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Tidal effects on compact objects provide profound theoretical insights into the structure of the
field equations, and are wonderful probes of the equation of state of matter, the nature of black
holes and of the underlying theory of gravity. The natural framework for understanding tides is a
perturbative scheme. Here, we point out ambiguities in determining tidal response functions within
such a framework, which may lead to bias in constraining physical parameters with gravitational-
wave observations if the computed quantities are not properly linked to observables. We propose
a Canonical Tidal Response Function (CTRF) definition to compare values of tides in theories
beyond vacuum General Relativity in a unified manner. As an example, we provide black hole tidal
response functions, including both conservative and dissipative pieces, in various theories of gravity.
Tidal dissipation Love numbers for black holes are derived here for the first time in most of the
non-Einsteinian theories considered in this paper.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Tidal effects and fundamental physics

Tides are promising and powerful probes to understand
the nature of compact objects, the underlying theory of
gravity, and astrophysical environments around binary
systems. Tides between binary constituents affect its
binary dynamics, leaving detectable imprints in gravi-
tational waveforms. To connect theoretical predictions
on relativistic tidal effects with future observational out-
comes, their accurate and unambiguous modeling is es-
sential.

Tidal effects are encoded in a set of tidal response
functions. Their leading conservative part is quanti-
fied by tidal Love numbers (TLNs) [1], whose leading
term appears at 5th post-Newtonian (PN) order in a
gravitational waveform for a compact binary inspiral [2–
5]. Within General Relativity (GR), black holes (BHs)
have vanishing TLNs [6–13], a property which seems
to be specific to vacuum GR: BHs in alternative the-
ories of gravity or non-vacuum environments generally
have non-vanishing TLNs [14–20]. The precise mea-
surement of the phase of gravitational waves from com-
pact binaries allows one to infer their tidal properties,
and therefore to constrain deviations from GR [14, 21],
to probe the environment where BHs evolve [22–27] or
even to place constraints on fundamental degrees of free-
dom [28, 29]. TLNs thus can inform us on a variety of
foundational issues. All observations to date are consis-
tent with vacuum GR [30, 31]. Next generation interfer-
ometers will be able to put stringent constraints on BH
TLNs [21, 28, 29, 32, 33]. Driven by their potential to
convey information about gravity in the strong and dy-
namical field regime, there have been a number of studies
on conservative effects up to the next-to-leading order of
a low-frequency expansion or nonlinear order of tidal per-

turbations towards highly accurate and precise modeling
of the dynamical or nonlinear tidal deformation in late
inspiralling stages [12, 34–40].

In neutron star physics, TLNs depend on the nuclear
matter equation of state and the underlying gravitational
theory [6, 41, 42]. The first detection of gravitational
waves from a binary neutron star merger, GW170817, has
constrained the tidal deformabilities, leading to measure-
ments of radii and constraining nuclear matter equations
of state at supernuclear densities [43, 44]. The discovery
of universal (“I-Love-Q”) relations among the moment of
inertia, the TLNs, and the quadrupole moment reveals
intriguing and profound theoretical structures underly-
ing tidal physics for neutron stars, and provides a useful
tool to test GR in the strong-field regime [45–48]. Similar
relations that connect TLNs at different multipole orders
have also been found [49], breaking the degeneracy be-
tween tidal parameters in data analyses. In the context
of cosmology, the relations found in Refs. [50, 51], coined
binary Love relations, open a new avenue to measure the
Hubble constant without an electromagnetic counterpart
in an equation-of-state insensitive way [52]. On the other
hand, if the cosmology is known, binary Love relations
can be used to break the distance-inclination degener-
acy [53].

Aside from the observational relevance, theoretical
studies on BH TLNs unveil a rich structure of hid-
den symmetries behind the vanishing of TLNs in vac-
uum, four-dimensional GR [54–61]. Follow-up analy-
ses demonstrate their emergence in a wider class of
spherically symmetric BHs [62–64]. Higher-dimensional
Schwarzschild BHs exhibit nonzero TLNs and display
scale-dependent logarithmic behaviors in their tidal per-
turbations [16, 17, 62, 65, 66]. Within the AdS/CFT cor-
respondence, TLNs of asymptotically anti-de Sitter BHs
are related to polarization coefficients of plasma [67].

The dissipative process caused by tides is referred to
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BH TLNs ℓ = 2 ℓ = 3

GR 0, 0 0, 0

E-M O
(

q3
)

,O
(

q3
)

O
(

q3
)

,O
(

q3
)

dCS 0, 0.034ζ2dCS 0, 0.10ζ2dCS

EdGB −0.75ζ2dGB,
361
480

ζ2dGB −0.043ζ2dGB,
188483
376320

ζ2dGB

Braneworld 1
32
ζB,

1
216

ζB −
83

4608
ζB,

1
2304

ζB

EFT (ǫ1) −
63
50
ǫ1,

27
50
ǫ1 −

99
8
ǫ1,

417
56

ǫ1

EFT (ǫ2) O(ǫ22),−
12
5
ǫ2 O(ǫ22),−

129
7
ǫ2

TABLE I. ℓth-multipole order TLNs for non-spinning BHs, for
even and odd parity. The theories above are precisely given
in Appendix C. Note that q, ζdCS, ζdGB, ζB, ǫ1, ǫ2 are dimen-
sionless coupling constants in the theories. The above values
are consistent with the results for GR [6, 8–13, 40], Einstein-
Maxwell [13, 14], dynamical Chern-Simons (dCS) [14],
braneworld [68], effective field theory (EFT) framework [15]
together with the parametrized formalism [20], while not with
findings for braneworld in another analysis [69]. We explain
the cause for this tension in Sec. IV. Note the difference
in the conventions with Refs. [14, 15, 68] (see footnote 2).
The results for the odd sector of dCS and the even sector of
Einstein-dilaton-Gauss-Bonnet (EdGB) are approximate esti-
mations (see Appendix C). To our knowledge, the BH TLNs
in EdGB gravity are computed for the first time.

as tidal heating [1, 72–74], often called tidal dissipa-
tion [10, 11], whereby energy and angular momentum
are transferred between the object and the tidal envi-
ronment during the binary evolution. The leading dis-
sipative tidal effects are measured by a set of tidal dis-
sipation numbers (TDNs). This effect first appears at
2.5 (4) PN order in the gravitational waveform for rotat-
ing (non-rotating) objects [75–77]. For BHs, dissipation
is sourced by absorption at the horizon. The presence of
dissipative mechanisms could serve as a discriminator for
hypothetical horizonless compact objects with Planckian
corrections at the horizon scale [78, 79]. Precise tests
of the horizon presence or absence may be possible in
third-generation detectors [80]. The value of TDNs de-
pends on the underlying theories of gravity, allowing us
to test GR [81]. Tidal heating is particularly significant
in extreme mass ratio inspirals, providing unprecedented
opportunities to test strong-field gravity with future de-
tectors [79, 82–88]. Quantifying the tidal-heating effects
allows us to infer the nature of lower mass-gap bina-
ries [89]. Internal mechanisms such as shear viscosity of
ultra-dense nuclear matter can cause dissipation in neu-
tron stars [90, 91]. Precise measurements of TDNs thus
lead to constraints on the properties of nuclear matter in
extreme environments.

B. Ambiguity in concept of relativistic external
tidal field

Tidal response functions are defined from the linear re-
lation connecting the external tidal field to the induced
response. In spite of this simple statement, the opera-

tional relativistic definition is subtle, due to ambiguities
in the determination of those values.

In Newtonian gravity, the external tidal field and re-
sponse field are unambiguously defined, and hence, one
can specify a tidal response function uniquely [1]. In a
relativistic framework, on the other hand, the concept
of an external field is ambiguous because of mixing of
the body’s own contribution with an external source in a
tidally perturbed metric. This allows arbitrary shifts of a
tidal response function with redefinition of an “external
tidal field” [12, 40, 92, 93]. In a vacuum GR setup, a
definition based on the analytic properties of hypergeo-
metric functions is commonly used, leading to vanishing
of TLNs of Kerr BHs [6, 8–11, 65].

C. This work: modeling a relativistic tidal
response under a unified definition

In this work, we point out that the absence of a “canon-
ical” definition of tidal response functions leads to an
important ambiguity in the determination of such func-
tions in theories which extend vacuum GR. The ambigu-
ity arises from the degrees of freedom in the functional
form of particular solutions of the inhomogeneous equa-
tion that appears in the perturbative expansion scheme,
in terms of the small parameter controlling the deviation
from vacuum GR.1 This degree of freedom translates into
the freedom to decompose the integration constant, de-
termined by an inner boundary condition, into external
tidal and induced response pieces. To be clear, a tidally
deformed metric is free from the ambiguity. However,
different values of a tidal response function based on im-
plicit assumptions in the definition may lead to a bias in
constraining TLNs and TDNs from measured tidal de-
formabilities with gravitational-wave observations if the
computed quantity is not properly linked to observables.
Details can be found in Sec. II and in Ref. [40].

We therefore propose a systematic procedure to fix a
tidal response function in Sec. III, allowing one to com-
pute TLNs and TDNs of compact objects (not necessarily
BHs) in non-GR and/or non-vacuum setups as differences
from the values of GR BHs in a unified manner. As an
example, we provide BH values in various alternative the-
ories of gravity within the unified definition, which are
summarized in Tables I and II, updating the previous
work focused on calculating TLNs for non-GR BHs and
exotic compact objects [14].2 We discuss discrepancies of

1 Essentially, the same issue is investigated in the context of dy-
namical tides [39, 40].

2 It should be noted that the literature [14, 15, 68] adopt the
different convention by Cardoso, Franzin, Maselli, Pani, and Ra-
poso (CFMPR) from ours:

κ±

ℓ,CFMPR =
( r0

M

)2ℓ+1
κ±

ℓ , (1)

where M and r0 are mass and radius of the object.
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Deviation of BH TDNs ℓ = 2 ℓ = 3

E-M O
(

q3
)

,O
(

q3
)

−
1

2400
q2,− 1

2400
q2

dCS 0, 0.16ζ2dCS 0, 0.68ζ2dCS

EdGB −5.57ζ2dGB,
45331
14400

ζ2dGB −0.33ζ2dGB,
(

145027853
3763200

−
25π2

7

)

ζ2dGB

Braneworld −0.014ζB,−
17

1296
ζB −0.049ζB,

23
23040

ζB

EFT (ǫ1) −
4121
2000

ǫ1,
97919
42000

ǫ1 −
31807
960

ǫ1,
2300293
47040

ǫ1

EFT (ǫ2) O
(

ǫ22
)

,− 2606
175

ǫ2 O
(

ǫ22
)

,− 59557
490

ǫ2

TABLE II. The deviation of ℓth-multipole order TDNs, ν±

ℓ , for non-spinning BHs from GR values, ν
±(0)
ℓ given by Eq. (22):

ν±

ℓ −ν
±(0)
ℓ . The results for the odd sector of dCS and the even sectors of EdGB and branworld are approximate estimations (see

Appendix C). To our knowledge, this is the first computation for TDNs in non-GR theories.a

a Tidal heating of the braneworld BH was investigated in Refs. [70, 71] but these works ignored coupling between the gravitational sector
and the effective matter sector arising from the bulk Weyl tensor at a perturbative level. Moreover, they did not compute TDNs.

our results with the literature [69] and observational con-
straints for coupling constants with our results in Ref. IV.
We conclude this work in Sec. V. We adopt geometrical
units c = G = 1 throughout the paper.

