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Chapter 1

Introduction and summary

Two notorious problems have been plaguing the theory of gravitational collapse for
decades. The first one is the occurrence of singularities. The classical collapse of a gravi-
tating system leads inevitably to a singularity [Pen65, Haw67, HP70], cf. also [HE73]. The
consequence is that the classical theory breaks down because the structure of the singu-
larity contradicts the basic principles of the theory such as the equivalence principle. But
there is some hope that a future quantum theory of gravity (or at least of gravitational
collapse) will avoid the singularities of its classical counterpart.

The second problem is the so-called black hole information paradox. The semi-classical
analysis of fields near a black hole by Hawking [Haw75] has led to the surprising conclusion
that black holes evaporate by emitting radiation that is thermal. This implies the violation
of basic principles of quantum mechanics. As an idealization, the initial quantum state
of the collapsing system can be viewed as a pure state. But since it is thermal, the
radiation does not depend on the detailed structure of the body that collapsed to form
the black hole. Thus, the pure initial state evolves into a mixed state, by this violating
the unitarity and time reversal symmetry of quantum theory. In other words, it is, in
principle, impossible to reconstruct the initial state from the final state. Also, even if
the initial state were precisely known, it would be impossible to predict with certainty
what the final quantum state will be. Moreover, the pure initial state has zero entropy,
but at the end, according to Hawking, its entropy is of the order of n]‘f—;, where M is the

total mass of the system and mp; is the Planck mass. The entropy (F:);m be interpreted
as a measure for the information lost during the evolution. If unitarity does not hold
anymore, then also the energy seems to fail to be conserved [BSP84]. For these reasons
Hawking conjectured [Haw76, Haw82] that quantum theory breaks down in the case of
black holes and that the information is lost in principle in quantum gravity, summarized
in the quotation: “God not only plays dice, He sometimes throws the dice where they
cannot be seen.”

This conjecture has led to a great controversy, mainly between the bulk of the relativists
defending Hawking’s position on one side and particle physicists that adhered to a unitary
time evolution on the other. Particle physicists abhorred the idea to reject one of the basic
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principles of quantum mechanics and came up with various ideas to explain the appar-
ent paradox or to modify Hawking’s calculations, e.g. [BSP84, tH90, CGHS92, Gid92].
But all of these approaches are either highly improbable or suffer from conceptual de-
fects. There is an abundance of reviews on the controversy and its tentative solutions,
e.g. [Pre92, Gid95]. Most recently, at the GR17 conference in Dublin, Hawking surprised
the community by announcing that he has disproved his own conjecture and that unitarity
is preserved after all. But since his calculations have not been published yet at the time
this thesis is written, we do not know how he obtained his results. So the controversy still
remains unsettled.

Hawking’s results on evaporating black holes are only plausible as long as the semi-
classical approach is valid. This seems to be not the case near the singularity, where a
more fundamental modification of the classical theory due to quantum effects is expected
to occur. If the semi-classical approximation near the singularity is rejected, then one is
forced to look for a different kind of approximative scheme, since there seems to be no
hope for a satisfactory full quantum theory of gravity in the near future. The attempts
of the Berne group led by P. Héjicek are based on the use of simplified models, where a
non-perturbative quantum theory can be explicitly constructed. The main reason to use
simplified models is that they strongly simplify technicalities: such systems are easier to
reduce and to quantize and, nevertheless, still possess some of the important qualitative
features of the full theory. Simplified models lead to a kind of effective theory of gravity.
An infinite number of degrees of freedom that are unimportant for the problem can be
safely frozen such that one obtains a quantum theory rather than a quantum field theory
after quantization. Of course, the thus simplified theory must still have the right (semi-)
classical limit.

The use of simplified models has led to some promising results. The quantum theory
of a single spherically symmetric self-gravitating null thin shell constructed by Hajicek
and Kiefer in [HK01, H4j01] seems to describe some important features of the collapse
sufficiently well and yields the surprising conclusion that, in contrast to the classical
collapse, the thus defined quantum system does not form a singularity but always bounces
at the centre and returns to the same asymptotic region it originated from! So it seems
that unitarity is preserved and that no black hole forms. Some quantum systems can even
be squeezed such that a significant part of them lies under their Schwarzschild horizon
and still they reappear. The Schwarzschild radius of such quantum systems is hence a
mixture of white and black hole states, and the colour of the horizon gradually changes
from black to white in the course of the evolution of the system.

The construction of the quantum theory required the solution of several conceptual prob-
lems commonly associated with the quantization of gravity. The exclusive use of gauge-
invariant quantities as observables in the quantum theory successfully addresses the issue
of diffeomorphism invariance. Asymptotically flat models, which are suitable to describe
the collapse, allow the definition of a complete set of gauge-invariant quantities that are
also integrals of motion, the so-called Dirac observables. The physical problem can thus
be viewed at as a scattering system where every relevant question can be answered by a



measurement in the asymptotically flat region of spacetime. In the case of the spherically
symmetric shells the Dirac observables can, however, also be found without relying on its
asymptotic properties. The computation of the algebra of Dirac observables required the
specification of a gauge. This has been obtained by the so-called Kuchar-decomposition
[KucT71], where the canonical variables describing the system are neatly split into physical
degrees of freedom (the Dirac observables), embeddings (gauge degrees of freedom) and
their momenta. The existence of such a decomposition has been shown to exist for a wide
class of models by Hajicek and Kijowski in [HK00]. In the course of their work the im-
portant notions of background manifold and covariant gauge fixing have been introduced,
cf. [H4j00a]. The issues and results of this approach are collected and discussed in detail
in [H4j03].

The question what is the metric outside of the shell in the quantum theory remains
unanswered. It is an intricate question because the metric components are not gauge
invariant and must be expressed solely in terms of invariant quantities by some means,
which may be not feasible. It thus seems to be a more promising idea to obtain the
information about the outside geometry by introducing a second (test) shell that probes
the field of the first one. The classical analysis of the system containing two or more
shells has been done by H4jicek and Kouletsis [HK02a, HK02b, KH02]. Finding the
corresponding quantum theory seems to be a non-trivial task. Work is being done on this
topic by H&jicek and Minassian.

The second important question is the motivation for the present work. Consider the
following hypothetical scenario: A quantum system with large (i.e. astrophysical) energy
— of course a single null shell is hardly an adequate description of such a system —
collapses and re-expands after a huge scattering time. The black hole phase is so long that
Hawking radiation becomes important and therefore influences the scattering time. Only
when the black hole becomes very small the change of horizon colour takes place such that
only a tiny remnant of the system reemerges. Such a process does not necessarily violate
unitarity and may be compatible with astronomical observations. So it is interesting to
know when the shell does reappear after the collapse.

The model we are using to compute the scattering times is again a single spherically
symmetric null thin shell surrounded by its own gravitational field. In order to incorporate
the reflection a spherically symmetric, perfectly reflecting mirror with some positive radius
is placed at the centre.

The main findings of this work are summarized in the following paragraph: We found
that the time delay, a quantity used in the quantum theory of scattering processes, can-
not be defined for our model because the infrared divergence at infinity common to all
Coulomb-like potentials (to which also gravity belongs) cannot be removed by any suitable
regularization. The question was then, what time we wanted to consider as the scattering
time of our quantum system and how it could be defined in a gauge-invariant way. The
sojourn time seems to be a good candidate. It can be interpreted as the mean value of the
operator associated with the proper scattering time measured by an ideal clock carried
along by an observer at a constant radius between his two encounters with the shell. We
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found quantities that can be associated with the scattering time that are gauge-invariant
and thus can be represented by self-adjoint operators. In order to obtain the true degrees
of freedom of the model we adapted the canonical reduction program by Hajicek, Kiefer
and Kouletsis [HKO01, HK02b, KHO02] to our model. This required the construction of a
specific gauge. This gauge has the beautiful property that it also can be used for the
perturbative approach by DeWitt [DeW63]. We thus have proven an existence theorem
for a suitable gauge that is compatible with DeWitt’s methods for our model. We have
constructed the quantum theory in which the shells are represented by wave packets and
the scattering time by a self-adjoint operator the expectation value of which is the sojourn
time. Explicit and numeric calculations of the sojourn time have shown that it displays a
rather surprising behaviour: It is finite for wave packets of finite extension even if the cor-
responding classical scattering time diverges! And it, furthermore, remains well-defined
and finite when a significant part of the packet falls under its Schwarzschild horizon. A
minor flaw in the calculation is, however, that one of the designated classical observables
is not represented by a self-adjoint operator in our quantum theory. But the quantum
theory itself is nevertheless well-defined, and the main results do not seem to depend
significantly on the corrections that would have to be done to incorporate a self-adjoint
operator representing this observable.

The program of this thesis is given by the following summary of the chapters.

Chapter 2: In this chapter we summarize the most important results in our context of
the quantum theory of scattering processes. A precise definition of the sojourn time is
given, and several ways to define the time delay are presented. The problems concerning
the time delay appearing in the case of the Coulomb potential are pointed out.

Chapter 3: The definition of massive and null self-gravitating thin shells is given. Then,
a spherically symmetric mirror centered at R = 0 is introduced, such that the in- and
outgoing shell trajectories are glued together in a unique way. The (proper) scattering
time of the shell measured by an observer at a fixed radius is computed.

Chapter 4: In this chapter it is discussed why the sojourn time is chosen as the measured
quantity instead of the time delay and why the mean value of the operator representation
of the scattering time can be interpreted as the sojourn time. The scattering time is newly
constructed such that it is a gauge invariant.

Chapter 5: The space of solutions of our system is determined and the distinction
between singular and regular gauges is pointed out.

Chapter 6: The central-regular (CR) gauge is constructed using an interpolation. By
this the difficulties with the canonical theory at the inner boundary of space-time induced
by the mirror are removed.

Chapter 7: The Hamiltonian action for a spherical null thin shell and its gravitational
field (the LWF action, cf. [LWF98]) is adapted to include the spherical mirror. The
canonical reduction of the action is performed using the methods developed by Hajicek,
Kiefer and Kouletsis and the CR gauge that has been constructed in the preceding chapter.



The true degrees of freedom are identified, they are the shell energy F and its asymptotic
advanced time v.

Chapter 8: In this chapter a well-defined quantum theory and a self-adjoint operator
representing the scattering time are constructed. Analytical and numerical computations
of the sojourn time using a special type of wave packets are made. The rather surprising
results are discussed and illustrated by diagrams.

Chapter 9: A brief introduction into DeWitt’s [DeW63] method of small disturbances
is given. Then, an existence theorem for a suitable gauge (the CR gauge) for DeWitt’s
method is stated. The dynamics of the shell and the metric disturbance on the background
is determined and the effect of infinitesimal gauge transformations on it is computed.

Chapter 10: The main results and problems found in this thesis are discussed, followed
by some suggestions for further research.

A series of appendices containing material that is either too lengthy and technical for the
main text or not about the main topics of this thesis completes this work.

Unless otherwise defined, we use units for which ¢ = G = A = 1 throughout this
thesis. The metrics have signature —2, the Minkowski metric being given by 7,, =
diag(1,—1,—1,—1).
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Chapter 2

Time delay in scattering theory

2.1 Quantum scattering theory

We summarize the most important features of the quantum theory of non-relativistic
potential scattering of a structure-less particle. We first write down the relevant ideas of
the time-dependent approach and state the basic definitions. In the second subsection we
introduce the main aspects of the time-independent setting, an approach more familiar
to most physicists. This short introduction is, of course, in no way complete, but the
appropriate references are given in the text.

2.1.1 Time-dependent setting

A mathematically precise framework of this approach to scattering theory is given in
[AJS77] and [RS79]. This introduction follows in some parts roughly [Mar81]. We first
define the basic notions of non-relativistic time-dependent potential scattering theory.

Scattering states

Let ‘H be a Hilbert space of quantum states generated by the self-adjoint operators H
and ﬁo, being, respectively, the free (or unperturbed) and the total Hamiltonian, where
H = Hy+V. The operator V is defined as the multiplication by the function V/ (), which
is the potential. The spectrum of Hy is clearly absolutely continuous: M (Hp) =H. In
the domain of H are scattering states ¥ € Ma ( A) as well as bound states ¢, € Mo(H )

We suppose that Mo (H) = Hge and Mo(H) = H,, i.e. the set of scattering states of H
is exactly the subspace of absolute continuity H,. of H and, moreover, Mo(ﬁ ), the set of
the bound states, is equal to the subspace ‘H,, C 'H belonging to the pure point spectrum
of H. The two spaces H,. and H, are orthogonal. These assumptions are satisfied if the
potential verifies V = V; + V5, Vi € L%(R3) and V5 essentially bounded (i.e. 3IM < oo,

7
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|Va(Z)| < M almost everywhere V& € R?). This applies in particular to the important
case of the Coulomb potentials V. = 1, r = |Z], v € R. One simply has to put V; = V. x,,
Vo = V. — Vi, where x,(Z) = 1 as |Z#] < r and 0 otherwise, r € (0, 00).

The asymptotic condition and the scattering operator

The free and total time evolutions, two continuous unitary one-parameter groups on H
corresponding to the two Hamiltonians, are given by U; = e~ 0! and V, = et The
wave or Mgller operators 04 are defined by the asymptotic condition

lim ‘(I/;*Ut—fz_)qu — 0,
lim HVUt 0)) ¢H ~ 0 (2.1)

for the states ¢ € H. We suppose that they are complete, i.e. Range O = Range Q+ =
Hae. An equivalent definition is

Qy = s— lim V;'U;, (2.2)

where the strong limit s-im is defined implicitly by eq. (2.1). Q)_ transforms an incoming
state ¢;, into a scattering state ¢ = Q,@-n. The same happens if one operates with Q+ on
an outgoing state ¢, ¥ is unique for a given incoming state. Asymptotic completeness
holds if for each ¢ there is a (free) outgoing state ¢, to which the scattering state
converges in the far future. The so-called intertwining relation H Qi = QiHo is satisfied.
This property is transmitted to the correspondmg evolutlon VtQi = QiUt The wave
operators are isometries: QiQ = Qi = I where [ is the unit operator. The time
evolution of a scattering state v, corresponding to an incoming state ¢;, reads hence
(IRES VtQ ®in, whereas the time evolution of the free incoming state is given by ¢; = U; ¢,
The Mgller operators 4 exist and are complete for potentials falling off at infinity as
7,1%, e > 0, so called short-range potentials. There exists a generalization to a broader
class of potentials, including the Coulomb case, that belongs to the class of the long-range
potentials, which we will treat in the next section.

The scattering operator S is defined by S = QiQ_ It is unitary and conserves the
energy, i.e. [S, Hy|] = 0; it therefore also commutes with the free evolution. S transforms
an incoming free state ¢;, into an outgoing one: ¢ = SPin.

It follows from the asymptotic condition and the completeness, that the evolving scattering
state behaves asymptotically in time as

tLiEHOOH@/)t—Cth = 0,
lim [, — Seull = 0. (2:3)
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We observe that in the remote past the total evolution is approximated by the unperturbed
one and that in the far future the difference between the scattering and the outgoing state
is arbitrarily small.

Spectral representations

Some important operators can be brought in a special form, the so-called diagonal form
in the spectral representation of a particular operator. A spectral representation is a
particular representation of the Hilbert space in which the operators in question appear as
multiplication operators [JM65, JM66, AJS77]. We denote the spectral variable belonging
to H by A, the energy of a particular state. The spectrum A of the free Hamiltonian
f[o, where A € A, is continuous. Let C' be a set of operators commuting with Hy and
¢ the corresponding spectral variables. We then can denote a state in this particular
representation by |\, ¢). Let B be another bounded linear operator with [B, Hy] = 0
which possesses an integral representation

B= / dt Uy AUL. (2.4)

[e.9]

Then the matrix elements of B in the spectral representation with respect to H, read

[IM67].

(A ¢ BIN, &) = 8(A = X)(¢| BO)|¢) (2.5)

with

(e| BON)|') = 21(\, | A|X, ). (2.6)

We call the operator B(\) on the energy shell or on-shell. It will be shown in the next
section that the scattering and the time delay operators are examples of operators which
can be brought on-shell.

2.1.2 Time-independent setting

We very briefly introduce the basic ideas of the stationary formalism of scattering theory.
We omit proofs as well as the discussion of cross sections and the perturbation theory.
For a more accurate treatment we refer to the abundant literature (e.g. [Far73, New66,

GW64)).
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The Asymptotic Condition

We consider the scattering by a potential V(). Let Hy = —5=A and H = Hy + V()
on the Hilbert space H = L£L%(R?®), where A is the Laplacian in R? and £*(R?) is the
space of square integrable functions on R3. The potential is assumed to be such that
eigenfunctions w(l;, ¥) given by the stationary solutions of the Schrédinger equation

<_LA+V@)—A> Y(k,E) =0, A=-—, k=K (2.7)

2m

exist. These eigenfunctions are required to be scattering states with the following asymp-
totic spatial behaviour as || = r — o0,

(R, E) T R f(N G, @) —, (2.8)

r

where Wz = %,&E = % are the angles of ¥ and E, respectively, and f(\,Jz, o) is the
scattering amplitude. This is the asymptotic condition in the time-independent setting.
According to eq. (2.8), w(E, ¥) is an outgoing plane wave modified by a spherical wave.
The correction to the plane wave depends on the energy of the ingoing wave and on the
scattering angle. These stationary states with infinite extension are of course by no means
a physically realistic description of a particle scattered by a potential. We will therefore,
later in this section, also discuss spatially localized wave packets and their asymptotic
behaviour.

The Lippmann-Schwinger equation
We introduce the Lippmann-Schwinger equation and the definition of the Mgller operators

in the time-independent setting. For scattering by a short-range potential we can write
the scattering states as follows (n > 0):

bt = i+ N — HFin) 'V gy (2.9)

After some algebraic manipulations we obtain the so-called Lippmann-Schwinger equation

Y = i + (N — Hy Fin) "' Vgt (2.10)
This equation is equivalent to an integral equation whose solution behaves asymptotically

as a plane wave plus an ingoing (— sign) and outgoing (+ sign) wave (cf. eq. (2.8)),
respectively. By using the relation ¥+ = Q4 ¢;, we can define the Mgller operators

Qe =T+W\—HTin 'V. (2.11)
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Notice that in the preceding section about the time-dependent formalism we always de-
noted the ingoing scattering state ¢~ simply by ¢. We also define the transition operator
T given by T'= V) _. The scattering amplitude can be hence written as follows:

f(¢ln - ¢out) = _£<¢out’ T|¢zn> (212)

We assume that the ingoing state has the wave vector k and the outgoing one 2

¢in = ¢Ev ¢out = ¢Za (213)
with |k| = k = ¢ = |¢]. Then we can rewrite the scattering amplitude,
. T PP
f(k — g) = —Am m( |T|]€> = —TO\g,wZ] T|)\k,wi€'>. (2.14)

The scattering matriz element between these two states reads

Spr = (07 Slog) = (WiElwz) = 6(0— k) — 2mid (A — M) (64 Tz). (2.15)

This result is valid at least for short-range potentials.

Wave packets

This paragraph follows closely the treatment in [Far73]. Since a plane wave with sharply
defined energy is not a realistic description of a particle we now introduce wave packets.
The wave packet for a free particle shall be given by

@(Z,t) = ! . / dli O (k, t)e'™ =, (2.16)
(2m)2
where
C(k,t) = C(k)e~ ™ (2.17)

is an energy- and time-dependent contour function. The free wave packet can be also
written as

@(7,t) = / dk C(k) gu(T) e, (2.18)
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where we have introduced the normalized eigenstates

or(T) = @) (2.19)

W

of the momentum operator P. The probability to find the particle with the wave vector k
in the volume element dk of k-space is P(k) = |C/(k)|? and is constant in time. It follows
that the contour functions satisfies [ dk |C’(l§)|2 = 1. As t — Fo0, the wave packet tends
to zero: @(,t) — 0. Hence, the probability to find the particle in any finite region tends
to zero in the remote past and far future, respectively.

The scattering wave function of a single non-relativistic structure-less particle can be
described by the wave packet

D(t) = / 4R C(R) s e, (2.20)

It is free in the remote past and in the far future:

ww“éwﬁawzjﬁhxawwﬁm,
D) Z° Gona(t) = / 47 D(F) e, (2.21)

where @, (t) and @ou(t) are the initial and the final wave packets, respectively. C(k) is
the initial momentum amplitude; the final momentum amplitude is given by

—

D(0) = / dk Sy O (k). (2.22)

Inserting the formula for the scattering matrix elements, eq. (2.15), we obtain after some
manipulations, that

D(f) = C(f) + A(D), (2:23)
where
il - - - 2
A= o / A5 O35 (05, — ) (2.24)
T
is the change produced in the momentum amplitude by the collision. We observe that

the amount of scattering increases with the scattering amplitude. For a well collimated
ingoing beam, the shape of the final wave packet is approximately

@out = @m + 77257 (225)
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where the outgoing scattered wave 1, is given by

_ 1 o0 o ) -
Jo AN (2.26)
0

2mr

Partial wave analysis

After this short deviation we again consider a wave function with fixed energy for the sake
of simplicity. The results can be taken over to wave packets rather straightforwardly.

First we have to record how the stationary solutions behave in time. The time evolution
of the ingoing scattering state (here we again omit the — sign) reads explicitly

-\ 1 3 . 7 efi%t 7
0@ = oy [ ko R e o) 2:27)

3

W(k, T) = (27)2(Z] Q_|k) is the kernel of the Mgller operator. If the potential is spherically
symmetric, V(&) = V(r), then the kernel has a development in radial partial waves

- k,
b(k,7) = 4 ;# “l(krr) (wall, m) (1, m|wr). (2.28)

Here, (wz|l,m) = Y, (wz) is the normalized spherical harmonic and u;(k,r) is the regular
solution of the radial equation

dr? 72

( i + W+l +2mV(r) — 2mk2> w(k,r) =0 (2.29)

that has the asymptotic behaviour

T—00 1

w(k,r) =~ 3 (Si(N) ellkr=13) _ e’i(krflg)) (2.30)

as r goes to infinity.

Si(\) = e (2.31)

is the scattering matriz element associated with the angular momentum [ and the corre-
sponding phase shift 5;(A). We observe that the effect of the potential is a phase shift of
the scattering wave. This phase shift is dependent on the angular momentum and the
energy of the ingoing state, as well as on the strength and the shape of the potential.
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2.1.3 Short- and long-range potentials

It turns out to be useful to divide the potentials into two distinct groups: short-range
and long-range potentials. We will call a potential V' (Z) short-range, if it falls off faster
than r=17¢ as r tends to infinity, where ¢ > 0. Otherwise it will be called long-range.
The hard sphere and square well potentials belong clearly to the first group, whereas the
Coulomb and the gravitational potential belong to the second. For a long range potential
it is not possible to define the wave operators in the usual way, and the time delay in
the standard definition becomes infinite. Possible ways to solve these problems will be
proposed in section 3 of this chapter.

2.2 The time delay

The time delay is an important theoretical concept, although it is usually too small to
be directly measurable in experiments. In this section we give various definitions of the
quantity time delay and the associated operator. A clear and comprehensive review of
various aspects of the time delay is [Mar81]. It also includes an extensive list of references.

2.2.1 A heuristic definition

The time delay can be considered as the difference between the time spent by a particle
within the region of the interaction and the time that it would have spent there without
the interaction. What follows in this subsection is a heuristic definition of the time delay
based on the time-independent approach to quantum scattering theory that has been
introduced in the previous chapter.

The Eisenbud-Wigner formula

We analyse the scattered wave far away from the scattering centre for large positive times.
From eq. (2.3) it follows that

A

oy oo 3. i(kd— o) 7
' o / P (56)(F). (2.32)

Its radial components with angular momentum [ behave asymptotically as

—00 1 1 : 2 . 2
wi(r) t: 1 / kdk <€z(kr—2k—mt+5l()\)) _ (_1)l€—z(kr+2’“—mt)> gbl(k‘), (233)

W2

where we have used the asymptotic form (2.30) of the free radial function u}(k,r). ¥!(r)
differs perceptibly from zero only for those values of (r,t¢) for which the arguments of
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the exponentials in eq. (2.33) are stationary with respect to energy variations, where we
assume that ¢'(k) is real. As r and t are both positive in our considerations, the second
term does not contribute to such variations. The first term produces a contribution if
the energy derivative of the exponential vanishes (this is in fact the stationary phase
argument)

I
S

d% (kr — ;—mt + cw)) (2.34)

This is equivalent to

. d
r=v(t—7n()\), m\)= 561()\), (2.35)
where v = ﬁ is the free radial velocity. Since the phase shift §;(\) vanishes in the case
of free motion, we can interpret 7;(\) as the time delay suffered by the radial wave in
the presence of the potential. eq. (2.35) is called the Eisenbud-Wigner formula [Eis48],
[Wig55].

Resonances and the time delay

There is a noteworthy relation between the time delay and the width I" of the resonance
belonging to a particular angular momentum [. If the S-matrix S;(\) has a pole just below
the real axis which corresponds to a resonance at the energy Ay and of width I' > 0, then
one can approximate the S-matrix by

a(N)

SN~y

(2.36)

for A & X\g. Here, a()) is some slowly varying function of the energy. The time delay
hence obtains a Breit-Wigner-like form

d r
=S| — ~ ~ . .
N =S (d/\ In Sl()\)> TS WS AR\ (2.37)

Therefore, 7(\o) = 7+ is the lifetime of the resonance.

Remarks

In principle, the quantity 'time delay’ is measurable. The measurement is although in the
most cases not feasible in experiments because the delay is usually very small. Suppose
that in an experiment one can measure the time delay of a scattering process. Then it
will give a complementary piece of information to the determination of the scattering
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amplitude. Namely, by the Eisenbud-Wigner formula one then can calculate the phase
shift which is closely related to the scattering amplitude. In fact, the scattering operator
and the time delay contain the same information, although from very complementary
points of view.

2.2.2 The time delay of Jauch-Marchand

The definition due to Jauch and Marchand is based on the time-dependent setting of
scattering theory. It goes back to an idea of Goldberger and Watson [GW64]. The concept
of this approach to time delay has been written down in [JM67] and refined involving
advanced mathematical techniques in [JSM72], see also [BO75] for a slight modification.
A proof using somewhat different methods is given in [Mar76].

Jauch and Marchand associate a self-adjoint operator with the observable time delay.
Their mathematically precise, abstract formalism uses only simple operator identities
such as the intertwining property or the relation between the wave operators and the
scattering matrix. Moreover, it avoids the use of eigenfunction expansions. It is therefore
also valid for more general problems for which such an expansion does not exist. Another
advantage of their method is that it works for all types of wave packets. A drawback is
that the restriction on the potentials for which their approach is valid is stronger than for
other definitions.

The basic concept entering in the definition of the time delay is that of the sojourn time.
The following treatment loosely follows the article by Martin [Mar81].

The sojourn time

The introduction of the quantity sojourn time in relation with time delay first appeared
in [Smi60] and in [GW64]. Jauch and Marchand formulated a precise formulation of the
concept in the article [JM67].

First, we define the projection operator }5, that projects into a subspace PH of states of
‘H. The probability of finding the state ¢, = Ui), where ¥ € H,. in PH at the time ¢ is

(ths] Plepr) = | Piy]” (2.38)
and the total mean time spent there is given by

/OO dt | Py (2.39)

o0

This quantity is called sojourn (or residence, or transit) time of the state 1; in the
subspace PH. It can be finite or infinite depending on the state and the projection. In
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potential scattering we take P= ]52, where ¥ is a bounded subset of R? and the projection
acts on a state as follows:

(Beo)(@) = xs(@)o(@), x> { ooy (2.40)

The sojourn time of a free state ¢ is therefore given by

TY(6) = / dt | Péyf? = / (6] U Pl 6)t. (2.41)

—00 —0o0

whereas that of a scattering state ¢ = Q,Qﬁ corresponding to the same incoming state ¢
reads

Ty(6) = / at | P = / (6 08 Vi B Vi) |6) (2.42)

[e.9] o0

There is a mathematical issue: T2(¢) and Tx(¢) shall be finite for a significant amount of
state vectors ¢ € H, i.e. a dense subset. This imposes conditions on the interaction. The
finiteness of the free sojourn time T2(¢) can be expected for finite regions ¥ in the case
of scattering states. For bound states, of course, the quantity is infinite. If the explicit
form of the time development of the free kernel (for ¢ # 0),

(Vi) () = (#m) [ v o, (2.43)

and its behaviour at large times, cf. [AJS77], are used, then the integrand in (2.41) can
be estimated:

3
Po 2= ™ 3
£ (ww) /zd g

where |61 = [ d®xz|¢(Z)] is the norm in £'(R?). We observe that |Pe,|? falls off as ||~
at large ¢ if ¢ € L1(R?)NL?(R3). Thus, the finiteness of T2(¢) holds at least for the dense
set of ¢ € L}(R?) N L2(R?) C L2(R?).

The finiteness of the sojourn time Tx(¢) of scattering states is not so obvious. It is based
on the asymptotic behaviour of the scattering states. One can show that the quantity
Tx(¢) is finite if

2 m 3 )
<l (o) Iol @

imlE=g®
/ dy ™2 §(y)

th - ¢t| € ,Cl(—OO, O)a
2. |PgS¢y| and |, — S¢y| € L0, 00). (2.45)
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The two conditions are fulfilled if the asymptotic condition is sufficiently well satisfied
and if S has some smoothness in its energy dependence (see the article by Martin [Mar81]
and the references stated therein). There are mathematically more advanced methods to
show the finiteness of sojourn time for a broad class of potentials: the operator V has
to be Hy-bounded (i.e. |V¢\ < alg| + 6[ﬁ0¢| for some o« > 0,3 > 0,V¢ € H), the wave
operators (.. have to exist and the state vectors are to be members of a dense subset D of
Hae, with D = {¢ € H,. | @ has compact support on A} (A is the spectrum of Hg). This
holds in particular for potentials decaying faster than the Coulomb potential. For details
cf. the references mentioned above.

The time delay

The difference between the sojourn times of the scattering and the free states in 3

75(0) = Tx(9) — T2(¢) (2.46)

is the delay in ¥ due to the interaction. 75(¢) is therefore the time delay for the region
¥ and the incoming state ¢. As the limit ¥ — R3 is taken, both sojourn times Tx(¢)
and TY(¢) diverge, but it is expected that the difference (2.46) remains finite. This is the
case if the interaction is sufficiently short-ranged. Thus, if the limit exists, then the time
delay of the scattering process with incoming state ¢ reads

7(¢) = lim 75(¢). (2.47)

Y—R3
In terms of operators one can also write

o0

F= lim [ dtU; [Q*_PEQ_ - PZ] U, (2.48)

Y-R3

where the operator 7 is related to the quadratic form 7(¢) by the equation 7(¢) = (¢| 7|¢).
7 is a uniquely defined, bounded and self-adjoint linear operator. In the passage to the
operator definition the intertwining relation V}Q_ = Q_Ut has been used. There are
various methods to show the existence of the limit (2.47). In this section we will briefly
show the results based on the time-dependent setting. For the other methods we refer to
the literature [Mar81].

We use the asymptotic condition (2.1) to show that the time delay 7(¢), if it exists,
depends on the S’—Operator alone. We will state two assertions which connect the time
delay with the scattering operator. The proof of them is given in [Mar81]. Assume that
the conditions (2.45) hold. Then, whenever the limit exists, it holds that

o0

7(¢) = lim dt (] (S*PeS — Pg)|é). (2.49)

ZHR3 0
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The limit (2.47) exists if (2.45) are satisfied and ¢ has compact support on A. Moreover,
in this case, the time delay is related to the energy derivative of the S-operator by

() = —i(g| 52

dHO ). (2.50)

This is the Eisenbud-Wigner formula in terms of operators. 7 evidently commutes with
Hy. Eq. (2.50) is independent of the representation; it is in principle a general functional
relation between 7 and S. A proof of eq. (2.50) is given in [AJS77], Prop. 7. 14.

Both the scattering and the time delay operator can be brought to the form of operators
on the energy shell [JM66]:

(A Lm| SIN,Um') = §(A = X)(l,m] S(A

W m'),
W Lm| 7N m) = 6= N)(Lm| T(A)I,m), (2.51)
(Lm| TV, m') = 2r lim (A1, m| (QF PgQ_ — Po)|\ I, m/).

Y—R3

Here [ is the spectral variable corresponding to L2 and m that to Ls. If the potential is
spherically symmetric and {¥} is a sequence of spheres centered at the origin, and if the
limit exists, then the energy shell components of the time delay operator are given by the
Eisenbud-Wigner formula (2.35):

T(\) = —iS*(\) ddAsm - %5@). (2.52)

It has been shown [JSM72] that the eq. (2.50) holds for potentials decaying faster than
= as r tends to infinity. Weaker conditions are discussed in [Mar81]. For spherical

r—00 1

potentials the weakest condition is V(r) =~

7"%"'6 ’

2.2.3 Other formulations of the time delay

We write down the most important features of some other definitions of the time delay.

The time-independent formulation of time delay

This method is due to Smith [Smi60]. It is based on the time-independent description of
scattering processes. One considers the stationary state solution of the time-independent
Schrodinger equation for a fixed energy A. Then one calculates the excess number of
particles near the scattering centre after subtracting the number that would have been
there without the interaction. The time delay is then given by this excess or defect
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number divided by the incoming (or outgoing) flux of particles at a large distance R from
the scattering centre. The time delay for a specific angular momentum and energy is
given by

A = lim ~ / " ar / e [ - )2 — 2| (2.53)

R—o00 ’UT2

where the incoming flux is Fj,, = % and the velocity of the incoming particles is given
by v = % The average limit in the first integral is in order to get rid of oscillatory terms
in R. A way to remove the rather unphysical averaging is given in a paper by Bollé and
Osborn [BO75]. In the same paper they carefully show that the method of Smith and
the time-dependent one are in fact equivalent. A brief summary of the main results is
also given in the article by Martin [Mar81]. This definition of the time delay holds for
potentials fulfilling the condition (2.8).

Lavine’s formula for the time delay

Lavine’s formula [Lav73] gives the connection between the time delay 7 and the potential
V(Z) in scattering theory. The method is closely related to the geometric approach to
scattering which will be briefly introduced in the next paragraph.

We first give the definition of an important operator in this context: the generator of
dilations

. 1 /5 = = 2

Dz;(X-VJrV-X). (2.54)
7

D is the generator of the dilation group in H = £%(R?). On the operators of position and

momentum its action is defined by

eiaﬁﬁefiaf) — efap”
oD X eioD X, (2.55)
where « is some real number.
The following results are true for potentials that satisfy
V= Vi+Vy,
1
‘/2 = 742+e’
1 L= 1
Vi~ e x-VVler6 as 1 — 00. (2.56)
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The self-adjoint dilation operator D satisfies the two important equalities

ﬁ[-%[[ﬁnb] - X vV,

N —

+

~

I

N | — <>
(O

Hy? = , D, (2.57)
where the Eisenbud-Wigner time delay 7 is defined by the decomposition in the spectral
representation of Hy:

dS()\)
d\

See the papers by Jensen [Jen82] and Narnhofer [Nar84] for proofs and details. Note that

the decay properties on the potential (2.56) are very weak compared to those necessary in

the formalism by Jauch-Marchand, but still the important class of Coulomb-like potentials
is not included.

7(\) = —iS(\)* (2.58)

For incoming states ¢ € H,. Lavine’s formula reads

(@l o) = [ "t (il (B — L, D). (2.59)

—00

N | =

The right hand side of this equation can be rewritten using eqs. (2.57), such that the
dependence on the potential becomes visible

o0

(6] Hotlo) = / dt (] (27 + X - V)|, (2.60)

— 00

This formula is valid for potentials that satisfy the conditions (2.56). We observe that
the time delay operator is closely related to the virial V(&) + 32 - VV(Z).

For a spherically symmetric potential the energy shell components of the time delay
operator in the corresponding representation by Lavine reads

_4m o

i) = 15 0 dr i (k, 7) 2 (v<7~)+fdv(”>. (2.61)

2 dr

This formula gives some qualitative information on the behaviour of the time delay, es-

pecially on the sign of 7;(\): it is the same as that of the expression V(r) + gd‘g—ff)

71(A) is small if %ff) < 0, i.e. if the potential decreases monotonously so that there are
no potential barriers which capture the particle near the origin. The time delay is neg-

ative for all energies if V(r) + %d‘;(f") < 0. This condition is satisfied if the potential is
strongly repulsive and has no barriers. 7;(A) is of course not only governed by the term

V(r)+ gd‘;ff), but also by the radial wave u;(\).
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Jensen [Jen81] has proven the Eisenbud-Wigner formula for not necessarily spherically
symmetric potentials which fall off at infinity faster than %4

Geometric time delay

The notion of time delay already appears in classical scattering theory. There it can
be derived with purely geometrical considerations, see, for a short introduction [Nar80),
Bol81, Mar81] and the references stated in these papers. We write down only the most
important results.

Consider a particle of mass m = 1 with trajectory (Z(t),p(t)) scattered by a potential
V(Z). The time delay is then given by

—

T pl =3y Py

= - , (2.62)

|4 |2
where pL = limy 1 p(t) is the momentum of the particle as ¢t — 4oo and ¥y =
lim; 4o (Z(t) — p(t)t). The scattering matrix S transforms Z_ into ;. = S¥_. It de-
pends on the energy and the angular momentum of the particle. As r = |Z| tends to

infinity one can write S = € (J is the usual phase shift), and the fundamental relation

d
= —i—1 2.
T =N nS (2.63)

holds.

