1 298 ( Ty >
I 11
= —, =1— ——arctan 5.2.100
y’l} 7_(_“ y’l} ﬂ_‘u 2 é ( )
The particular solution of the inhomogeneous equation is obtained from the method of variation of con-

stants. We consider the constants C; and Cj; to depend on r and have the ansatz
y2(r) = Cr(r)yl(r) + Crr(r)ys! (r) (5.2.101)

Inserting this equation into the inhomogeneous differential equation including the source term s(r), we

have

\/§T(6TTS - 9252)

2 I I 1
V2r*(Clys + 2Cys + Clryt" + 201 w") + drry — g262

(Cryl + Clhylty = s(r). (5.2.102)

Since 3! and y!! are solutions of the homogeneous differential equation, the terms without derivatives acting
on C7 and Cpj vanish. The second term in the equation motivates us to consider solutions C; and Cyy that
satisfy Oyl +C%yll = 0. We take the derivative of this relation and simplify the first term of the differential
equation and we obtain

Var? (Cryll + Cryl!") = s(r) (5.2.103)

In addition, the relation Cyl + C};yll = 0 is used to eliminate the function C; from the equation. We

have

varicy ( o 5;1y51’> — s(r) (5.2.104)

v

The solution of this equation is straight forward and we obtain the solutions for C; and Cyy:

C; _/\[r ot 5(r) s yn/) dr, (5.2.105)

v

dr . (5.2.106)

/\[742 . 11)

The integration constant is not important and was neglected because we are only interested in a particular

solution of the differential equation. Combining the results, the particular solution reads

s(r) (r)

= dry,’. 5.2.107
/\[7“2 I yv y”’) " +/\f1az( I _ I;y”) "o ( )
v v
The even parity contributions to W,SQ) are then given by
(0) )
L Tuyr (xedmy Loz (2V26°€ [ L [yetmn?
r ’l 1,even - Z/d e lm M ) + Z(ye ) ( 7,‘27_‘_‘u Y; 1m dr 292 [XM }

+< </ elmdr) M) ) (5.2.108)

In the equation, y. and y, are functions of X§, and Y M through the solution of the first order constraints.
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The equation for 7T,S2> depends in a complicated way on the integrals and derivatives of X§, and YM. We

define new variables A° and II§ as

Aedm _ QZ/YM dr, 5™ =g~29, X5 (5.2.109)

e,lm

Inserting the solution for y. and the new variables A¢ 11 into (5.2.108) we get

2
T 1 s 2v/2 T
=2 / dr BTG AT o (yL — gt Ayv) BB (y; + 2 y) Aetm
m r r rm i

7 Ty 2

7r7r(0)

p (2)‘
77(,11

r l=1,even

1 1
+ 5 <92(H21m)2 + 972 ((Ae,lm/)Z +

2 2,42 2
53 (277 + 16g°€%) (A1) >> : (5.2.110)
o
Because of the complexity of the solution for y,, inserting it into this equation yields a very complicated
expression. It would be desirable to find a canonical transformation simplifying the expressions to reach a
more tractable formula for the even dipole perturbations. A further analysis of the dipole perturbations is

left for future investigations.

5.2.3.3 Solution of the First Order Constraints - Odd Parity

In this section, we turn to the odd parity perturbations for [ > 2. In the previous chapter on the dipole
perturbations, we saw that the solution of the odd parity sector is simpler compared to the even parity one.
We expect the same to be true for [ > 2 due to the fact that there is only one constraint equation Z¢ =
that has to be solved. The odd parity sector consists of the gauge degrees of freedom (z7 , yt™) and the
true gravitational degrees of freedom (X7 ,Y!™) as well as the true degrees of freedom of the Maxwell field
(on\/j[lm, Yoj\fm) From now on, in this section we will not display the labels I, m.

The constraint equation Z° = 0 is a differential equation for y° whose solution in GP gauge (z° = 0) is

(0)

T

1
W = 7’2/[ 2(l—|—2)(l—1)<r2Y0+ 3 X") —5@){34 dr . (5.2.111)

This is already the full solution for the odd parity case and it can be inserted into equation (5.2.87) to
obtain the odd parity contributions to m(f). The result is still rather long and not very suitable for further
investigations. In the following we perform two canonical transformations to simplify the expression.

The canonical transformation leaves the electromagnetic sector invariant. Nevertheless, for a unified
treatment of the odd and even parity sectors later, we redefine the variables A° = X¢, and II9 = YOM . The
first transformation for the gravitational variables is motivated by the integral appearing in the solution for

ygl). We introduce a new variable @ for this integral and find a canonically conjugate variable P. Explicitly,

we have
o 1 —2yo
P = ﬁ&,(r x°) (5.2.112)
)
Q= ﬂ/dr <r2Yo + 412XO> : (5.2.113)

The transformation depends on the electromagnetic field through the implicit dependence of 77&0) on . Let
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us check that it is indeed a canonical transformation. The Poisson bracket of P with itself vanishes trivially.
For the remaining brackets consider smeared versions of the variables, i.e. we define Q[f] = [ f(r)Q(r)dr

and similarly P[f] := [ f(r)P(r)dr. Then, we calculate

no ) o (r1) _2
{Q[f]ap[g]}Z/dﬁdw V f(?"l)dﬁarzg(m){7"1Yo(""1)+42X0(7“1)77”2 XO(?"2)H
(5.2.114)

/drldrg {/ G dn@mg(rg)rl r2 o(r1,m2 ] /drf

This is the expected result that shows that () and P are canonically conjugated. Using similar methods one

shows explicitly that the Poisson bracket {Q][f], Q[g]} vanishes. Therefore, the transformation is canonical.

(1)

The solution for y, ’ and the first canonical transformation are now inserted into equation (5.2.87). After

imposing the GP gauge (z° = 0) and a simplification using integration by parts, we find

4r
= (2) —
ngo) T ’l22,odd

1 o fgo 1 1 1
Jar gD PQ A% £ 5 (PP D0 - 1@+ Q)

2¢2
_1_;(92(1—1?4)2_1_;2([“—21)_{_%+(Aol)2>> (l+3)( )ﬁQAO

r

(5.2.115)

In the above expression we neglected the boundary term from the integration by parts which is given by

/dr(iﬂ(QrQP/Pdr—F ;(2r+rs)(/Pd7’)2>. (5.2.116)

With the second canonical transformation, we would like to transform 72 P? 4 r~2(Q’)? into new variables
(Q°, P°) such that the factors of r disappear and we are left with P2 + (Q’)2. Furthermore, this transfor-
mation introduces the Regge-Wheeler potential into the Hamiltonian which we found in the analysis of the

linearised equations of motion. The transformation rescales ) and P by r and adds a shift to P:

0 = rQ° (5.2.117)
1
p— T< L Yo ) (5.2.118)

In order to check that the transformation is canonical, we have to calculate three Poisson brackets. The one
of Q) with itself is trivially vanishing and also the one of P with itself vanishes due to the anti-symmetry of
the Poisson bracket. It remains to calculate the one between () and P and one readily sees that it gives the
correct result because Q° and P° have the correct prefactors of r.

(2)

Applying this transformation in the solution for 7, we obtain after another integration by parts

4r 1 (+2)(1-1)
= (2) _ = . (0) poroyV! 0 ( AOV\ __ o0 po
W;SO) T ‘lZZ,odd _/dr [4rﬁ“ (P(Q7) +TT4(A%)) r3 §Q7A

5 (PP +@2 + S+ 1) = 3+ 8°6)(@P) (52119)
3 (P + 5 (a2 + S+ 9252)@40)2))] -

The boundary term arising from the integration by parts was neglected in the above expression. The

102
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boundary term is given by

a1 gy,
—/drdr<2r2 <7‘3—T )(Q ) ) (5.2.120)

For a unified treatment of the odd and even parity perturbations later, we define three potentials: the

gravitational potential Vg, the electromagnetic potential Vi, and the coupling potential V{&,:

grav)
o . o 37“5 o
Viay i= 7«2 U 5 =w (5.2.121)
3r
Ve .= —_(U°+ =2W° 5.2.122
i= 3 (U0 520°) (52122)
Voup = %W”. (5.2.123)

In the definition of the potentials, we further defined two functions U° and W? that depend on the
Schwarzschild radius s and the charge £ of the background black hole solution:

wWe =1 (5.2.124)

35 22
e _1(z+1)—§+ Tﬁ

(5.2.125)

The potentials simplify the solution for W,SQ) and we have the result of this section including the boundary
term that we neglected before

4r
= (2)
W;SO) i ‘l22,odd

]' !/ 1 o/ o o 1 o o 2 o O AO
+ 5 (P2 + P07+ Q) + 547 + Vi@ + Ve (A7 + 1+ 21 = DV @°2°).

The boundary term in terms of the original variables X° and Y, reads

1 2(52 2vylm (0) ’ 6r — T's 0 \2 1 0 o \/
B, = Z 3 1—-—= + oy /dr Y, " + 7le + Ard (Xim)™ — ﬁsz(sz) (5.2.127)

Im

= Bo+ [dr Lal@(P(QY +115(47)) (5.2.126)

At infinity the boundary term vanishes due to the decay behaviour of (X, Y,). The function X grows
at most linearly and Y, vanishes quadratically implying that the integral grows linearly with r at infinity.

Together, we observe that the boundary term vanishes asymptotically as O(r~1).

5.2.3.4 Solution of the First Order Constraints - Even Parity

The remaining first order constraints are in the even parity sector for [ > 2. In the following, we proceed
in analogy with the dipole and odd parity first order constraints. There are three first order constraints,
the radial and angular diffeomorphism constraints Z¢, Z" and the Hamiltonian constraint Z". In addition,
there are three corresponding gauge degrees of freedom (zV,,), (z",y5) and (2¢,y.) in the gravitational
sector. The observable degrees of freedom are (X¢,Y,) for gravity and (X§,, VM) for the electromagnetic
field.

The constraint equation Z¥ = 0 gives a relation between the momenta y, and y;,. We solve the constraint
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for y;, in terms of ¥, and obtain

(0) 2
1 T V20-DIT+ 1)1 +2) . 29% .
=3 (1 _ (()))yv + o X+ 2 I+ 1) XS, (5.2.128)
I

2
Ty TETTy, T

h

where we imposed the gauge ¥ = " = ¢ = 0. From the radial diffeomorphism constraint we obtain a

solution for y, in terms of y;, and y,:

1

(-2 20,9 5.2.129
l(l+1)( Tyn + 20, yy) ( )

Ye =

h

Finally, the angular diffeomorphism constraint in the gauge x¥ = " = 2 = 0 reads

(0)
O (r’ye) — \JIL 4+ 1)r?y, — €0, X5, + /201 4+2)(1 = 1) <r2Ye + %X@) =0, (5.2.130)

In this equation, we eliminate y, and yj using the relations above and obtain a differential equation for .

The solution for the spherically symmetric momenta TI'LO) and WE\O) is inserted and we obtain

2r(6rrs — g2£2)
drrg — g2£2

8(142)(1 — 1)r2r2 — 2(—4 + 31(1 + 1))rrsg?e% 4+ (1 + 2)(1 — 1)g*¢?
(4rrs — g2£2)2

27“287%%) + aryv + Yv = S(T) s

(5.2.131)

with a “source” term s(r) depending on the variables (X§;, Y) and (X¢,Y.).

() = 20— DU+ D+ 2)( — X7 407,
T

N 4(=(P+1-2) %% —2¢°rs +4 (P +1— 1) r’rs + 8r72)
r(m)?
47’g2§A, BP0 - P 4P +1-1) rrs)A>

+ /10 + 1)<£HA —
o) (mi)?

It is an inhomogeneous, linear, and second order differential equation with the inhomogeneity s(r). The

X)  (5.2.132)

theory for linear differential equations implies that the solution is the sum of a general solution of the

homogeneous equation and a particular solution of the inhomogeneous equation.

So far, a solution has not yet been constructed explicitly in the general case. In [2], we analysed the pure

gravity case and obtained an explicit solution. Setting X§,, YM and ¢ to zero, we have the equation

(+2)(1-1)

21202y, + 3r0ry, + 5 Yo = (1), (5.2.133)
where the “source” term s(r) becomes
1) -1 2
s(r) = 20+ 2+ DI - ) 2Y° + TS X0+ M+l =lye 20y vel. (5.2.134)
472 ﬂ_;(tO) 77;(10)

The homogeneous solution is obtained by setting the source term s(r) to zero. The general solution of the
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equation is
Yy = Cpr®t + C_r— | (5.2.135)

(1 are integration constants and a4 are defined as

1 4
=——+-4/4 2)(I—-1)—1. 2.1
ar=—7E\/A+2)( - 1) (5.2.136)
The particular solution of the full equation including the source term is computed using the method of the
variation of constants. We find
e 1

o ~ 247+ —3 B ay . 247 2 -
Yo =T /dr(\/4(l+2)(l_1)_18(7“)> - /dr(\/4(l+2)(l_1)_18(7")) (5.2.137)

(2)

This expression is quite complicated and inserting it into the expression for 7, would lead to a very long

result. This result would then have to be simplified using canonical transformations to obtain a tractable

theory. However, it is not easy to “guess” the required transformations even for the pure gravity setup.

In the following, we take a detour to derive the desired result based on the works by Moncrief [75]. In this
formulation we work in a different gauge given by X¢ = z¢ = py = 0, where ps is a function of 2%, y,, 2", ys.
The advantage of working in this gauge is that the solution of the constraints is possible without solving any
differential equations. Additionally, we obtain the canonical transformations by comparing our expressions
with the work by Moncrief. Then, we transform the result to the original gauge where (X¢,Y,) are the true

degrees of freedom.

We start with the solution of the diffeomorphism constraints. We work in the gauge X°® = z¢ = 0 and

solve them for y¢ and Y¢:

(0)
1 1 T
Wy - - (_ _ 0) v _ =0 v A h
Yo = Ty ( 20, (yy) + 2ryn opmy 57u Orx’ + 52 Orx ) (5.2.138)

1

_o.(r2yWy 1/ Lo 2 _ c
f = 2(l+2)(l—1)( or(rys”) + l(l—|—1)<27ru x¥ —riy, §8TXM>), (5.2.139)

In the second equation, we have to substitute yél) with the solution of the first equation.

The expressions in this section become rather lengthy and for convenience of notation, we define the

following combinations of the background constants rs and &:

1
ni=S(+2)(1-1), (5.2.140)
22
Ts 97§
Ai=1—- 242> .2.141
r + 492’ (5 )
31 9252
A= —_— = = 5.2.142
ne 2r 272 ( )

Following the analysis of Moncrief in [75], we have to solve the first-order Hamiltonian constraint (V) Z7 ~for

z". We insert the solution of the diffeomorphism constraint above as well as the gauge condition z¢ = X¢ = 0
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into this constraint. Then, we find
Wzp, = 2 @® — 7 200, +U(1+1) +2 27 )30 = 170
Im — 272 (ﬂ—u D) )yv - r0r + ( + ) +2- 7 T — iﬂ'u Yn

1 I+2)(1 -1 Ts g°
+2(63—T8r—W—ﬁ)xwﬂan(wn/n%dr

We observe that Z¥ depends on first and second derivatives of . Thus, in order to obtain an explicit

(5.2.143)

expression, we have to solve a second order linear differential equation. This is not straight forward as we
saw in the beginning of this subsection. Simplifying the constraint using a canonical transformation, we
plan to arrive at a more tractable expression that does not involve derivatives of 2". We introduce new

variables (q1,p1) and (g2, p2) with a canonical transformation where g» = 2. We take the ansatz

2" = q1 + Bgz + Cpq2 + Dpy (5.2.144)
2" =gy (5.2.145)
Yo = p1 + GOrq2 (5.2.146)
Yn = p2 — Bp1 + 0,[(C — DG)p1] — 0,(Gq1) + Kq2 — BGO,q2, (5.2.147)

The functions C,D,G, B and K will be determined below by imposing conditions on the first order
Hamiltonian constraint after the transformation. The transformation is canonical no matter the choice for
the functions. Let us calculate some non-trivial Poisson brackets by smearing the variables, i.e. x'[f] =

J f(r)z?(r)dr and similarly for the others. The Poisson bracket of z¥ with the other variables are
{2°[f), 2"g]} = {a"[f), 2" [g]} =0
{="[f]. yolg]} = /drfg (5.2.148)

{2"[f1, ynlgl} = /dT(—Bfg —(C—=DG)fog+ Bfg—0.(Cf)g—DGfdrg) =0
The Poisson brackets of 2" are

{a"1f1.2"g]} = {2"[fl.wulg]} =0 (5.2.149)
{e11mlal} = [ drsg

The remaining Poisson brackets are

{olflsyulgl} =0
(ol ol = [ dr(=0.(G g = GFo.g) =0 (52150)

{wnlf) o)} = [ 4r(0.(BG)g — 0.(BG)f + BGO,fg — BGOgf) = 0

Combining the results, we see that assuming that (gi,p1) and (ge,p2) are conjugate pairs, we recover the

standard Poisson bracket relations for the (z¥,,) and (2", y;,). Thus, the transformation is canonical.

