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Abstract

We study the first law for non-stationary perturbations of a stationary black hole whose
event horizon is a Killing horizon, that relates the first-order change in the mass and angular
momentum to the change in the entropy of an arbitrary horizon cross-section. Recently, Hol-
lands, Wald and Zhang [1] have shown that the dynamical black hole entropy that satisfies
this first law, for general relativity, is Sqyn = (1 — v0,)SBn, where v is the affine parameter
of the null horizon generators and Spy is the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy, and for general
diffeomorphism covariant theories of gravity Sqyn = (1—v0,)Swan, where Swan is the Wall en-
tropy. They obtained the first law by applying the Noether charge method to non-stationary
perturbations and arbitrary cross-sections. In this formalism, the dynamical black hole en-
tropy is defined as an “improved” Noether charge, which is unambiguous to first order in
the perturbation. In the present article we provide a pedagogical derivation of the physical
process version of the non-stationary first law for general relativity by integrating the lin-
earised Raychaudhuri equation between two arbitrary horizon cross-sections. Moreover, we
generalise the derivation of the first law in [1] to non-minimally coupled matter fields, using
boost weight arguments rather than Killing field arguments, and we relax some of the gauge
conditions on the perturbations by allowing for non-zero variations of the horizon Killing
field and surface gravity. Finally, for f(Riemann) theories of gravity we show explicitly us-
ing Gaussian null coordinates that the improved Noether charge is Sqyn = (1 — v0,)Swall,
which is a non-trivial check of [1].
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

The laws of black hole thermodynamics belong to the most remarkable discoveries of modern
physics, since they combine general relativity, quantum field theory and thermodynamics into
one overarching framework. Moreover, they provide a low-energy window into quantum grav-
ity. The first law of black hole mechanics relates the variation of the mass M and angular
momentum J of the black hole to the variation of the black hole entropy S [2,3]

SM — Q36 = T6S, (1.1)

with Q4 being the angular velocity of the horizon. This variational relation holds for linear
perturbations of stationary, axisymmetric black holes, whose event horizon is a Killing horizon,
and we assumed the black hole is a solution to the vacuum gravitational field equations, and the
perturbation satisfies the linearised field equations. The black hole temperature is universally

given by the Hawking temperature [4]
K

T=g (1.2)
where k is the surface gravity of the Killing horizon (and we have set h = ¢ = kg = 1). The
mass, angular momentum, and black hole entropy, on the other hand, depend on the gravitational
theory under consideration. For instance, in general relativity the mass and angular momentum
are given by the ADM formulae [5,6], defined at spatial infinity, but in higher curvature gravity
there are suitable generalisations of these definitions, see, e.g., [7-9] for the ADM mass in
Lovelock gravity. In this article, however, we focus on the entropy of black holes. For general
relativity, the black hole entropy S satisfies the Bekenstein-Hawking formula [2,4]

A

= (1.3)

SBH =
where A is the event horizon area and G is Newton’s constant. On the other hand, for an
arbitrary diffeomorphism covariant theories of gravity, S is given by the Wald entropy,' which for
a Lagrangian L consisting of contractions of the inverse metric and Riemann tensor, henceforth
called f(Riemann) theories of gravity, takes the form [11,12]

oL
8RUV’UV .

SWald = 87T/ dA (1.4)
C(v)

Here v is the (future-directed) affine parameter along the outgoing null geodesics of the future
horizon, u affinely parameterises the outgoing null geodesics of the horizon and is also future-
directed, C(v) is a horizon cross-section at affine null time v, dA4 is a “volume” (area) element
on C(v), and OL/ORy, is the functional derivative of the Lagrangian with respect to the
Riemann tensor component Ry, with the metric and connection held fixed.

Furthermore, the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy (1.3) satisfies a second law, i.e., 0,Spg > 0:
according to the area theorem [13] the surface area of the future event horizon is never decreasing
in time in any dynamical process, if the null energy condition holds and weak cosmic censorship
is valid. For arbitrary diffeomorphism covariant theories of gravity there is no equivalent second
law for black hole entropy in a general context. Iyer and Wald [11] proposed a formula for
dynamical black hole entropy for such general theories of gravity by evaluating the Wald entropy

1Wald entropy seems to be standard terminology for (1.4) in the literature (see, e.g., [10]), even though this
particular expression only appeared later in the work of Iyer and Wald [11]. The term Iyer-Wald entropy is
reserved for their dynamical black hole entropy proposal (1.5), which they retracted in a note added to the
journal version.



with only the boost-invariant tensor components of the dynamical fields (metric and matter)
and their derivatives as input. This is known as the Iyer-Wald entropy

Styer-Wald[¢] = Swatd[I] , (1.5)

where ¢ = (g,) is the collective notation for the metric g and matter fields ¢, and J is a
projection operator that keeps only boost-invariant components (with respect to the Killing
vector that generates local boosts near the horizon). As a result, the Iyer-Wald entropy contains
only zero boost weight terms.? However, Styer-wald does not seem to satisfy a second law, and
it is not field redefinition invariant, as was noted in a revised version of [11].

Recently, Wall [10] derived a second law for higher curvature gravity in a perturbative con-
text, that holds for linear non-stationary perturbations to a Killing horizon. His dynamical
entropy proposal is constant to linear order for vacuum perturbations of the metric field, i.e.,
0,0Swan = 0. Moreover, it is non-decreasing, 0,6 Swan > 0, for perturbations that are sourced
by an external stress-energy tensor, satisfying the null energy condition §7;, > 0, and that ends
as a stationary state, i.e., 0,0 Swallly=+00 = 0. For f(Riemann) theories of gravity the Wall en-
tropy has an additional term compared to the Wald entropy (1.4), that depends on the extrinsic
curvatures of the horizon in the v- and u-directions, K;; and K’ij, respectively, and for more
complicated theories there will be more terms. In particular, for f(Riemann) gravity the Wall
entropy takes the form? [10]

oL 9?L _
Swall = —8 dA 4 KiK. 1.6
Wl " /C(v) <8Ruvuv 8Ruiuj 8Rvkvl J kl) ( )

The Wall entropy reduces to the Wald entropy on a Killing horizon, since K;; = 0 on the future
horizon and Kij = 0 on the past horizon. Remarkably, the Wall entropy matches to linear
order in perturbation theory with the holographic entanglement entropy computed by Dong [15]
for higher curvature gravity (see also [16] for a derivation of holographic entanglement entropy
in quadratic gravity). Since the Dong and Wall entropies are derived in different contexts,
and because it is not well understood whether their agreement is a coincidence or whether it
holds more generally, we will refer to the dynamical black hole entropy proposal (1.6) as Wall
entropy. More recently, the Wall entropy was proven to be gauge invariant to linear order in the
perturbation, and was extended for effective field theories to second order in the perturbation [17]
(see also [18]) and in a non-perturbative context [19]. Further, Swan has been generalised to any
diffeomorphism covariant theory of gravity non-minimally coupled to scalar fields, gauge fields
[20] and (non-gauged) vector fields [14]. And, a covariant entropy current for the Wall entropy
in general theories of gravity was obtained in [1] (see also [17,21]). At the bifurcation surface
both Styer-wald and Swan reduce to Swalq, and for general relativity all the higher curvature
black hole entropy definitions are equal to Spy.

Now, let us discuss the regime of validity of these entropy functionals, especially for the black
hole entropies that obey the first law (1.1). The second law for Sgy and the linearised second
law for Sway hold for non-stationary situations and for any horizon cross-section, as 0,Spy > 0
and 9,0 Swan > 0 are valid for any time v on the horizon, but this is not the case for the first
law. There are two major limitations of the standard treatments of the first law of black hole
thermodynamics:

(i) the first law often does not hold for non-stationary perturbations of a stationary black
hole, and, if it does,

2We introduce the notion “boost weight” of a tensor component in Section 2.3.

3The extrinsic curvature term in (1.6) has a different sign compared to equation (14) in [10], which is due to the
fact that in our conventions the tangent J, to the ingoing null geodesics at the future horizon is future-directed,
whereas in [10] (and [14]) it is past-directed.



(ii) the black hole entropy cannot be evaluated at an arbitrary cross-section of the event
horizon of the perturbed non-stationary black hole.

We start with the first limitation (i). The Bekenstein-Hawking entropy and Wald entropy both
are valid for arbitrary cross-sections of Killing horizons, since they are constant in Killing time
for stationary black holes. That is, they obey the first law (1.1) for stationary perturbations
of the Killing horizon. There are two versions of such a stationary first law [22]. First, the
stationary comparison version of the first law compares two different, but infinitesimally close,
stationary black hole geometries. Originally, Bekenstein [2] derived this first law by varying the
parameters describing the Kerr-Newman black hole. Further, Bardeen, Carter and Hawking [3]
(see also [23]) extended it, using the Komar integral method, to asymptotically flat, stationary,
axisymmetric black holes in general relativity surrounded by fluid matter. And, Wald [12]
derived the stationary comparison first law using the Noether charge method, showing that the
black hole entropy of a Killing horizon is given by the Noether charge associated to the horizon
Killing field integrated over a horizon cross-section.

Second, for the physical process version of the first law we consider a stationary black hole
and slightly perturb it by a flux of ingoing matter. The standard derivation [22] assumes that
the perturbation starts in a stationary state (at the bifurcation surface) and settles down to
a stationary solution at future infinity. The physical process first law was originally derived
for vacuum black hole solutions in general relativity [24], and was later extended to charged,
stationary black holes by Gao and Wald [25] (see also [26]). In fact, it also holds for Rindler
horizons [27], and more generally, for any causal horizon [28] and bifurcate Killing horizon [29].

All these derivations of the first law have in common that they assume the perturbation of
the metric is stationary, i.e., §(L¢gap) = 0, where L is the Lie derivative with respect to the
horizon generating Killing field. However, non-stationary perturbations of a stationary black
hole also present a well-defined setup for the first law. This is precisely the setup in which
Wall [10] derived the linearised second law for higher curvature gravity (see [21,30-32] for a
similar setup). To recap, in thermodynamic language, the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy and
Wald entropy are valid for black holes in thermal equilibrium (with their Hawking radiation),
but they do not describe the entropy of near-equilibrium black holes.

This brings us to the second limitation (ii). Iyer and Wald [11] generalised the first law using
the Noether charge method to non-stationary perturbations, and showed that the Wald entropy
(1.4) does satisfy a non-stationary first law. The caveat is, however, that the Wald entropy must
be evaluated at the bifurcation surface in that case. But the entropy of non-stationary black
holes evolves in principle over time, so the entropy at the bifurcation surface is generically not
the same as as the entropy of other horizon cross-sections. It turns out that the Wald entropy on
arbitrary cross-sections of a non-stationary black holes suffers from so-called JKM ambiguities,
named after Jacobson, Kang and Myers (JKM) [33]. Hence, the Wald entropy cannot be the
dynamical black hole entropy for arbitrary horizon slices. On the other hand, the Wall entropy
does apply to non-stationary geometries, but it does not hold for arbitrary horizon cross-sections,
since in the derivation of the physical process first law for Wall entropy it is assumed that the
initial and final state of the perturbation are at the bifurcation surface and at future infinity,
respectively [10].

Recently, Hollands, Wald and Zhang [1] have shown how to overcome these two limitations.
They derived a first law for non-stationary perturbations of a stationary, axisymmetric black
hole, whose event horizon is a Killing horizon, and obtained an unambiguous dynamical entropy
functional satisfying the first law for arbitrary cross-sections of the perturbed event horizon.
Their formula for the dynamical black hole entropy, reviewed below, differs from the Bekenstein-
Hawking entropy and Wall entropy by a dynamical correction term. They derived the first law
by applying the Noether charge method to non-stationary variations and arbitrary horizon cross-
sections. In this formalism, the dynamical black hole entropy that satisfies the non-stationary



first law is defined as an “improved” Noether charge, which we review below. Further, their
derivation of the first law holds for any diffeomorphism covariant Lagrangian for which the metric
is the only dynamical field. We also note that the dynamical black hole entropy for general
relativity was previously documented by Rignon-Bret in [34] (citing the upcoming work [1]),
and he also proposed a different dynamical entropy for null surfaces that vanishes for every
cross-section of a light cone in Minkowski spacetime. And, interestingly, in [35, 36] a boost
charge was found that satisfies the same formula as the dynamical black hole entropy.

In this article we generalise and improve upon their work [1] in a number of ways, and we give
a more pedagogical proof of the first law. That is, a) we explain how the non-stationary physical
process first law simply follows from the Raychaudhuri equation; b) our gauge conditions for
the perturbations are less restrictive, i.e., we do not fix the horizon Killing vector field nor the
surface gravity; c) we derive the non-stationary first law for arbitrary theories of gravity non-
minimally coupled to any bosonic matter field (whereas in [1] the metric is the only dynamical
field); d) we evaluate the improved Noether charge explicitly for a generic f(Riemann) theory
using Gaussian null coordinates and show that it equals the dynamical entropy formula in [1]
(whereas in [1] they only do this for the quadratic gravity Lagrangian L = eR,,R®). In the
rest of the introduction we review the main results of [1] in more detail and we explain how our
work differs from it.

Note that the dynamical entropy for arbitrary higher curvature theories that satisfies the
black hole first law does not necessarily hold in a fully non-perturbative regime outside the regime
of validity of effective field theory, in which case black hole entropy might not even be well defined
or it might be ambiguous. Throughout this paper we will be considering only perturbations off
a stationary background to first order in perturbation theory (whereas in [1] they also consider
second-order perturbations). Interestingly, this geometric setup is a sweet spot where the black
hole entropy and energy can be defined in an unambiguous manner using the background Killing
time, while the resulting expression for dynamical entropy Sqyn is nontrivial and different from
the known entropy functionals for black holes discussed above (even for general relativity!).
Further, in this setup the black hole temperature 7' in the first law (1.1) is still given by the
Hawking temperature (1.2), since it is evaluated on the background Killing horizon. Below we
do allow for perturbations that vary the surface gravity, but it turns out that they cancel out
in the final form of the first law, which is an important consistency check that we perform.

1.2 Dynamical Black Hole Entropy

Let us now review the results in [1] for the non-stationary first law and the dynamical black
hole entropy that satisfies this first law. The non-stationary first law for arbitrary horizon cross-
sections still takes the form (1.1), where the mass and angular momentum terms are unchanged,
but the entropy S is no longer equal to the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy for general relativity,
or to the Wall entropy for higher curvature gravity. In fact, the dynamical black hole entropy
differs from these entropy functionals on arbitrary horizon slices by a dynamical correction term.
For general relativity, the dynamical black hole entropy was defined in [1] as

d
Sayn = <1 — vdv) Spu, (1.7)

where v is the affine null parameter along the future horizon, ranging from v =0 at B to v = oo
at future infinity. The derivative term is the dynamical correction term which vanishes on a
Killing horizon, since the area is constant along the horizon, and it is zero on the bifurcation
surface B. Note that the product v d/dv is invariant under the gauge transformation that rescales
the affine parameter along each horizon generator, v — f(x%)v, where 2! are the codimension-2,
spatial coordinates on the horizon. It is also noteworthy that Sgy, is smaller than Sgy, if the
derivative of the horizon area dA/dv with respect to affine time is positive, which follows from



the area theorem. This suggests that the entropy (1.7) is associated to an area of a surface
inside the event horizon. Indeed, as shown in [1], the dynamical black hole entropy is equal to
the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy of the apparent horizon to linear order in perturbation theory.
We also provide a pedagogical proof of this claim in the present paper.

Hollands, Wald and Zhang showed that the dynamical black hole entropy satisfies both a non-
stationary comparison version and a physical process version of the first law. The comparison
first law (1.1) compares two vacuum black hole geometries and holds for arbitrary cross-sections,
hence the entropy is the same at all horizon cross-sections, i.e. Sqyn[C(v1)] = Sayn[C(v2)]. In
particular, the dynamical entropy at a cross-section C(v) is equal to the Bekenstein-Hawking
entropy at the bifurcation surface, i.e. Sgqyn[C(v)] = Spu[B], since Sqyn reduces to Spy at B.
Thus, the dynamical black hole entropy is constant to first order for perturbations that only
change the metric.

This will change when the perturbation changes the stress-energy tensor, i.e., 6T, # 0, as
is the case for the physical process first law, which reads

ASM — QST = TASSgyn . (1.8)

Here A stands for the difference between two horizon cuts C(v1) and C(v2), whereas ¢ denotes
a linear perturbation around the stationary background. An immediate consequence of the
physical process first law is that the dynamical black hole entropy (1.7) obeys the second law to
first order in perturbation theory [1]. This can be seen as follows. For linearised perturbations
that are sourced by external matter, described by a stress-energy tensor 671, the variation of
the mass and angular momentum of the black hole are related to the matter Killing energy flux
AJFE through the horizon between affine times v and v

v2
AOM — QAT = / dv/ dAkvéT,, = AJE. (1.9)
Vi C(v)
Combining this with the first law (1.1) yields
v2
TASqyn = / dv/ dAkvoT,, . (1.10)
Vi C(v)

If the stress-energy variation satisfies the null energy condition, 67}, > 0 then it follows imme-
diately from (1.1) that the dynamical entropy is non-decreasing:

AdSign > 0. (1.11)

This signals an important difference between the dynamical black hole entropy and Bekenstein-
Hawking entropy, as noted in [1]. On the one hand, Spy (the horizon area) already changes
before matter crosses the horizon due to the teleological definition of the event horizon. On
the other hand, the linearised second law implies that Sgy, only gets modified when matter
crosses between v; and vs. If matter crosses the horizon at a later stage, for vs > vo, then
the dynamical entropy remains the same between v; to vo. This is because the change in the
dynamical correction term —v dSpy/dv precisely cancels against the change in Sy such that
the dynamical entropy is unchanged. Thus, dynamical black hole entropy only changes locally
in affine time.

