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In Einstein-Aether theories with a timelike unit vector field, we study the linear stability of static
and spherically symmetric black holes against both even- and odd-parity perturbations. For this
purpose, we formulate a gauge-invariant black hole perturbation theory in the background Aether-
orthogonal frame where the spacelike property of hypersurfaces orthogonal to the timelike Aether
field is always maintained even inside the metric horizon. Using a short-wavelength approximation
with large radial and angular momenta, we show that, in general, there are three dynamical degrees
of freedom arising from the even-parity sector besides two propagating degrees of freedom present
in the odd-parity sector. The propagation speeds of even-parity perturbations and their no-ghost
conditions coincide with those of tensor, vector, and scalar perturbations on the Minkowski back-
ground, while the odd sector contains tensor and vector modes with the same propagation speeds
as those in the even-parity sector (and hence as those on the Minkowski background). Thus, the
consistent study of black hole perturbations in the Aether-orthogonal frame on static and spherically
symmetric backgrounds does not add new small-scale stability conditions to those known for the

Minkowski background in the literature.

I. INTRODUCTION

Gravity has been the most difficult force in Nature to
bring under theoretical control, both at the classical and
quantum levels. In General Relativity (GR), the pres-
ence of a dimensionful gravitational coupling constant,
G = m;ﬁ, leads to the non-renormalizability as a quan-
tum field theory in four spacetime dimensions. One pos-
sible way to evade this problem is to break the Lorentz
symmetry at high energy [1H6]. A well-known example of
this type is Hofava-Lifshitz gravity [7], in which a power-
counting renormalizability can be realized by anisotropic
scaling in the 3 + 1 ADM formalism.

There are other mechanisms to break the Lorentz in-
variance and one of them is to invoke a timelike unit vec-
tor field u# |§,19]. The non-vanishing property of such an
“Aether” field, which can be encoded by a Lagrangian in
the form A(u,u* +1) with A being a Lagrange multiplier,
leads to the breaking of Lorentz symmetry at any space-
time point. The preferred timelike threading with respect
to u# should be dynamical to maintain the general covari-
ance of the theory. Einstein-Aether (EA) theory advo-
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cated by Jacobson and Mattingly |9] is characterized by
four coupling constants ¢y 23,4 of derivative interactions
of the vector field besides the Einstein-Hilbert term.

It is known that the EA framework can encompass
several different khronometric theories, each of which
is characterized by the presence of a locally timelike
“khronon” field 7 satisfying w, oc 9,7, as specific cases.
The khronometric theory corresponding to the infrared
limit of the non-projectable version of Hotava-Lifshitz
gravity [10] admits all vorticity-free solutions of EA
theor;ﬁ [11]. On the other hand, the khronometric
theory corresponding to the infrared limit of the pro-
jectable Hofava-Lifshitz gravity |7] admits all vorticity-
and acceleration-free solutions of EA theoryB [12, [13)].
In this limit, the dynamics is rather non-trivial as one
needs to take into account an analogue of the Vainshtein
screening [14]. Provided that vorticity is absent in w,,
EA theory also accommodates cuscuton theory [15] with
a quadratic scalar potential for the coefficients co # 0
and ci134 = 0 [15, [16]. We refer the readers to [17-20]
for extended versions of EA theory.

1 The former admits extra vorticity-free solutions that are not so-
lutions of the latter. They can be eliminated by some boundary
conditions. Even after that, the mapping between the two the-
ories is not one-to-one since the vorticity-free solutions of the
latter do not depend on the coefficient of the vorticity squared
in the action.

2 Comments similar to those in footnote [ apply also here.
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For general non-vanishing constants c; 23,4, EA theory
contains two tensor, two vector, and one scalar degrees of
freedom (DOFs). On the Minkowski background, their
propagation speeds (cr, cy, cg, respectively) are con-
stants expressed in terms of ¢1 2 3 4 alone |21]. The super-
luminal propagation of such modes can be allowed with-
out violating causality in theories with broken Lorentz
invariance. This result is consistent with the experiments
of gravitational Cerenkov radiation [22], in which the de-
viation of ¢p from 1 in the sub-luminal range (er < 1) is
highly restricted. The speed of tensor perturbations con-
strained from gravitational waves emitted from a neutron
star binary [23] placed the tight limit |c; + 3| < 10715
[24, 125]. The coupling constants ¢; are further con-
strained by solar-system tests of gravity [26], big-bang
nucleosynthesis [27], binary pulsars [28-31)], and gravi-
tational waveforms [32-34], but there are still allowed
parameter spaces consistent with those data.

In EA theory, there are hairy black hole (BH) solu-
tions with a non-vanishing Aether-field profile on static
and spherically symmetric (SSS) geometries [35-53]. A
striking property of such BHs is the existence of a uni-
versal horizon that sets a causal boundary for any speed
of propagating DOFs [54]. Since the universal horizon
is located inside the metric horizon, there are regions in
which the spacelike property of constant ¢ hypersurfaces
(where ¢ is a Killing time) does not hold. Upon using the
standard SSS coordinate system with the Killing time ¢
and the areal radius r, the stability of BHs against linear
perturbations is not firmly determined in theories with
preferred timelike threading.

