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SECOND-ORDER MASS ESTIMATES FOR STATIC VACUUM METRICS

WITH SMALL BARTNIK DATA

DAVID WIYGUL

Abstract. Given on the 2-sphere Bartnik data (prescribed metric and mean curvature) that is
a small perturbation of the corresponding data for the standard unit sphere in Euclidean space,
we estimate to second order, in the size of the perturbation, the mass of the asymptotically flat
static vacuum extension (unique up to diffeomorphism) which is a small perturbation of the flat
metric on the exterior of the unit ball in Euclidean space and induces the prescribed data on the
boundary sphere. As an application we obtain a new upper bound on the Bartnik mass of small
metric spheres to fifth order in the radius.

1. Motivation and statement of the results

Bartnik’s definition of quasilocal mass ([11–13]) has inspired a number of interesting questions
and results in mathematical relativity; see for example the surveys [6, 17]. The present article is
motivated by a desire to refine existing estimates of the Bartnik mass of 2-spheres with small data,
meaning metric and mean curvature close to those of the standard sphere. Over time Bartnik’s
original definition has given rise in the literature to several variants, whose relation has been
analyzed in [36, 38], but here we adopt a somewhat restrictive version, defined in (1.5), after
establishing some notation and preliminary definitions. The statement of our results begins on
page 4.

Basic definitions and notation. Set M := {~x ∈ R3 : |~x| ≥ 1} and let ι : ∂M → M be the
inclusion map for its boundary S2 := ∂M . Given a Riemannian metric g = gab on M , we write
Rabcd[g] = Rabcd, Rab[g] = Rab, and R[g] = R for the corresponding Riemann, Ricci, and scalar
curvature of g; our conventions for Rabcd are declared in Appendix A. We also write H[ι, g] for
the corresponding mean curvature function induced on ∂M : by our convention the g-divergence
of the outward (so pointing into the unit ball) g-unit normal on ∂M . The volume and area

densities induced by g and ι∗g respectively will be denoted by
√

|g| and
√

|ι∗g|. We reserve δ = δab
for the Euclidean metric on R3 (and its restriction to M) and caution that by our convention

H[ι, δ] = −2. In integrals of functions on M and S2 the densities
√

|δ| and
√

|ι∗δ| respectively
should be understood, unless a different density is explicitly specified.

Given k ∈ Z∩ [0,∞), α ∈ [0, 1), β ∈ R, and a Ck
loc tensor field F over a manifold S, possibly with

boundary, smoothly embedded in R3 (for example S = M or S = ∂M), we define the standard
Hölder norm

(1.1) ‖F‖k,α :=
k∑

i=0

sup
~x∈S

∣∣Di
δF (~x)

∣∣
δ
+ sup

~x 6=~y∈S

∣∣Dk
δF (~x)−Dk

δF (~y)
∣∣
δ

|~x− ~y|α
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and weighted Hölder norm

(1.2)

‖F‖k,α,β :=

k∑

i=0

sup
~x∈S

(1 + |~x|)β+i
∣∣Di

δF (~x)
∣∣
δ

+ sup
~x 6=~y∈S

[1 + min {|~x| , |~y|}]α+β+k

∣∣Dk
δF (~x)−Dk

δF (~y)
∣∣
δ

|~x− ~y|α
,

where the derivatives Dδ and differences are taken componentwise relative to the standard Cartesian
coordinates {x1, x2, x3} on R3. For each tensor bundle E over S we define the Banach spaces
Ck,α,β(E) and Ck,α(E) (written simply Ck,α,β(S) and Ck,α(S) as usual when E is the trivial bundle
S × R) of sections of E with finite ‖·‖k,α,β and ‖·‖k,α norms respectively. (Frequently the letters
α and β will also appear as indices for tensors over ∂M , but this double duty should never cause
confusion.)

We will make routine use of the standard asymptotic “big O” notation. Specifically, suppose D
(for data) is a set, X is a vector space equipped with norm ‖·‖, and x, y : D → X and c : D → [0,∞)
are functions; we write

(1.3) x = y +O(c)

if there exist constants C, ǫ0 > 0 such that

(1.4) ‖x(d) − y(d)‖ ≤ Cc(d) for all d ∈ D with c(d) < ǫ0.

In instances of this notation the set D, vector space X , and norm ‖·‖ should always be clear from
context. Frequently X will simply be R with ‖·‖ the absolute value, and typically D will consist
either of Bartnik data (prescribed metric and mean curvature on a given surface) close to that of
the standard sphere or of metric balls with small radius and fixed center in a given Riemannian
manifold.

We write Metk,α,β(M) for the space of Riemannian metrics on M whose difference from the
Euclidean metric δ belongs to Ck,α,β

(
T ∗M⊙2

)
. Additionally we call ∂M outer-minimizing in

(M,g) if its area (measured by g) is no greater than that of any surface in M enclosing it. Note
that ∂M is outer-minimizing in (M,g) for every g in a sufficiently small C1 neighorhood of δ.

Now to a given C2 Riemannian metric γ = γαβ and C1 function H on S2 = ∂M we associate
the Bartnik mass

(1.5)

m
B
[γ,H] := inf{m

ADM
[g] : g ∈ Met2,0,1(M),

R[g] ≥ 0, ι∗g = γ, H[ι, g] ≥ H, and

∂M is outer-minimizing in (M,g)}

(provided this infimum exists), where

(1.6) m
ADM

[g] :=
1

16π
lim
r→∞

∫

|x|=r

(
g ,k
ik − gkk,i

) xi

|x|

is the ADM mass ([9, 10, 22, 45]) of (M,g), commas indicating coordinate differentiation as usual.
The inequality on mean curvature was adopted from [41] and enforces nonnegative scalar cur-
vature across the boundary in a distributional sense; we remind the reader that by our conven-
tions the standard unit sphere in Euclidean space has mean curvature H[ι, δ] = −2. The outer-
minimizing condition was suggested in [14]. Note that, by the connectedness (as in [43] or [51]) of the
space of orientation-preserving diffeomorphisms of S2, definition (1.5) is diffeomorphism-invariant:
m

B
[γ,H] = m

B
[φ∗γ, φ∗H] for any smooth diffeomorphism φ : S2 → S2.

In turn we also define the Bartnik mass for compact Riemannian 3-balls: if (Ω, h) is the image
of a smooth diffeomorphism φ from origin-centered closed unit ball in R3 and if h induces on ∂Ω

2



metric γ and mean curvature H (the h divergence of the inward unit normal), then to (Ω, h) we
associate the Bartnik mass

(1.7) m
B
[Ω, h] := m

B
[φ∗γ, φ∗H].

Note that the definition does not depend on the choice of diffeomorphism. By the positive mass the-
orem with corners of [39] (as well as the extendibility of diffeomorphisms between balls established
in [46]) m

B
[Ω, h] exists and is nonnegative whenever (Ω, h) admits at least one embedding into an

asymptotically flat R3 having nonnegative scalar curvature and in which ∂Ω is outer-minimizing.
Moreover it follows from [34] that in this case m

B
[Ω, h] = 0 only when h is flat.

Quasilocal mass of small spheres. When Ω lies in a time-symmetric slice whose source fields
contribute nonnegative energy density at each point, definition (1.7) is intended as a measure of
the (quasilocally defined) mass of Ω. In this article we specialize to the case where Ω is a metric
ball Bτ of small radius τ in some such slice (N,h). Fixing (N,h) and the center of Bτ while
taking τ small, the leading contribution to the mass of Bτ , according to any physically reasonable
definition, must be given by its volume times the source energy density at its center. Indeed, as
reviewed in a moment, the Bartnik mass does not fail to meet this natural expectation, and the
present article is motivated by a desire to identify the next most significant contributions. See for
example [15,19,20,27,31,52,53,57] for estimates of other quasilocal masses of small spheres in both
Riemannian and spacetime settings.

For context and further motivation we now recall analogous estimates for two quasilocal masses
which provide well-known lower and upper bounds for the Bartnik mass (at least under the as-
sumptions of interest here). Namely, for a surface Σ having induced metric γ and mean curvature
H in some time-symmetric slice we have the Hawking mass ([29]) m

H
[Σ] and the Brown-York mass

([16]) m
BY

[Σ] of Σ:

(1.8)
m

H
[Σ] :=

√
|Σ|

16π

(
1−

1

16π

∫

Σ
H2

√
|γ|

)
and

m
BY

[Σ] :=
1

8π

∫

Σ
(H −H0)

√
|γ|,

where |Σ| is the area of Σ and for m
BY

[Σ] we assume that Σ has positive Gaussian curvature and
that H0 is the mean curvature of an isometric embedding of Σ in Euclidean R3 (whose existence
and uniqueness up to rigid motions are guaranteed by [30, 44, 47, 48]); we also remind the reader

that
√

|γ| denotes the area density induced by γ and that by our conventions the standard unit
sphere has mean curvature −2.

We now fix a smooth Riemannian 3-manifold (N,h) having nonnegative scalar curvature, we
also fix a point p ∈ N , and for small variable τ > 0 we consider the closed metric ball Bτ of center
p and radius τ . It is straightforward to compute the expansion

(1.9) m
H
[Bτ ] := m

H
[∂Bτ ] =

τ3

12
R+

τ5

720

(
6∆R− 5R2

)
+O(τ6),

where R is the scalar curavture, ∆ the Laplacian, and all terms are evaluated at p; see for example
[27]. Much less straightforward but also accomplished in [27] is the corresponding calculation

(1.10) m
BY

[Bτ ] := m
BY

[∂Bτ ] =
τ3

12
R+

τ5

1440

(
24 |Ric|2 − 13R2 + 12∆R

)
+O(τ6),

where |Ric|2 is the squared norm of the Ricci curvature (and again all terms are evaluated at p).
With (1.5) as our definition of Bartnik mass (and also under more general conditions) we have

the well-known inequalities

(1.11) m
H
[Bτ ] ≤ m

B
[Bτ ] ≤ m

BY
[Bτ ],
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where the lower bound follows from [34] and the upper bound from [50] (at least for τ small enough
that ∂Bτ has positive Gaussian curvature and inward pointing mean curvature). Since the upper
and lower bounds evidently agree to fourth order, we immediately obtain the estimate

(1.12) m
B
[Bτ ] =

1

12
Rτ3 +O(τ5),

confirming (via the energy constraint) the expectation mentioned above that as τ shrinks to 0 the
ratio of the ball’s Bartnik mass to its volume tends to the source energy density at its center. On
the other hand the fifth-order terms for the Hawking and Brown-York mass differ in general (even
for spherically symmetric Bτ ).

Results. Bartnik conjectured ([11–13]) that his quasilocal mass should be realized by a unique
asymptotically flat static vacuum extension inducing the given boundary metric and mean cur-
vature. The necessity of the boundary and static vacuum conditions for a minimizer have been
established (see [7], [23–25] and [32], and [41], as well as [2, 33] for the spacetime version), but the
existence of a minimizer is known only (at least to the author) for (i) apparent horizons satisfying
a natural nondegenracy condition, by virtue of [37], and (ii) for data which can be realized as an
outer-minimizing embedded sphere (required for our definition, (1.5)) enclosing the horizon in a
time-symmetric Schwarzschild slice (or any outer-minimizing embedded sphere in Euclidean space),
by virtue of [34] (or [49,54]). Although the most aggressive formulations of the conjecture are now
known to be false (see [7,37,42] and for counterexamples in the spacetime setting in higher dimen-
sions also [33]), it does suggest a strategy, pursued in this article, for seeking a tighter upper bound
than the Brown-York mass affords in (1.11). Our results are contained in the following theorem
and corollary.

