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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 Sdyn = (1 − v∂v)SBH, where v is the affine parameter
of the null horizon generators and SBH is the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy, and for general
diffeomorphism covariant theories of gravity Sdyn = (1−v∂v)SWall, where SWall 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 Sdyn = (1 − v∂v)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]

δM − ΩHδJ = TδS , (1.1)

with ΩH 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]

T =
κ

2π
, (1.2)

where κ is the surface gravity of the Killing horizon (and we have set ℏ = c = kB = 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]

SBH =
A

4G
, (1.3)

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,1 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]

SWald = −8π

∫
C(v)

dA
∂L

∂Ruvuv
. (1.4)

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, dA is a “volume” (area) element
on C(v), and ∂L/∂Ruvuv is the functional derivative of the Lagrangian with respect to the
Riemann tensor component Ruvuv, with the metric and connection held fixed.

Furthermore, the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy (1.3) satisfies a second law, i.e., ∂vSBH ≥ 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.
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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

SIyer-Wald[ϕ] = SWald[Iϕ] , (1.5)

where ϕ = (g, φ) is the collective notation for the metric g and matter fields φ, and I 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.2 However, SIyer-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.,
∂vδSWall = 0. Moreover, it is non-decreasing, ∂vδSWall ≥ 0, for perturbations that are sourced
by an external stress-energy tensor, satisfying the null energy condition δTvv ≥ 0, and that ends
as a stationary state, i.e., ∂vδSWall|v=+∞ = 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, Kij and K̄ij , respectively, and for more
complicated theories there will be more terms. In particular, for f(Riemann) gravity the Wall
entropy takes the form3 [10]

SWall = −8π

∫
C(v)

dA

(
∂L

∂Ruvuv
− 4

∂2L

∂Ruiuj∂Rvkvl
K̄ijKkl

)
. (1.6)

The Wall entropy reduces to the Wald entropy on a Killing horizon, since Kij = 0 on the future
horizon and K̄ij = 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, SWall 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 SIyer-Wald and SWall reduce to SWald, and for general relativity all the higher curvature
black hole entropy definitions are equal to SBH.

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 SBH and the linearised second
law for SWall hold for non-stationary situations and for any horizon cross-section, as ∂vSBH ≥ 0
and ∂vδSWall ≥ 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 ∂u to the ingoing null geodesics at the future horizon is future-directed,
whereas in [10] (and [14]) it is past-directed.
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(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., δ(Lξgab) = 0, where Lξ 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
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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 = ϵRabR

ab). 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 Sdyn 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 T 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

Sdyn =

(
1− v

d

dv

)
SBH , (1.7)

where v is the affine null parameter along the future horizon, ranging from v = 0 at B to v = ∞
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(xi)v, where xi are the codimension-2,
spatial coordinates on the horizon. It is also noteworthy that Sdyn is smaller than SBH, if the
derivative of the horizon area dA/dv with respect to affine time is positive, which follows from

6



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. Sdyn[C(v1)] = Sdyn[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. Sdyn[C(v)] = SBH[B], since Sdyn reduces to SBH 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., δTab ̸= 0, as
is the case for the physical process first law, which reads

∆δM − ΩH∆δJ = T∆δSdyn . (1.8)

Here ∆ stands for the difference between two horizon cuts C(v1) and C(v2), whereas δ 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 δTab, the variation of
the mass and angular momentum of the black hole are related to the matter Killing energy flux
∆δE through the horizon between affine times v1 and v2

∆δM − ΩH∆δJ =

∫ v2

v1
dv
∫
C(v)

dAκ v δTvv = ∆δE . (1.9)

Combining this with the first law (1.1) yields

T∆δSdyn =

∫ v2

v1
dv
∫
C(v)

dAκ v δTvv . (1.10)

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

∆δSdyn ≥ 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, SBH (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 Sdyn only gets modified when matter
crosses between v1 and v2. If matter crosses the horizon at a later stage, for v3 > v2, then
the dynamical entropy remains the same between v1 to v2. This is because the change in the
dynamical correction term −v dSBH/dv precisely cancels against the change in SBH 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

Sdyn =

(
1− v

d

dv

)
SWall . (1.12)
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Dynamical Black Hole Entropy Proposals SIyer-Wald SWall Sdyn
CFL between B and i0 yes yes yes
CFL between C(v) and i0 no yes yes
PPFL between B and i+ 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, i0 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 SWall

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: SIyer-Wald
B
= SWall

B
= Sdyn

B
= SWald.

For general relativity, SIyer-Wald and SWall are equal to the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy (1.3),
whereas Sdyn 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]

∂2v δSWall = −2π

∫
C(v)

dAδEvv . (1.13)

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 v1 to v2

κ

∫ v2

v1
dv (−v∂2v δSWall) = 2π

∫ v2

v1
dv
∫
C(v)

dAκvδTvv , (1.14)

where we used the linearised gravitational field equation δEvv = δTvv. The right-hand side of
this equation is 2π times the matter Killing energy flux (1.9), and we may rewrite the left-hand
side using

−v∂2v δSWall = ∂v ((1− v∂v)δSWall) = ∂vδSdyn . (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 = κ/2π, i.e.,

∆δM − ΩH∆δJ = T∆δ

(
SWall − v

d

dv
SWall

)
, (1.16)

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

∂vδSdyn = 2π

∫
C(v)

dA vδTvv. (1.17)

If the perturbation is sourced by a stress-energy tensor that satisfies the null energy condition,
δTvv ≥ 0, then Sdyn satisfies a linearised second law

∂vδSdyn ≥ 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.
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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

dδθv

dv
= −8πGδTvv , (1.19)

where θv = (1/dA)∂v 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 κv and integrate over
the horizon between two cross-sections C(v1) and C(v2),

−κ
∫ v2

v1
dv
∫
C(v)

dA v
dδθv

dv
= 8πG

∫ v2

v1
dv
∫
C(v)

dAκvδTvv . (1.20)

Then, the right side is equal to the matter Killing energy flux ∆δE and the left side can be
computed by integrating by parts, which gives rise to a boundary term and the integral of δθv

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 = +∞, respectively. However, when we integrate between two intermediate
cross-sections at v1 and v2 the boundary term is nonzero and proportional to

−
∫
C(v)

dA (vδθv)
∣∣∣v2
v1

= −∆δ

∫
C(v)

dA vθv = −∆δ

(
v
d

dv
A

)
. (1.21)

Note in the second equality we are allowed to pull the δ through, since θv = 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.

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., δξa ̸= 0 and δκ ̸= 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 ξa,

d(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) = 0, (1.22)

where we assumed the background equations of motion for the dynamical fields, collectively de-
noted as ϕ, and the linearised constraint equations are satisfied. This identity holds in particular
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also for non-stationary perturbations, for which δ(Lξgab) ̸= 0. Here, Qξ is the Noether charge
codimension-2 form with respect to ξ, Θ(ϕ, δϕ) is the symplectic potential codimension-1 form,
δϕ denotes a field variation that does not act on the vector field ξ, so that δϕQξ = δQξ −Qδξ,
and δ 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 S∞ of spatial infinity i0 is equal to the boundary integral
at a cross-section C of the horizon∫

S∞

(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) =

∫
C
(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) . (1.23)

At asymptotic infinity we identify∫
S∞

(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) = δM − ΩHδJ , (1.24)

whereM 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

Θ
i0= δB∞ . (1.25)

We assume the Killing field is normalised at infinity as ξa = (∂t)
a + ΩH(∂ϑ)

a, and we keep the
time translation and rotational Killing fields fixed at asymptotic infinity, δ(∂t)

a = δ(∂ϑ)
a = 0.

Then one may define the mass and angular momentum as [12]

M =

∫
S∞

(Q∂t − ∂t ·B∞) , (1.26)

J = −
∫
S∞

Q∂ϑ . (1.27)

Note that ∂ϑ · B∞ does not appear in the formula for J , because ∂ϑ is tangent to S∞. For
asymptotically flat solutions to general relativity, Iyer and Wald [11] showed that a B∞ 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 ξa = 0, hence the term ξ·Θ vanishes. He identified the black hole entropy with the Noether
charge integrated over the bifurcation surface∫

B
δϕQξ =

κ

2π
δSWald . (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 ξ ·Θ 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∫

C
(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) =

κ

2π
δSdyn , (1.29)

where κ 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 BH+ such that [1]

Θ
H+

= δBH+ , and BH+
H+

= 0, (1.30)

where the second equality holds on the background Killing horizon. The two properties (1.30)

of BH+ together imply that ξ ·Θ C
= δ(ξ ·BH+)

C
= κδ(ξ ·BH+/κ3). In [1] it was proven that such a

BH+ 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 BH+

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 Sdyn to be well defined, we require

δϕQξ
C
= κδ(Qξ/κ3) . (1.31)

Here κ3 is the surface gravity defined as κ23
H+

= −1
2(∇

aξb)(∇[aξb]) 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 Q̃ξ [37–43], i.e., [1]

Sdyn =
2π

κ3

∫
C
Q̃ξ =

2π

κ3

∫
C
(Qξ − ξ ·BH+) . (1.32)

Note that at the bifurcation surface, where ξa = 0, and on a Killing horizon, where BH+
H+

= 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 ξ ·BH+ 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
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kala

H+H−

B
ξaC(v)

Figure 1: Bifurcate Killing horizonH. The horizon is comprised of two null surfacesH+ 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 ξa, and ka = (∂v)

a and la = (∂u)
a 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, j, k, . . . denote codimension-2 spatial indices, (v, u, xi) 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 ϵ = du ∧ dv ∧ ϵC near the
horizon, where ϵC is the spatial codimension-2 volume (area) form, see equation (4.3). We set
ℏ = c = 1 in the entire paper, but keep Newton’s constant G 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 ξa. We assume ξa is
a Killing symmetry of all the background dynamical fields, including the metric g and matter
fields φ,

Lξg = 0, Lξφ = 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 H+, ka and la, respectively. Together (ka, la) form a null zweibein basis, that
is Lie transported by ka, 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 (ka, la) fixed when we perturb the geometry, while at the same time
we want to impose the gauge condition δξa ̸= 0 for the Killing field. In terms of the Killing
parameterisation, the condition δξa ̸= 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 ka does not fix ξa 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+ is carried out as follows:

1. Let the future horizon H+ be located at the null hypersurface ũ(x) = 0, for some smooth
function ũ(xa). We define ka as the normal to H+ that satisfies the affinely parameterised
geodesic equation

ka
H+

∝ −∂aũ, kb∇bk
a H+

= 0. (2.2)

The minus sign is chosen in the first expression so that ka is future directed when ũ
increases toward the future. From the first expression it follows that ka is hypersurface

orthogonal on H+ and that the irrotationality condition k[a∇bkc]
H+

= 0 holds. Since H+ is
a null hypersurface its normal ka is null

kaka
H+

= 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 ka is an affinely parameterised tangent,
satisfying

ka
H+

= (∂v)
a, (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+.

2. To isolate the codimension-2 part of the metric that is transverse to ka, we need to intro-
duce an auxiliary null vector field la, that is defined on H+ via

gabl
alb

H+

= 0, laka
H+

= −1. (2.5)

The normalisation minus one in the second condition is chosen so that if ka is tangent
to the (future-directed) outgoing null geodesics of H+, then la is tangent to the (future-
directed) ingoing null geodesics of H+, hence it is tangent to the past horizon H− at B.
Note these conditions (2.5) do not specify la uniquely, because they are invariant under
the transformation la → la′ = la+ 1

2cic
ika+ cima

i , where c
i are arbitrary coefficients (with

i = 1, . . . , D − 2) and ma
i are spacelike vectors on H+ that are orthogonal to ka and la,

kam
a
i = 0 = lam

a
i , and satisfy gabm

a
im

b
j = δij .

