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We consider a spinning test particle around a rotating black hole and compare the Mathisson-
Papapetrou-Dixon (MPD) formalism under the Tulczyjew-Dixon spin supplementary condition to
the test-mass limit of the effective-one-body (EOB) Hamiltonian of [Phys. Rev. D.90, 044018(2014)],
with enhanced spin-orbit sector. We focus on circular equatorial orbits: we first compare the
constants of motion at their linear in secondary spin σ approximation and then we compute the
gravitational-wave (GW) fluxes using a frequency domain Teukolsky equation solver. We find no
difference between the EOB and MPD fluxes when the background spacetime is Schwarzschild,
while the difference for a Kerr background is maximum for large, positive spins. Our work could be
considered as a first step to improve the radiation reaction of the EOB model, in view of the needs
of the next-generation of GW detectors.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the first detection of gravitational waves (GWs)
in 2015 [1], the LIGO-Virgo-KAGRA collaboration has
been mainly observing GWs coming from compact bi-
nary coalescences, where the binaries’ mass ratio is
roughly of the order O(1), i.e. comparable-mass binaries.
The upcoming generation of GW observatories, either
ground- or space-based, will instead reach lower frequen-
cies and allow us to observe a more diverse collection of
sources. Among these are in particular intermediate- and
extreme-mass-ratio inspirals (IMRIs and EMRIs respec-
tively), systems in which a stellar-mass compact object is
revolving around a massive or super massive black hole.
These systems are expected to have a richer phenomenol-
ogy, and their detection and parameter estimation will,
thus, require additional effort on the GW waveform mod-
eling side.

Among the currently used models for comparable-mass
binaries are effective-one-body (EOB) ones: these are
based on a Hamiltonian conservative dynamics comple-
mented by an analytical radiation reaction force. Both
for the conservative and for the dissipative sector these
models make use of post-Newtonian (PN) expressions
that are resummed in various ways for better conver-
gence in the strong field. In order to choose a proper
resummation, the functions are usually compared to test-
mass results. For instance, in Ref. [2] the authors pro-
posed an efficient resummation scheme that was chosen
to match numerical results for a spinning particle moving
in a Schwarzschild black hole background.

The present work is a preliminary step to such a re-
summation scheme within an EOB model. It aims at
analyzing the dynamics of a spinning particle on circu-

lar equatorial orbits (CEOs) around a Kerr black hole
and at evaluating the related gravitational wave fluxes.
A similar analysis has already been carried out within
the Mathisson-Papapetrou-Dixon (MPD) formalism un-
der different spin supplementary conditions (SSCs) [3]
and in comparison with PN results [4]. Actually, Ref. [5]
provided a precursor study to the one we are present-
ing here, but constrained to a spinning particle in a
Schwarzschild black hole background, and it constitutes
the first step of what was carried out in the aforemen-
tioned Ref. [2]. Instead of taking into account three dif-
ferent SSCs as done in Ref. [5], we only consider the
Tulczyjew-Dixon one [6, 7], and we employ a frequency-
domain (FD) Teukolsky equation (TE) solver instead of
the time-domain one used in Ref. [5].

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we give
an overview of the EOB formalism, describing its test-
particle limit and evaluating the relation between the
EOB radius and the orbital frequency for CEOs at liner
order in the secondary spin σ. In Sec. III we present the
MPD formalism, the conditions for CEOs, and the anal-
ogous radius-frequency relation as computed for EOB. In
Sec. IV we compare the constants of motion, presenting
numerical results and also computing the PN expansion
of the angular momentum for both approaches. In Sec. V
the behavior of the last stable orbit (LSO) for EOB and
MPD is compared. In Sec. VI we finally present the fluxes
evaluated with the FD TE solver. In Sec. VII we gather
our concluding remarks. In Appendix A we discuss the
behavior of the horizon flux exploiting an analytical PN
formula, and in Appendix B we discuss the differences
between this work and Ref. [5].

Notation and conventions: We define the mass ra-
tio q ≡ m1/m2 ≥ 1, the symmetric mass ratio ν ≡
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m1m2/M2, where m1,2 are the masses of the two bodies,
M ≡ m1 + m2 and we use the convention m1 ≥ m2. We
address with (S1, S2) the individual, dimensionful, spin
components aligned along the direction of the orbital an-
gular momentum. In the test-particle limit m1 ≫ m2,
M ∼ m1 is the mass of the central black hole, and µ = m2
is the mass of the particle. The dimensionless spin of the
central black hole is then defined as â ≡ S1/M2, and the
dimensionless spin of the particle is σ ≡ S2/(µM). We
use geometric units with G = c = 1, normalize quanti-
ties by the total mass M (e.g., the time is t ≡ T/M , the
radial separation is r ≡ R/M etc.), and in practice work
numerically with µ = M = 1.

II. THE EFFECTIVE-ONE-BODY
FRAMEWORK

The effective-one-body approach [8–12] to the two-
body problem in general relativity is based on a map be-
tween the motion of two compact objects into the motion
of a single particle in an effective metric. This mapping
yields the Hamiltonian of the system, which encodes the
conservative part of the dynamic, and reads

ĤEOB = HEOB

µ
= 1

ν

√
1 + 2ν(Ĥeff − 1), (1)

where Ĥeff ≡ Heff/µ is the effective Hamiltonian. For a
full evolution, one has to take into account the energy and
angular momentum carried away by gravitational waves
to infinity and, if the compact bodies are black holes,
into their horizons. This dissipative contribution to the
evolution in the EOB formalism is taken into account
via an analytical expression for the radiation reaction
F̂φ, which enters the right-hand side of the Hamiltonian
equations of motion:

φ̇ = Ω = ∂pφĤEOB, (2a)

ṙ =
(

A

B

)1/2
∂pr∗

ĤEOB, (2b)

ṗφ = F̂φ, (2c)

ṗr∗ = −
(

A

B

)1/2
∂rĤEOB. (2d)

By solving these equations one finds the evolution of the
dynamical variables, that allows finally to evaluate the
gravitational waveform.