Theorem 1.13 (Mass estimate; cf. [1,3,5,40] regarding existence and uniqueness). Let M := {~x ∈
R3 : |~x| ≥ 1}, let ι : ∂M →M be the inclusion map of ∂M = S2 in M , and let δ be the standard
Euclidean metric on M , so that ι∗δ is the round metric of area 4π and ∂M has mean curvature (by

our conventions) −2 in (M, δ). There exists ǫ0 > 0 such that for any Riemannian metric γ = ι∗δ+
(1)
γ

and function H = −2 +
(1)

H on S2 with ǫ :=
∥∥∥(1)
γ
∥∥∥
3,α

+

∥∥∥∥
(1)

H

∥∥∥∥
2,α

< ǫ0 there is an asymptotically flat

static vacuum metric g onM , unique up to diffeomorphism (for ǫ0 sufficiently small), which induces
metric γ and mean curvature H on ∂M and which satisfies ‖g − δ‖3,α,1 = O(ǫ). Moreover g has

mass m
ADM

[g] =
(1)
m+

(2)
m+O(ǫ3), where

(1.14)

(1)
m =

1

16π

∫

∂M

(
2
(1)

H −
(1)
γ σ

σ

)
and

(2)
m =

1

16π

∫

∂M

[
(1)

H
(

(1)
γ σ

σ − f − v
)
+

1

2
(v − v,r)(v + 2f) +

1

2

∣∣∣∣
(1)
γ
◦

∣∣∣∣
2
]
,

with

(1.15)
(1)
γ
◦
:=

(1)
γ −

1

2

(1)
γ σ

σι
∗δ

the (ι∗δ) trace-free part of γ, v : M → R the unique (δ) harmonic function on M vanishing at
infinity and satisfying

(1.16) ι∗v,rr = 2
(1)

H +
(1)
γ
◦

:βα
αβ −

1

2
(∆ + 2)

(1)
γ σ

σ,
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and f : S2 → R any solution to

(1.17) (∆ + 2)f =
(1)

H − ι∗(v − v,r).

The preceding equation has a solution for any data, and the choice of solution does not affect the

value of
(2)
m. In the above, v,r and v,rr are the first and second derivatives of v in the radial direction

(into M), and the integrals, the raising of indices, the norm operation, the Laplacian ∆, and the
covariant differentiation indicated by the colon in front of indices are all defined via the round
metric ι∗δ.

Most of Theorem 1.13 is old news: existence was established first in [40] assuming reflectional
symmetry through each of the coordinate planes and later in generality, along with local uniqueness
and in arbitrary dimension, in [5], applying results from [4, 8]. In fact a proof of existence and
uniqueness for the more general stationary vacuum extension problem (with small data) has recently
been achieved in [1] and, beyond the ball, for small perturbations of a broad class of Euclidean

domains in the static case in [3]. The first-order mass estimate
(1)
m appears in [55] and actually holds

for any sufficiently small vacuum extension by virtue of identity (C.4) in Appendix C. The novel

contribution of the present article is the computation of the quadratic term
(2)
m in the expansion of

the extension’s mass, which proceeds by an elaboration of the approach in [55].
Clearly, for ǫ0 sufficiently small, ∂M is outer-minimizing in the extension featured in Theorem

1.13. Consequently (and independently of the validity of Bartnik’s static vacuum extension con-
jecture in this setting) the ADM mass of this extension is an upper bound for the Bartnik mass
m

B
[γ,H] (as defined in (1.5)) of its boundary. (For an estimate of the Bartnik mass of data which

is exactly (rather than approximately, as here) constant-mean-curvature but not necessarily almost
round see [18].) In particular we get the following upper bound for the Bartnik mass of small metric
spheres.

Corollary 1.18 (Upper bound on the quintic term of the Bartnik mass of small spheres). Let p
be a point in a Riemannian 3-fold with nonnegative scalar curvature and for each τ > 0 let Bτ be
the closed metric ball of radius τ . Then (recalling (1.7) and (1.5)) for τ sufficiently small we have
the estimate

(1.19) m
B
[Bτ ] ≤

τ3

12
R+

τ5

2160

(
30 |Ric|2 − 25R2 + 18∆R

)
+O(τ6),

where R is the scalar curvature |Ric|2 the squared norm of the Ricci curvature, ∆ the Laplacian,
and all terms are evaluated at p.

Remark 1.20 (Conjectural equality). We have equality in Corollary 1.18 in the event that Bart-
nik’s static vacuum extension conjecture holds in this restricted, weak-field regime.

Remark 1.21 (Comparison with Hawking and Brown-York masses). Writing m
S
[Bτ ] for the right-

hand side of (1.19) (representing the ADM mass of the static vacuum extension from Theorem 1.13
for ∂Bτ ) and recalling the expansions (1.9) and (1.10), we have

(1.22)
m

S
[Bτ ]−m

H
[Bτ ] =

τ5

216

(
3 |Ric|2 −R2

)
+O(τ6) and

m
BY

[Bτ ]−m
S
[Bτ ] =

τ5

4320

(
12 |Ric|2 + 11R2

)
+O(τ6),

so that m
H
[Bτ ] ≤ m

S
[Bτ ]+O(τ6), with equality only when Ric is spherically symmetric at p, while

m
S
[Bτ ] ≤ m

BY
[Bτ ] +O(τ6), with equality only when Bτ is flat at p.
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Outline. The mass estimate in Theorem 1.13 is proved by carrying out the construction of a
static vacuum extension in [55] and keeping track of the mass to second order (in the size of the
perturbation from the Bartnik data of the standard sphere). In Section 2 we recall the static
vacuum system and review the analysis of the linearized problem in [55], with some refinements.
In Section 3 we achieve both the static vacuum conditions and the boundary conditions to first
order. In Section 4 we achieve the static vacuum conditions to second order (without sacrificing the
satisfaction of the boundary conditions to first order). In Section 5 we complete the construction
to second order, enforcing also the boundary conditions. In Section 6 we compute the mass of the
approximate solution constructed in the previous steps, so estimating the mass of an exact static
vacuum extension to second order and completing the proof of Theorem 1.13. In Section 7 we at
last apply the mass estimate of Theorem 1.13 to prove Corollary 1.18.

There are five appendices. The first three present standard identities and computations for ease of
reference, while the fourth consists of a straightforward but somewhat lengthy calculation we could
not find elsewhere, and the fifth presents an alternative proof and generalization of a step performed
in [55]. Appendix A declares our conventions for the Riemann curvature tensor and includes some
useful identities, particularly in dimension 3. Appendix B contains the response of Ricci curvature to
conformal change of metric. Appendix C is used to relate the variation of the boundary data under
change of ambient metric to the corresponding variation of the mass. Appendix D computes the
second variation of the induced boundary metric and mean curvature with respect to simultaneous
ambient diffeomorphism and conformal change. Finally, Appendix E concerns the linearization
of the prescribed Ricci equation on Euclidean domains without boundary conditions and related
material on symmetric tensors of prescribed support and (compatibly supported) divergence .

Acknowledgments. This project has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC)
under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement
No. 947923). I thank my postdoctoral mentor Alessandro Carlotto for his encouragement and
support. I am also grateful to Po-Ning Chen, Nicos Kapouleas, Christos Mantoulidis, and Pengzi
Miao for illuminating and motivating discussions that helped me to complete this calculation.

2. The static vacuum system and its linearization

With assumptions and notation as in Theorem 1.13 we seek an asymptotically flat Riemannian
metric g on M inducing on ∂M metric γ and mean curvature (by our convention the divergence
of the origin-directed unit normal) H together with a real-valued function Φ on M making (M,g)
static vacuum with static potential Φ. In other words (g,Φ) must satsify (see for example [21,23])
the static vacuum system

(2.1) D2
ab[g]Φ − ΦRab[g] = 0 and ∆[g]Φ = 0

(D2
ab[g], Rab[g], and ∆[g] denoting respectively the Hessian operator, Ricci curvature, and Laplacian

associated to g) subject to the boundary conditions

(2.2) ι∗gαβ = γαβ and H[ι, g] = H,

where H[ι, g] is the g divergence of the outward (meaning pointing away from M) g unit normal
for ∂M , and we also impose the decay conditions

(2.3) gab − δab ∈ C3,α,1(T ∗M⊙2) and Φ− 1 ∈ C3,α,1(M).

We follow the procedure of [55], with minor modifications and more detailed estimates.
6



We define the operators

(2.4)

S : Metk,α,β(M)×
(
1 +Ck,α,β(M)

)
→ Ck−2,α,β+2

(
T ∗M⊙2

)
× Ck−2,α,β+2(M) and

B : Metk,α,β(M) → Ck,α
(
T ∗∂M⊙2

)
× Ck−1,α(∂M) by

S[g,Φ] :=
(
D2

ab[g]Φ − ΦRab[g], ∆[g]Φ
)

and B[g] := (ι∗g,H[ι, g]) ,

and for a given metric k and function Ψ on M we denote the linearization of S at (k,Ψ) and the

linearization of B at k by Ṡ[k,Ψ] and Ḃ[k] respectively. In particular we have

(2.5) Ṡ[δ, 1](h, u) =
(
u;ab − Ṙab[δ](h), ∆[δ]u

)
,

where u;ab and ∆[δ]u are the Hessian and Laplacian of u with respect to the Euclidean metric δ

and the linearization Ṙab[δ] at δ of the Ricci curvature can be expressed in the well known form

(2.6) Ṙab[δ](h) =
1

2

(
ha

c
;cb + hb

c
;ca − hcc;ab − hab;c

;c
)
,

the semicolons indicating differentiation via δ.
To solve the boundary-value problem S[g,Φ] = (0, 0) with B[g] = (γ,H) (and the desired decay)

we will first analyze the linearized problem and construct an exact solution to the nonlinear problem
by iteration (or more formally by invoking the contraction mapping lemma, as in [55]). We will

split the linearized problem into two parts: first the problem with homogeneous data for Ṡ[δ, 1] and
prescribed inhomogeneous boundary data for Ḃ[δ], namely

(2.7) Ṡ[δ, 1](hab, u) = (0, 0) and Ḃ[δ](hab) =
(
γ̃αβ, H̃

)
,

and second the problem with no boundary constraint and for Ṡ[δ, 1] prescribed inhomogeneous
data (Sab, σ) modulo the Lie derivative of the Euclidean metric δ along some vector field χ, another
unknown of the system, namely

(2.8) Ṡ[δ, 1](h, u) = (Sab + χa;b + χb;a, σ) ,

the semicolon indicating differentation via δ.
Since we already control the boundary data in (2.7), we may ignore it when solving (2.8). The

Lie derivative term in (2.8) is necessary because of an obstruction arising from the linearization
of the twice contracted Bianchi identity; it is acceptable because in every such problem we face in
practice this identity will be approximately satisfied by S itself, so that the error introduced by χ
will be higher-order and can be safely absorbed by the next iteration of the scheme. The details
clarifying and justifying these assertions will be reviewed below when needed.

We solve (2.7) by deforming the Euclidean metric δ by linearized diffeomorphism and conformal
change and accordingly altering the trivial potential 1. In doing so we encounter the linear system
featured in the following lemma and relevant to the statement of Theorem 1.13.

Lemma 2.9 (Analysis of the boundary system). Suppose α ∈ (0, 1), γ̃ ∈ C3,α(∂M), H̃ ∈
C2,α(∂M).

7



(i) There exist functions v ∈ C3,α,1(M), f ∈ C4,α(∂M), and a vector field Xσ ∈ C4,α(∂M)
satisfying the system

(2.10)

(a) ∆δv = 0

(b) ι∗v + 2f =
1

2
γ̃σσ −Xσ

:σ

(c) ι∗(v − v,r) + (∆ι∗δ + 2)f = H̃

(d) γ̃µν =

(
1

2
γ̃σσ −Xσ

:σ

)
ι∗δµν +Xµ:ν +Xν:µ,

where ∆δ = ∆[δ] is the flat Laplacian on M ⊂ R3, ∆ι∗δ = ∆[ι∗δ] is the round Laplacian on
S2 = ∂M , and the raising and lowering of indices as well as the differentation indicated by
the colon are performed via the round metric ι∗δ.

(ii) The system (2.10) and data γ̃ and H̃ uniquely determine u: it is the unique harmonic function
on M vanishing at infinity and satisfying

(2.11) ι∗v,rr = 2H̃ + γ̃
◦

:σρ
ρσ −

1

2
(∆δ + 2)γ̃σσ,

where γ̃
◦
:= γ̃− 1

2 γ̃
σ
σι

∗δ and ι∗v,rr is the restriction to ∂M = S2 of the second radial derivative

(directed into M) of v. In particular

(2.12) ‖v‖3,α,1 ≤ C

(
‖γ̃‖3,α +

∥∥∥H̃
∥∥∥
2,α

)

for some C > 0 independent of γ̃ and H̃.
(iii) Any two solutions to equation (d) in (2.10) differ by a conformal Killing field on S2 = ∂M ; any

solution X to (d), together with v satisfying (a) and (2.11), uniquely determines a function f
so that (2.10) is satisfied.

Proof. Item (i) was established in [55], but we provide a more streamlined proof here and fill in the
remaining items.

