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Abstract

In a spacetime (M, g), a horizon is a null hypersurface where the deformation tensor K := £,g
of a null and tangent vector 7 satisfies certain restrictions. In this work, we develop a formalism to
study the geometry of general horizons (i.e. characterized by any K), based on encoding the zeroth
and first transverse derivatives of U on null hypersurfaces detached from any ambient spacetime.
We introduce the notions of K-tuple and non-isolation tensor. The former encodes the order zero
of I, while the latter is a symmetric 2-covariant tensor that codifies the “degree of isolation” of
a horizon. In particular, the non-isolation tensor vanishes for homothetic, Killing and isolated
horizons. As an application we derive a generalized near-horizon equation, i.e., an identity that
holds on any horizon (regardless of its topology or whether it contains fixed points), which relates
the non-isolation tensor, a certain torsion one-form, and curvature terms. By restricting this
equation to a cross-section one can recover the near-horizon equation of isolated horizons and the
master equation of multiple Killing horizons. Our formalism allows us to prove two existence
theorems for horizons. Specifically, we establish the necessary and sufficient conditions for a non-
degenerate totally geodesic horizon with any prescribed non-isolation tensor to be embeddable in
a spacetime satisfying any (non-necessarily A-vacuum) field equations. We treat first the case of
arbitrary topology, and then show how the result can be strengthened when the horizon admits a
cross-section.

1 Introduction

For the purposes of this paper, horizons are null hypersurfaces endowed with a privileged null and
tangent vector field n which encodes certain symmetry property of the spacetime. They play a fun-
damental role in many gravitational contexts such as gravitational collapse, black hole uniqueness,
singularity theorems, or null infinity, see e.g. [47, 51, 50, 8, 17, 28, 5, 20] and references therein. Prime
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examples of horizons are homothetic, conformal Killing and Killing horizons, but there are many other
useful notions such as non-expanding, weakly isolated and isolated horizons [2, 4, 3, 23, 18, 21], or
multiple Killing horizons [37]. Horizons usually mark the boundary of causally relevant regions of a
spacetime, and their presence reveals interesting connections between its causal structure and the be-
haviour of symmetries, which often change causal character across the horizons. In particular, Killing
horizons are linked to (local) isometries and hence to equilibrium states, whereas homothetic horizons
arise for instance in self-similar evolution, most notably in critical gravitational collapse [19, 48]. In a
more general context, homothetic horizons are also prominent objects in conformal geometry via the
Fefferman-Graham ambient construction [15, 16].

The link between horizons and spacetime symmetries raises fundamental questions, such as what are
the conditions for a spacetime to admit a horizon, or what data must be prescribed on a horizon so
that it induces a specific type of symmetry. These issues have been widely studied in the literature,
starting with the seminal work [45] where analytic, Ricci-flat (4-dimensional) spacetimes with a non-
degenerate Killing horizon were shown to be uniquely determined by six functions on the horizon
(a result that was later reformulated in more geometric terms, and extended to smooth spacetimes
in [24]). For degenerate Killing horizons, several non-existence and uniqueness results have been
proved, including non-existence of such horizons in static A-vacuum spacetimes [9, 6, 52], uniqueness
of Schwarzchild-de Sitter [22] and (local) uniqueness of the Kerr-horizon data in the (electro)vacuum
rotating case [29, 25, 27, 44, 14]. In the case where the horizon is of bifurcate type, i.e. it consists
of two transverse null hypersurfaces, the problem can be analyzed from a characteristic initial value
perspective. Relevant results in this regard are the formulation of the characteristic problem on
bifurcate Killing horizons [49] (see also [11]), the analyticity of the spacetime metric for bifurcate
Killing horizons defined by a hypersurface-orthogonal Killing vector [7], and the fact that bifurcate
Killing horizons with closed torsion one-form give rise to (and arise from) static Killing vectors [10].
Motivated by these works, the purpose of the present paper is to introduce a formalism for describing
horizons as manifolds a priori detached from any ambient spacetime, and to exploit it to study the
interplay between the existence of spacetimes with symmetries and the geometric properties of the
horizons. The key point of the formalism is that it allows one to work with generic notions of horizons
(i.e. far less restrictive than those of homothetic or a Killing horizons), as well as to deal with spacetimes
satisfying any (i.e. non-necessarily A-vacuum) field equations.

A particularly relevant object in this context is the so-called deformation tensor K[n] < £Lyg of a
spacetime (M, g), which accounts for the “degree of symmetry” of (M,g) along n. In fact, every
notion of horizon imposes constraints on K[n] and/or its derivatives. For instance, K[n] and all its
derivatives vanish on Killing horizons, and are proportional to derivatives of g on homothetic horizons,
whereas isolated horizons impose restrictions only up to the first transverse derivative of K[n] [31]. We
base our approach on capturing the geometric information of K[n] (more specifically, its zeroth and
first orders at the horizon) in terms of data—i.e. a set of tensor fields—on a detached null hypersurface.
In this way, the formalism enables us to consider completely general horizons (i.e. with arbitrary K[n]
and with no restrictions of the topology of the horizon), and then study specific types of horizon by
particularizing the data set. Besides, we shall maintain full generality regarding the generator n, which
in particular is allowed to vanish on the horizon.

To capture the order zero of [n] on a detached null hypersurface H we introduce the concept of metric
KC-tuple (cf. Definitions 4.1 and 4.2), which involves two functions a,p and a covector q, subject to



certain restrictions. This notion is tailored so that, once H is embedded in a spacetime, the deformation
tensor at the horizon is given by the quantities aU,p, q, where U is computable from the data and
a posteriori agrees with the second fundamental form of . In particular, a Killing horizon of order
zero is described at a non-embedded level by a K-tuple with {aU = 0,p = 0,q = 0}. A key result
in this context is that, for arbitrary {«,p, q}, any embedded null hypersurface can be turned into a
zeroth-order horizon with deformation tensor given by oU, p, q (Proposition 4.5). This is achieved by
proving that the vector n can always be extended off the horizon in such a way that its deformation
tensor matches the prescribed data. The extension of 7 is of course not unique, but its first order
transverse derivative at the horizon is uniquely determined (equation (4.6)).

The task of capturing the order one of K[n] (i.e. its first transverse derivative) at a non-embedded
level is more complicated, and involves commutators of Lie and covariant derivatives. For instance,
isolated horizons [3] are totally geodesic null hypersurfaces for which the commutator [£,, V] of the
connection V induced from the spacetime and the Lie derivative along 7 vanishes. For totally geodesic
null hypersurfaces, V is intrinsic to the horizon, hence [£,7,§] = 0 is a property of the horizon and
one can understand the tensor [£,,V] as a measure of the “degree of non-isolation”. For general
null hypersurfaces, however, the induced connection V depends strongly on the choice of a rigging
(i.e. a transverse vector along the hypersurface). Consequently, [£,, V] is in general not suitable for
characterizing horizon geometry, and one must find a tensor which encodes the same information
as [£y, V] in the totally geodesic case, but exhibits a better behavior under changes of rigging. In
Section 4, we provide one such notion of non-isolation tensor IT”7 (Definition 4.6), and show that in
the embedded case it is related to the order one of K[n] (Lemma 4.11). In particular, II”7 vanishes for

isolated, homothetic and Killing horizons.

An interesting application of the results above is the so-called generalized near-horizon equation (The-
orem 5.1). This is an identity that holds on any K-tuple, which relates the non-isolation tensor, the
surface gravity s of 7, the extrinsic curvature of ‘H, a one-form w, and the so-called constraint tensor
R [38, 32] (namely a tensor that encodes the tangential part of the ambient Ricci tensor at a non-
embedded level). The one-form w is an extension of the well-known torsion one-form in the sense
that w restricted to cross-sections (when they exist) coincides with it. Remarkably, the generalized
near-horizon equation is valid for arbitrary topology (in particular, it does not require the existence of
a cross-section), and for K-tuples possibly containing fixed points of 7. It also holds for arbitrary R,
hence for any field equations one may wish to impose. More important is the fact that its restriction to
cross-sections enables to recover both the near-horizon equation of isolated horizons [3, Eq. (5.3)] and
the master equation of multiple Killing horizons [37, Eq. (60)] as particular cases. For the purposes of
this work, one key aspect of the generalized near-horizon equation is that, when x is no-where zero,
it allows one to determine algebraically the extrinsic curvature of the horizon (i.e. first transverse
derivatives of the spacetime metric in the embedded case) from w, II7 and R. This result turns out
to be essential to prove existence of a spacetime with a symmetry from initial data prescribed on a
horizon (Section 6).

Two main results of the paper arise from applying the framework to study the problem of how to
construct a spacetime from data on a totally geodesic horizon with nowhere zero k. We obtain
two existence results (Theorems 6.4 and 6.8). The first one establishes the necessary and sufficient
conditions to be satisfied by the data to ensure existence of a spacetime (M, g) realizing the prescribed
quantities. More precisely, the data consists of the order zero of the spacetime metric together with



freely prescribed quantities o, w, IT7 and R subject only to certain differential conditions, and the
spacetime (M, g) is such that « determines the vector field n on the embedded horizon, w is the
generalized torsion one-form, II" is the non-isolation tensor of 7, and R coincides with the tangential
components of the ambient Ricci tensor. The necessary and sufficient conditions, on the other hand,
are a set of differential equations that, in particular, provide evolution equations for «, w and II" (or
‘R) along the null generators of the horizon (cf. (6.20)-(6.22)). These results therefore determine how to
build spacetimes containing totally geodesic horizons with any “degree of non-isolation”, any topology,
possibly with fixed points, and such that the spacetime Ricci tensor satisfies any field equations. Since
horizons admitting a cross-section S are of particular relevance in General Relativity, in Theorem
6.8 we provide the corresponding existence theorem with initial data on S. As a particular case,
Theorems 6.4 and 6.8 can be applied to construct spacetimes with non-expanding, weakly isolated or
Killing horizons.

In the particular case when the non-isolation tensor IT” vanishes identically and the constraint tensor
R is A-vacuum, the necessary and sufficient conditions (6.20)-(6.22) simplify drastically. The third
condition becomes trivial, while the first one just states that the surface gravity is constant. Thus,
the only relevant condition that remains is (6.21). Up to a simple redefinition of variables, this is
precisely the defining condition of the notion of abstract Killing horizon data (AKH) introduced in
[42]. In [42] and its follow up paper [43], AKH data with constant non-zero surface gravity was shown
to give rise to a spacetime (M, g) where the data can be embedded as a Killing horizon, and such that
the A-vacuum field equations are satisfied to infinite order on the horizon. Asymptotic uniqueness
of (M, g) at the horizon was also proven. Given that in the present paper we are not assuming any
field equations, the existence theorem we establish is necessarily weaker concerning the properties of
the spacetime one constructs (nothing can be said about higher order transverse derivatives at the
horizon). However, it is stronger in the sense that it allows for general non-isolation tensor IT7 and
constraint tensor R. In combination with suitable field equations, our result can potentially give rise
to existence and uniqueness theorems to all orders for spacetimes beyond A-vacuum and/or admitting
more general types of horizons.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we revisit the basic concepts and results of the
formalism of hypersurface data [34, 35, 40, 30, 32], which is the mathematical framework used in the
paper. Section 3 is devoted to studying commutators of Lie and covariant derivatives. In Section 4
we introduce the notions of K-tuple and non-isolation tensor, which are then exploited in Section 5 to
derive the generalized near-horizon equation. Finally, in Section 6 we demonstrate the aforementioned
existence results in the case of totally geodesic initial data.