Furthermore, the dynamical black hole entropy was generalised in [1] to higher curvature
gravity, for which it was shown that

d
Sayn = (1 - vdv> SWall - (1.12)



Dynamical Black Hole Entropy Proposals | Styer-wald | Swall | Sdyn
CFL between B and i yes yes yes
CFL between C(v) and ig no yes | yes
PPFL between B and i+t yes yes | yes
PPFL between C(v1) and C(v2) no no yes
Linearised Second Law no yes yes

Table 1: Proposals for dynamical black hole entropy. Here we compare the Iyer-Wald en-
tropy (1.5), Wall entropy (1.6) and dynamical black hole entropy (1.12) and state whether they
satisfy the first laws and linearised second law. The perturbations are first-order and non-
stationary by default. CFL stands for comparison version of first law and PPFL means physical
process version of the first law. We have also used the notation B for the bifurcation surface, ig for
spatial infinity, i for future timelike infinity, C(v) for the horizon cross-section at affine time v.
The CFL has not been proven for the Wall entropy, but can be deduced from the fact that Swan
is constant on the horizon for vacuum perturbations, and at B equals the Wald entropy. In fact,
at B all proposals agree and coincide with the Wald entropy: Styer-wald 5 SWall 5 Sdyn 5 SWald -
For general relativity, Styer-wald and Swan are equal to the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy (1.3),
whereas Sqyy is given by (1.7).

We provide a non-trivial check of this formula by an explicit calculation using Gaussian null
coordinates for f(Riemann) theories, for which the Wall entropy is given by (1.6). More gen-
erally, the defining relation of the Wall entropy is that its second v-derivative is related to the
vv-component of the gravitational field equations as [14]

D26 Swan = —27 / dAJE,, . (1.13)
C(v)

The physical process first law follows straightforwardly from this defining equation by multiply-

ing it on both sides with —v, and then integrating over the affine parameter from v; to vo

Vo V2
ﬁ/ dv (—v926Swan) = 27‘(’/ dv/ dA kvdT,, , (1.14)
V1 Vi C(V)

where we used the linearised gravitational field equation dFE,, = d7,,. The right-hand side of
this equation is 27 times the matter Killing energy flux (1.9), and we may rewrite the left-hand
side using

—v025Swan = 0 ((1 — v8,)dSwan) = 0Sdyn - (1.15)

Thus, the physical process first law in higher curvature gravity follows from combining (1.9),
(1.14) and (1.15), and identifying T' = /2, i.e.,
d
ASM — QHA&] =TAS <SWall — VdeWa11> R (1.16)

The linearised second law continues to hold for dynamical entropy in higher curvature gravity,
since combining (1.14) and (1.15) yields

0,0Sayn = 27 /C ( )dA Vo T, (1.17)

If the perturbation is sourced by a stress-energy tensor that satisfies the null energy condition,
0T, > 0, then Sgy, satisfies a linearised second law

8,0Sayn > 0. (1.18)

Finally, in Table 1 we compare three different proposals for dynamical black hole entropy and
indicate whether they obey the comparison first law, physical process first law and linearised
second law.



1.3 Methodology: Raychaudhuriology and Noetherology

Hollands, Wald and Zhang [1] established the non-stationary first law for arbitrary horizon cross-
sections by using the Noether charge method. Below we review this derivation and explain in
more detail how we generalise and improve upon this derivation in the present work. However,
in this article we also present a different, pedagogical derivation of the physical process version
of the first law for general relativity, that was not given in [1]. That is, we derive the physical
process first law by integrating the linearised Raychaudhuri equation between two arbitrary
horizon cross-sections. For perturbations off a stationary black hole that satisfy the linearised
Einstein equation, the Raychaudhuri equation reads to first order

déo,
dv

= —87GoT,, (1.19)

where 6, = (1/dA)0, dA is the outgoing null expansion of the future horizon. Since the matter
Killing energy variation is given by (1.9), we multiply on both sides by xv and integrate over
the horizon between two cross-sections C(v1) and C(vs),

"2 ddé, V2
—K dv dAv =81G dv dA kvéT,, . (1.20)
v C(v) d Vi C(v)

1 v

Then, the right side is equal to the matter Killing energy flux AJE and the left side can be
computed by integrating by parts, which gives rise to a boundary term and the integral of §6,
along the horizon, which is equal to the horizon area change. Usually the boundary term is
set to zero, because it is assumed that the perturbed black hole starts and ends in a stationary
state, at v = 0 and v = +o0, respectively. However, when we integrate between two intermediate
cross-sections at v; and vo the boundary term is nonzero and proportional to

_ / dA (v50,)
e

Note in the second equality we are allowed to pull the § through, since 6, = 0 on the background
Killing horizon. (1.21) is precisely the dynamical correction term to the Bekenstein-Hawking
entropy. As we will show in more detail in the paper, after combining all the different terms, one
obtains the physical process first law (1.8), where the dynamical black hole entropy obeys (1.7).
Thus, we see that the dynamical black hole entropy in general relativity follows in a straight-
forward way from Raychaudhuriology.

V2

V1 v

- —Ad/ dAVO, = —AS <vdA> . (1.21)
) d

Now, in [1] Hollands, Wald and Zhang derived the physical process and comparison version
of the first law for general diffeomorphism covariant Lagrangians that only depend on the metric
by applying the Noether charge method [11,12] to non-stationary perturbations. We generalise
their derivation to the case where the metric is non-minimally coupled to arbitrary bosonic
matter fields. Moreover, we allow for non-vanishing variations of the horizon generating Killing
field and surface gravity, i.e., d6® # 0 and dk # 0, and show that the first law is independent
of these variations. Below, we summarise the derivation of the non-stationary comparison first
law. The main steps of the derivation are the same as in [1], such as (1.30) and (1.32), but some
of the technicalities are different due to our less restrictive gauge conditions on the perturbation,
especially (1.31).

We employ the fundamental variational identity (4.20) for general perturbations away from
a stationary background with Killing field £¢,

d(6,Q¢ — £ - ©(9,09)) =0, (1.22)

where we assumed the background equations of motion for the dynamical fields, collectively de-
noted as ¢, and the linearised constraint equations are satisfied. This identity holds in particular



also for non-stationary perturbations, for which 0(L¢gap) # 0. Here, Q¢ is the Noether charge
codimension-2 form with respect to &, (¢, d¢) is the symplectic potential codimension-1 form,
04 denotes a field variation that does not act on the vector field &, so that 6,Q¢ = 6Q¢ — Qs¢,
and § acts both on the dynamical fields and on the vector field.

Next, we integrate the variational identify over a spacelike hypersurface with a single asymp-
totic boundary and a compact interior boundary at the horizon. Because of Stokes’ theorem, the
boundary integral at a cross-section Sy, of spatial infinity ig is equal to the boundary integral
at a cross-section C of the horizon

| 60sQe—¢-000.00) = [ (5:Qc ¢ ©(0.59). (1.23)
Soo C
At asymptotic infinity we identify

|| 65Qe € ©(6.60) = 6 — . (1.24)

where M and J are the mass and angular momentum of the black hole. The mass is well defined
if a codimension-1 form B, exists such that

O LB,. (1.25)

We assume the Killing field is normalised at infinity as £* = (0¢)® + Qu(9y)?, and we keep the
time translation and rotational Killing fields fixed at asymptotic infinity, §(0)* = §(9y)* = 0.
Then one may define the mass and angular momentum as [12]

= [ (@ -0 B, (1.26)

S

g _/SOO Qo, - (1.27)

Note that Oy - Bo, does not appear in the formula for J, because 0y is tangent to S.. For
asymptotically flat solutions to general relativity, Iyer and Wald [11] showed that a By, exists
that satisfies (1.25), and they recovered the correct ADM mass and angular momentum.

Further, for the interior boundary integral, Wald [12] evaluated it at the bifurcation surface B,
where €% = 0, hence the term £-© vanishes. He identified the black hole entropy with the Noether
charge integrated over the bifurcation surface

K
/136¢Q£ = %55\7\/&1(1. (1.28)

Subsequently, Iyer and Wald [11] showed that the Noether charge integral yields the Wald
entropy formula (1.4) for arbitrary diffeomorphism covariant theories of gravity. The first law
of black hole mechanics for such a general theory of gravity then follows from inserting (1.24)
and (1.28) into the variational identity (1.23).

Alternatively, for arbitrary horizon cross-sections, the term & - @ does not vanish in general.
Therefore, in that case Hollands, Wald and Zhang [1] proposed that the full interior integral
should be proportional to the variation of the dynamical black hole entropy

[ 040c = ¢ ©(0.50)) = S-S, (1.29)

where & is the surface gravity of the background Killing horizon. This identification leads
to the desired non-stationary comparison first law (1.1) for arbitrary horizon cross-sections in
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arbitrary diffeomorphism covariant theories. Crucially, the dynamical black hole entropy is only
well defined if there exists a codimension-1 form By+ such that [1]

©’L 6By, and By L0, (1.30)

where the second equality holds on the background Killing horizon. The two properties (1.30)
of B4+ together imply that £-© £ (& -By+) £ kO(&-By+/k3). In [1] it was proven that such a
By,+ form exists using Killing field arguments for general diffeomorphism covariant Lagrangians
for which the metric is the only dynamical field. Alternatively, in this paper we construct a B+
form assuming a fixed Gaussian null coordinates (GNC) system near the horizon, and using the
associated boost weight arguments. Our proof of (1.30) holds for any diffeomorphism covariant
Lagrangians that depends on the metric and arbitrary non-minimally coupled bosonic matter
fields (see Section 4.7), and thus is more general than that in [1].

Further, in order for Sqy, to be well defined, we require

05Qe = KO(Qe/k3) (1.31)
Here k3 is the surface gravity defined as x3 w —%(vagb)(v[agb}) on the perturbed horizon. For
a Killing horizon different definitions of surface gravity all coincide, but for a perturbed Killing
horizon they differ from each other, hence we need to specify which surface gravity we refer to
(see Section 2.2). We prove (1.31) in Section 4.8 using fixed GNC for general theories of gravity.
The condition (1.31) does not appear in [1] since they keep the surface gravity fixed.

Finally, it follows from (1.30) and (1.31) that the dynamical black hole entropy can be defined
as the improved Noether charge Q¢ [37-43], i.e., [1]

2T ~ 2
Siyn = — | Qe =— [ (Qe¢ —&-By+). (1.32)
R3 Jc R3 Jc
Note that at the bifurcation surface, where £* = 0, and on a Killing horizon, where B+ w 0,

the dynamical black hole entropy reduces to Wald’s definition of black hole entropy as Noether
charge. But for arbitrary cross-sections and non-stationary black holes, the term £ - B4+ gives a
dynamical correction to Wald’s definition. In [1] it was shown that the improved Noether charge
is related to the Wall entropy by (1.12) using a covariant definition of the Wall entropy current
in general theories of gravity. Instead, in this paper we compute the improved Noether charge
explicitly for some examples using GNC, and derive the dynamical entropy formula (1.7) for
general relativity and its generalisation (1.12) for f(Riemann) theories (see Section 5). Moreover,
since the improved Noether charge is invariant under the JKM ambiguities to leading order in
the perturbation (see [1] for a proof, and also Section 4.6), Noetherology thus yields a unique
dynamical black hole entropy for first-order perturbations off a stationary background.

1.4 Plan of the Paper

The paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we introduce our geometric setup in more detail,
describe our gauge conditions for the perturbation, and review Gaussian null coordinates in
affine parameterisation. Further, in Section 3 we derive the physical process first law for non-
stationary perturbations and arbitrary horizon cross-sections from the Raychaudhuri equation
for null geodesic congruences. In Section 4 we explain how a comparison version and physical
process version of the first law can be derived for arbitrary diffeomorphism covariant theories
of gravity using the Noether charge formalism. In the final Section 5 we explicitly compute
the dynamical entropy for three examples: general relativity, f(R) gravity and f(Riemann)
theories. Finally, Appendix A contains technical details about the definitions of surface gravity

11



Figure 1: Bifurcate Killing horizon . The horizon is comprised of two null surfaces H* at u = 0,
the future horizon, and H~ at v = 0, the past horizon, that intersect at the bifurcation surface B.
The horizon generating Killing field is denoted by &2, and k% = (9,)* and [* = (9,)* are the
(future-directed) tangents to the affinely parameterised geodesics of H™ and H ™, respectively,
where v and u are the affine parameters. C(v) labels a cross-section of H™ at affine time v.

on a null hypersurface, and in Appendix B we compute the connection coefficients and covariant
derivatives on the horizon in Gaussian null coordinates.

Our conventions mainly follow those in Wald’s textbook [44]. We assume a mostly posit-
ive signature metric, D is the number of spacetime dimensions, Latin indices a, b, c, ... denote
abstract spacetime indices, i,7,k,... denote codimension-2 spatial indices, (v,u,z") label the
Gaussian null coordinates near the future event horizon, and we use boldface notation for dif-
ferential forms. The orientation of the volume form is chosen to be € = du A dv A €c near the
horizon, where €c is the spatial codimension-2 volume (area) form, see equation (4.3). We set
h = c =1 in the entire paper, but keep Newton’s constant GG explicit.

2 Geometric Setup

In this section we introduce the geometric setup of the paper (Section 2.1), we impose gauge
conditions on the perturbations at the horizon (Section 2.2), and we review the Gaussian null
coordinates based on an affine parameterisation of the null geodesics on the future event horizon
(Section 2.3).

2.1 Stationary Black Hole Background Geometry

Consider a stationary black hole background geometry (M, g) in D spacetime dimensions. We
take the event horizon of the stationary black hole to be a bifurcate Killing horizon H, and label
the future horizon by H™, the past horizon by H~ and the codimension-2 bifurcation surface
by B. The Killing field that is normal to the Killing horizon is denoted by £*. We assume £¢ is
a Killing symmetry of all the background dynamical fields, including the metric ¢ and matter
fields ¢,

Leg=10, Lep=0. (2.1)

Below we describe some kinematic properties of bifurcate Killing horizons, for which we will
derive a dynamical non-stationary first law in the following sections. Similar descriptions can
be found for instance in [23,45-47]. We are mainly interested in the part of the horizon H* that
lies to the future of B, with cross-sections labelled by C, since we will be deriving a dynamical
black hole entropy associated to (perturbations of) these cross-sections.
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We wish to decompose the background metric on H* using the outgoing and ingoing null
vector fields on HT, k% and 1%, respectively. Together (k% 1%) form a null zweibein basis, that
is Lie transported by k%, for a two-dimensional subspace of the tangent space of H*. To
construct the tangent null vector fields we employ an affine parameterisation for the null geodesic
generators of the horizon, instead of a Killing parameterisation. The affine parameterisation is
more convenient to describe the perturbation that we will introduce momentarily, since we
want to keep the zweibein (k%,1%) fixed when we perturb the geometry, while at the same time
we want to impose the gauge condition §6% # 0 for the Killing field. In terms of the Killing
parameterisation, the condition d6® # 0 is incompatible with a fixed zweibein basis, if the Killing
field is part of this basis. In terms of the affine parameterisation, on the other hand, this is not
a problem, because, as we will explain, fixing £ does not fix &% if their proportionality constant
(i.e., the surface gravity) on the horizon is allowed to vary.

The double null decomposition of the metric on H™T is carried out as follows:

1. Let the future horizon H™ be located at the null hypersurface u(x) = 0, for some smooth
function @(z®). We define k, as the normal to H™ that satisfies the affinely parameterised

geodesic equation
Ht - +
ko 5 —0aii, K'V,keE 0. (2.2)
The minus sign is chosen in the first expression so that k% is future directed when
increases toward the future. From the first expression it follows that k% is hypersurface

orthogonal on H* and that the irrotationality condition ko Vike w 0 holds. Since H™ is
a null hypersurface its normal &, is null

kkq E 0. (2.3)

Because the normal is orthogonal to itself, it is also tangent to the null generators of H*.
Moreover, the second equality in (2.2) implies k£ is an affinely parameterised tangent,
satisfying
+
K E (0,)%, (2.4)

where v is the affine parameter along the null geodesics of H™. Without loss of generality,
we choose v = 0 at the bifurcate surface B, so that it is positive to the future of B. This
does not fix the affine parameter uniquely, since there is still a scaling freedom v — av,
where a can differ from generator to generator but is constant on each generator of H™T.

