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ON MASS-MINIMIZING EXTENSIONS OF BARTNIK BOUNDARY DATA
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ABSTRACT. We prove that the space of initial data sets which solve the constraint equations and
have fixed Bartnik boundary data is a Banach manifold. Moreover if an initial data set on this
constraint manifold is a critical point of the ADM total mass, then it must admit a generalised
Killing vector field which is asymptotically proportional to the ADM energy-momentum vector.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Bartnik quasi local mass is one of the most interesting and well-studied notions of quasi
local mass in general relativity. For an initial data set (£2,go, Ko), which consists of a compact
3-manifold Q with nonempty boundary 0f2, a Riemannian metric go and a symmetric (0,2)-tensor
Ky defined on €2, the Bartnik quasi local mass is defined as (cf. [6])

(1.1) mp(Q, go, Ko) = inf{the ADM total mass mapm(M, g, K)}.

Here the infimum is taken over all admissible extensions * (M, g, K) — asymptotically flat initial data
sets such that the boundary 0M can be identified with 02 via some diffeomorphism 0M = 0f2, and
the following Bartnik boundary data of (M, g, K) equals to that of (€2, go, Ko) along the boundary
(1.2) gom = (90)oq, Hom = Haq, trom K = tronKo, wam = waq-

In the above, ggps is the metric on the boundary induced by g; Hgas is the mean curvature of the
boundary OM C (M, g), i.e. Hygps = divyn with n denoting the unit normal vector on the boundary
OM pointing into M; tryps K is the trace (with respect to gaps) of the tensor K9y on OM induced
by K; and wgys is the connection 1-form on M defined by wgy = K(n)|gas, i.e. the normal-
tangential components K on the boundary. The Bartnik boundary data ((go)aq, Haq, tranKo, wsa)
of the compact initial data set has the same meaning, except that Hgn and wyqn are defined with
respect to the unit normal vector on the boundary 92 pointing out of €.

Various geometric conditions across the boundary dM have been studied in the literature, such
as (M, g, K) extends (€2, go, Ko) smoothly or the mean curvature is non-increasing (Hgys < Hpq).
The Bartnik boundary condition (1.2) is natural in various aspects. On one hand, it ensures that
the Hamiltonian constraint v and momentum constraint Z (cf. (1.5) below) can be distributionally
well-defined for the glued initial data set (M Ugys 2, g, K). In this way, it is reasonable to impose
the dominant energy condition (v > |Z]) and expect that the resulting total ADM mass of the
complete manifold M Ugys €2 and hence also the Bartnik quasi local mass of {2 are non-negative
based on the positive mass theorem (cf. [27]). Moreover, the Bartnik boundary data also arises
naturally from a Hamiltonian analysis of the vacuum Einstein equations, which we will see in the
discussion to follow.

A well-known conjecture on the Bartnik quasi local mass proposed by Bartnik is:

1An extension (M, g, K) is called admissible (cf. [6]) if it satisfies the dominant energy condition and certain decay
conditions so that mapwm is well-defined for the glued data (M Usnm ©, g, K); in addition (M Usn Q, g, K) satisfies
certain no-horizon condition.
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Conjecture 1.1. If the infimum in (1.1) is achieved, it must be realized by a stationary vacuum
extension — an extension (M, g, K) which can be embedded into a stationary vacuum spacetime as
an initial data set.

Here a stationary vacuum spacetime is a spacetime equipped with a Lorentzian metric which is
Ricci flat and admits a Killing vector field that is asymptotically time-like. We note that in the
original conjecture in [6] stationary spacetimes refer to those admitting time-like Killing vectors.
However, this is a strong condition and hard to prove. Based on the result in Corollary 6.2 of [§]
and Theorem 1.3 below, we expect the conjecture holds for the more general definition of stationary
spacetimes. Besides, we note that a well-known model of stationary spacetime is the Kerr metric
(cf. [29]). It admits a Killing vector field that is only time-like outside a compact subset.

The Conjecture 1.1 was first studied in the time-symmetric case where Ky = 0 so that the
Bartnik boundary condition (1.2) is reduced to

(1.3) (9on1- Horr) = ((90)a0: Hoq).

Corvino (cf. [13]) proved that if (M, g) is a minimal ADM energy extension which extends (€2, go)
smoothly, then it must be static in the sense that g admits a nontrivial static potential on M \ OM.
In addition, Miao (cf. [20]) proved when OM has positive Gauss curvature, any minimal mass
extension for the Bartnik quasi local mass, which is defined with non-increasing mean curvature
boundary condition, must satisfy condition (1.3) as well as being static. For the general case where
the spacetime is not necessarily time-symmetric, Corvino (cf. [14]) studied it using a modified
constraint map and conformal argument. With further application of the modified constraint map,
Huang-Lee (cf. [18]) proved that any mass minimizer can be embedded into a null dust spacetime
which admits a global Killing vector field.

Besides the approaches mentioned above, Bartnik (cf. [8]) constructed a regularization H of
the Regge-Teitelboim Hamiltonian and analyzed the functional H following an approach initiated
by Brill-Deser-Fadeev (cf. [11]). By that he proved on a complete asymptotically flat manifold
constrained critical points of the ADM total mass must be stationary. Bartnik then suggested that
a variational proof of the conjecture, based on extending his work to manifolds with nonempty
boundary, would be more natural. By implementing the program suggested by Bartnik, Anderson-
Jauregui (cf. [4]) proved the conjecture in the time-symmetric case; moreover, they showed that the
static potential function of the mass-mininizing metric must be positive and asymptotically decays
to 1 at infinity, which has not been addressed by previous work. In this paper, we will generalize
the method in [4,8] to study the mass-minimizing extensions for compact initial data sets in general
and extend the result on critical points of the ADM total mass in [8] to asymptotically flat manifold
with nonempty interior boundary where the Bartnik boundary data is fixed. This will further prove
part of Conjecture 1.1.

Recall that the Einstein equation for a spacetime (V*), ¢)) is given by

1
§Rg(4) - 87TT,

where ¢¥) is a metric with signature (—,+,+,+); Ricyu) and Ry @) are the Ricci curvature and

(1.4) Rng(4) -

scalar curvature of ¢¥; and T is the stress-energy tensor of matter. If an initial data set (M,g,K)
is embedded in such a spacetime, it must satisfy the constraint equations

(15) R~ |K>+ (trK)? = u,
' divK — dtrK = Z,

where the norm |- |?, trace tr and divergence div operators are all with respect to the metric g. The

first equation above is called the Hamiltonian constraint and the second is called the momentum
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constraint. The constraint equations are obtained by decomposing the Einstein equation (1.4)
according to the Gauss-Codazzi-Mainardi hypersurface equations on M C (V(4), g(4)).

Consider the constraint space C(u, Z) of all asymptotically flat initial data sets (M, g, K') which
satisfy the constraint equations (1.5) for some fixed (u, Z). For complete asymptotically flat man-
ifolds M, Bartnik proved (cf. [8]) the constraint space C(u, Z) has Hilbert manifold structure. In
a recent work [23] McCormick generalized this result to asymptotically flat manifolds with interior
boundary where there is no boundary condition. In view of the Bartnik quasi local mass, it is of
great interest to examine the space C(u, Z) subjected to certain boundary conditions. However, a
crucial ingredient in Bartnik’s proof — surjectivity of the constraint map — becomes complicated
and subtle when we impose geometric boundary conditions. In fact, McCormick (cf. [22]) worked
with the boundary condition which requires the first derivatives of the metric to be fixed on M
and pointed out that the manifold structure theorem is almost certainly false in this case. In [4]
Anderson-Jauregui proved the manifold structure for the constraint space in the time-symmetric
case, where the ellipticity of the boundary data (1.3) for static spacetimes (cf. [5]) plays an impor-
tant role.

Inspired by the work [4], we apply ellipticity of the Bartnik boundary data to prove that the
constraint space C(u, Z) admits a Banach manifold structure when the Bartnik boundary data (1.2)
is fixed. In this paper, we work with manifolds M which are diffeomorphic to the exterior region
R3\ B3, where B® denotes the open unit 3-ball, and use weighted Holder (Cy"") norm to control
the asymptotic behavior of tensor fields on M. Roughly speaking, a tensor field has bounded an,a_
norm if it is C"® smooth and decays to zero at the rate % where r is the radius function on
R3\ B. We refer to Definition 2.1 for the precise definition. Throughout the paper, we consider
asymptotically flat initial data (g, K) on M where g decays to the flat metric in the Cy"“-norm

and K has bounded Cg’}r_ll’a—norm form > 2,0 < a<1,1/2 <6 < 1. One of the main results of
this paper is

Theorem 1.2. Given (u,Z) with bounded Cgi_f’a—norm, the constraint space Cp(u,Z), which
consists of asymptotically flat initial data (g, K) on M satisfying (1.5) and (1.2), is an infinite-
dimensional smooth Banach manifold.

This theorem is proved by applying the implicit function theorem for Banach spaces to the
constraint map. In §2, we construct a constraint map ® based on (1.5) and the boundary conditions
(1.2) so that the constraint space Cp(u, Z) is equal to the level set of ®. We will show this constraint
map is a submersion, i.e. its linearization is surjective and has splitting kernel. In §2.1 we prove
the linearization D® is surjective by showing it has closed range and trivial cokernel, where the
closed-range property is essentially due to the ellipticity of the Bartnik boundary data for stationary
vacuum spacetimes. A detailed discussion of the ellipticity is given in §2.3. In addition, we prove
that the linearized constraint map has splitting kernel in §2.2 using the idea developed in [30].

We refer to Cp(u, Z) as the constraint manifold since it admits Banach manifold structure. On
this constraint manifold, we consider the modified Regge-Teitelboim Hamiltonian H constructed
in [8]. In §3 we analyze the variational formula of H and show that the boundary terms in the
formula vanish for infinitesimal deformations preserving the Bartnik boundary data. So it follows
that the variational problem for the Hamiltonian H on the constraint manifold is well-defined.
Then we study critical points of the ADM total mass on the constraint manifold, following the
approach suggested by Bartnik in [8]. A rough version of the main theorem is as follows, we refer
to Theorem 3.2 for a precise statement.

Theorem 1.3. For (u,Z) with bounded C’f’a—norm (k > 0,9 > 4), critical points of the ADM
total mass on the constraint manifold Cg(u, Z) which have positive ADM total mass are exactly the

wiatial data sets admitting generalised Killing fields that are asymptotically time-like.
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Here we adopt the terminology generalised Killing vector fields from the work of Bartnik [8] —
it refers to nontrivial kernel elements of the adjoint D®* of the linearized constraint map (cf.§3
for the precise definition). Such kernel elements are also called Killing Initial Data (KIDs) in the
literature (cf. [10]), which is motived by the following well-known result from [21] (cf. also [15]):

Theorem 2 (Moncrief) Suppose (M, g, K) is embedded as a Cauchy surface in a smooth globally
hyperbolic spacetime (VY , g which satisfies the vacuum Binstein equation (1.4) with T = 0.
Then a generalised Killing vector field (X, X*) of (M, g, K) gives rise to a standard Killing vector
field X @ in (V(4), g(4)) such that the perpendicular and parallel components of X @ gre X° and
X% on M.

Now combining this theorem and Theorem 1.3, we can prove Conjecture 1.1 partially. In the
following we assume that the no-horizon condition in the definition of admissible extensions for
Bartnik quasi local mass (1.1) is an open condition (cf. [18] for a discussion of open no-horizon
conditions). Suppose an initial data set (M, g, K) is a mass-minimizing extension for (£2, go, Ko),
where 0Q = S? and M = R3\ B. Then the initial data (g, K) must be a critical point of the
ADM total mass on the constraint manifold Cp(u,Z) that contains it. Assume in addition the
infimum (1.1) is positive, then by Theorem 1.3 (M, g, K) must admit a generalised Killing vector
field which is asymptotically time-like. If in addition this initial data set satisfies the vacuum
constraint equations (1.5) with u = Z = 0, then one can construct a vacuum spacetime (V4 )
where (M, g, K) is embedded as a Cauchy surface. It then follows from the Theorem by Moncrief
that the vacuum spacetime (V(4), g(4)) is stationary, i.e. it admits a Killing vector field that is
asymptotically time-like. This leads to the following corollary:

Corollary 1.4. If (M, g, K) is a smooth asymptotically flat initial data set realizing the infimum
in (1.1) with positive ADM total mass and satisfying the vacuum constraint equations, then it must
arise from a vacuum stationary spacetime.

