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Abstract

We present a classification of asymptotically flat, supersymmetric black hole and
soliton solutions of five-dimensional minimal supergravity that admit a single axial sym-
metry which ‘commutes’ with the supersymmetry. This includes the first examples of
five-dimensional black hole solutions with exactly one axial Killing field that are smooth
on and outside the horizon. The solutions have similar properties to the previously stud-
ied class with biaxial symmetry, in particular, they have a Gibbons-Hawking base and
the harmonic functions must be of multi-centred type with the centres corresponding to
the connected components of the horizon or fixed points of the axial symmetry. We find
a large moduli space of black hole and soliton spacetimes with non-contractible 2-cycles
and the horizon topologies are S3, S x S2 and lens spaces L(p, 1).
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1 Introduction

The classification of higher dimensional stationary black hole solutions of general relativity
remains a major open problem [I]. The black hole uniqueness theorems of four dimensions
do not generalise to higher dimensions, even for asymptotically flat vacuum spacetimes. This
was first demonstrated by the discovery of an explicit counterexample known as the black
ring [2], which is an asymptotically flat, five-dimensional, vacuum black hole solution with
horizon topology S' x S2%. Furthermore, for a range of asymptotic charges, there exist two
different black ring solutions, as well as a spherical Myers-Perry black hole solution.

A number of general results are known which constrain the topology and symmetry of
higher-dimensional black hole spacetimes [3]. These are particularly restrictive for asymp-
totically flat five-dimensional stationary spacetimes, which will be the focus of this paper.
Topological censorship guarantees that the domain of outer communication (DOC) is simply
connected [4]. The horizon topology theorem states that cross-sections of the horizon must
be S35 x 8%, S3/T" where T is a discrete group (or connected sums thereof) [5]. The ri-
gidity theorem guarantees that rotating black holes must have an axial U(1) symmetry that
commutes with the stationary symmetry [6]. Motivated by this, further constraints on the
topology of the horizon and the DOC have been derived for stationary black holes with a
U(1) axial symmetry [7].

Black hole non-uniqueness is also present in five-dimensional (minimal) supergravity the-
ory, even for asymptotically flat, supersymmetric black hole solutions. First, the BMPV
solution was found [8], which is a charged, rotating black hole with S® horizon topology and
equal angular momenta in the two orthogonal 2-planes. A uniqueness theorem for the BMPV
black hole has been proven for locally S* horizons under the assumption that the stationary
Killing field (the existence of which is necessary by supersymmetry) is timelike outside the
black hole [9]. Later, supersymmetric black rings were constructed [10], moreover, it was
found that concentric black ring solutions can possess the same asymptotic charges as the
BMPV black hole [I1].

More recently, new classes of supersymmetric black holes with non-trivial topology have
been found in this theory. Black holes with lens space horizon topology were first found
for L(2,1) topology [12] and then generalised to L(p, 1) topology [I3HI5]. Black holes with
S3 horizons with non-trivial spacetime topology have also been constructed [14HI6]. These
solutions have a DOC with non-trivial topology due to the presence of non-contractible 2-
cycles and are similar to the ‘bubbling’ microstate geometries [I7]. These new types of
black hole evade the aforementioned uniqueness theorem for the BMPV solution because
they possess ergosurfaces on which the stationary Killing field is null. Interestingly, some of
the black holes in bubbling spacetimes can have the same asymptotic charges as a BMPV
black hole, and rather surprisingly, there even exist black holes whose horizon area exceeds
that of the corresponding BMPV black hole with the same conserved charges [I5L18]. This
result is in conflict with the microscopic derivation of the BMPV black hole entropy in string
theory [819], a contradiction which remains to be resolved. This highlights the importance
of determining of the full moduli space of five-dimensional supersymmetric black holes.

The general local form of supersymmetric solutions in minimal supergravity has been
known for some time [20]. It is determined using Killing spinor bilinears which define a scalar
function, a causal Killing field, and three 2-forms on spacetime. When the Killing field is
timelike, the metric takes the form of a timelike fibration of a hyper-Kéhler base space, and
the 2-forms are the complex structures of the base space. If there exists an axial symmetry of



the base space that preserves the complex structures (i.e. the U(1) action is triholomorphic),
the base metric is a Gibbons-Hawking space [21], and if the full solution is also invariant
under this axial symmetry it is determined by four harmonic functions on R?® [20]. Tt turns
out the known supersymmetric black hole solutions discussed above all belong to this class.
However, despite this local solution being known for nearly 20 years, no general global analysis
of supersymmetric solutions with a Gibbons-Hawking base has been performe. One of the
purposes of this paper is to perform such an analysis to determine all asymptotically flat black
hole and soliton spacetimes in this class.

In fact, a number of classification theorems for supersymmetric solutions of minimal su-
pergravity are already known. The near-horizon geometries of supersymmetric black holes in
this theory were completely determined [9], and it was found that the horizon geometries are
a (squashed) three-sphere S3, lens space L(p,q), and S' x S? (the T® geometry is excluded
by [B]). It turns out that in all cases the near-horizon geometry must have a U(1) x U(1)
biaxial symmetry group in addition to the stationary symmetry. In fact, all known regular
black hole solutions in five dimensions possess such a biaxial symmetry. Under the assump-
tion of biaxial symmetry, a classification of asymptotically flat, supersymmetric black hole
and soliton solutions in minimal supergravity has been achieved [14]. These solutions all have
a Gibbons-Hawking base and the associated harmonic functions on R? have collinear simple
poles which correspond to either horizon components or fixed points of the triholomorphic
axial Killing field. This reveals a large moduli space of black holes S3, S* x §% and lens space
L(p, 1) horizons with non-contractible 2-cycles in the DOC, which contains all the above ex-
amples. In particular, this rules out lens space horizons L(p,q) for ¢ # 1, at least in this
symmetry class.

Reall conjectured that higher dimensional rotating black holes with exactly one axial
symmetry should exist [9]. This was motivated by the rigidity theorem, which only applies
to black holes that are rotating in the sense that the stationary Killing field is not null on
the horizon. Even though supersymmetric black holes are non-rotating in this sense (the
stationary Killing field is null on the horizon), one may also expect supersymmetric black
holes with a single axial symmetry to exist. There have been a number of constructions
of such solutions in the literature [23-26], however, these have all resulted in solutions for
which the metric or matter fields are not smooth at the horizon [27,28]. In this work we
will show that one can easily construct examples of five-dimensional supersymmetric black
hole solutions with a single axial symmetry, that are smooth on and outside the horizon, by
working within the class of supersymmetric solutions with a Gibbons-Hawking base.

The main goal of this paper is to obtain a classification of asymptotically flat, supersym-
metric black hole and soliton solutions to five-dimensional minimal supergravity, that possess
a single axial symmetry and are smooth on and outside a horizon (if there is one). This gen-
eralises the classification derived under the stronger assumption of a biaxial symmetry [14].
Our main assumption is that the axial symmetry ‘commutes’ with the supersymmetry in the
sense that it preserves the Killing spinor. It then easily follows that the U(1) action is triholo-
morphic and commutes with the stationary Killing field. Our main result can be summarised
in the following theorem (the full statement is given in Theorem [3)).

Theorem 1. Consider an asymptotically flat, supersymmetric black hole or soliton solution
of D =5 manimal supergravity, with an axial symmetry that preserves the Killing spinor. In

LA global analysis of a subclass of supersymmetric solutions with a Gibbons-Hawking base which reduce
to four-dimensional euclidean Einstein—-Maxwell solutions was performed in [22].



addition, assume that the domain of outer communication is globally hyperbolic, on which the
span of Killing fields is timelike. Then, the solution must have Gibbons-Hawking base and
the associated harmonic functions are of multi-centred type, where the poles correspond to
connected components of the horizon or fived points of the azial symmetry, and the parameters
must satisfy a complicated set of algebraic equations and inequalities. Furthermore, the cross-
section of each horizon component must have S®,S' x S? or lens space L(p,1) topology.

This theorem is completely analogous to the case with biaxial symmetry [14]. However,
the method of proof is rather different since it requires an analysis of the possible three-
dimensional orbit spaces. These have been analysed in detail in [7]. We find that super-
symmetry strongly constrains the orbit space and that it can be identified with the R?® base
of the Gibbons-Hawking base. In contrast, in the biaxially symmetric case the orbit space
is a two-dimensional manifold with boundaries and corners, which can be identified with a
half-plane where the boundary is divided into rods (this is encoded by the rod structure).
In that case it was also found that supersymmetry constrains the possible orbit spaces (that
is, the rod structures are constrained). It is interesting that supersymmetry leads to such
constraints on the spacetime topology.

It turns out that the constraints on the parameters in Theorem [I] are exactly the same
as for the biaxisymmetric case, but there is no requirement for the centres to be collinear
on R3. As we will show, this means that generically these spacetimes have R x U(1) sym-
metry. The existence of these solutions depends on whether a complicated set of constraint
equations and inequalities on the parameters can be simultaneously satisfied. Unfortunately,
in general we do not have analytic control over these constraints. However, for three-centred
solutions, we present numerical evidence that solutions do exist in the case of non-collinear
centres, which correspond to black holes with exactly one axial Killing field. This extends the
systematic study of three-centred solutions with biaxial symmetry (collinear centres) [15]. To
our knowledge, this is the first construction of higher-dimensional black holes with R x U(1)
symmetry (that are smooth on and outside the horizon), which confirms Reall’s conjecture
for supersymmetric black holes.

The outline of this paper and of the proof of Theorem [ is as follows. In section 2.1+
we review the local form of a supersymmetric solution, state our assumptions, and show
that the general solution must have a Gibbons-Hawking base. In section we derive the
constraints imposed by asymptotic flatness. In section 2.4] we combine the classification of
near-horizon geometries [9] with our assumptions, to prove that the horizon corresponds to
a single point in the R3 cartesian coordinates of the Gibbons-Hawking base, and that the
associated harmonic functions have at most simple poles at these points. In section we
show that the R? cartesian coordinates provide a global chart on the orbit space, and the
associated harmonic functions have at most simple poles at fixed points of the U(1) Killing
field. This implies that the general form of such solutions is of multi-centred type with simple
poles in the harmonic functions, see Theorem 21 In section [3] we perform a general regularity
analysis of multi-centred solutions, in particular we derive necessary and sufficient conditions
for the solution to be smooth at a horizon and at a fixed point. In section d] we prove our
main classification result which is stated in Theorem [B] give the asymptotic charges and show
the symmetries of these spacetimes are generically R x U(1). We conclude the paper with a
discussion of the results in section Bl A number of technical details are relegated to several
Appendices. This includes a derivation of the general cohomogeneity-1 hyper-Kéhler metric
with triholomorphic euclidean E(2) symmetry in Appendix [El



2 Supersymmetric solutions with axial symmetry

2.1 Supersymmetric solutions and global assumptions

We will consider supersymmetric solutions to D = 5 ungauged minimal supergravity.
The bosonic field content of this theory consists of a spacetime metric ¢ and a Maxwell
field F', defined on a 5-dimensional spacetime manifold M. The action is given by that of
Einstein-Maxwell theory coupled to a Chern-Simons term for the Maxwell field. A solution
is supersymmetric if it admits a supercovariantly constant spinor e (Killing spinor). This
condition is highly restrictive; Gauntlett et al. in [20] derived the general local form of all
supersymmetric solutions using Killing spinor bilinears. Let us now briefly summarise some
of their results.

We will work in the conventions of [9], so in particular the metric signature is ‘mostly
plus’. From Killing spinor bilinears, one can construct a function f, a vector field V', and
three 2-forms X, i = 1,2, 3. These satisfy certain algebraic identities, in particular,

gV, V) =—1*, .
X _ g (2)
XHXIT = 6559 + Vi) — fen X)) @)

where ¢ is the alternating symbol with €193 = 1@ Importantly, () shows that V' is causal
everywhere. Furthermore, it was also shown that V' is non-vanishing on any region where
the Killing spinor is non-vanishing. These quantities must also satisfy certain differential
identities, in particular, V is a Killing vector field on (M, g), the 2-forms X® are closed and

This last relation implies that £y F' = 0, that is, the Maxwell field is preserved by the Killing
vector field V.

On regions where V' is timelike, i.e. f # 0, the metric can be written as
g=—fHdt+w)+fh, ()

where V' = 0, and h is a Riemannian metric on a four-dimensional base space B orthogonal
to the orbits of V. Note that the base metric h can be invariantly defined on regions where

V' is timelike by
V.V,

b= 1 (0 + 55 | ©)
whereas the 1-form w may be defined by tyw = 0 and dw = —d(f~2V) (which fixes it up to a
gradient) and hence can be regarded as a 1-form on B. The constraints from supersymmetry
imply that the base space (B, h) is hyper-Kéhler with complex structures given by the 2-forms
X@_ In particular, (2) implies that X® can be viewed as 2-forms on B and (B)) implies that
they obey the quaternion algebra on (B, h)@

i) (e _ (k)
XOXV = —8ihay + € Xy - (7)
2Greek indices u, v, ... denote spacetime indices and are raised and lowered with the spacetime metric Juv
3Latin indices a, b, ... denote base space indices and are raised and lowered with the base metric hqp.



Furthermore, it can be shown that X are parallel with respect to the Levi-Civita connection
of h and are anti-self dual with respect to orientation 1 on B defined by the spacetime
orientation f(dt + w) A n. The Maxwell field can be written as

where G is the self-dual part of fdw with respect to the base space metric h.
We now turn to our global assumptions.

Assumption 1. (M, g, F) is a solution of D =5 minimal supergravity such that:

(i) the solution is supersymmetric in the sense that it admits a globally defined Killing
SpInor €,

(i1) the supersymmetric Killing field V is complete,
(i1i) the domain of outer communication (DOC), denoted by (M) is globally hyperbolic,

() (M) is asymptotically flat, that is, it has an end diffeomorphic to R x (R*\ B*) where
B* is a 4-ball, such that on this end,

(a) the metric g = —du®du® + d;ydu’ du’ + O(R™T) and some decay rate T > 0, where
u®, (ul)1_, are the pull-back of the cartesian coordinates on RxR?*, R := v/ulu’d;;,
and in these coordinates 0,9, = O(R™™1),

(b) the supersymmetric Killing field in these coordinates is V = 0/0u’, so we also refer
to it as the stationary Killing field,

(v) each connected component of the event horizon H has a smooth cross-section H;, that is,
a 3-dimensional spacelike submanifold transverse to the orbits of V', which is compact,

(vi) there exists a Cauchy surface ¥ that is the union of a compact set, an asymptotically
flat end as in and asymptotically cylindrical ends diffeomorphic to R x H; each
corresponding to a connected component of the horizon,

(vii) the metric g and the Mazwell field F are smooth (C*) on (M) and at the horizon (if
there is one).

Remarks.

