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Multipole moments in stationary
spacetimes

*

Jorn van Voorthuizen

Abstract

Multipole moments in general relativity serve as a powerful tool for characterising
the gravitational field. In this paper, we review the construction of the Geroch—Hansen
multipole moments for stationary asymptotically flat vacuum spacetimes. A particular
focus is placed on the well-definedness of these moments, which hinges on the uniqueness
of the one-point conformal completion in Geroch’s asymptotic flatness definition. Based
on Geroch’s approach, we formulate and prove a revised uniqueness result, thereby filling
in some gaps in the original approach. Uniqueness holds up to certain conformal transfor-
mations, and we discuss how the multipole moments behave under such transformations.

1 Introduction

Multipole moments encode the angular dependence of certain fields (e.g., electromagnetic or
gravitational fields). In stationary asymptotically flat vacuum spacetimes, the most important
definitions for multipole moments are due to Geroch [14] and Hansen [17] in the 1970s and
due to Thorne [36] in 1980. The Geroch-Hansen formalism is constructed using a conformal
completion and is inherently coordinate-invariant. On the other hand, Thorne’s multipole
moments are based on finding a suitable coordinate system. Surprisingly, both approaches
are equivalent, as shown by Giirsel [16] in 1983.

As already mentioned in the title, we restrict our attention to the class of stationary
spacetimes. There exist definitions of multipole moments for spacetimes with arbitrary time
dependence, but they often describe only linear perturbations rather than the exact gravita-
tional field [19, 22, 36, 38]. An exception is the multipole moments due to Compere, Oliveri
and Seraj [10], who used a coordinate approach in the same spirit as Thorne and some Noether
charges. In stationary asymptotically flat spacetimes, the Geroch—Hansen and Thorne mul-
tipole moments also describe the full nonlinear picture. In their work, it was also assumed
that the spacetime is a vacuum solution (without cosmological constant), but the formalisms
have been generalised to other classes of solutions (e.g., electrovacuum [35]) and, recently, to
spacetimes with generic matter fields [26].

The reason why the Geroch—-Hansen and Thorne multipole moments are interesting is
that they characterise a spacetime. This was independently shown by Beig and Simon [5]
and Kundu [21], both in 1981. That makes it meaningful to measure multipole moments
and compare Einstein’s theory of general relativity to alternative theories of gravity, provide
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characteristics for gravitational waves, and test results/conjectures in general relativity [1, 3,
7, 20, 25, 33, 34].

In this paper, we review and discuss the Geroch—Hansen formalism for stationary asymp-
totically flat vacuum spacetimes. Along the way, we improve two existing results to fill
in the gaps in the theory of multipole moments. These new results are Theorem 2.6 and
Corollary 3.4. Next, we briefly discuss these results and the overall structure of this paper.

To define multipole moments, we use asymptotic flatness in the sense defined by Geroch
[14] (see Definition 2.5). The idea is to perform a conformal completion on a three-dimensional
Riemannian manifold by adding a single point i at infinity. In stationary spacetimes, one can
think of i¥ as spatial infinity. The multipole moments P*, k € Ny = {0,1,2, ...}, are tensors
at this added point i®. They are defined by a recursion relation of consecutive derivatives,
much like how we compute the coefficients of a Taylor expansion of an analytic field. The
definition of multipole moments can be found in Definition 3.1. In order for the multipole
moments to be well-defined, the conformal completion needs to be uniquely determined by
the spacetime. As claimed by Geroch, there is the freedom of a conformal transformation that
acts as an isometry at i". However, the proof in [14] is incorrect. The topology constructed
in Geroch’s proof is not a topology. In our main result, we formulate and prove a correct
uniqueness result.

Theorem 2.6. Let (S,h) be a three-dimensional Riemannian manifold and let K C S be a
closed subset. Suppose there is a homeomorphism ¢: S\ Int K — R3\ B3 which restricts to a

diffeomorphism between S\ K and R3 \Eg. Suppose (S, h) is asymptotically flat and <§, E)
is a conformal completion with a conformal factor Q € C? (§> as in Definition 2.5 such that

S \ Int K is compact, then <§, E) s unique up to conformal transformations with conformal

factor 1 at i°.

Here, B?> C R3 denotes the open unit ball. We briefly discuss this theorem. We should
think of K C S as a bounded subset, and then it is not unreasonable to expect we can take K
such that S\ K is diffeomorphic to R? \Eg as S is asymptotically flat. The way we phrased it,
by this homeomorphism ¢, is mainly to distinguish the boundary of S\ K from the unbounded
region where we want to add the point i at infinity. The added compactness assumption
ensures that we have a one-point compactification of S \ Int K, fixing the topology on this
subset uniquely. This provides enough structure to ensure ¥ is added in a unique way up to
some residual conformal transformations.

In Theorem 2.6, there is still freedom in the conformal completion, which is why we
investigate how the multipole moments P* transform under these residual conformal trans-
formations. The formula is given in Corollary 3.4. This result was obtained by Beig [4] for
static spacetimes. There is no essential difference in our approach for stationary spacetimes,
but we provide a detailed proof.