4 We will shortly describe our choice for la

that is designed to be compatible with the Killing field ξa.

4Moreover, it can be shown that the geometries quantities appearing in the Raychaudhuri equation (see
equation (3.4) below), i.e. the outgoing null expansion θv and the square of the shear and rotation, σabσab and
ωabωab, also remain invariant under the transformation.
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3. Once the choice of la is settled, we extend it off the future horizon by solving the affine
null geodesic equation

lb∇bl
a = 0, (2.6)

which will give the integral curves whose tangent vector is la. This guarantees that la is
tangent to the past horizon on the whole of H−, which is hence located at v = 0. It also
implies that la is null everywhere, gabl

alb = 0, since lb∇b(l
ala) = 0.

Since la is null and tangent to H−, it is also normal to it. Further, we denote the affine
null distance away from the horizon by u and we identify

la = (∂u)
a. (2.7)

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

4. Similarly, we can extend ka off the future horizon. This is done by keeping the parameter v
fixed along the null geodesics generated by la, and demanding that ka = (∂v)

a everywhere.
In other words, we extend ka such that it commutes with la, i.e., [k, l]a = 0, which is
equivalent to the requirement that the Lie derivative of la along kb vanishes, i.e., Lkl

a = 0.
This means the extension of ka off the horizon should satisfy

lb∇bk
a = kb∇bl

a. (2.8)

This reflects the fact that different choices of la on H+ determine how we extend ka off
the horizon. The commutativity of ka and la also means the parameters (u, v) can act as
the null coordinates near the horizon, whose origin u = v = 0 is located at the bifurcate
surface B. Further, away from the horizon the parameter v is in general not affine, i.e.,
kb∇bk

a ̸= 0, and ka is not null, kak
b ̸= 0. We also note the extension of ka off the horizon

implies the normalisation laka = −1 holds everywhere, since

lb∇b(l
aka) = lalb∇bka = lakb∇bla =

1

2
kb∇b(l

ala) = 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 la is null everywhere.

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

gab
H+

= −kalb − lakb + γab , (2.10)

where γab = γ(ab) is the intrinsic codimension-2 spatial metric of each cross-section of the future

horizon, that is purely transverse, i.e., orthogonal to ka and la on H+, γabk
a H+

= 0
H+

= γabl
a. This

double null decomposition does not extend away from the horizon, as the vector field ka 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 (ka, la) can be made compatible with the horizon generating
Killing field ξa. We first review how this works on the horizon, and then we construct a ξa-
compatible zweibein off the horizon. Since ξa is normal to H, it is tangent to the null geodesic
generators of H. Along the future horizon it is thus proportional to ka, whereas along the past
horizon it is proportional to minus la, because ξa is past directed on H− whereas la is future
directed. In fact, the precise relation between ξa and ka on H+ immediately follows from the
non-affine geodesic equation obeyed by ξa on the future horizon

ξb∇bξ
a H+

= κξa , (2.11)
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where κ > 0 is the surface gravity of the bifurcate Killing horizon.5 In other words, κ measures
the failure of the Killing parameter τ , satisfying ξa∇aτ = 1, to be affine. The surface gravity
is constant along each null generator of an arbitrary Killing horizon H, i.e. ξa∇aκ = 0 on H,
which essentially follows from the Killing equation ∇(aξb) = 0 and the fact that κ is completely
determined in terms of ξa by (2.11). Moreover, bifurcate Killing horizons have the additional
property that κ does not vary from generator to generator (see [48] for a proof). Thus, κ 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 ka, one can show that the
Killing field and the affinely parameterised tangent to H+ are related on the horizon by

ξa = (∂τ )
a H+

= eκτka = eκτ (∂v)
a, (2.12)

where v is the affine parameter of the null generators of H+, satisfying ka∇av = 1. This implies
to the future of B on H+ the relation between v and the Killing parameter τ is given by6

v =
1

κ
exp(κτ). (2.13)

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

ξa = κ(vka − ula). (2.14)

This ensures that ξa acts like a local Lorentz boost near the horizon and it respects the fact
that ξa = 0 at B, where v = u = 0. We now show that such a choice of zweibein (ka, la) exists.

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

βaβa = 0, ξaβa = −1, βa∇aβ
b = 0 , [ξ, β]a = 0 , (2.15)

throughout spacetime, because ξa is defined everywhere in the background. Notice that βa

must be singular at the bifurcation surface, βa = O(1/v) at v = 0, whereas ξa vanishes there,
ξa = O(v) at v = 0, but this will not be a problem for our discussion below. Now (ξa, βa) form
a null zweibein basis for the tangent space of H. Further, by denoting ρ the affine null distance
away from the horizon H along the geodesics to which βa is tangent, we can see that

βa = (∂ρ)
a , (2.16)

where ρ = 0 at the Killing horizon H. A ξa-compatible choice of (ka, la) can be made by relating
the affine parameters (u, v) for the null geodesics generators of H to the parameters (ρ, τ), in
the region to the future of B, as follows7

v =
1

κ
exp(κτ), u = ρ exp(−κτ). (2.17)

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 τ on H+ should hold; 3) we require the Killing symmetry to
be manifest as a boost (u, v) 7→ (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 ρ

5On the past horizon we define the surface gravity via ξb∇aξ
a H−

= −κξa, such that κ is also positive on H−.
6This relation between v and τ is only valid to the future of the bifurcation surface, since τ ranges from −∞ at

B to +∞ at future infinity. To the past of B on H+ the vector field ka is future directed while ξa is past directed,
hence the relation becomes v = − 1

κ
exp(κτ), where the Killing parameter τ covers another patch of H+.

7The inverse relation is: τ = 1
κ
log(κv), ρ = κuv.
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besides codimension-2 spatial parameters, and not on τ , by matching the codimension-2 data
and by dimensional analysis it follows that ρ = κuv.

Finally, the zweibein (ka, la) is fully determined by our choice of (u, v). In terms of (ξa, βa)
they can thus be expressed as

ka =
1

κv
ξa + κuβa, la = κvβa. (2.18)

Notice the powers of u and v match with the singularity of βa and the zero value of ξa at B,
so that (ka, la) are smooth at B. By combining these two equations we reach at our desired
expression (2.14) for ξa.

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+ϵ δg
and the stationary background matter fields φ→ φ+ ϵ δφ, where ϵ≪ 1 is a small perturbation
parameter. We are especially interested in first-order non-stationary perturbations, defined as8

δ(Lξg) ̸= 0, δ(Lξφ) ̸= 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+ 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,

δka = 0, δla = 0, (2.20)

and ka remains the null normal to H+ and ℓa remains null everywhere under the perturb-
ation, which yield the following conditions on the variation of the metric:

kaδgab
H+

= 0, laδgab = 0. (2.21)

Together with (2.14) this implies that ξaδgab = 0 on the Killing horizon H. Moreover,
we require that after the perturbation ka is still affinely parameterised on H+ and ℓa

everywhere, i.e.,

δ(ka∇ak
b)

H+

= 0, δ(la∇al
b) = 0. (2.22)

These equations are equivalent to the conditions on the variation of the Christoffel con-

nection: kakcδΓb
ac

H+

= 0 and lalcδΓb
ac = 0, respectively.

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

δ(gabξ
aξb)

H
= 0, ηaδξ

a H
= 0 . (2.23)

8Note if the Killing field is allowed to vary, then it would contribute as: δ(Lξgab) = Lξδgab + Lδξgab.
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where ηa is a spacelike vector orthogonal to both ka and la, kaη
a = 0 = laη

a. Together with

condition (2.21), ξaδgab
H
= 0, the first equation implies ξaδξ

a H
= 0, in particular kaδξ

a H+

= 0

and laδξ
a H−

= 0. Combined with the second equation in (2.23) this means on the future
horizon δξa is proportional to ka and on the past horizon to la.

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 βa defined in (2.15) —

δξa ̸= 0 . (2.24)

The Killing field is often held fixed in the variation, e.g. in [12], however it may vary for certain
perturbations.9 For instance, if the horizon Killing field of a stationary, axisymmetric black
hole is normalised as ξa = (∂t)

a + ΩH(∂ϑ)
a and the time translation and rotational Killing

fields are kept the same, δ(∂t)
a = 0 and δ(∂ϑ)

a = 0, then for perturbations that change the
angular horizon velocity, δΩH ̸= 0, the Killing field ξa varies. Moreover, when the horizon
Killing field is normalised so as not to have unit surface gravity, κ ̸= 1, then by equation (2.14),
ξa = κ(vka − ula), the horizon Killing field varies if the surface gravity changes due to the
perturbation, since (ka, la) and (v, u) are fixed by assumption b), i.e.,

δκ ̸= 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, δM = κ

8πGδA, so that it can be interpreted as a proper fundamental equation
in thermodynamics, dE = 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” κ1, κ2, and κ3 that
we consider are [55] (see also [56])

∇a(ξbξ
b) = −2κ1ξa, (2.26)

ξb∇bξ
a = κ2ξ

a, (2.27)

(∇aξb)(∇[aξb]) = −2κ23 . (2.28)

These surface gravities are usually defined on a Killing horizon H, for which they are all the
same: κ1 = κ2 = κ3 = κ (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 ξa 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 κ1 is well defined because the normal to a null hypersurface is null
on the surface, ξbξ

b = 0 on N , so ∇a(ξbξ
b) must be normal to N , and is hence proportional to

ξa. The second definition is the geodesic equation for ξa in non-affine parameterisation, which

9Another setup where a vector field ξa, that is not necessarily Killing, may change due to a perturbation, is
when it depends on the background dynamical fields, i.e. ξa = ξa(g, φ). 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 ξa is tangent to the null generators of N , which are geodesics since N is a null
hypersurface. And the third definition is covariant, hence κ3 is also well defined. We anticipate
already that the third definition κ3 is the one that is relevant for the Noether charge, associated
with ξa, 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. Lξκ = 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 κ1, not
for κ2 and κ3.

10 Thus, it is a special property of (conformal) Killing horizons that they obey a
“zeroth law”.11

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

κ3
N
=

1

2
(κ1 + κ2) . (2.29)

As we show in Appendix A this relation follows from the fact that ξ[a∇bξc] = 0 at N , which
holds by Frobenius’s theorem since ξa is orthogonal to the hypersurface N . We also derive the
following expressions for the surface gravities in the Appendix A

κ1
N
= la∇a(kbξ

b), κ2
N
= −ka∇a(lbξ

b) , κ3
N
= l[akb]∇aξb . (2.30)

These expressions hold on any null hypersurface N , where ka is the affinely parameterised
null normal to N , and la is an auxiliary null vector field that commutes with ka, satisfying
kal

a = −1 on N and Lkl
a = 0. Crucially the equations in (2.30) are also valid if ξa 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

δκ1
H+

= la∇a(kbδξ
b), δκ2

H+

= −ka∇a(lbδξ
b) , δκ3

H+

= l[akb]∇aδξb . (2.31)

We note that for stationary perturbations all the variations of the surface gravity are the same,
i.e. δκ1 = δκ2 = δκ3 = δκ, 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 introduceGaussian null coordinates (GNC) labelled by (v, u, xi)
near the future horizon H+. We use the affine parameter v of the null geodesic generators of
H+ 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 (ka, la) and
the transverse metric γab, 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 xi with i =
1, · · · , D − 2. We can choose such xi after projecting out the directions labeled by ka and la

using the projection operator γab
H+

= δab + kalb + lakb defined on the horizon. Then, following
the geodesics generated by la away from the horizon, we label points with affine parameter u
away from the point (v, xi) on the horizon as (v, u, xi). This construction of the GNC system is
illustrated in Figure 2.