The issue of proper linear stability analysis for BHs in
EA theory was recently addressed in Ref. |55] for per-
turbations in the odd-parity sector of SSS backgrounds.
For this purpose, it is important to resort to an Aether-
orthogonal frame characterized by a timelike coordinate
7 and a spacelike coordinate p, in which the timelike
Aecther field is orthogonal to the spacelike hypersurfaces
defined by constant values of 7. Since we are consider-
ing SSS backgrounds without vorticity, the background
Aether field u, can be related to the Khronon field =
as u, = —fa(r)0,, where fa is a function of the areal
distance r. Since the second-order action of odd-parity
perturbations in the (¢,7) coordinates was derived in
Ref. [56], the linear stability conditions in the Aether-
orthogonal frame were addressed in Ref. [55] by using
transformation properties of two dynamical perturba-
tions. It was shown that, in the short-wavelength limit,
the radial and angular propagation speeds as well as
the no-ghost conditions of odd-parity perturbations are
equivalent to those of tensor and vector perturbations on
the Minkowski background.

In this paper, we address the linear stability of SSS
BHs in EA gravity by considering even-parity pertur-
bations as well as odd-parity modes in the Aether-
orthogonal frame. Due to the complicated structure of
the second-order action of even-parity perturbations, this
issue was not thoroughly studied, even for the standard

(t,r) coordinates. Choosing appropriate gauge condi-
tions, the number of dynamical DOFs in the even-parity
sector reduces to three for general non-vanishing coefli-
cients c¢1,2,34. Taking the small-wavelength approxima-
tion for both radial and angular momentum modes, the
propagation speeds and no-ghost conditions of the three
dynamical perturbations will be shown to coincide with
those of tensor, vector, and scalar perturbations on the
Minkowski background. We will also study the behav-
ior of odd-parity perturbations directly in the Aether-
orthogonal frame and show that the linear stability con-
ditions are equivalent to those derived in Ref. [55] un-
der the coordinate transformation of dynamical pertur-
bations, and thus to those for tensor and vector pertur-
bations on the Minkowski background.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [T, we in-
troduce the Aether-orthogonal frame, where the line el-
ement is given by Eq. (ZI8) with f% > 0 and % > 0.
In Sec. [l we address the gauge-invariant formulation
of BH perturbations in the Aether-orthogonal frame and
discuss several different gauge choices for fixing residual
gauge DOFs. In Sec.[[V] we expand the action up to sec-
ond order in odd-parity perturbations and reproduce the
stability results of Ref. [55] derived by using a different
method. In Sec. [Vl we explore how the number of dy-
namical DOF's in the even-parity sector reduces to three
under the gauge choice (5.4 and derive the linear sta-
bility conditions for modes with large radial and angular
momenta. Sec. [V is devoted to conclusions.

Throughout this paper, we use the natural units in
which the speed of light ¢ and the reduced Planck con-
stant h are unity. We also adopt the metric signature
(—=,+,+,+). The Greek indices run from 0 to 3, while
the Latin indices run from 1 to 3.

II. AETHER ORTHOGONAL FRAME

We consider EA theory given by the action [9]

1
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/d4x\/—_g [R+ Lo + Mguufu” +1)],
(2.1)
where G, is the gravitational coupling constant of the
theory, g is a determinant of the metric tensor g,., R
denotes the Ricci scalar, and X is a Lagrange multiplier.
The Aether field u,, has derivative couplings of the form

Lo =—MP NV ulVsu” (2.2)

with

MQBHV = Clgaﬁguu + 025365 + 636355 - C4uauﬁgu1/ )
(2.3)
where V,, denotes the covariant derivative operator, and
1,2,3,4 are the four dimensionless coupling constants.
Varying the action (2 with respect to A leads to

guuuuuu =-1, (24)



which ensures the existence of a timelike unit vector field
at any spacetime point.

The SSS background can be described by the line ele-
ment

ds? = —f(r)dt? + h~(r)dr? + 2 (d6? + sin® 0 dg?) |
(2.5)
where t is the Killing time, 7 is the areal distance, and
f, h are functions of r. Alternatively, one can also choose
the Eddington-Finkelstein coordinate [51]

ds? = — f(r)dv® + 2B(r)dvdr + r* (d6? + sin® 0 dp?)
(2.6)
where v and B(r) arerelated to ¢, 7, f, h in the coordinate

R.3), as

dr f
dv=dt + — B(r)=1/+.
v + Nl (r) .
For the SSS backgrounds (2.1) and (26]), we can choose
the Aether-field configurations, respectively, as

(2.7)

w0, = a(r)0; + b(r)0r (2.8)
= —a(r)dy, — B(r)0; ,

where a, b, a, and [ are r-dependent functions related to
each other as

b
o+ — = —a, b=-0. (2.10)
VIih
From the unit vector constraint (24]), we obtain
b = (a*f — 1)h, 1= fa* —2Bag, (2.11)

so that the inequality (a?f — 1)h > 0 must hold. From
Egs. (Z10) and @2I1]), we find the following relations

B 1— fa?
b_\/f_th.

On the metric horizon rg satisfying f(rs) = 0 = h(rg),
the Eddington-Finkelstein coordinate system is regular
and thus ap = a(rg) and Sy = B(rg) should be finite for
aregular u*. Furthermore, due to the second of (ZITl), Sy
takes a finite and non-zero value 8y = —+/h1/f1/(2ap),
where we perform the expansions f = >, fi(r — rg)’
and h =3, hi(r—rg)" around r = 1. This, combined
with the first of (ZIII), implies that the product a?fh
is finite and non-zero at r = r, and hence a diverges as
ax1/y/fhatr=r,.

At sufficiently large distances where the metric compo-
nents f and h in Eq. (Z3) approach 1, the Aether-field
configuration approaches that on the Minkowski back-
ground, i.e.,

1+ fa?

i (2.12)

a =

a(r) — 1, b(r) — 0, as r—oo. (2.13)
In the same limit, we have
a(r) -1, B(r) =0, as r—oo, (2.14)

where we used the correspondence (ZI0) and assumed
without loss of generality that u* is future-directed (the
action ([2)) is invariant under the change u* — —u*).

