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Abstract

We bound the locations of outermost minimal surfaces in geometrostatic man-
ifolds whose ADM mass is small relative to the separation between the black
holes and prove the Intrinsic Flat Stability of the Positive Mass Theorem in this
setting. (©) 2000 Wiley Periodicals, Inc.

1 Introduction

Geometrostatic manifolds are asymptotically Euclidean solutions of the time
symmetric vacuum Einstein-Maxwell constraint equations

(1.1) R(g) =2|E|* and divE =0.
They take the form of
(12) (M, g)=(R\P,(xv)*5)

where P = {p1,...p,} is the “set of holes”, where 0 is the Euclidean metric, and
where ¥ >0, ¥ >0onR?*\ P with Ay =0, Ay =0, and ,y — 1 as r — oo in R3,
These manifolds were studied by Brill and Lindquist [BL63]], Misner [Mis63]] and
Lichnerowicz [L44]. The conformal factors )y and y are given by

o O & B
(1.3) X)) =1+Y) — and y(x) =1+) =

i=1 Pi i=1 Pi
where o; > 0 and B; > 0 are arbitrary and p; = p;(x) = |p; — x| is the Euclidean
distance from x to p;. This metric on M is complete and asympototically Euclidean
as x — p; and |x| — oo, so that we have n+ 1 ends. The electric field, E, is the
gradient of the electrostatic potential, In(y/Y), up to a sign.

We see from [BL63]| that the ADM mass of the (n+ 1)* end, where |x| — oo, is

n

(1.4) m=m,1 =Y (0+p),

i=1
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and that the i end, where x — p;, has ADM mass

i+ ;0
(1.5) OHWrzM
j#l rlv]
and charge
(04 Q
(1.6) =Bi— OHZM
]#l rl?]

with r; ; = |p; — p;| denoting the Euclidean distance from p; to p;. We define the
“separation factor” of the set of holes, P, to be

(1.7) 6 =0(P)=min{0y,...,0,,|pil,...,|ps|} where 6; =min{r;;: j#i}
When ¢g; = 0 this manifold has zero scalar curvature and otherwise these manifolds

have nonnegative scalar curvature.

Note that the Riemannian Schwarzschild black hole of mass m; is an example
of a geometrostatic manifold with a single point p; = 0, charge, g; = 0, and mass,
my =20y =2,

(1) (Mgsw) = (F\{pi} ((w)?6)  where  x(x) = w(x) = 1+ 22

and where 0 is the Euclidean tensor. It has two asymptotically flat ends: as r =
|x| — o0 and as r = |x| — 0. Between the two ends is a neck with a closed minimal
surface £ = {x: |x| = m;/2} which is called an “apparent horizon”. Note that

(1.9)  Areay(s) = (1+ (ml/z)) 4 (") = 167m? and m = my g = my.

Any geometrostatic manifold, (M,g), satisfying (L.2)-(L.3) may be viewed as a
collection of n black holes each with mass, m;, and charge, g;.

Recall the Positive Mass Theorem states that the ADM mass of an asymptot-
ically Euclidean manifold with nonnegative scalar curvature is nonnegative, and
when the ADM mass is 0 the manifold is Euclidean space [SY79]]. This is easily
seen to hold in the geometrostatic setting: by (L.4), we have

(o +Bi) >

™=

(1.10) m=
1

and
(1.11) m=0 =— w=B=0 = (M,g)=(RS$).

In particular there are no black holes if the ADM mass is zero.

The Penrose inequality states that if M’ is an asymptotically Euclidean mani-
fold of nonnegative scalar curvature whose boundary dM’ is an outermost minimal
surface then

Areag(dM')

1.12 M >
(1.12) mapm(M',8) > 167
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This was proven for M’ with a connected boundary by Huisken-Ilmanen in [HIOT].
Bray [BraOl]] proved the inequality even when the boundary has more than one
connected component.

Definition 1.1. In a Brill-Lindquist geometrostatic manifold, M, the outermost min-
imal surface X; about p; is a closed connected minimal surface, X; = dQ; C R3
where p; € Q;, such that for any Q C R3 with p; € Q and dQ a closed minimal
surface, we have Q C Q,.

In the geometrostatic setting, each end x — p; has such an outermost minimal
surface, X; (see Example[2.3)). Such minimal surfaces exist by the work of Huisken-
IImanen [HIOI] which we review within Subsection 3.1l Note that it is possible
when p; and p; are close enough, that X; = X; (see Example [2.4). In fact such an
example is computed numerically by Brill and Lindquist when m; and m; are large
compared to r; j [BL63]l. In this paper we assume separation factor, o, as in (L7),
is large compared to the ADM mass, m, of the manifold, M, and conclude that
each outermost minimal surface, ¥;, is distinct and is located in an annular region
around p;:

Theorem 1.2. There exists a universal constant C; > 1 such that if a geometrostatic
manifold, M, has

< o
20C,’

where m is the ADM mass of the end at infinity as in (L4) and o is the separation
factor as in (I.7), then for all i the /" outermost minimal surface of M satisfies

(1.14) % CBs <P572C1 \/m> \Bs <pi,%> -

In particular, since 2C; \/Area,(X;)/m < 8Cim < /2, the surfaces X; for distinct
i are disjoint.

(1.13) m

This theorem is proven in Section

Huisken-Ilmanen defined the exterior region, which we call an outermost re-
gion, in [HIOI]]. We review this notion carefully in Subsection [3.1] just stating the
definition in our setting here:

Definition 1.3. The “outermost region”, M’ C M, is

n
(1.15) M =R\ |J Q.
i=—n'
where each Q; is diffeomorphic to a ball and has outward minimizing boundary

Y,. Fori € {1,...,n} these are the regions {; containing p; that we defined above
and for i < 0 these are possible additional outward minimizing regions (which we
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conjecture do not exist). Note that M’ has one end as |x| — oo and has an outermost
minimizing boundary,

(1.16) oM'=x= (] %,

i=—n'

and no closed interior minimal surfaces.

The outermost region satisfies the time symmetric vacuum Einstein-Maxwell
equation. So it has nonnegative scalar curvature and, if the charge is O, then it has
zero scalar curvature. By the Penrose Inequality in the form proven by Bray in
[BraOl1l] we have

1 n
(117) m=my4+| = mADM(M’,g) > E Z Areag():i) .

i=—n'
We prove the following theorem in Section 3

Theorem 1.4. Let C; be the constant of Theorem [I.2] and suppose that M is ge-
ometrostatic with o > 20mC. For all 1 <i < n there exists lengths ¥ < 8C;m such
that the outermost region M’ of Definition [ 3] satisfies

3 " o / 3 ! aliﬁl
(L18) R \<U36 U’H”) CMCR \<H35 <p“4C1(OCi+ﬁi)>>

i=1

The reader may want to note that the definition and more detailed estimates
involving 7; are presented in Sections [3and 4] respectively.

It has been conjectured that if a sequence of pointed asymptotically flat mani-
folds, (M, gk, xx), with nonnegative scalar curvature whose boundaries are outer-
most minimal surfaces, has mapy (M) — 0, then (M}, gx) converge in the pointed
intrinsic flat sense to Euclidean space, (R3,§,0), assuming the manifolds are cen-
tered on well chosen points, x;, which do not disappear down increasingly deep
wells. When proposing this conjecture and proving it in the rotationally symmet-
ric case, Lee and the second author demonstrated that this conjecture would be
false if it were stated with a stronger notion of convergence [LS14]. Lan-Hsuan
Huang, Dan Lee and the first author have proven this conjecture in the graph set-
ting assuming additional hypotheses including one that requires all level sets to
be outward minimizing [HLS16|]. It is unknown whether the setting considered in
[HLS16] can include multiple black holes. In Section 4, we prove this conjecture
for geometrostatic manifolds:

Theorem 1.5. Let (Mg, gx) be a sequence of geometrostatic manifolds with outer-
most regions, M,’c, such that

mapy (My)

=A -0

(1.19) mADM(M,’{) —0 and
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where ¢ (M) is the separation factor of the set of holes P, of My as in (7). Assume
furthermore that there is some Rg > 0 such that the set of accumulation points of
P (UkPr) N (Ro,o) is of measure 0 where p(x) = |x].

Then (M, gx) converges in the pointed intrinsic flat sense to Euclidean space.
More precisely, for almost all R > Ry the ball B,, (0,R) C (M, gx) converges to the
Euclidean ball B5(0,R) C E? in the intrinsic flat sense.

Before proving either theorem we present examples in Section [2| which illus-
trate why some aspects of the proofs are technically difficult. We review Huisken-
IImanen and prove Theorem[L.2lin Section[3l We review Intrinsic Flat Convergence
particularly work of the first author with Lakzian [LS13]], and prove Theorem
in Section @l In the Appendix we provide additional information about geometro-
static manifolds needed within the paper.

The authors thank the organizers of the 2014 conference Geometric Analysis
and Relativity Conference at the University of Science and Technology of China, at
which this collaboration commenced. We further thank the organizers of the 2016
workshop Geometric Analysis and General Relativity at the Banff International
Research Station, during which the final version of this work was formulated.

2 Examples

In this section we describe the location of the outermost region and outermost
minimal surfaces in a variety of Brill-Lindquist geometrostatic manifolds.

Example 2.1. The Riemannian Schwarzschild manifold as in (L8) can be depicted
as in Figure 2.T]to emphasize that it has two asymptotically flat ends: one as |x| — 0
and one as |x| — co. The ends are not quite as flat as depicted here. The outermost
minimal surface, £ = {x: |x| = m;/2}, lies in the neck between the two ends and
the outermost region, M’ = {x : |x| > m;/2}, lies above X in this image.

| = e

AY ’
\ ’

L=A{x: |x| =my/2}

/ x—p=0

FIGURE 2.1. Example[2.Jt The Riemannian Schwarzschild Manifold

Example 2.2. The extreme Reissner-Nordstrom black hole has a metric of the form
(L2)-(L3) withn=1, oy >0 and B; = 0. See Figure 2.2l It has one end as |x| — o
which is asymptotically flat and one end as x — p; which is asymptotically cylin-
drical. It is not a Brill-Lindquist geometrostatic manifold and has no outermost
minimal surface ¥. One may view this example as having an infinitely long neck.
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\ ’ ]x| —> o0

L XD

FIGURE 2.2. Example[22} Extreme Reissner-Nordstrom.

