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Abstract

In this thesis we will examine the different types of Bi-metric theories of grav-
ity. We examine Rosen’s Bi-metric theory and the newer type of model, the
Scalar-Bi metric gravity. It is in this particular model, studied mainly by M.
A. Clayton and J.W. Moffat, that we look for and extract black hole solutions.
The model is concerned with two metrics, describing how matter and gravita-
tional fields respectively propagate through space time. In this type of theory,
the two metrics in question interact through a scalar field ¢. The solutions
we are looking for are black hole type metrics, so we impose a certain general,
spherically symmetric ansatz on the line element ds?. Deriving the total action
of the system we arrive at a system of second order differential equations that
are numerically solved. Due to the complexity of the equations and the free-
dom of choice arising from the symmetry, we impose some simplifications and
restriction on our metric functions and their respective boundary conditions.
All our functions and solutions are only r-dependant, since we are looking for
static cases.



Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 General Bi-metric theories and motivation

As the name suggests, a bi-metric theory is a modified version of General rela-
tivity that includes not one, but two metric tensors g,,,,. This addition can be of
different effect, as there are many ways to introduce a second metric tensor. The
different bi-metric theories through the years have been of various forms, from
purely geometrical, to the more modern massive bi-gravity theories [14, 13]. The
important question one must ask is, why two metrics? The motivation behind
the development of bi-metric theories, is to see how two space-times interact
with one another. While this is purely geometrical in its formulations, latter
bi-metric theories have tackled the problem of how gravitational and matter
fields interact, and some have even been used to introduce massive particles
(gravitons) in gravity theories. Furthermore, the introduction of the new met-
ric can be used to generate corrections to already calculated properties, such as
the speed of gravitational waves and even impose cosmological constrains.

1.2 General Relativity with one metric

We shall begin this thesis by briefly mentioning the standard procedure used in
General Relativity in its most basic form, that being with one metric.

In general relativity, the equation -or rather, equations- that describe how
space-time and matter interact are the Einstein’s Field Equations (EFE)

&G

1
R/w - §R9;w + Ag/w = CTT/W (1'1)

where R,,, is the Ricci curvature tensor, R is the scalar curvature, A is the cos-
mological constant, G is Newton’s gravitational constant, T},, the stress energy
tensor, and g,, the metric tensor. The metric tensor describes the geometric
and causal structure of spacetime, and is used to define things such as distances,



time, angles and volumes. In general relativity this tensor describes coordinates
in spacetime, generally in (¢,z,y, z) notation. However due to the nature of
many problems in general relativity such as symmetrical solutions, the metric
tensor is usually written in spherical coordinate notation (¢, r,8, ¢).

The EFE is a tensor equation relating a set of symmetric 4x4 tensors, each
with 10 independent components. The Bianchi identities help to reduce the
number of equations from 10 to 6, leaving the metric with four degrees of free-
dom. One can further compact the EFE by defining the Finstein tensor

1
EH’/ = R/LV = iRgHV (12)

which is a function of the metric g,,. The EFE thus become

8rG
gul/ + Aguu = CTTW/ (13)

This set of equations along with the geodesic equation which describes free-
falling matter through space-time, is the core mathematical formulation of gen-
eral relativity.

To derive these equations, we will start from the least action principle.
The Einstein-Hilbert action is defined as

S = i/R\/—igd‘lx (1.4)

where g = det(g,,) is the determinant of the metric tensor and R is the Ricci
scalar. This however is only the gravitational part of the action. Introducing a
term L,; describing any matter field appearing in the theory we get

-

The least action principle tells us that physical laws result from demanding that
the variation of this action in respect to the inverse metric is zero. This yields

1
%R+EM V—gdz (1.5)

dS:/ ié(\/_gR)_’_é(V_g‘CM) (Sgwjdéll'
2k dgtv dgHv

(|1 fer R 5/ 1 0(/=90) | < s
_/ 25(69#’/—’—\/—7959“”)—’—\/—79 5g dgh’\/—gd x

(1.6)



This equation should hold for any variation of the inverse metric, so the expres-
sion within the brackets gives

+ =
N V=g g
This is the equation of the metric field. The right side of the equation is by
definition proportional to the stress energy tensor

~2 8(/=gLar) 3L

T = = -2 e
" V=g  ogm Sghv + Gk

(1.8)

To calculate the left side of the equation we need the variations of the Ricci
scalar and the metric determinant, which are standard textbook calculations
and give:

oR
dgtv

= RNV (1'9)

for the Ricci scalar variation and

1 dv=g_ 1
Vg ogr 29

for the metric. Now that we have all the derivations we need, we can plug (1.9)
and (1.10) back into equation (1.7) of the metric field and we get

(1.10)

1 8rG
R,ul/ - leul/R = oA Tp,y (111)

which is exactly Einstein’s equation after we set

_ 8nG

R =

a (1.12)

If one was to re-introduce the cosmological constant in the action, the process
would be exactly similar, and the result would simply be equation (7.1). With-
out a cosmological constant and in the absence of matter and energy, or in other
words when the energy momentum tensor is zero, the set of equations are now
the vacuum field equations

R/w =0 (113)

Solving these equations is the basis on which all the gravitational and cosmo-
logical models are generated. In our case however, we want to focus on very
specific type of solution, and perhaps the most intriguing and interesting one



in all of general relativity, Black holes. In the next section we shall study the
normal black hole solution in GR and its properties.

1.3 Black Holes in GR: The Schwarzschild So-
lution

The most apparent application of a theory of gravity is to calculate a spherically
symmetric gravitational field. The obvious motivation behind this is that most
relevant object such as the Earth or the Sun, which are also described by a (ap-
proximately) spherically symmetrical distribution of mass. We are also mainly
concerned with the empty space outside the object and how test particles move
through it, as it is more immediately useful. This search leads to the object of
interest, black holes.

In classic General Relativity, the physically symmetric solution in vacuum
is the famous Schwarzschild Metric

-1
2GM 2GM
d52<1 ¢ )dt2+ (1 ¢ ) dr? + dQ? (1.14)
r r
where d)? is the metric on a unit-two sphere,
dQ? = db* + sin?0d¢? (1.15)

M represents the mass of the gravitating object. The original derivation of this
metric by Schwarzschild [12] was motivated by searching for solutions outside a
spherical object, so Einstein’s equations take the vacuum form:

Ry =0 (1.16)

The object in question is hypothesized to be static (no evolution with time)
and spherically symmetric, so the final solution should also have these prop-
erties. The term static in this case simply means that the components of the
metric will be time-independent, and there will be no cross product terms such
as dtdx’ + dx'dt. This last condition is logical if one imagines a coordinate
transformation t — ¢’ should leave the dt? unchanged. To impose spherical
symmetry, we begin with the Minkowski metric of flat space-time in coordinates

X" = (t,r,0,9)

A5 rinkowski = —dt* + dr® + r?dQ° (1.17)

The last term, dQ*, must maintain the form (1.15) in order for spherical sym-
metry to be preserved. As for the other metric components, we are free to affix



whatever coefficients we want, as long as they remain only r-dependent, such as:

ds? = —e2Mae? 4 2P gr? 4 21124902, (1.18)

The next step is to apply a slight variation to the metric (1.18) before we move
on to Einstein’s equation itself. This change occurs by defining a new radial
coordinate 7 as

F=eMp (1.19)
and consequently
_ dy
dr =eVdr+e'rdy= |1+ T evdr (1.20)

With this new variable, the metric (1.18) becomes

—2

d

ds? = —e?*(M g2 4 (1 + rd’y> 2P =2 g2 4 272002 (1.21)
r

Where obviously any function of r is now a function of 7. One can now relabel

i (1.22)