1.1 Notation and conventions

In this paper, all manifolds are smooth, connected and without boundary. Given a manifold M we use
F (M) = C®(M,R), and F* (M) C F (M) for the subset of no-where zero functions. The tangent
bundle is denoted by T M, and T' (T'M) is the set of sections (i.e. vector fields). We use £, d for the
Lie derivative and exterior derivative. Both tensorial and abstract index notation will be employed.

We work in arbitrary dimension n > 2 and use the following sets of indices:

o fB,...=0,1,2,..n;  ab,..=12...n  AB,.=2 .n (1.1)



When index-free notation is used (and only then) we shall distinguish covariant tensors with boldface.
As usual, parenthesis (resp. brackets) denote symmetrization (resp. antisymmetrization) of indices.
The symmetrized tensor product is defined by A ®s B = %(A ® B+ B® A). We write trg A for the
trace of a symmetric (0,2)-tensor A with respect to a (2,0)-tensor B. Our notation and convention
for the curvature operator of a connection D is

RP(X,W)Z*= (DxDw — DwDx — Dixw)) Z, (1.2)

and we write Hess” for the Hessian operator of D. In any Lorentzian manifold (M, g), the scalar
product of two vectors is written as g(X,Y), and we use g' and V for the inverse and the Levi-Civita
derivative of g respectively. Our signature for Lorentzian manifolds (M, g) is (—, +, ..., +).

2 Preliminaries: The formalism of hypersurface data

In this section, we present the basic notions of the hypersurface data formalism, and collect a number
of results for later use. Since this work deals with null hypersurfaces, we only present the formalism
in the null case. For further details we refer to [34, 35] (see also [40, 30, 32]).

Let H be a smooth n-manifold endowed with a symmetric (0, 2)-tensor field ~y of signature (0,+, ..., +),
a covector field £ and a scalar function £(2). The tuple {H,,¢, 6(2)} defines null metric hypersurface
data provided that the square (n + 1)-matrix

der [ Yab La
A= ( ) e(2>> (2.1)
is non-degenerate everywhere on H. A null metric data {H,7,£,€(2)} equipped with an additional
symmetric (0,2)-tensor Y defines null hypersurface data {H,V,E,E(Q),Y}.

Given null metric hypersurface data, one can uniquely define a symmetric (2,0)-tensor field P and a
vector field n as the entries of the inverse of A [34]. By construction, they satisfy

Yan? =0, (2.2)  Len®=1, (2.3)  P®h+0Ppt =0, (24) P%y.+n% =52 (2.5)

def

Note that n is no-where zero and spans the radical Rad~y|, = {X € T,H |v(X,-) = 0} of the degenerate
tensor v (cf. (2.2)-(2.3)). We call generators of H the integral curves of n.

Remark 2.1. We have fixed the signature of vy to be (0,+,...,4) for concreteness. All results below
apply when ~ has signature (0,—,...,—,+,...,4). The only difference is that the ambient spaces
(M, g) are no longer Lorentzian but semi-Riemannian (with same signature as the tensor A in (2.1)).

The following tensor fields play an important role in the hypersurface data formalism [35]:

def 1 def def 1 def def

F= ide, s=F(n,), U= §£n’y, (26) r=Y(n,), wEs—r, k= —Y(n,n). (2.7)
Observe that U is symmetric and F is a 2-form, hence s(n) = 0. Moreover, s and U verify [35]

£l =2s, (2.8) U(n, ) =0. (2.9)

Since H is not endowed with a metric tensor, we cannot define a Levi-Civita covariant derivative.

However, it turns out that there exists a canonical notion of covariant derivative on H. Specifically,
given null metric hypersurface data {H,~, £, £?)}, the two conditions [35, Prop. 4.3]

Vate = —lUse — LU, (2.10) Voly = Foy — (DU, (2.11)



o
uniquely define a torsion-free covariant derivative ¥V on H, called metric hypersurface connection.
The curvature and Ricci tensors of V are denoted by R%.q and Rgp respectively. The tensor R, verifies

Riab) = V[a8y [35], so it is not symmetric in general. The following three identities involving V and

Rap will be used later [35, 32]:

%anb = nbsa + beUafa (212)
o 1 1o .
n°V () = 5£nba+ 5Va(0(n)) = O(n)sa — P*0,U,e, VO € T(T*H), (2.13)
o 1 o o
Riann’ = g Lnsa = 2P“WUyesq + PV Uag — Va(trpU) + (trpU)s,. (2.14)

[¢]
The connection V is not the only useful covariant derivative that can be constructed from a given
data set. From hypersurface data one can define another torsion-free connection V by [34]
def ©°

VxWEvVxW — Y (X, W)n, VX, W € T(TH). (2.15)

We call V hypersurface connection since, as opposed to V, it depends on the tensor field Y.

The notions of rigging and embedded data [34, 35] connect the hypersurface data formalism with
the geometry of embedded hypersurfaces. A null metric data is (¢, &)-embedded in a Lorentzian
(n 4+ 1)-manifold (M, g) if there exists an embedding ¢ : N' —— M and a rigging {—i.e. a vector
field along ¢ (N), everywhere transverse to it—satisfying

¢ (9) =7 (&)=L ¢ (9(£8) =@ (2.16)
Embeddedness of hypersurface data {H,V,E,E(Q),Y} requires the additional condition

S0 (£eg) = Y. (2.17)

When no ambiguity arises, we shall identify scalars and vectors on ‘H with their counterparts on ¢(H).
We will also use the word “abstract” for mathematical objects that can be defined irrespectively of
whether or not the data is embedded in an ambient space, i.e., for quantities defined solely in terms
of hypersurface data. Examples of abstract objects are v, k, or the manifold H.

In the embedded case, the tensors v and U are the first and second fundamental forms of ¢(H)
respectively, while v % ¢,n is the only vector field normal to ¢(H) and satisfying g(&,v) = 1 [35].
Moreover, the Levi-Civita derivative V of g is related to the connections %, V by [34, 35]

VW = VW — UX,W)E = VxW — Y(X, W) — UX,W)¢, VX, W € D(TH). (2.18)
Thus, V is the covariant derivative induced from the Levi-Civita connection of the ambient space
when the rigging ¢ is used to split T, M, p € ¢(H) as a direct sum [40], i.e. T,M = T,¢p(H) span(&]p).

The hypersurface data formalism encodes information about the ambient curvature without the need of
considering the hypersurface as embedded. Specifically, from (non-embedded) null hypersurface data
{H,~,£,0),Y?} one can define a symmetric (0, 2)-tensor R, called constraint tensor, as [38, 39, 32]

def © o

Rab = Rab) — 2£nYap — (2w(n) + trpU) Yo — 2V (qwh) — 2wawy,

+ 3%((151)) + sasp — (trpY)Ugp + 2P“Uyq (2Ys) + Fi)e) - (2.19)

When the data is (¢, {)-embedded in (M, g), the Ricci tensor Ric, of g and R satisfy ¢*(Ricy) =R
[32]. Thus, R encodes abstractly the pull-back to H of the ambient Ricci tensor. This makes the
constraint tensor a core object within the formalism. The following expressions for the contractions



R(n,-) and R(n,n) will be needed later [32]:

Rapn? = —Vatin + Lnwa + (trpU)ws — Va(trpU) + P (%CUad - 2Uacsd> , (2.20)
Rapn®n? = —n(trpU) + (trpU)k,, — P pber, Upg. (2.21)
Observe that the combination of (2.14) and (2.20) yields
o 1 o
<Rab — R(ab)> n’ = £, <wa — 2sa> — Vakn + (Wg — 8q) trpU. (2.22)

Any null (metric) hypersurface data is subject to a built-in gauge freedom that accounts for the fact
that, at the embedded level, the choice of rigging is non-unique [34, 35]. The precise definition works
as follows. Let {#,,£,£®),Y} be null hypersurface data, z € F*(N') a no-where zero function and V'
a vector field on H. We call z,V gauge parameters, and define the gauge-transformed data by

def def

def

Ge)(Y) = 2Y + (£+7(V,1) ®s dz + %fv’% (2.24)

The set {’H,Q(Z,V)('y),Q(Z,V)(E),Q(Z’V)(EQ)),Q(Z,V)(Y)} is also null hypersurface data. Moreover, if
{H,~,2,02) Y} is (¢, &)-embedded in (M, g), then the gauge-transformed data is also embedded in
(M, g) with same embedding but rigging G, () = 2 (€ + ¢.V). The transformations (2.23)-(2.24)

induce the following behaviour of n, U, s, w, % and V [35, 39, 32]:

Gy (n) = =n (229 G () = 7', (2.20
Gy (5) = 5+ 50 (V) + 02 (0 44V, ) = £ 007) Glpy(@) =0 - Z 4 U, 229

Gev) (%) —v= % (V@ Loy +n® (Lvy+2005dz2)), (229) Gy (V) -V =VaU. (2.30)
An interesting case occurs when a null hypersurface data is equipped with a gauge-invariant vector
field 77 along the degenerate direction of v (i.e. 7 € Rady). The gauge-invariance ensures that 7 is a
property of the hypersurface itself, and enables to describe mathematically relevant situations—e.g.
horizons [31, 41, 42, 43]—abstractly. In particular, letting o € F(H) be the proportionality function
between 77 and n (i.e. 7 = an), one can define the surface gravity « of 77 as [31]

k= n(a) + akp. (2.31)

This quantity is gauge-invariant. It is also well-defined and smooth everywhere on H (even at the
zeroes of 77), and in the embedded case it coincides with the standard notion of surface gravity, namely

V4.5 P+7] = K ¢x7] On {peo(H) | ¢u7lp # 0}

3 The Lie derivative of a connection

Given a manifold endowed with a vector field Z and a connection D, one can define the tensor “Lie
derivative of D along Z”, which we denote by [Z] = £;D. Tensor fields [Z] have been widely
studied (e.g. in [53], to which we refer for further details), albeit they are not so commonly used in
the literature on hypersurface geometry. They, however, play a central role when the vector field Z
is privileged in some sense (e.g. when it defines a horizon), as they encode geometric properties of Z

and, at the same time, properties of the curvature tensor of D (see e.g. equation (3.4) below).

In the works [31, 41, 42, 43], various kinds of tensors “Lie derivative of a connection” have been defined



and analyzed, mostly for connections defined on the ambient space. In this paper, however, we take a
slightly different approach and focus on tensors [Z] defined at the abstract level, i.e. for non-embedded

hypersurface data. More specifically, we will introduce the tensor fields f} < £n% and X[7] o £ﬁ,
where as before 77 is a gauge-invariant vector field proportional to n. We will obtain their explicit
expressions and analyze some of their properties. As we shall see, $[7] plays an essential role in the
study of abstract horizons. For instance, it is key for the derivation of the so-called generalized near-
horizon equation (see Section 5), an identity that generalizes the well-known near-horizon equation
of isolated horizons [2, 4, 3, 23, 18, 21] as well as the so-called master equation of multiple Killing
horizons [37], to generic null hypersurfaces with any topology and with a possibly non-empty set of
zeroes of 7.

