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RIGIDITY OF THE EXTREMAL KERR-NEWMAN HORIZON

ALEX COLLING, DAVID KATONA, AND JAMES LUCIETTI

ABSTRACT. We prove that the intrinsic geometry of compact cross-sections of an extremal horizon in
four-dimensional Einstein-Maxwell theory must admit a Killing vector field or is static. This implies
that any such horizon must be an extremal Kerr-Newman horizon and completes the classification of
the associated near-horizon geometries. The same results hold with a cosmological constant.

1. INTRODUCTION

The no-hair theorem states that, under certain global conditions, the Kerr-Newman black hole
is the only equilibrium black hole spacetime in Einstein-Maxwell theory |1]. This celebrated result
rests on several remarkable theorems that constrain the topology, symmetry and geometry of such
black hole spacetimes. In particular, Hawking’s rigidity theorem establishes that the event horizon
of any stationary (analytic) spacetime must be a Killing horizon, and furthermore, if the black hole
is rotating the spacetime must be axially symmetric [2-4]. This rigidity theorem was originally
proven for non-extremal black holes and has been generalised to include extremal black holes [5|
6. Interestingly, although the proof exploits extrinsic properties of the horizon, it implies that the
intrinsic geometry of the horizon must be axially symmetric.

It is well known that the Einstein equations restricted to a Killing horizon imply that the intrinsic
and extrinsic geometries decouple precisely if the horizon is extremal. The intrinsic geometry of an
extremal horizon in an (n + 2)-dimensional spacetime is described by a Riemannian metric and a
vector field on an n-dimensional cross-section of the horizon that obey a quasi-Einstein equation. This
quasi-Einstein structure is equivalent to an (n + 2)-dimensional associated spacetime that satisfies
the Einstein equations, known as the near-horizon geometry, which can be obtained as a near-horizon
scaling limit of the parent spacetime [7]. This structure is also equivalent to the intrinsic geometry
of an extremal isolated horizon [§].

The geometry induced on an extremal horizon in Einstein-Maxwell theory is described by an n-
dimensional Riemannian manifold (M, g), a vector field X € X(M), a function ¢ and a closed 2-form
B € Q2(M) satisfying the system of equations |7} 9]

1
(1) Rap = 5XaXp = V(@ Xp) + Agap + P
(2) (V" = X")Bap = —(Vp — Xp)

where V is the Levi-Civita connection and Ry is the Ricci tensor of (M, g), A € R is the cosmological
constant, and the ‘source term’

1
(3) Pay = 2Bac By + —ga (20 = BeaB™)

We will refer to (M, g) together with the data (X, 1, B) satisfying the above equations as a quasi-
Finstein-Mazwell structure on M. In the original (n + 2)-dimensional spacetime, the manifold M
corresponds to a cross-section of the horizon, ¢ is the induced Riemannian metric on M, and the

function ¢ and the 2-form B correspond to the electric potential and the Maxwell field induced on
1
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M, respectively. However, the quasi-Einstein-Maxwell structure may be studied independently of
any spacetime interpretation, which is the perspective we take in this paper.

Numerous rigidity and classification results are known for extremal horizons with a compact cross-
section M [7]. For instance, vacuum solutions (so ¢ = B = 0) with X closed, where X” denotes the
g-dual of the vector field X, must be trivial if n = 2, or either trivial or the product of a circle and
an Einstein space if n > 2, A <0 [10-12] (here trivial means X vanishes identically). Therefore, the
classification of static near-horizon geometries, which correspond to X > closed, is largely complete
in the vacuum theory. Recently, it has been shown that for vacuum extremal horizons with X non-
gradient, the corresponding quasi-Einstein structure implies the existence of a Killing vector field
on compact (M,g) for all n > 2 and A € R [13]. This is an intrinsic version of Hawking’s rigidity
theorem for extremal horizons. Combining with previous uniqueness theorems for axially symmetric
extremal horizons [8, |14, [15], this implies that the extremal Kerr horizon is the unique solution on
M = 52 (including a possible cosmological constant). The purpose of this paper is to generalise this
intrinsic rigidity theorem to Einstein-Maxwell theory.

We will focus on the n = 2 dimensional case, corresponding to extremal horizons in four-dimensional
Einstein-Maxwell theory. In particular, we will show that any non-gradient quasi-Einstein-Maxwell
structure on a compact surface must admit a Killing vector field and therefore, as we explain below,
complete their classification. Our main result is the following.