—2
(1 + r?) B =2(r) _, 28 (1.23)
r

without losing information, as none of these two are defined externally and in-
dependently of the other components. Now our metric (1.21) becomes

ds? = —e20(M qs2 4 280 g2 4 12402 (1.24)

which resembles (1.18) but the e?y factor has vanished. Note here that this
involves no loss of generality, as e?y has not been set to 1. Setting this to
one would imply some information about the geometry, but with the specific
coordinate transformation and relabeling, the factor has simply disappeared.
We're now in a position where we can take Einstein’s equation and solve
for a(r) and B(r). As per standard procedure, we calculate the non-vanishing
Cristoffel symbols and the components of the Riemann tensor. Contracting the



Riemann tensor as usual, we arrive at the Ricci tensor:

2
Ry = e2(=h) |:(9304 + (aTOé)Q — 0ra0.f + -0,
r

2
R, = —0%a — (0,a)? + 0,00, + 0,3

Rog = e 2°[r(0,8 — 0,a) — 1] + 1
R¢¢ = SinQQRog

(1.25)

With the Ricci tensor calculated, we shall set it to zero because of Einstein’s
equation in vacuum. We can see that R;; and R, vanish independently, so we

write:
2
0=e*F"9R; + R, = =(8rr — 9, 8). (1.26)
T

Taking the last term and equating it to zero we can see that o and (3 satisfy

a=—B+c (1.27)

where ¢ is a constant. This constant can be set to zero if we rescale with the

coordinate transformation ¢t — e~ °t. After this we have

a=-_ (1.28)
We then calculate the Rpp = 0 term of (1.9), which gives
e2*(2ropa+1) =1 (1.29)
or equivalently
On(re**) =1 (1.30)
Solving the above we get
R
2c S
=1-— 1.31
e - (131)
where R is a constant not yet defined. If we now consider this with a = -3
our metric becomes
R R\
ds®> = — <1 — S)dt2 + (1 — > dr?® + r2dQ>. (1.32)
r r



The only freedom we have at this point is to define the constant Ry, called the
Schwarzschild Radius and interpret it in terms of some physical param-
eter. This is easily done by considering the weak-field limit, in which the ¢t
component of the metric around a point mass object satisfies

gt = — <1 - 2GM> (1.33)

r

We can use this because in the formulation of the problem, we stated that far
outside the object (r >> 2GM) the Schwarzschild metric should reduce to the
Minkowski metric, so we approach the weak field limit. So in the case of our gy
we only need to set

R, = 2GM (1.34)

The final result is the Schwarzschild metric (7.3). This holds for any spherically
symmetric solution to Einstein’s vacuum equations. M functions as a parameter,
but we know we can interpret it as the conventional Newtonian mass which we
would measure by studying orbits far outside the object. We see that as M — 0
we recover the Minkowski space, which is expected because the geometry should
become flat in absence of a physical mass. Note that the metric also becomes
Minkowski-like as r — oo. This property is known as asymptotic flatness.

The Schwarzschild metric is not simply a good solution, but also the unique
spherically symmetric vacuum solution, due to Birkhoff’s theorem. The most
interesting fact about this metric is obviously the singularities. We can see that
the metric coefficients become infinite at » = 0 and r = 2GM. It is difficult
to say however if these represent true physical singularities, or simply a bad
coordinate system. We shall not go into great detail as to how this issue is
resolved, but of these two, only r = 0 represents an actual physical singularity.

The Schwarzschild solution can be thought to be a specific case of a much
wider family of black holes. Different solutions arise if we consider, for example,
more properties of the black hole (charge, angular momentum) which give Kerr
black holes, or different conditions of the whole system (negative Cosmologigal
constant) in which case we arrive at solutions such as the de Sitter/ anti de
Sitter black holes.

We are now ready to move to the different theories that involve not one,
but two metrics, and how they deal with the problem of spherically symmetric
solutions.



Chapter 2

Rosen’s Bi-Metric theory

2.1 Introduction

Now that we have briefly studied both the normal formulation of GR with one
metric and the usual Schwarzschild solution, it is time to move to the main focus
of this project, namely Bi-metric theories of gravity. The earliest such theory
was created by Nathan Rosen in 1940.

Nathan Rosen proposed his theory of bimetric gravity in his 1940 pair of
papers ” General Relativity and Flat Space I and II” [10, 11]. The theory pro-
poses that at every point in space-time, a second metric tensor v, is introduced
along the usual metric g,,,. This new tensor corresponds to flat space, i.e for
which the Riemann-Christofell tensor vanishes identically everywhere. This can
be interpreted in various ways. First, we can suppose that the Riemannian
space with the metric g, is mapped onto a flat space through the metric v, .
Another way to look at this case is to consider the metrics side by side as a
comparison between the normal space with the one that has the gravitational
field removed. Note here that the introduction of +,, does not assume any new
properties in space-time.

With this addition, one can define a Euclidean line element in a similar way
to general relativity:

do? = v, dxtdy” (2.1)

One can now define covariant differentiation based on +,,. Since we assumed
that the tensor represents flat space with a vanishing Riemann-Christofell ten-
sor, it naturally follows that one can interchange the order of the y-differentiation
so that just the y-derivatives vanish, while all the ordinary differentiation rules
are obeyed. Although it is possible to always choose such a coordinate system
due to special relativity, it is not always convenient.

One can then consider the Christofell symbols {;\W} and T, for g and ~

differentiation respectively. Then one defines Af;l, by:



{A b= A, (2.2)

nv

Since the difference of two connections is a tensor, Aﬁy is a tensor and is found
to be given by:

1
A;);u = ig)\a(gpa,u + Gra,u — g,w,a) (23)

If now, in the usual expression of R,,,

Ry, =-T%,, +1%

nv,o Qv

— eI, + 14,15, (2.4)
substitute 2.2, it is found that it transforms as:

Ry, = —A%, | + A%

nv o ap,v

- AgﬂAfw + AgHAgy (2.5)

We can see that R, is obtainable from the Af;l, tensor through tensor opera-

. . o . A
tions. If we compare this form with its usual expression, we can see that {W}

has been replaced by Af;l,, and ordinary differentiation by ~y-differentiation. It

follows that one is possible to construct all the quantities in relativity theory so
that {21/} is replaced by A? and the differentiation replaced in the say way as

nv

before. Rosen, through this fact, demonstrates the advantage of his bi-metric
theory, since through the Riemann tensor many of the quantities obtain tensor
qualities that they previously did not. It is later proved that the quantities
that depend on vy, lose their tensor character. On the other hand, R, is in-
dependent of v, and hence remains a tensor. Obviously, if one wished to keep
the tensor character of quantities depending on y,, , one must allow v, to
transform as a tensor through coordinate transformations.

Although g, and 7,, have been considered to exist side by side, so far there
has not been any mention of a specific relation between them. Obviously, some
relation between them must exist, since it is reasonable to think that if the
gravitational field vanished, only the flat space-time +,, should remain. One
such relation can be created by imposing four additional covariant conditions
on the field. This is possible because of the set of equations:

G."1a=0, (2.6)

where (:) denotes differentiation by g, (g-differentiation). Einstein too added
four such conditions when working with linear approximation of the gravita-
tional equations, in order to eliminate (or at the very least reduce) fields arising
from infinitesimal coordinate transformations. These equations serve a similar



purpose and they are the ones that provide the relation between the two met-
rics. They should remove or at least restrict any sort of ambiguity in the form
of the solution arising from whatever coordinate transformation is chosen.

