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ABSTRACT: It has recently been noted that deformations of extremal AdS black holes in
four and higher dimensions are generically non-smooth or singular on the horizon. Further, it
was found that certain deformations of asymptotically flat extremal black holes are marginal,
causing the nature of the horizon to be strongly sensitive to UV corrections — in particular,
Wilson coefficients associated with consistent UV completions generically lead to worse be-
haviour on the horizon. In this work, we extend the discussion of deformed horizons in the
presence of UV corrections to extremal charged black holes in AdS where we find a tower
of marginal perturbations for different black hole masses. We argue that the apparent UV
sensitivity of marginal modes is, in fact, a feature of the UV theory which is correctly repro-
duced by the EFT, and illustrate this with explicit UV completions confirming the validity
of the EFT. We demonstrate that the same holds for a scalar-Maxwell EF'T with known UV
completion. In the gravitational case, the sign of EFT corrections to marginal perturbations
is generally connected with the signs implied by positivity bounds, with UV completions
generically lead to worse behaviour on the horizon. We conjecture that this result is more
generic, and use this to derive more general positivity bound motivated by the weak gravity
conjecture, which we illustrate with further evidence.
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1 Introduction

Black holes (BHs) are one of the best studied objects in general relativity (GR), that have
provided the impetus leading to a number of breakthroughs in our understanding of gravity.
Particularly striking is the prediction of its own breakdown through the generic formation
of curvature singularities [1]. In practical terms, this means that in order to understand
dynamics at very high curvature (sometimes qualified as high energies or small length scales),
a UV completion to GR, i.e. a theory of quantum gravity, is necessary. An example of
one such UV completion is string theory — it is a UV finite theory that contains GR in its
low-energy effective field theory (EFT) and predicts specific higher-order corrections to it
[2]. More generically, we can parameterise UV corrections to the low-energy description with
generic higher-order corrections to the Einstein-Hilbert action [3-8].

In more recent years, it was realised that EFTs also need to satisfy constraints beyond sym-
metry and generic low-energy consistency in order to have any chance to be embeddable in
a consistent UV completion, see [9] for a review. For non-gravitational theories, it is now
well-understood that properties such as unitarity, locality, Lorentz invariance, and causality
are non-trivially retained under RG flow and put constraints on possible low-energy physics
[10, 11]. For example, causality leads to positivity constraints on derivatives of the scat-
tering amplitude through analyticity of the S-matrix [12-43], and directly manifests itself



within the low-energy theory through the absence of superluminal propagation in the form
of a resolvable and negative time delay [44-59]. This is not straightforward for gravitational
theories, with one of the key realisations being that known flat-space bounds are at the very
least weakened in the presence of dynamical gravity [60-74]. Related to this, the so-called
“swampland programme” aims to delineate the boundary between the string landscape and
eponymous swampland — in other words, find qualitative restrictions directly on quantum
gravity — informed by explicit constructions in string theory [75-78]. Two of the strongest
and most well-known of these conjectures are the “no global symmetries” and “weak grav-
ity” conjectures (WGC) — these were first discussed in [79] and [80] respectively, but have
regained significant interest in recent years [62—64, 81-91]. Qualitative arguments for both
of these conjectures crucially involve the existence of extremal BHs and their ability to de-
cay without becoming (super-)extremal. Extremal BHs and black branes have also played
a prominent role as non-perturbative states in superstring theory for the microstate count-
ing of BH entropy, solitonic solutions preserving partial supersymmetry in supergravity, or
AdS/CFT [92-94].

The surprising feature of extremal BHs that we are concerned with lies in (or rather on)
their horizons. Horizons of Schwarzschild BHs in D > 4, and in fact due to uniqueness
all asymptotically flat and stationary BHs in D = 4, have smooth horizons. However, the
expectation that this persists when any of these conditions is relaxed, i.e. for solutions in
higher dimensions or less symmetry, turns out to be wrong [95, 96]. The simplest and most
famous counterexample to this is the Majumdar-Papapetrou solution, describing multiple
extremal BHs, which has horizons that have finite regularity class [97-99].

Recently, by studying particular deformations of extremal Anti-de Sitter (AdS) Reissner-
Nordstrom (RN) BHs, [100, 101] established that this feature is generic to “almost all” AdS
BHs. These deformations are stationary metric perturbations h that exhibit critical scaling
of the form

h~p7, (1.1)

in an orthonormal frame with the horizon located at p = 0. Physically these are tidal
deformations induced by matter sources external to the BH, and an explicit nonlinear example
are provided by the Majumdar-Papapetrou multi-black holes as outlined in appendix D. For
0 < v # 1 < 2, all scalar curvature invariants are finite but tidal forces diverge. If v < 0
curvature invariants diverge, although in practice we can only conclude the breakdown of
linear perturbation theory with the possible implication that a stable, less symmetric near-
horizon geometry emerges non-linearly [101].