Outline. In Section 2, we discuss our assumptions on the spacetime: stationarity, asymp-
totic flatness, and a vacuum solution of the Einstein equations. Most notably, we discuss
uniqueness of the conformal completion for three-dimensional manifolds in Subsection 2.2.
In Section 3, we discuss the construction of multipole moments and, in particular, how they
transform under the residual conformal transformations. We end with a brief discussion on
the results and how they can be extended in Section 4. In Appendix A, we recall a few iden-



tities for symmetric trace-free tensors.

Notation. We restrictively use (M, g) to denote a spacetime, i.e., a connected four-
dimensional Lorentzian manifold with a preferred time orientation. A stationary vector field
is denoted by &, and once we fix a stationary vector field, we also assume it determines the
time orientation. We denote a three-dimensional Riemannian manifold by (5, k). The Levi-
Civita connection on (S, h) is denoted by D. The conformal completion of (S, k) in the sense

of Definition 2.5 (if it exists) is denoted by (5, E), and D is the corresponding Levi-Civita

connection.
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2 Geometric assumptions

The construction of the Geroch—Hansen multipole moments requires three assumptions on
the spacetime. The spacetime must be stationary, asymptotically flat, and a solution of the
Einstein equations in vacuum. The assumptions are not independent: asymptotic flatness
depends on stationarity, and using the Einstein equations we define some potentials which
must be asymptotically flat. In this section, we discuss the assumptions in this order.

2.1 Stationarity

Stationarity is used to reduce the setting for the construction of multipole moments from
a 4-dimensional spacetime to a 3-dimensional Riemannian manifold. In this subsection, we
discuss how to build this 3-dimensional space.

Definition 2.1. A spacetime (M, g) is stationary if there exists a complete timelike Killing
vector field £ on (M,g). le., g(&,&) < 0 (timelike), L¢g = 0 (Killing) and the maximal
integral curves of £ are defined on all of R (complete). We call € a stationary vector field.

The most common definition of a stationary spacetime requires merely a timelike Killing
vector field [8, 18, 31]. I.e., the completeness assumption is dropped. In this case, the
(maximal) flow of £ is a map 6: D — M with D C R x M such that §®)(-) = 4(-,p) is a
(maximal) integral curve of ¢ starting at p. Let My = {p € M : (t,p) € D}, then M; C M is
an open subset and we can also endow M; with ¢g. In that case, 6; = M; — M_; is an isometry
because £ is a Killing vector field. It is easy to check that the flow # induces an equivalence
relation ~ on M given by p ~ ¢ if and only if there exists some ¢ € R such that (¢,p) € D and
q = 0(t,p). The idea is to reduce the spacetime to a three-dimensional space by considering
M/ ~. To this end, we also assume completeness of £. In that case D = R x M and @ is a
smooth R-action on M, simplifying quotients. The completeness assumption for a stationary
vector field is sometimes also added in textbooks [23, 37].

If the stationary vector field is not complete, however, we may still take quotients by
transforming £ into f¢ for some smooth function f, such that f¢ is complete. Then f¢ is no



longer a Killing vector field anymore. In that case, the quotient manifold is not ensured to
be Hausdorff [18]. For the rest of this paper, £ is assumed to be complete.

Definition 2.2. The observer space of a stationary spacetime (M, g, &) is the quotient space
S = M/R under the flow of &.

Using the quotient manifold theorem for quotients of Lie group actions, the observer space
S is a smooth manifold if the action is free and proper. To achieve this, we impose a causality
condition. Harris [18] showed that it is sufficient to assume the weakest causality condition
in [27].

Theorem 2.3 ([18, Theorem 1]). Let (M, g,€) be a non-totally vicious®, stationary spacetime
with observer space S, then there is a unique smooth structure on S such that the projection
m: M — S is a surjective smooth submersion.

We want to describe the spacetime in terms of the observer space. For example, we want
to describe the Einstein equations as equations on S. To do so, we have to understand tensor
fields on S.

Proposition 2.4 ([15, Appendix|). Let S be the observer space of a stationary spacetime
(M,g,&). There is a C*°(S)-module isomorphism between F(T(k’l)S) and the tensor fields
T e I‘(T(kvl)M) such that LT = 0 and all possible contractions between T' and § vanish.

The first example of a tensor field on S is the scalar field

The observer space is a 3-dimensional manifold, and can be equipped with the Riemannian
metric

h=X+& ®¢&. (2)

The metric (2) yields a convenient form for the Einstein equations expressed on S [15].2
Thirdly, the twist one-form is given by

w=—x (§I’Ad§b>. (3)

The exterior derivative of w is [37, p. 164]
dw = —2 % (fb A igRC), (4)
where Rc is the Ricci tensor for (M,g) and i¢Rc is the one-form (igRc)(X) = Re(§, X),

X € X(M). In particular, the twist one-form is closed for vacuum solutions of the Einstein
equations (without cosmological constant).

