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Pole-skipping in holographic theories with bosonic fields

Diandian Wang and Zi-Yue Wang
Department of Physics, University of California, Santa Barbara, CA 93106

We study the phenomenon of pole-skipping in holographic CFTs dual to diffeomorphism invariant
theories containing an arbitrary number of bosonic fields in the large N limit. Defining a weight to
organize the bulk equations of motion and field components, a set of general pole-skipping conditions
are derived. In particular, the frequencies simply follow from general covariance and weight match-
ing. Relating the highest-weight pole-skipping frequency to an exponential growth rate, i.e., the
Lyapunov exponent, we show that the chaos bound is generally violated in the presence of finitely
many higher spin fields, consistent with existing evidence. In the absence of such pathological fields,
we show that the energy density Green’s function has its highest-weight pole-skipping happening
at a location related to the OTOC for arbitrary higher-derivative gravity, with a Lyapunov expo-
nent saturating the chaos bound and a butterfly velocity matching that extracted from a shockwave
calculation. We also suggest a physical explanation for this matching by obtaining the shockwave
metric from a regularized limit of the metric perturbation at the skipped pole.

I. INTRODUCTION

The out-of-time-order correlator (OTOC), an impor-
tant quantity containing characteristics of chaos, can be
calculated holographically in a shockwave spacetime [1–
5]. For a localized perturbation to a maximally chaotic
system at temperature T , the OTOC between a pertur-
bation W at x = t = 0 and a probe operator V at a later
time t behaves as

〈V (x, t)WV (x, t)W 〉 ∼ 1− eλL(t−t∗−|x|/vB), (1)

where t∗ is called the scrambling time. This defines the
Lyapunov exponent, λL, and the butterfly velocity, vB.
For classical bulk gravitational theories, λL saturates the
chaos bound λL ≤ 2πT [6], so they are said to be maxi-
mally chaotic. The butterfly velocity, however, depends
on the theory [2, 7–11].
More recently, it was discovered that the quantities λL

and vB may already show up in features of a two-point
function, the energy density retarded Green’s function,
through a phenomenon called pole-skipping [12–14]. It
was first found numerically for pure Einstein gravity [12]
and later studied analytically for Einstein gravity with
matter [14]. See also [15–18] for holographic and [19–22]
for boundary studies.
The retarded Green’s function is the relation between

a source and its response. Holographically, the Green’s
function of an operator dual to a bulk dynamic field X
(suppressing indices) is given by [23, 24]

GR (ω, k) =

(

lim
r→∞

Π(r;ω, k)|XR

XR (r;ω, k)

)∣

∣

∣

∣

X0=0

, (2)

where XR is the bulk solution satisfying Dirichlet bound-
ary condition XR → X0 at infinity and ingoing wave
boundary condition at the horizon, and Π is its conju-
gate variable in a radial foliation. In terms of an asymp-
totic expansion, it is proportional to the ratio between
the coefficient of the normalizable falloff and that of the
non-normalizable falloff. A quasinormal mode, by defi-
nition, does not have a non-normalizable divergence, so

the poles of the Green’s function are identified with the
quasinormal spectrum.
Generically, XR is uniquely determined from X0, and

GR is therefore well-defined. However, a would-be pole
can sometimes get multiplied by a zero, resulting in an
ill-defined limit. This happens at a special frequency and
momentum,

ω = iλL, k =
iλL

vB
, (3)

where λL and vB are the Lyapunov exponent and the
butterfly velocity extracted from a holographic OTOC
calculation (1) in Einstein gravity minimally coupled to
a large class of matter fields [12, 14].
To explain this universality, [14] discovered a feature

of Einstein’s equation at the horizon. Expanding metric
perturbations around a stationary planar black hole in
terms of Fourier modes, a particular component of Ein-
stein’s equation evaluated at the horizon was found to
be trivial at (3) so that there exists one fewer constraint.
This implies an extra degree of freedom of the ingoing
modes and consequently an ambiguity in the bulk solu-
tion XR and in turn the Green’s function GR. We will
re-assess this universality in the presence of matter. In
particular, we show that, even in Einstein gravity, matter
fields can enter the expression for the butterfly velocity,
but if one restricts the weight (or spin) and regularity of
the matter, the butterfly velocity becomes a function of
the metric only and thus in this sense more universal.
Later it was discovered that pole-skipping happens