1. Assumption implies that the spinor bilinears f, V and X® introduced above are
globally defined on spacetime.

2. Under these assumptions it follows that (M) simply connected, by the topological
censorship theorem [4].

3. From global hyperbolicity and completeness of V' it follows that each integral curve of
V' intersects a spacelike Cauchy surface X exactly once. The flow-out from X along V'
is injective otherwise there would be closed causal curves in (M), contradicting global
hyperbolicity. Using the Flow-out Theorem (see e.g. [29]) one can see that (M) is
diffeomorphic to R x ¥, and that the orbit space {(M))/Ry is a manifold homeomorphic
to X. Furthermore, the base space B can be identified with the open subset of the
orbit space (M))/Ry corresponding to timelike orbits of V' and the base metric h is the
corresponding orbit space metric [30].



4. The assumption that V' is timelike in the asymptotic region implies that the metric
can be written as timelike fibration over a hyper-Kéhler base space (), at least in the
asymptotic region. We emphasise that we do not assume that V' is strictly timelike
everywhere in (M) and therefore the hyper-Kéhler structure is not globally defined.
Notably, the Killing field V' must be tangent to the event horizon and therefore tangent
to the null generators of the horizon.

5. The horizon corresponds to asymptotically cylindrical ends due to the well-known fact
the horizon of a supersymmetric black hole must be extremal (see discussion around
equation (43) for the argument in our context). By assumption we can compactify
these ends of ¥ by adding boundaries diffeomorphic to H;. Thus, we can also view X as
an asymptotically flat 4-manifold with boundaries H; corresponding to each connected
component of the horizon.

2.2 Including axial symmetry

Let us now turn to the general analysis of a supersymmetric solution admitting a compat-
ible axial symmetry. In particular, we will make the following assumptions.

Assumption 2. The supersymmetric background (M, g, F, €) admits a globally defined space-
like Killing field W such that:

(i) its flow has periodic orbits, that is, it is an ‘axial’ Killing field in the sense it generates
a U(1) isometry

(11) it preserves the Mazwell field, Ly F =0

(iii) it preserves the Killing spinor Lye = 0, that is, commutes with the remaining super-
symmetry

(iv) the span of the Killing fields V, W is timelike at each point of {M)).

Assumption is a supersymmetric generalisation of the usual requirement that the axial
Killing field commutes with the stationary Killing field. This is revealed by the following
lemma, which also greatly restricts the possible base space geometries.

Lemma 1. Under assumptz’on the following hold:

(a) the Killing spinor bilinears (f,V,X®) are preserved by the axial Killing field W; in
particular, the supersymmetric and azxial Killing fields commute, [V, W] = 0,

(b) wherever V is timelike, the data on the base (f,h,X®) and w (in an appropriate
gauge) are preserved by the axial Killing field W ; in particular, W defines a triholo-
morphic Killing field of the hyper-Kdihler structure (B, h, X®) which must therefore be
of Gibbons-Hawking form.

Proof. By assumption W preserves the Killing spinor, so by the Leibniz rule, it also
preserves Killing spinor bilinears, i.e. W(f) =0, [W,V] =0, Ly X® = 0.

Next, the base metric h is invariantly defined when f # 0 by (@), and as g, f and V are
preserved by both Killing fields, so is h. Now, w is only defined up to a gauge transformation



w — w + dA generated by t — t — A where )\ is a function on B. We may partially fix this
gauge by requiring Lyt = 0, so that w is also invariant under W. In this gauge it is manifest
that W can be regarded as a vector field on the basel Since X are the complex structures
of B, and they are preserved by the Killing field W (i.e. it is triholomorphic), the metric h
can always be written in Gibbons-Hawking form [21].

O

Remarks.

1. The following converse of Lemma [ is also true: a Killing field that is triholomorphic
on the base and commutes with the stationary Killing field preserves the Killing spinor.
This is shown in Appendix [Al

2. Lemma [I] shows that assumption is redundant, because, when f # 0, F' can be
expressed in terms of U(1)-invariant quantities as in (§). We will show that the region
f # 0 is dense in (M) (see Corollary M), therefore, using continuity of Ly F', F' is
preserved by W on and outside the horizon.

We have established that on regions where f # 0, the base metric h has Gibbons-Hawking
form. Recall the local form of this is

h = %(dw +x)* + Hdz'dz" | (9)

where z¢, i = 1,2, 3 are cartesian coordinates on R3, H and y is a harmonic function and a
1-form on R3, respectively, satisfying

*3 dX =dH , (10)

where %3 denotes the Hodge star operator on R? with respect to the euclidean metric. In
these coordinates, the complex structures are

. -1 ;
X® — (dy + x) Adz* — §H€ijkdx] Adz* (11)

and the triholomorphic Killing field is W = 0.

Remarkably, it has been shown [20] that if the triholomorphic Killing field W of the base
is a Killing field of the five-dimensional metric, as is the case for us, then the general solution
is completely determined by four harmonic functions, H, K, L, M on R? as follows. Let wy,
be a function and @ and ¢ be 1-forms on R? satisfying

K3 3KL
wo=ptog M (12)
*3dd = HAM — MdH + g(KdL — LdK) , (13)
sade = —dK . (14)

. 4Evidently, W being well-defined on the base is not gauge-dependent. To be more precise, we can define
W := 7, W on B, where w : M — B is the quotient map by V. This is a projection, in a coordinate basis
(W W) = (W*), and it is well-defined since LyyW = 0. Then Ly h = 0 on the spacetime implies Lz:h =0
on B, and similarly for other U(1)-invariant tensors well-defined on the base. In the following, we will not
distinguish between W and W, except for Appendix [Al



Then f and w can be written as

H
1= rHL (15)
w = wy(dy+ )+ 0, (16)
while the Maxwell field takes the form
3 K
F:dA:gd(f(dt+w)—ﬁ(d¢+x)—£) ) (17)

We emphasise that at this stage, the local form of the solution is now fully determined, up to
four harmonic functions on R3.

We will now introduce several spacetime invariants that are useful for our global analysis,
following [14]. Invariance of the Maxwell field under the Killing fields V, W allows us to
introduce an electric and magnetic potential ®, ¥ satisfying

V3

5 A= F (18)
?d\p =y F (19)

which are globally defined functions (up to an additive constant) on the DOC since it is
simply connected. In fact, by (@) we must have ® = —f + const so the electric potential
for supersymmetric solutions does not give an independent invariant. These potentials are
preserved by the Killing fields. Indeed, using (I8HI9), the electric and magnetic potentials
satisfy EV(I) 0.8 LvaF = O, EW\II 0.8 wawF = 0, ,CV\II = —EW(I) = Lwdf = 0 where in the
final step we used the relation between ® and f.

It turns out that a key spacetime invariant is given by the determinant of the inner product
matrix of Killing fields:

vV gVowy_f 1
gW,v) g(W,W)| " H K2+ HL'

where the last two equalities are valid for solutions with a Gibbons-Hawking base as above.

By Lemmal[Il, N is preserved by both Killing fields, because it is defined in terms of V', W and

g. The significance of N is that assumption implies that N > 0 everywhere on (M) \ F
where

N := (20)

Fi={pe (M)W, =0} (21)
denotes the set of fixed points of W in the DOC (see proof of Lemma B below).
Let us now recall a useful result proven in [14, Lemma 1].

Lemma 2. A supersymmetric solution (M, g, F') with a Gibbons-Hawking base is smooth on
the region N > 0 if and only if the associated harmonic functions H, K, L, M are smooth
and K? + HL > 0.

In particular, if N > 0, the harmonic functions can be expressed in terms of spacetime
invariants:

He | SO W) 4+ 29(V W)U — 0
N’ N ,
K= N+(V’W> o= I W)V, W) — 3f‘1’9(54vfa W) =30V, W) + fU° )

10



This shows that the harmonic functions K, L, M are only defined up to a gauge transformation
U — U + ¢ where ¢ is a constant. This allows us to deduce the following important result.

Lemma 3. The harmonic functions H, K, M, L are well-defined and smooth on (M) \ F,
and they are preserved by the two Killing fields V., W.

Proof. Assumption implies that if f(p) = 0 at some p € (M) then W -V #£ 0 at p,
otherwise there would not exist a timelike linear combination of the Killing fields at p. It
follows that the zeros of the invariant N = f2|W|*+ (V- W)? in {M)) coincide with the zeros
of W. Hence, for any p € (M) such that W, # 0 we have N > 0. Therefore, by Lemma 2]
the associated harmonic functions are well-defined and smooth at every point in (M) that
is not a fixed point of W. The harmonic functions can be expressed in terms of invariants
as (22), and since these invariants are preserved by both Killing fields, so are the harmonic
functions. O

Remark. From assumption it follows that f # 0 at a fixed point of W. Therefore,
wherever f = 0 in (M), we must have N > 0, so the associated harmonic functions are
well-defined, even though the base is not. Therefore, from (22]) it can be seen that the zeros
of f and H must coincide in {M})). These so-called ‘evanescent ergosurfaces’ have been ana-
lysed in great detail in [31]. These are smooth, timelike hypersurfaces outside the horizon on
which the stationary Killing field becomes null. This way black hole solutions can evade the
uniqueness theorem of [9], which assumed that the stationary Killing field is strictly timelike
outside the horizon.

From (IIJ), it is immediate that the cartesian coordinates satisfy
da’ = 1y X@ (23)

The right-hand side ¢y X is a globally defined 1-form on spacetime, and closed everywhere
as a consequence of Ly X =0, and the fact that X are closed [20]. Since (M) is simply
connected, equation (23) allows us to introduce globally defined functions x* on (M) (up
to an additive constant) that coincide with the local cartesian coordinates of the Gibbons-
Hawking base. From (2)) it follows that the functions z’ are preserved by both V and W. In
the following sections, we will determine the behaviour of 2% in the asymptotically flat region
and near the horizon.

2.3 Asymptotic flatness

In this section we use asymptotic flatness as stated in our definition to deduce the
behaviour of the base metric h, the complex 2-forms X, and the R? cartesian coordinates
2" of the Gibbons-Hawking base, near spatial infinity.

First observe by assumption we may identify u/, I = 1,2, 3,4 as coordinates on the
base space B. Asymptotic flatness then implies that in the asymptotic end,

f=1+0(R7), (24)
w=O(R)du’, (25)
h= (677 +O(RT))du'du’, (26)

so, in particular, (B, h) has an asymptotically euclidean end diffeomorphic to R*\ B*. The
next result constrains the behaviour of the hyper-Kéhler structure near infinity.

11



Lemma 4. On the asymptotically flat end the complex structures of (B,h) can be written in
cartesian coordinates as

X0 =%+ 0oR™), (27)
where QY are a standard basis of anti-self-dual 2-forms on R*,

QY = du A dut + dud A du? ,
0P = du' A di® + du® A du® (28)
QP = dul A du® + dut A du® |

Proof. The 2-forms X satisfy the quaternion algebra (7)), which in particular implies that
X (S?X (Dab — —4 (no sum over i). Hence, from (26) we immediately deduce that in the
cartesian coordinates on the asymptotic end XI(Z) = O(1). Next, we use the fact that X@ are
parallel with respect to the Levi-Civita connection V* defined by h. By assumption [(iv)al
the derivatives of the metric in cartesian coordinates are drhyr = O(R™""1) and therefore the
covariant derivative Vgh)Xﬁ{ = 0IXL(;I){ + O(R™™1), so we deduce that X}i) = X;;+O(R™)
where X 1J are constants.

Finally, we use that X is ASD with respect to the base metric h. To this end, let us
decompose X = Xf) + X% where X'j(f) are the SD/ADS parts with respect to the euclidean

metric on the asymptotic end, that is, *5)2@ = :tf(j(f). Then

oy XD =55 XD 4 O(R) =, XD+ O(R) =X - XY 4L O(R™) | (29)
where in the first equality we have used (26]) to write 5, in terms of x5 and O(R™7) terms and
XI(ZJ) = O(1). Hence, x, X% = —X©® implies that )_(J(:}J = O(R™7) and therefore since they

are constants X'J(:} ;7 = 0. We have therefore shown that

X0 = X9 L OR™T), (30)

where )_(}3) are constant components of ASD 2-forms on (R?, ). Thus, the quaternion algebra

(@) implies that X obey the quaternion algebra with respect to the euclidean metric 9.

Therefore, by performing a constant SO(3) rotation on X, we may always set X9 = Q@,
where Q@ are a basis of ASD 2-forms on R* given in the lemma. O

We have shown that asymptotic flatness implies that the base space is asymptotically
euclidean and the hyper-Kéhler structure is asymptotically that of euclidean space. However,
we also know that the hyper-Kéhler structure is of Gibbons-Hawking form. Combining these
facts we deduce the following.

Lemma 5. The triholomorphic Killing field can be written as

W = 1(Ji2 + Jsa) + O(R'7) (31)
where Jrj == u’0r —uld;. The corresponding R3-cartesian coordinates x* defined by (23) are
1 1
zt :§(u1u3 +u*u') + O(R*T) 2’ = §(u2u3 —u'ut) + O(R*T)
1
? == ((u')?+ (W*)? = (u?)* = (u')?) + O(R*7) . (32)

4
In particular, r = Vxiz' = R?*/4+ O(R?>™") and so r — oo in the asymptotically flat end.
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Proof. The axial Killing field W can be written as an R-linear combination of rotational
Killing fields of R* up to O(R™") corrections [32]. Therefore, without loss of generality (by
rotating u! coordinates if necessary) we can write

W = Oé(Jlg + J34) + B(Jlg — J34) + O(RI_T) 5 (33)

where «, 8 constants. One can check that J5 + J34 preserves Q@, while Jy5 — J34 rotates Q(_l)
and Q% into the one another. Hence, from (27)), W is triholomorphic if and only if 8 = 0,
and requiring 4m-periodicity of orbits of W fixes o = 1/2.

For the cartesian coordinates of the Gibbons-Hawking metric we have

; y 1 i 1 i _
dr' = iy X = 5%29() + 5%499 +O(R'T), (34)
and a straightforward computation yields (82) upon integration. O]

From this we deduce a number of important corollaries.

Corollary 1. The asymptotic end of (B, h) is diffeomorphic to S* x R*\ B® where St is the
orbits of W and B? is a 3-ball in R3.

Corollary 2. On the asymptotic end the harmonic function associated to the Gibbons-Hawking
base takes the form
1
H=—=+ > hpmr 7'Y" 35
r + e ImT [ ( )

where Y, are the spherical harmonics and hy, are constants.

Proof. For the second corollary observe that the harmonic function of the Gibbons-Hawking
metric (@) can be written invariantly on the base as H = h(W, W)™ where recall in these
coordinates W = ;. On the other hand, from Lemma [}l we can compute the norm of W and
find W(W, W) = 1R?(14+ O(R™™)) = r(1+ O(r~™/%)), which establishes the claimed leading
term. The form of the subleading terms follows from the fact H is harmonic on R3\B?. [

Remarks.
1. The above proof also shows that we can fix the decay rate to 7 = 2.