2.2 Spherically Symmetric Solutions

Rosen at this point demonstrates the previous statement by showing that a
static, spherically symmetric solution arising from the gravitational equations,
can be expressed in a number of forms, depending on the choice of the radial
variable r.

In detail, one set of reasonable conditions arise from the following consider-
ations: Expression (2.5) can be re-written as:

1 a 1 1 « a” a v* a *
Ry = 29 "Guwas = 55;“” a 55”;“ — ALpAus — AusAis- — AlsALs. (27)
where
Su = Al = 9% gaps — Fu/r (2.8)

and asterisks denote raising or lowering indices in respect to g,,. We can further
take

S, =0 (2.9)

as an additional condition as suggested by (2.2). It can be verified these con-
ditions are, to first approximation, the same as Einstein’s when considering the
linear equations . As a result, the right hand part of (2.7) is transformed, as only
the first term now has second order derivatives. To get the spherical solutions,
we solve

Ry, =0 (2.10)

in free space. Together with (2.2) we finally get

T—m T m
a2 - Tt

r+m r—m

ds® =

dr® — (r +m)?(d6* + sin®0d¢?) (2.11)

where m is a constant. Another set of possible conditions can be obtained if we
set
k=1 (2.12)

which simplifies many of the expressions in (2.7) and (2.2). This is also not
affected by coordinate transformations, unlike the condition g=-1 that is often

10



used. For the other three necessary conditions, one can take

S =S80 =0 (2.13)

)

as it is by itself equivalent to three expressions, and we already established that
S,=0 is a good choice. At this point, one can take for do? the usual notation

do® = dt* — dr® — r*(d6? + sin0dp?) (2.14)
then the final spherically symmetric solution takes the form

2 1
e (1 i} ?)d{z - Gl R i) (2)

T

As we can see, the solution is of Schwarzschild form, so it constitutes a black
hole solution.

In conclusion, Rosen’s theory of Bi-metric gravity presents us with some
advantages, specifically the tensor characteristics that it imposes on many of
the classically non-tensor quantities. Further more, a spherically symmetric
solution does indeed exist, and it is none other than the Schwarzschild metric.
Despite the above mentioned positives, this theory remains purely geometrical
- the only thing added is another metric, and no information is given on how
matter can interact with the generated space-time. Rosen’s bi-metric relativity
and general relativity differ when it comes to:

e the propagation of electromagnetic waves
e the external field of a high density star

e the behavior of intense gravitational waves propagating through a strong
static gravitational field.

Rosen kept improving on his theory with publications up to 1980, where he
tried removing appearing singularities, and in 1989 with two papers regarding
how elementary particles behave in bi-metric relativity. Since 1992, however,
the predictions of gravitational radiation in Rosen’s theory have been shown to
be in conflict with observations of the Hulse-Taylor binary pulsar.

Building on Rosen’s theory and its limitations, a different type of bi-metric
theory emerged since the 1990s. This particular theory, tackles the problem of
describing how electromagnetic waves propagate through a bi-metric space-time,
and it’s the next one that we examine.

11



Chapter 3

Scalar-Tensor Bi-gravity

3.1 Introduction

The main type of theory that we examine is scalar Bi-metric theory. This
theory has been introduced and worked on extensively by M. A. Clayton and
J.W. Moffat [5, 4, 3, 2]. This theory builds on the previous models such as
Rosen’s, as it adds a dynamical nature to the two interacting metrics in the
form of a scalar field.

The most general form of this model can be expressed as

Guv = A(@)guw + B(0)0,900,¢ (3.1)

where ¢ is a scalar field, called the "bi-scalar field” and 0,¢ = d¢/0x*. The
inverse metrics " and g"” satisfy the relations

g#agua = 557 guagua = 55; (32)

The idea is that the tensor §,, which is referred to as the "matter metric” gener-
ates the geometry in which matters fields propagate and interact, and g,,,, is the
”gravitational” metric and represents the geometry through which gravitational
waves propagate. It is immediately obvious that for A(¢) = 1 and B(¢) = 1, the
model collapses to the usual GR. An immediate simplification is to set A(¢) =1
and B(¢) = B = constant, which eliminates complex contributions to the field
equations in the form of reducing derivative dependencies to ¢. The choice of
A=1 is motivated because it has been extensively studied in the Brans-Dicke
case (as a conformal factor). It is clear even from this point, the nature of the
interacting metrics implies a different propagation speed for matter and gravi-
tational waves, and greatly alters the matter-geometry coupling. Depending on
the choice of frame, spacetimes can be viewed as either having a fixed speed
of light and a dynamically determined speed of gravitational waves, or a fixed
gravitational waves speed with a dynamic speed of light.

12



Another very interesting aspect of this theory is the choice of the constant
B. The choice is a bit particular, as it directly connects the 2 metrics together.
The motivation behind its selection on [5, 4] is cosmological in nature, and equal
to

1
B= 3*21]02 (3.3)

where [, is the Planck length and is given by I, = /Gh/c3. Later on in the
papers, B is further constrained as

l, =107°V12B (3.4)

in order for the Planck scale to affect the CMB spectrum in a way that agree
with observations. In a theory as general as this one, however, it is not a good
idea to define the form of B just yet. This is because in a general scalar bi-metric
theory, electromagnetic and gravitational fields propagate with different speeds,
so the Planck length can dynamically vary. This implies that the scale where
quantum effects become important will be different for different fields. This
variable quantum scale is nonetheless a powerful constraint for scalar bimetric
cosmology.

As one can infer, the dynamical nature of the speed of light is very powerful
and crucial in formulating cosmology models based on the theory. Such interest-
ing scenarios postulated by Moffat and Clayton include inflation models, CMB
spectrum corrections, dimming of stellar events such as supernovae and, solu-
tions to the cosmological problem and many possible results from gravity wave
astrophysics. In our case, we will not study the various cosmological models,
but instead focus on a topic not yet studied in this kind of scenario, namely the
potential black hole solutions of a scalar bi-metric theory.

3.2 The Model

Similar to Moffat and Clayton, we will use the simplified model

guu = 9uv + Bausé’awﬂ (35)

We obviously need a matter field that will propagate through the matter metric.
Since we are looking for a general static solution, we shall leave the field as i[r]
and let it be calculated down the line. Just like %, all our other functions will
only depend on r since we are concerned with static, non evolving solutions.

In our problem, the total action of the system is a sum of the Einstein-
Hilbert action Sgw[gu.], the action S,[g.., @] for the scalar field ¢ and finally
the action Sy (g, ] for the matter field ¢. If we now consider a scalar field

13



which is minimally coupled with the metric g,,, we get the total action

S =Spu+S,+ Sy (3.6)

Where:
—2A
SEH[g;Lu] Z/d4$v—g(R2: )7 (37)
1
Selgudl = [ d'aov=g| = 50"V -V, @)
. 4 1.
Sylguw, Y] = / d'zy/=g| = 59"V, WV (3.9)

From these 3 components of the total action we can obtain the various ten-
sors of each metric, leading us to the final field equations:

EW 1= GM + Ng" = K(TE + sThv) (3.10)
Op — V'(p) = BsTi'V,V, (3.11)
O =0 (3.12)

where s = /—g/+/—g. We will have two energy-momentum tensors 7" and
Tw for g,, and g, respectively. These two tensors are:

1

T = 59“”(V<P)2 + VOV o — g"V () (3.13)
N 1 . N N N

Thv — igxw(vzp)Q + VEYV e (3.14)

Where (V)? 1= VHoV,p, (V)2 i= VFEpV,p, O := VAV, O = VF V,.
Here is a good point to confirm with the Bianchi identities in order to check
whether our field equations are sensible. Considering the general form of g,
we can determine the inverses

B
gt =g — T VHeVY ¢ (3.15)
and
v A~V B 14
g =g"" + =V'eVp (3.16)

14



where

I =14 Bg"0,p0,p, K=1—Bg"0,pd,¢ (3.17)

from which it follows that IK = 1. We have already defined V¥ = ¢"”0,¢
and using the above we get

Vho = g 0,0 = KV o (3.18)

Following these formulations, we are now ready to search for spherically sym-
metric solutions.