2.2.4 Remarks

The quantity 7(¢) introduced in this section has to be viewed as a global time delay in
the sense that its evaluation involves the scattering in all possible directions. One can
also define a so-called angular time delay which depends on the direction of the incoming
beam and that of the observer of the scattered particles. The global time delay is then a
kind of average over all directions of the angular one (cf. [AJS77]).

We have observed that the time delay has been defined for a class of potentials which
does not include important cases as the Coulomb one, that is long-range potentials. The
situation is even worse — long-range potentials do not even fulfill the asymptotic condition
(2.1), and thus the wave operators do not exist. Possible ways to solve these problems
are discussed in the next section.
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2.3 Time delay in the Coulomb potential

2.3.1 Introduction

Since there are several problems associated with it, the special case of long-range potentials
needs a deeper investigation. Most of the definitions and formulae from the preceding
sections break down in the case of potentials decaying as slowly as, or more slowly than %
as r — 00. In this section we discuss the problems and how some of them can be removed.
At the end we present a method of how one can define a finite time delay for the Coulomb
potential, but its physical interpretation seems not obvious.

2.3.2 Time-independent approach

Surprisingly there exists an explicit solution of the time-independent Schrodinger equation
for the Coulomb potential despite the various difficulties associated with it. We give a
short summary of the results which is based on the treatment in [Far73].

We consider the scattering of a particle with mass m and charge Z;e by a fixed charge
Zse placed at the origin. The corresponding Schrodinger equation is

A 212262 - —
[—% + Ireor } V(%) = AU (D). (2.64)

In an abbreviated form this equation reads

2vk

[A + k2 — 7} U(E) =0, ~= (2.65)

We put

U (7) = e f(7), (2.66)

where the z-axis has been set to lie in the direction of the incoming particle. eq. (2.65)
then simplifies to

2
Af+oidd _2E (2.67)
0z r

With another change of variable, u = ik(r — z) = 2ikr sin®(%), where 6 is the polar angle
given by z = rcosf, we find that

d? d
ud—u];—i-(l—u)é—l—z’yfzo. (2.68)
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This is a special case of the confluent hypergeometric equation; solutions regular at u = 0
must be proportional to the confluent hypergeometric function

[(—iy+n) u®

VFy(—iy, Lu) =) : , (2.69)
— T(=iv) (n})?
where I' is the gamma function. The solution of (2.65) reads hence

where A is some constant.

For &(u) > 0 the asymptotic behaviour of 1 Fj(u) as |u| — oo is given by

ey

m{”?*@(i)}

1 et [HMJF(Q(l)]. (2.71)

+I’(—iv) ulty u u?

lFl(_i’Ya ]-a U’)

Therefore, as |r — z| — oo, the scattering wave function behaves like

z 2
(7)) ~ _Aea” {ez’kzmm(kr—zn [1 LT }

I'(1+iv) ik(r — 2)
(1 ; ikr—iyIn(k|r—z|) 1 )2

( +‘W) i 6 {1 ﬂ n } . (2.72)
[(—iy)  2ikrsin®§ ik(r —2)

The first term in the curly brackets of eq. (2.72) represents a plane wave modified by the
phase factor iyIn(k|r — z|). The second term can be rewritten in the form

elkr—iy In(2kr)

fc<0)77

r

where

F(l + Z’}/) efi'yln(sin2 g)
il'(—iy) 2ksin? g

1.(0) = (2.73)

is the scattering amplitude. The expression

eikr—ify In(2kr)

r
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can be interpreted as an outgoing spherical wave modified by a term due to the long-range
nature of the Coulomb potential. We observe that both the incident and the scattered
waves are distorted by a term logarithmic in r right out to infinity. This is a characteristic
of the Coulomb potential and other potentials with the same fall-off. The meaning of this
result is that there exist no free asymptotic states in the usual sense in a long-range
potential. The notion of asymptotic freedom and therefore also the definition of the
asymptotic condition have to be modified in order to be able to give a description of the
theory analogous to that for the short-range case.

2.3.3 The time delay in long-range potentials is infinite

The time delay as it has been defined in the previous section is infinite for long-range
potentials. The following heuristic arguments shall elucidate this fact. The Gedanken-
experiment used in this paragraph has been adopted from [Gas74], where the problem is
discussed in more detail.

We consider a fictious experiment in classical particle scattering: a source at Zy =
(70,0, 20) injects test particles into a spherically symmetric force field F' = aﬁlf\%; 6>
1, ag > 0, such that the motion of the particles takes place in the z-z-plane. The particles
have initial velocity & = (i0,0,0). At Z; = (21,0, 21) an experimentalist measures:

—

S(8):  the velocity of the particles at § = & — 7,
T(5):  the time T taken by them to travel from & to &y + §, (2.74)

where we have set 7'(0) = 0. We will give the qualitative behaviour of these two quantities
for large |Zo| and |#1| (both the source and the observer are far away from the scatterer).
Introducing polar coordinates z = 7 cos ¢, z = r sin ¢, assuming that 2> <1 and denoting
by Tmin the minimal distance which a particle of given energy E ~ 247 can reach from
the centre of force we obtain, approximately,

. 2F Do
5(5) =~ A/ — (oS Pqus, 0,510 pgs) = P t,
m m

T(3) ~ |§1%, for B> 1 (2.75)
out

and

[2FE Dou

3(§8) =~ —(coswas,(),singoas)ip t,

m m

. m a; m |5
T ~ — In(1+ — f =1 2.76
6) = W+ e ( +|fl|), or B, (276)
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where

Tm du

1.
Y
o EE- RV -

Pas =m—2 [ = mﬁ'foZO, (277)

is the asymptotic angle between the z-axis and the trajectory of the scattered particle.

In the case f > 1, particles far from the origin behave as free ones within the applied
accuracy. They are called asymptotically free particles. In the case § = 1, however,
within the experimental uncertainties, we find that the time taken by the particle has
an additional logarithmic contribution; for a; > 0 it takes more time to travel the same
distance than the free one. The distance it covers in the time T is given by the absolute
value of

"Ou — ‘)O'LL T
S(T) ~ Pout alﬁlpom In{1+ ]p_' d — . (2.78)
m |pout|3 |ZE1| m

We observe that even in the far future this particle is not asymptotically free.

The time delay suffered by the particle in the potential with 3 = 1 can be considered as
the time T spent by it within the distance d from the centre of force subtracted by the
time T'fre. it would have spent there without the interaction:

7(d) = Tu(d) = Tyrec(d). (2.79)

As we have pointed out before, the trajectories in potentials decaying faster than the
Coulomb one are free in the far future. We can therefore put 7't ~ d="— for large d.

|ﬁout|
Hence, the time delay in potentials with § = 1 reads

r(d) ~ 2L Ty (1+i). (2.80)

" 2F o] EA

It obviously tends to infinity as d — oo. One, therefore, needs to redefine the notion of
asymptotically free particles by some means in order to get a way to define a finite time
delay.

The preceding arguments can be adopted to the case of quantum mechanics. One can show
that the asymptotic condition (%1) does not hold for scattering in long-range potentials
and that the Mgller operators 0y = s—lim; 4 V;*U; do not exist (cf. [AJST7], prop.
13.6).

2.3.4 A new asymptotic condition

Dollard [Dol64] has provided a generalization of the asymptotic condition for the Coulomb
potential and has constructed the corresponding wave operators. In this subsection we
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shall give a short summary of his work and of improvements by other authors. See also
[AJST7] for details and proofs.

We know from the previous subsection that the asymptotic condition (2.1) fails to hold
for Coulomb scattering and that the wave operators do not exist in the usual sense. We
now briefly introduce Dollard’s construction of the Coulomb wave operators. Consider
the Coulomb Hamiltonian

~ AN 6 N 212262

== 4> . 2.81
2m + T ¢ 4meg ( )
The corresponding evolution is given by
W, = e~tHet, (2.82)
and the distorted free evolution reads
Y, = = iHoet), (2.83)
where
A s mésgnt 21t|IAN . 4 ~)
Ho.(t) = Hyt + —=—=1In | ———— | = Hot + H_(t). 2.84
olt) = ot 4 " (22 = o (281
The operator H} () acts on a state ¢(7) = 5 1)§ [ dke™3(k) as follows:
o mesgnt [ e (22 B)
H|(t = /dk: P (| —— | —=. 2.85
(o)) = 8 farcten () 2 (2.85)
WY, is unitary, and the strong limits
lim (|6 — Q5] =0 (2.86)

define the Coulomb wave operators Q.. They exist on all of £2. Eqs. (2.86) represent the
modified asymptotic condition. In the remote past and in the far future respectively, the
scattering states behave as free ones with respect to the modified free evolution Y;:

Jim Wy = Yigll =0, =50, (2.87)

Y, ¢ is the only possible form for a wave packet in the Coulomb field. Again, we can define
the scattering operator by

~

Se = Q(_::Qc—a ¢out = Sc¢m (288)
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Mulherin and Zinnes [MZ70] have given a somewhat different construction, but their wave
operators coincide with that of Dollard. They define their free Coulomb evolution Z, by

(Zi6)(T) =

— - k2, o~ o
[ R ar e o), (2.89)
2

(2m)

where ¢ € £2 is a free state. ®*(k,Z) is the kernel of the Coulomb transform, which
converts a free state into an asymptotic state in the Coulomb potential:

1
(2m)?

6 (@) = / 0F 82 (R, 7) (F): (2.90)

the kernel is given by

CI)(:JN:(E’ f) - ez(lzo‘c’i'yln(krilgi"')) (291)

The wave operators according to this construction are defined by the limits
Qs = Jim Wy Z,. (2.92)

Their action is well-defined on states € £2, and they are identical to the wave operators
obtained by Dollard.

The evolution Z7 can be written as the product of two operators

ZF = K*(&)U,. (2.93)

The operators K *(€) are defined implicitly by eq. (2.93) and depend on the charge, which
is itself proportional to &. For & = 0, it holds that K*(0) = I. Hence, Z, reduces just
to the free evolution U, for short-range potentials. In the case of long-range potentials,
where € # 0, however, the operators K= (£) are no longer trivial. They transform the free
state ¢ into the asymptotic states given by:

1
(2m)?

(*6)(7) = / 0F &% (R, 7) $(F). (2.94)

The operators K* (&) are sometimes called time-dependent dressing transformations.

As we have pointed out, the scattering state ¢ = Qcth(b is not asymptotically free
(IUs@ — 14|l # 0), but its probability distributions for both position and momentum
approach those of the free wave function ¢; as t — +oo (cf. [RS79] p. 174). In this sense
we can say that the motion is asymptotically free.
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2.3.5 Coulomb time delay made finite

Based on the considerations of the preceding subsection we show how one can define a
finite time delay for long-range potentials for a sufficiently large class of state vectors.
The method has been developed by Bollé, Gesztesy and Grosse in [BGGR83]. It uses the
time-dependent formulation of scattering theory together with Dollard’s results on the
Coulomb wave operators. We only state the most important formulae from [BGG83] and
refer the reader to that article for proofs and references.

The Coulomb time delay is defined with respect to the modified free evolution of Dollard
(cf. eq. (2.83)). It is shown to be finite and to satisfy a generalization of the Eisenbud-
Wigner formula.

The Coulomb potential shall be denoted by V (r) = %, ¢ € R, the unperturbed Hamilto-
nian is given by Hy = —A, m = % Hence, the modified free evolution reads

—i| Hot+ <221 In(4aHo|t))
Y'=e 2V Ho , t#0, (2.95)

where an explicit dependence on a parameter a > 0 has been introduced. Dollard’s choice
for a was a = 1, but we will see that the choice a = e seems more natural. According to
the previous subsection the modified free evolution Y,* defines, now a-dependent, Coulomb
wave operators %°.

Let So(R?) € H = L2(R?) be the subset of the Schwarz space S(R?) given by

So(R?) = {¢ € S(R?)| (k) vanishes in a neighbourhood of k = 0}. (2.96)

Then, for a state ¢ € So(R?), both the modified free sojourn time

TEe () = / dt | BrY 92 (2.07)

[e.o]

and the Coulomb sojourn time

TS(9) = / 0t || Bl 0o (2.98)

[e.9]

are finite, as well as their difference

77 () = Tr(9) — Tr"(9), (2.99)

which is the Coulomb time delay for the region of R? with |7] < R.
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Since the potential is spherically symmetric, we introduce the functions ¢, € Sp(R?)
which satisfy

Gt (k) = i (R) Y™ (&), (2.100)

where (k) € C°(0,00), I € N, =l < m < I, k = k& and & € S Y™ denote the
spherical harmonics.

As the distance R from the scattering centre tends to infinity, the sojourn times of the
states ¢y, approach

TE () /D K2 dk /S 3 |G (k) ’ E + % In(2kaRR) — %] o), (2.101)
TS () 2T /O K2dk /S A5 [Gun () ’ [% + % In(2kR)
¢ 10
55 T Tl (k:)} +O(1). (2.102)
Here,
0 (k) = arg {F (l +1+ ;—i)} (2.103)

is the Coulomb phase shift. For ¢y, € So(R?) the time delay for infinite space region is
finite and is given by

) = / K2dk / 4
0 S2

For functions ¢ € Sy(R3) whose Fourier transforms q~5 have compact support, the time
delay can be written as an operator

210
k Ok

§

Bum (kD) léf(k:) — o (1—n a)] : (2.104)

T(9) = (917°71). (2.105)

It is essentially self-adjoint and commutes with H,. The on-shell components of 7% satisfy
a modification of the Eisenbud-Wigner formula:

aepy — _ b ory 9 R
74(k) = QkSC(k)Gk:SC(k)+2k3(1 Ina), k>0, (2.106)
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where S.(k) is the energy-shell decomposition of the Coulomb scattering operator,
S,(k) = et (VPRI (2.107)

Here, L2 is the square of the angular momentum operator.

The choice a = e seems the most natural one, because then (2.106) exactly parallels the
short-range form of the Eisenbud-Wigner formula.

2.3.6 Remarks

The construction in the preceding paragraphs is consistent, at least mathematically. The
deep reason that the regularization of the time delay works seems to be the state inde-
pendence of the potential, i.e. the states do not depend on the parameter £ that appears
in the potential and the regularization. The modification of the time evolution due to
Dollard is also physically acceptable. It seems, however, not very obvious to interpret
the quantity 7%°(¢), defined by eq. (2.104), as 'Coulomb time delay’, because, as we have
shown earlier, the time delay according to the standard definition for the Coulomb poten-
tial is infinite, not only in the quantum, but also in the classical case. It seems, therefore,
not justifiable to interpret the finite quantity 7%°(¢) as a time delay in the usual sense.
The real physical meaning of it is not clear and remains to be found.

In the fourth chapter we will explain that the regularization of the time delay explained
in this section does not work in the case of the scattering of a self-gravitating null shell,
because the potential is not state-independent. There are thus two arguments that point
out that for our model there is no physically acceptable analog to the well-defined time
delay in short-range potentials.
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Chapter 3

Light-like shells and scattering time

3.1 Introduction

Since a consistent theory of quantum gravity seems to be out of reach in the present
one often chooses a model with a finite number of degrees of freedom and constructs an
exact quantum theory thereof. The model is chosen such that the main features of the
problems one wants to study are still present. For the study of gravitational collapse
self-gravitating spherical thin shells have proven to be quite useful. The collapsing shell,
although a simple finite-dimensional model, still suffers from the disease of singularities,
at least in the classical theory.

A shell consists of a thin layer of some matter and separates two distinct spacetime ge-
ometries which are influenced by the matter distribution inside the shell. Spherically
symmetric thin shells surrounded by their own gravitational field are widely used in cos-
mology and the study of quantum black holes. See, for example, [H4j00b] for a list of
references.

In this chapter we first briefly explain the basic ideas about thin shells; we especially treat
the spherically symmetric dust shells. We then turn our attention to light-like shells made
of null-dust and construct a simple scattering system: a spherically symmetric light-like
shell scattered off a spherical mirror that lies outside the horizon of the shell. Finally, we

compute the scattering time measured by an observer between his two encounters with
the shell.

3.2 Massive shells

3.2.1 Israel’s equations

The classical paper on the dynamics of thin shells in general relativity is that by W. Israel,
[Isr66]. We, however, summarize the treatment of Berezin et al. [BKT87] which is more

33
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intuitive.

A shell is an infinitely thin layer of matter which separates two media with different
properties, dividing by this spacetime into three distinct regions. We denote the world
sheet of the shell by ¥. It divides the spacetime into inner (M_) and outer (M)
parts. In order to establish the formulae for the general-relativistic back reaction of the
moving shell in the spacetime, we need to take Einstein’s equations into account. The
energy-momentum tensor 7* of the shell will in general have singularities on it, but in
our treatment we assume that these are not stronger than those given by J-functions.

First we have to introduce some notation and state our conventions. In this chapter we
use units with G = ¢ = 1, and the Minkowski metric is given by n = diag(1, —1,—1, —1).
Greek indices are used for quantities on the four-dimensional spacetime manifold. They
run from 0 to 3. Quantities on the three-dimensional hypersurfaces carry Latin indices
which take the values 0,2, 3. Einstein’s equations (with vanishing cosmological constant)
in these conventions read

1
R;u/ - §guuR = 87TT/LV7 (31)

where R, is the Ricci tensor and R the curvature scalar. Together with a given matter
distribution 7}, and the equations of continuity

T, =0, (3.2)

they determine the dynamics of the shell and the surrounding spacetime. Here, the
semicolon denotes the four-dimensional covariant derivative. As the hypersurface > may
be considered as embedded into four-dimensional spacetime, Einstein’s equations at the
shell can be expressed in terms of the extrinsic curvature (Kj;) and the surface energy
density (Sk) tensors. Ky, is given by

v+
K= —nffei) e(k’)‘;y, (3.3)
where
ozh
R +
e N = —— (3.4)
(k) = yk

are vectors tangent to the shell hypersurface, = are coordinates on the inner (-) and outer
(+) spacetimes M. and y"* are coordinates at the shell. The terms ’inner’ and ’outer’
are to be understood as the position with respect to right spatial infinity. nljf is a unit
normal vector of X in the respective coordinates directed from M_ to M . It is called

unit outer normal. We denote the jump of a quantity @) at the shell by

Q=Q" -Q". (3.5)
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Einstein’s equations in this formalism hence read

e (K[ — of[K]) = 8y (3.6)

e =n,n* is +1 (—1) for space-like (time-like) shells. The special case of light-like shells
(e = 0) is treated in the next section, because the usual formalism breaks down. The
equations (3.6) are often called Israel’s equations.

3.2.2 Spherically symmetric time-like dust shells
Israel’s equations are decisively simplified if we choose the matter of the shell to be a

non-relativistic pressure-less ideal fluid, so-called dust. The surface energy tensor then
obtains the simple form

SHM = SuFul, wut = —1, (3.7)

where S is the surface density of the shell and u* is a unit vector tangential to the
k

streamlines y*(7) of the dust particles: ‘% = u¥. 7 is the proper time measured along

the streamlines. The streamlines are time-like geodesics of Y, so the world sheet of the
shell is a time-like hypersurface.

We now turn our attention to the specific case of spherically symmetric dust shells. In this
case there is an inside (M_) and a outside (M) geometry, both spherically symmetric.
According to Birkhoff’s theorem they must be Schwarzschild spacetimes with different
mass parameters £, E,. If we assume that the shell is the only source of gravity, then
M_ is a piece of Minkowski spacetime which does not contain null infinity, and £_ = 0.
Consequently, £ = F, is the total mass of the system.

The interior metric in the polar Minkowski coordinates Ty, R, 0, ¢ reads:

ds? = dT? — dR? — R2d92, (3.8)

where we have introduced the abbreviation dQ? = d#? + sin? §d¢?, that will be used
throughout this work. For the exterior we choose the Schwarzschild coordinates T, R, 0, ¢,
for which the metric is given by the line element

1 2F
ds* = fdT* — ?dR2 — R¥O?, f=1-— R (3.9)

The induced metric on the world sheet ¥ of the shell in the coordinates 7,0, ¢ on the shell
is

29 _ g2 2 2
5= - ) ~
ds”| dr® —r*(1)dQ2 (3.10)
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where 7 is the proper time along ¥ and R = r(7) is the radius of the shell at the time 7.

In the case of spherical symmetry we have K2 = K3 (This property holds in fact for any
tensor of this type). Israel’s equations (3.6) thus reduce to

—87S; = [K{)+ [K3] (3.11)
and
SO+ 2§ (89— S2) + (T3] = 0, (3.12)

where T is the normal flow of the energy-momentum tensor inside (—) and outside (+)
of the shell. Since the matter of the shell is dust, it holds that S3 = S3 = 0 and hence,
S = —5J. The two equations (3.11) thus reduce to a single one,

[K3] = 4xS. (3.13)

For a spherically symmetric geometry the non-vanishing components of the extrinsic cur-
vature tensor are given by

2F
K3 = -2 af, fa=1- 22 (3.14)
r r
Since f_ =1and f =1— %, the equation of motion of the massive shell reads
_ 2F
ovirr1-2E 21— 22 —ans. (3.15)
r r r

The meaning of the two signs o4 is as follows: ¢ = +1 if the radii increase in the direction
of the outer normal to the shell, 0 = —1 if they decrease. We will discuss the behaviour
of these signs later in this section.

For a shell of dust, equation (3.12) reduces to

S+2;S:0. (3.16)

Hence,

S = g (3.17)
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is the surface energy density of a sphere of radius R = r(7) with rest mass M. Inserting
this result into (3.15), we obtain

oViIP+l—oy/r?+1— —=—, (3.18)

which is the final form of the equation of shell motion.

Solving (3.18) for E yields the total energy of the shell

E=E(r7i)=MViZ+1-— M (3.19)

2r

The difference £ — M can be viewed at as the ’binding energy’ of the shell due to gravity.
We can rewrite eq. (3.19) in the form of the radial equation of motion of a particle moving
in an effective potential [H4j92]:

M >2. (3.20)

P Vogp(r) =0, Veg(r) =1 - (M * Pl

There are only three types of solutions:

1) E > M, > 0: The shell starts at » = 0 at a finite time 7_ and approaches r = oo

WithT:—Fooand?'“:\/ﬁ—z—lZO.

2) E > M,7 < 0: The time inversion of case 1).

3) E < M: The shell starts at r = 0,7 = 7_,7 = o0, reaches a turning point at
ro = Q(ML_QE) and falls back to r = 0 at the finite time 7,7 = —o0.

We observe that ingoing shells must reach the singularity, so nothing can prevent the
collapse to a black hole in the classical theory once the shell has passed the horizon at
R = 2F. Moreover, an outgoing shell can never return behind the white hole horizon,
provided that £ > M.

We add a note on the signs o4. In flat (Minkowski) space (M_) we have always o_ = +1
for future-oriented shells (we will consider only these). Outside (M) the geometry is
Schwarzschild. In the region I (see fig. (3.1)) it holds that o, = +1, since the outer normal
points into the direction of growing radial coordinate. Similarly, in the corresponding
region I’ at left infinity, the sign has the value o, = —1 for future-oriented shells. In
the two regions II, III beyond the horizons the sign can change. Where this happens
depends on the actual trajectory of the shell. But since we will not use massive shells in
the following, we do not go into details. The signs o4 are not defined for the light-like
case, because the normal n, lies tangential to the shell, and we can not give it a meaning
to be directed 'outwards’.



38 Chapter 3. Light-like shells

Figure 3.1: Penrose diagram of the maximal extension of Schwarzschild spacetime show-
ing the directions of growing Schwarzschild time coordinate T in the four regions. The
singularities are depicted by thick lines. The horizons lie at R = 2E. The regions I and
I’ lie outside, whereas the regions II and III are inside the horizons.

3.3 Null shells

3.3.1 The light-like limit

The fundamental paper about light-like thin shells has been written by Barrabes and
Israel [BI91]. The description in the preceding paragraphs which works in the subluminal
case breaks down for light-like shells because the extrinsic curvature tensor Kj; is no
longer uniquely definable. Barrabes and Israel have established a beautiful method to
circumvent this problem. Their description includes the light-like case as a continuous
limit of the time-like one. But we will not take use of their formalism in the next section.
We will rather derive the equations of motion of a light-like shell from the equations of
null geodesics in Schwarzschild and Minkowski spacetime.

3.3.2 Light-like shells as null geodesics

We determine the equations of motion for light-like (null) spherically symmetric shells of
dust. In this section we loosely follow the treatment by Héjicek and Bicdk in [HBI7].

The spacetime interior of the shell can be described by the Minkowski metric

ds® = dTy; — dR* — R*dQ°. (3.21)
The outside geometry is given by the Schwarzschild metric

1 2F
?dRQ — R%O?, f=1- " (3.22)

2: T2_
ds® = fd -
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E' is the Schwarzschild mass. The metric on the hypersurface ¥ defined by the light-like
shell is simply

ds®s = —r*(\)d2?, (3.23)

where )\ is some parameter.

Since the motion of the null shell is that of a radial null geodesic in the two-dimensional
spacetime spanned by the coordinates Tj; and R (or 7" and R) with the trajectory R =
r(A), Ty = tar(A) (or T = t(N)), the formulae for the shell can be obtained from

t2, —7* =0, (3.24)
o 1o
ft? — 7= 0 (3.25)

in the respective interior (exterior) coordinates. We choose the parameter A of the shell
trajectory to be a so-called physical parameter: £y, = nE, fi = nE (see [HB97] for the
exact definition). The overdot represents the derivative with respect to this parameter.
Then, the egs. (3.24) and (3.25) imply the following three equations which govern the
shell motion:

7:,2 — E2
= %
A = 72 (3.26)

The first equation of (3.26) is the so-called radial equation while the two others are the
time equations. Taking square roots we obtain

ro= (nk,
iM = "7—|7;|7
o= il (3.27)

The four numbers (, 1, n— and n, can take the values £1. Their meaning is explained in
the following. ( just distinguishes which asymptotic region of the maximal extension of
Schwarzschild spacetime the geodesic reaches, ¢ = +1 (—1) for the right (left) one. The
parameter 7 is connected with the direction of motion of the shell with respect to right
infinity. It takes the value +1 if the shell is outgoing and —1 if it is ingoing, provided
the shell is future-oriented. The meaning of the two remaining signs 74 is determined
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as follows: Consider the case of the outgoing shells. Inside the shell the retarded null
coordinate

U=Ty—-R (3.28)

is constant along the trajectory. The same holds for the retarded Eddington-Finkelstein
(REF) coordinate

U=T—R—2E]
by,

Rl 1‘ (3.29)

in the spacetime exterior of the shell. Hence, along the outgoing shell’s trajectory:

U=0=iy—r=nF—E. (3.30)

which implies that 7. = +1 for future-oriented shells. This is consistent with the fact
that n_ is the sign of ¢;; which determines the time orientation of the trajectories. For
outgoing null geodesics in the exterior spacetime it holds that

Uzozi—f(r_rw) =?(n+—1), (3.31)

hence also 1, = +1 for future-oriented shells. The same results are obtained in the case
of the ingoing shells. From the third eq. of (3.27) follows that

1y = sgn (ff). (3.32)

For null geodesics the sign of ¢ changes as the trajectory crosses a horizon and then does
not change anymore, because, in contrary to time-like geodesics, the light-like one never
lies tangent to the lines of constant ¢. Also the sign of f flips behind the horizon and then
stays the same, so the sign of ff remains constant with value n,. We thus observe that all
the four signs remain constant during the evolution. In the case of a massive (time-like)
shell, however, this is not true. The parameter 1, can change its sign as the shell reaches
the region behind the horizon.

Past-orientation is represented by . = —1. Since shells with Minkowski spacetime inside
cannot reach left infinity, we will consider only future-oriented shells that reach (or come
from) right infinity; thus we set

(=n:=+1 (3.33)

Thus, the remaining parameter n distinguishes between ingoing and outgoing shells, and
the egs. (3.27) are reduced to
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o= nk,
iy = || =
ft = |r|=E. (3.34)

We first solve these equations for outgoing shells (n = +1). In order to fix the parameter
A we have to impose an initial condition. We choose

r(0) = 0. (3.35)

Hence we obtain the solution of the radial equation,

r(\) = BN, (3.36)

and that the parameter A must take values from the interval [0,00). We also have to
determine the constants appearing in the integration of the two time equations. For an
outgoing radial null geodesic in flat spacetime it holds that U = @ is constant. U = Ty —R
implies that

i =ty(\) —r(\). (3.37)

The solution of the Minkowski time equation reads

ta(N) = EA+ ¢, (3.38)

where c is an arbitrary constant. From the two last equations and from the fixing of A by
eq. (3.35) follows that ¢ = @, hence,

ta(\) = EX + . (3.39)

We thus have determined the first integration constant.

The shell trajectory in the REF spacetime is given by

()

T =u=1t(\) —r(\) —2F1
U=u (A) —r(X\) n2E

- 1’ , (3.40)

whereas the solution of the second time equation reads

t(\) = EA+2EIn

A
5 — 1’ + C/, (341)
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where ¢’ is another arbitrary constant. Hence, the two constants ¢’ and u are equal; and
we obtain that

t(\) = EXA+2En

A
3 1‘ + . (3.42)

The relation between the two time coordinates along the shell is thus given by

A similar calculation for the ingoing (n = —1) case yields the following formulae:
r(A) = —EX € (—00,0], (3.44)
tiy(A) = EX+7, (3.45)
A
t(\) = EX—2FEIn 5 1|+ 7, (3.46)
- v—ty
t(tM) = tM—U+U—2E1H ok — 1‘ . (347)

Because of the initial condition (3.35), the parameter \ takes negative values for ingoing
and positive ones for outgoing shells, in order to preserve the positiveness of . The horizon
lies at the radius Ry = 2E. The two values of the parameter of the shell trajectory there
are Ay = 21. The Schwarzschild time of the shell at the horizon, t(Ay), diverges, but
anywhere else it is well-defined.

3.4 Scattering time and the spherical mirror

3.4.1 Glueing in- and outgoing geodesics

In this section we construct a simple scattering system containing a null shell with total
energy F and a spherical mirror with the fixed radius R = Rj; centered at R = 0. We
allow the energy of the shell only to have values that are small enough, such that the
horizon lies inside the mirror. This leads to a energy cut-off at

Erax = RTM. (3.48)

Hence, only shells with an energy E inside the interval [0, %) are allowed.

We now glue together an ingoing and an outgoing radial null geodesic that meet at the
mirror and make a single trajectory out of them. We thus have to find for each ingoing
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geodesic V = @ (V = ©) its corresponding outgoing counterpart U = @ (U = @). We
moreover require the two functions t3,(\) and ¢(\) to be continuous in the parameter A
at the mirror. First we fix the affine parameter A by the condition

r(0) = Ru, (3.49)

such that the radial shell equation reads

r(A) = Ry + nEAX, (3.50)
where

n=+1, ifA>0, (3.51)

n=-1, if A <0, (3.52)

For an ingoing trajectory in the interior spacetime given by

V=0=ty(\)+7r(\) (3.53)

it holds that

Hence, at the mirror, where A = 0,

ti(A=0)=0— Ry = Tp. (3.55)

U=1a=ty(\) -7\ =tyu(\) — EX— Ry (3.56)

it follows that

ta(N) = EX+ i+ Ry, A€ [0,00), (3.57)

and, therefore,

ta(0) =@+ Ry = To. (3.58)
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Since we require ty; = Ty at the mirror for both parts of the trajectory (the Minkowski
time of the shell shall be continuous at the mirror), we obtain the junction condition
between u and v

i =0—2Ry. (3.59)

If we put together both parts, we get the function ¢,,(\) for the entire trajectory

tw(A\) =EX— Ry +0, AER. (3.60)

A similar calculation in the Schwarzschild spacetime leads to the junction condition

R
—M—1’ =0 — 2R}, (3.61)

U=0—2Ry —4FEIn ¥

and to the function t(\) measuring the Schwarzschild time along the shell trajectory,

T]E/\ + RM

2k

t(A) = EX+2nE1
)= EX+ 208 i

—1‘+17—RM—2(77+1)E111

Ra _ 1' . (3.62)

Here the sign of A\ coincides with 7.

Equations (3.50), (3.60) and (3.62) together describe the trajectories of the shells in this
simple scattering system. Egs. (3.59) and (3.61) provide the necessary junction conditions.

3.4.2 Scattering time at the radius Ry

We calculate the scattering time measured by an observer at rest at the radius R = Rp >
Ry;. During the measurement the observer is situated in the Schwarzschild spacetime
exterior to the shell. Therefore, we have to compute the two values ¢, t_ of the function
t(A\) at the radius R = r(\) = Ro and then take the difference. The resulting quantity is
the scattering time in terms of the Schwarzschild time coordinate, we denote it by

AT = t,(Ro) — t_(Ro). (3.63)

Using the equations (3.50) and (3.62) we obtain the Schwarzschild time along the shell in
terms of the radial coordinate 7:

t(r) =nr+2nEln —1‘+77—(77+1) (RM+2E1n

Ru _ 1D | (3.64)

’ r
2K 2F

Hence,
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R
t_(Ro) = —Ro—2EIn|=—2 —1|+% (3.65)
2K
t.(Ro) = Ro+2BW |20 _1| 45— 2Ry — 4B | 4 (3.66)
+ o) = o) 1 oF (Y M 1 ok . .
Thus, the scattering time (3.63) equals to
Ro —2F
AT =2 — AEIn | —=|. .
(Ro RM) + n RM _ QE‘ (3 67)

The proper time measured by an ideal clock carried along by an observer residing in the
Schwarzschild spacetime at the constant radius Ro is given by

2K
=4/1—-——T 3.68
5 T (3.69)

hence, the proper scattering time measured by the observer reads

Ul—EAT—le—E(Ro—RM+2E1n

Of course, the scattering time tends to infinity as the observer approaches higher and
higher values:

—r (3.69)

Ro — 2E'>

lim As = 0. (3.70)
Ro—o0
If the energy of the shell approaches Fy.x = % such that the Schwarzschild radius of

the shell reaches the mirror, then the scattering time tends to infinity also for observers
with finite values of their radial coordinate. So the scattering time becomes infinite if the
shell falls under its Schwarzschild horizon.

To summarize the results we state that the scattering time As in a model with a fixed
spherical mirror at R = Rj; can be defined for shells carrying a total energy E € [0, RTM)
and observers at R = Rp > Rj;. It depends on the energy of the shell £ and on the
values of the radial coordinate of the mirror (Rj/) and the observer (Rp). The scattering
time diverges when the shell’s energy approaches the cut-off or when the radius of the

observer goes to infinity.
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Chapter 4

Sojourn time and gauge invariance

4.1 Why the time delay cannot be defined in a finite
way in the case of the self-gravitating shell

In chapter 2 it has been pointed out that in the standard definition the time delay
(eq. (2.47)) is infinite for long-range potentials, i.e. potentials with a fall-off at infin-
ity as fast as or slower than % Both the gravitational and the Coulomb potential belong
to this class. It has also been shown that there is a certain way to redefine the time delay
in the case of the Coulomb potential, such that it becomes finite (eq. (2.104)). One has
to modify the free time evolution operator by adding to the free Hamiltonian a term de-
pending on the central charge of the potential, cf. eq. (2.95). Then the free and Coulomb
sojourn times (given by the egs. (2.97) and (2.98)) are adapted to the new ’free’ evolution.
The limit as r — oo of their difference is the, now finite, modified Coulomb time delay.

In the case of a self-gravitating shell, the system can also be considered having a ’central
potential’,

V(r) < —, (4.1)

E
r
that is long-range and depends on the total energy of the shell. This potential has the
same fall-off at infinity as the Coulomb one, so the method that has been successful in the
Coulomb case could be in principle applied also here. But there is a problem: In contrast
to the Coulomb case, where the central charge in the potential does not depend on the
scattered particle, the self-gravitating shell produces — so to say — its own potential.
When the shell is quantized (i.e., in our approach, the total energy F of the shell becomes
an operator), then the quantum states are dependent on the energy E. A wave packet
describing a quantum shell is hence a superposition of states with different energies.
Thus, also the central potential becomes a superposition of potentials corresponding to
different energies. But as the modified free evolution depends on the central charge in the
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Coulomb case, the corresponding evolution in the case of the self-gravitating shell would
depend on the shell’s energy and would be, therefore, state-dependent, thus rendering the
regularization itself state-dependent. The definitions of the modified free and Coulomb
sojourn times and therewith the modified time delay are hence not applicable in the case
of the gravitating shell.

4.2 Scattering time and sojourn time

In the preceding section it has been argued that the time delay can not be made finite
in the case of the scattering system consisting of a self-gravitating shell and a spherical
mirror. Therefore, we have to find a different quantity that is finite and well-defined and
that can be interpreted as a measure for the duration of the scattering. It should also
depend on the strength of the potential.

In chapter 3 the proper scattering time As given by eq. (3.69) has been computed. It is
the proper time measured by an ideal clock carried along by an observer at the constant
radius Rp between the two instants at which the shell and the observer meet. The thus
defined scattering time is a purely classical quantity. It satisfies the requirements stated
above.

Although the time delay measured at infinity diverges and cannot be regularized, the
sojourn time inside a finite region is clearly finite in our system. The sojourn time is the
mean time a particle resides under a given radius. Its interpretation as the mean residence
time of a quantum state in a specific region is plausible, at least in Minkowski spacetime,
c.f. section 2 of the appendix A. The sojourn time is, as it has been defined in eq. (2.39),
not a classical quantity but the expectation value of a quantum operator.