2. To isolate the codimension-2 part of the metric that is transverse to k%, we need to intro-
duce an auxiliary null vector field /¢, that is defined on H* via

glolE 0, 19k, 1. (2.5)

The normalisation minus one in the second condition is chosen so that if k% is tangent
to the (future-directed) outgoing null geodesics of H™T, then [® is tangent to the (future-
directed) ingoing null geodesics of HT, hence it is tangent to the past horizon H~ at B.
Note these conditions (2.5) do not specify % uniquely, because they are invariant under
the transformation (% — 1% = [ + ¢;c'k® + ¢'m¢, where ¢’ are arbitrary coefficients (with
i=1,...,D —2) and m{ are spacelike vectors on H™ that are orthogonal to k% and [
kgm{ =0 = l,m{, and satisfy gabm?mg = 5ij.4 We will shortly describe our choice for {*
that is designed to be compatible with the Killing field £¢.

“Moreover, it can be shown that the geometries quantities appearing in the Raychaudhuri equation (see
equation (3.4) below), i.e. the outgoing null expansion 6, and the square of the shear and rotation, 004 and
w“bwab, also remain invariant under the transformation.
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3. Once the choice of [ is settled, we extend it off the future horizon by solving the affine
null geodesic equation
1V, = 0, (2.6)

which will give the integral curves whose tangent vector is [*. This guarantees that [* is
tangent to the past horizon on the whole of H ™, which is hence located at v = 0. It also
implies that [® is null everywhere, gq;l%° = 0, since [°V;(1%1,) = 0.

Since [* is null and tangent to H ™, it is also normal to it. Further, we denote the affine
null distance away from the horizon by v and we identify

1 = (9,)° (2.7)

Notice that u and @ may differ away from the horizon, but they agree at the horizon where
they both vanish.

4. Similarly, we can extend k% off the future horizon. This is done by keeping the parameter v
fixed along the null geodesics generated by [, and demanding that k* = (9,)" everywhere.
In other words, we extend k% such that it commutes with (%, i.e., [k,[]* = 0, which is
equivalent to the requirement that the Lie derivative of [* along k® vanishes, i.e., £;1% = 0.
This means the extension of k% off the horizon should satisfy

1PVyk = kP10, (2.8)

This reflects the fact that different choices of (% on H' determine how we extend k% off
the horizon. The commutativity of k* and [* also means the parameters (u,v) can act as
the null coordinates near the horizon, whose origin © = v = 0 is located at the bifurcate
surface B. Further, away from the horizon the parameter v is in general not affine, i.e.,
EPVpk® # 0, and k% is not null, k,k® # 0. We also note the extension of k% off the horizon
implies the normalisation [?k, = —1 holds everywhere, since

1
1PV, (1°k,) = 191°Vpke = 17KVl = 5kbvb(zaza) =0, (2.9)

where in the first equality we used the affine geodesic equation (2.6), in the second equality
we employed (2.8), and the last equality follows from the fact that [* is null everywhere.

From the above construction it follows that the metric can be decomposed on H ™' as

+
b = —kaly — Laky + Yab » (2.10)

where Y45 = Y(4p) 18 the intrinsic codimension-2 spatial metric of each cross-section of the future

+ +
horizon, that is purely transverse, i.e., orthogonal to k% and 1% on H™, va,k® ot Yapl®. This

double null decomposition does not extend away from the horizon, as the vector field k¢ is not
necessarily null off the horizon.

As we want to use this decomposition to study the bifurcate Killing horizon, below we
demonstrate how the choice of (k%,1%) can be made compatible with the horizon generating
Killing field &*. We first review how this works on the horizon, and then we construct a £%-
compatible zweibein off the horizon. Since £ is normal to H, it is tangent to the null geodesic
generators of H. Along the future horizon it is thus proportional to k%, whereas along the past
horizon it is proportional to minus [*, because % is past directed on H~ whereas [ is future
directed. In fact, the precise relation between £* and k® on H* immediately follows from the
non-affine geodesic equation obeyed by £ on the future horizon

Ve " R, (2.11)
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where x > 0 is the surface gravity of the bifurcate Killing horizon.® In other words, x measures
the failure of the Killing parameter 7, satisfying £*V,7 = 1, to be affine. The surface gravity
is constant along each null generator of an arbitrary Killing horizon H, i.e. £V x = 0 on H,
which essentially follows from the Killing equation V(,&,) = 0 and the fact that « is completely
determined in terms of &% by (2.11). Moreover, bifurcate Killing horizons have the additional
property that x does not vary from generator to generator (see [48] for a proof). Thus, « is
constant on any bifurcate Killing horizon, which is the zeroth law of black hole mechanics.

Now, comparing (2.11) with the affine geodesic equation (2.2) for k%, one can show that the
Killing field and the affinely parameterised tangent to H™ are related on the horizon by

ga — (aT)a ’H:Jr elm’ka — eli’r(av)a’ (212)

where v is the affine parameter of the null generators of H ™, satisfying k*V,v = 1. This implies
to the future of B on H* the relation between v and the Killing parameter 7 is given by®

v= %exp(/w). (2.13)

Next, we wish to express the Killing field in terms of k% and [® away from the horizon, which
depends on the specific choice of k* and [®. We choose k% and [* off the horizon such that the
Killing field everywhere takes the form

€ = k(vk® —ul?). (2.14)

This ensures that £* acts like a local Lorentz boost near the horizon and it respects the fact
that £€* = 0 at B, where v = u = 0. We now show that such a choice of zweibein (k%,[%) exists.

To extend the zweibein off the horizon in a £*-compatible manner, we construct another
affinely parameterised null vector field 5 that satisfies

/Baﬁa = 07 faﬁa = _17 Bavaﬁb = 07 [576](1 = 07 (215)

throughout spacetime, because £% is defined everywhere in the background. Notice that £¢
must be singular at the bifurcation surface, ¢ = O(1/v) at v = 0, whereas {* vanishes there,
£ = 0O(v) at v =0, but this will not be a problem for our discussion below. Now (£, %) form
a null zweibein basis for the tangent space of H. Further, by denoting p the affine null distance
away from the horizon H along the geodesics to which 5% is tangent, we can see that

g =16,)", (2.16)

where p = 0 at the Killing horizon H. A £*-compatible choice of (k%,[*) can be made by relating
the affine parameters (u,v) for the null geodesics generators of H to the parameters (p,7), in
the region to the future of B, as follows”

1
v=—exp(kT), u= pexp(—~T). (2.17)
K

The reasons for this choice for (u,v) are threefold: 1) we want u = 0 to label the future horizon;
2) the relation (2.13) between v and 7 on H ' should hold; 3) we require the Killing symmetry to
be manifest as a boost (u,v) — (au,v/a), so the geometry and the matter fields should depend
on (u,v) in terms of the product uv. Since the Killing background should only depend on p

®0On the past horizon we define the surface gravity via £°V,&° = —k€?, such that k is also positive on H ™.

5This relation between v and 7 is only valid to the future of the bifurcation surface, since T ranges from —oo at
B to 400 at future infinity. To the past of B on H* the vector field k” is future directed while £ is past directed,
hence the relation becomes v = f% exp(k7), where the Killing parameter 7 covers another patch of H ™.

"The inverse relation is: 7 = X log(kv), p = Kuv.
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besides codimension-2 spatial parameters, and not on 7, by matching the codimension-2 data
and by dimensional analysis it follows that p = kuv.

Finally, the zweibein (k%,1%) is fully determined by our choice of (u,v). In terms of (£, 5%)
they can thus be expressed as

1
k* = —&% + kup®, 1% = kvpe. (2.18)
KV

Notice the powers of u and v match with the singularity of g and the zero value of £ at B,
so that (k% 1%) are smooth at B. By combining these two equations we reach at our desired
expression (2.14) for £°.

2.2 Gauge Conditions for First-Order Non-Stationary Perturbations

Next, we consider a linear perturbation of a stationary black hole background metric g — g+e€dg
and the stationary background matter fields ¢ — ¢ + € d¢p, where € < 1 is a small perturbation
parameter. We are especially interested in first-order non-stationary perturbations, defined as®

6(Leg) #0, 6(Lew) # 0. (2.19)

This means that the perturbed geometry is not a stationary black hole geometry, in particular
the true event horizon of the perturbed black hole is not a Killing horizon. When perturbing
a geometry there is a certain gauge freedom in which points are chosen to correspond in the
two slightly different geometries. In order to simplify the derivation of the black hole first
law for these linear non-stationary variations, we impose the following gauge conditions on the
perturbations:

a) The event horizon of the perturbed black hole geometry is identified with the bifurcate
Killing horizon H of the background geometry, i.e., H™T is still located at u = 0 and H~
at v = 0 after the perturbation.

b) The affinely parameterised null normals to H* and H~ are fixed under the variation,
5k* =0, 81°=0, (2.20)

and k% remains the null normal to H* and % remains null everywhere under the perturb-
ation, which yield the following conditions on the variation of the metric:

k98gay = 0, 196 gay = 0. (2.21)

Together with (2.14) this implies that £*dg,, = 0 on the Killing horizon H. Moreover,
we require that after the perturbation k? is still affinely parameterised on H* and ¢¢
everywhere, i.e.,

S(kOVak?) E 0, 8(19V 1) = 0. (2.22)
These equations are equivalent to the conditions on the variation of the Christoffel con-

nection: k%k¢oT?, L0 and 1916T% . = 0, respectively.

c¢) The Killing vector field £* remains null and tangent to the geodesic generators of the event
horizon of the perturbed black hole,

3(ga€?€®) 20, nadc® Z0. (2.23)

8Note if the Killing field is allowed to vary, then it would contribute as: §(Legas) = Lebgab + Lt Gab-
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where n® is a spacelike vector orthogonal to both £ and {%, k,n® = 0 = [,n®. Together with

+
condition (2.21), £*0gap " 0, the first equation implies £,6£* " 0, in particular k,0£° )
and [,6£% T 0. Combined with the second equation in (2.23) this means on the future
horizon 6£% is proportional to k% and on the past horizon to [%.

We emphasise these gauge conditions do not fix the Killing field to be the same in the background
and perturbed geometry — nor do they fix the auxiliary null vector field 8% defined in (2.15) —

SET A0, (2.24)

The Killing field is often held fixed in the variation, e.g. in [12], however it may vary for certain
perturbations.” For instance, if the horizon Killing field of a stationary, axisymmetric black
hole is normalised as &% = (0;)* + Qy(0y)* and the time translation and rotational Killing
fields are kept the same, §(9;)* = 0 and §(0y)® = 0, then for perturbations that change the
angular horizon velocity, 62y # 0, the Killing field £* varies. Moreover, when the horizon
Killing field is normalised so as not to have unit surface gravity, x # 1, then by equation (2.14),
€ = k(vk® — ul®), the horizon Killing field varies if the surface gravity changes due to the
perturbation, since (k%,1%) and (v, u) are fixed by assumption b), i.e.,

5k #0. (2.25)

Perturbations that change the surface gravity were already considered in the original work on
black hole mechanics by Bardeen, Carter and Hawking [3], and also for instance in [23, 46, 54].
Crucially, they showed [3] that the the surface gravity variation drops out in the first law of black
hole mechanics, M = g"=dA, so that it can be interpreted as a proper fundamental equation
in thermodynamics, dF = TdS. As we will see, in our non-stationary first law of black holes
the variation of the surface gravity is also absent, which forms an important consistency check
of the derivation.

Interestingly, the variation of the surface gravity is not uniquely defined for non-stationary
variations of a Killing horizon, as there are different definitions of the surface gravity associated
to a vector field, which all agree on Killing horizons, but they disagree from each other on the
event horizon of a perturbed stationary black hole. This is relevant for our setup since it means
we should be careful about which definition of (the variation) of the surface gravity we are using
in the derivation of the first law. The three definitions of “surface gravity” ki, ks, and k3 that
we consider are [55] (see also [56])

V(&) = —2rmi&, (2.26)
Ve = rat®, (2.27)
(V) (Viaby) = =263 - (2.28)

These surface gravities are usually defined on a Killing horizon H, for which they are all the
same: K] = Ky = K3 = K (see, e.g., Sec. 12.5 in [44] for a proof). It is maybe less well known that
these quantities are also well defined for any null hypersurface N for which &, is the normal (but
not necessarily a Killing field). In particular, this means the surface gravities are well defined for
non-stationary perturbations of Killing horizons to which the the horizon Killing field remains
normal. The first quantity 1 is well defined because the normal to a null hypersurface is null
on the surface, &£ = 0 on NV, 50 V4 (££%) must be normal to A, and is hence proportional to
£ The second definition is the geodesic equation for £% in non-affine parameterisation, which

9 Another setup where a vector field £2, that is not necessarily Killing, may change due to a perturbation, is
when it depends on the background dynamical fields, i.e. £ = £%(g, ¢). This is relevant, for instance, for studying
asymptotic Killing symmetries [49-51], symplectic symmetries, [52] and corner symmetries [43,53].
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holds because £% is tangent to the null generators of N, which are geodesics since A is a null
hypersurface. And the third definition is covariant, hence k3 is also well defined. We anticipate
already that the third definition k3 is the one that is relevant for the Noether charge, associated
with &%, evaluated on a dynamical black hole horizon (see Section 5).

We emphasise, however, that these surface gravities are not constant on a generic null hy-
persurface. As stated above, on a Killing horizon the surface gravity is constant along each null
generator, i.e. L¢k = 0. Remarkably, this property extends to the case of conformal Killing
horizons [57], to which a conformal Killing vector is tangent, but only for the quantity 1, not
for ko and k3.9 Thus, it is a special property of (conformal) Killing horizons that they obey a

“zeroth law” .11

Furthermore, on any null surface A/ the surface gravities are not entirely independent, but
satisfy the additional relation (see equation (5) [55] in and (D.13) in [56])

1
Ky & 5 K1+ R2). (2.29)
As we show in Appendix A this relation follows from the fact that £,Vi§g = 0 at N, which
holds by Frobenius’s theorem since &, is orthogonal to the hypersurface N'. We also derive the

following expressions for the surface gravities in the Appendix A
N a N a N a
k1= 1Va(kpe), k2= —k"Va(lh€"), k3= luhky V€. (2.30)

These expressions hold on any null hypersurface A/, where k% is the affinely parameterised
null normal to N, and [ is an auxiliary null vector field that commutes with k%, satisfying
kgl® = —1 on N and L;l* = 0. Crucially the equations in (2.30) are also valid if £% is not a
Killing field. Therefore, we can use them to compute the variations of the surface gravities for
(non-stationary) perturbations of Killing horizons. From our gauge conditions in assumption b)
we show in Appendix A that the variations are given by

+ + +

Sk S 10V, (k0Eh),  Sra = —kOVa(p0E"),  bry = Uighy VOSE. (2.31)
We note that for stationary perturbations all the variations of the surface gravity are the same,
i.e. k1 = dky = dKk3 = Ok, but for non-stationary variations they do not agree. Thus, we see
that for our gauge conditions the variations of the surface gravities depend only on the variation
of the background Killing field.

2.3 Gaussian Null Coordinates in Affine Parameterisation

To simplify our calculations of the dynamical black hole entropy for f(Riemann) theories of
gravity (see Section 5.3), here we introduce Gaussian null coordinates (GNC) labelled by (v, u, z°)
near the future horizon H*. We use the affine parameter v of the null geodesic generators of
HT as one of the coordinates, and mark the location of H* as u = 0. These coordinates are
widely used in previous work on the second law of black hole mechanics in higher curvature
gravity [10,14,21,61]. They can be obtained using our construction of the zweibein (k%,[%) and
the transverse metric 74, as follows. We label a point on the horizon by the affine parameter
v and codimension-two (with respect to the full spacetime) spatial coordinates x' with i =
1,---,D — 2. We can choose such 2’ after projecting out the directions labeled by k® and [*

using the projection operator v; w 0y + k%l + 1%ky defined on the horizon. Then, following
the geodesics generated by [* away from the horizon, we label points with affine parameter u
away from the point (v, %) on the horizon as (v,u, z?). This construction of the GNC system is
illustrated in Figure 2.

0The definition k3 is also conformally invariant [65] and it does not vary from generator to generator on
bifurcate conformal Killing horizons (see [58] for a proof).

YA zeroth law has also been proven for isolated horizons in [59] (see also [60]), where the second definition of
the surface gravity k2 was being used.
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Figure 2: Gaussian null coordinates (v,u, z*). Here, H' labels the future event horizon (u = 0)
of the black hole, C(v) is a time slice of HT at the null time v, k% is the affinely parameterised
(future-directed) tangent to the null geodesic generators of H™', [® is the affinely parameterised
(future-directed) null vector field transverse to k%, and m{ are D — 2 spacelike vector fields that
are orthogonal to k% and [°.