Remark 1.5. The ambient vacuum spacetime (V4 g®)) can be constructed as a solution to the
Cauchy problem of the vacuum Einstein equations. For this Cauchy problem to be well-posed, the
initial data (g, K') must have enough regularity. In the original work of Choquet-Bruhat ( [16]), the
initial data must be C° x C*-smooth to guarantee existence of solutions locally in time. We refer
to [26] for a detailed discussion and recent development on the regularity issue. In the corollary
above we assume the initial data set is smooth for simplicity. However, with respect to the weighted
Holder norm used in this paper, the result should work well for initial data sets (M, g, K) where
(9, K) € Met;"" x g_fll’a for m > 5.

It remains an open and interesting problem whether a minimizer of the Bartnik mass must belong
to the vacuum constraint manifold C(0,0). We note that in a recent work by Huang-Lee [18] the
constraints of a minimizer is well-studied and in particular they are shown to be vacuum outside a
compact set of M.

Acknowledgements I would like to express great thanks to my Ph.D advisor Prof. Michael
Anderson for suggesting this problem, and thanks to Prof. Michael Anderson and Prof. Lan-Hsuan
Huang for valuable discussions and comments.

2. THE CONSTRAINT MANIFOLD

Let M be a smooth manifold with nonempty boundary diffeomorphic to R? \ B3, where B3
denotes the open unit 3-ball. So its boundary M is diffeomorphic to the unit sphere S2. Via the
diffeomorphism M = R3\ B, M can be equipped with a global coordinate chart {z'}, (i = 1,2,3),

2Moncrief worked with vacuum spacetimes with compact Cauchy hypersurfaces in order to discuss the linearization
stability of the Einstein equations. But this particular result also holds in noncompact case.
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a radius function r € [1,00) and a flat metric § which is the pull back of the flat metric on R?\ B3.
Using this chart, we can define the weighted Holder spaces of tensor fields on M as follows.

Definition 2.1. Let m be a nonnegative integer, o € (0,1) and § € R. The C§"-norm of a C™
function v on M is given by
lolleg = 325l sup r*+0[VEo|

where V is the connection with respect to g. The C’:Sn’a-norm of a C"™% function v on M is given
by
m+a+0 |vmv($) - va(y)| }

|z —y|*
The space CJ*(M) (or C§"*(M)) is the space of all functions with bounded C§"-norm ( or Cy"“-

norm). Various spaces of tensor fields on M with respect to the weighted Hélder norm are defined
as

[[vlleg + supgz, {min(r(z), (y))

Metg”va(M) = {Riemannian metrics g on M : (g;; — §ij) € C’g”’a(M)}’
S¢Y(M) = {symmetric (0,2)-tensors K on M : K;; € C{"*(M)},
T, (M) = {vector fields Y on M : Yi ¢ (M)},

(T;)I)gn’a(M) = {(q,p) — tensors 7 on M : T.jljz"'jq c an’a(M)}7

11%2..0p

(/\p)gn’a(M) = {p—forms o on M : 04,4,.4, € C’gn’a(M)}.

On M, an asymptotically flat initial data set consists of a Rimannian metric g € Mety"* (M)
and a symmetric 2-tensor K € Sgﬁ"r_ll’a(M ). Throughout, we assume that m > 2 and % < i< 1.
Based on the Bartnik boundary condition (1.2), we set up a space B of initial data on M with fixed

Bartnik boundary data:
m,o m—1,«
B={(g9,K) € [Mets"™ x S5 ""|(M) :
(9one, Hon, trom K, wan) = ((90)on. Hoq, tranKo, wan) on OM},

where (Q, go, Ko) is a fixed compact initial data set with boundary 9Q = S2. Tt is easy to show

by implicit function theorem that for a fixed set of data ((gg)aQ, Hpq, troa Ko, WaQ), BB is a smooth
closed Banach submanifold of [Met;"® x Sg'j__ll’a](M ). The tangent space at a point (¢,K) € B
consists of infinitesimal deformations which preserve the Bartnik boundary data, i.e.

TB|(yx) = {(h,p) €[S x S5 (M) -

2.1
(2.1) W' =0, H, =0, tr'p=0, p(n)’ + K(n},)T =0 on OM}.

Throughout the paper the superscript 7 on a tensor field denotes its components tangential to the
boundary manifold M. In addition, we use tr’ to denote the trace of an induced tensor on the
boundary manifold with respect to the induced metric g”. The prime ' denotes the variation of a
geometric tensor with respect to the infinitesimal deformation h or p. More precisely, if g(t) = g+th
is a family of metrics on M then H; = %h:oH o) and nj = %|t:0ng(t). Recall that n, denotes
the unit normal to the boundary dM C (M, g) pointing inwards and H, is the mean curvature
H, = divyn, 3. In the following we omit the subscript g for simplicity. Basic calculation shows (cf.
for example [3])

(2.2) Hj, = In(tr’h) + 67 (h(n)") — h(n,n)H, nj = —3h(n,n)n— h(n)’.

Here § is the negative divergence operator, i.e. 07 = —trVr = —g“bVaTbiliQ.“ipfl for any (0,p)
tensor 7; and 67 denotes such operator on M with respect to the induced metric ¢”.

3We extend n naturally to a vector field defined in a collar neighborhood of OM such that Van = 0
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Define the constraint map ® on B as
O:B—T

(23) ®(g, K) =(0o(g, K), i(g, K)),

where
®o(g, K) = (R—|K|> + (rK)?) /3,
D;(9,K) = —2(0K + d(trK)) /g,

with /g = +/detg/\/det§. The target space of ® is T = Cg'jr_;’o‘(M) X (/\1)2'3:22’0‘(]\4) since
Po(g9, K) € Cg’jr_;’a(M) is a scalar field and ®,(g,K) € (/\1)?1_22’0‘(]\4) is a 1-form. By basic
computation, the linearization of ® at a point (¢, K) € B with ®(g, K) = (u, Z) is given by

D(I)(%K) : TB‘(%K) — T

(24) DB, 10y () = ((D@0) g6 (s ) (DB:) .16y (o).
where
(2.5) (D®0) (4.5 (h, ) =Rj\/g + (2K, KPR — 2(trK) (K, b)) /g

—2((K,p) — (trK)(trp))y/g + 5(trh)u,

(2.6) (D®;)(g.5)(h,p) = —=2(dp + dtrp)\/g — 2(6, K — d(K,h)) /g + 1(trh)Z.
In the formulas above variation of the scalar curvature is R) = A(trh) + 66h — (Ricy, h); and
variation of the divergence operator is (6, K); = hjijKki — K(Bh); + %Kjkvihjk where 8 denotes
the Bianchi operator Sh = 6h + %dtrh (cf. [12]). Here and throughout the paper the Laplacian
A = —trHess.

In this section we will prove for a fixed pair (u,Z) € T the level set ®~!(u, Z) is a Banach
manifold based on the implicit function theorem. Before starting the proof, we note that there is
an equivalent way to express the constraint map. Let 7 be the conjugate momentum defined as

#
= (K — (tryK)g)" /9.
Here the superscript ¥ means to raise the indices of a (0,2)-tensor with respect to the metric g. Let
B be the space of pairs (g, 7) parameterised by (g, K) in B:

B= {(g9,7) € [Mets"" x (Tg)gi_ll’a](M) tg=g,7T = (K — (trgK)g)ﬁ\/ﬁ, for some (g, K) € B}.

It is easy to observe that the space B and B are equivalent. So B is also a Banach manifold. The
tangent space at (g, m) € B is given by

Tg](g,,r) = {(h,0) € [S{"" x (T02)5m+_11’a](M) : o0 is a symmetric (2,0)-tensor,
(2.7) 1
W' =0, H; =0, o' + §w11h11 =0, o +7'lhi4 =0 (A=2,3) on OM}.

Here and throughout the paper, we use the index 1 to denote normal direction to the boundary
OM C (M, g) and indices 2,3 to denote the tangential directions to the boundary OM. Upper case
Roman indicies A € {2,3} and lower case Roman i € {1,2,3}. In addition we use index 0 to denote
the time direction in the ambient spacetime which contains the initial data set (M, g, K) and use
Greek letters p € {0,1,2,3} when needed.

The boundary conditions in (2.7) are equivalent to those listed in (2.1); we refer to the appendix
§4.1 for the detailed verification. The constraint map then can be equivalently defined as

d: BT

(T)(g?ﬂ-) :((T)O(gvﬂ')v (Ei(gvﬂ-))y
6
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with

~ ~ b

@0(9777) = R(g)\/§ - (‘WF - %(trﬂ-)2)/\/§7 (El(gaﬂ—) = _2(5(7T/\/§)) \/§
Here the superscript b means to lower the indices of a tensor field with respect to the metric g.
We refer to [8] for the explicit formula of the linearization D®. Obviously, the maps ® and ®

are related by the equivalence between B and g, so their level sets are diffeomorphic. In the next
section (§3), we will switch between these two formulations as needed.

Now we give the proof that the constraint map ® is a submersion, i.e. at a point (g, K) €
®~!(u, Z) the linearized map D®(, x given in (2.4) is surjective and its kernel splits in TB|(, k),
so that we can apply the implicit function theorem on ®. In the following we will use £ to denote
the linearized constraint map D®, ) for simplicity.

2.1. Surjectivity. We will prove L is surjective by showing it has closed range and trivial cokernel.
To prove L has closed range, we will construct a subspace V' of the tangent space T'B|4 ) so that
the image £(V') has finite codimension in 7.

For (g, K) define a space W consisting of triples (h,Y,v) of a symmetric 2-tensor h, a vector field
Y and a scalar field v, all of which are asymptotically zero on M as follows
(2.9)
W ={(h,Y,v) € [S§"* x T x C{"*|(M)

6h —3dv =0, kT =0, H;, =0, tr’ (§*Y + (6Y)g) =0, §*Y(n)" + K(n},)" =0 o0n oM }.

Here and throughout the following, the divergence operator § and its adjoint 6* are both with
respect to the metric g. When acting on vector fields, the adjoint of § is given by the Lie derivative:
Y = %Lyg. Variation of the mean curvature H; and unit normal nj, are as in (2.2), both taken
at the base point g. All the boundary conditions above are constructed based on the linearized
Bartnik boundary conditions listed in (2.1), except that the first boundary condition is regarded

as a gauge condition.
Let V be the space obtained from projecting WV to the first two components, i.e.

(2.10) V={(hY) € [S{"" x T{"*|(M) : (h,Y,v) € W for some v}.
Then it is easy to verify that the space V' generated by V:
V = {(h,p) €[Sy x S{ (M) : h=h, p=6Y + (§Y)g for some (h,Y) € V},

is a subspace of T'B|(, k). Let ¥ be the map on V induced by the linearized constraint map £ on
V,ie.

Uy =T
U(h,Y) = L(h,0"Y + (0Y)g).
Based on the formula (2.5)-(2.6), ¥ is of the form
(2.12) U(h,Y) = ((A(trh) + 66h)\/g + O1(h,Y), =2[66"Y + d6Y]\/g+ O1(h,Y) )

(2.11)

where O1(h,Y’) denote the terms that involve at most 1st order derivatives of h and Y.

Observe the range of W satisfies Im¥ = L(V'). Since V' is a subspace of T'B| 4 ), the closedness
of the range of £ will hold if we show ImWV has finite codimension in 7. As mentioned in the
introduction, the constraint equations are actually part of the Einstein field equations on the
spacetime (V) ¢g@) where (M, g, K) is embedded as an initial data set. So its linearization £ is
part of the linearized Einstein equations. Moreover, it is proved in [3] that the stationary Einstein
equations (combined with proper gauge) together with the Bartnik boundary conditions form an
elliptic boundary value problem in the phase space consisting of triples (g, X, N) on M. Here X and
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N are understood as the shift vector and lapse function on the hypersurface (M, g) c (V4 g4).
So we can understand (h,Y,v) € W defined above as the deformation of (g, X, N) which preserves
the Bartnik boundary data; and the map W can be taken as part of the linearized stationary
Einstein field equations, which indicates that the map ¥ is underdetermined elliptic.