Further, [102] identified a marginal deformation of asymptotically flat RN BHs in D = 5
which opens up the possibility for UV sensitivity: The GR contribution to v vanishes and,
as diagnosed in [102, 103], since the EFT corrections (which are governed by UV physics)
determine the sign of «v and therefore the presence of singularities on the horizon, these systems
may appear to indicate a level of UV sensitivity. Superficially this seems to undermine the



spirit of EFTs, namely that the low-energy physics should be largely insensitive to the precise
details of the UV physics. Perhaps most interestingly, the higher-derivative operators arising
from Wilson coeflicients satisfying the expectations from the WGC lead to negative corrections
to 7.

In this work, we consider aforementioned deformations to the near-horizon region of extremal
charged BHs, and extend the analysis of deformed horizons in the presence of UV corrections
to AdS RN BHs and systematically study the effect of UV physics on marginal deformations
thereof.

Before proceeding, let us first describe the set-up in more detail and illustrate the argument
with a concrete example. In a theory of gravity which includes GR and higher-derivative
EFT corrections, the effect of said corrections on perturbations in the vicinity of extremal
horizons resums into the exponent of (1.1). These take the form of

Y = 7YGR + VEFT, (1.2)

such that v reduces to ygr, by which we mean the v implied by the Einstein-Maxwell theory, in
the absence of EFT or higher-derivative corrections. Taken at face value, curvature invariants
blow up on the horizon when v < 0, but more precisely perturbation theory breaks down. By
contrast if v > 0 perturbation theory remains under control and the singularity is mild. So
Yerit := 0 constitutes a marginal case or critical value for singular behaviour!. When the GR
contribution is marginal, i.e. for ygr = 0, the EFT contribution seems to dominate if non-
zero, and the system appears to be UV sensitive, in effect amplifying the UV physics [102].
It turns out that for extremal AdS RN BHs, there exists an infinite number of deformations
to the near-horizon geometry for which this is exactly the case.

1.1 Sign dependence

As a specific example to start with, we may consider Einstein-Maxwell theory with zero
cosmological constant in D = 5, described by the following EFT-corrected action

Sir = / d°z/—g [;KR — iFWF‘“’ + c% (B F)? |, (1.3)
with kK = MPTI?’ and cutoff A. From the EFT perspective, this theory is of course highly
tuned since we anticipate additional non-zero operators, but the specific EFT correction
itself is generic and arises for example at loop level from integrating out massive charged
states, and at tree level from non-minimally coupled chargeless scalars. Perturbatively in the
Wilson coefficient ¢, the theory admits asymptotically flat, static, and spherically symmetric
background solutions with AdS, x S near-horizon geometry in the extremal limit. On top of
these, perturbations (parameterized by their respective multipole ¢) take the form of scaling

1For a discussion on the distinction between v < 0 and v < 2, see section 2.3.3.



solutions in (1.1) with exponent (1.2), where

[u—

c 60(0+2)

14 0—1 = T 1.4
(=14 ), AEFT JE A (1.4)

YGR = 5
and rp is the extremal BH horizon radius. As noted in [102], the quadrupole (¢ = 2) is a
marginal deformation for which

c

—48——-.
A%r%,

v= 7|’YGR:0 - (1'5)
This is negative when ¢ > 0, which is the sign expected from non-gravitational positivity
bounds and the WGC, and wice versa. More precisely, in the decoupling limit Mp; — oo,
k — 0, we would still expect finite (FWF””)2 corrections coming from loops with charged
massive states. If the lowest such state has mass A and charge ¢ then we expect ck =
¢>A~2. Furthermore, Minkowski spacetime positivity bounds coming from photon scattering
amplitudes would imply

c>0 (1.6)

in that decoupling limit. In other words, within our truncated theory, we find that “consis-
tent” low-energy physics is associated with a definite sign for the correction 4.

When applied to gravitationally coupled theories, positivity bounds are weakened to allow a
small (Planck scale suppressed) amount of negativity [62-74], so we expect in D dimensions
Eq. (1.6) to be replaced by,

c> —|0(kAP72))|. (1.7)
Thus a more refined estimate of the bound is
O AD72
5 < +! (r )| (1.8)

2.2
A2rg,

1.2 Apparent UV sensitivity

As discussed previously, some curvature invariants blow up on the horizon when v < 0, so
when the GR contribution is marginal, i.e. for ygr = 0, the sign of the coefficient ¥ is set
by the EFT corrections. It is tempting to view this apparent sensitivity to UV physics as
signalling a breakdown of the EFT.