2. Our assumption implies that the invariants g(V,W) = —f%w = O(R'™") and
gW, W) = fR(W,W) — f2(iww)? = 1R* (1 + O(R™)) and so in particular N =
LR*(1+ O(R™™)). Furthermore, it also implies the Maxwell field (®) F,, = O(R™™")
in cartesian coordinates. From (I9) and setting 7 = 2, it follows that the magnetic
potential such that ¥ = ¥, + O(R™!) where ¥y is a constant. Therefore, from (22), we

may deduce that the other harmonic functions behave as
L=1+0(@"", K=0(0", M= -3V, +0(r 1), (36)

where the form of the subleading terms is fixed by harmonicity.
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The leading term in H = 1/r+O(r~?) gives euclidean space. To see this, first we integrate
for the 1-form x using (I0) which gives, up to a gauge transformation,

X = (Xo + cosf)do + O(r 1), (37)

where (7,0, ¢) are spherical polar coordinates on R3 and Y is an integration constant. Under
a coordinate change (¢, ¢) — (¥ + co, ¢), the constant Yo — Xo — ¢ so we can fix it to any
value that we like. It turns out that a convenient choice, which we will make, is to fix xq to
be an odd integer. In particular, yo = £1 removes the Dirac string singularity in x on the
lower (upper) half z-axis on R3.

To determine the identification lattice of the angular directions let us define new coordin-
ates

b=Y+%p, ¢=0¢, (38)

and r = iRz. Then the Gibbons-Hawking metric to leading order in R becomes
ho = dR? + R?((dy) + cos 0d¢)? + d6? + sin? 0de?) . (39)

This is isometric to R* in spherical coordinates where the radial coordinate of R* is given by
R and (0, ¢,v) are Euler-angles of S3 with their identification lattice generated by

P: (,0) ~ (¥ +4r,9), R: ($,0)~ W +2m ¢+2m). (40)
In the original coordinates, with Yo an odd integer, this identification is equivalent to

P: (4,0) ~ (W +4m, ), R: (¥,0) ~ (¥, 0+ 2m), (41)

that is, the angles are independently periodic so ¢ can be thought of as the standard azimuthal
angle on R3. In these coordinates it is thus manifest that the asymptotic end is diffeomorphic
to ST x R3\ B® where 1 is a coordinate on S! and z* are coordinates on R3.

2.4 Near-horizon geometry

By Lemma [3 the harmonic functions are smooth at generic points of (M), so the only
potentially singular behaviour occurs at the horizon and fixed points of W. In this section we
will investigate the constraints imposed by a smooth black hole horizon on a supersymmetric
solution with axial symmetry satisfying our above assumptions. In particular, we will deduce
that connected components of the horizon correspond to points in the R? coordinates of the
Gibbons-Hawking base and that the harmonic functions have at most simple poles at these
points. We will heavily rely on the known classification of near-horizon geometries [9] which
uses Gaussian null coordinates adapted to the horizon. In particular, our strategy will be to
impose that the spacetime near the horizon admits an axial Killing field W that preserves
the 2-forms X, and then deduce the cartesian coordinates 2* of the Gibbons-Hawking base
in terms of Gaussian null coordinates using (23)).

The supersymmetric Killing field V' must be tangent to the event horizon H and therefore
() implies it must be null on the horizon and thus tangent to its null generators. Furthermore,
(1) implies the horizon is extremal, that is, d(g(V,V)) = 0 at the horizon. Thus, H is an
extremal Killing horizon of V. Next, by our assumption each component of the horizon
H has a smooth cross-section H transverse to the orbits of V. Let (y) be coordinates on
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H. Then, following [9], in a neighbourhood of the horizon H we may introduce Gaussian null
coordinates (v, \,y?) adapted so V = 9, where U = ) is tangent to affine null geodesics
transverse to the horizon that are normalised so ¢(V,U) = 1 and synchronised so the horizon
is at A =0 (note U is past-directed and A > 0 is outside the horizon). It can be shown that
in such a neighbourhood of the horizon the metric takes the form

g = —N2A%dv? + 2dvd\ + 2\hadvdy? + yapdy?dy? (42)

where the metric components are smooth functions of (\,y4) for sufficiently small A. The
quantities A, h4,v4p define components of a function, 1-form and Riemannian metric on the
3d surfaces of constant (v, A) which include the horizon cross-sections H (v = constant, A = 0).
We will denote any quantity evaluated at A = 0 by A= Al =0, ha = halx=0, YAB = YAB| =0
etc, so in particular (H,7) is a 3d Riemannian manifold.

As is typical for spacetimes containing extremal horizons, the horizon corresponds to an
asymptotically cylindrical end of the space orthogonal to the orbits of V. We recall the

argument for this in the present context. The orbit space metric is g = g — g‘g‘/‘(ﬁ) in
Gaussian null coordinates is

(AN + Ahady?)?

§= Oy + yapdydy® . (43)

When we approach the horizon on a geodesic y* = const, the proper distance [ 0 dA/(AA)
diverges at least logarithmically, so it takes infinite proper distance to reach the horizon in
the orbit space. Thus, the horizon corresponds to an asymptotic end diffeomorphic to R x H.

Now we consider the axial Killing field W near the horizon. It must be tangent to the
event horizon H and therefore in Gaussian null coordinates W* = 0 at A = 0. Furthermore,
[W,V] = 0 implies all components of W are v-independent. Then, by evaluating Ly g = 0
on the horizon it follows that Ly = 0 where W= VT/'AﬁyA, that is, W is a Killing field
of (H,7). Therefore, by smoothness of W at the horizon, we may write W in Gaussian null
coordinates as

W = W49,a + A\Wydy + O(N)dya + W9, , (44)

where W, is a smooth function at the horizon. In fact, the v-component of W does not
feature in the subsequent calculations, and therefore we do not need its detailed form here.
Note that W cannot vanish identically on the horizon, because if it did, it then follows W
vanishes everywhere. This is because, if W = 0 on H then all tangential derivatives of W also
vanish on H, hence by Killing’s equation all first derivatives of W must vanish on H, which
implies that W vanishes everywhere.

We now prove one of the main results of this section which relates the Gibbons-Hawking
coordinates to Gaussian null coordinates.

Lemma 6. The cartesian coordinates x* defined by (23) are constant on a connected com-
ponent of the horizon. Furthermore, the euclidean distance from a connected component of
the horizon ' = a', is r := |x — a|] = c\ + O(N\?) for some positive constant c.

Proof. In the following we will use the notation and results of [9]. In the neighbourhood of
‘H the hyper-Kahler 2-forms can be written in Gaussian null coordinates as

XD =dAAZO + A A ZD = Awy ZD) (45)
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where h = hdy?, %3 is the Hodge-dual with respect to v = yapdyAdy®?, and Z®) = Zg)dyA
satisfy

. 1 ; ; .
x5 2 = §€iij(]) AZ® 7@ . 70) — 8ij 5 (46)

where the inner product - is defined by v. Since V is Killing and preserves X the Z(® are
all preserved by its flow. Furthermore, in [9] it was shown that compactness of H (assumption
(v)) implies that on each connected component of the horizon A is constant, K is a Killing
vector of (H,7), h2 := hh, is constant, L; 20 = OE and in the neighbourhood of 7 [

dh = A %3 h+ O\ dy? + O(1)d\ d+g h = O\ dy? + O(1)dX . (47)

Further analysis depends on whether A and A vanish on the horizon. There are three cases
to consider which we examine in detail below.

Case la: A # 0 and h # 0. One can define the following functions and 1-forms on (a
possibly smaller) neighbourhood of H,

, 1 . - A2 + h?
O R N4 ()] (@) . ()
= mh AL o, A ACIEE Ad (h-2W) (48)
which satisfy
@_ 1 o, A\ g, B A
do;’ = — 5k Nop +ON)dy” Ady” + O(1)dA Ady (49)

and 293 = 1. Now define vector fields &% by (o%,&1) = 6;; and €% (v) = 0 and & (\) = 0,
so in particular EZL are the dual vectors to ¢} := Zai) ady” (note by our definitions ¢% has a
A-component but & does not). The near-horizon analysis [9] shows that §’L are Killing vector
fields of (H,~) that commute with h. Tt follows that in the generic case (h # 0), the geometry
of H is locally 1sometr1c to that of a squashed three-sphere S® and the Killing fields of H are
exactly h and £V ., which generate a U(1) x SU ( ) isometry. Therefore, we deduce that the
axial Killing field W restricted to the horizon W must be an R-linear combination of h f -
Hence, from ([44)) we can write W in some neighbourhood of the horizon as

W = Woh + Wi + AWy ()0 + O(N),a + O(N2)dy (50)

where W, W; are constants, W) is a function of 44, and we have adjusted the subleading
terms as necessary.

We are now in a position to compute tyy X near the horizon and hence use (23) to
determine the Gibbons-Hawking coordinates z° in terms of Gaussian null coordinates. For
this it is useful to use the following identities:

42 = ¢, ® + ON)dy? + O(1)dA (51)

and
AVh?
T ATy h2
5Throughout this section indices A, B... of Z() h etc are raised and lowered with v45 (and its inverse).
6Compared to [9], here we do not restrict these equations to the horizon.

Dl + ON)dy? + O(1)dA . (52)
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Then, using definitions (4g]), the expression for the complex structures ([43]), and the form of
W in (B0), we find after a tedious calculation that

XD =—4d (WO\F h2 Az ) + W < NA Ao pa0udA+ Nsz}ﬂeimi@)d)\ - Nthijkag“)
+ AW, (mo—g> - NLEQMﬂJ’)ag’“) +OM)dy! + O(N)dA . (53)
Thus, taking the exterior derivative of (B3] we get
duy X = |6 (NL%W]-:EU) — ﬁm)
T Cad (‘ﬁw A;/F i )
- AWWW 1@+ O\ (o—(L‘” A d)\) FONdAAdYE . (54)
Now, recall that triholomorphicity of W implies duyy X® = 0. The aL A dX are linearly

independent on the horizon, and by continuity, also on some neighbourhood of the horizon,
so the coefficient of these terms must vanish for all 7,q. Contracting the coefficient of these
terms with &;, and 1 3€igm and requiring them to vanish at A = 0, then yields the following
linear system of equations for W,

2h2

2™ 4 NG + = \/_%Um:i"“ ) W, =0, (55)
A=0

with Wy = 2(vVh22),_oW;. Since the determinant of the matrix
(2h2 + 3A2)(h? + 4A?)
12A

it follows that W; = 0, which also implies that W, = 0.
Therefore, we have shown that W = Woh+ O(X)d,4 + O(A?)0, for some constant Wy # 0.
Thus substituting back into (B3]) the definition for the cartesian coordinates (23) yields

det A =

40, (56)

do' = —d (womw) +ON)dy? + O(A)dA . (57)

At X =0, dz* o< d), therefore 2 are constant on the horizon, and the cross-section H of each
connected component of the horizon corresponds to a single point in R3. Integrating (57) and
taking a’ to correspond to a connected component of the horizon yields

ot —a = —WoVh2A:® + O(N\?) (58)

and the euclidean distance on R? is

r= /@ —a)(@ —a) = [Wo|Vi2A + O(\?) . (59)



Case 1b: h = 0. In this case one must have A # 0 and h = O(\)dy”. We again define U(Li)
as in (48) which satisfy ([49), and dual vectors fj(-j) that satisfy fg) (v) = fg)()\) = 0. Thus, in

this case we can write @
(3

70 = % + O\ dy? + O(1)dA . (60)
Then, using ([{H), we find
(4) >‘U(Li) 2\ 1. A B A
XW=d A + O(N*)dy” Ady” + O(N)dA A dy”. (61)
The horizon geometry ¥ = 5(;)&(;) / A? where we again define 5(;) = (5(;)) ady. Tt follows

that the horizon geometry is isometric to a round S® or a lens space. The dual vectors fg)
are now all Killing vector fields of (H,%), and thus we can write the axial Killing field on

the horizon as W = V[/ij(-j) + WR where W; € R and WR is a left-invariant vector field so

£WR&(Li) = 0. Therefore, by (44), in a neighbourhood of the horizon we can write

W = Wg + Wil 4 AW (1) + O(\)d,a + O(A2)0 . (62)

Then a short computation using the above gives

| Wi AWy S,dN A
XD = —d <XR/\> + A*aé) —W; < ot ZEz‘ij(k)) +O(\)dyt + O(N)dA . (63)

where W} := LWR&(Li). It follows that

Wi€iji  0iWa
A A

Qi XO = 6 p ) [ ; om} + Oy A dy? | (64)

and therefore we deduce that triholomorphicity of W implies W; = W) = 0. Therefore, from
[23) we again we find that dz’ oc d\ at the horizon, so each connected component of the
horizon is a point say a’ in R3. By integrating (63]) we find

Wh

S W,
r—d = ——LEX+ 00, r:‘T A+ O\, 65
A+ 00 200 (65)
where W¢ := WjLW}, is a constant (since dIW}, = eijkWé&(Lk)), which must be non-zero to

avoid W vanishing identically on the horizon.

Case 2: A =0. In this case Z(®) can be written in terms of coordinates 2 as [9]
70 = K(2)dz' + O(\)dz',  h=dlog K + O(\)dz", (66)

with K = L/v/zz* for some constant L. Let us introduce standard spherical polar coordinates
(2") = (R, 0,¢), and define 1) := log R. The near-horizon data is then

S = L2(dy? + d6? +sin0d¢?) , h=—di, 67
5

and
X% = Ld (M2Ddy + dz2™)) + O(A?)dy? A dy”? + O(N)dA A dy? | (68)
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where 2(7(0, ¢) := z*/R. The horizon cross-section H is locally isometric to S* x S?, and its
independent Killing fields are 9, and the standard Killing fields of S2. Therefore, without
loss of generality we can always adapt the coordinates on S? so that W = W0y + W40y,
where W,,, W, are constants, and hence write W in the neighbourhood of the horizon (44) as

W = Wy0y + W0y + AW (0, $,0)0x + O(N)D,a + O(X)0y , (69)
which yields

iy X0 = —d (LW Az D) + LW (Adyp — dN)9y3 +

+ AW (29 dep + di) + O(A2)dy? + O(N)d . (70)

It follows that ' ' '
dew XD = L (Wy0,3" + Wid' + ON)) dANAdY + ..., (71)
where ... represent terms not proportional to dA A diy. Therefore, we deduce that 1y X@ is

closed (to leading order) if and only if W = W), = 0 (to see this note £'043" = 0). As before,
in order for W not to vanish identically, W, must be non-zero. From (23]) we also find that
2" are constant on the horizon, and (70) can be integrated to get

' —a' = LWy A2 + O\, r= LWy A+ O\ . (72)
O

Remark. In Gaussian null coordinates (42)) one can check (Lwg)xn = 200W" so that
Wv = W?(y). If one assumes that W is tangent to the cross-section H of the horizon it there-
fore follows that W* = 0. Then, (L g)aa = 0 implies yW4 = 0 and in turn (Lyg),x = 0
implies O,W* = 0. By assumption, W is tangent to the horizon and hence W?*|y_g = 0
as in (@), so we deduce that W* = 0. This shows that in Gaussian null coordinates, any
Killing vector that is tangent to the cross-section takes the form W = WA(y)ﬁyA in the whole
neighbourhood of the horizon (not just on the horizon), that is, W is tangent to constant
(v, A) surfaces even for A\ # 0. Therefore, if one assumes that W is tangent to H (which we
have not) the proof of Lemma [0 simplifies somewhat.