10The definition κ3 is also conformally invariant [55] and it does not vary from generator to generator on
bifurcate conformal Killing horizons (see [58] for a proof).

11A zeroth law has also been proven for isolated horizons in [59] (see also [60]), where the second definition of
the surface gravity κ2 was being used.
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ka

ma
i(

v, 0, xi
)la

C(v)

H+(
v, u, xi

)

Figure 2: Gaussian null coordinates (v, u, xi). Here, H+ labels the future event horizon (u = 0)
of the black hole, C(v) is a time slice of H+ at the null time v, ka is the affinely parameterised
(future-directed) tangent to the null geodesic generators of H+, la is the affinely parameterised
(future-directed) null vector field transverse to ka, and ma

i are D− 2 spacelike vector fields that
are orthogonal to ka and la.

In GNC gauge, the line element takes the form

ds2 = −2 dudv − u2α(v, u, xi) dv2 − 2uωi(v, u, xi) dv dxi + γij(v, u, xi) dxi dxj , (2.32)

and the inverse metric is given by

gab =

u2(α+ ωiω
i) −1 uωi

−1 0 0
uωi 0 γij

 , (2.33)

where γij is the inverse of γij , and ω
i = γijωj . Note the metric components guu and gui vanish

everywhere in GNC gauge. The u2 dependence (instead of linear dependence) of gvv is a result
of the affine geodesic equation on the horizon

0
H+

= kb∇bk
a = Γa

vv =
1

2
gab (2∂vgbv − ∂bgvv) , (2.34)

which implies

∂ugvv
H+

= 0, (2.35)

hence gvv ∝ u2. 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,

gab
H+

= −2k(alb) + γab. The basis vector fields are defined as

ka =

(
∂

∂v

)a

, la =

(
∂

∂u

)a

, ma
i =

(
∂

∂xi

)a

(2.36)

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

ka = −(du)a − u2α(dv)a − uωi(dx
i)a (2.37)
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la = −(dv)a (2.38)

mi
a = (dxi)a − uωi(dv)a (2.39)

where we have raised the codimension-2 index i using the inverse transverse metric γij . The
transverse metric can be expressed as

γab = γij(dx
i)a(dx

j)b
H+

= γijm
i
am

j
b . (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 ϵ from the event horizon.

Notice in (2.32) the metric functions in GNC have an arbitrary dependence on u, v and xi for
a generic geometry. However, for a stationary geometry the functions α, ωi and γij are further
constrained. Namely, the isometry generated by the Killing field ξa = κ(vka − ula) constrains
the form of α, ωi, γij , such that they only depend on u, v through the product κuv [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 H+ and H−, respectively,
are fixed under the perturbation, and we also keep the spatial coordinates xi fixed. Hence, a
non-stationary perturbation of a stationary background changes only the metric functions

α(κuv, xi) → α(κuv, xi) + δα(v, u, xi),

ωi(κuv, xi) → ωi(κuv, xi) + δωi(v, u, xi),

γij(κuv, xi) → γij(κuv, xi) + δγij(v, u, xi).

(2.41)

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

δgva
H+

= 0, δgua = 0, (2.42)

which holds for fixed GNC, because δgvv = −u2δα, δgvi = −2uδwi and δguv = δguu = δgui = 0.
Thirdly, the condition (2.22) that ka and la remain affinely parameterised after the perturbation
is equivalent to

δΓa
vv

H+

= 0, δΓa
uu = 0. (2.43)

The second equation is automatic for a fixed GNC system, since Γu
uu = Γv

uu = Γi
uu = 0. Writing

out the first equation gives

0
H+

= δΓa
vv =

1

2
gab (2∂vδgbv − ∂bδgvv) . (2.44)

This is satisfied for fixed GNC, because of δguv = 0 and

∂aδgvv = −2u(∂au)δα− u2∂a(δα)
H+

= 0 , ∂vδgvi = −2u∂vδω
i H+

= 0 . (2.45)

Next, since (ka, la) 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

δξa =

(∫ v

0
δκ2 dv′

)
ka −

(∫ u

0
δκ1 du

′
)
la , (2.46)

20



where we assumed that the size of u is comparable to the perturbation parameter ϵ. This indeed

satisfies ξaδξ
a H+

= 0, because u = 0 at H+, and ηaδξ
a H+

= 0. 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(xi)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, xi), the
boost weight or Killing weight w of the components of a covariant tensor field Ta1...an (with all
indices lowered using the metric) is defined by

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

For example, Tvv has weight 2, Xvijk has weight 1, Yuuui has weight −3, et cetera. Now consider
a weight w tensor field T(w) that is Lie derived by the horizon Killing field ξa, LξT(w) = 0.
In GNC, the Lie derivative of T(w) with respect to ξ = κ(v∂v − u∂u) is [21]

(LξT )(w) = κ (v∂v − u∂u + w)T(w) . (2.48)

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

Ta1...an(v, 0, x
i) = C−w(x

i)v−w, (2.49)

where C−w(x
i) is a function of the codimension-2 coordinates xi. Note the tensor components

blow up at the bifurcation surface u = v = 0 for positive boost weight, w > 0, except if
C−w(x

i) = 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−w(x

i) 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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C(v1)

C(v2)
ka

δTab

ξa

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 δTab, 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 ξa, 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 v2 = ∞, 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 δTab [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 τ = −∞, and after the perturbation it settles down to a Killing horizon again
at future infinity, τ = +∞. 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 τ1 and τ2. 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 ξa,
through the future horizon between two arbitrary cross-sections C(v1) and C(v2), where v1 and
v2 are the affine “times”,

∆δE =

∫ v2

v1
dv
∫
C(v)

dAδTabξ
akb , (3.1)

where dA =
√
γ dD−2x is the area element of a cross-section C(v) of the horizon at time v.

Here the large ∆ stands for the difference between two horizon cross-sections, whereas the small
δ denotes the perturbation. Note the perturbation acts only on Tab, and not on dA or ξa,
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 ∞ (future infinity), but here
we consider two arbitrary affine times. Assuming the horizon Killing field is normalised as
ξa = (∂t)

a+ΩH(∂ϑ)
a, where ΩH 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

v1
dv
∫
C(v)

dAδTabξ
akb = ∆δM − ΩH∆δJ . (3.2)

Next, we recall the outgoing null expansion θv = ∇ak
a of the future horizon is equal to the rate

of change of an area element dA along the affine null parameter v:

θv dA =
d

dv
(dA) , (3.3)

where dA =
√
γ dD−2x is the area element of a cross-section of the horizon. The Raychaudhuri

equation for the congruence of null geodesics of H+ is

dθv

dv
= − 1

D − 2
θ2v − σabσab + ωabωab −Rabk

akb . (3.4)

Here, σab and ωab are the shear and rotation tensors, respectively, of the horizon generators with
respect to the affine parameter v. Since ka is orthogonal to the hypersurface (the future horizon),
the rotation tensor vanishes identically on the horizon: ωab = 0. Further, the expansion and
shear are quantities of first order in the perturbation, θv, σab ∼ O(ϵ), hence the quadratic terms
θ2v and σabσab 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: δRabk

akb = 8πGδTabk
akb. Since on the horizon

we have ξa
H+

= κvka, we multiply the varied Raychaudhuri equation on both sides by κv and
integrate over the horizon between the affine times v1 and v2. Then, recalling the affine parameter
v is fixed under the perturbation, (2.22), we find to first order in the perturbation

κ

∫ v2

v1
dv
∫
C(v)

dA v
dδθv

dv
= −8πG

∫ v2

v1
dv
∫
C(v)

dAδTabξ
akb . (3.5)

Next, we integrate the left side of this equation by parts∫
C(v)

dA

∫ v2

v1
dv v

dδθv

dv
=

∫
C(v)

dA (vδθv)
∣∣∣v2
v1
−
∫
C(v)

dA

∫ v2

v1
dv δθv . (3.6)

Note, on the right-hand side, we may pull the variation to the front of the integrals, since the
expansion θv 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 ∞, because the lower limit vanishes at
the bifurcation surface v1 = 0, and the upper limit is also zero because θv vanishes faster than
1/v as v2 → ∞ 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∫

C(v)
dA

∫ v2

v1
dv v

dδθv

dv
= −∆δ

(∫
C(v)

dA (1− vθv)

)
. (3.7)

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

κ

2π
∆δSdyn = ∆δM − ΩH∆δJ , (3.8)
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where Sdyn is the dynamical black hole entropy of the cross-section C of the horizon

Sdyn[C] =
1

4G

∫
C(v)

dA (1− vθv) . (3.9)

This is equivalent to the formula (1.7) for Sdyn in the introduction, because of (3.3). A few
comments are in order about the dynamical black hole entropy. First, the product vθv is gauge
invariant under the scaling transformation v → a(xi)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 la 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 δθv = 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 τ and the affine parameter v, κv = exp(κτ), it
follows that

Sdyn[C] =
1

4G

∫
C(τ)

dA

(
1− 1

κ
θτ

)
, (3.10)

where θτ is the expansion along the Killing parameter. Note that scaling the Killing field ξ → cξ
also rescales the surface gravity κ→ cκ, hence the product θτ/κ 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
δTabk

akb ≥ 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

∆δSdyn ≥ 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 v1 and v2 that are very close to each other, hence the entropy change occurs locally.
If there is no energy flux through the horizon between times v1 and v2, 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: Tvv = c δ(v − v0), where c is a small constant and v0 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:

∂vθv = −c δ(v − v0) . (3.12)

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

θv = c− cH(v − v0) =

{
c, v < v0 ,
0, v > v0 ,

(3.13)

where H is the Heaviside step function. Note that we imposed the teleological boundary con-
dition: θv = 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 v0,

A =

{
A0 + c(v − v0), v < v0 ,
A0, v > v0 .

(3.14)

Further, the dynamical entropy (3.9) of a black hole can be computed as follows

Sdyn =
1

4G
(1− v∂v)A =

{
A0 − cv0, v < v0
A0, v > v0.

(3.15)

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 θv

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 θ̃k̃ of the apparent

horizon vanishes (along the null normal k̃ to A). Since the dynamical black hole entropy (3.9)
is smaller than the area entropy of the event horizon, if θv ≥ 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, xi), based on a spacetime foliation by affine Gaussian
null coordinates. A constant-v section of the apparent horizon at v = v0 is by construction a
future marginally outer trapped surface T (v0) with null normals la and k̃a. The black hole event
horizon H+ is located at u = 0, and C(v0) is a cross-section at v = v0. 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, xi) ≥ 0, where we
notice that it is in general not a null hypersurface, and its u-position depends on v and xi, 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(xi) in principle could be studied using different schemes for extending ka (hence
the v-coordinate) off the event horizon. Below we assume that the affine null distance U(v, xi)
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 ϵ. We will work to first order in
ϵ, hence we ignore quantities quadratic in U and its derivatives.