LA spacetime is non-totally vicious if there exists a point through which there is no closed timelike curve.
In particular, chronological spacetimes are non-totally vicious. A stationary spacetime (with the completeness
assumption) is non-totally vicious if and only if it is chronological [27, Corollary 4.27].

2In other situations, one considers the conformal metrics A~*h and A~2h. Working with A™'h can be
convenient because it turns 7: M — S into a pseudo-Riemannian submersion. If (M, g) is globally hyperbolic,
the metric A™2h turns S into a complete Riemannian manifold [12, Theorem §].



2.2 Asymptotic flatness

Geroch’s notion of asymptotic flatness of Riemannian 3-manifolds is inspired by Penrose’s
definition for asymptotic flatness at null infinity [30]. Typically, asymptotic flatness is defined
by some decay conditions in a certain chart. Chrusciel [9] discussed how the definition below
compares to more coordinate-dependent definitions.

Definition 2.5 (Geroch’s asymptotic flatness, [14]). A three-dimensional Riemannian man-
ifold (S, h) is called asymptotically flat if there exists a Riemannian manifold (5‘, E) and a

function Q € C2 (§> such that:

(i) §~: S U {i°} and the inclusion ¢: S — S is a smooth embedding;
(i) t*h = (1*Q)2h; N N N
(iii) (%) = 0, d20 = 0 and D(d2)|;0 = 2h,0, where D denotes the Levi-Civita connection
of <§, E>3

Note that the one-point conformal completion (5 , E) in Definition 2.5 may not be unique.

In [14], it is stated that <§, E) is unique up to conformal transformations ¢ with (i) = 1,

but the proof is incorrect. We provide a corrected proof of the following refined statement,
as already stated in the introduction.

Theorem 2.6. Let (S,h) be a three-dimensional Riemannian manifold and let K C S be a
closed subset. Suppose there is a homeomorphism ¢: S\ Int K — R3\ B3 which restricts to a

diffeomorphism between S\ K and R? \Eg. Suppose (S, h) is asymptotically flat and <§, E)
is a conformal completion with a conformal factor Q € C? (5) as in Definition 2.5 such that

S \ Int K is compact, then <§ , E) s unique up to conformal transformations with conformal

factor 1 at i°.

In asymptotically flat spaces, it is not unreasonable to expect that they are diffeomorphic
to R? minus a ball on some region. In order to apply this theorem, one should think of K
as ‘“neighborhoods” of points spoiling compactness of S. For example, if there are multiple
asymptotically flat ends, we take one of them and the others are included in K. Also singu-
larities (black holes) are included in K. The space might not be asymptotically flat there,
but they still spoil compactness.

The proof comes down to proving: uniqueness up to homeomorphism, uniqueness up to
diffeomorphism, uniqueness up to conformal transformation, and finally showing that the
conformal factor at i° is fixed. The first step is based on the following lemma.

Lemma 2.7. Let S be a topological 3-manifold and let K C .S be a closed subset such that
S\ Int K is not compact. Then there is at most one topology on S = SuU {i%} for some point
i¥ ¢ S such that S is a topological 3-manifold, the inclusion v: S < S is an embedding and
S\ Int K is compact.

3Geroch only assumes that 5(13(2) |;0 is proportional to Eio. The factor 2 is due to Hansen [17].
4The topology defined in the proof is not a topology.



Proof. Suppose there is a topological manifold S satisfying the conditions in the lemma. The
idea of the proof is to view S as the union of S and S \ K, which both have a fixed topology.
We proceed with the proof via four claims.

Claim 1. A subset V C §\K is open if and only if either V C S\ K is open ori® € V

and <§\Int K) \ V' is compact in S\ Int K.

Proof of Claim 1. First, we want to identify the open subsets of S \Int K in the same way.
Since S\Int K is a locally compact Hausdorff space, it has a unique one-point compactification
up to homeomorphism [29, Theorem 29.1]. In particular, a subset U C S\ Int K is open if

and only if either U C S\ Int K is open or ¥ € U and <§ \ Int K) \U is compact in S\ Int K.

“=": Let V C §\K be an open subset, then there exists an open subset U C §\Int K
such that V =Un (§ \ K > For U, there are two possibilities. Firstly, if U C S\ Int K, then

V C S\ K is an open open subset. Secondly, suppose i® € U and <§ \ Int K ) \ U is compact
in S\ Int K. Then we have i® € V. Since 9K C S \ Int K is compact, and

V=Un (§\K> — U\ 9K,
it follows that
<§\1ntK) \V = (§\IntK) \ (U\ 0K) = <<§\IntK) \U) UOK

is compact.

“ <= ": There are two cases to consider. For the first case, let V' C S\ K be an open
subset, then V' C S\ Int K is also open. But then V C S \ Int K is also open, from which
we can conclude that Vcs \ K is an open subset. For the second case, let V' C S \ K be
a subset containing i¥ and such that (S \Int K) \ V is compact in S\ Int K. Then we have
that V C S \ Int K is open, which also gives that V C S \ K is open.

Claim 2. The family {S, S \ K} of subsets of S is an open_cover of S.