II. THEORY OF TIDAL RESPONSE AND
AMBIGUITIES

A. Relativistic theory of tidal response

We now briefly review the relativistic theory of tidal
response based on Refs. [1, 12, 40, 94–96]. Consider an
inspiralling binary system with a large separation as com-
pared to the radii of the constituents. We describe tidal
effects on one object, caused by the other, within a linear
response theory.

The description of a tidal response relies on matched
asymptotic expansion of a body metric that describes the
neighborhood of the body in vacuum with a PN metric
that describes an external universe except for the vicin-
ity of the body [94, 96]. The large separation condi-
tion, rb ≫ M , where rb and M denote the orbital sepa-
ration and the body mass, respectively, is translated into
the condition, M ≪ R, for the characteristic length scale
of the external universe, R.3 This allows one to separate
outer region of the body into two regions: first one is a
body zone (M . r ≪ R), which is a neighborhood of
the body with fully GR description; the other is a Post-
Newtonian (PN) zone (M ≪ r), where gravity is weak
and is described by a PN expansion of the global met-
ric. The body zone extends up to the PN zone; the PN
zone extends up to the body zone. There is an overlap-
ping region, M ≪ r ≪ R, between the two regions. We
call this region a buffer zone. Asymptotically matching

3 Assuming that the body is moving in a quasi-circular orbit
around the other, R is of order of the wavelength of the grav-
itational wave being emitted from the binary. Then, R/M ∼

(rb/Mtot)3/2 holds for the total mass Mtot in the system. When
rb ≫ M , then R ≫ M .

the body metric and the PN metric in the buffer zone
in the same gauge and the same coordinates allows one
to construct the whole spacetime metric approximately,
thereby describing the tidal response of the body.

The body (exterior) metric is a solution of the lin-
earized Einstein equations. The large-distance asymp-
totic expansion of the metric in the buffer zone has in-
formation on the multipolar structure of the body, called
induced multipole moments [12, 97–100]. Before match-
ing, the body metric does not have information on an
external source. Therefore, the body metric contains un-
specified coefficients.

In the PN zone, the body can be seen as a point
mass with unspecified multipolar structure, moving in
an ambient weak field. The PN metric has information
on tidal environments created by an external source but
does not have the detailed description, induced multi-
pole moments, of the body before matching. Assum-
ing that the point mass follows a timelike geodesic γ,
the information on tidal environments is encoded into
tidal moments as follows [94, 95, 101]: first, the metric
of the external universe is expanded in the local iner-
tial frame constructed from an orthogonal basis that is
parallel-transported along γ. Then, the components of
the Weyl tensor and its covariant derivatives on γ in the
local frame define tidal moments:

EL (t) :=
1

(ℓ− 2)!

[

C0i10i2|i3···iℓ

]STF
, (2)

BL (t) :=
3

2 (ℓ+ 1) (ℓ− 2)!

[

εi1jkC
jk
i20|i3···iℓ

]STF

, (3)

where t is a proper time along γ; ε is the permutation
symbol; ℓ denotes ℓth order in the multipole expansion; |
is a covariant derivative projected onto the local inertial
frame; L stands for an L collection of indices i; STF
means symmetric and tracefree with any pair. Here,
EL and BL are called electric-type tidal moments and
magnetic-type tidal moments, respectively.

With the matching of a body metric and a PN metric,
the PN information determines the tidal moments in the
body zone, and the body-zone information determines
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the multipole moments in the PN zone [12, 38, 39, 94–
96]. Within linear response theory, electric-type induced
multipole moments I+L are linearly related with electric-
type tidal moments EL as

I+L (t) = − 2

(2ℓ− 1)!!
r2ℓ+1
0 F+

ℓ (t) EL (t) , (4)

where r0 is the body radius. Here, F+
ℓ is called an

electric-type tidal response function. The same relation
holds for the magnetic-type piece, defining a magnetic-
type tidal response function F−

ℓ . The tidal response func-
tion depends on the internal structure of the body as well
as the underlying theory of gravity.

In Fourier domain, assuming the low frequency ωM ≪
1, the tidal response function is expanded as

F±
ℓ (ω) = κ±ℓ + iωMν±ℓ + O((ωM)2). (5)

Here, the leading coefficients in the conservative and
dissipative parts are called electric-type/magnetic-type
TLNs and electric-type/magnetic-type TDNs, respec-
tively.

B. Ambiguities in determining tidal responses

1. Unambiguous tides in Newtonian gravity

Tidal environments around a body are characterized
by tidal moments, independent of the details of the body.
In Newtonian gravity, tidal moments are defined from
the Taylor expansion of the gravitational potential of
an external source responsible for the tidal environment
around the body. Induced multipole moments are de-
fined from an integration involving matter density over
the volume of spatial domain occupied by the body. The
external tidal field and an induced response field are de-
fined unambiguously. An ℓth polar external tidal field
and induced response field can be extracted from the
terms in the gravitational potential that scale as rℓ and
r−ℓ−1 (r = (xix

i)1/2 in Cartesian coordinates xi), re-
spectively, derived from the Laplace equation [1].

2. Ambiguous external tides in relativistic theories

The unambiguous description in Newtonian gravity
does not carry over to the relativistic framework. There
are ambiguities in the concept of an external tidal field,
for the following reasons [12, 40, 94]. First, a body has, in
fact, a finite size, and hence, the worldline is replaced by
a worldtube. Second, a body does not follow a spacetime
geodesic in general. Third, the Weyl tensor in the buffer
zone has the body’s own contribution as well, not only
that of the external source. Therefore, the definition of
tidal moments through Eqs. (2)– (3) has a robust inter-
pretation only in the masssless limit of the body metric,
and the concept of an external field is ambiguous. There

is no unambiguous way to decompose the body metric
into external tidal and induced response pieces. We show
this with a clear, full non-linear example of a BH binary,
described by the Majumdar-Papapetrou metric in Ap-
pendix A.

We further express the ambiguity between a tidal field
and a response field as follows. The perturbation to the
effective gravitational potential read off from the asymp-
totic expansion of the body metric in the buffer zone, in
the harmonic radial coordinate r̄, takes the form of

δUeff ∼
[

ELr̄ℓ {1 + O (M/r̄)} (6)

+
I+L
r̄ℓ+1

{1 + O (M/r̄)}
]

ΩLe−iωt,

where Ωa = [sin θ cosϕ, sin θ sinϕ, cos θ]. The body’s
finite-size effect introduces subleading corrections of the
order of M/r̄ to the r̄ℓ and r̄−ℓ−1 terms. The sublead-
ing corrections to the Newtonian tidal field vanish when
M → 0, and then, ELr̄ℓ acquires the meaning of an ex-
ternal tidal field; however, the series itself in general con-
tains the body’s own information, not only that of the
tidal environment. Equation (6) implies that the cor-
rection in the first line may have a term proportional
to r̄−2ℓ−1, giving rise to the term ELδL/r̄ℓ+1, with δL
an O(1) constant, which is degenerate with the term of
I+L /r̄

ℓ+1 in the second line. One can then redefine I+L
into Ĩ+L = I+L + ELδL by taking the shift into account.
The resulting tidal response function is altered due to
this redefinition [12, 92, 93].

In vacuum GR, an analytic continuation of ℓ has been
proposed as a means to extract a tidal response function
without such subtlety [10, 16, 65, 102]. In fact, the pre-
scription makes distinct growing and decaying modes in
the radial coordinate. This prescription corresponds to
establishing a “standard” definition within vacuum GR,
based on the analytic properties of hypergeometric func-
tions. Using such functions as basis functions, one can
show that Kerr BH TLNs vanish [8, 9, 11, 40, 65]. How-
ever, if one uses another basis that leads to the shift of
the coefficient of the r̄−ℓ−1 term, then the resulting val-
ues change [12, 40, 93]. We note that, in a perturbative
framework of non-vacuum GR setups, the analytic con-
tinuation, such as the prescription in Ref. [103], is no
longer useful as the assignment of integration constants
of particular solutions to tidal and response pieces re-
quires a subjective definition of a tidal field.

C. Observables are ambiguity-free

Although the tidal response function depends on the
choice of basis functions in the decomposition of tidal
and response fields, the tidally deformed metric is free
from the ambiguity, given an inner boundary condition.
This can be understood from the fact that imposing an
inner boundary condition determines one of the two in-
tegration constants in the general solution, and hence,
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the functional form of the metric components is uniquely
specified. The aforementioned ambiguity corresponds to
degrees of freedom to decompose the integration constant
determined by an inner boundary condition into external
tidal and induced response pieces.

The description of any dynamics on the tidally de-
formed background is thus unambiguous. Therefore, any
choices of the definition of a tidal response function have
no impact on the prediction on observable quantities, i.e.,
gravitational waves. One can set the free parameter ar-
bitrarily, thereby obtaining different values for the tidal
response function; once a common convention is adopted,
all results can be meaningfully compared even in the ab-
sence of a matching scheme between the tidal response
function computed in the body zone and observables.

III. DEFINITION OF A CANONICAL TIDAL
RESPONSE FUNCTION

We first explain a useful perturbative expansion
scheme when considering an extension of vacuum GR. We
then propose a canonical tidal response function (CTRF)
that allows us to determine tidal responses for any com-
pact objects in a unified and simple manner.

A. Perturbative expansion

Consider now an extension of vacuum GR,
parametrized by some coupling constant ǫ. The
coupling constant is assumed to be small compared to
any other scales in the binary. We also assume low
frequencies compared to M , allowing two-parameter
expansions of perturbations in (ǫ, ωM). Here, we
focus on the even-parity and odd-parity sectors of
metric perturbations in the Regge-Wheeler gauge [104].
Appendix B provides the low-frequency expansions of
metric, vector-field, and scalar-field perturbations on a
Schwarzschild background in vacuum GR, corresponding
to the GR limit of the analysis in this section. The
material for the computation of tidal perturbations in
particular models is provided in Appendix C.

The even-parity and odd-parity metric perturbations
are fully determined once, in (t, r, θ, ϕ) coordinates, one
specifies the tt and tϕ components, respectively. With
spherical harmonic decomposition in Fourier domain, the
radial parts of the tt and tϕ components are determined
by the following expansions of functions of r in ǫ and
ωM :

H ≃H(0,0) + ǫH(1,0) + ǫ2H(2,0)

+ ωM
(

H(0,1) + ǫH(1,1) + ǫ2H(2,1)
)

, (7)

h ≃h(0,0) + ǫh(1,0) + ǫ2h(2,0)

+ ωM
(

h(0,1) + ǫh(1,1) + ǫ2h(2,1)
)

. (8)

Here, the superscripts (i, j) count ith and jth order of ǫ
and ωM , respectively.

The expansion of the perturbation equations for H and
h take the forms,

LH

[

H(0,i)
]

=0, LH

[

H(1,i)
]

= S(1,i)
H , LH

[

H(2,i)
]

= S(2,i)
H ,

(9)

Lh

[

h(0,i)
]

=0, Lh

[

h(1,i)
]

= S(1,i)
h , Lh

[

h(2,i)
]

= S(2,i)
h ,

(10)

where LH/h are defined in Eqs. (B7) and (B8), respec-

tively. The source terms S(i,j)
H/h arise from non-vacuum

and/or non-GR effects and are model-dependent. Equa-
tions (9) and (10) imply that the general solutions at
O(ωM) take the same form as static perturbations. This
can be understood from the fact that perturbation equa-
tions on a spherically symmetric background do not con-
tain O(ω1) terms.