Since we are focusing on the motion of a spinning par-
ticle around a Kerr black hole, we are interested in the
EOB Hamiltonian for spinning black hole binaries. The
first EOB Hamiltonian for such binaries was presented in
Ref. [11]. The spin-orbit coupling was then extended to
next-to-leading order in Ref. [13], and to next-to-next-
to-leading order in Ref. [14]. A complete EOB model for
coalescing spinning binaries, including the radiation re-
action, was finally presented in Ref. [15]. On the latter

is based the EOB model for spinning black hole binaries
that will be the basis of our analysis, TEOBResumS [16, 17].
In this work we restrict our analysis to the test-mass limit
of the Hamiltonian of Ref. [15], with few modifications
that will be described in the following. We would like to
highlight here that in this lineage of papers the Hamilto-
nian is derived by combining the Arnowitt-Deser-Misner
(ADM) Hamiltonian formalism for the orbital degrees of
freedom with a non-covariant treatment of the spin de-
grees of freedom, and that so far the spin-orbit couplings
in the test-particle limit are reproduced only through
2.5PN order, as pointed out in Ref. [18]. There is as well
a different branch of EOB spinning Hamiltonians, stem-
ming from Refs. [19–21], that in the test-particle limit
reproduces all spin-orbit couplings and uses the Newton-
Wigner SSC [22].

A. Test-particle limit

The test-particle limit of the EOB Hamiltonian of
Ref. [15] was previously presented in Sec. III of Ref. [5],
that was focussing on the dynamics of a spinning par-
ticle around a Schwarzschild black hole. The Hamil-
tonian used in this work will be the one presented in
Eq. (70) therein, but we rederive it here for completeness.
We start from the TEOBResumS Hamiltonian defined for
comparable-mass black hole binaries with aligned spins.
For a test particle, the EOB Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) sim-
ply reduces to the effective Hamiltonian, that for circular
orbits reads

Ĥeff = Ĥorb
eff + ĤSO

eff , (3)

Ĥorb
eff =

√
A(1 + p2

φu2
c), (4)

ĤSO
eff = pφ

(
GSŜ + GS∗ Ŝ∗

)
, (5)

where the spin variables are defined as

Ŝ = S1

M2 + S2

M2 , (6)

Ŝ∗ = m2

m1

S1
M2 + m1

m2

S2

M2 , (7)

and we note that the second definition is equivalent to
Ŝ∗ = ν[S1/(m2

1) + S2/(m2
2)]. Here pφ is the orbital an-

gular momentum, GS , GS∗ are the gyro-gravitomagnetic
functions, and A is the main EOB radial potential, de-
fined as

A = 1 − 4u2
c

1 + 2u
, (8)

where uc ≡ 1/rc is the inverse centrifugal radius. Dif-
ferently from Ref. [15], in this work we also take into
account the next-to-next-to-leading-order (NNLO) con-
tribution to rc as evaluated in Ref. [23], so that the cen-



3

trifugal radius reads

rc =

r2 + (â + σ)2

(
1 + 2

r
+ δa2

NLO
r

+ δa2
NNLO
r2

)1/2

.

(9)
The gyrogravitomagnetic functions are

GS = 2uu2
c , (10)

GS∗ =
(

1
r2

c

)[
rc∇

√
Aeq

1 +
√

Q
+

(1 − ∇rc)
√

Aeq√
Q

]
, (11)

with
∇ ≡ (Beq)−1/2d/dr (12)
Q = 1 + p2

φu2
c (13)

Beq = u2
c

uA
. (14)

For GS∗ we adopt the complete zeroth-order GSF con-
tribution, determined by the spin-orbit coupling of a
spinning test-particle in a Kerr background, as appears
in Eq. (2.21) in Ref. [24]. This expression differs from
the test-mass limit of the GS∗ used in the standard
comparable-mass version of TEOBResumS, that is just the
leading order of the PN expansion of the complete one,
corresponding to (3/2)u3. This choice in the standard
TEOBResumS is due to the use of the so-called Damour-
Jaranowski-Schäfer (DJS) spin gauge1 [10, 25], which re-
quires the gyrogravitomagnetic functions not to depend
on pφ. In Ref. [26], we explored the performance of us-
ing another spin gauge, referred to as anti-DJS. In this
gauge, the expression in Eq. (11) is used as a prefactor
in the PN expansion of GS∗ , so that the Hamiltonian we
use here is actually the test-mass limit of the one used in
Ref. [26].

However, if one took directly the ν → 0 limit, due
to the way Ŝ∗ is defined, the second spin-orbit coupling
function GS∗ would not contribute to the Hamiltonian.
Following Ref. [5], we consider instead that when m1 ≫
m2 and M ∼ m1, the spin-orbit effective Hamiltonian in
terms of m1, m2 becomes

ĤSO
eff = pφ

GS

(
S1

m2
1

+ S2

m2
1

m2

m2

)

1 We remind that the necessity of choosing a spin gauge in EOB
is connected to the choice of a center of mass of an extended
body in a curved spacetime. This is clearly seen in Ref. [25],
where to obtain the EOB (real) Hamiltonian for spinning bina-
ries (with NLO spin-orbit coupling), one starts from the related
ADM Hamiltonian in the center-of-mass frame and performs two
canonical transformations. The first one is needed to go to EOB
coordinates, while the second one only affects NLO spin-orbit
terms, and involves two arbitrary ν-dependent dimensionless co-
efficients. These coefficients can be viewed as gauge parameters,
connected to the arbitrariness of defining a local frame to mea-
sure the spin vectors. The real EOB Hamiltonian is then related
to the effective one via the usual energy map.

+ GS∗

(
m2

m1

S1
m2

1
+ m1

m2

S2

m2
1

)
= pφ

[
GS

(
â + m2

m1
σ

)
+ GS∗

(
m2

m1
â + σ

)]
(15)

where â ≡ a/M = S1/(M2) ∼ S1/(m2
1). At this point

of the calculation, we can safely take the test-mass limit
(m2/m1 → 0) of all the quantities in the last line in
Eq. (15) and thus recover

ĤSO
eff = pφ (GS â + GS∗σ) . (16)

B. Relation between radius and frequency for
CEOs

One of our aims in the following will be to compare
numerical gravitational wave fluxes evaluated with a fre-
quency domain (FD) Teukolsky equation (TE) solver,
that takes as input the energy and the angular mo-
mentum for CEOs. For this purpose, we need analyti-
cal expression for these dynamical quantities within the
EOB and MPD formalisms at linear order in the spin
of the particle. These expressions are analytically found
as functions of the inverse radial coordinate u. How-
ever, the EOB radial coordinate only coincides with the
Boyer-Lindquist one if σ = 0, namely for a nonspinning
particle. We thus need to express all the quantities as
functions of a gauge-invariant parameter. We choose to
exploit the frequency parameter x = Ω2/3, where Ω = φ̇
is the orbital frequency, since the relation u(x) can be
easily derived for CEOs at linear order in σ. This will
allow us to finally express the energy and the angular
momentum as functions of x.