Equation (d) in (2.10) is thoroughly understood in the literature ([56]); in this paragraph we
briefly summarize its standard analysis. We can rewrite (d) as LX = γ̃

◦
, with L the conformal

Killing operator in two dimensions. Taking the divergence of both sides yields (L∗LX)α = γ̃
◦

:β
αβ ,

with L∗ the formal adjoint of L. Then L∗L is second-order elliptic with the same kernel as L,
namely the space of conformal Killing fields, to which the divergence of the trace-free symmetric
tensor γ̃

◦
is orthogonal. It follows that L∗LX = div γ̃

◦
has a solution Xσ ∈ C4,α(∂M), so that γ̃

◦
−LX

has vanishing trace and divergence, but on 2-sphere the only such symmetric 2-tensor is the trivial
one (as evident from (A.8), since the sphere has strictly positive curvature). Thus X is a solution
of equation (d) in (2.10). It is clear from equation (b) that f is then uniquely determined by v and
the choice of X, completing the proof of (iii).

Solving (b) for f , substituting the result into (c), and rearranging yields ∆ι∗δι
∗v+2v,r = −2H̃+

(∆ι∗δ+2)(12 tr γ−divX), but by taking the double divergence of LX = γ̃
◦
we get (∆ι∗δ+2) divX =

div div γ̃
◦
. By applying the expression for the Laplacian in spherical coordinates to (a) we obtain

(2.11). Conversely, if (a) and (d) hold, and we define f by (b), then (c) holds too. This completes
the proof of (ii) and (i), except for the existence of a harmonic v ∈ C3,α,1(M) satisfying (2.11) and
(2.12) (since the asserted regularity of f then follows from equation (c) of (2.10)).
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The Laplacian on (S2, ι∗δ) has eigenvalues −ℓ(ℓ+ 1) for ℓ ∈ Z ∩ [0,∞), and an eigenfunction w
with eigenvalue −ℓ(ℓ+1) has the unique extension wr−ℓ−1 to a harmonic function on M vanishing
at infinity. Consequently, since (ℓ+1)(ℓ+2) > 0 for all ℓ ≥ 0, we are guaranteed that that there is a
unique harmonic function v on M satisfying (2.11) and vanishing at infinity and that its restriction
to S2 lies at least in the Sobolev space H3(∂M), so certainly in C0(∂M). Moreover, the preceding
paragraph shows that this restriction satisfies

(2.13) (∆ι∗δ + 2N )ι∗v = −2H̃ − γ̃
◦

σρ
ρσ +

1

2
(∆ι∗δ + 2)γ̃σσ,

where N is the Dirichlet-to-Neumann map for the harmonic extension problem on (M, δ). Since for
any k ≥ 0 N is a bounded linear map from Ck+2,α(∂M) to Ck+1,α(∂M), it follows by interpolation
and elliptic regularity that ‖w‖k+2,α . ‖(∆ + 2N )w‖k,α + ‖w‖0 whenever w ∈ Ck+2,α(∂M). A

standard argument using mollification and compactness of Ck+2,α in Ck+2 completes the proof. �

In a moment Lemma 2.9 will be applied to the linearized static vacuum boundary-value problem,

but it also ensures that the functions f and v, as well as the mass contribution
(2)
m itself, appearing

in the statement of Theorem 1.13 are well defined.

Corollary 2.14 (Well-definedness of the expression for
(2)
m). Make the assumptions of Theorem

1.13. (i) Equation (1.16) has a unique harmonic solution in M vanishing at infinity. (ii) Equation

(1.17) has a solution, and the value of
(2)
m in (1.14) does not depend on the choice of solution.

Proof. Take
(1)
γ and

(1)

H as in Theorem 1.13 and apply Lemma 2.9 with γ̃ =
(1)
γ and H̃ =

(1)

H and
equations (1.16) and (1.17) supplemented by equations (a), (b), and (d) in (2.10). Item (i) and the
existence claim of item (ii) follow directly. For the remaining claim in (ii) note that if k lies in the
kernel of ∆ι∗δ + 2, then by equation (c) of (2.10)

(2.15) −
(1)

Hk +
1

2
(v − v,r)2k = −

(1)

Hk +
(1)

Hk − (∆ι∗δ + 2)k = 0,

which, referring to (1.14), confirms that the value of
(2)
m is independent of the choice of f in (1.17). �

Now we solve the linearized static vacuum boundary-value problem (2.7).

Proposition 2.16 (BVP with homogeneous interior data). Let α ∈ (0, 1). Given any boundary

data γ̃ ∈ C3,α(∂M) and H̃ ∈ C2,α(∂M) the linearized static vacuum boundary-value problem (2.7)

has a solution (hab, u) with ‖h‖3,α,1+‖u‖3,α,1 ≤ C

(
‖γ̃‖3,α +

∥∥∥H̃
∥∥∥
2,α

)
for some C > 0 independent

of the data γ̃ and H̃. The function u is uniquely determined by the data, and any two choices for
hab differ by the Lie derivative of the flat metric δ along a vector field whose restriction to ∂M
(with values in TR3) is the restriction to ∂M of some Killing field on R3.

Proof. For existence we repeat the proof in [55]. The static vacuum conditions (2.1) are obviously
preserved by diffeomorphisms, but diffeomorphisms deforming the geometry of ∂M will alter the
boundary data. At the linearized level this means (keeping in mind that the background potential
1 is constant) that for any vector field ξa on M the pair (1hab, 1u) = (ξa;b + ξb;a, 0) will satisfy

Ṡ[δ, 1](1h, 1u) = (0, 0). Meanwhile Ḃ will be sensitive only to ξ|∂M ; specifically, if ξ|∂M = ι∗X+f∂r
for some function f and vector field Xα on S2 = ∂M , then

(2.17) Ḃ[δ](1h) = (Xα:β +Xβ:α + 2f, (∆ + 2)f).

On the other hand, it is also easy to use conformal changes with harmonic conformal factor to
adjust the boundary data while maintaining the static vacuum conditions. Specifically, if v is a
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harmonic function on M , then examination of (2.5) and (2.6) confirms that the pair (2hab, 2u) =

(vδab,−v/2) satisfies Ṡ[δ, 1](2h, 2u) = (0, 0), and at the boundary we have

(2.18) Ḃ[δ](2h) = (ι∗(vδ), ι∗(v − v,r)).

Summing the contributions of (2.17) and (2.18), it is clear that Lemma 2.9 delivers a solution to
(2.7) satisfying the asserted estimate.

For uniqueness suppose (hab, u) is a solution to (2.7) with γ̃αβ = 0 and H̃ = 0. It follows from

(2.5) and (2.6) that Ṙab[δ](h − 2uδ) = 0. By Proposition A.7 hab − 2uδab = ξa;b + ξb;a for some ξa,
but by items (ii) and (iii) of Lemma 2.9 u = 0 and ξ|∂M is the restriction to ∂M of some Killing
field. �

To complete the analysis of the linearized problem we now solve (2.8).

Proposition 2.19 (Inhomogenous interior data). Let α ∈ (0, 1) and β ∈ (1/2, 1). Given Sab ∈
C1,α,3+β(T ∗M⊙2) and σ ∈ C1,α,3+β(M), system (2.8) has a solution (hab, u, χ

a) so that for some
C > 0 independent of the data we have (i) ‖h‖3,α,β + ‖u‖3,α,1+β ≤ C(‖S‖1,α,3+β + ‖σ‖1,α,3+β), (ii)

h ;b
ab = 1

2h
c
c;a, and (iii) ‖χ‖2,α,2+β ≤ C ‖∆δχ‖0,α,4+β.

Proof. First pick u satisfying u;c;c = σ and the estimate required by item (i) of the statement. To
solve for h (and χ in the process) the proof of the corresponding Lemma 2.8 in [55] made use of
the representation (A.6) and an associated result in elasticity theory (see for example Section 17
of [28].) Alternatively we can apply Proposition E.9 with Fab := u;ab − Sab to select χ, satisfying
the estimate (iii), and then conclude by applying Proposition E.7 to obtain h satisfying (i) and
(ii). �

3. Solving to first order

With assumptions as in Theorem 1.13 we start by taking f, v,X as in Lemma 2.9 with γ̃ =
(1)
γ

and H̃ =
(1)

H, so that in particular

(3.1) ‖v‖3,α,1 + ‖f‖4,α = O(ǫ).

Next let ξa be the unique radially constant (δ-parallel along rays extending from the origin) vector
field on M satisfying ξa ◦ ι = ιa,µX

µ, and set

(3.2) Ξa(~x) := ψ(|~x|)

[
f

(
~x

|~x|

)
~x+ ~ξ(~x)

]
,

where ψ : [1,∞) → [0, 1] is a smooth function taking the value 1 constantly on [1, 2] and taking the
value 0 constantly on [3,∞). Thus, by Lemma 2.9 (cf. the proof of Proposition 2.16), (hab, u) :=

Ξa;b + Ξb;a + vδab,−v/2) is a solution to 2.7 with data

(
(1)
γ ,

(1)

H

)
.

We now define the function ρ :M → R and the map φ :M → R3 by

(3.3) ρ := 1 + v and φ(~x) = ~x+ Ξ(~x).

For ǫ sufficiently small ρ is strictly positive and φ is a diffeomorphism onto its image φ(M). From
these we define on M the Riemannian metric and real-valued function

(3.4)
1
gab := ρφ∗δab and

1

Φ := 1−
1

2
v.

Clearly

(3.5)
∥∥∥1
g − δ

∥∥∥
3,α,1

+

∥∥∥∥
1

Φ− 1

∥∥∥∥
3,α,1

= O(ǫ)
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and by design

(3.6)

∥∥∥∥S
[

1
g,

1

Φ

]∥∥∥∥
1,α,3+β

= O
(
ǫ2
)

and
∥∥∥B

[
1
g
]∥∥∥

1,α
= (γ,H) +O

(
ǫ2
)
,

where we fix now and henceforth some β ∈ (1/2, 1).

4. Achieving the static vacuum condition to second order

We next seek higher-order corrections
(2S)
g ∈ C3,α,β(T ∗M⊙2) and

(2S)

Φ ∈ C3,α,β(M) making the
pair

(4.1)

(
2S
g ,

2S

Φ

)
:=

(
1
g +

(2S)
g ,

1

Φ+
(2S)

Φ

)

static vacuum to second order in ǫ while preserving the boundary conditions to first order: we
require

(4.2)

∥∥∥∥S
[
2S
g ,

2S

Φ

]∥∥∥∥
1,α,3+β

= O
(
ǫ3
)

and

(4.3)
∥∥∥(2S)
g
∥∥∥
3,α,β

+

∥∥∥∥
(2S)

Φ

∥∥∥∥
3,α,β

= O
(
ǫ2
)
.

Assuming we can arrange (4.3), we will have

(4.4) S

[
2S
g ,

2S

Φ

]
= S

[
1
g,

1

Φ

]
+ Ṡ[δ, 1]

(
(2S)
g ,

(2S)

Φ

)
+O

(
ǫ3
)
,

so to achieve (4.2) we intend to solve

(4.5) Ṡ[δ, 1]

(
(2S)
g ,

(2S)

Φ

)
= −S

[
1
g,

1

Φ

]
+O

(
ǫ3
)

or equivalently

(4.6)
D2

ab[δ]
(2S)

Φ − Ṙab[δ]
(2S)
g =

1

ΦRab[g1]−D2
ab[g1]

1

Φ+O(ǫ3)

∆[δ]
(2S)

Φ = −∆
[

1
g
] 1

Φ+O(ǫ3)

for
(2S)
g and

(2S)

Φ .

We obtain
(2S)
g and

(2S)

Φ by applying Proposition 2.19 with

(4.7)
Sab :=

1

ΦRab

[
1
g
]
−D2

ab

[
1
g
] 1

Φ, σ := −∆
[

1
g
] 1

Φ,

(2S)
g ab := hab, and

(2S)

Φ := u.