To carry out this idea, we first construct a differential operator P = (L, B), with L being the
interior operator

m,o m,o m,o m—2,« m—2,« m—2,«
L [S{% x T x C5|(M) — [56+2 x Cs52 57 X (A1) gha J(M)
L(h,Y,v) = (Eo(h, v), Atrh+ §6h, 06*Y + déY)
and B the boundary operator
B : [S{UXT{ x C5V (M) — [(AD)™ 1 x §7% 5 (C™)2 x (A)™ L)(OM)
B(h,Y,v) = (6h — 3dv, h', Hj, tr'[§*Y + (6Y)g], 'Y (n)T),

(2.13)

(2.14)

where the first component in L(h,Y,v) is given by
(2.15) Eo(h,v) = Einj, + 6*6h — (66h)g — 4Dv + 2(Av)g.

If we use 4 Elin to denote the Einstein tensor of the spacetime (V(4) , g(4)), then the interior operator
L can be interpreted as mapping (h,Y,v) to the principal part of the linearization (4)Ez’n/(h’y7v)
combined with an extra term [§*0h — (§6h)g — 4D?v + 2(Av)g] which serves as a gauge term. Note
that the choice of the gauge term is not unique and the one we choose here is for simplicity of the
proof of ellipticity to follow. Observe the boundary operator B maps (h,Y,v) to the leading order
part of the conditions listed in (2.9). Using the method developed in [5], one can prove that P is
an elliptic operator. We refer to §2.3 for the detailed proof of ellipticity.

Notice that the leading order terms in formula (2.12) of ¥ differ from the 2nd and 3rd bulk terms
in (2.13) only by non-vanishing rescalings /g, (—2) which preserve ellipticity. Moreover, adding
lower order derivatives to a differential operator won’t affect its ellipticity either. So we can make
the replacement with ¥ in (2.13) and also modify the last boundary term in (2.14) to be the last
one listed in (2.9). The resulting differential operator P’ = (L', B'):

L[S x T x O (M) — [S§52% x CF L2 x (M) (M)
L'(h,Y,v) = (&(h,v), ¥(h,Y)),

B[S < TP x OFP (M) — [(A)™ 1 x §™@ 5 (O™)2 x (A)™ 1] (M)
B'(h,Y,v) = (6h — 3dv, h", Hj, tr"[§*Y + (6Y)g], 6*Y (n)" + K(n},)")

(2.16)

is also elliptic, which further implies that the map P defined below is Fredholm:
PW = S5 (M) x T,

(217) P(h,KU) = (50(}1,1)), \I’(h,Y))

Thus the range ImP is closed and has finite codimension in the target space Sg'zz’o‘(M ) x T. Let
IT be the projection 1T : Sg_ff’a(M) x T — T. Projecting the image of P to the second component,
we obtain II(ImP) = ImW. It must also be of finite codimension in 7. This completes the proof of

the closed range of L.

Now to prove the surjectivity of £ it suffices to show L has trivial cokernel. We prove this
by contradiction. Suppose CokerL is non-trivial. Then by the Hahn-Banach Theorem, there is a
nontrivial element X in the dual space T* so that

(2.18) X[L(h,p)] =0, for all (h,p) € TB.
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Here X can be decomposed as X = (XY X) (X =X i=1,2,3) where X € (C;Z__;’Q(M))* and
X € ((/\1)21_22’0‘(M))* such that

XO[(D®)(g,10)(h,p)] =0 o
(2.19) {X[(D@i)(gm(h,p)] y for all (h,p) € TB|y k)

Here (D®o) g, 1) (h,p)), (D®i)(4,x)(h,p)) are components of the linearized constraint map given in
(2.5)-(2.6); and we use X°[], X[] to denote the distributional pairing. We first prove that X%, X are
C"™ smooth in the interior int M of M. So the pairings above are actually integral pairings. Based
on the construction of the space W and the map ¥, we observe that (2.18) implies /X [U(h,Y) =0

for all (h,Y,v) € W. It then follows trivially from the construction of P that (0, X) is a cokernel
element of P, i.e. the pairing

(0, X)[P(h,Y,v)] =0, for all (h,Y,v) € W.
Thus (0, X ) is a weak solution of the elliptic equation
(2.20) P*(0,X) =0

in the interior of M. We follow the approach in [25] (Chapter 2, Theorem 3.2) to improve regularity
of X. Take bounded open domains V, U C intM such that V C V C U. Using the chart M = R3\ B,
we can identify U as a bounded domain in R? and X* (u = 0,1,2,3) as distributions in U. Let ¢
be a smooth cutoff function which equals 1 in V' and compactly supported in U. So Y* = pX*#
are compactly supported distributions in R? and (0,Y) is a weak solution to the elliptic equation
(2.20) inside V. Take the Fourier transform of Y*

1 —ix-
W/R3 (& yyu(.’ﬂ)dl’

Let Y* be distributions in R3 such that their Fourier transforms are given by

(1 _|_1|y|2)kF(Y“)(y)

FY")(y) =

F(Y")(y) =

It then follows that
(2.21) (I+A)*Y*=Y" (4=0,1,2,3) inR>.
Here A is the Laplacian with respect to the flat metric in R3. The order k is chosen so that
2k > m + 1. Based on Sobolev embedding H™+1(R3) c C™~2%(R3) for m > 2,a € (0,1), we have
YH e (C’Nm_lo‘(Rg))* C H~™ Y(R3), and hence by construction (choice of k) Y* € L2.

Now Y* are L? functions solving the following elliptic system in V'

(2.22) P*(0, (I 4+ Ag)*YH) = 0.

Note that the coefficients in the elliptic system above are at least C™ 2% smooth . Thus by interior
regularity for elliptic equations (cf. [24] Theorem 6.2.6), we can obtain YH e CmH2Re (V7 for any
compact subset V' C V. Then it follows from equation (2.21) that Y* € C"™(V'). By a partition
of unity argument, it is easy to see that X* is C"™% smooth in intM.

Next we prove X =0 in intM. By basic computation with integration by parts, (2.19) implies
that X is a solution of the following equations on intM (cf. for example [21]):

{ZXOK 4+ Lyg=0,

D*X% + LxK + X°[—Ricy + 2K o K — (trK)K + Jug] = 0.
9
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Since X is C™ in intM and by assumption m > 2, according to Proposition 2.1 in [9], there exist
constants Ay, = Ap,,) (p,v = 0,1,2,3) such that

(2.24) X' — Ayja? € O (M), X° — Agiz' € CJ 1 (M);

or there exist constants A* such that

(2.25) X —Atecp(M), X°—A%cop(M).

On the other hand, X is also a bounded linear functional on T, so we must have A, = A* =0
(cf. appendix §4.5 for the detailed proof). Then according to the same proposition of [9], we must
have X = 0 in intM. Therefore X[(i, Z)] = 0 for any compactly supported (@, Z) € T and hence
the same for any (ug, Zp) € T which vanishes on 9M.

Furthermore, it is easy to show that any (u,Z) € T can be decomposed as (u, Z) = (ug, Zo) +
(u1, Z1) where (ug, Zp) vanishes on the boundary and (u1,Z;) € ImL (cf. appendix §4.2 for a
detailed proof). So X|[(u, Z)] = X[(uo, Zo)] + X[(u1,Z1)] = 0 for all (u, Z) € T, ic. X =0. This
completes the proof of trivial cokernel.

Summing up the results above, we have proved that

Proposition 2.2. The linearized constraint map given in (2.4) is surjective.

2.2. Splitting Kernel. We apply the approach developed in [30] to prove the kernel of the lin-
earized constraint map £ = D®|(, ) at (9,K) € ®~!(u, Z) splits in the domain space TB|, k).
We first state the following proposition.

Proposition 2.3. The tangent space TB\(%K) given in (2.1) admits a splitting
(2.26) TBl(g,x) = 51 6 S»

where S1,S2 are closed subspaces such that the range of the restricted map Ll|s, : S1 — T has finite
codimension. Moreover, the kernel of L splits in St, i.e. there is a closed subspace S such that

(2.27) Sy =Sa[L7H0)n S
Assuming the above proposition holds, we can then prove:
Proposition 2.4. The linearized constraint map given in (2.4) has splitting kernel.

Proof. Here we apply the approach developed in [30]. Decompose the target space T as

(2.28) T=L(S)DK
with dimK < co. Based on the decomposition (2.27), the restricted linear map L|g given by
Lls:S — L(S1)

is bounded and bijective. By the open map theorem, it admits a bounded inverse denoted by
L = (L|s)~'. Let 7 denote the projection from S; onto [£~(0)N.Sy], and mx denote the projection
from 7 onto K. We then obtain the following description of the kernel Ker( in TB|, k)

Kerl = {(h,p) € TB|(Q,K) : L(h,p) =0}

={(h.p) = (h1,p1) + (h2,p2) : (h1,p1) € S1, (h2,p2) € S2, and L(hy1,p1) = —L(h2,p2)}

= {(h,p) = (h1,p1) + (ha,p2) : (h1,p1) € S1, (h2,p2) € Ker(mx 0 L) NS, L(h1,p1) = —L(ha,p2)}
= {(h,p) = (h1,p1) + (ha,p2) : (ha,p2) € Ker(mg o L) N S, (hi,p1) = Z( — L(hg,p2)) + 7(h1,p1)}.
The third equality above is based on that L(hi,p1) = —L(ha,p2) implies L(ha,p2) € L(S1) and

hence mg o L(hg,p2) = 0 according to (2.28). In the last equality we use the inverse map £ and
10



projection 7 to express (hi,p1) € Sy based on L(hy,p1) = —L(ha,p2). Since the map 7w o L :
So — K has a target space of finite dimension, its kernel must be of finite codimension and hence
splits in Sy. So there is a bounded projection P from Sy onto Ker(mx o £) NSy. Then we obtain a
bounded projection from T'B|, k) onto KerL given by

II: TB‘(QJ() — Kerl
IT: (h,p) = (h1,p1) + (h2,p2) — {P(h2,p2) + Z[—ﬁ(P(hzvpz))] + 7(h1,p1)}-
This completes the proof of splitting kernel. [ |

Now we give the proof of Proposition 2.3. First notice that the space of 1-forms on the boundary
manifold M can be decomposed as A1 (M) = Imd” @& Kerd”. Here d” denotes the exterior deriv-
ative operator on the boundary d’ : C"™*(OM) — (A1)™ 1*(OM); and §7 denotes the divergence
operator 67 : (A1) H¥(OM) — C™=2%(9M) with respect to the induced metric g7. So for the
I-form (6h) on OM induced by a general symmetric 2-tensor h on M, there is v, € C™*(OM)
and 7, € Keré” on OM such that

(2.29) (6h)" = d vy + 7,
where the 1-forms d”v;, and 75, are uniquely determined by h. Construct a bounded linear map
By : Kerd? — S5 (M),

so that for any 7 € Keré”, h = Fy(7) is a symmetric 2-tensor on M and the following conditions
hold

(2.30) (6h)" =7, W' =0, H; =0, nj =0 on M.

There are many ways to construct such a map. We refer to §4.3 for an appropriate candidate. Now
given an element (h,p) € TB|(, k), we can decompose h as

(2.31) h = [h — Ei(m)] + E1 ()

where 7y, is uniquely determined by h as in (2.29). Notice that for the first part in the summation
above, we have (J[h — El(Th)])T = (6h)T — 75, = d"vy on OM. So (S[h — El(Th)])T € Imd”. Then
it is easy to construct a scalar field v on M such that 6[h — E1(7)] = 3dv along the boundary, so
that ([h — E1(7,)],v) satisfies the gauge condition in W (cf. (2.9)).

Next construct a bounded linear (0-order in h) map Ep : S§"*(M) — S§7{(M) such that for

any h € S5 (M), h = Es(h) is a symmetric 2-tensor belonging to S35v{ (M) and satisfying the
following boundary conditions

(2.32) tr’h =0, h(n)" = —K(n})" on dM.