If the central black hole is nonspinning (â = 0), the
Kepler law holds for circular orbits and x = u, so that
uEOB = uMPD. For a nonspinning particle on a Kerr
black hole, the relation between the inverse radial coor-
dinate and the frequency parameter both for MPD and
EOB reads

u(x) = x

(1 − âx3/2)2/3 (17)

so that again the radial coordinates coincide. For a spin-
ning particle on a Schwarzchild black hole, the relation-
ships uEOB,MPD(x) have been derived in Ref. [5], and
read

uEOB(x) = x + x5/2

1 +
√

1−2x
1−3x

σ (18)

uMPD(x) = x + x5/2σ (19)

The purpose of the current section is to derive the re-
lation between the frequency parameter x and the EOB
inverse radial coordinate uEOB for a spinning particle on
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CEOs around a Kerr black hole. For simplicity, through-
out this section we will simply write u instead of uEOB.
We start by imposing the circular condition

∂Ĥeff

∂u
= 0 (20)

and substitute in this expression an ansatz for the angular
momentum to be linear in σ, namely pφ → l0 +σl1. Then
we solve for l1. Here, l0 is the angular momentum for a
non-spinning test particle on a Kerr black hole, that reads

l0 = 1 − 2âu3/2 + a2u2√
u(1 − 3u + 2âu3/2)

. (21)

The orbital frequency is found as

Ω = ∂Ĥeff

∂pφ
. (22)

Substituting pφ → l0 +σl1 and expanding in σ, this gives
Ω = ΩI + σΩII with

ΩI = l0u2
cA√

A(1 + l2
0u2

c)
+ âGS (23)

ΩII = l1u2
cA2

[A(1 + l2
0u2

c)]3/2 +

+ GS∗ |pφ=l0 + l0
∂GS∗

∂pφ

∣∣∣∣∣
pφ=l0

. (24)

The quantities in ΩII are all evaluated at zeroth order
in σ, while ΩI can further be expanded considering that
uc, A and GS also contain σ. This leads us to obtain
Ω = Ω0 + σΩ1, where Ω0 is Eq. (23) evaluated with the
zeroth-order-in-σ contributions uc,0, A0 and GS,0, while
Ω1 includes both Eq. (24) and the linear-in-σ contribu-
tion to Eq. (23).

The frequency parameter x can be formally expanded
as

x = (Ω0 + σΩ1)2/3

≃ Ω2/3
0 + 2

3σ
Ω1

Ω1/3
0

+ O(σ2). (25)

To get uEOB(x) we can consider then that at linear order
in σ

u(x) = u0(x) + σu1(x)

= u0(x) + σ

(
−∂x

∂σ

∂u0

∂x

)
, (26)

where ∂x/∂σ = 2Ω1/(3Ω1/3
0 ). For practical reasons we

do not present the final formula here, and choose to in-
clude it in the supplementary material attached to this
work [27].

III. MPD

In this section we provide the key features of the MPD
formalism, for more see Refs. [28, 29]. The MPD formal-
ism [30–32] provides a framework to describe the motion
of an extended test body in a curved background. This
extended body can be reduced to the pole-dipole approx-
imation, in which we ignore all the higher multipoles of
the body. In the pole-dipole approximation, when only
the gravitational interaction is taken into account, the
MPD equations read

DP µ

dτ
= −1

2 Rµ
νρσ vν Sρσ ,

DSµν

dτ
= P µvν − P νvµ , (27)

where P µ is the four-momentum of the particle, Rµ
νρσ is

the Riemann tensor of the background spacetime, vµ =
dxµ/dτ is the four-velocity, Sµν is the spin tensor of the
particle and D/dτ = vµ∇µ is the covariant derivative
along the worldline parametrized by the proper time τ .

The system of equations (27) is underdetermined and
we need three extra constraints to close it. Actually, if
he had not chosen the proper time as our affine parame-
ter, we would need four constraints, but the proper time
choice implies the vµvµ = −1 four-velocity constraint.
The three remaining constraints fix the centre of mass of
the extended body, which is used as a reference point in
the extended body with respect to which the multipoles
of the body are calculated. This point is called centroid
and is specified by a SSC in the form SµνVµ = 0, where
Vµ is a timelike vector field. In this work, we use the
Tulczyjew-Dixon (TD) SSC [6, 7]

SµνPµ = 0 . (28)

Since the extended test body is represented by a point,
it is often called a particle, and in particular in the pole-
dipole case a spinning particle.

Having chosen the TD centroid, allows us to define the
spin four-vector

Sµ = −1
2ϵµνρσ uν Sρσ , (29)

where ϵµνρσ is the Levi-Civita tensor and uν := P ν/mp

is the specific four-momentum. The inverse relation of
this equation reads

Sρσ = −ϵρσγδSγuδ . (30)

The spin four-vector allows us to understand better the
orientation of the spin as we shall see later on.

Under the TD SSC, the mass mp of the particle with
respect to the four-momentum

mp
2 = −P µPµ (31)

and the magnitude of the spin

S2 = 1
2SµνSµν = SµSµ (32)
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are conserved quantities (see, e.g., [28]). The conserva-
tion of the above quantities is independent of the space-
time background. On the other hand, the symmetries
of the spacetime introduce for each Killing vector ξµ a
specific quantity

C = ξµPµ − 1
2ξµ;νSµν , (33)

which is conserved upon the evolution of the MPD equa-
tions.

Even if we have chosen a SSC, it is not so obvious how
to evolve the MPD equations, since there is no evolution
equation for the four-velocity. For the TD SSC, however,
exists a relation of the four-velocity in terms of the four-
momentum and the spin tensor [33], which reads

vµ = mv

mp

(
uµ + 2 SµνRνρκλuρSκλ

4mp
2 + RαβγδSαβSγδ

)
, (34)

where mv = −Pµvµ is the rest mass with respect to the
four-velocity vµ. This mass mv is not conserved under
the TD SSC an it can be used so that the constraint
vµvµ = −1 during the MPD evolution is satisfied leading
to

mv = Amp
2√

A2mp
2 − BS2

, (35)

[34], where

A = 4mp
2 + RαβγδSαβSγδ , (36)

B = 4hκηRκιλµP ιSλµRηνωπP νSωπ , (37)

hκ
η = 1

S2 SκρSηρ . (38)

