Mimicking Kerr’s multipole moments
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Multipole moments carry a lot of information about the gravitational field. Nonetheless, knowing
all the multipole moments of an object does not determine conclusively the nature of the object
itself. In particular, the multipole moments of the Kerr spacetime are not unique. Here we construct
several physically motivated Newtonian objects with multipole moments identical to those of Kerr.
Moreover, we also provide a description of how to include post-Newtonian corrections to these
objects without changing their multipole moments.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Ground-based gravitational-wave (GW) detectors have
achieved tremendous success with the observation of
merging stellar-mass black holes (BHs) and neutron stars
(NSs). These observations are not only of astrophysical
interest, but also interesting with regard to the foundations of gravity as they allow for stringent tests of General
Relativity. Such tests include searching for additional
gravitational wave polarization modes [1–4], consistency
of higher harmonics with the dominant harmonics in the
signal [5–7], effects of dispersion during the wave propagation indicating a non-zero mass for the graviton [8–10],
searches for echoes [11–13] and parametrized tests [14–
21]. If the gravitational waves are emitted by a black
hole, these tests aim to determine whether these black
holes are described by the Kerr solutions of general relativity or some black hole solution in modified theories of
gravity, or some other exotic compact objects altogether.
In this spirit, a natural question to ask is: how unique
is the Kerr solution? To make this question more concrete, how unique are the multipole moments of the Kerr
black hole? In other words, are there other (stellar) objects with the same multipole moments as those of the
Kerr spacetime? Some remarkable results in the literature answer a related question: if you know the multipole moments of a given spacetime, how much do you
know about the spacetime itself? In the Newtonian theory, the equivalent question is trivially answered: knowing all multipole moments, one can directly reconstruct
the gravitational potential outside sources given that the
multipole moments are simply defined as the coefficients
in the 1/r expansion of the gravitational potential. In the
general relativistic context, the situation is significantly
more challenging, nonetheless similarly rigid results have
been established. In particular, the Geroch-Hansen multipole moments characterize a stationary, axisymmetric
vacuum spacetime uniquely up to isometries [22, 23].[42]
Moreover, any stationary, axisymmetric, asymptotically
flat vacuum solution approaches the Kerr metric at infinity [24]. These results are strong and suggest that any
vacuum spacetime with all multipole moments equal to
those of the Kerr spacetime has to be the Kerr spacetime

itself. This seems to answer the question whether there
are any objects with the same multipole moments of Kerr
to the negative.
However, these results all rely on a key assumption: the
absence of sources. If we relax this condition, we show by
an explicit construction that there are many stationary,
axi-symmetric Newtonian objects with identical multipole moments as those of a rotating black hole in general relativity. We also provide a constructive algorithm
to go beyond the Newtonian context and include postNewtonian corrections, but leave a fully relativistic generalization for future work (see [25] and references therein
for earlier attempts at finding matter sources for the Kerr
metric).[43] The objects constructed in this manner satisfy the dominant energy condition ρ ≥ 0 everywhere,
although their stress is not isotropic. In particular, material elements at different locations may not satisfy the
same equation of state. While these objects may not exist in nature, this work shows explicitly that even if one
knows all the (field) multipole moments of an object, one
cannot conclusively tell the nature of the object.
This also has theoretical implications on the conjecture put forward in [26], in which it is suggested that
the multipole moments of a Kerr black hole are minimal in some sense. In particular, they provide numerical
evidence that all multipole moments of a large family
of horizonless microstate geometries known as fuzzballs
are larger (in absolute value) than those of a Kerr black
hole with the same mass and spin. The simple Newtonian objects we construct show that the Kerr values are
not minimal, in the sense that Newtonian objects with
the same mass and spin as a Kerr black hole may have
smaller multipole moments than the Kerr values. While
their conjecture may still hold for the class of specific
modified black hole solutions they considered, it cannot
be more generically true for all possible compact objects
within General Relativity.
In recent years there is a revolutionary development of
the Post-Newtonian and Post-Minkowskian theory based
on effective field theory calculations of scattering amplitudes [27–29]. In particular, it was shown that the
scattering experiment of “minimally” coupled spin fields
gives rise to the Kerr multipoles up to high orders in
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black hole spin [30–34]. This is a rather surprising result
as “minimally coupled” spin fields and Kerr black holes
are rather different objects in nature. One possible way
to build a connection between these two systems is to require that the Kerr moments are special in certain sense,
e.g. minimal for any object with the same mass and angular momentum. The analysis presented in this work
provides counterexamples to such an intuitive explanation, as one can construct objects with smaller multipole
moments than the Kerr values within General Relativity. The coincidence observed in [30–34] ought to have a
deeper origin.
Our conventions are as follows. We set Newton’s constant G and the speed of light c both equal to one, the
spacetime metric has signature -+++ and for the normalization of the various harmonics, we use the conventions
in [35].
II.