Just as for the map FE7, we refer to §4.3 for a possible construction of Fs. Now given an element
(h,p) € TB|(4 k), one can first decompose h as in equation (2.31) and then decompose p as

(2.33) p = Ealh — Ei(h)] + (p — E2[h — Er(m))).

Note FEj5 is constructed such that its image is of decay rate 4+ 1, which is the same as p. Moreover,
combining conditions (2.30) and (2.32) we can derive that in the decomposition above the second
component (p — Ea[h — Ey(7)]) belongs to the subspace

(2.34) So={pe Sgrjr_ll’a(M) tr'p =0, p(n)” =0 on OM}.

We have the following lemma for this space.
11



Lemma 2.5. The space Sy defined in (2.34) admits the following splitting:
So = ImQ ¢ KerQ*

where Q is the linear differential operator given by
Q:Ty — Sy
QYY) =38"Y + (6Y)g,
with Ty = {Y € T3 (M) : tr7'(6*Y + (6Y)g) = 0,6*Y (n)” = 0 on OM}.

Proof. The formal adjoint of Q) is Q* = § 4 dtr, acting on the space of symmetric 2-tensors p € Sp.
For Y € Ty and p € Sy the following equality holds

/ (Y + (0Y)g,p)dvol, = / (Y, 6p + dtrp)dvol, +/ p(n,Y) =Y (n)trp dvol,r
M M oM

= /M<Y, dp + dtrp)dvoly,

where the boundary integral vanishes because p(n,Y) — Y(n)trp = p(n,n)Y (n) — Y(n)trp =
—Y (n)tr”p = 0. Besides, since Y, p decay fast enough asymptotically, we have vanishing boundary
term at infinity from the integration by parts. It follows that Q*Q is a self-adjoint elliptic operator.
In addition KerQ*Q = Ker@ since [, (Q*QY,Y)dvol, = [,,(QY, QY )dvol,. Thus for any py € Sy

/ (Q*(po), Y)dvoly =0 for all Y € KerQ*Q,
M

ie. Q*(po) is perpendicular to the kernel of Q*Q. By self-adjointness of Q*Q, Ker(Q*Q) =
Coker(Q*@Q). Thus Q*(po) € Im(Q*Q), i.e. there exists a vector field Yy € Ty such that Q*pg =
Q*QYy. So pg = QYy + wo with wy € Ker@Q*. Furthermore, it is easy to check this decomposition
is unique because Im@) N Ker@Q* = {0}. [ |

Going back to the decomposition of p (2.33), we can apply the lemma above to the second
component . So p can be further decomposed as

(2.35) p = Ex[h — E1(m)] + Q(Yp) + wp.

Here Y, € T and w, € KerQ*, and both of them are uniquely determined by (h,p). Summing
up the analysis above, we conclude that every element (h,p) € TB|, k) admits the following
decomposition:

(hyp) = (h = Ei(h), Ealh— Ei(m)] + Q(Yy) ) + ( Ex(ma), wp ).
It follows that
(2.36) TB|gr) = 51+ 52,
where

S1={(h.p) € TB|yx): (6h)" € Imd" on OM, p= Ez(h) + Q(Y) on M for some Y € Ty },
Sy = {(h,p) € TB|4x): h€lmEy, p € KerQ"}.

Then equation (2.26) in Proposition 2.3 will be true if the following lemma holds.

Lemma 2.6. Equation (2.36) is a splitting of TB|4 k), i-e. S1,S2 are closed subspaces and their
intersection is trivial.

Proof. Observe S1, S, are well-defined subspaces of T'B |(g, K)- 1t suffices to show the following:
12



(1) The intersection S1NSy = {0}. Assume (hg,po) € S1NS2. So (6ho)T = d¥vg on OM for some
scalar field vg. On the other hand, there exist 79 € Kerd” such that hg = E1(7p). It follows
that 79 = (0ho)? = d"vg on OM. Then §7d"vg = 0, which implies that vg is a constant
function and hence 79 = 0. Thus hg = E1(0) = 0 and it follows that py € Im@Q N KerQ*
which further implies that py = 0.

(2) The subspace Sy is closed. Suppose there is a sequence {(h;,p;)} (i = 1,2,3,...) in S
that converges to (ho,po) € TB|y k). For every i, (6h;)" € Imd" on the boundary. So
(6h;)T is a closed 1-form on OM. It follows that (k) is also closed and hence exact i.e.
(6ho)T € Imd”. Secondly, for each i there exists Y; € Tj such that p; = Fa(h;) +Q(Y;); and
convergence of h; and p; implies the sequence Q(Y;) = p; — E2(h;) converges to pg — Ea(hy).
Since the range of @ is closed, there exists some Yy € Ty such that pg — Es(hg) = Q(Y0o).
So we can conclude the limit (ho,po) € Si.

(3) The subspace S is closed. Obviously Ker@* is closed. In addition the map F; must also
have closed range, because for any 1-form 7 € Kerd? on M we have 7 = (6[Er (T)])T, ie.
the norm of 7 is controlled by the norm of its image F4(7). This completes the proof.

Next we prove the properties of the subspace Sy stated in Proposition 2.3. Define the following
space

W' ={(h,Y,v) € [S5"" x T{"* x C{"*|(M) :
6h—3dv =0, hT =0, H; =0, tr’ (6*Y) +2(6Y) =0, §*Y (n)" =0 on OM}.
Notice that the only difference between W' and W in (2.9) is lower order terms of h in the last

boundary equation. As previously, let V' denote the space of pairs (h,Y) such that (h,Y,v) € W’
for some function v. Then it is easy to observe that

(2.38) (6h)T € Imd’, Y € Ty for all (h,Y) eV,
and the subspace S7 in (2.36) can be equivalently written as
(2.39) S1={(h,p) € TB|(gx): h=h, p= Ea(h) + Q(Y) for some (h,Y) € V'}.
Via this formula, we can construct a new operator
vV ST
(I\'(h,Y) = L(h,Ea(h) + Q(Y)) = L(h,6*Y + (6Y)g) + L(0, E2(h)) = U(h,Y) + O1(h),
where the formula for W(h,Y) is the same as in equation (2.11)-(2.12), and O1(h) denotes a term

only involving zero and first order derivatives of h. Define an “Einstein-type” operator £ on the
space W' similar to the operator P in (2.17):

EW — S (M)x T
5(h7KU) = ( 80(h7v)7 (I\I(h7Y) )

Notice that the leading order part of £ is the same as that of L in (2.13) and the domain space W’

consists of exactly kernel elements of the operator B in (2.14) by construction. It follows from the

ellipticity of P = (L, B) that £ is a Fredholm map and hence its range has finite codimension. Let

79 be the projection to the second component in (2.41). Obviously the image of 79 o £ is equal to

the range £(S7). Therefore, £(.S1) also has finite codimension in 7T, as stated in Proposition 2.3.
Lastly using the map £ defined above we give the proof of equation (2.27).

(2.37)

(2.40)

(2.41)

Lemma 2.7. The subspace S; N L~1(0) splits in Sy, i.e.

S1=8® (Sl N ﬁ_l(O))
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for some closed subspace S C Sy.

Proof. The following proof is based on the equivalent description (2.39) for the space S;. Notice
that (2.39) relates S; with the space V' and W. So we will first construct a splitting for W’ and
V', and then derive the splitting for S;. Let W be the subspace of YW which consists of elements
(h,Y,v) such that W(h,Y) = 0, i.e. Wy = £ 1(x,0). Similarly, define Wy = £71(0, %) as the
space consisting of (h,Y,v) such that & (h,v) = 0. Then W and W5 are closed subspaces of W'.
Moreover, (W7 + W3) must be of finite codimension in W'. In fact, we can construct a map

F W (W + Wa) — (S§52%(M) x T)/Imé
]:([hv K U]) = [50(h7 U)7 0]
where [h,Y,v] denotes an equivalence class in W'/(W; + Ws) and [Ey(h, v),0] an equivalence class
in (Sﬁ;z’a(M ) x T)/ImE. 1t is easy to verify F is well-defined and injective. Since the range
of the Fredholm map &£ has finite codimension, the quotient (ngz’a(M ) x T)/Im& and hence
W' /(W1 + W3) must be of finite dimension. Let W3 be a complementary subspace, i.e.
W = (W1 + Wg) & Ws.

Notice that Wiy N Wy = £71(0,0) is of finite dimension and thus it splits in Wa, i.e. Wy =
(W1 N W3) @ Ws for some closed subspace Wy. This further implies that

(2.42) W =W, ® Wy @ Ws.

Now consider the previously defined space V'. We will show that V; = \TJ_l(O) splits in V'. Let 7
be the projection m : W' — V', w(h,Y,v) = (h,Y). Obviously, V; = w(W;) and

(2.43) V' =V +7(Wa) + n(Ws).

Let V5 = W(Wg). It follows from the definition of Wg that V3 NV, = {0}. Moreover, V; is also
closed. In fact, given a Cauchy sequence {(h;,Y;)} (: = 1,2,3...) in Vs, there is a sequence {v;}
such that (h;,Y;,v;) € Wy, The sequence of their images E(h;,Y;,v;) = (0, ¥(h;,Y;)) must also
converge since ¥ is a bounded operator. Observe &[g; : W2 — {(0,%)} NIm& is a bijective and
bounded linear operator. It then follows that (hi, Y;,v;) must converge to some element (hg, Yy, vo)
in Wo; and consequently (h;,Y;) converges to (hg, Yy) in V5. Thus equation (2.43) can be rewritten
as V' = (V4 & Vo) + m(W3). In this decomposition V; & V5 must be of finite codimension, since W3
has finite dimension. Thus there exist a closed subspace V3 so that

(2.44) V=V &V

Finally, combining the splitting (2.44) for V' and description (2.39) for S7, we can finish the proof
of the lemma. Define the map

T: V/ — 51

T(h,Y) = (h, E2(h) + Q(Y)).
Obviously T is linear, bounded and surjective with kernel given by KerT = {(0,Y) € V' : Q(Y) =
0}. Since W(h,Y) = L(T'(h,Y)), we have T(V}) = L71(0) N S;. Thus

S1 = (L£7H0) N Sy) + T(V3).
According to (2.44) we see that (£L71(0)NS1) NT(V3) = {0}. So (2.27) will hold if T'(V3) is closed.
Suppose {(hi,pi)} (i = 1 2, 3 .) is a Cauchy sequence in T'(V3), so p; = Ea(h;) + Q(Y;). Then
U(h;,Y;) = L(hi, E3(h; Y;)) must converge in £(S1) since £ is bounded. Then (h;,Y;) must

converge to some (hy, YO) in V3 because the map \I’|V3 V3= Im¥ = L(S1) is bounded, linear and
14



bijective. Therefore (h;,p;) must converge to (ho, E(ho) + Q(Yp)) in T'(V3). This completes the
proof. [ |

Summarizing all the previous results, we can conclude that level sets of the constraint map admit
Banach manifold structure.

Theorem 2.8. Given fized Bartnik data (vy,1,k,7) € [Met™® x C" =1 x CM=1 x (A)™= L] (OM)
on OM and (u,Z) € T, the space Cp(u,Z) of initial data sets satisfying the constraint equations
with fized boundary data
Cp(u, Z) = {(9,K) € [Met]"™ x S{ U M) : @(g,K) = (u, Z) on M
(9" H tron K, K(m)") = (v,1,k,7) on OM.}

18 an infinite dimensional smooth Banach manifold.