The general solutions at (0, i)th order take the form,

H(0,i) = E
(0,i)
H HT + I

(0,i)
H HR, h

(0,i) = E
(0,i)
h hT + I

(0,i)
h hR,

(11)

where E
(0,i)
H/h and I

(0,i)
H/h are integration constants; HT/R

and hT/R are defined in Eqs. (B10)-(B13). The sub-
scripts T and R indicate that their leading terms in the
buffer zone will be matched with Newtonian tidal and
induced response pieces, respectively, in matching of the
perturbed metric with a PN metric [40].

The general solutions at (1, i)th and (2, i)th order con-
sist of the homogeneous piece (11) and particular solu-
tions:

H(1,i) =E
(1,i)
H HT + I

(1,i)
H HR + P

(1,i)
H , (12)

h(1,i) =E
(1,i)
h hT + I

(1,i)
h hR + P

(1,i)
h , (13)

and

H(2,i) =E
(2,i)
H HT + I

(2,i)
H HR + P

(2,i)
H , (14)

h(2,i) =E
(2,i)
h hT + I

(2,i)
h hR + P

(2,i)
h , (15)

where P
(i,j)
H/h = P

(i,j)
H/h (r) are particular solutions; E

(i,j)
H/h

and I
(i,j)
H/h are integration constants. We emphasize that

the functional form of particular solutions is not uniquely
specified, allowing arbitrary shifts of the coefficients in
front of the homogeneous solutions. This freedom di-
rectly leads to ambiguities of tidal response functions in
a perturbative framework [39, 40].

B. Determination of tidal responses

1. Bare tidal response function

In vacuum GR, matching a body metric with a PN

metric relates E
(0,j)
H/h and I

(0,j)
H/h to tidal moments and
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tidally induced multipole moments, respectively [12, 38,
39]. We assume that the same identification works even

in the current framework, and then, regard E
(i,j)
H/h and

I
(i,j)
H/h with i = 1, 2 as corrections to the tidal moments

and the multipole moments, respectively. The details of
the matching procedure are provided in Refs. [12, 39, 40].
Then, the analytic expressions for the electric-type and
magnetic-type “bare” tidal response functions are

F+
ℓ (ω) =

1

2
C2ℓ+1F̃+ (ω) , (16)

F−
ℓ (ω) = − ℓ

2 (ℓ+ 1)
C2ℓ+1F̃− (ω) , (17)

where we have introduced a compactness, C := M/r0,
and

F̃± (ω) :=
I
(0,0)
H/h + ǫI

(1,0)
H/h + ǫ2I

(2,0)
H/h + ωM

(

I
(0,1)
H/h + ǫI

(1,1)
H/h + ǫ2I

(2,1)
H/h

)

E
(0,0)
H/h + ǫE

(1,0)
H/h + ǫ2E

(2,0)
H/h + ωM

(

E
(0,1)
H/h + ǫE

(1,1)
H/h + ǫ2E

(2,1)
H/h

) . (18)

Note that imposing an inner boundary condition fails to

specify F±
ℓ uniquely due to the ambiguity of P

(i,j)
H/h in

Eqs. (12)–(15) [39, 40].
In the current perturbative framework, bare TLNs and

TDNs are expanded in ǫ:

κ±ℓ ≃κ±(0)
ℓ + ǫκ

±(1)
ℓ + ǫ2κ

±(2)
ℓ , (19)

ν±ℓ ≃ν±(0)
ℓ + ǫν

±(1)
ℓ + ǫ2ν

±(2)
ℓ . (20)

For a Schwarzschild BH, κ
±(0)
ℓ and ν

±(0)
ℓ are known as [6,

8–13, 24, 40, 105],

κ
±(0)
ℓ =0, (21)

ν
±(0)
ℓ =

(ℓ+ 2)!ℓ! (ℓ− 1)! (ℓ− 2)!

2 (2ℓ+ 1)! (2ℓ− 1)!
. (22)

2. Canonical tidal response function

We introduce CTRFs through the following two steps.
The first is to determine particular solutions with the nor-
malization originally proposed by Ref. [39] in the context
of dynamical tides of neutron stars. The normalization
provides a boundary condition for the particular solu-
tions, which demands that the asymptotic expansions of

P
(i,j)
H (P

(i,j)
h , resp.) at large distances do not contain

any terms proportional to r̄ℓ and r̄−ℓ−1 (r̄ℓ+1 and r̄−ℓ,
resp.), where r̄ is a harmonic radial coordinate. Thus,
one can systematically fix their functional form in a uni-
fied manner, allowing us to compare tidal response func-
tions in various different setups in a meaningful way. We
adopt the same boundary condition even for particular
solutions of scalar-field or vector-field perturbations that
often arise in extensions of GR with scalar or vector de-
grees of freedom.

The second step is a redefinition of tidal moments with
the remaining degrees of freedom to transform [12, 13,
40]:

Ē
(0,1)
H/h =E

(0,1)
H/h − ξ

(0,1)
H/h ,

Ē
(1,1)
H/h =E

(1,1)
H/h − ξ

(1,1)
H/h , (23)

Ē
(2,1)
H/h =E

(2,1)
H/h − ξ

(2,1)
H/h ,

Here, ξ
(0,1)
H/h , ξ

(1,1)
H/h , and ξ

(2,1)
H/h are arbitrary but not nec-

essarily infinitesimal constants. Induced multipole mo-
ments remain invariant under this redefinition if and only
if TDNs are also altered as
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ν̄
±(0)
ℓ = ν

±(0)
ℓ − i

ξ
(0,1)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h

κ
±(0)
ℓ , (24)

ν̄
±(1)
ℓ = ν

±(1)
ℓ +

i

E
(0,0)
H/h









E
(1,0)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h

κ
±(0)
ℓ − κ

±(1)
ℓ



 ξ
(0,1)
H/h − κ

±(0)
ℓ ξ

(1,1)
H/h



 , (25)

ν̄
±(2)
ℓ = ν

±(2)
ℓ

− i

E
(0,0)
H/h



























E
(1,0)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h





2

−
E
(2,0)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h











κ
±(0)
ℓ −

E
(1,0)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h

κ
±(1)
ℓ + κ

±(2)
ℓ






ξ
(0,1)
H/h −





E
(1,0)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h

κ
±(0)
ℓ − κ

±(1)
ℓ



 ξ
(1,1)
H/h + κ

±(0)
ℓ ξ

(2,1)
H/h






.

(26)

Now, we choose ξ
(0,1)
H/h = E

(0,1)
H/h , ξ

(1,1)
H/h = E

(1,1)
H/h , and

ξ
(2,1)
H/h = E

(2,1)
H/h so that the contributions from non-

adiabatic regime in tidal moments are removed. In the
vacuum GR limit of ǫ→ 0, this recovers the redefinition
performed in Refs. [12, 40].4 We thus define a CTRF,

F̂C±
ℓ (ω) := κ

±(0)
ℓ + ǫκ

±(1)
ℓ + ǫ2κ

±(2)
ℓ (27)

+ iωM
(

ν
C±(0)
ℓ + ǫν

C±(1)
ℓ + ǫ2ν

C±(2)
ℓ

)

+ O
(

ǫ3, ω2
)

.

with

ν
C±(0)
ℓ := ν

±(0)
ℓ − i

E
(0,1)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h

κ
±(0)
ℓ , (28)

ν
C±(1)
ℓ := ν

±(1)
ℓ +

i

E
(0,0)
H/h









E
(1,0)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h

κ
±(0)
ℓ − κ

±(1)
ℓ



E
(0,1)
H/h − κ

±(0)
ℓ E

(1,1)
H/h



 , (29)

ν
C±(2)
ℓ := ν

±(2)
ℓ

− i

E
(0,0)
H/h



























E
(1,0)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h





2

−
E
(2,0)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h











κ
±(0)
ℓ −

E
(1,0)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h

κ
±(1)
ℓ + κ

±(2)
ℓ






E
(0,1)
H/h −





E
(1,0)
H/h

E
(0,0)
H/h

κ
±(0)
ℓ − κ

±(1)
ℓ



E
(1,1)
H/h + κ

±(0)
ℓ E

(2,1)
H/h






.

(30)

C. Alternative approach

Let us compare the approach to determine particular
solutions in the current work to that in the context of

4 One can shift even E
(1,0)
H/h

and E
(2,0)
H/h

to make them zero by re-

definitions. In this work, we leave them to keep the framework
simple considerably while being compatible with Refs. [12, 13, 40]
in the vacuum GR limit.

dynamical tides in vacuum GR, proposed in Ref. [40].
The latter applies to particular solutions that appear in
the low-frequency expansion of the linearized (vacuum)
Einstein equations, leading to zero dynamical TLNs for
a Schwarzschild BH in both even and odd sectors. This
allows us to define dynamical tidal deformabilities of rel-
ativistic stars, such as neutron stars, in GR as the differ-
ences from the BH values (zero) under the unified defini-
tion in a simple manner.

However, if one specifies the particular solutions P
(i,j)
H/h

in this alternative way, we found that BHs in the partic-
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ular models presented in Appendix C have zero electric-
type BH TLNs. This suggests that the latter procedure
is inappropriate for comparing BH TLNs beyond vacuum
GR. On the other hand, if one adopts the approach in
this work for particular solutions in the dynamical tides
in GR, the dynamical TLNs of a Schwarzschild BH are
non-vanishing [40], making it slightly inconvenient for de-
termining dynamical tidal deformabilities of relativistic
stars.

IV. APPLICATIONS

A. Theoretical predictions

We compute the CTRFs for non-rotating BHs
in Einstein-Maxwell, dynamical Chern-Simons (dCS),
Einstein-dilaton-Gauss-Bonnet (EdGB) gravity, the
braneworld scenario, and an effective field theory (EFT)
framework. These theories are precisely given in Ap-
pendix C.

The results are presented in Tables I and II. We re-
cover the results for ℓ = 2 of GR [6, 8–13, 40], Einstein-
Maxwell [13, 14], dCS [14], the braneworld BH [68], EFT
framework [15] together with the parametrized formal-
ism [20], while we find discrepancies for the braneworld
BH in another analysis [69]. To the best of our knowl-
edge, the BH TLNs in EdGB gravity and TDNs in non-
GR theories are computed for the first time.

We explain the causes for the disagreement with the lit-
erature [69] for the braneworld BH in the following: First
of all, the analysis in Ref. [69] has a minor error in the
derivation of perturbation equations (see the details of
Ref. [68]), and moreover, the expression for TLNs given
by Eq. (41) in the literature, specifically B/A therein,
has no guarantee to capture the boundary condition at
the BH horizon correctly, implying that the results in
Ref. [69] are incorrect. Then, Ref. [68] corrected the er-
ror and obtained a different BH tidal deformability un-
der some assumptions (including the regularity of one
of homogeneous solutions at the horizon and the form
of the source term in Eq. (4.19)). Our approach rests
on the consistent perturbative expansion of the pertur-
bation equations under the unified definition, and then,
derives the consistent results with Ref. [68], supporting
the correctness of the analysis in the literature.