In order to find the functions C, D, G, B, K, we require the transformed first order Hamiltonian constraint

to be independent of the first and second derivative of gs. Plugging the transformation into the first order
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Hamiltonian constraint, the derivative terms of ¢, read

2 1 (0) (0) 1 (0) 2 Ts
2(1 — rC)d2qs + (ﬁ(wu -m)G = 5V BG — =~ 2r9,C — (I +1) +2 - 2-)C — QTB)équ; .

The first bracket implies that C' = r~!. Using the expression for C' and the solution for ﬂg\o) in terms of 77&0),

we find -
1 1 s
B= —F— [W(O)G+4T _9s § —2(ll+1)+2)

5.2.152
47“2_7%&0)6« 2r M r 212 ( )

As an additional requirement, we would like the first order Hamiltonian constraint to be independent of

the first derivative of p;. The relevant contribution to Z? is
1
- <2rD + §7r,§°>(0 - DG))@Tpl (5.2.153)

The bracket vanishes provided that

(0)
D= (O)L (5.2.154)
rry G — 4r?
The function G is determined by looking at the solution for yél) which depends on up to second derivatives

of go. The contribution to yél) proportional to 92¢s is

1 1
= (2 += (0)0)82 5.2.155
l<l+1)( Tt ) (52:159)

Thus, the solution yél) of the diffeomorphism constraint simplifies provided that

(0)

G = —% (5.2.156)

In summary, we so far determined the following expressions

0) (0)
1 _ ™ _ 1 (Ts_ )
C= D_4r2(A—2)’ G=--- B= NI (I1+1)+2)). (5.2.157)

To find the remaining function K we used the symbolic calculation features of Mathematica. Consider
the integral for TFL2) in equation (5.2.87) and apply the canonical transformation to the variables ¢ and p.
It depends on higher derivative terms of the form ga¢4, ¢5¢5. The function K can be tuned such that these

contributions vanish. We have to take

K= MQH(O) (iar (AN +24)) = A1+ 1) (A% = 3A +2) = 20(1 + 1)(24% — 5A +4) — 4A
—2)°remy,
- % (a2 —4n+ 2)) . (5.2.158)

We complete the first canonical transformation with the investigation of the electromagnetic sector. The

second order Hamiltonian constraint C’q(,z) depends on the integral of the momentum YeM . Therefore, we
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perform a canonical transformation and introduce new canonical variables (A,Il4) defined by
A= —/YeM dr, TLy:=—0,X5,. (5.2.159)

The canonical transformations for the gravitational and electromagnetic degrees of freedom are inserted
into the first order Hamiltonian constraint. The expression is simplified using Mathematica and we find the

following solution for the variable ¢o

o = M (2 (A + 28)1 — 25((A — 2)q1)' + /i1 + D)gPe4] (5.2.160)

In the computation we chose the gauge p2 = 0.

All the first order constraints are successfully solved for the variables y.,Y, and ¢» = 2" in the gauge

¢ = X =py = 0. In terms of the variables (q1,p1) as well as the solution qél) above, we find

= ! 2 _ g2¢2 249
Ye r3 (4r2 + drry — g2€2) /1L + 1) (4rry — g2€2) {r (67% g€ ) (4r(r +1r5) — g€ )q1 (5.2.161)

10+ 1) (4rrs — 2€) (r ((B+146) r+3r) - g€ ¥ — 411+ 1)t \J4rrs — g2

Yy = VESES (a6 4 (B +1-2)r 4 3rr) L AP - (P 4142) €
e = r2 (4r (rs +r) — g%€2?) P1 2¢/2r\/(T = DI+ 1)1 + 2) (4rrs — g2£2) rq1

I(l+1)
r4/2(1 + 2)(1 — 1) (4rrs — g2£2)
VIE+1) (> (P +1+4) 2 +4(P+1+5)rrs + 87?)
20t (—g2€2 + 42 + drry) 201+ 2)( — 1) (drrs — g282)
N g% (=312 = 31 + 2) &' + 2¢% (111% + 111 — 14) &%rry — 8 (5% + 51 — 9) r?r?
2V2 /1 (13 + 212 — 1 — 2)r2 (4rr, — g2£2)3/2
§ e
200+ 2)(1 — 1)7«287"XM

+ (=P + (B+i-2)r +3mm,) |

|2 (5.2.162)

q1

The canonical transformation and the solutions yél), Ye(l) and qél) need to be inserted into the solution of
the second order constraints for w,(f). Equation (5.2.87) will then only involve the true degrees of freedom
(q1,p1) and (A,I14). We will not present the result of the computations with Mathematica due to its
length but describe which transformations simplify it further. In analogy to the odd parity sector, the
canonical transformations will provide a tractable solution depending on the Hamiltonian version of the

Zerilli potential.

The canonical transformation has two parts: For the first one, we would like to remove some of the
coupling terms between the gravitational and electromagnetic degrees of freedom. This is achieved by a shift
of p1 by A and II4 with appropriate transformations of A and II4 to make the transformation canonical.
Additionally, we rescale the variables ¢; and p; so that the new variables (Q, P) appear as 1/2(P? +(Q")?).

We choose the transformation

p1 =

(l+2)(l—1)r(A—2)<P+ 3

I(1+1) A T o= 1)HA+FA> (5.2.163)
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I(1+1) A
N 2.164
DN TE - B =) (5.2.164)
i §
A=A- 5.2.165
r (z+2)(z_1)Q ( )
Ma=Ta+TQ (5.2.166)
where the function I' is defined as
g% g 0 . )
I = (0)( (16r°A(1 = A)) = 811+ 1) (24% = 1A +9)

8 /([ + ([~ DrA(A or -

+16AL(1+ 1)(1— A) +16 (~4A2 + A+ 3) ).

The transformation above removes all the couplings between the gravitational and the electromagnetic field,

except for a term proportional to QA.

The second canonical transformation is removing the couplings between the position and momentum
variables within the gravitational and electromagnetic sectors. They are removed by shifting the momenta
P and I14. The new variables Q¢, P¢ and A€, % are defined by

O
I

Qea P =p° + Agrane (52168)

252
) Y S (5.2.169)

Ae, Ty = g?m1g — 2
) A g A 84A

The function Agray which shifts the gravitational momentum is

1
20— 1)1 + 2)r* A (r( V)3 (A —
—5g1%00 4+ 2)(1 — 1) + 3201 — (I 4+ 2)rTrs (41 + 1L+ 1))(A8 4 5I(1 + 1))72 — g2€2(1 — 1)1+ 2)(B + (1 + 1) (12 +1(1 + 1))))
+2g% %35 (4(—934 4 2351(1 + 1))r2 — g2€2(252 + 51(1 + 1)(24 + 171(1 + 1)))) + 2¢5€%72((914 — 2851(1 + 1))r2

+ 292628 + 3114+ 1)(2 4+ 11 + 1)))) + 875715 (48(=31 + 5I(1 + 1))rd — 8¢2e2(113 + I(I + 1)(7 + 321(1 + 1)))r2 (5.2.170)
+ g1+ 2)(1 = 1)(82 4+ 1711+ 1)(6 + 1(1 + 1)))) + 475 (48(35 4+ 1(I + 1)(—1 + 31)(4 + 31))r?

—8¢2e2(1 — 1)1 +2)(1 + 11 + 1))(69 + 161(1 + 1))r2 4+ g* e (1 + 2)2(1 — V2@ + 11 + 1)(A2 + (1 + 1))))

+ 46224 (—8(—469 4 951(1 + 1))rd + g%€%(724 + 1(1 + 1) (184 + 2231(1 4 1)))r2

Agrav = - 64(1+2)%(1 — 1)2B+ 11+ 1)(A2 + 11 + 1))rdr2 4 ¢33 (—218 + 851(1 4 1))rrs

— g1+ 2) 1 - 1) (16 4+ 11+ 1)(20 + 31(1 + 1))))} .

(2)

The even parity contributions to the solution 7, of the second order symmetric constraints are then

computed explicitly using Mathematica. We perform the first canonical transformation and introduce the

new variables (q1,p1), (g2, p2). Then, we substitute the solutions of the first order constraints yél), e(l) and

qél) that we derived above. We complete the calculation by inserting the last two canonical transformations

and simplify the result using integration by parts.
For the presentation of the result, we introduce three potentials: one for the gravitational field Vi, on

for the electromagnetic field V5, and one for the coupling term V¢ The potentials are given by

coup*
e 98 1w

Veoup = 3 W (5.2.171)
e 1 e 3?”3 e

109



5 Black Hole Perturbation Theory in General Relativity

1 3r
Ve = U+ ==W*°). 5.2.173
= 2 (U 4 W) (52173)

These are the same definitions as in the odd parity sector. The difference are the functions W¢ and U*®

which for the even parity are defined as

A 3r 1 r
e ._ d il s
We .= A2 (2n+ 21") + A<n+ 21") (5.2.174)
37’5 e Ts 2nA

(2)

The solution for 7, in terms of the potentials is given by
r / e\ 2 el e e\2
(0)”“ 1>2,even /dr P(Q7) +TIA) + 2((P) +(QY) + Vi (Q°)?) (5.2.176)

Lo 1 0, 1. 2) (1+2)(-1)
—I—2<gH () + Vg a?) 4

Vitup AQ°] (5.2.177)

The above expression was simplified using integration by parts and all the boundary terms were neglected.
In the appendix A, we present the explicit form of the boundary term. In the following, we show that the
boundary term vanishes in the limit as r goes to infinity.

The fall-off conditions on the gravitational and electromagnetic degrees of freedom imply fall-off conditions

on the variables introduced in this section using canonical transformations:
g~ qir p1~py Q2 ~ @ A~ Agr AC ~ Agr Q° ~ Q5. (5.2.178)

Here, the sub-/superscript 0 signifies that the quantities are radial constants but could still depend on I, m.

(2)

In this notation, the first non-trivial order of the boundary term of 7’ is

1 Lo o2, 3, 0y2 (P +1+2) 042 00 3P+1+2) 50, 1, 909
—Z Z 2 — Z
m,ﬁo)< 5 (P1)" + (@) + (l+2)(l+1)l<l_1)((h) + 2105 5 192 + 5(42)
1 22 4+1+2
- (l2—|—l—i—2)(qg)2+§(314+6l3+1312+101+16)(q8)2+ 9 )¢ oq’ (5.2.179)

T+ D(I+2)(1-1)
9%€
(l+2)(—-1)

g*e?

2 2
211+ 1)g Ao—f +—2(l+2)(l—1)

(46)° +2; 45Q5) +0()
Thus, the leading order contributions behaves as r~1/2. In the computation for the reduced Hamiltonian,
we will see that the contribution due to the boundary term vanishes in the limit r — oc.

Working in the gauge ¢ = X¢ = ps = 0, we reduced the solution for W;(LQ) into a form analogous to the
result for the odd parity case. In the rest of this manuscript we would like to work instead in the GP gauge

h

which requires z¥ = 2 = 2° = 0 so that the physical degrees of freedom are (X€,Y) for the gravitational

and (X§;,YM) for the electromagnetic degrees of freedom. In the remaining part of this subsection, we
show that we can relate our choice of gauge to the GP gauge. The solution for 71’;8) stays the same where
(Q°, P°) and (A€, 114) are now functions of (X¢,Y,) and (X§,, YM).

Let us analyse how we can change the gauge in a simplified example where we have one constraint
C(z,y,X,Y) of two conjugate pairs of canonical variables (z,y) and (X,Y). We consider two options to

choose the physical degrees of freedom: On the one hand we can choose (z,y) as the physical variables,
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solve the constraint for Y and gauge fix X. On the other hand, we can select (X,Y") as the physical degrees
of freedom, solve the constraint for y and gauge fix z. In the first case, we obtain the equivalent constraint
Z =Y 4+ H(X,z,y) and we use the gauge fixing condition G = X = 0. In the second case we have
z =y + h(x,X,Y) with the gauge fixing g = x = 0.

In both cases, the two solutions z and Z define a projector on gauge invariant functions on phase space,
i.e. functions that commute with the constraints z and Z respectively. The projectors O and o are defined

for any phase space function f. The map in equation (2.2.4) evaluated at 7 = 0 is equivalently written as

Of = ["2) . fls_x (5.2.180)
op = [+ - fls—s, (5.2.181)

where V), is the Hamiltonian vector field associated to the phase space function A. The Hamiltonian
vector field V4 is defined by its action on functions V4[f] = {4, f}, where {-,-} is the Poisson bracket.
The function S are smearing functions that are set to X and x respectively after the evaluation of all the
Poisson brackets. Using the properties of the map O that we proved in section 2, we can evaluate O and
o for an arbitrary function F(z,y, X,Y) on phase space. We find [Of]x—o = F(z,y,0,—H(0,z,y)) and
[oF]z=0 = F(0,—h(0,X,Y), X,Y) where we used the gauge fixings g,G. Let us introduce the notation

Ex—o = [OF|x=0 and ez—0 = [0F]z=0.

In the process of gauge fixing, we lose all the information about non-gauge invariant contributions and
the relation between Ex_¢ and e;—g is not clear. For this reason, we will not implement the gauge fixing
and find expressions of the form F = E(O,,0,,X) = F(0,,0,,X,—H(X,z,y)) and e = e(ox,0y,z) =
F(xz,—h(z,X,Y),X,Y). In this way, we can clearly distinguish the gauge invariant dependence through
the maps O, 0 and the gauge variant contributions due to x, X. After fixing the gauge, we would set these
additional gauge variant dependence to zero and there would be no way to recover that dependence from
the gauge fixed version. If the original function F' were weakly gauge invariant, the functions e, £ would
be independent of z, X, i.e. E(O,,Oy, X) = E(O,,O,) and similarly for e. In this case, the gauge fixed
versions of e, E would contain all the information. Let us therefore assume that F' is weakly gauge invariant.

Then, we obtain

E(z,y) = E(Oq, Oy)x=0 = [Or]x=0 =[O0, x=0
= [Oop]x=0 = [Oc) x=0 = €([Oox ] x=0, [Ooy ] x=0) (5.2.182)

= e(lox]x=0,y=—m, [0y]x=0y=—H) -

For the third step, we use that O is a projector and in the fourth step we use that Or = op due to the weak
gauge invariance of F'. Then, we use the definition of e and then pull the projector O inside the argument
of e. Finally, we apply the projector O to ox and oy. Similarly we can work in the other direction showing

that for weakly gauge invariant F' we can work with both gauges and can relate the results afterwards.

(2)

This means that for the translation of 7w, between our gauge and the GP gauge we have to first show weak
gauge invariance and then perform the explicit computation to relate the expression in the two gauges. Since
the gauge x¢ = 0 is common to both gauge fixings, we only need to consider the change from X¢ =py, =0

to 2z = zv = 0.