Consider a smooth manifold V endowed with an affine connection D and a vector field Z. The
def

1-contravariant, 2-covariant tensor field [Z]'= £zD is defined by [53]
[Z)(X, W)™ £,DxW — Dx £,W — Dy, xW, VX,W € I(TV). (3.1)

This tensor is symmetric when D is torsion-free, which we shall assume from now on. The tensor [Z]
is related to the commutator of Lie and covariant derivatives by [53]
p

£7D0Tp,..5, = Dol zTp, 5, — Y 21" s Torebsifiss By (3.2)
i=1
When T is a symmetric (0,2)-tensor field, performing a standard cyclic permutation of indices in

equation (3.2) yields

Tho (2] = % (Sapu + Sopa — Suap), Where Susy = DoLzT, — £2DaTp,.  (3.3)

The following two identities link the tensor [Z] and the curvature tensor RP#4,, of D [53]:
[Z)Vap = DaDpZ" + RP¥3,, 2", (3.4)
£7RP? 105 = Do [Z)°5, — Dg [Z)Pap. (3.5)

For later use, we now provide the relation between the tensors [Z], [aZ] for any scalar function a.

Lemma 3.1. Let V be a manifold, Z a vector field, D a torsion-free connection, and o« a scalar
function. For any X,W € I'(TV), the vector fields [aZ](X,W) and [Z](X,W) are related by

[aZ)(X, W) =a [Z](X,W) + Hess”(a)(X,W)Z + X(a)DwZ + W(a)Dx Z. (3.6)

Proof. In the computation, we shall use the identity £,zW = a£zW — W («a)Z several times. From
the definition (3.1), it follows

[@Z)(X,W) = atzDxW — (DxW)(a)Z — Dx(a£zW —W(a)Z) — Do, x—x(0)zW
= OzszXw — (wa)(a)Z — X(Cv)sz — CVD)(wa
+ X(W(a)Z +W(a)DxZ — aDg,xW + X (a)DzW,
which upon using (3.1), the fact that D is torsion-free (so that —£;W + D;W = Dy Z) and the
definition of the hessian operator of D, yields (3.6). O
Now, any null metric hypersurface data {#,~, £, K(Q)} gives rise to a vector field n that is privileged
in the sense that its direction (but not its scale) remains unchanged by gauge transformations (cf.

(2.25)). It therefore makes sense to introduce the tensor 5 %f £n%, which will in fact be useful later



for the calculation of X[7]. Observe that we do not reflect the n-dependence in the notation for XO]

o
The explicit expression of ¥ in terms of metric data is obtained next.

Lemma 3.2. Let {H,7,£,€(2)} be null metric hypersurface data and define §] <« £n%. Then,

Sy = 0 (29 (s + n(62)Uap ) + P (VaUse + VoUea = VeUap + 25:Uap) (3.7)

In particular, the contractions Kon]fab and 'ycfifab read
05 ap = 2V () + n(0@)Upp + €2 £, U, (3.8)
7cf§3fab — VaUse + VsUsa — VeUap + Lo £ Unp + 25.Usp. (3.9)

Proof. Particularizing (3.2) (resp. (3.3)) for Z =n, D = % and T = £ (resp. T = ) yields

def

= Qab, (3.10)
o 1/~ ~ ~
’chzfab = 5 (Qabc + Qpea — Qcab) ) (311)

éfifab = %ao{:ngb - £n%a€b

def

where Q5. %ai‘n%c - £n%a7bc. It only remains to determine Qgp, Oupe to Obtain (3.7)-(3.9). For
Qup we use (2.8), (2.11) and (£,F)ap = L(dLnl)ap = (dS)ap = Vash — Vsa:

Qab = %a"gneb - £n%a£b = 2%a3b — £n (Fab - £(2)Uab) = 2%(1131)) + n(e(Q))Uab + 6(2) £nUgp. (312)
This proves (3.8). For the second we combine £,7 = 2U (cf. (2.6)) with (2.8) to get

éabc = Q%anc + £y (gbUac + EcUab) = 2%anc + 2€(b£nUc)a + 2(-£n£(b)Uc)a

CL 9% U + 20 £0 Uy + 45U (3.13)

Now, any (0, 3)-tensor of the form tu. = 2uSe), With Se, symmetric satisfies tape + thea — teab =
2ucSqp. Inserting (3.13) into (3.11) and using this property gives (3.9). To conclude the proof we use

idab = 5;l§]fab(2i5) (Pdcfycf + ndﬁf) ifab = Pdc’ycfifab—i—nanb. Replacing here (3.12) and (3.9) yields

(3.7) after using P9/, D _p@pd O

As mentioned before, the case when a null hypersurface data {H, -, £, (@, Y} admits a gauge-invariant
vector field 7 = an with o € F(H) is particularly relevant, as it allows one to analyze the geometry
of horizons. In these circumstances, the vector field 7 is privileged in the sense that it is a property
of the abstract null hypersurface H. Therefore, it is to be expected that a number of fundamental
geometric properties of H are encoded in tensor fields of the form £7D where D is an abstractly defined
connection. The fact that most horizons are totally geodesic null hypersurfaces (hence characterized
by null data with U = 0), together with the relation (2.18) between the hypersurface connection V
and the Levi-Civita derivative of g in the embedded case, strongly suggests that the appropriate object
for addressing horizon geometry is the tensor X[7] < £ﬁ. Accordingly, we devote the remainder of
this section to deriving its explicit expression, and obtaining its gauge behaviour. The analysis of 7]
will allow us to define a tensor field II7 (see Section 4) whose properties are useful to characterize
horizons at an abstract level. We start by deriving the explicit form of X[7].

Lemma 3.3. Let {H,7,£,0®),Y} be null hypersurface data and 7 = an, a € F(H) a gauge-invariant

def

vector field. Then, the tensor field X[n] = £7V takes the form

S w = 05 0+ 2P(V(00)Upya + (Va Vo + 2(V @)y + (@) Yap = a(£nY)ap )n.  (3.14)
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In particular, the contractions €.3[0)S, and V.27, read

o

(S b = VaVoa + 2(V (@@)wp) + 1(a)Yap + a (2%(asb) — LYo+ £n(£(2)Uab)> . (3.15)

VX[ ab = Oz(Vanf +VoUap — VUap + £ £, Ugp + 23fUab> +2(V(@@)Up) - (3.16)

Proof. Definition (2.15) establishes the following relation between X[n] and i[ﬁ] = £ﬁ% (not to be
confused with %)% £ n%)

[e) o

Spl=xm+n® (n(a)Y - £ﬁY) =3n+n® (n(a)Y —aft,Y — 2da ®; r).

Applying now Lemma 3.1 in the r.h.s. we conclude

o

E[)a = aXa + 2(V (@) Vpyn® + (vavba +n()Yap — a(£nY)ap — 2(v(aa)rb>) n,

which becomes (3.14) upon using (2.12) and w = s — r. Equation (3.15) follows (3.8) after using
)

0P Uy = — (U, %20 and len = Finally, (3.16) is obtained from (3.9) after noticing that
’}/(n, ) (2:2) 0 and ’nyPCdUbd

2 (54— ndes) U 2 Uy O

The gauge transformations of X[f] and the contraction £(3[7]) are as follows.

Lemma 3.4. Let {H,v,£,(®,Y} be null hypersurface data and T = an, o € F(H) a gauge-invariant
vector field. Then,

Gi,v) (Zm) = Z[m) + (a£nV — V(a)n) ®@U+aV ®£,U, (3.17)
Giev) (€ (Z)) = =(£(SF) + V.S ) + 2(al (£V) = V(@) + a3 (V, £,V) ) U
+az (V) +4(V,V)) £,U, (3.18)

Proof. Since 7 is gauge-invariant, G; v, (i[ﬁ}) =GV (fﬁﬁ) = £ﬁ(g(z7vﬁ) (2:30) £ﬁ(§+ Ve U) =

S+ £7V @ U+V @ £5U, from where (3.17) follows after using £7U = £,, U =
(3.18)is a consequence of the gauge transformation of £ (cf. (2.23)). O

at,U. Equation

For totally geodesic null hypersurfaces (i.e. when U = 0), the tensor X[7j] is gauge-invariant while
its contraction with £ exhibits the remarkably simple gauge-behaviour G, 1 (£ (X[7])) = z£(X[7))
(because v(X[7],-) = 0, by (3.16)). The restriction U = 0, however, is quite limiting and excludes
physically and mathematically relevant classes of horizons, for instance homothetic or conformal Killing
horizons. In that case, the gauge properties of X[f] become considerably more involved, which makes
this tensor less suitable as a characterizing object. This motivates the introduction of the so-called
non-isolation tensor IT", a tensor field closely related to X[f] but with better gauge-behaviour. This

is done in the next section.

4 Deformation tensor of an ambient vector: the notion of K-tuple
Typically, horizons embedded in a spacetime (M, g) are characterized by a privileged vector field

n € I'(T M) that becomes null and tangent to a null hypersurface ¢(H) C M. In this setting, the so-
called deformation tensor K[n] = £ ng plays a fundamental role; in particular K[n]|4(3) is proportional
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to g for homothetic or conformal Killing horizons, and vanishes for Killing horizons. Given the
importance of K[n], it is natural to seek a purely abstract notion of horizon data that captures its
value at ¢(#H). This leads us to the concept of (metric) K-tuple, which we introduce next.

Definition 4.1. A set {#,7,£,{® a,p, q} is called metric K-tuple if (i) {H,~, £, 0P} is null metric
hypersurface data, and (ii) a,p € F(H), q € T'(T*H) are two scalar functions and a covector field
with gauge transformations

Goy(a)=za,  Guyy(a) =z(q+22U(V,"),  Guin(p) =22(p+2q(V) +22U(V,V)). (4.1)

If a metric K-tuple is endowed with an additional symmetric (0,2)-tensor Y, we call K-tuple the set
{H7 77 'e7 6(2)7 Y7 O[, p7 q}

Given a metric KC-tuple, one can define a vector field 7 € Rady and a function v by

7= an, w=q(n). (4.2)
It then follows from (2.9), (2.25) and (4.1) that both are gauge-invariant, i.e.
g(z,V) (ﬁ) =1, g(z,V) (1‘0) = 1. (43)

Recall that the surface gravity s of 77 was defined in (2.31), and that it is also gauge-invariant. We
now establish a connection between the abstract notion of K-tuple and the deformation tensor of an
ambient vector field. This is done through the concept of embeddedness of a K-tuple, which endows
the latter with a geometric interpretation.

Definition 4.2. Let {H,’y,f,ﬁm),a,p, q} be a metric K-tuple, and define the vector ﬁdéf an. Then,
{H,7,2,0%) a,p,q} is (¢, &)-embedded in a Lorentzian manifold (M, g) if {H,~,£,P} is (¢,€)-
embedded in (M, g) and, in addition, there exists an extension n € T'(T M) of ¢.7j such that

¢*Kn) =220,  ¢*(KMI(E,) =aq, ¢ (KM, E) =», (4.4)

where K[n] = £y9 is the deformation tensor of . For a KC-tuple {H,~, £, (@ Y, a,p, q}, embeddedness
requires that Y = %qzb* (£eg) as well.

Remark 4.3. In the embedded case the quantities &U, q and p encode all the components of the defor-
mation tensor K[n] at ¢(H). Note also that the function v, defined in (4.2), satisfies ¢* (K[n](&, ¢un)) =
w. We emphasize that aU, q and p are fully arbitrary and need not behave as if p(H) was an actual
horizon.