The proof of Lemma [6] also reveals the following important property of the axial Killing
field.

Corollary 3. The azial Killing field W has no zeroes on the horizon.

We are now in a position to determine the precise singular behaviour of the harmonic
functions near a horizon.

Lemma 7. The associated harmonic functions in a neighbourhood of a connected component
of the horizon x* = a’ are of the form

h

" |z -

k - l ~ m

H +H, K=——+K, L=——+L, M=——+4+M, (73)
|z — a |z — a |z — a

where h, k,l,m are (possibly zero) constants and H,K,L,M are harmonic functions regular
at a'.
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Proof. In Gaussian null coordinates the invariants g(V, V) = —A2A2, g(V, W) = AW -h+0O(\2)
and hence (20)) gives

N=X{Ng+00N), Ny:=|WPA?2+ (W -h)?, (74)

where we have used (@), together with the fact that Wy = O(\) which follows from the proof
of Lemma [6l Crucially, since W has no zeroes on the horizon (Corollary B]) the function Ny
is strictly positive on the horizon for all types of near-horizon geometry (see three cases in
proof of Lemma []). Therefore, the harmonic functions (22]) near the horizon take the form

A AW +2(W - h)¥ — AP?
Ho 2 on, oo AWEs2W b

1
) 2 hY 2 2 . 3
o Av-W h+0(1)’ v = WP - h) — BAU[WP - 3W>(W - h) + AW Lo
NO)\ NO)\

Therefore, by Lemma [l we deduce that |z — a|H = O(1) as ' — o' and similarly for the
other harmonic functions. The claim now follows by standard harmonic function theory. [

2.5 Orbit space and general form of harmonic functions

The orbit space is defined by

~

Y= (M)/[RxUM)]=%/U1), (76)

where the R x U(1) action is defined by the flow of the Killing fields V, W and the second
equality follows from Remark Bl By Corollary @ we deduce that the orbit space 3 has an end
diffeomorphic to R3\ B® on which the Gibbons-Hawking cartesian coordinates z* are a global
chart. We now turn to a detailed study of the orbit space.

An extensive analysis of the structure of such orbit spaces has been performed in [7]. In
general, S is a simply connected topological space with a boundary 8% = H ul_, S2us?,
where H is the orbit space of the event horizon, S2 denotes the asymptotic boundary and S; 52
correspond to fixed points of the U(1) action (i.e. zeroes of W corresponding to ‘bolts’ [33])
The interior of the orbit space is the union of three kinds of points S = LUEUF, corresponding
to regular orbits (trivial isotropy), exceptional orbits (discrete isotropy) and fixed points (U(1)
1sotropy) respectively. L is open in 3 and has a structure of a manifold, internal fixed points
of ¥ are isolated, and E are smooth arcs ending on either fixed points or H (they cannot
form closed loops [34]).

Lemma 8. The interior of the orbit space S = LUF where L corresponds to regular orbits
and F' to isolated fized points, i.e., the U(1)-action has no exceptional orbits. Furthermore,
its boundary 0% = H U S2 | i.e. there are no fized points corresponding to bolts.

Proof. First recall that assumption implies f # 0 at the zeros of W, so the fixed points
correspond to internal points of the base manifold B. Let us define :V[Zb to be the metric dual
of W with respect to h. As a consequence of triholomorphicity, dW” is self-dual in B (see
e.g. [21]), hence each of the fixed points of W corresponds to a ‘nut’ of type (£1,+1) and
‘bolts” are not possible [33]. As a result, fixed points of W must be isolated in B and hence
correspond to internal fixed points in 33, Furthermore, since they correspond to a ‘nut’ of
type (£1,£1), there cannot be any arc of exceptional orbits ending on them (see [7]). Thus,

20



if there are arcs of exceptional orbits, those arcs must end on H. Assume for contradiction
that there is an arc of exceptional orbit ending on a horizon component H;. H; cannot have
S% x S1 topology, because in that case all points of H; have the same isotropy group (see Case
3 in Section 24 and [9]). It follows that A # 0 for H;, therefore there must be exceptional
orbits with f > 0 in their neighbourhood. In the base of such a neighbourhood we can use
Gibbons-Hawking coordinates (1), z"), which excludes the possibility of an exceptional orbit
since on such a chart the period of ¢ is fixed. (A more detailed and technical argument is
given in Appendix [B]). O

The spacetime invariants f, ¥, N, 2 that we have constructed are preserved by the Killing
fields V, W and therefore descend to functions on the orbit spaceﬂ It follows by Lemma [§] that
fixed points in Gibbons-Hawking coordinates z’ correspond to points in R?. We shall now
prove that z¢ can be used as global coordinates on f), so that in particular Lis diffeomorphic
to R3 with a finite set of points removed corresponding to the image of fixed points in F and
horizon components H, (recall a horizon component in Gibbons-Hawking coordinates also
corresponds to a point in R3 by Lemma [G]).

Lemma 9. The functiol] z : I — R3 \(H U F) is a diffeomorphism.

Proof. Let us start by showing that @ is a local diffeomorphism on L. From Lemma [ it
follows that N is preserved by V, W, so it descends to the orbit space, furthermore N > 0
on L. Recall, that L is a manifold. The algebraic relations (3) and definition (23) and (20)
imply that on the spacetime

g~ H(da',da’) = WHW X, X0 = W“Wlléij(ﬁguv +V.Vo) = Néy; (77)

hence dz’ are linearly independent in T; M for any ¢ € M where N (¢) > 0, which is the case
in (M) on regular orbits. Since tyydz’ = 1ydaz’ = 0, da’ are also linearly independent in T L
for all p € L. Therefore, z is a local diffeomorphism on L. For it to be a diffeomorphism onto
R3\ 2(H U F), we need to show surjectivity and global injectivity.

First, we shall prove surjectivity. Let us define the dual vectors e; on f), Le. dz'(e;) = 5;
Let a := x(p) € R? for some p € L, and y € R*\ x(FUH) an arbitrary point. Consider a path
in R3\ (FUH)) from a to y that is a union of line segments, such that straight continuation
of any line segment stays in ]R?’\a:(ﬁ U?—l) (i.e. there is no fixed point or horizon mapped to the
continuation of the segments). This can be done using two segments due to the fact that |F)|
and the number of horizon components are finite. For the segment ending on a let the vector
tangent to it be u‘e; with {e;} being the standard basis of R3. Then consider the maximal
integral curve v of U = u'e; starting at p in L. Assume for contradiction that it is incomplete,
which means that z°(y(t)) = @’ + tu’ is bounded. However, due to the Escape Lemma (see
c.g. [29]), the image of v cannot be contained in any compact subset of L, therefore it must
approach the asymptotically flat end (recall by construction v does not approach a horizon
or fixed point and our assumption [(vi)). Thus, z* is bounded along v as we approach the
asymptotically flat end, which by Lemma [Blis a contradiction. Therefore, U = u'e; must be
a complete vector field. One can similarly show that the vector field V = v'e;, where v'e; is
tangent to the line in R?® that ends at y, is complete. This shows that starting at p € L, we

"By abuse of notation, we denote such invariant functions on M and their corresponding functions on the
orbit space by the same letter.
8For compact notation we will denote the vector of functions z* by .
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can follow the integral curves of U and V' to reach a point ¢ € L such that x(q) =y. But y
is arbitrary in R? \ (F UH) and hence  is surjective.

We next show that @ is injective. For contradiction, let us assume that p # ¢ € L and
x(p) = x(q) =: @y. As above, let us choose a straight line through @, in R?\ &(F UH) with
tangent vector U = u'e;, and let 4,(t) and ~,(t) denote the two integral curves of U in L
starting at v,(0) = p and v,(0) = ¢. The two curves are disjoint by the uniqueness of integral
curves. The straight line in R? does not go through any fixed points or horizon components,
hence by using the argument of the previous paragraph v, and ~, are complete. We claim that
Vps Vg must enter the asymptotically flat end of L. For contradiction, suppose the contrary,
so that these curves are contained in a compact set K C L. Then by continuity of x the
image x(K) is a compact subset of R3. On the other hand, by completeness of the curves
x(7p) = x(7,) = {xo + vt,t > 0} is unbounded, so cannot be contained in a compact subset
of R3. Therefore, we have a contradiction, so 7,,~, must enter the asymptotically flat end of
L as t — oo. This means that for any large enough ||, there exist two distinct points with
the same « value. This violates asymptotic flatness, since by Corollary [Il the & are global
coordinates on the asymptotically flat end of R? (thus injective). Therefore, we have obtained
a contradiction, and we deduce that x is globally injective and hence a diffeomorphism. [

Remark. 3 U; {#,} is in bijection with R? (here we are adding each horizon component as
a single point). This follows from continuity of @ on M and injectivity on L.

Corollary 4. The set {p € (M) : f(p) # 0} is dense in (M)).

Proof. Since H is harmonic on R3, it is also real-analytic in 2 (on its domain). Tt follows that
if H =0 on some open set of R3, it is zero everywhere, and so by [22) f vanishes identically,
which cannot happen (e.g. by asymptotic flatness). Therefore, the set {x € R? : f(x) # 0}
is dense in R3. By Lemma [, the 2' are global coordinates on the orbit space i], so{p € I
f(p) # 0} is also dense in 3, and since the quotient map is open, {p € (M) : f(p) # 0} is
also dense in (M), as claimed. O

We now determine the behaviour of the harmonic functions H, K, L, M at a fixed point.

Lemma 10. Let p € S be a fized point of W as above. H, K, L, M have (at most) simple
poles at x(p) € R3.

Proof. By the remark below Lemma [3 f is non-zero on some neighbourhood of p in S and
N > 0 on this neighbourhood except at p. Therefore, from ([22) we see that H is also
non-zero on some neighbourhood of p in 3. By Lemma [ = : S — R? s surjective to
some neighbourhood of @(p) and therefore H is a harmonic function non-vanishing on a
neighbourhood of @(p) in R3. Using Bocher’s theorem for harmonic functions on R?® (see
e.g. [35]), we see that H has a simple pole at x(p) on R3. By (22), it follows that all other
harmonic functions K, L, M have (at most) simple poles at (p). O

We can now put together the results we have obtained so far to completely fix the functional
form of the harmonic functions for any solution satisfying our assumptions.

Theorem 2. Any solution (M, g, F) of D = 5 minimal supergravity satisfying assumption
[ and [@ must have a Gibbons-Hawking base (wherever f # 0) and the associated harmonic
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functions H, K, L, M are of ‘multi-centred’ form

N N N

h; k; l; 3 m;
H = — K = — L=1 — M = —=k; + —
> > OIS Z( 2k2+ﬁ>, (78)
=1 i=1 =1 i=1
where 1; == |x — a;| and the centres a; € R® are the coordinates of fived points of W or

connected horizon components, and h;, k;,l;, m; are constants satisfying

f:hi 1. (79)

Proof. Lemmas [3] [7] [@ [0l imply that the harmonic functions can be written as

N
W=y
=1

for some constants h;, where H is a harmonic function that is regular everywhere in R?. On the
other hand, asymptotic flatness implies Corollary 2, which implies (79) and that H — 0in the
asymptotically flat end. Therefore, H is a bounded everywhere regular harmonic function on
R3 and hence must be a constant, and this constant vanishes using (35) again. Thus, H takes
the claimed form. An identical argument works for the other harmonic functions K, L, M
using (B8] giving the claimed form for L, K. For M this shows that M = m + O(r~!) where
m is some constant. Then (I2) implies wy = m + 3 Zfil ki + O(r~!) and since asymptotic
flatness implies wy — 0 at infinity we deduc

m:—ngi, (81)

as required. O

>

ot (80)

A consequence of Theorem [2 is that a solution in this class is determined by choosing
N points on R3 corresponding to the simple poles of the harmonic functions, and assigning
weights to each of the poles. However, it is not guaranteed that all such solutions correspond
to a solution that is smooth in the DOC and at the horizon. In the next section we will
determine the necessary and sufficient criteria for this.

3 Smoothness of multi-centred solutions

In this section we will determine conditions required for smoothness of the solution in
Theorem 2] at the horizon and the fixed points. In each case the strategy is the same: we
locally expand the harmonic functions in terms of spherical harmonics around a centre.

9While Zil k; and m are not invariant under a constant shift in the magnetic potential ¥ — W + ¢,
equation (BT is invariant.
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3.1 Regularity and topology of the horizon

As we showed in Lemma [0 a connected component of the horizon corresponds to a simple
pole in R3 of the harmonic functions associated to the Gibbons-Hawking base space. Without
loss of generality we can take a horizon component at the origin of R3, so the harmonic
functions take the form

h_ ~
H:71+h0+H, (82)

where h_y, hg are constant, H is a harmonic function which is smooth (in fact analytic) and
vanishes at 7 = 0, and similarly for K, L, M. It will sometimes be useful to expand H =
lel,\m\gl himr'Y;™ where Y™ (6, ¢) are the spherical harmonics on S? and hy, are constants.
It then follows from (I0) and (I4]) that the 1-forms take the form, up to a gradient,

X = (h-1cosf + xo0)dd + X , (83)
¢ = (~k_rcosf +&)do + &, (84)
where we have used the identity xsd(cosfd@) = d(r~"), xo, & are constants and Y, € are 1-
forms that satisfy x3dy = dH and x3d¢ = dK. Therefore, in particular, y, ¢ must be smooth

1-forms on R3. Upon expanding the harmonic functions in spherical harmonics we find that,
up to a gradient,

X = * dY™ (85)

7
-~
+1%
—_

l

3
IA

where %5 is the Hodge dual operator for the metric dQ2 on the unit S2, and similarly for &.
In order to determine the other 1-form & we need to solve (I[3]), which is a bit more
complicated. We can decompose this, up to a gradient, as

0= (wo+w_1cos0)dd+@, @ = Daing + Wreg , (86)

where wy, w_; are constants and Wging, Wreg are 1-forms defined by

W_1 = hom_1 — moh_1 + %(lﬁ?ol_l — lo]{?_l) y (87)
1 1 ~ . - -
*3d(;)sing = ;dF — Fd <;) y F = h_lM - m—lH + %(k—lL - Z—IK) ) (88)

xadineg = d (hoM = moHl + 3(koL — 1oK)) + HANI — NIAH + 3(KdL — LaK) . (89)

In particular, @, is determined by the regular parts of the harmonic functions and therefore
must be a smooth 1-form on R®. On the other hand, Wsing Teceives contributions from the
singular parts of the harmonic functions and thus requires a little more care. In fact, by ex-
panding the harmonic functions in spherical harmonics, F' = 21217|m| <l Jimr'Y™ for constants
fim, one can derive the explicit expression (again up to a gradient),

~ o flmrl dym™
Wsing = Z *2 }/2 . (90)

l
1>1
Im| <l

In particular, Wgye is a smooth 1-form on S? for each fixed value of r, since the spherical
harmonics Y;™ are smooth on S?, and vanishes at r = 0.
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We now have all the ingredients to construct the spacetime metric and gauge field near
the horizon. In fact, since the first two orders in the r-expansions of the harmonic functions
are ¢-independent, the analysis is essentially identical to that in the case of solutions with
biaxial symmetry [14].