First, we have to define the observable map O to find the gauge invariant extensions of g1, p1, 4, I14. We
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construct the solution of the first order constraints leaving X ¢ and po unfixed using Mathematica and have

@' = M (V20 420+ DI = DX+ 202 + 142 = 3rr, + )y

+r(dr? + drrs_g*€%) gy + 2/ + 1)g*¢A + 7’271'/&0)1)2)
0 = VI + 1)7T£O) (12 + 1+ 6) 12 4 3rry — g%2) q(l) N 4/1(1+ 1)r .
€ 2r3 (402 4 drrg — g2€2) 2 4r2 + drrg — g2£2
2 (g2€% — 6rry) ‘ 2r )
1= 2
I+ Dral) VIT+T1)
v _ (2rs (g2 +2 (P +1+5)r? +4rrs) — g> (1P +1+2) &)
‘ 37T£L0) (9282 — 412 — 4rry)
8 6 (72 6
220 0+ DI = Dr2(aD)3 (922 — 412 — o (P ri-6)e
p 9262 —4r? — drry)
—24%(1+ 1) (12 iy . 10) 42 4 drrg(22 — 31(1+ 1)) g €
+16 (11 +1) (2 +1410) = 2) rPryg’e? (5.2.185)
2.2 2 2 2 2 2
+ 16022 (2311 +1) = 25) = 2 (10 + 1) (2 +1+10) = 3) 12 =4 (2 +1-9) rry) |
21201+ 1)A ot 82 +1+3)rrs —2 (1% +1+2) g¢?
1
(I+2)(1 = 1) (—g2&% + 4r? + 4drry) 200+ 2)(1 — 1)r2 (g2&2 — 412 — 4rry) 71';(?)
13 42922+ (12 +1—6) 1% — 9rr)

TR0 DR AT BT I T D 2) (—g2€ £ 42+ drry)

(5.2.183)

(5.2.184)

X(:‘

gPEA

b2

Within our approximation we only have to construct the observable map O to first order in the perturbations.
It is therefore sufficient to truncate the infinite series in the definition of O at linear order because the
solutions qél), ygl), e(l) are of first order. For any function F', its gauge fixed version defined by the projector

O is given by

Op = F+ [ 47 [po(aa(?) — (7). F} + (D els) = ), ()} + XOL(7) - Y00, FY

(5.2.186)
For the canonical variables (A,114) and (q1,p1), we find the gauge invariant extensions
Ou=A— ¢ xe (5.2.187)
2(04+2)(1 — 1)r?
82 +1+3)rrs —2 (1% +1+2) g?¢? . 2
On, =14+ ( ) ( )¢ GTOEXC + S S (5.2.188)
2(0+2)(1 — 1)r2 (g2€2 — 412 — drrg) mp I(I+1)A
200+ 1) 2A
= Xe€ 2.1
On =0\ TR0 = 1) (S8 + 42+ drrsy) (5.2.189)
8
Opy = p1 — 6° (2 +1-6)¢"

220+ 2) [ + DI — Dr2(r )3 (g2€2 — 4r2 — drry)
= 2"1(1+ 1) (2414 10) €2 + 4rry (22 = 311+ 1))g ¢
+16 (11 +1) (I +1+10) — 2) rryg’¢? (5.2.190)

+ 16022 (g2(3U(1+1) = 25) =2 (10 + 1) (P + 1+ 10) = 3) 72 — 4 (2 41— 9) rry) | X
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r(g%€% — 4r? — drry) 272 277“2
+a7“< aa+0a ) " liary T )

,(E) are now determined as follows: First we start from equation

The gauge-variant contributions to 7
(5.2.87) and replace (A,Il4) and (¢1,p1) by their gauge invariant extensions and the necessary gauge-
variant correction terms. Then, we use the solutions of the first order constraints to eliminate qo, ye, Ye.
We will work in the common gauge ¢ = 0 and find

()

0 m = /I(anopnofb On,)dr + Ay + Az + As. (5.2.191)
1L

‘122,even

The integrand I(Og,, Op,,04,Omn,) is a function of the gauge invariant extensions only and A;, Az and A
are gauge variant boundary terms. They depend on X py and g2, where the dependence on g2 comes from
the fact that we simplified W,SQ) before inserting the solution for go. The explicit expression for the boundary
terms is given in appendix A. Surprisingly, the only dependence on the gauge-variant variables is within
the boundary term. It is not clear why this is the case and it remains to be seen whether this is true more
generally.

,82) in the limit as r

In the calculation of the physical Hamiltonian, we are interested in the solution for 7
goes to infinity. Therefore, we define the leading order contributions to the gravitational and electromagnetic

variables and have

0 .—1 0 -0, -1 —0 0 0,.—2
qQ~aqr, p1~ D1, Og ~qir ™, Op, ~ D1, G2 ~ qaT, p2 ~ par 7,

X€ ~ X§r, A~ Ayr, Op ~ Agr. (5.2.192)

The variables with sub-/superscript 0 on the right-hand side are independent of  but still depend on I, m.

The leading order contribution to the boundary term is given by

3 4 3 2 2
11314+ 61> — 512 —81+8 5 3 o gell+1) -
A= - X5) — /20— DI+ 1)1 +2)XG5g — A
> A= o (X2 = /200 = DU+ D+ 2) X0 — S e

)

+(z+2)2(51)p(1)p8_ T 41)2(l+2)2(P8)2+q8(1\/2(l—1)l(l+1)(l+2)X§ (5.2.193)

- é(gz(z +1) +2)(I( +1)g8 — 4g)) — éqg + % (1 +1)g%Ag)] +O(2)
The expression is vanishing as 7~ and in the section of the physical Hamiltonian we see that this fall-off
behaviour is sufficient to drop the boundary terms. Hence, in the computation of the physical Hamiltonian
it is justified to consider the solution for WLQ) to be weakly gauge invariant. To complete the transforma-
tion between the two physical degrees of freedom, we relate Q¢, P¢, A° 114 to the true degrees of freedom
XY A /1l4. Then, using the appropriate canonical transformation, the final result for TI'LQ) will have the

same form as before.
In the computations for our gauge, we defined (A¢, II) in terms of the gauge invariant extensions O4, Oy, .

Thus, it is sufficient to show how O4 and Oy, are related to the variables (A,114) and (X¢,Y.) which are

the true degrees of freedom in GP gauge. This is achieved by looking at the relations we obtained using the
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observable map:

A £ ¢
Oa=A 2(l+2)(lf1)r2X (5.2.194)

8(2+1+3)rrs —2 (1% +1+2) g¢? 2
200+ 2)(1 — 1)r2 (g2&2 — 4r2 — drrg) mp I+ 1A
The function py is given by
p2 = yn + Byy — 0:-(Cyw) (5.2.196)

where we have to insert the solutions of the constraints for yp,y, that we derived in the beginning of this

section. Provided we can solve the differential equation for y,, we expressed po purely in terms of X°€, Y.

In the gravitational sector, the master variables (Q°, P¢) are defined in terms of Oy, , O), with a canonical
transformation. It is therefore sufficient to relate X Y., A,II4 to Oy and Op,. In the definition of the
observable map we had

200+ 1) 2A e
(I4+2)(1—1)4r2 +4rry — g2&2

Og = Dy + (5.2.197)

220+ 2)(1 + DIl — 1>7«§<W,§9>)3 (9262 — 4r2 — drry) o mo)e

= 2g"1(1+1) (I + 14 10) €77 + 4rry(22 = 31(1 + 1))g¢*

+16 (U1 +1) (12 +1+10) = 2) rProg’e? (5.2.198)
+16r%r2 (23101 +1) = 25)¢ = 2 (10 + 1) (2 +1+10) = 3) r? —4 (12 41— 9) rr, ) | X°

r (g2§2 — 42 — 4rrs) 22 22
+a"< aa+nr 2 lwgen T A )

Op1 =p1—

Expressing po in terms of X¢, Y., A, 114 as in equation (5.2.196), we related the (Q€, P.) to the true degrees
of freedom in GP gauge.

In this section, we saw that working directly in the GP gauge is more complicated and we decided to use

a detour with a different choice of gauge. In this gauge we derived a solution for WL2) which is very similar
to the result for the odd parity. Then, we showed that we can go back to the GP gauge and related the

master variables (Q°, P.) and (A II%) to the physical degrees of freedom in GP gauge.

For later convenience, we also computed the boundary term for the even parity perturbations in the case
of pure gravity. In the GP gauge it is given by

(+2)(0 =) +50+2)( = Drrg — (P+1—1702 0 1 . .
Be = Z |: rde A lele - ﬁle(le)/
lm s
2 +2)1—=1) r—rs oo . @)  20(r—71s) o 1) o o) 2R HI-Dr47r) 1) . @
U+1) 2rrrh vimOuim & 50y, Obtm Ot = =iy YoimOrYoim
(5.2.199)
(+2)(=1) =D+ (P +1-1)r* 4+ (L + 1) (P +142) =5) rPro 43P+ )r2 +6r8
lmyv’lm

20(1+1) r5/2, frs (12 41— 2) 7 + 3rs)°
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+(z2+1—2)2r3+(Z—1)(z+2)(Z(l+1)(z2+z—3)+8)7~ re+3 (12 +1—11) 73 —9(2(1 + 1) — 5)rr

(1) 2
8I(1 + 1)rtA3 ( )

v,lm

5.2.3.5 Decoupling of the Equations
(2)

In the two subsections before, we obtained the solution for 7, in the odd and even parity case. With
canonical transformations we reduced the expression such that the dependence on the background mass and

V€0 /o) | (e/o)

charge is inside three potentials Vgray ', Ve coup - At second order, it is possible to further simplify

(2)

the solution for 7, with a “rotation” of the canonical variables to remove the coupling term.

We chose the naming conventions in the even and odd parity sector so that the solution for 77;(1) looks
identical. The only difference is the definition of the potentials which we do not need to use for the decoupling.

We use the following ansatz for the canonical transformation depending on an angle 6:

Qe cosf  Lsing i/o pele cos)  gsinf Ple/o
oo | = . g ¢/o efo | = L e/o (5.2.200)
A —gsinf  cosf 9 I —5 sin 0 cosd P,
This is a canonical transformation provided the parameter 6 only depends on the constants [, s, g and &.

(2)

Inserting the transformation into the expression for 7’ we obtain for both the even and odd parity

r 2 _ I © / '
0) WEL )‘122 B /drﬂﬂf(‘ [(PLQ + Pa@b)

1 1 1 2
+ §<P12 + ¢?P2 + (Q)* + ?(Q'g)2 +V1Q3% + 9—2sz§ + p (I+2)(1— 1)%2@1@2) .

(5.2.201)
The new potentials Vi, Vs and Vi are
V= :2<U _ <327; cos(28) + /(1 +2)(I — 1)$ sm(29)>W> (5.2.202)
Vy e :2<U + (32: cos(20) + /(1 + 2)(1 - 1)$ sin(2 )) W) (5.2.203)
Vig = ;( 1+ 20— )% cosan) - 2o (29)>W (5.2.204)

The goal of the transformation is to find the angle 6 such that the coupling potential Vio vanishes. This is
achieved if 8 satisfies
9r2
20 B 5.2.205
cos(26)" = 9r2 + 4(1+2)(1 — 1)g2%€2° ( )
A(L+2)(1 - 1)g°€”
92 +4(1+2)(1 — 1)g2¢%°

sin(20)? = (5.2.206)
To find the angle § we need to take a square root of the equations which could take two values. For
consistency with the situation without electromagnetic field, we would like the transformation to reduce to
the identity transformation if the electric charge & is zero. This condition fixes the sign of both square roots

to be positive. This gives the relations for the sine and cosine of 26

3rs
VIrZ + 41 +2)(1 — 1)g2€2’

cos(20) = (5.2.207)
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2/ (l+2)(1-1)
sin(20) = (L+2)0 = 1o

5.2.208
VIrZ +4(+2)(1—1)g 2¢2” ( )
Using this relations the potentials V7 and V5 reduce to
Vi = r2 (U - —\/9r2 L4+ 2)(1 - 1)g 2§2W> (5.2.209)
Vo = 2 (U + — \/9r2 +4(1+2)(—1)g 2§2W> (5.2.210)

We successfully decoupled the electromagnetic and gravitational degrees of freedom for both the even and

odd parity sector. The solution for 77,&2) then only depends on the two potentials V] and V5.

5.2.4 Reduced Hamiltonian

In section 5.2.1, we derived an implicit expression for the physical Hamiltonian in terms of the asymptotic
solution for the spherically symmetric, gravitational variables. The dependence on the matter content of
the theory is through the solution of the constraints for WL2). The reduced Hamiltonian is given by the
evaluation of a boundary term at infinity and for one asymptotic end we have

H = lim 572 = lim —(( (0)) —|—27r( ) (2)) (5.2.211)

r—oo gr M r>oo 2/{7"

/ dr <o><2)0 + ¢, (5.2.212)

In terms of the solutions for 7rf?> we have

N

H=M+H+ Z / dr NP0 Ql + 5 (Pl)* + (0:Qhn)* + Vi(@Qh)*) . (5:2213)

1>2,m

Here, H;—1 are the contributions from the dipole perturbations. The labels [,m label the coefficients in
the expansion into spherical harmonics and I stands for the even and odd parity and the labels 1 and 2 of
chapter 5.2.3.5. The functions V; are the Regge-Wheeler-Zerilli potentials derived in the previous section
and we introduced the background solutions of the lapse and shift vector N =1, N3 = 47T£LO) /.

The dipole contributions H;—; are given by

1 1 1 2+ 972 on
H_, = p Z/dr {NSYO])/{m olm "+ N( (YO 1m) —292 ((X](Q m/)2 + 2 (XX/[ m)2
m
(Z + 2£am o 1m
+ 274 >]

2
1 ™ 2v/2
+ Z/dr [N?)HiilmAe’lm/ + (y:) yv + W?Jv) - 2 (yv + Tﬂ_?/v) Asim
m

J Ty J

N 1 1
4+ — <g2(Hi§1m)2 + ? <(Ae,1m/)2 + -

: (272 + 16¢%¢ )(Aeylm)2>>} L (5.2.214)

2
T

We split the integral into two pieces for the odd and even parity contributions.
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Setting a,,, = 0 in the odd parity sector, we obtain

1 o,lm 2_‘_92527”72 o,lm
—Z/d N3Y X2 +N( (Yolm) +292<(XM1 ’)2+T(XM1 )? ] (5.2.215)

It has a similar form to the Hamiltonians for [ > 2 for a potential V|2, that reads

Ve, =25 (5.2.216)

This potential is simply the potential V2, evaluated for [ = 1.
The even parity contributions to the dipole Hamiltonian still contains the function y,. Restricting to the
case of uncharged black holes we can ignore this contribution because then the source term s(r) vanishes.

If we additionally ignore the homogeneous solution for y, we obtain

Z/dr {N?)Hz,lmAe,lml + %(92(1—[21771)2 + 912((Ae,lm/)2 + i(Ae,lm)Q))} ’

In this case the potential is very simple and reduces to

< = —. 5.2.217
Gl =2 (5.2.217)

This agrees with the restriction of the electromagnetic, even parity potential to the case £ =0 and [ = 1.

5.2.5 Generalisation of the Background Gauge Fixing

In [1], we constructed the physical Hamiltonian for perturbations around spherically symmetric spacetimes
using a generalized gauge fixing. Instead of using the GP gauge to restrict the value of the background
gauge degrees of freedom p and A, we consider more general but phase space independent functions. The
formula for the physical Hamiltonian in terms of the evaluation of 7, at infinity is still valid provided that
the new, generalized gauge has the same asymptotic behaviour as the GP gauge described in (3.5.29). An
extension of the treatment to other gauges is of interest for the following reasons:

The generalization of the gauge serves as a proof of concept that the framework in this manuscript can
be used for many different scenarios. As we will see in this section, we need to take the same steps as
before with suitable generalizations of the canonical transformations. It is non-trivial that this is possible
in a straight forward way. In the more general setup, new problems could arise that we did not see when
restricting to the Gullstrand-Painlevé gauge. Additional and different methods might be needed to solve the
constraints and to bring the physical Hamiltonian into a similar shape to (5.2.213). A successful calculation
in the generalized setting strengthens the trust into the new framework and serves as a consistency check.

Note that different gauge conditions could a priori yield different physical Hamiltonians which would be
neither astonishing nor inconsistent for the following reason: Consider two different gauge fixing conditions
G and G, then the Dirac observables corresponding to a phase space function f are F = O? and F' = O?/
respectively as described in section 2. Unless f is weakly gauge invariant the two functions F and F’
are different Dirac observables. It is therefore not obvious a priori that we will obtain the same Dirac
observable corresponding to the physical Hamiltonian in the two gauges. In the present case, f should

actually be a weak Dirac observable as it is known that the physical Hamiltonian is one of the Poincaré
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charges when asymptotically flat boundary conditions hold [24]. While we did not explicitly check this, we
will independently confirm below that F=F’ using that the generalised gauges are asymptotically GP.

The restriction to only one gauge might not be ideal because there could be regions in spacetime where
this gauge breaks down. One example is the Schwarzschild gauge where we set m, = 0 and A = logr. This
gauge fixing is perfectly suitable to investigate the exterior of the black hole. Moving towards the event
horizon of the black hole, the function g inside the metric will get infinitely large and the gauge breaks
down. This is merely a bad choice of gauge and as we discussed before, moving to the GP gauge we have
access to both the interior and exterior of the black hole. In contrast to the Schwarzschild gauge, the GP
gauge is perfectly regular across the horizon. Similarly, the GP gauge could have limitations that we are

not aware of at the moment and switching to a different gauge might be required in the future.