There is a problem in the definition of the sojourn time when one tries to adopt it to
curved spacetimes. In flat spacetime the sojourn time is the mean Minkowski time T,
the particle described by the wave function ® resides inside a given radius R,

Ty(®) = / " ATy (] Pyl ), (4.2)

o0

where Pp is the projection operator on the states inside the radius R. In the case of curved
spacetimes it is not clear anymore, over which ’time’ the integral has to be taken. For the
null shell scattered by the mirror the proper time at a fixed radius R seems to be a good
choice. But this time coordinate depends on the energy of the shell, F, that is replaced
by the corresponding operator E in the quantum theory. The (infinitesimal) proper time
ds is thus an operator and its mean value in the state ® has to be computed before
the integration can be performed. Besides factor ordering difficulties with the projector
PR, there emerge several conceptual problems, that are discussed in more detail in the
appendix A. We, therefore, have to find a better definition for the quantum scattering
time for our model.
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In order to achieve this goal we define the quantum scattering time to be the expecta-
tion value of the operator As for the wave packets of a suitable quantum theory. The
operator As results from the replacement of E in the classical scattering time As by the
corresponding operator E:

As = As(E = F). (4.3)

But one must be careful when replacing classical quantities by operators. The classical
observable must be gauge invariant (i.e. a Dirac observable), otherwise severe problems
occur in the quantum theories corresponding to different gauges, see [Haj00a]. The scat-
tering time As is, the way it has been defined in the third chapter, not gauge invariant.
But there is, fortunately, a method to redefine it, which renders it truly gauge invariant.
This is shown in section 5 of this chapter.

Let As be the gauge invariant scattering time. From now on we will refer to the mean
value of the scattering time operator As as the sojourn time of the quantum state under
the radius R:

t.(R) = (As(R)). (4.4)

Even though this definition does not coincide with the usual one for the sojourn time, it
seems to be the best approximation we are able to do.

4.3 (Gauge invariant scattering time

In the preceding section we have argued that the mean value of the scattering time
operator can be interpreted as the sojourn time of our quantum system. The main
problem with As is, that it is not a gauge invariant, as it will be shown in the next
section. But only gauge invariant (Dirac) observables can be made into operators that
have a well-defined interpretation. It is, however, sometimes difficult to find suitable
gauge invariant quantities in general relativistic models. Therefore, one often has to
content oneself with a semiclassical approximation of the theory, where it may be less
difficult to find the needed gauge invariant. In the case of systems with an infinite-
dimensional transformation group the method of small disturbances invented by DeWitt
[DeW63] seems to be appropriate. DeWitt’s method is discussed in more detail in chapter
9. His approach requires a suitable gauge, however, with respect to which the metric can
be written as a sum of a flat background metric and a small perturbation thereupon.
Fortunately, such a gauge exists for our model. It is the Cartesian transform of the
central-regular gauge that is constructed in chapter 6. The proof that this gauge does
really satisfy all of the requirements for DeWitt’s method is written down in the appendix
C. Since in DeWitt’s approximation only infinitesimal gauge transformations remain, it
may be easier to find a gauge invariant quantity that can be associated with the sojourn
time, than in the exact theory.
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We are, however, in the fortunate situation that we have managed to find a satisfactory
definition of the scattering time that is also gauge invariant in the exact theory. This
is pointed out in section 5 of this chapter. Hence, the approximation due to DeWitt
is not needed. But the results related to the DeWitt-approximation we have obtained
are interesting also beyond the context of the sojourn time. They hence deserve to be
mentioned in this work. Also, the perturbative method could be used to compare the
results of the two methods in the low-energy regime.

In the next section we argue why the coordinate-based definition of the scattering time
is not gauge invariant. The last section is devoted to a definition that is based on the
invariant line element and is, therefore, independent of the choice of coordinates.

4.4 Coordinate-based definition

In the second section of this chapter we have argued that the scattering time operator
As can play the role of the expected value of the sojourn time 5(R) under the radius R.
The scattering time As has been constructed by using the trajectories of the shell and
the observer in section 4 of chapter 3 and also, for the DeWitt case, in section section
6 of chapter 9. We, therefore, do not write down the construction once more. The thus
defined quantity is, unfortunately, not gauge invariant, because the trajectories that have
been used depend on the choice of coordinates. This is already true for the corresponding
trajectories in the semi-classical approach according to DeWitt and is explicitly shown
in subsection 8.3. of chapter 9. There, only infinitesimal gauge transformations act on
the coordinates, but they are general enough that the scattering times in two different
coordinate systems are not the same. Of course, if a quantity is already not invariant under
infinitesimal gauge transformations, it can not be invariant under finite transformations!
The quantity As is, nevertheless, useful, because it will be demonstrated in the next
section, that one can define the scattering time in a gauge invariant way, such that it
becomes the difference of two invariant quantities.

4.5 Gauge invariant definition

In this section we present a gauge invariant way to define the scattering time. The proper
time measured by an ideal clock along the trajectory of an observer residing at the constant
radius R = Ro is clearly gauge invariant, because it is the integral over the square root
of the invariant line element ds?, which is coordinate invariant by definition. The thus
defined proper time is, however, not unique, because an arbitrary constant turns up, when
one integrates over ds. We want to define the proper times measured by the observer at
the two instants at which he observes the shell pass by. We denote them by s_ for the
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ingoing and by s, for the outgoing shell. The two times read

s.=C, sy =C+s, (4.5)

where C' is the integration constant. The term s in s, is the proper time an ideal clock
carried along by the observer measures along his trajectory between the two instants py, po
at which he encounters the shell. It is defined as follows:

- / ds, (4.6)

where 7 is the curve connecting the two points p; and py along the trajectory of the
observer and where the infinitesimal proper time ds is given by

ds = Vds? = \/gudardx”. (4.7)

The equations (4.6, 4.7) are invariant under coordinate transformations. One can thus
compute them in the coordinates that are the most suitable. Since the curve « lies in the
region of spacetime exterior to the shell, the Schwarzschild coordinates (T, R, 0, ¢) are a
good choice. The trajectory of the observer with respect to these coordinates is given by

R(p)=Ro, T=p, pe (pu_,py) (4.8)

where p is the parameter along the curve v and where p; = (T (pu-), R(u—)) and py =
(T'(p4), R(pey)). The values py of the parameter are hence found by computing the
Schwarzschild times 7. of the shell meeting the observer. Since R = R is constant along
~ and since the rate @ between the two time coordinates in the exterior region is given

by 4/1 — ==, the infinitesimal proper time simply reads

2K
ds 1——dT. 4.9
=\l (4.9)

The line integral along a curve v is defined as follows:

b
/ f(x)dz = / SO0t (4.10)

In our case, v is simply given by T'(11) = u. Hence, s reads

1——/ dp — 1——/T+dT_,/1—R—(T+—T_). (4.11)
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We thus only have to compute the two Schwarzschild times 7. For this end we need to
know the trajectory of the shell with respect to the coordinates 7" and R. It can be de-
termined by using the transformation from 7', R to the double-null Eddington-Finkelstein
(DNEF) coordinates U, V, cf. the next chapter:

V=T+R', U=T-R" (4.12)
where
R*=R+2FIn ﬁ—l (4.13)
= o5 ) )

Let T'(X\), R()) be the trajectory of the shell. Then it holds that

V=v=T(\)+ R"(\) (4.14)
along the ingoing and that
U=v—-2Ry,=T(\) — R*(\) (4.15)
along the outgoing shell. We make the following ansatz for T'(\):
TN =X—X+v— Ry (4.16)
At the mirror the in- and the outgoing trajectories meet, hence T' = v— R}, and, therefore,

Ao = 0. It also holds at the mirror that R(A = 0) = Rj;. Thus, along the ingoing shell
(A <0):

R'(\) =v—T(\) = —\+ R, (4.17)

whereas along the outgoing shell (A > 0):

R'(\) =T(\) —v+2R}, = A+ R} (4.18)

Hence, the function R*(\) reads

R(\) = R, + . (4.19)

Eq. (4.19) can be easily solved for R(\) by using the definition of the Kruskal function,
cf. appendix E, yielding the result

R(\) = 2Bk (e'”#> . (4.20)
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The trajectory of the shell is thus given by eq. (4.20) and

T(\) = A+v— R, (4.21)

The values T, are obtained by solving the equation

R(\+) = Ro (4.22)

for A, the result being
M = £ (R — Ry), (4.23)

and inserting it into eq. (4.21), yielding

=v-R, T,=v+R,—2R}. (4.24)

Hence, according to eq. (4.11) the proper scattering time s reads

2F Ro — 2F
=24/1 - — — 2EIn | ———| | = As. 4.2
s =24/ o <Ro Ry + n RM—QED s (4.25)

Thus, the two definitions As and s coincide.

Now, in the definition of the two proper times s., only the constant C' remains to be
determined. If we require the proper time s_ to be equal to the Minkowski time in the
past of the shell, that is given by

];[ =V — RO, (426)
we obtain that
C=v— Ro. (4.27)
Hence, the proper times s4 read
s_.=v—Rop, si=v—Ro+s. (4.28)

The difference of the two proper times yields of course the scattering time s, as required:

Sy —S_=8=t,. (4.29)

Here we have introduced the same symbol for ¢, for the (classical) gauge invariant scat-
tering time as for the sojourn time to emphasize that it is, so to say, its classical analog.
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We thus have found, that the proper scattering time measured by an observer at the
fixed radius Rp can be defined in a gauge invariant way and that it is also given by the
eq. (4.25). Hence, the sojourn time of a state in the corresponding quantum theory is
given by the mean value of the operator t, associated to t,:

ts(®) = (D], ]P). (4.30)

In the last section of the chapter 9 on the method by DeWitt we will demonstrate that
the second definition of the scattering time is invariant under infinitesimal coordinate
transformations, in contrast to the definition based on explicit coordinates. The two
definitions of the scattering time, As and s, seem to agree only because of the special
coordinates chosen in the computation of As.



Chapter 5

The space of solutions

5.1 Preliminaries

We construct and discuss the space of all solutions for the system consisting of a single
spherically symmetric thin null shell and a spherical, perfectly reflecting mirror at the
fixed radius R = Rj);. The space of solutions for a single shell without the mirror is
already well-known (cf. e.g. [HKO01]). Also the case of multiple shells has been discussed
in the literature, [HK02a]. Our construction closely follows the methods of [HK02a].

There are two kinds of parameters characterizing a solution. Changes in the first kind
produce a change of the properties of the solution. These parameters thus have a real
physical meaning and can be chosen as coordinates in the physical phase space. On the
other hand, changes in the parameters of the second kind do not affect the properties of
the solution. Such parameters describe thus just pure gauge.

All spacetime solutions satisfy the following conditions: The metric outside the shell
is the Schwarzschild one corresponding to the Schwarzschild energy E. The spacetime
inside the shell is flat. It has a regular inner boundary defined by the mirror at the
radius R = Rj; > 0. The Cauchy hypersurfaces have thus the topology of R? x S!.
The spacetime part outside the shell is denoted by I, the two parts inside the shell by
IT (for the interior of the outgoing shell) and III (inside the ingoing shell). The shell
forms hypersurface boundaries of these three pieces. These hypersurfaces are light-like
with respect to the metrics of their adjacent spacetimes. There exist coordinates in the
neighbourhood of any shell point such that the metric is continuous in a neighbourhood
of this point. The resulting total spacetime is denoted by M. We furthermore assume
that the energy density of the shell is positive.

The topology of the Cauchy hypersurfaces is that of R? x S!, but we assume that there
is only one infinity (that on the right) and thus only one scri, Z = Z_UZ,. It is also
assumed that the observers live there and define a reference frame. So each shell starts
at Z_, is ingoing until it is reflected by the mirror and ends up as a outgoing shell at 7, .
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We are now ready to construct the solutions. The regions inside the shell, IT and III, are
parts of Minkowski spacetime, M, whereas the region outside, I, is a part of the Kruskal
spacetime corresponding to the energy £, Mpg. The corresponding maximal analytical
extensions are denoted by (Mo, M) for the Minkowski and the Kruskal spacetimes and
by M for the total shell spacetime. The Minkowski spacetime is oriented such that the
mirror is on the left and infinity is on the right. From the positivity of the energy density
of the shell it follows that then £ > 0. The diagram fig. (5.1) depicts the regions and the
trajectory of the shell.

5.2 Singular DNEF gauge

The so-called Double-Null Eddington-Finkelstein (DNEF) (cf. [HK02a]) coordinates U,
V' are very suitable to describe the spacetime outside the shell. They are defined by

R _
— —1|, V=T+R+2EIl
E ‘ +R+2FEIn

U=T—-R—-2EIn

R
— —1 5.1
=1 6D

where T and R are the Schwarzschild coordinates. The abbreviation

R*"=R+2FIn

R

-~ 1 5.2
51 (52)
is very useful. The DNEF coordinates are singular at the horizons of the in- and the
outgoing shell. We therefore restrict the allowed values of the Schwarzschild mass such

that

E < RTM. (5.3)

Then, the horizon lies inside the mirror and the coordinates (5.1) are regular everywhere
in region I. The metric in I has the form

ds* = A(0,V)d0dV — R2(T, V), (5.4)

where

A=1-= (5.5)

and

R=2Ex (e%> . (5.6)
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Figure 5.1: Penrose-like diagram of the spacetime M. The shaded region lies inside the
marror with the radius R = Ry;. The ingoing shell trajectory defined by V = v starts at
past light-like infinity Z_, becomes an outgoing shell trajectory U = w at the mirror and
ends up at future light-like infinity Z.. The region outside the shell is denoted by I, that

inside the outgoing (ingoing) shell by II (III). The arrows show the directions in which
the double-null coordinates U and V' increase.
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r is the Kruskal function which is defined in the Appendix E. The radial function R is
computed by subtracting U from V in eq. (5.1) to get rid of the T and solving the resulting
equation for R, where the definition of the Kruskal function is needed. The other metric
function A is found by comparing the line elements (5.4) and that for the Schwarzschild
coordinates T" and R,

—2F
R JT? R

= deQ — R%dQ?, (5.7)

ds® =

by using the inverse of the coordinate transformation given by (5.1).

In the regions II and III inside the shell we choose the Double-Null Minkowski (DNM)
coordinates U, V' that are defined by

U=Ty—R, V=Tu+R, (5.8)

where Ty, R are the Minkowski coordinates. The metric with respect to the DNM
coordinates is given by

ds? = AdUdV — R*dQ?, (5.9)
where

A=1, R:VQU. (5.10)

R and A are the limits of R and A as E — 0, so the DNM metric can be considered as
the DNEF metric for which £ = 0.

Let us now turn to the shell trajectory. It starts in I C My as an ingoing spherically
symmetric null hypersurface defined by the equation

V=9 veR (5.11)

The trajectory of the same shell in III C M is also an ingoing null hypersurface and has
the equation

V=0 vekR. (5.12)

Similarly, the outgoing part of the trajectory is characterized by

U=1i (5.13)
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in I and by

U =i (5.14)

in region II C M. The shell trajectories given by egs. (5.11) and (5.13) meet at the
mirror, hence the parameters v and u must be related by some equation. This equation
can be easily found by solving

R(U=u,V =1)=2Ex (e_E> — Ry (5.15)

for u, yielding

u=1v-—2Ry,. (5.16)

The parameter u is thus determined by the solution parameters v, £ and the radius of the
mirror, Ry;. There is, however, no such relation between the parameters u and v inside
the shell. We thus find that the independent parameters are £ € (0,00), v € R, o € R
and u € R.

We now cut the pieces I from Mg and II, III from M, and paste them together along the
shell’s trajectory to the solution spacetime M, as displayed in fig. (5.1). The pasting is
always possible and uniquely defined by the requirement that points with the same value
of R coincide. Hence, the shell spacetime is given by the union M = I U IT U III of the
three pieces I, II and III. Its maximal analytic extension is that of the union, such that
the scris are well-defined.

Which of the parameters 4, v, v and E we obtained are truly physical parameters and
which of them are only gauge? Of course, the Schwarzschild mass F is a physical, even
geometrical quantity that determines the geometry of Schwarzschild spacetime. The two
parameters @ and ¥, however, are only gauge, because all pieces I1(?) (III(@)) cut from
M, are isometric for each ¥ (@). Also all pieces 1(¢) cut from My with fixed mass E
are isometric. So it seems that E is the only non-gauge parameter. But the position
of the shell with respect to the reference frame of the observers at infinity is also a
physical parameter. Indeed, v is the value of the advanced time when the shell is sent
in, measurable by the observers near i° of M and is therefore the second observable. We
thus have two coordinates describing the physical phase space:

E € (0,00), € (—00,00). (5.17)

Notice that in order to avoid solutions whose horizon is outside the mirror, the domain
of F is further restricted to the interval [0, %) The two remaining parameters u, v are
gauge.
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5.3 Regular DNEF gauge

The authors of [HK02a] call the DNEF and DNM coordinates used above singular gauge,
because the metric with respect to them is not continuous at the shell. Coordinates
with respect to which the metric is C° at the shell and smooth outside the shell are
called regular. Together with some boundary conditions at the mirror and at infinity a
regular gauge is the necessary requirement for defining a covariant gauge fixing [HKO01].
Such a covariant gauge fixing is needed for the construction of a Kuchai decomposition
(cf. [H4j00a], [HKO00] and the references cited therein). Since we will need the Kuchar
decomposition in the course of the reduction of the canonical action to the true degrees
of freedom, we construct such a regular gauge for our system.

The regular coordinates we are looking for are denoted by U and V. U shall be a retarded
null coordinate, whereas V' is required to be a advanced null coordinate. In the regular
coordinate the equation of the shell reads

V=v, U=u (5.18)

in the ingoing and outgoing parts of the trajectory, respectively. The relation between u
and v will be determined below.

Outside the shell (in region I) we simply choose the DNEF coordinates from above:

U=U, V=V. (5.19)

Thus the relation between the shell parameters reads

u=u, v=71, (5.20)

hence, according to eq. (5.16), it holds that

u=uv—2R},. (5.21)

In the coordinates U and V' the region I is defined by the inequalities

U<u, V>w. (5.22)

The metric coefficients in region I are given by eq. (5.6) for R and by eq. (5.5) for A.

We now construct an extension of the coordinates U, V' into the inside for which the
metric is continuous at the shell. The coordinates must be therefore at least C'! at the
shell. We consider the extension of U, V from I to II across the outgoing shell. The
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extension from I to III is completely analogous. To this end we apply the method defined
by the lemma 2 in [HK02a]. For the retarded null coordinate U in IT we put

U=U—1u+1, (5.23)
which implies that U is smooth at the outgoing shell. The inverse transformation reads
U=U+1— . (5.24)
The extension of the advanced null coordinate is more intricate. According to the afore-

mentioned lemma the coordinates must satisfy that the function R is continuous at the
shell,

Ri(U=a,V)=Ry(U=a,V), (5.25)
where R;, R;; are the radial functions in the respective regions. R; is given by
R; = 2B« (e%) , (5.26)
whereas R;; reads

V-U

RH = 9

(5.27)

These two equations and eq. (5.25) imply that

2Ek <e%) _v > u (5.28)

at the outgoing shell. Solving this equation for V' yields

VeV tu—it+dBm | . (5.29)
using that V = U + 2R and the inverse transformation (5.24), one finds that
U — 2R
V= U+2R+ 4B |— 2 ) (5.30)
4F
The radial metric function R is hence easily found to be
U C
RU,V) =" —— +2Ex (eV_E> . (5.31)
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The other metric function A(U, V') can be obtained by comparing the double-null line
element

ds* = A(U,V)dUdV — R*(U,V)d* (5.32)

and that defined by the retarded EF coordinates,

ds? = dU? + 2dUdR — R*dQ?, (5.33)

where dU and dR are given by

- 1 1 1
dU =dU, dR = —édU +-|1——FF1]dV, (5.34)

2\ ()
yielding
1
(")
K| e

It is straightforward to show that the metric is continuous at the shell U = u in the new
coordinates U, V.

The domains of U and V' in II are constrained by the shell (U > u,V > v) and by the
mirror (R > Rys). Solving the inequality R > Ry for V', we obtain

AU V) =1— (5.35)

U—u+2R
V> VAU) = U + 2Ry + 4En #—1 . (5.36)

Hence, the domains of the new coordinates in II read

U>wu, V>V*U). (5.37)

The extension of the coordinates U and V to the region III inside the ingoing shell is
obtained in a similar way. We find that the coordinates read

V=V-0+0 (5.38)

and

o—U v—V+2R_

—V —2R - 4E]1
. AE

U=U-4+v—19—4F1n 1

1‘ . (5.39)
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The equation of the shell is hence
V=u (5.40)
The metric functions in III read
VvV — -
R=" Yo (eﬁ) (5.41)
and
1
A=1— ——. (5.42)
v—U
K (6 4FE >
The functions A and R are obviously continuous at the shell V' = v.
The domains of U and V in the region III are found to be
U<U V), V<o, (5.43)
where
-V +2R
U“(V) =V — 2Ry —4FIn %-1‘. (5.44)

We summarize the results in the three regions. The transformation from the singular to

the regular gauge reads:

U U<u,V >,
U — U U>uV >V
U+v—0—4EIn 5—0—1’ L U<UV <w,

V o U<uV >,
v V+u—a+4Elnu—1‘ L Usu V>V
Vi . U<U*V <w.

\

The metric functions with respect to the new coordinates are given by:

(11— L U<,V >
K<eVU> ’ ’

AU V)y=4{ 1~ <v1> L U>u, V>V

1——1 U< UV <w
(6 U> ) 9

(5.45)

(5.46)

(5.47)
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2EK <e% U< u,V>o,
RUV)={ ©U 9Bk (e ) @ U>uV>V* (5.48)
Voo 4 9Bk (e ) @ U< UV <w.

Obviously, the functions A, R are continuous at the ingoing (V' = v) as well as at the
outgoing (U = u) shell. The relation between the shell parameters v and wu is given by
eq. (5.21), u = v — 2R},;. We will call the gauge corresponding to the above defined
coordinates U and V' reqular DNEF' gauge in the following. This gauge will be used in
many calculations.



Chapter 6

The central-regular gauge

6.1 Motivation

In this chapter we modify the regular DNEF gauge found in the last chapter. The result-
ing gauge is then not the simplest possible for this model, but it has several very useful
properties. First of all, the metric with respect to the chosen coordinates is continuous
even at the shell. The second useful feature of the gauge affects the Hamiltonian formula-
tion of the theory that is treated in the next chapter. The volume part in the ADM action
is given by the integral over some quantity, the integral being taken over the radial coordi-
nate p from p = py to p = oo, where py is the solution of the equation R(p, ) = Ry, for
p. In a general gauge (as, e.g. the regular DNEF gauge,) pys is not constant but depends
on the time coordinate 7, having the unattractive effect that the variation of p,; does
not vanish. But since p,; is contained in the action as the lower boundary of an integral
over some complicated quantity, the variational equation becomes very involved. We,
therefore, demand that the coordinates near the mirror are such that py; = const. The
coordinates that are constructed in this chapter satisfy this requirement, they are reqular
at the centre in this sense. The third property is that the components of the Cartesian
transform of the metric are all only small perturbations in a given parameter s of the
components of the Minkowski metric, such that they satisfy the condition for DeWitt’s
semiclassical theory, cf. chapter 9. The explicit proof is written down in the appendix C.

The price of these three restrictions on the gauge choice is that the coordinates cannot be
chosen to be double null (DN) everywhere in spacetime, because one has to interpolate
between the DN coordinates at the shell and at the mirror, which is not feasible with co-
ordinates that remain DN in the interpolation region. In fact, it is impossible to construct
DN coordinates that have the first two properties from above at the same time.

This chapter is organized as follows: in section 2 we remind the reader of our notation con-
cerning the various regions of spacetime and we introduce the singular DNEF coordinates
from chapter 5 as the reference coordinates on the spacetime manifold. The splitting
of spacetime into smaller parts is continued in section 3, where we define the wedges,

65
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where the interpolation of the coordinates takes place. The next section is devoted to the
construction of the new coordinates, the so-called central-regular (CR) coordinates. In
section 5 we settle the notation for three types of coordinate systems and the associated
metrics. In section 6 we explicitly write down the components of the CR metric in each
region separately and show that they are continuous at the shell.

6.2 Regions in spacetime, reference coordinates

The spacetime (M, g) is split into three disjoint parts by the trajectory of the shell. The
region outside the shell is denoted by I, the region between the outgoing shell and the
mirror by II and that between the ingoing shell and the mirror by III, as displayed in figure
5.1 of chapter 5. The reference coordinates on our spacetime manifold M for the outside
I are the double null Eddington Finkelstein (DNEF) coordinates U and V (cf. section 2
of chapter 5), being defined by the Schwarzschild coordinates T and R by

R

U=T-R=T—-R—-2FEIn|— —1 6.1
al3m - 1] (61)
and
_ . R
V=T+R =T+ R+2FEIn ﬁ_l" (6.2)
The equation of the ingoing shell is given by
V=1, (6.3)
while that of the outgoing shell reads
U = a, (6.4)

where u and v are constant numbers. The shell’s trajectory defines the boundaries of the
region I and restricts thus the allowed values of the coordinates to the domains

—co<U<u, <V <oo. (6.5)

In the two inside regions II and IIT of M the reference coordinates are the double null
(retarded and advanced) Minkowski (DNM) coordinates U and V' defined by their relation
to the polar Minkowski coordinates Ty, and R:

U=Ty— R, (6.6)
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V =Ty +R. (6.7)
The trajectory of the shell is given by
V=0 (6.8)
in region III and by
U=u1a (6.9)
in region II, respectively. Again, 4 and © are constants and again, the shell’s trajectory

confines the possible values of the reference coordinates in the regions II and III. There
is another boundary given by the mirror. The radius of the (spherical) mirror is

R = Ry (6.10)

It follows from eqs. (6.6) and (6.7), that there is a dependence between U and V at the
mirror:

V =U +2Ry,. (6.11)
The shell hits the mirror in the point with the coordinates

V=0, U=, (6.12)

therefore, it follows from eq. (6.11) that

=@+ 2Ry (6.13)

The reference coordinates in region II are thus restricted to the domains

i<U<oo, U+2Ry<V <o0. (6.14)

In region III the domains are given by

—oco< U<, U+2Ry<V <. (6.15)

There is also a relation between w and v:

b=u+2RY, R =Ry+2Eh

Ry
=M. 1
2F ‘ (6.16)
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This follows from R = R); at the mirror and from the definition of the DNEF coordinates,
egs. (6.1) and (6.2).

Of course, the DNEF coordinates in I and the DNM coordinates in II and IIT do not join
continuously at their respective boundaries. The consequence thereof is that v # v and
u # u in general, and that the metric with respect to the coordinates has jumps at the
shell. We observe that the reference coordinates are very closely related to the singular
DNEF coordinates defined in chapter 5. The difference is that there the coordinates U, V
are not reference coordinates on the shell spacetime manifold M but in the pieces IT and
IIT cut from the Minkowski spacetime manifold My, such that there is no relation between
the coordinates in II and III. In the present case, however, the reference coordinates are
defined in the union II U III C M.

6.3 The three wedges of II and 111

The two inside regions II and III are cut into three sections each by two straight lines
each emanating form the point (U, V) = (&, ) to infinity. These lines are denoted by
ky,ls, where ki lies nearer to the mirror than /4 and where a plus (minus) sign denotes,
that the line is in region II (III). The regions between the shell’s trajectory and the line
l4 are denoted by Z., those between the two lines by K. and those between the lines k4
and the mirror by My (See figure (6.1)).

The equations of the lines are given by

Iy U =8V —19)+14, (6.17)
ky: Up=a(V-0)+a, 0<fB<a<l (6.18)
in region II and by
~ 1 ~ 5 5
U= —(V=0) +4, (6.19)
S N
ke U, = B(V — ) + @ (6.20)

in region III.

The reason for splitting up the interior parts of the spacetime is that we want the coor-
dinates to be double null Minkowski at the mirror and DN and C! at the shell. But this
is impossible if the coordinates are DN everywhere (we do not prove this here). There-
fore, we have to choose a section of the interior parts, where the coordinates interpolate
between those near the shell and those near the mirror but are not DN anymore. This
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R=Ry k_ [

Figure 6.1: The spacetime pieces I and I1I inside the shell are split into three parts each
by the wedges K. The three wedges with a plus sign constitute region II, those with a
minus sign are the parts of region IIl. The arrows show the directions of the increasing
reference coordinates U and V. The mirror is represented by the line R = Ry, whereas
the ingoing (outgoing) shell’s trajectory is given by the line V. =10 (U = ).

section should touch as little of the mirror and the shell as possible and should have a
simple description. The choice above seems to satisfy these requirements sufficiently well.
More reasons for the specific choices of the coordinates in the various regions are written
down in the corresponding subsections.

6.4 Central-regular (CR) coordinates

We give the explicit construction of the CR coordinates U and V' that are smooth every-
where except at the shell where they are C''. The construction is written down for each
part separately. The coordinates are double null (DN) everywhere except in the wedges
K.

The equation of the shell in the new coordinates is given by

V=uv (6.21)
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in the ingoing and

U=u (6.22)

in the outgoing case, where u and v are constant numbers.

6.4.1 Region I

Outside the shell we simply choose for U and V the DNEF coordinates U and V given
by egs. (6.1) and (6.2), so

U=0U, V=V (6.23)

in region I, where the domains of U and V are given by eq. (6.5). It follows that

(6.24)

<
I
\.:‘
4
I
\'@\

and, therefore, using eq. (6.16),

v=u+ 2R}y, (6.25)

in region I.

There is another reason to choose the DNEF coordinates outside the shell besides their
simplicity: The proper Schwarzschild time difference between the two events at which
the shell meets the observer seems to be the most sensible to define the sojourn time.
The polar transform (cf. section 5.2 of this chapter) of the DNEF coordinates yields that
T = % is the Schwarzschild time 7. So the choice of DNEF coordinates outside the
shell is in this sense a preferred one.

6.4.2 Region 11, 7,

The coordinates in this wedge are required to be DN and (at least) C! at the shell. Outside
the shell we have already found suitable coordinates. These are now to be extended across
the shell, similar to the construction of the regular DNEF coordinates in section 3 of
chapter 5. The retarded null coordinate U does not pose a problem, we simply put

U=U— i+ (6.26)

because of eq. (6.23), U is then of course smooth at the shell.
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The advanced null coordinate V reads:

V=V—-i+a+4FEIn V4_Eu—1 =V -—a+ua+L, (6.27)
where the useful abbreviation
- V—a
L=1L =4F1 —1 2
(V) = 4B | (6.29)

has been introduced. Equations (6.26) and (6.27) give thus the DN coordinates in Z
expressed in the reference coordinates that take values from the domains

Ue(a,l,), Ve(®o0). (6.29)

The relation between the shell parameters v, v in Z, reads

V=0 —G4U+Ljy_y=0—a+u+ec (6.30)

=0

where the constant c is given by

c= 1Ll :4Eln’}§—g—1‘. (6.31)

We will show later that the metric with respect to these coordinates is continuous, im-
plying that the coordinates are at least C'* at the shell as requested.

6.4.3 Region II, M,

In the innermost wedge we take DNM coordinates, where U is shifted by —i + @ and V.
by the constant ¢ — @ + u. The coordinates in M, are hence

U=U-a+u, V=V-a+i+c, (6.32)
where the reference coordinates take values from the intervals

U e (Uy,,V—2Ry), V€ 0) (6.33)

On account of the additional number ¢ the coordinates in M, and Z, are equal at the
shell V' = v, i.e. at the mirror, so there are no jumps of the coordinates in the point at
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the mirror where the shell is reflected. The equation between the shell parameters reads,
again:

v=0—U+u+c. (6.34)

The metric with respect to the coordinates (6.32) is of course the DNM metric, where
R is shifted by some constant. Its polar transform to the coordinates 7, X is the polar
Minkowski metric, where the coordinates 7 and X differ from the Minkowski coordinates
Ty, R by additive constants. The equation of the mirror R = Rj; does not depend
on the Minkowski time 7T, because the coordinate lines are orthogonal in M. This is
not the case if one took the coordinates defined by eqs. (6.26, 6.27) from Z, in M,
because then the equation R = Rj); would depend on the corresponding time coordinate.
The Hamiltonian action we intend to use and reduce in the next chapter depends on the
radius of the mirror, py/(7), that appears as the lower boundary of the p-integral in the
volume part of the Liouville form. If pp; depends on 7, then the variation of pyr (pas
is a dependent dynamical variable due to R(py;) = Rar and must be, therefore, varied)
does not vanish, which leads to the unwelcome consequence that the equations of motion
become very complicated. We therefore want to restrict the gauge freedom at the mirror
such that dpyr = 0, i.e. that pys is constant and thus has zero variation. The Minkowski
coordinates (and those related to them by additive constants) have this nice property.
This issue will be discussed in more detail when we turn our attention to the canonical
analysis in the next chapter.

6.4.4 Region II, K

This wedge is the most intricate part of the gauge because it involves a smooth interpola-
tion of the coordinates U and V' between their values in the two adjacent wedges Z, and
M. The cost of the interpolation is that the coordinates in K, are no more DN.

The retarded coordinate U again poses no problem; we make the natural choice

U=U—1u+a (6.35)

U is thus smooth at the boundaries k; and [, of the wedge K. The coordinate V' depends
on both reference coordinates through the interpolating function w, = (L — ¢)q, that is
defined in the appendix D by eq. (D.11). V is given by

V=V-u+u+L+wy, (6.36)
the domains of the reference coordinates being

Ue(U,,0,), Ve(@o0). (6.37)
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At the outer boundary I, of K, ¢, =0, s0 V =V — @+ @+ L smoothly goes over to the
V of Z,. Similarly, at the inner boundary k., ¢, = —1, such that V =V —a +u + c.
The properties of the interpolating function are discussed in detail in the appendix D.

The equation between the shell parameters is

v=0—u+u+Lly_;+wily_;=0—u+u+c. (6.38)

From the equations (6.24, 6.30, 6.34, 6.38) follows that the relations between the shell
parameters in the whole region II are given by

|
(o3

|
N
+
|
+
@}

|
1]

(6.39)

u=1u, v

Furthermore, since v — 1 = 2R,

v=u+2Ry +c=u+2R}, (6.40)

holds in the region II, as required.

6.4.5 Region III, 7_

The construction of the coordinates in the three wedges of III is completely analogous, so
we write down only the results. The DN coordinates in Z_ read

U=U-v+0v-L, V=V-0+71, (6.41)

where

o—U

L'=L'(U)=4E —1]. (6.42)

The domains of the reference coordinates are given by

Ue (—OO, fL), Ve (‘/Laﬁ)a (643)
where
Vi_=a(U—-1)+7v (6.44)

is the solution of eq. (6.19) for V.
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The equation between the shell parameters reads

u=u—-0+0—L|g_,=u—-04+0—-C, (6.45)

=u

where ¢ is defined by

) Ry
d=Ly_;=4EIn ﬁ_l' =c. (6.46)
6.4.6 Region III, M_
The DN coordinates read
U=U-0v+0—-¢, V=V —-0+0. (6.47)
Their domains are
Ue(—o0,t), Ve(U+2Ry, Vi), (6.48)
where
Vi =B(U —a)+10 (6.49)

is the solution of eq. (6.20) for V.

The equation between the shell parameters is given by

u=u—0v+0v—c. (6.50)

6.4.7 Region III, K_

In this wedge the interpolation is performed as in K. The coordinate V is given by

V=V-9+03, (6.51)

whereas the other coordinate U interpolates between its values in M_ and Z_:

U=U—-0+0—c +uw_. (6.52)

w_ = (L' — ¢)q_ is defined in the appendix D by eq. (D.13). As V = Vj,_, the function
q— obtains the value 0, so V is smooth at the line £_. Similarly, at the line [_, where
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V = V,_, it holds that ¢ = —1. Hence, V is also smooth there. The domains of the
reference coordinates in K_ are

Ue(—o0,i), VeV, Vi) (6.53)
The equations between the shell parameters are again given by

u=u—0+0—L|g_s+twlgs=a—0+0-C. (6.54)

It follows from eqs. (6.24, 6.45, 6.50, 6.54) that

u=u—-0v+v—c=ua, v="0 (6.55)

in the whole of III. Furthermore,

u=v—2Ry —c=v—2Ry, (6.56)

is also satisfied in the region III, as expected.

6.5 Metric components: general UV-type, polar and
Cartesian form

In this section we write down the general form of the line element in the various regions.
The next section is then devoted to the explicit expressions for the metric components.
We state the line elements in the UV-type, polar and Cartesian coordinates.

6.5.1 UV-type coordinates

We call the coordinates (U, V, 0, ¢) and the corresponding line elements UV-type. In the
last section we have constructed the coordinates U and V in all parts of the spacetime.
These coordinates are DN everywhere except in the two interpolation wedges K. We
therefore, treat the DN and the non-DN cases separately in the following. If the coordi-
nates are DN, then the corresponding line element has the general form

ds® = AdUdV — R*dQ?,  d¥* = db* + sin? 0 d¢?, (6.57)

where (U, V, 0, ¢) is the DN coordinate system and where A and R are functions of U and
V' alone.
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If U and V are not double null, then the line element reads

ds®> = FAU? + HdV? + 2GdUdV — R*d?, (6.58)

where, as above, the metric components F,G, H and R depend on U and V only.

6.5.2 Polar coordinates

Consider the transformation

V+U V-U
=0 x = L 0=0, 6=¢ (6.59)
2 2
to the polar coordinates (1, X, 60, ¢). Its inverse
U=7-X, V=74X, 0=0, ¢=0¢ (6.60)
changes the UV-type line elements to
ds®* = A(dr* — dX?) — R*d)? (6.61)
in the DN case and to
ds*> = Qdr* + JdrdX + W dX? — R%dQ)? (6.62)
in the non-DN case. Here, the abbreviations
Q=F+2G+H, J=2H-F), W=F-2G+H (6.63)

have been introduced. The metric components A, Q), J,W and R depend on 7 and X only.