Using (I2), (I5) and (20) it follows that near the horizon the invariants take the form

1 @ O _ h_y hoog — hya 3
N = —+0(1), f—a0r+ o7 r* 4+ O0(r’), (91)
gos = Bo+ 1B+ 0O0?), gy =10 +1m) + O, (92)

where «;, 3;, 7; are constants and the error terms are analytic in r and smooth on S? (since
they depend on the spherical harmonics). Since N > 0 in the DOC away from fixed points
and W = 0, is spacelike it follows that oy > 0 and By > 0 respectively. In fact, using the
explicit expressions for these constants it turns out that these inequalities are equivalent to
the single condition agfy > 0 which reads [14]

3
— h2_1m2_1 —3h_1k_qloym_1 + h_llg_l — Qk?jlm_l + Zkzllzl > 0. (93)

In fact this is not only necessary, but also sufficient for the existence of a smooth horizon away
from the axes 6 = 0, 7. This is revealed by performing the coordinate change (¢,, 7,0, ¢) —
(v,¢', 1,0, ¢") defined by

A, A B
dt — do + (72”71) ar. b=y P xede', do=dd . (04)
with
A2 = Boct? By= A0
Bo
2h_ 1 (hoowy — h_
A, = Lol B2B, + 2By Aoy + o — i oo 10‘1)A§ . (95)
24 Qg

We emphasise that the single condition (93)) (which is equivalent to ay > 0, Fy > 0) is sufficient
for this coordinate change to exist. This coordinate change is the same as in the case with
biaxial symmetry [14]. The metric in the new chart can be written as

g=— f(dv+a")? + 2g1y(dv + &) (dY)' + h_; cos 0d¢’ + {')
+ 2y (dv + &")dr + g, dr?® 4 2gy, (A" + h_y cos 0d¢’ + Y')dr (96)
+ gy (Y + h_y cos d¢’ + X')? + r*N~(d§? + sin® §d¢™?) |

where Y/, @' denote the 1-forms y, @ with ¢ replaced by ¢" and

A A wy B NB A A wy B
2 (0 41 20 - 0 Ao A1 %0
Gor = f <’l“2 + r + r ) ) Gy'r f2’f’ + Gty <T2 + r + r ) ) (97)
1 NBZ (A A wyBo)’
=N+ 72 S (ﬁ+7+ — ) - (98)

Using the expansion of the invariants (91]), (02) and the form of the coordinate change (95,
it follows that

Gur = t—+ O(T>7 Grr = 0(1)7 Gy'r = O(l) 5 (99)
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where the error terms are analytic in 7 and smooth on S?. Therefore, we deduce from (@TJ),
@2), (85), ([®4), ([@0), that the spacetime metric (O6]) and its inverse are analytic in r at r =0
and can be analytically extended to r < 0. The hypersurface r = 0 is a Killing horizon of
V = 0, and the metric induced on the cross-section of the horizon v = const,r = 0 is

Bo(dy)' + h_y cos 8d¢')? + ap(dh? + sin? Od¢™?) . (100)

Furthermore, it can be shown that the Maxwell field is also analytic at » = 0 and the near-
horizon limit of the solution takes the same form as in the biaxisymmetric case.

We will now turn to analysing regularity at the axes § = 0,7 including where these
intersect the horizon at » = 0. By inspecting the horizon metric (I00) it is clear the vector
fields that vanish at the axes are

K:t = 8¢/ F h_18¢/ , (101)

in particular, K, =0 at § =0 and K_ = 0 at # = w. Therefore, smoothness of the spacetime
metric at the axis 6 = 0, 7 requires

K2 =0 at @ =0, , respectively. (102)
For = v this condition is equivalent to
0= f*(Wg +wy(xe — Xo Fh1)) = f2(fw_1 +wy) at § = 0,7, respectively, (103)

where we have used ([04) and the second equality follows from (83]), (86) and the fact that
Xo = Wy = 0 at 0 = 0,7 for any r (this is because dy = 0 at § = 0,7 and Xy = 19, X Where
X is a smooth 1-form on S? and similarly for @,). Therefore, since w_1,wy are constants the
condition g,, K% =0 at 6 = 0, 7 is equivalent to

W_1 = Wy = 0. (104)

It can be similarly shown that (I04) are sufficient for (I02)) to hold for all other components
. Therefore, (I02) is equivalent to (I04).

To verify smoothness at the axes we also need to check that all higher order terms in the
expansion around ¢ = 0 and § = 7 are suitably smooth. We will return to this point below.
First it is convenient to perform a global analysis of the horizon geometry in order to deduce
the possible horizon topologies. In fact, we will now show that asymptotic flatness imposes
global constraints that restrict the horizon topology as in the biaxisymmetric case.

Lemma 11. For a multi-centred solution as given in Theorem|d the topology of cross-sections
of each connected component of the event horizon is S, 5% x St or a lens space L(p, 1).

Proof. The analysis splits into two cases depending on if h_; vanishes. First suppose h_; # 0.
It is convenient to define coordinates adapted to the vectors that vanish on the axes, that is,
K, = 04+ where

I N e
T = 5 <¢> F h_1> : (105)

By asymptotic flatness the coordinates 1, ¢ satisfy (4Il), which is equivalent to (), (]3,15),
defined by (B8), being Euler angles on the S? at spatial infinity. Using the coordinate change
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([@4) this is equivalent to the identifications on the ¢* coordinates

P (6%,6) ~ (¢+—2wi,¢—+2wi) ,

h_y h_q
h—1 — Xo 6 + 27rh_1 + Xo)

0 106
2h_4 2h_4 (106)

R: (¢7,¢7) ~ (¢++27r
Recall that the identification lattice of L(p, q) is generated by
+ - + L q
Q: (¢ 7¢)N ¢ +27T57¢ +27T]_j )
St (¢F,07) ~ (¢+,<Z>_ +27r) ) (107)

The requirement that (I00) extends to a smooth metric on a compact manifold means that
the lattice generated by {P, R} must be the same as the one generated by {Q, S}. It can be
shown that this condition is equivalent to h_y = £p, xo = h_; mod 2and ¢ = —1 mod p. In
particular, notice that h_; and x( are required to be integers with the same parity. Therefore,
the allowed topologies are L(+h_;,—1) = L(|h_4|,1) or S? for h_y = +1.

In the case h_; = 0 the horizon geometry (I00) extends to a smooth metric on a compact
manifold if and only if ¢/" and ¢’ are independently periodic and the periodicity of ¢’ is 2.
The horizon topology in this case is S! x S%. Again, by asymptotic flatness 1) and ¢ are
independently periodic with periodicities 47, 27, respectively (@Il), which in terms of the
coordinates (@4 is equivalent to

P, ¢) ~ (Y +4r,¢)
R: (Y, ¢) ~ (' +2mx0, ¢ +2) . (108)
Thus, in order for ¢/ and ¢’ to be independently periodic, xo must be an even integer. O

Now we have the global geometry of the horizon, we can calculate its area, which yields

3
AH = 167r2\/—h2_1m2_1 - 3h_1k_1l_1m_1 + h—llil — Qk?jlm_l + 1]47%112_1 . (109)

The quantity inside the square-root is always positive due to (03)).

We now return to verifying smoothness at the axes § = 0, 7. For definiteness, we focus
on the # = 0 axis, although the argument for # = 7 is identical. First consider the case
h_i # 0 and introduce coordinates ¢* adapted to the vectors K, that vanish on the axes
as in (I03)). In particular, Ky = 0J,+ vanishes at § = 0 and from the periodicities (107
it is easy to see that ¢* must be 2w-periodic for fixed ¢~. Now, inverting (I03) we have
¢ =¢T+¢ and ¢ = h_1(¢p~ — ¢1) which allows us to easily write the full metric (96) in
terms of ¢*. In particular, the explicit dependence of the metric components on ¢* comes
from the dependence on ¢’ of the higher order terms in r, which in turn arises from the
¢-dependence of the spherical harmonics

Y/™(0, ) = cim B (cos )™ = ¢y B (cos 0)e™ OO = ¥ (0, 67 )e ™ (110)

Therefore, since Y;™ are smooth on S? they will be smooth at the pole § = 0 of the sphere
parameterised by (0, ¢™) (recall ¢ is 2w-periodic for fixed ¢~). Furthermore, the 1-form

Ay’ + h_ycos0d¢’ = h_y ((1 + cos0)dp™ + (—1 + cosf)d¢™) (111)
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is manifestly smooth at the axis § = 0. Hence, from the r-expansion of the functions (9I)),
(@2) and the 1-forms (85), (&), [O0) together with (I04]), it now follows that the full metric
is smooth at the axis # = 0, at least on a neighbourhood of the horizon r = 0 (the domain
of convergence of the expansion of the harmonic functions into spherical harmonics). This
establishes that the metric is smooth at the axis including up to where it intersects the horizon
if and only if (I04) holds. It can be easily seen that the Maxwell field is also smooth at the
axes including at the intersection with the horizon (this essentially follows from the fact that
the only new type of term is from d¢ = k_; sin 6d0 A d¢ + d€ using &2)).

Finally, let us consider the case h_; = 0. This is simpler since as observed above v/, ¢’
are independently periodic and correspond to the angle coordinates on the S* and S? factors
of the horizon respectively. Therefore, the metric (36) is smooth on the S? parameterised by
(0,¢') in a neighbourhood of r = 0 if and only if (I04)), since the dependence of the higher
order terms in r on (6, ¢’) is through the spherical harmonics.

To summarise, we have shown that the solution is smooth at a horizon, including where it
intersects the axis, if and only if the coefficients in the expansions (82), (83)) etc, satisfy ([O3),

(104,
h_y€eZ, Xo+ h_1 €27, (112)

and the horizon topology is S' x S? if h_; =0, S3 if h_y = +1 and L(|h_4|, 1) otherwise.

3.2 Smoothness at the fixed points

In this section we will derive the necessary and sufficient criteria for the solution to be
smooth around a fixed point of the axial Killing field W. As shown in Lemma [10 a fixed
point corresponds to a simple pole of the harmonic functions H, K, L, M, so without loss of
generality, we will take this to be at the origin. We then expand these functions in the same
way that we did for a horizon in equation (82]). It follows that the 1-forms y, &, w can also be
written in the same form as for a horizon, namely these are given by equations (83H90).

As argued earlier, at a fixed point we must have f # 0 and therefore the base metric is
well-defined at least on a neighbourhood of such points. It follows that the base metric h,
the 1-form w and the function f must be smooth at the fixed points. Let us first consider the
base metric near a fixed point at » = 0. It is convenient to introduce coordinates

1

r=g1 W =9+ x00, ¢ =h1¢, (113)

so that the base metric takes the form

de? 1
R

h=G (dR2 + iﬁﬁ [d62 +5in?0 (dy + cos 0dg’ + >z)2D : (114)

where we have defined G := rH = h_; + O(R?) and ¥ = O(R") is defined by the regular
part H of the harmonic function which can be written as (85). In order to avoid a curvature
singularity of the base metric as R — 0 we must require

hoy =41, (115)

in which case (IT4)) approaches a locally flat metric on +R*. Furthermore, to avoid any conical
singularities at R = 0 the angles (6, ¢’,1’) must be Euler angles on S? with identifications
as in (H0), in which case the base metric approaches the flat metric on +R?* (note G = 1
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and Y = 0 corresponds to the flat metric on R*). On the other hand, by asymptotic flatness,
(1, ¢) must obey identifications (@I, which implies that (¢, ¢’) have the correct identification
lattice (@0) if and only if x( is an odd integer.

To verify the base metric is smooth at the fixed point requires control of the higher order
terms as r — 0. In particular, we must check that the metric is smooth at the origin of R*.
For this, it is easiest to use cartesian coordinates (u 521’273’4 on R*, which are introduced as
follows. We first define the double-polar coordinate

X+:Rcosg, X_:Rsing, ¢i:%(¢’i¢’), (116)

in terms of which the leading order metric is
h~ £ (dX7 4+ X3 (do™)? + dX2 + X2 (d¢)?) . (117)
Hence, cartesian coordinates on R* are given by
u = X, cosgpt, Uy = X sing™, us = X_cos¢, ug = X_sin¢g~ . (118)

It is helpful for the analysis to note that the following R3-functions are smooth on R*:

1 1
r:Z(u%+u§+u§+ui)a rcos@:z(ueru%—u%—ui),

1
rsinf exp(igp) = §(u1 + ih_qus)(uz — ih_quy) . (119)

Furthermore, noting that the R? cartesian coordinates satisfy x! + iz? = rsin fe’® and 2° =
rcosf, it immediately follows that 2’ are smooth functions on R?*, and more generally any
smooth function f(x) on R? is also a smooth function on R*. In particular, any regular
harmonic function on R? is automatically smooth on R*. Therefore, the function G = h_; +
r(ho + H) defined above is smooth on R*. It is also helpful to note that the 1-form

r(dy’ + cos8de) = %(Xidgﬁ + X2d¢) (120)

is smooth on R* (convert to cartesian coordinates ur), and the 1-form Y which is defined by
*3dY = dH where H is the regular part of the harmonic function in (82)) must also be smooth
on R* (up to a gauge transformation). Now, we can write the base metric (I14)) as

(h-1 +G)(ho + H)
G

2
G

h = Gduydu; — r2(dy + cos 0d¢')? + —r(dy + cos 0d¢') Y + %58 ,

(121)

where we used (82) and the definition G = rH. It is now manifest that the base metric is
smooth at the origin of R*, since all functions and 1-forms that we have written it in terms
of are smooth by the above comments.
We now turn to smoothness of the function f on the base. Using (82]), we have the useful
identity
(rH)™ =h_y —rHy+r*G,, (122)

10%% in this section are defined differently to those in Section B.11
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where Hy := hy + rH and Gy := H2/(h_y + rHp) is a smooth function on R*. Then, using
(I5) and ([I22), it is easy to see that

g+ k% h_y
n r

1 +lo — hok?, 4+ 2h_1k_1ko + O(r) , (123)
where the error terms are smooth on R*. Therefore, since we must have f # 0 at a fixed
point, smoothness requires

I, =—h_1k*,, (124)
h_l(lo — hok’zl + Qh_lk‘_lk’o) >0 , (125)

where the sign of the inequality is chosen to ensure the spacetime metric has the correct
signature at the fixed point. We deduce that these are the necessary and sufficient conditions
for f to be a smooth at the fixed point.