Note that since Ṙab[δ]
(2S)
g itself satisfies the linearization at δ of the twice contracted differential

Bianchi identity, we have

(4.8) χ ;b
a;b =

1

2
σ;a − S ;b

ab +
1

2
Sb

b;a,

but by (3.5) and (3.6)

(4.9)

∥∥∥∥S
;b

ab −
1
g
bc
Dc

[
1
g
]
Sab

∥∥∥∥
0,α,4+β

+

∥∥∥∥∥S
b
b;a −

(
1
g
bc
Sbc

)

,a

∥∥∥∥∥
0,α,4+β

= O
(
ǫ3
)
,
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so, applying the twice contracted differential Bianchi identity for Rab[g1],

(4.10)

χ ;b
a;b = −

1

2

(
∆

[
1
g
] 1

Φ

)

,a

−
1
g
bc 1

Φ,cRab

[
1
g
]
−

1

2

1

ΦR,a

[
1
g
]
+

(
∆

[
1
g
] 1

Φ

)

,a

+
1
g
bc 1

Φ,cRab

[
1
g
]

+
1

2

1

Φ,aR
[

1
g
]
+

1

2

1

ΦR,a

[
1
g
]
−

1

2

(
∆

[
1
g
] 1

Φ

)

,a

+O(ǫ3)

=
1

2

1

Φ,aR
[

1
g
]
+O(ǫ3).

On the other hand, (3.5) and (3.6) imply that
∥∥∥R

[
1
g
]∥∥∥

1,α,4
= O

(
ǫ2
)
, so in fact

(4.11)
∥∥∥χ ;b

a;b

∥∥∥
0,α,4+β

= O
(
ǫ3
)

and therefore by item (iii) of Proposition 2.19

(4.12) ‖χ‖2,α,2+β = O
(
ǫ3
)
,

so in turn

(4.13) ‖χa;b + χb;a‖1,α,3+β = O
(
ǫ3
)
.

We conclude that

(4.14)
(2S)

Φ ;ab − Ṙab[δ]
(2S)
g =

1

ΦRab

[
1
g
]
−D2

ab

[
1
g
] 1

Φ+O
(
ǫ3
)
,

which completes the verification of the system (4.6), the validity of whose second equation is obvious

from the construction of
(2S)

Φ via Proposition 2.19. We have now established (4.2).

An estimate for future use. Before proceeding to correct the boundary metric and mean cur-

vature to second order, we pause to derive an estimate for
∫
M

(2S)
g c ;d

c;d that will be useful later. It

follows from item (ii) of Proposition 2.19 that Ṙab[δ]
(2S)
g = −1

2

(2S)
g ;c

ab;c , whereby, in view of (4.6),

(4.15)
(2S)
g ;c

ab;c = 2
1

ΦRab

[
1
g
]
− 2D2

ab

[
1
g
] 1

Φ− 2
(2S)

Φ ;ab +O
(
ǫ3
)
.

Appealing again to (3.5) and (3.6) and contracting the above equation against δab =
1
gab + O(ǫ),

we find

(4.16)
(2S)
g c ;d

c;d = 2
1

ΦR
[

1
g
]
− 2∆

[
1
g
] 1

Φ− 2∆[δ]
(2S)

Φ +O(ǫ3) = 2
1

ΦR
[

1
g
]
+O(ǫ3),

where to get the second estimate we have used (4.6).
Now

(4.17)

Rab

[
1
g
]
= Rab[ρφ

∗δ]

= φ∗Rab[δ] +
3

4
ρ−2ρ,aρ,b −

1

2
ρ−1D2

ab[φ
∗δ]ρ

−
1

2
ρ−1 (∆φ∗δρ) (φ

∗δ)ab +
1

4
ρ−2 |dρ|2φ∗δ (φ

∗δ)ab,
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so

(4.18)

R
[

1
g
]
=

3

4
ρ−3 |dρ|2φ∗δ −

1

2
ρ−2∆φ∗δρ−

3

2
ρ−2∆φ∗δρ+

3

4
ρ−3 |dρ|2φ∗δ

=
3

2
ρ−3 |dρ|2φ∗δ − 2ρ−2∆φ∗δρ

=
3

2
(1 + v)−3v,cv,d(φ

∗δ)cd − 2(1− v)2∆φ∗δv +O(ǫ3)

=
3

2
|dv|2δ − 2∆φ∗δv + 4v∆φ∗δv +O(ǫ3)

=
3

2
|dv|2δ − 2∆φ∗δv + 4v∆δv +O(ǫ3)

=
3

2
|dv|2δ − 2∆φ∗δv +O(ǫ3),

having made use of (2.10), (3.1), and (3.3).
Continuing (4.16) with this last estimate, we get

(4.19)

(2S)
g c ;d

c;d = 2

(
1−

1

2
v

)(
3

2
|dv|2δ − 2∆φ∗δv

)
+O(ǫ3)

= 3 |dv|2δ − 4∆φ∗δv + 2v∆φ∗δv +O(ǫ3)

= 3 |dv|2δ − 4∆φ∗δv + 2v∆δv +O(ǫ3)

= 3 |dv|2δ − 4∆φ∗δv +O(ǫ3).

Now

(4.20)

∫

M
|dv|2δ =

∫

M
v;cv;c =

∫

M
(vv;c);c −

∫

M
vv;c;c

= −

∫

∂M
vv,r + lim

R→∞

∫

{r=R}
vv,r − 0

= −

∫

∂M
vv,r,

since ‖vvr‖0,0,3 = O(1) as a consequence of (3.1).
13



Additionally, writing Nφ∗δ for the φ∗δ ∞-directed unit normal to ι,

(4.21)

∫

M
∆φ∗δv =

∫

{1≤r≤3}
∆φ∗δv =

∫

{1≤r≤3}
∆φ∗δv

√
|φ∗δ|+

∫

{1≤r≤3}
∆φ∗δv

(√
|δ| −

√
|φ∗δ|

)

=

∫

{r=3}
v,r −

∫

∂M
Nφ∗δv

√
|ι∗φ∗δ|+

∫

{1≤r≤3}
∆δv

(√
|δ| −

√
|φ∗δ|

)
+O

(
ǫ3
)

=

∫

∂M
v,r −

∫

∂M
Nφ∗δv

√
|ι∗φ∗δ|+O

(
ǫ3
)

=

∫

∂M
(∂r −Nφ∗δ) v

√
|ι∗φ∗δ|+

∫

∂M
v,r

(√
|ι∗δ| −

√
|ι∗φ∗δ|

)
+O

(
ǫ3
)

= −

∫

∂M
(Nφ∗δ − ∂r) v +

∫

∂M
v,r

(√
|ι∗δ| −

√
|ι∗φ∗δ|

)
+O

(
ǫ3
)

=

∫

∂M
v:σ (f

:σ −Xσ) +

∫

∂M
v,r (2f +Xσ

:σ) +O
(
ǫ3
)

= −

∫

∂M
v (f :σ:σ −Xσ

:σ)−

∫

∂M
v,r (2f +Xσ

:σ) +O
(
ǫ3
)

= −

∫

∂M
v

(
f :σ:σ + v + 2f −

1

2

(1)
γ σ

σ

)
−

∫

∂M
v,r

(
1

2

(1)
γ σ

σ − v

)
+O

(
ǫ3
)

= −

∫

∂M
v

(
(1)

H −
1

2

(1)
γ σ

σ + v,r

)
−

∫

∂M

v,r

(
1

2

(1)
γ σ

σ − v

)
+O

(
ǫ3
)

= −

∫

∂M

[
v

(1)

H −
1

2
(v − v,r)

(1)
γ σ

σ

]
+O

(
ǫ3
)

From (4.19), (4.20), and (4.21) we arrive at

(4.22)

∫

M

(2S)
g c ;d

c;d =

∫

∂M

[
4v

(1)

H − 2 (v − v,r)
(1)
γ σ

σ − 3vv,r

]
+O

(
ǫ3
)
.

5. Solving to second order

It remains to enforce the boundary data to second order while maintaining the static vacuum

condition also to second order: we seek corrections
(2B)
g ∈ C3,α,β

(
T ∗M⊙2

)
and

(2B)

Φ ∈ C3,α,β(M)
such that the pair

(5.1)

(
2
g,

2

Φ

)
:=

(
2S
g +

(2B)
g ,

2S

Φ +
(2B)

Φ

)

satisfies

(5.2) S

[
2
g,

2

Φ

]
= O

(
ǫ3
)

and B
[

2
g
]
= (γ,H) +O

(
ǫ3
)
.

Setting

(5.3)

φt(~x) := ~x+ tψ (|~x|)

[
f

(
~x

|~x|

)
+ ~ξ (~x)

]
(recalling (3.3)),

(
(2B)
γ ,

(2B)

H

)
:=

1

2

d2

dt2

∣∣∣∣
t=0

B [(1 + tv)φ∗t δ] , and

(
(2S)
γ ,

(2S)

H

)
:= Ḃ[δ]

(2S)
g ,

by construction we have

(5.4) B
[
2S
g
]
= B

[
1
g
]
+ Ḃ

[
1
g
]

(2S)
g +O

(
ǫ4
)
= (γ,H) +

(
(2B)
γ ,

(2B)

H

)
+

(
(2S)
γ ,

(2S)

H

)
+O

(
ǫ3
)
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and of course S

[
2S
g ,

2S

Φ

]
= O

(
ǫ3
)
. Provided

(5.5)
∥∥∥(2B)
g
∥∥∥
3,α,1+β

+

∥∥∥∥
(2B)

Φ

∥∥∥∥
3,α,1+β

= O
(
ǫ2
)
,

it follows that

(5.6)

S

[
2
g,

2

Φ

]
= O

(
ǫ3
)
+ Ṡ

[
2S
g ,

2S

Φ

](
(2B)
g ,

(2B)

Φ

)
= Ṡ[δ, 1]

(
(2B)
g ,

(2B)

Φ

)
+O

(
ǫ3
)
and

B
[

2
g
]
= (γ,H) +

(
(2B)
γ ,

(2B)

H

)
+

(
(2S)
γ ,

(2S)

H

)
+ Ḃ[δ]

(2B)
g +O

(
ǫ3
)
.

Accordingly we apply Proposition 2.16 to find

(
(2B)
g ,

(2B)

Φ

)
solving

(5.7) Ṡ[δ, 1]

(
(2B)
g ,

(2B)

Φ

)
= 0 and Ḃ[δ]

(
(2B)
g
)
= −

(
(2B)
γ ,

(2B)

H

)
−

(
(2S)
γ ,

(2S)

H

)
.

6. Mass estimate

By iteratively correcting the boundary and interior geometry as in the above stages (or applying
the contraction mapping lemma as in the proof of Proposition 2.51 in [55]) we obtain a static
vacuum metric (g,Φ) with the prescribed boundary data,

(6.1) S[g,Φ] = (0, 0) and B[g] = (γ,H),

and satisfying

(6.2) g =
1
g +

(2S)
g +

(2B)
g +O(ǫ3).

Consequently,

(6.3) m
ADM

[g] = m
ADM

[
1
g
]
+m

ADM

[
δ +

(2S)
g +

(2B)
g
]
+O(ǫ3).

From (2.10), (3.3), and (3.4) we get (as in [55])

(6.4)
(1)
m := m

ADM

[
1
g
]
=

1

16π

∫

∂M
−2v,r =

1

16π

∫

∂M

(
2
(1)

H −
(1)
γ σ

σ

)
.

Similarly, recalling (5.7) and setting

(6.5)
(2B)
m :=

1

16π

∫

∂M

(
(2B)
γ σ

σ − 2
(2B)

H

)
and

(2S)
m :=

1

16π

∫

∂M

(
(2S)
γ σ

σ − 2
(2S)

H

)
,

we also have

(6.6) m
ADM

[
δ +

(2B)
g
]
=

(2B)
m +

(2S)
m .

Using (D.17) and (D.18) (and integration by parts) we obtain

(6.7)
(2B)
m =

1

16π

∫

∂M

[
3(f + v)(∆ + 2)f +

3

2
v2 − 3vv,r + |DX|2 − |X|2 + 2Xα:βf:αβ + 2fXσ

:σ

]
.

By (2.10)(d) we have

(6.8) Xα:β
:β +Xα =

(1)
γ :β
αβ −

1

2

(1)
γ σ

σ:α =
(1)
γ
◦

:β
αβ ,

where

(6.9)
(1)
γ
◦
:=

(1)
γ −

1

2

(1)
γ σ

σι
∗δ.
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Thus further integration by parts and another appeal to (2.10)(d) yields

(6.10)

∫

∂M

[
|DX|2 − |X|2

]
= −

∫

∂M

[
Xα:β

:β +Xα

]
Xα =

∫

∂M

(1)
γ
◦

αβXα:β =
1

2

∫

∂M

∣∣∣∣
(1)
γ
◦

∣∣∣∣
2

.