Validity of the EFT: The validity of the EFT requires multiple checks.

e A first check on the validity of the EFT is to show that higher order corrections to v in
the EFT expansion, namely those of order (rgA)~* are small as compared to the leading
ones. This is intrinsically a check on the validity of the EFT at the background level.
With the naive expectation that the dimensionless Wilson coefficients ¢ are of order
unity, this will be true provided 7z > A~!, which is required to trust the background
solution. We shall construct specific (partial) UV completions later that demonstrate
this in explicit examples. However, by itself this statement is insufficient.



e In addition, validity of the EFT should also be accounted for at the perturbed level, and
we also need to check that the perturbations do not exit the regime of validity. This
occurs when curvature invariants constructed within the deformed geometry, including
the perturbations, become large. For v < 0, this inevitably occurs before we reach the
extremal horizon. For an EFT with a Lorentz-invariant energy cut-off A on an extremal
BH background with horizon radius rg, we show that this breakdown occurs when the
metric perturbations reach

h ~ h()p’y ~ (AT’H)2, (1.9)

in some orthonormal frame. As already noted, for the EFT to be valid even at the level
of the background, we also require that Arg > 1.

Validity of perturbation theory: On the other hand, metric perturbation theory itself
breaks down when the quadratic action in perturbations no longer dominates over higher-
order terms in the action. We confirm that this happens when

h o~ hop? ~ 1, (1.10)

as expected.

Evidently, for v < 0 metric perturbation theory breaks down first> whenever Arg > 1. In
other words, we first lose control over metric perturbation theory, long before the EFT is
out of control and we reach the horizon. In the related D = 5 example considered in [101],
where v < 0 not via EFT corrections but due to the asymptotic AdS boundary conditions,
the breakdown of perturbation theory is shown to signal an instability of the IR fixed point
and suggests that RG flow leads to a different IR theory likely with less symmetry.

1.3 (Partial) UV completion

To make the previous point more concrete, we may consider the following action as an illus-
trative example

Suv = /d%\/?g [2151% — %ead’FwF“” — i(W)Z — ingﬁQ , (1.11)
describing Einstein-Maxwell theory coupled to a (non-canonically normalized) massive dilaton
¢ with mass m in D = 5. It is a partial UV completion of the effective action (1.3) — more
precisely, when the dilaton is heavy relative to the background curvature, i.e. mQT%{ > 1,
this is the tree-level effective action we obtain from integrating out said massive dilaton in
(1.11), with ¢ = a?/32 and A = m.

However, there is no reason we have to think of this as an EFT correction as the theory is
perfectly well-behaved in the UV — it is described by a two-derivative action which at least

*Whenever Arg < O(1), the BHs are so small that they lie outside the regime of validity of the EFT in

~

the first place irrespectively of how charged and how close to extreme they are.



in form universally arises as the bosonic sector in string theory and its supergravity [104—
106]. Perturbatively in a this also admits AdSs x S? Robinson-Bertotti background solutions
[107, 108], on top of which perturbations take precisely the form of the scaling solutions in
(1.1) with scaling exponent

1 2 6re+2) - o

o (e+1)ym?2r
= (=14e—1) - -8 1.12
VeI T e T 1 (1.12)

2.2
mer

The leading term is what we would obtain as the uncorrected ygr in pure Einstein-Maxwell
theory, so the O(a?)-term is a correction to this. Let us make the trivial observation that,
depending on the parameters of the theory (a,m) and the solution (¢,rf), the exponent
can take either sign. As discussed, v < 0 leads to metric perturbations blowing up at the
horizon, rendering metric perturbation theory out of control and possible signalling that the
near-horizon will be replaced by a solution with less symmetry.

The leading-order contribution itself vanishes when ¢ = 2, in which case the marginal scaling

takes the form

8
3a? 1- 3m2r2
- iy (1.13)
2m TH 1+m27r§_1

y=-

As expected, this agrees with (1.5) in the limit where mry — oo and with appropriate
identification of ¢ and A. Having 4 positive, requires mQT?{ < 8/3 which means we cannot
regard the massive dilaton as heavy, which means we have changed the low-energy theory to
Finstein-Maxwell-Dilaton. By contrast, when 4 is negative, which occurs when mQT%{ > 1 for
which the Einstein-Maxwell low-energy theory is meaningful, we see that metric perturbation
theory already breaks down in the UV, and the EFT in fact captures this effect perfectly. If
it was the EFT itself that had broken down, we would have expected that details of the UV
completion would be sufficient to cure this. Since the singularity persists even in the UV,
validity of the EFT cannot be at blame.