Let us now look at the 1-form w which decomposes as ([6). The invariant g(V, W) =
—f2wy, together with the fact that f # 0 at the fixed point, implies that wy, must be a
smooth function that vanishes at the fixed point. By expanding (I2]) near » = 0 and using
(I24)) one finds

m_q1 — %kil

wy = ——2"11001), (126)

,
where the error terms are smooth. Thus, in particular we must require

m_y = 3k>; . (127)
Then, using (122)) together with (124]), (I127)), we can write (I2]) as
wy =h_1(~w_y + F) +rGy (128)

where w_; is the constant defined in (87), F' is the harmonic function defined in (88), and
(71 is a smooth function on R*. Therefore, since F vanishes at = 0, the vanishing of w,, at

r = 0 occurs iff
w_1=0. (129)

Thus, together with the form for @ given in (86l), we can write

W= fL_lF(d@D/ + cos 0d¢’) + Wing +woh_1d¢ + Gyr(dy + cos Ode') + wyX + Wreg (130)

=« smooth on R*

where the fact that the last three terms are smooth immediately follows from our above
analysis. Therefore, smoothness of w reduces to that of o. From (O0) and the fact that F' is
harmonic it automatically follows that both terms of o are smooth at r > 0, but smoothness
at r = 0 remains to be checked. To this end, a short computation reveals that

h_
*sda = —71 *x3 AF 4+ r(dy)' + cos 0d¢’) A (h_1F x3 d(cos 0de") 4+ *3dWsing) (131)

_ b x3 dF + (dy + cos0d¢’) A dF
.
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where x; denotes the Hodge dual with respect to the flat metric § = r(dy’ + cos0dg¢’)? +
r~'dz’dz" on R* with orientation €123 = 1, and the second line is obtained using (88]). Then,
using the fact that F' is harmonic, we deduce

dxsda=0. (132)

Therefore, o must be a smooth 1-form on R* (up to a gauge transformation). In Appendix
we show that a is a smooth 1-form on R* by an explicit calculation. We deduce that w is
smooth on R* if and only if the constant wy = 0.

We finish this section with the analysis of the Maxwell field, which takes the form

V3

K K ~
F = Td f(dt + w) (dy)" + cos0d¢’) + h_1k_i cos0d¢’ — —x + £ , (133)

H H

where we have used (I7) and (84). The 1-form £ is smooth on R* by the same argument for
X, and by the above analysis we also know that f(d¢ + w) and (K/H)x are smooth. Using
(I22)), the middle two terms in the gauge field can be rewritten as

— %(d@b' + cos0d¢’) + h_1k_y cos0d¢' = —k_1h_ydy)’ (134)
+ (k_l(Ho Gy — (ko + f()(rH)_l> (A’ + cos 0de) |

where the terms on the second line are manifestly smooth. Thus, the only non-smooth term
is pure gauge, so the Maxwell field is indeed smooth on R*. This concludes our analysis at a

fixed point of W.
To summarise, we have shown that the solution at a fixed point » = 0 is smooth if and

only if the parameters satisfy (I15), (124)), (I25), (I127), (129), wo = 0 and
Xo €27+ 1. (135)

The spacetime in a neighbourhood of a such point is then diffeomorphic to R5.

4 General black hole and soliton solutions

4.1 Classification theorem

We are now ready to deduce the main result of this paper which provides a classification
of black hole and solitons spacetimes that satisfy our assumptions.

Theorem 3. Any asymptotically flat, supersymmetric black hole or soliton solution (M, g, F)
of D =5 minimal supergravity, with an azial symmetry, satisfying assumption [ and[d must
have a Gibbons-Hawking base (wherever f # 0) with ‘multi-centred’ harmonic functions

N N

N N
sz%, K:Z?, L=1ey M—mtd T (130

i=1 i=1 " i=1 ° i=1
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where r; == |x — a;|, and a; = (x;,y;, z;) € R® correspond to fived points of the axvial Killing
field or the connected components of the horizon, and the 1-forms can be written as

i@0 r )) 4: 52_%@%» (137)

)

—y i=1
al 3
W= Z <himj + §kilj) Bij (138)
ij=1
%
where
(z — i) dy — (y — yi)do
doi = ; 139
(@ —z:)* + (v — wi)? (139)
. (e—a) (ai—a;) (z—a;) (a;—a;) (z—a)- (x—a)
Bij = +1
\ai—aj\ri \ai—aj|7’j T
(@ a)x (@ -a) i (140)
(@i — a;) x (@ — a;)]
The parameters h;, k;, l;, m; must satisfy
N a
Zhi:1, m:—§Zki, (141)
i=1 1=1
and for eacht=1,..., N,
h; iy + 5(kily — kjl;
hm+3k: +Z sm; = mih + 5 ) g (142)
j=1 |a'7/ - a]|
J#i
Moreover, if a; is a fived point x} € 27 + 1,
1
N Okik; — h(hik? — 1))
h; . S ; 144
2 PR >0 (144)
7=1
J#i
whereas if a; is a horizon component h; € Z, x} + h; € 27 and
—him? — 3hikilim + hl} — 2k7m; + ikfzf >0, (145)

and the horizon topology is S* x S? if h; = 0, S* if h; = +1 and a lens space L(h;, 1) otherwise.
Finally, the harmonic functions must satisfy

K*+ HL >0 (146)

forallz € R®*\ {a4,...,ax}.
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Proof. Theorem [2] shows that the solution must have a Gibbons-Hawking base with harmonic
functions of multi-centred form (I36]), and that asymptotic flatness implies the parameter
constraints (I41]). The 1-forms are determined as follows. First note that §; := (z — z;)d¢;/r;
obeys x3df; = d(1/r;). Therefore, solving ([I0), (I4) immediately gives that y,& can be
written in the claimed form, where X} are integration constants introduced for convenience.
To determine @ it is convenient to follow [17] (see also [13/22]) and define the 1-forms (I40)
which are a solution to

1 1 1 1 1 1 1
*3dﬁij == T’_d <7’_) - 7’_ <7’_) + T’_ <7’_ - T_> ) (147>
7 7 J 7 1) ? J

where 7;; := |a; — a;|. Note that, in contrast to f;, the 1-forms 3;; are free of Dirac string
singularities, indeed 3;; are smooth 1-forms on R? except at the corresponding centres a;, a;.
Then, we can solve (I3) and write

N N
3 .
w= § <himj + §kilj) Bij + E w1 B, (148)
ij=1 i=1
i#£]j

where we have defined the constants

(149)

N 3
| ham; — mah; + 2(kily — kil;
w’_l = —hlm—;k‘l—z mj mn J 2( J J )
j=1
J#i

Tij

The functional form of the solution is now fully fixed. In particular, notice that asymptotically
as r — oo,

N
X = <Z Xb + cos 9) do +O(r™1), (150)
i=1

so upon comparison to ([B7) we deduce yo = Zf\il Xb where (B8) give the coordinates that are
manifestly asymptotically flat. Furthermore,

N
W= Zwil cosfdo +O(r~ ') = O(r™), (151)
i=1

where the second equality uses that S~ w’, = 0 which follows from ([ZI). Thus, the
solution is asymptotically flat.

Next, by expanding the harmonic functions around a centre & = a; they take the form
(B2)) where the coefficients are given by

hoa=he. b= M ki=k. k=M (152)
ey T'ij = Tij
J#i J#i
N op N om
l_lzli, l0:1+z—], m_1 =m;, m0:m+Z—] (153)
=1 ' j=1 '
J#i J#i
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Necessary and sufficient conditions for smoothness at the event horizon and fixed points were
determined in Section B.1] and in terms of these coefficients. For smoothness at fixed
points, we must require (I15), (I24), (I25), (I27) and (I35), which upon use of the above
coefficients give (I43), (I44) and that x{ must be an odd integer. For smoothness at the
horizon, we require (O3), (I12]), which upon use of the above coefficients gives (I45), h; € Z
and x{ + h; must be an even integer. The horizon topology is determined in Lemma [Tl
Notice in particular that h; and x{ have the same parity at each centre. Now, recall that
we chose a gauge where Yg is an odd integer, so we must check that this is compatible with
the smoothness constraints at all centres. Indeed, we have y, = Zfil Xi = Zf\il h, =1
mod 2, where in the second equality we used that x; and h; are of the same parity and in
the final equality (I41]). Therefore, Yo is automatically odd which means that the smoothness
constraints for x at all centres can be satisfied simultaneously.

The remaining conditions for smoothness at both fixed points and horizons are w_; = 0
and wy = 0, which are defined by (86) and (87). Upon using the above coefficients w_; = 0 is
equivalent to the constraint (I42)) for each ¢ = 1,..., N, which in fact is the same as w’ ;| = 0
(see definition (I49)) so that the 1-form & now has the claimed form (I38)). Furthermore,
from the explicit form of f3;; one can check that wy = 0 for each centre (this is due to the
aforementioned fact that f3;; has no string singularities). Therefore, all necessary and sufficient
conditions for smoothness at fixed points and horizons are now satisfied.

Finally, (I46]) is required by Lemma 2] and is equivalent to smoothness of the solution in
the DOC away from the fixed points. O

Remarks.

1. Tt is not known if the conditions (I41l)-(I46]) in the above theorem are also sufficient for
the solution to have a globally hyperbolic DOC, although it is clear that other assump-
tions in () and (2]) are indeed satisfied. In particular, it is not known if they are even
sufficient for stable causality ¢" < 0 (which is a consequence of global hyperbolicity).
In [36] the authors argue that for solitons (I46]) implies stable causality and support
this with numerical evidence. In Appendix [Dl we present a numerical analysis of three-
centred solutions and find that those configurations which satisfy (I41])-(I46]) together
with positive mass M > 0 (given by (I53])) are indeed stably causal. This adds to pre-
vious evidence for biaxially symmetric solutions that stable causality is a consequence
of these conditions [12]14H16].

2. The explicit form of the 1-forms (I37)) possess N Dirac string singularities parallel to
the z-axis and is a gauge choice. While these cannot be removed simultaneously, by
a local coordinate transformation each string can be rotated into any direction. The
spacetime can be covered by a family of charts in which the strings are arranged to
be between every other consecutive centre (for some arbitrary ordering of the centres),
similarly to the multi-centred gravitational instantons [37].

4.2 Conserved charges and fluxes

Conserved charges associated to Killing fields can be determined by Komar integrals.
Therefore the mass M and angular momentum Jy can be computed using Komar integrals
with respect to the Killing vectors 0y, 0y, respectively. However, as we will show in the next
section, generically 0, is not a Killing vector. In order to compute the angular momentum J,
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associated to this, one can compare the asymptotic form of the metric to that of a localised
source with known charges [I]. In order for the metric to be in the right form asymptotically
one must align the z-axis in R with the direction of D defined as [3§]

N N
i= j=

Note that this does not depend on the choice of origin in R? due to (I4I]). One then finds
that the conserved charges of the solution in Theorem [3] are

N 2 N N 2 n
M =3m <Zk> +Y L], Q=2V3r (Zk) +Y L
=1 =1 =1 =1
N 3 g N N
Jy =2m <Z k) +3 d kil +Y mi| .  Jy=3r[D]|. (155)
i=1 i=1

ij=1

As expected, the solutions saturate the BPS bound with M = v/3@Q/2. Notice these take the
same form as in the biaxially symmetric case [14].

Each curve in R? that connects two centres lifts to a non-contractible 2-cycle in spacetime
ending on fixed points of W or a horizon component. These 2-cycles either smoothly cap off
at the fixed points as the length of orbits of W goes to zero, or end on the horizon. They
have topology of S? (between fixed points), a disc (between a fixed point and a horizon), or a
tube (between horizon components). The flux through a 2-cycle C;; between centres a; and
a; is defined as

1
Hij . F = lim Aw - rh£>n0 Aw 5 (156)

AT Je,, ri—0

where we used Stokes’ theorem. Using the explicit form of the Maxwell field (I7), and taking
the limit yields

if ¢ corresponds to a fixed point,

) 2 R’
11£Il>0 Adf = /3 himi+5kili e : (157>
T R ERw if 7 corresponds to a horizon.

4.3 Symmetries

Theorem [B] shows that there is no requirement that forces the centres a;, € R? to be
collinear on R3. Naturally, one would expect that a solution with centres in generic positions
(although still satisfying the constraints of the theorem) has less symmetry than those with
collinear centres. In this section we will show that this is indeed the case. We will only
consider Killing fields of (M, g) that commute with the supersymmetric Killing field V', that
is, symmetries which are also symmetries of the base space (wherever it is defined).

Due to asymptotic flatness any Killing field of (M, ¢g) must approach a linear combination
of those of Minkowski at asymptotic infinity [32], and in Lemma[5] we showed that W generates
an isoclinid] rotation at infinity, i.e. W = %(Jm + Jau) + O(R™Y), where Jr; were defined
in Lemma [5 Therefore, excluding boosts (as they do not commute with V) and V' itself,

HThat is, W generates a rotation around two orthogonal axes with the same angle.
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the algebra of the Killing fields of (M, g) must be isomorphic to some subalgebra of the lie
algebra of the four-dimensional euclidean group E(4) that contains Ji5 + J34. Such algebras
must contain one of the following [39]:

(i) a Killing field that commutes with W, e.g. a subalgebra (Ji2, J34),
(i) an SU(2) subalgebra (Jio + Ja4, 13 — Joa, J1a + Ja3),
(iii) an E(2) subalgebra (Jis + Ja4, P1, Ps),

where the translations P; = 07 in the coordinates of Lemma We will now consider each
case in turn.

For case let us denote the additional Killing field by &, which by assumption com-
mutes with V' and W. The orbit space S inherits a metric from the spacetime ¢, =
v — GABgAugBV, where G4% is the inverse of matrix G 45 in (20), and indices {4, B} cor-
respond to {t,1}. We find that this orbit space metric is

q= %dxidxi , (158)
which is non-singular on the region N > 0 (i.e. in the DOC away from fixed points). Now,
since { preserves both the spacetime metric and Killing fields V' and W, it follows that L¢q = 0
and LN = 0, i.e. the orbit space has a Killing field that preserves N. From the explicit
form of the orbit space metric (I5]) it follows that ¢ is a Killing field of the euclidean metric
on R3. From (22) it follows that the harmonic functions H, K, L, M are invariant under .
Now, l-parameter subgroups of the isometry group of euclidean space R? are either closed
(rotation) or unbounded (translation with possibly a rotation). However, since H is invariant
under this subgroup and H — 0 at infinity by asymptotic flatness, it must be that £ generates
a rotation. Thus, £ is an axial Killing field of R? and hence the centres a; must be collinear. In
this case the full spacetime solution has R x U(1)? symmetry and corresponds to the biaxially
symmetric case [14]. Therefore, if the centres are not collinear the abelian isometry group of
the solution cannot be larger than R x U(1).