15



Chapter 4

Spherically Symmetric
Solutions

We are interested in spherically symmetric black hole solutions, so we form the
most general ansatz that satisfies this symmetry:

d 2
ds? = gdatda” = —N?Fdt* + — + H*(sin®0d + d6%)  (4.1)

As stated previously, we are looking for static solutions, so the functions N,F,H,p

and 1 are all only r-dependant. We first calculate the components of the Rie-
mann tensor R, 1

2FHN" +3HN'F' +4FN'H'+ NHF" +2NF'H'

R = ON3FH
n oo F (2FHN" +3HN'F' + NHF” + 2NF'H' + ANFH")
e ONH
R FHN'H' + NHF'H' + NFHH" + NFH'? - N
00 — — NH4
csc?(9) (FHN'H' + NHF'H' + NFHH" + NFH'? — N)
R¢¢ = N4 (4'2)

Having the Riemann tensor we can now calculate the components of the Ein-
stein tensor:

!In both this case and for the Einstein tensor, the metric functions F(r), N(r), and H(r)
are displayed as F, N and H. This is mainly to save equation space due to the length of the
expressions and because as we mentioned, the functions are only r-dependant

16



HF'H' +2FHH" + FH? -1

€ = - N2FH?
. _F (2FHN'H' + NHF'H' + NFH — N)
rTr — NH2
¢ _ 2(F(N'H'+ NH") + NF'H') + H(2FN" + 3N'F' + NF")
00— ONH3
csc2(0) 2FHN" + 3HN'F' + 2FN'H' + NHF" + 2NF'H' + 2NFH")
€op = ONH3

(4.3)

Solving the Field equations (3.10), we get three non-vanishing terms from £,
which are &, &7 and ij = &f. From these we get:

F'H' +2FH" FH'? -1 K

0= ( 7 ) + T A+ 5F(@@ + VE'?) + KV, (4.4)
H'(NF' +2FN’ FH'? -1 K - .

0= 2K N ) 4 g A SF@? + KYP) 4wV, (4.5)
F” F'H  (3F'N'+2FN") F _, H'N' K >

0= — Z(H'+—— +A+—-F VEy'? V(4.6
5 i N + H( TN TAT3 (" +VEY™) + r (4.6)

The matter field is described by the Klein-Gordon equation, and considering

our kind of ansatz we obtain:
1/2
1 F2H4N2 12
<¢ - 1)] (4.7)

4 | —

Plugging this equation into (4.4), (4.5), (4.6) and adding 4.4 to 4.5, we can
determine the potential V in terms of N, F, H and the field ¢). We can then
replace this expression of the potential back into the three equations, which will
give us three new equations in which the potential is eliminated from two of
them and can be determined explicitly from the third. These new equations are
respectively:

F (NH" H,N,)er 2F2H*N?y'?2 2 N Ay’ N A8 0
HN 4 B2 B ' H2N ' F2HSN3y’ |
(4.8)
1" BN " 12 2 4 2 412 ’ 3
NF" 4+ 3F'N' +2FN +17FH L E 2F2H*N?y 2+,\w N A o
2N H? 4 BA? B ' H2N ' F2HSN3y/ |
(4.9)
1—-FH? H k[ FPH*N?y'? 1 Ay’ A8
V4+A— NF' +2FN') - = - = =0
RV m HN( + ) 2 ( BA2 5 mn Tt F2H6 N3/
(4.10)

In order to lower the degree of the third differential equation, we replaced H”
with its form from equation (4.8). Notice we have three equations for the five
unknowns H, F, N, V and v’, since the Klein-Gordon equation of the scalar field
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¢ becomes redundant due to the Bianchi identities. It is hence clear that the
final solution coming from these equations will automatically satisfy the Klein
Gordon equation for . We must now fix two of the five variables in order to
extract a solvable set of equations. The choice of the 2 variables to fix is com-
pletely free, since we work with the most general ansatz and we have not yet
introduced any constrains of the form of the two metrics. The choices, however,
must include at the very least some physical motivation behind them.

4.0.1 Case 1: H(r)=r, N(r)=1

In the first case we consider we fix H and N, so that our , the line element (7.5)
takes the form:

2
ds* = —Fdt* + d% + r2(5in?0dp* + db?) (4.11)

The line element now only depends on F, so it is convenient to find an expression
for F from equations (4.8),(4.9) and (4.10). Subtracting (4.8) from (4.9) we get
a differential equation we can solve for F. This gives

2 oM
F(r) = % +1-== (4.12)

We can see this is actually the Black Hole solution of the AdS metric in (3+1)
dimensions:

dr?
(r2k2 +1-9)

T

C)dt2 +

d52 _ —<7'2k2 + 1— ? + 7‘2d92 (413)

where C is a constant, and k is the AdS curvature. In our case, M is the respec-
tive constant and [ = 1/k is the curvature. As for the derivative of the scalar
field ¢’, it is given by the equation

2022 (P (r — M) +1°)* 2 A3 P

- = = 4.14
BA2[4 BT i’ (12(r — M) +13)?2 t e 0. (4.14)

and the potential is given by

1(3 A4 A
vin =g (z - A) TR Vs e

=0 (4.15)

The solution for 1)’ can be analytically obtained from the above, however it
is quite complicated. A more promising case with potentially less complicated
expressions will be considered next.
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4.0.2 Case 2: H(r)=r, V(r)=0

In the second case, we again fix H(r)=r so that the spherical component of the
metric will be in its usual form. We also fix the potential V(r) to be zero, so
our remaining free variables are F and N. Following a similar process as before,
we extract the first of the two needed equations by subtracting (4.8) from (4.9)
and we get:

2 (—F"Y+2F —2  3rF'N' +2F (rN" + N')
2r2 2rN

(4.16)

We now need a second differential equation in order for the system to be solvable
for F and N. We can now subtract (4.9) from (4.10)

1 6N’ 4 kA3 4F (rN" 42N’ kX’
n <2F”+F’< +7>— + (rN” + )+ i +4A> (4.17)

N r r6 2 NSw/ rN r2N

At this point we must mention that the length of many of the expressions
and the results are simply too big to display effectively on normal equation
spaces. Due to this, many of the explicit forms of the equations and the in-
between steps will be presented in the Appendix at the end of the thesis. From
the above equation we can then solve for the derivative of the scalar field v'.
The solution is of quadratic form. Plugging one of the two solution (in our first
case, the positive one) in equation (4.8), we can extract the second necessary
equation for our system. Unfortunately the equation is too big to be displayed
effectively, so both itself and the scalar field are posted in the Appendix.