Additionally, noting that ∂M is the round unit sphere with Ricci curvature ι∗δ,

(6.11)

∫

∂M
Xα:βf:αβ = −

∫

∂M
Xα

:βαf
:β = −

∫

∂M

[
Xα

:αβf
:β +Xβf

:β
]
=

∫

∂M
Xσ

:σ(∆ + 1)f.

It follows that

(6.12)
(2B)
m =

1

16π

∫

∂M

[
(3f + 3v + 2Xσ

:σ)(∆ + 2)f +
3

2
v2 − 3vv,r +

1

2

∣∣∣∣
(1)
γ
◦

∣∣∣∣
2
]
.

Using (2.10) we conclude

(6.13)
(2B)
m =

1

16π

∫

∂M

[(
v − f +

(1)
γ σ

σ

)(
(1)

H − (v − v,r)

)
+

3

2
v2 − 3vv,r +

1

2

∣∣∣∣
(1)
γ
◦

∣∣∣∣
2
]
.

On the other hand, by the definition of

(
(2S)
γ ,

(2S)

H

)
in terms of

(2S)
g in (5.3), the definition of

(2S)
g

in (4.7) via Proposition 2.19 (particularly item (ii)), and the result of (C.4) (in Appendix C)

(6.14)

16π
(2S)
m +O(ǫ4) = −

∫

∂M

(
(2S)
g ;j

ij −
(2S)
g j

j;i

)
xi =

1

2

∫

∂M

(2S)
g j

j;ix
i

= 16πm
ADM

[δ +
(2S)
g ]−

1

2

∫

M

(2S)
g c ;d

c;d .

In turn (4.22) yields

(6.15)
(2S)
m +m

ADM
[δ +

(2S)
g ] =

1

16π

∫

∂M

[
3

2
vv,r + (v − v,r)

(1)
γ σ

σ − 2v
(1)

H

]
+O(ǫ3).

Summing, we obtain the estimate
(2)
m of Theorem 1.13.

7. Application to small spheres

We will now apply our estimate to the case that the data (γ,H) correspond to the boundary of
a small metric ball, appropriately scaled. Specifically, fix a Riemannian 3-manifold (N,h) and a
point p ∈ N ; identify S2 = ∂M with the unit sphere in TpN and for each τ ∈ R define ϕτ : S2 → N

by ϕτ (v) := exp
(N,h)
p v (exp

(N,h)
p : TpN → N being the exponential map of (N,h) at p); and (for

τ > 0 sufficiently small) set

(7.1) (γ,H) = (γ[τ ],H[τ ]) := (ϕ∗
τ τ

−2h,H[ϕτ , τ
−2h]),

so that the metric ball in (N,h) of center p and radius τ has induced metric τ2γ[τ ] and mean
curvature τH[τ ], both pulled back to ∂M .

We then have (see for example [55]) the well known Taylor expansions

(7.2)

(1)
γ αβ =

1

3
τ2Rαrβr +

1

6
τ3Rαrβr|r + τ4

(
1

20
Rαrβr|rr +

2

45
RαrcrR

c
rβr

)
+O(τ5) and

(1)

H =
1

3
τ2Rrr +

1

4
τ3Rrr|r + τ4

(
1

10
Rrr|rr +

1

45
RcrdrR

crdr

)
+O(τ5),

where Rabcd is the Riemann curvature tensor (and Rab the Ricci curvature) of (N,h) (following the
curvature conventions declared in (A.1)) evaluated at p, the vertical bar | indicates differentiation via
the Levi-Civita connection induced by h, also evaluated at p, and each r index indicates contraction

16



with ν := ∂r ◦ ι, the unit normal of ∂M directed into M and regarded as an element of TpN .
Alternatively, we may regard the curvature tensors (and their contractions and derivatives) in the
above expansions as parallel tensors over S2 = ∂M , writing for example

(7.3)
(1)
γ αβ =

1

3
τ2Rabcdι

a
,αν

bιc,βν
d + · · · ,

etc. We may also choose to specify a point on ∂M by its standard Euclidean coordinates, or position
vector, in R3 and thereby write

(7.4)
(1)
γ αβ(~x) =

1

3
τ2Rαiβjx

ixj + · · · ,

etc. In the following we will take the liberty of applying whichever of these notational options best
suits our purposes at a given step.

We wish to estimate the ADM mass m = m[τ ] = m[γ,H] of the unique small static vacuum

extension of (γ,H), within an error of order τ5. Since

∥∥∥∥
(1)
γ ,

(1)

H

∥∥∥∥
B

= O(τ2), we have

(7.5) m =
(1)
m+

(2)
m+O(τ6),

recalling (1.14) From (7.2) it follows readily (as in [55]) that

(7.6)
(1)
m =

(1)
m[γ,H] =

1

12
Rτ2 +

1

120
∆Rτ4 +O(τ5)

(where R is the scalar curvature of (N,h) at p). To achieve our goal we will now estimate
(2)
m up to

order τ4, which means we need only keep track of the leading terms in (7.2).
From (2.10), making use of (6.8) and the identity ι∗∆δ = ∆ι∗δι

∗ + 2ι∗∂r + ι∗∂2r , we find

(7.7) ι∗v,rr = 2
(1)

H +
(1)
γ
◦

:βα
αβ −

1

2
(∆ + 2)

(1)
γ σ

σ.

By (7.2)

(7.8)

2
(1)

H +O(τ3) =
2

3
τ2Rrr,

(1)
γ σ

σ +O(τ3) = −
1

3
τ2Rrr, and

(1)
γ :β
αβ +O(τ3) =

1

3
τ2Rabcd(ι

a
,αν

bιc,βν
d):β =

1

3
τ2Rαr,

and so

(7.9)

(1)
γ :βα
αβ +O(τ3) =

1

3
τ2(Rabι

a
,αν

b):α =
1

3
τ2(−2Rrr +Rσ

σ) =

(
1

3
R−Rrr

)
τ2,

−
1

2
∆

(1)
γ σ

σ +O(τ3) =
1

6
(Rabν

aνb):σ:σ =

(
1

3
R−Rrr

)
τ2, and

τ−2ι∗v,rr +O(τ) = R− 2Rrr =
(
R− 2Rijx

ixj
)
=

1

3
R+

(
2

3
R− 2Rijx

ixj
)
,
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where in the last step we have decomposed the leading terms of v,rr into spherical harmonics.
Recalling that v is a harmonic function on M vanishing at infinity, we conclude that

(7.10)

ι∗v +O(τ3) =
1

6
Rτ2 +

1

12

(
2

3
R− 2Rijx

ixj
)
τ2 =

(
2

9
R−

1

6
Rrr

)
τ2

ι∗v,r +O(τ3) = −
1

6
Rτ2 −

1

4

(
2

3
R− 2Rijx

ixj
)
τ2 =

(
−
1

3
R+

1

2
Rrr

)
τ2, and

ι∗(v − v,r) +O(τ3) =

(
5

9
R−

2

3
Rrr

)
τ2.

Next we will solve for f . Referring again to (2.10), we see that

(7.11) (∆ + 2)f =
(1)

H − ι∗(v − v,r)

Thus, from the above,

(7.12) (∆ + 2)f +O(τ3) =

(
−
5

9
R+Rrr

)
τ2 = −

2

9
Rτ2 +

(
−
1

3
R+Rijx

ixj
)
τ2,

and so

(7.13) f +O(τ3) = −
1

9
Rτ2 −

1

4

(
−
1

3
R+Rrr

)
τ2 =

(
−

1

36
R−

1

4
Rrr

)
τ2.

With the preceding in place we can now compute

(7.14)

(1)
γ σ

σ − f − ι∗v =

(
−

7

36
R+

1

12
Rrr

)
τ2 +O(τ3),

ι∗v + 2f =

(
1

6
R−

2

3
Rrr

)
τ2 +O(τ3),

(1)

H
(

(1)
γ σ

σ − f − ι∗v
)
=

(
−

7

108
RRrr +

1

36
R2

rr

)
τ4 +O(τ5),

1

2
(v − v,r)(v + 2f) =

(
5

108
R2 −

13

54
RRrr +

2

9
R2

rr

)
τ4 +O(τ5), and

1

2

∣∣∣∣
(1)
γ
◦

∣∣∣∣
2

=
1

2

∣∣∣(1)γ
∣∣∣
2
−

1

4

(
(1)
γ σ

σ

)2
=

(
1

18
RarbrR

arbr −
1

36
R2

rr

)
τ4 +O(τ5).

In turn we find

(7.15)
(2)
m =

τ4

16π

∫

S2

[(
1

18
RaibjR

akbℓ +
2

9
RijRkℓ

)
xixjxkxℓ +

5

108
R2 −

11

36
RRijx

ixj
]
+O(τ5).

Using

(7.16)

1

16π

∫

S2
1 =

1

4
,

1

16π

∫

S2
xixj =

1

12
δij , and

1

16π

∫

S2
xixjxkxℓ =

1

60

(
δijδkℓ + δikδjℓ + δiℓδjk

)
,

we obtain

(7.17)
(2)
m =

1

1080
|Riem|2 τ4 +

1

1080
RabcdR

adcbτ4 +
1

120
|Ric|2 τ4 −

11

1080
R2τ4 +O(τ5).

Applying (A.5) we conclude

(7.18)
(2)
m =

1

72
|Ric|2 τ4 −

5

432
R2τ4 +O(τ5) =

1

432

(
6 |Ric|2 − 5R2

)
τ4 +O(τ5),
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completing the proof of Corollary 1.18.

Appendix A. Riemann curvature conventions and identities

We adopt the convention that the Riemann curvature tensor Rabcd = Riem of a Riemannian
manifold (M,g) satisfies

(A.1) Xd
|ba −Xd

|ab = XcRabc
d

for all smooth vector fields X (the vertical bar indicating differentation via the Levi-Civita con-
nection with respect to the indices following it). Then Rabcd = −Rbacd = −Rabdc = Rcdab. We
denote the corresponding Ricci curvature by Ric = Rab = Rcab

c = R c
ac b and the scalar curvature

by R. For any given twice-differentiable symmetric tensor hab one readily computes the linearized
Riemann curvature

(A.2)
Ṙ d

abc [g]h :=
d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

R d
abc [g + th]

=
1

2

(
hdb|ca + h

|d
ac |b − hda|cb − h

|d
bc |a +Rabf

dhc
f +Rabfch

df
)
.

Dimension 3. Now assume that M has dimension 3 and let ǫabc be a choice of orientation form
(at least locally defined). A short calculation reveals the identity

(A.3) ǫabxǫcdyR
abcd = 4Gxy,

where Gab := Rab −
1
2Rgab is the Einstein tensor, and in turn we have

(A.4) Rabcd = ǫabxǫcdyG
xy = Radgbc +Rbcgad −Racgbd −Rbdgac +

1

2
Rgacgbd −

1

2
Rgadgbc.

In particular

(A.5) |Riem|2 = 4 |Ric|2 −R2 and RabcdR
adcb = 2 |Ric|2 −

1

2
R2.

Furthermore, it follows from (A.2) and (A.3) that for M ⊂ R3 the linearization Ġ[δ] of the Einstein
tensor about the Euclidean metric δ is given by

(A.6) Ġxy[δ]h =
1

2
ǫabxǫcdyh

bd|ca.

Proposition A.7 (Triviality of first-order Ricci-flat deformations). Let Ω be a simply connected

open subset of R3. If hab is a symmetric tensor on Ω such that Ṙab[δ]h = 0, then there is a vector
field Xa on Ω such that hab = Xa;b +Xb;a = LXδab.