B. Observational constraints

To obtain observational constraints for theories be-
yond vacuum GR with tidal responses, we exploit the
theory-agnostic constraints for binary-averaged quanti-
ties of TLNs and TDNs with compact binary merger
events by Refs. [30, 81]. The binary tidal deformabil-
ity for two bodies of mass M1 and M2 (M1 ≥ M2) is

defined by [2, 41]

Λ̃ :=
16

13

(M1 + 12M2)M
4
1Λ1 + (M2 + 12M1)M

4
2Λ2

(M1 +M2)
5 ,

(31)

where Λi is the tidal deformability parameter of the body
of Mi, defined by Λi := (2/3)(ri/Mi)

5κ+i,2 with the ra-

dius ri and the electric-type quadrupolar TLN κ+i,2.
Assuming that the two objects are non-spinning BHs

in theories that slightly deviate from vacuum GR, the
above Λ̃ is parameterized by M1, M2, as well as the cou-
pling constant. We translate the 90% symmetric credi-
ble ranges of Λ̃ for GW151226, GW170608, GW190707,
GW190720, GW190728, GW190924 by Ref. [30] into the
bounds for the coupling constants in EdGB, braneworld
scenario, and EFT (ǫ1) with Table I by identifying κ+i,2
with the TLNs from the CTRF (27), although they are
not necessarily the same. We found that the absolute
values of the resulting bounds for those theories are ten
times larger than the upper bounds for which the pertur-
bative expansion of the CTRFs in the coupling constants
are valid. We thus conclude that the current theory-
agnostic observational constraints for Λ̃ cannot set mean-
ingful constraints on the small coupling constants under
the identification of the CTRF with the tidal parameters
in the waveform model.

We next explain the TDN case. The mass-weighted
combination of (spin-independent) tidal dissipation pa-
rameters is defined as [81]

H0 :=
M4

1H1ω +M4
2H2ω

(M1 +M2)
4 , (32)

where Hiω is related to the TDNs of the body of mass Mi

via Hiω = (2/3)(ri/Mi)
4ν+i,2. In the same manner as

the TLNs, we translate the 90% credible intervals for
H0 of GW190514, GW170608, GW170814, GW190708,
GW191216, GW200202, GW200311 by Ref. [81] into the
bounds for the coupling constants in EdGB, braneworld
scenario, and EFT (ǫ1) with Table II. Again, the abso-
lute values of the bounds for those theories are ten times
larger than the upper bounds for which the perturbative
expansion of the CTRFs in the coupling constants re-
mains valid, indicating that the current theory-agnostic
observational constraints for H0 cannot set meaningful
constraints on the small coupling constants under the
identification of the CTRF with the tidal parameters in
the waveform model.

V. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

We have proposed a canonical tidal response func-
tion (CTRF) that allows us to compare tidal response
functions for any compact objects beyond vacuum GR
under the unified definition. As a demonstration, we
present BH CTRFs in various alternative theories of
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gravity in Tables I and II. These values allow us to define
tidal deformabilities of relativistic stars, such as neutron
stars, as the difference from BH values in each non-GR
theory in a unified manner.

Our CTRFs recover most of the known results for BHs
in alternative theories of gravity even though the tidal re-
sponse functions in the literature were defined in a model-
dependent subjective way, suggesting that the CTRF is
the simplest and natural unified definition. Our proposal
not only reorganizes previous results in a unified manner
but also allows us to compare tidal responses across dif-
ferent setups beyond vacuum GR in a meaningful way in
the future.

We translated the theory-agnostic observational con-
straints for the binary-averaged quantities of TLNs and
TDNs with compact binary merger events by Refs. [30,
81] into bounds for the coupling constants of EdGB, the
braneworld scenario, and EFT (ǫ1) with our theoretical
predictions. The absolute values of the resulting bounds
are ten times larger than the upper bound for which the
perturbative expansion of the CTRFs in the coupling
constants are valid. We thus conclude that the current
theory-agnostic observational constraints for the binary-
averaged quantities cannot set meaningful bounds on the
small coupling constants under the identification of the
CTRFs with the tidal parameters in the waveform mod-
els.

Let us comment on the limitations of our framework.
Our approach relies on an approximate matching scheme
of a tidally deformed body metric with a PN metric at
the leading Newtonian order in vacuum GR. We then as-
sume that a Newtonian potential can approximate the
tidal potential of a BH. This remains valid for a binary
system with sufficiently large separations compared to
the radii of the binary constituents. In the vacuum GR
limit, our framework recovered the vanishing BH TLNs
derived in a fully relativistic setup in Ref. [13]. Addition-
ally, the harmonic coordinate system used in this work is
not exactly harmonic in tidally perturbed spacetimes but
should still be a good approximation in a certain inspiral
stage. It would be beneficial for a better understanding
to compare the full PN order results derived in a manner
similar to Ref. [13] with our Newtonian order results.

Let us mention an alternative approach to determine
particular solutions in Ref. [103]. The analysis in the lit-
erature decomposes an integration constant into tidal and
response pieces in a different way from ours and Ref. [20],
leading to apparently different TLNs. The presence of a
homogeneous piece in particular solutions explains their
findings of a cancellation between the contributions from
the growing and decaying modes in the large-distance ex-
pansion of the perturbation. The analytic continuation
of ℓ argued in the literature is not essential. Addition-
ally, the formalism presented in Appendix B of Ref. [103]
appears not to recover the results of Ref. [15] (note the
difference of the numerical coefficient in the definition
of TLNs from the original parametrized formalism [20]).
Again, this arises from the different decomposition but

that does not immediately indicate a disagreement in the
predictions of observables.

We end by presenting a few possible avenues for future
work. One possible extension of our current work is to
reformulate a parametrized BH TLN formalism [20]. The
original work [20] does not take into account the ambi-
guity argued here, potentially leading to apparent dis-
crepancies [103]. Second, an extension of our framework
to rotating backgrounds is crucial to accurately model-
ing tidal effects of astrophysical BHs. Lastly, one needs
to study how exactly the the TLNs/TDNs defined here
enter in gravitational waveforms from compact binary
inspirals and carry out more accurate analysis for con-
straining coupling parameters in alternative theories of
gravity from observational data.
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Appendix A: Static-binary model:
Majumdar-Papapetrou spacetime

A Majumdar-Papapetrou metric is a multiple BH so-
lution in Einstein-Maxwell theory, whose geometry is in-
terpreted as a composite system of extremal Reissner-
Nordström BHs in equilibrium under their gravitational
and electric forces [106–108]. Here, we consider a dihole
system with two BHs of mass M1 and M2. The line ele-
ment in the static (t, r, θ, ϕ) coordinates associated with
the BH of mass M1 is given by

ds2 = −N2dt2 +
dr2

N2
+

(

1 − M1

r

)2
r2

N2
dΩ2, (A1)

where

1

N
=

1

1 −M1/r
+

M2
√

(r −M1 + 2b cos θ)2 + 4b2 sin2 θ
,

(A2)
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with b representing the separation between the two BHs.
When M2 = 0, Eq. (A1) reduces to an extremal Reissner-
Nordström metric.

Now, we consider the above metric in the so-called near
zone r < b. Then, Eq. (A2) is cast into

1

N
=

1

1 −M1/r

+

∞
∑

ℓ=0

(

4π

2ℓ+ 1

)1/2
M2

2b

(

−r −M1

2b

)ℓ

Yℓ, (A3)

where Yℓ = Yℓ0(θ). The second line is responsible
for anisotropic deformation of the extremal Reissner-
Nordsrtöm BH metric, induced by the presence of M2,
and hence, it is interpreted as tidal interaction terms be-
tween the two BHs. For simplicity, we expand the tt
component in terms of the mass ratio η(:= M2/M1), ob-
taining the leading quadrupole order ℓ = 2:

−N2
∣

∣

ℓ=2
= −

(

1 − M1

r

)2

(A4)

+

(

4π

5

)1/2
M1η

4b3
(r −M1)

5

r3
Y2 + O

(

η2
)

.

The tidal interaction term consists of the mixing between
the contributions from both BHs. This shows that there
is no unambiguous way to decompose it into an external
tidal piece for M1 byM2 and an induced response piece of
M1. The limit of M1 → 0 corresponds to a pure contribu-
tion from M2, and then, one can read off the quadrupolar
electric-type tidal moment (4π/5)1/2M2/(8b

3)Y2.
To be clear, we provide the effective gravitational po-

tential, Ueff := (1 + gtt)/2, in M ≪ r ≪ b,

Ueff =
M1

r
− M2

1

2r2

+

(

4π

5

)1/2
M1η

8b3
r2 [1 + O (M1/r)]Y2 + O

(

η2
)

.

(A5)

Note that the first line terminates at O(r−2), while the
series in the second line terminates at O(r−3) for any

ℓ. The second line is supposed to be responsible for the
tidal deformation of M1 but, again, there is no unam-
biguous way to decompose the series into external tidal
and induced response pieces.

Within the BH perturbation theory on the extremal
Reissner-Nodrström spacetime, one can quantify tidal de-
formation of M1 with the CTRF (27) in a unified man-
ner. The gravitational perturbation is coupled with the
Maxwell-field perturbation (see Eqs. (C7) and (C12) with
M = Q). The coupled system is solvable in closed form.
With the CTRF (27), one can show the vanishing of
TLNs of the extremal Reissner-Nordström BH under the
assumption of the absence of an external electromagnetic
tidal field, following Ref. [14].

Appendix B: Low-frequency expansion of linear
perturbations in vacuum GR

We here provide the general solutions and their prop-
erties of linear perturbations on a Schwarzschild space-
time within low-frequency expansions to first order. Sec-
tion B 1 is devoted to metric perturbations, and then,
vector-field and massless-scalar-field perturbations are
outlined in Secs. B 2 and B 3. We lastly present the
general solutions of Zerilli-Regge-Wheeler equations [104,
109] in Sec. B 4.

1. Metric perturbation

Consider a Schwarzschild background in (t, r, θ, ϕ) co-
ordinates:

g(0)µν dx
µdxν = −fdt2 + f−1dr2 + r2dΩ2, (B1)

where f := 1 − 2M/r and dΩ2 := dθ2 + sin2 θdϕ2. A
metric perturbation hµν on the Schwarzschild spacetime
is decomposed into even- and odd-parity sectors, subject
to the parity transformation P : (θ, ϕ) → (π − θ, ϕ+ π).
In Fourier domain, the components of each sector with a
spherical harmonic decomposition in the Regge-Wheeler
gauge [104] are

(

h
(even)
ℓm

)

µν
=











fHℓmYℓme
−iωt Hℓm

1 Yℓme
−iωt 0 0

Hℓm
1 Yℓme

−iωt f−1Hℓm
2 Yℓme

−iωt 0 0

0 0 r2KℓmYℓme
−iωt 0

0 0 0 r2 sin2 θKℓmYℓme
−iωt











, (B2)

and

(

h
(odd)
ℓm

)

µν
=











0 0 hℓmSℓm
θ e−iωt hℓmSℓm

ϕ e−iωt

0 0 hℓm1 Sℓm
θ e−iωt hℓm1 Sℓm

ϕ e−iωt

hℓmSℓm
θ e−iωt hℓm1 Sℓm

θ e−iωt 0 0

hℓmSℓm
ϕ e−iωt hℓm1 Sℓm

ϕ e−iωt 0 0











, (B3)
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where Hℓm
i = Hℓm

i (r), Kℓm = Kℓm(r), hℓm =
hℓm(r); Yℓm = Yℓm(θ, ϕ) is a scalar spherical harmonic;
(Sℓm

θ , Sℓm
ϕ ) = (−∂ϕYℓm/ sin θ, sin θ∂θYℓm).