At this point, our system has the form:

eql = f(F,F',F",N,N',N" k,\, B,A) eq2=g(F,F',F"',N,N',N" k,\, B,\)
(4.18)
where k, A, B are parameters and A is the cosmological constant. Since we will
keep the parameters as they are until we plot the resulting functions, we need
not worry about them, so the system becomes:

eql = f(F,F',F',N,N',N")  eq2=g(F,F',F',N,N',N")  (4.19)

We see that our two equations now depend only on F, N and their derivatives.
We have 6 variables for our two equations, so we must formulate four more.
These four, naturally, are going to be the boundary conditions of the differential
equations.
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Since we have two unknown functions, it is obvious that the boundary con-
ditions will consist of information regarding F(rs), F'(rs), N(rs), and N'(rs)
where r; is the event horizon of our black hole. , all of which will be dynam-
ically connected to one another. After much testing with free choices for all 4
of these conditions, we arrived at extremely inconsistent results that are really
hard to work with. For one, the system seems to be unable to be solved at r=1,
so our plots give no real information about the behaviour at the event horizon.
Furthermore, the system is extremely sensitive to the boundary conditions, and
even a slight change of the values gives wildly different results. We hence decided
to fix function N(r) in order to simplify the problem. Our choice, N(r) =1, is
motivated by the form of the line element (7.5) and its usual description in GR.

4.0.3 Case: H(r)=r, V(r)=0, N(r)=1

From the previous step we have arrived at equation (4.16). Setting N[r]=1 we
get:

r2(—F")+2F -2
272 N

0 (4.20)

To solve this differential equation we need 2 boundary conditions since it
is of second order. Since we want the solution to resemble a black hole, we
are motivated to choose that F[1]=0 and F’[1]=1 as a first example. The first
derivative allows a wide range of selection, but for this example we chose it to
be 1, a general slope. A desired black hole behaviour would be that the function
crosses the event horizon (r axis) at some point, and asymptotically approaches
negative infinity when r goes to zero. Solving the equation analytically, we get:

Flrl=a+= (4.21)

This constitutes the general form of the solution, but it is interesting to see
what form it takes for our specific example. The numerical differential solution
is the plot:
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Figure 4.1: F(r) as a result of the numerical solution

Translating the plot into points, we can then approximate the curve by an
expression 1 — 1 (in other words, a polynomial with powers r?,7~!) and we
finally get:

1 1
F[r] = 0,9999 — ﬂ

(4.22)

Getting more data from the plot helps to increase the accuracy, but it is appar-
ent that we can approximate to

Fir=1-- (4.23)

and thus setting the analytical coefficients as @« = 1 and 8 = —1. Putting any
more powers of r into the fitting polynomial reinforces this particular solution,
as it sets all their coefficients to basically zero, leaving us only with 1 — %
Keeping this solution for F’[1]=1, we can then plug this back into the equa-
tions (4.8)(4.9)(4.10) and get the derivative of the scalar field as a function of r:

%

$7‘4 (a+ %)2 (7‘6 (a+ %)2 (7‘ (% +2A) - %)2 + k2>\4> — 5 (a+ 2)2 (r(% +2A) - %’)

(4.24)

v(r) = -

We can now use the expression

, 1/2
1 <F2H4W _ 1)] (4.25)

/ —
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to get the derivative of ¢ from equation (4.24). We finally get

A(r —1)rd
B (\/kz)\‘*(r —1)2r2 + 4A2(r — 1)%4r8 — 2A(r — 1)27"4>

¢'(r)=2 (4.26)

Everything we did up to this point has been mainly trial and error, and putting
the boundary conditions in by hand. It would be useful to try and generalize
at least the boundary conditions, and even try to reduce the number of them
so that we only have one free variable that controls the differential solution.

4.0.4 Expanding and generalizing the boundary conditions

Choosing a different condition for F’[1], we get results that either increase or
decrease steadily past the event horizon, such as:

15F

10F

: — F'(1)=0.4
sf F'(1)=0.8
i F'(1)=1
P T P2
— F(1)=3

Figure 4.2: Numerical solutions of F with varying F’[1] boundary conditions

For all these cases, the expression of the solutions is of the form

F(r)=1- % + Br? (4.27)

which is the normal Schwartzchild form, with an 72 term added. Solving for each
case, we can see that the constant b is negative for F'[1] < 1 and approaches
0 as F’[1] goes to 1. For values F'[1] > 1, the constant b is positive. From an
initial computing it seems that the two constants satisfy the equations:
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n
= _ 4.28
=1 (4.28)
1
a=(n+ 3)5 (4.29)
so the function becomes
1 nr?

Where n comes from the boundary condition F’(r,). From the above and trying
different conditions, the final form becomes

(a—1)r?

3 , a=F'(ry) (4.31)

Fir)=1-(a+2)5 +

The previous solution we calculated, F'(r) = 1 — 1/r, is now just a specific case
for n=0 or F'(ry) = 1, and the various solutions from 7 are results for different
values of n.

A good way to check the validity of our boundary conditions while simul-
taneously generalizing them, is to use (4.16) with a Taylor expansion of F[r|
around r = r.. We set

Flr] =ao+ a1(r —re) + az(r —re) (4.32)

where ag, a; and ag are the Taylor expansion constants representing F[r], F’[r]
and F”[r] at the point r=1. Plugging this expression into (4.16) and approxi-
mating (r — re) — 0, we get approximately

ao = 1.002(0.999 4 0.00099a; + 0.4999a5) (4.33)

which for better approximations of (r — ), is obviously

ap = (1+ %) (4.34)

This means that the derivative of F at r=1 is zero, and F[1] can be zero only
if F'(1) = —1/2. This implies that the function will approach the r axis from
minus infinity without crossing it, and then descent back down. Truly, plotting
F[r] with this set of conditions yields
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6

Figure 4.3: Solution to F[r] when F[1]# 0

If we keep with our wish to have the event horizon at r=1, we set ag = 0
and now the condition becomes

az

ar=10"(1+ ) (4.35)

where n comes from the approximation (r — r.) — 10~™. As an example, for
n=1 and ay = 0 we have a; = 10 and equation (4.16) now yields

13 1072
Fir=1- 3+ — (4.36)

which is exactly of the form (4.27) we calculated previously.

To calculate our scalar field with our solutions, we use expression (4.27) for
F[r] and ¢'[r] becomes

1
¢'lr] =2 — :
B\/r2(7a+br3+r) (4’r6(3b+A)2(7a+br3+'r) +k:2)\4) 2B(—a+brd+r)
r2(3b+A)(—a+br3+r) - T

(4.37)
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15x10%

1.0x10%7 *
[ — @'(r)

5.0x10%

0.5 1.0 1.5

Figure 4.4: ¢’(r) for F(r)=1-5 =
3r4222 B=gl k=A=1

327
One can now plug the analytical constants -which in these cases represent
the black hole radius and properties- back into the system and have them relate
to B.
We can see how B influences the scalar field by plotting ¢’ (r) for different values
of B (while keeping the other constants the same as figure 4.4)

400 -
300 — B=0.5
i B=1
L — B=2
200 |
g — B=3
— B=4
100 — B=5
0.5 1.0 15 2.0

Figure 4.5: ¢/(r) for different values of B for r € [0.01,2]
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60000 [ — B=05

L B=1
40000 - — B=2
I — B=3
H — B=4
20000 -
L — B=5

Figure 4.6: ¢'(r) for different values of B for r € [0.01,10]

Taking the general solution F'(r) =1 — % 4 br?, the field ¢'(r) becomes:

, kA3
W) = -

\/ﬂ (—a +br3 4 r)2 (4r6(3b +A)2 (ﬂz + br3 4 r)2 + k2>\4> — 274(3b + A) (ﬂz + br3 4+ 7*)2
(4.38)

We notice that the field does not depend on B, but it does depend on A, which
was introduced through the Klein-Gordon equation of ¢(r) (??). In (?7?) it is
introduced as a denominator, so it is safe to plot the field for values other than
zero. Plotting for different values of \ 2, we get:

2We can see the field also depends on k. This however is the constant introduced through
the Einstein equations, so it is again safe to set it something other than zero. Moreover,
whether the function is positive or negative is dependant on the product kA3, so the general
case is just an extension of our plots.
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400

200

-200

-400

Figure 4.7: 9/(r) for different values of A

We see that A is the main factor that influences the form of the scalar field.
Interestingly, the form does not change if we change the cosmological constant.
Both positive and negative, as well as zero values produce virtually the same
plots, with only the very slightest of changes.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions

From the analysis above, we can extract some interesting conclusions about
the theory. We have shown that there is indeed a black hole solution to this
particular Scalar Bi-metric gravity model, and more specifically of the Anti
de-Sitter form:

r? 2M

Fr) = +1- == (5.1)

. This result was achieved by assuming at least an existing horizon to our func-
tion F[r], in other words that F[r|=0 at some point. This was chosen in part to
more strongly facilitate our type of desired solution, but further calculations up
to (4.35) showed that this condition is compatible with this particular form. In
fact, it is shown that this single condition is necessary for a black hole metric to
be formed, because as we showed in 4.3, any solution where F(ry) # 0 forces the
function not to cross the event horizon at any point. In our most general case,
we have freedom of choice for one of the boundary conditions, namely F”(r;),
and it’s enough due to (4.35).