For the coordinate (2.6]), the background Aether field
u,, has non-vanishing components u, = (1 + fa?)/(2a)
and u, = —ay/f/h. On defining 7 by dr = dv +
(ur/uy)dr, u* is orthogonal to constant-7 hypersurfaces.
These hypersurfaces are spacelike due to the timelike
property of w*. Similarly, one can introduce another
coordinate as dp = —dv — (s,/s,)dr, where s, = (1 —
fa?)/(2a) and s, = ay/f/h are non-vanishing compo-
nents of a unit vector field s, orthogonal to u*. The two
variables 7 and p are related to the ¢ and r variables in
the coordinate system (Z3), ad]

1 1—fa?
dr = At ey (2.15)
B 1 1+ fa?
dp = —dt \/f_hl—fo@dr' (2.16)

This shows that the areal distance  depends on the com-
bination 7 + p, i.e.,
r=r(r+p). (2.17)

On using these relations, the line element ([2.5]) can be
converted to the form

ds? = — f3(r)dr? + k% (r)dp* + 7% (d6? + sin® 0 dp?)

(2.18)
where
falr) = =L = =L g
r)i=— r)i=— . .
4 200 4 20
Then, the two metric components g, = —f3 and Gop =

h? are always in the regions g, < 0 and 9pp = 0. This
coordinate system corresponds to the Aether-orthogonal
frame in which 7 plays the role of the time measured
by observers comoving with u, (but with the non-trivial
lapse fa(r)). The timelike Aether field is orthogonal to
spacelike hypersurfaces characterized by constant values
of 7. We note that 7 is known as a Khoronon related to
the background Aether field, as

Uy = —fa(r)o,r.

In the (¢,7) coordinate system, this relation can be eas-
ily confirmed by using u; = —fa and u, = b/h with
Eqs. 212) and (ZI5). In the Aether-orthogonal frame,
the Aether field has only the 7 component u, = — fa(r).

On the metric horizon r = r; at which f — 0 with a
finite value of o, we have 14+ fa? — 1and 1—fa? — 1. At
large distances characterized by the asymptotic behavior

(2.20)

3 Instead of ¢ and 9 used in Ref. [53], we adopt the notations 7
and p for them to avoid the confusion with the two-dimensional
spherical coordinates € and ¢.



f — 1and @ — —1, it follows that 1 + fa? — 2 and
1 — fa? — +0. We are interested in the case where
positive signs of both 1+ fa? and 1— fa? are maintained
throughout the metric horizon exterior. In other words,
the signs of f4 and ha are the same. Without loss of
generality, we assume that

fa>0,

in which case aw < 0 in Eq. (2.19).

We note that the sign of 1 — fa? is positive inside the
metric horizon (f < 0), while there exists a radius rupn
at which 1+ fa? vanishes, i.e.,

(L4 f0?) |r=rpu = 0.

ha>0, (2.21)

(2.22)

The position 7 = ryg, which is known as the univer-
sal horizon, corresponds to the causal boundary of any
speed of propagation. The universal horizon exists in-
side the metric horizon, i.e., ryg < 7. For distances
r > ryn, both 1 + fa? and 1 — fa? remain positive, so
that g-» < 0 and g,, > 0 in the line element (2I8)). This
means that the linear stability analysis of BHs in the
Aether-orthogonal frame is valid throughout the exterior
of the universal horizon (r > ryg). On the other hand, if
we use the coordinate system (Z3]), the two metric com-
ponents f and h flip signs in the region ryg < r < rg in
comparison to those outside the metric horizon. Then,
the spacelike property of constant ¢ hypersurfaces is not
always ensured by choosing the Killing time ¢ and the
areal radius r to study the BH stability outside the uni-
versal horizon [55]. This problem does not appear in the
Aether-orthogonal frame where the timelike Aether field
is orthogonal to constant 7 spacelike hypersurfaces.

III. BLACK HOLE PERTURBATIONS AND
GAUGE ISSUES

We now formulate the theory of BH perturbations in
the background Aether-orthogonal frame given by the
line element (ZI8)). The background spherical symmetry
allows us to consider the m = 0 component of spher-
ical harmonics Y;,, (0, ¢) without loss of generality. In
the following, we focus on the mode m = 0 and use the
notation Y;(0) := Yjo(#). The odd-parity perturbations
possess the parity (—1)'*!, whereas the even-parity per-
turbations have the parity (—1)! [57-62]. On the SSS
background (2.I8)), the components of metric perturba-
tions are given by

her = fA(r)Ho(T, p)Yi(6) , (3.1)
hep = hpr = Hy(r, p)Yi(0) (3.2)
h-,—g = h@T = hQ(T, p)YLg(e) 5 (3.3)
hrp = hor = —Q(7. p)(sin 6)Yi4(6) (3.4)
hpp = Wa(r)Ha(7, p)Yi(0) (3.5)
hpg = hgp = hl(T, p)YLg(e) 5 (3.6)
hop = hyp = =W (T, p)(sin0)Y,,4(0) , (3.7)

hog = T‘QK(T, p)Yi(e) + T‘2G( )Y, 1,60 (9) (3.8)
heo = r?K(r, p)(sin 0)Y;(0)
+r2G (T, p)(sin 0)(cos 0)Y7.4(0) (3.9)