MULTIPOLE MOMENTS OF KERR

the reflection-symmetry of Kerr in its equatorial plane.
The dependence on ` has been derived using the relation between the Geroch-Hansen multipole moments and
Thorne’s symmetric trace-free multipole moments in [38]
and translating those results to the multipole moments
in the spherical harmonic decomposition. We have explicitly checked these numerical factors up to ` = 6 using
the ACMC-6 coordinate system in [39].

III.

A NEWTONIAN MIMICKER

In this section, we will first discuss the mass multipole
moments and next consider the spin multipole moments.
Since the Kerr spacetime is stationary, the configuration
of the Newtonian object should be time-independent, i.e.,
no explicit dependence on the time coordinate t.

A.

There are two distinct notions of multipole moments:
source multipole moments, defined as integrals over the
source, and field multipole moments, defined from the
gravitational field near infinity. In the absence of radiation, these two notions are directly related. The GerochHansen multipole moments are an example of field multipoles [36, 37]. Here we will not use the geometric definition by Geroch and Hansen, but we use the definition
due to Thorne instead [35]. We make this choice because
the Newtonian limit is more transparent in Thorne’s approach and the corresponding source and field multipole
moments in the absence of gravitational radiation are
identical to each other. In addition, despite the clear difference in their definitions, Thorne’s multipole moments
of a stationary, asymptotically flat spacetime are identical to the field multipole moments of Geroch-Hansen, up
to a normalization factor [38].
The mass and current multipole moments of the Kerr
spacetime are only non-zero for m = 0 due to its axisymmetry and are given by:
(
√ q
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where the first line indicates the result for ` being even
and the second for ` being odd. The above formulas
are only valid for ` ≥ 2. For ` = 0 the mass multipole moment of Kerr is simply M and the current multipole is not defined, and for ` = 1 the mass multipole moment vanishes and the current multiple moment
is aM . The vanishing of the odd mass multipole moments and even current multipole moments is due to

Mass multipole moments

We start with a general Newtonian star with a density
profile ρ(r, θ, φ). Decomposing the mass density as
X
ρ(r, θ, φ) =
ρ`m (r)Y`m (θ, φ),
(3)
`,m

the Newtonian mass multipoles are given by
s
Z
16π
(` + 2)(` + 1)
`m
INewtonian =
dr r`+2 ρ`m (r) .
(2` + 1)!
2`(` − 1)
(4)
One immediate observation of Eq. 4 is that there
are many possible ρ`m giving rise to the same set of
`m
, because of the nature of the integration equaINewtonian
tion. In this study we shall focus on the axis-symmetric
scenarios, with no explicit dependence on φ. As a first
example, we assume a thin shell of matter with mass