As for the function itself, the AdS form deviates from the classical GR by
an r2 factor. The main difference with normal black hole solutions in GR, is
that the AdS solution does not approach a flat metric past the event horizon
(asymptotic flatness). This is caused because in AdS space, the cosmological
constant A is negative, so even in the absence of matter and energy the space-
time has negative curvature. In the case of F'(ry) < 1 the function dips back
into the r-axis, and for F’(r;) > 1 it increases in a parabolic nature.

In regards to B, we have shown that it contributes to the numerical factors
of the final solution, although in a quite complicated way. In other words, the

addition of B to the second metric changes the constant and the curvature of
2

the AdS black hole. The motivated value B = 312—”77 is extremely small and thus
in the final plots it produces very large values that blow the functions up. As we
said, this motivation is purely cosmological, and perhaps more fitting values can

be applicable in a project that studies potential black holes. From equation (?7?)
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and figures (4.5) and (4.6)we can see that B is acting almost as a scale factor
for the steepness of the function, and consequently of the black hole behaviour
past the event horizon. Similarly with our solutions for F(r), the scalar field
also does not appear to approach a ”flat” form as r — oo.

As for the scalar field ¥(r), it is not directly dependent on B, but changes with
regard to A, which is introduce through the Klein-Gordon equation of ¢(r). We
hence realize that the introduction of the bi-scalar field does change the matter
field, or in other words, matter ”feels” the field introduced by the second metric
in a dynamic way.
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Chapter 6

Limitations and extensions
of the model

As it has become apparent, our final solution resulted from numerous assump-
tions and simplifications. This of course is a result of trying to take the most
general form of our metric functions and properties, which results in many free
choices for the metric functions. The obvious generalization that can me made
is our original form of the metric (7.5). For our simplification we set N(r) =1
so that our differential equations will only have one variable function. Obvi-
ously for a general case, both F(r) and N(r) would be variables in a system of
equations, with specific boundary conditions for both. It is apparent that the
boundary conditions will arise from physical restrictions and ansatzes. These
could be either properties of the space-time in question, or a different kind of
black hole ansatz (e.g. Kerr black holes).

The main obstacle here is that the equations are heavily intertwined, with
one’s boundary conditions affecting the other’s dynamically due to the complex-
ity of the equations. Due to this, the numerical solutions to the metric functions
are either lacking vital information we need to make conclusions, or are very in-
consistent in regard to their boundary conditions.A way to simplify the system
is to use other, more ”well-behaved” scalar fields ¢ (r) (as for example in [6])
and see if the system becomes more manageable. If simplifying the equations is
out of the question, the next way to deal with the problem is to use a better way
of solving the system numerically. Higher tolerances, different solving methods
and ways to deal with arising infinities and divergences are all ways in which the
numerical solving of the system can be optimized. Nevertheless, everything we
mentioned above will still require a good physical basis and more information on
the behaviour of the function around the important points of the model (event
horizon, asymptotically flat region).

Furthermore, the work on this model so far is purely cosmological, and has
provided little information on any kind of spherically symmetric solutions. A
better formulation of the model with this in mind could provide useful insight
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on what the set up, methodology or result should look like. Moreover, further
cosmological constraints on this model can help the problem of spherically sym-
metric solutions by imposing limitations on the initial formulation of the model
or on constants such as B and the metric functions.
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Chapter 7

Summary in Greek
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Euvyoegiotieg

O fdeha va evyaploTion Twv emPBAénwy xpto Hanavwvonouko yio tnv euxatpio
VoL EYAOTE o€ aUTH TO TOAD evBlapépov Yéua, xou toug ‘Axn xan Cristian, ywelc
v PBordeia Twv onolwy auth N epyacia dev Yo Rrav 1 (Bia.



Abstract

Ye autn v gpyaoio Yo avallooUPE TIC BIAPORES UOPPES BL-UeTEIXWY VEWPLOY
Baptnrog. E&etdlouue tnv Yewpla tou Rosen xau tnv vedtepn Yewplo, tnv Po-
Yot di-petpind (scalar bi-metric) Bopdtnta. e auth Ty Yewplo, aventuyuévn
ané toug M. A. Clayton xou J.W. Moffat avalntodue Aboelg yehavddv oncyv. To
novtého aoyoheltan pe dVo petpuée avti yia ula, ol omoleg TepLyEdpouY To WS
Boaputixd xon NAEXTEOUOY VNTIXE XVUATA HETABIBOVTAL OTOV YWEOYPOVOo



Eicaywyn

Il'evixég A-petpixég Yewpleg Bopbdtntag xt xiv-
nTEOo

'Onewe paivetor and to dvopa, wla Si-uetenr) Yewplo Bopdtntac eivar plo tpomonoln-
uévn popey) Tne 'evirc Myetidtnrag 1) onola teptéyel oyt pio, ahAd 800 peTE00g
TAVUOTES G- AT M mpooOixn pmopel vo €xel Bidpopo amotehéouata, xo-
Bcde undpyouvv moAlol TpoéToUL Vo ewodyouue uio Bedtepn petpuxr. O mouxileg
Oi-petpineg Yewpleg oTnV TéEod0 TV YEOVKLY HTAY BIAPOp®Y LOPPMY, ard TAHEWS
YEWUETEIXES, EWOC TIC TLO HoVTEpVES Vewplec massive bi-gravity.

H onuovtixdtepn epdtnor mou mpénel va xavel xavelg ebvo, yiotl 500 ueTpué;
To xivnteo mlow and v avdntudn tétolwy Yewpidv elvar yio vo e&etdlovue
e aAANAemBpolY BUo ywpeoypdvol uetafl Ttouc. Ilap’dtl autd elvor mAHELE
YeEWUETEWO oty Vepehiwon Tou, petayevéoTepes Sl-ueTpnés Yewpleg €youv av-
TIETWN{OEL TO TEOPBANUA TOU TMC PopUTIXE Ko NAEXTEOUOYVNTXG Tediot ohAT-
Aemidpolv, xou xdmnoleg £xouy yenowonodel yia TNy eloorywyr) massive cwuatidiwy
Bapvtntoe (gravitons). Emnpoodétwe, n ewooywyh e véag uetpinic urnopel vo
yenowormomdel yio va Snuovpyroetl Slopldoeic oe 1dN uToloyLéveg TOGHTNTES
OTWE 1) T OTNTA TV BUPUTINOY XUPATWY X0l 0XOUOL Xal VoL 0p{OEL XOGUONOY 100
TEPLOPLOUOUC.

