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NON-DEGENERATE KILLING HORIZONS IN ANALYTIC

VACUUM SPACETIMES

KLAUS KRÖNCKE AND OLIVER L. PETERSEN

Abstract. We prove a geometric characterization of all possible 4-dimensional
real analytic vacuum spacetimes near non-degenerate Killing horizons. It is
known that any such horizon admits a canonically induced real analytic Rie-
mannian metric with a Killing vector field of constant length. In this paper
we prove the converse statement: Every real analytic Riemannian 3-manifold,
which admits a Killing vector field of constant length, gives rise to a unique

(up to isometry) real analytic vacuum spacetime near a non-degenerate Killing
horizon. Our result applies in particular to bifurcate horizons (e.g. black
hole event horizons) and non-degenerate compact Cauchy horizons in real
analytic vacuum spacetimes, since classical results of Hawking and Moncrief-
Isenberg (and recent generalizations thereof) show that such horizons are non-
degenerate Killing horizons.
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1. Introduction

A Killing horizon is a lightlike hypersurface in a spacetime with a Killing vector
field, such that the Killing vector field is lightlike at the horizon. In this paper, we
are interested in the following question:
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What geometry could 4-dimensional vacuum spacetimes have in a
neighborhood of a non-degenerate Killing horizon?

We answer this question completely, assuming the spacetime metric and the horizon
are real analytic, by introducing a new characteristic Cauchy problem for Einstein’s
vacuum equation on spacetimes with non-degenerate Killing horizons, prescribing
data on the horizon. Our main result is (see Theorem 1.7 and Theorem 1.8 below):

The real analytic 4-dimensional vacuum spacetimes with a non-
degenerate Killing horizon are near the horizon in one-to-one-
correspondence (up to isometry) with the real analytic Riemannian
3-manifolds admitting a Killing vector field of constant length.

The Riemannian metric and its Killing vector field is induced by the geometry of
the vacuum spacetime at the horizon and by the spacetime Killing vector field, in
a way we describe in the following section. We thus obtain a complete geometric
characterization of all possible neighborhoods of non-degenerate Killing horizons in
4-dimensional real analytic vacuum spacetimes.

The simplest examples of real analytic Riemannian 3-manifolds with a Killing
vector field of constant length is the product manifold

R×K,

where K is any real analytic surface. If K = S2, our result produces the
Schwarzschild spacetime with a certain mass, see Example 2.2. Given two such
surfaces K1 and K2, our result implies that the resulting vacuum spacetimes are
isometric near the horizon if and only if K1 and K2 are isometric.

The Riemannian manifold producing the Kerr spacetime is also

R× S2,

but the Riemannian metric is not the product metric. The Killing vector field is
parallel to the R-component, but the orthogonal complement is a non-integrable
distribution, see Example 2.3. This is in fact very similar to the Taub-NUT space-
time, where the Riemannian manifold is a 3-dimensional Berger sphere, with the
Killing vector field generating the S1-action, see Example 2.11.

The main novelty in this paper is the identification of the correct geometric
initial data for the characteristic Cauchy problem for vacuum spacetimes with non-
degenerate Killing horizons. The main technical challenge, which takes up most of
this paper, is to show that the full asymptotic expansion of the spacetime metric
is given by our initial data in a geometric way. We have to work in a gauge
allowing to show that if the initial data is isometric, then the resulting asymptotic
expansions of the spacetime at the horizon are isometric (in an appropriate sense).
Real analyticity then proves that the candidate isometry actually is an isometry.

The gauge we use was introduced by the second author in [Pet21b] and is called
the null time function. Recall that a natural foliation of a neighborhood near
a non-characteristic hypersurface is obtained by considering geodesics normal to
the hypersurface. This is not possible for characteristic/lightlike hypersurfaces,
since the normal vector field is tangent to the horizon. However, as observed in
[Pet21b], there is in fact a canonically given transversal vector field along non-
degenerate Killing horizons (or more generally to horizons with constant non-zero
surface gravity). The null time function is constructed by considering geodesics
emanating from the horizon in this unique transversal direction. This way we may
easily identify the foliations for isometric spacetimes and use this observation to
construct the candidate isometry when proving the geometric uniqueness.

Classical work by Moncrief [Mon82,Mon84] shows how to produce real analytic

vacuum spacetimes from data on the horizon. Moncrief prescribes a function φ̊,
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a one-form β̊ and a lightlike metric g̊ at the horizon, which are all assumed to
be independent of one coordinate (which will be the Killing direction). It does
in general not seem to be possible to determine from his initial data if two such
spacetimes will be isometric near the horizon or not. Indeed, we show that one

can in fact always put φ̊ = 0, since any other choice just reproduces isometric
spacetimes, see Remark 5.3. We use Moncrief’s theorem in order to construct local
solutions on coordinate patches and then use our geometric uniqueness theorem to
glue these solutions together to a solution globally along the horizon.

Our characterization is reminiscent of the local well-posedness of the Cauchy
problem in General Relativity [YFB52]:

For every Riemannian manifold equipped with a symmetric 2-tensor
satisfying the relativistic constraint equations, there is a unique (up
to isometry) local globally hyperbolic vacuum spacetime such that
the first and second fundamental form on a Cauchy hypersurface is
the given data.

The main difference is that we only construct (analytic) vacuum spacetimes with
a non-degenerate Killing horizon. The point is, however, that it is much easier to
find Riemannian manifolds with a Killing vector field of constant length, than to
solve the relativistic constraint equations.

Let us finally discuss how our results relate to the black hole uniqueness conjec-
ture, saying that the subextremal Kerr spacetime is the only 4-dimensional smooth
stationary asymptotically flat non-degenerate vacuum black hole spacetime. Un-
der the assumption of real analyticity, Hawking has proven the conjecture, see
[Haw72, HE73]. In the smooth setting, not assuming analyticity, much less is
known about stationary vacuum black holes in general, other than that they are
non-degenerate Killing horizons. This is a celebrated theorem by Alexakis-Ionescu-
Klainerman [AIK10]. We may thus apply our main tool in this paper, Theorem 3.9,
which does not assume real analyticity and conclude that one in fact can compute
the full asymptotic expansion of the metric at the horizon, even without assuming
axisymmetry of the black hole. Our results therefore give new information about
the geometry of potential counterexamples to the black hole uniqueness conjecture,
which conceivably could be an ingredient in ruling them out.

1.1. Killing horizon initial data. Though our main results are proven assuming
real analyticity, important intermediate results hold in the smooth category. We
therefore introduce all objects assuming only smoothness. Let (M, g) be a smooth
spacetime, i.e. a time-oriented connected Lorentzian manifold of dimension n+1 ≥
2, with a smooth lightlike hypersurface H ⊂ M .

Definition 1.1. A smooth Killing vector field W on M , such that

W |H
is lightlike and tangent to H, is called a horizon Killing vector field on M . A
smooth lightlike hypersurface H, with a horizon Killing vector field W , is called a
Killing horizon in M .

Assuming the curvature condition

Ric(W |H, X) = 0, (1)

for allX ∈ TH, the existence of a horizon Killing vector field implies that the surface
gravity is constant, i.e. that there is a constant κ ∈ R, called surface gravity, such
that

∇WW |H = κW |H. (2)

For a proof of this statement, we refer to [PV21, Rem. 1.9, Lem. B.1].
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Definition 1.2. Assume that (1) is satisfied. We say that H is a non-degenerate
Killing horizon, with respect to W , if κ 6= 0.

By replacing W with −W if necessary, we may always assume that κ > 0:

Assumption 1.3. We assume throughout this paper that H ⊂ M is a smooth
non-degenerate Killing horizon with κ > 0.

Note that

g(∇XW,Y )|H =
1

2
LW g(X,Y )|H − 1

2
g(W, [X,Y ])|H = 0

for all X,Y ∈ TH, which implies that ∇XW |H is normal to the lightlike hypersur-
face H and must hence be a multiple of the lightlike direction W |H at each point.
In other words, there is a unique smooth one-form ω on H, such that

∇XW |H = ω(X)W |H. (3)

It immediately follows that
LW |Hω = 0. (4)

Define the (0, 2)-tensor σ at any p ∈ H as

σ(X,Y ) := g(X,Y ) + ω(X)ω(Y ), (5)

for all X,Y ∈ TpH. Since
ω(W |H) = κ > 0

by assumption, we note that σ is positive definite, i.e. σ is a Riemannian metric
on H. Let us also introduce the notation

V := W |H. (6)

Definition 1.4. We call (H, σ, V ) as defined in (5) and (6) the induced initial data.

We have thus shown that each vacuum spacetime with a smooth non-degenerate
Killing horizon gives an induced initial data set (H, σ, V ) in a geometric way. Note
the following two important properties of σ and V :

• Firstly, we have

LV σ = LW g|H + LV ω ⊗ ω + ω ⊗ LV ω = 0,

i.e. V is a Killing vector field with respect to σ.
• Secondly, note that

σ(V, V ) = κ2

is constant, i.e. the length of V with respect to σ is constant.

1.2. Main results. We have already discussed induced initial data on any non-
degenerate Killing horizon in Definition 1.4. Conversely, the following turns out to
be the correct notion of initial data:

Definition 1.5. Let (H, σ) be a Riemannian manifold, equipped with a Killing
vector field V of constant length, i.e.

LV σ = 0

and
σ(V, V )

is constant. We say that (H, σ, V ) is an initial data set for the characteristic Cauchy
problem for vacuum spacetimes with a non-degenerate Killing horizons or simply
an initial data set for short.

Note that all constructions above make sense when replacing smooth with real
analytic.
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Remark 1.6. If a nowhere vanishing vector field V on a manifold H is a Killing
vector field with respect to a Riemannian metric σ̂, then (H, σ, V ) is an initial data
set, with

σ :=
σ̂

σ̂(V, V )
.

In other words, it suffices to find Riemannian manifolds with nowhere vanishing
Killing vector fields in order to solve our constraint equation.

1.2.1. Existence. Our first main result says that any 3-dimensional real analytic
initial data gives rise to a 4-dimensional real analytic vacuum spacetime with a
non-degenerate Killing horizon:

Theorem 1.7. Let (H, σ, V ) be real analytic initial data set, in the sense of Defi-
nition 1.5, where H is 3-dimensional. Then there is a real analytic 4-dimensional
spacetime (M, g), a real analytic Killing vector field W on M and a real analytic
non-degenerate Killing horizon

ι : H →֒ M,

with respect to W , such that

• (H, σ, V ) is the induced initial data as in Defintion 1.4,
• dι(V ) = W |ι(H).