A. The Kerr spacetime background

Since our work deals with the motion of a spinning in
the Kerr spacetime, let us briefly introduce this space-
time. The Kerr geometry in BL coordinates (t, r, θ, ϕ) is
described by the metric

ds2 = gtt dt2 + 2 gtϕ dt dϕ + gϕϕ dϕ2

+ grr dr2 + gθθ dθ2 , (39)

where the metric coefficients are

gtt = −
(

1 − 2Mr

Σ

)
,

gtϕ = −2aMr sin2 θ

Σ ,

gϕϕ = (ϖ4 − a2∆ sin2 θ) sin2 θ

Σ , (40)

grr = Σ
∆ ,

gθθ = Σ

with

Σ = r2 + a2 cos2 θ ,

∆ = ϖ2 − 2Mr ,

ϖ2 = r2 + a2 . (41)

The Kerr spacetime is stationary and axisymmetric.
This provides two Killing vector fields, the timelike one
ξµ

(t) and the spacelike one ξµ
(ϕ). Due to these Killing vec-

tor fields, Eq. (33) provides two constants of motion. In
particular, thanks to the timelike field, the energy

E = −Pt + 1
2gtµ,νSµν (42)

is conserved, and thanks to the spacelike field, the com-
ponent of the total angular momentum parallel to the
rotational axis of Kerr (z axis)

Jz = Pϕ − 1
2gϕµ,νSµν (43)

is conserved. These two conserved quantities can be used
to parametrize the spinning particles orbits.

The stress-energy tensor T µν of a MPD pole-dipole
body reads [35]

T µν = P (µvν)

vt

δ3
√

−g
− ∇α

(
Sα(µvν)

vt

δ3
√

−g

)
, (44)

where for Boyer-Lindquist (BL) coordinates δ3 = δ(r −
rp(t))δ(θ−θp(t))δ(ϕ−ϕp(t)) is the delta function located
at the particle’s position.

B. CEOs

This work focuses on CEOs. For the MPD equations
under TD SSC, to restrict the motion on the equatorial
plane θ = π/2, i.e. to ensure that P θ = vθ = 0,

Sµ = −rS δθ
µ , (45)

has to hold [36], while the circularity of the orbits is
ensured by pr = vr = 0 [37].

For CEOs it holds that

E = (aMS − mpr3)pt + MSpϕ

mpr3 , (46)

Jz = S(Ma2 − r3)pt + (mpr3 + aMS)pϕ

mpr3 . (47)

C. Relationship between radius and frequency

The relation uMPD(x) for a spinning particle on a Kerr
black hole has not been presented before in the litera-
ture, so we report it here. To obtain it, we exploit the
expression for the orbital frequency Ω shown in Eq. (22)
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of Ref. [4], expand it at linear order in σ and then con-
sider Eqs. (25, 26). We find

uMPD(x) = 1
(1 − âx3/2)2

[
x(1 − âx3/2)1/3 − âσx3

−(â − σ)(1 − âx3/2)1/3x5/2
]

. (48)

IV. CONSTANTS OF MOTION

Having obtained the u(x) relationship both for EOB
and MPD, it is now straightforward to evaluate the en-

ergy and angular momentum in both frameworks at lin-
ear order in σ. Before discussing the numerical values, we
note that we will compare Eq. (47) for the MPD total an-
gular momentum to the EOB orbital angular momentum
pφ (found before as l0 + σl1) summed to σ. To explain
our choice, we can look at the 3PN expansions of both
quantities, that read

JMPD
z = 1√

x
+ σ + 3

√
x

2 − 5
6x(4â + 3σ) + x3/2

(
â2 + 2âσ + 27

8

)
− 7

8x2(8â + 3σ)

+ x5/2

(
26â2

9 + 4âσ

3 + 135
16

)
+ 3

16x3
(

8â2σ − 108â − 27σ
)

+ O
(

x7/2
)

, (49)

pEOB
φ = 1√

x
+ 3

√
x

2 − 5
6x(4â + 3σ) + x3/2

(
â2 + 2âσ + 27

8

)
− 7

8x2(8â + 3σ)

+ x5/2

(
26â2

9 + 4âσ

3 + 135
16

)
− 9

16x3
(

8â2σ + 36â + 9σ
)

+ O
(

x7/2
)

. (50)

The difference between Eq. (49) and Eq. (50) is σ +
6â2σx3 + O

(
x7/2

)
. We thus add σ to the EOB orbital

angular momentum in comparing it to the MPD quan-
tity obtained using Eq. (47). Furthermore, we see that
the rest of the difference between the two expansions is
consistent with the fact that spin-orbit couplings in this
EOB Hamiltonian are reproduced up to 2.5PN. We note
here that in order to reach this agreement it was nec-
essary to include the NNLO contribution into the EOB
centrifugal radius.

Table I displays the energy and the angular momen-
tum for EOB and MPD for values of the frequency pa-
rameter corresponding to x = {0.05, 0.1, 1/6, 0.2}, for
â = {−0.9, 0.9} and σ = {−0.9, 0., 0.9}. Grey values are
beyond the LSO, whose computation will be presented
in the next section. We note that for nonspinning sec-
ondary, as expected, the EOB and MPD values coincide.
On the other hand, for positive values of σ, the EOB
values are always smaller than the MPD ones, while for
negative values of σ the inverse is true. In both cases,
the difference is larger when â is positive.

The fact that the EOB energy is larger/smaller than
the MPD one at a given frequency for σ < 0/σ > 0
suggests that the EOB spin-orbit interaction is stronger
than the MPD one for these values of {â, σ}. Further-
more, for these values of â, negative secondary spins yield
a larger energy than positive ones, which is again due to
spin-orbit interaction. We have verified however that for

different values of {â, σ} the aforementioned behaviors
change, so that the results cannot be simply ascribed to
spin-orbit interaction, and spin-spin contributions play a
more important role.

V. LSO

Before presenting the numerical fluxes, in this section
we evaluate LSO x values for both MPD and EOB.

