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Constraining the number of horizons with energy conditions
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We show that the number of horizons of static black holes can be strongly constrained by energy
conditions of matter fields. After a careful clarification on the “interior” of a black hole, we prove that
if the interior of a static black hole satisfies strong energy condition or null energy condition, there is
at most one non-degenerated inner Killing horizon behind the non-degenerated event horizon. Our
result offers some universal restrictions on the number of horizons. Interestingly and importantly,
it also suggests that matter not only promotes the formation of event horizon but also prevents the
appearance of multiple horizons inside black holes. Furthermore, using the geometrical construction,
we obtain a radially conserved quantity which is valid for general static spacetimes.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Black hole is one of the most fascinating objects predicted by general relativity and has attracted great interests in
both theoretical and observational aspects. The recent observations of gravitational waves by advanced LIGO [1] and
the photos of the shadow of a black hole [2-4] give us the definite evidence of the existence of black holes as well as
offer us new and powerful venues to study black holes. While the exterior of black holes has been widely investigated
and many important properties were established (see e.g. Refs. [5, 29] for reviews), the structure behind the event
horizon is lack of enough study and still mysterious even in theory. Definitely, the inner structure of black hole is
an interesting problem in its own right and is important for black hole physics, gravitation and quantum physics.
This has been strengthened by recent developments. For example, the interior of black hole is crucial in holographic
computational complexity [6-8] and recent proposals toward the resolution of information loss paradox [9-13].

When we consider the interior of a black hole, a basic question arises: how many different horizons can appear
in a black hole? Tt is well known that the Schwarzschild black hole has only one horizon (event horizon). The
Kerr-Newman (KN) black hole has at most two different classes of horizons, i.e., an event horizon and an inner
horizon (Cauchy horizon). In fact, it is not difficult to find solutions with multiple horizons in general relativity. For
example, one can construct multiple extreme Reissner-Nordstrom (RN) black holes [14, 15]. In asymptotically de
Sitter (dS) spacetime, the non-extreme Kerr-Newman-dS black hole has three horizons and one can also construct
black hole solutions with more horizons [16-18]. For more examples of black hole with multiple horizons, one can see
Refs. [19-21] and references therein. From the mathematical viewpoint, it is not surprising that one can construct
a black hole with arbitrary number of horizons ': one starts with writing down a desired metric directly and then
computes the corresponding energy-momentum tensor. However, the solutions obtained in this way may not describe
any physically realizable black hole. It is widely believed that at least in the classical level the matter should satisfy
some constraints named “energy conditions”, which crudely describe properties common to all (or almost all) states
of matter that are well-established in physics but are sufficiently strong to rule out many unphysical “solutions” of
the Einstein’s equation. For example, the original singularity theorems of Penrose [27] and Hawking [28] were proved
for matter obeying the null energy condition (NEC) or strong energy condition (SEC), respectively. Interestingly
and surprisingly, in this work we are able to show that the number of different horizons in a static black hole is also
constrained strictly by SEC or NEC.

By definition, a horizon in static spacetime is a smooth null codimensional-1 surface, which can be foliated by a
series of spacelike codimensional-2 surfaces. Such spacelike codimensional-2 surfaces are homeomorphic to each other
and each of them is called a cross-section of the horizon. In the present study, we are mainly interested in black
holes with non-degenerate Killing horizons, i.e. their surface gravities are nonzero.? Denote I' to be an arbitrary

1 For particular forms of Lagrangian of matter, one can prove that there is no inner horizon for static black holes, see e.g., [22-26].
2 Black holes with degenerate Killing horizons will be discussed in Sec. V1.



FIG. 1. Penrose diagram of the maximally continued RN black hole solution. There are infinitely many disconnected event
horizons (H.) and inner horizons (Cauchy horizons) (H;). The yellow region is called the “interior” of a black hole in this work.

cross-section of black hole event horizon and £* to be the Killing vector which presents the static symmetry. We can
prove the following theorem for a static (d + 1)-dimensional black hole.

Theorem 1 If the Einstein’s equation and one of the following three conditions are satisfied

(C1) T is compact and SEC is satisfied inside black hole;

(C2) T is noncompact but the cross-section of black hole event horizon has hyperbolical or planar symmetry, and NEC
is satisfied inside black hole;

(C3) T is noncompact surface with nonpositive area-averaged scalar curvature, and NEC' is satisfied inside black hole
in the case of d = 3;

then there is at most one inner Killing horizon associated with &* inside every connected branch of black hole event

horizon.