Proof of Claim 2. Since K C S, it is clear that S=Su (S \ K) The singleton {zo} is
closed in S because S is Hausdorff by assumption, so S = S \ {ZO} is an open subset of S.

We are left to show that S \ K is an open subset of S. Let K denote the closure of K in
5, then we are done if K = K. Since S\ K is an open subset of S and S is open in g, the
set S\ K is also open in S. Therefore, K C K U {z’o}. Let U be a coordinate domain for S
centered at i°. Since OK is compact in S, it is also compact in S and U \ 0K is open in S.
Let V be the connected component of U \ 0K containing i°. Then V is homeomorphic to an
open, connected subset of R3. Moreover, W =V \ {io} is also an open, connected subset of
S. Hence, the set W is open and connected in S, and does not intersect K. Then W NInt K
and W N (S\ K) form a disjoint open cover of W, so by connectivity only one of them can
be nonempty. Suppose W N (S\ K) = (), then V' N (§ \ K) = {i"}. By construction of the
subspace topology, V' N (§\K) = {io} is open in §\ K, so S\ Int K is compact by Claim 1.
But S\ Int K is homeomorphic R\ B?, which is not compact, so we arrive at a contradiction.
Therefore, we must have W N (S\ K) # (), implying that W N1Int K = (. Hence, V is an open
neighborhood of i® in S that does not intersect K. We conlude that ° ¢ Kand K = K.

Claim 3. Let T be the topology of S and let T;o be the collection of open meighborhoods
of iV in S \ K, then T U Ty is a basis for a topology on S.



Proof of Claim 3. We have S € T and §\K € T;0, and these open subsets of S cover S by
Claim 2. Therefore, each point in S is contained in an element of T U T;0. By definition of a
basis for a topology on S, we are only left to show that for any x € UNV with U,V € T U7,
there exists a subset W € T U T such that x € W C U NV [29, Section 2.13]. In particular,
it suffices to show that 7 U T, is closed under taking intersections.

There are a few cases to consider, depending on whether U and V belong to T or 7. If
U,V € T,then UNV €T because a topology is closed under taking intersections. If U € T
and V € T, we have UNV =UN (V \ {i"}). Since {i’} is closed in S\ K, the set V'\ {i%}
must be open in §\K, but then V'\ {z’o} is open in S\ K by Claim 1, so it is open in S.
Therefore, UNV =U N (V \ {io}) € 7. Finally, if U,V € T, we have i € UNV and

S\t K)\ (@ V) = (S\ It K)\U) U ((§\ It K)\ V),

which is compact because it is a union of two compact sets. Hence, U NV € T;o by Claim
1. We conclude that 7 U T, is closed under all possible intersections and it is a basis for a
topology on S.

Claim 4. The topology ofS is the topology generated by T U Tjo.

Proof of Claim 4. Let T be the topology of S The collection 7 U T;o of subsets of S
consists of subsets that are either open in S or in § \ K. Since S and S \ K are open in S by
Claim 2, these subsets must also be open in S. Hence, T U T C T, from which we conclude
that the topology generated by 7 U T;o must be contained in 7.

Conversely, let U € T. If i© ¢ U, then we have U =UNS € T. Ifi®c U, thenUNSeT
and U N (S \ K) € T because S, S\ K C S are open. But we also have

Uz(UﬂS)U(Uﬂ(g\K)),

so U is contained in the topology generated by 7T U7T,0. Hence, T equals the topology generated
by T U Tp. _

To conclude the proof of the lemma, Claim 1 fixes 7;o as the collection of subsets V' C S\ K
such that % € V and (§ \ Int K) \ V is compact in S\ Int K. Since the topology on S and

the subset K are given, it fixes both 7 and 7;0. The topology on S is fixed by Claim 4. O

Proof of Theorem 2.6. Lemma 2.7 tells us that if (S, h) is asymptotically flat, and (§ E) and

) are as in Definition 2.5, then there is a unique topology on S such that S is a topological
3-manifold, ¢: S < S is an embedding, and S\ Int K is compact. Moise’s theorem [28] tells us
that every topological 3-manifold admits, up to diffeomorphisms, a unique smooth structure.
Hence, S is unique up to diffeomorphisms. We are left to show uniqueness up to conformal
transformations and to fix the conformal factor at 0.

Uniqueness of (5 , h) up to conformal transformations. Assume that we have

two metrics 7L1 and %2 on S with conformal factors Q7 and s, respectively, satisfying the
conditions (i) and (ii) of Definition 2.5. On S, we have h = ¢* <Qf2h1> =" <Q§2h2>. The
functions ©; and {2y are smooth and nonvanishing on S, so a = 3/ is a well-defined,

smooth funcﬁion on S. Moreover, 7L2 = (Q/ 91)251 = 042%1 on S. It remains to extend this
property to S = SU {io}. Let (Eq, Es, E3) be an orthonormal frame on an open neighborhood

U of i® with respect to hy. Then we have
o? = a®hi(E1, Ey) = ho(Ey, Ey),



on U\ {i®}. The right hand side is a smooth, (strictly) positive function on U, so a? also
extends smoothly to i® with a positive value. Therefore, o also extends to a smooth, non-
vanishing function on S. By continuity, we must have hy = a?hy on all of S establishing
uniqueness up to conformal transformations.