Proof. According to Proposition 2.2 and Proposition 2.4, the linearization £ = D®|, x) at any
(9, K) € @ Y(u, Z) is surjective and has splitting kernel. The theorem is a natural consequence of
the implicit function theorem in Banach spaces. [ |

2.3. Ellipticity of the “Einstein-type” operator. In the last part of this section, we prove in
detail that the operator P constructed as (2.13)-(2.14) in the proof of surjectivity is elliptic. First
observe that in (2.13)-(2.14) the vector field Y is not coupled with (h,v). So we can split P as an
operator P, = (Lq, By) acting on Y given by
Ly TP (M) — (Mg (M)

Li(Y) =66"Y + doY
By i TV (M) — [C™ 5 x (A)™1)(OM)

Bi(Y) = (&T[5*Y + (6Y)g], 6*Y (n)T),

(2.45)

and an operator P, = (Lo, By) acting on (h,v) given by
Lyt [ x CJ")(M) — [S5,0" x CF,2*1(M)
Lo(h,v) = (So(h,v), Atrh + 55h),
By 1 [S{Y x OFPY) (M) — [(A)™h x §™ x C™)(OM)
Bs(h,v) = (6h — 3dv, h', H}).

(2.46)

It is easy to verify the ellipticity of P; by applying the criterion given in [1]. Here we give the
detail. According to [1], a general boundary value operator P = (L, B) is elliptic if the following
two conditions hold:
(A) (properly elliptic condition): Let L(£) denote the matrix of principal symbol of the interior
operator L. Then its determinant ¢(£) = det L(£) has no nonzero real root at any point = € M:;
(B) (complementing boundary condition): Let B(£) be the matrix of principal symbol of the
boundary operator B and L*(§) be the adjoint matrix of L(§). At any point z € 9M, take
& = zu +n where n denotes a non-zero 1-form tangential to the boundary dM and p a unit 1-form
normal to M. Then the rows of the product B(zu + 1) - L*(z + 1) are linearly independent
modulo ¢ (z), where (*(z) = [[,(z — zx) with {z;} being the roots of ¢(zu + 1) = 0 with positive
imaginary parts.

At any point x € M we can choose the normal coordinates and express

2(55*Y + d5Y) = —OZOZYJ — &@YZ — 26j82}/1 + 04 (Y) = —OZOZYJ — 3618]1/2 + Oq (Y)
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Recall that O;(Y) denotes a term involving at most 1st order derivatives of Y. So the matrix of
principal symbol of L is given by

1 €1 + 3614 3612 36183
Ly(§) = 3 36261 €1 + 38260 36283 ;
36183 36283 €1 + 333

where €] = /&2 + &5 + &3. Elementary calculation shows its determinant is ¢1(¢) = %|£ 6. Obvi-
ously it satisfies properly elliptic condition. The adjoint matrix is given by

1 €17 +3(&3 + €3) —361&2 —381€3
Li©) = 1P| =364 KP+3(@+8) 366
—38183 —38283 €17 +3(&F + €3)

At any point x € OM, again in the normal coordinates
trl [6*Y 4 (6Y)g] = —201Y1 — aYs — D3Y3 + Op(Y),
25*Y(n)£ = 01Y4s +04Y1 + Oy, A= 2, 3.

Recall that we use the index 1 to denote the normal direction to the boundary M and indices 2, 3
to denote the directions tangential to M. Thus the matrix of principal symbol of Bj is given by

=26 & —&
By(&) =i | & &0
&3 0 &
Thus we have
; =276 — 36(65 + €3) — €2 + 3¢3& —|€1%&5 + 3¢3¢5
BuOLI(§) = 7l | 26026 +28 =€) 261(=€ + 261 +283) —6€1683
263(265 + 265 — €7) —6£16283 261 (—€5 + 267 + 263)

Since £1(zp +n) = (22 + |n|?)3, the root with positive imaginary part for £1(zu +n) = 0 is z = i|n|
of multiplicity 3. So the complementing boundary condition will be true if there is no nonzero
complex vector C' solving C - By(zp + 1) - Li (21 + 1) = 0 mod (z — i|n|)3. Denote the matrix on

the right side of the expression above as B(£) = ﬁBl (&)L7(€). Then it suffices to show there is

no nontrivial solution for C - B(zu +n) = 0 mod (z — i|n|)%.

It is easy to verify that det B(zuu+n) = 0 mod (z—ily|), which means that the rows of B(zp+1n)
are linearly dependent mod (z —i|n|). Thus we need to take the derivative B'(zp—+n) of B(zp+n)
with respect to z and show C - B'(zu +n) = 0 mod (z — i|n|) has no nontrivial solution. This is
equivalent to det é’(z,u +1M)|a=iy # 0. Let &1 = z and § = m2,83 = n3 in B with (m,n2) #0:

—223 —Bz[n|2 = (224 n|2)me + 32200 — (22 + |n|?)ns + 322n3

~

B(zp+mn) = |222nl* = 2%)  2z(—n3 + 22% + 2n3) —62m273
205(2n|? — 2°) —6zn2m3 22(—nj + 222 + 2113)
So its derivative is given by
~ —62 — 5[n? Az Az
B'(zp+n) = —4zm —2n2 + 1222 + 4n? —6m21)3
—4zn3 —617273 —2n3 + 1222 + 4n3
Plug in z = ||, 22 = —|n|? to obtain det B'(i|n|u + 1) = 240|n|°. Obviously it is never zero if

1 # 0. This completes the proof that P, in (2.45) is an elliptic operator.

Next we prove ellipticity for the operator P, given in (2.46). Recall that this operator is con-
structed by combining the linearized Einstein tensor with gauge terms. So we can apply the results
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and methods in [3] on the ellipticity of stationary Einstein field equations. It is shown in [3] that
the following operator

Lo : [S"® x CJ)(M) — [Sy,2" x CF,2°1(M)
Lo(h,v) = (3D*Dh, Av)

By : [S7 x O (M) — [(A1)™ 71 x §™ x C™(OM)
By(h,v) = (Bh, KT —2vg", Hj —2n(v))

(2.47)

is elliptic. Here the first component of Ly is the leading order term of Ric}, + §*h, which is the
linearized Ricci tensor with a gauge term. Note that the operator above is obtained from a conformal
transformation of a boundary value problem of Einstein field equations in the projection formalism
of stationary spacetimes (cf. section 2 of [3]). So we first define the conformal transformation

Q : [S5 x CFOI(M) — [S57% x C5|(M),  Q(h,v) = (h — 2vg,v).

Notice that @ is a linear isomorphism. So operator P, is elliptic if and only if the operator
Py = PyoQ is elliptic. Composing @) with the operator in (2.46), we obtain P3 = (L3, B3) given by

Lyt [SPo% x O (M) — [S752% x O, 2% (M)
Ls(h,v) = (E}, + §*6h — (30h)g + (Av)g — D*v, Atrh + 66h — 4Av),
B 1[5 x CF (M) — [(A1)™H* x 8™ x C™]|(OM)
Bs(h,v) = (6h — dv, hWT' —2vg”, H), —2n(v) + vH,).

Here we throw away the terms involving only lower order (< 1) derivatives of (h,v). We use Ej to
denote leading order part of the linearized Einstein tensor Ein}, i.e.

Ej, = $D*Dh — §*Bh — L(Atrh + 60h)g.

Take trace of the first term in L3(h,v), multiply it by 2, add it to the second term of Lj(h,v).

Then we obtain the following operator P = (L, B) which behaves the same as Ps above regarding
to ellipticity:

L[S x O (M) — [Sy52% x CF 2 (M)
L(h,v) = (E}, + 6*5h — (36h)g + (Av)g — D*v, 4Av — 855h).
B [S5 x O (M) = [(A)™ 1 x §™ x C™)(OM)
B(h,v) = (6h — dw, hT —2ug”, Hj — 2n(v)).

(2.48)

The formal adjoint of Pis given by P = (L, B)
L[S x O (M) — [Sy,2% x O3 (M)

L(h,v) = (E}, + 6*06h — D*trh — 8D*v, 4Agv — 60h + Atrh),
B [SP x OFP (M) — [(A)™ 1 x §™ x C™)(9M))
B(h,v) = (0h — dtrh — 8dv, h" +2vg", H}, + 2n(v)).

(2.49)

It is straightforward to verify the adjointness via direct integration by parts. In the following we
prove P and P are adjoint operators using variations of the Einstein-Hilbert functional. Consider
the functional
I(g) :/ R, dvol, —2 Hy dvol r —167m(g).
M

oM
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Here R, denotes the scalar curvature of g; and m(g) denotes the ADM energy given by

—

m(g) = = Rlingo/s (D395 — 0j9:)v do
R

where Sk denotes the sphere {r = R} in M, v denotes the unit normal to the sphere pointing to
infinity with respect to the flat metric ¢ on M; and do is the volume form on Sk induced by g.
Recall that both r and § are obtained from the chart M = R3\ B. It is proved by Bartnik (cf. [7])
that the ADM energy is independent of the choice of this chart as long as ¢ is asymptotically flat
with the decay rate § > % In the functional above, the energy term is used to balance the boundary
terms at infinity when we consider the variation of I(g).

Given a metric g € Met;"“(M) and deformations h,k € S{"* (M), take a two-parameter family
of metrics g(t,s) = g + th + sk. Then the first variation of I is given by (cf. for example [5])

() = 2ouol(g(t, s)) = /M (Bing, h) + /8 (-Hyg" + Ay,

Here and in the following we omit the volume forms dvol, and dvol r. In the above, A, denotes
the second fundamental form of the boundary oM C (M,g), i.e. Ay(X,Y) = g(Vxn,Y) for
X,Y € TOM. In the following we use A} to denote its the variation at g with respect to deformation
k. Basic calculation yields

o= 5Vnh + 6 (h(n)") + Oy (k).
Take the second variation of I:
2
I;/(ha k) = %“:0,3:0](9@7 S))

= / —(Binj, h) + (Eing, h o k) — 3trk(Eing, h)
M

- / (—Hpg" — Hok™ + A, BTy — (—Hyg" + Ag, h" o k) + T k(—H,g" + Ay, hT),
oM

where hok = hikk:;?—l—hjkkf. Repeat the calculation above to compute I (k, h) = %;S lt=0,s=01(g(t,s)).
Then by symmetry of the second variation we obtain

/ —(Einj, h) — Strk(Bing, h) + / (—Hpg" + Al b7y + JtrTk(Ay, hT)
M oM
:/ —(Ein},, k) — $trh(Eing, k) + / (—Hpg" + Aj, k") + St h(Ag, k).

M oM
Now assume that (h,v),(k,w) € [S{"" x C{"*|(M) are two pairs of deformations such that
B(k,w) = 0 and B(h,v) = 0. Since By,(k, w) = 0, we have kT = 2wg”, trTk = 4w, and H; = 2n(w)
on OM. Similarly, based on B(h,v) = 0 we have h! = —2vg”, trTh = —4v and H, = —2n(v) on
OM . We can plug these boundary conditions into the integral identity above. In particular, since
H, = trT A, we have Hj = trT A} — (A4, k7). So the term (A}, hT) can be simply computed as
(Al Ty = —20trT Al = —2vH], — 2v(Ay, kT) = —4vn(w) — 4vwH,. The same can be applied for
the term (A}, k). After simplification we obtain

/M<Ein;, By — Ytwh(Bing, k) = /

(Einj, k) — ttrk(Eing, h) —1—/ 4[vn(w) — wn(v)].
M

oM

Note the integrand on the left side can be simplified as (Einj}, — %(Ricg, k)g,h) — iRgtrhtrk‘; and
(Einj, — $(Ricy, k)g, h) = (Ric), — £(Atrk + §0k)g, h) = (E},, h) + Oy (k, h), where Og(k,h) involves
18



only zero order derivatives of k, h and is symmetric in k, h. We can do the same modification for
the bulk integral on the right side. Therefore the equation above can be further simplified as

(2.50) [ ®n = [ @on+ [ aon(w) - wn)
M M oM
Basic calculation of integration by parts on the remaining terms in Z(kz, w) and L(h,v) yields
/ (6*6k — (66k)g + (Aw)g — D*w, h) + (4Aw — 866k, v)
M

:/ (6*6h — D*trh — 8D*v, k) + (4Av — 66h + A(trh), w) + / B[(k,w), (h,v)]
M oM

where in the boundary integral B is a bilinear form given by
B[(k,w), (h,v)] = — h(dk,n) + k(0h,n) — k(n,d(trh)) — (trh)ok(n) + (trh)n(w) — wn(trh)
+ h(n, dw) + woh(n) + 4vn(w) — 4wn(v) — 8k(n, dv) — 8vdk(n).
Since B(k,w) = 0 and B(h,v) = 0, we have 6k = dw and 6h = dtrh + 8dv on OM. Plugging these

equalities into the expression above we obtain B[(k,w), (h,v)] = 4[—vn(w) + wn(v)]. Combining
this with (2.50) we obtain that for all deformations (k,w), (h,v) € [S{"* x C§"“](M) such that

B(k,w) =0 and B(h,v) = 0:

| @t oo = [

which justifies the adjointness between P and P.