Here we define the “area-averaged scalar curvature” of a surface S as A™! |, ¢ RdS with A and R the area and scalar
curvature of S, respectively. When the cross-section is not compact, this integration should be defined by a suitable
limit, which will be explained in Sec. IV. The precise meaning of the “interior” will be given in Sec. II.

Our results offer universal constraints on the number of horizons inside a black hole independent of the details of
matter. In particular, we are able to constrain the number of horizons without symmetry assumptions for C1 and
C3. We also clarify a fact that has not been noticed for a long time. Differing from the naive stereotype that classical
matter promotes the formation of horizons, our theorem shows that classical matter in fact plays two opposite roles:
on the one hand, it triggers the formation of a black hole and thus leads to the appearance of horizon; on the other
hand, it also prevents the formation of multiple horizons inside. In what follows we will first clarify the conceptions
and assumptions needed for the precise statement of Theorem 1 and then give the basic idea of the proof.

II. CONCEPTION AND ASSUMPTION

We first assume that the event horizon is a Killing horizon associated to the Killing vector £#. In fact, it has been
shown that, in wide variety of cases of interest, a black hole event horizon in the static case is the Killing horizon
associated to £* [29]. To determine the number of Killing horizons associated with £, one may study how many foots
of €2 = ¢M¢, may appear. The question proposed in this way may lead to ambiguity.® Before proceeding further, it
is necessary to give a definite specification on the meaning of the number of horizons in the present work.

Instead of considering a specific coordinate system, we take advantage of the maximally analytically continued
spacetime. Nevertheless, as can be seen, for example, from the Penrose diagram of RN metric in Fig. 1, there may
exist an infinite lattice of universes connected by black hole tunnels and each universe contains its event horizon and
Cauchy horizon. To avoid such trivial infiniteness due to analytical continuation, we count the number of horizons
“inside a connected branch of black hole event horizon” for which we clarify as follows.* Assume that HJ is one
connected branch of future event horizon H, (if H} is separated into two branches by a bifurcated surface, we only
consider one of two branches). In this paper, a region is called to be the inside of H if it is covered by future-directed
infalling null geodesics starting from HZ (see, for example, the yellow region of Fig. 1). In contrast to the timelike

3 More discussions are presented in appendix A.

4 One should not confuse the “connected/disconnected” and “causally connected/disconnected”. The former is in the topological sense,
while the later involves the causal structure of the spacetime. In this paper, when refer to “connected/disconnected”; we always mean
the topological sense.



geodesics which in many cases could go from one universe to another by passing through horizons many times, the
infalling null geodesics converge towards the singularity and thus are not able to connect to other black hole tunnels.
Using this definition, one immediately obtains that the Schwarzschild black hole has one horizon, while the KN and
RN black holes have two horizons, precisely agreeing with the usual statement in the literature.

There is also another reason why we do not use timelike geodesics to define the “inside/interior”. Let us consider a
(3 + 1) dimensional static spacetime, of which the metric reads

dr

2
+72(d6? + sin” d¢?) . (1)

ds? = —U(r)dt* + o)

Here U(r) = 0 has three single-roots {rs < ry < r1}, U(r > r1) > 0 and the spacetime has a spacelike singularity at
r = 0. Let’s consider a geodesic observer who has jumped into such black hole and is now traveling in the universe
with r € (r3,72) where U(r) > 0. Denoting the observer’s four-velocity to be V#* = da*/dr with 7 the proper time,

one obtains from V#V¥g,, = —1 that
at\?  fdr\?
—U (= = <-1. 2
U<d7)+(d7> JU < (2)

One the other hand, the “energy” £ = —V*¢, of this geodesic observer is a constant, and thus one has
2
(dr> <E*-U. (3)
dr

Taking U, to be the maximum in the region with r € [rs, 3], we see that the geodesic observer cannot pass through
the third horizon if E? < U,,,. Without additional constraints, U,, can be arbitrarily large. In order to pass through
the third horizon (if it appears) in all cases, a geodesic observer with “infinitely large E is required. Timelike geodesics
in this limit become null geodesics.