Proof. The claim can be established using the representation (A.6) and the Poincaré lemma; see
for example Section 14 of [28]. Alternatively, for any given hab ∈ C2

loc(T
⊙2Ω) and p ∈ Ω there

is a sufficiently small origin-centered open ball B in R3 such that for all sufficiently small t each
exponential map φt of gt := δ + th at p is a diffeomorphism of B onto its image. Assuming
Ṙab[δ]h = 0, we have also (in dimension 3) Ṙabcd[δ]h = 0, but then d

dt

∣∣
t=0

φ∗t gt = 0, meaning that

h = LXδ on B with X = − d
dt

∣∣
t=0

φt. Furthermore, if Y and Z are vector fields on a connected
open subset U ⊂ Ω with h = LY δ on U , then h = LZδ on U as well if and only if Y − Z is the
restriction of a Killing field on R3. The existence of a global X on Ω such that h = LXδ now follows
from the assumption that Ω is simply connected. �

Dimension 2. Note that, since the Einstein tensor vanishes in dimension 2, it follows directly
from (A.2) that any twice differentiable transverse (that is having vanishing divergence) traceless
symmetric tensor ηab on (M,g) satisfies

(A.8) ηab|c
|c − 2Rηab = 0.
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Appendix B. Ricci curvature under conformal change of metric

We will derive the well-known expression for the transformation of Ricci curvature under con-
formal change of metric by applying the standard formula for the first variation of mean curvature
under normal deformation. Let (M,g) be a Riemannian manifold of dimension dimM = n + 1,
and let ρ ∈ C2

loc(M) be strictly positive. We will make use of the identities

∆ρgu = ρ−1∆gu+
dimM − 2

2
ρ−2gcdρ|cu|d,(B.1)

(∆gu) |Σ = ∆ι∗gu|Σ + u|ab|Σν
aνb −Hu|a|Σν

a,(B.2)

A[ι, ρg]αβ = (ι∗ρ)1/2A[ι, g]αβ −
1

2
(ι∗ρ)−1/2νc(ρ|c ◦ ι)(ι

∗g)αβ , and(B.3)

H[ι, ρg] = (ι∗ρ)−1/2H[ι, g] −
n

2
(ι∗ρ)−3/2νc(ρ|c ◦ ι).(B.4)

where u ∈ C2
loc(M), vertical bars before indices indicate covariant differentiation defined by g,

and Σ is an embedded hypersurface of M , with inclusion map ι, ν a local choice of unit normal,
A = A[ι, g] = −1

2 ι
∗Lνg (for any extension of ν) and H = H[ι, g] = trι∗g A the corresponding second

fundamental form and mean curvature of Σ in (M,g), and A[ι, ρg] and H[ι, ρg] the analogously
defined second fundamental form and mean curvature of Σ in (M,ρg).

Given any p ∈ M and unit vector U ∈ TpM , define Σ to be the intersection of a sufficiently
small open neighborhood of p with the union of geodesics through p orthogonal to U , so that Σ
is an embedded, two-sided hypersurface, with ν the unit normal satisfying ν|p = U . We write
ι : Σ → M for the inclusion map, and for each t ∈ R we define the deformed inclusion ιt : Σ →M
by ιt(q) := expgι(q) tν(q), where exp

g is the exponential map for (M,g). Then ιt is a C
2
loc embedding

for sufficiently small t, and we write ν(t) for the choice of unit normal for ιt which is continuous in
t and agrees with ν at t = 0.

Using (B.3) we find

(B.5)
A[ι, g] = 0, H[ι, g] = 0, A[ι, ρg] = −

1

2
ρ|

−1/2
Σ νc(ρ|c ◦ ι)(ι

∗g), and

H[ιt, ρg] = (ρ ◦ ιt)
−1/2H[ιt, g] −

n

2
(ρ ◦ ιt)

−3/2νc(t)(ρ|c ◦ ιt),

and differentiation then yields

(B.6)

d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

H[ιt, ρg] =ρ|
−1/2
Σ

dH[ιt, g]

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

+
3n

4
ρ|

−5/2
Σ

[
νc(ρ|c ◦ ι)

]2

−
n

2
ρ|

−3/2
Σ νcνd(ρ|gcd ◦ ι).

On the other hand from the standard expression for the first variation of mean curvature we have
of course d

dt

∣∣
t=0

H[ιt, g] = Rab[g]ν
aνb and, using also the expression for A[ι, ρg] in (B.5) again,

(B.7)
d

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

H[ιt, ρg] = ∆ρ|Σι∗gρ|
1/2
Σ +

n

4
ρ|

−5/2
Σ

[
νc(ρ|c ◦ ι)

]2
+ ρ|

−1/2
Σ Rab[ρg]ν

aνb.

Comparing, we obtain

(B.8)
Rab[ρg]ν

aνb =Rab[g]ν
aνb +

n

2
ρ|−2

Σ [νc(ρ|c ◦ ι)]
2

−
n

2
ρ|−1

Σ νcνd(ρ|gcd ◦ ι)− ρ|
1/2
Σ ∆ρ|Σι∗gρ|

1/2
Σ .
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From (B.1) and (B.2), bearing in mind that H[ι, g] = 0,

(B.9)
∆ρ|Σι∗gρ

1/2 =ρ|−1
Σ

(
∆gρ

1/2
)∣∣∣

Σ
− ρ|−1

Σ D2[g]
(
ρ1/2

)
(ν, ν)|Σ

+
n− 2

4
ρ|

−5/2
Σ |∇gρ|

2
g

∣∣∣
Σ
−
n− 2

4
ρ|

−5/2
Σ [νc(ρ|c ◦ ι)]

2.

Since U = ν|p was arbitrary and Rab is symmetric, by polarization we conclude, after some simpli-
fication,

(B.10)
Rab[ρg] =Rab[g] +

3(dimM − 2)

4
ρ−2ρ|aρ|b −

dimM − 2

2
ρ−1ρ|gab

−
1

2
ρ−1 (∆gρ) gab −

dimM − 4

4
ρ−2 |∇gρ|

2
g gab.

In particular, in three dimensions

(B.11)
Rab[M

3, ρg] =Rab[M
3, g] +

3

4
ρ−2ρ|aρ|b −

1

2
ρ−1ρ|gab

−
1

2
ρ−1 (∆gρ) gab +

1

4
ρ−2 |∇gρ|

2
g gab.

Appendix C. Mass and variation of mean curvature

Let S andM be smooth manifolds, φ : S →M a two-sided C2
loc codimension-one immersion, and

{g(t)}t∈R a smooth one-parameter family of C1
loc Riemannian metrics on M . Pick a corresponding

smooth one-parameter family {ν(t)} of unit normals on S, inducing corresponding second funda-
mental form Aαβ(t) := D[g(t)]αφ

c
,βν

d(gcd(t)◦φ) and mean curvatureH(t) := (φ∗g(t))αβAαβ(t). Set

γ := φ∗g(0), Aαβ := Aαβ(0), H := H(0), ġ := ∂t|t=0g(t)◦φ, γ̇ := ∂t|t=0φ
∗ġ(t), and Ḣ := ∂t|t=0H(t).

Then it is easy to compute (as for example in Appendix B of [55]) that

(C.1) Ḣ = −Aαβ γ̇αβ +
1

2
Hġabν

aνb +
1

2
νc

(
ġ |σ
cσ + ġ |σ

cσ − ġσσ|c

)
,

where vertical bars indicate differentiation relative to g(0), Roman (Greek) indices are raised and
lowered via g(0) (γ) and a Greek index on ġ indicates (partial) pullback by dφ, so that for example
ġαb = ġabφ

a
,α.

Of course

(C.2)

νcġ |σ
cσ = ġ

|d
cd νc − ġab|cν

aνbνc,

νcġσσ|c = ġdd|c − ġab|cν
aνbνc, and

νcġ |σ
cσ = (νcġ σ

c )|σ −Aρσγ̇ρσ = (νcġ σ
c ):σ +Hġabν

aνb −Aρσγ̇ρσ,

where colons indicate differentiation relative to γ. It thus follows that

(C.3) 2Ḣ = −Aαβ γ̇αβ + νd
(
ġ

|c
cd − ġcc|d

)
− (νcġ σ

c ):σ .

If S is closed, then

(C.4)

∫

S

(
2Ḣ +Aαβ γ̇αβ

) √
|γ| =

∫

S

(
ġ

|c
cd − ġcc|d

)
νd

√
|γ|.
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Appendix D. Second variation of B

Variation with respect to f and X. Given any C1 map (not necessarily an immersion) ϕ : P →
M from a smooth manifold P into a smooth Riemannian manifold (M,g) with corresponding Levi-
Civita connection D[TM, g], we write D[ϕ∗TM, g] for the unique connection on ϕ∗TM satisfying
the chain rule

(D.1) D[ϕ∗TM ]α (Z
c ◦ ϕ) =

(
D[TM, g]aZ

cϕa
,α

)
◦ ϕ.

Then D[ϕ∗TM ] is torsion-free and metric-compatible in the obvious senses. We reserve the right
to write simply D in instances when context suffices to identify the connection we have in mind.

Now let φ : S → M be a smooth two-sided (codimension-one) immersion of a smooth man-
ifold S into a complete smooth Riemannian manifold (M,g) and write γαβ := (φ∗g)αβ for the

corresponding induced metric on S. Let ν ∈ φ∗(TM) be a global unit normal for φ and write
Aαβ := −Dαν

cφd,β (gcd ◦ φ) for the corresponding scalar-valued second fundamental form and

H := γαβAαβ for the corresponding mean curvature.
Suppose also that Xα ∈ C2(TS) and f ∈ C2(S) and define the vector fields ξa, Za ∈ φ∗(TM) by

(D.2) ξ := φ∗X and Z := ξ + fν.

In turn define the map the map Φ : S × R →M and, for each t ∈ R the map φ[t] : S →M by

(D.3) Φ(p, t) := exp
(M,g)
φ(p) tZ and φ[t] := Φ(·, t),

exp(M,g) : TM → M being the exponential map on (M,g). For |t| sufficiently small the map φ[t]
is an immersion with continuous unit normal ν[t] ∈ φ[t]∗(TM) chosen so that ν[0] = ν and so as
to make continuous the vector field N ∈ Φ∗TM given by N(p, t) := ν[t](p). We set γ[t] := φ[t]∗g,
A[t]αβ := −Dαν[t]

cφ[t]d,β (gcd ◦ φ[t]), and H[t] := γ[t]αβA[t]αβ (so that γ[0] = γ, A[0] = A, and

H[0] = H). We also set γ̇ := ∂tγ[t]|t=0 and γ̈ := ∂2t γ[t]|t=0 and adopt like notation for t-derivatives
of A and H at t = 0.

Now we compute

(D.4) ∂t(g ◦ Φ)(Φ∗V,Φ∗W ) = (g ◦ Φ)(DV Φ∗∂t,Φ∗W ) + (g ◦ Φ)(Φ∗V,DWΦ∗∂t)

and in turn

(D.5) ∂2t (g◦Φ)(Φ∗V,Φ∗W ) = 2(g◦Φ)((R◦φ)(Φ∗∂t,Φ∗V )Φ∗∂t,Φ∗W )+2(g◦Φ)(DV Φ∗∂t,DWΦ∗∂t),

R being the Riemann curvature of (M,g), our conventions specified by (A.1). It follows that

(D.6) γ̇αβ = Zc|αφ
c
,β + Zc|βφ

c
,α and γ̈αβ = 2Zc

|αZc|β + 2 (Rabcd ◦ φ)Z
aZcφb,αφ

d
,β,

where the bar | indicates differentiation via D[φ∗TM, g] and Roman indices are raised and lowered
via g ◦Φ.

Next, using the product rule, we find

(D.7)

(g ◦Φ) (D∂tN,N) = 0,

(g ◦Φ) (D∂tN,Φ∗V ) |t=0 = −Zc|αν
cV α, and

(g ◦Φ) (D∂tD∂tN,N) |t=0 = −(g ◦Φ) (D∂tN,D∂tN) |t=0 = −Zc|ρZd
|ρνcνd,

where Greek indices are raised and lowered via γ. We also compute

(D.8)
∂t(g ◦ Φ) (DV Φ∗W,N) = (g ◦ Φ) ((R ◦Φ) (Φ∗∂t,Φ∗V )Φ∗W,N)

+ (g ◦ Φ) (DVDWΦ∗∂t, N) + (g ◦ Φ) (DV Φ∗W,D∂tN)

and, at this point specializing to the flat case Rabcd = 0,

(D.9) ∂2t (g ◦ Φ) (DV Φ∗W,N) = 2(g ◦ Φ) (DVDWΦ∗∂t,D∂tN) + (g ◦ Φ) (DV Φ∗W,D∂tD∂tN) .
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Applying (D.7) to (D.8) and (D.9), we obtain

(D.10) Ȧαβ = Zc|αβν
c and Äαβ = −2Zc|αβZd

|σφc,σν
d −AαβZc|ρZd

|ρνcνd.

From (D.2)

(D.11)

Zc
|σ =Xρ

:σφ
c
,ρ +AρσX

ρνc + f,σν
c − fAρ

σφ
c
,ρ, and so

Zc
|αβ =Xρ

:αβφ
c
,ρ +Xρ

:αAρβν
c +Aρα:βX

ρνc +AραX
ρ
:βν

c −AραX
ρAσ

βφ
c
,σ

+ f:αβν
c − f,αA

σ
βφ

c
,σ − f,βA

σ
αφ

c
,σ − fAρ

α:βφ
c
,ρ− fAρ

αAρβν
c.