6.5.3 Cartesian coordinates

Consider the Cartesian coordinates (7, X ), where

—

X = Xn, 1= (sinfcos@,sinfsingp,cosh). (6.64)

Here, 77 is a vector parametrizing the unit sphere with unit length, 77 -7 = 1. We define
the following two vectors,

. on

m = 5= (cos @ cos ¢, cos B sin ¢, — sin 6), (6.65)
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-, 1 on :
[ = 690 (—sin ¢, cos ¢, 0) (6.66)

that constitute an orthonormal system together with 7. From

dit = m df + sin 0 [ dg, (6.67)
follows hence that
dii - dii = d6? + sin? d¢? = dQ>. (6.68)
From eq. (6.64) we obtain
dX = Xdit + @dX, (6.69)
hence
dX - dX = X2d0? + dX?2. (6.70)

From the inverse of eq. (6.64),
S VX2 4 X2 X =
X=VX-X, 60=arctan %, ¢ = arctan ?2, X = (X4, Xy, X3), (6.71)
3 1
it follows that

1 -
dX = =X -dX. 72
- (6.72)

Now we can express df2? in terms of the spatial Cartesian coordinates X:

d0? = % (dX'? - %(X’ : d)?)2) . (6.73)
The line element for the DN case reads thus
R, (R X.ax\
ds® = Adr* — ﬁdXQ - (ﬁ - A) ( % ) : (6.74)

For example, the Minkowski line element is recovered for A = 1, R = X. A and R are
functions of 7 and X; they depend on the spatial coordinates through the absolute value
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X only. For the sake of simplicity however, we write down the metric components as
functions of U and V in the following even in the Cartesian case. The expressions with
respect to the Cartesian coordinates are then found by replacing U and V' by 7 and X
using the transformation (6.60).

The non-DN case is given by

- S\ 2
. - R 2 X -dX
ds® = Qdr’ + %dTX S ) (i + W) ( > : (6.75)

X? X? X

The Minkowski line element is again recovered if the metric functions are Q = 1,J =
0,WW =—1,R = X, as can be easily checked.

If one transforms the CR metric into the Cartesian form, one obtains the Cartesian
central regular (CCR) metric, that satisfies the conditions for DeWitt’s method. This
will be shown in the appendix C.

6.6 Metric components: explicit UV-type form

We write down the explicit form of the metric components in UV-type form (cf. the line
elements (6.57) and (6.58) defined in the last section) in each of the seven parts of the
spacetime. We show that this metric is smooth at the boundaries of the various regions,
except at the shell, where it is still continuous. The metric is called central-regular (CR)
metric.

6.6.1 Regionl

The two non-vanishing metric functions A and R with respect to the coordinates U and
V' in the outside region are given by

2F
A=1-2 6.76
e (6.76)

and
R=2Ex (6%]) , (6.77)

where r is the Kruskal function defined by equation (E.1) in the appendix E. A and R
have been already explicitly constructed in section 2 of chapter 5.
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6.6.2 Region II, 7,

The metric component R in the line element (6.57) is found by replacing V by U +2R in
eq. (6.27) and solving the resulting quantity for R:

u—U

==

+ 2Bk (eV—E) . (6.78)

A is determined by comparing the flat line element with respect to the retarded Minkowski
coordinates (cf. chapter 5), leading to

Am1o— 2t (6.79)

V—-u
K <€ 4E )

At the outgoing shell U = u, the metric components A and R of Z, and that of region I
are equal, as can be easily checked. Hence, the metric is continuous there, as requested.

6.6.3 Region 11, M,

In the wedge M, the metric functions are given by the components of the double-null
Minkowski metric, where the radial function R differs form the Minkowski radial function
by the constant ,

R— — . A=1. (6.80)

6.6.4 Region II, K,

In order to find the metric components in this wedge we need the UV-line element (6.58).
By comparison of this line element with the components of the flat DN reference metric,
the functions F,G and H are found to be

(6.82)
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Vi = 1+(1+g¢)Ly+(L—0)g,y

(L — )y U—=z
BT

= 14+ (1+q)ly+ +a+p6], (6.83)

where egs. (D.7) and (D.33) from the appendix D have been used.

We now demonstrate that the metric components go smoothly over to those in the adjacent
regions M, and Z,. The boundary to the region M, is given by the line k. There we
obtain from the equations (6.32, 6.36, 6.81, 6.82, 6.83 and D.6) that

F=0, G=-, R=—""°, (6.84)

but these functions just correspond to the metric components (A = 2G = 1) in region M.
Furthermore, the interpolation function is smooth at the boundaries and its derivatives
all vanish there, so the metric components smoothly go over to that in M.

The boundary to Z, is given by the line /.. Using the same set of equations as above,
we find

1 4FE V-U-u+ua
F = = — 1 — —= — . .
0, G 2( V—a)’ R > (6.85)
Solving eq. (6.27) for V yields
V=i+4Exk (e%ﬂ) . (6.86)

But the reference coordinate V in K, and Z, is the same, hence A = 2G and R of
eq. (6.85) coincide with A and R (egs. (6.79, 6.78)) from Z, at [,:

R= . = =+ 2B« (e i ) (6.87)
AE 1
V—-u ,i<e4;E“>

where it has been used that u = . The same arguments as for the boundary &, hold of
course also for [, hence, the metric functions are smooth at /.
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6.6.5 Region III, 7_

Similarly to the treatment in region Z,, we obtain the metric functions

R= % + 2Bk (ﬁa”) (6.89)

and

1
A=1-—"_ (6.90)

( U_U>
K| € 4F

Of course they join continuously with the components of region I at the shell.

6.6.6 Region III, M_

We obtain the same line element as in region M, with ¢ = ¢/.

6.6.7 Region III, K_

The metric components in the line element (6.58) are given by:

F=0, G= H=--2 (6.91)

In these equations, the coordinate U is given by (6.52). Its derivatives read (using
egs. (D.13, D.35 and D.36) from the appendix D):

Uy =—(I - c’)—w(VK_ v (6.92)
and
N 1/ e et ) PN
0= od- T+ Ve (a—p) —+a+ . (6.93)

The same smoothness arguments as in the analysis of region K, lead to the conclusion
that the metric in K_ goes smoothly over into the metrics of the adjacent regions.
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6.7 Conclusions

We have shown that the CR metric is smooth, except at the shell, where it is only
continuous. We have also demonstrated that the metric has the desired behaviour at the
mirror.

The following table shows the main features of the three gauges we have been considering
so far:

Gauge Double-null | C° at shell | Regular at mirror
Singular DNEF yes no yes
Regular DNEF yes yes no
Central-regular no* yes yes

Table 6.1: The main properties of the three gauges that have been used so far. *) but DN
at the mirror, at the shell and at oco.

We observe that it seems to be impossible to satisfy all of the three conditions at once.
Each of the three gauges has its advantage and will be therefore used in the corresponding
situation.



Chapter 7

The canonical action and its
reduction

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter we reduce the canonical action for the system consisting of the shell, its
surrounding gravitational field and the mirror to an action containing as variables only the
true degrees of freedom. These true degrees of freedom are Dirac observables that will play
the role of the observables in the corresponding quantum theory. We adopt the reduction
method developed by Hajicek, Kiefer and Kouletsis (HKK) in refs. [HKO01], [HK02b],
[KHO02] and [H&j03] to our model including a spherical mirror as the inner boundary.
Their method can be straightforwardly applied to our system if a suitable restriction on
the allowed gauges near the mirror is imposed and if some further assumptions are made.

The next section is devoted to the original LWF [LWF98] action and the resulting equa-
tions of motion. It is followed by a summary of the reduction method due to HKK (section
3). In the final section we add the mirror to the LWF system and explain the differences
that appear on that account. We show, after making some further assumptions, that the
method by HKK also works in our case, the reduced action containing the expected de-
grees of freedom: the total energy of the shell and its canonical conjugate, the asymptotic
advanced (or retarded) time.

7.2 The LWEF action

Louko, Whiting and Friedman [LWF98] have found the ADM action for spherically sym-
metric spacetimes containing a spherically symmetric thin shell made of null dust. In this
section we write down the most important formulae that we will need from their paper.

83
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The spacetime geometry is given by the ADM metric

ds® = N?dt* — A*(dp + N*dt)* — R*d?, (7.1)

where N, N, A, R are continuous functions of ¢ and p. N, A and R are also required to
be positive. The shell history is denoted by p = r(t). p is its conjugate momentum.
Quantities ) evaluated at the shell are denoted by Q(r). Derivatives with respect to p
are abbreviated by a prime, )', those with respect to ¢ by an overdot, Q

Including the null shell, the Hamiltonian bulk action reads

Sg:/dt {p?'“jL/dp (PA/'\—i—PRR—NH—N”Hp)} , (7.2)
R
where the constraint functions are given by

AP} P\Pr RR' RRN R?* A np
BT T W CRT W S (73)

which is the so-called superhamiltonian, and

H

H, = PrR — P\A —pd(p—1) (7.4)

(the supermomentum) and where N, N’ are Lagrange multipliers and 1 = sign(p). The
canonically conjugate momenta of the metric functions R and A are given by

R .
Py = _N<R — N*R) (7.5)
and
A R .
— 2 (BPNPRY — 2 LA — (NPAY

Pp=—5(R = N'R) N[A (NA)]. (7.6)

The constraint equations are
H=0, H,=0. (7.7)

The functions N, N”, R, A are to be smooth functions of p everywhere, except at the
shell, where they are only continuous and may have finite jumps in their first derivatives.
Also the conjugate momenta Pg, Py are smooth except at the shell, where they have
finite discontinuities. The most singular contributions come from the explicit matter
delta-terms in the constraints and the implicit delta-functions appearing in R” and Pj.
However, it is argued in [LWF98], that these discontinuities pose no problem and that the
action is well-defined. The LWF action is a generalization of Kuchai’ canonical action for
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pure spherical gravity obtained in [Kuc94]. By similar methods the canonical spacetime
dynamics including massive (time-like) instead of null shells has been found [FLWH97].

Variation of the action with respect to the canonical variables and the Lagrange multipliers
yields the dynamical,

, APy, P ,
A::N(R;—§)+WML (7.8)
R::—%?+NW% (7.9)
: N| P2 [(R\? 2np N'RR' ,
. AP?2 PP R’ N'RY’ ,
R G R CO R
) nN(r
o= Tf”)) — N*(r), (7.12)
. Ny
5 :p(NLJ%)(m7 (7.13)

and the constraint equations (7.7).

The possible occurrence of surface terms has not been taken into account yet, but we will
do it after having imposed the fall-off conditions on the metric variables at the infinities
p — Foo, that have been given by LWF and Kuchai [Kuc94]:

Alt,p) ~ 1+ % +O(lpI™'79), (7.14)
R(t,p) =~ |pl+O(lp| ™), (7.15)
Pa(t,p) = O(lp|™), (7.16)
Pr(t,p) = O(lp|™"™), (7.17)
N(t,p) = Nioo+O(lp|™), (7.18)
N?(t,p) = O(lpl™), (7.19)

where M. and N, are functions of ¢, and where € € (0,1]. With these fall-off conditions
the two asymptotic regions (p — 4o00) are asymptotically flat. Ny, are the rates at
which the asymptotic Minkowski times 7%, evolve with respect to the coordinate time t.
There are only two surface terms appearing in the variation of the action if one imposes
the above fall-off conditions. The variation of the term & 13\}3'1\' in the superhamiltonian
constraint —NH with respect to A leads to the non-vanishing terms (cf. [Kuc94])
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, RR

The last equality follows from the fall-off conditions. The surface terms are therefore
proportional to the variation of the mass function M defined in equation (7.89) at the
the infinities, M., as has been pointed out by Kuchaf in [Kuc94]. When the equations of
motion hold, the masses M, are equal to the Schwarzschild energies F1,. The surface
terms (7.20) can be canceled by adding the so-called ADM boundary term (see also
[RT74]) to the bulk action:

Sox = — / dt(NoEso + N_oo E—oo), (7.21)

the resulting action being

S = /dt [pT — N—OOE—OO — N+OOE+OO]

+ / dt [ / T ap <PAA + PR — NH — N”H,,)} . (7.22)

—o0
The left infinity (as p goes to —oo) will become unimportant as soon as we introduce the
mirror.

LWF have also incorporated fall-off conditions at p = 0 for the systems with R? spatial
topology:

At,p) = Ao+ O(p?), (7.23)
R(t,p) ~ Rip+O(p®), (7.24)
Pp(t,p) =~ Pyp* +O(p"), (7.25)
Pr(t,p) ~ Pgrp+O(p?), (7.26)
N(t,p) ~ Ny+O(p?), (7.27)
N*(t,p) =~ N{p+O(p®), (7.28)

where Ag > 0, Ry > 0, Pr,, Pr,, No > 0 and N{ are functions of ¢. These fall-offs
imply that the mass left of the shell vanishes when the equations of motion hold. The
classical solutions thus describe a shell with flat interior. There is only need for one ADM
boundary term:

Sox = — / AN En. (7.29)
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The LWF action for R? spatial topology hence reads

S = / dt [p?‘“ — NooEoo + / dp (PAA + PRl — NH — N"HP>] . (7.30)
0

7.3 Canonical reduction of the LWF action using the
methods by HKK

In this section we give a short review of the reduction methods introduced by Héajicek and
Kiefer in [HKO01] and refined by Héajicek and Kouletsis in refs. [HK02b] and [KH02]. The
aim of these methods of reduction is to find an action containing only the true degrees of
freedom as variables without losing too much information about the spacetime geometry.
There exists a particular form of the gravitational action that is effectively reduced, but
still contains some information about the geometry of the spacetime. This is the so-called
Kuchar decomposition (see [HKO00] and the references therein). Kuchai variables are split
into pure gauge ones (the so-called embeddings), dependent ones that are canonically
conjugate to the embeddings, and physical degrees of freedom (Dirac observables).

Our aim is thus to bring the action (7.30) into this form. The method to achieve this
involves the choice of a particular gauge and the solving of the constraints. This procedure
has been successfully accomplished for a single spherical thin null shell in [HKO01]. The
calculations were involved, included some miraculous simplifications and finally yielded
a very simple result: The true degrees of freedom were the total energy of the shell
and the asymptotic advanced (retarded) time in the ingoing (outgoing) case. In the
papers [HK02b], denoted by HKo2 in the following and [KH02] (HKo03), the method has
been generalized to any double-null (DN) gauge and to any number of shells, and some
understanding has been obtained about the general structure of the reduction process.
We write down the most important results for us from the two above cited papers in the
next subsections.

7.3.1 Transformation of the Liouville form at the constraint sur-
face

In HKo02 the integrand in the LWF action (7.30) is reduced to a form consisting only of
boundary terms. This involves a transformation of the Liouville form © at the constraint
surface I' that is defined by the solution of H = 0 and H, = 0 and uses the nice property
of the pull-back Or of © to I that it depends only on the Dirac observables. Although Or
is thus a gauge invariant quantity, the original variables depend on the gauge degrees of
freedom. The transformation must be therefore still calculated explicitly. It is found by
using a Kuchai decomposition in an arbitrary DN gauge, represented by the coordinates
U and V. The choice of Dirac observables is left open; they are denoted by o*, k = 1, 2.
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The final variables are thus the Dirac observables of, the embeddings U(p), V (p) and their
momenta Py(p), Py(p), which vanish at the constraint surface.

A double-null metric has the general form

ds® = A(U,V;0) dUdV — RX(U,V;0) dQ2, (7.31)

the metric components being dependent on the the Dirac observables of. Derivatives of
the functions A and R with respect to the coordinates U and V are abbreviated by A ,
etc.

The Liouville form at the constraint surface for a single shell is given by

Or = pdr — NooEno + / dp (PydA + PrdR). (7.32)
0

It can be split into a boundary part (the first two terms on the right hand side) and
two volume parts, which are associated with the inside and the outside of the shell,
respectively,

b
e = / dp (PydA + PrdR), (7.33)

where a = 0,b = r for the inside and a = r,b = oo for the outside part. The volume
parts are to be transformed to a sum of boundary terms that do not depend on the
gauge degrees of freedom and their momenta anymore. This must be feasible, because
the Liouville form at the constraint surface is gauge invariant!

We now summarize how the transformation has been achieved by HKK. For any DN gauge,
the equations (47-49) of [HK02b] (or egs. (32-34) of [HKO01]) represent the condition that
the transformation is performed at the constraint surface. The following ansatz is useful
for the transformation of the volume parts:

b
O |p = / dp [(JdU + gdV + hido') + dg], (7.34)
where
RRy U z.
f="Em (_W) L F(UV, o), (7.35)
RRy U i
9= In (—W) + G(U,V, 0", (7.36)

RR; U’ .
hi = = In (——> + HZ(U, ‘/, 01)7 (737)
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!/

R U |
@:meU—RRmﬂ—amyU+mem(——)—FU—GW+aaudL03&

V/

and where the functions F', G and H; must satisfy the following differential equations:

R
Fy - G7U = ﬂ(ZAR,UV - A7UR’V - AyR’U), (739)
R
Ei - Hi,U - ﬂ(QAR,lU - A7iR7U - A,URJ'), (740)
R
G,i - Hi,V = _ﬁ(2AR,ZV - A,iR,V - A,VR,i)7 (741)
¢ =0, (7.42)

that are valid for any DN gauge. The equations (47-49) of [HK02b] provide the integra-
bility conditions for this system of differential equations. The volume parts are hence
transformed to boundary terms:

@ﬂp:(fﬂ7+ng—%MdJ——¢@ﬁm§g (7.43)

The entire O can thus be brought to a sum of boundary terms with contributions from
the regular centre (p = 0), from infinity and from the shell, at least in the cases for which
the equations (7.39) - (7.41) can be solved.

7.3.2 Properties of the functions F, G and H;

In HKo2 the authors find that any two sets of solutions (F°, G°, H?) and (F, G, H;) of the
eqs. (7.39) - (7.41) are related by

F=F'+Wy, G=G"+Wy, H;=H+W,+C,, (7.44)

where W is an arbitrary function of U,V and o?, and C; depends on the Dirac observables
alone but is otherwise arbitrary. They also argue that each such solution (7.44) leads to
the same Liouville form ©°|r. However, different solutions lead not to the same boundary
Liouville form (7.43) but only to equivalent ones, that differ by an exact form d[w(b(t),t)—
w(a(t),t)], where w(p,t) = W(U(p,t),V(p,t),0'(t)).
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Gauge transformations also affect the functions F, G and H;, although the Liouville form
itself does not change. The results found in HKo2 are

- RX
F=FX, - —2% (7.45)
1 X,
- R?Y
G=GYy - —2¥ (7.46)
4y,
- ~o o R [ Xy Yy
Hi=H+FX,+GQv, - — | =& 1) (7.47)
4\ Xy Yy

where the transformation between two sets of DN coordinates,

U=X(Ubo), V=Y(V,o), (7.48)

also depends on the Dirac observables o'. The egs. (7.45) - (7.47) lead to the transforma-
tion of the functions F,G and H; that solve the eqgs. (7.39) - (7.41) for the gauge U,V
to the functions F,G and H; that solve them for the gauge U, V. So if one knows the
functions F, G, H; in one gauge, one can obtain it in any other (DN) gauge, for which the
coordinate transformation can be given explicitly. In fact, one can always find a gauge
U, V such that the right hand sides of the eqs. (7.39) - (7.41) become trivial.

For example in the flat interior one can choose for U, V the advanced and retarded
Minkowski null (DNM) coordinates which yields the trivial solution

F=G=H;=0, Vi (7.49)

In the curved spacetime outside of the shell we can take the double-null Eddington-
Finkelstein (DNEF) coordinates defined by eqs. (5.1) of chapter 5:

R
U=T—-R—-2EIn|— —1 7.50
n|oz -1, (7.50)
V=T+R+2EIn E—1 (7.51)
N 2F ’ '

where T, R are the Schwarzschild coordinates. The metric components in this gauge read

] 2K
R(U,V) = 2Ex (eV—EU) AUV =1- = (7.52)
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If one chooses these coordinates as the U and V from above, one obtains the simple

solution

VU
2

F=G=0, H= E;. (7.53)

The drawback of the (singular) DNEF gauge is that the above solution diverges at the
horizon. But this singularity can be removed by subtracting a suitable W-term, as demon-
strated in HKo2. But for shells not on a horizon the eqs. (7.53) are sufficiently suitable.

7.3.3 Explicit calculation of the Liouville form Or

The solutions (7.49) and (7.53) are used to compute the boundary Liouville form (7.43)
explicitly. This has been accomplished by Kouletsis and Héjicek in HKo3 ([KH02]) for
any number of shells. We adopt their results to the case of a single shell with flat interior
spacetime.

The Liouville form is given by

Or = pdr — NoEo + Oglr + O:°|p

Oy + 6, + O, (7.54)
where
O = —(fdU + gdV + h;do")| =0 (7.55)
and
O = phlilo (fdU + gdV + h;do") — NooEx (7.56)

are the contributions from the centre and from infinity, respectively. These quantities are
most easily calculated in the singular DNEF gauge. Here we subsume the DN Minkowski
(DNM) gauge into the DNEF gauges — it is the special case for which E = 0. In this gauge
the coordinates are singular at the horizon. One can justify that one may nevertheless
use such a singular gauge as follows: The Liouville form at the constraint surface Or is
point-wise gauge invariant. At those points for which the DNEF gauge is regular, the
integrand of Or in any volume part has the same value as for a regular C! gauge. At the
points for which the embedding intersects a horizon, the DNEF gauge is singular. The
value of the integrand in such a point is the limit from the left or right, since the integrand
is continuous in a regular gauge. Therefore, the difference of the boundary terms that one
obtains by integrating over any volume part is gauge invariant and can thus be computed
also in the singular DNEF gauge.



92 Chapter 7. The canonical action

More care is to be taken with the expression of the shell variables r and p in terms of
the embeddings and the Dirac observables, because at the shell the DNEF coordinates
(outside) and the DNM coordinates (inside) the shell are not continuous. The results
of HKo3 are as follows: If (U, V) are C' DN coordinates, (U, V) DNM coordinates left
from the (outgoing) shell and (U, V) DNEF coordinates right from the shell, then the
expressions for the shell variables are given by

Pows = —R(r)A(RpU"), U(r)=a, U(r)=a (7.57)

for the outgoing and, similarly, by

pin = R(NAL(RYV)), V(r)=19, V(r)=1 (7.58)

for the ingoing case. Here the abbreviation
Ay (X) =lim X — lim X (7.59)
PNT p/T

has been used. For the new variables that describe the shell it generally holds that o # u,
¥ # v, because the coordinates are not continuous at the shell.

Now we are ready to compute the three contributions ©¢, O, and O, to the Liouville
form along the hypersurfaces ¥ defined by the embedding (U(p), V(p)).

The contribution from the shell

We start with the contribution from the shell. According to eqgs. (14)-(18) of HKo3, ©,
for a shell not on a horizon can be brought to the form (eq. (19) in HKo3)

0, = —A, E In <—%) d(R?) + Fdu + Gdv + H;do'
+A, [RRyU'dr — RRyV'dr] + pdr. (7.60)

Further transformations depend on the direction of the motion of the shell. We shall
assume that it is outgoing; the ingoing case is treated in an analogous way. The jumps in
eq. (7.60) must be calculated, where it is assumed that the embedding is C'. The result
is given by eq. (34) of HKo3:

0, = —id (R*(r) Av(In|R = 2E[) — A (Fdu + Gdv + H;do') (7.61)

and holds at each intersection of an outgoing shell with the hypersurface ¥ that is not a
point of a Schwarzschild horizon. Now one can plug in the expressions for the functions
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F', G and H; on both sides of the shell. Left from the shell the spacetime is flat, hence the
functions are given by eqs. (7.49), and right from the shell the functions for the singular
DNEF gauge are given by the egs. (7.53). Further simplifications, where one utilizes some
properties of the Kruskal function, lead to the final results

O, = udE (7.62)

for the outgoing and

O, = vdE (7.63)

for the ingoing shells. The egs. (7.62) and (7.63) are valid as long as the shell is not on a
horizon. The case for shells on a horizon has been carefully analysed in HKo3.

The contributions from the centre and from infinity

The contribution from the centre is easily computed using the solution (7.49) for the
functions F', G, H; inside the shell. At p = 0 the geometric radius R vanishes, R(p =
0) = 0, and the boundary condition U’(0) = —V’(0) must be imposed in order that the
embedded hypersurfaces avoid conical singularities at the centre. All these conditions
yield the result that the contribution from the centre vanishes:

6o = 0. (7.64)

For the computation of the contribution from infinity the authors of HKo3 restrict the
foliation at infinity such that it is parallel to the hypersurfaces given by the slices of
constant Schwarzschild time coordinate. This means that the Schwarzschild coordinates
as functions of the embedding have the following fall-off at infinity:

R(p) = p+0(p7"), T(p)— T+ O(p"). (7.65)

The authors further assume that the foliation parameter t is equal to the asymptotic
Minkowski time T, at infinity. Hence, N, = 1. Finally, they replace the ADM mass F,
by the total energy E' (the Schwarzschild mass) of the system. The functions F'; G and H;
are given by the eqs. (7.53). Putting all these results together and using the asymptotic
expansions of R, U, V and their derivatives, they obtain for the contribution from infinity,
eq. (7.56),

!
O = lim gln (—%) (RydU + RydV + R;do") = 0. (7.66)
pP—00

Hence, also the total contribution to the Liouville form from infinity vanishes.
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The reduced action

We have seen that only the contribution from the shell survives, leading to the total
Liouville form at the constraint surface:

Or = vdE, O =udE. (7.67)

The first equation holds for ingoing, the second for outgoing shells.

The reduced action for a single ingoing shell reads thus

Sin = / dt(vE), (7.68)

whereas that for a single outgoing shell is given by

Sout = / dt(uFE). (7.69)

A natural choice for the conjugate pair of Dirac observables is obviously (E,v) or (F,u) in
the respective cases. These pairs span the physical phase space of the model, the domains
of the variables being

E €]0,00), veR, (7.70)

Ee0,00), ue€R, (7.71)

respectively.

7.4 The action for the system including the mirror
and its reduction

7.4.1 (Gauge conditions

We include the spherical mirror centered at R = 0 and with the fixed radius R = Ry,
and accordingly change the LWF action (7.30). The inclusion of the mirror restricts the
possible values of the coordinates p and t. From the equation R(t, p) = R one can infer
the boundary values of p and t; the equation corresponds to a curve in the (¢, p)-plane,
denoted by pps(t). The allowed values of the coordinates are thus

teR, pelpu(t),). (7.72)
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Consequently, we have to replace the lower boundary of the p-integration in the LWF
action by p = py(t). But a time-dependent boundary in the integration imposes a severe
problem: py;(t) becomes a dependent dynamical variable in the variation of the action.
From R(py) = Ry = const. follows that

OR(prr) = O0Ry = 0. (7.73)
But the equality
0R(pur) = (OR)ar + (R)mdpum (7.74)
implies that
R
opm = — (ﬁ)M (7.75)

does not vanish in general. If the action is varied with respect to R, a boundary term of

the form
0S (OR
o 2 7.76
0pum <R/)M ( )

is contributed, that is exceedingly intricate. We, therefore, rather prefer p,; to be con-
stant, such that dpy, = 0.

This property can be obtained by imposing suitable boundary conditions on the coor-
dinates at the mirror. Good boundary conditions seem to be the following: we require
the coordinates to be the polar Minkowski coordinates at the mirror (or coordinates that
differ from them only by additive constants):

Then, since R, is constant, dpy; = 0, as desired. Of, course, the coordinates must be still
C" across the shell and smooth everywhere else. Such coordinates do exist, as we have
shown earlier, in chapter 6, by explicitly constructing the central-regular gauge, i.e. its
polar transform, but the cost is that the coordinates for the corresponding metric in UV-
form cannot be double-null everywhere anymore. As we will observe later, the restriction
of the choice of coordinates at the mirror has beautiful consequences in addition to making
the variation of py; vanish.

The problem of C* DN-gauges (as e.g. the regular DNEF gauge) is that in the case where
the mirror is present, the curve defined by the equation R(t,p) = R necessarily has a
cusp at the point where the shell is reflected by the mirror. The cusp can be removed
only if the coordinates are allowed to be non-DN in some regions of the spacetime.
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A second problem affects the applicability of the DeWitt method that is presented in
chapter 9. The solution pys(t,p) of the equation R(p,t) = Ry, explicitly depends on
the solution parameters F and v. If E is changed, then the shape of the cusp changes
accordingly, and if v varies then the position of the cusp is moved. Even in the limit £ — 0
the curve depends on the choice of v, so there are different flat metrics for different v.
But DeWitt’s method requires a fixed background manifold common to all solutions.
Therefore, in order to be able to apply DeWitt’s methods, we need a restriction on the
possible gauges at the mirror, like that given by eq. (7.77).

The modified LWF action thus reads:

S = / dt {p?‘“ — NooBao + / dp <PAA + PRl — NH — NPH,J)] : (7.78)

PM

where the superhamiltonian is modified in comparison to that of LWF:

AP} Py\Pr RR' RRN R?* A |p
= — — — — =+ =d(p— :
=% "R Ta A& ta oz tatlen (7.79)
so that there is no extra parameter 1 describing the direction of the shell, and the action
is valid for both the in- and the outgoing movement of the shell. The other terms are

identical to those in the unmodified LWF action.

7.4.2 Surface terms

Varying the action (7.78) with respect to the canonical variables leads to new surface
terms from the mirror:

. [NR__, NRR __ NR
A L CRE

SR+ N°PréR — NPASP, . (7.80)

P=PM

Notice that in contrast to the case in the previous section we do not impose any fall-
off conditions on the canonical variables at p = pj;. But the surface terms Bj; can be
removed with the help of the gauge condition from the preceding section.

From the boundary conditions on the coordinates at the mirror follows that in any allowed
coordinates the metric near the mirror is given by the (polar) Minkowski line element
(omitting the angular part)

dsy = dTy — dR*. (7.81)

Here, Ty is the Minkowski time coordinate. Introducing the foliation Ty (t, p), R(t, p)
and expressing the differentials in the line element in terms of the coordinates ¢, p yields

ds? = (T% — R*)dt* — 2(RR' — Ty T}, )dtdp — (R? — Ti2)dp?. (7.82)
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Comparison of the coefficients of this line element with those of the corresponding ADM
line element,

dss = (N? — A*(N?)?)dt* — 2N?A*dtdp — A*dp?, (7.83)

leads to the following set of equations:

T} — R? = N?— A*(N*)% (7.84)
TuTi, — RR' = —NPA? (7.85)
R* -T2 = A% (7.86)

But we required that the coordinates be Minkowski at the mirror, so t =Ty, and p = R,
which implies that the ADM metric coefficients at the mirror read

N=Ty=1, N°=0, A=R =1. (7.87)

Inserting these equations into eq. (7.80) yields that the boundary term from the mirror
vanishes:

By = 0. (7.88)

Restricting the gauge at the mirror is hence doubly helpful!

From the egs. (7.87) and from the definition of Py, eq. (7.5), it also follows that the
so-called mass function [LWF98],

(1Y (3)) 0

My = 0. (7.90)

vanishes at the mirror,

7.4.3 Boundary conditions

Even with vanishing surface terms B);, the variation of the action (7.78) does not lead
to the correct equations of motion yet. An additional boundary condition has to be
imposed in order that the shell is really reflected at the mirror and does not pass through
it unhindered. To incorporate the reflection, the condition

|p|p = constant (7.91)
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is needed, meaning that the absolute value of the momentum of the shell does not change,
when the shell is reflected by the mirror.

The boundary condition (7.91) is indeed responsible for gluing the otherwise independent
in- and outgoing trajectories together. We can show this as follows: Let (U,V) be the
regular DNEF coordinates. They have been defined in chapter 5 by eqs. (5.45, 5.46). The
formulae for the shell momentum p expressed in the embedding variables given by egs. (8)
and (9) of HKo3 read

Pout = —R(M)A (Ry)U'(r), pwm=R()A. (Ry)V'(r). (7.92)
The derivatives of R in this gauge are given by
1
Ry=——=, p>r, R7U:—§, p<r (7.93)

for the outgoing and by

p>r, Ry=—=, p<r (7.94)

=5

—~ | =

for the ingoing shells. Inserting these into the eqs. (7.92) and evaluating them at the

mirror yields

(ot = =LA = DOt Pidar = (AN = DV 0D (795)
Hence, we obtain that, if (7.91) holds, then also
V'(r)ae =U'(r)| (7.96)

must be satisfied. But since, according to egs. (12) and (13) in HKo3, U(r) = w and
V(r) = v at the mirror, the equation (7.96) is equivalent to

v=1u+c, (7.97)

where ¢ is a not yet specified constant. Hence, the additional boundary condition glues
the trajectories together. However, the value of the constant ¢, which should be equal to
R3,, remains unspecified by the condition (7.91).

Since Mjy; = 0, as we have seen above, there is no shell passing through the mirror in
either direction because otherwise the total mass at the mirror would change. Thus, the
additional boundary condition and the vanishing of the mass function at the mirror are
reconcilable. In addition, the requirement that the shell is reflected by the mirror glues
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the in- and outgoing shell trajectories together in a unique way. We know from chapter 5
that the relation between the shell parameters v and w is given by v = v — 2R},. Hence,
the value of the constant ¢ is determined:

c=2R%,. (7.98)

7.4.4 Reduction

We reduce the action (7.78) using the same methods as in the case without the mirror.
The shell’s trajectory results from glueing together an in- and an outgoing one at the
mirror, in contrast to the system without the mirror, where the shell is either in- or
outgoing. Thus, in our case, it depends on where the embedding hypersurface ¥ lies,
which part of the shell’s trajectory it intersects. 3 can even go through the point where
the shell hits the mirror. The diagram fig. (7.1) shows the three possible cases for the
embedding hypersurface.

The reduction method of HKK can be performed on each of these three types of hyper-
surface separately. The calculation is completely analogous to that of HKK except of
two things: first, the integrals in the volume parts of the Liouville form have the lower
boundary pj; instead of 0. This is a minor difference and poses no difficulties, as we will
show later.

The second difference however is more imminent, and it requires an additional assumption
in order that the occurring problem can be solved. The gauge condition we imposed at
the mirror implied that the coordinates can not be double-null (DN) everywhere. One
can restrict the region, where they are not DN to an area that is away from both the
mirror and the shell’s trajectory. We have constructed such a gauge, the CR coordinates,
explicitly in chapter 6. The figure (7.1) shows the 'wedges’ in which the coordinates are
not DN in this gauge.

The problem is that the ansatz and the differential equations for the functions F', G and
H; found by HKK hold only in the case of DN gauges. However, the resulting Liouville
form at the constraint surface is gauge invariant and must hence be the same for any
gauge. We therefore make the following assumption:

The reduction method using the ansatz (7.34) by HKK works in any gauge
for which the coordinates are DN at the mirror, at the shell and at infinity.
The resulting Liouville form at the constraint surface is given by the sum
of the boundary terms that were present in the action initially and of those
that result from the integration of the volume parts, i.e. eq. (7.43), where the
possible boundaries of the integration are either (pmin, 7(t)), where ppin is the
minimal value of the radial coordinate p and r(t) the position of the shell, or

(r(t), 00).
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Since the interpolation wedges do not intersect neither the mirror nor the shell, the in-
tegration boundaries do not lie in a region where the coordinates are not DN, so our
interpolation gauge satisfies the conditions of the assumption. Taking the assumption for
granted, we can compute the Liouville form at the constraint surface in any such gauge
we want, be the gauge DN or not outside the ’delicate’ regions. We make the same simple
choice as in the previous section: DNEF coordinates outside and DNM inside the shell.

After the preceding discussion, along any embedding hypersurface X, the only difference
to the system without the mirror is the different lower integration boundary in the volume
part corresponding to the spacetime interior of the shell. Hence we can use the results for
the contributions from infinity and from the shell from the previous section:

O, =0 (7.99)

and

O, = vdE (7.100)

for a hypersurface intersecting the ingoing shell, or

O, = udE (7.101)

for a ¥ intersecting an outgoing one. Therefore, we only need to compute the contribution
from the mirror:

On = — (fdU + gdV + hido' — odpar) (7.102)

Py

The last term in the bracket on the right hand side vanishes because p,, is constant. In
the DNM gauge the functions F', G and H; all vanish, so only the terms proportional
to the logarithm In (—Qj) survive. We get rid of the logarithm by imposing that the
embedding hypersurfaces are parallel to the surfaces of constant Minkowski time at the

mirror, which is equivalent to the condition

V'(par) +U'(pur)

pr— -1
5 0, (7.103)

TJ/\/I(pM) =

such that the hypersurfaces avoid conical singularities. In our case this requirement is
automatically fulfilled because of the gauge conditions we have imposed at the mirror
earlier. The contribution from the mirror hence vanishes:

On = 0. (7.104)
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We thus obtain the same total Liouville form at the constraint surface as in the system
without the mirror. For a hypersurface intersecting an ingoing shell the reduced action is
hence given by

S = / dt(vE), (7.105)

while that for a ¥ intersecting the trajectory of an outgoing shell reads

S = / dt(uFE). (7.106)

If 3 goes through the point where the shell bounces from the mirror one has to take limits.
Depending on which limit (left or right) is taken, one obtains one of the two actions above.