In the following discussion, we will consider static spacetime (here “static means that the spacetime metric is
time-independent outside the event horizon of the black hole). Unless otherwise stated, the “horizon” always means
“Killing horizon” associated with £#. We assume that every connected branch of a black hole event horizon is simply
connected. To avoid sinking into the mathematical sea too deeply, we also assume that the singularities, if exist, not
only hide in the interior of a connected branch of the black hole event horizon but also hide inside the innermost
horizon. Though this assumption is stronger than the usual “weak cosmic censorship conjecture” [30-32], it is satisfied
in most of known examples of black holes. Under this assumption, the spacetime will be regular between the inner
horizons and event horizon.

We begin with the Einstein’s equation in (d + 1)-dimensional spacetime

Guv =Ty, (4)

where we have used the convention 87Gy = 1 and have also absorbed the cosmological constant term to the energy
momentum tensor 7),,. The SEC stipulates that

[Tzw - Tguu/(d — D" =20, (5)

for every timelike vector field v*, and the NEC says that ka“k” > 0 for arbitrary null vector k*. With the above
clarifications, we are ready to prove Theorem 1.

III. PROOF OF C1

Assume that the condition C1 is true but the conclusions of Theorem 1 are wrong, then there must be an connected
spacetime region V inside the black hole event horizon such that the Killing vector & is timelike inside V and is null
at dV (See Fig. 2 for example). We choose the orbit of £# as the time coordinate ¢ and denote X; to be equal-t slice
of V, in which there is no any singularity. The metric in region V has the following (d 4+ 1) decomposition:

ds? = —N2dt? + hepdz®da®, (6)

where N and hg;, are in general as functions of all coordinates except for ¢. The Einstein’s equation (4) in the static
case contains the following two independent equations:

@WR=2p, (7)
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FIG. 2. Two non-degenerate inner Killing horizons appear inside a non-degenerate black hole event horizon.

and

A hg R A
“Ray = N"'DaDyN + | Tap + 72(p = T)| - (8)

Here (DR,;, and D, are the d-dimensional Ricci tensor and covariant derivative operator associated with hgp, respec-
tively. (¥R is the d-dimensional scalar curvature of ¥y, p = N ~27,,€"EM is the energy density, T is the projection
of stress tensor T;w at X; and T is the trace of ﬁb. These two equations come from the Hamiltonian constraint and
evolutional equation of extrinsic curvature. Their combination gives

N o

DN = (- 2p+ 7 = i@ - 05+ ), 0

which yields
D?N? = 2N?[p+T/(d —1)] + 2h**(8,N)(d,N).. (10)
Here we have used 7= —p + 7. The SEC (5) implies p + 7/(d — 1) > 0. Thus, inside ¥, we have
D?N? > 0. (11)

As the cross-section of horizons is compact, the domain ¥; is bounded. The maximum principle shows that the
maximum of N2 must be at the boundaries of ¥, so we have

max N?|y, = max N?|px, =0, (12)

which is contradictory to the fact that &* is timelike inside 3;. Thus the conclusions of Theorem 1 is true provided
the condition C1 holds.

As an explicit example, let us consider the (3 + 1) dimensional metric of Eq. (1). Since 75 and r3 are the second
and third horizons with 7o > r3 inside the event horizon, we have U(re) = U(rs) = 0 and U(r) > 0 when r € (r3, r2).
This means that U(r) must have local maximum in the interval (rs,r2). For the spacetime (1), the SEC requires
po =Ty =U" /24U’ /r > 0 (note that here we are considering the four-dimensional case), implying that U (r) cannot
have local maximum in the interval (r3,r3). Thus, the SEC must be violated somewhere between the second and
third horizons for black holes with more than one inner horizon behind the event horizon. A proof for the spherically
symmetric case can also be found in Ref. [33].