more generally at other locations and for other types
of Green’s functions [16, 17, 25–29]. See also [30, 31]
for higher-derivative corrections and [32] for a zero-
temperature example. However, unlike the one at (3),
the other skipped poles are unrelated to chaos.
We put these in the same framework by considering

general diffeomorphism invariant bulk theories with mat-
ter fields that are not necessarily minimally coupled. For
simplicity, we only consider bosonic fields and leave a dis-
cussion of fermionic fields to the last section. By defining
a weight, we can separate the equations of motion into
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different groups and evaluate them in a given order. This
allows us to find the frequencies of the skipped poles and
the corresponding momenta in general. This is done in
Section II. Furthermore, we point out pathology caused
by the presence of higher-weight pole-skipping frequen-
cies and use it to justify the removal of a bounded tower
of higher spin fields from consideration in the remaining
sections.
In Section III, it is shown that, for general higher-

derivative gravitational theories, the butterfly velocity
can be obtained from the highest-weight equation of mo-
tion, and, for matter fields that are regular enough at
the horizon, it agrees with the butterfly velocity obtained
via a shockwave calculation. This generalizes the match-
ing for Gauss-Bonnet gravity and Einstein gravity with
a string theory correction at O(α′3) [33]. We also try
to establish a more physical connection between pole-
skipping and chaos in the same section. By regularizing
the metric perturbation at the chaotic skipped pole with
a Gaussian distribution in the frequency Fourier space,
we obtain a metric that is regular at the horizon. Ex-
tending it to a Kruskal–Szekeres coordinate patch and
taking the regulator away, we show that this metric per-
turbation localizes to the past horizon in a distributional
sense, just like the shockwave metric. We end with a
summary and a discussion of potential future directions
in Section IV.

II. GENERAL POLE-SKIPPING CONDITIONS

The metric for a general stationary planar black hole
can be written in ingoing Eddington-Finkelstein coordi-
nates as

ds2 = −f(r)dv2 + 2dvdr + h(r)dxidxi, (4)

where f(r0) = 0 at the horizon r = r0 and i = 1, ..., d.
The non-vanishing Christoffel components are given by

Γv
vv =

1

2
f ′, Γv

ij = −1

2
h′δij , Γr

vr = −1

2
f ′,

Γi
rj =

h′

2h
δij , Γr

vv =
1

2
ff ′, Γr

ij = −1

2
fh′δij .

(5)

For simplicity, we assume that background matter fields
are stationary, isotropic and homogeneous in xi, and reg-
ular at both past and future horizons, like the metric.
Now, in this coordinate system, we introduce a weight

for any tensor component as the number of lower v-
indices minus that of lower r-indices, where an upper v
is considered a lower r and vice versa. As a consequence
of regularity at the bifurcate surface and boost symme-
try, any background tensor component (ones constructed
from the stationary background metric and matter fields)
with positive weight needs to vanish at the horizon [34].
Note that we do not require perturbations to be regular
at the bifurcate surface and therefore they do not need
to have this property. To describe ingoing quasinormal

modes at the horizon, for any dynamic field X , we ex-
pand its perturbation around the stationary background
in the Fourier space as

δX(r, v, x) = δX(r) e−iωv+ikx. (6)

For Einstein gravity, writing Einstein’s equation as
Eµν = Tµν , a particular component under perturbation,
δEr

v , is proportional to

(

k2 − i
d

2
ωh′

)

δgvv + (ω − i2πT ) [ωδgii + 2kiδgvi] . (7)

On the horizon, for matter perturbations that are regular
enough, the stress tensor component δT r

v = 0 [14], and
prefactors in δEr

v can be tuned to zero by choosing (3).
As a consequence, Einstein’s equation provides one fewer
constraint, which serves as an explanation for the univer-
sal behaviour of the energy density Green’s function with
low-spin matter fields coupled to Einstein gravity [14].
Now consider an arbitrary diffeomorphism invariant

theory defined with a local action S = Sg + SM where
the gravitational part Sg is given by