In case the U(1) isometry generated by W is a subgroup of the SU(2) isometry. The
complex structures of the hyper-Kéhler base space must carry a real three-dimensional rep-
resentation of any subgroup of its isometry group, which for SU(2) must be either the trivial
or adjoint representation. The latter is excluded by the triholomorphicity of W, therefore
the whole SU(2) symmetry is necessarily triholomorphic. Furthermore, from the asymptotic
form of the Killing fields it follows that around spatial infinity the SU(2) action has three-
dimensional orbits. Hyper-Kéhler manifolds with cohomogeneity-1 triholomorphic SU(2)
symmetry belong to the BGPP class of solutions [40]. In Appendix [E] we show that the
only multi-centred asymptotically euclidean BGPP solution is the trivial flat metric on R%.
Therefore, case (ii) cannot happen.

In case two of the generators corresponding to translations commute, therefore there
exists a linear combination K of them which is triholomorphic [2I]. Since W has closed
orbits it must correspond to the rotation in F(2) and hence W, K are linearly independent
triholomorphic Killing fields. It follows that [W, K] is also triholomorphic and by the algebra
of F(2) it must be a third independent Killing field. Therefore, the whole F(2) symmetry must
be triholomorphic. Similarly to case , the E(2) action has generically three-dimensional
orbits at spatial infinity. In Appendix [E] we derive the most general hyper-Kahler metric
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with cohomogeneity-1 triholomorphic E(2) symmetry and show that the only multi-centred
Gibbons-Hawking metrics in this class is the trivial flat metric on R*. Therefore, case (iii)
also cannot happen.

Therefore, we have shown that our general solution in Theorem [3] generically possesses an
abelian isometry group R x U(1) and not larger. Furthermore, this is enhanced to R x U(1)?
precisely if the centres are collinear in R®. To our knowledge the construction outlined in this
paper provides the first known example of asymptotically flat black hole solutions in higher
dimensions with exactly a single axial symmetry (on top of a stationary symmetry), confirming
the conjecture of Reall at least for supersymmetric black holes [9]. In Appendix [Dl we present
a numerical study of three-centred solutions and find that the parameter constraints (I4IHI4H)
can be easily satisfied even for non-collinear centres. Furthermore, (I46]) can be proven to
hold for the case of a black lens L(3,1). For the other horizon topologies we found a large set
of parameters that numerically satisfy the parameter constraints and for which (I46]) holds.
Therefore, we expect that there is a vast moduli space of asymptotically flat supersymmetric
black holes with exactly a single axial symmetry.

5 Discussion

In this work we have presented a classification of asymptotically flat, supersymmetric black
holes in five-dimensional minimal supergravity. Our main assumption is that there is an axial
symmetry that ‘commutes’ with the remaining supersymmetry, i.e. it preserves the Killing
spinor. It is an interesting question whether there are black hole solutions if this assumption
is relaxed. A natural possibility would be to only require that the axial symmetry commutes
with the supersymmetric Killing field, but that the Killing spinor is not preserved by its flow.
Then, the complex structures on the base space (spinor bilinears) are no longer preserved by
the axial symmetry, i.e. the axial Killing field is not triholomorphic. In this case the hyper-
Kéhler base is not a Gibbons-Hawking metric, but instead can be obtained by solving the
SU(c0) Toda equation [41]. There exist constructions of supersymmetric solutions without
a triholomorphic axial symmetry [42], however no smooth black hole solution of this class is
known.

There have been a number of previous attempts to construct supersymmetric black holes
with exactly a single axial symmetry, however in all these cases the spacetime metric itself
or the matter fields are not smooth at the horizon [23H2§]. It is worth noting that even the
Majumdar-Papapetrou static multi-black hole spacetimes do not have smooth horizons in five
(or higher) dimensions [43H46]. In contrast to our construction, a common feature of all these
solutions is that they break the U(1) rotational symmetry that corresponds to the triholo-
morphic Killing field 9, in our setting. Generally, it is expected that breaking a rotational
symmetry leads to non-smooth horizons, essentially due to coordinate changes of the type (04)
necessarily introduce logarithmically divergent terms in the corresponding angular coordinate
(¢ in this case), which would cause infinite oscillation in the metric and or matter fields near
the horizon [27,28]. Our construction avoids this problem because we break the symmetry in
a direction which is not rotationald near the horizon (i.e. the angular coordinate ¢ does not
diverge at the horizon by (04])). Furthermore, the classification of near-horizon geometries [9]
shows that the rotational symmetry near the horizon is always triholomorphic, which sug-

12By rotational here we mean that the near-horizon geometry has non-zero angular momentum associated
to that direction, i.e. in our coordinates Jy # 0, while J4 = 0.
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gests that regular black hole solutions without a triholomorphic rotational symmetry may not
exist. However, to properly check this, one would need to carefully analyse the near-horizon
geometry in coordinates corresponding to the aforementioned Toda system.

For the class of solutions studied in this work, it is not obvious how large the moduli space
of black holes is. Theorem [Blimposes equations and inequalities not only on the parameters of
the harmonic functions, but also on a combination of harmonic functions (I46]) which must be
satisfied everywhere on R®. It would significantly advance our understanding of the moduli
space of black holes if an equivalent condition were known on the parameters of harmonic
functions. The positivity of the ADM mass has been conjectured to be sufficient (together
with the other parameter constraints listed in Theorem [3)) [15], however our numerical results
show that this is unfortunately not the case (see Appendix[DI), even for the biaxially symmetric
case. This prevents us from having a totally explicit description of the black hole moduli space
in this theory.

Finally, as mentioned in the introduction, the rigidity theorem does not apply to super-
symmetric black holes since the stationary Killing field is null on the horizon. It is therefore
possible that there are supersymmetric black holes with no axial symmetry at all. In order
to obtain a complete classification of supersymmetric black holes in this theory would re-
quire analysis of this case too. This would for example include the Majumdar-Papapetrou
multi-black holes, which have been shown to be the most general asymptotically flat, static,
supersymmetric black holes in this theory (although the horizon has low regularity) [47]. How-
ever, the analysis of general supersymmetric solutions with no axial symmetry likely would
require new techniques. We leave this as an interesting problem for the future.

Acknowledgements. DK is supported by an EPSRC studentship. JL is supported by a
Leverhulme Research Project Grant.

A Killing spinor is preserved by triholomorphic symmetry

In this section we show that the Killing spinor is preserved by a triholomorphic Killing
field that commutes with the supersymmetric Killing field. We will work on regions where
f # 0, which are dense in M (Corollary [)), and by continuity of the Lie-derivative we argue
that it must be preserved on the whole spacetime.

Let us choose a pseudo-orthonormal co-frame e, where = 0,4, and 1 = 1,2, 3,4,

VP ' ~i
= = f(dttw), €= (159)

f via

where éz, with i =1, are an orthonormal co-frame of the base metric h with spin connection
1-forms &'; defined by dé’ = —@'; Aé’. Now, by Lemma [l the axial Killing field W preserves
base data (f,w,h), so we are free to choose our co-frame such that Lyé' = Lye' = 0, and

0
Lye = 0 is automatic. The spin connection 1-forms w*, of the spacetime are given b

1 ) ) ~ 1 1 ) )
(.UOZ- = fi€0 + iGijej s wzj = (;)Zj + §Gij60 + §(fi6] — fj€l) s (160)

13In this section we distinguish quantities on the base space with a tilde.
14The spin connection should not be confused with the 1-form w defined on the base.
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where fie' := f!'df and 1Gie' Al = fdw.
Let {E,} be the dual frame of vector fields to {e#} and expand the Killing field W in this
frame,
W = (twe’)Ey + (twe')E; . (161)

The corresponding metric dual with respect to g can be written as

b no W
W’ = —(we)e® + (uwe')e’ = —(pe)e® + ak (162)

where W is the metric dual of W with respect to the base metric h.
By definition [48|, the Lie-derivative of the Killing spinor by W is

1

Lye = Ve — ZdWb € (163)
1 1

= Wi(e) = ;(www)y"y e - g(de)w’“‘v”e : (164)

where the second line follows from the expression for the Levi-Civita connection spinors V ye =
X(e) — i(LWwW)v“v”e and for the Clifford algebra we use conventions y#y” + ~¥~y* = —2g"".
Using ([I60) and 0 = Lye” = tyyde” + duyet, a calculation yields

. o s
dw’ = —2(twes )’ A et — (twe?) fiet N el — §(LW€O)GZ']‘€Z Nel + ?dW" ) (165)
Substituting into ([I64), and using again (I60) for w;;, we get

Lye = Dyre— Edwb (166)

where D is the Levi-Civita connection of the base metric h, and W = m.W the projection of
W to the base (see the proof of Lemma [Il). We can expand dWW” on the base tetrad as
AW’ = (dW")5:8 A& = F(AW)zel A e (167)

This factor of f cancels the one in the second term of (I66) and we get that the Lie-derivative
of the Killing spinor on the spacetime is the same as on the bas,

- I
Lye = Dyre — é(dW");ﬂ Ve = Lge . (168)

The Killing spinor € on the r.h.s can be interpreted as a spinor on the base and takes the

form [20]
e=In, (169)

where Dn = 0. It follows (since f is also preserved by W) that the first term of (IG8) vanishes.
The second term also vanishes, because dW” is self-dual [21], while viy7le is anti-self-dual [20]
on the base. Thus, the Killing spinor is preserved by a triholomorphic Killing field that also
commutes with the supersymmetric Killing field, as claimed.

15Since we are in an orthonormal frame the gamma matrices will have the exact same form as the spatial
gamma matrices of the spacetime, i.e. v* ="
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B On the non-existence of exceptional orbits

Here we give a more detailed argument against the existence of exceptional orbits in the
DOC. As discussed in the proof of Lemma [§, such an exceptional orbit can only end on a
horizon component with spherical topology, which has a neighbourhood where f > 0. It
follows that there exists an open region Uy C X with a Gibbons-Hawking coordinate chart
such that Uy N E # (). By making Uy smaller if necessary, we may assume without loss of
generality that all points in UyN E have the same isotropy group Z, for some integer n > 1, i.e.
the parameter 1 of orbits of W is 47 /n-periodic (assuming regular orbits have 47 periodicity).

Let ¢ be the ¢ = 0 hypersurface in Uy. Each orbit of W intersects {2y at most once, since
2" are constants on orbits of W, and @ is injective on Q. It follows from the periodicities of
the orbits that the flowout from €y along W is injective for flow parameters (—2m/n, 27 /n),
so Uy can be chosen such that it is diffeomorphic to (—27/n,27/n) x Qy by the Flowout
Theorem (see e.g. [29]).

Let us denote by ¥ : R x 3 — ¥ the flow of W, and let Qy, := U (27, (). By the same
arguments Uy, := V(2m, Up) is diffeomorphic to (=27 /n, 27 /n) x Qa,. Recall that exceptional
orbits are smooth arcs in 3, so using z° as coordinates in g and Qs,, they can be viewed as
smooth curves v in some open set of R3, i.e. UyNE = (—27/n,27/n) x 7. Using periodicity
of the regular and exceptional orbits, one can show that the set Uy N Uy, = S X 7y, where
S = S\ {p} for n even or S = S'\ {p, q} for n odd, and p and ¢ are antipodal points of an
St orbit. Both Uy and Uy, are open in X and so is their intersection, but S x v is not (it is a
two-dimensional submanifold of ¥J), which is a contradiction.

C Smoothness of w at fixed points

In this section we show explicitly that the 1-form « defined in (I30) is smooth on R*
around a fixed point » = 0. The harmonic function F' defined in (88) can locally be expanded

as
00

F= Z 7 frm P (cos 0)e™? (170)

k=1
—k<m<k

where P"(z) are the associated Legendre functions and fy,, some complex coefficients. For
reference, the associated Legendre functions for m > 0 can be written as

R) = ()" (P ) = (<L = )R e). (17

da™
where Py (x) are the Legendre polynomials. Therefore, for any |m| < k they are a product of
(sin @)™ and a polynomial of z := cos @ of order k — |m].

Integrating (88), or using (@0), yieldd1d

~ = /rk : Sm _im, im m _im
Wsing = Z ?fkm |:(SlIl 9>2Pk e d)d(b—i‘ @Pk € ¢d«9 . (172)

k=1
—k<m<k

6Here we are omitting the argument of associated Legendre functions which we always take to be z = cos 6,
and dot denotes the derivative with respect to x.
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The 1-form « defined by (I30) in this gauge is given by

o - k imae m / (Sin9)2 Sm m m
a= ; " frme [h_lPk (d¢) 4 cos 0d¢") + o Plrd¢’ + k:sinQPk de| . (173)
—k<m<k

The smoothness of axisymmetric terms (m = 0) has been checked in [14], but for completeness
we also include it here. The axisymmetric terms for a given k, using (I16]) and basic properties
for Legendre polynomials, can be written as

oy fror® [Pk(dw’ + cosfde) + (5129)2 Pkdgb’} _
= h_lfk(ﬂ”k [(Pk + Pk_l)d¢+ + (Pk - Pk_l)dqf)_} , (174)

where we have used the identity (14 z)P, + k~'(1 — 2®) P, = P, + P,_1. From the recursion
formula for the Legendre polynomials it follows that 7% (P, =& Py,_;)d¢* = r(14cos 0)Grdp™ =
%GiXidgbi for some smooth function G of X2 and therefore these terms are indeed smooth
on R* [14].