Example 2.3. A typical Brill-Lindquist geometrostatic manifold, M, satisfying the
hypothesis of Theorems [[.2] and [I.5]is depicted in Figure Here we have three
black holes with small masses. The p; are located sufficiently far apart that they
have distinct outermost minimal surfaces, ¥;. The outermost region, M’, lies above
Y = J;X; in this image. If B; << o; then the necks can be quite long as depicted
here. Even with long necks, Theorem implies that M’ is close in the intrinsic
flat sense to E>. The intrinsic flat distance essentially measures a volume between
Euclidean space and M’, and we prove these necks have small volume.

(e (e L
v/ v/ vV
1 1 1

¥ Lo 1X;

X —
X — P1 p2 X — D3

FIGURE 2.3. Example23l M as in Theorems[T.2land[T.3

Example 2.4. Brill and Lindquist demonstrated numerically that if the masses of
two black holes are sufficiently large relative to the distance between them, then
they share a single outermost minimal surface, ¥; = ¥,. Such a manifold, M, which
fails to satisfy the hypothesis of Theorems and is depicted in Figure 2.4
The outermost region, M’, lies above the ¥; in this image.

Example 2.5. In Figure 2.5l we see a sequence of outermost regions, M;, satisfying
the hypothesis of Theorem [L.3] In particular, mapy(M;) — 0. Heren =1, ot; >0
and o >> B; > 0 for each M, and so we have thinner and thinner necks which
can be quite long. In the limit, the neck shrinks to a line segment which has no
volume at all and thus disappears under intrinsic flat convergence.
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x| = e

X=X

X — P1 X — D2

FIGURE 2.4. Example[2.4t Failing the hypothesis of Theorem[I.2]and 1.3

/// S S

TR )

FIGURE 2.5. Example[2.3t A sequence of outermost regions as in Theorem[L.3]

3 Minimal Surfaces

In this section we locate the outermost minimal surfaces, ¥;, proving Theo-
rem[L2l In Subsection[3.I]we review Huisken-Ilmanen which proves the existence
of the outermost minimal surfaces. In Subsection [3.3] we prove that an appropri-
ately rescaled annular region within a geometrostatic manifold has bounded curva-
ture and injectivity radius. These bounds are applied in Subsection 3.4 to provide
a lower bound on Area,(X;). In Subsection we prove that for all X; there is
some p € P such that ¥; N Bgs(p, /Areay(X;)/m) # 0. In Subsection 3.6l we com-
bine these results and the Penrose Inequality to prove that if the separation factor
o is large compared to the ADM mass m, then X; C Bs(p,2C; /Area,(X;)/m) for
some p € P. In Subsection [3.7] we apply the inversion proven in the Appendix to
flip p € P to o to prove that X; is not too close to any p € P, thus completing the
proof of Theorem 1.2l

3.1 A Review of Huisken-Ilmanen

in [HIO1]], Huisken and Ilmanen provide a rigorous definition of an outermost
minimal surface and prove its regularity. We review this here.

Let M be a complete 3-manifold with asymptotically flat ends. Let K; be the
closure of the union of the images of all smooth, compact, immersed minimal
surfaces in M. They observe that since the region near infinity is foliated by spheres
of positive mean curvature, K| is compact. The trapped region K is defined to be
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the union of K; together with the bounded components of M \ K. The set K is
clearly compact as well.

Let M’ be any connected component of M \ K. This is considered to be an
“exterior region”. It has one asymptotically flat end and a compact boundary. In
our paper we are considering specifically M’ corresponding to the end as r — oo.

In Lemma 4.1 of [HIOI], Huisken and Ilmanen prove that M’ is connected and
asymptotically flat, has a compact, minimal boundary, and contains no other com-
pact minimal surfaces (even immersed). In addition M’ is diffeomorphic to R?
minus a finite number of regions diffeomorphic to open 3-balls with disjoint clo-
sures. The boundary of M’ minimizes area in its homology class. This M’ is the
outermost region we have defined in our introduction.

Let X be any connected component of dM’. Huisken-Ilmanen proved that

Area,(X)

lom
which implies the Penrose Inequality if dM’ were connected [HIOI]]. Bray [BraO1]
proved the Penrose Inequality as in (L12) even when the boundary has more than
one connected component.

Applying this to our paper, we have an outermost or exterior region

(3.2) M =R\ | Uy,

(3.1) mapu(M', g) >

where U, are diffeomorphic to three dimensional balls with stable minimal bound-
aries, o, = dU,. Note that every p; must lie in one of the Uy and that if p; € Uy
then Uy = Q¢ of Definition [[.Il Recall that it is possible that some €; = Q. It is
possible that there are some additional U, which do not contain any p; fori =1 to
n. We set these Uy = Q; with i <0 so that we may simply write:

n n
(3.3) M =R\ |J Qiand oM’ = | X; where &; = 99Q;.
i=—n' i=—n'
Observe that we have
(3.4) .Q.ii.Q.j:>.Qiﬂ.Qj:@.
Conjecture 3.1. We conjecture that for every Q there is a p; € Qg so that M’ =
R\ UL Qi
3.2 Minimal surfaces in a Conformally Flat Manifold
Suppose

(3.5) <M,g>:<R3\P,‘P25>

where P = {py,...p,}, § is the Euclidean metric, and ¥ > 0 on R*\ P. We will not
require W2 = (x w)? in the beginning of this subsection.
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If ¥ is a closed surface in this manifold the area of X with respect to the metric
gis
(3.6) Areay(S) = [ do, = / W2 (x) doy.
xeX cX

If we vary ¥, with respect to an arbitrary variational field v = fn where n is the
outward normal, we see that

d

(N S Areay(E)mo = / YWV, n+ Y, £ do;
xe

where H, is the outward pointing mean curvature of X as a submanifold of (M, )

and V = Vg is the gradient with respect to the Euclidean metric §. Thus if ¥, is a
minimal surface in (M, g) then

(3.8) P(x)V¥, -n+¥(x)H, =0 VxcX
and
V¥, n

On any surface, the mean curvature is the sum of the principal curvatures, H =
A1 4 A2, and while the Gauss curvature K = A, A, and so H> — 4K > 0. By Gauss-
Bonnet, the Euler charateristic satisfies

1
(3.10) 27y (Z / Kdos < - / H?dos.
Combining this with (3.9) we see that any minimal surface satisfies:
V‘P
(3.11) 2nx (X 4/< n) dog
which also implies that
(V¥, -n)?
3.12 2x(5) < / Spdo
VL,
1
(3.13) < W) ¥ (x)dos
V¥,
(3.14) < max{| i }/\PZ x)dog
XEL
(3.15) =m v "'2 Area,(X)
‘ TR () O

Note that we have equality iff |Z,;Izjc‘)2 is constant on &, (V¥ -n) = |[V¥| and H> = 4K
where H and K are the mean and Gauss curvatures of the surface with respect to
the Euclidean metric on M. Note further that (V¥ -n) = |V¥| iff V¥ is perpen-
dicular to the surface iff W is constant on the surface. This implies the following
proposition:
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Proposition 3.2. The area of a minimal surface in (M,g) as in (3.3) is bounded
below by:

Ve 1)
(3.16) Areag(X) = 2m¥ (%) <T§z"{ W(x) }>

and we have equality iff ¥ and |[V'¥,| are constant on X and H? = 4K where H and
K are the mean and Gauss curvatures of the surface with respect to the Euclidean
metric on M.

In particular when g is a metric with positive scalar curvature, we know by
Huisken-Ilmanen that any outward minimizing surface is smooth minimal surface
diffeomorphic to a sphere. So we have (3.16) with (X) = 2. Furthermore, by the
Penrose Inequality, as proven in Huisken-Ilmanen, we have

(3.17) Areay(X) < 16wm? where m = mupy (M)

with equality iff M is isometric to Schwarzschild space. Combining this with the
previous proposition we have the following:

Proposition 3.3. If (M, g) as in (3.3)) has positive scalar curvature and X is outward
minimizing then

V2
1 16mm* > 4 [V
(3.18) 6mm” > 7r<r)1£1€azx{ W) })

and we have equality iff ¥ and |V, | are constant on ¥ and H> = 4K and (M, g) is
isometric to Schwarzschild space.

This immediately implies the following:

Proposition 3.4. Let (M,g) be a geometrostatic manifold with ¥(x) = y(x)x (x)
satisfying (L3)). Then by (3.9) any minimal surface ¥ satisfies:

(3.19) Hx:_2<wa-n+Vxx-n> Vxes.
vix)  xx)
If in addition the minimal surface is outward minimizing, we have
VWX -n VXx ‘N ?
(3.20) an< [ < + ) do
s\ vl °
VWX -n VXx ‘n 2
(3.21) < Area,(X) max < >
I e T 20w

2 A V2 ’
(322) = lomm” (wZ(X)x(X) AEITE >

and we have equality iff y/(x)x (x) and V(y/(x)x (x)) are constant on X and H?> = 4K
and (M, g) is isometric to Schwarzschild space.
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Example 3.5. We can apply this proposition to Schwarzschild space Mg, satisfy-
ing (L8) with mass m = a; + B; = 2, to verify that the level set pl’l(m/Z) is a
minimal surface and prove it is the only outermost minimizing surface in Msg,. On
py ! (m/2) we have

(3.23) xx)=yx)=1+B1/p1(x)=1+(m/2)/(m/2) =1+1=2

and
(3:24) Vo=V = (=Bi/p}(x))Vpr = —(m/2)/(m/2)Vpy = —(2/m)Vpy
Since Hy =2/p; =2/(m/2) =4/m and

VWX -n VXx -n

yi) o x0) > = —2=2/m)(1/2) —2(=2/m)(1/2) =4/m,

we have and p; ' (m/2) is a minimal surface in (M, g). So now we know our
outermost region M’ C p; ' [m/2,00).