In the following, we present the derivation of the physical Hamiltonian in generalized gauges based on [1].
We start with the solution of the second order constraints and then describe the solution of the first order
constraints. In the computations we do not compute the dipole contributions (I = 1) which is left for future
explorations. The physical Hamiltonian is simplified using several canonical transformations until it is in a

more tractable form.

5.2.5.1 Solution of the Second Order Constraints

The solution of the second order constraints carries through in the same way with slight generalizations.
We start from the expansion of the symmetric constraints up to second order in the perturbations. We split
the symmetric gauge momenta into terms of zeroth and second order in the perturbations; 7, = WLO) + Wff).

Then we find the equations

Cy ~ me H2 (WLO)WI?) - WLO)W§\2) - Wff)?rg\o)) +®@¢, =0, (5.2.218)
Cp ~ 4|7 @ 4+ NP — (@Y + @y = 0. (5.2.219)

In the generalized case, we fix z%/"/¢/° = 0 while keeping \, i free. Then the functions ?)C, and 2)C}, which

are of second order in the perturbations are given by

D, =Y, 9, X+ Y. -0, X +YM.0,X3 +YM.0,.X5, (5.2.220)

(0)y2 (0),_(0) (0)y2

B 1 o () T (my7)
(2) pr22y v - o—u—2x(_(0) _ _(0) _yo p—6X 2 A DY A o yo
Cy,=c¢ Y, Y, 5€ (71'# )Y, X%+e ( 39 T6 + 16 X X

_ 672)\7,uXo . (83 _ 4A/87‘ _,Uf,ar + g()\/>2 + A/MI o )\//)XO o 2672)\7M8TX0 '({')TXO

B 1 e (W(O))Q 7T(0)7T(0) (W(O))2
pt2Ay vt o—p=2x,_(0) _ _(0)\ ye . p—6A 2 T T A e ye
+e Y. Y. 26 (”u T )X Yot e ( 5 16 + 16 X°- X

1
et (=80, X 0, X+ X (—402 + 449, + 16X 0, — 4p/'N = 10(N)? + 4N)X*)  (5.2.221)

et 15, 1
syl Sy gD g Cery (gD - eyt
2
+ %e—“—” Ee%—‘u(xe X+ X0 X+ (1 +1) / yMdr - / yMdr

+ 62/\(}/eM . YeM + YOM ) YOM)}
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1
+ a0t (2101 + 1) X5, - X3y + €20, X5, - 0, X5, + €29, X - 0, X ]
g

The solution of the differential equations (5.2.219) works in the same way as in the GP gauge. The
(2)

second equation (C}, = 0) is solved for 7y

2 1 1
= (@Py @ 47T<2>oh) . (5.2.222)

This reduces the first equation to a differential equation for 7r,(12):

(0) 70 (0) (0) pA22
s ™ T (&
(v S - ey e TG 0 eamm

Employing the relation between 7r§\0) and W,SO), we eliminate 7T§\0) and find

—A—2u
(e‘A‘Q“wﬁo)wf))’ _e

( Ay, — )\’(2)0 =0. (5.2.224)
4 T

(2)

Integrating this differential equation we find the solution for

6/\Jr2u 1
T = o |9 [G_A_QMTF,(LO)(Q)C}L +e N AC, (5.2.225)
Ty 4

(2)

The solution for 7, is found using the first equation in (5.2.219) and we have

(0) w22
(2 _ D 2) ¢ 2
o = (1 - (()))w,g )+ (0)( )C,. (5.2.226)
un Ty,

This completes the computations necessary for the second order constraints. There were no significant
difficulties in the computations. Restricting pu and A to their values according to the strict GP gauge

(n=0,\ =logr), we recover the previous expressions.

5.2.5.2 Solution of the First Order Constraints — Odd Parity

We start again with the odd parity sector for [ > 2. The physical degrees of freedom are (X°,Y,) for the
gravitational and (X¢,, Y M) for the electromagnetic degrees of freedom. In the generalized Gullstrand-

Painlevé gauge, we have to solve one odd parity constraint Z¢ for y,. This constraint reads
M zo — \/2(1+2)(1—1) (e”YO + 72@—”)(0) — 0, (e”yo) —£0,X, (5.2.227)
The solution of this constraint is
gl = =2 / dr { (1+2)(1 - )( 2y, + 4* ”X") - garxﬂ . (5.2.228)

In terms of the variables (X°,Y,), the physical Hamiltonian is rather complicated and not in a very tractable
form. In the case of the Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates, it was simplified significantly using two canoni-

cal transformations. We found a generalization of these transformation and the combined transformation
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introducing the master variables (Q°, P,) are:

(0)
Q° = \/§6_>\/d7’ (e”‘YO + ﬂ-z\le_”‘XO)
(5.2.229)

PO = \e/;ar (e2x°) + %e’”@o

For the electromagnetic variables we define A° = X¢, and 119 = Y M.

The solution of the first order constraints and the canonical transformation are inserted into the solution
for 71';82). We find

(2) M2 1 —A—2p._(0)  po o\/ 0 o\/ 1 —2u+Ay/ ( po 0 2770 0
7Tu odd:ﬂ.ﬂ.(o)/dr 16 7TH (P(Q)+HA(A))+§€ A(PP —l—gHAHA
. (5.2.230)
1 1 2
FQU QT Y (A Vi@ @ VA A7 22 )V, Q° A”)] 7

The equation above reduces to the form we obtained before in Gullstrand-Painlevé gauge. In the generalized

gauge, the potentials are defined by

Vo = 22 (UO — Se_/\rSW°>

grav 2
Vgn — 62,u72/\ (Uo + ;)EATSWO) (52231)
Vé)oup = 62,u73/\g§W07
The functions W° and U° read
3
We:=1, U°:=1(I+1)— 56_)‘1“3 + e P22, (5.2.232)

(2)

The solution for 7, was simplified using several integration by parts. The corresponding boundary terms
were dropped in the above formula and they are given by

, (5.2.233)
<Ts _ 6)\ . 492526)\) (Q0)2}

e 22
2

In the generalized setting, this boundary term also vanishes in the limit » — oo as L.

In this section, we saw that a similar procedure with appropriate generalizations leads to a very similar
structure for the solution of 7r,§2). The results are all compatible with the strict GP gauge when we restrict

the background variables to u = 0 and A = log.

5.2.5.3 Solution of the First Order Constraints — Even Parity

Let us now turn to the even parity first order constraints for [ > 2. In the case of the strict GP gauge,
we found that the attempt to directly solve the first order constraints in the GP gauge leads to very

complicated differential equations. The solution of these equations is not straight forward and we avoided
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explicitly constructing them by working in an intermediate gauge ¢ = X°® = ps = 0. Then, we switched

h'— 2¥ = 0 and obtained the solution for 71,82)

back to the Gullstrand-Painlevé gauge =€ = x in terms of this
gauge.

Since the direct approach was very involved already in the strict GP gauge, we assume the same to be
true in the generalized setting. Hence, we directly start with the alternative gauge ¢ = X¢ = ps = 0. The

solution of the first order diffeomorphism constraints in the generalized setup for y. and Y is

e 2

I+ D)
2\

- 241 1 o
Y = 2(l+2)(l—1)< () = U+ )Py + \/ﬁme P £0,X5,) . (5.2.235)

Similarly to the strict GP gauge, we would like to solve the first order Hamiltonian constraint for z". The

1
(1) — ( —2e10,(etyy,) + 2)\'e2>‘yh — 8,«(7r#e_2“)x” — §7r#e_2“87«x” + %e—”aﬂ:h) (5.2.234)

non-trivial dependence of this constraint on derivatives of z* motivates us to perform a canonical transfor-
mation from (zV,%,) and (z",y;,) to new variables (g1, p1) and (g2, p2). The ansatz for the transformation
is the same as in equation (5.2.147). The generalized parameters C, D, G, B and K can be found using a

similar strategy as we used before. One finds

L op—ax 477#‘54“ Ty —2p—2)
— D=— — 2
U=yt 72+ 16(N)ZelN’ G=—1v
o (5.2.236)
_ X,
B (0 ).

The function K is more complicated it is given by

32e e 2A% + AN) e
_ M€127T“<e)\/)4 (264)\—2,u()\/)53r<( ?;\/)2 )6 > —Al(l—|— 1) (A264u _3A62)\+2u()\/)2 _|_264)\()\/)4>

= 2(1+ 1) (2A%ePH21(X)? = 5AH () + 46D (X)) — 486 (X)! (5.2.237)

_ 7“36_>\ <A262z\+2u()\/)2 _ 4A64>\()\l)4 + 266>\—2M(>\/)6> ) ’

In this expression, we introduced a generalization of the variables n, A and A that we already encountered

in the strict GP gauge. These variables as well as the new variable M; are defined by

_ %(z L) -1) (5.2.238)
Ai=1—ery+ ie P22 (5.2.239)
A:=n+ ge*Ars — ;e*” 2¢2 (5.2.240)

M, = %e—#—A(A — 207 (X)) (5.2.241)

After this canonical transformation, the first order Hamiltonian constraint is independent of derivatives

of the variable ¢o. The solution of the first order Hamiltonian constraint Z¥ for ¢o is

(1 _ & 4r—4p _ ,—3u45A / 2 Ap
@ T A0 DA 4P (A + 20)g) — ¢ (Miq)' +24/1(1 + 1)g?¢Ae™] . (5.2.242)
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where we defined

A= —/YeM dr, Ty:=—0,X%,. (5.2.243)

Following an analogous strategy, we successfully solved all the first order constraints and can insert the
results into the formula for 7T£L2). However, as expected, the result is not very tractable in the generalized
gauge and we wish to simplify it using canonical transformations. The transformation involves two steps as
in the GP gauge. First, we scale the variables (q1,p1), (4,114) and remove coupling terms between gravity

and the electromagnetic field. The transformation is

o= ¢ J;(?)fl; D eﬁij\XMl (P ubve fZ)(Az —llat A3A> (5.2.244)
@ =\7 fg;fl ) ewéfx Y (5.2.245)
)
A=A— (zfé)(z—DQ (5.2.246)
My =104 +TQ (5.2.247)
where the generalized form of I is
s e AU G t)

4 161(1 + 1)64(A+M) (64/\74;1()\/)4 o A2) + 16Al(l + 1)64(A+u) (62)\72;;()\/)2 _ A)
= (V)2 (26200 (—8glet — 4e? (8¢7€7 + 21r2) + 53¢°¢%ree + 8dre™))

— 8P (V)1 (8977 + 46 — 21re? ) + 324714

(5.2.248)

The second canonical transformation removes the coupling terms QP and AIl4. In its generalized form,

we have

Q= Q" P = P+ AgrayQ° (5.2.249)

. 1 . 22 Py

A= A° Mg = g%l — 2> — "H g° 2.2
92 ) A g A 8A ) (5 50)

Since Agray is quite long, we will not display it here explicitly. It can be found in appendix B.

The solutions of the first order constraints and all three canonical transformations are now inserted into

the formula for 7r,32). After integrating by parts and dropping the boundary terms, we obtained using

Mathematica
24 (0) 1 _
T =y ] O me*“‘w @)+ (A)) + e PN (PP 4 Q7 Q7+ Vi@ Q)
even ﬂ-ﬂ-,u
1 —2u+AN/ [ 277€ e 1 el el 1 e ge e —2pu+A /1 e e e
+3e A g7 - A+g—2A -A +?VemA “A%) +e )\QX/COUPQ CAC| (5.2.251)

The structure of this solution is very similar to the one obtained earlier in GP gauge. The potentials V.,
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Ve, and V. are given by

coup
Vi p o= e gewe (5.2.252)

Vo 1= €272 <Ue - ;)e_’\rsWe) (5.2.253)

VE, = e (Ue + ;)e_/\rSW5> : (5.2.254)

The generalized expressions for W€ and U* are

e A 3\ 1 1y
We = A2<2n +5e 7’5) + A(n +5e rs) (5.2.255)
1 2nA
Ue .= (Zn + 26)‘7“5>W + (A -n— 26/\7“5) - nT (5.2.256)

(2)

The even parity contributions to the solution 7’ were simplified by canonical transformations and the
boundary term was dropped. It is recorded explicitly in appendix B in full detail. Let us analyse the leading

r behaviour of the boundary term. As r tends to infinity, the canonical variables behave approximately as
@~ qr! p1~ Pl Q2 ~ @37 A~ Agr A° ~ Agr Q° ~ Q5. (5.2.257)

In the above relations, the sub-/superscript 0 indicates that the variables are constant with respect to r

but still depend on I, m. We also use the asymptotic behaviour of the background degrees of freedom in

(3.5.29). The leading order contributions to the boundary term of 77,82) behaves as

1 1. 0w 3, 0w (2 +1+2) 02 oo SP+1+2) 50 1, g0
_Z Z 2 — Z
m;;O\/F( 5 (P1)" + 5 (@) +(l+2)(l+1)l(l_l)(%) + 24195 5 1492 T 5(42)
1 G2 +1+2)¢
—(PH+1+2)(gD%+ =(381* + 61 + 1312 + 101 + 16)(¢9)? + Ao 5.2.258
( )(q2) 8( )(q2) DU+ -1 0q) ( )

g€
(+2)(-1

1 1 4¢2
R VIR VTR (o) LA

(45)* +2
2
This shows that the leading order behaves as r~1/2 and as we will see, it drops out of the physical Hamil-
tonian.
The above analysis in generalized GP gauge demonstrates that the formalism produces consistent results
also for the solution of the even parity constraints. However, we still have to relate the gauge z¢ = X¢ =

po = 0 to the original gauge z¥ = z"

(2)

solution 7, and then relate the master variables (Q°, P¢) in the two gauges. So far this has not yet been

= z¢ = 0. For this we would need to prove weak gauge invariance of the

achieved due to the complexity of the canonical transformation and the length of the involved expressions.

The completion of this part of the even parity analysis is left for future studies.

5.2.5.4 The Physical Hamiltonian

Both the odd and even parity solutions for W,SQ) can be further simplified by completely decoupling the

electromagnetic and gravitational degrees of freedom. In the strict GP gauge in section 5.2.3.5, we found a
“rotation” in the sapce of variables (Q¢/°, P¢/°) and (A¢/°, HZ/O) such that the solution for 7T,(f) completely

decouples in the transformed variables. The new variables (Q', P!) and (Q?, P?) were found exactly in the
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5 Black Hole Perturbation Theory in General Relativity

same way for both the even and odd parity. It is not difficult to see, that the same transformation also works
in the case of generalized gauges. Then, we found new potentials V;, Vs after the transformation which are
defined by

1
Vil = 22 (UI — 56*\/9743 +4(1+2)(1 - 1)92§2WI> (5.2.259)

1
Vi = 22 (UI + §e*A\/9r§ +4(1+2)(1 - 1)92§2WI> , (5.2.260)

The reduced Hamiltonian is found by evaluating the stability condition of the generalized GP gauge and
then computing the boundary terms. In [1], it is shown that the physical Hamiltonian is given by the same
formula as in the case of GP gauge, In fact, one can check the computation in section 5.2.1 and observe
that in the asymptotic evaluation of the boundary term we only needed the asymptotic behaviour of the
Gullstrand-Painlevé gauge. We assumed the generalized gauge to have the same asymptotic behaviour and

thus the same formula applies. To second order in the perturbations the physical Hamiltonian is
H = lim o ((r(")? + 2:07(2) + 0(3)) (5.2.261)

In terms of the solution of the constraints that we constructed above, we obtain

1 N,
H=M+~ Y [ dr [Ny PLo.Qh + e (Ph)? + 0.Qh)* + Vi(@h)?)] + 003), (5:2.262)
1>2,m,1

In this equation, I runs over the labels 1,2 as well as even, odd. (QI , P! ) are the decoupled master variables
and V7 the corresponding potentials. In the equation we also introduced the zeroth order solution of the

stability conditions that we found in section 3.6:

Nigy = Ne #tA, (5.2.263)
Npy = %e—*—% (5.2.264)

This concludes the discussion of the generalized gauges. We closely followed the computations in the
strict GP gauge and generalized the canonical transformations which now depend on the choice for p and
A. Restricting to the strict GP gauge, the formulas reduce to the ones that we found before. Surprisingly,
generalizing the gauge did not produce a completely different expression but it looks quite similar. The
structure of the physical Hamiltonian is exactly the same, where now Ny and N, (?6) have a more complicated

form.