1.2.2. Geometric uniqueness. Our second main result says that two real analytic
vacuum spacetimes with non-degenerate Killing horizons are are isometric, with
an isometry respecting the horizon Killing vector fields, precisely when there is a
real analytic isometry of the initial data, respecting the Riemannian Killing vector
fields:

Theorem 1.8. Let (M, g) and (M̂, ĝ) be real analytic vacuum spacetimes. Assume
that

ι :H →֒ M,

ι̂ :Ĥ →֒ M̂

are real analytic non-degenerate Killing horizons with horizon Killing vector fields
W and Ŵ . Let (H, σ, V ) and (Ĥ, σ̂, V̂ ) be the induced initial data, in the sense of
Definition 1.5. If there is a real analytic isometry

ϕ : (H, σ) → (Ĥ, σ̂),

with real analytic inverse, such that

dϕ(V ) = V̂ ,

then there are open neighborhoods ι(H) ⊂ U ⊂ M and ι̂(Ĥ) ⊂ Û ⊂ M̂ and a real
analytic isometry

Φ : (U , g|U ) → (Û , g|Û)
with

dΦ(W ) = Ŵ ,

such that

Φ ◦ ι = ι̂ ◦ ϕ.

Remark 1.9. Theorem 1.8 requires no restriction on the spacetime dimension.
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1.2.3. Motivating the initial data. Let us give a brief motivation why the initial
data (σ, V ) are correct for this characteristic Cauchy problem, by showing how the
spacetime metric at the horizon and the one-form ω are constructed from (σ, V ).
Given an initial data set (H, σ, V ), note that the quadratic form

g(X,Y ) := σ(X,Y )− σ(X,V )σ(Y, V )

σ(V, V )

for any X,Y ∈ TpH is a lightlike metric at H, i.e. g(X,X) ≥ 0 and

g(X,X) = 0 ⇔ X = V.

Moreover, defining

ω(X) :=
σ(X,V )
√

σ(V, V )
,

we have

σ(X,Y ) = g(X,Y ) + ω(X)ω(Y ).

The quadratic form g will be the induced lightlike metric at the horizon in the
resulting spacetime, and ω will be the one-form defined by (3).

1.2.4. Relation to earlier results. This paper was greatly inspired by remarkable
ideas of Moncrief in [Mon82,Mon84]. Moncrief’s result [Mon82, Thm. 2] corre-
sponds to our existence theorem Theorem 1.7 when H is the three-torus T 3 with V

is one of the standard coordinate vector fields with closed integral curves. Similarly,
his result [Mon84, Thm. 2] corresponds to our existence theorem Theorem 1.7 when
H is the three-sphere S3 and V is the generator of a fiber in the Hopf fibration

S3 → S2.

As already explained, Moncrief does not prove any geometric uniqueness statement.
In fact, as can be seen in the proof of Lemma 5.2 below, Moncrief’s initial data
sometimes give isometric solutions. Heuristically, Moncrief specifies 6 functions on
the horizon, but the correct space of initial data turns out to be parametrized by

only 5 functions, see Remark 5.3. More precisely, we may set his initial datum φ̊ to

zero. All other choices of φ̊ lead to spacetimes which are isometric to a spacetime

obtained with φ̊ = 0.
It is a classical topic in general relativity to show that horizons in vacuum space-

times are Killing horizons, under weak assumptions. This line of argument was
initiated by Hawking as the main novelty in his black hole uniqueness theorem
[Haw72,HE73]. It is now known that any bifurcate horizon in a real analytic vac-
uum spacetime of any dimension is necessarily a non-degenerate Killing horizon,
see the work of Chruściel-Costa [CC08], Moncrief-Isenberg [MI08] and Hollands-
Ishibashi-Wald [HIW07]. In particular, no assumption on the geometry away from
the event horizon is needed. As a parallel to this, Moncrief and Isenberg have
shown that any real analytic non-degenerate (non-ergodic) compact Cauchy hori-
zon is a Killing horizon [MI83,MI20]. The analyticity assumptions in these theo-
rems has been dropped for stationary black holes by Alexakis-Ionescu-Klainerman
in [AIK10,IK13] and for compact Cauchy horizons by the second author in [Pet21a],
assuming constant surface gravity, based on [Pet21b,PR18]. We refer to Section 2
for more details on this.

1.2.5. Structure of the paper. We begin by presenting our main applications to
bifurcate horizons and compact Cauchy horizons in vacuum spacetimes, see Section
2. We also compute the initial data producing the subextremal Kerr spacetime and
compute the spacetimes produced by the simplest compact Riemannian manifolds
admitting a Killing vector field of constant length.
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Section 3 is the technical core of the paper, where we show how to iteratively
compute the full asymptotic expansion of the spacetime metric at a non-degenerate
Killing horizon in a smooth vacuum spacetime. Indeed, we do not need real analyt-
icity at this step and we only assume smoothness for potential future applications.

In Section 4 we apply the result on the asymptotic expansion to prove geometric
uniqueness. The main point here is of course the analyticity of the spacetime metric.

The paper is concluded with Section 5, where we show that the formal solution
given by the asymptotic expansion actually converges if the initial data is real ana-
lytic. As one might expect, this is not easy to read off directly from the asymptotic
expansion. Combining Moncrief’s methods in [Mon82,Mon84], in which he solves
a Cauchy-Kowalevski problem for PDE with singular coefficients, with our geo-
metric uniqueness Theorem 1.8, proves our existence theorem, Theorem 1.7. We
obtain a real analytic solution, which, as we a posteriori conclude, coincides with
the asymptotic expansion at the horizon.

Acknowledgements. We would like to thank Vincent Moncrief for very valu-
able conversations. The first author is grateful for the support of the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) through the prior-
ity programme 2026 Geometry at Infinity. The second author is grateful for the
support of the DFG – GZ: LI 3638/1-1, AOBJ: 660735 and the Stanford Mathe-
matics Research Center.

2. Applications

There are two important classes of results showing that certain horizons in vac-
uum spacetimes are non-degenerate Killing horizons:

• The case whenH is a bifurcate horizon. This is the union of two intersecting
null hypersurfaces. An important example is the union of a past and future
event horizon in, say, the subextremal Kerr spacetime.

• The case when H is compact. This is precisely when H is a compact
non-degenerate Cauchy horizon in a vacuum spacetime (c.f. [Pet21a, Cor.
2.13]). Important examples include the Misner spacetime and the Taub-
NUT spacetime.

The main point is: In both these situations, the horizon Killing vector field has
been shown to exist under weak assumptions. We recall here these classical rigidity
results and combine them with our main results, Theorem 1.7 and Theorem 1.8.

2.1. Bifurcate horizons (e.g. black hole event horizons). The following the-
orem is known as Hawking’s local rigidity, see [Haw72,HE73]. We give a general
formulation, which is due to Alexakis-Ionescu-Klainerman, see [AIK10, Thm. 1.1].
The latter only assume smoothness of the horizon, as opposed to real analyticity,
but we do not need it here. (The analyticity of the Killing vector field in an analytic
vacuum spacetime is standard, by elliptic theory.)

Theorem 2.1 (Hawking, Alexakis-Ionescu-Kainerman). Given a local, regular, bi-
furcate, non-expanding horizon in a 4-dimensional real analytic vacuum spacetime,
there is a Killing vector field in an open neighborhood of the bifurcation surface,
which is lightlike at the horizon and tangent to the horizon. In other words, the
horizon is a non-degenerate Killing horizon.

For the precise definition of the objects involved, we refer to [AIK10, Thm. 1.1]. The
non-degeneracy conclusion is not explicitly mentioned in [AIK10, Thm. 1.1], but
is explained in e.g. [IK09, p. 38]. See also [IK13] for the generalization to higher
dimensions (not requiring analyticity). A bifurcate horizon is the union of two
smooth (or real analytic) horizons (like the past and future event horizons). Our
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main results, Theorem 1.7 and Theorem 1.8, applies to either of the real analytic
parts of a bifurcate horizon.

The most important example of spacetimes with bifurcate horizons are the sta-
tionary black holes, in particular the family of subextremal Kerr spacetimes. The
subextremal Kerr spacetimes satisfy all our assumptions and we would like to com-
pute the induced initial data

(H, σ, V ),

where H is the future or past event horizon or (half of) the Cauchy horizon. We
start with the simpler special case of non-rotating black holes, the Schwarzschild
black hole:

Example 2.2 (The Schwarzschild black hole). Given a mass m ∈ (0,∞), the
Schwarzschild black hole spacetime is given in Eddington-Finkelstein coordinates
by

M := (0,∞)r × Rv × S2,

equipped with the metric

g := 2drdv +

(
2m

r
− 1

)

dv2 + r2gS2 .

More precisely, (M, g) is the union of the domain of outer communication (r > 2m),
the event horizon (r = 2m) and the interior of the black hole (r < 2m). The event
horizon

H := {2m} × R× S2

is indeed a real analytic lightlike hypersurface with a horizon Killing vector field

W := ∂v.

One easily computes that

ω =
1

4m
dv|H.

Hence the surface gravity is

κ = ω (∂v|H) =
1

4m
.

This verifies that H is a non-degenerate Killing horizon for any m ∈ (0,∞). The
induced initial data (in the sense of Definition 1.4) on H ∼= Rv × S2 is therefore

σ =
1

16m2
dv2 + 4m2gS2 ,

V = ∂v|H
We are now ready to compute the initial data of the significantly more compli-

cated subextremal Kerr spacetime:

Example 2.3 (The subextremal Kerr black hole). Given a massm ∈ (0,∞) and an
angular momentum a ∈ R, such that 0 < |a| < m, the subextremal Kerr spacetime
is given in Eddington-Finkelstein coordinates by

M := (0,∞)r × Rv × S2
φ,θ,

equipped with the metric

g =2(dv − a sin2(θ)dφ)(dr − a sin2(θ)dφ)

+

(
2mr

r2 + a2 cos2(θ)
− 1

)
(
dv − a sin2(θ)dφ

)2

+ (r2 + a2 cos2(θ))(dθ2 + sin2(θ)dφ2).



NON-DEGENERATE KILLING HORIZONS IN ANALYTIC VACUUM SPACETIMES 9

Setting a = 0, we recover the Schwarzschild metric in the previous example. Let

r± := m±
√

m2 − a2.

Since |a| < m, note that r+ 6= r−. Now, (M, g) is the union of the domain of outer
communication (r > r+), the future outer event horizon (r = r+) and the interior
of the black hole, consisting of (half) the inner future event horizon/future Cauchy
horizon (r = r−) and the region beyond (r < r−). Both horizons

H± := {r±} × R× S2

are real analytic Killing horizons, but with different horizon Killing vector fields

W± := ∂v +
a

r2± + a2
∂φ,

i.e. W± is lightlike at H±. The surface gravity at either horizon is given by

κ± =
1

2

(
1

m
− 1

r±

)

,

which is non-zero, since |a| < m. The induced lightlike metric is

g± =
sin2(θ)

r2± + a2 cos2(θ)

(
(r2± + a2)dφ− adv

)2
+ (r2± + a2 cos2(θ))dθ2,

and we have

ω± = κ±
r2± + a2

r2± + a2 cos2(θ)

(
dv − a sin2(θ)dφ

)

− r±a sin
2(θ)

(
r2± + a2 cos2(θ)

)2

(
(r2± + a2)dφ − adv

)

− 1

2

a2 sin(2θ)

r2± + a2 cos2(θ)
dθ.