Naturally, two questions arise at this point. The first one is whether the gauge-behaviours (4.1) are
consistent with changes in the rigging in the embedded case. The second is under which conditions
an embedded null metric data can be completed with a tuple {a,p, q} satisfying (4.1) to obtain an
embedded metric C-tuple. These issues are addressed in the following remark and proposition.

Remark 4.4. Let {H,v,£,0%) a,p,q} be a metric K-tuple, (¢, €)-embedded in (M, g). Let 1 be the
extension of ¢.7 off p(H) according to Definition 4.2. The tensor K[n] is independent of the rigging,
hence for (4.1) to be consistent with a change of rigging & — & défz(ﬁ + ¢, V), it must hold

¢*’C[77] = g(z,V) (ZO‘U)7 Cb* (IC[T/] (5/7 )) = g(Z,V) (q)v ¢* (’C[U] (6/7 5,)) = g(z,V) (p) (45)
The first equation follows from G, yy(a) = za and (2.26), while for the second and third one finds

6" (K€, ) = 26" (K + 6.V, ) = 2(a + 20U0(V, ) ‘"2 g1 (a),
& (KInl(€,€)) = 226" (KI(E + 6.V, € + 6.V)) = 22(p + 2a(V) + 22UV, V) "= Gy (1).
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We conclude that (4.1) is indeed compatible with transformations of rigging at the embedded level.

Proposition 4.5. Let {H,~,£,0®} be null metric hypersurface data (¢,€)-embedded in a Lorentzian
manifold (M, g). Consider any two functions a,p € F(H) and any covector q € T'(T*H) satisfying
(4.1), and define 7% an. Then the metric K-tuple {H,~,£,0®,a,p,q} can always be (¢, €)-embedded
in (M, g), and embeddedness is equivalent to the extension n of ¢,.7 off ¢(H) satisfying

Len *3) (q — da)(n)é + ¢, <;(p —an(t@))n+ P(q - 2as — da, )) . (4.6)

Proof. Equation (4.6) always admits solutions because it only restricts the first order transverse deriva-
tive of  at ¢(H). Hence, we only need to prove that (4.6) holds if and only if {#,~, £, 0, a,p, q} is
(¢, &)-embedded in (M g). Suppose first that the extension 7 verifies (4.6), and define K[n] = £g.

Then (recall s( ) ( 3)-(2.5), and that ¢,n is normal to ¢(H)),
*( g9) = £7v = afyy = 22U,
¢ (Kln 1(5, 6" ((£49)(€))(X) = 6* (£4(9(6,)) + g(£en, ) ) (X)
2 (£50)(X) + (a - da) (n)E(X) + P (q, — 205, — V30) 70 X°

(255) (a,fnﬁ +do+ q(n)f — da(n)ﬁ) (X) + (62 — nPe) (qp — 2ausp — %ba) X°

28) <2as + do + q(n)€ — da(n)€ + q — 2as — da — q(n)€ + da(n)€) (X)
= q(X), VX e I(TH),
6" (KInl(€, €) = 6" ((£49)(6:©)) = 6" (£4(9(6,0) + 29(£en.©))

@19 an(0?)) 4 2¢) (q —da)(n)+p— an(f®) +2pP%y, (qp — 2cusp — %ba)

(2i4) p+ 202 (q — da) (n) — 20(2) (q — da) (n) =p.
By construction 7 fulfills (4.4), which proves that the K-tuple {H,~, £, £?), a, p, q} is (¢, &)-embedded,
as well as the sufficiency of (4.6). For the necessity, assume that {#,v,€,¢? a,p,q} is (¢,€)-
embedded in (M, g). Then, by Definition 4.2 there exists an extension 1 of ¢,7 so that (4.4) holds.
Such extension necessarily verifies (4.6) by [31, Thm. 4.1]. O

As mentioned before, the tensor X[7] is not ideal for characterizing the horizon geometry due to its
gauge transformation properties. To describe horizon geometry in more favorable terms, we intro-
duce a new tensor field I17, called the non-isolation tensor. We first present its abstract definition
together with an alternative expression for it. Then we obtain its gauge transformation, and explore
its geometric meaning by considering the embedded case.

Definition 4.6. Consider a K-tuple {’H,W,E,K(Q),Y,a,p, q} with the corresponding gauge-invariant
vector field ﬁdéf an. The non-isolation tensor II" is the symmetric (0,2)-tensor field defined by

et e 1
7 ¢ (Sfi)) - 5 (an((?) —p) U - @£, U. (4.7)
Remark 4.7. By inserting (3.15) into (4.7), one obtains the following alternative expression for II":

o 1
I, = Vavba + 2(V(a Jwpy + 20V (o 8p) + 1(a)Yap — a(£7Y )ap + 3 (an(€(2)) + p) Ugp- (4.8)
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Remark 4.8. The name non-isolation tensor is justified by the fact that, when U =0 (i.e. when the
abstract hypersurface has vanishing second fundamental form), it holds
= . (3.14) (3.7)
Y[ = pall
7] e (3.15)
def

In this case, II" = 0 is therefore equivalent to X[n] = ,,Eﬁﬁ = 0, which is the defining condition of an

(@.7)

Q (Ecab - QHCV(aSb)> + n%df[ﬁ]dab ncédi[ﬁ]dab = ”CHZb-

isolated horizon [3]. Thus, II" accounts for the “level of non-isolation” of a K-tuple.

Lemma 4.9. Consider a K-tuple {H,v,E,E(Q),Y,a,p,q} and let ﬁdg an be its associated gauge-
invariant vector field. The gauge transformation of the non-isolation tensor II" is given by

g(z,V) (HZb) = ZHZI) + 2Ve (qcUab + 2v(a(an)c) - VC(aUab)> . (49)
Proof. We denote G, y)-transformed quantities with a prime. We first derive the gauge transformation
of the last two terms in (4.7). Using the transformation laws (2.23), (2.25)-(2.26) and (4.1), one gets

(o/n’ (£@1) — p’> U = % (om (z2 (@ +20(V) + 4 (V, V) )) — 22 (p+2q(V) + 22U(V, V))) U

=z (an(Z(Q)) - p) U+2 <an(z) (€(2) +20(V)+~(V,V))

+ zan(f (V) + %7 (V, V)) —2q(V) — zaU(V, V))U,

= 5 (an(€(2)) — p) U+2 (om(z) (6(2) +20(V)+~(V, V))

+ za(2s (V)+L(L£,V)+~(L£,V, V)) - zq(V))U,

NI zga(€(2) +26(V)+~(V,V))£,-1,(z71U)
= a(t® +20(V) +4 (V,V)) (2£,U — n(2)U).

It only remains to gauge-transform the right-hand side of (4.7) by using these two expressions as well
as the transformation law for £ (X[7]) in (3.18) to obtain
" = 2117 + 2y(V,2[7]) + 2 (q — da — 2as) (V) U — zal (V) £, U,

which upon substituting (-, X[7]) according to (3.16) gives (4.9). O

A notion of “non-isolation tensor” was presented in [33, Def. 1] for an embedded null hypersurface
2 with vanishing second fundamental form. While in [33] this object was not directly related to
the Lie derivative of the spacetime Levi-Civita connection V, by comparison with (3.4) it follows
that it actually coincides with the tensor £,V restricted to directions tangent to . The notion
of non-isolation tensor in [33], however, is not abstract, applies only in the case when U = 0, and
involves a null vector tangent to ¢ which is not allowed to vanish therein. In the more recent work
[31, Eq. (5.6)], the authors provide a generalization of the non-isolation tensor to null hypersurfaces
with arbitrary tensor U embedded in a spacetime (M, g) admitting a privileged vector field 7 that is
null and tangent along the hypersurface, and which is allowed to vanish. Nevertheless, the definition
of [31] was still non-abstract, as it arose from computing certain components of the tensor £,V, and
it involved the pull-back ¢*(£¢K[n]). In the present paper we have developed a framework, based on
the notion of KC-tuple, that enables us to define and study II"7 at a purely abstract level, and endow it
with a clear geometric meaning that relates it to the tensor £,V in the embedded case, as we shall
see next.
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Consider a K-tuple {H,7,£,0®),Y a,p,q} that is (¢, &)-embedded in a Lorentzian manifold (M, g).
Let 1 be an extension of ¢,7 off ¢(H) such that (4.4) holds. We want to relate the non-isolation

tensor IT7 with K[n] via the tensor £[n] < £, V. Particularizing (3.3) for Z =1, D =V, T = g and
multiplying by ¢"*, one finds [31]

Sl s = 50" (VaKlals + VsKlnla — VuKlilas). (410)

The tensor X[n] is independent of the choice of rigging, hence its value at ¢(H) must be gauge-invariant.
The expression of X[n] at ¢(#H) was obtained in [31, Lem. 5.2], and reads

Ell(eases) " (0 = 1(0)) Uas — a(£aU)ar )¢
+ (%a%ba + 2(%((1&)%) + 2a%(asb) +n()Yap — a(£nY )ap + %(Oxn(f(m) + P)Uab) Psn
+ P (2(V00)Upye + Uap(de = Veat) + a(VaUse + VoUaa = VeUa) ) €0 (4.11)
where {e,} is a local basis of T'(T¢(H)), , p, q are defined by (%.4), and 10 = q(n). Observe that the
factor in parentheses in the second line of (4.11) is precisely IT"7 (cf. (4.8)). In fact, combining (2.4),

(2.9) and the identity n° (%anc + %bUca — %cUab) = —(£,U) g, it is straightforward to prove [31]

¢* (9(&, Z[n))) = 117, (4.12)
This general identity, along with the gauge-invariance of X[n] when K[n] = 2cg, ¢ € R, suggests that
I1"7 is a suitable candidate for studying horizon geometry. We elaborate on this in the next remark.

Remark 4.10. Consider a metric K-tuple {H,~, £, (@ a,p, q} withaU = ¢y, q = 2cl and p = 2002
where ¢ is a gauge-invariant constant. Then, a direct calculation based on (2.10) and (4.9) gives

@ (G (1], = 2117, ) = 2V*(aq:Uy + 20V (a(aUpye) — a¥e(aUas))
° ° 2.10
=czV* <2€€c”yab + a2V (@ m)e — Vc’yab)> #10 2c28(V) (C’Yab - aUab) =0.
When, in addition, the set of zeroes of o has empty interior' in H, it follows that Q(Z’V)(Hﬁ) = I017.

Now, the data {H,~,£,0P)} is always (¢,€)-embeddable in a Lorentzian manifold (M, g) [42, Thm.
4.2], and by Proposition 4.5 we know that {H,~,£,0®), o, p,q} can also be embedded in (M, g). This
means that there exists an extension n € T'(TM) of ¢, so that K[n] = 2cg on ¢(H) (cf. (2.16),
Definition 4.2). Thus, ¢(H) is either a zeroth-order homothetic horizon or a zeroth-order Killing
horizon, depending on whether ¢ # 0 or ¢ = 0. By comparison with (3.17)-(3.18), it is immediate to
see that the gauge-behaviours of X[n] and E(i[ﬁ]) are significantly more involved than that of TI" in
the homothetic case where U # 0. In particular, when the extension n is an actual homothetic/Killing
vector, $[n] vanishes (by (4.10)) and consequently so does the non-isolation tensor II" (by (4.12)).
We therefore conclude that abstract homothetic/Killing horizons are characterized by K-tuples with
aU = ¢y and TI" = 0, conditions that are both gauge-independent, as aU is gauge-invariant (cf.
(2.26), (4.1)) and TI" simply rescales under gauge transformations.