Next suppose X C M’ were an outermost minimizing surface, then by Proposi-
tion 3.4l we have

(325 -2 <

(3.26) 41 < 167Tm* max< VYl + Vil >2
B X \yr()x(x)  x*(x)w(x)
_ 2 2V \?
(3.27) = 167tm I)1;163.2X< ) >
_ 2 4] —(m/2)/pi(x) P|Vp1|?
G2 = o T /2 o ()P
_ 2 (mp1(x))? _
(3.29) = l6mm I)l;leazx )+ (m/2)f because |Vp;| =1
(3.30) = 16mm? maZXFz(pl(x),m/2) where F(p,B) =2pB/(p + B)*.
xe

For fixed B = B; = m/2, F(p,B) converges to 0 as p — 0 and as p — oo. F
increases to a single critical point at p = /2 = m/4 and then decreases. Since
Y. C M’ implies p;(x) > B; = m/2, the maximum of F occurs at p = m/2. Thus
we have

(3.31) 4m < 16mm*> max F*(p,m/2) < 16xm*F*(m/2,m/2)

pE[m/2,0)
2m/2)(m/2) \> 2/2\
(332) = 167rm2< m/2){m/2) 3> = 167m” <’" / ) = 4r.
((m/2) + (m/2)) m
Thus we have equality in Proposition [3.4] which implies that
2,42 2(m/2)2
(3.33) mpi () mm2)porallxex.

|p1(x) + (m/2)[®  |(m/2) + (m/2)[®
So pi(x) =m/2 for all x € Z. Thus we have confirmed that p, ' (m/2) is the only
outermost minimizing surface in Msy.
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We conjecture more generally that if (M, g) is a geometrostatic manifold as in
(L2), then the only outermost minimizing surfaces are the ¥; defined in[L.1l

3.3 Estimates on the curvature and the injectivity radius

In this section we prove that an appropriately rescaled annular region within
a geometrostatic manifold has bounded curvature and injectivity radius. These
bounds will be applied later to locate the outermost minimal surfaces in these man-
ifolds.

Fix a geometrostatic manifold (R*\ P,g) and fix some i with 1 <i < n. We
assume there is some positive length, ¢ > 0, such that

out

(3.34) Gi:min{|p,~—pj|}>5c or O —max{|p, pjl} < i
J#i #*

Consider a Euclidean annulus

(3.35) o ={ueR’| < |uf <4}
and the mapping
(3.36) ®: o/ -RIN\P by urs pi+cu.

By our choice of ¢ in (3.34) we know that ®(</) avoids P by a definite amount. In
fact ®~!(P\ {p;}) either lies beyond the outer ring of the annulus when o; < 5c¢ or
lies within the inner ring when ¢ > éc.

The scaled pullback metric g, ¢ := c2* g on the annulus is easily seen to be

2
al 1
(3.37) <1+ |/|C+(Poc(u)> <1+ﬁ|/| +<pﬁ(u)> 5,
where
3.38 d
(3.38) ;|cu+lh pil and gp(u Jgﬂcu—kpl pil

Before we state the main results of this section, we introduce some terminology
which will make our statements more efficient.

Definition 3.6. Let y(u) be a function (or a tensor field) defined on the annulus
o ={u€eR3| 1 <|u| <4}. We say that y is controllable by Ko whenever there
exists a positive increasing function P, independent of \, such that

(3.39) 1Wllco(ery < P(Ko)-

Furthermore, we say that y is controllable by Ky with all of its derivatives when-
ever all of the Euclidean partial derivatives a,i (of the components of y(u)) are
controllable by K.

Here are the two main results of this subsection.
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Proposition 3.7. Assume there is a positive length, ¢ > 0, that satisfies (3.34)) and
consider the scaled pullback metric g. o on ./ defined in (3.36)—(3.37). Observe
that

(1) geo > 6.
(2) There exist constants k; and k» such that k16 < g.o < k28 and such that
both % and l,ﬁ—f are controllable by m/(o; +c).

(3) The Christoffel symbols of g. ¢ are controllable by m/(o; +¢) with all of
their derivatives.

(4) The (sectional) curvature of g. ¢ is controllable by m/(o; + ¢) with all of
its derivatives.

We also control the injectivity radius. Note that Cheeger-Gromov-Taylor esti-
mate the injectivity radius in a far more general setting in [CGT82].

Proposition 3.8. Assume there is a positive length, ¢ > 0, that satisfies (3.34) and
let m/(o; +c¢) < 1. Consider the scaled pullback metric g.¢ defined in (3.36)-
(3.37). There is a uniform lower bound, iy > 0, on the injectivity radii of g. ¢ over
o' ={ueR®] < |ul <2}

Remark 3.9. Note that the explicit bound, m/(o;+c¢) < 1, given in Proposition [3.§]
is not optimal, and has only been chosen for simplicity.

Before proving these propositions, we first prove a series of general lemmas.

Lemma 3.10. Let v € R. The I-th order partial derivatives of & v+ |E|¥ on R?
satisfy point-wise estimate

(3.40) 9" (1E)] < Cil&]",
where the constant C; depends only on | and v.

Proof. We first prove the lemma in the case of v = 1:

(3.41) 0"(1ENI < c()- 181",

where the constant C(/) depends only on /. We do so by induction on /. A direct
computation verifies the base cases [ < 2. For [ > 3 the claim follows from the
inductive hypothesis and

i=l—1 / ) )
(3.42) (2P) = 21212/ (E)+ X <i>8’(lél)9l"(lél)-

For general values of v observe that the derivative d'(|§|") is a linear combination
of terms of the form

(3.43) 1§V 5" (&) (IE]), 1<k<I

with coefficients which depend only on v and positive integers [y, ..., [y which
satisfy [y + ...+ [y = [. The claim of our lemma is now a consequence of 3.41). O
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Lemma 3.11. Let ¢ > 0 be a smooth function defined on the annulus, <f, defined
in (3.33) Let a be a positive real number and let

(3.44) F(u) =1In(14 & + ().

For each integer value of | > 0 there exist polynomials P, whose (positive) coeffi-
cients are independent of a and ¢ such that

(3.45) ld fllcrery < Pl @l et (ar))-

Proof. Consider the function f = e/. A straightforward induction argument shows
that the components of the /-th derivatives of d f are polynomials in f~'9’f whose
coefficients depend only on [. Thus, it suffices to prove point-wise bounds on
f~19'f in terms of |¢ci(r) and constants which depend only on i.

By virtue of the fact that the annulus .27 is compact and bounded away from the
origin we know that there is a constant ¢; depending only on i such that

(3.46) 10'f| < 1+ cia+ |0l ciw)
Thus,
0d' f 1+cia
an |[H )< S ol <4040+ ol

This completes our proof. m]

Lemma 3.12. Assume there is a positive length, ¢ > 0, that satisfies (3.34) and
consider the scaled pullback metric g, o on < defined in 3.36)-(3.37). Then for
every integer | > 0 there exists a constant C; which depends only on | such that

(3.48) | Pallct ey llPpllcrar) < Crgite-
Proof. As a consequence of Lemma[3.10| we have that

)
l a;j / ajc
au < i j > ‘ SCI i j l+17
|Cu+pl p]| |CM+Pz pj|

where the constant C; depends only on /.
There are two cases in our hypothesis that ¢ satisfies (3.34]). In the case where
0; > 5¢, we have |p; — pj| > 5c for all j # i, and so we have

(3.49)

(3.50) |cu+ pi—pj| > |pi—pj| —clu| > 6;—4c > 0, — % = % > G’igc > ‘T(;C.

In the case where 6%% < Lc we have |p; — p;| < ¢/5 and so we have
i 5 J

G,+c

(3.51) lcu+pi—pjl >clul = |pi—pjl > §—5=55> %

because o; < o7".
In both cases, it follows from (3.49) and ¥ o¢; < m that
!

(352 |0ga(w)| gc;;ajW ¢ (o) (G;‘ﬂ) <qi ().
! 40

The same argument applies to @p. O
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We now prove Proposition

Proof of Proposition[3.7] The first claim that g. ¢ > & is immediate from (3.37).
By (3.37), the fact that ¢ > 0 and ¢@g > 0, the fact that 4 > |u| > 1/4 on .7,

and Lemma[3.12] with [ = 0 we have

(3.53)

o;\2 Bi 2 o m \? Bi m )2
(1+27 (1+2) 5 <go< (1442102 ) (1448 +a) s

o;j+c oit+c

Thus we have the second claim of Proposition 3.7
To prove the remaining claims we express g. ¢ in the form of €2/ § where

(3.54) ﬂ@:m@+ﬁ%+%wv+mo+&ﬁ+%wv

Ju Jul

for functions ¢y and @g of Lemma[3.12l In fact, by applying Lemmas [3.11] and
[3.12] we see that there exist polynomials P, whose (positive) coefficients depend
only on [ such that

(3:55) ldf e < P (2.

The claim about the Christoffel symbols of g, is now immediate from the fact
that Ff?j can be expressed in terms of components of df. This also means that

the components Rf i of the Riemann curvature tensor are bounded by a (universal)

polynomial in # Since g;(}, < &', the same applies to the sectional curvatures
of 8c,d- O

We now prove Proposition 3.8t

Proof of Proposition[3.8 Tt follows from Proposition that the Christoffel sym-
bols of g. ¢ are bounded over .o, together with all of their derivatives. Thus, the
Cauchy-Picard Theorem implies the uniform time of existence 7" for all geodesics
¥ of 8c,® with

(3.56) r0) e, [Y(0)]s <1.
In particular, we know that for each Q € <7’ the mapping expy, is defined on
(3.57) Bs(0,T) 2 By ,,(0,T).

The fact that for each such Q the mapping exp,, is a local diffeomorphism follows
from the Inverse Function Theorem. In fact, the proof of the Inverse Function
Theorem shows that if

(3.58) |[1d — DI, (expp)lls < 3

for all v € Bs(Q,2r.) then exp, maps diffeomorphically onto the ball B5(Q, 7).