First, we use GNC to define the null normals to any future marginally outer trapped surface
T (v0) at v = v0, which is a constant v-slice of the apparent horizon A = {u = U(v, xi)}. One
of the null normals to T is la = −(dv)a, (2.38), since T is by construction a constant-v surface.

The other null normal can be found by the condition that du− (∂iU) dxi
T
= 0, so it reads

k̃a
T
= −(du)a + ∂iU(dxi)a , (3.16)

where we have chosen the sign of k̃ such that it is future directed. Using the inverse metric
(2.33) in GNC, we find

k̃a = gabk̃b
T
=

(
∂

∂v

)a

+ (DiU − ωiU)
(
∂

∂xi

)a

+O(ϵ2)
T
= ka + (DiU − ωiU)ma

i +O(ϵ2) , (3.17)

where Di = γijDj , and Di is the codimension-2 intrinsic covariant derivative.

Before decomposing the metric on T (v) in terms of the null normals la and k̃a, we need to
check the following consistency conditions up to first order:
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1. k̃a should be null at first order,

k̃ak̃a = kaka + 2(DiU − Uωi)k
ami

a + (DiU − ωiU)(DjU − ωjU)ma
im

j
a = O(ϵ2) , (3.18)

which follows from the relevant metric components in GNC.

2. k̃a should obey the same condition as ka when contracted with la:

k̃ala = kala + (DiU − ωiU)ma
i la = −1 , (3.19)

because gua = 0 everywhere.

Using the null normals (k̃, l), we carry out the following metric decomposition on T ,

gab
T
= −2k̃(alb) + γab . (3.20)

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

θ̃k̃ = γab∇ak̃
b A
= γab∇ak

b + γab∇a((D
iU − ωiU)mb

i) . (3.21)

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

mb
i = (γbc − k̃blc − lbk̃c)m

c
i = γbcm

c
i − (DiU − 2ωiU)lb , (3.22)

where we used mj
ama

i = δji . From this it follows that the second term in (3.21) can be written
as

γab∇a((D
iU −ωiU)mb

i)
T
= γab∇a(γ

b
c((D

iU −ωiU)mc
i ))+O(ϵ2) = Di(D

iU −ωiU)+O(ϵ2) , (3.23)

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

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

γab∇ak
b =

1

2
γab g

bc(∂agcv +∂vgac−∂cgav)
T
=

1

2
γac(∂agcv +∂vgac−∂cgav)

T
=

1

2
γac∂vγac

T
= θv , (3.24)

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

1

2
γac∂vγac =

1
√
γ
∂v
√
γ = θv . (3.25)

We emphasise this θv is an expansion along a non-normal k of T , hence it may not vanish on T ,
whereas for the event horizon θv is the outgoing null expansion, because k is the null normal
of H+.

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

δθ̃k̃
T
= δθv(v,U , xi) +Di(D

iU − ωiU) , (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 θv(v,U , xi) around the
location of the event horizon (u = 0),12 and impose the defining condition for an apparent
horizon that the k̃-expansion θ̃k̃ must vanish13

0
T
= δθ̃k̃(v,U , x

i) = δθv(v, 0, xi) + U(v, xi)∂uθv(v, 0, xi) +Di(D
iU − ωiU). (3.27)

12We can Taylor expand this around the event horizon to first order, because θv = γab∇akb 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 ϵ. We want to solve it for
δθv(v, 0, xi), 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,

∂uθv = ∂u

(
1

dA
∂v dA

)
= − 1

(dA)2
(∂u dA)(∂v dA) +

1

dA
∂u∂v dA = ∂v

(
1

dA
∂u dA

)
= ∂vθu,

(3.28)
where θu = γab∇alb 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

θu(v, 0, xi) = −F (xi)v , (3.29)

for some function F (xi) > 0. The expansion θu 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 θv of the perturbed event horizon

δθv(v, 0, xi) = U(v, xi)F (xi)−Di(D
iU − ωiU) . (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

δ dA (v,U , xi) = δ dA (v, 0, xi) + U(v, xi)∂u dA (v, 0, xi). (3.31)

On the event horizon it follows from (3.29) that

∂u dA = θu dA = −vF (xi) dA . (3.32)

By inserting this and (3.30) into (3.31), we obtain

δ dA (v,U , xi) = δ dA (v, 0, xi)− v dA (v, 0, xi)δθv(v, 0, xi)− v dA (v, 0, xi)Di(D
iU − ωiU)

= (1− v∂v)δ dA (v, 0, xi)− v dA (v, 0, xi)Di(D
iU − ωiU).

(3.33)

Hence, integrating this equation over the codimension-2 horizon slice at constant v yields

A(v,U) = (1− v∂v)A(v, 0) , (3.34)

where we have taken out the δ, 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,

Sdyn =
1

4G
(1− v∂v)A[CH+(v)] =

A[T (v)]
4G

, (3.35)

where CH+(v) is the cross-section of the event horizon H+ at affine time v, and T (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 θout = 0 and θin < 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(gab, Rabcd,∇e1Rabcd, · · · ,∇(e1···en)Rabcd, φA,∇b1φA, · · · ,∇(b1···bm)φA)ϵ. (4.1)

Here ϵ is the volume form, gab is the (inverse) spacetime metric, ∇ denotes the covariant derivat-
ive with respect to this metric, Rabcd is the Riemann curvature tensor of gab, and φA are arbitrary
(bosonic) matter tensor fields with indices A ≡ a1 · · · as. We use ϕ ≡ (gab, φA) to collectively
denote all dynamical fields. Further, in the discussion below, we will use the notation

ϵa1···ap = ϵa1···apap+1···aD , (4.2)

so, for example, ϵa 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

ϵ
H+

= k ∧ l ∧ ϵC (4.3)

where k, l should be interpreted as 1-forms, and ϵC 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

δL = E(ϕ)δϕ+ dΘ(ϕ, δϕ) , (4.4)

where

E(ϕ)δϕ =
1

2
Eabδg

ab + EAδφA, (4.5)

and Eab = Eabϵ and EA = EAϵ are the Euler-Lagrange equation of motion forms for gab and
φA, respectively. Moreover, Θ(ϕ, δϕ) is the symplectic potential codimension-1 form, which is
locally constructed out of ϕ, δϕ and their derivatives and is linear in δϕ.
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Now let χa be an arbitrary smooth vector field, and consider a variation, δϕ = Lχϕ, induced
by a diffeomorphism generated by χa. Then, diffeomorphism covariance of L implies that, under
this variation, (4.4) becomes

LχL = d(χ · L) = E(ϕ)Lχϕ+ dΘ(ϕ,Lχϕ) . (4.6)

The second equality follows from the Cartan-Killing equation

LχΛ = d(χ ·Λ) + χ · dΛ , (4.7)

where Λ is some differential form, and χ · Λ means contraction of χ with the first index of Λ,
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 Jχ, associated to χa, that is closed
on shell

Jχ = Θ(ϕ,Lχϕ)− χ · L . (4.8)

The Noether current also satisfies an off-shell identity (see the appendix of [68] for a proof)

d(Jχ +Cχ) = 0 . (4.9)

This follows from using the generalised Bianchi identity,

∇a(Eab − cab) + EA∇bφA = 0 , (4.10)

to express E(ϕ)Lχϕ = dCχ, with Cχ the constraint codimension-1 form

Cχ =
(
−Eab + cab

)
χbϵa, (4.11)

and
cab = Eaa2···asφb

a2···as + Ea1aa3···asφ b
a1 a3···as + · · ·+ Ea1···an−1aφ b

a1···an−1
. (4.12)

The constraint equations of motion for the metric are Eabϵ
b = 0 and for the matter fields

cabϵ
b = 0. We note that cab = 0, if φ is a scalar field.

Next, by the Poincaré lemma, and an explicit construction in [69], we can write

Jχ +Cχ = dQχ , (4.13)

where Qχ is the Noether charge codimension-2 form associated to χ.

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

δJχ = δϕΘ(ϕ,Lχϕ) +Θ(ϕ,Lδχϕ)− δχ · L− χ · δL
= ω(ϕ, δϕ,Lχϕ) + Jδχ + d(χ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ))− χ ·E(ϕ)δϕ ,

(4.14)

where
δϕΘ(ϕ,Lχϕ) = δΘ(ϕ,Lχϕ)−Θ(ϕ,Lδχϕ) (4.15)

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

ω(ϕ, δ1ϕ, δ2ϕ) = δ1Θ(ϕ, δ2ϕ)− δ2Θ(ϕ, δ1ϕ). (4.16)

Inserting the variation of (4.13) for δJχ, and similarly for Jδχ, into (4.14) yields

ω(ϕ, δϕ,Lχϕ) = d(δϕQχ − χ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ))− δϕCχ + χ ·E(ϕ)δϕ , (4.17)
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where
δϕQχ ≡ δQχ −Qδχ and δϕCχ ≡ δCχ −Cδχ (4.18)

are the field variations of the Noether charge Qξ and constraint form Cχ. This is known as
the fundamental identity [67] of the covariant phase space formalism. We have allowed for
variations of the vector field χ, 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 ξa cancels out.
In particular, we check in Section 4.8 that the variation of the dynamical black hole entropy
does not depend on δξa. In a different context, variations of the vector field χ arise when it
depends on the background dynamical fields, χa = χa(ϕ). 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 χa = ξa, then the symplectic current evaluated on the Lie derivative of the
fields along ξa vanishes

ω(ϕ, δϕ,Lξϕ) = 0 , (4.19)

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

d(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) = δϕCξ − ξ ·E(ϕ)δϕ. (4.20)

The term ξ · E(ϕ) vanishes when we pull it back to the horizon, as ξ 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 Qξ 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(ϕ) = 0, and we require the
perturbed fields to obey the linearised constraint equations, δϕCξ = 0. Under these assumptions
the fundamental variational identity (4.20) becomes

d(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) = 0. (4.21)

We integrate this expression over a codimension-1 spatial hypersurface between the horizon H+

and spatial infinity i0. Because of Stokes’ theorem, the boundary integral at a cross-section S∞
of i0 is equal to the boundary integral at a cross-section C of H+∫

S∞

(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) =

∫
C
(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) . (4.22)

For the boundary integral at infinity we make the identification∫
S∞

(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) = δM − ΩHδJ. (4.23)
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For stationary, axisymmetric black holes, the horizon Killing vector field may be normalised at
spatial infinity as

ξa = (∂t)
a +ΩH(∂ϑ)

a , (4.24)

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

δM =

∫
S∞

(δϕQ∂t − ∂t ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)), δJ = −
∫
S∞

δϕQ∂ϑ , (4.25)

where ∂ϑ ·Θ = 0 on S∞, because ∂ϑ is parallel to S∞. The mass M is well defined if there exists
a codimension-1 form B∞(ϕ) at spatial infinity i0 such that

Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
i0= δB∞(ϕ). (4.26)

The definitions of the mass and angular momentum are then

M =

∫
S∞

(Q∂t − ∂t ·B∞) , (4.27)

J = −
∫
S∞

Q∂ϑ . (4.28)

In [11], the exactness in δ of Θ 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 ξ ·Θ = 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), ∫

B
δϕQξ =

κ

2π
δSWald . (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 Qξ over different cross-sections is given by the integral of Jξ over the horizon in
between. But, because of the stationarity condition Lξϕ = 0 and the fact that the pullback
of ξ · L vanishes at the horizon, according to the definition of Jξ, (4.8), its pullback to H+

vanishes. However, for non-stationary perturbations (4.29) is really only true at the bifurcation
surface, since Lξϕ ̸= 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 ξ ·Θ terms, gives the black hole entropy for arbitrary
horizon cross-sections∫

C
(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) =

κ

2π
δSWald for δ(Lξϕ) = 0, (4.30)

Gao established this identity for general relativity (using results from [3]), that is, he obtained
the variation of SBH 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 ∫

C
(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) =

κ

2π
δSdyn for δ(Lξϕ) ̸= 0, (4.31)
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κ
2π δSWald[B]

κ
2π δSdyn[C]

δM − ΩHδJ

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 κ 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

δM − ΩHδJ =
κ

2π
δSdyn. (4.32)

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

a) There exists a codimension-1 form BH+(ϕ) that satisfies

Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
H+

= δBH+(ϕ) and BH+(ϕ)
H+

= 0 , (4.33)

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

ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
C
= δ(ξ ·BH+(ϕ))

C
= κδ(ξ ·BH+/κ3)

C
= κδϕ(ξ ·BH+/κ3) (4.34)

simply because, when δ is not acting on BH+ , it vanishes in the stationary background.