Uniqueness of the conformal factor at i". Let us compare the two metrics and
conformal factors in light of condition (iii) of Definition 2.5. By the previous paragraph, we
have Q29 = af)y for some nonvanishing, smooth function « on S. Let 5, denote the Levi-Civita
connection with respect to Ei, for ¢ = 1,2. Then the relation for the Levi-Civita connection
between conformal metrics [24, Proposition 7.29] gives

Do (d2y) = D1 (dS2s) — o~ H(dQs ® da + da @ dQ) + o~ dS, (gradfﬁl a)%l.

When evaluating at i, the last three terms vanish because df2s],0 = 0 by condition (iii) in
Definition 2.5. The first term is

D1(dS2s) = Dy (d(af)) = Dy (d + Qda) = oDy (dQy) + da® dy +d @ do+ Q1 Dy (da),
of which the last three terms also vanish at i because of condition (iii) in Definition 2.5. So,

ﬁg(dgg) o = a(io) ﬁl(adQl)

n’
ZO

and applying condition (iii) in Definition 2.5 once more yields

2(a(i0))2%1‘i0 = 2%2‘1'0 = ﬁQ(dQQ) o 2@(2'0) h1

= a(io) ﬁl(dgl) o =

i’
Since « is nonvanishing on S , this is only possible if a(io) =1. O

Note that Geroch’s original approach [14] in proving uniqueness of the conformal comple-
tion does not involve Moise’s theorem. Instead, he fixes the smooth structure by determining
the smooth functions using conformal Laplacians. This approach depends less heavily on the
dimension.

2.3 Einstein equations

Multipole moments are constructed from specific potentials, which themselves are derived
from the Einstein equations. We discuss how to find these potentials on S, which are then
extended to S (from Definition 2.5).

Recall that, in vacuum, the twist one-form (3) is closed. Let us now restrict S (and M
accordingly) such that it is diffeomorphic to B3\ {0}. If S is asymptotlcally flat in the sense
of Definition 2.5, we can take a coordinate ball B for S centered at i , and We restrict S to
B and S to B\ {i"}. Since we are interested in the local behaviour around i®, we do not lose
any information by doing so. In particular, the first de Rham cohomology of S now vanishes
because B3 \ {0} is homotopy equivalent to S2. Therefore, the twist one-form is not only
closed, but also exact, i.e.,

w = df, (5)

for some f € C*°(S), called the twist potential. In vacuum, Hansen [17] introduced the
potentials

)\2_f2

1 —
¢M - Ta (6)



and f
= 7
¢1 = 53 (7)
called the mass potential and the angular momentum (or spin, or current) potential, respec-
tively.

Definition 2.8. A stationary spacetime (M, g,&) is called an asymptotically flat vacuum
solution if the observer space (S, h) is asymptotically flat, (M, g) is a solution of the Einstein
equations in vacuum, and the functions

o =020y and Gy =Q73y (8)
extends to a smooth functions on S (from Definition 2.5).

It is possible to relax the smoothness condition in the definition above to, for example, C?.
As discussed by Hansen [17], the regularity of the potentials can be improved using elliptic
partial differential equations.

3 Multipole moments

The coefficients of a Taylor expansion of an analytic field can be found by evaluating consec-
utive derivatives. Multipole moments are constructed in a similar way. We impose the three
assumptions from Section 2, culminating in a stationary asymptotically flat vacuum solution
as in Definition 2.8. This yields the transformed gravitational potentials 5@ on S which must
be smooth at i, and we can compute an asymptotic expansion of each 5, at 0.

3.1 Definition

Like in Newtonian gravity, multipole moments are symmetric trace-free tensors. Such tensors
provide an alternative description for spherical harmonics [32]. A short review of such tensors
is contained in Appendix A.

Definition 3.1. Let (S, h) be an asymptotically flat Riemannian manifold with (5 , E) and )

as in Definition 2.5. Let ¢ be a smooth function on S such that 5 = Q_%(b extends smoothly
to S = SU{i%}. The sequence (Pk‘)keN0 of symmetric trace-free covariant k-tensor fields

induced by ¢ on S is inductively defined by PY = 5 and
_ 1 __\STF
PR = (DPk - k(2k - Pl Rc> : (9)

for k € Ny := NU {0}, where 75T denotes taking the totally symmetric and trace-free part
of T', and Re is the Ricei tensor on <§, 7L> The 2¢-pole moment of ¢ is Pk‘io.

In (9), we recognise taking derivatives of the transformed potentials 5 using the Levi-Civita
connection, but the correction term with the Ricci tensor may come as a surprise. The origin
of this term comes from the transformation law under the residual conformal transformations
and is discussed in Subsection 3.2.

Definition 3.1 does not depend on the Einstein equations. In vacuum, we want apply it
to the mass and angular momentum potentials ¢»s and ¢ defined in (6) and (7).