For the MPD case, we consider again the expression
for the orbital frequency Ω shown in Eq. (22) of Ref. [4],
and expand x = Ω2/3 at linear order in σ, which yields

x(u) = x0(u) + σx1(u) = (51)

=
(

u3/2

1 + au3/2

)2/3

− σ

(
u3/2

1 + au3/2

)5/3

(1 − au1/2)

(52)

where u here corresponds to uMPD. We then exploit the
LSO expression u0+σu1 from Ref. [38], where u0 is found
as the inverse of the root of the equation

r2 − 6r − 3a2 + 8a
√

r = 0 (53)

and

u1 = −4u2
0(au0 −

√
u0). (54)



7

â σ x JMPD
z pEOB

φ + σ EMPD EEOB

−0.9 −0.9 0.05 4.26775 4.26804 0.977694 0.977696
0.1 3.61933 3.62097 0.966711 0.966743
1/6 4.1848 4.1908 0.998211 0.998472
0.2 5.03648 5.05246 1.06611 1.06719

0. 0.05 5.02994 5.02994 0.977042 0.977042
0.1 4.20851 4.20851 0.962393 0.962393
1/6 4.46614 4.46614 0.978429 0.978429
0.2 5.09833 5.09833 1.02896 1.02896

0.9 0.05 5.79212 5.79184 0.97639 0.976388
0.1 4.79769 4.79604 0.958075 0.958043
1/6 4.74748 4.74147 0.958648 0.958386
0.2 5.16019 5.14421 0.991806 0.990733

0.9 −0.9 0.05 3.89305 3.89382 0.975896 0.975902
0.1 2.72548 2.73173 0.953804 0.953935
1/6 2.17889 2.2044 0.928607 0.929723
0.2 2.05008 2.08796 0.918596 0.920683

0. 0.05 4.69301 4.69301 0.975458 0.975458
0.1 3.42877 3.42877 0.951351 0.951351
1/6 2.74778 2.74778 0.919528 0.919528
0.2 2.54676 2.54676 0.903835 0.903835

0.9 0.05 5.49297 5.4922 0.97502 0.975014
0.1 4.13205 4.12581 0.948898 0.948766
1/6 3.31666 3.29115 0.910449 0.909333
0.2 3.04344 3.00556 0.889075 0.886988

TABLE I. Values of the energy and the angular momentum for circular orbits for fixed values of the frequency parameter x
(third column), both for EOB (fourth and sixth columns) and for MPD (fifth and seventh columns). For negative â, the gray
values are beyond LSO. For nonspinning secondary, as expected, the EOB and MPD values coincide. On the other hand, for
positive values of σ, the EOB values are always smaller than the MPD ones, while for negative values of σ the inverse is true.
In both cases, the difference is larger when â is positive.

We substitute u0 + σu1 into x0 and further linearize the
term in σ, and in x1 we only substitute u0.

For EOB, the LSO values for u and pφ are found by
imposing ∂uHeff = ∂2

uHeff = 0. In this case, we substi-
tute u = u0 + σu1 and pφ = pφ,0 + σpφ,1 into ∂uHeff
and ∂2

uHeff and further linearize these expressions in σ.
Then, for given â we exploit the values {u0, pφ,0} for a
nonspinning particle, and solve for u1 and pφ,1. We do
this within a loop on σ values with ∆σ = 0.01, and use
the Mathematica routine FindRoot, exploiting as initial
guess for every value of σ the solution of the previous
step.

The xLSO values for EOB and MPD are presented in
the upper plot in Fig. 1, for â = {−0.9, −0.5, 0., 0.5, 0.9}.
Fig. 1 also displays in the bottom plot a focus on the case
for â = −0.9, for which the EOB xLSO is larger/smaller
than the MPD one for positive/negative σ. As discussed
above for the energy values, we again ascribe the LSO
differences to spin-orbit interaction. In fact, spin-orbit
interaction yields a positive/negative energy shift when
the spin is anti-aligned/aligned with the orbital angu-

lar momentum. In Fig. 4 we plot the (non-linearized-in-
σ) EOB Hamiltonian evaluated at pLSO

φ , showing how a
larger energy corresponds to a larger LSO radius. While
spin-spin contributions are also present, at least for this
value of â we can interpret this evidence simply by spin-
orbit interaction. In the following we will see that this
also corresponds to the EOB asymptotic fluxes being
smaller/larger than the MPD ones for positive/negative
σ.

We also find an unexpected behavior of the LSO for
â = 0.9. To better understand this, we compute xLSO for
more values of â and plot the EOB and MPD behaviors
as function of â and σ in Fig. 2. The plots show how the
EOB xLSO is changing its dependence on σ as â becomes
large and positive. For completeness, in the supplemen-
tary material [27] we attach the complete 3D picture in
the range â = {−0.9, 0.9}.

To gain a better understanding of this behavior, we
also compute the EOB non-linearized values, obtained
simply solving ∂uHeff = ∂2

uHeff = 0 for {u, pφ} and con-
sidering x = Ω2/3 = (∂pφ

Heff)2/3 without linearizing.
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â = 0:9

-0.8 -0.6 -0.4 -0.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
<

0.1

0.105

0.11

0.115

0.12

0.125

0.13

0.135

x
L
S
O
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FIG. 1. Top: Values of x at the LSO for â =
{−0.9, −0.5, 0., 0.5, 0.9} as a function of σ, where the solid and
dashed lines correspond respectively to MPD and EOB. The
values are obtained linearizing in σ as described in the text.
The weird behavior of the EOB curve for â = 0.9 is clarified
when computing the non-linearized LSO (see Fig. 3). Bottom:
Focus on â = −0.9, showing that for this case the EOB xLSO
is larger/smaller than the MPD one for positive/negative σ.
In the following we will see that this corresponds to the EOB
asymptotic fluxes being smaller/larger than the MPD ones.

Our result is shown in Fig. 3, and explains that what we
witness in the linearized case is due to an absence of the
EOB LSO for large, positive â and σ ≲ −0.2.

It is a well-known fact that the comparable-mass ver-
sion of TEOBResumS lacks an LSO for large, positive spins.
Ref. [39] showed that incorporating the spinning-particle
GS∗ , using the EOB potentials instead of the Kerr func-
tions Aeq, Beq, and thus working in the anti-DJS gauge,
allowed the model to have a LSO for every value of the
spin. Our computation shows however that using the
complete spinning-particle GS∗ in the test-mass limit
does not solve the issue. It will be interesting in the
future to investigate whether there are options for the
EOB spin gauge that allow the model to have an LSO

for every value of the spins, both in the comparable-mass
and in the test-mass regimes. We leave this analysis to
future work.