M
a `
density ρ`m = α` δm,0 R
δ(r − R) with R being the
2
R
radius of the thin shell, M its mass and a its spin parameter. The constant α` is determined by matching the
Newtonian mass multipole moments with those of the
Kerr black hole
( q
i` 2`+1
4π
α` =
.
(5)
0
For this choice, whenever ρ`m (R) is not zero, it is positive in roughly half of the cases (` = 0, 4, 8, 12, . . .) and
negative in the other half (` = 2, 6, 10, 14, . . .). Similarly,
the combination ρ`m (r)Y`m (θ, φ) for given ` and m = 0
can be negative at specific polar angles even if ρ`m is
positive. With the monopole piece (` = 0) included, the
mass density itself ρ(r, θ, φ) is nowhere negative as long as
a/R ≤ 0.57735. This is illustrated in Fig. 1, which shows
that the mass density is concentrated near the equator
and minimized near its pole. As the spin to radius ratio
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FIG. 1: This figure shows the angular dependence of the mass
density ρ for the thin shell model at radius R for different ratios of a/R. It is clear that the mass density is positive for
all a/R ≤ 0.57735. In all cases, the mass density is peaked
near the equator and minimal at the poles. For plotting purposes, the sum over ` in Eq. 3 is truncated at ` = 200. This
truncation does not alter the plot as higher order terms are
suppressed (in fact, for a/R = 0.1 truncating at ` = 4 does not
alter the plot, but as a/R increases more terms are needed).

increases, this feature becomes more pronounced. The
` multipoles of the mass density of the thin shell at the
poles (where φ is undefined) is given by
ρ`0 (r = R)Y`0 (θ = 0, φ) = i`

2` + 1  a `
.
4π
R

(6)

When the ratio a/R is increased beyond the numerical
value 0.57735, the mass density becomes negative near
the poles. The restriction on the ratio a/R certainly
seems reasonable to assume, because if we were to take
the spin parameter to be equal to a maximally spinning
Kerr black hole (i.e., a = M ), the compactness of this
object as measured by the ratio M/R would be close to
a half. In this regime, one certainly would need relativistic corrections as this is close to the compactness of a
Schwarzschild black hole.
Other straight-forward examples with mass multiples
equal to those of the Kerr spacetime include a stellar
object with a constant radial profile and an elementary
decaying profile:
(

M
a `
β` δm,0 R
constant radial profile
3
R
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3
R
4R
with the constant β` and γ` given by
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FIG. 2: This figure shows the angular dependence of the mass
density ρ evaluated at r = R for the thin shell model versus
the constant density profile for different ratios of a/R. The
value of n on the vertical axis is 2 for the thin shell model
and 3 for the constant density profile.

For simplicity, we will only consider the thin shell model
and the constant radial profile from hereon. The mass
density for the constant radial density profile is nonnegative for all polar angles as long as a/R ≤ 0.42583. A
comparison with the thin shell model is shown in Fig. 2.

B.

Current multipole moments

As a second step, we match the values of the current
multipole moments. For a generic Newtonian body, they
are given by
s
32π
(` + 2)(2` + 1)
`m
SNewtonian =
×
(2` + 1)!! 2(` + 1)(` − 1)
Z
Z
2
i
d Ω dr r`+2 ijk Ȳ`−1,`m
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where ni is the radial unit vector and Ȳ`−1,`m
=
m i
(−1) Y`−1,`−m are the pure-orbital harmonics. The latter are related to the spin-weighted spherical harmonics
−1 Y`−m through
s
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with mi and its complex conjugate m̄i being the
Newman-Penrose complex null vectors on the sphere (for
more details, see [35, Sec. 2]). The velocity field is most
intuitively decomposed into the pure-spin vector harmonics:
X

i
i
i
vi =
R`m R Y`m
+ E`m E Y`m
+ B`m B Y`m
(9)
`,m

4
i E i
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where R Y`m
, Y`m and B Y`m
are normalized as in [35,
Eq. (2.18)]. Due to the cross product of v i with the radial unit vector ni in the definition of the current multi`m
pole moments, R`m does not contribute to SNewtonian
and
thus is not constrained by the requirement that the current multipole moments are equal to those of Kerr. The
E`m contribute an imaginary part to the current multipole moments when m is odd, and are thus required to
vanish in order to match the current multipole moments
of Kerr: E`m = 0. Therefore, the only relevant coefficients are B`m . Nevertheless, the coefficients R`m are
not entirely free as the continuity equation constraints
its behavior. For both the thin shell model and the constant density profile, the continuity equation implies that
the divergence of the velocity vector field has to vanish.
Since the part proportional to B`m is by construction
divergence-free, this imposes the following constraint on
R`m