Sg =

∫

dd+2x
√−gL (g,R,∇,Φ) , (8)

and SM is part of the action with only minimally coupled
matter fields, artificially separated from the rest for later
convenience. Here L can be an arbitrary function of the
metric, g, and an arbitrary number of bosonic matter
fields collectively denoted as Φ. More specifically, L can
be written as a sum of contractions between an arbitrary
number of the metric, curvature tensors, matter fields,
and an arbitrary number of covariant derivatives of them.
The metric equation of motion is defined as

Eµν =
2√−g

δSg

δgµν
= − 2√−g

δSM

δgµν
= Tµν . (9)

The remaining equations of motion are given by δS/δΦ =
0, indices suppressed. Now, to obtain (2), the idea is
to perturb the dynamical fields and apply the equations
of motion everywhere. However, it turns out sufficient
to consider the near horizon expansion of all perturba-
tions in order to study pole-skipping. For readability,
we introduce the following compact notation: we use
δE = 0 to denote collectively all the perturbed equa-
tions of motions and their radial derivatives (∇r) eval-
uated on the horizon. These are essentially the coef-
ficients of a near-horizon Taylor expansion. We fur-
ther define δEα

p = 0 as the α-th independent equa-
tion with weight p evaluated on the horizon. We will
also suppress the index α when understood, i.e., δEp
should be read as a vector with |δEp| components. Simi-
larly, we collect perturbations of all dynamics fields (in-
cluding both the metric and matter) and their radial
derivatives with weight q into δXq (all evaluated on the
horizon). For example, δX2 = (δgvv,∇rδBvvv, ...) and
δX0 = (δgij ,∇rδgvi,∇r∇rδgvv, δAi,∇rδAv, ...).
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With these definitions. we can now write

δEp =
∑

q

Mp,q(ω, k) δXq, (10)

where eachMp,q(ω, k) is a matrix of size |δEp|×|δXq|. To
arrive at this form, first commute all ∇r’s through ∇i’s
and ∇v’s to the rightmost location before substituting
the Fourier expansion and evaluating the ∇i’s and ∇v’s.
By definition, the radial derivatives are then absorbed
into δXq. For concreteness, we also commute all ∇i to
the left of ∇v.
We now prove a useful property that, for p > q,

Mp,q(ω, k) ∝ [ω − (p− 1)ω0] ... [ω − qω0] , (11)

where ω0 = i2πT = if ′(r0)/2.
To begin with, notice that

Mp,q =
∑

k,l

Fp,q,k,l(g,R,∇,Φ)(∇i)
k(∇v)

l (12)

before substituting the Fourier expansion, where Fp,q,k,l

is some c-number tensor component constructed out of
g,R,∇ and Φ, such as RvirjA

µ∇µφ, evaluated on the
horizon of the background configuration. Next, notice
that the only way to raise weight is with ∇v because any
background tensor with positive weight vanishes on the
horizon. Therefore, to raise the weight of δXq to that of
δEp, one needs at least (p− q) derivatives in v. From (5),
it is straightforward to show that, on the horizon,

∇vT ∝
(

∂v −
n

2
f ′(r0)

)

T (13)

for a general tensor component T with weight n. As an
example, for a tensor Tµνρ, the weight zero component
Tvri behaves as

∇vTvri = ∂vTvri − Γα
vvTαri − Γα

vrTvαi − Γα
viTvrα

= ∂vTvri − Γv
vvTvri − Γr

vrTvri

= [∂v − f ′(r0)/2 + f ′(r0)/2]Tvri

= ∂vTvri, (14)

where the second line follows from the vanishing of most
Christoffel components on the horizon. Therefore, (11)
shows the minimum number of such factors it has to con-
tain for the weight to match.
We now discuss the general conditions for pole-

skipping. We take as an assumption that pole-skipping
happens whenever an equation of motion becomes trivial
[35]. Suppose the highest weight of δX is q0, then the
highest weight of δE is also q0 (since the action, being a
scalar, has weight zero). Consequently, for any positive
integer s, once we set