In GNC gauge, the line element takes the form
ds? = —2dudv — va(v,u,z") dv? — 2uw;(v,u, 2*) dvda’ + v (v, u, 2*) dz’ da? | (2.32)

and the inverse metric is given by

w?(a + wiw?) -1 uw
g% = —1 0o o0 |, (2.33)
uw' 0 ~Y

where 7% is the inverse of Vij, and W =4 wj. Note the metric components g, and g,; vanish
everywhere in GNC gauge. The u? dependence (instead of linear dependence) of g,, is a result
of the affine geodesic equation on the horizon

HT 1
0= E'Vyk® =T¢, = 5gab (20,96 — Obgw) (2.34)
which implies
Ht
Ougwy = 0, (2.35)

hence g,, < u?. In Appendix B we compute the Christoffel connection of the metric in GNC
and give a prescription for how to calculate covariant derivatives on the horizon. There we also
review non-affine GNC based on the Killing parameterisation of the null generators of H*, in
order to contrast it with the affine GNC used in the main body of the article.

We verify that the metric indeed satisfies the double null decomposition on the horizon,

Jab w —2k(4lp) + vab- The basis vector fields are defined as

a __ 6 ¢ a __ 8 ¢ a __ 8 ¢
() () () e

and, off the horizon, the dual covectors are given by

ko = —(du)q — u?a(dv), — uw;(dz), (2.37)
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lg = _(dv)a (238)
mi = (dz'), — uw'(dv), (2.39)

where we have raised the codimension-2 index ¢ using the inverse transverse metric v*/. The
transverse metric can be expressed as

. oyt . .
Yab = Vij (dz’)o(da? )y = ~yiymemy, . (2.40)

Thus, using (2.37)-(2.40), one can check that on the horizon the double null decomposition
(2.10) of the metric is satisfied. In the next section we explain how to extend this double null
decomposition on an apparent horizon that is located at a distance e from the event horizon.

Notice in (2.32) the metric functions in GNC have an arbitrary dependence on u,v and z* for
a generic geometry. However, for a stationary geometry the functions a,w; and ~;; are further
constrained. Namely, the isometry generated by the Killing field £* = k(vk® — ul®) constrains
the form of o, w;,vij, such that they only depend on u,v through the product xuv [21,61]. For
a dynamical perturbation that does not respect the Killing symmetry, the metric functions will
have arbitrary dependence on u and v after the perturbation.

In this article we work with a fixed GNC system. It follows from our gauge condition
(2.22) that the affine parameters v and u of the null generators of HT and H~, respectively,
are fixed under the perturbation, and we also keep the spatial coordinates x* fixed. Hence, a
non-stationary perturbation of a stationary background changes only the metric functions

alkuv, z) = a(kuv, %) + da(v, u, zt),
wi(kuv, £%) — wi(kuv, 2°) 4 dw; (v, u, "), (2.41)
Yij(kuv, ) — i (kuv, ©°) + 0 (v, u, o).
We now confirm that the fixed GNC system near H™ is compatible with our other gauge condi-

tions for the perturbations in the previous section. The gauge condition (2.22) is equivalent to
keeping (v,u) fixed. The second condition (2.21) implies

HT
0gva = 0, Ogua =0, (2.42)

which holds for fixed GNC, because dg,, = —u?da, 6gy; = —2udw; and 8¢y, = dGuu = 0gui = O.
Thirdly, the condition (2.22) that k% and [* remain affinely parameterised after the perturbation

is equivalent to
HT

o, "L o, sT, = 0. (2.43)

The second equation is automatic for a fixed GNC system, since T'%, =T, =T}, = 0. Writing
out the first equation gives

1
0™ sre = 59" (20,895 — Ddg) (2.44)
This is satisfied for fixed GNC, because of §g,, = 0 and
HH Ht

a0y = —2u(Oqu)da — u?9,(da) = 0, 8,09y = —2ud,0w’ = 0. (2.45)

Next, since (k%,1%) and (v,u) are kept fixed, it follows from (2.31) that the variation of the
horizon Killing field (2.14) can be expressed in a neighborhood of H* as

06" = (/Ov dka dv’) E® — </0u 0K1 du’> ", (2.46)
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where we assumed that the size of u is comparable to the perturbation parameter e. This indeed
+ +

satisfies £,0£¢ o 0, because u = 0 at HT, and 1,5£° o, Thus, the gauge conditions (2.23) on

the variation of the horizon Killing field are also obeyed in GNC gauge.

Further, above we considered a fixed GNC system, but there is a gauge freedom in the choice
of GNC, corresponding to the rescaling of the affine parameter along the horizon generators.
That is, the form of the metric (2.32) is invariant under the coordinate transformation v — a(z*)v
and a simultaneous redefinition of the coordinate u. This gauge freedom is thoroughly studied
in [61] (see also [21]), where the Wall entropy is proven to be gauge invariant to first order in
the perturbation around a stationary black hole.

Finally, we introduce the so-called boost weight [10, 14,21, 61], which is a useful notion to
keep track of linear perturbations around a stationary background. In affine GNC (v, u, %), the
boost weight or Killing weight w of the components of a covariant tensor field Ty, 4, (with all
indices lowered using the metric) is defined by

w = number downstairs v-indices — number of downstairs u-indices. (2.47)

For example, T, has weight 2, X,;;; has weight 1, Y,,.; has weight —3, et cetera. Now consider
a weight w tensor field 7, that is Lie derived by the horizon Killing field §%, L¢T{,,) = 0.
In GNC, the Lie derivative of T{,,) with respect to § = x(v0, — ud,) is [21]

(EgT)(w) =K (v0y — u0y + w) Ty - (2.48)

Then, on the future horizon (u = 0), it can be shown that the solution to the stationarity
condition, L¢T(,,) = 0, for the tensor components is [14]

T can (v, 0,2°) = Cy (&', (2.49)

where C_,,(z") is a function of the codimension-2 coordinates x?. Note the tensor components
blow up at the bifurcation surface u = v = 0 for positive boost weight, w > 0, except if
C_u(z%) = 0. Thus, assuming the tensor field is regular everywhere on the future horizon, in
particular at the bifurcate surface, we find that the function C_,,(2*) must vanish. We conclude
that in GNC, near a future Killing horizon H™ with a bifurcation surface, the components of a
positive boost weight stationary tensor vanish on the Killing horizon H™.

Hence, whenever we encounter a stationary tensor with positive boost weight that is not
being varied, it should be treated as zero on the horizon. Another corollary of the claim above is
that a perturbed positive boost weight tensor that is a stationary in the background is at least
first order in the perturbation. This means that a product of perturbed positive boost weight
tensors, that are stationary in the background, is at least second order in the perturbation,
and can thus be neglected at first order. The boost weight thus gives a nice accounting of
first-order perturbations around a stationary background, which is useful for deriving the non-
stationary first black hole law. We will employ these boost weights arguments especially in
Sections 4.7 and 5.3, as they greatly simplify the computation of the dynamical black hole
entropy for higher curvature gravity to linear order in perturbation theory.

3 Dynamical Black Hole Entropy from Raychaudhuri Equation

In this section we derive a “physical process version” of the first law for non-stationary perturb-
ations of a stationary black hole (Section 3.1). Our derivation is based on the Raychaudhuri
equation and holds for black holes in general relativity. Furthermore, we show that the dynam-
ical black hole entropy satisfying the first law is equal to the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy of the
apparent horizon to first order in the perturbation (Section 3.2). This was proven prior to us in
Appendix A of [1], but we also give a proof of this claim using GNC for pedagogical reasons.
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Figure 3: Physical process first law for arbitrary cross-sections of a bifurcate Killing horizon.
A small flux of matter, described by the stress-energy tensor variation 67, crosses the future
horizon H* between two generic cross-sections C(v1) and C(v2). The first law relates the matter
Killing energy flux, relative to the horizon generating Killing field £%, through the horizon to
the entropy change between C(v1) and C(v2) due to the perturbation. Usually it is assumed that
v1 = 0 and v = 00, but we keep the affine times arbitrary.

3.1 The Physical Process First Law for Non-Stationary Perturbations

Consider a stationary black hole solution to the vacuum Einstein equation and perturb it by
throwing in a small amount of matter, described by the variation of the energy-momentum
tensor 0T,y [24]. We assume the black hole is not destroyed by this infinitesimal physical process,
so that, after the matter has fallen into the black hole, there still exists an event horizon.
The physical process version of the first law relates the change in black hole entropy to the
change in the mass and angular momentum of the black hole, due to the matter-energy flux
through the horizon. In the standard treatment [22,25,47] of the physical process first law it
is assumed that the black hole starts and ends in a stationary state. That is, the black hole
horizon initially coincides with the bifurcation surface of the Killing horizon, corresponding to
Killing time 7 = —oo, and after the perturbation it settles down to a Killing horizon again
at future infinity, 7 = +o00. In this section, we will relax these assumptions by considering a
non-stationary initial and final state for the black hole at two arbitrary times 71 and 5. As a
consequence, we show that more general boundary conditions yield a dynamical correction term
to the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy.

We want to point out that a similar geometric setup was considered in [32], but the extra
term in the physical process first law was interpreted as the membrane energy associated with
the horizon fluid, instead of as a new contribution to the entropy. In addition, this term was
also observed by Sorkin in [62], but he viewed it as “unwanted” and argued it to be zero by a
suitable identification of the unperturbed and perturbed horizon.

To begin with, we define the matter Killing energy flux, relative to the horizon Killing field £¢,
through the future horizon between two arbitrary cross-sections C(v1) and C(v2), where v; and
vo are the affine “times”,

V2
ASE = / dv / dA 6Tk (3.1)
Vi C(v)

where dA = \/7dP~?xz is the area element of a cross-section C(v) of the horizon at time v.
Here the large A stands for the difference between two horizon cross-sections, whereas the small
0 denotes the perturbation. Note the perturbation acts only on T,;, and not on dA or &%,
since the stress-energy tensor vanishes in the unperturbed black hole background. Usually the
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range of integration for v is chosen from 0 (bifurcation surface) to oo (future infinity), but here
we consider two arbitrary affine times. Assuming the horizon Killing field is normalised as
&% = (0y)*+ Q3 (09)®, where Qg is the angular velocity of the horizon, the matter Killing energy
flux is related to the change in the mass and angular momentum of the black hole by [25,47]

V2
/ dv / dA ST, = ASM — QuAGJT . (3.2)
Vi C(v)

Next, we recall the outgoing null expansion 6, = V k¢ of the future horizon is equal to the rate
of change of an area element dA along the affine null parameter v:

d
f,dA =—(dA 3.3
sdA = = (d4), (33)
where dA = /v dP~2z is the area element of a cross-section of the horizon. The Raychaudhuri
equation for the congruence of null geodesics of H* is
de Lo b b b
dvv = —mGV — 004 + wPwap — Rapk®k” . (3.4)
Here, o4 and wyp are the shear and rotation tensors, respectively, of the horizon generators with
respect to the affine parameter v. Since k* is orthogonal to the hypersurface (the future horizon),
the rotation tensor vanishes identically on the horizon: wy, = 0. Further, the expansion and
shear are quantities of first order in the perturbation, 6,, 04 ~ O(€), hence the quadratic terms
62 and 0%, in the Raychaudhuri equation may be neglected for the purpose of deriving the
physical process first law.

Now, the physical process first law follows from varying the Raychaudhuri equation and
assuming the linearised Einstein equation holds: d Rgpk®k? = 87GOT,,k*kP. Since on the horizon

+
we have &4 o kvk®, we multiply the varied Raychaudhuri equation on both sides by v and
integrate over the horizon between the affine times v; and vo. Then, recalling the affine parameter
v is fixed under the perturbation, (2.22), we find to first order in the perturbation

v2 dsh, & )
Ii/ dv/ dAv = —87TG/ dv/ dA T &%k . (3.5)
V1 C(v) dv Vi C(v)

Next, we integrate the left side of this equation by parts

V2 déé, v2 V2
/ dA/ dvv :/ dA (véb,) —/ dA/ dv dé, . (3.6)
cw) " dv cw) v Jew .

Note, on the right-hand side, we may pull the variation to the front of the integrals, since the
expansion 6, vanishes on the future Killing horizon of the unperturbed black hole. Moreover, it
follows from (3.3) that the second term on the right side is minus the horizon area change. The
boundary term on the right side vanishes in the standard derivation [22] of the physical process
first law, where the range for v is taken between 0 and oo, because the lower limit vanishes at
the bifurcation surface v; = 0, and the upper limit is also zero because 6, vanishes faster than
1/v as vog — oo for a stationary final state with a finite horizon area. However, this term does
not vanish for two arbitrary affine times, and, crucially, gives a nontrivial dynamical correction
to the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy. Hence, we find

V2
/ dA/ dvvd(mv:—Ad/ dA(1—v8,) | . (3.7)
cw) v dv cw)

Finally, we insert this equation and the matter Killing energy flux (3.2) into the integrated
Raychaudhuri equation (3.5). This yields the physical process first law for arbitrary cross-
sections of the horizon and non-stationary perturbations

ziA&den — AGM — QyuASJT (3.8)
Y
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where Sgyy, is the dynamical black hole entropy of the cross-section C of the horizon

SasnlC] = % /C LA (3.9)

This is equivalent to the formula (1.7) for Sgyn in the introduction, because of (3.3). A few
comments are in order about the dynamical black hole entropy. First, the product v, is gauge
invariant under the scaling transformation v — a(z%)v, hence the entropy does not depend to
first order in the perturbation on the choice of affine parameter. Further, the entropy does not
depend on the auxiliary null vector field {* and hence also does not depend on the ambiguities
in its definition. Second, at the bifurcation surface the dynamical black hole entropy reduces
to the standard Bekenstein-Hawking entropy, since v = 0 at B. Third, for stationary variations
we have 66, = 0, because the expansion in the v-direction vanishes on a Killing horizon, hence
we also recover the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy in that case. In the most general case, for
arbitrary cross-sections and a non-stationary variation, the dynamical black hole entropy receives
a correction term compared to the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy due to the nonzero expansion.
If the expansion is positive, which follows from the null energy condition, then the entropy is
smaller than the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy, suggesting that it is associated to a surface inside
the event horizon (see our discussion in Section 3.2).

As an aside, we mention that the dynamical black hole entropy can also be expressed in terms
of the Killing parameterisation of the null geodesics of the unperturbed Killing horizon. From
the relation between the Killing time parameter 7 and the affine parameter v, kv = exp(k7), it

fOHOWS that
dy C - = dA ]. - 797- 5 :;1()

where 6. is the expansion along the Killing parameter. Note that scaling the Killing field £ — ¢£
also rescales the surface gravity k — ck, hence the product 6, /k is reparameterisation invariant.

An important implication of the physical process first law is that the dynamical black hole
entropy satisfies a “linearised” second law. This is because, assuming the null energy condition
0T pk?k® > 0, the matter Killing energy flux (3.1) is non-negative, hence the dynamical black
hole entropy is non-decreasing to first order in the perturbation

Ab8Sayn > 0. (3.11)

Thus, for first-order perturbations sourced by external matter that satisfies the null energy
condition, the dynamical black hole entropy obeys the classical second law of black hole ther-
modynamics.

There is, however, a fundamental difference between the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy, satis-
fying the area theorem, and dynamical black hole entropy, satisfying (3.11). On the one hand,
the dynamical black hole entropy (3.9) changes only when matter crosses the horizon. This
is because the physical process first law is valid for any two cross-sections, in particular also
for times v; and vo that are very close to each other, hence the entropy change occurs locally.
If there is no energy flux through the horizon between times vy and vo, then according to the
first law the entropy does not change. On the other hand, Bekenstein-Hawking entropy already
changes in anticipation of matter crossing the horizon. This follows from the fact that the black
hole event horizon is defined in a teleological way as the causal boundary of the past of future
null infinity. At future null infinity the horizon generators must have zero expansion, i.e. they
are parallel. However, according to the Raychaudhuri equation (3.4), the expansion decreases if
positive matter Killing energy crosses the future horizon. Hence, before matter even crosses the
horizon, the generators must have positive expansion in order for the expansion to be zero at
future infinity. In other words, the horizon area already increases before matter is thrown into
the black hole.
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To illustrate this point, we consider a stress-energy tensor that is proportional to a delta
function on the horizon: T,, = c¢d(v — vp), where ¢ is a small constant and vy is the affine
time when the matter source travels through the horizon. Then by the linearised Raychaudhuri
equation (3.4) the derivative of the expansion is, to first order in the perturbation, proportional
to a delta function:

b, = —cd(v—g). (3.12)

The solution to this differential equation for the expansion is a step function

c, v<y,

3.13
0, v>vg, ( )

Hv:c—cH(v—vo):{

where H is the Heaviside step function. Note that we imposed the teleological boundary con-
dition: 6, = 0 at future infinity. The expansion itself, on the other hand, is related to the
derivative of the horizon area by (3.3), which hence has the shape of a kink, i.e. it increases
until it reaches a constant at the time vy,

A -
A:{ 0+ elv=vo), v<wo, (3.14)
A(), V>V,
Further, the dynamical entropy (3.9) of a black hole can be computed as follows
1 Ay — cvy, v <V
dyn 4G( ) {AO, v > V. ( )

Thus, we conclude the profile of the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy (the horizon area) is a kink
as a function of affine time, whereas the dynamical black hole entropy behaves more like a step
function, i.e. it changes only when the matter source crosses the horizon, in agreement with the
discussion above.