The induced initial data (in the sense of Definition 1.4) on the horizons

H± ∼= Rv × S2
φ,θ

are

σ± = g± + ω± ⊗ ω±,

V± = ∂v|H± +
a

r2± + a2
∂φ|H± ,

where g± and ω± are given by the expressions above.

2.2. Compact Cauchy horizons. Whereas black hole spacetimes are often as-
sumed to be asymptotically flat, and supposed to model isolated systems, compact
Cauchy horizons are naturally associated with cosmological spacetimes, where the
Cauchy hypersurfaces are compact.

Let us recall the definition of a Cauchy horizon and the properties compact
Cauchy horizons are known to have. Let M be a real analytic spacetime of dimen-
sion n + 1 ≥ 2 and let Σ ⊂ M be a closed acausal C0-hypersurface of M . It is
proven in [O’N83, Prop. 14.53] that the domain of dependence

D(Σ) := {p ∈ M | any inextendible causal curve through p intersects Σ } ⊆ M

is a globally hyperbolic open submanifold of M and that the boundary

∂D(Σ) = H− ∪H+

has two connected components H− and H+ (one past and one future component)
which are achronal lightlike C0-hypersurfaces in M .
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Definition 2.4. We call H−/+ the past/future Cauchy horizon with respect to Σ.

Assumption 2.5. We assume in this section that H is a future or past Cauchy
horizon, which is compact (without boundary).

The following recent theorem was proven independently by Larsson in [Lar15,
Cor. 1.43] and Minguzzi in [Min15, Thm. 18]:

Theorem 2.6 (Larsson, Minguzzi). If M is a real analytic spacetime satisfying
the null energy condition (for example vacuum), then H is a real analytic lightlike
submanifold of M .

In 1983, Moncrief and Isenberg conjectured that any compact Cauchy horizon
in a smooth vacuum spacetime is in fact a Killing horizon [MI83]. Under the
assumption of real analyticity, Moncrief-Isenberg has done remarkable work on
their conjecture throughout the last decades in [IM85, IM92,MI83, MI08], which
can by now be summarized in the following theorem:

Theorem 2.7 (Moncrief-Isenberg). Let H be a non-degenerate compact Cauchy
horizon in a 4-dimensional real analytic vacuum spacetime. Then H is a non-
degenerate real analytic Killing horizon in the sense of Definition 1.1.

Non-degeneracy here means that at least one generator (lightlike geodesics on the
horizon) is incomplete. Recent work by Reiris-Bustamente [RB21] (see also the
work by Gurriaran-Minguzzi GM2021) show that compact non-degenerate Cauchy
horizons in vacuum spacetimes have constant non-zero surface gravity, even without
assuming real analyticity. Strictly speaking, Moncrief and Isenberg did not treat
the “ergodic case”, but this was dealt with by the second author of this paper
in [Pet21a, Thm. 1.4]. In [Pet21a] the smooth setting is considered, but Killing
vector fields in real analytic spacetimes are automatically real analytic by elliptic
regularity theory.

Combining the above results with the main results of this paper, we arrive at
the following:

Theorem 2.8. Non-degenerate compact Cauchy horizons in 4-dimensional real
analytic vacuum spacetimes M , are in one-to-one correspondence (as in Theorem
1.7 and Theorem 1.8) with real analytic closed Riemannian 3-manifolds (H, σ),
equipped with a Killing vector field V of constant length.

Proof. After applying Theorem 1.7 and Theorem 1.8, what remains to check is that
the horizon indeed is a Cauchy horizon, but this is proven in [Pet21a, Cor. 2.13]. �

There are of course many examples of real analytic compact Riemannian man-
ifolds with Killing vector fields of constant length. We refer to the recent work of
Bustamente-Reiris [BR21] for a detailed analysis of this. Some particularly simple
ones are

T 3, S1 × S2, S3,

with the standard metrics and standard nowhere vanishing Killing vector fields. In
all these examples, the corresponding vacuum spacetime and Killing horizons are
explicitly known. We begin by presenting the case T 3:

Example 2.9 (The Misner spacetime). The spacetime

M := Rt × S1
x × T 2,

equipped with the real analytic metric

g := 2dtdx+ αtdx2 + gT 2 ,
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for any α ∈ R\{0}, where gT 2 is the standard metric on the 2-dimensional torus, is
a vacuum spacetime. Choosing

α := −2,

there is a future compact Cauchy horizon (if ∂t is future oriented)

H := {0} × S1 × T 2

and Killing vector field
W := ∂x.

In this case
ω = dx|H,

and we get the induced initial data on H ∼= T 3:

σ = dx2|H + gT 2 = gT 3 ,

V = ∂x,

which are the standard metric and a standard Killing vector field on the torus.

Let us continue with S1 × S2:

Example 2.10 (The quotient Schwarzschild spacetime). For the case of S1 × S2,
the idea is to construct a locally isometric (discrete) quotient of the Schwarzschild
spacetime. Recall from Example 2.2, that

(0,∞)r × Rv × S2, g = 2drdv +

(
2m

r
− 1

)

dv2 + r2gS2 ,

is the Schwarzschild spacetime with mass m ∈ (0,∞). We first make the coordinate
change

w :=
v

2
to get

(0,∞)r × Rw × S2, g = 4drdw + 4

(
2m

r
− 1

)

dw2 + r2gS2 ,

Since ∂w is a Killing vector field, the metric is well-defined on the quotient spacetime

M = (0,∞)r × S1
w × S2.

The event horizon at r = 2m now becomes a compact future Cauchy horizon (if ∂r
is future oriented) given by

H := {r = 2m} × S1
w × S2.

Choosing the horizon Killing vector field

W := ∂w,

the surface gravity is

κ =
1

2m
and

ω =
1

2m
dw|H.

The induced lightlike metric on the horizon is

4m2gS2 .

Choosing m = 1
2 , we thus have the following initial data on H ∼= S1 × S2:

σ = dv2 + gS2 ,

V = ∂w|H,

which is the standard metric and standard (nowhere vanishing) Killing vector field.
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We finish the section by discussing S3:

Example 2.11 (The Taub-NUT spacetime). Consider the spacetime

R× S3

equipped with the metric

g := 4ldtσ1 + 4l2U(t)α2
1 + (t2 + l2)(α2

2 + α2
3).

Here, m ∈ R, l 6= 0 and

U(t) :=
(t+ − t)(t− t−)

t2 + l2
,

with t± := m ±
√
m2 + l2, and αi, for i = 1, 2, 3, are the standard left-invariant

1-forms on S3. There are a future and a past Cauchy horizon, given by

H± := {t = t±} × S3.

We choose the horizon Killing vector field to be

W := E1,

where Ei, for i = 1, 2, 3, are the vector fields dual to αi, i = 1, 2, 3. The surface
gravity at the horizon H± is

κ± = ±2l
√
m2 + l2

t2± + l2
.

We get

ω± = κ±α1

and the induced initial data on H± ∼= S3 is

σ =
4l2(m2 + l2)

(t2± + l2)
α2
1 + (t2± + l2)(α2

2 + α2
3),

V = E1,

which is a Berger metric on S3. The induced initial data is the unit sphere metric
if m = 0 and l = ± 1√

2
.

3. Asymptotic expansion

The key in our arguments is to show that the full asymptotic expansion of the
spacetime metric g at the horizon is given uniquely by the initial data, assuming
the Ricci curvature vanishes to infinite order at the horizon:

Assumption 3.1. Assume that M is a smooth spacetime of dimension n+1 ≥ 2,
with a smooth Killing horizon H ⊂ M , with horizon Killing vector field W , such
that

∇kRic|H = 0 (7)

for all k ∈ N0.

We assume throughout this section that Assumption 3.1 is satisfied.

Remark 3.2. Note that we do not assume the metric to be real analytic in this
section, we only assume it be smooth. Moreover, the results hold in arbitrary
spacetime dimension.
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3.1. Geometric gauge: the null time function. Let (H, σ, V ) denote the in-
duced initial data (in the sense of Definition 1.4). Let

V ⊥ ⊂ TH
denote the smooth vector bundle of tangent vectors which are orthogonal to V ,
with respect to σ. For notational convenience, we do in this section not write out
the embedding ι and simply write

H ⊂ M, V = W |H,

etc.

Definition 3.3. The unique lightlike smooth vector field L along H which satisfies

g(L, V ) = 1, g(L,X) = 0,

for all X ∈ V ⊥ is called the canonical transversal vector field of H.

Note that indeed L is not tangent to H, since

0 6= g(L, V ) = g(L,W |H).

We think of L as a natural replacement for the unit normal along a spacelike or
timelike hypersurface.

Proposition 3.4. There is a unique nowhere vanishing lightlike smooth (real ana-
lytic, if the metric is real analytic) vector field ∂t on an open neighborhood U ⊃ H
satisfying

• ∇∂t
∂t = 0,

• g(∂t|H, V ) = 1,
• g(∂t|H, X) = 0 for all X ∈ V ⊥,
• all integral curves of ∂t intersect H precisely once.

Moreover, it follows that

[W,∂t] = 0.

Proof. We construct ∂t as the unique solution to

∇∂t
∂t = 0,

∂t|H = L,

on a neighborhood U ⊃ H. It follows that

∂tg(∂t, ∂t) = 0,

which together with
g(∂t, ∂t)|H = g(L,L)|H = 0

implies that ∂t is lightlike. It remains to check that [W,∂t] = 0. For this, we first
show that [W,∂t]|H = 0. Note first that

g([W,∂t]|H, L) = g(∇W∂t|H, L)− g(∇∂t
W |H, L)

=
1

2
Wg(L,L)− 1

2
LW g(L,L)

= 0.

Note now that g(∂t|H, X) = g(L,X) = ω(X)
κ , for all X ∈ TH. Using (4), we

compute

g([W,∂t]|H, X) = Wg(∂t, X)|H − LW g(∂t, X)|H − g(∂t, [W,X ])|H
= Wg(∂t, X)|H − g(∂t, [W,X ])|H

=
Wω(X)

κ
− ω([W,X ])

κ
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=
LWω(X)

κ
= 0.

It follows that [W,∂t]|H = 0. Now, since LW g = 0, we note that

0 = LW (∇∂t
∂t) = ∇[W,∂t]∂t +∇∂t

[W,∂t],

which is a linear first order ODE. It thus follows that [W,∂t] = 0 as claimed.
Shrinking U if necessary, we can ensure that each integral curve of ∂t intersects H
precisely once. �

Proposition 3.5 (The null time function). Let Assumption 3.1 be satisfied. There
is a unique smooth (real analytic, if the metric is real analytic) function

t : U → R,

such that

dt(∂t) = 1,

t−1(0) = H ∩ U .
In particular, dt 6= 0 everywhere on U .
Proof. Construct the function t as the eigentime of the integral curves of ∂t, starting
at H. Then t is smooth and satisfies the assertion. �

Definition 3.6. We call t : U → R the null time function.