We conclude the section by providing the relation between the non-isolation tensor IT” and the first
transverse derivative of the deformation tensor for a given embedded KC-tuple.

Lemma 4.11. Let {H,~,£,(?) Y, a,p,q} be a K-tuple (¢,&)-embedded in a Lorentzian manifold

!This restriction on the zero-set of a holds for smooth homothetic, conformal Killing and Killing horizons .
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(M, g), and n be the corresponding extension of ¢.7 <t odx(an) off p(H). Then,
= —*qﬁ (£eKlnl — £wg) (4.13)

where K[n) = £,9 and WP = gPrK[n)] "

Proof. Let X[n] = £,V. Then &4 as (110 38 (2V(oKnlg)p — VpK[nlas), therefore
1
HIN as = €'V (o Knlgy — §£“vu’c[n]aﬁ =&V Klgu — 5 Lelnlap + (V" )Kln]p)

1
= —5£eKlnlas + Vi (Klnlg),&").

This expression can be rewritten as

1
9(&, X)) = =5 (LK) = Lwg) (4.14)
after noticing that 2V (,03) = £1(g,.)90p for any 6 € I'(T*M). Taking the pull-back of (4.14) to H
gives (4.13) because of (4.12). O

5 A near-horizon equation on general null hypersurfaces

Given a Lorentzian manifold (M, g), an embedded null hypersurface 7 is said to be totally geodesic
if its second fundamental form K” (X, W) < ¢(Vxv, W), X,W € T'(T5), vanishes on .. Common
examples of totally geodesic null hypersurfaces are non-expanding, weakly isolated and isolated hori-
zons (2, 4, 3,23, 18, 21], or Killing horizons [51, 17]. When K" = 0, any null (not necessarily everywhere
non-zero) vector field 7 tangent to . is proportional to v, and therefore also verifies g(Vxn, W) = 0.
Thus, V Xn]H is null and tangent to H. Denoting by S the set of points of H where 1 vanishes, we
can define a one-form wn] on H \ S by

Vn 25 whl(X)y VX e D(TH\S). (5.1)
Observe that the surface gravity of 7 is given by w(n](n) on H \ S. Note also that, in general, w[]
cannot be extended to S is because the right-hand side of (5.1) vanishes, while V x7 need not be zero.
If the null hypersurface . comes from (¢, &)-embedded null hypersurface data {H,~, £, ), Y} with

U = 0, the combination of (2.18) and (5.1) yields
wp)(X)v = Vv =Vxn—Y(X,n)r L (s - r) (X)v % w(X)r, (5.2)

so w is the abstract counterpart of w[v]. When .# admits a cross-section S, wv]|s is related to the

torsion one-form s of S (viewed as a codimension-two spacelike submanifold), as follows:
e 9 N
VN € I(TS)* such that g(N,v)|g # 0, and VX € T(TS), s(X)%< — g(v()f’;v)) = —wV)(X).
g\,
For the purposes of this section, two results from the literature are particularly relevant: the near-
horizon equation [3, Eq. (5.3)] of isolated horizons, and the master equation [37, Eq. (60)] of
multiple Killing horizons. An isolated horizon [3] is a totally geodesic embedded null hypersurface %5,
with product topology S x R, and which admits a null, no-where zero tangent vector field n € I'(T' 7#;,)

such that [£,, D] = 0 on Jf,, where D is the connection induced from the Levi-Civita derivative of
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the ambient spacetime?. Under the additional assumption of 1 having vanishing surface gravity on
Fs0, the near-horizon equation is an identity that holds on a cross-section S of .##,, which relates
the one-form w(n|, the Ricci tensor of the induced metric k on S, and the spacetime Ricci tensor along
tangential directions. On the other hand, a multiple Killing horizon 7, is a null hypersurface which
is a Killing horizon with respect to at least two (linearly independent) Killing vector fields 1,2 [37].
Again, when a multiple Killing horizon admits a cross-section .S, the master equation is an identity
on S which relates second derivatives of the proportionality function « between n; and 72 on 7, the

one-form w(n;], the Ricci tensor of h, and the pull-back to S of the spacetime Ricci tensor.

While these equations have proven useful in a variety of situations (see e.g. [3, 26, 28, 13, 12, 1, 46] and
references therein), they hold under very specific conditions. For isolated horizons, the hypersurface
is totally geodesic, has product topology, typically satisfies energy conditions and/or the Einstein
equations, and the near-horizon equation applies only on cross-sections where 7 does not vanish. For
multiple Killing horizons, on the other hand, one needs two Killing vectors 71,72 sharing a common
horizon which in addition must admit a cross-section, and even in this setting the master equation is
only valid at points when both 7; and 72 are non-zero.

At this stage, a natural question is whether one can obtain analogous equations for more general
null hypersurfaces, e.g. for horizons with arbitrary topology, for null hypersurfaces containing points
where 7 vanishes, or for other types of horizons (e.g. homothetic or conformal Killing horizons). This
is the purpose of this section. More specifically, we shall obtain a generalized form of the near-horizon
equation that holds for any null hypersurface H equipped with a privileged tangent null vector field 7.
This equation is fully covariant and holds on the whole H (not only on a cross-section, which in fact
need not exist). It also provides useful information about the constancy of the surface gravity of 7.

Theorem 5.1. Consider a K-tuple {H,W,E,K(Q),Y, a,p, q} with gauge-invariant vector field ﬁdéf an

and surface gravity £ n(a) + akp. Let ]O%ab be the Ricci tensor of % and define R, II" by (2.19),
(4.7) respectively. Then, the following identities hold:

o o o 6 o o
0= VoV + 2w, Vya + 3 <2V(awb) + 2wawy + Rap — R(ab))

n </<; n %tr pU> Yo, + %(tr PY)Uny — 2P0, Yyyq — 117,

Qo 1 2 cd
+ 3 (V(asb) — Sa8b> + B (om(ﬁ( )) + p) Uwp — aP Uc(an)d, (5.3)
0= Vak + (Rabnb — (trpU)w, + %a(trPU)) — Py, (aUqe) — Iyn’, (5.4)
0= n(xk) — I,n"n’. (5.5)

Proof. We shall repeatedly use the equalities s(n) = 0, U(n,-) = 0, w(n) @D Kn and n(a) + aky, (221)&

Equation (5.3) follows immediately from multiplying (2.19) by § and using (4.8) to replace a£,Y in
terms of IT7. Contracting (5.3) with n” and using (2.22) along with

o o o o o o 2.12) © o
PV Ve = Va(nbVha) — (Van?)Voa "2 Va(n(a)) — n(a)se — PP Uqpvsa

= Vak — QVakn — knVa® — (K — akin)sq — P*Uac Vi,
° 2.13) 1 ° 2.13) 1 1o
nbV(asb)( = §£nsa — P*Ugesy, nbv(awb) 21%) ifnwa + iva/in — kinSa — P"wyUqe,

2In the language of the hypersurface data formalism D = V, see Section 2. Moreover, When U = 0 the connection
D is independent of the rigging [3]. This translates into V being gauge invariant (cf. (2.30)).
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one obtains
0= %a“ - a%a/{n + afpwe — P*Uge (%ba + 2a5b> — sznb (5.6)

which, upon using (2.20) to rewrite £,w in terms of R(n,-), becomes (5.4). Multiplying (5.6) by n®
gives (5.5) since w(n) = Ky, O

Equation (5.3) is an abstract, covariant identity involving hypersurface data {H,~,£,¢? Y}, curva-

ture terms (Rq, and ]O%ab), derivatives of o, the surface gravity x of 7, and the quantities p and II".
Its derivation requires prescribing a KC-tuple, i.e. not only hypersurface data but also «, p, and q.
However, p only appears multiplied by U, and q only plays a role when one considers gauge trans-
formations of the non-isolation tensor II7 (recall (4.7)-(4.9)). Furthermore, the quantities U and IT"
vanish for abstract Killing horizons—see the corresponding discussion in Section 4 as well as in [31,
Sect. 6]—, in which case (5.3) only depends on hypersurface data plus the function .

As mentioned before, (5.3) generalizes in several directions the already known forms of near-horizon [3,
Eq. (5.3)] and master equations [37, Eq. (60)]. First, (5.3) holds everywhere on the hypersurface and
not only on a specific cross-section (in fact, we are not assuming that such a section exists). Secondly,
(5.3) does not require any topological assumption on the hypersurface apart from the requirement
that it is two sided (or equivalently that the radical of v admits a global nowhere zero section n
[36]). This is also a significant difference with respect to the works [2, 4, 3, 23, 18, 21, 37] where the
hypersurface is assumed to have a product topology S x R. Regarding the vector field 77 we have also
kept full generality by allowing 77 to vanish on . Observe also that, by not restricting U, p and q in
any way, we have enforced neither any specific extension of 7 off ¢(#H) (cf. Proposition 4.5), nor any
particular form of the deformation tensor of K" in case the data happens to be embedded. Finally,
note that (5.3) has been obtained for a fully arbitrary constraint tensor R. We have imposed neither
energy conditions nor field equations of any kind. In view of the considerations above, we call (5.3)
generalized near-horizon equation. The name is justified because (5.3) holds everywhere on H,
and whenever a cross-section S exists it also yields an equation therein, i.e. the pullback of (5.3) to S.

Let us conclude this section with an immediate corollary of equations (5.4)-(5.5) regarding the con-
stancy of the surface gravity x of 77. The function k is constant along the null generators if and only
if II7(n,n) = 0, and it is constant everywhere on H if and only if

sznb =« (Rabnb — (trpU)w, + %a(ter)> — Pbc%b (aUge) .

Thus, for any K-tuple satisfying U = 0 and IT7 = 0 the surface gravity x is automatically constant
along the generators, whereas it is constant everywhere on H provided the zero set of a in H has
empty interior and R(n,-) = 0.

6 Horizons in Lorentzian manifolds: existence results

Given a K-tuple with U = 0, the generalized near-horizon equation (5.3) takes the simplified form
0= kYo — I, + VaVsa + 2w(, Vi)

o ]_ ]_ o 1 o 1
+a (V(awb) +wawy + 5Rab — 5 Riab) + 5 V(adh) — 28a8b> : (6.1)

This expression allows one to determine the tensor Y algebraically from metric data, the one-form
w, the function o and the tensors R and IT"7, provided & # 0 everywhere on . The purpose of this
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section is to identify the conditions under which a data set of the form {H,~,£,¢® a,w,II", R} with
k # 0 can be (¢, £)-embedded in a Lorentzian manifold (M, g) in such a way that %gb*(i’ ¢g) coincides
with the tensor Y prescribed by the generalized near-horizon equation (6.1). One of the motivations
for studying this problem comes from the fact that the full transverse expansion of the spacetime
metric at Killing horizons with x # 0 is uniquely determined by the order zero of the metric (i.e.
{,£,(@}, cf. (2.16)), a one-form that satisfies certain evolution equation along the generators, and
all transverse derivatives of the ambient Ricci tensor at the horizon [41, 42]. In this context, it is not
possible to provide the entire tensor Y from the outset, but only a posteriori can one reconstruct it
from first-order transverse derivatives of the spacetime metric (cf. (2.17)). It is therefore reasonable to
follow a similar procedure starting with data {#, v, £, (@) w, o, I, R}, thereby extending the previous
result to totally geodesic null hypersurfaces without any restrictions on the non-isolation tensor. In
particular, we need to understand which properties need to be imposed on this data to guarantee that
the tensor Y defined by (6.1) agrees, after all, with the tensor %qﬁ*(f ¢g) of the constructed spacetime.