IV. FOLIATION ON EQUAL-t HYPERSURFACE

To prove Theorem 1 under the conditions C2 and C3, we need some additional preparations. We again assume
that the conclusions of Theorem 1 are wrong, then there must exist a spacelike equal-t hypersurface ¥; bounded by
two horizons. We consider the noncompact horizon case, so we can foliate ¥; by a series of non-compact (d — 1)-
dimensional spacelike surfaces {S,} labeled by a radial coordinate z (see Fig. 3). Here S, are all homeomorphic to
R™ x M?~1=™ with m a positive integer and M?~1~™ a closed (d — 1 —m)-dimensional space. Its bundary 9%; locates
at z = z; and z = zo > 21, respectively. Take n* to be the unit normal of 3;, s® to be unit normal of S, and tangent
to ¥, Kap and fR to be extrinsic curvature and intrinsic scalar curvature of S,. We require s® to be inward, i.e.,
5?0,z > 0 inside ¥;. By introducing the local coordinates z® = {z, 24}, the induced metric of ; reads

ds3, = ¢?d2? + qap(da® + N4dz)(da® + NPdz), (13)



FIG. 3. X, is foliated by a series of (d — 1)-dimensional equal-z surfaces {S.}(denoted by red lines). The shadow region is
HZ,L = Uzoe[zl,z]%zo,Lw

where gap is the induced metric of S., ¢ is the lapse and N4 is the shift vector. Here ¢ and N4 are purely gauge
freedoms and we are free to choose their values.

We define

Pz = Taps"s’, @:=pd+T —p., (14)
and K = ¢*PKp. Assuming that {x 22 ,x™} are the noncompact coordinates, we take a compact (d — 1)-
dimensional subsurface B, 1 = {(z,24 ) € S \ —L<z'<Lji=12--,m} in every S, and a domain II, j, :=

U.oelz1,2)B 20,0 Then we define
A(L) := zf—l/ ds, (15)

By ,L
1 KNs,
F(z):= lim / {aazv i }dS“ (16)
L—oo A( ) M. L —B., 1 d—1
and
I(z) := lim ;/ [N(p(w —R)+ @2(N<p) — 2qAB(8A90)3BN} ds (17)
- Looo (d—1)A(L) Jss, '

Here dS® is the directed surface element, dS is the (scalar) surface element and D2 the Laplace operator associated
with g4p. Note that the integration (15) is divergent when L — oo due to the noncompactness of S,. However, the
ratios (16) and (17) are both well-defined. The “area-averaged scalar curvature” mentioned in our Theorem 1 is also
understood in a similar limit. Though OII, ;, — B, 1 # B, 1 for finite L, Eq. (16) implies that in the limit L — oo

one has
P(z) = lim ,4(1) / {saaazv d’C_Nst (18)

For simplicity, we will omit the notation “limy,_,.,” and always assume L — oo in what fallows. For arbitrary lapse
function ¢ and shift vector N4, the quantities F'(z) and w satisfy a few properties that are given as follows.
Firstly, for an arbitrary point ¢, if NEC is satisfied at ¢, then

wl, > 0. (19)

We can prove Eq. (19) by following steps. Denoting the pull-back of the normal vector s* into spacetime to be
s*, we introduce (d — 1) orthogonal unit vectors {e’y} and {n*,s", e/} form a local Lorentz frame. By defining
pa = Twe’j‘eﬁ, we have T' = —p+p. + > 4Pa. As the spacetime is static, the energy momentum tensor satisfies
Tym*e% = 0. Introducing (d — 1) different null vectors 1% = n* + ¢4, we find @ = 3" (5 +pa) = 34 T 114 > 0.

Secondly, if there are two inner horizons located at z; and z, i.e., N|,, = N|,, =0 and N > 0 when z € (21, 22),
then we have s*0,N|,=,, < 0 and so Eq. (18) implies F'(z2) < 0. Near the inner horizon z = z;, we decompose the
normal vector s% into s* = ¢(9/92)% + b4(9/0x*)*. The requirement s°0,z > 0 implies ¢ > 0. As N > 0 when
0 < (2—2z) < 1, we then have N = N,,,(z — 21)™ + -+ with N,;, > 0 and m > 0. The leading term of Eq. (18) reads

F(z)=(z —2)" 'mA™! / cNpdS+--->0. (20)
S



Thus, we obtain the second property
J2. € (21,22) such that F'(z.) <0. (21)

Finally, in order to present the third property, let us define AIL, j, :=II,4 A, 1 — I, 1 with Az — 0 and so Eq. (16)
implies

F(z+ Az) - F(2) 1 / KNs,
Fl'(z) = = N — dse. 22
(Z) AZ AAZ aAHz,L a d -1 S ( )
With Gauss theorem we can have
/ {@N’CN%} dS“:/ {D2ND“(ICNS)} dv, (23)
RIN d-1 N d—1

here dV' denotes the volume element of AII, ;. From the metric (13) we find dV = ¢pdSdz, where dS is the surface
element of B, ;. On the other hand, we have