Theorem 1.1. Let (M, g) be a 2-dimensional compact (without boundary), oriented, Riemannian
manifold admitting a quasi-Einstein-Mazwell structure with a non-gradient vector field X. Then,
there exists a smooth positive function I' such that K =T'X 4+ VI is a Killing vector field. Further-
more, the vector field X and the Mazwell data (1, B) are invariant under K.

The proof proceeds in an identical manner to the vacuum case [13]. The main tool is a remarkable
divergence identity that follows from the quasi-Einstein equations. It turns out that an analogous
identity can be established for the 2-dimensional quasi-Einstein-Maxwell equations. Then, upon
choosing I' to be the principal eigenfunction of a certain elliptic operator (which ensures that K is
divergence-free), the identity implies that the sum of the g-norm of the Lie derivative of the metric
L g and of the g-norm of a quantity involving the Maxwell field data is a total divergence. Therefore,
by integrating this identity over compact M and using Stokes’ theorem, this implies that K satisfies
Killing’s equation and constrains the Maxwell data in such a way that one can deduce the rest of
the data is also invariant under K.

Our theorem has a number of corollaries which allow us to complete the classification of quasi-
Einstein-Maxwell structures on surfaces. Firstly, the existence of a Killing field as in Theorem
together with the fact that X must have a zero (which was previously shown in the vacuum case [16-
19]), implies that M = S? (see Corollary . In particular, this rules out non-gradient quasi-
Einstein-Maxwell structures on higher genus surfaces, a fact that had previously only been proven
for the vacuum theory [20]. Secondly, it has been known for some time that under the assumption of
an axial Killing field that preserves the vector field X and Maxwell field data, the only non-gradient
solution on M = S? corresponds to an extremal Kerr-Newman horizon, possibly with a cosmological
constant [8 14, [15]. Therefore, in combination with Theorem we deduce the following.

Theorem 1.2. Any quasi-Einstein-Mazwell structure as in Theorem[1.1]is an extremal Kerr-Newman
horizon, possibly with a cosmological constant.

The above result is complementary to the classification of static near-horizon geometries, which as
mentioned above correspond to X” closed. In this case it has been shown that there are no non-trivial
near-horizon geometries, that is, any quasi-Einstein-Maxwell surface must be trivial in the sense that
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X =0 and (M, g) is Einstein |21} 22]E| Taken with our Theorem this completes the classifica-
tion of near-horizon geometries with compact cross-sections M in four-dimensional Einstein-Maxwell
theory including an arbitrary cosmological constant.
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2. RIGIDITY OF EXTREMAL HORIZONS IN EINSTEIN-MAXWELL THEORY

In this paper we will consider extremal horizons in four-dimensional Einstein-Maxwell theory.
Therefore, we will assume (M, g) is a 2-dimensional (oriented) Riemannian manifold that satisfies
the quasi-Einstein-Maxwell equations , , . Thus, we may define a function § := xB where x
is the Hodge dual operator on (M, g). Then, the source term simplifies to

(4) Pap = (4% + 5)gab
and the Maxwell-equation becomes
(5) *(dB — BX") = dyp — X79.
Adding multiplied by % to the Hodge-dual of multiplied by 3, yields
(0 X2 + B2) = w(8t —$dB) + 5d(w? + 57
Thus, if we define the continuous function
(7) p= W+ M2,
we deduce that on the open set M C M where p > 0 we can write
(8) X" =—x®+dlogp,
where @ is a closed 1-form on M defined by
dpg — gd
) e W .

In fact, on M the Maxwell equation is equivalent to since the operator ¢ + % acting on 1-
forms is invertible. If M is simply connected, then by the Poincaré lemma ® = d¢ for some smooth
function ¢ on M, and we can invert , @ to obtain

(10) b=peos¢, f=psing,
where we have fixed an additive integration constant for ¢.
We are now ready to establish our first result.

Proposition 2.1. Consider a quasi-Finstein-Mazwell structure on a compact (no boundary), ori-
ented, surface M. If p does not vanish identically on M, then p is nowhere vanishing on M. In this
case, ® defined by @ s a globally defined closed 1-form on M and holds everywhere on M.

Proof. Let M C M be the open set on which p > 0. By taking dx of we deduce that dxdlogp =

dx X" on M. On the other hand, by standard results the Poisson equation d « df = d « X* on
a compact (M,g) (with a fixed X) must admit a unique solution f € C*°(M) (up to an additive

constant). Therefore, h :=log p — f is a harmonic function on M.