We have shown above (eq. (7.97)) that the two asymptotic times u and v only differ by a
constant:

u=uv—2R},. (7.107)

Therefore, the two actions (7.105) and (7.106) are equivalent, and thus one of them alone
governs the entire trajectory of the shell. The condition (7.107) (or (7.97)) represents the
boundary condition (7.91) in the reduced theory. We will work with the action (7.105) in
the following, such that the phase space variables of our system are E and v. They have
the following domains:

E€]0,00), wveR. (7.108)
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R=Ry

Figure 7.1: Schematic diagram of the trajectory of the shell bouncing at the mirror at the
radius R = Ryr. Three embedding hypersurfaces ¥ are drawn. ¥, intersects the ingoing
shell, Y9 the outgoing one. X3 goes through the point where the shell hits the mirror. The
shaded region shows the two "wedges’ where in the central-reqular gauge the coordinates
are not double-null.



Chapter 8

Sojourn time

8.1 Introduction

This chapter is devoted to the main findings of this thesis. The sojourn time is explicitly
computed and the rather surprising results are discussed. The chapter is organized as
follows: The gauge invariant definition of the scattering time from chapter 4 is recalled
in section 2. A well-defined quantum theory is constructed by representing the Dirac
observables £ and D = Ev by a corresponding pair of self-adjoint operators in section
3. Suitable wave packets, the so-called quasi-polynomial packets, are then introduced in
section 4. In the quantum theory the scattering time is represented by the self-adjoint
operator t,. Formulae for the mean value of ¢, and the spread of the proper times §; valid
for any kind of wave packet are written down in section 5. In section 6 they are explicitly
evaluated analytically for the quasi-parabolic wave packets. In section 7 the results of our
numerical computations are written down. They are visualized by diagrams displaying
the plots of the sojourn time and the spread of the proper time s, as functions of the
mean energy or the width of the wave packets. The last section is devoted to a short
summary and discussion of the most important results.

8.2 The scattering time

The Schwarzschild energy E and its canonical conjugate, the asymptotic advanced time v
are Dirac observables of our simple scattering system consisting of a single self-gravitating
spherical thin null shell reflected by a fixed spherical mirror. The classical proper scatter-
ing time t; has been found earlier in chapter 4. It is a function of the observable E and
the constants Ry, and Ro:

2F
ts =2 1——(RO—RM+2E111

= (8.1)

Ro —2F
Ry —2FE|)

103
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In section 4 of chapter 4 we have pointed out that the scattering time As, that has been
defined using explicit coordinates, is not gauge invariant. But we have found a definition
(in section 5 of chapter 4) that is both gauge invariant and yields the same quantity,
ts = As. Hence, also t, is a Dirac observable. We have defined the two gauge invariant
quantities s4, that are the proper times measured by an ideal clock carried along by a
static observer at the instants at which the he sees the shell pass by inwards (s_) and
outwards (s ). They read:

s.=v—Rp, $s.=v—Rop-+ts. (8.2)

The proper time s_ has been identified with the Minkowski time in the past of the shell.
The difference of the two proper times is the scattering time t,:

Sy — S = ts. (8.3)

The two observables s depend on both basic Dirac observables £ and v, whereas
depends only on the energy E.

In the next section we turn the proper times s4 into operators by substituting the Dirac
observables F and v by their representative operators £ and o.

8.3 Quantum mechanics

In this section we construct a quantum mechanical description of our system. The Dirac
observables E and v are to be represented by a pair of self-adjoint operators. But there is
a severe problem: the domain of E is the positive half-axis, whereas that of its conjugate
v is R. This leads to the well-known conclusion that the momentum operator v = —1 aa
cannot be made self-adjoint on the half-axis. This follows from von Neumann’s theorem
on the deficiency indices of this 0, cf. e.g. [RS75, BEVO01]. See also the appendix F, where

we give a short introduction on this topic.

We therefore need another pair of Dirac observables, that can be made into self-adjoint
operators. This can be achieved using the following trick. The pair of observables E, v is
replaced by the pair E, D = Ev that has the Poisson bracket

{E,D} =E. (8.4)

D is called a dilatation and is of course also a Dirac observable. The corresponding Lie
algebra generates a group of symplectic transformations on the phase space that preserves
the boundary E = 0. The group is the so-called affine group A. It has three irreducible
unitary representations. In the first one the spectrum of the operator E is the positive real
axis, in the second one E is the zero operator and in the third, the spectrum is (—o0, 0].
We must thus choose the first representation.
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The Hilbert space K of state vectors consists of the complex functions ¢(p) of p € [0, 00)
that have finite norm with respect to the scalar product

OO@_

) (P)¥(p), (8.5)

(6(p). b(p)) = /

that is left invariant by the affine group. Here, p is the eigenvalue of the energy operator
E belonging to an eigenstate ¢(p) in the E-representation,

A

Eo(p') = po(p') = po(p —p'). (8.6)

The action of the dilatation operator D on a Hilbert state reads

Do(p) = —ipdyo(p). (8.7)

The quantum representative of the Poisson bracket (8.4) is given by the commutator

[E,D] =iFE. (8.8)

The observable v = %, is represented by the operator

o =FE3DE3, (8.9)

where the factor ordering has been chosen such that the operator is symmetric with respect
to the scalar product, which can be easily checked. This operator possesses, however, no
self-adjoint extension, again because of von Neumann’s theorem. This is demonstrated in
section 4 of appendix F. But, due to the lack of time in the completion of this thesis, we
continue to work with this 0. We justify this decision as follows: Even if the observable
v is not represented by a self-adjoint operator, the quantum theory constructed above is
well-defined. The advanced time v appears only in the proper times sy but not in the
scattering time tg, so the effect on the sojourn time of using a non self-adjoint operator
should not be significant. Of course, the operators s that depend explicitly on © are
now not self-adjoint, such that their mean value and spread are to be interpreted with
some care. But we do not expect a significant qualitative difference in the results if
one uses a really self-adjoint ©. We could define a self-adjoint operator corresponding to
the observable v by taking the square of (8.9), denoted by Q, which has a self-adjoint
extension, according to section 4 of the appendix mentioned above. Then we could define
the operator v by taking the square root of Q and by applying the spectral theorem. Of
course, one must be careful in the definition of the square root, because the domain of v
is the whole real axis. In any case this modification would require a lot of time and would
also, presumably, make some of the calculations of the next sections much more intricate.
So we postpone it to a later time.
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The action of our operator © on a Hilbert state is given by

86(p) = ieﬁ(p) — i0,6(p). (8.10)

b= — —id, (8.11)

in the energy representation.

8.4 Wave packets

In this chapter we work with wave packets in the energy space defined by

V70

»(p) = BW\/[) (p4 —2(a +b)p® + (a® + 4ab + b*)p? — 2ab(a + b)p + a2b2) Xla.b]
—a)2
(8.12)
where x[q4 is the characteristic function of the interval [a, b] and where
R
0<a<b< =2, (8.13)

2

These packets are localized in a finite region in energy space. We will call them quasi-
polynomial wave packets in the following, because they differ from polynomial packets
only by the factor /p. This factor has been deliberately introduced in order to obtain
similar results to that one would obtain using polynomial wave packets and the ’standard’
scalar product without the p in the denominator of the measure, instead. The figure (8.1)
shows a sample quasi-polynomial wave packet.

Our main motivation to take these wave packets is that they are the lowest order polyno-
mial (up to the factor /p) wave packets that lie in the domain of the differential operators
0, and 85 and have compact support in energy space. Polynomials of lower order can not
satisfy the conditions i (a) = ¥(b) = ¢'(a) = ¢'(b) = 0, where ¢’ = g%f. E.g. for a rect-
angular packet that is the simplest possible wave packet — it is made of step functions
— already the first derivative has delta-functions at p = a and p = b coming from the
derivative of the characteristic function x|, that are not compensated by v, because the
rectangular packet is not continuous there. The consequence is that )’ is not in the Hilbert
space. A polynomial of fourth order, however, can be chosen such that the conditions at
a and b are satisfied, and, hence, the derivative of v is continuous there. This is necessary
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Figure 8.1: The graph of the function ¢¥(p) describing a quasi-polynomial wave packet is
plotted as a function of the energy p. The parameters a and b that define the lower and
upper boundaries of the interval on which the amplitude of the packet is different from
zero have the values a =3 and b = 8.
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because some of the operators in our theory are second-order differential operators, i.e. v2

and Z/)\Z

It is also very useful that one can restrict the contributing energies to a finite interval
such that one can investigate what happens if a specific energy is in that interval. This is
especially important in the case of the mean square deviation of the operator correspond-

ing to s, that diverges if the wave packet contains the state with the energy equal to %,
as we will show in the next section.
The mean energy of a quasi-polynomial packet reads
> dp b+a
E) = [ Plpp="3" .14
o D 2
and the expectation value of the operator E? is given by
o 3b*+ 3a® + Hab
(E°) = ) (8.15)
11
The mean square deviation is thus
b—a)?
AB)? = . 8.16
(AB? = (8.16)

The action of the dilatation operator D and its square D? on the wave packet is given by

Dy = —ipd,, (8.17)
D = —pdy — 0. (8.18)
Its expectation values read
(D) =0 (8.19)
and
3 (5a? + 6ab + 5b%)
D?) == = (AD)>. 2
(DY = 1 = (aD) (3.20)

We will not make use of the operator D from now on. It has been only introduced in
order to construct a well-defined quantum theory.
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The operator corresponding to the advanced time has been defined in eq. (8.9). Its action
on the wave packet is given by

N ) .
Uw = %w — ’lapw, (821)
whereas that of its square reads

~

3 1 9
1)21p = —4—p2w + Eﬁpw — 8p¢ (822)
We first compute the expected value of ©. The resulting integral vanishes:

(v) = 0. (8.23)

The expected value of the squared operator is hence equal to the mean square deviation
of v and reads

12
) = (Av)? = : 24
0% = (A0 = G (8.24)
The spreads of E and © are related by
AEAv =] = ABEx— (8.25)
“TVn Av’ '

8.5 General formulae

We represent the proper times before (s_) and after (s;) the scattering by quantum
operators s+ and write down the important results relating to the expected value and the
spread of these operators, valid for any kind of wave packet. We use these formulae in
the next section, where we calculate the expected values explicitly for quasi-polynomial
wave packets.

The two proper times s defined in eqgs. (8.2) of section 3 are represented by the operators
(in the E-representation)
i

5.=—Ro+10v=—Rop+
2p

id, (8.26)

and

4. =-Ro+o+i,=—Ro+ 2ip — 0, + £, (8.27)
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where
~ 2p Ro—2p
te=24/1— — | Rp — R 2pln | ——— 8.28
V RO(O M+anM_2pD (8.28)

is the scattering time operator in the E—representation. Since 5 depends only on one of
the basic operators, i.e. F, there are no factor ordering ambiguities, and there are no
difficulties with the non-self-adjointness of our 2.

The expectation value of §_ in any wave packet is given by

(s-) = —Ro + (v), (8.29)
that of its square by
(s2) = Ro + (v*) — 2Ro(v), (8.30)
its mean square deviation reads thus

(As_)?* = (Av)2 (8.31)

The mean value of the other operator is

(s1) = —=Ro + (v) + (ts), (8.32)

where (t5) is the expectation value of the scattering time operator which is equal to the

sojourn time. The mean value of ;\2+ is slightly more involved, because the factor ordering
becomes important. The result is, after choosing the obvious factor ordering,

(s2) = RE — 2Ro(v) + (v*) + (t2) — 2Ro(ts) + (tsv) + (vt). (8.33)
The mean square deviation of s, reads therefore

(As4)? = (Av)? + (At + (tv) + (vts) — 2(v){ts). (8-34)

The difference of the expected proper times (s;) and (s_) measured by the observer at
the radius Rp turns out to be equal to the sojourn time:

(s4) = {s2) = (t). (8.35)

Our interest is focussed to this quantity and the spreads of the proper time before (As_)
and after (As, ) the reflection:

As_ = Av, (8.36)
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Asy = /(D)2 + (L2 + (Lv) + (vts) — 2(0) (L) (8.37)

Especially interesting is the case where the energies in the wave packets exceed the cut-off
at £ = % that has been introduced in the classical theory. The classical scattering time
diverges at the cut-off and is no longer defined for energies that are even higher. We will
observe that this is not the case for the sojourn time.

But before we turn our attention to the explicit calculation of these quantities, we have
a closer look at the term (vt,) appearing in eq. (8.37), because it is the only expression
that is responsible for divergences. In order to compute this term, the following property
is useful: One can show that for our (non-self-adjoint) operator ¢ it holds that:

[E, 0] = i. (8.38)

The action of any regular function F of the operator E alone on a eigenstate ¢ of E is,
according to spectral analysis, given by,

F(E)p = F(E)p. (8.39)

Hence, one obtains, after a simple calculation, the useful relation

. OF

(vF) = (Fo) —ilF'), F'= .

(8.40)
From eq. (8.40) it follows that

(vt = (tv) —i{tl). (8.41)

The first term on the right hand side is regular everywhere. This is, however, not true for
the second term and stems from the fact that the derivative of the scattering time with
respect to the energy contains singularities. The derivative reads

2
t = —(RO—RM—i—QEln

’ Roy/1- 22
+4 2B | Hoz2E
V" " Ro Ry —2E
5E (|1, Ro — 2E| |1, Rar — 2E]
8B, /1 - 22 _ 8.49
y Ro<|Ro—2E\ Ry —2E] ) (842)

Ro —2F
Ry —2F

where the abbreviation

12| = 22 (8.43)
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has been introduced. |1,z is equal to the sign of z if x # 0 and is undefined for x = 0.
The first two terms on the right hand side of eq. (8.42) are as regular as ¢, and thus pose
no problem. The expression in the bracket of the third term, however, is highly singular

if £ = % or B = RTO. Indeed, the expression ‘L’f__ql has an (essential) singularity at the
ql
point x = q:
1o — 1,2 —
i 22 e (8.44)
N |z —q w/a |r —q
The integral
q+z 1 T —
/ dz g(x) M, z2>0 (8.45)
q—=z |ZL’ - Q|

for an arbitrary function g(x) thus diverges if g(¢) # 0. But the wave packets we use
lead to integrals of this form with non-vanishing functions ¢ at the point £ = %. The
consequence is that the expectation value of ¢/, diverges as soon as the wave packet contains
states with £ = %. Hence, also the spread of s, diverges for such a wave packet.

Of course, as pointed out earlier, all results involving the operator © have to be interpreted
with some care. But we expect that the results that one would obtain using a self-adjoint
v would not be qualitatively different from ours.

8.6 Formulae for quasi-polynomial wave packets

We explain how the quantities (t,), As_ and As, are computed explicitly for the quasi-
polynomial wave packets given by eq. (8.12). We present a quite detailed description of
the calculation of the sojourn time (ts). The results for (¢2) and (tsv) are found using
similar methods. The quantity (vts) diverges in some cases as has been pointed out in
the previous section. In all other cases it cancels the contribution from the term (¢ v).
We have made this observation by performing numerical computations.

The expected value of £, consists, up to constant factors, of integrals of the types

L i/dpl‘[(p)\/l—a : (8.46)

and

L= [ dpplip)VT=apluf2p - 5 (8.47)
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where

=7 B1=Ro, [2= R, (8.48)
0

and where I1(p) is a polynomial in p the coefficients of which are determined by the explicit
form of the wave packet v, eq. (8.12),

[I(p) = ép® + ... + &. (8.49)
(ts) is hence given by

(ts) =2(Ro — Rar) L2 +4 (Ina]l — Ino]%) (8.50)

We first compute the part I; that does not contain logarithms. In order to transform the
integrand of I; into a pure polynomial, we make the substitution

2
v =1—ap, dp= ——ydy. (8.51)
a
The integration after the substitution yields
2 2 1 -y ~
Li=—= [dyyTI = —RoQ(y), (8.52)
! !
where
~ . Ci6 19 Co 3
= — =y 8.53
Qy) =19y +-+3¥ (8.53)

Here the coefficients cg, ..., c1¢ are defined the substitution (8.51) and by the definition of
II, eq. (8.49)

1—y? _ 16
II o = C16Y + ... + Cp.- (854)

The logarithmic terms Iy ; require a little bit more work. After the substitution (8.51) we
obtain that

2

i=-2 [aya - (2L ) wis) (8.5

where

N ==y’ + o Bi. (8.56)
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By integration by parts the I, ; can be brought to the form

=2 Q|- [wewih] = -2 -u, s
where
o =+ [aya-pyen (L)
= é [Q(y) - W(y)} :
W(y) = 26201 4 Db, (8.58)

21 )

K, reads thus

17 -
K = =0 - W) nz)
1
= E [b21y21 + ...+ b3y3:| In |Ez<y>‘7
by = BT OmS 0 k<O, (8.59)

m

The integrand of J; is now a rational function, because the quotient ?Ez; is given by

Yi(y) 2y . af;

_ =1 Y 8.60
Yily)  y -0 ’ 2 (8.60)
The J; thus read
2 bory?2 + ... + byt
J=Z /dy 2 e (8.61)
« Yy — 0o,

The integrals that appear in eq. (8.61) are of the form

n (n+1) 2
. Yy y y= o n+1
Lni= | d =— (1, , 8.62
, /yyz_ai %, (Ui 5 ) (8.62)

where ®(z, h,v) is Lerch’s ® function (cf. A. Erdélyi, Higher transcendental functions,
Vol. 1). The first few L,, interesting for us are given by
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3
Ly = %+ay—J%ArTh (%)
I y4+0 2+021 ( 2 )
p— _— —_ —_— n J—
5 4 2y 2 Y g),
5
Ly = %+%y3+02y—agArTh (%),
L U A A S A N S (8.63)
= =4+ - — — In(y* — o). .
7 6 T4Y TRY ToymW e
The J; hence read
g 2

Having obtained these results we are able to combine the terms in Iy, ; to

2

21
R
I = —70 g b [y 0 |25 (Y)| = 2L (1) 4] - (8.65)
m=3

The sojourn time eq. (8.50) is now easily put together.

Using similar methods one can calculate the expectation values (t,v) and (t?). The square
logarithmic terms in the latter quantity can be removed by repeated integration by parts.

The expected values of ts, tz and @ are finite for all wave packets that are a superposition
of states with energies from the interval [0, %) This is in strong contrast to the classical
case where the scattering time diverges as the energy approaches the value for which the
Schwarzschild radius of the shell is equal to the radius of the mirror, %. We call this
energy the Schwarzschild energy corresponding to the mirror with radius Ry, and denote

it in the following by

. Ry
ESChW = T
In the next section we give some numerical examples to illustrate these findings, but one
can also easily convince oneself without numerically calculating (¢s) that it remains finite
in the case of wave packets for which a < Fseyw, b > Fsaw by looking at the various terms
contributing to the mean sojourn time. None of them can diverge even in this case.

(8.66)

The quantity (vts), however, diverges for wave packets that contain the Schwarzschild
energy Fsaw, as it has already been pointed out at the end of the previous section.
Consequently, it is not compensated by the term (t,v) that remains finite, such that the
proper time of such packets has an infinite spread after the scattering. In the case of
wave packets that consist exclusively of energies below (or above) Fsepny, the spread of the
proper time after the scattering is finite.
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8.7 Numerics, tables and diagrams

8.7.1 The Planck regime

In this section we illustrate the results from the preceding section by presenting some
numerical computations. In contrast to the other parts of this thesis, we use units for

which ¢ = h =1, G = (3, where
[ hG
gpl - F, (867)

is the Planck length, which in SI units amounts of £p; = 1.62-1073%m. Quantum effects in
gravitational systems become important only at the Planck scale which is very small and
far beyond experimental reach at present. All quantities we are interested in are therefore
given in units at the Planck scale, that are, besides the Planck length, the Planck mass,

he 1
=/ ==—=218-10"% 8.68
mpi I o g, ( )

and the Planck time

[hG
tpl = g == gpl =5.39- 10_448. (869)

We have reintroduced Newton’s constant G, thus we have to adjust the notation of the
scattering time, because of E = GM = (3, M, where M is the Schwarzschild mass of the
shell. The scattering time reads:

/ 2M
ts =24/1— R_EI%I (RO - RM + QME%I In
O

The distances Ry; or Rp are given in units of the Planck length,

Rar — 2M 12,

) . (8.70)

Ro = aplp, Ry = aylp, (8.71)

where ap > ajps > 0 are dimension-less numbers. The Schwarzschild mass M can be
expressed in units of the Planck mass,

M = qmpe) = —, (872)
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where ¢ is dimension-less, whereas times as the scattering ¢, or the asymptotic advanced
time v are expressed in units of the Planck time tp; = fp:

/ 2
te =2 1——q(ao—aM—|—2qln
Qo

v = wtpl = wépl. (874)

aop — 2q
R —— 4 .
- 2q‘> - (8.73)

Obviously, ¢, is then of the order of the Planck time.

We investigate the dependence of the three interesting quantities (¢,), As_ and As, on
the mean energy (F) = (3,(M) = (q)mp; and the width of the packets. The computations
have been done using MAPLE. For all calculations we chose the following values for the
two radii:

Ru = 200p;, Ro = 2000 (p,, (8.75)

which correspond to ayr = 20, ap = 2000. The Schwarzschild energy Eschy = £b Mschw 18
hence given by Mgschw = gscuwp1, Where sy = <3¢ = 10, i.e. the Schwarzschild radius
of a shell with this energy coincides with the radius of the mirror. The interesting shells
are thus those that have Schwarzschild radii of the order of magnitude of the radius of
the mirror. We, therefore, choose the parameters a and b appearing in the definition of
the quasi-polynomial wave packet (8.12) such that they are not too different from the
Schwarzschild energy. Thus ¢, and ¢;, where

a Mg . a
o = — = , Mg = —5 8.76
g gp] mp1 51231 ( )
and
b my b
= = e 8.77
b éP] mPl; my 6%1’ ( )

may not be too different from ¢genw = 10.

The radius of the observer’s position has been chosen such that it is much larger than the
values of a and b we intend to take. This is because the computations are not valid anymore
if the energies are not small compared to the Schwarzschild energy of the observer, R_2o7
for the observer is supposed to reside in a region where the gravitational effect of the shell
on the spacetime is only weak. One effect that occurs if the energies in the wave packet

are too high compared to Ry is that the sojourn time becomes negative.

The results concerning the spreads of the operators §4 have to be interpreted with some
care, according to our observations in the previous sections. But we expect that the
qualitative results do not change significantly if the operator ¢ is replaced by one that is
really self-adjoint. The results on the sojourn time are then of course not affected.
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8.7.2 Numerics

We first investigate the behaviour of (t,), As_ and As, for wave packets with the same
width in energy space but varying mean energy. We take packets for which the two
parameters a and b in eq. (8.12) satisfy b — a = 20py, i.e. ¢, — g, = 2. Hence, according to
eq. (8.16), the spread of the energy AE = AM/3,, with AM = mpAq, reads Ag = 0.30.
The expected value of © is zero for all quasi-polynomial packets. The root mean square
deviation is given by Av = {pjAw, Aw = 1.73. It is equal to the spread As_ of the proper
time before the scattering. The following table (8.1) displays the results for (t5) and As,.

Ga | @ | (@) = (M)/mpi | {&s) [tm] | Asy [te]
0] 2 1 3976.89 5.49
2 3 4013.53 6.13
4 5 4055.80 7.17
6 | 8 7 4108.27 9.35
& 110 9 4191.65 20.05
9 |11 10 4285.81 | diverges
10 | 12 11 4241.84 7.52
11 {13 12 4232.47 1.87
12| 14 13 4233.75 2.04
13|15 14 4238.50 2.45
14 | 16 15 4244 .83 2.69
16 | 18 17 4259.58 2.91
50 | 52 51 4482.07 2.24
82 | 84 83 4596.65 1.76

Table 8.1: Numerical results for the sojourn time (ts) and the spread of §, are written
down wn units of the Planck time for packets with constant energy width and varying
mean enerqy. The Schwarzschild energy is at (q) = 10. There the sojourn time has a local
maximum, and the spread of the proper time of the outgoing shell diverges.

The sojourn time grows until it reaches a local finite maximum at the Schwarzschild energy
corresponding to gscnw = “3¢ = 10. Beyond this energy it then decreases, only to begin
to grow slowly again. The diagram fig. (8.2) illustrates this behaviour.

Also the spread of s, increases near the Schwarzschild energy. For the packets that contain
the Schwarzschild energy it diverges as expected. Above the Schwarzschild energy it first
decreases very fast, then reaches a minimum, slowly increases again to reach a much less
distinctive maximum, after which it slightly decreases again. The dependence of As, on

the mean energy is displayed in the diagram (8.3).
The next table (8.2) shows the dependence of (t;) on the width of the packets while the
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Figure 8.2: The sojourn time (t,) is plotted as a function of the mean energy (q), where the

energy width of the quasi-polynomial packets is constant: Aq =0.30. The Schwarzschild

energy is given by qseny = 10. The peak in (ts) at {(q) = 10 is well visible. The sojourn

time is finite for all (q), in contrast to the classical scattering time that diverges at and

1s not defined beyond the Schwarzschild energy. The dimensionless variable q is related
M E

to the energy E by q = e = i where mp; and Lp; are the Planck mass and length,

respectively. The sojourn time is given in units of the Planck time tp;.



120 Chapter 8. Sojourn time
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Figure 8.3: The spread of the proper time measured by the observer after the scatter-
ing As, is plotted as a function of the mean energy {(q), where the energy width of the
quasi-polynomial packets remains constant at Aq = 0.30. If the wave packets contain the
Schwarzschild energy qscnw = 10, which is true for (q) € (9,11), then the spread diverges.
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mean energy is constant and equal to the Schwarzschild energy, (¢) = gsenw = 10. The
width of the packets is varied by choosing different values for g, — q,. The spread As, is
infinite for each of these packets. As_ is of course equal to Av, as always.

Ga | @ || Agq | () [te] | As_ [tp]
0 | 20 | 3.02|4194.03 | 0.17
4 | 16 | 1.81 | 4214.44 | 0.29
8 | 12 | 0.60 | 4258.22 | 0.87
9 | 11 | 0.30 | 4285.81 | 1.73
9.9 | 10.1 || 0.03 | 4377.45 | 17.32

Table 8.2: Numerical results for the sojourn time (ts) are written down in units of the
Planck time for packets with constant mean energy (q) = 10 and varying energy width.

As the packets become more and more narrow in energy space, the sojourn time increases.
This is because the contribution from the singular energy gscn., becomes more and more
important. The diagram fig. (8.4) illustrates the dependence of (t;) on the width of the
packets. For a packet with mean energy (q) = 10 and zero energy width (Ag = 0), the
sojourn time diverges, corresponding to the classical scattering time for a shell with mass
M = 10mp1.

The following table (8.3) displays the results for packets with constant mean energy
(M) = bmp) that contain only states with energies below the Schwarzschild energy. In
this case the spread of the proper time after the scattering is finite.

do | @ || Aq | (ts) [tr] | As_ [tp1] | Asy [tpl]
0 | 10 || 1.51 | 4058.69 0.35 36.47
6 | 0.30 | 4055.80 1.73 717
4.9 5.1 0.03 | 4055.69 17.32 17.34

Table 8.3: Numerical results for the sojourn time and proper time spreads for packets with
mean energy (q) =5 and varying energy width are written down.

The sojourn time slightly decreases as the packets become narrower, because the con-
tribution from the energies near the Schwarzschild energy becomes less important. The
spread As_ of the proper time before the scattering is proportional to the inverse of the
spread of the packet in energy space, as expected. As,, on the other hand, displays a
less simple behaviour that is shown in fig. (8.5).

The last table (8.4) shows the results for packets of variable width and constant mean
energy (M) = 15mp; that consist entirely of states with energies that lie above the
Schwarzschild energy.
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Figure 8.4: The sojourn time (ts) is plotted as a function of the energy width Aq of the
wave packets, while the expected energy remains constant at (q) = 10.
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Figure 8.5: The spread of the proper time measured by the observer after the scattering
As, is plotted as a function of the energy width Aq of the wave packets, while the expected
energy remains constant at {(q) = 5.
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Qa v Aq | (L) [tm] | As_ [tp1] | Asy [tpi]
10 20 1.51 | 4245.91 0.35 9.58
14 16 | 0.30 | 4244.83 1.73 2.69
14.9 | 15.1 || 0.03 | 4244.79 17.32 17.33

Table 8.4: The table shows numerical results for the sojourn time and the spreads of the
proper time before and after the scattering for packets with mean energy (q¢) = 15 and
varying enerqy width.

The sojourn time decreases very slightly as the packets become more and more narrow.
The spread As, shows the same behaviour as in the case of the low-energy packets.

8.8 Summary and discussion

The most important observations that we have made in this chapter are the following:
The sojourn time (ts) is always finite, even if the wave packet consists of energies for
which the corresponding classical scattering time, eq. (8.1), diverges. The sojourn time
also remains finite beyond the Schwarzschild energy and has a local maximum at Egepy.
The spread of the proper time of the incoming packets As_ is equal to the spread of v,
and is therefore proportional to the inverse of AE. It is thus always finite. The spread of
the outgoing packets, As,, however displays a non-trivial dependence on the form of the
wave packets. It diverges if the packets contain the Schwarzschild energy Fgchw = RTM,
otherwise it is finite. Thus, even if parts of a wave packet fall under their Schwarzschild
horizon, the sojourn time remains finite, but the spread of the proper time measured
by the observer after the scattering diverges. If, however, the entire packet crosses the
horizon, also the spread becomes finite.

There is an interesting analogy to the theory of quantum scattering of a particle on
a potential. The (finite) peak of the sojourn time at the Schwarzschild energy looks
like a resonance. The peak is more sharply defined if the packet is narrower in energy
space and becomes less visible as the packets widen. This behaviour is illustrated in the
diagram fig. (8.6). We can thus say that the sojourn time of a null shell scattered by a
mirror has a resonance at the Schwarzschild energy for which the classical scattering time
diverges. FEscw has been introduced as an energy cut-off in the classical system. In the
corresponding quantum theory it becomes a resonance.

In the introduction of this thesis we have stated the hypothesis that the scattering times
could be long enough that the black hole has enough time to evaporate almost completely
by emitting Hawking radiation, such that only a small remnant of the initial system
remains. The computations we have done in the previous subsection, however, seem to
imply that the sojourn time is much too short to allow for that scenario. We want to
elucidate this statement by a (although highly improbable) example. Consider a null
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Figure 8.6: The sojourn time (ts) is plotted as a function of the expected energy (q) for
three wave packets of different energy widths Aq. The distinctiveness of the resonance
at the Schwarzschild energy at (q) = 10 dependent on the width of the packets is well
visible. The curves have been plotted from (q) = 7 to (q) = 14. The curve with the
sharpest peak comes from the packets with the parameter w = 1, where w and Aq are
related by w = V11Aq. The two other curves are for broader wave packets with w = 2
and w = 4, respectively. The three packets have the energy widths Aq = 0.30, Aq = 0.60
and Aqg = 1.21.
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shell with one solar mass that is scattered by a mirror in a neighbouring galaxy one Mpc
(about 3.3 x 10° light years) away. The sojourn time measured by the observer residing in
our galaxy is then about 6.6 x 10° years. But this is roughly the time light needs to cover
the way from the observer to the mirror and back. Thus, there is no time at all for black
hole radiation, and the hypothesis above is not satisfied in our model. There seem to be
two possible reasons for how that comes about. The first one is that the corresponding
theory for a star looks significantly different from that for a null shell, such that our
construction does not apply for astrophysical situations. The second reason may be that
our calculations have been too optimistic. We have defined the sojourn time (¢s) simply
by taking the expectation value of an operator that has been obtained by the replacement
of the Dirac observables in the scattering time ¢, by the corresponding operators. We then
have computed the thus defined sojourn time in energy regions (beyond the Schwarzschild
energy) for which its classical counterpart is not even defined and have found, that it is
still finite there, which is our justification for using it. But it is not clear if such an
extrapolation is the right method. Maybe a different way to define the scattering times
will prove to be more accurate, e.g. the perturbative approach that is the subject of the
next chapter.

A further problem in our definition of the sojourn time has not been mentioned before.
Since the operator £, does not depend on the advanced time 0, it does not feel the spatial
extension of the wave packets. For example, if an eigenstate of energy (the energy being
different from the Schwarzschild energy) is taken instead of a packet, then the sojourn
time is finite according to our formula. But the shell state is time independent and the
times of intersection of the shell with the observer are not well defined. We have tried
to solve this issue by introducing the two proper times s, measured by the observer at
the instants he encounters the shell. But still, the sojourn time itself did not depend on
the width of the packet in position space. This is a second hint that our method is not
perfect yet. Our construction is thus to be looked at as a first attempt to compute the
duration of the collapse-reemergence scenario.



Chapter 9

The perturbative approach

9.1 Introduction

This chapter is devoted to an alternative approach to quantize the shell-mirror model.
In contrast to the treatment in the preceding chapters this approach is perturbative. It
uses the fact that if the gravitational fields are very weak, then they can be considered as
small disturbances on a fixed, classical background such that one can make use of semi-
classical methods. For systems where an infinite-dimensional gauge group is present, as it
is case for our model, the methods worked out by DeWitt [DeW63] seem to be the most
promising ones.

Before we turn our attention to the perturbative approach we briefly repeat our mo-
tivations to choose our system. We have simplified the collapse model of the single
self-gravitating null shell to a simple scattering system that avoids the singularity by
introducing a perfectly reflecting spherical mirror at the fixed radius Rj,;. In order that
the shell does not fall under its Schwarzschild horizon the energy cut-oftf £ < % is im-
posed. The shell is thus always reflected by the mirror, and by this in- and outgoing
shell trajectories are glued together in a unique way. In the last chapter, we then have
relaxed the condition that the shell energy be smaller than the Schwarzschild energy in
the quantum theory and obtained results, that could not be expected from the classical
model.

A second simplification that is necessary for a semi-classical treatment is provided by a
more severe restriction of the shell’s energy E to very small values, i.e. F < %, such that
the metric of the spacetime can be interpreted as a small disturbance on a flat metric in
suitable coordinates. We have found such coordinates, so we are in the fortunate situation
to make use of DeWitt’s [DeW63] method of quantizing, in a covariant way, a system that
has an infinite-dimensional transformation group.

In the last chapter we have explicitly computed the sojourn time and obtained quite
surprising results. The sojourn time has been defined by replacing the classical scattering
time t; by the operator t; and evaluating it in specific wave packets. At the end of that
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chapter we have discussed that, although interesting, the results are not yet very satisfying
and that it is not clear whether our construction can be really taken seriously. DeWitt’s
method thus could help us to find out if our approach is correct, or to show us what
went wrong, at least in the low-energy regime. One of the problems mentioned in the
last chapter is that the sojourn time does not depend on the width of the wave packets
in position space, which makes our theory not very plausible if the packets are not well
localized in space. We therfore hope that the perturbative approach presented in this
section will once lead us to a quantity that can be interpreted as the scattering time of a
quantum system and also depends on the shape of the wave packets in position space.

Our findings in this chapter are also interesting simply because of the fact that our model
is an example where DeWitt’s method can be explicitly applied. We have, however, not
done explicit calculations of the sojourn time in the perturbative approach yet.

The following section is devoted to a very short summary of DeWitt’s methods. It is
followed by a section where we give the necessary conditions on a pair of metrics to be
usable for DeWitt’s approximation and state a theorem that there exists a coordinate
system such that the conditions are satisfied. Then, in section 4, it is specified what
is needed from these methods for the shell-mirror model. That section is followed by
a discussion of the classical dynamics of the fields in the chosen coordinates. The next
section (6) is devoted to the two definitions of the scattering time already encountered in
chapter 4. Then, infinitesimal gauge transformations are introduced (section 7) and it is
shown how these affect the fields and the scattering time (section 8).

9.2 A brief summary of DeWitt’s method

DeWitt’s method [DeW63] provides a manifestly covariant quantum theory for systems
that can be considered a small disturbance on a classical background and have an infinite-
dimensional transformation group. In this very short summary of the method we adopt
the terminology and the condensed notation from the aforementioned article and from a
classic paper by the same author, [DeW67]. Since the use of the method is not restricted
to the gravitational field alone, the following notation is very general, holding for a large
class of physical systems.

The most fundamental assumption is that every isolated dynamical system is described
by an action functional

S = /da:L[qﬁi,qbfu], dr = 1;[611#. (9.1)

L is the Lagrangian and depends on a set of real dynamical (field) variables ¢’(z*) and
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their first derivatives. We adopt DeWitt’s notation for functional derivatives:

38 .
S5 = S

(9.2)

The dynamical equations of the system are determined by the stationary action principle
which states that the admissible values for the fields are the solutions of the equation

S, =0. (9.3)
Each distinct solution corresponds to a classical dynamical history. Let ¢° be such a
solution and ¢’ + §¢' a small (infinitesimal) perturbation thereof which also obeys the
dynamical equations. Then

0= Sil¢+dg] = Sild] + Sislgld¢” = ;007 =0, (9-4)

which is the equation of small disturbances, since 6¢° can be interpreted as a small dis-
turbance in the system that propagates on the background field ¢*. The second functional
derivative of the action, S;; plays a fundamental role, insofar as it is the differential oper-
ator governing the propagation of infinitesimal disturbances on an arbitrary background

field.

The invariance group of the gravitational field is infinite-dimensional and non-Abelian.
The change produced in the field by an infinitesimal group transformation is expressed in
the form

561 = / RL0edn’ = Rigen, f = fo (o), (9.5)

where the R’, are linear combinations of the delta function and its derivatives and where
the 66 are arbitrary infinitesimal functions of x*, known as group parameters. The
domain inside which the group parameters are non-zero is finite but otherwise arbitrary.