We proceed by showing that a radius ry can be chosen independently of Q so
that the estimate (3.38)) holds for all v € B, _,(Q,2r0). Since

(3.59)  Bs(Q,2r0/k2) C Bg, ,(Q,2r0) and By, ,(Q,kiro/k2) C Bs(Q,r0/k2)
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for the constants k; and k, addressed in Proposition the estimate and
the proof of the Implicit Function Theorem imply that exp, is a diffeomorphism
on B, . (Q,kiro/ky). This observation makes the claim of our proposition a conse-
quence of the fact that (3.58) holds for all v € B,_,(Q,2ry).

As D|,(expy) is identity on the span of v, it suffices to study D|,(exp,) on the
orthogonal complement of v. There the mapping is given by the Jacobi vector fields
Y along the g ¢-unit speed geodesic ¥(t) = expy(t - H—iHv):

(3.60) Dlu(expg) :w > oY (Jvl]), Y(0) =0, ¥'(0) =w.

Note that here ||v|| is taken with respect to g. . For the purposes of addressing
(3.38) it suffices to work with w which are unit with respect to 6. Note that we
then have

(3.61) ki < wllgeo < ka

Let W be the g.o—parallel transport of w along y and let {E;,E,,E3} be any
8c.@—parallel orthonormal frame along y. Since the Christoffel symbols of g. ¢ are
controlled by m/(0o; +¢) < 1 with all their derivatives and since ||w||§ = 1, there is
a time of existence T’ (which is independent of our choices of v and w) such that
on [0,7'] we have

(3.62) [w—W|s < 1.
For 1 <i < 3 define the auxiliary functions
(3.63) Fi(t) = gea(Y — W, E;).
Note that F;(0) = F/(0) = 0. The Jacobi equation implies
(3.64) F'(t) = =R o(Y.Y. Y. E)
(3.65) = —Rg o (Y —tW,Y Y E)) —tR, ,(W,Y Y ,E).

Temporarily fix a value of 0 < 7y < T. By Proposition [3.7] the sectional curvatures
of gc.o are controllable by m/(o;+¢) < 1, and so the same applies to the Jacobi
operators Ry . (.,7)Y. In particular, the fact that ||Eill¢., = 1 and |[W|l,., < k2
along (), implies ' '

(3.66) |F"(1)| <k <sup Y —tWg,o +k2t> , 0<t <y
1<ty '

where k denotes the bound on the norms of the Jacobi operators R, (.,7,7,E;).
Upon integration we obtain

(.67 0] < x (Pl ¥ =W ) + )
1<ty

As [|Y =W (g o < XL, |Fi(1)| we obtain
(3.68) 1Y = W lg. < 3K((sup||Y — W |lg. o) + 2hot”).

t<ty
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Under the assumption of 1 — 3Kt§ > %, ety < ﬁ, and after taking the supremum
over 0 <r <ty, we arrive at

(3.69) Sup [Y — tW g, < 2%katy.
1<ty '
Since
(3.70) [Y — W |[s <sup|[Y —iW||5 < f-sup [Y — W[,
1<t 1<ty

and since ty < T was arbitrary we see that
k3 1 ko ;2
(3.71) [Y —1Wl|s <2x20° ie ||7Y (1) =W|[5 <2kt

forall 0 <r < min{\/%, T}. If in addition r < T’, we have

(3.72) lw—1Y ()]s <2K21° + 7.
It follows that so long as ||v||, 4 is such that

(3.73) 0 < [V]lgo < min{\/%,T, T'}
and

(3.74) 262 |vlz., <4

the estimate (3.58)) is fulfilled. The boundedness of % (see Proposition im-
plies that the estimate (3.58)) holds for all v € By, (Q,2r) where rg can be chosen
independently of Q. This completes our proof. m]

3.4 The Area of the Minimal Surface

Here we use the estimates in the prior subsection combined with Colding-
Minicozzi’s monotonicity formula for the area of a minimal surface to prove the
following theorem depicted in Figure 3.1¢

Theorem 3.13. Fix a length ¢ > 0. Let (M, g) be a geometrostatic manifold such
that forall i = 1,2, ...,n we have
m

3.75 <1
(3.75) re=b

and

(3.76) G:>5c or oM<

5

Consider the scaled pullback metric g ¢ on the Euclidean annulus, .27, as defined
in 3.36)—(3.37). Then there is an sy > 0 which is independent of the choice of our
geometrostatic manifold satisfying the conditions above such that for any smooth
connected g. »-minimal surface X in .7 with

(3.77) 9% C 9B5(0,2) UdBg(0,1)
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that contain points
(3.78) g € LN dBs(0,2) and ¢’ € 9X N dBs(0,1)
must satisfy

(3.79)

FIGURE 3.1. The minimal surface, ¥, of Theorem[3.13]

Before we prove the theorem we recall the following monotonicity formula
(7.5) from Colding & Minicozzi’s textbook [CM11].

Theorem 3.14 (Monotonicity Formula). Let xy be a point on a smooth minimal
surface ¥ in a 3-manifold (M, g). Let ¥ > 0 be a bound on sectional curvatures Ky
on M (as in |Ky| < k) and let iy > 0 denote a positive lower bound on the injectivity
radius on M. Then the function

(3.80) V572 Area(By 4(x9) N X)
of 0 < s < min{io, ﬁ,dist(xo, dX)} is non-decreasing.

For smooth minimal surfaces the function in Theorem [3.14] converges to 7 as
s — 0. Consequently, the monotonicity formula gives us an inequality of the form

(3.81) Area(By 4(x0) N Z) > (me 2V¥)s? > (me2)s?

on the interval for s stated in the theorem.

Following an idea used by Jauregui in [Jaul4l], we can use this monotonicity
formula to provide a lower bound for the area of a minimal surface which runs
between two spheres as follows:

Proposition 3.15. Let g > § be a metric on Bs(0,4) \ B5(0,%) whose sectional
curvatures are bounded by k and whose injectivity radii on B5(0,2) UdBg(0,1) are
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bounded from below by ig. Let so = %min{io, ﬁ, %} Then all smooth connected
minimal surfaces X with

(3.82) dX C dBs(0,2)UdBs(0,1)

that contain points

(3.83) g € LN dBs(0,2) and ¢’ € dX N dBs(0,1)
must satisfy

(3.84) Area, (Z) > (e ?)s3.

Proof. Take xo € £ N dBg(0,3/2) which exists because X is connected and has
points g and ¢’ as in the hypothesis. Since g > &

(3.85) Bg(x0,1/2) C Bs(x0,1/2) C B5(0,1)\ B5(0,2).

Since sy < 1/2 and satisfies the given bounds depending on injectivity radius and
sectional curvature, we can apply Theorem [3.14]and (3.81)) to obtain

(3.86) Areay () > Areag (X N By(x0,50)) > (e 2)s. i
We now prove Theorem [3.13

Proof of Theorem[3.13] Note that ¢ in Theorem satisfies (3.34) which is the
hypothesis of Propositions 3.7]and 3.8l So we obtain uniform bounds on iy and k
for all (M, g). Thus the value of s( in Proposition applied to the metric g. ¢, =
C_ZCIDE‘)g does not depend on (M, g) satisfying the hypotheses of the theorem. O

3.5 Part of the Minimal Surface is near the Point

Before we prove Theorem [1.2] we prove that every outermost minimal surface
intersects with a small ball about one of the p; € P. Lemma is applied to
show each X; for i = 1..n intersects with a small ball about p;. Lemma[3.18] can be
applied to every outermost minimal surface, even the ones which do not surround

a p;.

Lemma 3.16. In any Riemannian manifold, M C R, endowed with a metric g > 8,
a surface X' = dQ surrounding a point p € Q satisfies

(3.87) ¥ NBs <p, Areag(Z’)/(47r)> #0.

Proof. Indeed, had there existed a v > 1 such that

(3.88) Bs <p,v \/Area, (¥) /(47r)> cQ.



20 C. SORMANI AND I. STAVROV

then we would have

(3.89) Areay(X') > Areas(X') because g > 8,
(3.90) > Ciso (VO]S(.Q))Z/ 3 by the isoperimetric inequality,

(3.91) > Ciso <V015 (Bg <p, v \/Areay (/) /(47) > >>2/3 by (3.88),
(3.92) = Areag (azza <p, v \/Areay(X/)/(47) >>
(3.93) =4n <v \/m > 2 = v? Area, (X)) > Area, (),

which is a contradiction. ]

Remark 3.17. By taking p = p; we see that in the cases of the outermost minimal
surfaces ¥; surrounding p; we have

(3.94) %N By <p,-, Areay (%)) /(47r)> #0.

As it is possible there are other outermost minimizing surfaces which do not
contain a point p;, we prove the following lemma using the area lower bounds
developed in Proposition

Lemma 3.18. Let X; be an outermost minimal surface of a geometrostatic manifold,
—n’ <i<n. There exists j = j(i) € {l,...,n} and p; € P with

(3.95) % N By <p,-, \ /Areag(Z,-)/n'> #0.

Note that j(i) =i when i > 1.

Proof. Suppose the opposite: that for all p; € P we have

(3.96) %, N Bs <p‘,~, \/Areay (%)) /7r> —0.

This is true iff for all p; € P we have

1 T

3.97 _ _—
( ) x—p;| — Area(L;)

for all x € ¥;. By the work of Huisken-Ilmanen ¥; is diffeomorphic to $?, and so
Proposition [3.2]implies

An VY|
. — <
(3.98) Areag(%;) ~ rx%az),({ P2 (x) } ’




GEOMETROSTATIC MANIFOLDS 21

where W(x) = x (x)y(x). We proceed by estimating |V¥,|/¥?(x) using (3.97):
(3.99)

VW, |V, | IV [V
V) S W) 2w

(3.100) < <Z/|fa—p\2) N (Zq,ﬁ—p\z)

x(x) v(x)
o B;
1 (\xfpjl) (\xfpj\)
(3.101) < +
; e—pil \ x2() v (x)
o ﬁ
Gl < T (Zi %) . (Zie2)
—\ Area (X)) x(x) v (x)
™ (x@x)—1)  (y(x)—1) T
1 = 2,/ —.
G109 Area, (%) < 1@y ) S A
This chain of inequalities proves that
|V, 4n
(3.104) max { 20y [ <\ Area,(z,)
which is a direct contradiction to (3.98)). The final note follows from Lemma [3.16

O

3.6 The Whole Minimal Surface is Near the Point

In this subsection we prove the first part of Theorem [[L2l Recall that X; for
—n' < i < ndenotes the ' outermost minimal surface, and recall that

(3.105) o;=min{|px—p,|}, o =min{c;,|p,} and 67" = max{|px — pjl}-
k#j J ’ k#j

Proposition 3.19. Let s¢ be as in the Theorem [3.13] The universal constant

(3.106) Cy=1+42e¢/s0

is such that for all geometrostatic (R®\ P,g) with o > 20mC; and all —n' <i<n
there is a j = j(i) € {1,...,n} and p; € P with

(3.107) %, C Bs <p ,2C) |/ Areay(5;) /7r> .