D*(KNsg) = Ns“9,K + NK? 4+ K50, N , (24)
and [34]
1
$90,K = —5((d)R — R+ K%+ KapKAP) — o7 1D%p, (25)
2
KapKAE = K2 — R — 2Gp5°s° + NQZN +2KN~15%9,N, (26)

where G is the projection of Einstein tensor on ¥;. Putting Eq. (25) into Eq. (24) and using Eq. (26), we obtain

roN 1
F'(2)= @-1A - [(d —1)D?N + D RN/2

—NGgps®s® — RN + ¢ 'ND?p + D3N] dS ,

(27)

where we have used dV = pdSdz. A concrete example about Eq. (27) in the planar/hyperbolically/spherically
symmetric horizon case can be found in appendix B. Note that Eq. (27) holds in any gravity theory. Focusing on
Einstein’s theory of general relatovity, we can use Eqs. (7), (9) and G ;5%s° = Taps®s® = p. to eliminate D2N, (DR
and Ggps®s” terms. Then we can obtain the following identity

F'(2)=1(2). (28)

We stress that these three properties (19), (21) and (28) are also true when the event horizon is compact. Our
Eq. (28) implies F(z) — [* I(y)dy is dependent of the radial coordinate 2. In the Einstein-Maxwell-complex scalar
theory with spherical /planar/hyperbolical horizon symmetry, one can verify that F(z)— [ * I(y)dy yields the conserved
charge proposed by Refs. [22-24]. Our method is based on pure geometrical properties rather than the scaling
symmetry which is used in Refs. [22-24]. It is interesting to explore if there is any deep connection between our
geometric construction and the scaling symmetry in the future.

V. PROOF OF C2 AND C3

In the case of horizons with the planar or hyperbolical symmetry, we take N2 = 272 f (z)e’X(z) and foliate ¥; as
follows

dsg, = 27 °[f(2) 7 de® + A5 4], (29)

with d¥? ;_; the metric for a planar (k = 0) or hyperbolic (k = —1) surface. Using the fact R = (d — 1)(d — 2)k2?,
we obtain
w

I(2) = | 7= — (d— k22| z71mde™X/2, (30)



Imposing the NEC, we have @ > 0. We find that F'(z) = I(z) > —(d — 2)z'~%e~X/2k > 0 for all z € 21, 23], which is
contradictory to Eq. (21) if there is more than one inner horizon. This finishes our proof for the case C2.

We now prove the case C3 where the cross-section of event horizon I' is a noncompact 2-dimensional surface. Note
that the properties (19), (21) and (28) are valid for arbitrary lapse function. We choose ¢ = 2z~2¢"X(2)/2N~1 with an
arbitrary smooth function y(z). Eq. (17) then becomes

1
I(2) = — [w — 2R + 2¢ABN~2(94,N)dpN]z"2e~X/2dS . (31)
(d-1)AJs.,

As w > 0 because of the NEC, one has F'(z) > —e /2471 f%z , MdS. Both {®B. 1} and I are 2-dimensional surfaces

and have the same topology, the uniformization theorem [35] implies that they are conformal to each other with a
conformal factor e22(*":). The factor e2%(**+2) measures the ratio of surface-area element between B, 1, and T', which
must be bounded. Otherwise the expansion of some null geodesics must be divergent between inner horizons and

event horizon, which will lead to caustic singularity. We then find

1 1 ) 1
il - — —_D2Q = = <0. 2
A/%z)LEHdS A/F(m D20)dSs A/Fmds_o (32)