3.2 Relation to Bekenstein-Hawking Entropy of the Apparent Horizon

An apparent horizon is defined on a Cauchy surface as the boundary of an outer trapped region,
which consists of surfaces whose outgoing null expansion is negative [63]. The apparent horizon
is foliated by future marginally outer trapped surfaces, which means that its outgoing null
expansion vanishes. The location of an apparent horizon is highly ambiguous as it depends on
the choice of Cauchy slice. Nevertheless, for some fixed foliation of the spacetime, apparent
horizons can provide a more local notion of the boundary of a black hole than the event horizon,
as the expansion of a null geodesic congruence is defined locally. Thus, it is interesting to
investigate the relation between the area entropy of an apparent horizon and the dynamical
black hole entropy, as the latter also only changes locally in affine time. This relationship was
previously established in [1].

Another reason to study the relationship between the entropy of the event horizon H™ and
that of the apparent horizon A, is that the apparent horizon must lie on or inside the event
horizon. In a stationary background the apparent horizon of a Cauchy slice coincides with
the cross-section of the Killing horizon at that slice. When non-stationary perturbations are
switched on, however, the apparent horizon lies within the black hole, because the expansion 6,
is non-negative along the outgoing null geodesics of the event horizon — assuming the null energy
condition and weak cosmic censorship — whereas the outgoing null expansion 6~,~g of the apparent
horizon vanishes (along the null normal % to .A). Since the dynamical black hole entropy (3.9)
is smaller than the area entropy of the event horizon, if 6, > 0, a natural question is whether
the dynamical entropy is equal to the area entropy associated to an apparent horizon. In this
section we show this is indeed the case for linear perturbations around a stationary black hole.
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Figure 4: Apparent horizon A at u = U(v, '), based on a spacetime foliation by affine Gaussian
null coordinates. A constant-v section of the apparent horizon at v = vg is by construction a
future marginally outer trapped surface 7 (vp) with null normals [* and k®. The black hole event
horizon H* is located at u = 0, and C(vp) is a cross-section at v = vy. In a stationary background
the apparent and black hole horizon coincide, but for a small non-stationary perturbation the
apparent horizon lies slightly inside the black hole event horizon.

We foliate the spacetime using the GNC system near the future horizon H™ of the black
hole. Suppose the GNC system is adapted such that H™ is still at u = 0 after the perturbation
(assumption a) in Section 2.2). We denote the location of A as u = U(v,z') > 0, where we
notice that it is in general not a null hypersurface, and its u-position depends on v and z*, so
it may look like a wiggly surface in GNC. We fix the spatial foliation of A by demanding that
every constant v surface within A is future marginally outer trapped. Any other foliation of A
by v — v + f(2%) in principle could be studied using different schemes for extending k% (hence
the v-coordinate) off the event horizon. Below we assume that the affine null distance U (v, z%)
to the event horizon, and its spacetime derivatives, are of first order in the perturbation, i.e.
their magnitude is comparable to the perturbation parameter e. We will work to first order in
€, hence we ignore quantities quadratic in I/ and its derivatives.

First, we use GNC to define the null normals to any future marginally outer trapped surface
T (vo) at v = vy, which is a constant v-slice of the apparent horizon A = {u = U(v,z')}. One
of the null normals to T is [, = —(dv),, (2.38), since T is by construction a constant-v surface.

The other null normal can be found by the condition that du — (9;i/) da* I 0, so it reads

foo L —(du)q + O (dz')q , (3.16)

where we have chosen the sign of k such that it is future directed. Using the inverse metric

(2.33) in GNC, we find

fo = gojy, I (3> L (DU - wid) ( 0

¢ 2y T ja Y a 2
w (%vi) +0(€) =k + (DU —w'U)mi + O(e”), (3.17)

where D* = ~" D;, and D; is the codimension-2 intrinsic covariant derivative.

Before decomposing the metric on 7 (v) in terms of the null normals [* and k. we need to
check the following consistency conditions up to first order:
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1. k% should be null at first order,

kkq = k%q 4 2(Did — Uw;)k*m? + (DU — wU)(DjU — w;d)mimi = O(*),  (3.18)

a

which follows from the relevant metric components in GNC.
2. k% should obey the same condition as £* when contracted with I,:
k%, = k%, 4+ (DU — w'U)ymil, = —1, (3.19)
because g,, = 0 everywhere.

Using the null normals (l;:, l), we carry out the following metric decomposition on 7,

T ~
Gab = _2k(alb) + Yab - (3.20)

Note this equation is only valid to first order in e. We employ this double null decomposition to
study the expansion of the apparent horizon slice 7 (v) along the null normal %

O = WYk’ 2 Tk + 9 Va(DU — with)ym?) (3:21)

i
To identify the second term as a codimension-2 total derivative, we consider

m? = (72 — k¥l — 1%k )m$ = 4bmé — (DU — 2wild)1 (3.22)

)

where we used mflm? = 52 . From this it follows that the second term in (3.21) can be written
as

W Val(DU = w'Uymb) L 5V, (A(DU ~w'Uyms)) + O(e) = Dy(DU — ') + O(e?), (3.23)

where we identified the projected covariant derivative as the codimension-2 intrinsic covariant
derivative D;.

Focusing on the first term in (3.21), we find

14

1 1 7
77ac(aagcv + a\/gac - 8cgav) §7acav'7ac = 91} 5 (324)

2

where we used the property that ~; is a projection operator at first order. In the last equality,
we have identified the ‘expansion’ of T in the v-direction as

1 1

§,yac vYac = \ﬁ
We emphasise this 0, is an expansion along a non-normal k of 7, hence it may not vanish on 7T,
whereas for the event horizon 6, is the outgoing null expansion, because k is the null normal

of HT.

Therefore, to first order in the perturbation, the expansion along k can be expressed as

1 T
'ngakb = i'yggbc(aagcv + avgac - acgav) =

B/ = 0, . (3.25)

56; Z 66,(v,U, ') + Dy(D'U — w'U), (3.26)

Note that upon integration on a compact horizon, the second term on the right would vanish.

Now, we Taylor expand the first-order variation of the k-expansion 6,(v,U,z?) around the
location of the event horizon~(u = 0),!? and impose the defining condition for an apparent
horizon that the k-expansion ¢; must vanish'?

0L 66, (v, U, 2%) = 66,(v,0,2) + U(v, 2*)Du0,(v,0,2") + Di( DU — w'l). (3.27)

12VWe can Taylor expand this around the event horizon to first order, because 0, = 74, V*k? is a covariant scalar
function on spacetime to first order in the perturbation.
13We thank Bob Wald for pointing out an error in this equation in a previous version of the paper.
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This equation is exact to first order in the perturbation parameter e. We want to solve it for
§60,(v,0,2%), since that appears in the variation of the dynamical black hole entropy (3.9). In
order to do so, we make use of two facts about the expansion. First, we have that, to zeroth-order
in the perturbation,

0,0,dA = 0, <dlAau dA> = 0,0,

(3.28)
where 6, = 7,V is the ingoing null expansion in the u-direction. Second, a boost weight
analysis (see Section 2.3) on the event horizon suggests that, at zeroth order, the ingoing null
expansion is proportional to v

1
dA

1
(dA4)?

1

(9 dA)(, dA) +

Ouby = Oy < 8vdA> =—

0u(v,0,2°) = —F(z%)v, (3.29)

for some function F'(z') > 0. The expansion 6, on the event horizon is negative because null
geodesics are focusing in the u-direction. Using (3.28) and (3.29), we can obtain the solution to
the apparent horizon condition (3.27) for the expansion 6, of the perturbed event horizon

60,(v,0,2") = U(v,2")F(2") — D;(D'U — w'U). (3.30)

Next, we Taylor expand the area element dA of the apparent horizon at the affine time v, around
the cross-section of the event horizon at v, which to leading order in the perturbation gives

SAA (v,U,z") = §dA (v,0,2") + U(v,2")0y dA (v,0,z7). (3.31)
On the event horizon it follows from (3.29) that
OydA =0,dA=—vF(z")dA. (3.32)
By inserting this and (3.30) into (3.31), we obtain

§dA (v,U,z") = §dA (v,0,2") — vdA (v,0,2)6,(v,0,2") —vdA (v,0,2")D;(D'U — w'U)

. . 4 . (3.33)
= (1-v0,)0dA (v,0,2") —vdA(v,0,2")D;(D'U — w'U).

Hence, integrating this equation over the codimension-2 horizon slice at constant v yields
Av,U) = (1 —vd,)A(»v,0), (3.34)

where we have taken out the J, as both sides are exact in the variation.

Thus, in general relativity the dynamical black hole entropy captures the area of the apparent
horizon, to first order in the perturbation around a stationary black hole,

A[T(v)]

S =)l () = S

4G

Siyn = (3.35)
where Cyy+ (v) is the cross-section of the event horizon H* at affine time v, and 7 (v) is the cross-
section of the apparent horizon A at v. We have seen that the dynamical black hole entropy
satisfies a linearised second law, if the perturbation is sourced by stress-energy tensor that
obeys the null energy condition. Therefore, the identification (3.35) implies that the Bekenstein-
Hawking entropy of the apparent horizon is also non-decreasing. This agrees with the classical
second law for the area of future outer trapping horizons [64] and dynamical horizons [65], which
coincide in physical setups. Dynamical horizons are defined as spacelike hypersurfaces foliated
by marginally trapped surfaces satisfying 6oyt = 0 and 6;, < 0. The apparent horizon considered
here also satisfies these conditions, so it is an example of a dynamical horizon and hence it should
obey the second law.
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4 Dynamical Black Hole Entropy is Improved Noether Charge

In this section we derive the dynamical black hole entropy, valid to leading order for non-
stationary perturbations of a Killing horizon, for arbitrary diffeomorphism covariant theories
of gravity using the Noether charge method, also known as covariant phase space formalism,
developed in [11,12,37,38,66,67]. We first introduce our notation and briefly review the covariant
phase space formalism (Section 4.1), where our treatment is slightly different from the standard
one by Wald and collaborators, since we allow for variations of both the dynamical fields and
the vector fields generating diffeomorphisms (see, e.g, [43,52,53] for similar treatments). Then
we derive the non-stationary comparison version (Section 4.2) and the physical process version
(Section 4.3) of the first law and show that the dynamical black hole entropy that appears in this
first law is defined as an “improved” Noether charge. Furthermore, we analyse several aspects
of the dynamical entropy: we show that it satisfies a linearised second law (Section 4.4); we
discuss its relation to Wall entropy [10] (Section 4.5); and we demonstrate its invariance under
JKM ambiguities [33] to leading order in perturbation theory (Section 4.6). We end with some
technical details: we show using affine Gaussian null coordinates that the symplectic potential
is a total variation when pulled back to the event horizon (Section 4.7); and we analyse the
structure of the Noether charge and dynamical black hole entropy for arbitrary diffeomorphism
covariant theories (Section 4.8).

4.1 Covariant Phase Space Formalism

We consider a general, classical theory of gravity with arbitrary matter fields in D spacetime
dimensions, arising from a diffeomorphism covariant Lagrangian D-form L, which can always
be put in the form [11]

L= L(gab7 Rabed, vel Raped, -+ - 7v(61~--en)Rabcd7 PA, vb1 PAs v(b1~~bm)‘~PA>€- (41)

Here € is the volume form, g is the (inverse) spacetime metric, V denotes the covariant derivat-
ive with respect to this metric, Rgpcq is the Riemann curvature tensor of g.p, and ¢ 4 are arbitrary
(bosonic) matter tensor fields with indices A = a;---as. We use ¢ = (gap, pa) to collectively
denote all dynamical fields. Further, in the discussion below, we will use the notation

€a1--ap = €a1--apaps1--aps (4.2)

so, for example, €, denotes the spacetime volume form with one index displayed and the other
indices suppressed. In addition, for later convenience, we set the orientation of the volume form
on the horizon to be

+
e L kNN e (4.3)
where k, [ should be interpreted as 1-forms, and €¢ is the codimension-2 spatial “volume” (area)
form of a horizon cross-section.

Under a first-order variation of the dynamical fields, the variation of L can always be ex-
pressed as

L =E(¢)d¢ + dO(¢,0¢) , (4.4)
where

1
E(¢)d¢p = §Eabég“b + E4%p4, (4.5)

and E,, = Ege and £4 = £%€ are the Euler-Lagrange equation of motion forms for g** and
¢4, respectively. Moreover, ®(¢,d¢) is the symplectic potential codimension-1 form, which is
locally constructed out of ¢, d¢ and their derivatives and is linear in d¢.
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Now let x® be an arbitrary smooth vector field, and consider a variation, d¢ = L, ¢, induced
by a diffeomorphism generated by x*. Then, diffeomorphism covariance of L implies that, under
this variation, (4.4) becomes

LyL =d(x L) = E(¢)Ly¢ + dO(¢, Lyo) . (4.6)
The second equality follows from the Cartan-Killing equation
LyA=d(x-A)+x-dA, (4.7)

where A is some differential form, and x - A means contraction of x with the first index of A,
and from the fact that the Lagrangian form L is a top form, hence dL = 0. Equation (4.6)
implies there exists a Noether current codimension-1 form J,, associated to x“, that is closed
on shell

I, =0(6,Lyd) — x-L. (4.8)
The Noether current also satisfies an off-shell identity (see the appendix of [68] for a proof)
dJy+C,)=0. (4.9)
This follows from using the generalised Bianchi identity,

VU Eab — Cap) + E4Vppa =0, (4.10)

to express E(¢)L,¢ = dC,, with C,, the constraint codimension-1 form
C, = (—Eab + cab> Xb€as (4.11)

and
cab — gaagv--assobazmas + 5a1aa3ma$¢a1ba3--~as N gal“’lln—la(palmanilb' (412)

The constraint equations of motion for the metric are E,€® = 0 and for the matter fields
cap€’? = 0. We note that ¢* = 0, if ¢ is a scalar field.

Next, by the Poincaré lemma, and an explicit construction in [69], we can write
Iy +C =dQy, (4.13)

where Q, is the Noether charge codimension-2 form associated to x.

Furthermore, we consider a variation of the Noether current J, that varies both the dynam-
ical fields ¢ and the vector field

(4.14)
= w(9, 00, Lx9) + Jsy +d(x - O(¢,00)) — x - E(¢)do,

where
659(9, Lyg) = 6O(¢, Lyd) — O(, £§X¢> (4.15)

is the variation of the symplectic potential with respect to the fields only, and w is the symplectic
current codimension-1 form

w (¢, 019, 02¢) = 010(¢, 029) — 20(¢,619). (4.16)

Inserting the variation of (4.13) for 6J,, and similarly for Js,, into (4.14) yields

w(p,00, Lyd) = d(0sQx — X - O(¢,09)) = 05Cy + x - E(¢)d¢, (4.17)
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where
16Qy =0Q, — Qs and 04C, =dC, — Csy (4.18)

are the field variations of the Noether charge Q¢ and constraint form C,. This is known as
the fundamental identity [67] of the covariant phase space formalism. We have allowed for
variations of the vector field y, since for our geometric setup they lead to nonzero variations
of the surface gravity (see Section 2.2). We will show that in the first law for non-stationary
perturbations of stationary black holes the variation of the horizon Killing field £% cancels out.
In particular, we check in Section 4.8 that the variation of the dynamical black hole entropy
does not depend on §£%. In a different context, variations of the vector field y arise when it
depends on the background dynamical fields, x* = x%(¢). The covariant phase space formalism
for field-dependent vector fields is, for instance, studied in detail in [43,46,52,53].

When we apply the fundamental identity on a stationary black hole background with horizon
Killing vector field x* = £%, then the symplectic current evaluated on the Lie derivative of the
fields along &% vanishes

w(9,00, Led) =0, (4.19)

as it depends linearly on L¢¢, which is zero on a stationary background. Hence, the fundamental
identity becomes

d(05Qc — £ - O(0,00)) = 55Ce — £ - E(9)d0. (4.20)

The term & - E(¢) vanishes when we pull it back to the horizon, as £ is tangent to the horizon.
As we will see shortly, this equation plays a central role in the derivation of the first law for
non-stationary black holes.

4.2 The Non-Stationary Comparison First Law

Previously in [11,12], a comparison version of the first law was derived for arbitrary diffeomorph-
ism covariant theories of gravity using the Noether charge method. The entropy of stationary
black holes was defined solely in terms of the Noether charge Q¢ integrated over a horizon
cross-section. However, for dynamical black holes, the Noether charge has a major drawback
— it is subject to JKM ambiguities [33] away from the bifurcation surface (see Section 4.6).
And, at an arbitrary cross-section of the horizon, the Noether charge entropy does not satisfy
a comparison first law for dynamical black holes. Here, for dynamical black holes obtained by
perturbing stationary black holes with a bifurcate Killing horizon, we show a different definition
of entropy (the “improved” Noether charge) does satisfy a comparison first law at linear order
in perturbation theory. Similar results were previously obtained in [1].