Definition 3.2. Let (S,h) be an asymptotically flat Riemannian manifold whose one-point
conformal completion is (S h) Let qS »m and ¢ be the mass and angular momentum potential,

respectively, and suppose gb A =0 3 ¢ 4 extends to a smooth function on S for A = M, J. The
mass 2F-pole moment is the 2*-pole moment of ¢y, and is denoted by M*, and the angular
momentum 2F-pole moment is the 2¥-pole moment of ¢; and is denoted by J*.

Example. The most important nontrivial example for which we can calculate multipole mo-
ments is the Kerr spacetime. However, even for the Kerr spacetime it is difficult to perform
the calculation to arbitrary order. Therefore, we only state the result. Since the Kerr space-
time is axisymmetric, the calculations can be simplified greatly using algorithms by Fodor,
Hoenselaers and Perjés [11] and Béackdahl and Herberthson [2]. We refer to the latter for a
precise calculation of the multipole moments for the Kerr spacetime up to arbitrary order.
As already noted by Hansen [17], there is an axis vector field Z on S such that the multipole
moments Pk‘io can be reconstructed from the constants

Pk = EP’“(Z Z) (10)
via N >STF

PR = (2k — 1)!!pk<2b -2, (11)

where 2" = E(Z , ) In vacuum, we denote these constants p* by m* and j* for the mass and

angular momentum multipole moments, respectively. The multipole moments of the Kerr
spacetime turn out to be

m2k — (_1)kma2k’ m2k+1 — O, ij — O, j2k+1 — (_1)kma2k+1’ (12)
for k € N. In particular, we have m® = m, j© = 0, m! = 0 and j' = ma, precisely as one
would expect for the mass and angular momentum.

3.2 Transformation law

The recursively defined covariant tensor fields P¥ in Definition 3.1 are defined on <§,7L .
According to Theorem 2.6, this space is unique up to certain conformal transformations of
(5, h). Beig [4] sketched for the first time how the multipole moments transform under
conformal changes of E, in the setting of static vacuum spacetimes. Here, we present a more
general result for stationary spacetimes which is based on Beig’s original approach. In the

proof, we utilise some identities for symmetric trace-free tensors. We refer to Appendix A for
these results.

Theorem 3.3. Let (S,h) be an asymptotically flat Riemannian manifold with one-point ex-

tension (§ 7L1> and conformal factor 1. Let o be a smooth positive function on S with

a( ) 1 and let ¢ be a smooth function on S such that ¢1 =0 2(]5 extends to a smooth
function on S. Let hy = a2h1, and let (Pk) and (Pk) be the sequence of symmetric trace-free
covariant k-tensor fields of ¢ of Definition 3.1 with respect to h1 and h2, respectively. Then

k

E\ (2k —1)! N1 g _\STF
P2 m=0 <m> (2m — 1)”( 2) @z <P1 ® da ) ’ (13)

10



where do®" = da ® - -- ® da, the tensor product of n do’s and the double factorial is defined
by (—1)!'=1and Cn—1D!'=(2n—-1)(2n —3)---1 forn € N.

Remark. Note that it does not matter whether we take the (symmetric) trace-free part
(-)S TF Wwith respect to hy or hy. A tensor is trace-free with respect to one of them if and only
if it is with respect to the other. Alternatively, we can see this because replacing h in (18) by
El and 7L2 yield the same result as the factors « cancel each other.

Proof. We prove the result by induction. Let Dy and D denote the Levi-Civita connections
and let R01 and R02 denote the Ricci tensors with respect to h1 and hg, respectively. Since

Qs = af)y, we take gbg = Q qS and gbg =« 2gz51 also extends to a smooth function on S
because a(i®) = 1. Following Definition 3.1, we have P = gbl and P = ¢9, so

PY=a"zp).
Moreover,

- 1 1
Pl = DoPY = dPY = o~ 2dPY — §a—%P10da —a 2P} — §of%P10da,

proving (13) for k=0, 1.

Assume (13) is satisfied for k — 1 and k for some k € N. We want to calculate Py*1 using
(9), so we need ﬁng and PF '@ Recy. Under conformal transformations, the Levi-Civita
connection on covariant k-tensor fields transforms as [24, Proposition 7.29]

DoPF(X1,..., Xpp1) = 51P§(X1, oy Xig1) — ko X () PE(XY, .. Xp)

—Za_lX VPF(X1, ., Xict, X1, Xigts- - Xp)

+ Z a_lh(Xk+17 XZ)PZk(Xh s 7Xi—17 gra‘dh «, Xi+17 s 7Xk)
=1

When we take the symmetric trace-free part of 52132’“, the last summation vanishes, so

~ L STF ~ L STF 1 L STF
(DQPQ) - (D1P2> ~%ka~ <P2 ®da>

By the induction hypothesis, this gives

- STF L (kY (2k — 1) .
k = v ) o y—(k—m) ,—5—(k—m)
(D2P2> mZ:O (m) (2m — 1)!!( 2) «