Furthermore, if i > 0 then we may take j(i) =i.

This proposition is a consequence of the following lemma which will be applied
again later in the paper as well:

Lemma 3.20. Let 5o be as in the Theorem 3.13] let C; = 1+ 2e/sy.
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e CASE 1: Suppose 1 <i < n and suppose that r > \/W is a
radius such that
(3.108) ;> 5Cr or of" < iCyr.
We then have
(3.109) Y, C Bs(pi,2Cyr).

e CASE 2: Suppose that —n' <i <0 and suppose that r > /Area,(X;)/7 is
a radius such that

(3.110) o >5Cr.
Then there is a j = j(i) € {1,...,n} and p; € P for which
(3.111) % C Bs(p;,2C1r).

Before proving Lemma[3.20, we apply it to prove Proposition

Proof of Proposition 3.I9 We are given ¢ > 20mC;. Let r = \/Areay(¥%;)/x.
Then by the Penrose inequality:

3.112) G > 20Cim > 20C) |/ Areay (%) /(167) = 5C).
Such an r satisfies r < o /(5C} ), so we have (3.109) which implies (3.107). o
We now prove Lemma [3.20)

Proof of Lemma[320 Let j = j(i) be as in Remark (3.17)) and Lemma[3.18] Sup-
pose the opposite: there exists a point,

(3.113) gi € Zi\Bs(p;j,2Cr).
Applying Lemma [3.1§ we are able to conclude that ¥; contains a point
(3.114) qgi € Bs (Pj,CH Afeag@i)/”) C Bs(pj,Cir).
Since X; is closed and connected, this means we can choose g; above such that
(3.115) q,‘EZ,‘ﬁaB(g(pj,ZClr).
and we can choose
(3.116) q; €X; N dBs(p;,Cir).
In particular the minimal surface depicted in Figure[3.2]
(3.117) Si =X N (Bs(p;,2Cir)\Bs(p;,Cir)),

contains the points, ¢; and ¢/, as above.
Consider the embedding

(3.118) ®: (B5(0,4)\B5(0,1)) = R’\ P givenby u— p;+cu

where ¢y = Cyr.
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FIGURE 3.2. The minimal surface, S; C X;.

The surface ®~!(S;) is minimal with respect to g, & and has points
(3.119) & Yg) e ®71(S;) N D L(IBs(pi,2C17)) =D 1(S;) N IBs(0,2)
and
(3.1200 (g} e d7(S;) N D1 (IBs(pi,Cir)) = D(S;) N IBs(0,1).
In addition,

(3.121) d®d!(S;) C dB5(0,2) UdBs(0,1).

We may now apply Theorem [3.13]to obtain

(3.122) Areay, o (®7'(S))) > me%sj.

Thus

(3.123) Areag(X;) > Areay(S;) by S; C %;

(3.124) = Areag:o(D'(S))) by the defn of pullback
(3.125) = ciAreag, o(P7'(S))) by rescaling

(3.126) > cime %5} by (3.79)

(3.127) = (Clx)2 irefzs(z) by ¢; =Cyr

(3.128) > s5CT Areag(X;)/e? by r > \/Area,(X;)/7
(3.129) > Areagy(X;) because C| > e/so,

which is a contradiction.

23
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3.7 The Minimal Surface is Not Too Close to the Point
We now prove the second part of Theorem Recall C; defined in Proposi-
tion 3.191
Proposition 3.21. If m < 6/(20C}), then
o
4C (i + Bi)
In order to prove Proposition [3.21] we apply an inversion to the geometrostatic

manifold sending p; to oo. As we could not find this inversion process in the litera-
ture, we provide the details in the appendix. See Theorem [A.1l

(3.130) Y, N Bg <pi, > =0 forall 1 <i<n.

Proof of Proposition[3.211 Without loss of generality take i = n. Apply the inver-
sion of Theorem[A.Ilwith x; = p;, to obtain a minimal surface F -1 (X,) about yg =0
in

(3.131)
n ’ " B ’

Y =R"\{yo,....,yn—1} with gy = <1+ Z b= yl|> <1+§) |y_’yi|> Oy
There is an outermost minimal surface about yp = 0 such that
(3.132) Yo=09dQyCY.
By the definition of outermost as in Section [3.1] we know
(3.133) F(Z,) Cc Q.

Let
(3.134) Ao = Area,, (Xo)
In Corollary [A.2]it was seen that the ADM mass of (Y,gy) is
(3.135) my—OCn—l-ﬁn-i-ZM: n-

j=1 Tjn

Observe that

(3.136) mHSan+ﬁn+an2 b +Bn2 G < (ot Bu)(1+2) < 2(c+B)
=1 Jj=

By the Penrose Inequality, and the fact that X is outermost minimizing in (Y, gy)
we have

(3.137) my=my > \/Ao/(167).

In addition, by Theorem [A.T] the 0" separation constant of (Y, gy) satisfies
(3.138) o = max{|yj -0/} = max{ocnﬁ,,/r]n} <a,pB./o
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where o is the separation constant for M as in (L.7)). Furthermore

anﬁn (0 Bn m 1
(.139) T T ) < (0t ) < 5@+
In particular
(3.140) o™ < my/5.

We may apply Lemma[3.201to the geometrostatic manifold (Y, gy ) with i = O taking
r = m, by (3.138) and (3.140). Thus

(3.141) Yy C B§(0,2Cyr).
As a consequence, by (3.133)), we have
(3.142) F1(Z,) € Qo C B5(0,2Cyr).
Thus
(3.143) L, C F(B5(0,2C1r) =R\ By (s, 52
By our choice of r = m,, and (3.136) we have
(3.144) r<2(a,+B)
which implies that

o o7
(3.145) P wPr

2Cr 4C1(06n +ﬁn)
Thus

an n al‘lﬁn p—

(3.146) 2,1 Bs (pus gty ) € Zan1Bs (pn 5282) =0,
and our proof is now complete. O

3.8 Proof of Theorems 1.2 and 1.4

Theorem [L.2]is a special case of the following, more general result. The result
shows that all the outermost minimal surfaces ¥; with i € {—n',...,n} are located
in an annular neighborhood of some point p;;) € P.

Theorem 3.22. Let sq be as in the Theorem [3.13] The universal constant

(3.147) C = 1+2€/So

is such that for all geometrostatic (R \ P,g) with ¢ > 20mC; and all —n' <i<n
there is a j = j(i) € {1,...,n} and p; € P with

(3.148) Z,‘ g Bg <pj,2C1 Areag(Zi)/ir> \35 (pj, #j@_m) .

Furthermore, if i > 0 then we may take j(i) = i.
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Proof. Note that for all i € {—n/,...,n} there is a j = j(i) € {1,...,n} and p; € P
with

(3.149) % C Bs <Pj>2cl Areag(%;)/ ﬂ)
by Proposition Furthermore for j € {1,...,n} by Proposition 3.2l we have
(3.150) 2, NBs (pj, b)) =0
. j 8\ PJ> 3¢ (a;+B;)
SO
(3.151) Bs (Pj, #ﬁﬁj}) C Q.

We see from (3.4) that £; N Q;;) = 0 for all i € {—n’,...,0}. Combining this
observation with (3.137]) yields

(3.152) %1 Bs (pjs syttt ) = %N Q5 =0,
which completes our proof. O

For j € {1,...,n} define

(3.153) I(j):= {i ‘ —-n'<i<n, ¥, CB; <pj,2C1 \/Areag(Z,‘)/n> }

Loosely speaking, the set /(j) identifies those outermost minimal surfaces which
are close to one of p; € P. Next, introduce

(3.154) Yj = max{2C1 \/Area,(X;)/m ‘ i€ I(j)}

and note that
(3.155) Y; < 8Cim.

by the Penrose inequality. The lengths y; are the radii within which all the outer-
most minimal surfaces are to be found. With this notation established, Theorem
[L4]is an immediate corollary of Theorem [3.22]

4 Almost Rigidity of the Positive Mass Theorem

In this section we prove the Almost Rigidity of the Positive Mass Theorem
for geometrostatic manifolds [Theorem [L.3]]. Observe that our result includes (but
is not limited to) geometrostatic manifolds with a uniform upper bound on the
number of black holes whose ADM mass is converging to 0.
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4.1 A Review of Intrinsic Flat Convergence

The intrinsic flat distance, d# between pairs of compact oriented Riemannian
manifolds with boundary was first introduced by the first author with Wenger in
[SW11]. Their intrinsic flat distance, like the classical flat distance of Geomet-
ric Measure Theory, does not scale well: the distance between two n dimensional
oriented manfolds is a sum of an (n+ 1) dimensional filling volume and an n di-
mensional volume. In joint work of the first author with LeFloch [LS135]], the D-flat
distance dp g was defined, dividing the (n+ 1) dimensional volume by diameter
before adding it the » dimensional volume.

In work of Lakzian and the first author [LS13] the following theorem was
proven providing a concrete means to estimate the intrinsic flat distance. Here we
state it also adding in the estimate on the D-flat distance multiplied by diameter:

Theorem 4.1. Suppose (My,g;) and (M,,g>) are oriented precompact Riemann-
ian manifolds with diffeomorphic subregions W; C M;. Identifying W) =W, =W
assume that on W we have

@.1) g1 < (1+€)gand g2 < (1+€)%g1.
Taking the extrinsic diameters,

4.2) diam(M;) <D

we define a hemispherical width,

-1
43) 0= arccos(71r+ €) D.