2
d
R`m + R`m = 0 .
dr
r

(10)

A solution to this equation is R`m (r) ∼ 1/r2 , but this
is not well-defined at the origin and therefore we are required to set R`m = 0 for the model with a constant
radial profile. We will also set R`m = 0 for the thin shell
model.
The B`m part in the velocity field can also be written
in terms of the spin-weighted harmonics as:


i X
i
vB
= −√
B`m (r) −1 Y`m (θ, φ)mi + 1 Y`m (θ, φ)m̄i .
2 `,m
(11)
Substituting this decomposition as well as the decomposition for the mass density in Eq. (3) into the current
multipole moments in Eq. (7), and using that ijk nk =
2i m[i m̄j] , we obtain
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The angular integrals over the two sets of three spinweighted spherical harmonics are given by the product
of two 3j-symbols[40, Eq. (34.3.22)]. Since ρ`m is only
non-zero for m = 0 and ` even, the 3j-symbols simplify
significantly. Moreover, as we assume these current multipole moments to match those of a rotating black hole,
this expression can be further simplified by setting B`m
equal to zero for all m 6= 0 and ` even. After these sim-

plifications, the infinite sum over `0 and `00 still remain:
s
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Setting these current multipole moments equal to those
of Kerr yields a very large but invertible matrix equation
for B`m , which is in principle solvable. Here we will only

a 6
provide a perturbative solution in a/R up to O R
. For
both the thin-shell model and the model with a constant
radial profile, we find
h
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...
with the different lines indicating the results for ` =
1, 3, 5, . . .. (Both models have the same velocity vector
field as the extra factor of ` + 3 in β` compared to α` is
canceled after performing the integration over r.) Using
Mathematica, these expressions are easily obtained for
much larger ` (we do not show these here as the expressions are not particularly informative). It is clear from
this particular solution that the coefficients B`0 are all of
the form
∞
 a `0
X
(`)
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c`0
(15)
R
0
` =`

with c``0 numerical coefficients that are non-zero only for
`, `0 odd. For instance, we already know from Eq. 14
√
√
√
(1)
(1)
(1)
(3)
that c1 = 6π, c3 = − 6π, c5 = 11
6π and c1 =
7
p
16π/21.
Substituting the solution for B`0 into the expression
for the velocity field, we find that the only non-zero component of the velocity vector field is given by
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−3 +
4 − 5 cos2 θ
(16)
2
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−
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(φ)

where êi is the orthonormal vector in the φ-direction.
Fig. 3 shows the angular dependence of the velocity above
for different values of a/R (for plotting purposes, we used

a 20
expressions accurate to O R
). This also shows that
the magnitude of the velocity v i is less than the speed of
light for all polar angles, and it vanishes at the poles.
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FIG. 3: This plot shows the angular dependence of φi
component of the velocity vB
in an orthonormal basis for
different ratios of a/R. The maximal velocity increases as the
ratio a/R increases, but is always less than the speed of light.
To make this plot, we truncated the sum over ` in Eq. (11) at
` = 20 and verified that the higher order terms do not change
the result. (For the model with a constant radial profile, the
ratio a/R needs to be restricted to a/R ≤ 0.42583.)

IV.

GOING THE EXTRA MILE: INCLUDING
POST-NEWTONIAN CORRECTIONS

In the previous sections, we have demonstrated how to
construct Newtonian objects with identical moments to
those of Kerr. The construction is not unique and there
are in fact many possible objects which share the same
values for the multipole moments as those of Kerr. In this
section, we give a constructive argument how to extend
those results to include post-Newtonian corrections.
First note that the expression for the mass multiple
moments with leading order post-Newtonian corrections
involves significantly more terms than at Newtonian order [35, Eq. (5.31)]

I
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Here the mass density ρ is the Newtonian mass density
and v i the Newtonian velocity vector field. The Newtonian potential U and pressure P as well as the specific
internal energy density Π and stress tensor Σij are determined by the Poisson, Euler and conservation of energy
equation
∇2 U = −4π ρ

(19)


∇i P − 2∇j Σij = ρ∇i U + ρ Ω2 ni − r cos θ
ρ v i ∇i Π = −P ∇i v i ,

(z)
êi



(20)
(21)