Specializing further to the case when φ = ι : S → M is the inclusion map of the standard unit
sphere S = S2 in M = R3, we have A = −γ, whence

(D.12)
Zc

|σ = Xρ
:σφ

c
,ρ + fφc,σ + (f,σ −Xσ) ν

c and

Zc
|αβ = Xρ

:αβφ
c
,ρ −Xαφ

c
,β + f,αφ

c
,β + f,βφ

c
,α + (f:αβ − fγαβ −Xα:β −Xβ:α) ν

c.

Applying these last expressions in (D.6) and (D.10), we conclude

(D.13)

γ̇αβ = 2fγαβ +Xα:β +Xβ:α,

Ȧαβ = f:αβ − fγαβ −Xα:β −Xβ:α,

γ̈αβ = 2Xσ
:αXσ:β + 2f2γαβ + 2f,αf,β + 2XαXβ

− 2f,αXβ − 2f,βXα + 2fXα:β + 2fXβ:α, and

Äαβ =
(
|X|2

)
:αβ

− 2Xσ
:αXσ:β − 2XαXβ − 2f :σXσ:(αβ) + 6X(αf,β) − 4f,αf,β

+ |df |2 γαβ + |X|2 γαβ − 2(Xf)γαβ ,

whence it follows, setting

(D.14) (KX)αβ := Xα:β +Xβ:α = 2X(α:β)

that

(D.15)

γ̇σσ = 4f + 2divX,

γ̈σσ = 2 |DX|2 + 4f2 + 2 |df |2 + 2 |X|2 − 4Xf + 4f divX,

γ̇αβ γ̇
αβ = 8f2 + 8f divX + |KX|2 ,

γ̇αβȦαβ = 2f∆f − 4f2 − 6f divX + 2Xα:βf
α:β − |KX|2 ,

Äσ
σ = ∆ |X|2 − 2 |DX|2 − 2 |df |2 + 2Xf + 2Xα:βf:αβ − 2(Xα:βf,α):β,

Ḣ = ∆f + 2f, and

Ḧ = (∆ + 2) |X|2 − 4f(∆ + 1)f − 2Xf − 2Xα:βf
:αβ − 2(Xα:βf,α):β.

Total variation. Now, given f, v ∈ C2(∂M), X ∈ C2(TM), and t ∈ R we define ρt :M → R and
φt :M → R by

(D.16) ρt := 1 + tv and φt(~x) := ~x+ tψ (|~x|)

[
f

(
~x

|~x|

)
+ ~ξ (~x)

]
.

We have just computed, as summarized in (D.15), the first and second derivatives at t = 0 of
(ι∗φ∗t δ)

σ
σ and H[ι, φ∗t δ]. Making use of these calculations we next compute

(D.17)

d2

dt2

∣∣∣∣
t=0

(ι∗ρtφ
∗
t δ)

σ
σ =8vf + 4v divX + 2 |DX|2 + 4f2

+ 2 |df |2 + 2 |X|2 − 4Xf + 4f divX
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and, using also the identity

(D.18) H[ι, ρtφ
∗
t δ] =

(
ι∗ρ

−1/2
t

)
H[ι, φ∗t δ]− ι∗ρ

−3/2
t N [φ∗t δ]ρt

(see for example (B.27) in [55]) along with (D.7) and (D.12),

(D.19)

d2

dt2

∣∣∣∣
t=0

H[ι, ρtφ
∗
t δ] =(∆ + 2) |X|2 − 4f(∆ + 1)f − v(∆ + 2)f − 2X(f + v)

+ 3vv,r −
3

2
v2 + 2f :αv,α − 2Xα:βf

:αβ − 2
(
Xα:βf,α

)
:β
.

Appendix E. Divergence and Ricci deformation on Euclidean domains

Assume n ∈ Z ∩ [3,∞), k ∈ Z ∩ [0,∞), α ∈ (0, 1), and β ∈ (0, n − 2)\Z. Let Ω be a (not
necessarily bounded) connected, open subset of Rn with smoothly embedded, compact (but not

necessarily connected) boundary. For any symmetric tensor Fab on Ω we set F̂ab := Fab −
1
2F

c
cδab

and qF := Fab −
1

n−2F
c
cδab, so that

q̂
F = q̂F = F , and we call F self-equilibrated on Ω if for each

closed embedded hypersurface S ⊂ Ω and each Killing field X of Rn we have
∫
S FabX

aN b=0, where

N is a global unit normal for S. If F is C1 in Ω and continuous up to the boundary, F is then
self-equilibrated on Ω if and only if Fab

|b = 0 on Ω and
∫
S FabX

aN b = 0 for each Killing field X
and each component S of ∂Ω.

Writing Ṙab[δ] as above for the linearization at δ of the Ricci operator, note that F̂ab is self-

equilibrated on Ω for Fab := Ṙab[δ]h with hab any given C3 symmetric tensor on Ω (by virtue of

the Bianchi identity applied to Ṙab[δ]h̃ for any compactly supported C3 symmetric extension h̃ab
of h to all Rn). In fact self-equilibration of a symmetric tensor (assuming appropriate decay if
Ω is unbounded) is also a sufficient condition for it to be the linearized Einstein tensor of some
deformation of δ on Ω, as shown below. (Sufficiency holds also in dimension 1, trivially, but fails

in dimension 2, where every Ṙ[δ]abh is scalar and yet on the unit disc, for example, there is a
two-dimensional space of constant trace-free symmetric tensors, all of which are self-equilibrated.)

We will solve the problem Ṙab[δ]h = Fab by first extending F to a self-equilibrated tensor on Rn,
but the extension we specify loses regularity, so we first solve the problem modulo error smoother
than F . Throughout we will make use of the identities

Ṙab[δ]h =
1

2
ĥ

|c
c(a |b) −

1

2
hab|c

|c and(E.1)

div(T + V ⊗N +N ⊗ V + ξN ⊗N) =
[
div⊤ T + (DN + S −H)V )

]

+
[
div⊤ V + (N −H)ξ +AαβT

αβ
]
N,

(E.2)

where we assume (locally) a foliation by hypersurfaces with Na unit and normal to each leaf, V a and

T ab = T ba purely tangential to leaves, div⊤ the intrinsic (vector or symmetric tensor) divergence
on each leaf, D the ambient connection, and S and H the shape operator and mean curvature
respectively of the leaves.

Lemma E.3 (Right parametrix for linearized Ricci). There exists a constant C = C(α, β, k,Ω) > 0
such that if F ab ∈ Ck+1,α,2+β(TΩ⊙2) is self-equilibrated on Ω, then there exist hab, Gab on Ω such

that Ṙab[δ]h = qFab + qGab, ‖h‖k+3,α,β + ‖G‖k+2,α,2+β ≤ C ‖F‖k+1,α,2+β, and G is self-equilibrated
on Ω.

Proof. First let ηab be the solution to the Poisson equation ηab|c
|c = −2 qFab with η|∂Ω = 0. In light

of (E.1) any symmetric tensor θab satisfying θab|c
|c = 0 and θac

|c = ζa := −η̂
|c

ac yields an exact
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solution to Ṙab[δ](η+qθ) = qFab. It is easy though to construct instead a harmonic, symmetric tensor
ϑab satisfying the divergence condition to first order, as follows. Writing P for the operator taking
tensors on ∂Ω to their bounded (Cartesian componentwise) harmonic extensions on Ω and N for

the inward unit normal on ∂Ω, let Xa = V a + ξNa (with V ⊥ N) and ξ̃ be the solutions on ∂Ω to

(DN − 1)PX = ζ − ζcN
cN and (N − 1)P ξ̃ = ζcNc − div⊤ V − 2Nξ. Then, referring to (E.2) (and

using the regularity of ∂Ω), on ∂Ω the symmetric tensor (PX)⊗N +N ⊗ (PX)+
(
P ξ̃

)
N ⊗N has

divergence ζ plus a Ck+3,α function, and consequently (since [P(·|∂Ω), · ⊗ Z] has order −1 for any

smooth tensor Z) so does ϑ := P(X ⊗N +N ⊗X + ξ̃N ⊗N). Finally note that, by its definition

above, ζ is harmonic, as of course is ϑ, so h := η + qϑ satisfies div ĥ ∈ Ck+3,α(Ω). The proof is now

completed by taking qG to be the first term in (E.1), its self-equilibration following from that of F

and (Ṙab[δ]h)̂; the estimates are clear from the construction. �

Lemma E.4 (Right inverse for divergence with support contained in a hypercube). Suppose d ∈
Z ∩ [1,∞) and set Q := [−1, 1]d ⊂ Rd. There exists a constant C = C(d, k, α) > 0 such that the
following hold.

(i) If f ∈ Ck+1,α(Rd) has support contained in Q and
∫
Rd f = 0, then there exists Xa ∈

Ck+1,α(TRd) with support contained in Q, Xc
|c = f , and ‖X‖k+1,α ≤ C ‖f‖k+1,α.

(ii) If F a ∈ Ck+1,α(TRd) has support contained in Q and
∫
Rd F

cXc = 0 for every Killing field Xa

on Rd, then there exists Sab ∈ Ck+1,α(TRd ⊙ TRd) with support contained in Q, Sab
|b = Fa,

and ‖S‖k+1,α ≤ C ‖F‖k+1,α.

(iii) If F a ∈ Ck+1,α(TRd) has support contained in Q and B is any open ball contained in the
interior of Q, then there exists a smooth vector field ρa such that ρ has support contained in
B and there exists Sab ∈ Ck+1,α(TRd ⊙ TRd) with support contained in Q, Sab

|b = Fa + ρa,
and ‖S‖k+1,α ≤ C ‖F‖k+1,α.

Proof. We prove (i) and (ii) by induction on d, the case d = 1 following immediately for both
by integration. Assume d ≥ 2. For the inductive step we will apply (E.2) and the analogous

decomposition div(V + ξN) = div⊤ V + (N − H)ξ, in the same notation, for vector fields to the
foliation of Rn by hyperplanes orthogonal to the xd-axis. To simplify the notation slightly we set
t := xd and x :=

(
x1, · · · , xd−1

)
. Fix a ψ ∈ C∞

c (R) with support contained in [−1/2, 1/2] and∫
ψ = 1.

For (i) define functions f⊥ and f⊤ on Rd by f⊤(x, t) := ψ(t)
∫
R
f(x, τ) dτ and f⊥ := f − f⊤,

so that both f⊥ and f⊤ have support contained in Q,
∫
R
f⊥(x, t) dt = 0 for each x ∈ Rd−1 and∫

Rd−1 f⊤(x, t) |dx| = 0 (since
∫
Rd f = 0) for each t ∈ R. Now we define ξ on Rd by ξ(x, t) :=∫ t

−∞ f⊥(x, τ) dτ , and by the inductive hypothesis there exists a vector field V on Rd with values

orthogonal to N = ∂t = ∂d and satisfying div V (x, t) = f⊤(x, t) for each t ∈ R. Taking X := V +ξN
concludes the proof of (i).

For (ii) we first reduce to the case that F is everywhere orthogonal to N , as follows. Set f :=
F cNc, and define V and ξ exactly as in the previous paragraph, with

∫
Rd−1 f⊤(x, t) |dx| = 0 now

because
∫
Rd f =

∫
Rd F

cNc = 0, N = ∂t = ∂d being a Killing field. Then div(V ⊗N+N⊗V+ξN⊗N)

is orthogonal to the Killing fields and, referring to (E.2), equals DNV + fN , where the first term
is orthogonal to N .

Thus we now assume F is purely tangential to the leaves. Fix a φ ∈ C∞
c ([0,∞)) with support

contained in [0, 1], φ ≥ 0, and
∫
Rd−1 φ(|x|) d |x| = 1. For each i ∈ Z ∩ [1, d − 1] define the vector

fields iK := ∂i and iK̃ := φ(|x|) iK and, setting a := 1/
∫
Rd−1 2(x

1)2φ(|x|) d |x|, for each i < j ∈

Z ∩ [1, d− 1] define the vector fields i,jK := xi∂j − xj∂i and i,jK̃ := aφ(|x|) i,jK. The iK and i,jK
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form a basis for the Killing fields on Rd−1, and the iK̃ and i,jK̃ restrict (acting by inner product
and integration) to the dual basis. Note that each Ki,j is divergence-free, despite the cutoff.