Taking the difference in distances with respect to the outside manifolds, we set

(4.4) A = sup |duy, (x,y) —dum, (x,y)| <2D,
xyew

and we define the height,

4.5) h = max{ vV2AD,D \/€2 + 2¢}.

Then

dr(My,My) < (27 +a) (Volm(Wl) 4 Vol (Wa) + Vol (OW1) + Vol (8W2))
Vol (M \ Wi ) + Vol (Ma \ Wa),
and
Ddp 7 (My,My) < (2h+a) (Volm(Wl) - Vol,y(Wa) + D Vol (OW;) + D Vol (8W2))
+ Vol (My \ W1)D + Vol,, (Ma \ Wa)D.
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4.2 Our strategy

We start by fixing a geometrostatic manifold (M, g) and a value of R > 0 such
that |p;| # R for all 1 <i <n. We let

(4.6) My = {x € M'|dpp 4(0,x) <R} =B,(0,R) C M’
endowed with the distance dy ) and
4.7) M, = {x e R’||x| <R} = B5(0,R)

endowed with the distance d(gs 4,)(x,y) = |x—y|. In the next few sections we prove
estimates which allow us to apply Theorem 4.1l Ultimately, we obtain the follow-
ing bound on the intrinsic flat distance between M| and M, with these distances
defined above.

Proposition 4.2. There exist universal constants & € (0,1), C'z, C"Z and Cp# such
that for all R > 0, all € € (0, &) and all Brill-Lindquist geometrostatic manifolds
(M,g) = (R*\ P, (xy)*5) with

(4.8) mapy(M')=m<Re’, m<e-Z and p(P) N (R—32Re,R+32Re) =0

where p(x) = |x| and P = {p, ..., py}, the intrinsic flat distance is estimated by

(4.9) dz(Mi,My) < CzR* /e +C%R> Ve
and the D-flat distance is estimated by
(4.10) dpz (M1, M) < CpzR’ Ve

Remark 4.3. Note that in Proposition 4.2] our estimates do not depend upon the
number of points p; € P nor on the number of minimal surfaces X;.

The proof of Proposition 4.2]is involved and is proven in the next few subsec-
tions. The main result, Theorem [I.3] follows as a straightforward consequence of
Proposition 4.2} see subsection 4.9 below for details.

4.3 Locating M,

It is important to understand that there is a possibility for the asymptotic ends of
M to be connected by very long almost-cylindrical regions. In other words, there is
a possibility for the connected components X; of dM’ to be located very far down
a deep well at p;. See Example where f; << o;.

In these settings M| = B,(0,R) C M’ not only controls |x| but also cuts off any
long near-cylindrical regions near p;. To make this idea precise we introduce the
length

—R aip;
4.11 0; g = max < (o + ) ex ) i
@10 e {( i+F) p<ai+l3i> 4C1(Oti+l35)}
When there is a long cylindrical neck then the first term achieves the maximum
here.
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The next lemma clarifies how long near-cylindrical regions are cut off from M;.
Note that the material of this subsection is independent of our choice of €.

Lemma 4.4. Ifm < 6/(20C;) then
(4.12) M; C B5(0,R)\ (UB(;(p[,5,-7R)> :

Proof. First observe that since g > 0 we have

(4.13) M, = B4(0,R) C B5(0,R).

So we need only show that

(4.14) B,(0,R) CR*\ <U35 (pi,ai,R)> .
i

When ;g = #ﬁ_[_) this is immediate from Theorem [T.4t

1) M MC R <U35 <”“4c %ﬁiﬁ)))'

In the case of a long cylindrical end, when &; g = (ot + ;) exp (—R /(0 + Bi)) , we
obtain (@.14)) by proving that

(4.16) dg (0,835 (pi,ai,R)) > R.
Using o; + fB; < m < ¢ < |p;| and the fact that

4.17 1+ ) (14 L) 5
@.17) g>< +|X*Pi|) ( +|X*Pi|)

we can compute:

(4.18) d,(0,9Bs5(pi,6ir)) >

Q.

¢ (0Bs(pi, 0+ Bi), dBs(pi, 6ir))
|

(4.19) = |_ 807 @) di
(4.20) where 7 is a minimal geodesic
4.21) - t_l (”m) |)(1+W§—gm)|y(t)|dz
@) > [ 09 (148) dot)ar
4.23) z/(sj+ﬁi(1+%><1+%>dr
b B
(4.24) > /5 ’ g %tBigr > (a4 B;) In (a’gf > —R.

This gives us (4.16) which implies (#.14)), and we are done. i
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4.4 Proximity of g to

We continue by identifying a region of M’ where g is close to § in the sense of
@.10). We note that the results of this subsection are independent of the parameter
R.

Lemma 4.5. Let € > 0 and assume that m < € - %. Then on

s ([ 8B
(4.25) R \ (lgBS (pla 8(al+Bl)>> .

we have

(4.26) §<g<(l+¢)%s.

Proof. 1t suffices to prove that

(4.27) 1+Y — % <ite/4 and 14Y) P ¢

™ |x— pil ~ |x— pil 4

Our hypothesis on m gives us
8 8&m o

4.28 (o +p) < — < =.

Suppose x ¢ |J; Bs(pi, %(Oc,- + Bi)). In the case when x ¢ | J; Bs(p;, 0/2) we have
[0 4] (04 m €

4.29 —<2) —<2—< -,

(4.29) Zl" |x — pil Xl" c c 8

and an analogous inequality with ;. On the other hand, if |x — p;| < 6 /2 for some
(and hence exactly one) j then

; £Q; o € o; €
(4.30) < +2 —<—< —|—1> < -
Zi: x—pil  8(ctj+B)) 153 o+ B; 4

(An analogous inequality can be proven for f’s as well.) O

For a fixed € > 0, Brill-Lindquist geometrostatic manifolds whose ADM mass
satisfies m < 6/(20C;) and m < € - %, and lengths ¥; from (3.154) we define

4.31) Yie = max{%(a[—kﬁi),%}.

The purpose of introducing ¥; ¢ is in marking the portion of M’

(4.32) R*\ (U Bs (pi,yi,a) M

i=1
on which the metric g is suitably close to the Euclidean metric §:
(4.33) §<g<(l+¢)%s.

We now record several estimates involving ¥ . which are needed later.
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Lemma4.6. Let0 < e < gy:= ”LC% We have

(1) Yie <8mj/e forall 1 <i<n;

(2) LY < 96m*/€*;

(3) LY. <768m° /€
Proof. Since o; + fB; < Y. (o + Bi) = m, the first claim follows from (3.153):
(4.34) Ye < 8mmax{l,C} =22,

and so does the second claim,

nyg < % Zm(a,- + Bi) +C%ZAreag(Z,-)

(4.35) 64m? 2
< 2L 4 16aCTm® < 96,
&€ &€

The third estimate is immediate from the first two. O

4.5 Estimating lengths

In this subsection we estimate the length parameter A of ({.4).

Lemma 4.7. Assume that

(4.36) m<8-%andm<R83whereO<8<80::1/%.
1
Furthermore, let
(4.37) W' =Bs(0,R)\ (UB(;(p,-, m)) :
i

Then W' C M’ and the parameter
(4.38) A= sup |dpy g)(x,y) — drs 5)(x,Y)]

x,yeW’
satisfies
(4.39) A< 7LR7£ :=24Re.

In particular, A scales like distance and converges to 0 for fixed R as € to 0.

Note that this A will be useful for estimating the parameter (4.4) for any set
W C W' as well.

Proof. 1t follows from (.36)) that ¢ > 20mC;. Consequently, (4.32) applies and
we have W/ C M’. Now let x,y € W'. These two points can be joined by a path
@ in M’ consisting of portions of the Euclidean line segment xy and interrupted by
several at most semi-circular arcs along the spheres of Euclidean radius ;¢ (for
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varying i) by Proposition and definitions (3.154)) and (@.31)). The centers of
these spheres project onto points on the line segment xy which are at least

2
@40) fo?—max(2peP = o - <167m> > /o2 - (%)2 > %

away from each other; consult the diagram below for details.

lpi—pil >0
’Pj —p| < Yiet Ve < maxi{Z%,e}

FIGURE 4.1. Illustration for the proof of Lemmal4.7]

It follows from |x —y| < 2R that there can be no more than 475 arcs on the path
¢. In particular, the length of ¢ measured with respect to Euclidean metric satisfies
(4.41) i 6)(%:3) <Ls(@) <[x—y|+ 7Y Yie
where the summation in the last line goes over at most %R elements. By Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality we see that the latter sum satisfies

2 4R
@) (Cre) < 2y,
It follows from Lemma[4.6]and the assumption m < € - 55 that

(4.43) Y 77 <96m*/e* <3om/e.

Overall, we see that the summation term in (@.41]) can be bounded by

(4.44) (Y ye)? < 2R Jom _ LamR

o € €
Combining this with (4.41)) we have

12mR

(4.45) dow 5)(6Y) <X =Y+ Y Yie <dgs 5)(x,y)+7 P

By Lemmal.5] we have
(4.46) dirs 5)(%,) < dpr 5)(x,Y) <dpr g)(x,y) < (1+€)dur 5)(x,y)-
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Since m < Re? the estimate implies
G4T)  dig sy (6y) <dpr g (xy) < (1+€) (d(Rs’ 5)(x,y) + TRe \/ﬁ) .
It follows from d(gs g)(x,y) = |x —y| < 2R that
(4.48) 0 <dp g (x.y) —dgs 5)(x,y) <Re(2+ (1+¢€)mV12).
The claim is now immediate from 2+ (14 ¢€)x V12 <2+47/3<24. O

Remark 4.8. Note that in Lemmal4.7]our estimates do not depend upon the number
of points p; € P nor on the number pf minimal surfaces X;.

4.6 Introducing W

In order to apply Theorem 4.1l we need a pair of diffeomorphic subregions W;
and W,. We are able to simplify the situation slightly by choosing a single W C R3
which can be viewed as both a subset of M; and M, of @.6)-@. 7). Our W’ defined
in may not be a subset of both these manifolds.