We assume that the background field equations are satisfied, E(¢) = 0, and we require the
perturbed fields to obey the linearised constraint equations, d4C¢ = 0. Under these assumptions
the fundamental variational identity (4.20) becomes

d(6,Q¢ — & - ©(¢,6¢)) = 0. (4.21)

We integrate this expression over a codimension-1 spatial hypersurface between the horizon H*
and spatial infinity ig. Because of Stokes’ theorem, the boundary integral at a cross-section Sy
of iy is equal to the boundary integral at a cross-section C of HT

| 60 —¢-0(0.50) = [ (,Qc — ¢~ @(6.50). (422)
For the boundary integral at infinity we make the identification

/S (6,Q¢ — & - O(,5¢)) = M — Qg5.J. (4.23)
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For stationary, axisymmetric black holes, the horizon Killing vector field may be normalised at
spatial infinity as
£ = (00)" + Qy(99)*, (4.24)

where t, ¥ are the temporal and angular coordinates, respectively. Then, the variation of the
canonical mass and angular momentum can be defined as

SM — /5 (65Qo, — 0;- ©(6,56)), 67 = /S 55Qo, . (4.95)

where Oy - ® = 0 on Sy, because 0y is parallel to Soo. The mass M is well defined if there exists
a codimension-1 form By, (¢) at spatial infinity ip such that

©(,00) 2 6Bu (). (4.26)

The definitions of the mass and angular momentum are then
M = / (Qs, — 0r - Bwo), (4.27)
Soo
J = _/5 Qo - (4.28)

In [11], the exactness in § of ® at asymptotic infinity is shown for general relativity, assuming
suitable fall-off conditions for the metric, and the form B is explicitly constructed. Moreover,
they recover the ADM definitions of the mass and angular momentum from (4.27) and (4.28).

Furthermore, for the boundary integral at the horizon, in the original works [11,12] this was
evaluated at the bifurcation surface, where £ - @ = 0. Subsequently, they identified the Noether
charge with the black hole entropy, which for arbitrary theories of gravity is given by the Wald
entropy (1.4),

K
/13(5¢Q£ = %58Wald . (4.29)

For stationary black holes the integral of the Noether charge is independent of the choice of
horizon cross-section, so the choice for B is innocuous. This is because the difference between
integrals of Q¢ over different cross-sections is given by the integral of J¢ over the horizon in
between. But, because of the stationarity condition L¢¢ = 0 and the fact that the pullback
of £ - L vanishes at the horizon, according to the definition of J¢, (4.8), its pullback to H™*
vanishes. However, for non-stationary perturbations (4.29) is really only true at the bifurcation
surface, since L¢¢ # 0 in the perturbed geometry. Further, for stationary perturbations it is
not necessary to evaluate the boundary integral at B. Indeed, Gao [54] (see also [46]) showed
that the boundary integral, including the £ - © terms, gives the black hole entropy for arbitrary
horizon cross-sections

[0~ ¢ 06.00) = S for d(Les) =0, (4.30)

Gao established this identity for general relativity (using results from [3]), that is, he obtained
the variation of Spy from the left-hand side. But the identity holds more generally for any
diffeomorphism covariant theory of gravity, which follows as a special case from our results.

We generalise these derivations by considering non-stationary perturbations and a spatial
slice that extends from an arbitrary horizon cross-section to spatial infinity. Hence, we make
the identification

[0 —¢-©(6.00) = F-0Sn  tor d(Lco) £0, (1.31)

32



SM — Q367

Figure 5: Penrose diagram of an eternal asymptotically flat black hole. The comparison version
of the first law relates the variations of the black hole mass and angular momentum at spatial
infinity to the variation of the entropy at the event horizon. At the bifurcation surface B the
entropy is given by the Wald entropy, and on an arbitrary cross-section C the horizon entropy
is the dynamical black hole entropy for non-stationary variations.

where k is the surface gravity of the unperturbed Killing horizon. Hence, instead of only the
Noether charge, the symplectic potential also contributes to the (variation of) the dynamical
black hole entropy. Thus, by relating the two boundary integrals at S, and C, (4.23) and (4.31)
respectively, we arrive at the non-stationary comparison first law for arbitrary horizon slices

SM — Q00 = %wdyn. (4.32)

To serve as a well-posed definition for Sqyn, the variational formula (4.31) is subject to two
consistency conditions:

a) There exists a codimension-1 form By, +(¢) that satisfies

HT

©(6,60) "5 6By (¢) and By (d) £ 0, (4.33)

where O is the pullback of the symplectic potential to the horizon, and the second equality
holds on the background Killing horizon. This condition implies

C C C
§-0(,00) =6(§ - By+(9)) = £6(§ - Byy+/K3) = K64(§ - Byy+/K3) (4.34)
simply because, when § is not acting on B4+, it vanishes in the stationary background.

b) To extract the full variation ¢, instead of just the field-only variation dg4, from the first
term, we also require

56Qe < r6(Qe/rs), (4.35)

where, k3 is the surface gravity defined in (2.28).

In Section 4.7 we prove condition a) for general diffeomorphism covariant theories of gravity.
There we will use the general structure of symplectic potential @ studied in [11], and we will
work in GNC that allow us to use boost weight arguments. Later in Section 4.8, we prove
condition b) in the same setup as the proof for a).

An immediate corollary of the above two conditions is that d4Sqyn = 6Sayn, i.e., the field-only
variation is equivalent to full variation of Sqy,. The reason for this is that a field variation does
not act on ks, since the surface gravity variation only depends on the variation of the vector
field 6£%, see (2.31), assuming our gauge conditions for the perturbation hold. This implies

05 Qe £ k04(Q¢/k3). Thus, combining this with (4.34), it follows that we can write
2m
5¢ (/ 7(QE —&- B'H+)> = 5den- (436)
c k3
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This means that at first order the variation of Sqy, is independent of 6§. Thus the variation
of the horizon Killing field, and hence also of the surface gravity, is absent in the first law.

Given that the two conditions above are satisfied, we can define the dynamical entropy as
the improved Noether charge Q¢ (see, e.g., [37-43]) up to linear order in the perturbation away

from stationarity,
27 ~ 27
den = Qf = (Q§ -&- B’)—L+) : (437)
K3 Je K3 Je
At zeroth order in the perturbation, £ - By+ (o) G 0, hence Qg < Q¢ for Killing horizons.
Moreover, at the bifurcation surface, £* = 0, hence we recover the Iyer-Wald result (4.29).

Therefore, at the bifurcation surface and on Killing horizons, Sgy, reduces to the Wald entropy.

4.3 The Physical Process First Law

In the derivation of the comparison version of the first law above we treated the metric and
matter field collectively, and defined the dynamical entropy in terms of the improved Noether
charge for all fields ¢. In this section we consider the case where an external minimal matter
source, described by the stress-energy tensor Ty, is switched on as a perturbation. We show that
the same dynamical entropy (4.37) also satisfies a physical process version of first law associated
with this external stress-energy tensor. This extends the proof of the physical process version of
first law from the Raychaudhuri equation in Section 3.1 to arbitrary diffeomorphism covariant
theories. A similar proof was given in [1].

In the presence of an external matter field, let us separate the total Lagrangian L into that
of the original system L(¢) and that of the external matter L™ (¢):

L(¢,v) = L(¢) + L™(¢)), (4.38)

where 1 is the external matter field. The variation of the original Lagrangian and external
matter Lagrangian can be expressed as

1 1
SL = 514:0Lb5gab + E%%ps+dO(¢,00), L™ = -5 109 + EM6p + dO™ (g, 4, 6¢) , (4.39)

where Egp, £4 are the metric and matter field equations of the original system, Ty, is the stress-
energy tensor of the minimally coupled external matter fields, and E™ is the equation of motion
for 7). (The boldface symbols of the above equations of motion mean the product of that with
the volume form €.) Now, for the combined Lagrangian, the equation of motion for the metric
takes the form

Eap = Tap, (440)

exactly as a generalisation of the Einstein equation, ﬁGab = Ty in the case of general relativity
coupled to minimal matter sources.

We repeat the steps in Section 4.1 for the original Lagrangian, keeping in mind that we have
switched on external matter sources. Then, if the equations of motion €4 = 0 and Eg, = Tiyp
are imposed, the fundamental identity (4.20) is modified as

d(65Qe — & - ©(¢,5¢)) = —6T"Epeq — %5 - Tup69™ (4.41)

where we have inserted the constraint form C¢ = —E%e, = —T™¢pe,.

Next, we integrate (4.41) on an interval interpolating between two slices C(v1) and C(v2) on
the horizon H*. The left-hand side then becomes the difference in the first-order variation of
the dynamical entropy between C(v1) and C(v2),

k K
</C(V2) - /C(V1)> (06Qe — £+ ©(¢,09)) = 5 - (05ayn(v2) = 0Sayn(v1)) = 5 ~AdSayn,  (442)
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and integrating the right-hand side of (4.41) yields (note & - Ty, vanishes as ¢ is tangent to the
horizon)

C(VQ) C(VQ) Vo
— / ST%¢e, = / STpkEleqyr = / dv / dA ST kP, (4.43)
C(v1) C(v1) Vi C(v)

Here the symmetry of T} is assumed, €3+ = —I A €¢ is the volume on the horizon, and we used
the following property for the pullback of T%€, to the horizon:

0T%e, = 6T e, "= — 5Tkl €, = —0Tkyenys, (4.44)

and we identified [°€, = €y+.

Thus, we obtain a physical process first law between two arbitrary horizon slices
27 V2 b
AdSgqyn = / dv/ dA ST, %k, (4.45)
K Jv C(v)

which relates the difference in entropy between two horizon slices with the infalling null energy
density of the external matter field across the horizon.

65‘(1)'11("1)

Figure 6: Physical process version of the first law. An external matter source, described by the
stress-energy tensor variation 07y, crosses the horizon between two generic horizon slices C(v1)
and C(va).

4.4 The Linearised Second Law

Here, we derive a constant and non-decreasing second law for dynamical black hole entropy at
the linearised level from the comparison version and the physical process version of first laws,
respectively. This was also observed in [1].

The comparison first law holds for any horizon cross-section, which implies that the dynam-
ical entropy variation at one cross-section C(v;) is equal to the dynamical entropy variation at

another cross-section
0Sayn(v1) = 8Sayn(va). (4.46)

This suggests that, locally, the dynamical entropy satisfies a constant linearised second law
0,0S4qyn = 0. (4.47)

On the other hand, from the physical process first law we can prove a stronger second law,
namely that the entropy is non-decreasing on the horizon, assuming the null energy condition
0T,pk®k? > 0 holds for the external matter source. This is just the local version of the physical
process version of first law, (4.45), between two infinitesimally close slices on the horizon:

0,6 Sayn — 2% /C Kz ST kb > 0. (4.48)
v
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For a typical field theory the stress-energy tensor is quadratic in the perturbation. In order to
have a non-trivial increase in the entropy at first order, we may tune the perturbation parameter
for the external matter source such that 67,,k%® contributes to the first order perturbation of
the entropy. That is, we set 6¢ ~ O(e) but §1p ~ O(e'/?) for some small bookkeeping parameter e
for the perturbation.

Thus, we conclude that the linearised second law for dynamical black hole entropy, that we
derived for general relativity from the Raychaudhuri equation in Section 3.1, continues to hold
for arbitrary theories of gravity.

4.5 Relation to Wall Entropy

Here, we investigate the relationship between the dynamical entropy, defined as an improved
Noether charge, and the Wall entropy.'4 This relationship was established before in [1]. In [10],
the Wall entropy is defined in terms of the null-null component of the metric field equation as

D25 Swarl = —2m / dASE kK. (4.49)
C(v)

To obtain a similar expression for the dynamical entropy involving § E,, we contract the funda-
mental identity (4.20) with the null translation vector k and pull it back to a horizon cross-section

k- d(0,Qe) € k- 3,Ce — k- (€ - E(9))0¢ < ~0E&(k - €4) £ 0Bk eec | (4.50)

where the second equality follows from the fact that k- (£-E(¢)) vanishes because ¢ is proportional
to k on the horizon, and c,,k?¢® in the constraint form (see equation (4.12)) vanishes to first order

+
in the perturbation for scalars or vectors. In the last equality, we used 6 E%¢, j — 6Bk €q,+

(using the same argument as (4.44)), and k - €+ £ €c. Rearrange the above equation, we arrive
at

L’k(6¢Q5) = (SEabkabec + d(k . (5¢Q§) , (4.51)

where we have used the Cartan-Killing equation (4.7). Further, integrating the above identity
on some compact horizon slice C(v) and interpreting £ acting on scalar quantities as d,, we find
a similar expression as (4.48) for the dynamical entropy

27

0,3 0yn = /c Kz SR (4.52)

+
By substituting the expression for the Killing field on the horizon £ o kvk?®, this reads

Oy Sext = 2V / dASE 4,k k® = —vd25Swan » (4.53)
cW)

where in the second equality we used the definition of Wall entropy (4.49). As this should be
valid at any affine time v, we have

9y0Sext = —vI26Swan = —0y (vO,0Swan) + 0y6Swan = 0y ((1 — v8,)3Swan) - (4.54)

Thus we find that the relation between dynamical entropy and Wall entropy is (after pulling
out the 0)
Sayn = (1 —v0,)Swal » (4.55)

14YWe only consider the case where the metric, scalar fields and vector fields are the dynamical fields. When
matter fields with spin s > 2 are present, the Wall entropy may not be well defined unless certain ‘integrability
conditions’ are satisfied by the matter fields. Once these conditions are imposed, there is a similar relation between
the Wall entropy and Sayn. This will be investigated in [70].
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where the integration constant is zero because at the bifurcation surface B we have the following
matching condition:

B B
Sdyn = Swall = SWald (4.56)

from the properties of Sqyn and Swan. We check this relation (4.55) in Section 5.3 for any
f(Riemann) theory by evaluating the improved Noether charge using GNC near the horizon.

Finally, by inserting the relation (4.55) for the dynamical entropy into the first law (4.32),
we obtain the non-stationary comparison first law for general theories of gravity

SM — Q6] = T4 <5Wau - vjvsWaH) . (4.57)

4.6 Invariance under JKM Ambiguities to First Order

Here, we give a brief review of the Jacobson-Kang-Myers (JKM) ambiguities [33] (see also [11])
of covariant phase space quantities, and we prove that the dynamical black hole entropy defined
above is invariant under these ambiguities for first-order perturbations of a stationarity back-
ground (see also [1]). We also mention that the Wall entropy has recently been proven to be
unambiguous to first order in the perturbation [14].

In the differential form language, ambiguities arise for quantities that are defined up to exact
terms. In the covariant phase space formalism, there are three different types of ambiguities
present at different levels: for the Lagrangian form L, the symplectic potential ® and the
Noether charge Q. The JKM ambiguities are

L(¢) — L(¢) + du(9) , (4.58)
O(¢,09) = ©(¢,60) +dY(4,09), (4.59)
Qx — Qy +dZ(¢,x) - (4.60)

Here, Y (¢, d¢) is required to be linear in d¢ and Z(¢, x) must be linear in the vector field x¢,
in order to match ® and Q,, respectively.

Under the above ambiguities, the quantities of our interest transform as

©(¢,50) — ©(¢,60) + 6u(¢) + dY (¢, 60) (4.61)
Qe = Qe + & - 1(9) + Y (0, Leop) + dZ(¢, ) - (4.62)

and the variation of Q¢ transform as
5Qe — 0Qe + € - 1(9) + € 0pa(6) + Y (&, Lac) + Y (6, £c660) + A(0Z(6,6)) ,  (4.63)

where we have applied the product rule for § to the variation of £ - u and Y. Notice that in
calculating §Y, the only non-vanishing terms are those where ¢ is applied to the Lie derivative
L¢g, because Le¢ = 0 in the Killing background.

We are interested in the ambiguities in the field variation of the improved Noether charge,
after which the dynamical entropy is defined,

05Q¢ = 05Q¢ — £ - ©(¢),09) . (4.64)
Under the JKM ambiguities this transforms as

5Q¢ = 65Qe + Y (¢, Ledd) — & - dY (¢, 5¢) + A(6Z(¢, &) — Z(¢, 5€))

- (4.65)
where we have identified
Y (¢, Ledd) = LY (6,00) = d(E- Y (¢,00)) +&-dY (¢, 60), (4.66)
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using the background stationarity condition L¢¢ = 0, and we notice

542(,€) = 6Z(6,€) — Z(o, 66). (4.67)

Thus, the ambiguities that arise in (5¢Q§ are exact differentials, which vanish when integrated
over a compact horizon cross-section, due to Stokes’ theorem. Hence, because of the definition
in (4.31), 684y = (27/K) o 5¢Q§, this implies the first-order variation of the dynamical black
hole entropy is JKM-invariant. In other words, the dynamical entropy itself is unambiguous to
leading order for perturbations off stationary backgrounds. It is straightforward to apply this
discussion to the case where the gravitational and matter sectors are treated separately, as in
Section 4.3, because we can treat the gravitational part of the Lagrangian independently.