(L(h,v), (k,w)),

Now to prove that (2.46) is elliptic it suffices to prove that both the operator P and its adjoint
operator P admit a uniform elliptic estimate (c.f. [17,28]). In the following we apply the method

in [5] to prove the elliptic estimate for P:

(2.51) I, v)llomeary < CUIL (A, v)l|om-2(ary + 25 (1B (hy 0l gm—c. oy + 110, 0)lleoan)),

where B®(h,v) denotes the ith (i = 1,2,3) component of B(h,v) expressed in (2.48); and the
order k; equals to highest order of derivatives involved in the component. Note that here and in the
estimates to follow, it is sufficient to consider M as a compact manifold with nonempty boundary.
In fact, if the elliptic estimate above holds on compact manifold for both P and P, then according
to [17] the operator P must be elliptic in the sense that P has both left and right parametrix. Then
according to [7,25] it follows that the operator is also elliptic when defined on space of tensor fields
with decay rate 1 > ¢ > 1/2 on the noncompact manifold.

Since the matrix of principal symbol of the interior operator L in (2.48) is very complicated to
analyze directly, we first pair the boundary operator B in (2.49) with the simple operator (2.47)
and observe that they form an elliptic boundary value problem. In fact since the principal symbol

of Ly is simply a rescaling of the identity matrix, ellipticity of (Lg, B) can be immediately verified
by checking the matrix of principal symbol of B(€)

—i§ —i§y  —ils 0 0 0 —i&

0 —i& 0 —i§y —ifs 0 —i&
~ 0 0 —i&3 0 =iy —i3  —i3
B&=]0 o 0 10 0 -2

0 0 0 0o 1 0 0

0 0 0 o 0 1 -2

0 ik 0-i& & 0 i& —2i&
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is a non-degenerate matrix when £ = i|n|u + n for n # 0. Thus we have the following elliptic
estimate

(R, v)llemoe (ary < C(I[Lo (R, )|l em—2.0 (1) + D Hg(i)(hvv)HCm*kiva(é)M) + [[(h, v)l| o (ar))-
The interior operator L and Ly differ by
L(h,v) — Lo(h,v) = ( — 3(Atrh + 386h)g — 1 D*trh + (Av)g — D?v, 3Av — 836h).

So estimate (2.51) will hold if the C™=2%qnorm of §6h, and C™“norm of trh,v can be controlled
by P(h,v) in the sense that

(2.52)  [|08h][om-2a(ar) < CUIL(R,v)l[om-2a(an) + i [1Bi(hs0)llem-rimonry + [|(hv) oo ary)

and the same for |[trh|[cm.a (ar), |[V]|cm.e(ar)- Taking the divergence of the first component of L(h,v)
in (2.49) we get:

S(E}) + 0[5 0h — (86h)g + (Av)g — D*v] = (66* + d6)(6h — dv) + Oy (h).

In the equality above, we use fact that E) = Ein) 4+ Og(h) and that the Bianchi identity dEing = 0
implies 0(Ein}) = 0 Eing = O1(h). The expression above can be understood as the elliptic op-
erator 00* 4+ do acting on the term (dh — dv) whose Dirichlet boundary data is given in the first
component of B(h,v). Thus the C’ﬁ_ll’a-norm of (6h — dv) is controlled by [|6h — dv[|cm-1.a(ap) <
C([6L(h,v)||gm-s.a(ary + [[BY (7, v)||gm-raonry + ||(7,v)]|gm-1a(ar)). Note here the first term
I6L (R, v)||gm-3.0 (M) < ||L(h, v)||em-2.a(ar); and the last term [|||cm-1,.0(ar) can be ignored accord-
ing to the interpolation inequality. As a consequence, the C™~2“-norm of §*(6h — dv) is controlled
by P(h,v).

Since the first component of L(h,v) is the summation of E}, 6*(0h — dv) and tr[0*(6h — dv)]g, it
follows immediately that the C™~2%norm of Ej}, is also controlled Jg(h, v). In addition, comparing
the trace tr[6*(6h — dv)] with the second component of L(h,v), we see that the C"™ 2% norm of
Av and 06h are controlled. In addition Atrh = —2trE} — 0dh. So we obtain estimate (2.52) of §0h
and similar estimates for Atrh and Awv.

It remains to control the C"™“-norm of trh and v. Since we have obtained estimates for Atrh
and Aw, it suffices to prove certain boundary data of trh,v has well-controlled norm. To obtain
such boundary data, we first apply the Gauss equation at M given by |A|> — H? + Ryr = Ry —
2Ricg(n,n) = —2Fing(n,n). Its linearization is

(|A> — H* + Ryr)}, = —2Einj,(n,n) — 4Eing(nj,,n)

where A}, H} and nj, only involve 1st and Oth order behavior of h, which can be ignored according
to the interpolation inequality. So we obtain

AgrtrThT +6T6ThT = (Ryr)jr + O1(h) = —2Ej, (n,n) + O1(h).
The second boundary term in B is §(2)(h, v) = hT —20g”, so KT = By + 20gT". Plug this into the

equation above
2A yrv = 2E} (n,n) — Agrtr? B® — 5767 B® 1 0y (h).

Recall that ||Ej,||cm-2.a () is already controlled by P(h,v). Since A,r is an elliptic operator on the
boundary manifold, ||v[|cm.a @) is also controlled by the operator P(h,v) and so is the Dirichlet
data ||hT||cm.e(oar)- Combining estimates for |Av|[gm-2.0(pr) and Dirichlet data ||v|[cm.aanr), We

obtain control of ||v[|cm.a(ar).-
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Extra boundary data for trh is necessary to obtain control of its C™~?“-norm. By the formula
of variation of mean curvature in (2.2) we have

(2.53) n(trh) = 2Hj, — 67 (h(n)") — (5h)(n) + Og(h).

In the equation above, since dh — dv and v are already controlled, dh(n) is controlled. In addition,
basic computation yields (§h)7 = —Vuh(n)T + §7(RT) 4+ Og(h) inside which ||hT||Cm,a(6M) is
controlled. So we obtain control of ||vnh(n)T||Cm71,a(a ) and hence its tangential divergence

(2.54) 6" [Vah(n)"] = Vu[6" (h(n)")] + O1(h)
is also controlled. Combining (2.53) and (2.54), one obtains:
(2.55) nn(trh) = 2n(Hy) — 67 (Vah(n)? — n(Sh(n)) + O1(h).

Note n(H}) in the above is controlled based on Riccati equation n(H) + |A|?> = —Ric(n,n), where
Ric) (n,n) = E} (n,n)+1/2(Atrh+3d6h)g+ Og(h) is well-controlled according to the previous anal-
ysis. So every term on the righthand side of (2.55) is under control and thus ||2nn(trh)|[cm-2.0 )
is controlled by lg(h, v). Finally since the boundary data 2nn(trh) is elliptic for the Laplace oper-
ator Atrh, we can conclude that |[trh|[cm.«(pp) is controlled by P(h,v). This completes the proof
of the estimate (2.51).

We can carry out the same process as above and derive the uniform elliptic estimate for P (cf.
appendix §4.4).

Remark 2.9. Different from the work of Bartnik [7,8] where the functions and tensor fields belong
to the weighted Sobolev spaces, we work with the weighted Holder spaces in this paper. The main
reason is that when taking trace of a function one loses an extra % regularity H*(M) — H s=1/2(9M)
which makes it complicated to discuss the ellipticity of the Bartnik boundary data.

3. CRITICAL POINTS OF THE ADM MASS

In this section, we adopt the definitions of the ADM mass and the Regge-Teitelboim Hamiltonian
from [8] and prove the corresponding result on the critical points for the ADM mass on the constraint
manifold of initial data sets with fixed Bartnik boundary data.

We use the same notation as in [8]. A tensor field & = (€Y, &%) consisting of a scalar field £€° and
a vector field ¢ on M is called a spacetime vector field. Let 75 (M) denote the asymptotically
zero spacetime tangent bundle, ie. T/*(M) = [CJ"* x Ty “|(M). Fix a constant 4-vector
€oo = (€2,€8) (i = 1,2,3) defined on R\ B3. Pull it back to M and obtain a parallel spacetime
vector field, still denoted as £, with respect to the metric g. A smooth spacetime vector field
o = (Ego, Ego) on M is called a constant translation near infinity representing &, if there is a
R such that EOO = & on Fop, and EOO =0on M\ Eg, where Er = {p € M : r(p) > R}. Let
Zgn’a(M ) denote the space of asymptotic translation vector fields, i.e.

ZM(M) = {€ €[0™ x T™°)(M) -
§— ono S 7:5m’a(M ) for some constant translation near infinity ono}

For convenience, we turn to the (g, 7, EIv>) formulation of the constraint map as described in §2. For
(u, Z) € T, let Cp(u, Z) be the level set
Cp(u, Z) = {(g,7) € B: ®(g,7) = (v, 2)}

where B and ® are defined as in (2.7) and (2.8). Since the space Cp(u, Z) is equivalent to Cp(u, Z),
it is also a smooth Banach manifold.
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The general ADM total energy-momentum vector P is defined in [8] by describing its pairing
with a constant vector &, € R

1672 Po(g, ) = / ESORO(Q) + VZEEO(Vng - %itrgg)dvol;]
M
167T£éopi(gy 7T) = 2/ (fzop(n(ﬂ) + Wij%igooj)dvolg
M
inside which Eoo is a representative translation vector at infinity for £, and

Ro(g) = éijgij — Aotrgg, Poi(m) = GV mi®,

It is easy to generalize the result in [8] to obtain that P defines a smooth function on the Banach
manifold Cp(u, Z) under the condition that (u, Z) € [C(I;’O‘ X (Al)g’a](M) for some ¢ > 4 and k > 0.
So in this section we always assume this condition holds . Moreover, in this case P agrees with
the usual formal definition of ADM energy-momentum vector and is independent of choice of the
chart M = R3\ B.

We adopt the Regge-Teitelboim Hamiltonian defined in [8] to our setting:

H:Bx Z"(M) — R
) Momo) = [ (G086 + [ ERolo) = Folg.m) + [ VE(Tig; ~ Titrgo)
+ [ BPum - Bitg.m) + [ 2wV,

inside which {AOO is a constant translation at infinity such that £ — 500 € 7:;”’0‘(M ). Here and in the
following we omit the volume form dvolg. Based on [8], the functional # is smooth and bounded.

Moreover, on the constraint manifold C, B(u, Z) the functional can be equivalently expressed as

(3.2) H(g,m:€) = 167EL P, — /M 4%, (g,7),

where £, is the constant vector equal to the asymptotic limit of £&. The following lemma describes
the variation of H.

Lemma 3.1. If ¢ € Z"“(M) then for all (g,7) € B and (h,p) € TZ§|(Q,,T)

(3.3) Dy mH(g,m &) (h,p) = — /M(h,p) - D®Y, ¢,

Proof. Using integration by parts, we can write the linearization of the first term in (3.1) as

(3.4)
| (=908 o) = [ DFE =)+ [ BlE =)o)+ i [ B

OM T—00 S’r‘

where in the boundary integral B is a bilinear form given by (cf [8] equation (82)),

Bl(11,Y), (h, 0)] =0’ [u(V7 hij — Vitrh) — hi VP p 4 trh¥p) /g
(3.5) . , : 1. .
+2n'[Yjo! + YinFhy, — 5Ymﬂ*ﬂhj,f],

“We note that this condition can be replaced by the integrable condition that u, Z; are L* on M.
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with (u,Y) = oo — & = —€ on the boundary dM. We also refer to equations (6)-(9) of [8] for the
explicit formula of D® and its adjoint Do+, According to the boundary conditions in (2.7), any
deformation (h,o) € TB satisfies

hap =0, for A,B=2,3

(tI‘Th) + 2(5T(h( )T) —h1H=0
oM+ 2nlhy =0
o014 + m1h1a =0, for A= 2,3

(3.6) on OM.