In this section lower case Latin letters are field indices, whereas Greek letters from the
beginning of the alphabet are group indices. Letters form the middle (u,v,...) of the
Greek alphabet are coordinate indices. In the case of general relativity this distinction is
a bit confused because coordinate, group and field (i = (uv)) indices are all the same.

A functional A of the fields is regarded as a physical observable if it is a group invariant,
the condition for this property to hold being

AR = 0. (9.6)
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In particular, the action functional is a group invariant: S,;R! = 0. From the latter
identity follows that the field equations are replaced by linear combinations of themselves
under a group transformation and hence that solutions go into solutions:

68, = S;;0¢" =S ;;RL6E* = —S R 6¢°. (9.7)
The right hand side of this equation is equal to 0 if the field equations are satisfied; so
the operator S;; is singular in this case and does not possess a unique inverse. This has
the consequence that the solutions of the equation of small disturbances are not uniquely
determined, but only modulo transformations of the form
60" = 0¢" + R 5e°. (9.8)
It is convenient to restrict the d¢* by imposing further conditions known as supplementary
conditions:

Ria5¢i - 07 Ria = Winjo‘m (99)
where «;; is an arbitrary matrix used for lowering field indices 4, 7, ... except for the single
requirement that it be such that the operator

F.3 = R, R (9.10)

be nonsingular and have unique advanced and retarded Green’s functions GEeb satisfying

F GEP = 5P (9.11)
and
lim GF% = lim G =0, (9.12)
a—Fo0 B—Foo

where the limit of the index is to be understood as the limit of the point z* that is
represented by the corresponding index. The supplementary conditions may be made to
hold by carrying out a transformation of the form (9.8), with

0% = GFPRi36¢', (9.13)

which will make the d¢° unique.

For the purpose of lowering group indices «, 3, ... another matrix 7,4 is introduced. It is
arbitrary except that it is required to be nonsingular and to possess a unique inverse that
may be used to raise group indices. Then the matrix

Fij = S+ Ria7 " Ryp (9.14)
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is nonsingular. When the supplementary conditions are satisfied, S ;; may be replaced by
F;; in the equation of small disturbances, eq. (9.4), yielding

F;;j6¢7 = 0. (9.15)
The advanced and retarded Green’s functions G* of the operator Fj; satisfy
F G = 57, (9.16)
The commutator function
G =Gt — G (9.17)
is a necessary ingredient in the Poisson bracket of two observables,
(A,B) = A,G" B}, (9.18)
its definition being due to Peierls. The corresponding quantum form reads
[A,B] =iA,GYB,. (9.19)

In this and all following equations involving quantum operators a caret on a symbol
denotes that the quantity represented by this symbol is a quantum operator.

A useful and important class of invariants can be built out of the asymptotic fields defined
by

ot = ¢ — Gy (S, — S%0b). (9.20)

This definition is based on the formal (WKB-) expansion of the action,

—SO '+ S 0RO + . (9.21)

An index 0, in either the upper or lower position, indicates that that quantity to which it
is affixed is evaluated at the zero point ¢¢ = 0, which corresponds to flat empty spacetime
in the case of gravity. Notice that the zero point is a solution of the field equations, hence
linear terms in the expansion above vanish. The asymptotic fields satisfy the equation

S%¢™ =0 (9.22)
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which is independent of the choice of the matrices 7;; and 7,3. A change thereof produces
only a gauge transformation in the asymptotic fields having the form

St = R 5CH. (9.23)

The same change is produced by a group transformation with the special form

3¢t = =Gy Ry R 0€7, (9.24)

hence also

S% (™ +6¢™) =0 (9.25)

holds. Because of this one can construct many group invariants, so-called asymptotic
inwvariants out of the asymptotic fields by introducing a set of field-independent quantities
L4, IBi, ... which obey I4;R., =0, Ip;Ri, = 0,... The quantities defined by

At = 14,05, BE = Ig0T, .. (9.26)

are then asymptotic invariants. This construction works only when the field equations are
satisfied, therefore the latter quantities are conditional invariants, fulfilling the slightly
relaxed group invariance condition

ARl = S,al. (9.27)

Since asymptotic invariants are observables, they have a well-defined Poisson bracket,
given by

(A%, BY) = 1,GY Ip;. (9.28)

The asymptotic fields ¢ are the solutions of the linearized theory obtained from the action
functional $59;¢*¢*7. This theory is well-understood; the choice of the most suitable
invariants for the gravitational field, their quantization and applications to scattering
processes are explicitly given in [DeW67].

9.3 Existence theorem for a suitable gauge

In order to be able to use DeWitt’s method that we have presented in the preceding
section, we first need a suitable coordinate system with respect to which the shell metric
g, differs only slightly from a flat (but otherwise arbitrary) metric f,,. By a flat metric
we mean one that is obtained by a regular coordinate transformation from the Minkowski
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metric 7, = diag(l,—1,—1,—1). Since there are many flat metrics on M in any given
coordinate system, it is not straightforward to tell whether there exists one, that is close
enough to the shell metric in the given coordinates. Also the notion of distance between
two metrics needs to be properly defined. These issues are discussed in more detail in the
appendix B.

Motivated by the results found in the aforementioned appendix, we impose the following
conditions on the pair of metrics g¢,, and f,,, where the metric f,, is flat, while g,,
describes the spacetime of the shell:

e The metrics g,, and f,, are regular (i.e. |det(gu(z))] > 0,Vz) and continuous
everywhere on the spacetime manifold M,

e The shell metric g, can be expanded about the small parameter s = 2E "such that

R )
G (s) = fu + O(s), and the limit g, (s) — fu as s — 0 exists. "

These conditions strongly restrict the possible coordinates. The first condition ensures
that the metrics are regular and continuous at the shell. It excludes, e.g., the singular
DNEF coordinates (5.1, 5.8). The second one is the most important one. It ensures that
the two metrics differ not too much from each other and that they agree if s (i.e. F) is
Zero.

Both the regular DNEF (5.45, 5.46) and the CR (cf. section 4 of chapter 6) coordinates do
not satisfy the second condition. This is because the #f-components, —R?, of both these
metrics diverge at infinity. It it thus very improbable that one finds a suitable flat metric
that has a corresponding #6-component that can compensate the divergence of —R? at
infinity. Polar coordinates seem hence not to be suited for DeWitt’s method. This issue
is discussed in more detail in section 2 of the appendix B.

The Cartesian form (6.74, 6.75) of the central-reqular (CR) metric found in chapter 6
satisfies, however, all of the conditions above. We therefore choose as g, the Cartesian
CR metric (CCR) and as f,, the Minkowski metric 7,, and thus prove the following
existence theorem:

Theorem 9.1 There exists a coordinate system with respect to which the metric of the
shell-mirror spacetime satisfies the conditions (9.3) that are required in order that De-
Witt’s methods can be applied.

The explicit proof is a bit lengthy and is therefore written down in the appendix C.
9.4 What is needed from DeWitt’s method for the

shell-mirror model

Our system consists of the null spherical thin shell, its gravitational field and the mirror,
as defined earlier in chapter 3. Our choice for the metric of the spacetime is the Cartesian
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central-regular (CCR) metric (C.2, C.3) that has been constructed chapter 6 and the
appendix C. In the present case, the background metric is simply the Cartesian Minkowski
metric 71,,,. The metric field propagating on this background is the difference of the CCR
and the Minkowski metrics,

h;w = g;w - 77;11/7 (929)

and will be explicitly written down in the next paragraph. Since h,,, is a small perturba-
tion, |h,,| < 1, one can ignore anything that is of higher than first order in this quantity.
Therefore, one can use 7, instead of g, to raise or lower indices, because the corrections
are of higher order in the perturbation.

The trajectory of the shell is represented by a curve on the background described by a set
of functions X“(\) depending on the (arbitrary) parameter A\. Both the metric and the
trajectory of the shell depend on the solution-parameters (£, v) of Einstein’s equations:

Py = hu (B, v;2t),  XA(N\) = XAE, v; \), (9.30)

where x* is the coordinate system for which the metric of the shell spacetime obtains the
Cartesian form, i.e. (7, X).

The requirement that h,, be a small perturbation of the Minkowski metric does not
completely specify the coordinates, because there may be other coordinate systems in
which the metric can still be written as n plus a small perturbation, but this perturbation
will be, of course, different. Thus, the decomposition (9.29) is not unique. So we must
allow for small changes of the coordinate system such that the decomposition (9.29) still
holds. Such infinitesimal gauge (i.e. coordinate) transformations are given by

e = ghde, (9.31)

the arbitrary vector field £(x) being the generator and de being an infinitesimally small but
positive number. The vector field £(x) vanishes outside a finite but otherwise arbitrary
region of spacetime. This requirement will be, however, replaced by a less restrictive
one in section 7. The explicit form of the effects of the gauge transformations on the
fields will be also stated later, namely in the last section. Taking the infinitesimal gauge
transformations into account, the quantities that describe the model read:

hyw = (B, 03 €(x); ), XAN) = XA(E,v;€(2); ). (9-32)

In the language of the previous paragraph, the fields A, X 4 are asymptotic fields, the
quantities E,v are the physical observables that will be used for quantization, and the
group transformations are represented by the generators £#. Nothing else will be needed
from DeWitt’s method, because the classical solutions are already known.
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9.5 Classical dynamics in the CCR gauge

In the Cartesian central-regular (CCR) coordinates z# = (7, X), the metric disturbance
. reads

hoo = A - 1,
hOk - O, k= 1, 2, 3,
R? R? X2
R? X X;

where the metric functions R = R(7, X ), A = A(7, X') have been written down in section
6 of chapter 6 and in the appendix C. The above equations are only valid in the parts of
the spacetime, where the CR coordinates are double-null. The form of the disturbance in
the wedges K is, however, straightforwardly computed by using the components of the
corresponding shell metric. The components of h,, depend on the solution parameters
(E,v) in virtue of their occurrence in the metric functions R and A.

The equation for the trajectory of the shell with respect to the DNEF coordinates (U, V)
is given by V' = v, U = u for the in- and outgoing shells, respectively. From the coordinate
transformation V =7+ X, U = 7 — X follows that

T+ XN =0, 7(\) - X)) =uw. (9.34)

At the mirror the two trajectories meet in the point V = v,U = u = v — 2R},. Hence,
expressed in the coordinates (7, X),

(M) + X(Ao) =v, 7(Xo) — X(Xo) =v — 2R}, (9.35)
and, therefore,

X(o) = RS, 7(h) = v — R, (9.36)

This suggests the following ansatz for the shell’s trajectory X4()\) = (7(A), X(\)):
T(A) = A=Xo+v— Ry,
X(\) = [A=X|+ Ry, AeR (9.37)

The ansatz obviously satisfies eqs. (9.34) for all A. By putting A = 0, the equations
reduce to
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r(A) = A+v—R},
X(\) = AN +Ry, AeR (9.38)

The sign of A changes at the mirror from —1 for the ingoing to +1 for the outgoing shell.
The trajectory of the shell depends on the solution parameters v and, through R},, the
shell energy E:

XA\ = XAE,v; \). (9.39)

Egs. (9.38) are the same equations as those that have been obtained in chapter 3, but
now they are expressed in the coordinates 7 and X.

9.6 Scattering time

9.6.1 Coordinate-based definition

In chapter 4 we have assumed that the operator As made from the classical proper
scattering time As given by eq. (3.69) can be identified with the sojourn time. We hence
repeat the construction of the proper time measured by an observer at a constant radius
p between the two times he and the shell meet from the fourth section of chapter 4, using
the new coordinates 7 and X.

The classical scattering time of the shell under the radius p is given by the difference of
the two times at which the shell’s trajectory is at the radius p:

T, =T(AS) = 7(\)). (9.40)

Care is to be taken when one is talking about radii. Here, by p, we are meaning a constant
value of the geometric radius defined by the metric, R(r, X) = p. That R is truly the
geometric radius can be shown by expressing the metric in the polar coordinates 7, X:
ds?> = A(dt? —dX?)— R?dQ?. The orbits of the rotation group are then given by constant
values of the function R(7, X). If S is the surface area of an orbit of the rotation group,
then the geometric radius reads

S
T'geom = E = R(Ty X) (941)
It is obvious that this function is an invariant under rotationally symmetric coordinate

transformations. The equation R(7, X) = p = constant defines thus a curve in the plane
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spanned by the coordinates 7 and X. In order to find the explicit form of this curve, one
has to solve

p = R(r,X) = const (9.42)

for 7 (or X)) in all of the three regions I, II, III of spacetime. But since the observer
residing at the radius p is in the region I outside the shell during the measurement of the
scattering time, it suffices to find the expression in region I alone. Notice that we have
solved this problem already once for the Schwarzschild scattering time in chapter 3. In
region I, the solution of eq. (9.42) is given by

. p
X =" = p+2E1 ‘——1, 9.43
pr=p+ 2B o (9.43)
TEW—p L v—2Ry+p)=(",7"). (9.44)

The boundary values of the 7-interval follow from the shell’s equations (9.35). The equa-
tions

T = 7'()\;), Tt =7(\)) (9.45)

determine the values of A looked for:

v—pt =N t+v—Ry = A =Ry —p (9.46)

v—p*—?RL:)\:j—l—v—R}‘w:/\;:—R}‘w—f—p*. (9.47)
Alternatively, one can solve the equation
o= X(OF), (9.48)

which yields the same result. The scattering time is thus given by

T, =M — A =2(p" — Ry) =2(p— Ry) +4EIn (9.49)

p—2F
Ry —2E|°

This is the same result as given by eq. (3.67) of chapter 3 indicating that 7 is equal to
the Schwarzschild time in region I.
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The proper time s the observer is measuring is defined by the relation ds? = Adr?. Since
the metric component A is constant at the constant radius p in region I, it holds that
s = VAT + const. Hence, the difference of two time measurements reads

| 2E
As = VAAT = [1— 7AT. (9.50)

The proper scattering time measured by an observer at the constant radius p is, therefore,

| 2E —2F
s, =2 1—7<,0—RM—|—2E1n pi') (9.51)

Ry —2F
Notice that this quantity does not depend on the solution-parameter v. We demonstrate
later in this chapter that the scattering time defined in this way is not invariant under
infinitesimal gauge transformations and, therefore, is not an observable that can be used
for quantization.

9.6.2 Gauge-invariant definition

There is a second way to define the residence time of the observer between his two en-
counters with the shell. The resulting quantity is invariant under infinitesimal gauge
transformations as will be shown later in this chapter. The gauge-invariant definition
has been written down in section 5 of the fourth chapter. It is the difference ¢, of the
two proper times s measured by the ideal clock of an observer at rest at the constant
radius p. We adopt the construction of ¢, from the aforementioned chapter to the CCR
coordinates 7 and X.

The trajectory of the observer is given by the equation R(7,X) = p. A parametrized
curve y(p) describing this trajectory in region I reads

X(p)=p*s (@) =p pe (p-,ps) (9.52)

The infinitesimal proper time ds measured by the observer can be obtained from the line
element of the spacetime in the points of the trajectory,

ds = \/gudridr’ = VAVdr? — dX2. (9.53)

The proper time along the curve v reads thus

ty = /st = //@m. (9.54)
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From dr = du, dX = 0 follows that the above integral can be written as

Bt 2F [t 2F [T
/ds:/ du\/A(X:p*,T:,u): 1——/ dp = 1——/ dr, (9.55)
0% M- p H— p T

where the fact that A = /1 — % = constant for R = p in region I has been used.

Obviously the quantity on the right hand side of this equation is the proper scattering
time s, defined by eq. (9.51) above. Hence, t5(p) = s,, as expected. In section 8 of this
chapter we show that the thus defined scattering time is invariant under infinitesimal
gauge transformations.

9.7 Infinitesimal gauge transformations

According to DeWitt and the previous subsections, the infinitesimal gauge transforma-
tions are given by

ot — o =2t — 5 (z), 0&M(x) = EM(x)de. (9.56)

Since the model is spherically symmetric, it seems to be sensible to restrict the gauge
transformations to those that preserve this symmetry. This confines the arbitrariness of
the vector fields £* to rotationally symmetric ones. In coordinates adapted to the spherical
symmetry, e.g. (7, X, 0, ¢), rotationally symmetric vector fields & satisfy

¢ =1, X) = (&7, X), (7, X),0,0) . (9.57)

In the Cartesian coordinates obtained from the transformation 7 = 7, ¥ = Xn*, such
vector fields are of the form

n = () (9.59)
cart ) X

This restriction will simplify many calculations. Earlier in this chapter we have required
the vector field ¢ to vanish outside a finite but arbitrary region. We will weaken this
requirement when we discuss the asymptotic form of ¢ in the subsection after the next.

9.7.1 Order of magnitude of gauge transformations and metric
perturbations

When one is comparing the effects of the metric perturbation s, and that of infinitesimal
gauge transformations given by eq. (9.56), the question arises whether they are of the
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same order of magnitude. If this is not the case, then the approximating procedure of
linearization may be not self-consistent. In order to show that our methods are self-
consistent we will consider the problem in the general case, using DeWitt’s notation.

Let ¢’ be the solution of the variational equation S;¢* = 0. Then, a small perturbation
of the action S + 65 will have the solution ¢’ + d¢°. Let this perturbation be due to the
coupling to a weak external agent described by a unspecified (the actual form will not be
needed) functional A of the fields ¢

53 = Ade. (9.59)

The perturbation ¢ then satisfies the equation of small disturbances

Sild + 0] = Si[0] + S[@lo¢" = S[9]0¢ = —Ade, (9.60)

thus the perturbed field is given by

§¢' = =G A jde, (9.61)

where G is the Green’s function belonging to the differential operator S ;; or, if necessary,
to its invertible extension Fj;, respectively. Thus, the perturbed field is of the order of
the (infinitesimally) small number de:

§¢" o de. (9.62)

The disturbances induced by infinitesimal gauge transformations ¢’ = ¢ + d¢ are of the
same order of magnitude. This follows clearly from the form of d¢,

5¢' = R ¢%de o de. (9.63)

In the next section we will show that metric perturbations of the flat spacetime can be
considered being induced by a diffeomorphism denoted by y and those induced by gauge
transformations by another diffeomorphism, 4. Since the metric perturbation h is of
the same order than effects due to gauge transformations, the use of the linearized theory
is justified, because the zeroth order in the expansion of the full metric g is the flat
Minkowski metric 1. First order effects are given by h and the Lie derivative of n along
the vector field € that are both of the same order of magnitude de.

9.7.2 Asymptotics of infinitesimal gauge transformations

We have stated earlier in this chapter that the generators ¢ of the infinitesimal coordinate
transformations must vanish outside an arbitrary compact region of spacetime. This seems



9.7. Infinitesimal gauge transformations 141

to suffice when considering only the scattering time under a fixed finite radius. But since
also quantities that are defined only in the asymptotic region may become important, a
trivial action of the gauge group there is undesirable. Therefore, it seems to be necessary
to weaken the requirement of compact support. We will hence replace the requirement
&* =0 in the asymptotic region by the less restrictive condition

&*(x) = ¢ = const. (9.64)

This choice is motivated by DeWitt’s definition of asymptotic invariants and the action
of the gauge group thereupon. If an infinitesimal gauge transformation is given by d¢’ =
Ri £%de, then its action on asymptotic fields ¢** reads

5% = Ri,(°de, (9.65)

where ( is the generator of a member of an infinitesimal Abelian group and R}, is the
zero-point value of R’ which can be understood as the inhomogeneous part of the general
group transformation law given by

R.£%de = R{,£%de + R, ;¢7 " de. (9.66)

The generators ¢ of the asymptotic gauge group must be such that the change induced by
them on the metric perturbation remains small in the asymptotic region. Since h,, — 0
in the asymptotic region, also the disturbance

Ohyy = (G + Cupu)de (9.67)

must vanish. The asymptotic group is also, as stated above, Abelian. Therefore, a good
realization of these two requirements seems to be (* = const. So, all over the asymptotic
region the infinitesimal gauge transformations reduce to rigid infinitesimal translations
of the coordinates z* and become thus asymptotic symmetries. It is easy to show that
the vector (*de = const. generates an isometry, neglecting corrections of the second order
in de. It has to be pointed out that the above choice is dependent on the choice of
coordinates, ( = const being the appropriate choice for the Cartesian coordinates (7, z*).

The constant vector ¢* (still with respect to Cartesian coordinates) can be decomposed
into a linear combination of translations along the four coordinate axes:

3
=yt + > B, (9.68)

k=1

where y, 05 are arbitrary infinitesimally small real numbers that do not vanish all at the
same time and where

t" = (1,0,0,0), v} =(0,1,0,0), v =(0,0,1,0), v§ = (0,0,0,1) (9.69)
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are the four base vectors. The symmetry can thus be split into a time shift and a spatial
translation, both being still infinitesimal. The time shift has a physical effect on the
asymptotic retarded (or advanced) time of the shell, as it will be shown explicitly in the
next section. The spatial part of the translation, however, does not seem to have any
interesting effect on the physical objects other than making the describing spatial coordi-
nates less adapted to the spherical symmetry. Therefore, we will exclude the asymptotic
spatial translations in the following and keep only the infinitesimal time shifts; 6¢* is then
given by

d¢H = (Mde = (yde, 0,0,0). (9.70)

Hence, infinitesimal gauge transformations generated by any vector field £ reduce to in-
finitesimal time shifts in the asymptotic region. On can thus understand such a trans-
formation as the composition of a gauge transformation generated by the vector &* that
converges asymptotically to the zero vector and a constant infinitesimal time shift o(y),
whose action on the coordinates reads

[o(y)](z*)de = (T + yde, z"). (9.71)

The abstract vector £ is then given by

§=0(y)og. (9.72)

For each y € R there is thus a whole class of vectors £. We can formulate this result in
a more mathematical language: Let G be the group of all (infinitesimal) gauge transfor-
mations with generators £ that converge asymptotically to the Abelian generators (. Let
N be the normal subgroup of G consisting of all those £ that converge to the zero vector
in the asymptotic region such that the fall-off conditions on the metric are conserved,
i.e. of all those & for which ¢ = 0. Denote such an element by £. Then the factor group of
asymptotic symmetries G /N consists of the time shifts o(y) which build a one-dimensional
continuous group of translations.

9.8 Effect of the gauge transformations on the fields

We show how the infinitesimal gauge transformations given by eq. (9.56) affect the form
of the metric perturbation and the shell trajectory.
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9.8.1 Effect on the trajectory of the shell

The effect of the infinitesimal transformation eq. (9.56) on the trajectory of the shell,
given by eq. (9.38), is given by

XAN) = X)) = XA\ = 66 (), 6% () = (5¢°,6¢%), (9.73)
where
X . 2 ok k
¢ :l;}ag. (9.74)

This follows from the transformation law for the radial coordinate X:

(ZEk _ 651{‘)2

b
Il

~
I
_—
Mw

1

w

= | D0 (@) — 20kt + (66)

k=1

_—

w

Q

((24)? — 22*+6€")

=1

-3

3
k=1

ol

k
5&r, (9.75)
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where quadratic terms in the 66* have been neglected.

As mentioned above, the asymptotic time shift symmetry transformations o(y)de have an
explicit effect on the trajectory of the shell. The disturbance 5¢° is in this case simply
given by

660 = yde, (9.76)

which leads to

XAN) =N +v— Ry +yde, N+ Riy) = (A+0v — Ry M + Ry, (9.77)

where v/ = v + yde. The trajectory X'4()\) of the shell with asymptotic retarded time v
after the symmetry transformation looks therefore exactly the same as the untransformed
trajectory of the shell with the parameter v’. One can thus also understand the asymptotic
time shifts as mappings from one solution to another.
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9.8.2 Effect on the metric perturbation

We formulate the problem of gauge invariance in a slightly more geometric way, following
the treatment in [Car97]. The linearized theory can be thought of as one describing the
behaviour of tensor fields on a given flat background. Since one can consider (passive)
coordinate transformations between the charts of a manifold as active diffeomorphisms
on the manifold, one can introduce a background spacetime M g equipped with the flat
metric 1, a physical spacetime M p with some metric g, satisfying Einstein’s equations
and a diffeomorphism

X - MB — ./\/lp. (978)

The two manifolds are diffeomorphic, thus they are, as manifolds, the same, but equipped
with different tensor fields. Since the linearized theory takes place on the flat background
spacetime, one is interested in the pull-back (x.g),. of the physical metric to the back-
ground spacetime Mpg. One can thus define the perturbation as the difference between
the pulled-back physical metric and the flat one:

hul/ = (X*g);w — Nuv- (9'79)

Of course, the diffeomorphism  is required to be such that h,, remains small. Then, it
follows from the fact that g, satisfies Einstein’s equations on the physical spacetime that
the perturbation obeys the linearized equations on the background. The issue of gauge
invariance in this formulation is thus simply the fact that there are many permissible
diffeomorphisms between Mg and Mp. Let such a diffeomorphism be generated by the
vector field &#(z) from eq. (9.56) and be denoted by 4, de being an (infinitesimally)
small number. If x is a permissible diffeomorphism, then so is the composition (x o ¥g),
although with a different value of the perturbation:

hfle/e) - [(X o @Z)de)*g}ﬁw — N = [¢de* (X*g)];w — Nyw- (980)

Plugging in the decomposition given by eq. (9.79) yields

hfﬁf) - wde*<h + T]),ul/ — Nuw = wde*<h,u,y) + ¢de* (77;”/) — Nuw- (981)

Since de is small, ¥ge. (R ) equals to by, in lowest order, while the other two terms define
a Lie derivative along the vector field £*(z):

€ d} €x v) v
h;(ff/) = wde*(huu) + |: d (nudz U de
Py + Lenude

= hu + (fu,u + £V,u)d€
= Py + Ohy. (9.82)
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The equality on the third line follows from the fact that covariant derivatives can be
replaced by partial derivatives in approximations to lowest order. Eq. (9.82) tells us what
kind of metric perturbations lead to physically equivalent space-times: those related to
each other by (§,, + &,,.)de for some vector .

For the rotationally symmetric vector fields £# = (£9, &%), where &8 = %(SX (1,X), the
explicit expression for dh,, reads:

(Sh()o = 2§S_d6,
l‘k
Shop = —(50 +&¥)de, k=1,2,3,
L[ @ )2 &*
éhkk = |:X SX X d€,

I’l’

k.l gX
Shiy = (gX - —) de, k#1. (9.83)

These formulae are, again, only true in the regions of spacetime for which the CR co-
ordinates are DN. The corresponding expression for dh,, in the non-DN wedges K. is
computed in a similar way.

9.8.3 Effect on the scattering time

The action of infinitesimal coordinate transformations also affects the scattering time 7,
(and, in consequence, the proper scattering time s,). In the transformed coordinates
7/, X', the trajectory of the observer (in the region I) at R = p is given by

X'(p) = X(p)—&¥(w)de = p* = & (n)de, p e (-, py),
() = 7(n) = (p)de = p — € (p)de. (9.84)
That of the shell reads
X' = X(\) =& (N de = |\ + Ry, — €5 (N)de, A e (A, Ay),
7A) = 7(\) = EN)de = X+ v — Ry, — (M) de. (9.85)

Here,

pe = A +v— Ry, =+(p"— Ry) +v— Ry (9.86)
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The scattering time with respect to the new coordinates 7/, X’ is thus given by

o= () =T = A = A = [ — (A )]de
= 7, — (V) — €°(\)de (9-87)

>~

Even in the case of rotationally symmetric vector fields &, the bracket in eq. (9.87) does
not vanish in general, so this definition of scattering time is not gauge invariant and is,
therefore, not a suitable observable for the quantum description. Only in the asymptotic
region (i.e. for p — o00) the scattering time is invariant, because there the vector field
& (x) converges to a fixed constant vector (*, such that the terms in the bracket cancel.
But, of course, the scattering time under an infinite radius is infinite and makes thus not
much sense.

There is, however, a second way to define the scattering time, as we have shown earlier:
the proper time measured by the ideal clock of the observer along his trajectory. In the
unperturbed case this definition coincided with the first one, but this is not true if a
non-vanishing and non-trivial generator £ is present.

In the coordinates 7, X, the infinitesimal proper time interval ds, along the trajectory
of the observer is simply ,/1 — %du. We show, that this quantity remains invariant

under the infinitesimal gauge transformations in question. The differentials of the new
coordinates along the trajectory given by R = p read

dX' = =& dedp, dr' = (1 —&de)dp. (9.88)

The line element along this trajectory reads thus

ds? = Bdr"” — CdX" — 2Ddr'dX" ~ [B(1 — 26%de) + 2D X de] dpi?, (9.89)

where terms of second or higher order in de have been neglected. The metric components
B, C' and D can be obtained by comparing the invariant line element ds? with respect to
the two coordinate systems. Neglecting higher order terms, the components read

B A o A _ A(é{ — fg()de
S 1-280de’ T 1—2e8de” T 1 — (€% +£0)de

(9.90)

Since D is of order de the second term in the expression for ds;2 can be neglected, thus
the result reads

ds? = A(p)dp® = ds’. (9.91)
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Hence, the infinitesimal proper time ds, of the observer at the constant radius p is really
a gauge invariant. The integral of ds, along the curve defined by R = p in region I is
therefore again given by

o= [ VA= 1= 2 =i =2 1= 2 - B =5 092

Hence, the second definition of the scattering time is gauge invariant (at least in the
DeWitt approximation), in contrast to the first one. The two definitions coincide in
the special case of the Cartesian coordinates (7, %) but not in non-trivial infinitesimal
transformations thereof.

In chapter 4 we have already once computed the two definitions of the scattering time
in the non-perturbative case. Since the first definition of scattering time is not gauge
invariant in the semi-classical case, it clearly cannot be in the full theory. The second
definition is not only invariant under infinitesimal coordinate transformations but also
under finite ones, because t; = s, —s_, where the s are gauge invariant. This is pointed
out in chapter 4.
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Chapter 10

Discussion and outlook

We summarize and discuss the main results of this thesis, point out the problems that
have occurred and tell what needs to be done yet.

We first have found out that there is no definition of the time delay for our model that can
be made finite. Even though the time delay can be, at least mathematically, consistently
regularized in the case of the Coulomb potential, this is not feasible for the gravitational
one, because there the regularization would be state-dependent. We thus have to renounce
to define the scattering time in the asymptotic region and must content ourselves with
a quantity measured at a finite distance from the mirror: the proper scattering time
measured by an observer at rest between his two encounters with the shell. We then have
found that the sojourn time for finite distances, that has been used to define the time
delay, seems to be a suitable choice for the quantum analog of the scattering time. But the
sojourn time, the way it has been defined, works only for particle scattering in Minkowski
spacetime. The generalization to curved spacetimes raised conceptual problems we did
not know how to cope with. We have therefore assumed that the sojourn time can be
interpreted as the mean value of an operator that represents the classical scattering time in
the corresponding quantum theory. Such an operator is, of course, only well-defined if its
classical counterpart is a gauge-invariant constant of motion, a so-called Dirac observable.
We have constructed such gauge-invariant quantities — the proper times of an observer at
rest measured as the shell passes the observer inwards and outwards, respectively. Their
difference is equal to the proper scattering time, which is thus also a Dirac observable.
In order to prove that the true degrees of freedom of our model are really the shell’s
energy F and its asymptotic advanced time v, and that they are canonically conjugated
to each other, we have performed the canonical reduction program of the Hamiltonian
action given by LWF and HKK. The method had to be adapted to incorporate the non-
trivial inner boundary of the spacetime due to the mirror, because the standard methods
became not applicable there. The reduction could be explicitly performed by making
some further assumptions and by constructing a gauge that is regular at the mirror. This
central-regular gauge has, in addition, the nice property that it satisfies the conditions on
a coordinate system in order that the perturbative methods of quantization invented by
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DeWitt can be applied to our model. We thus have proven an existence theorem for such
a gauge for our system. This theorem can be probably generalized to incorporate other
systems related to ours. We, finally, have set up a well-defined quantum theory where
the scattering time is represented by a self-adjoint operator and explicitly computed its
expected value, the sojourn time, for a special kind of wave packet. The rather surprising
result is that the sojourn time for packets of finite width remains finite at and above
the Schwarzschild energy even if the corresponding classical scattering time is infinite!
The sojourn time has, so to say, a resonance at the Schwarzschild energy, while the peak
remains finite. There is the minor flaw in the computations that the operator ¢ is not self-
adjoint, such that the classical observable v is not represented by a quantum observable.
But since ¢ only appears in the two proper times §; but not in their difference ¢, the
sojourn time, which is the really interesting quantity, this shortcoming does no seem to
affect our results significantly. It seems to be possible to replace our operator by a really
self-adjoint ©, but the correct definition involves taking the square root of a differential
operator, which makes the computation much more intricate.

Our findings are, if surprising and interesting, of course, far from solving the problem on
an astrophysical scale, that would require a model that is much more appropriate than
our simple system. But they are first steps on a way to measure scattering times in such
systems. Our results give a hint that the quantum collapse is significantly different form
its classical analog.

There is a lot of work to be done yet to answer several open questions. First of all,
the quantum theory must be adapted such that also v is represented by a self-adjoint
operator. It seems that there is a scale invariance in the resulting quantities we have
obtained. Every interesting quantity in our model (i.e. the sojourn time, the spreads of
the proper times) seems to scale with the radius of the mirror (or, equivalently, with its
corresponding Schwarzschild energy). This conjecture has to be substantiated. Then,
our methods have to be extended to include the collapse case without the mirror (cf. the
unitary quantum theory of a single null thin shell found by Héjicek [H4j01]), since the
mirror can not be considered really a physical object. There is work to be done to apply
DeWitt’s quantization method to our system — we have only constructed the coordinates
and the classical dynamics of the fields on the background — in order that one can compare
the results with our findings of the exact approach in the low-energy regime. This would
be a good way to check the validity of this approach. The scattering times we found are
too short for astrophysical objects, according to the present astronomical observations. Of
course, our model is hardly appropriate for, e.g., a collapsing star; hence, the calculations
could be improved by developing more realistic models. DeWitt’s perturbative method
seems to be a good starting point for the fulfillment this task.



Appendix A

Schwarzschild sojourn time

A.1 Introduction

In this appendix we give some arguments against the use of a generalization of the standard
definition of the sojourn time as written down in eq. (2.39) of chapter 2. For this end we
assume that there is a well-defined quantum theory where the energy E and the position
r of the shell are represented by a conjugate pair of self-adjoint operators on a Hilbert
space K. The eigenfunctions of £ are denoted by |p), whereas that of 7 read |r). The
evolution parameter is the Minkowski time T);, and E is the corresponding Hamilton
operator. This quantum theory seems not to be very suitable to describe our system, but
it has the advantage that it is simple and that it suffices to demonstrate the problems we
want point out.

In the next section we collect some interesting results about the Minkowski sojourn time
Ts. Then we define the Schwarzschild sojourn time and argue why this definition is not
a good one.

A.2 Minkowski Sojourn Time

We recall some basic notions concerning the standard Minkowski sojourn time 7T's defined
in eq. (2.39) of chapter 2. We suppose that the standard definition is a good one and
that its interpretation as the mean residence time of a particle inside a given region is
justified. The notion of sojourn time in the context of particle physics seems to date back
to Goldberger and Watson [GW64]. It has been given a precise mathematical foundation
by Jauch and Marchand, since it is a main concept used in their definition of time delay
in scattering processes. We have presented these ideas in chapter 2.
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The sojourn time of a Hilbert state ¢ under the radius R is given by the expression

o0 [ee]
Ts(0) = [ dTu |Paotr, Tl = [ dTus (6r] Pr o). (A1)
Ty is, as always, Minkowski time, ¢7 is the time development of the scattering state ¢
and Pp is the operator projecting the states of K into the interval [0, R]. In the position
representation Pr acts as follows:

o(r) + r<R

) A2
0 : r>R (4.2)

PR¢(T) = X[O,R]Qb(T) = {

Since JSR is a projector, ]5}22 = Pg holds.

The interpretation of T's as the sojourn time is more obvious if we approximate the integral
by a sum over small time intervals [T}, 7}, k = 1,..., K, Ty = —7, Tx = 7, where 7 is
chosen to be large enough:

L T + Tk

- (A.3)

K

Ts(¢) ~ Y | Pre™6|* (T — Ticr),
k=1

This is the weighted sum of small time intervals, the weight being the probability that the

state ¢ is lying inside the radius R during this time interval. The sum is the total time

spent there by a particle described by the wave function ¢, provided the time evolution

is given by ¢p = e FTM

It has to be emphasized that T is the mean residence time of a particle described by the

wave packet ¢r inside the region with » < R.

Using the Heisenberg picture one can write the sojourn time in a simpler form by com-
puting the time integral. In the Heisenberg picture the formula for the sojourn time
reads:

(e}

To(6) = / ATy (6] 2T Pre=iET |, (A4)

[e.9]

By expanding ¢ into energy eigenstates we obtain

Ts(6) = / ay / dp & (0)(p) / ATy P (| B lp). (A5)

The time integration can be done explicitly yielding a -function. We can then perform
one of the remaining integrations which leads to

7s(0) =2r [~y o) 0l Palp). (A6)
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The matrix elements of the projector Pr, can be evaluated by expanding the energy eigen-
states in terms of eigenstates of the position operator 7. A straightforward calculation,

where it is assumed that
2 .
(rlp) = \/j sin pr, (A7)
T

yields the result

2 sinpRcospR

g (A.8)

15(0) =28 -2 [ " dp [i(0)

The first term on the right hand side is clearly the classical sojourn time for a light-like
particle inside the region with radius R (we put Ry, = 0 here for the sake of simplicity).
The second term is the correction due to the wave-like nature of the quantum mechanical
packet. In eq. (A.8) the interpretation of Ts as the mean residence time seems very
obvious.