The fact that we obtained a similar expression which is consistent with our previous analysis, shows
that the method we used can be applied consistently to many different gauges. In the generalization we
investigated, we did not face any significant issues and the analysis worked without the need to use a different
strategy. In the next section, we will see that the physical Hamiltonian we obtained for generalized gauges
is consistent with the Regge-Wheeler-Zerilli equations in the common domain of validity. This non-trivial
consistency check shows that our framework is consistent with the literature and self-consistent under the
formulation in different gauges. This justifies the application of the formalism to the study of black hole

evaporation in the future.
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5.2 Hamiltonian Perturbation Theory
5.2.6 Comparison to Lagrangian Approach

We analysed perturbations around spherically symmetric spacetimes in the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian
approach. In the Lagrangian setup, we used a covariant formulation of perturbation theory to derive the
covariant form of the Regge-Wheeler-Zerilli wave equation for a master variable. The difference between
the odd and even parity perturbations is captured by the potentials acting as an effective mass term for the

master variables.

Then, we started from the Hamiltonian formulation of general relativity based on the ADM formulation.
We used the Gullstrand-Painlevé gauge fixing to derive a reduced Hamiltonian describing the dynamics of
the theory. The result was simplified using several canonical transformations. In the following, we compare
the two formalisms by computing the Hamiltonian equations of motion for the reduced Hamiltonian. Finally,
we investigate the relation between the master variables in the Hamiltonian and Lagrangian formulation for

the pure gravity case.

The relevant second order contribution to the reduced Hamiltonian describing the physics of the pertur-

bations is of the form
1 N
H— E/dr NPQ + (PP + Q) +VQY). (5.2.265)

We will treat all the different fields (even/odd, matter/gravity) simultaneously. The difference between them

is the explicit form of the potential function V' which needs to be inserted. For simplicity we set k = 1.

The Hamilton equations of motion are

. 0H 4,
Q= 5P N°Q + NP, (5.2.266)
- _gg = 0,(N°P) + 8,(NQ') — NVQ. (5.2.267)

The two equations are combined to give a second order partial differential equation for the variable (). The

first equation is used to express P in terms of @ and @’. Then, the second equation becomes
—9 <1 (@- N3Q’)> Lo (Y (Q-N*Q) ) +0,(NQ) - NVQ =0 (5.2.268)
t N T N ( . <L

This equation is not yet in a covariant form using the two dimensional metric g, on the (t,7) part of

spacetime. In GP gauge and in terms of N, N we have

O W B W
= = : 5.2.269
g ( N3 1 g ]]gfz 1_ (137\;32)2 ( )

The determinant of the metric is —N? and we have y/— det(g) = N. Dividing the equation of motion for Q

by N and introducing components of the metric g, we get

1
V=g

L
V=5

We recognize the differential operator on the left-hand side as the Laplace operator [ = ¢**V,V}, associated

o(V=3(s"Q+¢"Q)) + —0:(v=9(9"Q+97Q)) =VQ. (5.2.270)
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to g. Thus, the equation reduces to the wave equation

0Q =vaQ. (5.2.271)

In section 5.1, we derived the wave equation for a master variable 1/1‘3/ ¢ in the even and odd parity sectors
for pure gravity. In [101], Chandrasekhar generalised the analysis to also include the electromagnetic field
working in Schwarzschild coordinates. In the following, we compare the wave equations for the different
potentials. First, let us consider the special case of pure gravity and set all the electromagnetic contributions

to zero. Then, in the even parity sector we have

3r 1 r
We=1, U°=I(l+1)- 2—: Vgray = 3 (za +1) — 3T> (5.2.272)
This agrees with the expression for the Regge-Wheeler equation in formula 5.1.41. For the even parity, we
have )
1 3r 3r
wWe=_—"|n24+2 25 9s
A2 (n tant 2r 47‘2>
1 r 2nA
i = L 208
o Jre O 2 92 (5.2.273)
=2 2n3 + 2n% + 3n +2 +4r3

1 5 o Ts 2 3
e [)\ (A+2) + 3372 + 9275 +97%

where we used A = (I +2)(l — 1) = 2n. This potential is the same as the Zerilli potential in the even parity
master equation (5.1.65). Therefore, in the vacuum case, we have perfect agreement between the equations

of motion from the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian framework.

The comparison of the equations of motion including the electromagnetic field is more complicated. In
order to show the equivalence of our results with the ones in [101], we have to perform a change of coordinates
in the wave equation from Gullstrand-Painlevé to Schwarzschild coordinates. The wave equation in (5.2.271)
is already in a covariant form and we simply have to express the Laplace operator in the Schwarzschild
coordinate system. The metric in Schwarzschild coordinates is given by g = diag(—A, A™!) where A is

defined in equation (5.2.141). In terms of the Schwarzschild coordinates (t,7) we have
0Q = ~A~'07Q + 0,(A0,Q) = A (-0} + 02.)Q. (5.2.274)

The variable r* is the tortoise coordinate defined by the relation Ad, = 0,+. Then, the wave equation in

Schwarzschild coordinates is

(—af + 8,1)62 — AVQ. (5.2.275)

In [101], Chandrasekhar derives the equation
(—07+02)2f =v\PzH (5.2.276)

It is a wave equation in Schwarzschild coordinates for the master functions ZijE with the potentials Vl-i. The
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label (£) stands for odd (—) and even (4) parity and i = 1,2 labels the two independent variables within
the even and odd parity sector respectively.

The potential in the odd parity sector is

Il + ) %(1 N M)] (i, =1,2,i # ), (5.2.277)

v =a|
:

where g1 and g2 are defined by the relations q; + g2 = 3rs and —q1q2 = (I +2)(I — 1)g%¢2. Comparing the

potential with our solution 1"/2 we find perfect agreement.

For even parity, Chandrasekhar finds the potentials

A 1

=4 [U il QQ)W} (5.2.278)
A 1

Vit = 3 [U - 5(ql — qQ)W} : (5.2.279)

with the same definitions as in the odd parity case for q; and ¢o. This potential is also exactly the same as
V1€/2 of our computations. Therefore for both odd and even parity, the equations of motion of the reduced

Hamiltonian match the calculations based on the linearised Einstein equations in the literature.

We conclude this section by relating the master variables of the Hamiltonian and Lagrangian computations.
For simplicity, we only study the case of pure gravity for [ > 2 neglecting any electromagnetic contributions.
The reduced Hamiltonian generates the dynamics for the gravitational master variables Q°, Q¢ and we would

like to know if they agree with the gravitational master variables ¥°, ¢¢ defined in section 5.1.

In the odd parity sector, the variable Q° is related to the true degrees of freedom (X°,Y,) by

0° = \f/dT <T2YO . ”AX0> 7 (5.2.280)

472

In the Lagrangian approach, we defined the master variable
PO = r3etd (at(r—%) - ar(r—%)) . (5.2.281)

The quantities h; and h, are the components of the gauge invariant variable h, of the odd parity perturba-

tions. In the notation used in the Hamiltonian theory, h, is related to the metric and angular shift vector
by

~ ’,"2

h, = z° — o, (r2Xxe 5.2.282
N (S ( )

- 1

hy = ho — 9, X ¢ 5.2.283
T 2T -1) ( )

In the odd parity sector of the Hamiltonian approach only the perturbation of the angular shift vector SN 4

is non-vanishing. We expand it into spherical vector harmonics N4 = lm r‘zhf,lmLf,lm. Substituting

the gauge invariant variables h, and h; in the master variable ¥° we obtain

Y0 = —r330,.(r2h?). (5.2.284)
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5 Black Hole Perturbation Theory in General Relativity

The stability of the gauge fixing condition x° = 0 fixes the shift vector h?. We have the stability condition

40— {gg NOC, + N3¢y 4+ r2h0 . Zo} (5.2.285)

20=0,y0=yS" ,N=1,N"=7/74/r
=y + 1720, (r2hy) . (5.2.286)

After calculating the Poisson bracket, we impose the gauge fixing ° = 0 and the solution of the first order

o

constraints y, = yo *. Using the stability condition, the odd parity master variable becomes

Y = retyH) (5.2.287)

o

Inserting the solution of the first order constraints for y,, we obtain

VT [ o )

° e (5.2.288)

t3

The expression for the Levi-Civita pseudotensor is €° = 1 and we see that ¢° agrees with QQ° up to an

[-dependent prefactor.

In the even parity case, we arrived at the Zerilli wave equation, satisfied by the master variable ¢ in the
Lagrangian approach and Q¢ in the Hamiltonian formulation. We start with the variable ¢ and show that

it corresponds to the variable Q¢ up to a constant prefactor. ¢ is defined as

e __ 1 l a.b 2.0 )

K and k,, are gauge invariant variables of the even parity sector. In section 5.1, we related them to the

metric perturbations as

2
K=r"22gh— —— 2 op¢, 5.2.290
e [t r e ( )

1
fah = hap — ——e (Vo h& + VphE) . 5.2.291
b b l(l+1)( b+ Vihg) ( )

In the gauge we chose in the Hamiltonian formulation, we set h§ = 0 and h® = 0. The perturbations of lapse
function and shift vector are related to hy, his and hf. Here, we use the notation N + >, 0 Ny, Ly, for the
lapse function and N3+, N Ly, and 3y, ONF, [Le im]? for the shift vector. The metric perturbations
are then given by

hiy = —2NSN + 2V (N3)2 + 2N36N3 |

hig = ON3 + 2" N3 |

hss = z¥, (5.2.292)
hi = r*6N°,
h=0.

For ¢, we also have to know the vector v* which is defined as the derivative of v. In the GP gauge, vy = r

and we have v, = 9,7 = (0,1). We raise the index with the inverse metric and get
SN AL RPN e gLy (5.2.293)
r r
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5.3 Summary

Using the results for v*, K and k4 the even parity master variable reads

e r -2 h a. b Ts o h
= -1 o )
v W+ 1)((+2)(1—1)r + 3ry) [’“ (04 2)( = )r+3rs)a™ + 29" hap — 2y /O (5.2.294)
s 4 S 1 —1_a\e are
_ 2<1 — : >ar$h =+ ; <]. — : >$h =+ m(4T27be(r 1,)/ )ha _ 4A’Y ha)] . (52295)

For the last term involving h¢, we have to evaluate the second covariant derivative of v. In the calculations

for the derivation of the Schwarzschild metric, we showed that

Gab

VQVb’Y = 27737”8 . (52296)
We substitute this result into ¥¢ and after some simplification, we find
e r —2( (12 h a b Tsqo h
= F+l4+2)r—r, 2 hap — 24/ — 2.2
v I+ D) +2)(1—1)r + 3ry) {7’ (( +l+2)r—r )37 277 hap — 24/ " Oy (5.2.297)

S 4 S
- 2(1 s >8rxh + - <1 s >xh —24/1(1 + 1)7‘%2} . (5.2.298)
T r T

The time derivative of 2" is determined by the Hamilton equations of motion. We obtain them by calculating

the Poisson bracket of " with the Hamiltonian:

it = {ah, 6N - W70 4 6N3 . Dz 4 r=2hg . Nz 4 NOC, + N* D0, ) (5.2.299)

1 1
= —5mu0N + 2r0N3 — \JI(1 + 1) + N30,z — Ny¥ — 1 (5.2.300)
To finish the calculation we have to expand 7%y°hyp in terms of the explicit expression for 4%. We have

1 1
YN by = 2 + Zm&z\ﬁ’ — @wzm. (5.2.301)

Inserting ©" and y%y%hg;, into ¥¢, we find

1 2 _ E h _ h 1 v 1 2 2\ ,.v
(5.2.302)

Y =

After carefully studying the canonical transformations of the even parity sector, we notice that up to an
[-dependent factor, ¥°¢ is equal to Q°. Hence, in both the even and odd parity sectors the wave equations

and the master variables agree in the Hamiltonian and Lagrangian approach.

5.3 Summary

In the previous chapters, we discussed black hole perturbation theory from the Lagrangian and Hamiltonian
perspectives. First, we reviewed the linear perturbation theory based on the Einstein equations in modern
notation based on [74, 125]. The treatment separates into the odd and even parity sectors, which can be
treated independently. In each sector, we found two master equations which are satisfied by two master
variables constructed from the perturbations.

Then, we applied the canonical framework developed in section 2 to general relativity in the Hamilto-
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5 Black Hole Perturbation Theory in General Relativity

nian formulation based on ADM variables. We distinguished the canonical variables into symmetric and
non-symmetric variables as well as true and gauge degrees of freedom. Then, the reduced phase space is coor-
dinatized by the true symmetric and true non-symmetric degrees of freedom. After constructing the reduced
phase space by solving the constraints up to second order, we performed several canonical transformations.
The result is a reduced Hamiltonian describing the dynamics of the reduced phase space.

The treatment of Hamiltonian black hole perturbation theory is well established in the literature. However,
in order to successfully apply it to the case of black hole evaporation with backreaction, we had to take
some non-trivial steps. The advantages of the formulation used above are as follows:

First of all, we used a different formulation for black hole perturbation theory that has not been used
in the literature before. In the standard approach, one expands the constraints to second order in the
perturbations and then defines gauge invariant variables that commute with the constraints. These gauge
invariant variables are only defined up to second order in perturbation theory. When moving to higher
orders, one needs to repeat the analysis order by order and define third order gauge invariants, fourth order
gauge invariants and so on. On top of that beyond second order, there is no consensus in the literature on
how to construct the higher order gauge invariants. In our formulation, we first define the gauge invariants
to all orders and then construct the reduced phase space perturbatively. The gauge-invariant (true) degrees
of freedom are completely fixed to all orders.

In other treatments, backreaction is not included because the spherically symmetric sector is treated as
independent of the non-symmetric degrees of freedom. In the treatment by Moncrief [75], the background
is assumed to be the Schwarzschild solution and the perturbations are propagating on this background
without affecting it. Later, Brizueal and Martin-Garcia [80, 81] generalized the Hamiltonian analysis to
general spherically symmetric backgrounds without backreaction. In the formulation used in this thesis all
the backreaction effects are included. For only Maxwell matter the backreaction is trivial because the true
symmetric degrees of freedom are integration constants. Including different matter fields (e.g. scalar field,
fermions), the backreaction becomes non-trivial.

The GP gauge condition used in the above computations was chosen because it covers both the interior
and exterior of the black hole spacetime. This is important for a complete picture of evaporating black
holes. For example adding a scalar field, we can investigate the dynamical formation of a black hole and its
subsequent evaporation. For this to make sense, we have to track the matter that is inside the black hole.
This dynamics of the matter inside the black hole could be important for our understanding of the fate of
evaporating black holes.

The computations above can also be regarded as a consistency check of the formalism when applied gravity
coupled to Maxwell matter. This consistency check was non-trivial as it involved several non-standard steps.
Our formulation applied gauge fixing, while other approaches use gauge invariant variables. We had to
translate the master variables between the two pictures in order to verify our results. Additionally, there
were several non-trivial canonical transformations involved for the derivation of the reduced Hamiltonian.
This is a strong indication that the formalism can be trusted and that an extension to all orders and with
more matter content with backreaction is meaningful. Thus, the analysis in this thesis provides the start

for future investigations on black holes.
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Physics of Evaporating Black Holes and

Experiments

In section 4.2, we showed that a Schwarzschild black hole emits radiation whose spectrum follows that of a
black body with characteristic temperature Tr. We also argued that due to this effect black holes should
lose mass and thus evaporate after a finite lifetime which scales as M3. The argument was very heuristic
because in the calculation of the Hawking effect, we assumed the spacetime to remain unchanged. While for
very large black holes this seems like a reasonable assumption, for tiny black holes that already evaporated
most of their mass this is no longer true.

In this section, we would like to describe how we plan to obtain a more in-depth analysis of Hawking
evaporation including backreaction effects. In the first section, we introduce the quasi-local mass as the
square root of the area of the apparent horizon and sketch a way to obtain a perturbative expansion of it.
Then, we give a brief outlook into the challenges we will have to face when formulating the quantum theory.

We conclude with a short discussion of current and future experimental searches for evaporating black holes.