VI. FLUXES

In this section we present the fluxes evaluated with
the FD TE solver of Ref. [36]. The solver takes as in-
put (i) the values of â and σ, (ii) the BL radius, (iii)
the azimuthal frequency Ω (iii) the energy and the an-
gular momentum of the orbit. We note here that this
code is not linearized in the secondary spin. We evaluate
the fluxes for fixed values of x = [0.001, 0.201] with steps
∆x = 0.02. For these values, the u(x) relations we de-
rived above are used to compute the energy and angular
momentum for EOB and MPD at a given x. We con-
sider here just the energy fluxes, since for circular orbits
the relation Ė = L̇z/Ω holds. We sum over the modes
ℓ = 2, 3 and m = 1, 2, 3. When plotting the fluxes, we
normalize them by the leading-order Newtonian contri-
bution, which for the infinity flux reads

Ė∞
Newt = 32

5 x5. (55)

As for the horizon flux, for nonspinning binaries it holds

ĖH
Newt,ns = Ė∞

Newtx
4, (56)

while for spinning binaries we consider the LO contribu-
tion in the expression2 in Eq. (4.26) of Ref. [40], which
reads

ĖH
Newt,s = ĖH

Newt,ns

(
−a(1 + 3a2)

4Ω

)
, (57)

Note that when considering the linear-in-σ contribu-
tion, namely

ĖH = ĖH
0 + σĖH

1 , (58)

where ĖH
0 is

ĖH
0 = ĖH

Newt,nsx
−3/2

(
−a(1 + 3a2)

4 + O(x)
)

, (59)

we have found numerically that

ĖH
1 = ĖH

Newt,nsx
−3/2

(
−a(1 + 3a2)

2 x3/2 + O(x2)
)

.

(60)
In particular, we found this expression by numerically
calculating the l = m = 2 flux for very small x, tak-
ing the numerical derivative with respect to σ and then

2 Note that the authors of Ref. [40] define x ≡ (MΩ)1/3.
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FIG. 2. Behavior of x at the LSO as a function of {â, σ}, in the range â = [0.7, 0.9]. For both EOB (orange) and MPD (pastel)
x is linearized in σ as described in the text. As â increases, the EOB xLSO inverts its proportionality to σ, explaining what we
see in Fig. 1.
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FIG. 3. Values of x at the LSO as a function of σ for â in the
range [−0.9, 0.9], evaluated from the EOB dynamics without
linearizing in spin. The lines are related to growing values of
â from bottom to top, and the dashed one is for â = 0. The
plot shows how the full EOB dynamics does not have a LSO
below σ ≃ −0.2 for large, positive values of â.

fitting the dependence on the primary spin. Note that
the linear-in-σ part starts 3/2 PN orders higher than the
nonspinning-secondary part.

Fig. 5 shows the fluxes at infinity for MPD (solid
lines) and EOB (dashed lines) for â = {−0.9, 0.9} and
σ = {−0.9, −0.5, −0.2, 0, 0.2, 0.5, 0.9}, together with the
Newtonian-normalized difference between the EOB and
MPD values. As for â = −0.9, we actually consider the
fluxes only up to the largest LSO value, which is ∼ 0.135,
and add vertical lines for the MPD and EOB LSO val-
ues (respectively solid and dashed). As for â = −0.9,

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
r
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FIG. 4. The EOB Hamiltonian evaluated at pLSO
φ for

â = −0.9 and σ = {−0.9, 0, 0.9}. Vertical dashed lines in-
dicate values of the LSO radius. We can see how spin-orbit
interaction due to the spin of the secondary causes together
an energy shift and a LSO shift.

xLSO is larger than 0.201 for all values of σ. The EOB
asymptotic fluxes are larger than the MPD ones for neg-
ative spins, while the opposite holds for positive spins.
As mentioned in the previous section, we find that, at
least for â = −0.9, this is related to the EOB LSO ra-
dius being larger/smaller than the MPD one for nega-
tive/positive values of σ, and correspondingly to the EOB
energy values being larger/smaller than the MPD ones.
We attribute this to the EOB spin-orbit interaction being
stronger than the MPD one.

Fig. 6 is the analogous of Fig. 5 for the horizon fluxes.
The EOB fluxes are still larger/smaller than the MPD
ones for negative/positive spins, apart from the case
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{â, σ} = {0.9, 0.9}. For this case, when plotting the
EOB/MPD difference on a logarithmic scale in the up-
per right panel of Fig. 6, we compute denser point in x,
with ∆x = 0.005. This allows us to see the singularity
in the logarithmic difference, which signals a change in
the absolute difference, namely indicates that the EOB
horizon flux for {â, σ} = {0.9, 0.9} is smaller than the
MPD one before x ∼ 0.05 and larger than the MPD one
after that. We are not sure of the exact reason behind
this behavior, but we suspect that the EOB linearized-
in-σ EOB description might have unphysical features for
these values of {â, σ}.

The horizon flux for {â, σ} = {−0.9, 0.9} for both EOB
and MPD also has a peculiar behavior, which is high-
lighted in the small panel in the bottom left plot Fig. 6.
This might be due to the fact that the quadratic-in-spin
contribution to the fluxes is large for such large values of
σ, but the TE solver is fed with a linearized-in-σ dynam-
ics, which makes the quadratic contribution to the fluxes
incomplete. However, in Appendix A we see that a simi-
lar behavior is found when considering an analytical PN
formula for the horizon flux. Intuitively, we can ascribe
this to an interplay between spin-orbit and spin-spin ef-
fects.

It is also curious to notice that as for the hori-
zon flux, positive/negative values of σ are related to a
larger/smaller emission than the σ = 0 case, which is the
opposite of what holds for the asymptotic fluxes. We have
confirmed this finding by using a time domain Teukolsky
equation solver called Teukode [41] to calculate the hori-
zon fluxes. A more detailed discussion regarding fluxes
through the horizon is provided in Appendix A.

In Fig. 7 we plot both the infinity and the horizon
fluxes for a = 0. These show that for a nonspinning
primary, at linear order in the secondary spin, EOB and
MPD give the same result, namely the difference between
the EOB and MPD values evaluates exactly (up to the
considered digits) to zero for all the considered values of
x and σ.