3.2. The statement. Since the null time function t is constructed geometrically,
it is very natural to study the asymptotic expansion of the metric g in terms of t,
i.e. we formally write

g ∼
∞∑

m=0

Lm
t g|H

tm

m!
,

and iteratively compute Lm
t g|H := L∂t

. . .L∂t
︸ ︷︷ ︸

m times

g|H in terms of the initial data (σ, V ).

Remark 3.7. Proposition 3.4 implies that

g(∂t, V )|H = 1,

g(X,Y )|H = σ(X,Y ),

g(∂t, ∂t)|H = g(∂t, X)|H = g(V, V )|H = g(X,V )|H = 0,

for all X,Y ∈ V ⊥. Consequently, since ∂t|H is determined by the initial data (σ, V ),
we conclude that g|H is determined by (σ, V ).

We note that many components of Lm
t g automatically vanish:

Lemma 3.8. By construction of ∂t, we have

Lm
t g(∂t, ·) = 0,

for all m ∈ N.

Proof. For m = 1, we note that for any X with [∂t, X ] = 0, we have

Ltg(∂t, X) = ∂tg(∂t, X) = g(∇t∂t, X) + g(∂t,∇tX) = −1

2
Xg(∂t, ∂t) = 0.

The general statement then follows by induction, by noting that

Lm
t g(∂t, X) = ∂tLm−1

t g(∂t, X). �

For the remaining components of Lm
t g|H, we will prove the following theorem:
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Theorem 3.9. Let Assumption 3.1 be satisfied. Then there are unique (non-linear)
differential operators Qm on H for m ∈ N, such that

Lm
t g(X,Y )|H = Qm(σ, V )(X,Y ),

for all m ∈ N and all X,Y ∈ TH. Moreover, we have

Qm(φ∗σ, φ∗V ) = φ∗Qm(σ, V ), (8)

for all diffeomorphisms φ : H → H and the Qm(σ, V )’s are real analytic if σ and V

are real analytic.

The condition (8) is very natural, it says that the differential operators Qm

are diffeomorphism invariant. Theorem 3.9 would obviously not be true without
assuming (7), i.e. that the Ricci curvature vanishes to infinite order. The rest
of this section will be devoted to prove Theorem 3.9, i.e. to study the remaining
components of Lm

t g|H.

3.3. The first derivative. We start by computing Q1(σ, V ) in Theorem 3.9. It
turns out that its components are given by simple explicit formulas. Let ∇σ de-
note the Levi-Civita connection with respect to σ and let Rσ and Ricσ denote the
curvature tensor and the Ricci curvature of σ, respectively. We will also use the
notation

∇t := ∇∂t
, Lt := L∂t

.

Proposition 3.10. In terms of the null time function t, we have

Ltg(V, V )|H = −2κ,

Ltg(V,X)|H = 0,

Ltg(X,Y )|H =
1

κ

(

Ricσ(X,Y ) +
1

κ2
σ(∇σ

XV,∇σ
Y V )

)

for all X,Y ∈ V ⊥, where κ is the surface gravity with respect to W , defined in (2).
Moreover, we have

∇tW |H = −κ∂t|H. (9)

Remark 3.11. We conclude that

Q1(σ, V )(V, V ) = −2κ,

Q1(σ, V )(V,X) = 0,

Q1(σ, V )(X,Y ) =
1

κ

(

Ricσ(X,Y ) +
1

κ2
σ(∇σ

XV,∇σ
Y V )

)

,

which is a diffeomorphism invariant differential operator in (σ, V ). Since we use
the convention that κ > 0, equation (5) implies that

κ = ω(V ) =
√

σ(V, V ).

This proves the assertion in Theorem 3.9 for m = 1.

In order to prove Proposition 3.10, we begin with the following lemma:

Lemma 3.12. We have
n∑

i,j=2

gijR(X, ei, ej , Y )|H = Ricσ(X,Y ) +
1

κ2
σ(∇σ

XV,∇σ
Y V ),

for any X,Y ∈ V ⊥, where {e2, . . . , en} is a basis for V ⊥ ⊂ TH.
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Proof. We need to compare ∇ and ∇σ. Since

σ(X,Y ) = g(X,Y )|H,

for all X ∈ V ⊥ and Y ∈ TH, the Koszul formula implies for all X,Y, Z ∈ V ⊥ that

2σ(∇σ
XY, Z) = Xσ(Y, Z) + Y σ(X,Z)− Zσ(X,Y )

+ σ([X,Y ], Z)− σ([X,Z], Y )− σ([Y, Z], X)

= 2g(∇XY, Z)|H.

This implies for all X,Y ∈ V ⊥ that

∇σ
XY =

n∑

i,j=2

σ(∇σ
XY, ei)σ

ijej +
1

κ2
σ(∇σ

XY, V )V

=

n∑

i,j=2

g(∇XY, ei)g
ijej |H +

1

κ2
σ(∇σ

XY, V )V

= ∇XY |H − g(∇XY, ∂t)|HV +
1

κ2
σ(∇σ

XY, V )V,

where we have used that g(∇XY, V )|H = 0. The Koszul formula further implies for
X,Y ∈ V ⊥ that

2σ(∇σ
V X,Y ) = V σ(X,Y ) +Xσ(V, Y )− Y σ(V,X)

+ σ([V,X ], Y )− σ([V, Y ], X)− σ([X,Y ], V )

= 2g(∇V X,Y )|H − σ([X,Y ], V ).

We may now compute for all X,Y ∈ V ⊥ that

R(X,Y, Y,X)|H
= g(∇X∇Y Y −∇Y ∇XY −∇[X,Y ]Y,X)|H

= g(∇X(∇σ
Y Y + g(∇Y Y, ∂t)V − 1

κ2
σ(∇σ

Y Y, V )V ), X)|H

− g(∇Y (∇σ
XY + g(∇XY, ∂t)V − 1

κ2
σ(∇σ

XY, V )V ), X)|H

−
n∑

i,j=2

σ([X,Y ], ei)σ
ijg(∇ejY,X)|H − 1

κ2
σ([X,Y ], V )g(∇V Y,X)|H

= g(∇X∇σ
Y Y,X)|H − g(∇Y ∇σ

XY,X)|H

−
n∑

i,j=2

σ([X,Y ], ei)σ
ijg(∇σ

ejY,X)|H

− 1

κ2
σ([X,Y ], V )g(∇V Y,X)|H

= σ(∇σ
X∇σ

Y Y,X)− σ(∇σ
Y ∇σ

XY,X)− σ(∇σ
[X,Y ]Y,X)

+
1

κ2
σ([X,Y ], V )σ(∇σ

V Y,X)− 1

κ2
σ([X,Y ], V )g(∇V Y,X)|H

= Rσ(X,Y, Y,X) +
1

2κ2
σ([X,Y ], V )2

= Rσ(X,Y, Y,X) +
1

2κ2
(σ(∇σ

Y V,X)− σ(∇σ
XV, Y ))

2

= Rσ(X,Y, Y,X) +
2

κ2
σ(∇σ

XV, Y )2,
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where we have used that LV σ = 0. It follows that
n∑

i,j=2

gijR(X, ei, ej , X)|H =

n∑

i,j=2

σijRσ(X, ei, ej, X) +
2

κ2
σ(∇σ

XV,∇σ
XV )

= Ricσ(X,X)− 1

κ2
Rσ(X,V, V,X) +

2

κ2
σ(∇σ

XV,∇σ
XV ).

In order to compute Rσ(X,V, V,X), we first note that for all X ∈ TH, we have

σ(∇σ
V V,X) = LV σ(V,X)− σ(∇σ

XV, V )

= −1

2
Xσ(V, V )

= 0,

from which we conclude that

∇σ
V V = 0.

We may thus compute for all X ∈ V ⊥ that

Rσ(X,V, V,X) = σ(∇σ
X∇σ

V V −∇σ
V ∇σ

XV −∇σ
[X,V ]V,X)

= −V σ(∇σ
XV,X) + σ(∇σ

XV,∇σ
V X)

− LV σ([X,V ], X) + σ(∇σ
XV, [X,V ])

= −1

2
V LV σ(X,X) + σ(∇σ

XV,∇σ
XV )

= σ(∇σ
XV,∇σ

XV ),

which completes the proof. �

Proof of Proposition 3.10. Using that g(∂t,W )|H = 1 and ∇WW |H = κW |H, we
get

Ltg(W,W )|H = 2g(∇W∂t,W )|H = −2g(∂t,∇WW )|H = −2g(∂t, κW )|H = −2κ.

Let X be a smooth vector field, such that X |H ∈ C∞(V ⊥) and [X, ∂t] = 0. We
compute

Ltg(W,X)|H = g(∇W∂t, X)|H + g(W,∇X∂t)|H
= −g(∂t,∇WX)|H − g(∇XW,∂t)|H
= −g([W,X ], ∂t)|H − 2g(∂t,∇XW )|H
= −ω([W,X ]|H)g(V, ∂t)|H − 2ω(X |H)g(∂t,W )|H
= −ω([W,X ]|H)

= −W |Hω(X) + LW |Hω(X |H)

= 0,

where we in the last step used (4). Let us now prove (9), using Lemma 3.8. For
any X ∈ C∞(V ⊥), we compute

0 = LW g(X, ∂t)|H = g(∇XW,∂t)|H + g(X,∇tW )|H = g(X,∇tW )|H,

0 = LW g(∂t, ∂t)|H = 2g(∇tW,∂t)|H,

0 = LW g(W,∂t)|H = g(∇WW,∂t)|H + g(W,∇tW )|H = κ+ g(W,∇tW )|H.

By Remark 3.7, we conclude that ∇tW = −κ∂t. We use this in the final computa-
tion of LW g(X,Y )|H for X,Y ∈ C∞(V ⊥). Since [W,∂t] = 0, we note that

LW (Ltg) = Lt(LW g) + L[W,∂t]g = 0.

We compute

0 = LW (Ltg)(X,Y )
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= W (Ltg(X,Y ))− Ltg([W,X ], Y )− Ltg(X, [W,Y ])

= W (g(∇X∂t, Y ) + g(X,∇Y ∂t))− g(∇[W,X]∂t, Y )

− g([W,X ],∇Y ∂t)− g(∇[W,Y ]∂t, X)− g([W,Y ],∇X∂t)

= g(∇W∇X∂t −∇[W,X]∂t, Y ) + g(X,∇W∇Y ∂t −∇[W,Y ]∂t)

+ g(∇X∂t,∇WY ) + g(∇WX,∇Y ∂t)

− g([W,X ],∇Y ∂t)− g([W,Y ],∇X∂t)

= R(W,X, ∂t, Y ) + g(∇X∇W ∂t, Y ) + R(W,Y, ∂t, X) + g(∇Y ∇W ∂t, X)

+ g(∇X∂t,∇Y W ) + g(∇Y ∂t,∇XW ).