6.1 Backreaction using the Quasi-Local Mass

In section 3.7, we introduced the notion of trapped surfaces and apparent horizons. We argued that the
apparent horizon is associated to an observer and that it is the boundary of the black hole as seen by this
observer. The area of the apparent horizon is an interesting observable for the study of Hawking evaporation.
In the classical theory, we expect the time derivative of the area to be positive in analogy to the black hole
area theorem. Going to the quantum theory, the change of the area is not necessarily positive due to black
hole evaporation. In quantum field theory, classical energy inequalities, needed for the proof of the area
theorem, are not satisfied in general. The backreaction effect would then manifest itself in a decrease of the
area of the apparent horizon.

Equivalently to working with the area of the apparent horizon, we can take its square root and define the

notion of a quasi-local mass:

Definition 6.1: Given a foliation F of a globally hyperbolic spacetime (M, g) by Cauchy surfaces X, the

quasi-local mass at time 7 is defined as
Ar[A;]
Mo)? = T 6.1.1
[Mo]? = =2 (6.1.1)

where A, is the area of the apparent horizon at time 7.

In [98], it was shown that the shape of the apparent horizon can be computed perturbatively to any

order in perturbation theory. Since the rest of the discussion in this thesis is in the Gullstrand-Painlevé
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6 Physics of Evaporating Black Holes and Experiments

(GP) gauge, we will work in the same gauge here as well. The strategy is as follows: Since the apparent
horizon for Schwarzschild black holes is a sphere where the radius is given by the Schwarzschild radius r,, we
assume the perturbed apparent horizon to be of spherical topology. The apparent horizon is a codimension
1 hypersurface and we choose the embedding Y : R x S? — M with Y (7,-) : S — 3, to describe it. We

assume the embedding to be of the form
Yi(ry) =7, Yi(r,y)=p(ry), Yr,y)=y". (6.1.2)

The surface is parametrized by a function p(7,y). This function is called the radial profile and defines the
shape of the surface. Then, for each 7 we compute the normal s of the surfaces S, := Y (7,5%) tangent to
Y-. The radial profile is then determined by evaluating (3.7.8) with the normal s, the induced metric m

and the conjugate momentum W.

The solution of (3.7.8) is calculated using a series expansion of p in terms of the perturbations, i.e.
p=p9 +pM 4 p@ 4 where p® is of i-th order in the perturbations. By construction, the zeroth order
contribution is just p(® = r, and then the solution for p is constructed order by order. [98] shows that such

a perturbative solution can by constructed in an iterative way.

Pulling back the induced metric m onto the surfaces S;, we define the area of the apparent horizon. The
area will be available in terms of a series in the perturbations A = A©® + A®) 4 .. Note that the first
order contributions to A vanish because the calculation of the area involves an integral over the sphere and
the perturbations are assumed not to contain any symmetric contributions. The zeroth order contribution is
just the area of a sphere with the Schwarzschild radius, i.e. A = 47r2. Using the definition of the quasi-local
mass we find as expected My = M, where M is the black hole mass. Therefore, the normalization factor
of 167 in the definition of the quasi-local mass was chosen correctly. In the quadratic approximation, the

perturbations will lead to quadratic corrections to the quasi-local mass.

After deriving an explicit expression for the quasi-local mass to second order, we quantise it using a Fock
representation. This representation is motivated by the shape of the reduced Hamiltonian which we derived
in the previous chapter to second order. For a well-defined quantum operator associated to the quasi-local
mass, we have to normal order it. In order to construct a rigorous quantum theory for the perturbations,

we have to address the following challenges:

The mode functions for the even parity perturbations are solutions of the Regge-Wheeler equation which

reads

I+ 1Dr+ (1 — s)r,
3

le,s - QZ)l,:; = Oa (613)

where s corresponds to the spin of the matter field, i.e. s = 0 for scalar fields, s = 1 for electromagnetic
fields and s = 2 for the gravitational field. Assuming the modes to have the time dependence ™7, the
equation reduces to an ordinary, second order, linear differential equation. In the mathematics literature
a lot is known about these equations and their solutions (see [128]). In [129, 130], the authors show that
the solution of the differential equation can be written in terms of confluent Heun functions ([131, 132]).
The solution of the radial differential equation are known locally as power series around the points r = 0,
2M and oco. However, for a full knowledge of the mode, one has to know the global solution of the Heun
equation from r = 0 to r = oo. This requires the introduction of appropriate matching conditions of the

power series solutions.
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6.2 Experimental Tests for Evaporating Black Holes

Once we have the mode functions under control, we have to address the issue that the constant GP time
hypersurfaces in GP coordinates are not Cauchy surfaces. Therefore, the mode functions will not be complete
and it is impossible to expand an arbitrary field into the modes. A possible solution to this is outlined
in appendix C of [98]. The GP coordinates cover either the ingoing or outgoing Eddington-Finkelstein
coordinates. The idea is to glue a white hole spacetime covered by the outgoing GP coordinates to a black
hole spacetime covered by the ingoing GP coordinates along the black hole and white hole singularities. In
the resulting black hole — white hole spacetime, the constant GP time hypersurfaces are extended through
the singularity and are Cauchy surfaces. Defining the mode solutions of the Regge-Wheeler equation on

such a Cauchy surface has the potential to be a complete mode system.

6.2 Experimental Tests for Evaporating Black Holes

In this section, we briefly outline the current and future searches for evaporating black holes using astro-
and astroparticle experiments. In section 4.2, we briefly sketched that from semi-classical arguments, the
spectrum of the emitted Hawking quanta is obtained. However, due to the small Hawking temperature for
black holes with a large mass, the radiation is very weak. A more promising source of Hawking radiation
are primordial black holes [133-136] that already evaporated away most of their mass and are in the final
stage of the evaporation process. These black holes are expected to emit a significant amount of radiation
that could be detected in experiments. For these black holes, the assumptions on which the semi-classical
backreaction is based are not fully justified and as the black hole mass approaches the Planck mass the
description breaks down. In this regime, which is very important for the detection of Hawking radiation,
new tools based on quantum gravity need to be developed.

The observational signature highly depends on the fate of evaporating black holes and there are several
conflicting proposals in the literature: The black hole could stop evaporating and form a stable remnant
[136-139], the black hole could explode in a burst or radiation [140], or it could tunnel from a black hole to
a white hole [50, 51, 141]. For observations the proposal of exploding black holes is very interesting because
this will lead to stronger signals. The detection of these signals originating from primordial black holes can
be used to directly get an estimate for the abundance of primordial black holes. This is of interest because
these black holes are a candidate for dark matter in the universe.

The most promising messengers for detecting bursts of radiation from evaporating black holes are neu-
trinos and gamma rays [61]. For gamma rays, the Fermi Large Area Telescope (Fermi-LAT), a space-based
instrument provides bounds on the abundance of evaporating primordial black holes [142, 143]. For ground
based detectors, one uses the fact, that gamma rays produce a shower of charged particles in earth’s atmo-
sphere. These particles are highly energetic and move faster than the speed of light in air and Cherenkov
light is emitted which can be captured by telescopes. The H.E.S.S collaboration is looking for signs of
evaporating black holes [144]. With future experiments like the Cherenkov Telescope Array (cta) more data
will be available.

In a similar way, neutrino observations put constraints on primordial black holes [145, 146]. For example,
the IceCube experiment located at the South Pole in the antarctic ice measures neutrinos through their
interaction with water in the ice [147]. They establish bounds on the abundance of primordial black holes.
Future neutrino detectors, such as km3Net are expected to provide more data that will improve previous
results.

The above, non-exhaustive list of experiments shows that Hawking radiation from primordial black holes
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is a very active field of research. However, from a theoretical point of view more research in quantum gravity
has to be conducted in order to interpret the data of the experiments and to obtain constraints on quantum
theories of gravity. Then, the data of current and future experiments might be able to constrain theories of
quantum gravity and could help to solve the mystery surrounding the fate of evaporating black holes.

The thesis and the formalism developed in the previous sections aims for addressing these questions. As
explained in section 6.1, we define a quantum operator associated to the quasi-local mass. In the quantum
theory, we expect the black hole to lose mass and thus the quasi-local mass is expected to decrease with
time. This decrease will give a direct insight into the power emitted during the evaporation process.

In the hybrid quantization approach, we go beyond what we discussed in section 6.1 and combine the Fock
quantization of the perturbations with a non-perturbative quantisation of the spherically symmetric degrees
of freedom. This was first successfully applied in the context of cosmology in the seminal work [84] and
then generalized to many other models [85-92]. However, in our situation, there cannot be any backreaction
on the black hole mass M because we do not have a Dirac observable conjugate to it. We are left with
two options (see [98]): (i) We extend the analysis by introducing a Dirac observable conjugate to M. (ii)
We interpret the quasi-local mass My as an extension of the zero mode M to all the modes coming from
the perturbations. For additional matter fields such as a scalar field or fermions, we would have explicit
backreaction and can systematically compute the backreaction using space adiabatic perturbation theory
[148], a generalization of the usual Born-Oppenheimer approximation of molecular physics.

For realistic theory of black holes we have to include additional matter fields. In [98], a scalar field
was studied next to the gravitational and electromagnetic degrees of freedom. This scalar field can be
interpreted as the Higgs field in the Standard model of particle physics. Using the scalar field we plan to
explore realistic black hole formation scenarios through gravitational collapse. Furthermore, we can get
insights into the evolution of primordial boson stars. In the future, additional matter fields such as fermions

(e.g. neutrinos), which are also important messengers of Hawking radiation, can be added.
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Conclusion

In this thesis, we discussed a Hamiltonian formulation for theories with constraints (redundancies) that has
a direct application to the Hamiltonian formulation of general relativity in terms of ADM variables. For
future applications to Hawking radiation and black hole evaporation, we initiated a (perturbative) quantum
gravity computation. Non-rotating black holes (Schwarzschild black holes) are spherically symmetric and
we treated the spherically symmetric degrees of freedom exactly, whereas the non-symmetric variables are
handled perturbatively. The new idea of our approach is to split the degrees of freedom into four sets: We
distinguish between the symmetric and non-symmetric degrees of freedom, as well as between redundant
and observable variables. The splitting of the variables is performed non-perturbatively on the full phase
space of general relativity coupled to matter fields. Then, by fixing the values of the redundant degrees
of freedom, we obtain the reduced phase space coordinatized by the observable degrees of freedom. The
dynamics of the reduced phase space is determined by the physical Hamiltonian which is given by the
evaluation of a boundary term at infinity. In order that the way we fix the redundancy is preserved under
time evolution, certain extra stability conditions have to be satisfied. We successfully solved these extra
conditions asymptotically at infinity, which is enough to find the non-perturbative expression for the physical

Hamiltonian valid to all orders. A non-trivial consistency check demonstrated the validity of our formalism.

7.1 Summary of the Results

Black holes in the universe are uniquely characterised by charge, mass and angular momentum. Semi-
classical calculations suggest that due to Hawking radiation angular momentum is radiated away faster than
mass. Hence, we restricted to non-rotating black holes and we assume spherical symmetry for the symmetric
degrees of freedom. Solving the constraints to first and second order, we explicitly calculated the reduced
phase space for both background and perturbations. After suitable canonical transformations, we obtained
a tractable physical Hamiltonian to second order in the perturbations. As a consistency check, we computed
the Hamilton equations of motion, changed to Schwarzschild coordinates and neglected backreaction. In this
common domain of validity, we recover the Regge-Wheeler-Zerilli equations [72, 73, 101] for the perturbations
on a black hole spacetime. Therefore, in this limit our formalism agrees with known results in the literature
but it goes beyond the Regge-Wheeler-Zerilli equations and Moncrief’s Hamiltonian analysis [75] by including
backreaction and by working in Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates.

The real virtue of our approach is the disentangling between the definition of the observables and per-
turbation theory. In this way, the observables are defined non-perturbatively to all orders of perturbation
theory. There is no need to perturbatively resolve the redundancy in the description order by order, which

is not well understood in the literature beyond second order (see [71]). The observables are free of redun-
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dancies without any approximation and not just up to higher orders in perturbation theory. This makes
the formalism very transparent and an extension to higher orders in perturbation theory is possible without

technical issues.

In this manuscript, we fully solve all of the constraints on the classical level and the full dynamics are
given by the physical Hamiltonian. In contrast to the Hamiltonian in the ADM formulation of general
relativity this Hamiltonian generates physical time evolution for the observables. The absence of constraints
is also an advantage for the construction of the quantum theory. In the presence of more than one constraint
in the classical theory, Poisson brackets between constraints give a linear combination of constraints only
up to higher order terms. This translates into the quantum theory, where constraints become constraint
operators and their commutator will pick up anomalous terms. These anomalies make the construction of

a well-defined quantum theory considerably more complicated.

By construction, our formalism includes backreaction effects. Instead of fixing the spherically symmetric
spacetime to the Schwarzschild geometry, like black hole perturbation theory is usually studied in the
literature, we left it completely arbitrary and did not remove the interactions between the background
and the perturbations. Working on the full phase space of general relativity coupled to matter, we are
guaranteed to include all backreaction effects. This is crucial for the application of our approach to black
hole evaporation, where the Hawking radiation (perturbations) influences the black hole mass (background).
In the present thesis, we only investigated the Einstein-Maxwell sector and observed that backreaction is
quite limited because the only spherically symmetric observables are mass and charge of the black hole. The
full power of the formalism will unfold when using more general matter for which the symmetric sector is

still a (quantum) field theory as exemplified in [98] for (charged) scalar fields.

For fixing the redundancies in the Hamiltonian description, we chose the Gullstrand-Painlevé coordinates
that allows the treatment of both the interior and exterior of the black hole spacetime. The GP gauge
is associated to an observer freely falling from infinity, which is a good approximation for an observatory
around a black hole in free-fall. The GP coordinates are used to describe either a black hole or a white
hole spacetime. Glueing the white hole singularity to the black hole singularity, we obtain a black hole
— white hole transition scenario (see [98]). In this glued spacetime, the constant GP time surfaces are
Cauchy surfaces. A Cauchy surface is a surface in spacetime such that the physics in all of spacetime can be
reconstructed from initial data on it. Then, given a complete set of modes, i.e. elementary solutions of the
wave equation, on the Cauchy surface, we can uniquely expand any quantum field in terms of the modes.
It could be possible to extend the quantum field theory across the singularity from the black hole to the
white hole region without technical issues. Then, the singularity would be perfectly regular in the quantum

theory without using quantum effects for the symmetric observables.

In the case that such an extension is not possible, we have to apply methods from non-perturbative
quantum gravity to the symmetric sector in order to cure the singularity. In this case, there will be a
quantum transition region around the singularity where the black hole and white hole spacetimes are glued
together. Alternatively, adding a scalar field such as the Higgs to the theory, we can use methods developed
for the study of Oppenheimer Snyder collapse toy models.

After establishing the classical Hamiltonian theory, we mentioned some physical applications of the theory
in future investigations. The notion of event horizon is very global and not suitable for the study of
evaporating black holes because we do not expect an event horizon in spacetimes with evaporating black

holes. A better notion are apparent horizons, that correspond to the boundary of the trapped region an
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7.2 Future Research

observer would measure. The observer dependence of the apparent horizon is not a disadvantage because
in a realistic scenario, we will observe the black hole while freely-falling in a black hole spacetime. For
instance, an observer on earth will not have any experimental access to event horizons in the universe
but can only probe spacetime locally. In section 6, we sketched how we plan to determine a first principle
derivation of the quasi-local mass loss. The present thesis will provide the necessary preparations to perform
the computations and relate the theory to experimental data. In the end, we also presented some recent
experimental searches for burst events of evaporating black holes. In current and future gamma ray and
neutrino observatories such events are searched and used to constrain the abundance of primordial black
holes.

In summary, in this thesis, we initiated a new approach for the study of quantum backreaction effects in
general relativity with a special focus on black hole evaporation. By considering classical perturbation theory
in the Hamiltonian framework, we provided the basis for future explorations using canonical quantization
techniques. The key novelties of the framework are the clear separation between the definition of observables
and perturbation theory as well as the inclusion of backreaction, keeping the spherically symmetric sector

dynamical.

7.2 Future Research

The present work offers many opportunities for future research. In the following, we provide a non-exhaustive
list of ideas for future projects, applications and extensions of the formalism:

In the computations, we only considered the electromagnetic field as matter and additional matter
fields such as scalar fields or fermionic particles of the Standard Model are of interest. In order to provide
the full spectrum of emitted particles, we have to take all matter fields in the Standard Model of particle
physics into account. With regards to current and future astrophysics experiments, neutrinos, photons, and
gravitational waves are important messengers [133-136]. For electromagnetic matter, we found that the
physical Hamiltonian contains a mass term which only depends on the black hole mass M and the electric
charge £. In the presence of additional matter fields, we will have more spherically symmetric, observable
degrees of freedom. This will lead to additional contributions in terms of the new spherically symmetric
degrees of freedom to the mass term (backreaction). For the observation of Hawking radiation, secondary
effects from interactions of the emitted particles need to be investigated based on calculations using the
Standard Model of particle physics .