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

δϕQξ
C
= κδ(Qξ/κ3), (4.35)

where, κ3 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 Θ 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 δϕSdyn = δSdyn, i.e., the field-only
variation is equivalent to full variation of Sdyn. The reason for this is that a field variation does
not act on κ3, since the surface gravity variation only depends on the variation of the vector
field δξa, see (2.31), assuming our gauge conditions for the perturbation hold. This implies

δϕQξ
C
= κδϕ(Qξ/κ3). Thus, combining this with (4.34), it follows that we can write

δϕ

(∫
C

2π

κ3
(Qξ − ξ ·BH+)

)
= δSdyn . (4.36)
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This means that at first order the variation of Sdyn is independent of δξ. 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 Q̃ξ (see, e.g., [37–43]) up to linear order in the perturbation away
from stationarity,

Sdyn =
2π

κ3

∫
C
Q̃ξ =

2π

κ3

∫
C
(Qξ − ξ ·BH+) . (4.37)

At zeroth order in the perturbation, ξ · BH+(ϕ)
C
= 0, hence Q̃ξ

C
= Qξ for Killing horizons.

Moreover, at the bifurcation surface, ξa = 0, hence we recover the Iyer-Wald result (4.29).
Therefore, at the bifurcation surface and on Killing horizons, Sdyn 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 ϕ. In this section we consider the case where an external minimal matter
source, described by the stress-energy tensor Tab, 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 L̃ into that
of the original system L(ϕ) and that of the external matter Lm(ψ):

L̃(ϕ, ψ) = L(ϕ) + Lm(ψ) , (4.38)

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

δL =
1

2
Eabδg

ab + EAδφA + dΘ(ϕ, δϕ) , δLm = −1

2
Tabδg

ab +Emδψ + dΘm(g, ψ, δψ) , (4.39)

where Eab, EA are the metric and matter field equations of the original system, Tab is the stress-
energy tensor of the minimally coupled external matter fields, and Em is the equation of motion
for ψ. (The boldface symbols of the above equations of motion mean the product of that with
the volume form ϵ.) Now, for the combined Lagrangian, the equation of motion for the metric
takes the form

Eab = Tab, (4.40)

exactly as a generalisation of the Einstein equation, 1
8πGGab = Tab 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 EA = 0 and Eab = Tab
are imposed, the fundamental identity (4.20) is modified as

d(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) = −δT abξbϵa −
1

2
ξ · Tabδg

ab , (4.41)

where we have inserted the constraint form Cξ = −Eabξbϵa = −T abξbϵa.

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),(∫

C(v2)
−
∫
C(v1)

)
(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) =

κ

2π
(δSdyn(v2)− δSdyn(v1)) =

κ

2π
∆δSdyn , (4.42)
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and integrating the right-hand side of (4.41) yields (note ξ · Tab vanishes as ξ is tangent to the
horizon)

−
∫ C(v2)

C(v1)
δT abξbϵa =

∫ C(v2)

C(v1)
δTabk

aξbϵH+ =

∫ v2

v1
dv
∫
C(v)

dAδTabξ
akb. (4.43)

Here the symmetry of Tab is assumed, ϵH+ = −l∧ ϵC is the volume on the horizon, and we used
the following property for the pullback of T abϵa to the horizon:

δT abϵa = δT abδcaϵc
H+

= −δT abkal
cϵc = −δT abkaϵH+ , (4.44)

and we identified lcϵc = ϵH+ .

Thus, we obtain a physical process first law between two arbitrary horizon slices

∆δSdyn =
2π

κ

∫ v2

v1
dv
∫
C(v)

dAδTabξ
akb, (4.45)

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

δSdyn(v1)

δSdyn(v2)

δTab

Figure 6: Physical process version of the first law. An external matter source, described by the
stress-energy tensor variation δTab, crosses the horizon between two generic horizon slices C(v1)
and C(v2).

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(v1) is equal to the dynamical entropy variation at
another cross-section

δSdyn(v1) = δSdyn(v2). (4.46)

This suggests that, locally, the dynamical entropy satisfies a constant linearised second law

∂vδSdyn = 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
δTabk

akb ≥ 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:

∂vδSdyn =
2π

κ

∫
C(v)

dA δTabξ
akb ≥ 0. (4.48)
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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 δTabk

akb contributes to the first order perturbation of
the entropy. That is, we set δϕ ∼ O(ϵ) but δψ ∼ O(ϵ1/2) for some small bookkeeping parameter ϵ
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.14 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

∂2v δSWall = −2π

∫
C(v)

dAδEabk
akb. (4.49)

To obtain a similar expression for the dynamical entropy involving δEab, 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(δϕQ̃ξ)
C
= k · δϕCξ − k · (ξ ·E(ϕ))δϕ

C
= −δEabξb(k · ϵa)

C
= δEabk

aξbϵC , (4.50)

where the second equality follows from the fact that k·(ξ·E(ϕ)) vanishes because ξ is proportional
to k on the horizon, and cabk

aξb 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 δEabϵa
H+

= −δEabkaϵH+

(using the same argument as (4.44)), and k · ϵH+
C
= ϵC . Rearrange the above equation, we arrive

at
Lk(δϕQ̃ξ) = δEabk

aξbϵC + d(k · δϕQ̃ξ) , (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 Lk acting on scalar quantities as ∂v, we find
a similar expression as (4.48) for the dynamical entropy

∂vδSdyn =
2π

κ

∫
C(v)

dAδEabξ
akb . (4.52)

By substituting the expression for the Killing field on the horizon ξa
H+

= κvka, this reads

∂vδSext = 2πv
∫
C(v)

dAδEabk
akb = −v∂2v δSWall , (4.53)

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

∂vδSext = −v∂2v δSWall = −∂v (v∂vδSWall) + ∂vδSWall = ∂v ((1− v∂v)δSWall) . (4.54)

Thus we find that the relation between dynamical entropy and Wall entropy is (after pulling
out the δ)

Sdyn = (1− v∂v)SWall , (4.55)

14We 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 Sdyn. 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:

Sdyn
B
= SWall

B
= SWald (4.56)

from the properties of Sdyn and SWall. 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

δM − ΩHδJ = Tδ

(
SWall − v

d

dv
SWall

)
. (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 Θ and the
Noether charge Q. The JKM ambiguities are

L(ϕ) → L(ϕ) + dµ(ϕ) , (4.58)

Θ(ϕ, δϕ) → Θ(ϕ, δϕ) + dY(ϕ, δϕ) , (4.59)

Qχ → Qχ + dZ(ϕ, χ) . (4.60)

Here, Y(ϕ, δϕ) is required to be linear in δϕ and Z(ϕ, χ) must be linear in the vector field χa,
in order to match Θ and Qχ, respectively.

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

Θ(ϕ, δϕ) → Θ(ϕ, δϕ) + δµ(ϕ) + dY(ϕ, δϕ) (4.61)

Qξ → Qξ + ξ · µ(ϕ) +Y(ϕ,Lξϕ) + dZ(ϕ, ξ) . (4.62)

and the variation of Qξ transform as

δQξ → δQξ + δξ · µ(ϕ) + ξ · δµ(ϕ) +Y(ϕ,Lδξϕ) +Y(ϕ,Lξδϕ) + d(δZ(ϕ, ξ)) , (4.63)

where we have applied the product rule for δ to the variation of ξ · µ and Y . Notice that in
calculating δY, the only non-vanishing terms are those where δ is applied to the Lie derivative
Lξϕ, because Lξϕ = 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,

δϕQ̃ξ = δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ) . (4.64)

Under the JKM ambiguities this transforms as

δϕQ̃ξ → δϕQ̃ξ +Y(ϕ,Lξδϕ)− ξ · dY(ϕ, δϕ) + d(δZ(ϕ, ξ)− Z(ϕ, δξ))

= δϕQ̃ξ + d (ξ ·Y(ϕ, δϕ) + δϕZ(ϕ, ξ)) ,
(4.65)

where we have identified

Y(ϕ,Lξδϕ) = LξY(ϕ, δϕ) = d(ξ ·Y(ϕ, δϕ)) + ξ · dY(ϕ, δϕ) , (4.66)
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using the background stationarity condition Lξϕ = 0, and we notice

δϕZ(ϕ, ξ) = δZ(ϕ, ξ)− Z(ϕ, δξ). (4.67)

Thus, the ambiguities that arise in δϕQ̃ξ 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), δSdyn = (2π/κ)

∫
C δϕQ̃ξ, 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 Θ(ϕ, δϕ) 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, Θ(ϕ, δϕ) is exact in δ when pulled back to the horizon, i.e., there exists
some BH+(ϕ) on the horizon such that

Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
H+

= δBH+(ϕ). (4.68)

We also demonstrate that the BH+ 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 Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
is (up to certain JKM ambiguities)

Θ(ϕ, δϕ) = ϵa

(
2Xabcd∇dδgbc + Sabcδgbc

+
n−1∑
k=0

T abcdef1···fk
(k) δ∇(f1···fk)Rbcde +

m−1∑
k=0

UaAb1···bk
(k) δ∇(b1···bk)φA

) (4.69)

for a general diffeomorphism covariant theory with Lagrangian form

L = L(gab, Rabcd,∇e1Rabcd, · · · ,∇(e1···en)Rabcd, φA,∇b1φA, · · · ,∇(b1···bm)φA)ϵ . (4.70)

Here,

Xabcd =
δL

δRabcd
=

∂L

∂Rabcd
−∇e1

∂L

∂(∇e1Rabcd)
+ · · ·+ (−1)n∇e1···en

∂L

∂(∇(e1···en)Rabcd)
(4.71)

which is the functional derivative of the Lagrangian L with respect to the Riemann tensor Rabcd,
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 Θ(ϕ, δϕ) to the horizon H+. Expressing in GNC, we get

Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
H+

= −l ∧ ϵC

(
2Xubcd∇dδgbc + Subcδgbc

+
n−1∑
k=0

T ubcdef1···fk
(k) δ∇(f1···fk)Rbcde +

m−1∑
k=0

UuAb1···bk
(k) δ∇(b1···bk)φA

) (4.72)

where we have kept the only non-vanishing (D − 1)-form ϵu when pulling back to the horizon,
and identified

ϵu = −l ∧ ϵC . (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 bcdef1 · · · fk, we can write it as a sum of different weight
combinations:

−l ∧ ϵC
∑
w

T(1−w)δ(∇···R)(w)
H+

= −l ∧ ϵC
∑
w≥1

T(1−w)δ(∇···R)(w)

H+

= δ

−l ∧ ϵC
∑
w≥1

T(1−w)(∇···R)(w)

 .