LU, p) [(cos)Yi0(0) —

; (50 6)Y,00(60)] (3.10)

hoy =
where the summation of Y;(#) with respect to the multi-
ples | as well as the subscript “I” in Hy, H; etc. are
omitted, and the notations Y; 9 = dY;(0)/d0, Yipe =
d?Y;(0)/d6? are used. The three fields @, W, and U,
which depend on 7 and p, are the perturbations in the
odd-parity sector, whereas the other seven fields Hy, H,
ho, Ha, hy1, K, G, which are also functions of 7 and p, are
the perturbations in the even-parity sector. The Aether
field has the following perturbed components [63-65]

dur = dug(r, p)Y1(0),
dup = Sua (7, p)Yi(0),

dug = dux(7, p)Y1,0(0) ,
p)(sin0)Yi9(0),

with the background value [220)), and dug, du1, dus, du
are functions of 7 and p. Note that only the component
du, belongs to the perturbation in the odd-parity sector.

Since the background metric components f%, h%, and
r? only depend on the combination r = r(7 + p), we have
the following properties

fA,T = fA,pu hA,T

where the notations F; := 0F /0t and F,, := 0F/Jp
are used for any r-dependent quantity. In the following,
we replace the 7 derivatives of F with the p derivatives of
F. As we mentioned in Eq. (Z2I]), we consider the case
of positive signs of f4 and ha without loss of generality.

Since there are gauge DOF's that can be removed from
some of the perturbed fields, we consider the following
infinitesimal gauge transformation

du, = —ou(r,

=ha,, re=r,, (3.15)

Ty=xu+E&u, (3.16)

where the covariant components of &, are given by

é.‘r = T(Tv )}/l( ) (317)
& = R(mp)Yi(0), (3.18)
§o = O(7,p)Yi0(0), (3.19)
§o = —A(7,p)(sin0)Y,4(0), (3.20)

with 7, R, ©, A being functions of 7 and p. At lin-
ear order in the gauge transformation vector &, metric
perturbations in the odd-parity sector transform as

. 2
O =Q-A,+ TPA (3.21)
. %

W o= W—A,+ T”A (3.22)
U = U-2A. (3.23)



Similarly, the transformation law for even-parity metric
perturbations is given by

Hy = Hy— =2 (7} @T—f"‘f“"”R), (3.24)

A " fa h
N 2 2h
H = H -T,+ fA”’T—R,ﬂLﬂR, (3.25)
fa ha
. P ha haha
Hy = Hy— = |R,— 2R — ’pT>, 3.26
2 2 hi < 3P hA f% ( )
3 P
o = hO—T—@,T+%@, (3.27)
~ 2r ,
b= h-R-6,+="0, (3.28)
- 2r 2r
K = K+ 227 2P 3.29
* rff‘T rhy ( )
20
G=0-"7. (3.30)

The Aether perturbation du, is subject to the following
transformation

(3.31)

Suy = 0uy — ua &%, — upab”,

where u, is the background value given by Eq. (2:20).

On using Eqs. BII)-@B14), the components dug, du,
dug, and du transform, respectively, as

< fA p 1 fA p
dug = 6 =T - —T,+=="R, (3.32
-~ 2fa 1
du; = duy + 22T — —T,, 3.33
' R fa " (3.33)
-~ 1
6UQ = (5’(1,2 - —T, (334)
fa
du = du. (3.35)
Hence, du is gauge invariant.
Let us consider the multipole modes I > 2. In the
odd-parity sector, we choose the gauge
U=0, (3.36)

under which A is fixed to be A = U/2. Then, the per-
turbations Q and W in Eqs. (3:2I) and B22) are fixed
without any residual gauge DOF's.

In the even-parity sector, there are several ways to fix
the gauge conditions. Two of them are given by

Sup =0, (3.37)

and

Sus =0, G=0,

under which 7 and © are fixed to be T = fadus and
© = r2G/2. For the gauge choices (3.37) and ([B.38), R
is fixed to be R = hy — 172G ,/2 and R = rh} K/(2r ,) +
h?dus/ fa, respectively. A couple of other possible gauge
choices are given by

Sup =0,  dug =0,

G=0, (3.39)

and

K=0, G=0. (3.40)
The gauge condition ([B:40) was used in Refs. [61, 162, [64]
for studying BH stability in Horndeski theories and
Maxwell-Horndeski theories. In Maxwell-Horndeski the-
ories, the existence of the U(1) gauge symmetry allows

one to choose dus = 0 besides the gauge conditions
@0).

For theories with broken U(1) gauge invariance, as in
the case of EA gravity, the choice of the gauge condition

B40) does not allow one to fix Jug = 0 further. In such

cases, if we do not set dus = 0 to fix 7, the mixture of
a longitudinal scalar mode with transverse vector modes
can lead to difficulty in identifying dynamical DOFs. In
this sense, it would be preferable to choose either the
gauge (B37) or (B38)) containing the condition dug = 0.
In Sec. [V] we identify the dynamical DOF's of even-parity
perturbations under the gauge choice (B:37)).

In the following, we omit the tilde from the gauge-

transformed fields and simply write the gauge conditions
like dus = 0.

IV. ODD-PARITY PERTURBATIONS

We study the linear stability of BHs against odd-parity
perturbations for short-wavelength modes by performing
direct calculations in the Aether-orthogonal frame. Note
that this issue was also addressed in Ref. [55] by using
the coordinate transformation properties of dynamical
perturbations from (Z5]) to (ZI8). Indeed, we will show
that the conditions for the absence of ghosts and Lapla-
cian instabilities are the same as those on the Minkowski
background.