By reintroducing Planck’s constant A into all the formulae and expanding Ts in powers
of h, which we made up to the fourth order, one obtains

Ts(¢) = 2R + O(hY). (A.9)

Obviously, the quantum corrections are very small.

A.3 Schwarzschild Sojourn Time

A.3.1 Definition

In chapter 4 we proposed to generalize the Minkowski sojourn time to the case of the
curved shell-mirror spacetime by replacing the Minkowski time T, by the proper time s
at the radius R. In the expression for Ts(®) the differential d7); must thus be replaced by
the infinitesimal proper time ds. But ds depends on the energy of the shell which becomes
an operator in the quantum theory. Hence, also ds is an operator, ds. To simplify the
discussion we do not compute the proper sojourn time but only the mean Schwarzschild
time, that does not have the square root prefactor, along the trajectory. The problems that
occur are the same in both cases. Thus we replace dT); by the infinitesimal Schwarzschild
time dT', that, being dependent on E, is an operator. dT" can be written as

T
dl' = zdTy;, 2z = 0
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where z is the Minkowski-time derivative of T along the shell. It is given by

’
= — A1l
& r—2F’ ( )

which follows from the equations of motion that have been written down in egs. (3.26) of
chapter 3. Since we have assumed that the evolution parameter in the quantum theory is
T, this construction seems to be sensible. We further assume that z can be represented
by a self-adjoint operator Z by a suitable factor ordering and that it has a complete set
of eigenfunctions in I, the eigenfunctions being denoted by |z). Then, states in K can be
expanded in terms of these eigenfunctions and the expectation value (Z) = (| Z|¢) is a
well-defined quantity. Note that z is time-independent in the Schrédinger picture. The
Schwarzschild sojourn time is thus defined as follows:

T.(¢) = /°° dTy (¢r| PriPp \o7), (A.12)

—00

where ¢ € K and ¢r = e ¥ @. This seems to be the most sensible factor ordering of
the operators inside the bracket. If the limit R — oo in the brackets is taken, just the
well-defined expected value (Z) is obtained. The time integral over it is the total (and of
course infinite) Schwarzschild time. Thus, at least in this case, the definition seems to be
justified.

A.3.2 Discussion

We explore the physical meaning of the Schwarzschild sojourn time 7, and argue why it
can be used only in a very specific case.

We have assumed in the preceding section that z can be made into a self-adjoint operator
Z on the Hilbert space K and that it has a complete system of normalized eigenfunctions
|z). Then any state |¢) can be expanded into these eigenfunctions. Hence, the normalized
eigenfunctions |r) of the position operator 7 can be expanded in terms of the |z):

r) =) allz). (A.13)

Here and in the following formulae we write the expansions of the wave functions as sums
over the eigenstates over some range of the eigenvalues. These sums are to be understood
as generalized sums, standing for ordinary summations in the case of a discrete spectrum
and for integrations if the spectrum of the corresponding operator is continuous. Since
we do not know the explicit form of Z, its eigenfunctions and its spectrum, we keep
our formulae as general as possible. This is justified because we are interested only in
qualitative results, for which the general form is sufficiently well suited.
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A (time-dependent) Hilbert state |¢) can be expanded into eigenfunctions of the position
operator; its z-expansion is, therefore,

o) = > er(Ta)lr) = Y er(T) Za (A.14)

r=0 r=0

Its projection by Pp, reads:

Prlor) = c(Tar) Y all2). (A.15)

Hence, the weight in the Minkowski sojourn time, (¢7| Py |or), is given by

R R R
(¢r| Pr|ér) = Z |Cr(TM)|2 = Z ZCT Z )*@Za (A.16)
r=0 r'=0 r=0 z
since >__(a”)*a’ = d,,. Using this, we can rewrite eq. (A.3):
K R R
A Y (Te=Ticr) D (o) () Y er(ug)(al )l (A.17)
z k=1 r’'=0 r=0

This is the same weighted sum as above, only decomposed into eigenstates of the operator

zZ.

The action of Z on a state |¢r) is given by

lor) = a(Tu) ) zallz). (A.18)

Its action on the projected state pR|¢>T) reads

EPplor) = c(Ti) Y zallz). (A.19)

Notice that the two operators 2 and Pgr do not commute in general, because >, zalz)
can usually not be written in the form C |7}, where C' is some constant. The expectation
value of the operator PrZzPg is given by

(7| PriPr o) = Z Z (CT (Tn)a ) ER: e (T (A.20)

r=0
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We can now write our definition of the Schwarzschild sojourn time in terms of the expan-
sion (A.20):

T.(¢p) = / dTws (7| PrzPr |pr)

= Z/ szMZ e (Thr)a ) icr (A.21)

If we perform the same approximation by finite time intervals as in the previous section
for the Minkowski sojourn time, we obtain

Q

K R R
22 ATk = Toet) D _(em(un))” ) erlim)al (a2’
z k=1

r'=0

K R R
= 22 (t—t) Z e (k) *Zcr ug)al(al)". (A.22)
k=1 —0

z r=

This is the weighted sum for each z over the Schwarzschild time intervals [tx_1,tx]. The
weight is the same as before. The sum over all z gives the total 'time’ spent by the state
inside the radius R. This interpretation sounds very good, but it, unfortunately, has one
serious problem — it is wrong: the quantity z(Tj — Tj_1) could be interpreted as the
Schwarzschild time that the particle in the sub-state |z) spends under R if the state was
under R; but it is not, unless the operators Pr and 2 commute, when they have common
eigenstates. But this is usually not the case.

We now want to illustrate what went wrong. For this, we consider a simplified (and very
unrealistic) system given by

|¢7) = c1lri) + calra) + cslra), (A.23)

where 71,75 < R and r3 > R. The projector’s action on this state reads

Prlor) = c1lr) + calra). (A.24)

We further assume that Z has only two different eigenstates and that the position eigen-
states can be written as

i) = culz1) + Bil2). (A.25)

The expectation value eq. (A.20) in the formula for the Schwarzschild sojourn time for
this system reads
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(¢r| PrEPr|or) = 21 (le1*|an]? + |eaf?|ca|? + afascies + arabeich)
22 <|<31|2|51|2 + |col?[B]® + Bt Bacica + 51550103) .
(A.26)

The clue is that what is written in the upper bracket is not the expected value of |z1) of
being under R. If this was the case, the decomposition of the Schwarzschild sojourn time
in z-eigenfunctions would make sense. This stems from the fact that the sub-states |z;)
alone are not under R even although the special linear combinations |r;),l = 1,2, are.

The whole construction fails because the two operators Pr and 2 do not commute. What
happens if they do commute? We assume that the |¢7) can be decomposed as follows:

|67) = Zaz UNIE ZAZR (Tw)|2R) +ZB (Tar)|200), (A.27)

where the projector acts on the two kinds of z-eigenfunctions as Pg|zz) = |zz) and
Pglzs) = 0. The existence of such a decomposition is granted if the commutator [2, Pg]
vanishes. In this special case the decomposition of the bracket in (A.12) into a sum over
z seems to have a good interpretation:

(61| Pr2Pror) = > 2r|Aw(Tu)|?, (A.28)

2R

and the Schwarzschild sojourn time thus reads

-y / endTar | A, (To) 2, (A.29)
zp YT

where |A,, (Ty)|” is the weight factor of ¢7 in the sub-state |2g).

The interpretation of eq. (A.22) seems to make sense in this case, because now the sub-
states |zg) are really under the radius R. But there are more difficulties that have to be
taken into account.

It is a well-known fact that measurements of observables in quantum mechanics have a
strong influence on the quantum states. For instance, measuring the energy of a wave
packet destroys the wave packet — immediately after the measurement the system is in
a particular eigenstate of the energy operator. This collapse of the wave function also
occurs in our system when we measure the Schwarzschild sojourn time. At each instant
Ty we make consecutive measurements of the operators Ppr and 2. Since the wave packet
is not necessarily an eigenstate of one of these two operators and since they usually do
not commute, a measurement at the time 7) destroys the wave function. Hence, at a
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later time 75 not the original packet will be measured, but the time development of the
eigenstate of Z which has been created at the time T;. Therefore, from the point of view of
the standard interpretation of quantum mechanics such a series of repeated measurements
does not make sense. It would be much better to let the packet evolve until some final
time 7y and only then make the whole time measurement at once. For this reason it
seems to be a good idea to look for some way to perform the integration over time first
and acting on the state afterwards. One possible method to do this is writing the operator
in the expression for the Schwarzschild sojourn time in the Heisenberg picture:

T.(0) = (0l [ dTyy T Py |, (A.30)

Here, the the whole expression between the brackets, including the time integral, is one
operator, representing the measurement of the entire sojourn time in the state |¢). De-
composing |¢) into eigenstates |p) of the energy (Hamilton) operator £ and integrating
over time yields:

1.0) = [ dtu [Cdr [ oo (o) Pk P |y
= [Tt [T apor o) [ ams o ol sl
0 0 o

- / dp |6 (| PrzPr p). (A31)
0

To obtain the last line we have used a representation of the d-function. The decomposition
of a state into energy eigenstates is always possible and the matrix elements of the operator
Pr2Ppr should be, in principle, calculable. Provided the quantity 7.(¢) can be given a
physical meaning as Schwarzschild sojourn time, which seems to be the case when 2 and
Pp commute, also the last line of eq. (A.31) seems to make sense. It has, moreover, the
advantage that T, is not present anymore, such that the measurement problem mentioned
above is removed.

We conclude that the Schwarzschild sojourn time is not well-defined in the general case,
and there seem to be deep problems that must be treated carefully. Therefore, we renounce
to stick to the definition of sojourn time so closely and choose a different way to define
the quantum scattering time.



Appendix B

Distance of metrics as a topological
problem

B.1 Introduction

In chapter 9 we have discussed the semi-classical approach to quantization by DeWitt and
applied it to our shell-mirror system. In this approach the metric describing the spacetime
must be decomposed into a sum of a flat background metric and a small perturbation. We
have found a coordinate system satisfying the desired properties for such a decomposition.
In this chapter we want to elucidate some of the issues that have appeared in the course
of our application of DeWitt’s method.

We cast the problem of the distance of two metrics in a topological language in order to
exploit the useful properties of this method. The space of all Lorentzian metrics on the
manifold M, which we denote by Lor(M) in the following, has been thoroughly explored
by several authors [BE81, HE73, Ler73|, there are various topologies, which can be put on
this space [HawT71]. First we recall and reformulate the problem and give some possible
definitions for the closeness of two metrics. Next we discuss the properties of sequences
of metrics in Lor(M) and observe, that one must be careful when taking limits. In the
last section we state some known properties of the space of metrics and sketch some ideas
for further investigations.

B.2 Closeness of metrics, topologies on Lor(M)

We give several possible definitions for the closeness of two metrics g, and f,, in a given
coordinate system x* and show how these definitions are related to the various topologies
that can be put on Lor(M).
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B.2.1 Closeness conditions in Lor(M)

Let € > 0 be a small number and ¢(z) > 0 a small and continuous real function on M, z
denoting a point of M. Then one can define the following closeness conditions on a pair
Juvs g of metrics on M:

9(@) = funl@)| <& Vo€ M, (B.1)

|9y () = fou ()| < €(2), Ve M (B.2)

and

<eée|fuw(x)] : p,v suchthat f,, #0

, Vo e M. (B.3)
<e€ : p,v such that f,, =0

|guu(m) - fuu(x” {

The condition (B.3) seems to be the most suitable one, if metrics are compared, for which
some of the components diverge as specific regions on the manifold M are reached. This

is, for example, the case for the shell metric expressed in the regular DNEF coordinates
(U,V,0, ), defined by eqs. (5.45, 5.46),

ds* = A(U,V)dUdV — R*(U,V)dS??, (B.4)

where the 80-component, —R?, tends to —oco as V — oo or U — —o0. If this component,
for example, is compared with the #6-component of the double-null Minkowski metric
given by

vV -uy

ds® = dUdV —
S Uudv 1

dQ?, (B.5)

ie. —RZ= —%, then the condition (B.3) reads

| — R*+ R3] < €| R|. (B.6)
This inequality is equivalent to
R2

Whenever for the functions R and Ry holds everywhere on the manifold that

2

R
=14 eK(p), |K|<1, (B.8)
RO
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where p is a radial coordinate on the manifold, then the condition (B.7) is satisfied.
eq. (B.8) implies that

R2

S R1+0(p™¢), (>0, (B.9)
0

as p — oo. That may, however, not be sufficient for the condition (B.1), that in this

example reads

| = R* + R2| = eR2K(p) < e. (B.10)

This is due to the fact that even if the quotient R% remains small everywhere, the difference
| — R? + R?| can attain arbitrarily large values at infinity, because the fall-off of K(p) may
be too slow to compensate the diverging factor RZ at infinity. For this reason condition
(B.3) is more suitable than (B.1), whenever the metrics are expressed in coordinates, that
are singular at infinity, like the UV-type or the polar coordinates, cf. section 5 of chapter
6. If f,, is the Cartesian Minkowski metric 7, then the two conditions of course agree.

In condition (B.2) one usually chooses the function €(z) such that it goes to 0 at infinity,
which we assume too in the following. So, at infinity, the condition (B.2) is more restrictive
than (B.1). Condition (B.3) is not a special case of (B.2), because in (B.3) the form of
the right hand side depends on the component of the metric, whereas in (B.2) it is the
same for all components. In this sense, the condition (B.3) is less beautiful than (B.2),
and we will observe in the next paragraph that there is no obvious relation of (B.3) to a
topology on Lor(M).

If one does not allow coordinates for which any of the metric components of f,, and g,,
diverge, then the conditions (B.1) or (B.2) are very well suited to compare two metrics.
Our choice for the DeWitt-compatible metrics in chapter 9 satisfies this requirement.

B.2.2 Topologies on Lor(M)

One can relate the neighbourhoods defined by the conditions from the last paragraph to
the neighbourhoods defining the various topologies that can be put on Lor(M) [Haw71].
The neighbourhoods defined by (B.1) are just those of the C° open topology on Lor(M).
Those defined by (B.2) belong to the class of (Whitney) fine C° topologies. The latter is,
as indicated by its name, finer than the former, corresponding to our observation above,
that the second condition is more severe than the first. There seems to be no obvious
topology related to the third condition (B.3), however. The detailed description of the
topologies can be found in [Haw71].
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B.3 Limits of metrics

In chapter 9 we have required that the shell metric g,, can be written as a flat metric

fuw plus a small perturbation depending on the parameter s = é—f{. Hence, in the limit
E — 0, g, must converge to f,, in a well-defined way. In this section we point out that

taking limits of this kind on Lor(M) is an intricate business.

The limit £ — 0 is a limit of a family of spacetimes with a common parameter, i.e. the shell
energy E in our case, on the space of all Lorentz metrics Lor(M). Limits on Lor(M) have
been explored by Geroch [Ger69], who observed that a one-parameter family of metrics,
g(A), A being the parameter, can attain different limiting metrics as A goes to 0 or co
in different coordinate systems. His example was the Schwarzschild spacetime, where he
considered three coordinate systems with respect to which the limiting metric was the
Minkowski, a divergent, and a Kasner metric, respectively. It seems thus, that, under
coordinate transformations, this kind of sequences of metrics in Lor(M) are not mapped
to sequences in a way, that the limiting metric is mapped on a metric that are related
by a regular coordinate transformation. This is because the coordinate transformation
depends on the parameter A. In the limit A — 0 (or oo), the coordinate transformation
may become singular and thus not usable to transform the limit metric in the original
coordinates into the new ones.

Even though the limits are not necessarily related by coordinate transformations, Geroch
found some properties which are hereditary to the limit spacetime. For example, the
Petrov type can only be the same or a more degenerate type in the limit. So, for example,
a sequence of type D metrics allows only type D, N or O limits. Paiva et al. [PRM93,
PRHMO97] found a way to explicitly compute the various possible limits for a given metric
and also stated which Segré types can be inherited by a limit metric.

B.4 Some properties of Lor(M)

This is a summary of a few collected properties of Lor(M).

Lor(M) is the space of all Lorentzian metrics on a fixed, non-compact, four-dimensional
manifold M without boundary. One can put various topologies on Lor(M) [HawT71],
amongst them are the compact-open, open and Whitney fine topologies. The two latter
have been defined earlier. The neighbourhoods of the compact-open topologies are defined
in the same way as those for the open topologies, but the condition needs to hold only on
a compact subset of M. All of these topologies can be generalized to the order k in the
derivatives of the metrics, resulting in the so-called C* topologies. Two metrics that are
close to each other in a C° topology have light-cones that are near.

One can put an equivalence relation ~ on Lor(M) (see for example Beem and Ehrlich
[BE81]) by defining two metrics g1, go € Lor(M) to be equivalent if there exists a smooth
conformal factor Q : M — (0,00) such that g; = Q?g,. We denote the equivalence class
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of g € Lor(M) by [g]. The quotient space Lor(M)/ ~ of equivalence classes is denoted by
Con(M). There is a natural projection map 7 : Lor(M) — Con(M) given by 7(g) = [g].
The fine C topology on Lor(M) induces a quotient topology on Con(M) in the usual
way: a subset A of Con(M) is defined to be open in this topology if the inverse image
7~ 1(A) is open in the fine C° topology on Lor(M). Con(M) can also be equipped with
the so-called interval topology, but we do not go into details here. It is known that the
quotient and interval topologies agree on Con(M). Thus, two conformal classes [g1] and
[g2] are close in either of these topologies on Con(M), if and only if at all points p of
M, the metrics ¢g; and g, have light cones which are close in the tangent space T, M.
The properties of Con(M) have been used to make statements about so-called stable
properties on Lor(M) [BESL, HE73].

The quotient space Con(M) seems not to be very useful for our needs, however, because
it does not take the gauge invariance into account. Hence, there are flat metrics in several
equivalence classes from Con(M), and so are shell metrics.

In order to be able to treat the problem in a more gauge invariant way, we have tried
to make a similar construction for the equivalence classes of metrics that are related by
regular coordinate transformations. The quotient space Phys(M) of these equivalence
classes also inherits the C° topology from Lor(M). Now, all flat metrics are collected in
one equivalence class, say 1, and all shell metrics belonging to a specific solution given by
the parameters (£, v) are represented by g(E,v). Consider a one-parameter sequence of
equivalence classes of shell metrics with parameter F, {g(E,v)} (the other parameter v
being constant), that converges to i7. It would be good to know, how sequences of repre-
sentatives of the equivalence classes in Lor(M) behave in this case. Especially interesting
is the question, whether there exists at all a convergent sequence in Lor(M) if there is
one in the quotient space. It is clear that the opposite holds: if a sequence of metrics
converges in Lor(M) then also the sequence of its equivalence classes in Phys(M). We
are still working on the answer of this question.
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Appendix C

Proof of the existence theorem

C.1 The Cartesian central-regular metric

In this appendix we show that the Cartesian central-regular (CCR) metric satisfies the
conditions for DeWitt’s approximation (cf. chapter 9) if a certain parameter is small
enough. This parameter is

. 2F
s

= (C.1)

s is the Schwarzschild radius of the Schwarzschild spacetime with mass E divided by the
radius of the mirror. By this we prove the existence theorem 9.1 for a suitable gauge that
has been stated in chapter 9.

The CCR metric is the central-regular (CR) metric, that has been computed in section
6 of chapter 6, expressed with respect to the Cartesian coordinates T, X (cf. section 4 of
chapter 6). The line element for the regions where the CR coordinates are DN (i.e. I, My,
Zy, cf. figure (6.1)) reads:

— — 2
2 2 X -dX
o = art - e () () c2)

whereas that of the non-DN regions (K.) is given by

— — 2
J - - R R? X -dX
2 2 ' _ 2
ds® = Qdr —I-XdTX dX XQdX —|—(X2+W)< e ) : (C.3)

The explicit form of the metric components is given in section 3 of this appendix.

Cartesian coordinates have the advantage over polar (6.59) or UV-type (6.57) coordinates
that the metric is much better suited for DeWitt’s theory. The reason is that the radial
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function R runs to infinity as spatial infinity is approached. If two such metrics with
different radial functions are compared (e.g. our DN metric and the DNM metric) then the
difference R? — R2 of the #f-components for instance, albeit probably very small in finite
regions, may become unboundedly large at spatial infinity. Therefore, UV-type and polar
coordinates are not good choices, even if they are the most adapted to spherical symmetry.
In Cartesian coordinates the function R appears only in the quotient % which has a
much better behaviour as one goes near to spatial infinity. The difference between the
corresponding components of two metrics is then suppressed by a X? in the denominator
which also tends to infinity. It is thus much more probable that two Cartesian type metrics
are only slightly different at spatial infinity. This issue has been discussed in more detail
in the previous appendix.

In the following sections we explicitly write down the metric components and show that
for a small parameter s, the CCR metric approaches the Minkowski metric sufficiently
well in each of the seven parts of the spacetime (cf. fig. (6.1)).

C.2 Expansion of some functions in the parameter s

First we need the expansion about small s of some of the functions appearing in the CCR
coordinates. We first define the abbreviations

= ()

A (©5)
in region IT and

1o = Z;MU, (C.6)

- = Z;ﬁf (C.7)

in region III, respectively. An easy calculation using eqs. (6.39) or (6.55) shows that
Nt =7+ — L. (C.8)
The following developments in the parameter s hold:

T
S

L=2RyIn s~ —2Ryslns + 2Ry In(vy )s + O(s?), (C.9)
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L—c=2RyIn 17I+ + 1] s = 2Ry In(vy)s + O(s?), (C.10)
-
4F 5 s
Lo== = ~ — 4+ 0(s?), C.11
pm = n L o) ©1)
1
c=c =2RyIn|~ —1|s~ —2Ryslns + O(s?), (C.12)
s
L' —¢ =2Ryn 1”_—8 +1| s~ 2Ry In(v-)s + O(s2), (C.13)
4F
L = T~ L o). (C.14)

U7 5 0—4E ~v-—s -

These expansions will be needed to determine the behaviour of the metric functions in
the regions K for small s.

C.3 CCR metric components and their expansion

We compute the CCR metric components in the seven regions separately and show that
they can be expanded in the small parameter s. Notice that even if the CCR metric
is defined with respect to the Cartesian coordinates T, X , we write down the metric
components as functions of the corresponding DN coordinates U and V', just for the sake
of simplicity. The transformation between the two coordinate systems is given by the
equations (6.59) and (6.64).

C.3.1 Regionl

The functions A, R and X appearing in the metric (C.2) in region I read

A—1- %, (C.15)
R=2Ex (JfEU) (C.16)
and
VU

(C.17)
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Using the results about the asymptotic expansion of the Kruskal function s from the
appendix E, we find the expansions of the metric components in I about small values of
s. We do this as follows: First, we express R and A in terms of s:

v V—-U
R=R < ;) 7 = ) C.18
msk (e "= SR, (C.18)
1
K (63)
From eq. (E.10) (putting y = 7/s) follows the expansion of R about s,
V - U S— V - U
R~ 5+ Ryslns — Ry In(v)s + O(s?) =23 — (C.20)
and that of A,
S 5—0
Ax~1——--"—1. (C.21)
Y
Finally, the expansion of the metric component )1?—22 is given by
R? 2 2 s
52 ™ 1+ ;slns - ;ln(’y)s + O(s?) =0, (C.22)

The two last equations show that for small s the CCR metric components of (C.2) in
region I differ from the Minkowski metric components only by terms proportional to sln s
or higher orders of s. By choosing s small enough one can thus control the difference
between the two metrics. The CCR metric does therefore satisfy the DeWitt condition in
the region I.

C.3.2 Region II, 7,

The functions appearing in the metric components read

u—U V—u
R= == +2En (e ) , (C.23)
G
and V_U
X =-— (C.25)
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The asymptotic expansions of R, A and Q—Z for small s read (using eq. (E.10))

R~ + Ryslns — Ryl [ =2 ) s+ O(s?) =8 , (C.26)

2 2R 2

2 -
A%l—V%Zs—gl (C.27)
and

R2 RM RM V—u s—0
—~1+4 Ins —4 1 2 1. 2
e + s V_Un(2RM>3+O(s)—> (C.28)

The last two approximations show that the CCR metric (C.2) in region Z, is a pertur-
bation of the Minkowski metric of the order of slns. The conditions for the applicability
of DeWitt’s approximation are thus satisfied in region Z, if s is chosen appropriately.

C.3.3 Region II, M,

In the wedge M, the metric functions are given by the components

V-U V-U-c R? 2c c?
e — A=1 — =1 .

2 k 2 ’ X2 V-U * V-U
These are almost the components of the Minkowski metric, the only difference being the
occurrence of the constant c¢. Since ¢ = 4F In ‘% — 1}, it can be expanded in powers
of s. Hence, according to eq. (C.12), it holds that ¢ & —2R;slns + O(s?). Thus, the
components of the CCR metric in M, are only a small perturbation of the Minkowski

metric and approach it when s — 0. DeWitt’s condition is thus satisfied in M.

X = (C.29)

C.3.4 Region II, K,

In order to find the metric components in this wedge we need the line element (6.58)
from chapter 6. By comparison of this line element with the components of the flat DN
reference metric, the functions F, G and H are found to be

Vf] 1

F=—-——— G=——
‘/:‘77 2‘/7‘77

H=0. (C.30)

By inserting these quantities into eq. (C.3), the metric components of the Cartesian form
are obtained:

1-V; 1+V;
= ’U’ W ’U7 7 Y
Vi Vv Vi 2
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Using the expansions from the second section and the estimates from appendix D, we
can discuss the behaviour of the metric functions for small s. We first need to know the
expressions for the derivatives of V', (V being given by eq. (6.36)), with respect to the
reference coordinates,

Y(x=U-za,z2)

Vo=(L—-cag=—(L-0 7 : (C.32)
Vi = 14+ (0 +q)Ly+(L—-0)gy
- 1+(1+q+)L,V+M (a—ﬁ)U_ZJromLﬁ : (C.33)

where egs. (D.7) and (D.33) from the appendix D have been used. Recalling that in K
the quantity a is given by

a= 220 )= (0 H)Rume, (C.34)

the expansion of L — ¢, eq. (C.10), and the estimate (D.21), we find that

(L — c)es - 2¢3 In(v,)
(a=PB)Runs  (a=p)(y+ —1)

hence Vi is controlled by the behaviour of s. For V,, the estimate reads:

s+ 0(s?) 230, (C.35)

Vil <

3(L — c)es 1 3¢3  In(yy) 9\ 50
~ 1 i O =1, (C.36
Mo B, = | T e B e | O T 1 (C30)

|V’(/‘ < 1+L"7+

where we have used egs. (C.10, C.11 and D.20). Also V; can be expanded in the parameter

s. Therefore, V is a perturbation of V of the order of magnitude of s.

Since both derivatives of V' are controlled by s, this is also true for the metric components.
For @, W and J we thus find that

Q~1+0(s), Wa-1+0(s), J=~0+0(s). (C.37)

R is slightly more tricky because we do not know the explicit form of the function V (U, V).
But we can expand V' in terms of s by using egs. (C.9) and (C.10):

VaV —a+1u—2RysIns 4+ 2Ry (g + 1) In(yy)s + O(s?). (C.38)
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For small s we can approximately solve this equation for V:

VaV4+ia—1a+0O(slns), (C.39)
hence, according to eq. (C.31),

V—-U
R~ + O(slns), (C.40)
which leads to
R2
3 = 1+ O(slns). (C.41)

Since slns is small for small s, all Cartesian metric components are controlled by the
parameter s and satisfy, therefore, the DeWitt condition.

We have already shown in section 6 of chapter 6 that the components of the CR metric
are smooth at the boundaries of the wedge. Since the transformation from the UV to
the Cartesian coordinates is smooth, this property is inherited by the components of the
CCR metric.

C.3.5 Region III, Z_

Similarly to the treatment in region Z,, we obtain the metric functions X = %,
V - v—
R= " Yo (e_EU> (C.42)
and
1
A=1— ———+ (C.43)

(%)
K| € 4F

The components of the Cartesian metric in (C.2) can thus be easily computed. Their
asymptotic expansion for small s is, similar to that of the components in the region 7, ,
given by:

2RM s—0
51

A~r1-— C.44
— (C44)
and
R? Ry Ry v—=U 2y s—0
ﬁz1+4V_Uslns+4V_Uln(2RM>s+(’)(s)—>1. (C.45)

Hence, the Cartesian metric in Z_ does satisfy DeWitt’s condition in the region Z_.
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C.3.6 Region III, M_

As in the region M, we obtain the c-shifted Minkowski line element that satisfies DeWitt’s
condition for appropriate s.

C.3.7 Region III, K_

The components of the CCR line element (C.3) read

1-Uy 1+ Uy U o—v—U
Q: ,V7 W= — ,V’ J— _9 R:V+U v U(U,V)

Uy
Ug Uy Ug’ 2

(C.46)

In these equations, the coordinate U is given by (6.52). Its derivatives read (using
egs. (D.13, D.35 and D.36) from the appendix D):

VvV —
Vo= (- eyt =) (C.47)
K
and
L — (V- V-
Up=1+Lpq + EZDV =W 1 )V =y g (C.48)
' ’ 2K a
They have the estimates
I — 1 9 1 1 3 o
Uy < (L=d)er _2e8 () o0 ey s g, (C.49)

(a—B)Ram-~ (a—pB) (1= —1)

3es  In(y.)

R P N OV s+0(s?) — 1, (C.50)

where we have used the eqs. (C.13, C.14), the estimates from appendix D, eqs. (D.37,
D.38), and that

a

(U —u) = —(a—P)Rum- (C.51)

in the wedge K_. Thus, the derivatives have a behaviour corresponding to those of region
K. The consequence is that the metric components in K _ are all perturbations of the
Minkowski metric components controlled by the parameter s and hence satisfy the DeWitt
condition.
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C.4 Conclusion

We conclude that the CCR metric is everywhere a small perturbation of the Minkowski
metric, if the parameter s is small enough, and that in the limit s — 0 it converges to 7,,.
Since the metric is also continuous at the shell and smooth everywhere else, it satisfies
the conditions for DeWitt’s method. We thus have proven the existence theorem (9.1) by
constructing an explicit example.
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Appendix D

The interpolation function

D.1 Definition

Let w(x) be a function on the interval [a,b], with a < b. We call w a C*>-interpolation
on [a, b] if the following properties hold:

e wis C* on [a,bl,

e w(a) =A, w(b) = B, for some A and B.

If one considers the change of a metric under a regular coordinate transformation, then
one observes that the transformed metric components involve the first derivatives of the
new coordinates with respect to the old ones. Hence, in order that the metric satisfy the
conditions for being suitable for DeWitt’s semi-classical theory, the first derivatives must
fulfill certain conditions. Roughly, these requirements boil down to the condition, that the
first derivatives do not have too large values for a given small parameter, i.e. s = é—f{ in
our case. But in the interpolating regions K., derivatives of the new coordinates involve
derivatives of an C'*-interpolation w, so we need a means to control the behaviour of w ;

and w ». Control of the derivative of w is available if

/ |B_A’
—_ D.1
%qw(x)\m T (D.1)

for some positive constant k£ with order of magnitude 1. In the next paragraphs we
construct the interpolating functions wy with this property for the coordinates in the
wedges K.
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D.2 The function q

We make use of the fact that the function

0 : z<—a or z>a

(@) ﬁ{ eTIED : z € (~a,a), (D.2)

is C'°. This bell-shaped function is symmetric with respect to the 1-axis and has its
maximum at z = 0O:

max (@) = (x = 0) =" (D.3)

Its integral is also C'*° and strictly monotonously increases from 0 at x = —a to some
finite maximal value K at x = a. For x > a, the integral has the constant value K. We
denote this integral by

olx) = / " dyb(y). (D.4)

—a

K, the area under the curve ¢ (x) on the interval [—a, a], is given by

K= / " dyly) = dla). (D.5)
Then,
g= -2 D)

is a C'*°-interpolation on [—a, a], where the quotient K normalizes ¢ to —1. The values of
q at © = £a are given by ¢(—a) = 0 and ¢(a) = —1, hence ¢ interpolates between A = 0
and B = —1. The function ¢ will we needed to construct the interpolating functions w4
in the next subsections.

The derivative of ¢ with respect to = reads
G
= ——. D.7
q K (D.7)
The normalization factor K is bounded from both sides: an upper bound is clearly given

by the area of the rectangle [—a, a] x [0,e7!]. A lower bound can be found by computing
the value of ¢ at the points x = +7:

bz =+=)=e3, (D.8)
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It follows that the rectangle [—3, §] x [0, e~3] in the (z, 1 (x))-plane lies under the curve
(x) for all z € [—a, a], its area is hence a lower bound for K. Bounds for K are, therefore,
given by

ae”i < K < 2ae”". (D.9)

They are needed to estimate quantities involving %

D.3 Interpolating function w, for K.

w4 is to be a function of the two reference coordinates U, v, interpolating on the interval
U € [Uh,,U,] between w|;, = 0 and wy|,, = —(L — ¢). With these properties of w,,
the function V' in K, given by eq. (6.36) interpolates between the desired values of V/,
ie. V|, =V —a+a+Land V|, =V —a+a+ec

We take the function ¢ defined in eq. (D.6) of the last section and replace the parameters
x and a by

r=U—-2 2= —Uk++Ul+, a= Yr, — Uiy _Ul+.
2 2
By these replacements, the centre of the interpolation function is shifted to the right
place, and the correct interval, on which w, is defined, is taken. ¢ interpolates between
0 and —1, but we want it to interpolate between 0 and —(L — ¢). Hence, it has to be
multiplied with L — ¢ to yield the desired w,:

(D.10)

wir=(L—c)gr =(L—c)qz=U—z;a(V),z(V)). (D.11)

D.4 Interpolating function w_ for K_

The construction of w_ is completely analogous to that of w . The coordinate U in region
K_ is defined by eq. (6.52), where w_ = (L' — ¢’)¢g_. We again take the function ¢ and
replace the parameters x and a by
- Vi +V Vi -V
r=V oy gtV e (D.12)
2 2
where V;_ and Vj,_ are defined by eqgs. (6.44) and (6.49), respectively. This ¢_ interpolates

again between 0 and —1 on the interval [V}_, V,_], but we want it to interpolate between
0 and —(L' — ¢’). Hence, it has to be multiplied with L’ — ¢’ to yield the w_ looked for:

wo = (L' =)g = (L' =) qlz =V —y;a(0),y(0)). (D.13)
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D.5 Some useful estimates

The following estimates will be useful in the next sections: From (D.9) follows that

1 e’

The function v is of course bounded by its maximum, (D.3):
1
¥ < = (D.15)

The definition of the two numbers « and 5 has been given in egs. (6.17) and (6.18), hence
the estimates

a+0<2 0O<a—-p0p<l1 (D.16)

are surely valid. In the wedge K, it holds that

U — 2| < a, (D.17)
whereas in region K _ the following estimate is satisfied:

V -yl <a. (D.18)
From (D.14) and (D.15) one obtains that

1

/ €3
< —. D.19
)<< (D.19)
Useful bounds for ¢ are given by
0<1+¢<1 (D.20)

D.6 Derivatives of ¢, estimates

In order to estimate the derivatives of w, with respect to the reference coordinates U and
V in K., we need estimates for the derivatives of ¢;. The derivative with respect to U
is simply ¢’ with the replacements from eq. (D.10) and is hence, using eq. (D.19), easily
estimated:

1
e3
lay0l < — (D.21)
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The derivative with respect to V is more intricate. We first observe that ¢, depends on
V' only through a(V) and z(V'), hence

Qv = Qraly + Q4227 (D.22)
The derivatives of a and z are straightforwardly found to be

~_oz—ﬁ ~_oz—i—ﬁ
Gy = "5 Zy= )

D.23

: (D.23)
This follows from eq. (D.10) and the definition of U, and Uy, . Their estimates are found

using eq. (D.16):

lay| < 3 |zV| < 1. (D.24)
The derivative of ¢, with respect to z reads
V(U —2)
L= D.25
4+, K ( )
It can be estimated using (D.14) and (D.15)
%
|q+2] < — (D.26)
a
The derivative with respect to a is given by
1 oY ¢( —2) / oY
o= d A& —. D.27
4+, K § - 8a TR By 3 a ( )
We observe that
o 20264

B § oY
da

@ P~ ase

(D.28)
so the integrals in eq. (D.27) can be evaluated by integration by parts, yielding

W K
51&

a

(D.29)
and

U=z 0 U -z U—z
/_a R e U]

(D.30)
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Hence,

U-2 -

Gra =" YU — z). (D.31)

Using egs. (D.14, D.15 and D.17) its estimate is found to be again

1
es

’qu,a‘ < ; <D32)

Collecting these results, we obtain for ¢, > the formula

o V(U — 2) U—z
Gy = "o (v — ) - +a+p3], (D.33)
while an estimate thereof is given by
3es

We observe that both |¢, 5| and |g, ;| are bounded by % times a constant of order of
magnitude 1.