Evaluating this at H, with X,Y ∈ C∞(V ⊥), using (9), we get

0 = R(W,X, ∂t, Y )|H − κg(∇X∂t, Y )|H
+R(W,Y, ∂t, X)|H − κg(∇Y ∂t, X)|H

= R(W,X, ∂t, Y )|H +R(W,Y, ∂t, X)|H − κLtg(X,Y )|H

= −Ric(X,Y )|H −
n∑

i,j=2

gijR(ei, X, ej, Y )|H − κLtg(X,Y )|H,

where e2, . . . , en is a basis for V ⊥. The proof is now completed by applying Lemma
3.12 and recalling that Ric|H = 0. �

The following corollary will be useful when computing the higher derivatives:

Corollary 3.13. For all X,Y ∈ C∞(V ⊥), we have

g(∇X∂t, Y )|H =
1

2κ

(

Ricσ(X,Y ) +
1

κ2
σ(∇σ

XV,∇σ
Y V ) + dω(X,Y )

)

.

Proof. We compute

dω(X,Y ) = ∂Xω(Y )− ∂Y ω(X)− ω([X,Y ])

= −ω([X,Y ])

= −g([X,Y ], ∂t)|Hω(V )

= −κg([X,Y ], ∂t)|H
Combining this with

g(∇X∂t, Y )|H =
1

2
Ltg(X,Y )|H +

1

2
(g(∇X∂t, Y )− g(∇Y ∂t, X))|H

=
1

2
Ltg(X,Y )|H − 1

2
g(∂t, [X,Y ])

and Proposition 3.10 yields the desired result. �

3.4. The higher derivatives. The proof of Theorem 3.9 is an iterative construc-
tion of the Qm’s. The proof is constructive, meaning that it in principle is possible
to compute the Qm’s explicitly, just like we did for Q1 in the previous subsection.
Remark 3.11 implies that there is a unique Q1 such that

Ltg(X,Y )|H = Q1(σ, V )(X,Y )

for all X,Y ∈ TH. Let us therefore make the following induction assumption:

Induction Assumption 3.14. Fix an m ∈ N. We assume that there are unique
(non-linear) diffeomorphism invariant differential operators Q1, . . . , Qm on H such
that

Lk
t g(X,Y ) = Qk(σ, V )(X,Y )

for all X,Y ∈ TH and all k = 1, . . . ,m.
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Remark 3.15. Indeed, by Remark 3.11 we have proven that Induction Assumption
3.14 is satisfied for

m = 1.

Given Induction Assumption 3.14, the goal of this section is to show the existence
of a unique Qm+1 such that

Lm+1
t g(X,Y )|H = Qm+1(σ, V )(X,Y )

for all X,Y ∈ TH, which by induction would prove Theorem 3.9. Recall that we
already know that

Lm
t g(∂t, ·) = 0,

for all m ∈ N.

3.4.1. Notation and first identities. It will be convenient to use the notation

Θ(X) = ∇X∂t, A(X,Y ) := g(Θ(X), Y ).

We also define the square of a (0, 2)-tensor T as

T 2(X,Y ) :=

n∑

α,β=0

gαβT (X, eα)T (eβ, Y ).

Lemma 3.16. We have the identities

∇tA(X,Y ) = −A2(X,Y ) + R(∂t, X, ∂t, Y ),

∇tLtg(X,Y ) = −A2(X,Y )−A2(Y,X) + 2R(∂t, X, ∂t, Y ),

∇tA(X,Y ) =
1

2
∇tLtg(X,Y )− 1

2

(
A2(X,Y )−A2(Y,X)

)
.

Proof. Since ∇t∂t = 0, we have

∇tA(X,Y ) = g(∇2
∂t,X∂t, Y )

= g(∇2
X,∂t

∂t, Y ) + R(∂t, X, ∂t, Y )

= −g(∇∇X∂t
∂t, Y ) + R(∂t, X, ∂t, Y )

= −g(Θ(Θ(X)), Y ) + R(∂t, X, ∂t, Y )

= −A2(X,Y ) + R(∂t, X, ∂t, Y ).

The second and the third identities follow from the identity

Ltg(X,Y ) = A(X,Y ) +A(Y,X).

�

3.4.2. The curvature components. The strategy in the proof of Theorem 3.9 is to
show that Lm+1

t g|H is given uniquely by lower orders Lk
t g|H and for k = 0, . . . ,m,

using that derivatives of the Ricci curvature vanish at the horizon. The following
lemma will be crucial for that purpose:

Lemma 3.17. Let X,Y, Z,W ∈ C∞(TH) and fix a k ∈ N. Then there is a unique
way to express

(a) ∇k
tA|H, for all j = 0, . . . , k − 1,

(b)
(

∇j
tLtg − Lj+1

t g
)

|H, for all j = 0, . . . , k,

(c) ∇j
tR(∂t, X, ∂t, Y )|H, for all j = 0, . . . , k − 2,

(d) ∇j
tR(X,Y, ∂t, Z)|H, for all j = 0, . . . , k − 1,

(e) ∇j
tR(X,Y, Z,W )|H, for all j = 0, . . . , k,

in terms of
g|H, . . . ,Lk

t g|H. (10)



20 KLAUS KRÖNCKE AND OLIVER L. PETERSEN

In the proof of this lemma and in further computations, we will use the following
schematic notation:

Notation 3.18. Given two tensors A and B, the notation

A ∗B
denotes a tensor, which is given by linear combinations of contractions with respect
to the metric g (not derivatives of g). In particular, we may write

∇k(A ∗B) =
∑

i+j=k

∇iA ∗ ∇jB.

The proof of Lemma 3.17 will use the following simple observation:

Lemma 3.19. Let S be a smooth tensor field on M . For any k ∈ N, the commu-
tator

[∇k
t,...,t,∇]S|H

is determined uniquely in terms of g|H and

∇j
tR|H, ∇jA|H,

for j = 0, . . . , k − 1 and
∇jS|H

for j = 0, . . . , k.

Proof of Lemma 3.19. Note that for any tensor field S, we have

[∇t,∇]S(X) = ∇2
t,XS −∇X(∇tS)

= R(∂t, X)S −∇Θ(X)S.

Using this and ∇t∂t = 0, we may schematically compute the higher commutators
as

[∇k
t,...,t,∇]S = [(∇t)

k,∇]S

=
∑

i+j=k−1

(∇t)
i[∇t,∇](∇t)

jS

=
∑

i+j=k−1

(∇t)
iR(∂t, ·)∇j

t,...,tS − (∇t)
i∇Θ(·)∇j

t,...,tS

=
∑

i+j=k−1

∑

a+b=i

(∇aR) ∗ (∇b+jS)− (∇aΘ) ∗ (∇b+j+1S).

This completes the proof, since ∇kA = g(∇kΘ(·), ·). �

Proof of Lemma 3.17. We start by proving the statement for k = 1. By Corollary
3.13, we know that

A|H,

and hence Θ|H, are given in terms of g|H and Ltg|H, which proves claim (a) for
k = 1. Claim (b) then follows for k = 1 immediately by noting that

∇tS = LtS +A ∗ S, (11)

for any covariant tensor S, from which we get

∇tLtg|H = L2
t g|H +A ∗ Ltg|H.

Further, we compute

R(X,Y, ∂t, Z)|H = Xg(∇Y ∂t, Z)|H − g(∇Y ∂t,∇XZ)|H − Y g(∇X∂t, Z)|H
+ g(∇X∂t,∇Y Z)|H − g(∇[X,Y ]∂t.Z)|H

= ∇XA(Y, Z)|H −∇Y A(X,Z)|H,
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for all X,Y, Z ∈ TH. Clearly, ∇ can be expressed in terms of g|H and Ltg|H and
since X,Y are tangent to H, we conclude claim (d) for k = 1. The curvature
component R(X,Y, Z,W )|H can locally be given in terms of Christoffel symbols
and derivatives thereof tangent to H, which are all given by g|H and Ltg|H, proving
claim (e) for j = 0.

In order to complete the case k = 1, we still need to prove (e) for j = 1. Using
the second Bianchi identity, we compute the derivatives of the third curvature
component:

∇j
tR(X,Y, Z,W )|H
= ∇j−1

t (∇R)(∂t, X, Y, Z,W )|H
= −∇j−1

t (∇R)(X,Y, ∂t, Z,W )|H −∇j−1
t (∇R)(Y, ∂t, X, Z,W )|H

= −[∇j−1
t ,∇]R(X,Y, ∂t, Z,W )|H −∇X∇j−1

t R(Y, ∂t, Z,W )|H
− [∇j−1

t ,∇]R(Y, ∂t, X, Z,W )|H −∇Y ∇j−1
t R(∂t, X, Z,W )|H, (12)

for X,Y, Z,W ∈ TH. Using this with j = 1 and that we have proven claim (d) for
k = 1, we conclude claim (e) for j = 1. We have thus proven Lemma 3.17 with
k = 1, which is initial step in our induction on k.

Assume therefore that the assertion is proven for an k ∈ N, we want to then
prove it for k + 1. Lemma 3.16 implies that

∇k
tA|H =

1

2
∇k

tLtg|H +
∑

a+b=k−1

∇a
tA ∗ ∇b

tA|H

=
1

2

(
∇k

tLtg − Lk+1
t g

)
|H + Lk+1

t g|H +
∑

a+b=k−1

∇a
tA ∗ ∇b

tA|H,

which by the induction assumption is given by

g|H, . . . ,Lk+1
t g|H.

proving claim (a) for k + 1. By applying (11), we note that
(
∇k+1

t Ltg − Lk+2
t g

)
|H =

∑

a+b=k

∇a
tA ∗ ∇b

tLtg|H.

By claim (a) for k + 1, this proves claim (b) for k + 1. By Lemma 3.16, we deduce
that

∇k−1
t R(∂t, X, ∂t, Y )|H = ∇k

tA|H +

k−1∑

j=0

∇j
tA ∗ ∇k−1−j

t A(X,Y )|H,

proving claim (c) for k + 1. To prove claim (d) for k + 1, we note that the second
Bianchi identity implies similar to (12) that

∇k
tR(X,Y, ∂t, Z)|H
= −[∇k−1

t ,∇]R(X,Y, ∂t, ∂t, Z)|H −∇X∇k−1
t R(Y, ∂t, ∂t, Z)|H

− [∇k−1
t ,∇]R(Y, ∂t, X, ∂t, Z)|H −∇Y ∇k−1

t R(∂t, X, ∂t, Z)|H,

for any X,Y, Z ∈ TH. By Lemma 3.19 and claim (c) for k+ 1, the right hand side
is expressed in terms of

g|H, . . . ,Lk+1
t g|H,

proving claim (d) for k+1. Finally, in order to prove claim (e), we consider equation
(12) with j = k + 1 and get

∇k+1
t R(X,Y, Z,W )|H
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= −[∇k
t ,∇]R(X,Y, ∂t, Z,W )|H −∇X∇k

tR(Y, ∂t, Z,W )|H
− [∇k

t ,∇]R(Y, ∂t, X, Z,W )|H −∇Y ∇k
tR(∂t, X, Z,W )|H.