4.7 Exactness of the Symplectic Potential on the Horizon

Here, we systematically analyse the structure of ®(¢,d¢) using the powerful GNC near the
future horizon and the associated boost weight argument, and we show that the symplectic
potential in any diffeomorphism invariant theory would satisfy the consistency condition a)
in Section 4.2 on a linearly perturbed Killing horizon. This is done by proving that, with a
stationary background, ©(¢, j¢) is exact in ¢ when pulled back to the horizon, i.e., there exists
some By,+(¢) on the horizon such that

©(4,66) "= 6By (). (4.68)

We also demonstrate that the B4+ satisfying this relation vanishes on the background Killing
horizon. This relation (4.68) was also established in [1] using Killing field arguments, instead
of boost weight arguments, for diffeomorphism covariant Lagrangians that depend only on the
metric field. Below we provide an independent, more general proof for arbitrary diffeomorphism
covariant Lagrangians that depend on the metric and any (non-minimally coupled) bosonic
matter field.

According to Iyer and Wald [11], the most general form of the symplectic potential (¢, d¢)
is (up to certain JKM ambiguities)

O(¢,00) = €, <2Xab0dvd59bc + S5 gy,

1 1 (4.69)
abede f1 -+ aAby---b
+ ZT(k) BTk ey Rocde + Uiy k(sV(bl...bk)gOA)
k=0 k=0
for a general diffeomorphism covariant theory with Lagrangian form
L = L(9"", Rabed, Vey Raved: > V(eymen)Rabeds 94, V04, + 3V (pyo) PA)E - (4.70)
Here,
6L oL oL oL
Xabed — = - V. o (=1)"Vey e, 4.71
ORaped  ORaped ' O(Ve, Raped) (FD"Ve, IV (ey..ep) Rabed) 4.71)

which is the functional derivative of the Lagrangian L with respect to the Riemann tensor Rgpcq,
and S, T, U are some field-dependent tensors that can be derived from the Lagrangian using the
methods elaborated in [11]. For our discussion, we do not need the details of these tensors but
only their general index structure.
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Consider the pullback of (¢, d¢) to the horizon HT. Expressing in GNC, we get

O(¢,0¢) A ec <2XudeVd59bc + S gy

- . (4.72)
n Z T(’Lz:b)‘:deflmfk5V(f1---fk)Rbcde + Z U&?bl"bk{SV(bl...bk)@A)
Py k=0

where we have kept the only non-vanishing (D — 1)-form €, when pulling back to the horizon,
and identified
€, = -l Nec. (4.73)

We analyse the structure term by term. First look at the T terms. Depending on the boost
weight w of the combinations of indices bedefi - - - fi, we can write it as a sum of different weight
combinations:

+
—IlNec Z T(l_w)é(v...R)(w) = —lNec Z T(l_w)é(v...R)(w)

w>1
(4.74)
'H+
=6|-lne Z T(1—w)(v---R)(w)

w>1

Here, we have neglected the detailed indices combination as we only care about the boost weight
w they carry. The first equality holds as T(;_,,)’s with w < 0 are proportional to positive weight
background quantities, which vanish. In the second equality we have “pulled the § to the
front” for the non-vanishing terms because, for a non-positive weight component A< and
any positive weight component B(,,~q), we always have

H+
Aw<0)0Buw>0) = 6 (A@w<0)Bw>0)) = Buw0)0Aw<0) = 0 (Aw<0)Buw>0)) (4.75)

as background positive-weight tensor components vanish on the horizon.

The same argument also works for the last term involving U:
HT
—lNec Z UUAb1 bk(;v (by-bp)PA = 6| —lNec Z U(l_w)(v...gp)(w) . (4.76)
w>1
Now we just need to show the first two terms in ©(¢, d¢) are exact. The easier one is the S-term:
S S5y (4.77)

by our gauge conditions and boost weight analysis.

To deal with the first term involving X we first compute

Vu(ng- H:JF —5&)1', Vudgl-j H:Jr 25K¢j, Vvégij H:Jr 25K¢j s (4.78)

where f(ij = %&ﬂij and K;; = %dmj are the extrinsic curvatures in the u- and v-directions,
respectively, and we identify the vanishing components of X by a boost weight argument

Then, expanding the possible combinations of indices b, ¢, d and keeping in mind the symmetries
of the Riemann tensor, we obtain

—91 A e XU yogp. S 6 (— 4L A e XUIVK ) | (4.80)
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The final result is

Ht uijv
©(6,60) C 6 |~Lnec | AX Ky + 3 (T uy (VR + Uy (Vo)) | | (481)
w>1
Thus, we find
By (9) = ~L A ee | AX Ky + > (Tioup(VoR)y + U (Vo) |- (482)
w>1

This closes the proof of exactness of @(¢,d¢) in 6 on the horizon, which was used in Section 4.2
to define the dynamical black hole entropy. The boost weight of B+ is +1, because X““” has
weight 0 and K;; has weight +1, hence it follows that B4+ vanishes on the background Killing
horizon.

4.8 Structural Analysis of the (Improved) Noether Charge

In proving the exactness of @(¢,d¢), we have analysed its structure using GNC. A similar
procedure can be carried out for the Noether charge Q¢ in any diffeomorphism covariant theory.
We will do this in order to

1) Prove the consistency condition b) for the Noether charge, which is required for the dy-
namical entropy to well defined (see Section 4.2);

2) Analyse the general structure of the dynamical entropy, and highlight how it is different
from the Wald entropy.

Structure of Noether Charge We first perform a structural analysis of the Noether charge
in GNC. Iyer and Wald [11] showed that the most general form of the Noether charge is given
by

Qe = €y (— XMV + WE) + Y (9,0, Leg, Lew) + dZ (4.83)

where W is given by the theory, Y and Z are two different types of JKM ambiguity [33]
that arise for the Noether charge. As shown in Section 4.6, the dynamical black hole entropy
is invariant under JKM ambiguities up to an exact term (which integrates to zero on compact
slices), therefore, in the following discussion, we will set Y = 0 and dZ = 0 without loss of
generality. These ambiguities will essentially cancel with the ambiguities appearing in & - B4+
in the improved Noether charge.

When pulling back the Noether charge to a horizon slice, we obtain in GNC,
C&)) uved uve
Qe = —2ec ( X"V (g + W) . (4.84)
Using equation (4.79), equation (2.30), and calculating V[,§; w %wifu in GNC, we have
CS’) uUvuy Truvu
Q5 = —2€c 2R3X - qu . (485)

where we defined W™ = W — Xuwuiy, This expression of Q¢ contains both the background
and the first-order contribution, so we are not immediately setting x5 and &, to their background
values k and —kv.
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Consistency Condition for Noether Charge Using the structure of the Noether charge
in GNC on the horizon, we now prove the consistency condition b) in Section 4.2. In GNC, we
obtain from (4.85) the Noether charge associated to the varied Killing vector field §&%:

_ 553

C(v -
Qoe ' —4(0k3) X ee + 2(06,)W ™ ee = —4(0k5) X Vee Qe (4.86)

- +
where we notice that the weight-1 quantity W 0 on the background, and in deriving the
last equality, we have evaluated equation (4.85) at zeroth order. Then, we prove the consistency
condition as required

5/63

k0 (Qe/k3) = 0Q¢ — TQg =0Q¢ — Qse = 04Q¢ (4.87)

where we used k3 = k for the Killing horizon background.

We also make explicit a corollary of (4.86), when combined with consistency condition a),
given in (4.33). That is, the field-only variation dy is, in fact, equivalent to the full variation 0
when it acts on Sqy,. We start the proof by acting with the full variation ¢ on the dynamical
black hole entropy

27

K3 Jc

(Qe — € By+(9)), (4.88)

den =

which yields

5Saym = 2 /c (6(Qe/rs) — € - 0By /1)

=27 [ (6 (Qe/w) = € 6By /0 (4.89)
=54 (2: /C(Qg -&- BH+(¢))> = 0¢Sayn ,

+
where we have used the fact that By« (¢) £ 0 in the stationary background, By +(¢) is inde-
pendent of { so 0By + = 64By+, and kK3 = K on the unperturbed Killing horizon. Also, note
that d4 does not act on the surface gravities, since their variation depends on d§{* only.

Structure of Improved Noether Charge To find the general structure for the improved
Noether charge (hence the dynamical entropy), we calculate

(5¢Q£ Cg) (5¢ (_4R3Xuvuv€C — Qﬁnguvuec> , (4.9())

where we have inserted the background value &, = —k2v, as d4 does not vary £* on the horizon.
Moreover, under d4 we may identify ko = k3 = &, because they remain background values.

Combining (4.90) with the structural formula for £ - ©(¢, d¢), which follows from the con-
traction & - By+(¢), we find the improved Noether charge at first order in perturbation theory
takes the form

55Qc Y _4ro(Xer) (4.91)

— KVl | € QWU 4 4ijvKij + Z (T(l,w)(v...R)(w) + U(l,w)(v...go)(w)>

w>1
Hence, the general structure of dynamical black hole entropy is

Sayn = Swaid + VS5, (4.92)
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where
SwWald = —87 X" (4.93)

is the Wald entropy, and

Sy =2 /c( | €c QW 4 4XuijVKZ-j + Z (T(l_w)(v...R)(w) + U(l_w)(v...go)(w)) (4.94)

w>1

is a collection of tensor components that have total boost weight +1. This implies directly that
1) when Sgyy, is evaluated on a Killing horizon, S vanishes, and the dynamical entropy reduces
to the Wald entropy; 2) when S, is evaluated at the bifurcate surface, v = 0, the dynamical
entropy also becomes the Wald entropy.

5 Examples of Dynamical Black Hole Entropy

In this section we calculate the dynamical black hole entropy explicitly, using the improved No-
ether charge formula (4.37), for three examples: general relativity, f(R) gravity, and f(Riemann)
theory, respectively. For general relativity and f(R) gravity, a purely covariant computation is
carried out, whereas in the case of f(Riemann) theories we employ Gaussian null coordinates
and the associated boost weight analysis to simplify the calculation.

5.1 General Relativity

The Lagrangian form for general relativity with a cosmological constant A is

1
L =
167G

(R —2A)e, (5.1)

For this Lagrangian the symplectic potential is [11]

1
O(¢,d0) = 167TG€agab90d (Vedgna — Vidged) (5.2)
and the Noether charge is given by
1 a¢b
Qe = —mﬁabv g (5.3)

We now decompose the symplectic potential and Noether charge on the horizon using the double
null decomposition described in Section 2.1.

Symplectic Potential The contraction of £ with @(¢, o) evaluated at an arbitrary cross-
section C of the horizon H* is

C(V) RV b ed
. = — k ¢ — c 4
£-9(¢,09) Tomc k79 (Vedgud = Vidgea) (5.4)
where we used that, on the horizon,
e kALAe (5.5)

with ec the codimension-2 area form. We calculate

1
kg% (Vedgba — Vi0ged) = kTG, — Sk g Vidged = K (v — k¢l — 1%kq) 013, — 6K = —260,
(5.6)
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by using
KKC120TS, = 0 (1k"Vok") 0, KOCkeoTY, = —6 (k" 0k ) o) (5.7)
and )
+
KE0Tg, = — K" Vi L 50, (5.8)

where 0, is the expansion along the v-direction, i.e., the trace of the v-extrinsic curvature Kj;.
Hence, we have

cep)y 1
£-0O(p,00) = ek 00, (5.9)
We may now pull the § to the front, as 6, = 0 for the stationary background, so we obtain
C(v) 1
. = - b 1
£-0(p,00) J <87TGecf<av9 ) (5.10)

which verifies our proof that (¢, d¢) is exact in ¢ on the horizon.

Noether Charge We expand

ach COV) 1 ach COV) K3
[ — = — a — lg = — 11
Q¢ = —j5geaVE Toc €¢(Raly = Laky) V7€ s (5.11)
by using equation (2.30) for the surface gravity ks.
Now, the full variation on the horizon gives
Clv) K 1
] = —4 ——€cd 12
Q¢ = g_mdec + g—~ecdns, (5.12)
where we have identified k3 = x on the background Killing horizon.
The 6§ Noether charge, which we need to subtract from 6Qg, reads
cw) 1 p COY 1
= — koly — lokp)VA(0E7) = ——€clks, 5.13
Qs¢ 16 €¢(Faly p)V(0E7) = o ~ecdhs (5.13)
where we used (2.31). So, we find
Clv) K
0 =0Q¢ — =" —Jdec. 5.14
¢Q¢ = 0Q¢ — Qs = o —=dec (5.14)

Dynamical Black Hole Entropy Finally, we obtain the entropy formula by evaluating (4.31)
at an arbitrary slice C(v) of the horizon H*

27 1 1
Sum =y [ (00Qe € O(0,09) = g5 (1234 =9 <4G (1-vd,) A) (5.15)
where
A= / e (5.16)
C(v)
is the area of C(v), and we have also identified
Ovoec = 0(0,ec) = €cdb,. (5.17)

Here, the § is pulled through as 6, = 0 on the background Killing horizon.
Therefore, to first order in the perturbation, we obtain the entropy formula for dynamical
black holes in general relativity

1
Sayn = 755 (1= v3) A, (5.18)

which coincides with the formula derived from the Raychaudhuri equation, and it agrees with
the result for the dynamical black hole entropy in [1].
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5.2 f(R) Gravity
The Lagrangian form for f(R) gravity is
L = f(R)e, (5.19)

where f(R) = ap+ a1 R+asR?+- - is a polynomial in R, with coupling constants ag, a1, as, - - - .

The symplectic potential for this Lagrangian is
©(6,60) = eu (' (R)(g"g"™ — 69"V ebgar — Vel f'(R))(6"'9" — g™'9™)ogu)  (5.20)

where f/(R) = df/dR, and the Noether charge is
Qe = —ew (f(R)VE" +26°V(/(R))) (5.21)

We carry out a similar procedure as in general relativity, by decomposing the volume form e
into ec, k and [.

Symplectic Potential The contraction of £ with ®(¢, d¢) on the horizon slice is

£ ©(6,06) T —vec (f/(RIK 9" (V4690 — Vadge) — Vel /' (R)) (K" — kg™)ga)
‘v 2rkvec f'(R)60, (5.22)

‘v 2kv0, (f'(R)dec)
where we used (5.6), the gauge condition k%3¢, e 0, and

c HE
kVe(f'(R)) = 0y(f'(R)) = 0 (5.23)
for a stationary background, and 0,0€c = §(6,€c) = €cob, as above.

The above expression seems not to be exact in §. However, it is exact, because, as in GR,
we may pull through the § from the expression after the second equality:

£-0(6,00) Y 5 (2mvecf (R),) (5.24)

In the following calculation we will still use the expression after the third equality of (5.22),
which is not manifestly exact, as it is more convenient.

Noether Charge The Noether charge reads (without imposing the stationary condition of
the background geometry)

C(v

Qe Y —ec (s — luks) (f'(R)V°€" + 26°V*(/(R))
C(v
Y 2 f(R)ec — 28 ecdu(f'(R))
where we have borrowed the results in general relativity. Hence, the variation reads
Qe Y 2515 f'(R)ec + 266 (£ (R)ec) — 2(1a06)ecdu(f'(R)) — 2600 (ecdu(f/(R)))  (5.26)
and the Noether charge for ¢ reads

(5.25)

Q(;g A\ 2553]“( Yee — 2(1,06M)ecd,(f(R)). (5.27)
Then the field variation of the Noether charge is
5¢Q§ 2/{5(]" (R)ec) — 2kv0, (ecd(f'(R))) (5.28)

where we have used d(ec0,(f'(R))) = €coy(0(f'(R))) = Ov(eco(f'(R))).
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Dynamical Black Hole Entropy Combining the previous results, we obtain

27 '
i =" [ (04Qc—&-©(0,80)) = 4 ((1 v [ (R)€c> . 6)

hence
den = (1 — Vav) 47 f/(R)Ec = (1 — vav)SJKM. (5.30)
C(v)
At the bifurcation surface this coincides with the JKM entropy [71], who showed that Sjyxm
satisfies a second law for f(R) gravity, similar to the area theorem for general relativity. On a
Killing horizon, where Sk is constant, the dynamical black hole entropy (5.30) coincides with
the Wald entropy and JKM entropy.

5.3 f(Riemann) Theories

Next, we want to calculate §,Q¢ — & - ©(¢,0¢) for f(Riemann) theories. Here, the Lagrangian
is a functional of the form L = f(g%, Rapeq), containing contractions of the inverse metric and
the Riemann tensor. The symplectic potential and the Noether charge are [72,73]

O(6,00) = 24 (X" Vodgu — (VX" ) g0 (5.31)
and
Qe = —€e (Xcdabvagb n 2§avacdab> . (5.32)
Here, we denote
Xabed — 8125;“1' (5.33)

Unlike general relativity and f(R) gravity, for which we could compute the entropy formula
covariantly, for f(Riemann) theories we will use GNC, which abide our gauge conditions in Sec-
tion 2.2, in order to find a local geometric expression for the entropy Sqy,. A similar calculation
was done in [1] using Killing field arguments, instead of boost weight arguments, however they
did not check that their expression (94) for Sqyn satisfies the expected relation (4.55) with the
Wall entropy.