The linearized Einstein equations in vacuum, δGµν =
0, can be reduced to equations for Hℓm and hℓm in each
sector [40]. We henceforth omit the superscript ℓm. As-
suming low frequency, we expand H and h in ωM up to
first order:

H =H(0,0) + ωMH(0,1) + O
(

ω2M2
)

, (B4)

h =h(0,0) + ωMh(0,1) + O
(

ω2M2
)

. (B5)

Here, the superscript (0, i) means ith order of the low-
frequency expansion. Then, the resulting equations up
to O(ωM) take the forms,

LH

[

H(0,i)
]

= 0 ,Lh

[

h(0,i)
]

= 0, (B6)

with

LH :=
d2

dr2
+

2 (r −M)

r2f

d

dr
− 1

r2f

[

ℓ (ℓ+ 1) +
4M2

r2f

]

,

(B7)

Lh :=
d2

dr2
− 1

r2f

[

ℓ (ℓ+ 1) − 4M

r

]

. (B8)

The general solutions of Eq. (B6) take the form,

H(0,i) = E
(0,i)
H HT + I

(0,i)
H HR, h

(0,i) = E
(0,i)
h hT + I

(0,i)
h hR,

(B9)

which is the same form as Eq. (11). Here, E
(0,i)
H/h and I

(0,i)
H/h

are integration constants, with

HT :=f
( r

M

)ℓ

2F1 (−ℓ+ 2,−ℓ;−2ℓ; 2M/r) , (B10)

HR :=f

(

M

r

)ℓ+1

2F1 (ℓ+ 1, ℓ+ 3; 2ℓ+ 2; 2M/r) ,

(B11)

and

hT :=
( r

M

)ℓ+1

2F1 (−ℓ+ 1,−ℓ− 2;−2ℓ; 2M/r) ,

(B12)

hR :=

(

M

r

)ℓ

2F1 (ℓ− 1, ℓ+ 2; 2ℓ+ 2; 2M/r) , (B13)

where 2F1(a, b; c; 2M/r) are Gaussian hypergeometric
functions. For the Schwarzschild BH, the imposition of
an ingoing-wave condition at the horizon leads to the
vanishing TLNs (21) and the finite TDNs (22), as well as
the relation [40],

E
(0,1)
H =4i

ℓ (ℓ+ 1) (ψ (ℓ) + γ) − ℓ2 − 1

ℓ (ℓ+ 1)
E
(0,0)
H , (B14)

E
(0,1)
h =4i

(

γ + ψ (ℓ) +
ℓ3 − 3ℓ− 1

(ℓ+ 2) (ℓ+ 1) ℓ (ℓ− 1)

)

E
(0,0)
h ,

(B15)

where ψ(ℓ) and γ(≃ 0.57721) are a digamma function
and Euler’s constant, respectively.

The Wronskian and the asymptotic behavior of the
perturbation fields are given as follows. Defining the
Wronskian W [g1, g2] := g1

d
dr g2 − g2

d
drg1, we have

W [HT , HR] = − 2ℓ+ 1

Mf

(

M

r

)2

=: WH , (B16)

W [hT , hR] = − 2ℓ+ 1

M
=: Wh. (B17)

The functions HT/R and hT/R behave asymptotically as

HT ∼O (f) , HR ∼ O
(

f−1, ln f
)

, (B18)

hT ∼O (f) , hR ∼ O (ln f) , (B19)

near the BH horizon, and

HT

∣

∣

r≫M
=
( r

M

)ℓ

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B20)

HR

∣

∣

r≫M
=

(

M

r

)ℓ+1

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B21)

hT
∣

∣

r≫M
=
( r

M

)ℓ+1

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B22)

hR
∣

∣

r≫M
=

(

M

r

)ℓ

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B23)

at large distances.

2. Vector-field perturbation

Consider a vector-field perturbation δAµ satisfying

∇νδF
µν = 0, (B24)

with the field strength perturbation given by δFµν :=
∂µδAν−∂νδAµ. The components of δAµ with a harmonic
decomposition in Fourier domain are given by

(δAℓm)µ =













U ℓmYℓme
−iωt

aℓmr Yℓme
−iωt

kℓm∂θYℓme
−iωt +

uℓm

sin θ
∂ϕYℓme

−iωt

kℓm∂ϕYℓm − uℓm sin θ∂θYℓme
−iωt













,

(B25)

where U ℓm = U ℓm(r), aℓmr = aℓmr (r), kℓm = kℓm(r), and
uℓm = uℓm(r). The linearized Maxwell equations can be
reduced to two equations for U ℓm and uℓm. Hereafter,
we drop ℓm. Within the low-frequency expansion, U and
u are expanded as

U =U (0,0) + ωMU (0,1) + O
(

ω2M2
)

, (B26)

u =u(0,0) + ωMu(0,1) + O
(

ω2M2
)

. (B27)
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The perturbation equations then take the forms of a ho-
mogeneous equation up to first order in ωM ,

LU

[

U (0,i)
]

=0, Lu

[

u(0,i)
]

= 0, (B28)

where

LU :=
d2

dr2
+

2

r

d

dr
− ℓ (ℓ+ 1)

r2f
, (B29)

Lu :=
d2

dr2
+

2M

r2f

d

dr
− ℓ (ℓ+ 1)

r2f
. (B30)

Equation (B28) is solved as

U (0,i) = E
(0,i)
U UT + I

(0,i)
U UR, u

(0,i) = E
(0,i)
u uT + I

(0,i)
u uR ,

(B31)

where E
(0,i)
U/u and I

(0,i)
U/u are integration constants. We also

introduced

UT :=
( r

M

)ℓ

2F1 (−ℓ,−ℓ− 1;−2ℓ; 2M/r) , (B32)

UR :=

(

M

r

)ℓ+1

2F1 (ℓ+ 1, ℓ; 2ℓ+ 2; 2M/r) , (B33)

and

uT :=
( r

M

)ℓ+1

2F1 (−ℓ− 1,−ℓ+ 1;−2ℓ; 2M/r) ,

(B34)

uR :=

(

M

r

)ℓ

2F1 (ℓ, ℓ+ 2; 2ℓ+ 2; 2M/r) . (B35)

Then, we have the Wronskian,

W [UT , UR] = − 2ℓ+ 1

r2
M =: WU , (B36)

W [uT , uR] = − 2ℓ+ 1

Mf
=: Wu. (B37)

The asymptotic behaviors of UT/R and uT/R are

UT ∼ O (f) , UR ∼ O (f ln f) , (B38)

uT ∼ O
(

f0
)

, uR ∼ O (ln f) , (B39)

near the BH horizon, and

UT

∣

∣

r≫M
=
( r

M

)ℓ

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B40)

UR

∣

∣

r≫M
=

(

M

r

)ℓ+1

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B41)

uT
∣

∣

r≫M
=
( r

M

)ℓ+1

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B42)

uR
∣

∣

r≫M
=

(

M

r

)ℓ

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B43)

at large distances.

3. Massless-scalar-field perturbation

Consider now a perturbation to a massless Klein-
Gordon field

�δΦ (t, r, θ, ϕ) = 0. (B44)

We decompose δΦ in spherical harmonics as

δΦ(t, r, θ, ϕ) =
φ(r)

r
Yℓme

−iωt, (B45)

and expand φ in terms of ωM ,

φ = φ(0,0) + ωMφ(0,1) + O
(

ω2M2
)

. (B46)

The scalar field φ(0,i) satisfies

Lφ

[

φ(0,i)
]

= 0, (B47)

where

Lφ :=
d2

dr2
+

2M

r2f

d

dr
− 1

r2f

[

ℓ (ℓ+ 1) +
2M

r

]

. (B48)

Equation (B47) admits the general solution,

φ(0,i) =E
(0,i)
φ φT + I

(0,i)
φ φR, (B49)

where E
(0,i)
φ and I

(0,i)
φ are integration constants. We also

introduced

φT :=
( r

M

)ℓ+1

2F1 (−ℓ,−ℓ;−2ℓ; 2M/r) , (B50)

φR :=

(

M

r

)ℓ

2F1 (ℓ+ 1, ℓ+ 1; 2ℓ+ 2; 2M/r) . (B51)

The Wronskian is

W [φT , φR] = − 2ℓ+ 1

Mf
=: Wφ. (B52)

The asymptotic behaviors of φT/R are

φT ∼ O
(

f0
)

, φR ∼ O (ln f) , (B53)

near the BH horizon, and

φT
∣

∣

r≫M
=
( r

M

)ℓ+1

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B54)

φR
∣

∣

r≫M
=

(

M

r

)ℓ

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B55)

at large distances.

4. Regge-Wheeler/Zerilli formalism

The Zerilli-Regge-Wheeler equations for the metric
perturbations are given by [104, 109, 110]

f
d

dr

(

f
dχ±

ℓ

dr

)

+
(

ω2 − fV ±
ℓ

)

χ±
ℓ = 0, (B56)
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where

V +
ℓ :=

36λM2r + 6λ2Mr2 + λ2 (λ+ 2) r3 + 72M3

r3 (λr + 6M)
2 ,

(B57)

V −
ℓ :=

ℓ (ℓ+ 1)

r2
− 6M

r3
, (B58)

with λ := ℓ2 + ℓ − 2. We expand the master functions

χ±
ℓ as χ±

ℓ = χ
±(0,0)
ℓ + ωMχ

±(0,1)
ℓ + O(ω2M2). Then,

Eq. (B56) reduces to

d

dr

(

f
dχ

±(0,i)
ℓ

dr

)

− V ±
ℓ χ

±(0,i)
ℓ = 0. (B59)

The general solution of Eq. (B59) can be written in the
form,

χ
±(0,i)
ℓ = E

±(0,i)
χ χ±

T + I
±(0,i)
χ χ±

R, (B60)

where E
±(0,i)
χ and I

±(0,i)
χ are integration constants, and

χ+
T :=

12

λ (λ+ 2)

( r

M

)ℓ+1
[{

λ (λ+ 2)

6
+ 2f

M

r

(

λr + 12M

λr + 6M
+ ℓ

)}

2F1 (−ℓ− 2,−ℓ+ 2;−2ℓ; 2M/r)

+2f
ℓ2 − 4

ℓ

(

M

r

)2

2F1 (−ℓ− 1,−ℓ+ 3;−2ℓ+ 1, 2M/r)

]

,

(B61)

χ+
R :=

3

λ (λ+ 2)

(

M

r

)ℓ [{
λ (λ+ 2)

3
+ 4f

M

r

(

6M

λr + 6M
− ℓ

)}

2F1 (ℓ− 1, ℓ+ 3; 2ℓ+ 2; 2M/r)

−4f
(ℓ+ 3) (ℓ− 1)

ℓ+ 1

(

M

r

)2

2F1 (ℓ, ℓ+ 4; 2ℓ+ 3; 2M/r)

]

,

and

χ−
T :=

( r

M

)ℓ+1

2F1 (−ℓ− 2,−ℓ+ 2;−2ℓ; 2M/r) , χ−
R :=

(

M

r

)ℓ

2F1 (ℓ− 1, ℓ+ 3; 2ℓ+ 2; 2M/r) . (B62)

The Wronskian is

W [χT , χR] = − 2ℓ+ 1

Mf
=: Wχ. (B63)

The asymptotic behaviors of χ±
T/R are

χ±
T ∼ O

(

f0
)

, χ±
R ∼ O (ln f) , (B64)

near the BH horizon, and

χ±
T

∣

∣

r≫M
=
( r

M

)ℓ+1

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B65)

χ±
R

∣

∣

r≫M
=

(

M

r

)ℓ

[1 + O (M/r)] , (B66)

at large distances.