Here we used the assumption that “area-averaged scalar curvature” of I' is nonpositive. We also used the fact that the
boundedness of Q leads to A~ [ D?QdS — 0 °. Eq. (32) implies F’(z) > 0 for all z € [21, 23], which is contradictory
to Eq. (21). Thus we end the proof for the case C3.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we have discussed the number of horizons for a static black hole. We proved that the number of
horizons is strongly constrained by the SEC and NEC. We also found the inhomogeneous generalization of conserved
charge proposed by Refs. [22, 23]. Note that our theorem does not require the corresponding energy conditions
to be satisfied in the whole spacetime. In the asymptotically flat (3-+1)-dimensional case, the Hawking’s topology
theorem [36-38] says that the cross-section of black hole horizon is sphere provided the dominant energy condition
is satisfied. The planar or hyperbolic topology of black hole horizon may still appear if matter only satisfies SEC or
NEC. For example, the so-called topological black hole with Ricci flat or hyperbolic horizon appears in anti-de Sitter
(AdS) space.
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P Event Vv EVeht
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FIG. 4. (a) Configuration of two odd-order horizons that appear inside an odd-order event horizon; (b) Configuration of one
inner horizon inside an even-order event horizon.

In Theorem 1, we have restricted ourselves to be the case for which all horizons have non-zero surface gravity.
Nevertheless, our discussion can be generalized into the case with degenerate horizons, although degenerate horizons
are not generally considered to be of direct physical significance. We first notice that, if the surface gravity of a
horizon is zero, then &2 can have different or same sign at two sides of the horizon. To distinguish such two different
cases, we introduce the conception “even/odd order horizon” : the horizon with different/same sign of £2 at its two

5 When Q is unbounded, this is not true. For example, the hyperbolic disc D? is conformal to a flat plane R? with metric ds]%)2 = z’st]ﬁz.
Then we find D2Q = —2/22 and so ‘AH;; fRQ D2QdS = —2 # 0. Here Ap2 is the area integration of D2.
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FIG. 5. Our results do not restrict the number of even-order horizons between an odd-order event horizon and its odd-order
inner horizon.

sides is called an odd-order/even-order. By this definition, we can conclude that: (1) if there are two odd-order inner
horizons inside an odd-order event horizon, or (2) if there is an inner horizon inside an even-order horizon, then there
is spacetime V which is bounded by two null surfaces of £2 = 0 (see Fig. 4 for illustration). Following our proof for
the non-degenerate case, we can obtain the following result:

Theorem 2 If any one of the conditions C1-C3 in Theorem 1 is satisfied, then there is at most one odd-order inner
Killing horizon associated with " inside every connected branch of event horizon. In addition, if a connected branch
of black hole event horizon is even-order, then there is no inner Killing horizon associated with £ .

Note that non-degenerate horizon is an odd-order horizon by our definition. Therefore, Theorem 2 includes Theorem
1 as its one special case. We should mention that, if the event horizon is odd-order, our results do not restrict the
number of even-order horizons between the event horizon and its odd-order inner horizon (see Fig. 5 for a schematic
explanation).

Our results are applicable to the asymptotically flat and AdS cases, similar arguments and methods could also
be generalized to the asymptotically dS spacetime case. One significant difference in the dS case is that there is a
positive cosmological constant which itself violates the SEC. As a consequence, outside the event horizon there is
a “cosmological horizon” beyond which the Killing vector £# becomes spacelike. Nevertheless, following the similar
steps one can find that: if one of C1-C3 is satisfied inside the cosmological horizon, then (i) there is no horizon inside
every connected branch of cosmological horizon with non-zero surface gravity and (ii) there is at most one horizon
inside every connected branch of even-order degenerate cosmological horizon. In the asymptotically dS case, the
cosmological constant always dominates and violates SEC at infinity. However, our condition C1 only requires SEC
to be satisfied inside the cosmological horizon. For the case with a compact horizon, if classical matters are strong
enough inside the cosmological horizon, it can prevent the formation of inner horizons. A trivial example is the RN-dS
black hole. Besides the cosmological horizon, there is an event horizon as well as an inner horizon behind the event
horizon when the U(1) charge is small. However, when the charge is large enough to dominate the interior behind the
cosmological horizon so that the SEC (5) is satisfied, there is no horizon except the cosmological horizon.
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Appendix A: Horizons of RN black hole

In this section, we illustrate a possible issue for counting the number of horizon in terms of coordinate gauge. In
contrast, such ambiguity can be definitely avoided with our definition of the back hole interior. As an illustrative
example, we consider the 341 dimensional RN black hole for which as is well accepted in the literature that it has two
horizons, including an event horizon and a Cauchy horizon inside. The metric for the RN black hole in the standard
coordinates reads

ds? = — f(r)dt® + f(r) " dr? + r2(d6? + sin® 6dp?) (A1)
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with the blackening function f(r) = (r — rg)(r — r_)/r%. It is manifest that besides a time-like singularity at r — 0,

it has an event horizon at ry associated with the Killing vector &* = (%)“ and an inner Cauchy horizon at r_. It
is clear that ¢ = —f(r) has two roots rgz and r_, thus one may conclude that there are two horizons. However,