We now consider the non-axisymmetric terms in « for a given k£ and m # 0. We focus on
terms with m > 0 (P/™ and P,"™ only differs by a constant factor, so the analysis is essentially
identical for m < 0), which can be written using (I15) as

1 2 . .
hoyrt (@Pg@ +(1+ cose)P,g”> emedgt

1 2 . .
+ h_yrk (— (s1I]1€9) P+ (1 — cos 9)P,;”) emdep

p o Im

Pme™ede . 175
tr ksing * ¢ (175)
For the last line we use the recursion formula
1 -1
PP =— [P 4 (k+m—1)(k+m)P"Y] . (176)

Vi—z2 * 2m

The term containing P,g”_tl can be written as
r* P dg ~ (rsin0e’?)™ [(reos )M 4] [XTA(X?) — X2A(XL)Y] ., (177)

where ... represents lower order terms in cosf. Since this term is explicitly smooth, we will
omit it in the further analysis.
In the first two lines of (I75) we can use the identity

(1— 2P + kaP™ = (k+m)P", | (178)
and after omitting the smooth factor %(r exp(i¢) sin )™ we get
h_yr* =+ gin g ((k; T m)Pm kP,g”) P dgt
4 Aot sin g (—(k +m)Pm, + kﬁ,gn) g™

- %rk_m“(k +m — 1) (k+m)Pmedd | (179)
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where we defined P/ := —E__ — (=)™ L= Py. Let us now look at the real part of (I79) (the

~ (sinf)™
analysis of imaginary part gives the same result), which can be written as

UldUQ - Ugdul

h_ ~ N
Lk (g ug 4 ugug)[(k + m) P, + kPP

2 X2
h_ ~ ~ dug — usd
T g ) [ (k- m) P+ R (180)
_ ~ d d d d
+ b’f’k_m(UQT,Lg — U4U1)(l{3 +m — 1)(1{? -+ m)Pﬁ_ll —U1 U +2U2 e UsTus +2U4 U4 .
4 X2 X2

By standard properties of the Legendre polynomials one can show that we can write the
following polynomials as

- - 1 -
kP + (k+m)P" | + 5(k +m—1)(k+m)P" ' = (14+2)Q%, (181)

with some polynomials Q5. () of order k —m — 1. Using this property with the upper (lower)
sign for the du; and dus (dug and duy) terms, one can check that (I80) is smooth. In detail,
we can rearrange the du; terms as

h_y rhom 2 pm pm 1 pm—1

7 X7 (ujug — uugug) kP + (K +m)P" | + §(k +m —1)(k+m)P"]
— [k:f’,:” + (k+ m)p,?"b_l] (u? + u%)m}dul = (182)

h_q|1 ~ .
— 71 {g(u%m — wyugug)r*TTEQE kT (kP,g” + (k+ m)Pk"ﬁl) u4] du; ,
where we used (I8I) and (1 + z) = r(1+cosf) = $X7. Since Qj,,(z) is of order k —m — 1,
the last line is explicitly smooth. The argument for the dus—s34 terms is identical. This
proves our claim that « is smooth on R%.

D Three-centred solutions

The simplest examples with a single axial symmetry are three-centred solutions. We will
focus on single black hole solutions, where without loss of generality, we will choose coordinates
such that the origin corresponds to the black hole. We can use the redundancy ¥ — ¥ + ¢ in
the harmonic functions so that they have the following form:

h h h k k
H:_0+_1+_2’ K:_l_‘__z’
T &} T2 T D)
lo hlk‘% hgk’% 3 mo k‘% k’%
L= - — = M=—=(k+k —+ — 4+ = 1
+7" r1 re 2(1+ 2)+T+27‘1+27’2 (183)
The remaining constraints of Theorem [3l on the parameters are
hi=h3=1, ho+hi+hy=1, 184
hok} — 2moh; — 3kl (kohy — kyhg)?

+3(]€1—|—]€2)h2—]€120, fOIi:1,2,

+(=1)

|ail a1 — ax|
hold — hgmd > 0,
hi(hok? — lo)

|a|

(k1ha — kahi)?

h; —
la; — ay|

— hihs >0, fori=1,2.
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There are three different choices for the parameters h;:
(i) hg=1,hy =1, hy=—1,
(ii)) hg=—=1, hy =hy =1,
(i) hg =3, hy =hy=—1.
Cases and correspond to a horizon topology S®, while is a black lens L(3,1).

There are two further conditions that have to be satisfied everywhere on R? for smoothness
and stable causality:

N'=K2+HL>0, (188)
g <0. (189)

In [15] it has been conjectured that in the U(1)?-symmetric case (I84HI8T) together with the
positivity of the total mass implies that (IS8{I8J) are automatically satisfied. For the U(1)%-
symmetric black lens this conjecture was analytically proven for (I88), while for the other
two cases numerical evidence was presented. As mentioned in the remarks below Theorem [3]
it has been argued that for soliton solutions (I89) follows from (I88]) [36]. For the analysis
presented here, we add the requirement M > 0, which in terms of the parameters means

l() — hlk‘% — hgkg + (kfl + k2)2 >0. (190)

We will now consider the three cases in turn.
For case , the black lens, the proof that (I88) is automatically satisfied carries over to
the case with non-collinear centres as follows. Using (I87) for N~! yields

1
N7t > (k) — ky)? ( o] + a2 — )
\al—ag\rﬁ \al—ag\rrg r17ro
3l 3 J|a a 1 1
+—;+(—+M+@————). (191)
r r rTr1 rTo T1 T2

The first term is non-negative by Ptolemy’s inequalit. The second term is positive due
to (I8M), and the last term is non-negative by the triangle inequality. The stable causality
condition (I89) was checked numerically. In the numerical checks we have looked at 10*
random points in a radius R of the origin such that R > 3max{|a|, |az|}, chosen either

uniformly, or centred around the origin, closer to the singular points. We found that (I89)
was satisfied by all 10? set of parameters that satisfy (I84IST) and (190).

For case |(1)| and we can only check (I88HI8J) numerically on parameters that satisfy
(IR4)-([I87) and ([I90). The method of the numerical checks is identical to the one described
in case|(iii)} For each case we have found a large parameter space for which all the constraints
are satisfied. We have found that for case equations (I84)-(I87) and (I90) are sufficient
to guarantee (I88HI8YJ) for the tested 10 set of parameters. In contrast, rather surprisingly,
for case [()] there are even collinear (therefore U(1)*-symmetric) configurations that satisfy
(I84)-(I87) and (I90) but violate (I88HIST). This disproves the conjecture of [I5]. When the
centres are collinear, these configurations all have ky/k; ~ O(1), and even in that parameter

1"When the centres are not co-planar, a lower estimate can be used by looking at a co-planar arrangement,
keeping 71, r2, r, |a1] and |az| the same, and increasing |a; — as|.
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range they appear with small probability when the parameters are chosen uniformly, which
explains why they have not been found previously. None of these violating configurations
have equal momenta, which is the relevant case when one would like to compare these black
holes to the BMPV solution. Also, no configuration have been found which satisfy (I88]) but
violate (I89), inline with the conjecture of [36] (although that conjecture is for solitons).

We have also looked at soliton solutions, where instead of (I86), we require lo = 0, mg = 0,

and hik? ok
h0<1—L—ﬂ)>o. (192)
a.]  |as]

For these configurations, we have found that for all tested configurations satisfying (I84])-(I8T)

and (190), (I88HI8J) are also satisfied.

E Hyper-Kéahler metrics with triholomorphic SU(2) or F(2)
isometry

In this section we determine the possible multi-centred Gibbons-Hawking solutions with
triholomorphic cohomogeneity-1 SU(2) or F(2) symmetry. For the latter case we derive the
general cohomogeneity-1 hyper-Kéahler metric with triholomorphic F(2) symmetry.

E.1 SU(2)

Hyper-Kéhler manifolds with triholomorphic cohomogeneity-1 SU(2) symmetry belong
to the BGPP class [40]. In Gibbons-Hawking form adapted to a triholomorphic subgroup
U(1) C SU(2) the associated harmonic function can be written as

2 ) ﬁ;>2> ’ 19

Xy .
255 ¢ (194)

i=1

with 3;, C constants [49,50]. First note that if 3, = 8, = 5 then H = 1/(+/Cr), and if we

take C' = 1 the solution reduces to flat euclidean space. We will therefore exclude this case.
A simple pole in H can occur at &y = (zo, Yo, 20) only if B(xg) = [; for some i For

definiteness, assume that H is singular at 5(x¢) = (1, so the analysis splits into the cases:

(i) 1= P2 # Bs,
(ii) p; are distinct.

181f ¢ # 0 then H is clearly non-singular at all points 8(x) # 3;. If C = 0 and B(x) # 3; then H can only
be singular at the origin in which case § has a direction dependent limit, so it cannot be a simple pole of H.
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Now consider case for which H is necessarily axisymmetric. From (I93) we can see
that H is singular at xq iff (22 +y?)/(8 — 1) — 0 as * — x;. Then (I94) implies that
2 =C(B — B3) > 0. If C(By — f3) > 0, there are isolated singularities at zo = yo = 0,
20 = £4/C(61 — P3), and the corresponding harmonic function takes the form

1 1 1
1@ = 5 (e * ral) )

with @ = (0,0, /C(B81 — B3)). This family includes the Eguchi-Hanson metric (with + sign
and C' = 1/4). These configurations, however, do not correspond to asymptotically euclidean
metrics. If C' = 0, the harmonic function is given by H = const %, so this solution does not
have a simple pole.

Finally, let us look at case From (I93) it can be shown that if H has a simple pole at
a given x( then

.CL’2

A B — gy (196)

Using (19€) in (I94]) implies that (xg, Yo, 20) is on the curve defined by

y? 52
+ =C, r=0. 197

Bir—0B2  Bi—DBs (197)

Let S be the connected component of (I97)) containing xg. We now show that H is singular
on S. Recall that having a simple pole requires lim,_,,, 8 = (;. Taking this limit in the
direction along the curve (I97) and using the fact that the other root of (I94) on (I97) is
separated from (3, it follows that 5 = ; on S. Let (0,7, 2) € S, and let us look at the limit

2 C—_2 _ 2
: T , - -
lim = lim bbr 5P _

2=0((x,9,2) — B1)%?  a=0 /B —PBi

= lim v z — P11 =
~i2 (G5 L5 ) VF A0, o

where for the second line we used L’Hopital’s rule. Thus, by (I93) H diverges on S, hence
the singularity of H at x, cannot be isolated.

E2 E(2)

We will first derive the general form for cohomogeneity-1 hyper-Kéhler metrics with tri-
holomorphic F(2) symmetry. Without loss of generality we can write this as

h = (det h(p))dp® + hij(p)oror, (199)
where b, 4,7 = 1,2, 3, are left-invariant 1-forms on E(2), satisfying
i Lo k
doy = 5CikOR N OR (200)

with ¢’;; being the structure constants of the Lie algebra of F(2). The Killing fields of (I99)
are given by the right-invariant vector fields L; which satisfy [L;, L;] = ckiij. Let us define

45



tm = Lelkem o For E(2), t is a symmetric, positive semi-definite matrix with one zero
eigenvalue (VII, in the Bianchi classification).

By a change of basis 0%/ = Lijo%, where L € GL(3,R), one can simultaneously di-
agonalise h and t at a given p = py as follows. Under such change h' = (L=Y)ThL™!
and t' = (det L)"*LtLT. Since h is symmetric and positive definite, we can change basis
such that ' = 1. As ¢ is symmetric, we can diagonalise it by an orthogonal matrix so
that t" = diag(0,ts,t3) and h” = 1. Finally, we can rescale each direction such that
t" = diag (0,1,1) and A" is diagonal.

We now drop primes and assume that h;;(po) is diagonal and ¢t = diag(0,1,1). The
latter are equivalent to the structure constants ¢*, = 1 = ¢%;; with the rest vanishing. Now,
following [511/52], the Einstein condition for the metric (I99) then gives at py (omitting primes)

hl?) - h12 =0 ) (h22 - h33)523 =0 ) (201)

where dot means derivative with respect to p. Generically, if no other symmetry is assumed,
this implies that the first derivative of the off-diagonal metric components vanish. If there
is additional symmetry and h?* = A3 then h is automatically diagonal [52]. By further
differentiation of the Einstein condition, using real-analyticity’] in p, one can see that the
metric remains diagonal for all p.
After diagonalisation, the metric can be put into the form
Wats

h: d 2 1\2 2\2
wiwowsdp +—w1 (oR)” + - (oR)* + o

wi1Wws %)

G (202)
for some functions w;(p). We can take a basis of anti-self-dual (ASD) 2-forms

Q' = wywsdp A of, — wioR ATy
O = wwsdp A 0% — waah Aoy, (203)

3 _ 3 1A 2
Q° = wwadp A 0 — w3op Ao

where we choose the orientation dp A o A 0% A 0. The requirement that Q' are closed is
equivalent to the systems of ODE:

(i)l =0 y LLJQ = —WiWws , (i)g = —WiWws . (204)

In particular, wy is a constant which must be non-vanishing, so without loss of generality we
can assume w; > 0 (this can be arranged using the discrete symmetry w; — —wy, ws — —ws
of the above system). We can now easily integrate for ws 3, which gives us two qualitatively
different classes of solutions. The first is wy = Ae*™1? wy = FAet'? and it is easily checked
that this gives euclidean space. The second class of solutions can be written as

wo = —Asinh(wi(p — po)) , wg = Acosh(wi(p — po)) , (205)

with A and p, arbitrary constants and without loss of generality we can set py = 0. Let us
focus on this second non-trivial solution.

Y and K;; = h” satisfy a system of first order ODEs (the Einstein equations) which are analytic in
(hij, Kj) if det h # 0, so by standard results, there is a unique solution analytic at p = po for given ‘initial’
values at p = po.
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Now, by defining a new coordinate p := —w;p and by rescaling &é’?’ =\ /wlaé’g, which does
not change the structure constants, we obtain the metric (dropping hats)

h = K?*sinh pcosh p (dp* + (0})?) + coth p (0%)® + tanh p (03)? , (206)
where K? := A%/w;. The ASD 2-forms are

Q' = —K?*sinhpcoshpdp A o — op Aoy,
Q? = —K(cosh pdp A 0%, +sinh poi A og) | (207)
O = —K(sinh pdp A 0% + coshpogp A o%) |

where note that the orientation is now —dp A o A 0% A o3, It is useful to note that we can
always choose local coordinates (Z, x,y) on E(2) so

op=4d7 , 0% = —sin Zdx + cos Zdy , 0% = cos Zdx + sin Zdy . (208)
In these coordinates the Killing fields that generate the E(2) algebra are
Ll = 82 + a@y — y@x s L2 = 8y s Lg = 896 . (209)

This completes the derivation of the general form of the metric which is given by (206). This
is the analogue of the BGPP metric for E(2)-symmetry.
As p — oo (2006]) approaches the metric

ho = dR* + R*dZ* + dz? + dy?, (210)

with R := £ exp(p). Even though (2I0) is (locally) isometric to the flat euclidean metric on
R*, it is only valid at R — oo, thus (206]) is not asymptotically euclidean (one can also check
that RupeqR% — 0 iff R — o00). This excludes (2086]) as a possible base for an asymptotically
flat supersymmetric solution.

Even though (200) does not have the appropriate asymptotic behaviour, it is interesting
to write it in Gibbons-Hawking form with respect to the Killing field W' = %Ll (the analogue
of an isoclinic Killing field W for asymptotically euclidean metrics). The coordinates (1), z*)
adapted to W’ are defined by dz’ = 1y»Q* and W’ = 9,. We find that they take a simpler
form in polar coordinates (z,y) — (r,60), and a computation using the above ASD 2-forms
reveals that

K?sinh? p — r? K
pl=" S PTT : 2> = —rsinhpcos¢ , (211)
4 2
K
x3:5rcoshpsin¢, V=740, (212)

where ¢ := Z — 6. The associated harmonic function is given by H = 1/h(W', W'), and we
find

16 sinh(2
H=— 6sinh(2p) . (213)
K?(cosh(4p) — 1) + 472(cosh(2p) + cos(2¢))
This diverges on a parabola in R? parametrised by r:
2
K
xlz—rz, =0, aP=xTr, (214)

and therefore its singularity is not isolated.
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