The section is organized as follows. We begin by proving a number of identities for null data with
U = 0, which will be used later (Lemmas 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3). Then, we obtain (Theorem 6.4) the
necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence of a Lorentzian manifold (M, g) constructed from
{H,,¢, (@ o, w, II7, R}, with no topological restriction on H. We continue by addressing the case
when H admits a cross-section, prescribing suitable data therein and again proving existence of (M, g)
(Theorem 6.8). The section ends with four remarks on these results (Remarks 6.10 to 6.13).

Lemma 6.1. Let {#,7,£,0®} be null metric hypersurface data with U = 0, o € F(H) a scalar
function and 0 a covector field. Define the vector field ﬁdéf an. Then,

[e] o

L3(V(aby) = V(a(£n0p)) — 20(n)V (45p), (6.2)

Lan (a%(cﬂb)) = a(ﬂ(a)%(cﬂb) + %(a (aLnbyy)

+ (V@) Vi) (8(n)) —20(n) (aV(aSb) + (V(aa)sb)) >, (6.3)
£nR(ab) = fn(V(aSb)) - 25(a£n5b)a (64)
£ﬁ(vavba) = aV.Vs (n(a)) +2(V(a@) V) (n(a)) —2n(«) (aV(asb) + (V(aa)sb)) : (6.5)

Proof. Observe that in the case U = 0 the tensor 5 simplifies to (cf. (3.7))
Ecab = QTlCV(aSb). (66)

Equation (6.2) is the symmetrization of (3.2) in the case Z = n, D = % and T'= 6. For (6.3) we
make use of the following identity for any function o € F(H) and any symmetric (0, 2)-tensor Tyy:

o

LonTay = aLyTap + 2(V (qa) Ty)en® (6.7)
Therefore,
£on (a%(aﬁb)) = Ocn(a)%(aeb) +a (Ozfn%(aeb) + (%aa)nC%(bHC) + (%ba)nc%(aec)>

219 (n(a)%(aé’b) + ai’n%(cﬂb)> + a(%(aa) (fneb) + %b) (0(n)) — 20(”)517))

o

- a(nm)%(aeb) + Vo (0 Labhy) = 200(0)V @51y + (Viaa) (Vi) (0(0) = 20(n)sy)) )
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from where (6.3) follows at once. To prove (6.4) we first particularize (3.5) for Z = n, D = %,
and find £n;%(ab) = %Cicab - %(aicb)c. Now, using (6.6), s(n) = 0 and the fact that nC%bsc =

° 2.12 ° ° 2.12
—s.Vpn® (212) —sps(n) =0 and n°V.sp = £n55 — (Vpn©)se (212) £,5p, one obtains

%aicbc = %a (nC%csb> = %a (-’Ensb) = £n(%a3b>7
where in the last step we have used (3.2) for Z =n, D = % and T' = s. On the other hand, since
2(%57}’3) (%(CLSC)) = 2syn° (%(asc)) = San%CSa = sp£pS, and %cnc =0, it follows
Ve = 2(£a(Viasn) = (Ver) (Vaso) = (Vi) (Vieso) ) = 2(£a(Viasn) = salnsy)-

From the last two identities, it is immediate to obtain (6.4). Finally, to demonstrate (6.5) we first use

(6.7) and then apply (6.2) with 6, = %ba (note that %a%ba is symmetric in ab):
£ﬁ(%a%b@) = a£n(%a%ba) + QHC(%(QQ)(%b)%CCO
= a£n(VaVha) +2(V(a) (Vi) (n(e)) = (Vea) (Vyn°))

= (Via(£n V@) = 20(0) V(s ) + 2V (a0) (Vi) (n()) = nla)sy) ) -
This yields (6.5) after noticing that £n%ba = %b (n(a)) and reorganizing terms. O

Lemma 6.2. Let {’H,'y,E,K(Z)} be null metric hypersurface data with U = 0. Consider a function
a € F(H) and a covector field p € T(T*H). Define

def O O o o 1o 1o 1
Bab = VaVa + 20 Veya + o | V(app) + papb — 5 ab) T 5V(aSh) — 55450 | -

Then,
Bun® = Va(n(@)) = (n(a) + ap(n)) (s = pa) + p(0)Va + 5 Lupa+ 5Va(p(m).  (6.8)

Proof. Equation (6.8) follows from the combination of

o o (212) ©° o 2.14) 1
nbvavba( :12) Va(n(a)) — n(a)sq, (6.9) R(ab)nb( 14 §£nsa, (6.10)
the identity (2.13) for @ = p, s, and the fact that s(n) = 0. O

Lemma 6.3. Let {H,v,£,0® Y} be null hypersurface data with U = 0 that is (¢,)-embedded in
a Lorentzian manifold (M, g). Consider a gauge-invariant vector 1< an € D(TH), a € F(H), and
define k= n(a) + aw(n) where w is given by (2.7). Assume that II and R are two symmetric (0,2)-
tensor fields satisfying

II(n, ) = afpw + w(n)doa + d(n(w)), (6.11)
RYab = 1,:[ab — VoV — 2W(aVb)a
o 1 ~ 1 o 1 o 1
—a | V(qWp) + Wawp + 57?,,1[, — §R(ab) + §V(asb) — 58(18[, . (6.12)
Then, the following identity holds:
0= <£ﬁ + aw(n))ﬁab — a%(a (ﬁb)cnc) — aﬁ(n, n)Y b
° ~ o~ ok ] ~

— 2(0@(@ + V(aa)Hb)cnc — gfﬁRab + -5 (gb* (Rlcg)ab — Rab) : (6.13)
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Proof. Throughout the proof we shall make use of the identities

fan(aeaeb) - a(n(a)eaeb v ze(af(meb)) VO € T(T*H), (6.14)
L7 (2w, V) = 2(£yw) (Vo) + 2w, (avb) (n(a)) + n(a)Vb)a) , (6.15)
a a ~ ~
Ly <§R ) = 5 (n(@)Ras + L3R a) (6.16)
o (64) o ° ° °
Ly <2R( )) 6 2 (n(a)R(ab) +aty, (V(asb)) + (V(aa — 2a5(a)£n3b)>; (6.17)
First, notice that the contraction of (6.11) with n gives
I(n,n) = an(w(n)) + w(n)n(a) + n(n(a)) = n(aw(n) + n(a)) = n(k). (6.18)
Equation (6.13) is derived by computing the £y-derivative of (6.12). For the Lh.s., one finds
£ﬁ(quab) =an(k)Yae + 6Ly Y ap (6.18) af[(n, n)Yap + 2/@(%((101)(51,) —wy)) +ardnYap

CL 010, 0) Y o + 26(V (000) (51) — )

o

1o 1 . 30 1
+ ak <2R(ab) — §¢* (Rlcg>ab - w(n)Yab - V(awb) — WaWp + §V(a5b) + 2Sa8b> . (619)

For the r.h.s., we combine the definition of x with the general identities (6.5), (6.3), (6.14) for 8 = w, s,
and (6.15)-(6.17). Writing each derivative £,w in terms of II(n,-) according to (6.11), and equating
the left and right hand sides, (6.13) follows after several simplifications take place. O

Having the identities of Lemmas 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 are at our disposal, we can now obtain the necessary
and sufficient conditions for the existence of a Lorentzian manifold where a data set of the form
{H,7,2,0?) w,a,TI, R} is embedded. This is done in the next theorem.

Theorem 6.4. Let {H,7,£,(?) &, a, II 75,} be a tuple consisting of

(1) null metric hypersurface data {H,~, 2,02} with U =0,
(i) a covector @ € T'(T*H) with gauge behaviour G(, (@) = @ — 2z~ 'dz,
(iii) a function a € F(H) such that G, vy(a) = za and whose set of zeros has empty interior, and
(v) two symmetric (0,2)-tensor fields II, R with gauge behaviours
Gewv)I) =21,  G.yv)(R)=R.
Define 7= an and Rdgn(a) + aw(n), and suppose that k # 0 everywhere. Then, there exists a
Lorentzian manifold (M, g), an embedding ¢ : H — M and a rigging  such that

1. {H,7,£,@} is (¢, €)-embedded in (M, g);

2. w—s—iqﬁ*(fgg)( )5
Y[n] (X, (b*W) II(X, W)pn VX, W € T'(TH), where n is any extension of ¢«7 off ¢p(H);
4 ¢*(Ricy) = ’R

if and only if the following conditions hold:
(n, ) = aR(n,) + dx, (6.20)
I(n,-) = af,® + &(n)da + d(n(a)), (6.21)

0= <£ + aw(n))ﬁab — a%(a (ﬁb)cnc) - aﬁ(n, n)Yap

—2(aB(q + V(q@) TTyen® — %fﬁféab. (6.22)
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where Y is the symmetric (0,2)-tensor defined by

~ o o _ © o o 1~ 1o 1o 1
wY¥ap = Ilap = VaVpar = 20, Vi) — <V(awb) +0aly + 5 Rab = 5 R(ab) + 5V (ash) — 2sasb> . (6.23)
Moreover, the pair (¢,&) satisfies %(b*(ffgg) =Y, hence the null hypersurface data {H,fy,E,E(Q),Y} 18
also (¢, &)-embedded in (M, g).

Remark 6.5. As already mentioned, we are interested in allowing for the existence of zeroes of j on
H. However, we do want to exclude the possibility that 7 vanishes on open subsets of H, since on such
subsets the available information would be very limited (e.g., o and TIT would be identically zero), and
some of the previous results would no longer hold. Hence, we require that the zero set of a has empty
interior on H (cf. (iti)). This assumption is consistent with the well-known fact that Killing vectors
cannot vanish on any codimension-one subset of a spacetime, unless they are identically zero.

Remark 6.6. For the quantities o, @, II and R to satisfy 1.-4. a posteriori, one needs to prescribe the
gauge-behaviours of (ii)-(iv) from the outset (recall (2.28), (4.1), (4.9) and the fact that, for embedded
data, the constraint tensor is the pull-back of the ambient Ricci tensor, hence it is gauge-invariant).

Remark 6.7. The contraction of (6.20) with n yields TI(n,n) = aR(n,n) + n(x). On the other
hand, the contraction of (6.21) with n is (cf. (6.18)) I(n,n) = n(k). Since the set of zeroes of o
has empty interior on H, it follows that (6.20)-(6.21) imply R(n,n) = 0. This is consistent with the
Raychaudhuri equation for totally geodesic null hypersurfaces, namely (2.21) with U = 0.

Proof. Suppose that 1.—4. hold and define

chf%gb*(f&g)? Wdéfs_Y(na ')7 kn = _Y(nvn)v kdéfn(a) +akn'

Consider any extension 7 of ¢, away from ¢(H), and define the deformation tensor K[n] < £n9,
its components p = ¢* (K[n](¢,€)), = ¢* (K[n](¢,-)), and the tensor X[n] = £,V. By construction,
{H,7,2,02) Y, a,p,q} is a K-tuple (¢,&)-embedded in (M, g), so in particular it verifies (5.3) with
constraint tensor R (by 4.) and II7 = II (by 3. and (4.12)), i.c.