Eq. (A1) is not the only static spherically symmetric coordinate gauge. Let us define p? = r — r. The coordinates
{t,p,0,p} can still keep ¢ to be the orbit of time-like Killing vector and {6, ¢} to present the spherical symmetry. In
this coordinate gauge the metric becomes

4(p? ?
(p*+rH) deg 4 (rm +p2)(d92+sin2 Hd(pQ)_ (A2)

(TH —Tr_ + p2)p2 dt2 +

ds? = —
(it + )2 =T +p

One then immediately obtains that

(re —r— + p*)p?

2 _
TR

; (A3)

which has only one real root at p = 0. Thus we may conclude that the RN black hole has only one horizon if we use
the new coordinates. One could argue that the coordinate gauge (A2) can only cover some parts of the RN spacetime
and the coordinate gauge (A1) can cover regions larger than (A2). However, it needs to note that the coordinate
gauge (A1) can be analytically extended. If we use maximally analytical continued RN spacetime, we will find that
the number of horizons becomes infinite (see Fig. 1 for illustration). According to our definition for the interior of
back holes introduced in the main text, it is manifest that the RN black hole has two horizons, agreeing with the
usual statement in the literature.

Appendix B: Black holes with maximal symmetric horizons

We give explicitly the expressions on F'(z) and I(z) for black holes with planar, hyperbolically and spherically
symmetric horizon cases. We foliate the spacetime by

ds? = 272~ f(2)e XDt + f(z) 7' +dE 4], (B1)

where d¥3 ;_, is the standard metric of planar (k = 0), unit sphere (k = 1) or unit hyperbolic plane (k = —1). Then

we have N2 = 272 f(2)e™X() 2 = 1/(22f(2)),Na = 0 and gapdz?da® = z’szi)dil. The normal vector of S, in
all cases is

s = 21/ f(0/02)", (B2)

and we have

X/2 1
§99,N = z\/f0,(\/fe=X/22) = %f@z(fe_x/zz) = E[eX/Q(fe_X)’ —2fe™X/?/z]. (B3)
The extrinsic curvature of S, reads
Kap = @@QAB ; (B4)

where gap is the induced metric of S,. For the metric (B1), we have d,qap = —2qap/z and K = —(d — 1)/f, which
yields

KN = —(d — 1)\/}\/7677”2 =—(d—1)fe X/?)z. (B5)
Thus, we find
F) = %A‘l /S X2 (fexYdS | (B6)
Here, A = 2?71 [dS = [ dZ, 41 is independent of z, so we have

F(z) = %zl—dexﬂ( fe ). (BT7)
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The energy momentum tensor takes the diagonal form T”l,:diag(—@ﬁz,;ﬁ, -+, p). Then we then have w = dp + T—
Pz = (d—1)(p +p) and

1) == 174 | Welw—1ds

oA A Dl = (= Dk A (B8)

=271 e X254 p — (d — 2)k2Y].

Thus, Eq. (28) implies that F(z) — [* I(z)dx is independent of z. As a double check, we have verified this result by
using the Einstein’s equation under the metric ansatz (B1).

Eq. (27) in the main text is a purely mathematical identity. As a double check, we compute the right hand side of
Eq. (27) under the metric (B1). Let us define the right hand side of Eq. (27) to be Z(z). Under (B1), it reduces to

I(z) = [(d—1)pD?N + DRNp/2 — NoGaps®s® — NpR|zt 4. (BY)

@1
We first compute the term Ggps®s? = G sts”, which yields

d—1

ONGapss® = feX2@,, = ool =2 = (d—2)kz%+ faxle /2. (B10)
z
Straightforward computation gives
pDN = 21710, 2 (/Fe ¥ 2) | (B11)
DRN@ = (d—1)[zf" + (d — 2)kz? — df]z"2e7 /2 (B12)
and
R=(d—1)(d—2)kz*. (B13)

Then it is easy to check that F'(z) = Z(z) is true for arbitrary f(z) and x(z).
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