Recall that the index 1 denotes the normal direction to M and indices 2,3 denote the tangential
direction. The second equation above implies that n(tr”h) — 2(V7)Ahay — hy1 H =0 for A = 2,3.
Basic calculation gives n*V7/ hij = n(hgo) + (VT)Ah g1 4 hiy H. Combining those two equalities we
can derive that

n'(VIh;j — Vitrh) = —n(trTh) + (VD) Ahay + by H = — (V) Ahay.
In addition,
n'[—h VI + trhVip] = —hiaV3Au — hoon(p) + hoon(p) = —h1a V2

where we use the fact that hyp = 0 from (3.6). Summing up the two equations above we obtain
that the first line in (3.5) can be written as

0’ [u(VIhij — Vitrh) — iy Vo p+ tehVip) = — (V) hay — hiaVAu = —(VD A (uhay),

which is a pure divergence term on the boundary M and hence its integral is zero. As for the
second line in (3.5), we have

g o 1 . . . 1 .

n;[Yjo' + Y%r’“hjk — §YZ7T]khjk] =YioM + Yol + Yjwklhjk — §Y17T]khjk
1 1

= — §Y17T11h11 — YATFthA + YAﬂ'llhlA + Ylﬂ'klhlk — §Y17T11h11 — YiﬁlAhlA =0.

In the second equality above, we use the last two equations in (3.6) to replace o with 7, h and

the first equation in (3.6) to throw away terms involving hap (A, B = 2,3). Thus the boundary

integral over OM in (3.4) must vanish. The integral at infinity is also zero because £ — £, and

(h,o) decay fast enough to zero. Thus we obtain

/M<<§oo ). Dby, ) (ho)) = / (DF, ) (Eo — £), (1 0)).

The linearization of the remaining terms in (3.1) is given by — [} ((h,0), Dq)* (ﬁoo)> (cf. [8]

Theorem 5.2). Combining this with the equation above we obtain (3.3).
|

When the energy-momentum vector P(g, 7) is time-like, the ADM total mass of the initial data
(g,m) is defined as

(3.7) mapm(g, T) =/ —PHP,.

With the lemma above we can now prove that any critical point of the ADM total mass on the
constraint manifold C, p(u, Z) must admit a generalised Killing vector field, which is the analog of
Corollary 6.2 in [8]. A spacetime vector field £ € [C™* x T"™*](M) is called a generalised Killing
vector field of the initial data set (M, g, ) (or (M, g, K)) if D&D*](g,ﬂ) (&) =0 (or D%*\(%K)(g) =0).
In this case, the initial data set (M, g, ) is called a generalised stationary initial data set.
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Theorem 3.2. Suppose (u,Z) € [CE* x (A)E) (M) (k > 0,q > 4), (go.70) € Cg(u,Z) and
P = P(go, 7o) is a time-like vector. If (DmapM) (g, m0) (B o) = 0 for all (h,0) € TCp(u, ) (go,m0)
then (go, mo) admits a generalised Killing vector field & which has a limit at infinity proportional to
P. Conversely, if (go,m0) is a generalised stationary initial data set, then (DmaADM) (go,70) (B 2) = 0
for all (h,p) € TCp(u, Z)

’(go m0) -

Proof. If (go,mo) is a critical point with time-like ADM total energy-momentum vector ]P’ let (&0)oo
be the constant vector (&) = —P*/mapi(go, 7o) € R* and define a functional on E on Cp(u, Z)
by

E(g,m) = (§0)5Pulg, m)-
Clearly, the derivative of the ADM mass at (go, 7o) is Dmapum|igy,ro) = —(mADM)—l/Q]fWD]P’H —
(ﬁo)“ DP, = DE|(g).xy)- So (go,mo) is also a critical point of E on the constraint manifold. Let
(50)00 be a constant translation near infinity representing (£y)oo. Choose & € Z;""(M) such that
& — (E())oo € 7, (M) and plug it into the formula (3.2) to obtain a functional on (g,7):

H(g.m:€0) = 16m(€0)l Py — /M 1%, (g, 7).

Observe on the constraint manifold CNB(u, Z), (go,mo) is a critical point of the first term on the
right side and the second term is constant. Thus we obtain

Digy nyH(g,m:&0)(h,o) =0 for all (h,0) € TCp(u, Z).

90,70)

By a Lagrange—multiplier argument (cf. [8] Theorem 6.3), there is (X9, X) € (7)* such that for all
(h,o) € TB\ (90,70)

<)?°,)?>[D€><go,m><h,o>]=D<go,m>H<g,w;go><h,o>= /M< (€0 (o)),

where we a~pp1}~f Lemma 3.1 on the right side. It follows that ()Z'O,)Z' ) is a weak soluzion of
D@?QO’KO)(XO,X) D@’(kgo Ko) (&). Here we use the equivalence between (B,®) and (B,®) and
(g0, Ko) denotes the correspondence in B of (gg, 7). Since & € Zgn”a, we can prove in the
same way as in §3.1 that (XY X) is a regular solution, i.e. it is C™® smooth in intM. Let

(X9 X) = (&) - )?0,53 - )Z'), then for all compactly supported (h,p) € TB|4, k)

(338) [ (0,50, D () = 0.

Thus (X°, X) must behave as in (2.24) or (2.25) asymptotically. Combining this with the fact that
(X0, X) =& — (X9 X) is a bounded linear functional on T, it is easy to derive that (X°, X) must
be asymptotically zero at the rate of § (cf. §4.5 for details). In addition, (XY, X) is also C"™®
smooth up to the boundary (cf. appendix §4.4). Therefore, (X°, X) is a generalised C™ Killing
vector field on M and (X9, X) — & € CF, i.e. the limit of (X% X) at infinity is proportional to
the ADM energy-momentum vector of (gg, 7).

Conversely, suppose (90,m) admits a generalised Killing vector field X e Z{"*(M) whose

asymptotic limit (X )oo 18 proportional to P. Based on Lemma 3.1, D<I>(gO Ko)()? ) = 0 implies
that Dy, 7rO)’}-l(g,7T,X)(h,a) = 0 for all (h,0) € TCB(u Z)|(go,70)- This further implies that
(X)OoD]P)M‘ (90,m0)

P DP,(go,m) = 0 i-e. (DmapM)(go,m)(h,0) = 0 based on the discussion at the beginning of the
proof. [ ]

= 0 on the constraint manifold. Since (X )oo 1S proportional to PP, we also have
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4. APPENDIX
In this section we provide the details which are left open in some proofs of this paper.

4.1. Transform from B to B. Recall at the beginning of §2 we have defined the space B of pairs
(g9, K) fixing the Bartnik boundary data and an equivalent space B. In the following we verify that
the boundary conditions in the tangent space T given in (2.1) are equivalent to those of TB in
(2.7). The reparametrization space B is equivalent to B via the map

P:B—B
o1
P(g,ﬂ') :( g, (7T - 5(”5]77)9)/\/5 )
Let (h,0) € B |(g,7) De a infinitesimal deformation at (g, 7). Then linearization of P is given by
DP(g,w) (h7 J) = (hap(h7 J))a
where
1 i i 1 1 .. 1 1
pij(h,0) = [0i; — §(tr0’)gij + 7 hig + 75 i — §(tr7r)hij — 5(7r hir)gij — Etrh(mj — Etrwgij)]/\/ﬁ.
Since (h,p) € TB, it must satisfy the boundary conditions listed in (2.1). It is obvious that the first
two boundary conditions in (2.1) and (2.7) are the same. The third condition in (2.1) is equivalent

to
1

-
2
where we use the condition h’ = 0 on 9M. This gives the third boundary condition in (2.7).
Finally along OM we have

1
0=tr"p=trlo— (trgo) + 2 M hay — by — gtrh(trTﬂ —trm) = —ot — Zxtlhyy,

1 1
p(n)" = (o4 + §h117T1A + 78 hp + mi1hia — §(tl"g7T)h1A]/\/§

1 1 1
K(ny)" = (7" (n))" — §trgﬂg(n2)T)/\/§ = [~mpahf — Shuma+ §(trg7T)h1A]/\/§,

where we apply 7 = 0 on OM and the variation formula of the unit normal n, = —hia — %hnn.
Summing up the equations above, we derive that the last condition in (2.1) can be equivalently
expressed in terms of (h,o) as 0 = p(n)” + K(n})" = (014 + m11h14)/1/g, which is the last
boundary condition listed in (2.7).

4.2. Decomposition of constraints at the boundary. Given any (u,Z) € T, we show that
there exists some (h,p) € TB| k) such that (u,Z) = D®, gy(h,p) on M. Then it follows
naturally that any (u,Z) € T can be decomposed as (u,Z) = (ug, Zo) + (u1, Z1) with (ug, Zo)
vanishing on OM and (u1, Z1) = D®, k)(h,p) € ImL, which is the decomposition used at the end
of the proof of surjectivity in §2.1.

For simplicity we can first choose (h, p) so that h vanishes to the first order on M and p vanishes
to the zero order on OM, i.e.

(41) hij = O, n(h,-j) = 0, pij = 0 on OM.
Obviously (h,p) € TB| k). Based on (2.5) the linearization (D®o)(,, x)(h,p) is given by:

(Do) (y.10)(h, p) =(—A(trh) + 66h)\/g = —n(n(tr” h))\/g on IM.
Here we use the equality that A(trh) = AT (trh)+n(trh) H —nn(trh) and 6§h = ViVIhj; = nn(hy;)
on the boundary. Set h satisfying (4.1) and such that

—n(n(tr’h))/g = u on OM,
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then we have (D®g) 4 x)(h,p) = u. Next plug (h,p) into (2.6) and obtain

(DCIDi)(g,K)(h,p) = —2(5p + dtrp)\/ﬁ = —2n(ter)\/§ ‘n — 2Vnp(n)T\/§ on OM.

Thus we can choos p satisfying (4.1) and such that n(tr”p) = Z; and n(p14) = Z4, A = 2,3 on
OM. Tt then follows that (D®;) r)(h,p) = Z.

4.3. Construction of the extension maps. We provide possible approach to construct the maps
FE4 and Es, which are used in the proof of splitting kernel in §2.2.

Fix 7 € Keré” on the boundary M of the Riemannian manifold (M,g). We can first fix a
collar neighborhood U of the boundary OM inside which the flow of the distance function to the
boundary is well-defined. Without loss of generality, assume U = [0, 1) x 9M where we use s € [0, 1)
to denote the function of distance to the boundary. We extend the unit normal vector n naturally
to be the unit vector field perpendicular to the s-level set in U pointing to the infinity, i.e. n = 0.
Define h so that h” =0, h(ds,0s) = 0in U and h = 0 on OM. Here the superscript 7 denotes the
component of a tensor tangential to the level set {s = constant} in U. It follows immediately that
H; =0 and nj = 0 on OM based on the formula (2.2). The 1-form h(n)T is defined to be such
that

hds)T =0 on OM, Vg, (h(ds)')=—7 inU,
where we think of 7 as being Lie-dragged by 0 in U, i.e. Ly, 7 = 0. Then we have (5h)£ =
~Vlhia — VEBhps = —Vu(h(n)T) = 74 on OM. Next fix a smooth jump function f(s) in U such
that f(s) =1for 0 < s <1/4 and f(s) =0 for s > 1/2. We can now define E;(7) = f(s)h where
h is as constructed above and fh is extended trivially as a symmetric (0,2)-tensor defined on M
vanishing outside U. Then it is easy to check that F; is a linear bounded map.

Next fix h € Sy"*(M) on the initial data set (M, g, K). Take the collar neighborhood U as
above inside which the vector field nj}, is well-defined. Construct a symmetric 2-tensor i in U such
that AT = h(n,n) = 0 and h(n)? = —K(n})? in U. Then extend h to a global tensor field, still
denoted as h, which is equal to zero outside U and equal to f(s)h in U. Now define Ey(h) = h as
constructed. It follows that E» is a linear bounded map. Since nj involves only 0-order data of h
as shown in (2.2), so is the map F .