By choosing the gauge U = 0, the odd-parity gravi-
tational perturbations are characterized by Q(t,p) and
W (r,p) in Eqs. B4) and (B7). The Aether field in the
odd-parity sector has a configuration

w0t = —fa(r 4+ p)07 — ou(r, p)(sin@)Y; 4(0)0% . (4.1)

Expanding the action (1) up to second order in
odd-parity perturbations and performing the integra-
tions with respect to 6 and ¢, the quadratic-order
action (up to boundary terms) is given by Sﬁ)d =
(167Gy) 'L [drdp L(()Qd)d, with the Lagrangian



‘Cgi)d =G (VV,T -

+(LCs + Ce)W? + CrWou + CsWQ + (LCy + Co)Q” +

where

—1(l+1), (4.3)

and the coefficients C; and C; are r-dependent functions
without containing the L dependence. The explicit forms
of some of C;’s, which will be used later, are

c1aha
b 2 — T ai 9 04 - — b
2faha 2ha fa

1—oc3 (3

1=

~ 2r 2r
2% = ¢ {2x (W,T - T*PW -Q,+ pQ

+(LCs + Co)W? + CrWou + CsWQ + (LCy + Co)Q +

Varying Eq. [@6) with respect to Y, it follows that

2r ,

——W Q +2TPQ 025u7p+035u

C1 . (4.7
Substituting Eq. @71) into Eq. (), we find that the
Lagrangian (£0) is equivalent to (2.

We vary Eq. [@6]) with respect to W and @ and solve
their perturbation equations of motion for W and Q.
Then, we can eliminate the terms containing W, @), and
their 7, p derivatives from Eq. [@6]). After integration
by parts, the Lagrangian can be expressed in the form

Lot = K + Kndul, + G, + G,
+M11X2 + M225U2 + 2M12X5’U,
+R11X rX,p + Praxou - + Qraxdu ,, (4.8)

where the coefficients K7 etc. are r-dependent func-
tions. We can implement further integration by parts,
for instance, by antisymmetrizing the terms Pyaxdu, » and
Q12Xx6u p, but the results will not change. In the eikonal
limit [ > 1, these coefficients reduce to

Ku=-SL kp-c (4.9)
11 — CGL ) 22 — U4, .
% c3
=L -2 4.1
G11 CoL Gao = Cs o, (4.10)
C
My = —C My = (Cy— 22 L, 4.11
11 1, 22 ( 11 409) ( )
M12 _ C3 + Cl [T‘CgClo)p — 010(7‘097,7 + 2T‘7p09)](24'12)

21"092

2
%T’PW —Q,+ 2%”@) +2(Cobu,, + Czbu) (W

C’Qéu,p + ngu) B X2:| B (0251117’; + 035’&)2

2 2
N %W Q.+ %Q) + Cudu? + Csu’,

(LC1o + C10)Qdu + (LCyy + Ch1)du?, (4.2)
[
_afa - fa (I —=ci3)ha
05 o hA ’ 06 o 2hAT2 ’ 09 o 2fAT‘2 ’
h h
o= 2304 gy, = alaha (4.4)
T T
where the notation
Cij = C4 + Cj (45)

is used. We introduce an auxiliary variable y as in the
following Lagrangian

c + Cyou?, + Csu?,

(LCho + C10)Qdu + (LCyy + Ch1)du? (4.6)
[
C2Cy
Ry = T CsCol?’ (4.13)
Q12 =20, + Clcc;w (4.15)

From the Lagrangian (£J)), it is clear that there are two
degrees of dynamical perturbations, given by x and du.

The propagation of small-scale perturbations with
large angular frequencies w and momenta k is known by
assuming the solutions to the perturbation equations for
x and du in the forms

—i(wr—kp) i(wr—kp)
3 )

X = Xe Su = due” (4.16)
where ¥ and du are constants. The no-ghost conditions
for the fields xy and du are determined by the positivity

of the coeflicients K11 and Kss, respectively, as

(1—013)27‘2
Ky = w7 g 417
1 3fAhaL (4.17)
h
Ky = 244 59, (4.18)
fa

The first inequality (@IT) holds for ¢;3 # 1. The second
equality ([4I8) is satisfied if

c14 >0, (4.19)

which coincides with the no-ghost condition of vector per-
turbations on the Minkowski background [25].

The radial propagation speeds can be determined by
considering the modes wrgy ~ krg > | > 1. In this



regime, the dominant contributions to the Lagrangian
(A8) are the first four terms, while the term Ri1x X,
is suppressed due to the multipole dependence R;;
L2 & [7*. The squared radial propagation speed
measured in terms of the proper time in the Aether-
orthogonal frame is defined by

2
2o M (do\"_ e

T3 \dr fak?
Substituting the solutions ([@I6) into the perturbation
equations for x and du arising from the Lagrangian ([4.8]),
we obtain the two dispersion relations

(4.20)

Gi1 1 f3
e ZA L2 4.21
n Ky 1—czhy (4.21)
G2 2¢1 — c13(2¢1 — c13) f3
2 2 A2
Wt = ——=k% = Lk (4.22
KQQ 2614(1 — 013> hi ( )

Then, the squared radial propagation speeds of x and du
are given, respectively, by

1
1—c3’