~ o o o o 1o 1~ 1o 1
KYap = Iy — Va Ve — 2(V(o)Wp) — a (V(aWb) +WaWy — 5 Rap) + §Rab t5Viasy) ~ 28a3b>- (6.24)

Now, 2. entails @ = s — Y(n,-) = w, hence x = n(a) + ak, = k. The combination of (6.24) and
the fact that x # 0 then yields Y = Y (recall (6.23)), so that {#,7,£,),Y = Y} is hypersurface
data (¢, £)-embedded in (M, g). Contracting (6.24) with n® and using Lemma 6.2 for p = @ and the
definition of k, one obtains

0 = ypn® — Va(n(a)) — &(n)Vaea — %fnwa - %%a (@(n)) — aRapn® + %ﬁabnb (6.25)
where we have added and substracted %ﬁabnb. Substituting the plus term using (2.20) with w = w
and k, = w(n), equation (6.25) becomes (6.20). Once (6.20) is established, (6.21) follows directly
after rewriting Rapn? according to (2.20) and using the definition of k. Finally, the hypersurface
data {H,v,£,¢® Y} satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma 6.3 for w = &. So, (6.13) holds, and since
¢*(Ricy) = R, (6.22) is established. Thus, 1.-4. => (6.20)-(6.22). Observe that the argument also
shows that 1.-4. = ¢*(Leg) =Y.

Let us now prove the converse, namely that (6.20)-(6.22) = 1.-4.. By [42, Thm. 4.2] we know
that, given null metric hypersurface data together with any sequence {Y*)},cn of symmetric (0,2)-
tensor fields on H, there exists a Lorentzian manifold (M, g), an embedding ¢ : H — M and an
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affine-geodesic rigging ¢ so that the data is (¢, ¢)-embedded in (M, g) and Y*) = %¢*(£ék)g) for all

k € N. We select the first term Y(!) of the sequence {Y(k)}kzl to be given by Y, i.e. Y = Y. By
construction, {H,~,£,¢3) Y1) =Y} is (¢, &)-embedded in (M, g), so in particular 1. holds. Notice
that, at this point, the objects 7~€, ﬁ, @ are unrelated to the quantities R, IT” and w constructed
from {v,£,¢?), YD) = Y} according to (2.19), (4.7) and (2.7), respectively. In fact, our main task is
to demonstrate that the objects with and without tilde actually coincide. Since the constraint tensor
for embedded hypersurface data satisfies ¢*(Ricy) = R, we have

2.19) © o o
o (Ricg)ab (2.19) Riab) = 2£0Yab — 260 Y ap — 2V (W) — 2wWawb + 3V (Sp) + SaSbh, (6.26)

where w = s — Y(n,-) and k, & — Y(n,n). Now, consider again any extension 1 of ¢, away from
d(H), and let X[n] = £,V. Define the symmetric (0, 2)-tensor TI" according to (4.8), i.c.
HZ[, = VoV + 2(v(aa)wb) + 2O‘v(absb) + n(a)Yab - a(fnY)aba (6'27)
so that
411) (o © 0 0 -
Sl (eas €)' 2" (VaVoar +2(V()wny + 20V (asp) + () Yoy = a(£2Y )ap) 6un = 11, 6on. (6.28)

Let us prove that w = w. This will be a consequence of the fact that Y satisfies (6.23). Contracting
(6.23) with n® and using (6.20) to get rid of R4n®, and Lemma 6.2 for p = @, one finds

1o o _ " o . o _
K(8q —wq) = 5Habnb + §Va/<c —Van(a)) + k(sq —We) —w(n) Ve — %i’nwa — %Va (w(n))

62D K (Sq — Wa)
where in the last step we used the definition of k to get rid of the term %a/{. Since k # 0, we conclude
that @ = w = s — Y(n,)=s— %qﬁ*(fgg), hence item 2. holds. Now, the data {#,~,£,¢?, Y1) =Y}
fulfills Lemma 6.3 for II, R and w = @, so in particular (6.13) holds. This, together with (6.22),
k # 0 and the fact that the zero-set of o has empty interior ensures that ¢* (Ricg) = ’ﬁ,, which proves
4.. Ttem 3. then follows from combining (6.23), (6.26), (6.27) and (6.28). This concludes the proof of

(6.20)-(6.22) = 1.-4..

It only remains to show that the pair (¢,§) satisfies %qﬁ*(f ¢g9) = Y both under conditions 1.-4. and
(6.20)-(6.22). We have already shown that 1.-{. => $¢*(£Leg) =Y, so it only remains to prove that
(6.20)-(6.22) = 3¢*(Leg) = Y. Suppose that, from (6.20)-(6.22), one constructs any Lorentzian
manifold (M, g) satisfying 1.-4. but with %gb*(gfgg) =Y #Y. Then 1-4. = Y = %(f)*(,fgg) =
Y’ # Y, which is a contradiction. O

Null hypersurfaces that admit a foliation by cross-sections are particularly interesting in General
Relativity. For instance, in the standard characteristic initial value problem one prescribes data on
two null hypersurfaces that intersect transversely on a spacelike surface, which forces them to admit
cross-sections. In the following theorem, we address the case when H has product topology S x R, S
being a cross-section. We show that, given totally geodesic null metric data, together with suitable
data on S plus two scalar functions and a symmetric (0, 2)-tensor on the hypersurface, the existence
of a Lorentzian manifold realizing the prescribed quantities is guaranteed.

Theorem 6.8. Let {H, 7,[,6(2)} be null metric hypersurface data with U = 0. Assume that H admits
a cross-section 1 : S —— H, i.e. a codimension-one submanifold which is intersected precisely once by
each integral curve of n. Let z € F*(H), V € T'(T'H) be gauge parameters, and consider

(I) two functions k, f € F(H) with gauge behaviour G, vy(k) = Kk, G\ (f) = 1 (f - M), and

z z
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such that k vanishes nowhere on H;

(IT) a function @ € F(S) and a covector @ € I'(T*S), such that G, y)(@) = z|s@, G v)(@) =
@ — (27 d2)|s;

(ITI) a symmetric (0,2)-tensor field T in S with gauge behaviour G, v (Z’) =zlsT;

(IV) a symmetric, gauge-invariant (0,2)-tensor field R in H such that R(n,n) = 0.

Then, there exists a unique function o € F(H), one-form & € D(T*H) and symmetric (0,2)-tensor I
on H satisfying (6.20)-(6.22) and

w(n) = f, Ca=a, o= o, ST =T, k =n(a) + aw(n). (6.29)

Moreover, G, vy(a) = za, G, vy (W) = w — 27z, and Q(z’v)(ﬁ) = 2II. Therefore, by Theorem 6./
there exists a Lorentzian manifold (M,g) and an embedding pair (¢,€), such that conditions 1.-4.
hold, and %(ﬁ*(i’gg) =Y, with' Y given by (6.23).

Remark 6.9. Since @, @, T are only defined on S, their gauge behaviours are only imposed therein.

Proof. Consider a basis {va} of I'(T'S), and extend it to H by solving £,v4 = 0. Then {n,v4} form a
basis of T'(TH) because det (v(va,vp))|s # 0 and £, (v(va,vB)) = (£,7)(va,vB) = 2U(va,vp) = 0.
We now construct a function «, a one-form w and a symmetric (0, 2)-tensor II such that conditions
(6.20)-(6.22) of Theorem 6.4 hold:

1. We let a € F(H) be the only solution to the ODE n(a) = k — af with initial data « 5 a
Observe that the set {p € H : a(p) = 0} has empty interior on H because n(«a)|, = k[, # 0 at
any point p € H where a(p) = 0.

2. To construct the one-form w € T'(T*H), we set its component along n to be given by w(n) := f,
and the remaining components to be the unique solutions of the system of ODEs

£n(@(va)) = R(n,v4) +val(f), with w(va) g @(v4). (6.30)

Note that x = n(«a) + aw(n) by construction.

3. For the tensor II, we proceed as follows:
def

(a) We set TL(n,n) % n(k).
(b) We let the components II(n,v4) be the unique solutions of the system of ODEs

0= (.fn (ﬁabnb) — %a (ﬁ(n, n)) + Qﬁ(n, n) (sa — Wg — Yabnb)
—af, (ﬁabnb) — n(a)ﬁabnb) vy, (6.31)

with initial data IL(n, v4) 5 aR(n,v4)+va(x), and where Y is defined by (6.23). Observe
that (6.31) involves metric hypersurface data, the quantities «, w, II(n,n) and R which
are already defined on #H, and the components II(n,v4) (note that, besides in the term

£, (IL(n,v4)), they also appear algebraically inside Y (n,-)). The key point is that no terms

of the form IT(va,vp) are present, hence (6.31) yields a unique solution for the components
H(TL, v A) .
(c) We let the components II(v4,vp) be the unique solutions of the system of ODEs

0= <(£n + &(n))ﬁab - %(a (ﬁb)cnc) - ﬁ(n, n)Yab - 2&(aﬁb)cnc - %fn'ﬁ,ab - (%(aa)ﬁb)cnc> ’UglvbB,
(6.32)

with initial data TI(v4,vp) g T (va,vp), and where again Y is given by (6.23).
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Now that o, @, II, R are defined everywhere on %, let us show that (I)-(IV) = (6.20)-(6.22). First,
notice that (6.31) can be rewritten as

0= (.fn (ﬁabnb - oﬂ%abnb) - %a (ﬁ(n, n)) + 2T1(n, n) (S0 — Wa — Yabnb))vj. (6.33)

On the other hand, contracting (6.23) with n®, applying Lemma 6.2 with p = @, and using n(«a) +
aw(n) = K gives

—/{(sa — Wg — Yabnb) = Hpn® — %fn@a - %a (n(a)) - g%a (&(n)) - &(n)%aa — gﬁabnb. (6.34)

2
Inserting (6.34) into (6.33) and using (6.30), (a) and the fact that v4(n(x)) = n(va(x)), one obtains
- - 2 - -
0= £, <H(n, va) — aR(n,va) — UA(H)> - n/iﬁ) (H(n,vA) —aR(n,va) — UA</€)).

This is a system of ODEs for II(n,v4) — @R (n,v4) — va(x) along the null generators of H with
vanishing initial data on S. Hence II(n,v4) — aR(n,v4) — va(r) = 0 is satisfied everywhere on H.
This proves that the contraction of (6.20) with v4 holds. For (6 20) to hold it only remains to verify
that its contraction with n holds true, namely that H(n n) = aR(n,n)+n(x). This is automatically
satisfied because R(n,n) = 0 and we have enforced II(n,n) = n(x).

To demonstrate (6.21) we combine (6.20), (6.30) and k = n(«a) + aw(n) to get
0= II(n,v4) — aR(n,v4) — va(k) = II(n,v,) — a(,ﬁn(&(vA)) — UA(C)(n))) —va(n(a) + aw(n))
=TI(n,va) — oty (@(va)) — va(@)@(n) —va(n(a)).
This establishes the validity of (6.21) contracted with v4. Its contraction with n is IL(n,n) =
an(@(n)) + @(n)n(a) + n(n(a)) = n(x), which is fulfilled by construction. Hence, (6.21) also holds.
Finally, to show that (6.22) is satisfied, we first note that (6.22) can be rewritten as

0= (£ + @) oy — V(o (Tyen®) — T(n, n)Y gy — 2o 1Ten® — %f,ﬁab — (V@) Ryen®  (6.35)

by using that the set {p € H : a(p) = 0} has empty interior on H, together with (6.7) for T = II, R.
To establish (6.35) we first note that its contraction with v%v% is just (6.32), so it is verified by
construction. Its contraction with v4n® takes the form (6.31) after using (2.13) for 8 = II(n,-)
and R(n,n) = 0, so it is also verified. Finally, the contraction of (6.35) with n®n’ is just 0 =
II(n, n)(@(n) +Y(n, n)), but w(n)+Y(n,n) =0 (as follows from multiplying (6.34) by n® and using
k= n(a) + a@(n) and II(n,n) = n(x)). So, all contractions of (6.35) are satisfied, and (6.22) holds.
By how o, w, IT have been built, it is immediate that they satisfy w(n) = f, *a =@, *w = @ and
ST =T.