4.4. Ellipticity of the adjoint operator P. In the following we prove the uniform elliptic esti-
mate for the operator P defined in (2.49), using the same idea as in the proof for P. We first try
to pair B with an interior operator with simpler principal symbol. However, it is easy to check the
operator Ly in (2.47) which is paired with B in §2.3 does not work for B. So we modify L as

(4.2) Lo(h,v) = (D*Dh, 266h + Av),
and show that (Lg, B) is elliptic. The symbol of L is given by

B 2
Lo(¢) = [’6“,(156;6 ’50‘2} , with v(§) =2[-& —&& —&& —& —&H& €.

Obviously the determinant is given by ¢y = [£[!* with ¢ = (z —i|n|)". So the interior operator is
properly elliptic. The adjoint matrix is given by

oo [ 1P T6x6 0 }_ 10'|:|£|2I6><6 0]
10 = gy ge] =19 [ e

So to prove the complementing boundary condition we need to show that there is no nonzero
complex vector C' such that

(2% + [n*)Isxe 0

1B L =C-B :
C- goBGp+n)Ly(zp+n) = C- B(zp+n) [—v(zl/—l—?]) (2% + )
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The matrix of principal symbol of the boundary operator is given by

[—2iz —imy —ing —iz —iz  —8iz |
—iny  —iz —2im  —ing  —ine  —8ine
_ —in3 —iz =iz —ing —2in3 —8in3
B(zp+n) = 1 2
1
1 2
i —in2  —in3 %zz %zz 2iz |

To simplify the computation, when checking the linear relation of rows of the product matrix B-L;,
we can take invertible row operations on B before taking the matrix product. The following matrix
is obtained by a series of row operations on B, which can be summarized as a left product by an

invertible matrix:

—1i

—4i [—22 b5y —Bmz = z
? =2 —m2 =22 72 z —12
o~ Z 72773 —1n3 727]3 73 P —13
B(ZM+7]): 1 B(Z/L‘i‘?’]): 1 2
1 1
1 1 2
_%i i L # %7]2 213 2z]
Now take the product GE | 5B - l_} = M we obtain
*QZ(Z + 1) —5i2(2% + [n]?) =5n3(2% + [n]?) 2(2% + [nl?) 2(2% + [nl?)
12(2 + W) 2(2% + [nl*) o ‘ = (2* + (1)
(2% + [n]?) 2(2% +[nl?) =n3(2% + [nl?)
M(Z/,L + 77) = 42? 4z 423 a4+ (22 + %) A 4n3 20224+ ) | .
(2% +nl?)
422 4z 4z i3 dnens Ang+ (22 + ) 2(2 + nl*)
428 4 2(22 ) 42+ (P + l?) 42703 + Ss(2% + [nf?) a3 dzmns 413 22(2% + )

Obviously row 5 is zero mod (z — i|n|). So we need to take the derivative M'(z) of matrix M with
respect to z and show there is no nonzero complex vector C' such that CM’(z) = 0 mod (z —i|n|?).
The derivative of M is given by

[—62%2 —2[n2  —10mez  —10m3z 322+ |n|? 322 + [n|?
2m9z 322+ |n|? —2mz
232 322+ n> —2m32
M/(z) = 8z 4n9 4ns 2z 4z
2z
8z 4ns 4ans 2z 4z
| 1522 + [ 1lzm, 1lzn; 43 dnans 4n3 62+ 2|n*

It is easy to check that det M'(z = z|77|) # 0. Thus the complementing boundary condition holds.
So (Lg, B) is elliptic and hence so is ( Lo, B). Therefore, we obtain the following elliptic estimate:

[1(h,v)l|emee < C([5Lo(h, 0)l|em-2a + [ B (A 0)ll gm0 + | (B 0)|co)-
The interior operator L and Lg differ by

- - 1
L(h,v) — $Lo(h,v) = (— 5 (Atrh + 66h)g — §D2trh — 8D%, LAv —256h + A(trh)).
So elliptic estimate for P will hold if we can control H&Sh\ |em—2.a(arys |[tTR]|omaary and [[v]|cm.a(ar)

by P(h,v) similarly as in (2.52). Taking the divergence of the first term of L(h,v) we get:
S[LM (h,v)] = 66" (8h — dtrh — 8dv)

inside which we use the Bianchi identity as in the proof for P. Note the expression above can be

taken as §0* — an elliptic operator — acting on the term (dh — dtrh — 8dv) whose Dirichlet boundary

data is included in B(h, v). Thus (0h—dtrh—8dv) is controlled by P*(h,v) as well as E} . So we get
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control of (§6h — Atrh — 8Av). Combining this with the trace trEj = —1(Atrh + §6h) and second
component of L(h,v), we see that [[Av||cm—2.a () and [|06h]|cm-z2.a(ary and ||Atrh||gm-z.a(pp) are
all controlled by P. Then we can derive control of |[v||cm.a () and AT |cm.a(anry by analyzing the
Gauss equation at OM, in the same way as for P. So it remains to obtain boundary condition for
trh. By the formula of variation of mean curvature we have

n(trh) = 2H) — 67 (h(n)T) — (5h)(n) 4+ Oy(h).
In the equation above, dh(n) is not controlled, but we have control of the boundary data (6h —
dtrh — 8dv) with dv is already controlled. So we can rewrite the equation above as:
(4.3) on(trh) = 2H), — 6% (h(n)T) — [(6h — d(trh)](n) + O (h).

In addition, basic computation yields —(dh —dtrh)? = Vuh(n)T +67 (A7) + VT trh+ O inside which
§h — dtrh and hT are both controlled on M. So we get control of Vy,h(n)T 4+ V7 trh on OM and
hence also its tangential divergence

(4.4) 8 [Vah(m)T + VTtrh] = Vy[67 (h(n)T)] + A rtrh.
Combining (4.3) and (4.4):
2nn(trh) — Ayrtrh = 2n(Hy) — [67 (Voh(n)" 4+ V7 trh)] — n[(6h — d(trh))(n)] + O1(h).
Now every term on the righthand side of the equation above is under control. Finally recall that

Atrh is controlled by P and it is elliptic when combined with the boundary term 2nn(trh)— A rtrh.
Therefore, trh is also controlled by P. This completes the proof of elliptic estimate for P.

4.5. Boundary behavior of the generalised Killing vector field. In the following we show
that a generalised Killing vector field (X°, X) is C™ smooth up to the boundary M, which is used
at the end of the proof of Theorem 3.2. Suppose (X, X) is a weak solution of DT, 1) (X% X)=0.
So it is C"™“ in the interior intM of M and satisfies

2X K + Lxg =
(4.5) L ahxg =0 , in intM.

D?X%+ Ly K + X°( — Ricy + 2K o K — (trK)K + jug) =0
Recall that (g, K) € B and ®(g, K) = (u, Z). We can apply the approach in [9] here to show that
(X0, X) is C"™* smooth up to the boundary M. From the equations above we can obtain

. 1

ViVjXO = —LxK;; + XO( — Ricg+2K o K — (trK)K + ZUQ)ij
ViViXk = RpjmiX™ + Dy (X Ky;) — Di(X°Kji,) — D;j (X Ky),

(4.6)

Here we use R}y, to denote the curvature tensor of g. The second equation is obtained by taking
convariant derivative of the first equation in (4.5) and applying the Bianchi identity Rp;jm, + Rijkm +
Rjpim = 0 with Ry, ; X™ = V.V, X; —V; V. X;. Recall that r is the radius function on M obtained
by pull-back from R?*\ B. Sor € [1,+0c) and r =1 on OM. Let s =1 —1r. So s € (—00,0], and
0s = s%il(‘)i in the Cartesian coordinates. We consider the limit lim,_,,- (X, X). Derivatives of
(X9, X) are given by

2

9, XY =

J
18¢X0, ain = sgi—l(vaz + P;?Z‘Xk%

k
(V,ViX? +TEV,X0), 0,V.X; = &(vkvin + TV, X + T, VX)),

s—1
Here X; = g X k. and the covariant derivative V and Christoffel symbol Ffj are with respect to

the metric g. Notice that the terms V;V; X, and V;V;X; can be replaced by lower derivatives
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based on (4.6). So define f = (X%, VX" X,VX) and let F' = |f|*>. The equations above imply
that |%—§| < CF for some constant C' > 0. Then integration yields

Ds(e O F) < 0= e 91 F(s51) < e U2 F (s9) V51 > s9.

Thus F(s) < e“*tCF(~1)+C for all 0 > s > —1. So lim,_,,~ F(s) < C. Take an open neighbor-
hood of the boundary OM C U ¢ M. Then X°,VX° X, VX are uniformly bounded in U \ M.
Henceforth, V;V;X% and V;V; X are also uniformly bounded in U \ M according to (4.6). This
in return implies VX°, VX are uniformly continuous in U \ M and so is (X°, X). Based on (4.6)
again, V2X° V2X are also uniformly continuous. Therefore, we can extend (X°, X) to be well-
defined and second order differentiable in U. In fact by a bootstrap argument it can be extended
to a C™% fields in U and by continuity we also have D<I>*|(97K)(X0, X) =0 up to the boundary.

4.6. Aymptotic behavior of Killing vector field. Finally, we provide a detailed discussion on
the asymptotical behavior of elements which belong to the dual space (7)* and also the kernel of

the adjoint D®*. Here we work with the spacetime vector (X, X) in the proof of Theorem 3.2.

The same discussion works well for the element X at the end of proof of surjectivity in §2.1.
It is shown in the proof of Theorem 3.2 that (X, X) is a C™ solution of D®*(X%, X) = 0. So
according to Proposition 2.1 of [9], its asymptotic behavior must be as in (2.24) or (2.25). Suppose

the spacetime vector X = {, — X is not asymptotically zero. Then there exist constants A, not
all zero such that

(4.7) X' = (&) + Aija? + On(r'70), X0 = —(60)% + Agia” + O (r'™°);

or constants A* with AY — (§y)%, not all zero such that

(4.8) X'= —(6)he + A"+ On(r™), X7 = —(&)% + A%+ On(r™).

Here we adopt the notation in [9] that f = O,,(r~%) if there exists a constant C' such that

0292290 f| < Cr—°~ll for all |i| =i + iy + ... +in € {0,1,..,m}.

x1Yxe”

This is equivalent to that f € Cyj*(M).
Since both X and £y are C™% smooth on M, so is every component X*, (u =0,1,2,3) of X.

m2a

In addition, X“ is a bounded functional on Cgizz “(M), so for any function v € Cy,”%(M) the

L?-pairing [ X M -vdvoly must be finite. If X behaves as in (4.7), without loss of generality we

can assume Agp 75 0. Let v = v(r) be the smooth positive function which equals to zero near the

interior boundary and equals to [T‘gf; (8 >96) forr > R. Then v € C’gn 2 Y(M) and

< ® [ Ay Agix : ~
RXO-vdvolg:/R /S2 Tg+3 XOr 2d32dr_/ /S2 rgﬂ €0)% + Agia’ + O(r'=0%))ds*dr
>

o0 /\02 o0 e
= Ao )2 ds?d 0 / O(r'=0-9)ds%dr.
/R /52 TBH( Oy as T / /52 et (0)eo + R Js2 r Jds"dr

Obviously if 1 < g < 2, the above integral diverges which contradicts that X0 is a bounded
functional.
If X behaves as in (4.8), again without loss of generality we assume A° — (£)% # 0. Let
v = v(r) be a smooth positive function which equals to zero near the interior boundary and equals
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1
to 5

(B8 > ¢) for r > R. Then

_ 0o 1 ~ ) 1
0 _ 0.27.2 _ 0 0 -4 2
/T>RX -vdvolg—/R /SZ s X0 dr—/R /SH—B(—(@)OOJFA + O(r%))dsdr

2 1

= (—(&)° oy [~ 1 = AW
—<<so>oo+A>/R/S dsm/R [ 06— istar

For max{d,1 — 0} < B < 1, the above integral diverges which also yields a contradiction. So X
must decay to zero asymptotically.

(1]
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