2¢1 — c13(2¢1 — ¢13)
2 1 13 1 13
r2,0dd 2014 (1 013) ) ( )

which match those of the tensor and vector perturbations
on the Minkowski background, respectively |21, [25].
The angular propagation speeds can be derived by con-
sidering the modes | ~ wrg > krg > 1. In this regime,
the two kinetic terms Kllx?T, ngéui. and the two mass
terms Mi1x?, Magdu? are the dominant contributions
to the Lagrangian (£3]), while the other terms including
2Miax0u, Praxou -, Qi2xdu,, are suppressed in the limit
1> 1. The leading-order terms defining the equations of
motion in the eikonal limit are well understood by per-
forming the field redefinition x = v/Ly, which ensures
that the kinetic matrix elements have the same L depen-
dence at leading order. The squared angular propagation
speed measured in terms of the proper time is defined by

9 r2 (do\? r? w?
Co = —& B — = ——.
¢ 2 \dr e

Then, we have the following two dispersion relations

C%l,odd = (4.23)

(4.25)

M 1 f2L

2 11 A

= —_ = 4.26

w K11 1 — C13 T2 ( )
M 2¢) — 2¢) — 2L

W2 o= M2 21 c13(2¢1 Cl3)fA2 . (4.27)
KQQ 2614(1 — 013) T

Hence the squared angular propagation speeds of x and
du are given, respectively, by

1
1—c13’
201 — 013(201 — 013)

2
= 4.29
€02,0dd 2c12(1 — c13) ) ( )

C?Zl,odd = (4.28)

which coincide with those of the tensor and vector per-
turbations on the Minkowski background |21, [25].

Thus, the direct calculation of the second-order ac-
tion of odd-parity perturbations in the Aether-orthogonal
frame leads to the same linear stability conditions as
those derived in Ref. [55].

V. EVEN-PARITY PERTURBATIONS

We now proceed to study the dynamics of even-parity
perturbations. From the discussion given in Sec. [[TI}, one
can construct the following gauge-invariant variables

2 2h 2
HQ(GI) = Hy [(r A —T’I“yp) Gﬁp—%Gﬁpp

R |\ 2ha
ha haha
hi, — —2=Lh L) 5.1
oy = T - B, )
sul) = 5u1+@5w_5u2,p, (5.2)
fa
2r 2r
K@) — g eg ey o Feg, 5.3
* h% P rh? 1+7°fA 2 (5-3)

To derive the second-order action of even-parity pertur-
bations, we choose the gauge (3.37), i.e.,
5’(1,2 = 0,

G=0, hi=0, (5.4)

under which Eqs. (BI)-(E3) reduce, respectively, to
H2(GI) = Ho, 5u§GI) = duy, and K(GD = K. In the follow-
ing, we omit the label “(GI)” from the upper subscript.
The gauge-invariant combinations (B.1))-(E.3]) correspond
to the dynamical perturbations in the tensor, vector, and
scalar sectors, respectively.

For the gauge choice ([B.4]), we have

@ (faHo — 26ug) + O(?), (5.5)
A

where the terms O(e?) represent perturbations higher
than the linear order. From the constraint ([2:4]), we ob-
tain

guutu’ = —1—

5’&0 = %fAHO . (56)
For the gauge choice (5.4), we expand the action 21I) up
to the second order in even-parity perturbations. After
the integration with respect to 6 and ¢ and exploiting
the relation (B.6]), we obtain the quadratic-order action
containing six perturbed variables Hy, Hi, hg, Ha, duq,
K and their 7, p derivatives. After integration by parts,
the second-order action is expressed in the form Sé%ln =
(167G)~" [ drdp L3, with the Lagrangian

L = Loy + Loy + Log + Loty + Louy + Lic, (5.7)

where



EHO = angﬁp =+ (Lag + ag)Hg + H07T(G/4K =+ a5H2) + H07p(a65u1,7 =+ G7K)p + agHo + agduy + a9 K + allHl)

+LHy(a12K + a13Ha + a14ho) + Ho(a15 K + a16H1 + a17Hs)

(5.8)

ﬁHl = b1H12,p —|— (Lb2 —|— bg)H% —|— Hl,T(b4K,p —|— b5H2 —|— bGK) —|— Hlyp(b7H217- —|— bgKﬂ- —|— bgéulyp —|— b105u1

+b11K + b12Lho) + LH1(b136uy + biaho) + Hi(bis K + bigHa + bi7ous) ,
Ln, = Ldihi , + L(Ldy + ds)h + Ldsho ,6uy + Lho(ds Ha, r + de K + + drbuy,, + dsHy + dgduy )
Ly, = €1H2277 + eoH3 + Ho r(e3K + + eqdur , + es K + egdur) + erHo y K + esLHo K + Ha(eg K + e9du1) ,
= fi0ul . + fabui , + (Lfs + f4)6ui + fs0ur - K + 6ur o(f6 K - + f7K) + 6ur (fsK 7 + foK , + f10K),

ﬁéul
Lx = K%+ gzK?p-

The coefficients ai,b1,--- depend on 7 + p, without de-
pendence on L. Since the fields Hy, Hi, and hy do not
contain the second-order 7 derivatives such as hj _, they
are regarded as non-dynamical perturbations that can be
integrated out from the Lagrangian Lg,)en. On the other
hand, the perturbations Hs, duq, and K are the dynam-
ical fields containing quadratic-order 7 derivatives such
as H3 .

To study the behavior of short-wavelength perturba-
tions, we assume the solutions to the perturbation equa-
tions in the forms

Hy = Eoe—i(wr—kp) ,

ho = Boe—i(wr—kp) ,
—t(wr—kp) ,

H, = Hle—i(wr—kp) ,
Hy, = EQe—i(wT—kp) ,
K = Ke t@m=Fe) (5 14)

5’&1 = 5_11,16

where Hy, H1, ho, Ho, duq, and K are constants. We are
interested in the small-scale modes in the range
w2r§ >1, L>1.