~ STF
A\ (D1P" @ da®F—m)
<( 147 > (14)
~ STF
+(k —m) (P @ Di(da) @ da®*=1-m)

1 STF
—5(6kz —2m 4+ 1)a! <P1m ® doz@(k“_m)) ),

11



where we utilised (21) and (22) to simplify the symmetric trace-free parts. The Ricci tensor
transforms as [24, Theorem 7.30]

Res = Rey — ailﬁl(da) —a! (Kﬁla)ﬁl + 20 %da @ da,
and taking the symmetric trace-free part gives
— \STF — \STF ~ STF
(Re2)”™ = (Ber)” —a ' (Dada)) ™ + 2072 (dov® )"

using (20). By the induction hypothesis for k£ — 1,

1
_ Z k—1 (Qk — 3)” (_2)—(k—1—m)a—%—(k—1—m)
m ) (2m —1)!!

k—
—~ \STF
(PQkil & RCQ)
m=0

‘ <(P1m ® ﬁcl b2y dog@(k—l_m))STF

(15)
—a~t <P1m ® Dy (da) ® da@k—1-m)

STF
+2072(P" @ da®F17m) > ,

)STF

where we used (21) to simplify the expression. For P2k+1, following (9), we have
B 1 N\ STF
Pt = <D2P2k — Sk(2k - HP ' e RcQ> =A+B+C,

where, from (14) and (15), A contains the terms with D; P/ and P ® Rey, B contains the
terms with D;(da), and C contains the other terms which are of the form P/ @ da®k+1-m),
Rewriting a little bit easily shows that B = 0 because for each m = 0, ..., k—1 the coefficients

cancel

For A, shifting the summation for the ]f%vcl—terms gives

k
kN (2k— 1! (k) =L (k) {5 am o\ STF
A= 37 () a2 a0 (B @ datm)
m=0 a
k—1
1 E—1\ (2k — 1! Ch—1—m) L (h—1—m) ( pm o T oh—1-m)\STF
_ikmzo< m >m(—2) a2 (Pl ® Rei @ da )
k
kN (2k— 1! () —L (k) {5 am o\ STF
=32 () G2 e (B st
m=0
STF

k
1 k —1 (2k — 1)” —(k—m) _l_(k;_m) m—1 D ®(k—m)
- §km§ < ) m =3 (—2) a2 <P1 ® Rep ® do >

12



Taking the summations together and exploiting (21) gives

l

(2k—1 —(hem)  —L_(kem
4 g:<>3gf%%4)w ) o 5 (k—m)

STF STF
~ 1 —
-<<mpr_§m@m—npﬁ4®3q> ®¢@%m0

Using (9) for m and shifting the summation again, we find

A= Z < > 2k - 1) ( 2)7(k7m)a7%7(k7m) <P1m+1 ® da@(k*m)

STF
2m — 1! >

k+1
-y < k ) (2k =)l (—2)~ (b L=m) o =3 ~(k+1-m) (le ® da@U+1-m)
m

STF
(2m — 3)! ) )

Finally, for C, we have

C = Z ( > Qk - 1) ( 2)—(k+1—m)(2(k +m) + 1)a—%—(k+1—m) <P1m ®da®(k+1—m)

STF
2m — 1)l ) ’

We want to add A and C, giving three type of terms: the m = 0 term in C, the m = k+ 1
term in A and the terms for m = 1,..., k. For the latter, an easy calculation yields

<m€4>@m_ﬁ)+<2>@@+nﬂ+0==ij)@h+m

Therefore,
PHl=A4cC
STF STF
— (2 + 1)!!(_2)—(k+1)a_§—(k+1) <P10 ® da@(k—i—l)) ta b (Plk‘+1)
k
E+1\ (2k+1)! _ B 1 7 N\ STF
9\~ (k+1-m) (k+1—m) <Pm d ®(k+1 m))
+mZ:1<m>2m—1)() @’ 1@ da
k+1
_ E+1\ (2k+ 1! _2)_(k+1—m)a—%—(k+1—m) <P1m®da®(k+1—m))STF
m ) (2m — 1! '
m=0
proving (13) by induction. O
Corollary 3.4. In the setting of Theorem 3.3, the multipole moments transform as
k
kEY\ (26— 1! (b —m)\STF
k| _ _o\—(k—m) ( pm ®(k m))
Bl 2 <m> (2 (Ao @ dol - (16)

Proof. The result follows immediately from evaluating equation (13) at i® as (i) =1. O

13



Equation (16) determines how the multipole moments P* ,0 behave under the residual
conformal transformations. Viewing (16) as a perturbative expansion in dal;, we see that

the first-order correction of the 2¢-multipole moment is proportional to C <P1k 71‘ L, ® da|io>,
7

i.e., only depends on the 2*~I-multipole moment. Newtonian multipole moments behave in

the same way when displacing the origin [13, 14]. At first, the Rc-term in the definition of
the covariant tensors P* in (9) might seem surprising as the coefficients in an expansion are
usually obtained by differentiation. However, this term precisely cancels the correction term
that is proportional to C(Plk72 L, ® D (da) '0).