H I'evixn Lyetimodtnta e plo peteixn

Yy Fevioed Eyetxdmra, n e&lowon -1 pdihov, elodoeic- mou TEpLypdpouy
e aAANAeTdRd 0 ywpoyeodvos xau 1 O ebvar o E&wocwoeig Ilediou Ein-
stein(EFE):

1 8rG
Ry — iRg;w + Aguy = CTT;U/ (7.1)

omou R, ebvan o tavuotic xoumuietnta Ricei, R eivar 1) Boduomty| xounuidtnra,
A n xooporoyur otadepd, G 1 Paputinn otodepd Tou Nebtwva, 1), 0 Tavuetic
EVERYELNG-0pUNG, XA Gy O METEWOC TavuoThAS. O peTEXOC TavuoTHS TeplypdpeL
TNV YEWUETEIXT XAl ALTLoxY) DoY) TOU Y0EOoYeOVOU, Xl YeNolHoToleltol Yol vor opilel
TO0OTNTEC OMWS AMOCTAOY), YEOVOS, YWVIES xou 6Yxouc.O TavuoTAC TEPLYEApEL



CUVTETOYPEVES GTOV Ywpoyedvo, cuvidne ot cluBolopd (t,z,y, z). Iop’dha
autd, €€ awtlag Tne PUONG TWV TEOBANUATWY OTNV YEVXY CYETIXOTNTA OTWS 1|
OQaEXE CUPUETEIXES NUOELS, O UETEIXOS TAVUOTHS Ypdpetan e cuBolioud (t, 7, 6, @).
O EFE eivan pio eglowon tavuotdyv 1 onola cuoyetilel éva 6OVORO GUUUETELXGDY
4x4 TavuoTwy, o xadévag pe 10 ave&haptnta otovyeion. Me tig toutéTnTeg Bianchi

ol e€lohoelg pewdvovtal ano 10 oe 6, agrvovtag Ty uetpwh ue 4 Poduoie eheu-
Yeploc. O eiomaoeic mpoxTTouy and TNy apy N TNS EAIYLOTNG Bpdong, HEow NG
dpdone Einstein-Hilbert:

-

1
%RJrEM V—gd'z (7.2)

Mabteeg Tebneg otnv I'evixny Xyetixdtnto: H
AOorn Schwarzschild

H mio Eexdopn epapuoyn plog Yewpla Bopbtntoc elvon o untoloyiouds evoc opoupLxd
ouppeteoL Poaputixol nedlov. To mpogavée xivnteo mlow and autd elvon Twe Ta
TEPLOCOTEP ONUAVTIXE avTixédeva 6mwe 1 I' xou o "HAlog meprypdpovtan and pla
(oxed6V) opapxd cuuueTewl| xotavour udloc. Eueic vowolbuaote i tov xevé
Y00 €€w amO TO AVTIXEEVO XoU TS BOXLHC TIXA CWUATIO XIVOUVTIL GE AUTOV.
H avalritnon auth odnyel ota avuxelueva evolapeépovTtog, Ti¢ Wabpeg TEUTES.

Yy Fevid Eyeundtnta, n ogoupixd cugueteinh AOon oto xevo elvol 1) didomnun
A0Vorn Schwarzschild

1
2GM 2GM
ds? = — <1 — Ci)dtQ + (1 — Ci) dr? + d0? (7.3)

omou M 1 veutdveta udlol Tou UETEAPE UEAETOVTOC TEOYIES HAXELE UTtd TO AVTIXE(-
pevo. To avtixelpevo oe auth Ty nepintwon etvon otatnd (xopio ypoviur eZEMET)
xo o@aupixd cupuetexd. Iapatnpoltue nwe yio M — 0 Aopfdvouue Tov eninedo
y®po Minkowski (acupntwtind flatness).

H Xoon autd dev elvon amhd plor xodr) Aoom, oAl ebvan 1 povadxr oganpixd
ouupete Abon twv e€iowoewy Aoty oTo %evo, €€ atlag tou Jewphuotog
Birkhoft. To mo evdiopépov xoupdtt autrg tne YetpixhAc elvan e eppavilovton
povodixdtntes (singularities) ywr r = 0 xou r = 2GM. Mévo 1 r = 0 anotehel
QUOXT| HOVABXOTNTA, Xou efvan auT6 To omolo divel oTig podpeg TELTES TaL EVOL-
APEEOVTA YOLUXTNELO TIXS TOUG.



H oi-petpounr] Yewpla Tou
Rosen

O Nathan Rosen avéntuZe tnv Yewpio Tou yia di-petein Bapbtnta to 1940. H
Yewpla cuVIoTA TS ot xdde onpeio Tou YwEoYEGVOL elodyeTAL Uio BelTEEY UETEIXH
Yuw- AVTH 1) pETEX avTIoTOLY El GTOV ETUNEDO YWEOYEOVO.

To mAeovéxtnuo tne eloaywyNc auThS 6mwe anédelée o Rosen, elvon nwe Sid-
popec mocdTNTEC MAEOV Eavaopilovtal UE TOVUOTIXG YapaxThipd, eved Tplv dev
elyav. Autd emtpénel peYahOTERO ENEY YO AV OTIC TOCOTNTES, XAV XU CUCYETIOUO
TOUG UE GAAES, OToU Tponyoupévog dev Ba yivotav. Emniong, n Vewpla tou Rosen
TEAY RTINS ETULTEENEL AOOEIC HadpPWY TEUTWY, ol UAALGTA 1) Hop@Y| Toug dev elvan
G omd oty tou Schwarzschild.

Mo’ ohot To mheovextAuata TN Yewplog auThc, Topauével uia TAEOC YEWUETELXN
avdhuot), dnhadn dev mepLEyel TANpopoplec yio medla UANG XL TKS AAANAETLOEOUY
ue Tov yweoyedvo. H dewpla Tou Rosen xou 1) yevixh oyeTixdTnTaL Slapépouy ot
elnic:

o Trv BLEB0CT NAEXTEOUAY VITIXWY XUUATGWY
o 0 eEwTepd medio evdg LPMAYC TUXVOTTAC doTEOU

® TNV CUUTERLPORA LoYURKDY BapuTiny XUUATWY Tou dladidovtal ot Eva Loy ued
oTatixd Poputind nedio.

Xt(Covtog mdvew otny Yewpla Tou Rosen, omd v dexaetio Tou 80-90 xxan petd
éxeL mpoxlyetl €va véo eldog Yewploc di-Bopitntag, N Boduwty| di-petewnr| Bapdtnta.



Scalar ow-petpun BopbtnTa

To x0pto eldoc Yewplag mou e€etdlouye elvon 1 scalar Si-petpixy) Popbnto. Eyel
avantuyVel xou yeretdton and toug M. A. Clayton and J.W. Moffat [5, 4, 3, 2],
xou etodyet pior Suvouuxr] oIAMnAeniBpoaor Yetagd TwV BV YETELXWY UE TNV HOPYT
evog Boaduntod nediov.

H yevu| yopgr| tou govtélou ebvou:

Juv = A(‘P)guu + B((p)@mp@mp (7'4)

omou ¢ 1o Baduwto medlo. H 1déa elvon mog 1 yetewh gu, lvan 1 7 uetpun OAng”
xou TepLypdpel v duddoon H/M xuudtwy, eved 1 petewd g, elvon 1 7 Baputd
peTed” xou TepLYpdgel TNV Btddoom TwV BapuTixdY Xxupdtey. Auth 1 cuoyétion
0dMNYEL OTO CUUTEPAOUA TS, EV YEVEL, Ol TOYVUTNTES TWV BUPUTIXDY XUUATWY Xol
ToL PKTOE Yot elvon BapopeTinée (Tedypo Tov To melpdaTo aviyveuomng BapuTindy
xupdtev dev unootipilouv). ‘Eva enione evdiagpépov xoppdtt tne Yewplac elvon 1
otadepd B, n onola cuyetilel tic Vo petpnéc. O neplopiopde tng otadepds autic
GE GUVBLOOUO UE TIC BlapopeTinég TayOTNTES TwV TEdiwY, 0dNyolv oe ahhayy TnNg
xPBovtide xhgaxos oty axtivoBolia unoBddpou, ondte €youpe mpofBiédeis yio
TELPAUUATIXES TIOPATNENOELS.