Again, by Lemma 3.19 and claim (d) for k + 1, the right hand side is expressed in
terms of

g|H, . . . ,Lk+1
t g|H,

proving claim (e) for k + 1.
We have thus proven the assertion in Lemma 3.17 for k+1, which completes the

induction argument. �

3.4.3. Expressions for the V -components. With the preparations in the previous
subsection, we are now able to study the expression

Lm+1
t g(·, V )|H.

Proposition 3.20. Let Assumption 3.1 and Induction Assumption 3.14 be satisfied
for an m ∈ N. Then, for any X ∈ C∞(TH), the expression

Lm+1
t g(X,V )|H

is given uniquely in terms of

g|H, . . . ,Lm
t g|H. (13)

Proof. By Lemma 3.16, we have

∇m
t Ltg(X,V )|H =

∑

i+j=m−1

∇i
tA ∗ ∇j

tA(X,V )|H + 2∇m−1
t R(∂t, X, ∂t, V )|H

for all X ∈ TH. The first term on the right hand side is dealt with in Lemma 3.17.
The second term is computed as follows:

0 = ∇m−1
t Ric(X, ∂t)|H

= ∇m−1
t trg (R(·, X, ∂t, ·)) |H

= trg
(
(∇m−1

t R)(·, X, ∂t, ·)
)
|H

= ∇m−1
t R(∂t, X, ∂t, V )|H +

n∑

i,j=2

gij∇m−1
t R(ei, X, ∂t, ej)|H.

By Lemma 3.17, the sum on the right hand side is given by (13). The proof is
completed by applying Lemma 3.17, claim (b). �

3.4.4. Computation of the commutator. In this section, we will compute the follow-
ing commutator, which is essential for the remaining part of the proof of Theorem
3.9:

[∇m−1
t ,�]Ltg.

Proposition 3.21. Let Assumption 3.1 and Induction Assumption 3.14 be satisfied
for an m ∈ N. The expression

[∇m−1
t ,�]Ltg|H + 2(m− 1)κLm+1

t g|H
is given uniquely in terms of

g|H, . . . ,Lm
t g|H. (14)

We begin with the following lemma:

Lemma 3.22. For any tensor field S, we schematically have

[∇t,∇]S(X) = R(∂t, X)S −∇Θ(X)S,

[∇t,∇2]S = ∇R ∗ S +Θ ∗ R ∗ S +R ∗ ∇S +∇Θ ∗ ∇S +Θ ∗ ∇2S,

[∇t,�]S = g(Ltg,∇2)S +∇Ric(∂t, ·) ∗ S +R ∗ ∇S +∇Θ ∗ ∇S.
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Here, we have used the notation

g(T,∇2)S :=

n∑

α,β,γ,δ=0

gαβgγδT (eα, eβ)∇2
eβ ,eδ

S.

Proof. Note first that

[∇t,∇]S(X) = ∇2
t,XS −∇X(∇tS)

= R(∂t, X)S −∇Θ(X)S,

which proves the first formula. For the second formula, write

([∇t,∇2]S)(X,Y ) = ([∇t,∇]∇S)(X,Y ) + (∇[∇t,∇])S(X,Y ).

Inserting the above yields

[∇t,∇]∇S(X,Y ) = R(∂t, X)∇Y S −∇R(∂t,X)Y S −∇2
Θ(X),Y S,

∇[∇t,∇]S(X,Y ) = (∇XR)(∂t, Y )S +R(Θ(X), Y )S +R(∂t, Y )∇XS

−∇2
X,Θ(Y )S −∇(∇XΘ)(Y )S,

proving in particular the second formula. We may now contract over X and Y to
get

[∇t,�]S = [∇t,−trg(∇2)]S

= −trg([∇t,∇2])S

= trg ((∇·R)(∂t, ·))S + trg

(

∇2
·,Θ(·) +∇2

Θ(·),·

)

S

+Θ ∗ R ∗ S +R ∗ ∇S +∇Θ ∗ ∇S.

We therefore consider the endomorphism

trg ((∇·R)(∂t, ·))
by using the second Bianchi identity s to write

g(trg ((∇·R)(∂t, ·))X,Y ) =
n∑

α,β=0

g(∇eαR(∂t, eβ)X,Y )

=

n∑

α,β=0

∇eαR(X,Y, ∂t, eβ)

= −
n∑

α,β=0

∇XR(Y, eα, ∂t, eβ)−
n∑

α,β=0

∇Y R(eα, X, ∂t, eβ)

= ∇XRic(∂t, Y )−∇Y Ric(∂t, X).

Finally, we use the formula

Ltg(X,Y ) = g(Θ(X), Y ) + g(X,Θ(Y ))

to see that

trg

(

∇2
·,Θ(·) +∇2

Θ(·),·

)

S = g(Ltg,∇2)S.

This completes the proof. �

Proof of Proposition 3.21. We first note that

[∇m−1
t ,�]Ltg|H =

∑

i+j=m−2

∇i
t[∇t,�]∇j

tLtg|H.
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By applying Lemma 3.17, Lemma 3.22 and Assumption 3.1, we note that the only
term in this sum which is not determined by (14) is

∑

i+j=m−2

∇i
tg(Ltg,∇2)∇j

tLtg|H =
∑

i+j=m−2

∑

a+b=i

g(∇a
tLtg,∇b

t∇2)∇j
tLtg|H.

The only term in this sum which is not determined by (14) is
∑

i+j=m−2

g(Ltg,∇i
t∇2)∇j

tLtg|H =
∑

i+j=m−2

g(Ltg, [∇i
t,∇2])∇j

tLtg|H

+
∑

i+j=m−2

g(Ltg,∇2)∇i
t∇j

tLtg|H

=
∑

i+j=m−2

∑

a+l=i−1

g(Ltg,∇a
t [∇t,∇2])∇l+j

t Ltg|H

+ (m− 1)g(Ltg,∇2)∇m−2
t Ltg|H.

Again, Lemma 3.22 implies that the only term which is not determined by (14) is

(m− 1)g(Ltg,∇2)∇m−2
t Ltg|H,= (m− 1)gαγgβδLtgαβ∇2

eδ,eγ∇
m−2
t Ltg|H.

By Proposition 3.10 and Lemma 3.22, the only term in this expression which is not
given by (14), is the term

−2(m− 1)κ∇m
t Ltg|H.

Applying Lemma 3.17, claim (b), completes the proof. �

3.4.5. Expressions for the V ⊥-components. We now turn to the computation of the
final components

Lm+1
t g(X,Y )|H, (15)

where X,Y ∈ V ⊥. This will use the linearization of the Ricci curvature LtRic|H,
found for example in [Bes08, Thm. 1.174]:

2LtRic = �LLtg + Ldiv(Ltg− 1
2
trg(Ltg)g)♯g, (16)

where �L is the d’Alembert-Lichnerowicz operator, defined as

�Lh := �h− 2R̊h,

where
R̊h(X,Y ) := trg (h(R(·, X)Y, ·)) .

Proposition 3.23. Let Assumption 3.1 and Induction Assumption 3.14 be satisfied
for an m ∈ N. For X,Y ∈ C∞(V ⊥), the expression

Lm+1
t g(X,Y )|H

is given uniquely in terms of

g|H, . . . ,Lm
t g|H and Lm+1

t g(·, V )|H. (17)

The idea in the proof is to differentiate (16):

2∇m−1
t LtRic|H = ∇m−1

t

(

�Ltg − 2R̊Ltg + Ldiv((Ltg− 1
2
trg(Ltg)g)♯g

)

|H
= [∇m−1

t ,�]Ltg|H +�∇m−1
t Ltg|H − 2∇m−1

t R̊Ltg|H
+∇m−1

t Ldiv((Ltg− 1
2
trg(Ltg)g)♯g|H. (18)

By Proposition 3.21, we know that

[∇m−1
t ,�]Ltg|H + 2(m− 1)κLm+1

t g|H
is given by (17). The remaining three terms in (18) are treated separately in Lemma
3.24, Lemma 3.25 and Lemma 3.26 below.



NON-DEGENERATE KILLING HORIZONS IN ANALYTIC VACUUM SPACETIMES 25

Lemma 3.24. For X,Y ∈ C∞(V ⊥), the expression

�∇m−1
t Ltg(X,Y )|H + 2κLm+1

t g(X,Y )|H,

is uniquely determined by (17).

Proof. We compute that

�∇m−1
t Ltg|H = −

n∑

i,j=2

gαβ∇2
eα,eβ

∇m−1
t Ltg|H

= −∇2
W,t∇m−1

t Ltg|H −∇2
t,W∇m−1

t Ltg|H

−
n∑

i,j=2

gij∇2
ei,ej∇

m−1
t Ltg|H

= −2∇W∇m
t Ltg|H + 2∇∇W ∂t

∇m−1
t Ltg|H

− R(∂t,W )∇m−1
t Ltg|H −

n∑

i,j=2

gij∇ei∇ej∇m−1
t Ltg|H

+

n∑

i,j=2

gij∇∇ei
ej∇m−1

t Ltg|H.

By Lemma 3.17 (b) and since ∇eiej |H ∈ TH, the fourth and fifth term are uniquely
given by (17). We compute the second term using

∇W ∂t|H = −κ∂t|H,

by Proposition 3.10, and get

2∇∇W ∂t
∇m−1

t Ltg|H = −2κ∇m
t Ltg|H.

Applying Lemma 3.17 (b), we conclude that the second term uniquely given by (17).
The first term is computed using that W is a Killing vector field with [∂t,W ] = 0.
For X,Y ∈ V ⊥, we have

−2∇W∇m+1
t Ltg(X,Y )|H

= −2LW∇m+1
t Ltg(X,Y )|H + 2∇m+1

t Ltg(∇XW,Y )|H
+ 2∇m+1

t Ltg(X,∇Y W )|H
= −2∇m+1

t LtLW g(X,Y )|H
= 0.

We finally consider the last term. Note first that for m > 1, Lemma 3.17 implies
that R|H is determined by (17). By Lemma 3.17 (b), we conclude that in this case,
the last term is determined by (17). In case m = 1, Proposition 3.10 implies that
for any X,Y ∈ V ⊥, we have

−R(∂t,W )Ltg(X,Y )|H = Ltg(R(∂t,W )X,Y )|H + Ltg(X,R(∂t,W )Y )|H

=
n∑

i,j=2

R(∂t,W,X, ej)g
ijLtg(ej, Y )|H

+

n∑

i,j=2

R(∂t,W,X, ei)g
ijLtg(X, ej)|H.

These curvature components are determined (17), by Lemma 3.17 (d). Taken to-
gether, this completes the proof. �
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Lemma 3.25. For all X,Y ∈ V ⊥, the expression

∇m−1
t (R̊Ltg)(X,Y )|H − κLm+1

t g(X,Y )|H
is given uniquely by (17).