For deformations of asymptotically flat RN BHs, the combination of Wilson coefficients for
four-derivative EFT corrections entering the asymptotically flat extremal charge-to-mass ra-
tio also enters the scaling exponent 4 in the marginal case. Therefore, Wilson coefficients
satisfying the asymptotically flat WGC lead to worse behaviour on the horizons of marginal
deformations to asymptotically flat extremal RN BHs. There is an infinite tower of marginal
deformations of extremal RN BHs in AdS, with different combinations of Wilson coefficients
entering the marginal scaling exponent 4. On a speculative basis, we conjecture in Section 6
that EFTs with consistent UV completions also lead to worse behaviour on the horizons
of these marginally deformed AdS RN geometries. We explore the implications of this so-
called near-horizon negativity, along the lines of other criteria and bounds within the EFT
consistency program [55, 56, 71, 109].



1.4 Organisation

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. We start in section 2 by reviewing the near-
horizon deformations of extremal BHs. A scalar toy model for the deformations of interest
is presented in 3. In section 4 we take a closer look at deformations of AdS RN BHs in the
presence of UV corrections, expanding on the examples from the introduction. We then study
the breakdown of EFT and metric perturbations near the deformed horizons of extremal BHs
in section 5. Finally, based on a previously noted connection to the WGC, we investigate the
consequences of a speculative conjecture on four-derivative corrections in Einstein-Maxwell

theory in section 6. We end with a summary and potential implications in Section 7.

Details for the decompositions with respect to the sphere and AdS, are given in appendices
A and B respectively. appendix C includes the details related to the EFT of a massive
scalar field non-minimally coupled to Maxwell. Boundary conditions necessary to source
the deformations to BHs are discussed in D and the Majumdar-Papapetrou multi-BH exact
solution is used as an explicit example illustrating non-linearly how physical sources lead to
tidal deformations. The scaling exponents for the deformations in GR and its extensions are
given in appendix E. Explicit expressions for the Einstein-Maxwell action expanded up to

quartic order in perturbations are given in appendix F.

1.5 Conventions

We work in units where i = ¢ = 1, and on D = d + 2-dimensional spacetime manifolds in
mostly-plus signature (—, +,...,+). Tensors of the full D-dimensional manifold are indexed
with letters from the Greek alphabet {a, ,...}. The Laplace-Beltrami operator is written
as 0 = ¢g*f VaVg. Tensors on the d-dimensional transverse space are indexed with letters
from the middle of the Roman alphabet {3, j,...}, while tensors on the 2-dimensional orbit

space are indexed with letters from the beginning of the Roman alphabet {a,b,...}.

We will use tildes to denote the extremal limit of a quantity and hats on coefficients to denote
marginal cases, i.e. for which the GR contribution vanishes.

For later convenience, we shall distinguish between different classes of singularities
e sp indicate scalar polynomial singularities,
e pp indicate parallel-propagated singularities.

The difference between these two classes of singularities is discussed in more detail in Sec-
tion 2.3.3. Essentially, in this work we take the point of view that pp—singularities lead at
most to a breakdown of the worldline approach and are not necessarily signaling an apparent
breakdown of the EFT. On the other hand, sp—singularities are potentially more problematic,
but also come hand in hand with a divergence in metric perturbations (in any frame). This
means that it is essential to understand the non-linear dynamics of the system before drawing
any conclusion on the relevance of these classes of singularities.



2 Deformations of Extremal Black Holes

In this section, we revisit deformations of extremal charged BHs from [100]. We introduce the
set-up by reviewing background solutions and the decoupling of perturbations thereof in pure
Einstein-Maxwell theory. The solutions of interest are stationary deformations to the near-
horizon regions of extremal BHs, so we take particular care to discuss the various subtleties
and tensions of the respective limits. We then solve for these deformations explicitly and
discuss some of their properties.

2.1 Reissner-Nordstrom Black Holes: Background and Perturbations

Consider Einstein-Maxwell theory in D = d + 2 dimensions with cosmological constant A¢c.,
described by the following action

Soni = [ aPoyg | (R=2cc) - (R 2.)