Appendix C: Tidal perturbations in particular
models

In this appendix, we provide details for tidal perturba-
tions on a spherically symmetric background in particular

models within two-parameter perturbative expansions of
frequency and a coupling constant controlling the devi-
ation from vacuum GR. The low-frequency expansion is
performed in the manner reviewed in Appendix B. We
also explain how to determine CTRFs (27) for BH back-
grounds.

1. Einstein-Maxwell theory

The standard theory coupled with gravity and elec-
tromagnetic field is Einstein-Maxwell theory. The field
equations are given by

Gµν = 8πTµν , (C1)

∇µF
µν = 0, (C2)

where Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ and

Tµν =
1

4π

(

FµρF
ρ
ν − gµν

4
FρσF

ρσ
)

. (C3)
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One can find an exact static and spherically symmetric
solution known as a Reissner-Nordström solution,

g(0)µν dx
µdxν = −fRNdt

2 + f−1
RNdr

2 + r2dΩ2, (C4)

where fRN := f +Q2/r2, and with

Aµ = (−Q/r, 0, 0, 0). (C5)

Harmonic coordinates xµ on the Reissner-Nordström
spacetime are made by the collections of the scalar fields,

x0 :=t, x1 = r̄ sin θ cosϕ,

x2 :=r̄ sin θ sinϕ, x3 := r̄ cos θ, r̄ := r −M, (C6)

which satisfy �xµ = 0.

a. Perturbation equations in the low-frequency expansion

We now consider linear perturbations, gµν = g
(0)
µν +hµν ,

Aµ = A
(0)
µ + δAµ, within the low-frequency expansion in

Appendix B. The metric perturbations are decomposed
into the even and odd sectors of the form of Eqs. (B2)
and (B3) but f is replaced with fRN; the vector-field
perturbations δAµ are decomposed into Eq. (B25). For
the even-parity sector, the linear perturbations of the
ith (i = 0, 1) order in the low-frequency expansion are
governed by

LH

[

H(i)
]

=SH,RN
H H(i) + SU,RN

H U (i),

LU

[

U (i)
]

=SU,RN
H U (i) + SH,RN

U H(i), (C7)

with

SH,RN
H :=

2Q2 (r −M)

r4ffRN
(C8)

×
[

d

dr
− 1

rf
+

1

r
− ℓ2 + ℓ− 2

2 (r −M)
− 2 (r −M)

r2fRN

]

,

SU,RN
H :=

4Q

r2fRN

[

d

dr
+

2
(

Q2 −Mr
)

r3fRN

]

, (C9)

SU,RN
U := −Q

2
[(

ℓ2 + ℓ+ 4
)

r − 8M
]

r5ffRN
, (C10)

SH,RN
U :=

Q

r2

[

d

dr
− 2

(

Q2 −Mr
)

r3fRN

]

. (C11)

Here, LH/U are given in Eqs. (B7) and (B29), respec-
tively.

For the odd-parity sector, the linear perturbation equa-
tions of the ith order in the low-frequency expansion read

Lh

[

h(i)
]

=Sh,RN
h h(i) + Su,RN

h u(i),

Lu

[

u(i)
]

=Su,RN
u u(i) + Sh,RN

u h(i), (C12)

with

Sh,RN
h := −

(

ℓ2 + ℓ− 2
)

Q2

r4ffRN
, (C13)

Su,RN
h := − 4Q

r2
d

dr
u(i), (C14)

Su,RN
u :=

2Q2 (r −M)

r4ffRN

[

d

dr
− ℓ (ℓ+ 1)

2 (r −M)

]

, (C15)

Sh,RN
u := − Q

r2fRN

(

d

dr
− 2

r

)

. (C16)

The operators Lh/u are given in Eqs. (B8) and (B30),
respectively. The above equations are consistent with
Eqs. (35), (36), (39), and (40) in Ref. [14].5

b. General solution within perturbative expansions

Now, we expand the perturbations in terms of q(:=
Q/M) to second order:

H(i) ≃H(0,i) + q2H(2,i), (C17)

h(i) ≃h(0,i) + q2h(2,i), (C18)

U (i) ≃qU (1,i), (C19)

u(i) ≃qu(1,i). (C20)

Equations (C7) and (C12) reduce to Eq. (B6) at O(q0).
We then obtain

LU

[

U (1,i)
]

=SRN,(1,i)
U H(0,i),

Lu

[

u(1,i)
]

=SRN,(1,i)
u h(0,i), (C21)

with

SRN,(1,i)
U :=

M

r2

(

d

dr
+

2M

r2f

)

, (C22)

SRN,(1,i)
u := − M

r2f

(

d

dr
− 2

r

)

, (C23)

at O(q), and

LH

[

H(2,i)
]

=SH,RN,(2,i)
H H(0,i) + SU,RN,(1,i)

H U (1,i),

Lh

[

h(2,i)
]

=Sh,RN,(2,i)
h h(0,i) + Su,RN,(1,i)

h u(1,i), (C24)

5 Equation (36) in the literature contains a typo: the second term

in D
(2)
2 should be (4Q2 − ηr2)/(r4f).
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with

SH,RN,(2,i)
H :=

2M2 (r −M)

r4f2

[

d

dr
− 2 + ℓ (ℓ+ 1) f

2 (r −M) f

]

,

(C25)

SU,RN,(1,i)
H :=

4M

r2f

(

d

dr
− 2M

r2f

)

, (C26)

Sh,RN,(2,i)
h := −

(

ℓ2 + ℓ− 2
)

M2

r4f2
, (C27)

Su,RN,(1,i)
h := −4M

r2
d

dr
, (C28)

at O(q2).
The general solutions for H(0,i) and h(0,i) take the form

of Eq. (11). The general solutions for U (1,i) and u(1,i) are
of the form

U (1,i) =E
(1,i)
U UT + I

(1,i)
U UR + P

(1,i)
U , (C29)

u(1,i) =E
(1,i)
u uT + I

(1,i)
u uR + P (1,i)

u , (C30)

where E
(1,i)
U/u and I

(1,i)
U/u are integration constants; UT/R

and uT/R are defined in Eqs. (B32)–(B35); P
(1,i)
U/u =

P
(1,i)
U/u (r) are particular solutions. We do not write the

explicit forms of P
(1,i)
U/u as the expressions are cumber-

some. The general solutions for H(2,i) and h(2,i) take the
form of Eqs. (14) and (15).

c. Horizon-regular solution

Imposing a regularity condition at the BH horizon r =

M(1 +
√

1 − q2) specifies the linear perturbations. Now,
we introduce the ingoing Eddington-Finkelstein coordi-
nates (v, r, θ, ϕ), where

v :=t+ r∗RN, (C31)

r∗RN :=r + 2M ln
( r

2M
− 1
)

+
q2M2

r − 2M
+ O

(

q4
)

.

Let us denote H,h, U, u as Xω = Xω(r). The Fourier
transform of Xω with respect to t and that with respect
to v are related via

Xωe
−iωt ≃ Xω (1 + iωr∗RN) e−iωv, (C32)

under the assumption of low frequencies. Eliminat-
ing logarithmically divergent terms in Xω (1 + iωr∗RN)
around the horizon, we obtain horizon-regular solutions

by determining the integration constants I
(i,j)
H/h and I

(1,j)
U/u

in terms of E
(i,j)
H/h and E

(1,j)
U/u . When evaluating the

CTRF (27), we use Eqs. (B14) and (B15). We also as-
sume the absence of an external tidal electric field, i.e.,

E
(1,j)
U/u = 0, following Ref. [14].

2. Dynamical Chern-Simons gravity

Dynamical Chern-Simons (dCS) gravity is an exten-
sion of GR, in which a pseudo-scalar field is coupled with
a parity-violating quadratic curvature invariant (Pon-
tryagin density) with a coupling constant αdCS. The
action is given by [14, 111–113]

SdCS =

∫

d4x
√−g

[

R+
αdCS

4
Φ∗RµνρλR

νµρλ − 1

2
∂µΦ∂µΦ

]

.

(C33)

Note the following dimensions: [αdCS] = L2 and [Φ] =
L0 where L indicates the unit of length. Here, we have
introduced

∗Rµνρλ :=
1

2
ǫµναβRαβ

ρλ. (C34)

The field equations read

Rµν =
1

2
∂µΦ∂νΦ − αdCSCµν , (C35)

�Φ = −αdCS

4
∗RµνρλR

νµρλ, (C36)

with

Cµν := (∇ρΦ)ǫρσγ(µ∇γR
ν)
σ + (∇γ∇ρΦ)∗Rγµνρ. (C37)

The Schwarzschild spacetime is a solution to the above
field equations as it satisfies ∗RµνρλR

µνρλ = 0 and Cµν =
0. In such a background spacetime, Eqs. (C35) and (C36)
reduce to the Einstein-massless Klein-Gordon system. In
this case, the so-called no-hair theorem holds [114, 115],
meaning Φ = 0 on the background. Harmonic coordi-
nates xµ on the Schwarzschild spacetime are made by the
collections of the scalar fields in Eq. (C6), which satisfy
�xµ = 0.

a. Perturbation equations in the low-frequency expansion

We consider linear perturbations, gµν = g
(0)
µν +hµν , Φ =

0 + δΦ, in the low-frequency expansion in Appendix B.
For the even-parity sector, the perturbation equations are
identical to those in vacuum GR [14, 111–113]. For the
odd-parity sector, the linear perturbations of the ith (i =
0, 1) order in the low-frequency expansion are governed
by

Lh

[

h(i)
]

=ζdCSSdCS
h φ(i), Lφ

[

φ(i)
]

= ζdCSSdCS
φ h(i),

(C38)

with

SdCS
h :=

6M3

r4

(

d

dr
− 2

r

)

, (C39)

SdCS
φ :=

6ℓ (ℓ+ 1)M3

r4f

(

d

dr
− 2

r

)

, (C40)
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where ζdCS := αdCS/M
2. Note that φ(i) is of O(ζdCS).

Here, Lh and Lφ are defined in Eqs. (B8) and (B48),
respectively. The identical equations to Eq. (C38) can
also be derived with the Mathematica notebook provided
in Ref. [116].

b. General solution within perturbative expansions

Let us expand h(i) and φ(i) in ζdCS to O(ζ2dCS):

h(i) ≃h(0,i) + ζ2dCSh
(2,i), (C41)

φ(i) ≃ζdCSφ
(1,i). (C42)

Then, the linear perturbations in Eq. (C38) reduce to the
form in Eq. (B6) at O(ζ0dCS), and

Lφ

[

φ(1,i)
]

= SdCS
φ h(0,i), (C43)

at O(ζdCS), and

Lh

[

h(2,i)
]

=SdCS
h φ(1,i), (C44)

at O(ζ2dCS).