Define
(4.49) W =Bs(0,R—1)\ <UB§(p,-,)/i7£)) ,
where A is the parameter estimated in Lemma and ¢ is defined in @.31).
Clearly, W = W' N Bs(0,R — 1) C W’ of Lemma 47l See Figure for two

different scenarios as to how W C M; C M’ depending on which whether the "
minimal surface X; is located outside or inside of Bs(p;, 6 g).

/‘ Vaya '/

8
My, M’ 5,
t R o ﬁ[ o ﬁ[ 1 M !

4'Cl al+ﬁt 4'Cl al+Bl

FIGURE 4.2. Two scenarios.

The following records the properties of W needed in order to apply Theorem (4.1l

Corollary 4.9. Assume that

(4.50) m<e-Zandm < Re> where 0 < € < & := /2.
) C2
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I We have
4.51) W CM NM,,

where M is as in (4.6) and M, is as in (&.7)).
IT The following estimate holds over W:

(4.52) §<g<(l+¢)%s.
III The parameter
(4.53) A= sup |dpy g)(x,y) — d(rs 5)(x,)]|
x,yeW
satisfies
(4.54) A < Are =24Re.
IV We have

@459 MW € (B3(0.R)\B5(0.R~2) ) UU (Balpi 1)\ Bs(p1. i)

where clearly Bs(pi, Yie) \ Bs(pi, 0ir) = @ when ¥ . < 6 g of (.I1).
V We have

@56 M \W = (B5(0.R)\B3(0.R~2) ) UUBs(p1 o)

VI Suppose that
(4.57) p(P)N(R—32Re,R+32Re) =10

where p(x) = |x| and P = {py,..., pv }. Then the unions in parts ([V)) and (V)
of this corollary are disjoint.

Proof. Let x € W. Since by definition W C W’ and since W C M’ by Lemma [4.7]
we have that W C M’. Furthermore, we see from

(4.58) diw g)(0,x) < |x[+A <R

that x € B,(0,R) N M' = M;. Observing that x € Bs(0,R —A) C M, completes
the proof of parfll Parts [l and [l are now immediate from Lemmas 4.7] and
respectively. Note that hypotheses (4.30) imply m < ¢(20C}) so that Lemma [4.4]
applies. Consequently, we have parts [Vl and [V] of our corollary. It remains to
assume and argue that the unions in parts [Vl and [Vl are disjoint:

(4.59) B5(0,R)\ B5(0,R = 4) C R\ JBs (i, Yie)-

Assumption (4.57), and Lemma4.6l imply
(4.60) ||pil —R| > 32Re > Age +8RE* > A+ 32 > A+ 9, > 7.
for all 1 <i < n. In particular, we have

(4.61) |pi|<R_A«_’}/i’g 0r|p,~|>R+}/,-,£
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for all 1 <i <n and the inclusion in (4.59)) is now immediate. O

4.7 Estimating Volumes

To complete the estimation of the intrinsic flat distance between (M;,g) and
(M;, 8) we need estimates on volumes and areas in the hypothesis of Theorem 4.1l
This is done in Lemma[4.10land Lemma .11l

Lemma 4.10. Let &) := \/ﬂzc12 € (0,1). There exists a universal constant C' > 0
such that for all R > 0, all € € (0,&), and all geometrostatic manifolds (M, g) with
(4.62) mapy(M') =m <Re’, m<e-Z

the region W of and Corollary 4.9 satisfies

(4.63) Vols(W) < Vol (W) < C'R?

(4.64) Vols(dW) < Volg(dW) < C'R%.

Proof. Fix € with 0 < € < &. The first estimate follows from the fact that

(4.65) Vol (W) < (1+€)*Vols (W) by LemmaZ3]

(4.66) (1+¢)*Vols (Bs(0,R—2)) by W C B5(0,R— 1),
an
3

for some universal constant C’ > 0. To prove the second estimate we have:

<
(4.67) < —(1+&)°R-21)<CR.

Vol, (dW) <(1+ €)*Vols(dW) by Lemma &3]
<4n(1+¢€)* (R*+Y 7% by @49),

(4.68) <4n(1+€)* (R*+96m*/€*) by Lemmal.6]
<4rn(1+&)* (R* +96R%ey)
< C'R?

for some universal constant C’ > 0. m]

Lemma 4.11. Let & = , /% € (0,1). There exists a universal constant C" >0
1

such that for all R > 0, all € € (0, &), and all geometrostatic manifolds (M, g) with
(4.69) mapy(M')=m <Re’, m<e-Z, p(P)N(R—32Re,R+32Re) =0,
the regions M, of(4.6), M, of 47), and W of (&.49) and Corollary @9 satisfy

(4.70) Vol (M, \W) < C"R%e,
(4.71) Vols(M,\W) < C"Re.
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Proof. Fix € with 0 < € < g. We start by proving (4.71)), as it is easier to establish.
Lemma 4.6 and parts ([II) and (V)) of Corollary d.9imply that

(4.72)
Vol (M \ W) = Vol5(B5(0,R) \ B5(0,R — 1)) +}_ Vols(Bs (pi. Yie))

“.73) =47k 4R~ 2) + L in(ne)’
(4.74) < (BRPA+A7+768m’ /€)
(4.75) < 4T (3R*(24Re) + (24Re)* + T68R€°)

(4.76) C"R¢

IN

for some universal constant C”.

The inequality (.70)) is far more difficult to prove. By part (IV]) of Proposition
(see Figure [4.2) we have

(4.77) Vol (M1 \W) < Vol (B5(0,R)\ B5(0,R— 1))+ Y V;
where
(4.78) Vi == Vol (Bs(pi, Yie) \ Bs(Pi» 6ir)) -

We see from part (V1) of Corollary 4.9]that (4.32]) and (4.33)) apply, giving us
(4.79) Vol (B5(0,R) \ Bs(0,R — 1)) < (1+¢)*Vols (Bs(0,R) \ Bs(0,R— 1))

(4.80) < (1+e&)’ (37R* —3n(R—1)?)
(4.81) < 3n(l+8) BRPA+27).
Combining this with (4.77) and part ([II) of Corollary 4.9l we have

(4.82) Vol (M \W) < 37(1+&)* (3R*(24Re) + (24Re)? +ZV

Next we estimate each term, V;, in the sum. Let x € Bs(pi,%.¢) \ Bs(pi, Oir)
and let j # i. The definition of ¢ in (7)), Lemma and our hypothesis (4.69)

imply
(4.83) lx—pjl > |pi—pj|—|x—pil >0 —%e>0—(8m/e) > 24m/e.
Combining this with ¥ j(ocj +B;) < min (L4) we have

<1+—<2

<1—|——<2 and 1—1—2 2

4.84) 1+
; 24 Zx

In particular, it follows that

(4.85) Vi< /Y 2+%)° (2+%)3nr2dr.
5i,R
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After expanding the integrand in terms of powers of r and integrating individual
terms we obtain:

(4.86) Vi < (64/3)my;, +48m( 0 + B;) Ve

(4.87) +487 (0 + (0 + Bi)?) Ve

(4.88) —87(+ Bi) (0 + Bi)* + 60:B;) In(Si v/ Yice)
(4.89) + 127 (0B + (i + Bi)?) (i) /S

(4.90) +6m(0i+ B) (0:B)/ir)’ + 7 ((0iB:)/ (Sir))’

By the definition of J; g in (4.11)) and LemmaH.6| we have

Oi i+ Di —R/(0; + b
o 8, e(o4+B)exp(—R/(ei+B)
Yie 8m
Thus
(4.92) —In <ﬁ> <—In <£(°‘i+ﬁ")> +R
Yie 8m (0 +By)
Since sup, . (—xIn(x)) = e~! < 1/2 we have —In(x) < 1/(2x) for positive x. So
e(0; +Bi) 4m

4.93 —1 < .
(4.93) n( 8m >_£(OC,'+[3,')
Combining this with the above and multiplying by (o; + ;) we get,

O; 4
(4.94) — (i +B)In ( 7R> < Z4r

Yie €
Furthermore by @.11)
(4.95) GPL < 4€y (0 + B).

iR

Together with estimates such as 4a;8; < (a; + f8;)* we have

(4.96) Y Vi< (64/3)m) e +48m Y (e + B) e

(4.97) +487 Y [0+ Bi)* /4+ (04 + Bi) e
(4.98) +8m Y ((o+B)* +6(ai+ B)*/4) (%m +R>
(4.99) +12m Y (0 + Bi)* /4 + (o + Bi)*)AC1 (e + By)

(4.100) + 67172(051‘ +Bi) (4C1 (04 + B))* + irZ (4Ci (o + Br))°
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By Lemmal.6l we have
@1n Yy, < 768m’ /€’

4.102) Y (0i+Bi) e < 96m’ /e

1

1/2 1/2
4.103) Y (0i+B) e < <Z(O€[+ﬁi>4) <Z}’25)

1

2
(4.104) < (Z(O@—I—ﬁ,)) \/96m2/e? < 10m’ /e,

1

1

with the last set of estimates holding due to

1

1

4
(4.105) Y (o +Bi)* < (Z(ai + B,~)> <m®.

Likewise, ¥;(0; + B;)? < m> and thus
(4.106) Y V; < (64/3)m-768m’ /€’ + 487 -96m’ /&> + 607 - 10m” /&
i

(4.107) +20mm* (4m/€ + R) 4 60nCym® 4 96nCim’® + 64nCim’
(4.108) < (64/3)m - T68R>€® 4487 - 96R*e” + 607 - 10R’ €®

(4.109) +207R3€® (4€? + 1) + 60nC R e’ + 96nCT R e’ + 64nCi R e’
(4.110) < C"R3€S,

for some universal constant C”. Combining this with (£.82) we finally have our
first inequality. o

4.8 The proof of Proposition

We now prove Proposition [4.21bounding the intrinsic flat distance between

(4.111) My = {x € M'|dp (0,x) <R} = B,(0,R) C M’
endowed with the distance dyy ¢) and
(4.112) M, = {x e R’||x| <R} = B5(0,R)

endowed with the distance d(gs 4, (x,y) = |x — y|. Note that the following estimate
on the diameters of these regions

(4.113) max{diamg(M;),diams(M>)} <D =2R.