(4.74)

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(1−w)’s with w ≤ 0 are proportional to positive weight
background quantities, which vanish. In the second equality we have “pulled the δ to the
front” for the non-vanishing terms because, for a non-positive weight component A(w≤0) and
any positive weight component B(w>0), we always have

A(w≤0)δB(w>0) = δ
(
A(w≤0)B(w>0)

)
−B(w>0)δA(w≤0)

H+

= δ
(
A(w≤0)B(w>0)

)
(4.75)

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

The same argument also works for the last term involving U :

−l ∧ ϵC

m−1∑
k=0

UuAb1···bk
(k) δ∇(b1···bk)φA

H+

= δ

−l ∧ ϵC
∑
w≥1

U(1−w)(∇···φ)(w)

 . (4.76)

Now we just need to show the first two terms in Θ(ϕ, δϕ) are exact. The easier one is the S-term:

Suabδgab
H+

= Suijδγij
H+

= 0 (4.77)

by our gauge conditions and boost weight analysis.

To deal with the first term involving X we first compute

∇uδgvi
H+

= −δωi, ∇uδgij
H+

= 2δK̄ij , ∇vδgij
H+

= 2δKij , (4.78)

where K̄ij = 1
2∂uγij and Kij = 1

2∂vγij are the extrinsic curvatures in the u- and v-directions,
respectively, and we identify the vanishing components of X by a boost weight argument

Xuviu H+

= Xuiju H+

= Xuijk H+

= 0. (4.79)

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

−2l ∧ ϵCX
ubcd∇dδgbc

H+

= δ
(
−4l ∧ ϵCX

uijvKij

)
. (4.80)
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The final result is

Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
H+

= δ

−l ∧ ϵC

4XuijvKij +
∑
w≥1

(
T(1−w)(∇···R)(w) + U(1−w)(∇···φ)(w)

) (4.81)

Thus, we find

BH+(ϕ) = −l ∧ ϵC

4XuijvKij +
∑
w≥1

(
T(1−w)(∇···R)(w) + U(1−w)(∇···φ)(w)

) . (4.82)

This closes the proof of exactness of Θ(ϕ, δϕ) in δ on the horizon, which was used in Section 4.2
to define the dynamical black hole entropy. The boost weight of BH+ is +1, because Xuijv has
weight 0 and Kij has weight +1, hence it follows that BH+ vanishes on the background Killing
horizon.

4.8 Structural Analysis of the (Improved) Noether Charge

In proving the exactness of Θ(ϕ, δϕ), we have analysed its structure using GNC. A similar
procedure can be carried out for the Noether charge Qξ 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

Qξ = ϵab

(
−Xabcd∇[cξd] +W abcξc

)
+Y(g, φ,Lξg,Lξφ) + dZ (4.83)

where W abc 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 ξ ·BH+

in the improved Noether charge.

When pulling back the Noether charge to a horizon slice, we obtain in GNC,

Qξ
C(v)
= −2ϵC

(
Xuvcd∇[cξd] +W uvcξc

)
. (4.84)

Using equation (4.79), equation (2.30), and calculating ∇[uξi]
H+

= 1
2ωiξu in GNC, we have

Qξ
C(v)
= −2ϵC

(
2κ3X

uvuv − ξuW̃
uvu
)
. (4.85)

where we defined W̃ uvu =W uvu−Xuvuiωi. This expression of Qξ contains both the background
and the first-order contribution, so we are not immediately setting κ3 and ξu to their background
values κ and −κv.
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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 δξa:

Qδξ
C(v)
= −4(δκ3)X

uvuvϵC + 2(δξu)W̃
uvuϵC = −4(δκ3)X

uvuvϵC =
δκ3
κ

Qξ (4.86)

where we notice that the weight-1 quantity W̃ uvu H+

= 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

κδ (Qξ/κ3) = δQξ −
δκ3
κ

Qξ = δQξ −Qδξ = δϕQξ , (4.87)

where we used κ3 = κ 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 δϕ is, in fact, equivalent to the full variation δ
when it acts on Sdyn. We start the proof by acting with the full variation δ on the dynamical
black hole entropy

Sdyn =
2π

κ3

∫
C
(Qξ − ξ ·BH+(ϕ)), (4.88)

which yields

δSdyn = 2π

∫
C
(δ (Qξ/κ3)− ξ · δBH+/κ)

= 2π

∫
C
(δϕ (Qξ/κ)− ξ · δϕBH+/κ)

= δϕ

(
2π

κ

∫
C
(Qξ − ξ ·BH+(ϕ))

)
= δϕSdyn ,

(4.89)

where we have used the fact that BH+(ϕ)
H+

= 0 in the stationary background, BH+(ϕ) is inde-
pendent of ξ so δBH+ = δϕBH+ , and κ3 = κ on the unperturbed Killing horizon. Also, note
that δϕ does not act on the surface gravities, since their variation depends on δξa only.

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

δϕQξ
C(v)
= δϕ

(
−4κ3X

uvuvϵC − 2κ2vW̃ uvuϵC

)
, (4.90)

where we have inserted the background value ξu = −κ2v, as δϕ does not vary ξa on the horizon.
Moreover, under δϕ we may identify κ2 = κ3 = κ, because they remain background values.

Combining (4.90) with the structural formula for ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ), which follows from the con-
traction ξ ·BH+(ϕ), we find the improved Noether charge at first order in perturbation theory
takes the form

δϕQ̃ξ
C(v)
= −4κδ(XuvuvϵC) (4.91)

− κvδ

ϵC
2W̃ uvu + 4XuijvKij +

∑
w≥1

(
T(1−w)(∇···R)(w) + U(1−w)(∇···φ)(w)

) .
Hence, the general structure of dynamical black hole entropy is

Sdyn = SWald + vS+ , (4.92)
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where

SWald = −8π

∫
C(v)

XuvuvϵC (4.93)

is the Wald entropy, and

S+ = −2π

∫
C(v)

ϵC

2W̃ uvu + 4XuijvKij +
∑
w≥1

(
T(1−w)(∇···R)(w) + U(1−w)(∇···φ)(w)

) (4.94)

is a collection of tensor components that have total boost weight +1. This implies directly that
1) when Sdyn 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 Λ is

L =
1

16πG
(R− 2Λ)ϵ, (5.1)

For this Lagrangian the symplectic potential is [11]

Θ(ϕ, δϕ) =
1

16πG
ϵag

abgcd (∇cδgbd −∇bδgcd) (5.2)

and the Noether charge is given by

Qξ = − 1

16πG
ϵab∇aξb. (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 ξ with Θ(ϕ, δϕ) evaluated at an arbitrary cross-
section C of the horizon H+ is

ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
C(v)
= − κv

16πG
ϵCk

bgcd (∇cδgbd −∇bδgcd) (5.4)

where we used that, on the horizon,

ϵ
H+

= k ∧ l ∧ ϵC (5.5)

with ϵC the codimension-2 area form. We calculate

kbgcd (∇cδgbd −∇bδgcd) = kbδΓc
cb −

1

2
kbgcd∇bδgcd = kb (γca − kcla − lcka) δΓ

a
bc − δK = −2δθv

(5.6)
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by using

kbkclaδΓ
a
bc = δ

(
lak

b∇bk
a
)

H+

= 0, kblckaδΓ
a
bc = −δ

(
lakb∇bka

)
H+

= 0 (5.7)

and

kbγcaδΓ
a
bc = −1

2
kbγac∇bδγac

H+

= −δθv (5.8)

where θv is the expansion along the v-direction, i.e., the trace of the v-extrinsic curvature Kij .
Hence, we have

ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
C(v)
=

1

8πG
ϵC κv δθv. (5.9)

We may now pull the δ to the front, as θv = 0 for the stationary background, so we obtain

ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
C(v)
= δ

(
1

8πG
ϵCκvθv

)
, (5.10)

which verifies our proof that Θ(ϕ, δϕ) is exact in δ on the horizon.

Noether Charge We expand

Qξ = − 1

16πG
ϵab∇aξb

C(v)
= − 1

16πG
ϵC(kalb − lakb)∇aξb

C(v)
=

κ3
8πG

ϵC (5.11)

by using equation (2.30) for the surface gravity κ3.

Now, the full variation on the horizon gives

δQξ
C(v)
=

κ

8πG
δϵC +

1

8πG
ϵCδκ3 , (5.12)

where we have identified κ3 = κ on the background Killing horizon.

The δξ Noether charge, which we need to subtract from δQξ, reads

Qδξ
C(v)
= − 1

16πG
ϵC(kalb − lakb)∇a(δξb)

C(v)
=

1

8πG
ϵCδκ3 , (5.13)

where we used (2.31). So, we find

δϕQξ = δQξ −Qδξ
C(v)
=

κ

8πG
δϵC . (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+

δSdyn =
2π

κ

∫
C(v)

(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) =
1

4G
(1− v∂v) δA = δ

(
1

4G
(1− v∂v)A

)
(5.15)

where

A =

∫
C(v)

ϵC (5.16)

is the area of C(v), and we have also identified

∂vδϵC = δ(θvϵC) = ϵCδθv. (5.17)

Here, the δ is pulled through as θv = 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

Sdyn =
1

4G
(1− v∂v)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)ϵ , (5.19)

where f(R) = a0+a1R+a2R
2+ · · · is a polynomial in R, with coupling constants a0, a1, a2, · · · .

The symplectic potential for this Lagrangian is

Θ(ϕ, δϕ) = ϵd

(
f ′(R)(gbdgac − gcdgab)∇cδgab −∇c(f

′(R))(gbdgac − gcdgab)δgab

)
(5.20)

where f ′(R) = df/dR , and the Noether charge is

Qξ = −ϵab

(
f ′(R)∇aξb + 2ξa∇b(f ′(R))

)
. (5.21)

We carry out a similar procedure as in general relativity, by decomposing the volume form ϵ
into ϵC , k and l.

Symplectic Potential The contraction of ξ with Θ(ϕ, δϕ) on the horizon slice is

ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
C(v)
= −κvϵC

(
f ′(R)kagbc (∇bδgac −∇aδgbc)−∇c(f

′(R))(kbgac − kcgab)δgab

)
C(v)
= 2κvϵCf ′(R)δθv

C(v)
= 2κv∂v

(
f ′(R)δϵC

) (5.22)

where we used (5.6), the gauge condition kaδgab
H+

= 0, and

kc∇c(f
′(R)) = ∂v(f

′(R))
H+

= 0 (5.23)

for a stationary background, and ∂vδϵC = δ(θvϵC) = ϵCδθv as above.