IThe proof for A > 0 was not given explicitly in [22], but it can be generalised to cover this case.
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Now assume for contradiction that M # (). For any p € M we have lim,_,, p(z) = 0 and hence
lim,_,, h(x) = —oo, which contradicts the maximum principle for harmonic functions. This can be

seen as follows. For € > 0 let M, := {x € M : p(z) > e} C M. M, is compact, since it is closed (by
the continuity of p), and it is a subset of a compact manifold M. Let us choose a sufficiently small
€ > 0 such that M, is non-empty. Then, by the maximum principle, h takes its maximum h(q) at
some ¢ € OM, (which is non-empty by our assumption that p has a zero). Now, consider My for
some

eminM f

(11) 0<d<e <e,
e

maxy [ —

where the maximum and minimum of f must exist by compactness of M (again, M; and its boundary
are non-empty for any such d, by the assumption that p has a zero on M). By the maximum principle
the maximum h(q') over My occurs at some boundary point ¢ € 9Ms. Then, since Ms D M., we
must have h(q’) > h(q). On the other hand, by construction we have

(12) h(q') =logd — f(q') <logd —min f < loge —max f <loge — f(q) = h(q) ,

which is a contradiction. Therefore, M = () and hence M = M. O

The case where p, and hence v, 3, vanish identically, corresponds to the vacuum theory which has
already been solved [13]. Therefore, in the following we assume that p > 0 on M. It is worth noting
that the results we have derived so far have been previously derived in the context of isolated horizons
if M = S? |8], in which case the closed 1-form ® must be exact and (8) is the Hodge decomposition.
(For general surfaces, the result that a non-vanishing p must be nowhere vanishing can be deduced
from [20], see Remark [2.7)).

We will now follow the method used in the vacuum theory [13]. Thus, for any smooth positive
function I" we define a vector field K € X(M) by

(13) Ky :=TX,+ V.

This definition is inspired by the fact that the axial Killing field for the extremal Kerr-Newman
horizon takes this form for some choice of I' (as in the vacuum case) [22]. The equivalent form of the
Maxwell equation (8)) now reads

(14) K= -T*®+p td(Ty) .
We now turn to the quasi-Einstein equation and , which in the new variables becomes

KKy (VaD)(VD) 1
(15) Rap = T2 - oT2 _fv(“ b)

This is the same equation as for the vacuum case, except for the last term. Remarkably, we find that
a divergence identity analogous to the vacuum case can be still established.

1
+ fvavbr + Agab + PG -

Proposition 2.2. Consider a quasi-Einstein-Mazwell surface as in Proposition [2.1] and assume
p >0 on M. Then, for any strictly positive smooth function I, we have the identity

1 1 1
Z|£Kgy? +2|V(Tp))? = V° (Kbv(aKb) — 5 KaAT - §KaVbe — K, + vaa(Fp)>

K> 1 1 1
(16) + VK <_|2r - §AF + 5vaK“ + ﬁK”Lvar + A" — rp2> ,

where A := NV, is the Laplacian and |- | denotes the g-norm.
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Proof. We follow the derivation of the divergence identity in the vacuum theory [13|. This proceeds
by writing

1
(17) Z\£K9|2 = V(K VK" = VYKV (,Ky) = K'VV( k) .

The second term is computed from the contracted Bianchi identity V*(Rq, — %Rgab) = 0 applied
to the quasi-Einstein equation , which gives an expression for V*V(,Kj). The new term 0% Gap
in is pure trace, so this does not actually contribute to the Einstein tensor R, — %Rgab and
therefore does not change this part of the calculation.

The derivation then proceeds as in the vacuum case. It turns out that the quasi-Einstein equation
is only used in one other place. Namely, the expression for V*V , K3 includes a term with three
derivatives of I, that is VOV (K = VOV, VI + ..., and commuting the derivatives in this term
using [Vg, V]V = RpV* and again, introduces an extra term p?V,I'. Thus, after contracting
with —K?, the divergence identity of [13] now becomes

1 1 1
ZyﬁKgl2 =V (Kbv(aKb) — 5KQAF — 5KQVI,K*’ — )\FKa>

K2 1 1 1

18 i (<L Iar 4 Lo ke - L gew,r4ar) - 2KOVLD
(18) + Vi, < op T A + 5 Vo K" + oo KOVal'+ ) p KV,
The last term is the only new term compared to the vacuum theory.