In terms of the Planck mass Mp, 1/k = Mgl. For convenience, we will concentrate on

asymptotically AdS spacetimes and write

(D—-1)(D -2)
212 ’

where L denotes the AdS radius. The asymptotically flat and dS cases can be reached via

Aee = — (2.2)

the limit L — oo or analytic continuation L? — —L? respectively. In organising the EFT ex-
pansion it can be useful to work with a non-canonically normalised gauge field Au =k 2A,
so that

KSEM = / dPxy=g [; (R—2Acc) — iﬁwﬁw , (2.3)
such that the Planck scale factors out of the tree-level action. With this normalisation,
assuming A is the cut-off of the EFT, loop corrections will be suppressed by powers of

D—2
KAP™2 = <A> . (2.4)
Mp

The general structure of the EFT is then schematically

. n om [/ 5\ 2P
/ﬁ'/SEFT = /dDa; Z Clmnp (KADiZ)l <Rl€11§12ann) (X) (i) . (2.5)

Ilmnp

More explicitly, we mean to include every scalar operator (up to field redefinitions) constructed
out of appropriate powers of the Riemann tensor, the field strength F;, and covariant deriva-
tives, and [ indicates the loop order at which a particular term is expected to arise.

Returning to the leading two-derivative action (2.3), the background equations of motion
associated to this are

1
Gy + Mecguw = KT, T = FuaF,* — ZFaﬁFaﬁ Gy » (2.6)



and
VHF,, = 0. (2.7)

For convenience, we restrict ourselves to static and spherically symmetric, and electrically
charged background solutions, which correspond to the following Ansatz
~ v o dr? 2102
gudatda” = —A(r)dt” + —— +r°dQy, (2.8a)
B(r)
F =3'(r)dt Adr, (2.8b)

where d2? is the round metric on S<. The solution to the Einstein-Maxwell equations (2.6)
and (2.7) of this form is the AdS RN solution, and it is given by A(r) = B(r) = f(r), for

2 2M Q?
fr) =1+ 15— p5+ 72(D=3)” (2.92)
(D - 3)¢°k

U(r) = Q*=

D9 (2.9b)
To study perturbations on top of the D-dimensional AdS RN backgrounds, we consider small
perturbations h := g — g and JF := F — F around the background solutions and linearise
the equations of motion (2.6) and (2.7) in these. Following [110], it is natural to decompose
perturbations with respect to the background spherical symmetry in terms of tensor, vector,
and scalar harmonics. Particular linear combinations of the gauge-invariant variables known
as “master variables”, which mix the gravitational and electromagnetic (EM) perturbations,
obey Schrodinger-like “master equations”

Uo®pr — Upy®pr =0, Oy = —}8152 . +8r(f87»-), (2.10)

where M € {T,V,,V_,S;,S_} labels the tensor, vector, and scalar modes respectively —
Vi and Sy are mixtures of the gravitational and gauge vector and scalar modes respectively.
Further, Uy (r) is a mode-dependent effective potential containing the angular dependence,
although the details of the effective potential are irrelevant in the upcoming discussions and
we will drop the subscript M for now. See appendix A for more details.

We shall be interested in the near-horizon region, where Schwarzschild-like coordinates are
inconvenient. Instead we employ ingoing coordinates (v,r,z") with

d
vi=t+ry, dre = % (2.11)

The perturbations now obey the master equation (2.10) with

Oy = 20,0, - +0,(£0,-). (2.12)



Due to staticity of the background, we can use the Killing vector £k = 9/0v to decompose the
perturbations in terms of its eigenfunctions ® (¢, 7) = e~“?¢ps(r), so that (2.10) reduces to
the following master equation

[+ (ff —iw)dyy — Unrdar =0, (2.13)
on which we focus for the rest of this work.

2.2 The Extremal Limit

AdS RN has two real horizons r1 which are implicitly defined by f(r1+) = 0, while the degen-
erate extremal horizon ry is implicitly defined by f(rg) =0 and f'(rg) = 0 simultaneously.
For asymptotically flat RN BHs in D dimensions, this is explicitly given by

P73 = M+ /M2 - Q2, (2.14)

so the extremal limit is reached when

Q| = M. (2.15)
It will often be convenient to repackage dependence on the AdS length scale L into the
quantity o
(D-2)(D-1) , r2

=1 th ¢=-2. 2.16
+ D -3y < with <=3 (2.16)

Then, for the extremal solution, the near-horizon f(r) takes the form

D —3)%0
f(r)zg(r—rH)Q—}—... . (2.17)
TH

2.3 Stationary black hole at its extremes

We are interested in the deformations considered in [100-103] — these are stationary per-
turbations of extremal BHs within the near-horizon limit. The extremal limit is in tension
with both the stationary limit and the near-horizon expansion, and the order in which these
expansions are performed is subtle.