We note here that Ref. [5] had found a difference in
the asymptotic fluxes for a spinning test particle on a
Schwarzschild BH that were evaluated using the EOB
dynamics and the MPD one with different SSCs. This
was due to the fact that the dynamics of Ref. [5] was
not linearized in σ. In Appendix B we give some details
about this computation, and show that the EOB and
MPD (under TD SSC) values for the energy for a spin-
ning particle on CEOs around a Schwarzschild BH agree
if evaluated analytically at linear order in σ. This implies
that when linearizing in σ for a nonspinning primary, the
dynamics fed to the TE solver is the same for EOB and
MPD under TD SSC and thus there is no difference in
the evaluated fluxes.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have computed dynamical quantities
for the EOB and MPD dynamics for a spinning parti-
cle on CEOs around a Kerr BH linearizing in the sec-
ondary spin. In particular, we have evaluated the re-
lation between radius and frequency, and exploited it
to have linearized-in-σ expressions for the energy and
angular momentum in terms of the frequency parame-
ter x. The latter have been fed to a Teukolsky equa-
tion frequency-domain solver to evaluate the asymptotic
and horizon gravitational-wave fluxes for values of the
Kerr parameter â = {−0.9, 0.9} and secondary spin
σ = {−0.9, −0.5, −0.2, 0., 0.2, 0.5, 0.9}. We summarize
here our main findings and remarks:

• When comparing analytical expressions for the an-
gular momentum as a function of x, we find a dif-
ference at 3PN between the EOB and the MPD
function. This is consistent with the fact that spin-
orbit couplings in the EOB Hamiltonian that we
use in this work are reproduced up to 2.5PN.

• We find that for â = {−0.9, 0.9}, the EOB energy
is larger than the MPD one when σ < 0, which is
related to a larger LSO radius (viceversa for σ > 0).
We ascribe this to the EOB spin-orbit interaction
being stronger than the MPD one for these values
of â.

• We compute the linearized-in-σ values for xLSO for
both EOB and MPD and verify that for â = −0.9,
the EOB xLSO is smaller/larger than the MPD one
for negative/positive sigma, which corresponds to
a larger/smaller LSO radius. We also find that the
EOB values for the linearized-in-σ xLSO have the
opposite behavior than expected for â = 0.9. By
also computing the non-linearized values, we find
that this is actually due to the fact the EOB dy-
namics does not have a LSO for large, positive â
and σ ≲ −0.2. We leave to future work an in-
vestigation on which choice for the EOB spin-orbit
sector could allow for the LSO existence for every
value of the spins in both the comparable-mass and
test-mass regimes.

• We presented the asymptotic and horizon fluxes
evaluated via the FD TE solver fed with the EOB
and MPD dynamics. Both for the asymptotic and
the horizon fluxes, we find that the EOB values
are larger/smaller than the MPD ones for neg-
ative/positive σ, which we ascribe again to the
EOB spin-orbit interaction being stronger than
the MPD one. We also find that for asymptotic
fluxes, negative/positive values of σ are related to
a larger/smaller emission with respect to the non-
spinning particle case, while the opposite is true
for the horizon fluxes. While the result for the
asymptotic fluxes is more intuitively understand-
ble in terms of spin-orbit interaction, the result for
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FIG. 5. Left column: Gravitational wave energy flux at infinity evaluated with the FD TE solver with the EOB and MPD
dynamic values, for values of the Kerr parameter corresponding to a = {−0.9, 0.9} respectively shown in the bottom and top
rows. The flux is summed over ℓ = 2, 3 and m = 1, 2, 3 and is normalized by the Newtonian contribution. In every plot, the
solid lines correspond to the MPD values and the dashed lines to the EOB ones. For â = −0.9 we also plot vertical lines for
the LSO x values, again solid/dashed for MPD/EOB. Right column: Difference between the EOB and MPD fluxes normalized
by the Newtonian contribution, again for the same aforementioned values of the Kerr parameter. We do not plot the curve for
σ = 0 since it evaluates exactly (up to the considered digits) to zero.

the horizon fluxes suggests that spin-spin contribu-
tions play a larger role in this case. We expand on
this in Appendix A.

• We find that the EOB and MPD dynamics (and
fluxes) coincide if the primary is a Schwarzschild
BH. We explain how and why our result differs from
what found previously in Ref. [5]. In particular,
our results are due to a linearization in σ for every
quantity that we compute. This is explained in
detail in Appendix B.

Our work represents an extension to what had
been presented in Ref. [5] for a spinning particle on
Schwarzschild to a Kerr background. In our case, the use
of a FD TE solver allows us to find more precise results
for the fluxes. The computations presented here will be
useful in benchmarking analytical choices for the EOB
radiation reaction, as was done for instance in Ref. [2].
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Appendix A: Post-Newtonian horizon fluxes

In the main part of this work we have seen how posi-
tive/negative values σ are related to larger/smaller hori-
zon flux values with respect to the nonspinning particle
case, which is the opposite of what we see for asymp-
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FIG. 6. Left column: Gravitational wave energy flux at the horizon evaluated with the FD TE solver with the EOB and MPD
dynamic values, for values of the Kerr parameter corresponding to â = {−0.9, 0.9} respectively shown in the bottom and top
rows. The flux is summed over ℓ = 2, 3 and m = 1, 2, 3 and is normalized by the Newtonian contribution. In every plot, the
solid lines correspond to the MPD values and the dashed lines to the EOB ones. For â = −0.9 we also plot vertical lines for
the LSO x values, again solid/dashed for MPD/EOB. Right column: Difference between the EOB and MPD fluxes normalized
by the Newtonian contribution, again for the same aforementioned values of the Kerr parameter. We do not plot the curve for
σ = 0 since it evaluates exactly (up to the considered digits) to zero.

totic fluxes. To further benchmark the behavior of the
horizon flux and its dependence on σ, we take into ac-
count analytical results from PN theory. In particular,
in this section we exploit the result of Ref. [40] that has
been derived for comparable-mass binaries and compute
its spinning-particle limit. We note that the authors al-
ready provide a test-mass expression, that however does
not incorporate the spin of the secondary. We start from
their Eq. (4.22), that reads〈

dm1

dt

〉
= Ω(ΩH − Ω)Cx, (A1)

where Ω is not the orbital frequency as defined in the
rest of our paper, but the angular velocity of the tidal

field in the primary BH frame, ΩH = χ1/[2m1(1 + κ1)]
is the horizon angular velocity of the primary BH, and
κ1 =

√
1 − χ2

1. We consider σ = νχ2 and â = χ1, where
χi in their work are the dimensionless spins, namely
χi = Si/m2

i , and m1, m2 are respectively the mass of
the primary and of the secondary. At leading order
in the mass ratio, defining for convenience the factor
W ≡ 6 + 3x + (3σ + 2â)x3/2, we find

Ω = x3/2

216m1
W 3

(
1 − x

24W 2 − x3/2

432 (3σ + 2â)W 3

)
(A2)

and
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FIG. 7. Gravitational wave energy fluxes at infinity (left) and at the horizon (right) for evaluated with the FD TE solver
with the EOB and MPD dynamic values, for a nonspinning primary. The flux is summed over ℓ = 2, 3 and m = 1, 2, 3 and is
normalized by the Newtonian contribution. In every plot, the solid lines correspond to the MPD values and the dashed lines
to the EOB ones. We also plot vertical lines for the LSO x values, again solid/dashed for MPD/EOB. Note that in the plot
on the right, the curves for σ = 0 are almost superposed with the ones for σ = 0.2. We do not plot the difference between the
EOB and MPD values in this case since it evaluates exactly (up to the considered digits) to zero for all the values of x and σ
that we take into account.