Yy Suad pog tepintwon, 1o ovtého elval anhomonuévo, xadog emhéyoupe
B(y) = B =otadepd. Eminiéov, 1600 10 1edio ¢ o0 xau oL cuvapthioels tov Yo
oplooupe apydtepa dev Exouv eEENEN UE TOV YPOVO, GUVETAOC ovalNTOVUE CTATIXES
Nooelg.

Ypapxd LUUUETEIXES AVCELS

Meta v Yeperiworn tou yovtéhou, elyacte oc Yo va avalnthooupe AVoElg
uadpwy teundy. Ialpvovtac tTnv yevixn Yetpwr| ue opouplxr cuupeTplo:

d 2
ds? = gudatda = —N?Fdi® + % + H?(sin%0d¢* + do*)  (7.5)

Mrnopoilue va Moooue tic e€lomoelg Awvatary. Ou tehxég pag ellowoelg elvon 3,
eved oL cuvapThoelg wog elvan 5. Tat autd Yo mpémel va piEdpoupe 800 GUVIETHOELS
yioo va emhudel to cbotnua. Kotalfyoupe Aoméy oTic mopoxdte TEQLTTOCELS.



IMepintwon 1: H(r)=r, N(r)=1

Ty npdTn nepintwon giEdpouye to H(r) xou to N(r) étol doTe 1) etpn| vor €xeL
ulo oOvning popen. H npocéyyion auth divel tnv Adon:

C dr?
ds® = —(rPE* +1— —)dt* + ————~
( 7«) (T2k2+1—g)

T

+ r2dQ? (7.6)

H omolo etvon tng poppric AdS Schwarzschild.

IMepintwon 2: H(r)=r, V(r)=0

H debtepn nepintwon anawtel and to duvouixd va elvor undév, xol OmeS xou TELY
TO OXTLVIXO XOPUATL TOpaEVEL oTNnY Tumix| woper tou. Ilap’ola autd, to 2x2
cUotnuo pag etvon urepBolxd moAlmhoxo oty Ao, ondte avoryxalOUAoTE Vo
THPOUKE AXOUOL EVOY TIEPLOPLOUO.

INepintwon: H(r)=r, V(r)=0, N(r)=1
Ye auth v mepintwon, o clotnua e€lodoewy diver Ty Aon:

r? 2M
F(r)= B +1 " (7.7)
H omnola givor xou mdht tne poppric H onola elvon tng wopgrc AdS Schwarzschild. H
otadepd M elvan 1 Nevtdveio udla, xou 1 1 xaumuidmta AdS. To evdlagpépoy e8¢
elvon av 1 xoopohoyixh otodepd eppavileton GTNY XAUTUAGTNTA, OTWE GTNY YeUeAt-
wpévn ewplo AdS. Avotnyoe n mtohunAoxdtnta Twv e€lowoewy dev enétpedoy
Y €€y OYH ATAVTNONS OTO CUYXEXPWEVO EPETTUOL.



P VUTEQACUAT

Ané ta mapamdve mpoxdnTOUV eVBLpEpoVT cuunepdouata Yl TV Yewpla Oi-
petperc Popvntoc. Apyind eldope moe Uy OLY AIGELS UEAAVEY 0TV GTO UOV-
Tého, xau ouyxexpluéva g pop@rc AdS Schwarzschild.

‘Onwe elvon epgavée, dpwe, to poviého avuetonilel xou tohhd npoAiuoTa.
H duoxohio twv e€lomoewy xat 1 €éNhewdn TAnpogoplag Ylol TIC CUVORTACELS Xol
T0 clUotnua elvan ot 300 oNUAVTIXGTEPOL AOYOL TOU amayOpeVoLY TNV efaywyh
EMTAEOV AMOTENEOUATWY.



Appendices



.1 The full system of equations

From equations (4.8,4.9,4.10) we can calculate the derivative of the field (r)
by adding (4.8) and (4.9) together, then solving for ¢’(r). The equation is
quadratic so it yields

kA3
\/r4F2N2 (r8F2N2 ((3rF' + 4F) N’ + N (r (F” 4+ 2A) + 2F') + 2rFN"")? 4 k2)4)

P(r)=7F

—rF*N? ((3rF' +4F) N’ + N (r (F” + 2A) 4+ 2F') + 2rFN") (®)

We can now plug this expression back into (4.8) and we will have our first final
equation:

0==
2

B rIN

1 ( k 2FN’

\/T4F2N2 (rSF2N2 ((37F' + 4F) N’ + N (rF' + 2F' + 2Ar) + 2rFN"")% 4+ k2)4)
B r6F2 N3

+ KN FAN? ) (B (= FPN? ((3rF' +4F) N’ + N (rF” + 2F' 4 2Ar) + 2rFN")

+ \/r4F2N2 (r6F2N2 ((3rF’ + 4F) N’ + N (rF" + 2F' 4+ 2Ar) + 2rFN")? + k2)\4))2))
9)

This along with equation (4.16) constitute our system of two equations. We
can see that this equation is extremely complex, and solving it in any analytical
way is out of the question. We hence only used this expression when solving
numerically, with complete freedom of boundary conditions. It was mainly
because of this equation that we chose to simplify it by setting N(r)=1



Generalizing the boundary conditions of two func-
tions

If we now consider the general form of the line element, without setting N(r)=1,
we can use a similar Taylor expansion as before to extract some information

about the boundary condition. Expanding both F and N around a horizon
point r, we get:

fo

F(T) = fO —|—f1(7’—7”5) + 5(7’—7’3)2
N(r)=no+ni(r—rs)+ %(r —rs)? (10)

where fo, f1, f1 (and similarly for N(r)) are the Taylor coefficients that repre-
sent F(rs), F'(rs) and F"(rs) respectively. Our demand for a horizon to exist
at some point now translates to fo = 0. We can now re-write equation (4.16)
with the expanded functions and we have

2 (fl(r —18) + %fQ(r — rs)) -2

2r2
2 (nl+4 22) (f1(r —s) + 2f2(r —1s)) + 3r (f1 + %2) (nl+ 22) (11)
2r (n0 +nl(r —rs) + in2(r — 1s))

0=

We can demand the function to have a certain behaviour on the horizon, or
in mathematical terms when (r —r5) — 0. We can set both terms to zero and
solve for any two of the constants while requiring (r — rs) — 0. The first term
yields

flzl—% (12)

Setting the second term to zero now yields

n
ny = —32 (13)

We have hence reduced the number of free variables from five (f1, fa, 1o, 11, n2)
to three (fi, ng, m1). The idea now is to plug these expressions into (9) and
derive another equation that relates ng to either of the other constants. In
that way we will have one boundary condition for each function and we will
have much greater control of the numerical solution. This, however, proved
extremely difficult due to the complex nature of (9) and its multitude of poten-
tial solutions it provided for ng. It is also unfortunate that we got information
only about first and second derivatives, as the numerical system is much better
solved with F(rs) and N(rs) as the boundary conditions.
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