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

ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
C(v)
= δ

(
2κvϵCf ′(R)θv

)
. (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)

Qξ
C(v)
= −ϵC(kalb − lakb)

(
f ′(R)∇aξb + 2ξa∇b(f ′(R))

)
C(v)
= 2κ3f

′(R)ϵC − 2laξ
aϵC∂v(f

′(R)) ,

(5.25)

where we have borrowed the results in general relativity. Hence, the variation reads

δQξ
C(v)
= 2δκ3f

′(R)ϵC + 2κδ
(
f ′(R)ϵC

)
− 2(laδξ

a)ϵC∂v(f
′(R))− 2κvδ

(
ϵC∂v(f

′(R))
)

(5.26)

and the Noether charge for δξ reads

Qδξ
C(v)
= 2δκ3f

′(R)ϵC − 2(laδξ
a)ϵC∂v(f

′(R)). (5.27)

Then the field variation of the Noether charge is

δϕQξ
C(v)
= 2κδ(f ′(R)ϵC)− 2κv∂v

(
ϵCδ(f

′(R))
)
, (5.28)

where we have used δ(ϵC∂v(f
′(R))) = ϵC∂v(δ(f

′(R))) = ∂v(ϵCδ(f
′(R))).
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Dynamical Black Hole Entropy Combining the previous results, we obtain

δSdyn =
2π

κ

∫
C(v)

(δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)) = 4πδ

(
(1− v∂v)

∫
C(v)

f ′(R)ϵC

)
, (5.29)

hence

Sdyn = (1− v∂v) 4π

∫
C(v)

f ′(R)ϵC = (1− v∂v)SJKM. (5.30)

At the bifurcation surface this coincides with the JKM entropy [71], who showed that SJKM

satisfies a second law for f(R) gravity, similar to the area theorem for general relativity. On a
Killing horizon, where SJKM 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 δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ) for f(Riemann) theories. Here, the Lagrangian
is a functional of the form L = f(gab, Rabcd), containing contractions of the inverse metric and
the Riemann tensor. The symplectic potential and the Noether charge are [72,73]

Θ(ϕ, δϕ) = 2ϵd

(
Xdabc∇cδgab −

(
∇cX

dabc
)
δgab

)
(5.31)

and
Qξ = −ϵcd

(
Xcdab∇aξb + 2ξa∇bX

cdab
)
. (5.32)

Here, we denote

Xabcd =
∂L

∂Rabcd
. (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 Sdyn. 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 Sdyn satisfies the expected relation (4.55) with the
Wall entropy.

Symplectic Potential

Our second gauge condition (2.21) implies

δgva
H+

= 0 δgua = 0 . (5.34)

We calculate the non-zero components of ∇cδgab in GNC

∇uδgvi
H+

= −δωi, ∇uδgij
H+

= 2δK̄ij , ∇vδgij
H+

= 2δKij , (5.35)

by using
∇cδgab = gbdδΓ

d
ca + gadδΓ

d
cb . (5.36)

From the above expressions, we find

ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
C(v)
= 2κvϵuv

(
Xuabc∇cδgab − (∇cX

uabc)δgab

)
(5.37)

C(v)
= 2κvϵC

(
− 2Xuviuδωi + 2XuijuδK̄ij + 2XuijvδKij +Xuijk∇kδgij − (∇cX

uijc)δgij

)
,
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where we have identified ϵuv
H+

= ϵC .

We use a boost weight argument to get

Xuviu H+

= Xuiju H+

= Xuijk H+

= ∇cX
uijc H+

= Kij
H+

= 0 , (5.38)

as these are proportional to positive weight affine GNC components on the background.

So, we have

ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
C(v)
= δ(4κvϵCXuijvKij) , (5.39)

where we have pulled the δ to the front in the term 4κvϵCXuijvδKij , as

4κvϵCXuijvδKij
H+

= δ
(
4κvϵCXuijvKij

)
− Kij︸︷︷︸

H+
= 0

δ(4κvϵCXuijv). (5.40)

Also, this suggests that ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ) is exact in δ, i.e., ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
H+

= δ(ξ ·BH+), as discussed in
Section 4.7, where

BH+
H+

= −4(l ∧ ϵC)X
uijvKij . (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(w≤0)δB(w>0), we may
pull the δ through

A(w≤0)δB(w>0)
H+

= δ
(
A(w≤0)B(w>0)

)
. (5.42)

This will be used implicitly throughout our following calculations.

Noether Charge

First we calculate

ξa
H+

= −ξv(du)a, ∇[uξv]
H+

= κ3, ∇[uξi]
H+

= −1

2
ωiξ

v, ∇[vξi]
H+

= ∇[iξj]
H+

= 0 , (5.43)

so that

Qξ
C(v)
= −2ϵuv

(
Xuvab∇aξb − 2ξv∇bX

uvub
)

C(v)
= −2ϵC

(
2κ3X

uvuv − ξvωiX
uvui − 2ξv∇vX

uvuv − 2ξv∇iX
uvui) , (5.44)

where we have expanded the summation over dummy index b. Further, we compute

∇vX
uvuv = ∂vX

uvuv − ωiX
uvui (5.45)

and

∇iX
uvui = DiX

uvui +KijX
uijv + K̄ijX

uiuj +
1

2
ωiX

uvui +KXuvuv (5.46)

using Table 2. Finally, we obtain

Qξ
C(v)
= 4ϵC

(
ξv ((∂v +K)Xuvuv +KijX

uijv + K̄ijX
uiuj +DiX

uvui)− κ3X
uvuv)

C(v)
= 4ξv (∂v(X

uvuvϵC) + ϵC(KijX
uijv + K̄ijX

uiuj +DiX
uvui)

)
− 4κ3ϵCX

uvuv
(5.47)

by identifying
∂vϵC = KϵC . (5.48)
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And we can compute

Qδξ
C(v)
= 4(δξv)

(
∂v(X

uvuvϵC) + ϵC(KijX
uijv + K̄ijX

uiuj +DiX
uvui)

)
− 4(δκ3)ϵCX

uvuv (5.49)

so that the field variation of the Noether charge is

δϕQ
C(v)
= 4κvδ

(
∂v(X

uvuvϵC) + ϵC(KijX
uijv + K̄ijX

uiuj +DiX
uvui)

)
− 4κδ (ϵCX

uvuv) , (5.50)

where we inserted the background quantities ξv = κv and κ3 = κ.

Dynamical Black Hole Entropy

Combining the above calculations, we finally have

δϕQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ)
C(v)
= 4κδ

(
−(1− v∂v)(X

uvuvϵC) + vϵC
(
K̄ijX

uiuj +DiX
uvui)) . (5.51)

Here, we notice there is a codimension-2 total derivative term DiX
uvui. 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

δSdyn =
2π

κ

∫
C(v)

(δQξ − ξ ·Θ(ϕ, δϕ))

= −8π

∫
C(v)

dD−2x
(
(1− v∂v)δ (

√
γ Xuvuv)− vδ

(√
γ K̄ijX

uiuj
))
.

(5.52)

We further unpack the notations

δ
(√
γ K̄ijX

uiuj
)
=

√
γ K̄ijδX

uiuj (5.53)

and

δXuiuj = 4
∂Xuiuj

∂Rvkvl
δRvkvl. (5.54)

Using the boost weight analysis, the only non-vanishing term after applying the chain rule to
δXuiuj is proportional to δRvkvl. This is because δXuiuj 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

δRvkvl
H+

= gvuδ (∂vΓ
u
lk − ∂lΓ

u
vk + Γa

lkΓ
u
va − Γa

vkΓ
u
la) = −∂vδKkl (5.55)

and we calculate

v
√
γ K̄ijδX

uiuj H+

= −4v
√
γ K̄ij

∂Xuiuj

∂Rvkvl
∂vδKkl

H+

= −4v∂v

(
√
γ K̄ij

∂Xuiuj

∂Rvkvl
δKkl

)
+ 4

√
γ
(
v∂vK̄ij

) ∂Xuiuj

∂Rvkvl
δKkl

H+

= 4(1− v∂v)

(
√
γ K̄ij

∂Xuiuj

∂Rvkvl
δKkl

) (5.56)
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by using the boost weight argument and applying the Killing equation (2.48) to K̄ij , i.e.,

(v∂v − 1)K̄ij
H+

= 0. (5.57)

Then, pulling the δ’s through and recovering the expression of Xabcd, we find

δSdyn = −8πδ

(
(1− v∂v)

∫
C(v)

dD−2x
√
γ

(
∂L

∂Ruvuv
− 4

∂2L

∂Ruiuj∂Rvkvl
K̄ijKkl

))
. (5.58)

So, to first order in the perturbation, the dynamical entropy of the black hole is

Sdyn = −8π (1− v∂v)

∫
C(v)

dD−2x
√
γ

(
∂L

∂Ruvuv
− 4

∂2L

∂Ruiuj∂Rvkvl
K̄ijKkl

)
, (5.59)

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

Sdyn = −8π(1− v∂v)

∫
C(v)

ϵCkalbkcld

(
∂L

∂Rabcd
− 4

∂2L

∂Raecf∂Rbgdh
K̄efKgh

)
. (5.60)

Thus, we confirm this is related to the Wall entropy (1.6) for f(Riemann) theories by

Sdyn = (1− v∂v)SWall , (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

∇a(ξbξ
b)

N
= −2κ1ξa, (A.1)

ξb∇bξ
a N
= κ2ξ

a, (A.2)

(∇aξb)(∇[aξb])
N
= −2κ23 , (A.3)

where ξa is the normal to N . We will not assume that ξa 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]

κ3
N
=

1

2
(κ1 + κ2) . (A.4)

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

ξ[a∇bξc]
N
= 0 . (A.5)

This is equivalent to

ξc∇[aξb]
N
= −ξ[a∇b]ξc + ξ[a∇|c|ξb] . (A.6)

Contracting both sides with ∇aξb yields

ξc(∇aξb)(∇[aξb])
N
= −ξa(∇[aξb])(∇bξc) + ξa(∇[aξb])(∇cξb) . (A.7)

Note if ξa were a Killing field, the two terms on the rhs would be equal to each other because
of Killing’s equation ∇bξc = −∇cξb. However, for a generic null normal they differ from each
other. Expanding the rhs gives

−ξa(∇[aξb])(∇bξc) + ξa(∇[aξb])(∇cξb) = −1

2
(ξa∇aξb)(∇bξc) +

1

2
(ξa∇bξa)(∇bξc)

+
1

2
(ξa∇aξb)(∇cξb)−

1

2
(ξa∇bξa)(∇cξ

b)

N
= −1

2
κ2ξ

b∇bξc −
1

2
κ1ξ

b∇bξc +
1

2
κ2ξ

b∇cξb +
1

2
κ1ξ

b∇cξ
b

N
= −1

2
ξc(κ

2
2 + 2κ1κ2 + κ21) . (A.8)

By equating this to the lhs of (A.7), which is equal to −2ξcκ
2
3, we obtain the simple relation (A.4)

between the surface gravities. □

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

κ1
N
= la∇a(kbξ

b), κ2
N
= −ka∇a(lbξ

b) , κ3
N
= l[akb]∇aδξb , (A.9)

where ka is the affinely parameterised null normal to N , and la is the auxiliary null vector fields,
satisfying

kak
a N
= 0, kb∇bk

a N
= 0, lal

a N
= 0, kal

a N
= −1, kaξ

a N
= 0 , lb∇bk

a = kb∇bl
a. (A.10)

Proof: We start by decomposing the vector field ξa in terms of the null vector fields ka and la,
i.e.

ξa = −(ξblb)k
a − (ξbkb)l

a . (A.11)

The vector field ξa has no components along the codimension-2 spatial directions, since it has to
be tangent to the null geodesic generators ofN .We first derive the expression for κ1. Contracting
definition (A.1) with la and inserting the decomposition (A.11) for ξa once yields

−2κ1ξal
a N
= la∇a(−(ξcl

ckb + ξck
clb)ξ

b) = −2la∇a(ξcl
cξbk

b)
N
= −2ξcl

cla∇a(ξbk
b) . (A.12)

In the final equality we used ξbk
b N
= 0. Dividing both sides by ξclc leads to the desired expression

for κ1 in (A.9).