Cx = −16
5 x6(1+κ1)m2

2

[
1 + 3â2 + x

4 (16 + 33â2) + x3/2

6

(
−(104 + 120κ1)â + (6 − 72κ1)â3 + 45σâ2 − B2(â)(48 + 144â2)

)]
(A3)

where B2 = ℑ[PolyGamma(0, 3 + 2iâ/κ1)]. We note the
masses m1, m2 can be factorized out of the expression,
so to have m2

2/m2
1 ∼ ν2. We keep these expressions as

they are, not linearizing in the secondary spin. We plot
the curves evaluated from Eq. (A1) and normalized by
the Newtonian contribution (57) in Fig. 8, where we can
see that at low frequencies the dependence of the hori-
zon flux on the secondary spin is qualitatively consis-
tent with our result, namely positive/negative values of
σ correspond to values of the flux that are larger/smaller
than the non-spinning secondary result. As the orbits
get closer to the LSO however, we see that for â = −0.9
there is a change in this behavior. In the bottom panel
of Fig. 6 we see the same thing happening for σ = 0.9,
which suggests that the spin-orbit interaction related to
the secondary spin prevails over the spin-spin contribu-
tion. In Fig. 9 we plot the Newtonian-normalized PN
flux for a nonspinning primary, and we see that in the
absence of spin-spin contributions, spin-orbit interaction
related to the spin of the secondary yields larger/smaller
fluxes for negative/positive values of σ with respect to the
nonspinning particle result. A more detailed study of the
interplay between spin-spin and spin-orbit effects in the
horizon flux for frequencies closer to the LSO could be
pursued by evaluating the numerical fluxes without lin-
earizing the input dynamics in σ. We leave this analysis
to future work.

Appendix B: Fluxes for a spinning particle on
Schwarzschild

In this appendix we summarize the procedure followed
by Ref. [5] to obtain asymptotic GW fluxes for a spinning
particle on CEOs around a Schwarzschild BH, in order
to point out the differences with the procedure we use in
this work.

First, the authors chose a set of BL radii rMPD =
{4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 20, 30} and solved numerically the rela-
tion uEOB = uMPD,

uMPD − σu
5/2
MPD = uEOB − σ

u
5/2
EOB

1 +
√

1−2uEOB
1−3uEOB

, (B1)

with a MATLAB routine. Then, for the given values of
uEOB the momentum pφ for circular orbits is evaluated
by solving numerically

∂Ĥeff

∂uEOB
= 0. (B2)

The values of uEOB and pφ found numerically are finally
used to evaluate the energy Ĥeff . All these three steps
are not strictly linear in σ: the values of uEOB contain
non-linear-in-σ contributions, which are then propagated
when solving Eq. (B2) for pφ, and finally into Ĥeff . As for
MPD, the values of the energy and angular momentum
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FIG. 8. Gravitational wave energy fluxes into the horizon for â = {−0.9, 0.9}, evaluated with Eq. (A1) and normaliszd by
Eq. (57). For â = −0.9 we plot vertical lines for the MPD LSO x values, and the behavior of the curves for larger frequencies
is discussed in the text. For small values of x, positive/negative values of sigma are related to a larger/smaller horizon flux, as
we see for the numerical fluxes. This suggests that spin-spin contributions dominate over spin-orbit interaction in this regime.
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FIG. 9. Gravitational wave energy fluxes into the horizon for
â = 0, evaluated with Eq. (A1) and normalized by Eq. (56).
In the absence of spin-spin contributions, spin-orbit interac-
tion related to the spin of the secondary yields larger/smaller
fluxes for negative/positive values of σ with respect to the
nonspinning particle result.

for CEOs (for the TD SSC) are also found numerically as
the extrema of an effective potential, instead of using the

analytical, linear-in-σ expressions. This yielded a differ-
ence in the evaluated fluxes. In table II we list the values
of the energy for CEOs for σ = 0.5 at fixed BL radii
rMPD = {4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 20, 30} for (i) EOB, following
the numerical procedure of Ref. [5]; (ii) EOB, finding the
energy as a function of the BL radius exploiting

x = uMPD − σu
5/2
MPD, (B3)

Êcirc(x) = 1 − 2x√
1 − 3x

− σ
x5/2

√
1 − 3x

, (B4)
where the second one corresponds to Eq. (82) in Ref. [5],
and we linearize it as

Êcirc,lin(uMPD) = 1 − 2uMPD√
1 − 3uMPD

− σ
u

5/2
MPD

2(1 − 3uMPD)
√

1 − 3uMPD
; (B5)

(iii) MPD, using the full, non-linear-in-σ analytical ex-
pression [42]; (iv) MPD, using the analytical expression
linearized in σ. The reader can check that the linearized-
in-σ expressions agree, which explains why working con-
sistently with the linearized quantities led us to find the
same evaluated fluxes for EOB and MPD when the cen-
tral BH is nonspinning.

[1] B. P. Abbott et al. (Virgo, LIGO Scientific), GW151226:
Observation of Gravitational Waves from a 22-Solar-
Mass Binary Black Hole Coalescence, Phys. Rev. Lett.
116, 241103 (2016), arXiv:1606.04855 [gr-qc].

[2] A. Nagar, F. Messina, C. Kavanagh, G. Lukes-
Gerakopoulos, N. Warburton, S. Bernuzzi, and E. Harms,
Factorization and resummation: A new paradigm to

improve gravitational wave amplitudes. III: the spin-
ning test-body terms, Phys. Rev. D100, 104056 (2019),
arXiv:1907.12233 [gr-qc].

[3] G. Lukes-Gerakopoulos, E. Harms, S. Bernuzzi, and
A. Nagar, Spinning test-body orbiting around a Kerr
black hole: circular dynamics and gravitational-wave
fluxes, Phys. Rev. D96, 064051 (2017), arXiv:1707.07537

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.241103
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.241103
https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.04855
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.104056
https://arxiv.org/abs/1907.12233
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.064051
https://arxiv.org/abs/1707.07537


15

rMPD Ĥnum
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