Ky > 1, (5.15)

By picking up the dominant contributions of each La-
grangian in Eqgs. (5.8))-(G13), we have

Ly, =~ a1H027p + LagHZ + Ho,p(agdur - + a7 K )
+LHy(a12K + a13Hz) , (5.16)
Ly, ~ biH{ ,+ LboH} +byH1 K , + Hy ,(brHa,
+bs K+ + boduy , + biaLhg) + LbizHyduy , (5.17)
Ly, =~ Lldihg , + Ldahg + dsho,p6u

+h0(d5H2,T + dGK,T + d75u1,P)] )
LHg >~ 61H2217. + H277(63K77- + 645u1,p) + egLHQK,
Lsu, =~ fléuiT + f25uip + Lfsdui + Jeoui , K -, (
— 2 2
ﬁK = glKﬁT—i-ggK’p. (521

The Lagrangian Lp, contains the term bi2H; ,Lhg,
which is of order L for hy o 1/k. Hence we have not
ignored the last four terms in Eq. (5I8)). In Appendix A,
we show explicit forms of the coefficients in Eqs. (516)-
©.21).

In Egs. (5.16)- (E21)), we perform the following integra-

tion by parts

1
A 25, = 514 (Vi rVjp + Vjtbip) + -+ (5.22)

1
AYirtyy = SAWirty — i)+ h (5.23)
Ay = S AWty — i)+ (5.24)

where A depends on 7+ p, and the dots represent the sub-
leading terms in the above approximation scheme. This
allows one to obtain the Lagrangian in a Hermitian form
[66]. The perturbation equations of motion for the six
variables v; = (Ho, H1, ho, Ha, du1, K) follow by varying
the total Lagrangian (B.7) with Eqgs. (I10)-(G2I). In
doing so, we use an approximation that the coefficients
ai,by,--- are constants and substitute the WKB-form
solutions (5.I4) into the six perturbation equations of
motion. We solve the first three equations for the fields
Hy, Hy, and hy and then substitute them into the last
three equations. Then, the field equations for the three
dynamical variables (represented by the corresponding
constants),

U = (Ha,0u1, K) , (5.25)
are expressed in the form
Bcvcn\I_}T - 0, (526)

where Beyen is a 3 X 3 Hermitian matrix.

The no-ghost conditions follow by selecting terms pro-
portional to w? in Beyen. Expressing the matrix contain-
ing these components as w?B, the determinants of the
submatrices of B must be positive to avoid ghosts. Since
we have

Blg = Bgl = 0, BQ3 = BQ3 = 0, (527)
the perturbation du; is decoupled from the other two
dynamical perturbations. Then, the no-ghost condition
for the vector-field perturbation is given by

2c1472haL
K:l::B22:cl4T—A>O

(k22 + Lh2)fa ~ (5.28)



The other two no-ghost conditions, which correspond to
those of tensor and scalar perturbations, are

Ko := Bi1B33 — B13B3;
(2 + C13 + 302)(1 - 613)2T4h164L2

= Torss (212 £ LI2)2 >0, (5.29)
and
Ks = det B=K;K3>0. (5.30)
These inequalities are satisfied if
c14 >0, (5.31)
Zrastie g (5.32)
€123

Note that the first condition (B3] is equivalent to the
no-ghost condition (ZI9) of the vector-field perturbation
in the odd-parity sector.

The solutions to Eq. (5.28]) with non-vanishing compo-

nents of U are present if
det Beven = 0. (5.33)

This gives the following three dispersion relations

2 o fA(K*r® + Lh%)

= 5.34
w Cr h1247°2 ) ( )
2(1.2,.2 2
2 o fa(k*r® + Lh%)
= e RS s VA 5.35
w CV h124’f‘2 ’ ( )
2(1.2,.2 2
o o fa(k*r® + Lh%)
where
1
2
= 5.37
Cr 1— c13 ) ( )
2¢1 — ¢13(2¢1 — ¢13)
2 1 13(2C1 13
= 5.38
CV 2014(1 — 013> ’ ( )
9 _
2 = ciz3(2 ~ c1a) (5.39)

c14(1 — c13)(2 4 c13 + 3c2)

The squared radial propagation speeds, which are defined
by Eq. @20), are derived by taking the limit k?r? > Lh?%
in Egs. (5.34)-(GE.36]). Then, we obtain the following three
squared propagation speeds

2 2 2

_ _ 2 2
Cr1 = Cr) Cra = Cy

y=ck,  (540)
which correspond to those of tensor, vector, and scalar
perturbations, respectively.

The squared angular propagation speeds, which are
defined by Eq. [#25]), are known under the limit Lh? >
k2r? in Egs. (5.34)-(5.36). Then, the corresponding three
squared propagation speeds are

2

_ 2 2
Ca1 = Cr)

CQQ = C%/ 5 (5.41)

2 _ 2
Caz = Cs)

which are equivalent to c2;, cZ,, and cZ;, respectively.
These values are the same as those on the squared propa-
gation speeds of tensor, vector, and scalar perturbations
on the Minkowski background [21, 25]. Thus, the per-
turbative analysis in the Aether-orthogonal frame does
not provide new small-scale stability conditions to those
known in the literature.