Next, in order to derive the expression for κ2, we contract definition (A.2) with la and insert
the decomposition (A.11) twice

κ2ξ
ala

N
= la(ξ

clck
b + ξckcl

b)∇b(ξ
clck

a + ξckcl
a)

N
= laξ

clck
b∇b(ξ

clck
a)

N
= −ξclckb∇b(ξ

clc) . (A.13)
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In the second equality we used ξckc
N
= 0 and kb∇b(ξ

ckc)
N
= 0. And, to obtain the third equality,

we employed kb∇bk
a N
= 0 and lak

a N
= −1. Thus, we find the expression for κ2 in (A.9).

Finally, the expression for κ3 is a consequence of relation (A.4) between the surface gravities

κ3
N
=

1

2
(la∇a(kbξ

b)− ka∇a(lbξ
b)) =

1

2
(lakb − lbka)∇aξb , (A.14)

where the second equality follows from the assumption that la and ka commute with each other,
i.e. Lkl

a = kb∇bl
a − lb∇bk

a = 0. □

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

κ1
N
= βaξb∇aξb, κ2

N
= −βaξb∇bξa, κ3

N
= β[aξb]∇aξb , (A.15)

where βa is an auxiliary null vector field that satisfies βaξ
a = −1 on N , see (2.15). We will not

use these expressions in the main text, however, since our gauge conditions keep ka and la fixed
(and not βa and/or ξa).

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

δκ1
N
= la∇a(kbδξ

b), δκ2
N
= −ka∇a(lbδξ

b) , δκ3
N
= l[akb]∇aδξb . (A.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 δka = 0,
δla = 0, and together with (2.21) we have δla = 0 everywhere, but δka = 0 only holds on the

null hypersurface (since kaδgab
N
= 0). We immediately see that the variation of κ2 depends only

on the variation of the normal ξa, since the variation δ commutes with the partial derivative ∂a.
(Note the covariant derivatives in the expressions for κ1 and κ2, (A.9), can be replaced with
partial derivatives.)

To calculate the variation of κ1 we have to do a bit more work. Since δka does not vanish
away fromN , it is not immediately clear that the derivative la∇a(ξ

bδkb) vanishes onN . However,
we now show that it does, by first writing it as lakcξb∇aδgbc, which follows from δkc = 0 and
ξbδgbc = kcδgbc = 0 on N . Since ξa is proportional to ka on N , we will consider the following
quantity

lck
akbδΓc

ab =
1

2
lckakb(2∇(aδgb)c −∇cδgab) . (A.17)

The lhs vanishes because of the gauge condition (2.22), δ(ka∇ak
b) = 0, and the first term on

the rhs is zero since

kakb∇aδgbc = ka∇a(k
bδgbc)− ka∇ak

b(δgbc)
N
= 0 . (A.18)

Hence, it follows that

lckakb∇cδgab
N
= 0, (A.19)

which implies that la∇a(ξ
bδkb) vanishes on N . Therefore, also the variation of κ1 only depends

on the variation of ξa, and we obtain the first relation in (A.16).

To obtain the variation of κ3, we vary (A.4),

δκ3 =
1

2
(δκ1 + δκ2) . (A.20)

By inserting the expressions for δκ1 and δκ2 in (A.16) and using the fact that la and ka 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, xi) and Killing (non-affine) Gaussian
null coordinates (τ, ρ, xi). We recall these coordinates are related by the transformation (2.17),

v =
1

κ
exp(κτ), u = ρ exp(−κτ). (B.1)

B.1 Affine GNC

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

guu = gui = 0, guv = −1, gvv = −u2α, gvi = −uωi, gij = γij , (B.2)

and the inverse metric components are

guu = u2(α+ ω2), guv = −1, gui = uωi, gvv = gvi = 0, gij = γij , (B.3)

where γij is the inverse of γij , ω
i = γijωj and ω2 = γijω

iωj . The quantities α, ωi and γij
generically depend on all coordinates (v, u, xi), but for stationary metrics with a boost Killing
field ξ = κ(v∂v − u∂u) they depend only on the product κuv and xi.

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

Γu
uu = Γv

uu = Γv
uv = Γv

ui = Γi
uu = 0 (B.4)

Γu
uv =

1

2
∂u(u

2α)− 1

2
uωi∂u (uωi)

H+

= 0 (B.5)

Γu
ui =

1

2
∂u (uωi) + uωjK̄ij

H+

=
1

2
ωi (B.6)

Γu
vv =

1

2
u2(α+ ω2)∂u(u

2α) +
1

2
u2∂vα+

1

2
u2ωi (u∂iα− 2∂vωi)

H+

= 0 (B.7)

Γu
vi =

1

2
u2(α+ ω2)∂u(uωi) +

1

2
u2∂iα+ uωj

(
Kij + u∂[jωi]

) H+

= 0 (B.8)

Γu
ij = Kij − u2(α+ ω2)K̄ij + uD(iωj)

H+

= Kij (B.9)

Γv
vv = −1

2
∂u(u

2α)
H+

= 0 (B.10)

Γv
vi = −1

2
∂u(uωi)

H+

= −1

2
ωi (B.11)

Γv
ij = K̄ij (B.12)

Γi
uv = −1

2
γij∂u(uωj)

H+

= −1

2
ωi (B.13)

Γi
uj = K̄i

j (B.14)

Γi
vv =

1

2
uγij

(
ωj∂u(u

2α) + ∂jα− 2∂vωj

) H+

= 0 (B.15)

Γi
vj = Ki

j + uγik∂[kωj] +
1

2
uωi∂u(uωj)

H+

= Ki
j (B.16)

Γi
jk = Γ[γ]ijk − uωiK̄jk

H+

= Γ[γ]ijk (B.17)

where the extrinsic curvatures in the v- and u-directions are defined, respectively, as

Kij =
1

2
∂vγij , K̄ij =

1

2
∂uγij , (B.18)
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and Di 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.

∇ T ···a··· T···a···

v

∇vT
···v··· = ∂vT

···v··· − 1

2
ωiT

···i···

∇vT
···u··· = ∂vT

···u···

∇vT
···i··· = ∂vT

···i··· − 1

2
ωiT ···u··· +Ki

jT
···j···

∇vT···u··· = ∂vT···u··· +
1

2
ωiT···i···

∇vT···v··· = ∂vT···v···

∇vT···i··· = ∂vT···i··· +
1

2
ωiT···v··· −K j

i T···j···

i

∇iT
···v··· = DiT

···v··· + K̄ijT
···j··· − 1

2
ωiT

···v···

∇iT
···u··· = DiT

···u··· +KijT
···j··· +

1

2
ωiT

···u···

∇iT
···j··· = DiT

···j··· +K j
i T

···v··· + K̄ j
i T

···u···

∇iT···u··· = DiT···u··· − K̄ j
i T···j··· −

1

2
ωiT···u···

∇iT···v··· = DiT···v··· −K j
i T···j··· +

1

2
ωiT···v···

∇iT···j··· = DiT···j··· − K̄ijT···v··· −KijT···u···

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

B.2 Killing GNC

In non-affine Gaussian null coordinates (τ, ρ, xi), based upon the Killing parameterisation of the
null geodesics of the horizon,, the metric components are

gρρ = gρi = 0, gρτ = −1, gττ = −ρα̃, gτi = −ρωi, gij = γij , (B.19)

and the inverse metric components are

gρρ = ρα̃+ ρ2ω2, gρτ = −1, gρi = ρωi, gττ = gτi = 0, gij = γij (B.20)

where γij is the inverse of γij , ω
i = γijωj and ω2 = γijω

iωj . The quantities ωi and γij are the
same as for affine GNC, but α̃ is different from the metric function α in affine GNC. α̃ is related
to α by α̃ = −2κ+ρα where κ is the background surface gravity. All metric quantities in Killing
GNC only depend on the coordinates (ρ, xi) since τ is a Killing parameter.

The Christoffel connections in Killing GNC on the Killing horizon are

Γρ
ρρ = Γτ

ρρ = Γτ
ρτ = Γτ

ρi = Γi
ρρ = 0 (B.21)

Γρ
ρτ =

1

2
∂ρ(ρα̃)−

1

2
ρωi∂ρ (ρωi)

H
=

1

2
α̃ = −κ (B.22)

Γρ
ρi =

1

2
∂ρ (ρωi) + ρωjK̄ij

H
=

1

2
ωi (B.23)

Γρ
ττ =

1

2
ρ(α̃+ ρω2)∂ρ(ρα̃) +

1

2
ρ∂τ α̃+

1

2
ρ2ωi (∂iα̃− 2∂τωi)

H
= 0 (B.24)

Γρ
τi =

1

2
ρ(α̃+ ρω2)∂ρ(ρωi) +

1

2
ρ∂iα̃+ ρωj

(
Kij + ρ∂[jωi]

) H
= 0 (B.25)

Γρ
ij = Kij − ρ(α̃+ ρω2)K̄ij + ρD(iωj)

H
= Kij (B.26)

Γτ
ττ = −1

2
∂ρ(ρα̃)

H
= −1

2
α̃ = κ (B.27)

Γτ
τi = −1

2
∂ρ(ρωi)

H
= −1

2
ωi (B.28)
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Γτ
ij = K̄ij (B.29)

Γi
ρτ = −1

2
γij∂ρ(ρωj)

H
= −1

2
ωi (B.30)

Γi
ρj = K̄i

j (B.31)

Γi
ττ =

1

2
ργij (ωj∂ρ(ρα̃) + ∂jα̃− 2∂τωj)

H
= 0 (B.32)

Γi
τj = Ki

j + ργik∂[kωj] +
1

2
ρωi∂ρ(ρωj)

H
= Ki

j (B.33)

Γi
jk = Γ[γ]ijk − ρωiK̄jk

H
= Γ[γ]ijk (B.34)

where the extrinsic curvatures in the τ - and ρ-directions are, respectively, given by

Kij =
1

2
∂τγij , K̄ij =

1

2
∂ργij . (B.35)

In Table 3 we summarise the components of the τ - and i-covariant derivatives of a tensor T on
the horizon in Killing GNC.

∇ T ···a··· T···a···

τ

∇τT
···τ ··· = ∂τT

···τ ··· + κT ···τ ··· − 1

2
ωiT

···i···

∇τT
···ρ··· = ∂τT

···ρ··· − κT ···ρ···

∇τT
···i··· = ∂τT

···i··· − 1

2
ωiT ···ρ··· +Ki

jT
···j···

∇τT···ρ··· = ∂τT···ρ··· + κT···ρ··· +
1

2
ωiT···i···

∇τT···τ ··· = ∂τT···τ ··· − κT···τ ···

∇τT···i··· = ∂τT···i··· +
1

2
ωiT···τ ··· −K j

i T···j···

i

∇iT
···τ ··· = DiT

···τ ··· + K̄ijT
···j··· − 1

2
ωiT

···τ ···

∇iT
···ρ··· = DiT

···ρ··· +KijT
···j··· +

1

2
ωiT

···ρ···

∇iT
···j··· = DiT

···j··· +K j
i T

···τ ··· + K̄ j
i T

···ρ···

∇iT···ρ··· = DiT···ρ··· − K̄ j
i T···j··· −

1

2
ωiT···ρ···

∇iT···τ ··· = DiT···τ ··· −K j
i T···j··· +

1

2
ωiT···τ ···

∇iT···j··· = DiT···j··· − K̄ijT···τ ··· −KijT···ρ···

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