D.7 Derivatives of ¢_, estimates

The analogous treatment of ¢g_ leads to the final result, that

PV —y)
o D.
Q— Vv K ( 35)
and
UV —y) V—y
o _ ) D.
Hence, the estimates for the derivatives of ¢_ read
e3
-yl < — (D.37)
a
and
3es
lq_gl < (D.38)
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The Kruskal function

We collect some useful results on the Kruskal function denoted by k. k(x) is defined
implicitly by its inverse:

r=r"(2) = (2 — 1) (E.1)
For x = e¥, it holds that z = k(e¥), so the following equation holds:
y=z+Inlz—1]. (E.2)

K is strictly monotonously growing on the interval z € [—1, 00), taking the following values
at special points:

k(—1) =0, k(0)=1, £r(co)= 0. (E.3)

The derivative of k can be determined by the derivative of its inverse and using the inverse
function theorem:

(K7)(2) = ze* = o) = K'(x) = H@)e @ (E.4)
If x = eY,
Ky(e') =1— %, z = k(e’). (E.5)

The Kruskal function is closely related to Lambert’s W function W (q) that is defined
implicitly by:

W (q)e™@ =q, (E.6)
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the relation being

k(r) =1+ W(ze™). (E.7)

There is an abundant literature about the Lambert W function. We are interested in the
asymptotic expansion of x for large x. The asymptotic expansion of W can be found in
the literature (e.g. [CGH'96]), the three first terms being

In(1
W(g) ~Ing— In(lnq) + 200 (E.8)
Inq
The asymptotic expansion of k follows thus from eq. (E.7):
In(1 —1
k(z) ~Inz —In(In(z) — 1) + In(n(z) - 1) (E.9)

In(z) — 1

Most interesting is the case x = e¥. The first two terms of the expansion then read

keV) =y —1In(y —1). (E.10)



Appendix F

Self-adjoint extensions of symmetric
operators

We briefly review a very useful method to check whether a symmetric operator has a
self-adjoint extension, and if, how many there are. We introduce the concept of deficiency
indices and state von Neumann’s theorem, cf. e.g. [RS75, BEV01]. We then demonstrate
that the operator © used in chapter 8 has no self-adjoint extension, but that its square is
self-adjoint. The first three sections closely follow the treatment in [BEVO1].

F.1 Deficiency indices and von Neumann’s theorem

The deficiency indices of an operator P are an ordered pair of positive integers (ny,n_).
Its knowledge, upon the use of von Neumann’s theorem, immediately gives the answer to
the question how many self-adjoint extensions the operator P does admit. Let H be a
Hilbert space. An operator (P, D(P)), where D(P) is the domain of the operator P in
‘H, is said to be

o densely defined if the subset D(P) is dense in H,

e closed if ¢, is a sequence in D(p) such that lim,, .. ¢, = ¢, lim,,_ pgzﬁn = 1) then
¢ € D(P) and P¢ = 1,

o symmetric if Y¢,1) € D(P) it holds that (P, 1)) = (¢, Pip).

o self-adjoint if it is densely defined, symmetric and it holds that D(P') = D(P) and
Pt = P, where PT is the adjoint of P.

Let us assume that the operator (P,D(P)) is densely defined, closed, symmetric and let
(PT,D(P")) be its adjoint.
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One defines the deficiency subspaces N1 by

) Ply=z0 S(z) >0},

Ny ={v € D(P),
), Pl =214 S(z) <0}, (F.1)

p
N_ = {4 € D(P!

with the respective dimensions n,,n_ that are the deficiency indices. The crucial point
is that the dimension is independent on the choice of the complex number 2z as long as it
lies in the upper/lower half-plane. The determination of the deficiency indices thus boils
down to the counting of how many solutions of the equation Pf = z¢) have finite norm.
The following theorem by von Neumann [vN29] determines the number of self-adjoint
extensions from the knowledge of the deficiency indices.

Theorem F.1 (von Neumann, 1929) For an operator P with the deficiency indices
(ny,n_) there are three possibilities:

1. If n, =n_ =0, then P is self-adjoint.

2. Ifn, =n_=n >1, then P has infinitely many self-adjoint extensions, parame-
trized by a unitary n X n matriz.

3. Ifng #n_, then P has no self-adjoint extension.

A self-adjoint operator has only real eigenvalues. Thus, if the equation IE’W = 21 has
solutions in the Hilbert state for which z has a non-vanishing imaginary part, then Pis
clearly not self-adjoint. But if the dimensions of the two deficiency subspaces are equal,
then the operator can be made self-adjoint by imposing suitable additional boundary
conditions on the Hilbert states.

F.2 The momentum operator

We now apply this analysis to the momentum operator k = —id, on the Hilbert space
H = L*(a,b), where a,b € R U {—00,00}. To use von Neumann’s theorem we have to
find the functions ¢4 () that are the solutions of the equations

B (a) = —i0hin (a) = £+ (), (F.2)

where A > 0 has the dimension of a length. The solutions of the egs. (F.2) are of course

Vi (z) = CreTi. (F.3)

Now we have to discuss the different intervals [a, b].
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A. The momentum operator on R: None of the functions (F.3) belongs to the
Hilbert space £?(R). Thus, the deficiency indices are (0,0), as k possesses no non-real
eigenvalues. According to the theorem the momentum operator is hence self-adjoint.

B. The momentum operator on the positive half-axis: Only ¢, belongs to the
Hilbert space £2(0, 00), hence the deficiency indices are (1,0). Thus, by von Neumann’s
theorem, there is no self-adjoint extension of & on the interval [0, c0). This implies that
the momentum is not a measurable quantity in this situation.

C. The momentum operator on a finite interval: Both of the solutions (F.3) are
in the corresponding Hilbert space, hence the deficiency indices are (1,1). Thus, there is
a one-parameter family of self-adjoint extensions.

F.3 The Laplacian

We make the same analysis for the Laplacian A = —9? on the Hilbert space £2(a,b). To
compute the deficiency indices one has to solve the equation

—2¢+(7) = £k (z), ko >0, (F.4)

the solution being

1 .
gbi(l,’) = aiekix + bie_kix, k‘i = il Zk’o. (F5)

V2

A. The Laplacian on R: The deficiency indices are (0,0), hence the Laplacian is
self-adjoint and uniquely defined on £?(R), as expected.

B. The Laplacian on the positive half-axis: The deficiency indices are (1, 1), hence
there is a one-parameter family of self-adjoint extensions. The corresponding boundary
conditions can be expressed as

3(0) = v (0), v = —tan (%) . a€l0,2q]. (F.6)

C. The Laplacian on a finite interval: In this case the deficiency indices are (2, 2),
hence the self-adjoint extensions are parametrized by a U(2) matrix.
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F.4 The operator v

In our system the observable v plays the role of the conjugate momentum of the energy E.
It is thus straightforward to represent v by the momentum operator —id,, where Eqb = po
in the energy representation, in the corresponding quantum theory. But in chapter 8 we
have observed that there are problems with this interpretation because the domain of F is
restricted to the positive semi-axis. According to the results of section 2 of this appendix,
© thus has no self-adjoint extension on the Hilbert space £2(0,00). We hence, in chapter
8, took a different pair of observables to construct a well-defined quantum theory, the
energy F and the dilatation D = Ev. The appropriate scalar product for this choice is

(6,0) = / N %é@)w(p). (F7)

The corresponding Hilbert space K consists of the complex functions on the interval [0, 00)
for that the norm derived from this scalar product is finite. The dilatation operator Dis
self-adjoint on this Hilbert space, as can be easily checked. However, it has no self-adjoint
extension if the standard scalar product is taken.

We then tried to represent the observable v by the symmetric operator

1 ~ 1 1
E§ E§ 2p p ( )

We now show that this operator also fails to have a self-adjoint extension. For this end
we solve the equations

P (p) = £ (p), >0 (F.9)

The solutions read:

Ui (p) = Ciy/peta. (F.10)

Of course the solution v, has finite norm with respect to the scalar product (F.7), but
this is not true for ¢»_ which diverges at infinity. Hence, the deficiency indices are (1,0)
which means that the operator ¢ has no self-adjoint extension.

We now demonstrate that the square of the operator given by eq. (F.8), however, is
uniquely self-adjoint on the Hilbert space K. We denote this operator by ). In the
energy representation it is given by the differential operator

(F.11)
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In order to find the deficiency indices we have to solve the differential equation

Ovs (p) = —4%2%@) " %ami(p) C s (p) = Hias(p), a>0.  (F.12)

The solutions read

60 = Cuepsin (Lap ) + oo () (F.13)

and

¥_(p) = Cy_/psinh (1\2 ap) } Cy_y/peosh (1\; ap> . (F.14)

One then can show that both of these functions have infinite norm, such that the deficiency
indices are (0,0). Hence, @ is self-adjoint.

By applying the spectral theorem one could hence define a self-adjoint operator v by taking
the square root of (). But one must be careful with the signs, because the spectrum of ©
must be the whole real line. The solution of these problems is postponed to a later time.
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Appendix G

Invariant classification

G.1 Introduction

This appendix is devoted to the invariant classification of the shell-mirror spacetime. It
is shown that in the case of our null-shell-spacetime there are not enough non-vanishing
independent invariants such that one could express the metric in terms of them. The
Petrov and Segré types in all regions of spacetime are determined and the maximal possi-
ble subset of invariants in each of the regions according to Zakhary and McIntosh [ZM97]
is found. It is demonstrated that even at the shell there is only one non-vanishing in-
dependent algebraic invariant, in contrast to the expectation of at least two. The last
sections are devoted to the invariant classification due to Takeno, that, however, breaks
down in the point where the shell is reflected by the mirror. Some useful results about
derivatives at surface layers are written down.

G.2 Petrov type

We first determine the Petrov type of our model using the methods presented in e.g.
[KSMHS80] and [Ste77], cf. also the extensive literature cited therein.

G.2.1 Weyl tensor

The Petrov classification is the discrimination of Riemannian spaces with respect to the
algebraic properties of the Weyl conformal tensor

1

Cp,upa = Ruupo - 5 (gupRua - gupRua + gVURup - g,uURup)
R
+E (gupgucr - guagup) . (G].)
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The Weyl tensor is completely traceless, i.e. the contraction with respect to each pair of
indices vanishes. It thus has 10 independent components. A spacetime with zero Weyl
tensor is called conformally flat. C,,,, has the same symmetries as the Riemann tensor.

G.2.2 Tetrad components

We introduce the complex null tetrad consisting of the two real null vectors £*, [* and the
two complex conjugate null vectors m#*, m*. Its components are defined by the following
decomposition of the metric tensor:

Juv = k,uly + kylu — MMy, — My My, (G2)

and by the requirement that the scalar products of the tetrad vectors vanish apart from

K, =1, mim, = —1. (G.3)

With the help of this tetrad we can define the five complex coefficients in the expansion
of the Weyl tensor (see [KSMHS0] for details):

Uy = Cupekt'm”Em?,

Uy = CupkKm,
1
Uo = Chupok (K17 — mPm?),

Uy = Cupol"klPme,
Uy = Cupoltm”IPm?. (G.4)

The traceless part of the Ricci-tensor is defined by

We also define the following complex quantities:
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Do =doo = o Suhh,
Qo1 = Py = %Sm/k“my;
gy = Dy = % wmtmY,
P =0 = iSW(k:“l” —m*m”),
By =Py = %S;wl“my,
Doy = By = %s,wmv. (G.6)

They are the tetrad components of S,,. The set {¥,,®ap}, a =0,....,4, A,B=0,...,2
is very useful for the classification of spacetimes and for building invariant scalars. It has
also an important meaning in the Newman-Penrose formalism of general relativity based
on complex null tetrads and spinors.

G.2.3 Determination of the Petrov type

The Petrov type at a point p of a given spacetime can be determined by calculating the
roots of the quartic algebraic equation

Wy — 4cV + 62V — 435 + Uy, = 0 (G.7)

where the coefficients ¥, are given with respect to an arbitrary complex null tetrad at p.
The Petrov type of the spacetime in the point p is found by inspection of the multiplicity
of the roots ¢. The possible cases are written down in the table (G.1):

Petrov type Multiplicities of the roots c
I (1,1,1,1)
IT (2,1,1)
I (3,1)
D (2,2)
N (4)
O No roots - Weyl tensor vanishes identically

Table G.1: Petrov classification of spacetimes.




192 Appendix G. Invariant classification

Notice that the Petrov type is a local property which can change to a different type at
a different point for certain spacetimes, including the shell spacetime. One can also use
the algorithm by d’Inverno and Russell-Clark (see p.64 of [KSMHS0]) to determine the

Petrov type.

G.2.4 Petrov type of the regular DNEF metric

We apply the methods of the preceding paragraphs to find the Petrov type of our model in
the various regions. The shell-mirror spacetime is described by the regular DNEF metric
defined in chapter 5 by the eqgs. (5.47, 5.48).

Region 1

Since this region is a part of Schwarzschild spacetime we expect it to have the same Petrov
type, i.e. type D. This can be easily verified by computing the non-vanishing independent
components of the Weyl tensor,

o _ BE(R-2E)
0101 — 2R5 3
E(R - 2E)
C10212 = _27}%27
— E(R _ 2E) 2
Coziz = —27}%2 sin” 0,
02323 = —-2FER Sin2 0. (GS)

We need the complex null tetrad corresponding to the metric in DNEF coordinates. The
contravariant form of the tetrad vectors reads

/2
[T Bl
k (07 A707O)7
/2
[T z
l ( A707070)7

1
mt = (0,0,—E,—%sin0),

v
mb = (0,0,—E,%sin0). (G.9)

Now we are able to calculate the coefficients W,. They read:

Ug=U, =Uy =T, =0, Up=—. (G.10)
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Hence, the algorithm of d’Inverno and Russell-Clarke tells us that the DNEF metric in
region I belongs to a spacetime of Petrov type D.

Regions II and III

The spacetime in these regions is flat, the metric being a regular transformation of the
Minkowski metric. The Weyl tensor vanishes identically, and there are no non-zero coef-
ficients. Therefore, these parts of the shell spacetime are of Petrov type O.

At the shell

At the outgoing shell U = u the non-zero independent components of the Weyl tensor
read

o _ E(R—2E)

0101 — 4R5 3
02020 == —3E5(0>,
03030 = —3E5(0) Sin2 9,

E(R —2E)
C’0212 - _4—R27
_ EB(R-2E) .,

00313 = _47R2 S1n 0,
02323 = —FER SiIl2 0. (Gl].)

They are found by using the methods presented in section 5 of this appendix. The
coefficients ¥, vanish apart from

E

= 55
Although there are, compared to the region I, two new non-vanishing components of the
Weyl tensor, there are no new non-vanishing tetrad components. This is because the
terms proportional to the distribution §(0) are canceled out because they are multiplied
by zero terms in the ¥,’s. Hence, also at the shell the spacetime is of Petrov type D. We
observe that the coefficient W4 at the shell is the mean of the interior and exterior values.
The same results hold, of course, also at the ingoing shell V' = v.

Wy (G.12)

G.3 Segré type

We determine the Segré type of the DNEF metric in the various regions. The Segré (or
Plebanski) classification is the analogue of the Petrov one for the trace-free Ricci tensor
Sy, €d. (G.5). We do not go into details but refer to the treatment in [KKSMHS0].
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Since the Ricci scalar R vanishes everywhere for our model, as it is shown in the section
6 of this appendix, the Ricci tensor and its trace-free part coincide. In regions I, IT and
ITI the Ricci tensor is zero since the space is empty on both sides of the shell. This
corresponds to the Segré type [(111, 1)], according to the notation of [KSMHS&0]. At the
shell, however, there is one non-vanishing component of the Ricci tensor that is computed
using the methods of section 5, i.e. eq. (G.32):

Rov(r) = 252000 (@13
for the ingoing and
Ruulr) = 2 =2000) (C.14)

for the outgoing shell. Here, a quantity ) evaluated at the shell is denoted by Q(r).
Hence, by virtue of Einstein’s equations, the energy momentum tensor is of the form of a
pure radiation field:

TUU = CRUU = @2]{%, kﬂku =0 <G15)

in the outgoing and

TVV = CRVV = @2]6‘2/ (Glﬁ)

in the ingoing case. This tensor has the algebraic type [(11,2)], see [KSMH80]. Of course,
the algebraic types of T}, and R, coincide for zero cosmological constant and zero scalar
curvature.

We summarize the Petrov and Segré types for the various regions of the shell metric in
the table (G.2):

Region | Petrov type | Segré type

V=v D

I D [(111,1)]

1 0 [(111,1)]
11 0 [(111,1)]
U=u D (11,2)]
[ ]

Table G.2: Petrov and Segré types of the regions of the shell spacetime.

This result will be very useful in the next section.
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G.4 A complete set of curvature invariants

A set of invariant scalars that uniquely characterize the spacetime geometry would be
extremely useful. Having such a set of invariants in hand, it is possible to obtain useful
information about the geometry without using explicit coordinates.

For a general spacetime, there are at most 14 independent algebraic invariants made from
the Riemann tensor and its covariant derivatives. Since the computation of covariant
derivatives can be very tedious, it is sensible to look for invariants of low degree in the
derivatives of the Riemann tensor. Amongst many authors who have claimed to have
found such independent sets, the set of Zakhary and McIntosh (ZM) [ZM97] seems to
be the most precise. Their set contains of 17 invariants of lowest possible degree and is
complete in the sense that for each Petrov and Segré type it contains a maximal sub-
set of independent invariants. Their result is a generalization of the (non-complete) set
by Carminati and McLenaghan [CML91] which is used in the computer algebra system
MAPLE.

G.4.1 General features

The set of ZM consists of three types of Riemann invariants: 1) Weyl invariants made
from the Weyl tensor. There are in general 4 independent real Weyl invariants, usually
represented by 2 complex quantities. 2) Ricci invariants: There are in general 4 indepen-
dent Ricci invariants, one of which is the Ricci scalar. The other 3 are made from the
trace-free part of R,,. 3) Mized invariants: There are at most 6 independent real mixed
invariants for any particular case.

ZM found the maximum possible number of independent invariants for each of the 6 x
15 = 90 Petrov and Segré types. For each type they gave the subset of independent
invariants, and for most of the types they also stated the relations between dependent
and independent invariants, the so-called syzygies.

G.4.2 The complete set of invariants

The set consists of the 4 real Weyl invariants

L = S(J), (G.17)
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where
1
I= 5(\110‘114 — 40,03 + 303) (G.18)
and
J = WUy + 20, Wy Us — W02 — W30, — U5, (G.19)

the 4 real Ricci invariants

[5 = R?
.2
Iy = §(®00¢22 — 2P0y Py + PaPog — 2019P10 + 207)),
I; = 2(PooP11 Pz + Po1P1aPag + Po2ProPa
— Do P19Po; — P1 P1oP22 — Po2P11Poy),
Is = complicated expression in the ® 45 (G.20)

and 9 real mixed invariants Iy, ..., I;7 given by even lengthier expressions (see [ZM97] for
the explicit expressions).

G.4.3 The subsets for the case of the shell metric

The maximal possible subsets for the various regions, according to their Petrov and Segré
types (G.2), are written down in the table (G.3):

Region Independent invariants
I R, I
IT and III R
U=uwandV =0 R, I, M,

Table G.3: Possible non-vanishing independent invariants in the various regions of the
shell spacetime according to their Petrov and Segré types.

The explicit expression for the mixed invariant M; = [;5 is written down in [ZM97]. The
Ricci scalar R vanishes everywhere in our case, so the remaining potentially non-zero
invariants are [ and M;. They read

0 : in regions II and III,

I= %{2) : at the shell, (G.21)
g—z in region I,
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and

M, = 0. (G.22)

We found these results by analyzing the explicit dependence of I and M; on the ¥,’s and
the ® 4p’s given in [ZM97] and checked them by calculating the quantities using the tensor
package of MAPLE. In a general spacetime of this Petrov and Segré type the quantity
M; does not vanish, in our case, however, it is zero everywhere. Thus, there is only
one surviving non-zero invariant, namely I. [ is really a single invariant because in our
case it is real. It is discontinuous at the shell, the value there being exactly the mean
of the interior and the exterior. This nicely fits into the framework of [BI91] concerning
discontinuous quantities at a surface layer, that is presented in the next section.

The conclusion of this section is that curvature invariants alone do not contain enough
information about the shell spacetime. We expected two different scalars, because the
spacetime is time-dependent and spherically symmetric, which means that its metric
components are functions of two coordinates. We have, however, found only one non-
vanishing scalar, the other one remains to be found, if there is one at all. But what we
can say, that this other scalar can not be one made of the Riemann tensor and its covariant
derivatives, because the set of ZM for this type is complete. It is probably because of the
special nature of light-like objects that the information contained in the invariants is not
sufficient for our ends.

There are other examples where the information contained in the curvature scalars is
insufficient to characterize a spacetime: For the so-called pp (plane-fronted parallel) grav-
itational waves (see e.g. [EK62]) all invariants made from the Riemann tensor vanish.
This is also true for flat spacetime, but the two spacetimes are obviously different! In
our case the information about the time dependence of the metric is somehow contained
in the condition for the inside and outside regions of the shell spacetime. The energy F
of the shell is contained in the invariant 7, its asymptotic advanced time v is given in
the shell’s equation V' = v which defines the boundary between the inside and outside
regions.

G.5 Derivatives at surface layers

Let X be a hypersurface in a four-dimensional Riemannian spacetime. According to Israel
[[sr66], X is a boundary surface, if the metric tensor and its first derivatives with respect
to some special class of coordinates are continuous across the hypersurface. It is called
a surface layer, if the metric functions are only continuous at ¥. Since our light-like
thin shell belongs clearly to the second case, we must find a means to define derivatives
of the metric functions, in order to obtain meaningful expressions for quantities like the
curvature at the shell. In their paper about null shells, [BI91], Barrabes and Israel give an
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elegant definition viewing thin shells as distributions. We state only the most important
formulae.

Let the equation of the shell ¥ in the coordinates z* be given by ¢(x#) = 0. The jump
and the hybrid function of a quantity F' discontinuous at > are, respectively, defined by

[F] = (F¥ () = F~ ()]s, (G.23)

F(z) = F*(2)O(x) + F~(2)0(—x), (G.24)

where F'*(F ™) are the functions in the outside (inside) regions, respectively, and the step
function is given by

1 x>0
O@)=q 5 : z=0 . (G.25)
0 z <0
From these definitions it follows that
uF = 0,F — [FI5(®)®,,, (G-26)
FG = FG — [F)[G]O(2)0(—d). (G.27)

J is the Dirac Delta-function. At the shell, ®(z) = 0, the hybrid function reduces to the
expression

~ 1
Fly = 3 (F*+F7)ls. (G.28)
Hence,
. 1 B
OuF)ls = 5 (Fj + Fp) s = [F] ] 6(0). (G.29)

Since the metric is continuous, it holds that gng = Jag, ¢*° = §*°. From the definition of
the Christoffel symbols and from eq. (G.24) it follows that at the shell

~ 1 _
rfw = rfw = 5@53 + FW*)|Z, (G.30)

which can be easily verified using that the jump of the metric is zero. The Riemann and
Ricci tensors at the shell read thus, respectively,

- 1
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and
~ 1
Ry = Ry = 26(0)[T%, ), — 5[50, (G.32)
The Ricci scalar is, therefore, given by
> v 1 v
R =R —25(0)g™ [T}, ], — §9A ISR (G.33)

G.6 (General properties of spherically symmetric
spacetimes

We briefly summarize some general results about spherically symmetric spacetimes given
by Takeno in his book [Tak66]. We slightly change his notation to match it to our
conventions.

G.6.1 Basic equations

The most general spherically symmetric line element in coordinates (¢, 7,6, ¢) adapted to
the spherical symmetry reads

ds> = Cdt* + 2Ddtdr — Adr® — B2, (G.34)

where A, B, C' and D are functions of ¢, r. They satisfy

m = AC + D* > 0. (G.35)

The inverse metric has non-vanishing components

g° = é7
m
9" = 2,
m
g = _Q’
m
1
22 1
g - B?
1
[ —Esin20 (G.36)
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The non-zero independent components of the Riemann tensor read

£ = Rippo — Ris13
1= Rig12 = —5—
sin? @’

f2 = Riomo,

fy = Rasa3

sin? 6’

R Ri3030
J1= Raoo = —5,

sin? @’

Ri330
sin? 6’

f5 = R1220 =

(G.37)

(G.38)

(G.39)

(G.40)

(G.41)

The quantities fi,..., f5 are lengthy functions of ¢,r given by egs. (4.6) of [Tak66]. We
will state them explicitly later for special cases. The components of the Ricci tensor are

given by
Roo = % + 2%;

Rss _ fs n Ch+2Dfs—Afy

Rooy — —
2 sin? 6 B m

The Ricci scalar hence reads

4
R= 2 (Afi=Ch=2Dfs) + = — 5.

Using the non-vanishing mixed (2,2) components of the Riemann tensor, R

define the following useful quantities:
0= R~ R

- P20 _ p30
ﬁ - RZO - R307

(G.42)

(G.43)

(G.44)

(G.45)

(G.46)

po
A7, one can

(G.A7)

(G.48)
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v = Rip = Ry, (G.49)
§ = Ryt = Ry (G.50)
£ = Ry, (G.51)
n = R3;. (G.52)

The function £ coincides with the Gaussian curvature of the surfaces of constant B. The
relations between the quantities «, 3, ... and f, are given by

o ChEDE 039
B = %, (G.54)
- Db 65
;- Ol DR, 036
- —%, (G.57)
0= %. (G.58)

In some cases the quantities «, ...,n are more useful than the expressions f,. The Ricci
tensor and the scalar curvature can be expressed in terms of the o, (3, ...:

Ry = —(26+¢), (G.59)

R} = —(2a +¢), (G.60)

RY = 27, (G.61)
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R} = 20, (G.62)
Ry =R}=—(a+B+n), (G.63)
R =-22a+20+¢&+n). (G.64)

Any spherically symmetric line element can be brought into the form

ds* = Cdt* — Adr?* — BdS)?, (G.65)

by a suitable coordinate transformation. Such a coordinate system is called a spherically
symmetric coordinate system (sscs) in a narrow sense, whereas the most general case
(with D # 0) is called a sscs in a wide sense. Any spherically symmetric line element in
a narrow sense can be brought into the form of a so-called D-type coordinate system.

G.6.2 Spherically symmetric spacetimes in D-type coordinates

We summarize some results about spherically symmetric line elements in the form

ds* = 2Ddrdt — Bd)? (G.66)

from [Tak66]. D and B are in general functions of the two coordinates r,t. We are
interested in this kind of line elements, because the metric with respect to the regular
DNEF coordinates belongs to this class. In chapter 6 we have referred to these coordinates
as of the UV-type.

The relation between the f, and the «,...,n and their explicit expression in terms of the
components of the metric reads in this case:

fs 1 . B'B
o=p BD 4B T )
fr 1 ., B? 2B'D
= L —__— _(9B" - —_ _
" BD 4B B D )’
s _ 1 . B2 2BD
~ BD 4B B D |’

n = ﬁ = b <QB + BIB) . (G.67)
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Here, an overdot (prime) represents the derivative with respect to t (r).

(.6.3 Invariant scalars

The following quantities are invariant under coordinate transformations:

X =a+p, (G.68)
Y = af — 74, (G.69)
L= X?—4Y, (G.70)

Sy =&+, (G.71)

Sy = &1, (G.72)

This holds for any spherically symmetric spacetime. One can express the scalars con-
structed algebraically from g,, and R,,,, in these quantities. For example, the Ricci
scalar is given by

R = —4X —2(6 4 1) = —4X — 25, (G.73)

and is, therefore, an invariant. The equations

L=0 (G.74)

and

a—fF=y=0=0 (G.75)

are also coordinate invariant. One can use the properties given by egs. (G.74) and (G.75)
to invariantly classify the spherically symmetric spacetimes. In the following we will use £
and n instead of S; and S;. Only in a few quite pathological cases £ are n are not scalars.
Details can be found in [Tak66].

Coordinate transformations that leave the angular coordinates 6 and ¢ invariant are called
T-transformations [Tak66]. A quantity ) that is invariant under T-transformations is
called a T-scalar. For example —B and the function R appearing in the components of
the regular DNEF metric are such T-scalars, but they are not scalars under more general
coordinate transformations. However, any scalar is of course also a T-scalar.
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G.6.4 Invariant classification according to Takeno

We briefly state some results of chapter IT of [Tak66]. A spherically symmetric spacetime,
denoted by Sy, belongs either to the category S,, when both L=0anda—3=7=0=0
hold, to Sy, when L = 0 while o« — =~ = = 0 does not hold or to S., when L # 0.

If one excludes the pathologic cases with B = const. (Takeno denotes them by S;;), one
can also classify any remaining spherically symmetric spacetime denoted by S; into two
types. The property in question is whether the line element of the spacetime can be
brought into the form

ds* = —Adr* — r?dQ* + Cdt? (G.76)

of a so-called canonical coordinate system (ccs) or not, but we do not want to go into
details and refer to the aforementioned book. The necessary and sufficient condition for
a D-type line element to allow a ccs is

B'B #0. (G.77)

We denote, still following [Tak66], the spacetimes satisfying (G.77) by (O and the others
by A. One finally obtains the invariant classification scheme given by the table (G.4):

So
S, S S,

Srr STa St Ste
Olalo]o]|a

Table G.4: Classification of spacetimes according to Takeno.

For example, Schwarzschild’s exterior solution belongs to type S7,(()). We will observe,
that in the case of our shell-mirror spacetime, this method of classification becomes im-
practical because of the discontinuity of the (first) derivatives of the metric at the shell.

G.7 Invariants for the shell spacetime in regular
DNEF coordinates

We compute the Takeno invariants for the different regions of the spacetime of our model
in the regular DNEF gauge using the methods from the two previous sections. We make
the following replacements:

AlU,V)
2 Y

B = R*U,V). (G.78)
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using these replacements we can express the derivatives of D and B with respect to r an
t using the derivatives of A and R with respect to U and V:

B=2RRy, B =2RRy, B=2R%+2RRyy, B"=2R% +2RRyv,

. . A A ., A
B' =2RyRy +2RRyy, D:T’U, D’:T’V, D = gv. (G.79)

G.7.1 Region I

In the region I exterior to the shell the derivatives of R and A are given by

R7U = —— = —Ry, A7U = 5 = _A,V- (GSO)

§ n_E
a:ﬁ:_§:_§:ﬁ’ vy=0=L=0,
R=0, X=2a, Y=d (G.81)

Hence, there is only one independent scalar in region I, depending on the T-scalar R
and the shell energy E. It is no surprise that this scalar is closely related to the single

non-vanishing scalar that has been found in section 4 of this appendix, I = g—z.

G.7.2 Regions II and III

In region II the derivatives of R and A read

1 A EA
R7U = —5, R7V = 57 A,U = Oa A7V = (R . ugU)z’ (G82)
whereas in region III they are given by
A 1 EA
Ry 5 Ry % v ) U (R — V2_U)2 ( )

Inserting these quantities into the definition of «, ... yields:
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R=X=Y =0, (G.84)

as expected.

G.7.3 At the shell

Things become more interesting if we consider these quantities at the shell. Since the
metric is at most continuous there, we expect discontinuities in quantities, which depend
on its (first) derivatives. We consider the outgoing shell given by the equation U = u. The
ingoing case is treated similarly. For the outgoing shell the function ® reads ®(U,V) =
U — u. We exclude the special point (U, V') = (u,v) where the shell is reflected from the
mirror for the moment.

Let square brackets denote the jump of a quantity at the shell: [Q] = Q" — Q~, and let
P(r) denote a quantity P evaluated at the shell. The jumps in the derivatives of R and
A are easily computed:

Rl =5 o) = - T 5,
EA(r) EA(r) E?A(r)  EA%(r)

[Ruv] = W’ Ryv] = _2R2(7“)’ [Ayy] = R0 — TOR (G.85)

Using the methods of section 5 we obtain for the hybrid quantities at the shell (in order
to keep the notation clear the (r) and the tilde are not written in the following):

. R . EA EA
B=——(A-1 B ' =A D=-—" =
2( ) R, 4R?’ 2R2’
. FA A*+1 A2 EBEA . A(A+1) EA
B=—"= A—1)8 B'="_4Z2 B _ _
2R2+R( Jo(0) + 4 > TR 4 2R’
. E?A  EA?
/—_ —
D = m I (G.86)

Equipped with these equations we are now ready to calculate the curvature quantities
a,...,n at the shell. They read

= o §=226(0), v=L=0,
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R=0 X=2a Y=ad (G.87)

We observe that the distributional part §(0) has entered one of the quantities only, namely
0. Since it appears only in the invariant Y in the product 79, it has no effect, since v = 0.

Various scalars are discontinuous at the shell. The Ricci scalar R is, however, zero every-
where, even at the shell. L is still equal to zero at the shell, but § =+ = 0 does not hold
anymore. This means that, while the regions I, I and III belong to the class S7,(0), the
metric at the shell lies in the class S,. Even though the Ricci scalar vanishes, the Ricci
tensor has non-zero components at the shell. The information about the matter of the
shell is contained in the equations

Ryy = ——0(0) (G.88)

for the ingoing and

Ryy = —=—94(0) (G.89)

for the outgoing case. This corresponds to a distributional matter distribution in the
energy momentum tensor, Tyy o §(0) (Tyy o< §(0)). This is sensible, because an in-
finitesimally thin null shell can be considered as a limit of a thick Vaidya shell with finite
energy-momentum tensor.

G.7.4 At the point (U,V) = (u,v)

We get into big troubles at the singular point (U, V) = (u,v), where the trajectories of
the in- and outgoing shells meet at the mirror. Although we can still define the function
¢ by putting (U, V) = U —V — (u — v), it is not clear what is the ’inside’ and what
the ’outside’, because the three regions I, IT and IIT meet at this particular point. There
actually is, to be exact, no interior of the shell. So we can not define jumps and hybrid
functions in the usual way, and thus the construction of the Takeno invariants fails.

A possible way out of this problem could be found as follows. Instead of considering
an infinitesimally thin shell from the beginning, one should take a thin but finite patch
filled with radial null radiation commonly described by the Vaidya metric between the
exterior Schwarzschild and the interior Minkowski spacetimes. In this case, the metric
and its derivatives are less singular, because the surface layer is transformed into two
distinct boundary surfaces, and the interesting quantities can be defined everywhere. The
actual construction of coordinates, with respect to which the shell is continuous and has
continuous first derivatives is quite involved, although one can proceed as in the thin shell
case. Double null coordinates for the Vaidya spacetime have been found by (e.g.) [WL86]
and [SV00]. But since the construction is tedious, and since there are problems at the
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mirror where there is a region (a triangle in the Penrose diagram) where the two thick
shells overlap, we will not pursue this path in this work.



Appendix H

Asymptotic properties

H.1 Asymptotic simplicity

We want to find out if the shell spacetime is asymptotically simple and flat. There is no
special motivation other than making the classical discussion of our model more complete.

A spacetime (M, g) is called asymptotically simple [HET73] if it satisfies the following
conditions: There exists another (smooth) Lorentz manifold (M, §), such that

e M is an open submanifold of M with smooth boundary oM =7 =TT UZ";

e there exists a positive, real C® function A on M, such that G = N?g,, on M, and
such that A =0, dA # 0 on Z;

e every null geodesic in M acquires a future and past endpoint on Z.

We now demonstrate that the spacetime of the shell is asymptotically simple. For this
end we express the spacetime with respect to the regular DNEF coordinates. We first
compactify it by using the coordinate transformation

V =tanp, U =tang, (H.1)
which yields the line element

1 1
ds® = ————— (Adpdq — R? cos® pcos® q dS2?) . (H.2)
cos? p cos? q

Hence, the conformal factor A is given by

A = cospcosq. (H.3)

209
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The domains of the new null coordinates p, ¢ are now finite and given by

mw T mw T
_ZZ _ZZ * H.4
pe( 2,2), 6( 2,2), p>q, (H.4)

where ¢* > ¢q. The number ¢* is defined by the boundary condition on V' and U imposed
by the mirror at R = Ry, cf. egs. (5.37, 5.43) of chapter 5. The boundary dM is given by
p = %, which defines the null surface of future light-like infinity T+ and q = —7%, defining
past light-like infinity T~. The points (p,q) = (5,5) = it (future time-like infinity),
(p,q) = (=5,=%) = i~ (past time-like infinity) and (p,q) = (5,—%) = i° (space-like
infinity) do not belong to dM. One can easily convince oneself that the function A is
smooth, positive and that it satisfies A = 0, dA # 0 at M. Hence, the conditions listed

above are all fulfilled meaning that the shell spacetime is asymptotically simple.

H.2 Asymptotic flatness

An asymptotically simple spacetime is called asymptotically flat (or empty) [HE73] if it
furthermore satisfies that the Ricci tensor R, vanishes in an open neighbourhood of 7.
The Ricci tensor for the shell spacetime (expressed in the regular DNEF coordinates) has
two non-vanishing components given by

RUU: Eé(U—U), RVV = E(S(U—V) (H5)
R R
They vanish away from the shell but are distributional at the shell. The components have
been computed using the methods by Barrabes and Israel, cf. the appendix G. It does not
seem that the Ricci tensor is zero in a whole neighbourhood of Z. But one can relax the
above condition to one on the fall-off behaviour of the metric in the vicinity of a (spatial)
hypersurface as R — oo: the metric is to satisfy

v (2, 1
guy ~ nuy + s (/r ) + O (7”1+6> s <H6)

where € > 0, 27 = (t,2%) is a flat coordinate system at space-like infinity, «,, is an
arbitrary symmetric tensor and r = v/22. The Cartesian transform of the central-regular
metric introduced in chapter 6 satisfies this condition at space-like infinity. There, the
metric component %Z is of the order of 1, hence all components of the metric behave
as required. Thus, if one allows the less restrictive definition of asymptotic flatness,
then the shell spacetime is indeed asymptotically flat, even though its Ricci tensor has a

distributional part.
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