Let us prove that «, w, II have the gauge behaviours claimed in the theorem (and which are in accor-
dance with the hypotheses (ii)-(iv) in Theorem 6.4). We consider gauge parameters z € F*(H),V €
['(TH) and denote G, y)-transformed quantities with a prime.

1. Using (2.25) and the gauge transformation of x and f, it is immediate to get
/ / / /
n(a)~|—af:/£:/<c':n’(a')+a'f’:n<a)+af = 0:n<a—a>+<a—a>f.
z z z z

This is an ODE for 27 'o/ — « along the generators of H, with vanishing initial data on S.
Therefore, o' = za holds everywhere on H.
2. To obtain the gauge-behaviour of w, we first notice that it satisfies

£, = R(n,-) + df. (6.36)

24



Indeed, its contraction with n is automatically satisfied because ’k(n,n) = 0, and its contrac-
tion with vy is just (6.30). The gauge-transformed &’ satisfies (6.36) with primes everywhere.
Combining (6.36) and the gauge behaviour of f and R, one finds
~ -~ d 25 o~ ~ 1
£y (w/ - (w — Z)) (2.29) 2Ly + @' (n)dz — £,0 + =d(n(z)) — n(z) dz
z z

(6:36) n(z)

2df' + fldz — df + d( (2)) — 5ldz = 0.

(6.36)’ 2
Again, since @' — (C) — z‘ldz) =0 on 9, it follows that @’ = @ — 2z~ 'dz everywhere on H.
. Finally, to derive the transformation law of II, we first note that

(2.25) (6.20) (6.20)

T (0, ) 2 T () R (n,) +dr = aR(n,) +dr "= TI(n,"), (6.37)

S0 ﬁ,(n, \) = 2II(n, -). Observe that this states that II(n,-) is gauge-invariant, which in turn is
compatible with having imposed n(xk) = ﬁ(n, n). To obtain the gauge behaviour of the com-
ponents ﬁ(v 4,VB), we compute the G, y-transformation of (6.35). This requires the following
two gauge-behaviours:

° IL(n,n)

o ~ 4 ~ o
(Via(Ten?)) = Va(en) - (£2van + 2uV7) (6.38)
(HYab - ﬁab>, =K (ZYab + E(a%b)z + ;zﬁzV’Yab> — Zﬁab. (639)

The first one uses (2.29) and the already mentioned gauge-invariance of ﬁ(n, -). The second
one requires a longer computation. An important step in the derivation is the property that

R(ab) — V(aSp) + Sasp is gauge invariant when U = 0. This was already established under
G(z,0)-transformations in [42, Cor. 2.5]. For G y)-transformations, the result is a consequence

of (2.27), (2.29) and %a%c (210) 0, together with the general relation ]c%{;b = ]O%ab + 2%[CCCb]a +

2CCd[CCdb]a between the Ricci tensors of two connections that differ by a tensor C. In the
def

present case C' = V V =z"n® (%,,Ezvfy + £ ®; dz) by (2.29). With the gauge invariance of

[e)

R(ab) V(aSb) 845y at hand, expression (6.39) follows from (6.23) after using (2.29), the already
established gauge behaviours o/ = za and @’ = @ — 27 1dz as well as the gauge invariance of R
and k. We now compute

o

ZV(az ~

i ¢ (6.35)

b)cn = _‘;/(n,)ﬁ;b + v/(a (ﬁg)cnlc) + ﬁ/(nla n/)Y;b

= o |~ ° ~ 2V (0% ~
+ QWEa ;))cn/c + E‘Eangb + (V,(aa/)ng)c ,C Z(a Hb)cnc

(6-38) 1 ~ n(z) ~ o ~ c - 1 - "
630) 2 <w(n) - ) I, + V(o (Ip)en°) 4 I(n,n) <Yab + = (H;b _ Znab>>

(2 25) ~
> £ H/ £n/H;b +

+ 2(:‘j(ai:[b)cnc + %fnﬁab + (%(aa),ﬁ’b)cnc

635 1 <a(n) - n;)> U 4 (£t ()T + D027 (M7 — =Tl

z

- <£n+&(n)_n(z)_ﬁ(n,n)>( ;b—zﬂab>

z K

This is a system of ODEs for all components of o — 211 along the null generators, with vanishing
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initial data on S. Therefore, G, (ﬁ) = 2II everywhere on H.

We conclude that the data {H,~,€,¢?) a,@, f[,’fx’,} satisfies all the hypotheses of Theorem 6.4, and
the last statement in the theorem is justified. O

We conclude the paper with some comments on Theorems 6.4 and 6.8.

Remark 6.10. The only restriction imposed on the tensor R prescribed in Theorems 6.4 and 6.8
18 ’k(n, n) = 0. This, as mentioned in Remark 6.7, is necessary for R to be consistent with the
Raychaudhuri equation (2.21) with U = 0. Ezcept for this, no other condition is imposed, such as e.g.
R being zero o proportional to v. Theorems 6.4 and 6.8 are hence independent of any field equations.

Remark 6.11. In [41, 42], the authors introduce the notion of abstract Killing horizon data. This
consists of null metric hypersurface data {H,~, €, 6(2)} with U = 0, a smooth function o € F(H) whose
zero set has empty interior on H, and a one-form T € I'(T*H) satisfying the conditions

(a) af,t =n(a)T —7(n)da, and (b) o Y7 —da) estends smoothly to all H.

The link between the one-form T and w=s—ris given by T = da + aw, so condition (b) is auto-
matically satisfied in our case. On the other hand, condition (a) gets rewritten in terms of w as

0= £pw + w(n)da + d(n()).

This corresponds to (6.21) with II = 0, which is consistent with the fact that Killing horizons have
vanishing non-isolation tensor (cf. Remark 4.10). The problem of existence of a A-vacuum spacetime
where a given abstract Killing horizon data can be embedded was analyzed in [42, Thm. 5.8], where
it was found that it is sufficient to complement (a)-(b) with the condition that T(n) is constant and
non-zero. Since T(n) is precisely k, this constancy of k is just (6.20). No trace of condition (6.22)
appeared in [42], as in the A-vacuum case R = Ay and hence (6.22) is automatically satisfied whenever
II=0.

All in all, the results in this section can be viewed as a generalization from the Killing horizon case in
A-vacuum to the case of arbitrary vector fields 7 with no restrictions on the field equations. For such
general setting we have demonstrated that (6.20) and (6.21) are not sufficient by themselves and they
must be supplemented with (6.22) in order to guarantee the existence of a spacetime where the data
can be embedded.

Remark 6.12. When the null metric hypersurface data {’H,*y,E,K(Q)} admits a cross-section S, the
function f in Theorem 6.8 can be chosen to be zero without loss of generality. Indeed, for any choice
of f, the ODE n(In(z)) i f admits a unique solution z for given initial data z|s # 0 on S (and
z must be no-where zero, because if z(p) = 0 at some p € H then n(z)|, = 0, and z would vanish
everywhere along the null generator o, containing p, in particular at 0,NS). One can therefore take z,
V € I(TH) as gauge parameters, and construct a Lorentzian manifold (M, g) according to Theorem
6.8, with f' < G.,v)(f) = 0. Note that n(a) = k # 0 in this case, which implies that o vanishes at
most at one point along each null generator of H.

Remark 6.13. Theorem 6.8 naturally raises the question of under which conditions the constructed
Lorentzian manifold (M, g) admits a horizon, and if so, what are its defining properties. To address
this issue, let us consider null metric data {H,7,£,£(2)} with U = 0 and admitting a cross-section S,
and prescribe ki, f, @, @ and T = 0% satisfying conditions (I)-(II1) of Theorem 6.8, with the additional

3Note that this requirement is gauge-invariant, as Givy(T) ST
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restriction that n(k) =0 on H. We can then build the function a as in the proof of Theorem 6.8 (note
that R plays no role in this construction), and define the vector field ﬁdg an on H. Our aim now
is to first find a suitable tensor R fulfilling condition (IV) of Theorem 6.8, and then construct the
manifold (M, g) and an extension n € I'(T M) of ¢,7] so that
d(H)

K “2 o, (6.40) & (£Kln)) = 0. (6.41)
We let {n,va} be a basis of T'(TH) such that £,va 20 and vals € T(TS), and R be a smooth,
symmetric and gauge-invariant (0,2)-tensor field on H satisfying

aR(n,-) + dr %o, (6.42) (a.fn’ﬁ, + 2da ®, R(n, )) (va,vB) %. (6.43)

Observe that the contraction of (6.42) with n yields aR(n, n)io, and since the zero set of a has empty
interior on H (see the proof of Theorem 6.8), R(n,n) 20 and R is in accordance with (IV). Now, we
construct IL(n, -) as in the proof of Theorem 6.8. Observe that this tensor satisfies II(n,-) = 0 (because
I(n,n) = n(k) = 0 and I(n,v4) = aR(n,v4) + va(k) = 0). Moreover, inserting IL(n,-) = 0 and
(6.43) into (6.32) gives

0= (£n+&(n))I(va, vp),
and since (v, vg)|s = T(va,vB) = 0, it follows that IL = 0 everywhere on H.

At this point, we can construct a Lorentzian manifold (M, g) according to Theorem 6.8, and check
whether conditions (6.40)-(6.41) are fulfilled. We first notice that the data {#,~,£,0®)} can always
be supplemented with the function o (which satisfies G, v)(a) = za, as already proven), a function
p € F(H) and a covector q € T(T*H) with gauge behaviours (4.1). Then {H,v,£,0%) a,p,q} is a
metric KC-tuple and, by Proposition 4.5, it is (¢,§)-embedded in (M, g) if and only if the extension
n satisfies (4.6), in which case ¢*K[n] = 2aU = 0, ¢* (K[n](£,-)) = q and ¢* (K[n](&,€)) = p (cf.
Definition 4.2). Thus, for (6.40) to hold it suffices to fiz q = 0 and p = 0, or equivalently the first
transverse derivative of n to be given by (cf. Proposition 4.5)

Len ) —n(a)€ — oy (%n(E(Q)) n+ P(2as + do, )) . (6.44)
Finally, condition (6.41) is equivalent to mZo (or 2 0, by item 3. of Theorem 6.4). This follows
from (4.13), since in the present case W|yzy = 0 and ¢*(£ywg) only depends on the values of W
at ¢(H). Both (6.40) and (6.41) hold, therefore ¢(H) is a horizon in the sense that (M,g) admits
a vector n, null and tangent to ¢(H), which also verifies (£ng)|p3) = 0 and ¢*(£eLng) = 0. Note
that the condition n(k) = 0 that we have imposed in this construction is necessary, otherwise II(n,n)
cannot vanish identically (cf. proof of Theorem 6.8).
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