Next set

(E.5)

F→(x, t) :=

d−1∑

i=1

(∫

Rd−1
iK

cFc(x, t) d |x|

)
iK̃(x, t),

F◦(x, t) :=
∑

1≤i<j≤d−1

(∫

Rd−1
i,jK

cFc(x, t) d |x|

)
i,jK̃(x, t), and

F⊤ := F − F→ − F◦,

so that F→, F◦, and F⊤ all have support contained in Q, F⊤(·, t) is orthogonal to the Killing fields
on Rd−1 for each t ∈ R, and

∫
R
F◦(x, t) dt =

∫
R
F→(x, t) dt = 0 for each x ∈ Rd−1. In particular, by

the inductive hypothesis, there exists a symmetric tensor Tab with TabN
b = 0 everywhere, support

contained in Q, and div⊤ T = F⊤. Furthermore V◦(x, t) :=
∫ t
−∞ F◦(x, τ) dt has support contained

in Q and div⊤ V◦(x, t) = 0 for each t ∈ R (since each i,jK̃ has vanishing divergence, as noted above).
Referring again to (E.2), we therefore have div(T + V◦ ⊗N +N ⊗ V◦) = F⊤ + F◦.

Finally we will use the orthogonality of F to t∂i − xi∂t = xd∂i − xi∂d for each i ∈ Z ∩
[1, d − 1]. Setting ci(t) :=

∫
Rd−1 iK

cFc(x, t) d |x|, so that F→(x, t) =
∑d−1

i=1 ci(t) iK̃(x, t), we

then have
∫
R
tci(t) dt = 0 for each i, but orthogonality of F to each iK gives

∫
R
ci(t) dt = 0,

so
∫
R

∫ t
−∞ ci(τ) dτ dt = 0 too. It follows not only that V→(x, t) :=

∫ t
−∞ F→(x, τ) dτ has support

contained in Q but that ξ→(x, t) := −
∫ t
−∞ div⊤ V→(x, τ) dτ does too. Since div(V→⊗N+N⊗V→+

ξ→N ⊗N) = F→, the proof of (ii) is complete, the estimates being clear from the construction. For
(iii) we construct ρ by cutting off a basis for the Killing fields on Rd, as done for Rd−1 above, but
“centered” on p, and choosing coefficients so that F a − ρa is orthogonal to the Killing fields; then
we apply (ii). �

For alternative approaches to constructing compactly supported symmetric tensors of prescribed
divergence see [26, 35] (though neither states results in a form we can directly apply to our ends
here.)

Lemma E.6 (Rough extension of self-equilibrated fields). There exists a constant C = C(α, k,Ω) >

0 such that every self-equilibrated F ab ∈ Ck+2,α(TΩ⊙2) admits a self-equilibrated extension F
ab

∈
Ck+1,α(TRn ⊙ TRn) such that F |Rn\Ω has compact support and

∥∥F |Rn\Ω

∥∥
k+1,α

≤ C ‖F |∂Ω1‖k+2,α,

where ∂Ω1 is the set of all points in Ω at distance at most 1 from ∂Ω.

Proof. For any G ⊂ Rn write G for its closure and for any E ⊂ ∂Ω and ǫ > 0 write Eǫ for the set of
all points in Rn\∂Ω having distance less than ǫ from E. Since ∂Ω is C∞, compact, and embedded
there exist ǫ > 0 and open sets Q1, · · ·QN in ∂Ω (with its induced metric) covering ∂Ω such that
for each Qi we have that Qǫ

i ∩ ∂Ω = Qi and moreover that item (iii) of Lemma E.4 holds with the

hypercube Q replaced by Qǫ
i . (To verify that this last part of the claim can be achieved note that

at each p ∈ ∂Ω we can find a local coordinate system Φ : U ∋ p → Rn and an open neighborhood
Qp ⊂ ∂Ω of p such that Φ(Qǫ

p) is a hypercube of edge length ǫ, and for any ℓ > 0, after rescaling

so that Φ(Qp) has unit size, we can make Φ∗δ arbitrarily Cℓ-close to δ on U by taking ǫ small. For
ǫ small enough E.4.(iii) can then be applied iteratively to produce an exact solution.)

Now we extend F (continuously in F ) to some F̃ ab ∈ Ck+2,α(TRn ⊙ TRn) whose restriction to
Rn\Ω has support contained in ∂Ωǫ. Using a partition of unity on ∂Ω subordinate to {Qi}

N
i=1 and

extended constantly in the normal direction, we obtain the decomposition F̃
|b

ab =
∑N

i=1 iFa, where

each iFa has support contained in Qǫ
i . Then, by E.4.(iii) with Qǫ

i in place of Q, for each iFa there
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exist a smooth vector field iρ
a with support contained in the interior Qǫ

i and iSab ∈ Ck+1,α(TRn ⊙

TRn) with support contained in Qǫ
i and satisfying iSab

|b = iFa−iρa. Note that
∫ n
R iρ

cXc =
∫ n
R iF

cXc

for every Killing field X on Rn. Summing, we obtain Sab such that F̃ − S ∈ Ck+1,α(TRn ⊙ TRn)

has divergence
∑N

i=1 iρ and its restriction to Rn\Ω has support contained in ∂Ωǫ.
By applying Lemma E.4 repeatedly we can “move” each iρ freely within the component of ∂Ωǫ

that contains it by adding to F̃ −S Ck+2 symmetric tensor fields with support contained in ∂Ωǫ, so
that the resulting sum has divergence

∑N
i=1 iρ̃, where each iρ̃ is smooth and can be chosen to have

support contained in any open ball in any hypercube contained in ∂Ωǫ and containing the support
of iρ and with iρ̃ − iρ orthogonal to the Killing fields. In this way we can consolidate all the iρ
(iteratively replacing each by iρ̃ as above) for a given component of ∂Ω into a single hypercube
contained in ∂Ωǫ, but by the construction of the iρ and the self-equilibration assumption on the
original F , the sum of the iρ contained in a given component of ∂Ωǫ is orthogonal to all Killing
fields. Therefore we can apply Lemma E.4.(ii) (once for each component of ∂Ω) to eliminate all

the iρ by adding further Ck+2 symmetric tensor fields with support contained in ∂Ωǫ. Writing S̃ab
for the sum of all symmetric tensors introduced in this paragraph to consolidate and eliminate the

iρ, we conclude by taking F ab := F̃ab − Sab + S̃ab. �

Proposition E.7 (Right inverse for linearized Ricci). There exists a constant C = C(α, β, k,Ω) > 0
such that if F ab ∈ Ck+1,α,2+β(TΩ⊙2) is self-equilibrated on Ω, then there exists a self-equilibrated

symmetric tensor hab on Ω such that Ṙab[δ]h = qFab and ‖h‖k+3,α,β ≤ C ‖F‖k+1,α,2+β.

Proof. By Lemma E.3 we may assume that F ∈ Ck+2,α,2+β(TΩ⊙2). By Lemma E.6 F has
a self-equilibrated extension F ∈ Ck+1,α,2+β(TRn ⊙ TRn). Let hab be the unique solution in

Ck+3,α,β(TRn ⊙ TRn) to hab|c
|c = −2qF ab on Rn. Then ĥ

|bc
ab |c = 0 on Rn, so, by uniqueness of

solutions in Ck+2,α,β to this Poisson equation, h is self-equilibrated on Rn, and therefore, in light

of (E.1), satisfies Ṙab[δ]h = F̂ ab on Rn. Restriction to Ω completes the proof. �

Conversely, we can use Proposition E.7 to solve the extension problem.

Corollary E.8 (Smooth extension of self-equilibrated fields). There exists a constant C = C(α, k,Ω) >

0 so that every self-equilibrated F ab ∈ Ck+1,α,2+β(TΩ⊙2) admits a self-equilibrated extension F
ab

∈
Ck+1,α,2+β(TRn⊙TRn) such that F |Rn\Ω has compact support and

∥∥F
∥∥
k+1,α,2+β

≤ C ‖F‖k+1,α,2+β.

Proof. By Proposition E.7 qFab admits a “potential” hab ∈ Ck+3,α,β(TΩ⊙2) such that Ṙab[δ]h = qF .

Extend hab to hab ∈ Ck+3,α,β(TRn ⊙ TRn) and take F = (Ṙab[δ]ĥ)̂. �

Finally we observe that self-equilibration can be achieved at the cost of a Lie derivative of the
metric.

Proposition E.9 (Self-equilibration modulo Lie derivatives). Assume that ∂Ω is connected with
outward unit normal N and let β′ ∈ R\Z. There exists C = C(Ω, k, α, β′) > 0 such that for any

Fab ∈ Ck+1,α,1+β′

(TΩ⊙2) there is a vector field Xa on Ω such that
(
Fab +Xa|b +Xb|a

)
̂ is self-

equilibrated and ‖X‖k+2,α,β′ ≤ C
∥∥∥div F̂

∥∥∥
k,α,2+β′

+ C sup{
∣∣∫

∂Ω FabY
aN b

∣∣ : Y is Killing on Rn}.

Proof. Since diva L̂Xδ = Xa|b
|b, we take X ∈ Ck+2,α,β′+1(TΩ) to be a solution to Xa|b

|b = −F̂
|b

ab .
We may now assume that Ω is unbounded and β′ < n − 1, since otherwise, by the divergence
theorem (and the at most linear growth of the Killing fields), we are already done. Write K for
the Killing operator taking a vector field Y to Ya|b + Yb|a, and for any Killing field Y on Rn write

Y for the vector field agreeing with Y on ∂Ω (including components normal to ∂Ω) and having
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bounded harmonic Cartesian components on Ω. For any two Killing fields Y and Z on Rn consider
the pairing

(E.10) A(Y,Z) :=

∫

∂Ω

(̂
KY

)
ab
ZaN b =

∫

Ω

(̂
KY

)
ab
Z

a|b
=

1

2

∫

Ω

(̂
KY

)
ab

(
KZ

)ab
,

where the integral at infinity vanishes because of the decay of Y and Z. In particularA is symmetric.

Next, using the fact that K̂Y = 0, we find

(E.11)
(̂
KY

)
ab
ZaN b =

(
Y a|b − Ya|b

)
ZaN b,

and consequently

(E.12) A(Y,Z) =

∫

Ω
Y a|bZ

a|b
+

∫

Rn\Ω
Ya|bZ

a|b,

so that A is positive definite. Thus we may adjust the X chosen above by harmonic extensions of
restrictions to ∂Ω of Killing fields to complete the arrangement of the self-equilibration condition.

Note that if β′ > n − 2, then prior to any such adjustments ̂(F −KX)abN
b on ∂Ω is already

orthogonal to the translational Killing fields, ensuring the estimate in all cases. �
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[22] Piotr Chruściel, Boundary conditions at spatial infinity, Topological Properties and Global Structure of Space-

time (Peter G. Bergmann and Venzo De Sabbata, eds.), Springer, 1986, pp. 49–59.
[23] Justin Corvino, Scalar curvature deformation and a gluing construction for the Einstein constraint equations,

Communications in Mathematical Physics 214 (2000), 137–189.
[24] , A note on the Bartnik mass, Nonlinear analysis in geometry and applied mathematics, Harv. Univ.

Cent. Math. Sci. Appl. Ser. Math., vol. 1, International Press, 2017, pp. 49–75.
[25] , A short note on the Bartnik mass, Pure and Applied Mathematics Quarterly 15 (2019), no. 3, 827–838.
[26] Erwann Delay, Smooth Compactly Supported Solutions of Some Underdetermined Elliptic PDE, with Gluing

Applications, Communications in Partial Differential Equations 37 (2012), no. 10, 1689-1716.
[27] Xu-Qian Fan, Yuguang Shi, and Luen-Fai Tam, Large-sphere and small-sphere limits of the Brown-York mass,

Communications in Analysis and Geometry 17 (2009), no. 1, 37–72.
[28] Morton E. Gurtin, The Linear Theory of Elasticity, Mechanics of Solids II: Linear Theories of Elasticity and

Thermoelasticity, Linear and Nonlinear Theories of Rods, Plates, and Shells (C. Truesdell, ed.), Springer-Verlag,
1972, pp. 1–295.

[29] Stephen W. Hawking, Gravitational radiation in an expanding universe, Journal of Mathematical Physics 9

(1968), no. 4, 598–604.
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