ω = (q0 − s)ω0, (15)

all Mp,q(ω, k) with p > q ≥ q0 − s are then set to zero
(assuming they are not all automatically zero). Now con-
sider the square matrix

Ms(k) ≡





Mq0,q0 ... Mq0,q0−s+1

... ... ...
Mq0−s+1,q0 ... Mq0−s+1,q0−s+1



 (16)

where (15) has been substituted. The full set of equations
of motion δEp, ∀p, does not determine δXq, ∀q, when

det Ms(k) = 0. (17)

The equations (15) and (17) are therefore the generalized
pole-skipping conditions (for any given s ≥ 1), assuming
the second one has solutions. If the theory has a high-
est spin field with bounded spin l, then q0 = l and the
pole-skipping frequencies are (l − s)ω0, consistent with
observations made in [19, 29]. The second condition is
a polynomial equation for k, and the roots are then the
pole-skipping momenta, which could be more than one.
The order of the polynomial increases with the size of
the matrix, and therefore there will be generically more
pole-skipping points at larger s (lower ω).
The first pole skipping happens at s = 1 at frequency

ω = (q0 − 1)ω0 = i(q0 − 1)2πT . Suppose there exists an
equation of motion with e.g. three lower v-indices. In
that case, there will be a skipped pole at 2ω0 = i4πT ,
and the field perturbation (6) will grow like exp(4πT t),
corresponding to a Lyapunov exponent that is twice max-
imally chaotic. On this ground, we expect (finitely many)
higher spin fields to violate the chaos bound, consistent
with the findings of [19, 36]. This also adds to the exist-
ing pathology of such fields caused by causality violation
[37]. Notice, however, that equations of motion for fields
with no dynamics automatically have Mp,q(ω, k) = 0 for
p > q due to the nonappearance of ∇v, so they do not
become trivial from non-trivial; therefore, they do not
violate the chaos bound, in agreement with [36] where
pure AdS3 higher spin gravity was exempt from their ar-
gument for bound violation.
If q0 = 2, which is the case for an arbitrary metric

theory coupled to matter fields of spin no larger than
two, then the bound is satisfied and in fact saturated.
We will discuss this further in the next section.
For q0 < 2, such as a scalar or vector field without

gravitational backreaction, there is no growing mode and
therefore no relation to chaos, but an infinite number of
skipped poles still exist and constrain the structure of
Green’s functions [17].

III. CONNECTION TO SHOCKWAVE

We now discuss the case q0 = 2, although the argument
here should generalize to higher weights upon a more
careful study of higher spin shockwaves. This includes
arbitrary higher-derivative gravitational theories coupled
to scalar, vector or form fields. These have a skipped pole
at ω = i2πT , exhibiting maximal chaos. We now show
that the corresponding butterfly velocity matches that
obtained from the OTOC.
In this case, the only dynamic field with weight 2 is

δX2 = δgvv, and the corresponding equation of motion is
δE2 = δEvv − δTvv = 0. The perturbation to the stress
tensor component δTvv does not necessarily vanish, but
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δT r
v (= δTvv −Trvδgvv) does vanish for matter fields reg-

ular on the horizon [14]. We will make this restriction in
order to compare results with OTOC: the metric shock-
wave also has vanishing δT r

v . To relax this, one would
need to first generalize the shockwave solution to allow
for more singular matter configurations, which is outside
the scope of this paper. Therefore, the pole-skipping con-
ditions with s = 1 are given by

ω = ω0, det M1 =
δEr

v

δgvv
= 0. (18)

This gives a polynomial equation for k with only even
powers (by symmetry). In cases where the polynomial
is of quartic order or higher, one can take the view that
all corrections to Einstein gravity should be treated per-
turbatively so only the roots continuously connected to
Einstein gravity are physical. But as we will see, the
matching is evident without a perturbative treatment.
From above, we have

δEr
v =

∑

k,l

F2,2,k,l(g,R,∇,Φ)(∇i)
k(∇v)

lδgvv, (19)

where Fp,q,k,l was defined in (12). Evaluating this on the
metric (4) and defining new coefficients Hk,l, it takes the
non-covariant form

δEr
v =

∑

k,l

Hk,l(f, h, ∂r,Φ)(∂i)
k(∂v)

lδgvv. (20)