In our formulation of perturbation theory in general relativity, we defined the non-perturbative gauge
invariants and obtained an implicit expression for the reduced Hamiltonian to all orders. Only in a second
step, we explicitly computed the physical Hamiltonian to second order to find the approximate dynamics.
In the future, we plan to extend the calculations to higher orders. To second order, the perturbations can
be considered as free fields with a background-dependent mass term. Higher order corrections will lead to
interactions of the perturbations and the interaction of gravitational waves.

In addition, we can extend the formalism to rotating black holes and analyse perturbations around black
holes of the Kerr-Newman type. For this, we have to generalise the symmetry group from spherical to axial
symmetry. The study of rotating black holes is important for a complete understanding of astrophysical
black holes forming from stellar collapse. The theory of perturbations around rotating black holes was
initiated by Teukolsky in [109, 110]. Rotating black holes will introduce new effects due to the more complex

horizon structure. Furthermore, the frame-dragging effect pulls matter close to the black hole horizon in
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the direction of rotation [105, 106].

The reduced Hamiltonian was found by the careful analysis of the boundary structure of the phase space
of general relativity. Essentially it is given by the ADM mass which allows for a systematic expansion
with respect to the perturbations to any desired order. In general relativity, one finds a rich structure of
boundary degrees of freedom. It is encoded by the Bondi - Metzner - Sachs (BMS) group [149-152],
an asymptotic symmetry group of general relativity, which is a generalization of the Poincaré group. It gives
insights into the radiation at null infinity and we could learn further details about Hawking radiation. In
this thesis, the analysis was performed at spacelike infinity and we need to extend it to null infinity [153].
Recently, boundary degrees of freedom gained new interest as a way to study quantum theories of gravity
[154, 155].

After establishing the classical theory for the perturbations, the next step is the construction of the
quantum theory. There are several options for this: The easiest case is to apply a Fock quantisation to
the black hole perturbations. In this approach, we have to figure out if the mode functions are well-defined
at the horizon and at the singularity. In section 6.1, we briefly discussed some challenges that we have to
face when constructing a complete mode system. Only if the mode system is complete, we can uniquely
expand any quantum field in terms of modes. In case of the Regge-Wheeler equation, modes are potentially
singular at r = 0 (signularity), » = 2M (horizon) and at infinity. Hence, it might be necessary to cure and

resolve the singularities using suitable regularizations.

A possible way to resolve the singularities is the hybrid approach to quantized perturbed systems in
general relativity [84]. The symmetric observables are treated non-perturbatively, while the non-symmetric,
true degrees of freedom are quantized using a Fock representation. The non-perturbative quantization for
the background is motivated by the non-polynomial nature of the gravitational interaction which is still
present in the symmetric sector. The perturbative Fock representation for the perturbations is suggested
because truncating the perturbation theory at second order leads to a Hamiltonian which is quadratic in
the fields.

The hybrid approach was first successfully used in the cosmological setting [85-92]. In cosmology, the
symmetric degrees of freedom are assumed to be homogeneous (independent of the point in spacetime) and
isotropic (independent of direction). The results from cosmology can be taken over to the study of black
holes by realizing that the interior spacetime of the Schwarzschild black hole can be rewritten in terms
of a Kantowski-Sachs cosmology. Similarly, a non-perturbative treatment of dust collapse models leads to
a resolution of the singularity inside the black hole. The non-perturbative treatment of the spherically

symmetric sector typically leads to the resolution of the singularity inside black holes.

Additionally, a recently found orthonormal basis for singular Schrédinger operators can be used [156,
157]. The elements of this basis have the property that they vanish both at infinity and at 0 such that
the operators z and z~! are well defined. Therefore, in terms of this basis, the Coulomb potential for the
hydrogen atom, which is proportional to 2z~ ! is well-defined at = 0. This could also be useful for the

singularity inside the Schwarzschild black hole.

For the derivation of the physical Hamiltonian, we asymptotically evaluated the stability condition of the
gauge fixing, guaranteeing that our way to fix the redundancy is preserved under time evolution. In the
classical theory, we also solve the consistency conditions perturbatively in the interior of spacetime to some
order in the perturbations. Working to second order, we determine lapse and shift in terms of the true

degrees of freedom and thus express the full spacetime metric in terms of the observables. Then, we can
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7.2 Future Research

quantize the expression for the full metric to study its expectation values and fluctuations in the quantum
theory. We call the expectation value of the metric the effective metric and we plan to investigate its
causal structure, i.e. the causal relations between events in spacetime. In general relativity, the causal
structure is often visualized in two dimensional pictures, called Penrose diagrams. Comparing the Penrose
diagram of classical black holes and of the effective metric, we intend to find changes due to quantum effects.
These modifications could be important hints for describing the late stage of black hole evaporation and the
result of this process.

Finally, we plan to find templates for the experimental investigation of black hole evaporation. Using
the notion of quasi-local mass, we aim to compute the spectrum of Hawking radiation in the late stage of
the evaporation process. Based on these results, we plan to provide information about the regimes where we
expect observable amounts of radiation. This is important for analysing data of current detectors and for
designing future experiments. We would like to find out, whether black holes explode in a burst of radiation

at the end of their lifetime and if so, we would like to derive templates for these events.
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Boundary Terms in the Even Parity

Computations in Gullstrand-Painlevé (GGauge

(2)

In the computation for the even parity contributions with [ > 2 to 7, ’, we solved the first order constraints

(2)

in an alternative gauge X¢ = 2° = py = 0 avoiding any differential equations. The solution for 7’ was then
simplified with the help of three canonical transformations and an integration by parts. Using the symbolic
computation features of Mathematica we determined the corresponding boundary term that was dropped
in the main text:
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— 256 (12 +1-2)° rgrs} (@92
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In order to make contact with the solution for 7, in GP gauge, we needed to proof that the solution is
weakly gauge invariant. TFL2) has two contributions, on the one hand we have a gauge invariant integral over
the bulk and on the other hand there is a gauge variant boundary term. With the help of Mathematica, we
explicitly computed the boundary term which includes three contributions A;, As, As. For the first one, we

integrated by parts before inserting ¢o to simplify the expression. The corresponding boundary term is
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After inserting the solution of q( ) we performed two more integrations by part. The first one, As, contains
all the boundary terms involving X ¢ and reads
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Some Formulas for the Even Parity Analysis in

Generalised Gullstrand-Painlevé Gauge

In this section we list some equations used in the section on the generalised GP gauge. In the computation for

the even parity contributions with [ > 2 to the solution of 7T£L2), we performed three canonical transformations.

In the last one, we shifted the momentum P¢ by the term Agpay@°. The explicit expression for Agr,, reads
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— 132682212 _ 156201 et 12 _ 100 M 21 g2 €212 — 240624212 4 384521 12 4 120e3M 21 6262 12
— 1268)\},6”12 — 866>‘g2§2u”12 + 24e7>‘rsu”l2 — 152e8 21 — 1562<>‘+“)g4£4l — 10021 g2e2] — 24Oe4>‘+2”r§l
+ 396e M 21 1 4 12063>‘+2“92§2rsl — 1668)\/14”1 — 866)‘g2§2,u”l + 2467/\’!"5/14"1 +176e8A 21 4 1262“9656 + 8662<)‘+“)g4§4
— 55863>‘+2“r§’ + 200ePM 21 g2e2 112864>‘+2“r§ + 46562()””‘)92&27‘3 — 4 (7g2§2 + e (l2 +1— 2) + 3e>‘rs) 2 (u’)z
— 74453 2y — 129eM T2 ghedy — 624€33 21 g2 2y
— 4e* (4g4§4 —27e* g%ro€% + 46 (12 +1— 2)2 +27e% (12 41— 2) ry + € (4502 — 897 (12 +1 - 2) 52)> N/
+ 1668>‘u” + 4e4Ag4£4M// + 1666>‘g2§2u” + 3666>‘7"§u” _ 48€7>\T’S,U,H _ 2465)\92527311//) ()\')7
= 512" (g€ + e (I +1—2) +3e™rs) (;/ <e2“ ( —6g% " + 44ergProg? + e (1% + 203 + 2117 4 200 — 44)
—4¢* (512 + 51 — 31) 75 + €** (g? (51% 4 51 — 34) €2 — 8112) ) —2e" (=g + e (1P +1-2) +3¢e™rs) A”)
PN (-9252 4 e (lz - 2) +36Ars) A(s)) (A’)G
+ 168> <48€4A+2,u (9252 +462>\ _ 4€ATS) (M/)Q (79252 ¥ 22 (l2 41— 2) + 36)\7'5) 2
8\ )2 242 22 2 A 2 AN+2p 242 2\ A " 2¢2 2\ 2 A 2
+64e% (X)) (—g?62 + 2 (1P +1-2) +3e*r) 2 — 32 (5262 +4e® —aerry) p (—g?€% + e (12 +1-2) +3¢™r,)
+ etr [ — 3655 4 540e* gOro€8 + e g* (g% (712 + 71 — 430) €2 — 3024r2) £ — 3 gPr (g7 (20112 + 2011 — 4754) €2 — 750072 ) &2
+4eB (12 41— 2)2 (1* + 2% — 512 — 521 — 156) + 8¢™ (291° + 871° — 111* — 1671° — 7921% — 6941 + 1548)

— 1€ 7, (g* (1071" + 21413 + 73712 + 6301 — 3320) €2 + 18 (271> + 271 — 298) r2)
+4¢% (g2 (—151° — 451° + 371* + 1491° 4 39417 + 3121 — 832) £2 4 24 (61* + 121° + 671% + 611 — 254) r2)

—4e* (—2g* (91" + 181% + 4002 + 311 — 226) £* + g* (—2931% — 2931 + 4378) 726 + 1737r}) ]
+ 32¢4 20 [6g6§6 —62e gtrogt + e (12 41— 2)2 (12 +1+22) — ™ (1714 + 3413 — 2071 — 2241 + 380) 7

— ¥y (g7 (=792 — 791+ 314) €% + 24372) + €' (49 (1* + 20° — 150% — 161 + 28) €% — 3 (471> + 471 — 178) r2)
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5

+e® (g (—1112 — 111+ 46) €* + 213¢g7r2¢?) } ,\”> (\) (B.0.1)
+ 16320 (9262 4 4 — aerr) (—g2€? + e (17 +1—2) +3ery) [u’ (e% ( — 36g%¢t + 267 g2 2
+16e™ (114 2% + 812 + 71 — 18) — 1263 (812 4 81 — 65) vy — 4e®* (g (=51 — 51 + 54) €2 + 123r2) )
— 64e* (—g2€% + e (12 +1-2) +3¢Mr,) ,\”) +326 (—g?€2 4 & (17 41— 2) +3¢Mr) ,\<3)} (\)*
— 8e2AF1) (9262 4 4e? — 4ery) [185‘”2M (267 + 462 — 4er,) (,/)2 (22 + e (12 +1-2) +3¢Mrs) 2
+ 328> (,\”)2 (=22 + e (P +1-2) +3er,) 2 — 106721 (g2¢2 4 4e® — dedry) p” (—g2€? + € (17 +1-2) +3e™rs) 2
+etr [ — 4g5¢5 + 64X gOr €% — e g* (g7 (1107 + 111 + 54) € + 37417 €* + 26™2 g (597 (817 4 8L+ 61) &2 + 477r7 ) €2
+4e® (17 41— 2)7 (1" +21% — 151% — 161 — 24) + dc™ (221 4 6615 — 491" — 2081° — 1891 — T4l + 432) 7
+ Py (g7 (—1991* — 3981° — 7317 + 1261 + 1768) &7 + 36 (I + 1 + 78) r2)
+4e5* (g% (=615 — 181° + 231* + 761° 4 41> — 116) €2 + (731* + 1461° + 1081% + 351 — 812) r?)
— e (169" (—21" — 41® +12 + 31+ 15) £* + % (15512 + 1551 + 2276) r2¢ + 90073 ) }
+ 2etMt2u [369656 — 375 gt o€t 4+ 16e5* (12 41 — 2)2 (12 +1+9) —12¢° (41* +81° — 1051> — 1091 + 202)
— 967 (g7 (—471% — 471+ 218) €2 + 164r2) — 4e** (3 (6517 + 651 — 277) r2 — g (I* + 20° — 911% — 921 + 180) £?)
+ e (1203¢°€%r — 8g" (712 + 71 — 36) €*) } A”} (N)?
— 4T (g2€2 4 4 — 4etry) 2 (—g?€% + € (12 +1—2) + 3™y [,/ (52“ ( — 8g%¢4 1 63¢* g?ro€?
486 (14 + 213 + 412 + 31— 10) — 126 (12 +1— 17) ry — 8e** (772 + 1512) )
—52¢* (—g2€% + e (12 +1-2) + 3¢ ) )\”) + 206 (—g?€2 + €2 (17 41— 2) +3¢Mr) A<3>] (V)?
+et (g2 + 462 — detry) 2 [862(>\+M) (52€2 + 4e® — 4e™ry) (u’)2 (%€ +e® (12 +1-2) +3eMr,) 2
+166X (A)? (—g%6 + & (12 +1-2) +3e>r,) 2
—4e2 1) (262 4 4 —aetr,) p’ (—g?e% + € (17 +1 - 2) + 3eMr) 2
+el [96 (=512 — 51+ 2) €8 + eXg* (4512 + 451 — 22) r,€* + 221 (2g2 (31" +61° — 712 — 100 + 4) €2 — 5 (1312 + 131 — 8) r3)52
+ 4N (12 41— 2)" (13 1217 31— 4) +865 (12 +1-2)° (512 + 51— 3)
+ 263 (g7 (=371* — 7413 + 7717 4+ 1141 — 56) €2 + 12 (517 + 51 — 4) r2)
et (1P 41-2) (o (—31* — 61° + 712 + 100 — 4) €2 + 3 (90 + 91 — 8) r2) }
+ 462 ) [Sgﬁgﬁ — 87erghrsgt + 8¢ (12 +1 - 2)2 (12 +1+45) +12¢° (1* + 2% 4 261 4 251 — 54) 7
— 3¢ 7, (g% (—250% — 251+ 166) €2 + 120r2) — 4e* (2g7 (I* + 2% + 111 + 100 — 24) €2 + 3 (131% 4 131 — 71) r2)
+ e (309g°€%r2 — 8¢ (17 +1-9) &) } A”] N

_ 42\ H6u (9252 146 _48/\7,5) 3 (—9252 e (l2 . 2) +36Ar5) 2 (Su//\u _ /\(3))}

Similar to the strict GP gauge, we simplified the solution for TF;(?) with an integration by parts. In the
main text, we argue that we can drop the boundary term. Explicitly, it is given by

_ —AX (0 A (12
<26_’\_2“—36X23>\A>(q’2)2+6 (7‘3 e}\/(l +l+2))

/ Aoy, 207N / 3 —3a_(0) 4 1 _aa 2
q3q2 + | 4de A — v A ) gaq1 — Ke T qoP1 — 56 I(14+1)g°EAge

4e2=2 (e (12 414 2) — 1) (20621 (V)2 (g2€2 4 462X — dedry) + et (9262 + 4eP — derry) 2 + 6465 (V)?)
mo(r) (eQN (g2§2 + 42X — 4eArs) — St ()\’)2) 2
de=3m=3 (A (12414 2) —75) A
N My

+

q2p1

de—A—2m ()‘ll‘/ _ )\”)A B
4(N)?

+

+

e 3A—2p (9252 — 262/\l(l +1) — 26)‘7'5) —

Py

2
2eA—4n <)\// _ )\/M/ + ()\/) ):|qz(h
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e—10A—6p

e (47“5 — 3¢e* (l2 +1+ 2)) + 74()\/)2]\/[2
1

0 (- o 02 e

41+ De ™A2A 1
- —narE s

(V)23

+4¢e3) (l2 +1— 10) —2¢2* (l2 +1— 38) rs) + et (g2§2 + 4e? (GA - rs)) (68)‘ (67‘2 —g? (12 +1— 2) .52) —9g%%r,
863 (1423 — 14 6) + 4Pl +1) - 21)7"S> + 642 (,\’)4 (2¢* (7 +1+6) —9rs) H (g2)?