The general solution for h(0,i) is given in the form of
Eq. (11) at O(ζ0dCS). The general solution for φ(1,i) takes
the form

φ(1,i) =E
(1,i)
φ φT + I

(1,i)
φ φR + P

(1,i)
φ , (C45)

where E
(1,i)
φ and I

(1,i)
φ are integration constants; φT/R are

defined in Eqs. (B50) and (B51); P
(1,i)
φ = P

(1,i)
φ (r) is a

particular solution. The general solution for h(2,i) takes
the form in Eq. (15). We assume the absence of an ex-

ternal tidal scalar field, E
(1,i)
φ = 0, following Ref. [14]. To

solve Eq. (C44) in closed form, we expand φ(1,i) in powers
ofM/r to O((M/r)10). We have checked that the relative
deviation of the results is of O(10−1)% when truncating
at O((M/r)9) or O((M/r)11). This approximation al-
lows us to estimate the TLNs and TDNs presented in
Tables I and II.

c. Horizon-regular solution

Imposing a regularity condition at the BH horizon r =
2M specifies the linear perturbation with the ingoing

Eddington-Finkelstein coordinates (v, r, θ, ϕ), where

v :=t+ r∗, (C46)

r∗ :=r + 2M ln
( r

2M
− 1
)

.

We denote h, φ as Xω = Xω(r). By eliminating logarith-
mically divergent terms in Xω (1 + iωr∗) around the hori-
zon, we obtain horizon-regular solutions. We have con-
firmed that the horizon-regular solution for φ(1,0) agrees

with Eq. (52) in Ref. [14]. Thus, we determine I
(i,j)
h and

I
(1,j)
φ in terms of E

(i,j)
h and E

(1,j)
φ . When computing the

CTRF (27), we use Eqs. (B14) and (B15).
3. Einstein-dilaton-Gauss-Bonnet gravity

A similar (but another) extension of GR is the
Einstein-dilaton-Gauss-Bonnet gravity, in which a scalar
field is now coupled with an even-parity quadratic curva-
ture invariant with a coupling constant αdGB. The action
is given by [117–119]

SdGB =
1

16π

∫

d4x
√−g

[

R− 1

2
∂µΦ∂µΦ + αdGBe

Φ
G

]

,

(C47)

with the Gauss-Bonnet term given by

G := RµνρσR
µνρσ − 4RµνR

µν +R2. (C48)

The field equations read6

Gµν =
1

2
∂µΦ∂νΦ − 1

4
gµν (∂ρΦ) (∂ρΦ) − αdGBKµν ,

(C49)

�Φ = − αdGBe
Φ
G , (C50)

with

Kµν := 2 (gµρgνσ + gµσgνρ) ǫασβδ∇γ

[

∗Rργ
βδ∂αe

Φ
]

.

(C51)

Here ∗Rµν
ρσ is the dual of the Riemann tensor in

Eq. (C34).
We expand Eqs. (C49) and (C50) in terms of ζdGB :=

αdGB/M
2 up to second order perturbatively. We thus

find a static and spherically symmetric solution,

g(0)µν dx
µdxν = −fdGB

t dt2 +
1

fdGB
r

dr2 + r2dΩ2, (C52)

where

6 The right-hand-side of Eq. (3) in Ref. [118] and in Eq. (2.3) in
Ref. [119] is missing a minus sign. These are typos and we have

verified that the actual computations in the literature are correct.
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fdGB
t :=f − ζ2dGB

M

r

(

49

40
− M2

3r2
− 26M3

3r3
− 22M4

5r4
− 32M5

5r5
+

80M6

3r6

)

, (C53)

fdGB
r :=f − ζ2dGB

M

r

(

49

40
− M

r
− M2

r2
− 52M3

3r3
− 2M4

r4
− 16M5

5r5
+

368M6

3r6

)

, (C54)

with a dilaton field,

Φ(0) =
2M

r
ζdGB

(

1 +
M

r
+

4M2

3r2

)

+ ζ2dGB

(

73M

30r
+

73M2

30r2
+

146M3

45r3
+

73M4

15r4
+

224M5

75r5
+

16M6

9r6

)

. (C55)

Note that the Arnowitt–Deser–Misner (ADM) mass
of this perturbative spacetime receives a correction
to the Schwarzschild ADM mass M , i.e., M(1 +
ζ2dGB49/80) [119]. The BH horizon location is r = 2M .
These solutions are in perfect agreement with findings in
Ref. [119]. Harmonic coordinates xµ on the above space-
time are made by the collections of the scalar fields,

x0 :=t, x1 = r̄ sin θ cosϕ, (C56)

x2 :=r̄ sin θ sinϕ, x3 := r̄ cos θ, r̄ := r −M + ζ2dGBδr̄dGB,

which satisfy �xµ = O(ζ3dGB). The explicit form of
δr̄dGB is not relevant for later discussion.

a. Perturbation equations in the low-frequency expansion

When considering linear perturbations, gµν = g
(0)
µν +

hµν , Φ = Φ(0) + δΦ, within the low-frequency expansion
in the manner of Appendix B, the even-parity sector of
the linear perturbations of the ith (i = 0, 1) order in the
low-frequency expansion is governed by

LH

[

H(i)
]

= ζdGBSdGB,(1,i)
H φ(i) + ζ2dGBS

H,dGB,(2,i)
H H(i),

(C57)

Lφ

[

φ(i)
]

= ζdGBSH,dGB
φ H(i), (C58)

where

SdGB,(1,i)
H :=

48M3 (r −M)

r6f

[

d

dr
+
r3 − 6 (σℓ + 2)Mr2 + 12 (σℓ + 1)M2r + 8M3

12Mr (r2 − 3Mr + 2M2)

]

, (C59)

SH,dGB,(2,i)
H := −M

(

147r6 + 174Mr5 − 5532M2r4 + 9896M3r3 − 1568M4r2 + 180800M5r − 453120M6
)

120r8f
(C60)

×
[

d

dr
− c

dGB,(7)
H r7 + c

dGB,(6)
H r6 + c

dGB,(5)
H r5 + c

dGB,(4)
H r4 + c

dGB,(3)
H r3 + c

dGB,(2)
H r2 + c

dGB,(1)
H r + 506880M7

r2f (147r6 + 174Mr5 − 5532M2r4 + 9896M3r3 − 1568M4r2 + 180800M5r − 453120M6)

]

,

SH,dGB
φ := −48M3 (r − 3M) r2

r6f

[

d

dr
+
r3 − 6σℓMr2 + 12 (σℓ + 1)M2r − 56M3

12M (r − 3M) r2f

]

, (C61)

with

c
dGB,(7)
H =147σℓ,

c
dGB,(6)
H = − 12 (10σℓ − 49)M,

c
dGB,(5)
H = − 24 (125σℓ − 49)M2,

c
dGB,(4)
H =16 (170σℓ + 117)M3, (C62)

c
dGB,(3)
H = − 16 (15σℓ + 2446)M4,

c
dGB,(2)
H =128 (717σℓ − 199)M5,

c
dGB,(1)
H = − 640 (253σℓ + 10)M6.

Here, we have defined σℓ := ℓ(ℓ+ 1). Note that φ(i) is of
O(ζdGB), and hence, the lowest order of the right-hand
side of Eq. (C57) is second order. The operators LH and
Lφ are given in Eqs. (B7) and (B48), respectively.

In the odd-parity sector, the dilaton field is not per-
turbed and the metric perturbation of the ith order in
the low-frequency expansion is described by
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SdGB
h :=

(

M2

r3
+

28M3

r4
+

28M4

r5
+

64M5

r6
− 240M6

r7

)

×
[

d

dr
+
c
dGB,(5)
h r5 + c

dGB,(4)
h r4 + c

dGB,(3)
h r3 + c

dGB,(2)
h r2 + c

dGB,(1)
h r + 57600M5

120Mr (r4 + 28Mr3 + 28M2r2 + 64M3r − 240M4)

]

, (C64)

where

c
dGB,(5)
h =147 (σℓ − 2) ,

c
dGB,(4)
h =12 (39σℓ − 98)M,

c
dGB,(3)
h = − 12 (143σℓ + 274)M2, (C65)

c
dGB,(2)
h = − 64 (94σℓ − 83)M3,

c
dGB,(1)
h = − 160 (109σℓ − 122)M4.

b. General solution within perturbative expansions

We expand the perturbations in ζdGB to O(ζ2dGB):

H(i) ≃H(0,i) + ζ2dGBH
(2,i), (C66)

h(i) ≃h(0,i) + ζ2dGBh
(2,i), (C67)

φ(i) ≃ζdGBφ
(1,i). (C68)

Equations (C57) and (C63) reduce to Eqs. (B6)
and (B47) at O(ζ0dGB), and

Lφ

[

φ(1,i)
]

=SH,dGB
φ H(0,i), (C69)

at O(ζdGB), and

LH

[

H(2,i)
]

=SdGB,(1,i)
H φ(1,i) + SH,dGB,(2,i)

H H(0,i),

(C70)

Lh

[

h(2,i)
]

=Sh,dGB
h h(0,i), (C71)

at O(ζ2dGB).

The general solutions for H(0,i) and h(0,i) are in the
form of Eq. (11). The general solution for φ(1,i) takes the
form

φ(1,i) =E
(1,i)
φ φT + I

(1,i)
φ φR + P

(1,i)
φ , (C72)

where E
(1,i)
φ and I

(1,i)
φ are integration constants; φT/R

are defined in Eqs. (B50) and (B51); P
(1,i)
φ = P

(1,i)
φ (r)

is a particular solution. The general solutions for H(2,i)

and h(2,i) take the form of Eq. (15). To solve Eq. (C70)
in closed form, we expand H(0,1) and φ(1,i) in powers of
M/r to O((M/r)15), similar to the dCS case. Within this
approximation, the results presented in Tables I and II
are estimated. We have checked that the relative devia-
tion of the results is of O(10−1)% and O(100)% for the
TLNs and the TDNs, respectively, when truncating at
O((M/r)14) or O((M/r)16).

c. Horizon-regular solution

Imposing a regularity condition at the BH horizon r =
2M specifies the linear perturbation with the ingoing
Eddington-Finkelstein coordinates (v, r, θ, ϕ), where

v :=t+ r∗, (C73)

r∗ :=r + 2M ln
( r

2M
− 1
)

.

Eliminating logarithmically divergent terms in
Xω (1 + iωr∗) around the horizon with Xω representing
a collection of (H,h, φ), we obtain horizon-regular
solutions, thereby determining the integration con-

stants I
(i,j)
H/h and I

(1,j)
φ in terms of E

(i,j)
H/h and E

(1,j)
φ . In

the computation of the CTRF (27), we use Eqs. (B14)
and (B15). For simplicity, we assume that an external

scalar tidal field is absent, E
(1,i)
φ = 0.

4. Braneworld

The braneworld scenario is an extension of GR that
incorporates an extra spatial dimension. A vacuum solu-
tion in the theory is described by a solution within GR
in four dimensions with a trace-free energy-momentum
tensor that satisfies [120, 121]

Gµν = Eµν . (C74)

Here, Eµν is a tensor field associated with the bulk Weyl
tensor and takes the form (on a spherically symmetric
background on the brane),

Eµν = ρ

(

1

3
gµν +

2

3
UµUν

)

+ Π

(

1

3
gµν +

1

3
UµUν − rµrν

)

.