The non-trivial statement that no ∂r acts on δgvv and
none of the other components such as δgvi can appear
follow directly from the weight argument [38]. As an ex-
ample, consider the Einstein gravity equation of motion
(7) studied in [14]. Since δgij has weight zero, it has
to pick up a factor of ω to get to weight one and then
a factor of (ω − ω0) to get to weight two, similarly for
δgvi which only needs to raise its weight by one. Another
simplification in Einstein gravity is due to the fact of it
being two-derivative. It is not possible for (7) to contain
a term like for example ∂rδgvi: this quantity has weight
zero and therefore needs two v-derivatives to go to two,
but it already has one derivative itself.
To compare this with the shockwave calculation, we

move to Kruskal–Szekeres coordinates, defined via

U = −e−f ′(r0)(v−2r∗)/2, V = ef
′(r0)v/2, (21)

where dr∗/dr = 1/f(r). Then UV = −ef
′(r0)r∗ , and the

metric is given by

ds2 = 2A(UV )dUdV +B(UV )dxidxi, (22)

where

A(UV ) =
2

f ′(r0)2
f(r)

UV
, B(UV ) = h(r). (23)

In general higher derivative gravity and for a shock-
wave along V = 0, the only non-trivial component of δEµ

ν

perturbed by a local source is δEU
V [11]. For a general

perturbation, δgvv, translating to ingoing Eddington-
Finkelstein coordinates, this component is given by

δEU
V =

U

V

(

2

f(r)
δEr

v + δEr
r − δEv

v − f(r)

2
δEv

r

)

. (24)

Compared to the first term, others are suppressed with
extra factors of f(r), so they vanish when evaluated on
the horizon. Similarly, δTU

V ∝ δT r
v , but recall that this

vanishes for regular matter configurations. Therefore,

0 = δEU
V =

2UV

f(r)

1

V 2

∑

k,l

Hk,l(∂i)
k(∂v)

lδgvv

=
2UV

f(r)

1

V 2

∑

k,l

Hk,l(∂i)
k

(

2

f ′(r0)
V ∂V

)l

δgvv

=
2UV

f(r)

∑

k,l

Hk,l(∂i)
k

(

2

f ′(r0)
(V ∂V + 2)

)l
δgvv
V 2

=
2UV

f(r)

∑

k,l

H̃k,l(∂i)
k (V ∂V )

l δgvv
V 2

=
1

A

∑

k,l

H̃k,l(∂i)
k (V ∂V )

l δgV V , (25)

where we used the transformation ∂v = 2
f ′(r0)

V ∂V in

going to the second line, and a trick

1

V 2
V ∂V = (V ∂V + 2)

1

V 2
(26)

in going to the third line. The fourth line follows from a
reorganization of the sum with new coefficients H̃k,l and
the last line follows from

δgV V (V, x) =
4δgvv(v, x)

f ′(r0)2V 2
. (27)

The special thing about ω = ω0 is that,

δgvv ∼ e−iω0v = e
− i2ω0

f′(r0)
log V

= V, (28)

and therefore

δgV V (V, x) ∼
1

V
e−ikx. (29)

Compare this with a linearized shockwave perturbation

δgV V ∼ δ(V ) e−µx, (30)

where µ = 2πT/vB upon using δEU
V = 0 (outside of a lo-

calized source in the transverse directions). Noticing that
δ(V ) has the same distributional behavior as 1/V under
V ∂V [12], e.g., V δ′(V ) = −δ(V ) and V d(1/V )/dV =
−1/V , it follows that k = i2πT/vB upon using (25) for
the perturbation (29), thereby extending (3) to general
higher-derivative gravity and hence some of the results
of [33].
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Given the similarity between 1/V and δ(V ) and the
role this similarity plays in establishing the equivalence of
these two calculations of the butterfly velocity, it is nat-
ural to wonder whether there is a more direct connection
between them. An immediate obstacle is the divergence
of the function 1/V at the past horizon V = 0. We miti-
gate this problem with an unnormalized regularization of
the Fourier space delta function along the real frequency
line:

∫

dξ δ(ξ) →
∫ ∞

−∞
dξ e−ξ2/a, (31)

giving rise to a mode

δgvv =
√
πa e−

a
4 (λLv)2eλLv. (32)

To compare with the shockwave metric (30), we convert
this to Kruskal-Szekeres coordinates. Using (27),

δgV V =

{

0, V < 0√
πa

λ2
L

1
V e−a(logV )2/4, V ≥ 0

(33)

where we have used the fact that the perturbation van-
ishes exactly behind the past horizon. This function is
finite and integrates to a constant for finite a, and it van-
ishes everywhere off the horizon as a → 0. It therefore
behaves as a regularized delta function. Taking the regu-
lator away, this becomes a shockwave localized at V = 0.
We should note that the need for the unnormalized

regulator arises from the need to remove the divergence.
Alternatively, one can use a normalized delta function
regulator and remove the divergence at the end using a
subtraction not unlike the minimal subtraction in dimen-
sional regularization.

IV. DISCUSSION

We have defined a quantity called weight to organize
bulk equations of motion and exploited its convenience
to show that pole-skipping happens in holographic CFTs
dual to quite general diffeomorphism invariant bulk the-
ories. As a result, the pole-skipping frequencies show up
at (q0 − s)ω0 for all s ∈ Z

+, where ω0 = i2πT , and q0 is
defined as the weight of the highest-weight object. In par-
ticular, a theory that has a bounded highest spin larger
than two in general gives rise to q0 > 2, which leads to
very fast scrambling that violates the chaos bound. It is
therefore reasonable to disallow a finite tower of higher
spin fields, in addition to causality reasons [37]. This
brings down q0 to two, and, with this restriction, the
metric is the field that can have the highest weight. This
is the main reason behind the universality of the special
pole-skipping point at ω = iλL and k = iλL/vB, where
λL = 2πT , and vB is defined via a OTOC calculation.
In other words, for maximally chaotic holographic the-

ories, instead of needing to compute a four-point func-
tion, the retarded Green’s function already knows about

the butterfly velocity, and its dependence on the bulk
theory is exactly the same as an OTOC would predict.
It would be interesting to test this statement for non-
holographic maximally chaotic theories [39]. Further-
more, there are now three ways of computing the but-
terfly velocity: (i) using entanglement wedge, (ii) using
shockwave and (iii) using pole-skipping. Evidence for the
equivalence between the first two was presented in [7, 11],
and here we proved the equivalence between the last two.

The restriction of the discussion to bosons is for sim-
plicity, and the generalization to include fermions should
be completely analogous. For minimally coupled spinors
on a fixed background, pole-skipping has been shown to
happen at ω = (q0 − s)ω0 for a half integer q0 = 1/2 and
positive integers s [26]. If one allows both bosonic and
fermionic fields with arbitrary couplings between them,
one might expect that both q0 and s can be half inte-
gers. It might be of use to analyze this with the weight
argument, perhaps beginning by rephrasing the current
discussion in a spin connection language.

We should summarize three assumptions that were
used: (i) the existence of a finite q0; (ii) the non-triviality
of equation (15), i.e., the entries set to zero by this equa-
tions are not already all zero; and (iii) equation (17) has
solutions. We expect that assumption i can be lifted with
more careful analysis, but assumptions ii and iii are es-
sential. Given any theory, one needs to check whether
these are satisfied. For example, Vasiliev gravity which
is dual to a sector of free O(N) theory on the bound-
ary [40] contains an infinite tower of higher spin fields
but exhibits no chaos [36], so it should be illuminating to
understand which assumption’s failure is responsible.

Another condition implicit in our discussion is the re-
striction to finite temperatures. Extremal black holes do
not have a bifurcate surface, so the property derived from
regularity at the bifurcate surface no longer applies. Fur-
thermore, poles in the Green’s function get replaced by
branch cuts [32, 41]. Accordingly, a generalization of our
argument to zero temperature will be non-trivial.

We also showed that the shockwave metric could be
obtained from a regularized mode of metric perturbation.
This serves as an explanation for the similarities between
the two calculations and the equivalence regardless of
the theory. One might try different regulators or use
different subtraction schemes to find a more regulator-
independent relation.
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