(z)

where êi is the unit-vector in the z-direction. The second term on the right hand side of the Euler equation
is the centrifugal force for which the angular velocity Ω
i B
vi /r2 (and thus, Ω also deis determined by Ω2 = vB
pends on the polar angle θ). In the above equations,
we restricted ourselves to the case in which all fields are
time-independent.
Since the leading order terms themselves already
match the multipole moments of Kerr, the postNewtonian corrections have to vanish. Therefore, we
need to establish whether there is enough functional freedom to ensure this. The strategy is to take ρ as the
energy density previously obtained plus some perturbation at post-Newtonian level, say δρ, chosen such that
exactly all the additional terms introduced at the first
post-Newtonian order vanish. Concretely, one first needs
to solve for U given ρ in Eq. (19) (a solution is easily
constructed by decomposing U into spherical harmonics
and using [41, Eq. (1.128)])
 Z ∞
4π
U`m =
r`
ρ`m (r0 )r0−`+1 dr0
2` + 1
r

Z r
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ρ`m (r0 )r0`+2 dr0 .
(22)
+ `+1
r
0
This Newtonian potential will then serve as a source for
the pressure P and stress tensor Σij in Eq. (20). Since
the stress tensor is symmetric and traceless by definition
and we are interested in the axially symmetric case, we
can decompose the stress tensor simply as a linear combination of four tensor harmonics
X h (1)
Σij =
σ`m Y`m (gij − 3ni nj )
`

2 `(−2),`m

where T̄ij
are tensor harmonics [35, Eq. (2.27)(2.28)] and τµν is the effective stress-energy tensor evaluated at the first post-Newtonian order in the post-

(2)

+σ`m (−1 Y`m (mi nj + ni mj ) − 1 Y`m (m̄i nj + ni m̄j ))
i
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+σ`m (−2 Y`m mi mj + 2 Y`m m̄i m̄j )
(23)

6
(i)

with σ`m = 0 whenever m 6= 0. In the case of the thin
shell model, the stress tensor satisfies Σij nj = 0 and
(1)
σlm = 0. The φ-component of the Euler equation is
trivially satisfied, but the θ- and r-component yield two
differential equations. Since the source on the right-hand
side of these equations is the product of ρ and ∇i U , we
obtain 3j-symbols again which result into large matrix
equations (similar to the situation for B`0 ). These equations can also be solved to any desired order using, for instance, Mathematica. The solutions are not unique given
that there are two equations and four free functions P`m
(i)
and σ`m (three in the case of the thin shell model). One
can use this freedom to simplify the solutions. A simple
solution for Π in Eq. (21) would be to take Π = 0 (as v i
is divergence free). Knowing all the relevant components
of τµν , one can finally calculate the leading order postNewtonian correction to the mass multipole moments.
The last step is to determine δρ such that
s
Z
(` + 2)(` + 1)
16π
`m
dr r`+2 δρ`m (r) = −I1PN
.
(2` + 1)!
2`(` − 1)
(24)
The same argument applies to the current multipole moments. This algorithm shows that the Newtonian construction in Sec. III can be easily extended to the leading
post-Newtonian order. The expectation is that this will
also hold for higher-order post-Newtonian corrections.

V.

DISCUSSION

The multipole moments of the Kerr spacetime are not
unique: we constructed several examples in the Newtonian theory with identical multipoles as those of a Kerr
black hole. Therefore, knowing all the (field) multipole
moments of an object does not conclusively tell us the
nature of the object. The construction of these explicit
examples also shows that the Kerr multipole moments
are not minimal in the sense that their absolute value is
minimized for objects with the same mass and angular
momentum, as the construction in this paper can also
be used to find objects with multipole moments smaller
than those of the Kerr spacetime. This point can be further elaborated by considering an example of a solid star
(so that non-isotropic stress is allowed) with a mountain in the north pole. If the star is rotating, the spininduced quadrupole may perfectly cancel the mountainassociated quadrupole, so that there is no net quadrupole
moment for such star. It is straightforward to see that
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