The Laplacian instability of even-parity perturbations
is absent for 02T >0, c%, > 0, and c% > 0. These inequal-
ities as well as the no-ghost conditions (5:31]) and (532)
are satisfied if

0<ca<2, (5.42)

a3 <1, (5.43)

2c1 — 013(201 — 013) >0, (544)

2 3

2tz toc > 0. (5.45)
€123

Under these conditions, the linear stability of odd-parity
perturbations with short wavelengths is also ensured.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The EA theory is distinguished from other vector-
tensor theories like generalized Proca theories [67, 68] in
that there is always a preferred timelike direction along
the unit Aether field. In the former case, the coordinates
of the Killing time ¢ and the areal radius r are not neces-
sarily appropriate for studying the BH stability against
linear perturbations. This is attributed to the fact that
the constant ¢ hypersurfaces are not always spacelike, es-
pecially in the region between the universal and metric
horizons.

To overcome this problem, we introduced the Aether-
orthogonal frame in which the timelike coordinate 7 is
related to the Aether field v, as v, = —fa(r)0,7. In-
troducing the spatial coordinates (p,0,¢) as well, the
line element of the Aether-orthogonal frame is given by
Eq. (21I8), whose 77 and pp metric components are al-
ways in the ranges g, = —f3(r) <0 and g,, = h% (r) >
0. We adopted this line element to study the linear sta-
bility of BHs on SSS backgrounds.

In Sec. [l we considered the general formulation of
BH perturbations for both odd- and even-parity pertur-
bations in the Aether-orthogonal frame. We also clari-
fied the transformation properties of all perturbed fields
under the infinitesimal coordinate shifts [BI6]). We dis-
cussed possible choices of gauges to fix the four com-
ponents of §,. To compute the second-order perturbed
action, we chose the gauge U = 0 for odd-parity modes
and dup = 0, G =0, and hy = 0 for even-parity modes.
This completely fixes the gauge DOF's for the multipoles
1>2.

In Sec. [Vl we computed the quadratic-order ac-
tion of odd-parity perturbations on SSS backgrounds in
the Aether-orthogonal frame without transforming per-
turbed fields from the (¢,7) coordinates to the (7, p) ones



(where the latter was performed in Ref. [55]). After in-
tegrating out non-dynamical variables, there are two dy-
namical perturbations x and du left in the second-order
action, where x corresponds to a tensor DOF defined by
Eq. (£7) and du is a vector DOF. We showed that, in the
small-scale limit, the propagation speeds as well as no-
ghost conditions of x and du coincide with those of tensor
and vector perturbations on the Minkowski background,
respectively.

In Sec. [Vl we studied the propagation of even-parity
perturbations by choosing the gauge condition (G.4).
Since the unit vector constraint gives the relation dug =
faHo/2, there are only six perturbation variables that

are appearing in the second-order Lagrangian Lg,)cn, see

Eq. (&1) with Egs. (58)-(G13). Among them, the three
fields Ho, du1, and K, which contain the quadratic-order

7 derivatives in cé%in, are the dynamical perturbations
in the tensor, vector, and scalar sectors, respectively.
For short-wavelength perturbations satisfying the con-
ditions (518, the dominant contributions to the second-
order Lagrangian are given by Eqs. (516)-(E21). Sub-
stituting the WKB-form solutions (5.I4) into the per-
turbation equations and eliminating the non-dynamical
variables Hy, Hy, and hg, the three dynamical variables
U = (Ho,duy, K) satisfy the algebraic equations of the
form (526]). The no-ghost conditions and speeds of prop-
agation extracted from the matrix Beyen are the same as
those of tensor, vector, and scalar perturbations on the
Minkowski background.

In summary, for non-vanishing coupling constants
12,34, we showed that there are in total five propa-
gating DOFs, i.e., tensor and vector DOFs in the odd-
parity sector and tensor, vector, and scalar DOFs in
the even-parity sector. The squared tensor, vector, and
scalar propagation speeds are given, respectively, by
Egs. (637), (53]), and (E39), with the no-ghost con-
ditions (B31) and (E32). The linear stability of BHs is
ensured under the four conditions (5:42)-(E45).

Since we now have all the linear perturbation equa-
tions of motion for both odd- and even-parity sectors in

o = c1ar’ fa _ c1afaha __cur’
1 4hA ) 4 ) hA )
01237”2 1-— C13 47”2

bl = - 3 2 = ) 4 = )
fahy 2faha faha
b - 1 —|— C13 —|— 202 b - Cﬂ
12 — fAhA ) 13 — hA )
1—ci3 ci23ha c13
dy = — dy = —= d
YT 2faha e T
c1237%h A (1+ c2)r?ha
e =——", 3=, =
4fa fa
2 2
cuar c1237° fa ci1fa
fi= v f2:—h737 fsz—h—,
faha 2 A

where we used the notation @A) and c¢;ji := ¢; + ¢; + c.
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EA theory, it should be straightforward to compute the
quasinormal modes of BHs on SSS backgrounds in the
Aether-orthogonal frame. It will be of interest to investi-
gate whether the reduction of small-scale linear stability
conditions to those on the Minkowski background holds
or not for more general backgrounds in the presence of a
timelike vector field without vorticity. For this purpose,
the geometric optics approximation used in Ref. [69] may
help to understand the behavior of short-wavelength per-
turbations. These topics are left for future works.
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APPENDIX: COEFFICIENTS OF THE
SECOND-ORDER LAGRANGIAN OF
EVEN-PARITY PERTURBATIONS

The coefficients appearing in Eqgs. (EI06)-([G.21) are
given by

_ *fa g = _dAla
ha 12 5 13 125
- 01237”2 - 2(02 - 1)7‘2 bo — 261237‘2
" Faha faha 0 RS
1+co)ha 2c
__%a dG—_h,quH; d7:—h—:a
_azgr®  faha
hA ) 8 2 ’
2912 r2h?4 r2fa
= — =— b = Al
e ha 91 5 125 92 oy (A1)
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