In Newtonian gravity, we often pick the origin such that it lies at the center of mass.
That means, if the mass 2F-pole moments is the first one that is nonvanishing, then the mass
2k+1_pole moment does vanish. Assume that the mass of the system is nonvanishing, then the
mass monopole moment M is nonzero. We can apply a suitable conformal transformation
such that the mass dipole moment vanishes. Corollary 3.4 yields

1
M} = i — 3 d s,

so we want to take a such that
%M}.
0
This is always possible and there is still some freedom left in . However, there is no freedom
left in the multipole moments anymore. The multipole moments only change by dal,, so

choosing a conformal factor in such a way fixes the multipole moments.

daly =

4 Discussion

In this paper, we reviewed the construction of the Geroch-Hansen multipole moments and
the assumptions on the spacetime for ensuring a well-defined concept. There are some areas
where potential generalisations and extensions could be explored.

First, the Geroch—Hansen formalism is limited to stationary spacetimes, where we required
the associated stationary vector field to be complete (Definition 2.1). One might wonder
what happens if we drop the completeness assumption. As discussed above Definition 2.2,
the observer space might fail to be Hausdorff. It would be interesting to check whether the
completeness assumption is necessary or if it can be dropped.

Second, we defined asymptotic flatness for three-dimensional Riemannian manifolds in
Definition 2.5, whether or not they as observer spaces of stationary spacetimes. In principle,
we could drop the dimensionality condition. For instance, the n-sphere serves as a one-
point compactification of R", suggesting parallels in higher-dimensional settings. While our
proof of the uniqueness result in Theorem 2.6 critically relies on three-dimensionality, as
remarked below the proof of the theorem, Geroch’s technique using the conformal Laplacian
[14] offers a way to generalise the result to Riemannian manifolds of dimensions n > 2. This
extends Geroch’s asymptotic flatness condition to higher dimensions and one can broaden the
applicability of the Geroch—Hansen formalism to higher dimensions.

Additionaly, the vacuum assumption could be relaxed. The Geroch—Hansen formalism
can still be applied spacetimes with matter, but we have to apply Definition 3.2 to different
potentials. Simon [35] already constructed suitable potentials in electrovacuum. In that case,
we do not only have mass and angular momentum potentials, but also electric and magnetic
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potentials, and the formalism should also be applied to the latter. These additional potentials
yield so-called matter multipole moments. The mass and angular momentum potentials also
had to be adapted because they are based on closedness of the twist one-form as discussed in
Subsection 2.3, which is a result of vacuum assumption. Mayerson [26] recently constructed
potentials for rather general solutions of the Einstein equations. However, his approach does
not currently extend to matter potentials, leaving a gap in the formulation of corresponding
multipole moments.

The significance of the Geroch-Hansen multipole moments in general relativity lies in their
ability to characterise a spacetime. Beig and Simon [5], as well as Kundu [21], established
that the multipole moments uniquely determine the local structure near spatial infinity (i°)
in vacuum spacetimes. Simon [35] extended this result to the electrovacuum case, where the
matter multipole moments play a critical role. For example, the Kerr and Kerr—Newman
spacetimes share identical mass and angular momentum multipole moments but differ in
their electric and magnetic multipole moments. This limitation is evident in Mayerson’s
construction [26]. Constructing matter potentials for more general spacetimes and evaluating
whether the resulting multipole moments characterise the local structure near i® would be a
critical step forward.

A Symmetric trace-free tensors

In this appendix, we briefly discuss how to construct the symmetric trace-free part of a tensor.
Let h be a metric on a three-dimensional Riemannian manifold S. Given a covariant k-tensor
field T, we first take the symmetric part 7° using

T5(X1,. . Xk) = Y T(Xpys- - Xog)s (17)

oc€Sk

for Xi,..., X € X(S) and where Sy is the set of permutations on {1,...,k}. Consequently,
we take the trace-free part of T%. Then we want to find a symmetric covariant (k — 2)-tensor
field T such that T5 + hT is trace-free, where RT is symmetric product of the tensors h and
T. Tt turns out that there is an explicit expression for 7', most easily expressed in coordinates
via [6]

T = Afnh(i3i4 e h S RNURRR % ¥ - I thm—lem’ (18)

12m—112m 12m+1~~~2k)]1~~~]2m

with
(=1)™EN(2Kk —2m — 1!

™o omml(k — 2m)!(2k — 1)1

(19)

Here, the round brackets in the expression for T mean that we take the symmetric part.
We end with a few observations that make life easier when taking symmetric trace-free
parts:

e For a covariant tensor field T, we have
(T @ h)5TF = 0. (20)

This follows from the bare construction of T above.
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e For covariant tensor fields R and T', we have
(R® TSTF)STF _ (RSTF ® T)STF — (R T)5"F. (21)
This follows from the construction of T57F and (20).
e Let D be the total covariant derivative. For a covariant tensor field T', we have

(D(TSTF))>TF = (DT)STE. (22)

TS TF

This follows from the construction of , metric-compatibility of the Levi-Civita

connection and (20).
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