(C75)

The vectors Uµ and rµ are unit timelike and radial vec-
tors, respectively, and ρ = ρ(r), Π = Π(r). One finds
a static and spherically symmetric solution of the same
form as the Reissner-Nordström metric (C4) [121],

g(0)µν dx
µdxν = −fBdt2 + f−1

B dr2 + r2dΩ2, (C76)

where fB := f + β/r2 with

ρ =
β

8πr4
, Π = 2ρ. (C77)
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Here, β is a constant called a tidal charge. Harmonic
coordinates xµ on this background are made by the col-
lections of the scalar fields in Eq. (C6), which satisfy
�xµ = 0.

a. Perturbation equations in the low-frequency expansion

Consider linear perturbations, gµν = g
(0)
µν + hµν , ρ →

ρ+δρ(r)Yℓme
−iωt, Π → Π+δΠ(r)Yℓme

−iωt, and even for
the vectors, Uµ → Uµ + δUµ and rµ → rµ + δrµ, where
their harmonic decompositions are

(δUℓm)µ =













δU ℓm
t Yℓme

−iωt

δU ℓm
r Yℓme

−iωt

U ℓm
k ∂θYℓme

−iωt +
U ℓm
u

sin θ
∂ϕYℓme

−iωt

U ℓm
k ∂ϕYℓm − U ℓm

u sin θ∂θYℓme
−iωt













,

(C78)

(δrℓm)µ =













δrℓmt Yℓme
−iωt

δrℓmr Yℓme
−iωt

rℓmk ∂θYℓme
−iωt +

rℓmu
sin θ

∂ϕYℓme
−iωt

rℓmk ∂ϕYℓm − rℓmu sin θ∂θYℓme
−iωt













.

(C79)

The normalization conditions (U + δU)µ(U + δU)µ = −1
and (r + δr)µ(r + δr)µ = 1 within linear order of the
perturbation allow us to express δU ℓm

t and δrℓmr in terms
of the metric perturbations. We assume δrt = 0, allowing
us to express δU ℓm

r in terms of the metric and matter-
density perturbations. In the low-frequency expansion in
Appendix B, the even-parity sector of the perturbations
of the ith (i = 0, 1) order in the low-frequency expansion
is governed by

LH

[

H(i)
]

= SH,B
H H(i) + Sδρ,B

H δρ(i), (C80)

and
[

d

dr
+

2 (r −M)

β + r2f

]

δρ(i) =
β

4πr2

[

d

dr
− 2 (β −Mr)

r3 (β + r2f)

]

H(i).

(C81)

Here, LH is defined in Eq. (B7) and we have introduced

SH,B
H := −2β

[

r3 − 5Mr2 +
(

5M2 + 2β
)

r − 3Mβ
]

r4ffB (Mr − β)

(

d

dr
− ΣB

)

,

Sδρ,B
H :=

8πr3

Mr − β

(

d

dr
+

2

r

)

, (C82)

where

ΣB :=
1

rf
+

1

r
− 8r2 + (σℓ − 26)Mr − (σℓ − 6)β + 12M2

2 [r3 − 5Mr2 + (5M2 + 2β) r − 3Mβ]
(C83)

+
2 (r −M)

r2fB
.

For the odd-parity sector, the perturbation of the ith
order in the low-frequency expansion is described by

Lh

[

h(i)
]

= SB
h h

(i), (C84)

with

SB
h := −β σℓ − 2

r2fB (β + r2fB)
. (C85)

The operator Lh is given by Eq. (B8).

b. General solution within perturbative expansions

We now introduce ζB := β/M2 and expand the linear
perturbations to O(ζB):

H(i) ≃H(0,i) + ζBH
(1,i), (C86)

h(i) ≃h(0,i) + ζBh
(1,i), (C87)

δρ(i) ≃ζBδρ(1,i). (C88)

Equations (C80) and (C84) reduce to Eq. (B6) at O(ζ0B).
We then obtain
[

d

dr
+

2 (r −M)

r2f

]

δρ(1,i) =
M2

4πr4

(

d

dr
+

2M

r2f

)

H(0,i),

(C89)

LH

[

H(1,i)
]

= SH,B,(1,i)
H H(0,i) + Sδρ,B,(0,i)

H δρ(1,i), (C90)

Lh

[

h(1,i)
]

= SB,(1,i)
h h(0,i), (C91)

at O(ζB). Here, we have defined

SH,B,(1,i)
H := −2M

(

r2 − 5Mr + 5M2
)

r4f2

(

d

dr
+ ΣB,(1,i)

)

,

Sδρ,B,(0,i)
H :=

8πr2

M

(

d

dr
+

2

r

)

,

with

ΣB,(1,i) :=
M
[

(σℓ + 6) r2 − 2 (σℓ + 8)Mr + 16M2
]

2r2f (r2 − 5Mr + 5M2)
,

(C92)

and

SB,(1.i)
h := − (σℓ − 2)M2

r4f2
. (C93)

The general solutions for H(0,i) and h(0,i) are given by
Eq. (11). With the general solution for δρ(1,i) at hand,
the general solutions for H(1,i) and h(1,i) are derived in
the form of Eqs. (12) and (13). When solving Eq. (C90)
at (1, 1)th order, we expand δρ(1,1) in powers of M/r to
O((M/r)35). Within this approximation, the results in
Table II for the even-parity sector are estimated. We have
checked that, if the series is truncated at O((M/r)34) or
O((M/r)36), then the relative deviation of the resulting
TDNs is of O(10−1)%.
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c. Horizon-regular solution

Imposing a regularity condition at the BH horizon r =
M(1 +

√
1 − ζB) specifies the linear perturbations. Now,

we introduce the ingoing Eddington-Finkelstein coordi-
nates (v, r, θ, ϕ), where

v :=t+ r∗B, (C94)

r∗B :=r + 2M ln
( r

2M
− 1
)

+
ζBM

2

r − 2M
+ O

(

ζ2B
)

.

For Xω = H,h, δρ, we obtain horizon-regular solu-
tions by eliminating logarithmically divergent terms in
Xω (1 + iωr∗B) around the horizon, which further deter-

mines the integration constants E
(i,j)
H/h. When evaluating

the CTRF (27), we use Eqs. (B14) and (B15).

5. EFT

An effective field theory (EFT) approach is the most
general extension of GR under several assumptions (see
the details in Refs. [15, 122]). The action is given by7

Seff = 2

∫

d4x
√−g

(

R− C2

Λ6
− C̃2

Λ̃6

)

, (C95)

C ≡ RαβγδR
αβγδ, C̃ ≡ 2Rαβγδ

∗Rαβγδ,

where ∗Rαβγδ is the dual of the Riemann tensor (C34).

The parameters Λ and Λ̃ are coupling constants with the
dimension of the inverse length. The field equations read

Gµα =
1

Λ6

(

8Rµναβ∇ν∇βC +
gµα

2
C2

)

+
1

Λ̃6

(

8R̃µραν∇ρ∇ν C̃ +
1

2
gµαC̃2

)

. (C96)

Following Ref. [15], we introduce dimensionless coupling
constants normalized by the ADM mass of spacetime M ,

(ǫ1, ǫ2) =

(

1

M6Λ6
,

1

M6Λ̃6

)

. (C97)

The background spacetime deviates from the
Schwarzschild spacetime. We recover the solution
derived by Ref. [15]:

g(0)µν dx
µdxν = −fEFT

t dt2 +
1

fEFT
r

dr2 + r2dΩ2, (C98)

where

fEFT
t :=f + ǫ1

(

−1024M9

r9
+

1408M10

r10

)

,

fEFT
r :=f + ǫ1

(

−4608M9

r9
+

8576M10

r10

)

. (C99)

7 For simplicity, we here do not consider the 1/Λ6
−

term in the
literature.

The event horizon is located at r = 2M(1 + 5ǫ1/8) +
O(ǫ21) [15]. Harmonic coordinates xµ on the above space-
time are made by the collections of the scalar fields,

x0 :=t, x1 = r̄ sin θ cosϕ, (C100)

x2 :=r̄ sin θ sinϕ, x3 := r̄ cos θ, r̄ := r −M + ǫ1δr̄EFT,

which satisfy �xµ = O(ǫ21). The explicit form of δr̄EFT

is not relevant for later discussion.

a. Perturbation equations in the low-frequency expansion

In the metric perturbation in the manner of Ap-
pendix B, the even-parity sector of the ith (i = 0, 1)
order in the low-frequency expansion is described by

LH

[

H(i)
]

= ǫ1Sǫ1
HH

(i), (C101)

with

Sǫ1
H := −256M848 (σℓ + 9) r3 − 6 (32σℓ + 519)Mr2 + (192σℓ + 7237)M2r − 5481M3

r12f2

[

d

dr
(C102)

−3σℓ (3σℓ + 170) r4 − 6 (σℓ (6σℓ + 533) + 72)Mr3 + (σℓ (36σℓ + 6689) + 5454)M2r2 − 2 (2333σℓ + 8096)M3r + 14112M4

2r {48 (σℓ + 9) r4 − 18 (16σℓ + 221)Mr3 + (576σℓ + 13465)M2r2 − (384σℓ + 19955)M3r + 10962M4}

]

.

(C103)
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The operator LH is given by Eq. (B7). Note that
the piece of ǫ2 has the identical metric perturbation to
GR [15], and thus, gives no contributions in the source
term. The odd-parity gravitational perturbation of the
ith order in the low-frequency expansion is governed by

Lh

[

h(i)
]

= ǫ1Sǫ1
h h

(i) + ǫ2Sǫ2
h h

(i), (C104)

with

Sǫ1
h :=

2304M8 (11M − 8r)

r10

[

d

dr
+

144σℓr
3 − 18 (31σℓ + 24)Mr2 + (545σℓ + 1646)M2r − 1584M3

18 (11M − 8r) r3f2

]

, (C105)

Sǫ2
h := −36864σℓM

8r

r10

[

d

dr
− (σℓ + 14) r − 32M

8r2f

]

.

Here, Lh is given by Eq. (B8).

b. General solution within perturbative expansions

We expand H(i) and h(i) in ǫk to O(ǫk):

H(i) ≃H(0,i) + ǫ1H
(1,i), (C106)

h(i) ≃h(0,i) + ǫ1h
(1,i)
ǫ1 + ǫ2h

(1,i)
ǫ2 . (C107)

Equations (C101) and (C104) reduce to Eq. (B6) at
O(ǫ0k), and

LH

[

H(1,i)
]

=Sǫ1
HH

(0,i), (C108)

Lh

[

h(1,i)ǫ1

]

=Sǫ1
h h

(0,i), (C109)

Lh

[

h(1,i)ǫ2

]

=Sǫ2
h h

(0,i), (C110)

at O(ǫk). The general solutions take the form of Eq. (11)
at O(ǫ0k) and Eqs. (12) and (13) at O(ǫk).

c. Horizon-regular solution

Imposing a regularity condition at the BH horizon r =
2M(1 + 5ǫ1/8) specifies the linear perturbation with
the ingoing Eddington-Finkelstein coordinates (v, r, θ, ϕ),
where

v :=t+ r∗EFT, (C111)

r∗EFT :=r + 2M ln
( r

2M
− 1
)

+ ǫ1δr
∗ + O

(

ǫ21
)

.

Here, we do not provide the explicit form of
δr∗. Eliminating logarithmically divergent terms in
Xω (1 + iωr∗EFT) around the horizon with Xω = Xω(r)
representing a collection of H and h, we obtain horizon-
regular solutions, thereby determining the integration

constants I
(i,j)
H/h in terms of E

(i,j)
H/h. To determine the

CTRF (27), we use Eqs. (B14) and (B15).
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