92§6—3)\—6u 5 3
{ [e BN (9252 +4e? (e’\ — rs>) (—9252 +e2? (12 +1— 2) + 36’\7"3) + 8¢t (A') w (—9252 + e (12 +1— 2) + 3e>‘rs>

8+/1(1 + 1)A2

— ey (g2§2 T 4er (€A 77"5)) (79252 T e2 (l2 +1— 2) +3€>\7,S) _ gt ()\/)4 (73g2£2 T e2X (12 +172) +66)\T‘S)
+ (,\’)2 (62” (—3g"e" — e (g2 (12 +1+18) £2 + 30r2) + 202 e?rs + 26 (1 — 1) (1 +2) (12 +1+4) +48¢>r,)

4 8edA N (g2€2 _ e (12 +i- 2) _ Se*rs) ) Aqi (B.0.2)

e A (—192e247 23 (V)7 A 4 48eHHAA2 4 128 (X)) 2e=%) (4(N)? = 2=2AA)

2
+ 2OV (p1)* + N q1p1
2,—2p 2¢2,—2X (\/)2 —4x
gle ?H¢g 2g°€%e " (X)) e 61 (/)4 2.2 | 2X (2 A
* W2 F1-2 |:_ A + 2AN e3u+3X Vry - 32e (/\) (_29 &te (l +l_2) +6e TS)

et (6267 +aer (X — 1)) (=g (P +1+2) € +2 (- 1)1 +2) (P +1+2) +2e* (I +1+4)7s)

— 4>t (,\’)2 (20%¢* +e** (30r2 — g* (17 +1-10) €2) — 16g° ¢?ry + 4™ (12 +1 = 8) vy + 2e (1 = DI + 1)(1 + 2)) )

“2AgAEIA 2012 +1+42)r
AN — 4N | 0c A € g€ A€)2
+ “}Q Ay W G Ml W T o s v v

- 0(r°>) @2+ (= +067) @

In the formula we did not explicitly display the terms in front of (g;)? and (Q¢)2. We list them separately

because they are quite lengthy and require a lot of space. The terms proportional to (g;)? are

1
8I(1+1) (—g2€2 + €2 (12 +1—2) + 3e>rs) 2 (X)?

|:e’\_10“ (6468/\ (=59%€2 + 7™ (17 +1 - 2) + 186 ) (X)°

— 6™ (—29%€> + 86 (1 41— 2) + 156 ) ! (V)

+ 16e4 (6@4)‘+2“l4 4 1264203 _ ggedit2up2 _ 962()\+,u)9252l2 1 343Ny 12 40N 2 3020y 962(>\+,u)g2£2l

+ 34€3M 200 1 — 4PN T+ 402 4 T2k gtet 4 3402 FR) o262 4 6662(>‘+*‘)r§ + 4e*? (79252 +e2? (l2 +1— 2) + 36)\7‘3) (,u/)Z
—104e3M 21y — 43M g2 4 4etN (—4g2€? 462 (12 +1— 2) +15e s ) X' + 85 + 4eM g2 — 1265 o p” ) (,\/)6

=16 ("M (e (3g*¢* — 25eMgPrs€? + 2™ (1% + 2% — 1317 — 141 + 24) + 4> (812 + 81 — 25) vy + €2 (g7 (=912 — 91+ 22) €2 + 5472 )
+4e*? (79252 + e (l2 +1— 2) + 36)‘7'3) )\”) — 43 (7g252 + e (12 +1— 2) + 3e>‘rs) )\(3)) ()\/)5

+ <716e4>‘+2“ (9252 +4e* — 4eArS) (79252 + e (l2 +1— 2) + Bekrs) (,LLI)2 — 6482 (79252 + e (l2 +1— 2) + Bekrs) ()\”)2

+ et (—9g%° + 92er g rogt + €21 g? (g7 (1917 + 191 — 86) &2 — 29672 ) €7 + 4e* (316 + 91° — 171* — 491° + 301 + 561 — 32)

+ 4e®* (2914 + 5813 — 9912 — 1281 + 140) rs + 4€3 rg (g2 (73712 — 37+ 130) 24 75r§)

+ae™ (32812 + 281 — 62) r2 — 4g% (20* + 41° — 12 — 91 + 13) £2))

+ 16620 (5g%¢t — 3362 g7ro€? + 2e (I 4 2% — 917 — 100 + 16) + 1263 (2% + 20 — 7) 7 + €** (g2 (—71% — 7L+ 26) €2 4 54r2) ) N
1662120 (9262 4 46 — dedry) (—g2€? + 2 (12 +1-2) +3errs) u”) (V)
— e?H (9252 + 4% — 4e>‘rs) (,u/ (62“ (9252 +4e?* — 4e>‘rs) (749252 + 62} (12 +1— 2) + 15e>‘rs)

—16e** (—g2§2 +e2? (12 +1— 2) + 36’\7"3) A”) + 16e** (—9252 +e2? (12 +1— 2) + 36’\7"3) )\(3)) (A')3

4

4+ e2n (9252 + 4e2 —46’\7"3) (62” (9252 + 4e2 —4e>‘rs) (_9252 + 2 (12 +l—2) +3e>‘rs) (#,)2

+ 16¢** (7g2§2 +e2 (l2 +1— 2) + 3€>\T‘5) (/\”)2 + M (g2£2 + 4e?* — 4e>‘7“5) (76g2§2 + 4e2N (l2 +1— 2) + 156>‘r5) N
21 (92£2+462>\ 746%) (*9262 12X (12 +l—2) +36AT3) ’u//) ()\/)2

_ et (9252 +462>‘ —46)‘1“5) 2 (_9262 +62A (12 +l—2) +36>‘TS) (,u/)\// _ )\(3)) 2\
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el (9252 1462 746)\7,8) 2 (79252 4 (12 +172) +3e)\TS) ()\//)2”

The contributions proportional to (Q¢)? are

1

8(1—1)(1+2) (—g%€2 + € (12 +1 - 2) + 3e>rs ) X (€21 (g2€2 + 4€2 — dedry ) — 8eth (A’)2)2 (2 (g2€2 + e — dedry) — et (V)?) )
x {6*3**% (102461“ (—g“g“ —21*gPre€? + e (12 +1-2)° 43063 (12 41— 2) r + 262 (2702 — 5g% (1 41— 2) 52)) V)’
— 1024 (86 (12 41— 2) + 151, (—g2€® + e (12 +1 - 2) + 36 )/ (V)"
— 956107 (666)\+2ul6 4 18682175 | 5ge6AF2up4 4 464A+2ug2€214 — 3065320y 4 4 468>\u//l4 + 868213 | 8@4>‘+2“g2§2l3
— 60N T2 1%+ 8B /1P — 192653212 — 212 ghed(Z 136N P21 62212 — 318N T2 212 4 522ePA 21y 2
+ 16263 216220 12 _ 12687 712 — 8eBA g2€2 1112 + 24e7>‘7"5u”l2 232e8A+20) _ 912(M 1) ghed] 14064021 g2¢2)
— 318eM 2112 4 552e5 AT 21y ] + 16263)""2“9 E2rgl — 163N 11 — 8ePM g2 €2 "1 4 24T g 'l 4 256e5N 21 - 421 g6
+ 62e2A 1) ghed _ 5583 F2y3 | 964 A 20 g2¢2 1284e‘“+2ﬂrs + 4112 HH) g2¢2,2
— 4e*? (—9252 + e (12 +1— 2) + Se’\'rs> 2 (#')2 — 9845221y — 832 gl ety 648321 g2¢2y,
— gt (29454 — 210 g 4 66 (12 +1-2)7 4336 (17 41— 2) 1o+ > (4502 — 8¢ (12 +1-2) 52)) A/
+1668>‘u” + 464)‘g4€4u” + 1666)‘9252;1” + 3668 2,u” _ 4867)‘7“5//' _ 24652 2527“ L ) ()\/)7
+256e10% (—g2€? + e (12 +1—2) +3errs) (1 (€2 (—5g"¢" + 60e*g?r ? + 2¢™ (14 + 21° + 351% + 341 — 72)
4¢3 (1702 4171 = 76) 7 + €2 (g7 (1717 4+ 171 — 54) €2 — 162r7) ) — de** (—g2¢? + e (12 +1-2) +3e*r) V')
+4e*? (—9252 + e (l2 +1— 2) + 36)‘7’3) )\(3)) ()x')6
— 16¢5* <4Se4>‘+2” (9252 +4e? — 46’\7‘3) (,LL/)Q (—g2£2 + e (l2 +1— 2) + Se’\rs) 2
+ 6482 (/\”)2 (7g2§2 + 2 (l2 +1— 2) + 36)\1“5) 2 _ 39t t2m (g2§2 +4e?N — 46)\’[’5) ! (fg2§2 + e (l2 +1— 2) + 36)‘7‘5) 2
+ et (—23%€% + 4156 g0ro€8 — 3¢ g?r, (g2 (11512 + 1151 — 1446) €2 — 240472 ) &2
+4e® (12 41— 2)2 (1* +20% — 511 — 520 — 192) + 8¢™ (2916 + 871° + 191* — 1071> — 9661> — 8981 + 1836) 7
— 8¢ 7, (g% (491" + 981° + 4751% + 4261 — 1810) €7 + 3 (1031 + 1031 — 938) r2)
+4e% (12 (100* + 200° + 16512 + 1551 — 566) 72 — 5g° (31° 4 91° — 51* — 251° — 9812 — 841 + 200) £?)
+ e (2¢° (1112 + 111 — 166) £° — 26609 ¢*r?)
+et™ (g* (6911 + 1381% 4 44917 + 3801 — 1756) &% + 8¢ (20512 + 2051 — 2216) r2¢ — 694817 ) )
+ 166220 (9g5¢6 — 2e2rg* (112 + 111 — 40) €* + e**g? (1104 + 220° — 12017 — 1401 + 236) £ — 486¢7 1
— 6e** (e (531% + 531 — 190) — 65¢%€7) r2 4 265> (12 +1 — 2)2 (1 +1+28)
+ (—103e*g"e? + €32 g? (16712 + 1671 — 610) &2 + €7 (—461* — 921° + 4861 + 5321 — 880) ) 75 ) X) (/\’)5
—16e52 21 (9252 +4e?* — 46)\7’3) (—9252 + e (l2 +1— 2) + 36)‘7’3) (,u' (62“ (—229454 + 2116)‘g27’s§2
8™ (20* + 41® + 2317 + 211 — 50) — 4¢** (3817 + 381 — 223) 75 + € (297 (1712 + 171 — 94) €2 — 49277))
—64e*? (—g2§2 + 2 (12 +1— 2) + 36’\7'3) A") + 32¢** (—9252 +e2? (12 +1— 2) + 36’\7‘3) )\(3)) (A')4
4 42O (g252 1462 —4e>‘rs) (3664/\+2u (gzéz 44 46ATS) (NI)Q (_92§2 e (12 - 2) n 3e>‘rs) 2
T 64e3> (/\//)2 (7g2€2 42X (l2 41— 2) +3€)\rs) 2 _ gpedrtan (g2§2 +4e? — 4€Ars) ! (*9252 T e2 (12 +l- 2) + 3e>\rs) 2
+et (—7g5%€5 + 1192 gOrog8 — e gt (g2 (1912 + 191 + 98) €2 + 728r2) £ + 4e® gPr, (g2 (3417 + 341 4 297) €2 + 47712 ) €2
+8eM (12 41— 2)2 (1* + 213 — 1512 — 161 — 26) + 8™ (221° + 661° — 471" — 20413 — 207I% — 941 + 464)
+2eP 7 (g2 (—2010% — 40203 — 12712 4 741 + 1856 ) €2 + 12 (12 + 1 + 238) r2)
+8e52 (g% (—61% — 181° + 231* + 761° + 471> + 61 — 128) £2 + (731* + 1461° + 1261% + 531 — 848) r2)
—e™ (g* (—650" — 1300° + 1112 + 761 + 476 ) £* + 2% (12512 + 1251 + 2312) r2€2 4 180073 ) )
+ 4t H2m (329656 — 347 gt 4 16¢%Y (17 41— 2)” (12 + 14 10) — 4™ (161* + 320 — 3301% — 3550 + 646) r-

— 3¢ 7, (g% (—1451% — 1451 + 646) €2 + 492r2) — e (9 (2312 4 231 — 95) r2 — 2¢% (I + 21 — 471> — 481 + 92) €2)
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+e2* (12456%€%02 — 8g* (7% 4+ 70 — 34) ) ) V') (V)°

4 42 Hn (g2€2 42 — 46)\7_5) 2 (79252 4 e (l2 41— 2) +36)\7_5) (// (EQ,U, (76g4£4 1 55> g?r €2
+8etM (1M 213 4 51% 4 41 — 12) — 20 (I + 1= 11) 7 + 26 (g* (12 +1 - 26) £2 — 60r2))

—52e™ (—g%€2 + ™ (12 +1-2) 436 r.) V) + 206" (—g2€% + €2 (12 +1-2) + 3¢ ) A®) (X))

— e (g% + 4 — 4etry) 2 (862<>‘+“) (5262 + 46> — 4er,) (,/)2 (—g2€ + e (12 +1-2) +3er,) 2
+ 165> (A”)2 (—g2€ + e (P +1—-2) +3eMr) 2 — 4> A1) (927 4 4 —dePry) p” (%% + € (12 +1 - 2) + 37 ?
et (g8 (=517 = 51 +2) €0 + erg* (4517 + 451 — 22) ro&* + 2e* g% (297 (31* + 61° — 717 — 100 +4) €7 — 5 (131> + 131 — 8) r2) &2
AP (12 41— 2)? (13 4 202 — 31— 4) +86 (12 41— 2)" (512 + 51 3) r,

+2e3 7 (g2 (=371 — T4 + 7712 + 1141 — 56) €2 +12 (512 + 51 — 4) r2) + 4™ (12 +1—2) (¢ (=31* — 61> + 712 + 100 — 4) £
+3 (912 + 91— 8) r2))

+4e2A) (=360 3 — 3¢ (4e?* (1312 + 131 — 71) — 103g%¢2) r?

+3e* (—29g%¢* + 2 g? (2512 + 251 — 166) €2 + 4e*™ (14 + 2% + 261% + 251 — 54) ) 7

+8( (2 +1-2) - %) (8P + A (P + 1+ 5))) ,\”> N

+4eP 01 (262 4 4 — detr,) ® (79252 e (12 41-2) +3eMs) 2 (3N = A@)) }
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List of Symbols

Differential Geometry:

M

C*(M)

T3 (M)
Ap(M)

Lt

9ij

\V4

lek

Riju, Rij, R

|

1,

Indices:
0,5, ...
a,b,...
A B,...

WV, ...

General differential manifold, most of the time four-dimensional

Space of smooth functions on M

Space of smooth tensor fields on M

Space of smooth n-forms on M

Lie derivative of the tensor field ¢ with respect to the vector field v
Pseudo-Riemannian metric on M with signature (—, +,+, +)

Connection on M

Connection coefficients of the connection V

Torsion tensor of the connection V

Riemann curvature tensor, Ricci tensor and Ricci scalar of the connection V
Energy momentum tensor

Two-dimensional manifold with metric g, and connection V

Two-sphere with metric Q45 and connection D 4

Foliation of a spacetime M into Cauchy surfaces 3

Hypersurface in a foliation of spacetime with metric m,,,, connection V, and extrinsic

curvature K,

Index on the full manifold M

Index on the two-dimensional manifold M
Index on the sphere S2

Index on the hypersurface of the foliation

Hamiltonian Formulation:

Vo, Vi

Full Hamiltonian and diffeomorphism constraints of general relativity coupled to matter
Boundary term of the constraints

Symmetric constraints with respect to some symmetry group
Non-symmetric constraints with respect to some symmetry group
Non-symmetric gauge degrees of freedom

Non-symmetric true degrees of freedom

Quantum theory:

H
Fs(H)
a,al
Arg, Bij
()

Hilbert space

Symmetric Fock space constructed from the Hilbert space H
Creation and annihilation operators

Bogoliubov coefficients

Klein-Gordon inner product

Constants: In the thesis we work in units c =G = h = 1.

A
Kk = 167
g

150

Cosmological constant
Gravitational constant

Coupling constant of the electromagnetic field
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