Proof. We compute

∇m−1
t R̊Ltg(X,Y )|H

=
n∑

α,β,γ,δ=0

m−1∑

k=0

(
m− 1

k

)

gαβgγδ∇k
tR(eα, X, Y, eγ)∇m−1−k

t Ltg(eβ, eδ)|H

= ∇m−1
t R(∂t, X, Y, ∂t)Ltg(V, V )|H

+
n∑

i,j=2

n∑

a,b=2

gijgab∇m−1
t R(ei, X, Y, ea)Ltg(ej , eb)|H

+

m−2∑

k=0

∇k
tR ∗ ∇m−1−k

t Ltg(X,Y )|H.

By Lemma 3.17, the second and the third terms are given by (17). The first term
is computed using that Ltg(V, V )|H = −2κ, by Proposition 3.10, and Lemma 3.16:

∇m−1
t R(∂t, X, Y, ∂t)Ltg(V, V )|H = κ∇m

t Ltg(X,Y )|H

+

m−1∑

k=0

∇k
tA ∗ ∇m−1−k

t A(X,Y )|H.

By Lemma 3.17 (a), the sum is given uniquely by (17). The proof is hence finished
by applying Lemma 3.17 (b). �

Lemma 3.26. For any X,Y ∈ TH, we have

∇m−1
t Ldiv(Ltg− 1

2
trg(Ltg)g)♯g(X,Y )|H

is given uniquely by (17).

Proof. We have

∇m−1
t Ldiv(Ltg− 1

2
trg(Ltg)g)♯g(X,Y )|H

= g(∇m
t,...,t,Xdiv(Ltg −

1

2
trg(Ltg)g)

♯, Y )|H

+ g(X,∇m
t,...,t,Y div(Ltg −

1

2
trg(Ltg)g)

♯)|H

=
n∑

α,β=0

gαβ(∇m+1
t,...,t,X,eα

(Ltg)(eβ , Y )|H +
n∑

α,β=0

gαβ∇m+1
t,...,t,Y,eα

(Ltg)(eβ, X))|H

−
n∑

α,β=0

gαβ∇m+1
t,...,t,X,Y (Ltg)(eα, eβ)|H

= ∇m+1
t,...,t,X,t(Ltg)(V, Y )|H +∇m+1

t,...,t,Y,t(Ltg)(V,X)|H
+∇m+1

t,...,t,X,V (Ltg)(∂t, Y )|H +∇m+1
t,...,t,Y,V (Ltg)(∂t, X)|H

+

n∑

i,j=2

gij∇m+1
t,...,t,X,ei

(Ltg)(ej , Y )|H +

n∑

i,j=2

gij∇m+1
t,...,t,Y,ei

(Ltg)(ej , X)|H

−
n∑

α,β=0

gαβ∇m+1
t,...,t,X,Y (Ltg)(eα, eβ)|H. (19)
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We begin by noting that

∇m+1
t,...,t,X,t(Ltg)(V, Y )|H = [∇m−1

t ,∇]∇tLtg(X,V, Y )|H+∇X∇m
t Ltg(V, Y )|H. (20)

Since X ∈ TH, the second term in (20) is given by (17). We compute the first term
in (20) as follows:

[∇m−1
t ,∇]∇tLtg(X,V, Y )|H =

∑

i+j=m−2

∇i
t[∇t,∇]∇j+1

t Ltg(X,V, Y )|H

=
∑

i+j=m−2

∇i
t

(
R(∂t, ·)−∇Θ(X)

)
∇j+1

t Ltg(X,V, Y )|H

=
∑

i+j=m−2

∇i
tR ∗ ∇j+1

t Ltg(X,Y )|H

+
∑

i+j=m−2

i∑

a=1

∇a
tΘ ∗ ∇i−a

t ∇∇j+1
t Ltg(X,Y )|H

−
∑

i+j=m−2

∇m
t, . . . , t
︸ ︷︷ ︸
i times

,Θ(X),t, . . . , t
︸ ︷︷ ︸
j+1 times

Ltg(V, Y )|H.

Applying Lemma 3.17, note that only the last term is not obviously given by (17),
we compute it separately:

∑

i+j=m−2

∇m
t, . . . , t
︸ ︷︷ ︸
i times

,Θ(X),t, . . . , t
︸ ︷︷ ︸
j+1 times

Ltg(V, Y )|H

=
∑

i+j=m−2

[∇i
t,∇]∇j+1

t Ltg(Θ(X), V, Y )|H + (m− 1)∇m
Θ(X),t,...,tLtg(V, Y )|H.

Arguing as above for [∇i
t,∇], we see that the sum is given by (17). Since X ∈

C∞(V ⊥), we know that Θ(X) ∈ C∞(TH), which implies that the second term
in the above expression is given by (17). Thus we have proven that the first and
secondterms in (19) are given by (17).

We turn to the remaining terms in (19). Note first that

∇m+1
t,...,t,·,·Ltg = [∇m−1

t ,∇2]Ltg +∇2∇m−1
t Ltg

= [∇m−1
t ,∇]∇Ltg +∇[∇m−1

t ,∇]Ltg +∇2∇m−1
t Ltg

= [[∇m−1
t ,∇],∇]Ltg + 2∇[∇m−1

t ,∇]Ltg +∇2∇m−1
t Ltg.

Analogous to above, one checks that [∇m−1
t ,∇]Ltg and ∇m−1

t Ltg are given by (17).
Hence for X,Y ∈ C∞(TH), we have ∇XY ∈ TH and we conclude that

2∇X [∇m−1
t ,∇]Ltg(Y )|H +∇2

X,Y ∇m−1
t Ltg|H

is given by (17). We also note that

[[∇m−1
t ,∇],∇]Ltg =

∑

i+j=m−2

[∇i
tR ∗ ∇j

t ,∇]Ltg +
∑

i+j=m−2

[∇i
tΘ ∗ ∇j+1

t,...,t,·,∇]Ltg.

Applying Lemma 3.17 gives, by the same arguments as above, that also this is given
by (17). We conclude that for any X,Y ∈ C∞(TH)

∇t,...,t,X,Y Ltg|H
is given by (17). This completes the proof. �

We may now prove Proposition 3.23:
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Proof of Proposition 3.23. Combining equation (18) with Proposition 3.21, Lemma
3.24, Lemma 3.25 and Lemma 3.26, we conclude that for all X,Y ∈ V ⊥

2∇m−1
t LtRic(X,Y )|H + 2(m+ 1)κLm+1

t g(X,Y )|H

is given uniquely by (17). Since by Assumption 3.1, we have

2∇m−1
t LtRic(X,Y )|H = 0

and κ 6= 0, we conclude that

Lm+1
t g(X,Y )|H

is given uniquely by (17). This completes the proof. �

We may finally conclude the proof of Theorem 3.9:

Proof of Theorem 3.9. As we pointed out in Remark 3.15, Proposition 3.10 implies
that the assertion in Induction Assumption 3.14 for

m = 1.

We thus assume that Induction Assumption 3.14 is true for a fixed

m ∈ N

and aim to prove the assertion in Induction Assumption 3.14 for

m+ 1.

By Proposition 3.20, we know that there is a unique way to express the components

Lm+1
t g(X,V )|H

in terms of g|H, . . . ,Lm
t g|H. Since by Induction Assumption 3.14, we know that

Lk
t g(X,Y )|H = Qk(σ, V )(X,Y )

for all k = 0, . . . ,m and X,Y ∈ TH, and since Lemma 3.8 implies that

Lk
t g(∂t, ·)|H = 0

for all k ∈ N, we conclude that there is a unique Q1,m+1(σ, V ) such that

Lm+1
t g(V,X)|H = Q1,m+1(σ, V )(V,X)

for all X ∈ TH. Similarly, by Proposition 3.23, we conclude that there is a
Q2,m+1(σ, V ) such that

Lm+1
t g(X,Y )|H = Q2,m+1(σ, V )(X,Y )

for all X,Y ∈ V ⊥. To sum up, we have shown that there is a unique Qm+1(σ, V )
such that

Lm+1
t g(X,Y )|H = Qm+1(σ, V )(X,Y )

for all X,Y ∈ TH. Finally, note that Qm+1 constructed this way is diffeomorphism
invariant. This completes the induction argument and finishes the proof. �
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4. Geometric uniqueness

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.8. In this section, objects and
maps will be real analytic, as opposed to only smooth as in the previous section.
We are given two real analytic vacuum solutions

ι : H → (M, g), ι̂ : Ĥ → (M̂, ĝ),

where the induced real analytic initial data (H, σ, V ) and (Ĥ, σ̂, V̂ ) are related by
the isometry

ϕ : (H, σ) → (Ĥ, σ̂)

such that

dϕ(V ) = V̂ .

We want to construct open neighborhoods H ⊂ U ⊂ M and Ĥ ⊂ Û ⊂ M̂ and an
isometry

Φ : (U , g|U ) → (Û , ĝ|Û )
such that

Φ|ι(H) = ι̂ ◦ ϕ ◦ ι−1 : ι(H) → ι̂(Ĥ).

The question is how Φ should be constructed away from ι(H)? If ι(H) ⊂ M was a
spacelike or timelike hypersurface, a natural way to construct Φ near ι(H) would be
to map the unit speed geodesics normal to ι(H) to the unit speed geodesics normal

to ι̂(Ĥ). Since ι(H) ⊂ M is a lightlike hypersurface, the normal vector field is
tangent to ι(H), so that method does not work. However, recall from Proposition
3.4 that there is a geometrically canonical transversal vector field ∂t|ι(H) along

ι(H) and ∂t̂|ι̂(Ĥ) along ι̂(Ĥ), which plays an analogous role as a unit normal does

to a time-like or space-like hypersurface. This idea together with the iterative
determination of the asymptotic expansion, Theorem 3.9, are the keys in our proof
of Theorem 1.8.

4.1. Construction of the candidate isometry. We let ∂t and ∂t̂ denote the real
analytic vector fields given by Proposition 3.4, defined in open neighbourhoods

H ⊂ U ⊂ M, Ĥ ⊂ Û ⊂ M̂,

respectively.

Proposition 4.1 (The candidate isometry). Assume the same as in Theorem 1.8.

Shrinking U and Û if necessary, there is a unique real analytic diffeomorphism (with
real analytic inverse)

Φ : U → Û
such that

Φ|ι(H) = ι̂ ◦ ϕ ◦ ι−1, (21)

dΦ(∂t) = ∂t̂. (22)

Proof. Let q ∈ U be given. By construction, there is a unique integral curve
of ∂t, starting at some point p ∈ ι(H) and reaching q after eigentime t(q). Let

p̂ := ϕ(p) ∈ ι̂(Ĥ) and consider the integral curve of ∂t̂ in Û . Let q̂ ∈ Û denote point
which the integral curve of ∂t̂ reaches after time t(q), i.e. the unique point on the
integral curve starting in p̂ with

t̂(q̂) = t(q).