Proof of Proposition We prove this proposition using the method of Lakzian

and the first author to estimate the intrinsic flat distance (cf. Theorem [4.1)):
dg(My,M>) <(2h+ a) (Volg (W) + Volg (W) + Vol (dW) + Vol s (dW))

4.114
(4.114) + Vol, (M; \ W) + Vol (M, \ W)
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taking W as defined in (4.49) and addressed in detail in Corollary
Let & := 1/”%2 € (0,1) and let 0 < € < g&. Define a as in (£.3):
1

. arccos[(1+¢€)71] D arccos[(1+€)71]

(4.115) -2R.
T T

It follows from the L’Hopital’s Rule that

(4.116) g e % arccos ((1+¢)7")

is a positive bounded function of € € [0,00). Thus there is a universal constant C,
such that

(4.117) 0<a<CiRVE.

In addition, by part () of Corollary @.9]we have that & of (.3)) satisfies
(4.118) h= max{ V2AD,D \/82—1—28}

(4.119) < max { /2(24Re)2R 2R V3¢ } < 10R /2.
Overall, we see that

(4.120) 0<2h+a<GCREe

for some universal constant C,. Substituting our bound on 2/ + a into (£.114) along
with the volume estimates from Lemmas 4.10/and 4.11] we have,

(4.121) dz(My,My) <RV (2C'R* +2C'R*) +2C" R,

which in turn implies @.9). Similarly, using D = 2R we have

(4.122) dpz (M, M) < 3= -CoR /€ (2C'R* +2(2R) C'R*) +2C" R,
which implies @.10). o

4.9 The proof of Theorem

Proof. By assumption there is some Ry > 0 such that for almost every R > Ry, R is
not an accumulation point of p(UP;). Fix one such value of R. We show that for
all € > 0 there is K = K(&) € N such that

(4.123)  dz (B, (0,R),B5(0,R)) <& and dp (B, (0,R),Bs(0,R)) < &

forall £ > K.
For our fixed value of R there exist R’ > 0 and ky € N such that

(4.124) p(P)N(R—R,R+R)=0
for all k > ky. Take 0 < € < &) sufficiently small so that
(4.125) 32Re <R,

(4.126) C-R* e+ CLR e <&,

(4.127) CpzR> Ve <&
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for constants &, C';, C’; and Cpg of Proposition 4.2l Finally, by assumptions

({I19) we know that there exists a K > ko such that

mADM(M,'C) &

4.128 M;) < Re* and —
( ) mapy (My) an =A w
for all kK > K. The hypotheses of Proposition are now satisfied and as a result
we obtain (4.123)). This completes our proof. O

Appendix: Inverting a geometrostatic manifold

Recall that the Riemannian Schwarzschild manifold of mass m; = m is a ge-
ometrostatic manifold with a single point p; = 0 and that this manifold has an
isometry which interchanges the two ends:

(A.1)

F 2R\ {0} — B\ {0} defined by £ (1) = (4 )° B F 0 =(3)

2 x
2

That is the pullback metric of gsc, as in (L8) is

(A.2) (F*gSch)y = <1—|—2‘Fnzy)|>4(F*5)y: <l—|—2b’|> (’;‘) |y_1‘4 5}’,
(A3) = <(T) : +1>45y = (gsch)y-

|

Similarly, if we apply an inversion to any geometrostatic manifold taking the
end at infinity to an end at the origin and taking one of the other ends to the end at
infinity we obtain an isometric geometrostatic manifold:

Theorem A.1. Let (X, gx) be the geometrostatic manifold:

2 2
(A4) X=R"\{x,... xn}WItth_<1+Z|a_Xi|> (H'Z BX,i.> 5.

|x — x;|
Let
y _ X—X
(A5) F) = 07+ s0 that ! (x) = o m—-t
Let yo =0 and

_ Xi—X Xi—X, .
A6) ¥ =F'(x)=ofut—"5 =B~5— forj=1,.n—1
|xj_xn| rjn

Let (Y, gy) be the geometrostatic manifold
(A7)

Y =R"\ {yo,...,yn—1} with gy = (
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where

(AS) 05Y70 = Oy

(A9) Bro = Bx

(A.10) ;= Pr.jom _ Pr.jly)l
Fjn ﬁn

(A.11) By, = P Ox 1yl
}"le (oM
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Then F : Y — X is an isometry which maps the end at infinity for Y to the end at
x, for X and the end at O for Y to the end at infinity for X, and the end at y; for Y

to the end at x; for X.

The proof of this theorem follows a method of Misner in [Mis63]]. We include

it for completeness of exposition.

Proof. We need only prove gy = F*gx.
First observe that

(A12) (F*6), = (0,B,)? @ 5,.

So

2 2

=1

B. o Oy ) nilﬂ
am (5) (”,; |F<y>_x,.|> ) (H;oly—yf')

% - Bx v O,
A.l4 14y P )y ,
(1D <\ |> ( L 170 -] ( & |y—y,~|>

First observe that

(A.15) ﬁ}—ri =D l_any0| = |yﬁ_Y’§0‘ by the choice of yo = 0 and By = B,
O
(A.16) by the choice of yo = 0 and oty g = ¢t,.

o =yl - yol

<<M>< L)) (G) (i) o
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Since ax , = o, and Bx , = B, we have,

ﬁ < aX,n > ﬁn< > ﬁnan
A7 __PXn —1,
(AP \y| F0)—ml) = bl \anﬁny/\y|2+xn—xn\ B/
BX,n > (oM < > anﬁn
A.18 — | = — =1.
A1 T <|F<y>—xn| bl |anﬁny/|y|2+xn—xn| anBuy/ ]
So we need only prove for j =1,....n— 1 we have
o) (res) = ()
A.19 _
(A19) <\y| Fo) —x1) = \—
oy Bx.j >_< Oy, >
A.20 — —
(.20 <|y|> <|F<y>—x,~| =]
Now

(A21) |F(y)—x;* = [F(y)—F(yj)I?

2
(A22) - anﬁniz X — O s —
Iyl bl
2
(A.23) = (0uBn)* | T3 — y_,2
|y]|

(0, B)?
(A.24) = |y|Z|y"|4 |y 2y = Py |

Q,
(A.25) = |(y|Z|[;n.)|4 (il + i =20y PPy -y;)

J

(06n)?

(A.20 = ppep (0 b =2y-3)
J

(anﬁn) 2
(A.27) = —yil*

DRy
Applying this to y = y; we have

o

(A.28) e =—xj)* = |( |"2|;)|2 e =l

Applying it more generally for j # n we have

(A.29) (&) < 0x,j > _ <&> < o, [y1 1y, > _ By
I/ \IF(y) =] I/ NewBaly =yl ) [y=il

(A.30) (%) < Bx.j > _ <%> < Bx.ilyl lyjl > _ vy
[/ \IF () = xjl 1) NowPuly—yl) 1y =yl
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Corollary A.2. Since F is an isometry which maps the end at infinity for Y to the
end at x, for X these ends have the same ADM mass:

(A.31) mapm (Y) = mx .

Since F' is an isometry which maps the end at yy for Y to the end at o for X, these
ends have the same ADM mass:

(A32) myo= mADM(X).

Proof. We also prove these equalities using (I4) and (L3) thus rederiving these
equations that were stated without proof in Brill-Lindquist. We have by (L.4)) that
the ADM mass of the end at infinity for Y satisfies:

n—1 .
(A.33)ZADM(Y) = Z(aY]+BYj) — aXn+ﬁXn+ Z <ﬁX .jOn i OCXdﬁn)

Jj=0 Jj=1

Bx.j0x » + Ox_iPBx n

Tin

r/7n r/7n

(A34) :aXn+ﬁXn+Z<

j=1

) — iy by (I3)

where my , is the ADM mass of the end at x,, for X. This is also a consequence of
the fact that F is an isometry which maps the end at infinity for Y to the end at x,,
for X. We have by (L.3) that the ADM mass of the end at y, for Y satisfies

BYOOCYJ-I-OtyoﬁYJ)

(A.35)  myo=ayo+Pro+ Z

= lyo =,
n—1
Ba(Bx.j O/ 1jn) + 0u(Ox ; Br/7jn)

A.36 = O,+ P, +
( ) 2 j=1 (aan/rJ,n)

n—1
(A.37) = oxn+Bxa+ Y (Bxj+ox,;) = mapu(X) by L4,

=

where mapy(X) is the ADM mass of the end at infinity for X. This is also a
consequence of the fact that F' is an isometry which maps the end at yg for Y to the
end at oo for X. Recall that by (A.28) we have

(A.38) ‘yk_yj‘ — Jﬁb’ﬂ b{/\ _ ( Tk, j <(1an> <(1an> _ anﬁnrk,j

(Xan) Tkn I'jn Tknjn
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We can combine this with (I.3) to show that the ADM mass of the end at y; # yo
for Y satisfies

ay,0+ Broo ol ay,j+ Py ;o
myx = G+ Br +(I3Y7k .0+ BroOy k) .y (Byrxow,j+ Br,jow k)

|yk_0| 2k, j=1 |)’k—)’j|
_ ﬁXJ{ (0% + OCXJ{ﬁn + <aX,kﬁnOCn + ﬁnﬁX,kan> Tk,n
Tkn Tkn Tkn Tkn anﬁn
N "il (0t i B/ Tk ) (Bx,j O /Tjn) 4 (0x j Bu/7jn) (Bx k O/ Tin)
k=1 (O‘anrkJ)/(rk,nrj-n)
_ Bx k Ox n + Ox i Bx n (O at Brs) + "il (ox iBx.j+ ox, i Bx k)
e — x| T J#kj=1 Th.j

= (ox ik + Px i) + Zn: (ox i Bx.j+ ox i Bx k)

Jj#k =1 Tk.j

= myy by (L3)

where my ; is the ADM mass of the end at x; # x,, for X. This is also a consequence
of the fact that F' maps the end of Y at y; totheend of X atx; fork=1,....n—1. O
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