Near-horizon: In what follows we shall solely be interested in the near-horizon limit and
operate under the premise that additional matter sources/boundary conditions can, in prin-
ciple, easily be considered to generate the tidal deformations of interest while maintaining
acceptable r — oo behaviour. Our main concern is hence ensuring consistency at the horizon
in the stationary and extremal limits.

By stationary perturbations, we mean solutions to (2.13) with w = 0. As an ODE, the mas-
ter equation (2.13) has singular points at the horizon(s) r = r4 (or r = rg in the extremal
limit), and the classification into regular and irregular singular points depends on whether

,10,



the stationary and/or extremal limits are taken.

Physically, extremal BHs should be seen as the limit of sub-extremal BHs physics. More
precisely, the near-horizon dynamics of extremal BH perturbations are to be understood as the
extremal limit of the near-horizon dynamics of non-extremal BH perturbations. For singular
geometries, one motivation for this is the criterion established in [111]. At its core, this states
that zero-temperature singular solutions are admissible if they can be reached as the zero-
temperature limit of non-singular finite-temperature solutions. The physical motivation for
this is that for such geometries, the would-be naked singularities at zero-temperature would
be shielded by the horizon of a regular geometry in the finite-temperature case.

2.3.1 The Near-Horizon Limit

In the sub-extremal case, it is convenient to parameterise the departure from extremality with
the positive dimensionless coefficient e
T —7T_
=+ = (2.18)
T4+ +r_

and the distance to the horizon with the variable p defined as p = r — r4. The near-horizon
and near-extremal limits then correspond to expansions in ¢ and p/ry respectively and we
shall make use of the expansion

Fr) = Frdp+ 5 )i+ . (2.19)

within the near-horizon limit. Notably f/(ry) = O(e) and vanishes in the extremal limit, so

let us define 8 = 52}('/'((:1)) which is finite in the extremal limit. In the near-horizon region, the

master equation (2.13) can be approximated by’
(p* +eBp) ¢" + (20 +eB) ¢’ — U =0, (2.20)
where U, := 2(U/f")|r,. The solutions are Legendre’s functions
¢ = AP, (2) + BQau(2), (2.21)

with integration constants A and B, and

_1 .2
a—2< 1+\/1+4U*>, s=1+ 2 (2.22)

The combination p/e in the expression for z is symptomatic of the tension between the
extremal and near-horizon expansions. In the strictly sub-extremal case, the near-horizon
limit corresponds to z — 1, and the non-extremal solution (2.21) takes the form

¢~A[1+;a(a—1)(z—1)+...]+B[c—;10g(z—1)+... , (2.23)

3The expansion is performed in a way to carefully account for any potential divergence and orders of limits.
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for some constant ¢ involving digamma functions. Finite boundary conditions at the horizon
require B = 0, and the remaining solution is regular on the horizon. We will discard the
former branch of solutions even in the extremal case, regardless of the behaviour at the
boundaries, as they would not arise from regular non-extremal solutions.

2.3.2 Extremal Limit

The horizon ceases to be analytic in the extremal limit as z becomes large. Setting B = 0
from the outset for finite boundary conditions at the horizon in the sub-extremal case, the
asymptotic expansion of the solution (2.21) in ¢ is

M<&>1+d+...+w(ﬁe>d+...

oA e r@z

: (2.24)

where & is the extremal limit of a. The subleading terms come in the form of a power series
in £/p, so even for & € C we can simply rescale the integration constants by the most negative
real power of e respectively in order to obtain finite solutions in the extremal limit. What
remains is

¢ = dop®, (2.25)
where ¢g is some constant. Had we not set B = 0 from the outset, the other solution with
exponent —(1 + &) could have also survived. Note that these are precisely the deformations
from [100, 102] of the form (1.1), obtained by directly solving the extremal limit of the master
equation (2.13)

P°¢" +2p¢ —Unp =0, (2.26)

with U* the extremal limit of U,. In terms of their notation, the scaling exponents are
S (O 144/14 40 (2.27)
EETH YT ) Ty ) :

We can understand the critical scaling of the near-horizon solutions from a holographic per-
spective [112]. The near-horizon limit of the extremal AdS RN metric

" 2 2
ds? 2 [—p2 <f (TH)dt> +CZ)2

2 2
= 5 +r2d02, (2.28)

is the Robinson-Bertotti solution, i.e. AdSs x S% with AdS, length scale Lo = 2/f"(ry).
We expect this AdSs-factor to be generic (under suitable assumptions) to the near-horizon

geometry of extremal BHs even in theories with other matter fields and higher-derivative
corrections [113, 114] — see [115] for a review on this. This means that we expect to find
such critical scaling behaviour of stationary perturbations in the near-horizon limit even in
such more general theories.