Symplectic Potential
Our second gauge condition (2.21) implies
Sva =0 0gua=0. (5.34)
We calculate the non-zero components of V. g, in GNC
Viudgw & —Owi, Vb = 20K, Vidgy = 20K, (5.35)

by using
Vedgab = GoadTe, + gaadl%, . (5.36)

From the above expressions, we find

5 : ®(¢7 5¢) C(ZV) 2KVeEyy (Xuabcvcégab - (chuabC)égab) (537)

Cg) 2HVEc< — 2Xuviu5wi + QXUiju5kij + QXUijv(SKij + X“ijkvkégij - (VCX“ijC)(Sgij) s
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. . HT
where we have identified €,, = ec.

We use a boost weight argument to get
Xuviu H:+ Xuiju H:+ Xuijk: 72— chuijc H:+ Kz "Lg'— 07 (538)

as these are proportional to positive weight affine GNC components on the background.
So, we have
¢-0(6,60) ¥ 5(4nvec X",y (5.39)

where we have pulled the ¢ to the front in the term 4rvec X “ijvdKij, as

4nvecX“ijV5Kij (3 ) (4nvecX“ij"Kij) — Kij §(4kvee X9V, (5.40)
—~~

+
H:O

Also, this suggests that £ - ©(¢, d¢) is exact in J, i.e., - O(¢p, I¢) e d(& - By+), as discussed in
Section 4.7, where

By L (1A e) XUIVK;. (5.41)

In general, on the horizon, whenever we have a product of a non-positive weight component on
the background and the variation of a positive weight component, i.e., A(,<0)0B(w>0), we may
pull the § through

Ht
Awz0)dBus>0) = 3 (Awso) Busn) (5.42)
This will be used implicitly throughout our following calculations.
Noether Charge

First we calculate

HT HE w+t 1 HE HF
b = —&(du)a, Vi€ = k3 V&) = —gwil’, V&) = Vi) = 0, (5.43)
so that
C(v
Qe Y —2e,, (X0V 8 — 267, X)
o (5.44)

=" —2€¢c (2H3Xuvuv _ ngiXuvui _ 2£vvauvuv _ QSVVZ'XUVM) ’
where we have expanded the summation over dummy index b. Further, we compute
VvXuvuV — 8vXuvuv o wiXuvui (545)

and
) . L _ | .
Vi X" = D X" 4+ K X" + K X" 4 iwiX“V“z + KXW (5.46)

using Table 2. Finally, we obtain

Qg Cg) 46(,’ (gv ((av + K)Xuvuv + Kinuijv + Kinuiuj + DlXuvm) . ’iquvuv) (5 47)
Cg) 4€v (av(XuVUVEC) + ec(Kinm’jv + Kinuiuj + DZX’U,VUZ)) . 4E366Xuvuv
by identifying
ovec = Kec. (5.48)
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And we can compute

I .. _ o .
Qéf g) 4(66‘}) (av(XUVUVEC) _|_ GC(KZ‘J‘X’M]V + Kin’LLZUJ + DZXUVU’L)) _ 4(6/{3)€CXUVUV (549)

so that the field variation of the Noether charge is

6¢,Q Y 4rvé (X" ec) + €c(Kiy X"V + K X" + D; X)) — 4k (€ X™™),  (5.50)

where we inserted the background quantities £¥ = kv and k3 = K.

Dynamical Black Hole Entropy

Combining the above calculations, we finally have

55Qc — € - 0(6,00) Y 4rs (—(1 —vd) (X" ec) + vec (Kiy X + D; X)) . (5.51)

Here, we notice there is a codimension-2 total derivative term D;X%%. This is related to
the entropy current discussed in [21]. It is important when one discusses the local behaviour
of entropy density-current on any horizon slice. In this paper, we investigate the entropy with
respect to the whole horizon slice, and we assume the slice is compact. Hence, the total derivative
will be integrated out and will not contribute to the black hole entropy.

The dynamical black hole entropy is obtained through

55y = [, (00 —€-©(6.60)

(5.52)
= _87-‘-/ dD*2x ((1 _ Vav)(s (ﬁXuvuV) — v (ﬁKZ]Xmug)) )
c(v)
We further unpack the notations

§ (VA KipX"9) = /5 K;j0X "™ (5.53)

and —

. X wiug
dXM =4 5Rvk:vl- (554)

vkvl

Using the boost weight analysis, the only non-vanishing term after applying the chain rule to
X" is proportional to dR,uy. This is because 6 X% is of weight 2, and after the chain
rule the non-vanishing terms should be products of a weight 0 or lower background term and a
weight 2 or higher variation. In this case there is only one such term available, as written above.
A more detailed analysis is provided in [14].

The Riemann component involved reads

5Rvkvl gvué (8VF?,€ — 81F3k + F?kl”v‘a — ng ?a) = —0,0Ky (5.55)

and we calculate

uiuj
v/ Koo X0 gy R %); 0,0 K
8Xuzug B 8Xmuy
: —4v8 <fKZJ R, 5Kkl> +4\ﬁ (V@VKZ']‘) R 6Ky (556)

8Xmuy
= 4(1 —v0,) <wa Ok 5Kkz>
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by using the boost weight argument and applying the Killing equation (2.48) to Kij, ie.,

v, — DKy = 0. (5.57)

Then, pulling the §’s through and recovering the expression of X% we find

6Sqyn = =80 | (1 —vd )/ dP~2z \/y oL _, O°L KK (5.58)
dvn " ' C(v) v aRuvuv aRuiuj 8Rvkvl UM . '
So, to first order in the perturbation, the dynamical entropy of the black hole is
oL 0L _
Sdyn = —87 (1 — v, ab—2 —4 KijKu ), 5.59
& 7[-( ' )\/C(v) v ﬁ <aRuvuv 8Ruiuja-Rvkvl / kl) ( )

which is valid at any slice of the future horizon. In a covariant notation, the dynamical black
hole entropy for f(Riemann) theory is

S, 8m(1 a)/ eckalpkel oL 4 O°L KK, (5.60)
n = —Om(1l — V0O, atbRe - . .
& C(v) ChratbReld 8fgabcd aRaecf afibgdh o/ ol
Thus, we confirm this is related to the Wall entropy (1.6) for f(Riemann) theories by
den = (1 — Vav) Swau s (5.61)

as anticipated in Section 4.5.
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A The Tale of Three Surface Gravities

In this Appendix we derive some relations for the three surface gravities, and their variations,
that are defined on an arbitrary null hypersurface N/ through

V(&) & —2m18,, (A1)
vy & e, (A.2)
(V) (Vialy) & —263, (A.3)

where &, is the normal to A/. We will not assume that £% is a Killing field in this Appendix,
hence N is not necessarily a Killing horizon.
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1. The first relation, (2.29), that we want to derive is [55, 56|

1
ks & 5 (k1 + ). (A.4)

Proof: Since £ is orthogonal to the null hypersurface, by Frobenius’s theorem it satisfies the
irrotationality condition on A

Vit 0. (A.5)
This is equivalent to
IAYRSA y —&aViée + €V - (A.6)
Contracting both sides with V?£? yields

(V) (Vialy)) & —€a (VD) (V380) + €a(VI) (V.85) . (A7)

Note if £¢ were a Killing field, the two terms on the rhs would be equal to each other because
of Killing’s equation Vp&. = —V.&,. However, for a generic null normal they differ from each
other. Expanding the rhs gives

6 (V) (V6) + €T (V) = =3 (EVE) (Vi) + 5 (€ TPE)(Viko)
+EVENVe) — 56V (VE)
YLVt — Vi b LVl + e
—%gc(mg + 2K1 K2 + KD) . (A.8)

=

By equating this to the lhs of (A.7), which is equal to —2&.x%, we obtain the simple relation (A.4)
between the surface gravities. [

2. Next, we prove the set of relations (2.30),

N

k1 Z 1V, (e?), e L kYL (), s Kk VOOE, (A.9)

where k% is the affinely parameterised null normal to N, and [% is the auxiliary null vector fields,
satisfying

N

kak X0, kv o, oo, ka0 -

1, kX0, PV = kYL (A10)
Proof: We start by decomposing the vector field €% in terms of the null vector fields k£* and [?,
i.e.

€% = —(E) k™ — (% )1 (A.11)
The vector field £ has no components along the codimension-2 spatial directions, since it has to
be tangent to the null geodesic generators of A/. We first derive the expression for k1. Contracting
definition (A.1) with [* and inserting the decomposition (A.11) for £* once yields

k1€l X 1OV (—(Eulhy + EECT)EY) = —209V o (€KY KX 26,1519V (k7). (A.12)

In the final equality we used &,k? N 0. Dividing both sides by &€, leads to the desired expression
for k1 in (A.9).

Next, in order to derive the expression for k2, we contract definition (A.2) with [, and insert
the decomposition (A.11) twice

ko€ X 1, (E9UkD + €K olb) V(€1 + €k d®) Y 1,910V (€91k®) Y — 1. k0 (€L, . (A.13)
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In the second equality we used £k, N 0 and k°V,(£%k,) N 0. And, to obtain the third equality,
we employed kPVk® X0 and I k® N Thus, we find the expression for kg9 in (A.9).

Finally, the expression for k3 is a consequence of relation (A.4) between the surface gravities

s 2 LV alhe?) ~ KVa(e) = 5(lahs k) V€, (A.14)

where the second equality follows from the assumption that [ and k® commute with each other,
ie. Lple = kPV,l® — 1PVpk® = 0. O

3. As an aside, we mention that the surface gravities also satisfy the relations

N
K3 =

ki X BV, kX B,V Braly Ve, (A.15)

where 3% is an auxiliary null vector field that satisfies 5,6* = —1 on N, see (2.15). We will not
use these expressions in the main text, however, since our gauge conditions keep k% and [* fixed
(and not S® and/or £%).

4. Finally, we derive the variational relations (2.31) for the surface gravities

51 L1V (hd€), s X k08", Oy Xy VSED. (4.16)

Proof: In taking the variation of (A.9) we assume that our gauge conditions in Section 2.2 hold
on the null surface N (instead of H*) or away from N. In particular, (2.20) states that 6k% = 0,
0l = 0, and together with (2.21) we have dl, = 0 everywhere, but dk, = 0 only holds on the
null hypersurface (since k%dgqp X 0). We immediately see that the variation of k2 depends only
on the variation of the normal £, since the variation 6 commutes with the partial derivative d,.
(Note the covariant derivatives in the expressions for x; and k2, (A.9), can be replaced with
partial derivatives.)

To calculate the variation of k1 we have to do a bit more work. Since dk, does not vanish
away from N, it is not immediately clear that the derivative (?V,(£25k;) vanishes on N. However,
we now show that it does, by first writing it as [*k°¢°V 40gs., which follows from 6k¢ = 0 and
€% gpe = k°Ogpe = 0 on N. Since &% is proportional to k% on N, we will consider the following
quantity

1
1.kOKbOTS, = §lck“kb(2v(aégb)c — Vebgap) - (A.17)
The lhs vanishes because of the gauge condition (2.22), §(k*V,k®) = 0, and the first term on
the rhs is zero since

)

kkV 40 gpe = kOV o (K20 gye) — KOV ok (O gbe) (A.18)

Hence, it follows that
Ik S ga 2 0, (A.19)

which implies that Z“Va(fbékb) vanishes on N. Therefore, also the variation of k1 only depends
on the variation of £?, and we obtain the first relation in (A.16).

To obtain the variation of k3, we vary (A.4),
1
Ok3 = 5(5/{1 + 5%2) . (A.20)

By inserting the expressions for dx1 and dk4 in (A.16) and using the fact that {* and k* commute,
we arrive at the desired expression. [
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B Geometric Quantities in Gaussian Null Coordinates

In this Appendix we calculate the Christoffel connections and certain components of the cov-
ariant derivative in affine Gaussian null coordinates (v,u, %) and Killing (non-affine) Gaussian
null coordinates (7, p, z"). We recall these coordinates are related by the transformation (2.17),

1
v=—exp(kT), u=pexp(—kT). (B.1)
K

B.1 Affine GNC

The metric components in Gaussian null coordinates (u,v,z’), based upon the affine paramet-
erisation of the null geodesics of the horizon, are given by (2.32),

Guu = Gui =0, g = =1, gw=—0a, gu=—uwi, Gij = Yij; (B.2)

and the inverse metric components are
g = (et w?), ¢¥=-1, gU=uwi, ¢¥=g"=0, g¢¥=n" (B.3)
where 7% is the inverse of Vi Wt = yijwj and w? = 'yijwiwj . The quantities o, w; and ~;;

generically depend on all coordinates (v, u,z"), but for stationary metrics with a boost Killing
field £ = k(v0, — ud,) they depend only on the product xuv and z*.

The Christoffel connections on H™ in GNC can be computed to be

1 1 .
'y, = §8u(u2a) — §uw18u (uw;) o) (B.5)
1 .- HT 1
L = §3u (uw;) + uw’ K5 = QWi (B.6)
1 1 1 A
I, = 5“2(04 + W2)au(u2a) + 5“281;04 + §U2OJZ (ud;ar — 20,w;) H=+ 0 (B.7)
1 1 . +
= §U2(Ot + w2)au(uwi) + §u2c‘)¢a + uw’ (Kij + ua[]wz]) i 0 (B.8)
u 2 2\ o HT
Iy = Kij —uw’ (o + W) Kij + uDwj) = Kij (B.9)
1 HT
I}, = —50u(u"a) = 0 (B.10)
1 nt+ 1
I} = Kij (B.12)
T = =577 0u(uwy) = —w' (B.13)
Iy, =K (B.14)
I = Sunl (w;0u(u?a) + Bja — 20,w;) 0 B.15
w = Uy (wjou(u’a) + dja — 20,w;) = (B.15)
i =K'+ uyiho L i () K B.16
v =K' +uy"Opwy) + Suw w(uwj) = K (B.16)
. . R H+ .
I =Tyl —uww' Ky = T[v]5 (B.17)
where the extrinsic curvatures in the v- and u-directions are defined, respectively, as
1 _ 1
Kij = §3v7ij, Kij = 581/72']‘7 (B.18)
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and D; is the intrinsic covariant derivative of the codimension-2 surface.

Finally, on the horizon, the components of the v- and i-covariant derivatives of a tensor T'
are shown in Table 2.

\Y T T. g
e oy e T S 1
v, T =0,T - iwiT VyTopero = Ty + iw T.;.
v | V,T"%" =9, ViT.y. = 0T .y...

_ . 1 _ 1
. 1 , 1
v VvV, "% =D, T + KiijJ'" + §sz“ ViT.,..=D;T.,. — Ki]T"'j"' -+ inTV

Vil = DT 4 KTV + KT | ViT.joo = DiTje — KT — K T

Table 2: Components of tensor covariant derivatives on the horizon in affine GNC.

B.2 Killing GNC
In non-affine Gaussian null coordinates (7, p, 2*), based upon the Killing parameterisation of the
null geodesics of the horizon,, the metric components are
9op = 9pi =0, Gpr = =1, Grr = —p&, gri=—pwi, Gij = Vijs (B.19)
and the inverse metric components are
P = pa+pi?, gfT=—1, ¢F=put, T =g"=0, g¢gI=n" (B.20)

where v is the inverse of Vijs Wt =4 wj and w? = fyijwiwj. The quantities w; and ~;; are the
same as for affine GNC, but & is different from the metric function « in affine GNC. & is related
to a by & = —2k+ pa where k is the background surface gravity. All metric quantities in Killing
GNC only depend on the coordinates (p, z?) since 7 is a Killing parameter.

The Christoffel connections in Killing GNC on the Killing horizon are

sz = F;p = F;T = F;Z- = sz =0 (B.21)
1 1 nl.
. = 58,)(;)04) - ipwzap (pw;) = S0 =k (B.22)
1 T
in = 58;; (pw@-) + pwleij = iwi (B.23)
1 1 1 .
T2, = 3p(@ + p)0p(pd) + 5pdr + p"w' (B — 20,1) o (B.24)
1 . 1 - ; H
I, = ip(a + pw?)9,(pw;) + §p8ioz + pw’ (Kij + pﬁ[jwi}) =0 (B.25)
. = H
7, = Kij — p(@ + pw?)Kyj + pDwy) = Kij (B.26)
1 1
I7, = ~50,(p) i —ja =k (B.27)
- 1 3 1
7 = =50 (pwi) = —gwi (B.28)
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I7 = Kij

. 1 .. w1 .
Thr = =577 0p(pj) = =5’

I =K
1

H

It = - py (wi0,p(pd) + dj6 — 20,w5) = 0

X
IR

: . : 1 . ;
I, =K+ vakﬁ[kwj] + §pw28p(pwj) K';

Ui = Pyl — pw' e = T,

where the extrinsic curvatures in the 7- and p-directions are, respectively, given by

1 _ 1

Kij = 505, Kig = 507 -

2 2

(B.35)

In Table 3 we summarise the components of the 7- and i-covariant derivatives of a tensor 7' on

the horizon in Killing GNC.

Vv T T. .
o e S s 1 i 1
V. T =0, T + kT — iwlT Vil p =0T + KT + oY T ;...
T | VTP =0, TP —gT P ViTl.wii =0T v, — KT 1.
1

Table 3: Components of tensor covariant derivatives on the horizon in Killing GNC.
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