In order for this to be defined, we shrink U if necessary, i.e. assume that p is
sufficiently near ι(H). For each q ∈ U , set

Φ(q) := q̂.
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It follows that Φ is real analytic and we may shrink Û to make sure that Φ is
bijective. The inverse is real analytic, since it is constructed analogously. �

Remark 4.2. Note that if we had already proven the assertion in Theorem 1.8,
then Φ would necessarily be as in Proposition 4.1. Indeed, condition (21) is required
in Theorem 1.8 and any isometry has to map the geometrically defined vector field
∂t|ι(H) along ι(H) to ∂t̂|ι̂(Ĥ) along ι̂(Ĥ). Recalling that ∂t and ∂t̂ are geodesic vector

fields, Proposition 4.1 is just saying that the geodesics emanating from ∂t|ι(H) have
to be mapped to the geodesics emanating from ∂t̂|ι̂(Ĥ), which is automatic if Φ is

an isometry.

4.2. Proof of geometric uniqueness. We may finally prove Theorem 1.8, which
says that Φ is an isometry after shrinking U and Û if necessary.

Proof of Theorem 1.8. We claim that

Lm
t (Φ∗ĝ − g) |ι(H) = 0 (23)

for all m ∈ N0. By real analyticity, this will suffice to prove the assertion. We begin
with m = 0. Note that

dΦ(∂t) = ∂t̂,

dΦ(dι(V )) = dι̂ ◦ dϕ(V )

= dι̂(V̂ )

and

dΦ|dι(V ⊥) = dι̂ ◦ dϕ ◦ (dι)−1 : dι(V ⊥) → dι̂(V̂ ⊥) (24)

is an isomorphism. What remains is therefore to check that (24) is an isometry.
Given X,Y ∈ V ⊥, we use the assumption ϕ∗σ̂ = σ to compute

Φ∗ĝ(dι(X), dι(Y )) = ĝ(dΦ ◦ dι(X), dΦ ◦ dι(Y ))

= ĝ(dι̂ ◦ dϕ(X), dι̂ ◦ dϕ(Y ))

= σ̂(dϕ(X), dϕ(Y ))

= σ(X,Y )

= g(dι(X), dι(Y )).

This completes the proof of (23) when m = 0. Let us now turn to the case m ≥ 1.
Proposition 4.1 implies that

LtΦ
∗ = Φ∗LdΦ(∂t) = Φ∗L∂t̂

= Φ∗Lt̂

and hence

Lm
t Φ∗ = Φ∗Lm

t̂

for all m ∈ N0. The claim (23) can thus be rewritten as

Φ∗Lm
t̂
ĝ|ι(H) = Lm

t g|ι(H). (25)

We first prove that

Φ∗Lm
t̂
ĝ(∂t, ·)|ι(H) = Lm

t g(∂t, ·)|ι(H). (26)

The right hand side of this is vanishing by Lemma 3.8. The left hand side is
computed using Proposition 4.1 as

Φ∗Lm
t̂
ĝ(∂t, ·)|ι(H) = Lm

t̂
ĝ(dΦ(∂t), dΦ(·))|Φ(ι(H))

= Lm
t̂
ĝ(∂t̂, dΦ(·))|ι̂(H),

which is vanishing as well by Lemma 3.8, proving (26). We now prove that

ι∗Φ∗Lm
t̂
ĝ = ι∗Lm

t g, (27)
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which together with (26) would prove (25) and thus prove (23). By Proposition 4.1
and Theorem 3.9, we have

ι∗Φ∗Lm
t̂
ĝ = (Φ ◦ ι)∗Lm

t̂
ĝ

= (ι̂ ◦ ϕ)∗Lm
t̂
ĝ

= ϕ∗ι̂∗Lm
t̂
ĝ

= ϕ∗Qm(σ̂, V̂ )

= Qm(ϕ∗σ̂, ϕ∗V̂ )

= Qm(σ, V )

= ι∗Lm
t g,

which completes the proof of (27). This completes the proof of (23). The assertion
in Theorem 1.8 now follows by real analyticity. �

5. Existence

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.7. Moncrief proved a local version
of this in [Mon82], which we recall here in the form we need it. We combine this
with our geometric uniqueness result, Theorem 1.8, in order to allow for arbitrary
topology and conclude Theorem 1.7.

5.1. Moncrief’s existence theorem. We use a slightly different notation than
in [Mon82] to better match the notation of the present paper:

Theorem 5.1 (A version of Moncrief’s existence theorem). Let V ⊂ R
2 be an open

region with coordinates x2, x3. Given a real analytic function φ̊, a real analytic

one-form β̊ and a real analytic Riemannian metric h̊ on V, there is a unique real
analytic vacuum metric of the form

g := e−2φ

(

−N2dτ2

4τ
+ habdx

adxb

)

+ τe2φ
(

1

2τ
dτ +

1

2
dx1 + βadx

a

)2

, (28)

on

M := (−ǫ, ǫ)τ × S1
x1

× Vx2,x3
,

where repeated Latin indices are summed over 2, 3 and where

N :=
e2φ̊

√

det(̊hij)

√

det(hij)

and where φ, β and h are a real analytic function, one-form and Riemannian metric,
respectively, such that

∂x1
φ = 0, L∂x1

β = 0, L∂x1
h = 0,

φ|τ=0,x1=c = φ̊, β|τ=0,x1=c = β̊, h|τ=0,x1=c = h̊,

for any c ∈ S1. In particular, the spacetime

(M, g)

is a real analytic vacuum spacetime with a non-degenerate Killing horizon

{τ = 0} × S1
x1

× Vx2,x3
.

Proof. In case we replace V with T 2, this is precisely the statement in Theorem
[Mon82, Thm. 2]. However, Moncrief proves the statement of Theorem 5.1 as an
intermediate step, see [Mon82, p. 90]. �
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5.2. Proof of existence. We use Theorem 5.1 to prove a local version of our
Theorem 1.7:

Lemma 5.2. Let (H, σ, V ) be real analytic initial data, in the sense of Definition
1.5, with a 3-dimensional H. For every p ∈ H, there is an open subset

p ∈ U ⊆ H
and a real analytic spacetime (M, g), a real analytic Killing vector field W on M

and a real analytic non-degenerate Killing horizon

ι : U →֒ M,

with respect to W , such that

• (U , σ|U , V |U ) is the induced initial data as in Defintion 1.4,
• dι(V ) = W |ι(U).

Proof. Let U be a coordinate neighborhood around p, such that

∂x1
= − V

2
√

σ(V, V )
.

We get

σ|U = σijdx
idxj ,

where σij are independent of x1. We may thus extend σ to a metric on

S1
x1

× Vx2,x3
,

by the same formula, since σij are independent of x1. We get an isometric embed-
ding

U →֒ S1
x1

× Vx2,x3
,

which respects the Killing vector field. Note that it suffices to prove the assertion
for the latter, so we can without loss of generality assume that

U = S1
x1

× Vx2,x3
.

Recall that we want

σ|U = ι∗g|U + ω2|U .
Recall from Section 1.2.3 that σ and V determine ι∗g and ω uniquely at every point
on the horizon. We therefore need to compute what ι∗g and ω2 are in Moncrief’s
expression (28). Setting τ = 0 and disregarding the components containing dτ in
g, we get

ι∗g = e−2φ̊h̊abdx
adxb. (29)

In order to compute ω, we recall the defining equation

ω(X)V = ∇XW |H

= − 1

2
√

σ(V, V )
∇∑

3
i=1

Xi∂xi
∂x1

|τ=0

=

3∑

i=1

X iΓ1
i1V.

We compute

Γ1
i1|τ=0 =

1

2

3∑

α=0

g1α (∂igα1 + ∂1giα − ∂αgi1) |τ=0

=
1

2
g10 (∂ig01 − ∂0gi1) |τ=0,
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where x0 := τ . Using that

g10|τ=0 =
e2φ̊

4
, g1i|τ=0 = 0,

for i = 1, 2, 3, we note that

1 =

3∑

α=0

g1αg
α1|τ=0 =

e2φ̊

4
g01|τ=0,

from which it follows that

g01|τ=0 = 4e−2φ̊, ∂ig01|τ=0 =
e2φ̊

2
∂iφ̊.

It remains to compute, for a = 2, 3,

−∂0g11|t=0 = −∂τ

(
τe2φ

4

)

|τ=0 = −e2φ̊

4

−∂0ga1|t=0 = −∂τ

(
τβa

2

)

|τ=0 = − β̊a

2
.

Putting this together, we conclude that

ω = −1

2
dx1 + (∂2φ̊− β̊2e

−2φ̊)dx2 + (∂3φ̊− β̊3e
−2φ̊)dx3. (30)

Recall that ι∗g and ω are given and we want to construct solutions to (29) and (30).

Note, however, that this system is underdetermined. Indeed, if we choose φ̊ = 0,

there is a unique way of choosing h̊ab and βa satisfying (29) and (30). By Theorem
5.1, we conclude that there is a spacetime of the form (28), such that

σ|U = ι∗g|U + ω2|H.

We finally note that

κ = ω(V ) = 2
√

σ(V, V )ω (∂x1
) =

√

σ(V, V ).

This completes the proof. �

Remark 5.3. We proved in Theorem 1.8 that the initial data (H, σ, V ) character-
izes the vacuum spacetime uniquely near the horizon. As can be seen in the proof
of Lemma 5.2, there are many choices of initial data in Theorem 5.1 that lead to
isometric (i.e. the same) vacuum spacetime, i.e. we can without loss of generality

set φ̊ = 0.

We may now prove Theorem 1.7 by patching together Moncrief’s local existence
result in a cover of the horizon of open subsets, using our Theorem 1.8:

Proof of Theorem 1.7. We are given initial data

(H, σ, V ),

and we would like to define the real analytic spacetime metric g on the manifold

R×H,

in an open neighborhood of {0} × H. Let p ∈ H. By Lemma 5.2, there is an open
neighborhood Vp ⊂ H of p and a spacetime Mp such that

ιp : Vp → Mp

is a non-degenerate Killing horizon with induced initial data (as in Definition 1.4)

(Vp, σ|Vp
, V |Vp

).
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By shrinking Vp and Mp if necessary, Proposition 3.4 and Proposition 3.5 provide
a diffeomorphism

Mp
∼= (−ǫp, ǫp)× Vp

for a small ǫp > 0, such that ∂t is tangent to the curves (−ǫ, ǫ) × {x}, with x ∈
Vp. We can now use this to formally construct the vacuum metric g in an open
neighborhood of

{0} × H ⊂ R×H.

It remains to check that this is well-defined, i.e. if q ∈ Vp with q 6= p, that the
metrics on

(−ǫp, ǫp)× Vp ∩ (−ǫq, ǫq)× Vq

coincide. We know that the initial data coincide on Vp and Vq. It thus follows by
Theorem 1.8 that the resulting spacetimes are isometric in a neighbourhood of any
point on the horizon. This isometry is explicitly given by the null time function,
which means that the isometry is the identity map

id : (−ǫp, ǫp)× Vp ∩ (−ǫq, ǫq)× Vq → (−ǫp, ǫp)× Vp ∩ (−ǫq, ǫq)× Vq.

In other words, the metrics coincide and g is well-defined. This concludes the
proof. �
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