If we are only interested in finding the scaling dimensions themselves (which is the case), it
is more straightforward to follow the procedure outlined in [100]. By using the isometries
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of the near-horizon geometry, the problem is reduced to finding AdS; x S backgrounds and
decomposing the perturbations with respect to the enhanced isometries thereof — details for
this are given in appendix B. The resulting perturbations equations are easier to decouple
and will just be algebraic (quadratic) in ~.

In section 3 we discuss a simple toy model of massive scalar field on AdS RN that mimics the
near-horizon deformations of extremal BHs.

2.3.3 Singularities

In real terms, this translates to the following scaling for the perturbed metric and Weyl
tensors in Schwarzschild-like coordinates:

h.~p', 6C..~~(y—1)p "2 (2.29)

Either by changing coordinates (t, p) — (t,z) with z = 1/p or by going into an orthonormal
frame, one sees that all scalar invariants take the form

S=p", neNT, (2.30)

no matter the number of covariant derivatives acting on tensors, so long as S is a scalar.
Given a causal geodesic with tangent vector u, normalised as u? € {—1,0}, one can construct
a parallel-propagated orthonormal frame by taking é," = u*, so that the component of the
Riemann tensor entering the geodesic deviation equation takes the form

Ry = (u2)2 Ro101 D (u2)2p7_2. (2.31)

We therefore see that a timelike scalar polynomial (sp) or parallel-propagated (pp) singularity,
in the sense of [116], occurs when v < 0 or 0 < v < 2 respectively.

At first sight, the presence of either type of singularity on the extremal horizon might be
concerning, and prompt a dismissal of the solution. However, (2.23) shows that all of these
singular solutions arise as non-extremal solutions that are regular at the horizon, so they are
“good” and hence admissible singular solutions in the sense of [111]. For AdS RN BHs, [101]
takes the perspective that modes with v < 0 signal an RG instability in the IR of the dual
field theory and that the gravitational theory will non-linearly deform to a less symmetric
near-horizon geometry.

In physical terms, pp-singularities cause divergent tidal forces for point-particle observers
— in other words, they lead to breakdown of the worldline-EFT, as argued in [103]. In
and of itself this is not necessarily problematic since it may only point to a failure of the
geodesic/geometric optics approximation and what is more relevant is whether wavepackets
or more precisely quantum field evolution can be made sense of past the singularity. It is
also worth noting that for certain singularities where the worldline-EFT breaks down, the
propagation of strings may nevertheless be well defined [117, 118] for v > 1.
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By contrast, sp—singularities (if they exist) are clearly dangerous even for quantum fields, as
they would seem to undermine the validity of the EFT. One crucial difference between the two
types of singularities is that for pp—singularities the metric perturbation remains small as we
approach the horizon, meaning we expect their properties to be robust predictions valid even
in the non-linear theory. By contrast, for the would-be sp—singularities, metric perturbations
blow up and it would be necessary to understand the non-linear dynamics to understand the
fate of the (potential) singularity. In what follows we shall focus principally on et = 0
as the critical value that divides regular or mildly pp—singular situations, for which metric
perturbation theory is under control, from the potentially truly singular behaviour, for which
metric perturbation theory breaks down.

3 Massive Scalar EFT on AdS RN

The deformations of interest in the following section on UV sensitivity are gravitational scalar
modes. It is thus natural to expect that we can obtain similar results with a scalar field EFT
which is decoupled from the scalar gravitational perturbations®. In this section we illustrate
this with a concrete EFT example of a scalar EFT endowed with a (partial) UV completion.

3.1 Spectator Scalar non-minimally coupled to Einstein-Maxwell

Consider a massive scalar field ¢ non-minimally coupled to Einstein-Maxwell theory (2.3). We
shall consider the scalar field as a spectator so that its background solution is ¢ = 0 meaning
we can neglect its self-interactions in the analysis of perturbations and that it decouples from
the gravitational perturbations. Nevertheless, the scalar can still interact with the background
curvature and Maxwell field with the leading operators being given by

M:_% (5 = Sy — B — B, — B2 ) (9,)V.0)

2¢2 < fiﬁz’) +..., (3.1)

in a generic EFT. We have not included R¢? interactions as including them would mean we
are no longer considering the IR theory to be Einstein-Maxwell and a decoupled scalar, and
in addition they can easily be removed by a field redefinition. Due to the shift symmetry
recovered in the massless limit we regard terms such as R2¢? as arising at order m?/A*
meaning they can be neglected in our analysis. The particular interaction (i arises at loop
level [119] from self-interactions of the scalar, and the S3—and fs—interactions can arise from
loops of charged particles which couple to ¢.