We can rewrite the term —p? KV, I" using the Maxwell equation. The divergence of gives
(19) Lp?VoK® = p? KV, +TpA(Tp) — [V(Tp)|?,
where we have used again to eliminate ®. Thus, we can write
(20) —p* KV, = —Tp’V,K* + V*(TpVa(T'p)) — 2|V(Tp)|?
and substituting this into gives the claimed identity. O

We are now ready to prove our main theorem. This together with the corresponding theorem in
the vacuum case establishes Theorem [L.1l

Theorem 2.3. Let (M, g) be a 2-dimensional compact (without boundary), oriented, Riemannian
manifold admitting a quasi-Einstein-Maxwell structure with a non-gradient vector field X. Suppose
p does not vanish identically on M. Then, there exists a smooth positive function I' such that
K =TX + VT is a Killing vector field. Furthermore, [K,X] =0, Lxk¢ =0 and Lk = 0.

Proof. By [13, Lemma 2.2] there exists a smooth function I' > 0 such that V,K* = 0, where K is
defined by (see also [23-25]). Proposition implies that p > 0 everywhere on M. With this
choice of I, the identity in Proposition simplifies to

1 . 1
(21) Z|EKQ‘2 +2|V(Ip))? =V <KbV(aKb) — 5 KA — ALK, + vaa(Fp)> :

By integrating over M and using Stokes’ theorem, this implies Lxg = 0 and I'p is a constant
everywhere on M. The vector field K cannot vanish identically, otherwise X is a gradient. Hence,
K is a Killing vector field of (M, g). Constancy of I'p and imply that LxI' = 0 and hence
[K, X] = 0. Furthermore, constancy of I'p and invariance of I" also implies Lxp = 0. Finally, (14)
reduces to K° = —T"  ®, which implies tx® = 0, and hence from the definitions , @D we deduce
that Lxy = LB = 0. O

Remark 2.4. It is worth noting that the inheritance property [K, X] = 0 follows more easily than
in the vacuum case, which for A > 0 requires extra arguments [13, [26].
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We conclude by demonstrating that the existence of a Killing field of the form just established has
important topological restrictions.

Corollary 2.5. A quasi-FEinstein-Mazwell structure as in Theorem must be on a sphere M = S2.

Proof. The crucial observation is that X must have a zero, a fact that has been previously established
in the vacuum case [19, Lemma 3.2] (see also [16-18]). This result remains valid in Einstein-Maxwell
theory. Indeed, the identity Ru, = %Rgab contracted twice with X gives

1
(22) XV (X3 = | XV X + in;4.

Following [16], on any open set where X does not vanish can be written as

(23) v, (;) -1

If X is nowhere vanishing the vector field X/|X|? is globally defined and is impossible on a
compact manifold M (without a boundary). Hence, X must have a zero.

By Theorem [I.T]there exists a function I" > 0 such that K = T' X + VI is a Killing vector satisfying
K*V,I' =0. Then, at a point where X vanishes, K is orthogonal to itself and hence also vanishes.
Since any zero of a Killing vector field on a surface must be isolated with index 1, the Poincaré-Hopf
theorem implies that the Euler characteristic x(M) is positive. Therefore, M has to be S2. O

Remark 2.6. If (M, g) is non-orientable, one can pull back a quasi-Einstein-Maxwell structure
on (M,g) to its oriented double-cover where Theorem applies. Then, the push-forward of the
Killing vector field K on the covering space gives a Killing vector field on (M, g) that leaves its
quasi-Einstein-Maxwell structure invariant. In this case Corollary says that M is S? or RP2.
In fact, the extremal Kerr-Newman horizon on S? with vanishing magnetic charge descends to a
solution on RP2.

Remark 2.7. Previously, it has been shown that in the vacuum case there are no non-trivial solutions
to the quasi-Einstein equation on higher genus surfaces [20]. The proof of Corollary also works
in the vacuum case and therefore gives an alternate proof of this result. Conversely, one can adapt the
method of [20] to prove our corollary without invoking the existence of the Killing field in Theorem
L1

To see this, consider M as a Riemann surface using the complex structure induced by g and set
F =1 +ip. Then, the Maxwell equation written in any complex coordinate z becomes

(24) 9:F — XzF = 0.

By |20, Lemma 1], or Proposition the function F' either vanishes identically or is nowhere
vanishing. Therefore, if we assume the Maxwell field is non-trivial, F' is nowhere vanishing and one
can show that V = F~2X(1:0) is a globally defined holomorphic vector field by passing to a cover
of M if necessary (here (1,0) refers to the decomposition TM ® C = TYOM @ T M). Then, using
existence properties of holomorphic vector fields on Riemann surfaces as in [20], or using that X and
hence V must have a zero together with the fact that the zeros of holomorphic vector fields must be
isolated with positive index, we deduce that M = S2.
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