4While we do expect the behavior of the scalar gravitational mode to be captured by a particular class of
scalar field EFTs, not all scalar field EFTs are representative of the gravitational scalar mode. This scalar
example only serves as simple illustration on how an EFT can correctly capture the behaviour of the UV even
at the onset of an apparent singularity and how perturbations breakdown before the EFT does, indicating a
lack of evidence for high UV sensitivity. However we do not expect all parameters of this scalar EFT to be
representative of a fully-fledged gravitational model.
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When this theory is coupled to dynamical gravity, or more precisely Einstein-Maxwell theory
(2.3), we may remove the (1, B2 couplings by a field redefinition, where they generate an
additional contribution to the prototypical Goldstone EFT operator £ D (V¢)* as well as
additional F?V¢V¢ interactions®. Ignoring the self-interactions of the scalar, the relevant
terms are therefore

T (gw By puafr, — B g ) (Vu)V) — gt (1= 57 ) . (32)

where the field redefinition invariant coefficients 85 and 4 are given in appendix C. We
also discuss causality /unitarity implications on the respective signs of these coefficients. In
particular, we show how 4 — 85 < 0 may be favoured in some marginal cases.

3.2 Critical Scaling 79 =0
The action for the scalar field in the basis (3.2) on the background of the AdS RN solution is

_ D2 po J1| 0609 09\ (¥)?
S—/dv/d Q/drr {2[01}81" (87“) >

(1 + (Bs +281) =33
~ N2 N2
_$(V5d¢)2 <1 + 28,4 (qu) > - %mQ (1 + 255%3) ¢2} ) (3-3)

with ¢ = ¥\/k and A,dz* = —¥(r)dt. For staticity and spherical symmetry, we decompose
the scalar field as

¢(v,r,2') = (r)S(a"). (3.4)
For a given multipole ¢, in the near-horizon limit  — 77, the static modes then satisfy
D —3)% k2 14284\ m2(1 + 285\
% (P2¢” + 2P¢/) - TS = = - (~ = ) »=0, (3.5)
T T 14 (B3 +284)A 1+ (B3 +2B84)A

with k% = ¢(¢ + D — 3) and

2 D—2
e (‘IQ - (%M) (D—3)+(D—1)] . (3.6)

We see that, as expected, the equation for the scalar field (3.5) takes the form of (2.26) and
so the solutions take the form of scaling solutions (1.1) with critical exponent

4 m2(1+ 28002 + k2 (1 + 2,5’4)\>
(D —3)%0 1+ (B3 +281))

1

Since we are working with a truncated EFT action, this formula is only meaningful to first
order in A, so we write

Y =7 +7EFT, 70 = 7|50 (3.8)

5 Additionally, we need to perform wavefunction and mass renormalizations due to the cosmological constant.
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then

Yo = % (1 + \/1 + (D_43)20(m27“%{ + k§)> : (3.9)

is the analogue of what we referred to as yggr in the introduction. Since we are considering

D-dimensional geometries which are asymptotically AdSp, we may consider negative m?

provided we satisfy the D-dimensional BF bound m? > —(az%)Q. We may therefore make
the mode marginal by choosing the BH mass to be
m*ry = —k%. (3.10)

This requires considering BHs of size comparable or larger than the asymptotic AdS? length
scale. In this case

N 1
yi= 40=0 = 2(ﬁ4 — BS)A%“%I

(D—2)[D—3+(D—1)<]kk2g'

D37 (3.11)

So for this choice we see that the sign of v for a marginal mode is uniquely determined by the
combination of Wilson coefficient 34 — 5. This simple example illustrates the essential feature
noted in [102, 103], that the nature of the singularity is strongly sensitive to the signs of EFT
Wilson coefficients. For 84— 85 > 0, 4 is positive but generically 4 < 2 — this corresponds to
the pp—singularity in the gravitational case. For By—B5 <0, v is negative which corresponds
to a potential sp—singularity. Indeed, the scalar perturbations diverge at the horizon and
generic higher derivative scalar EFT operators also diverge. At first sight, this feature may
seem to indicate a breakdown of the low-energy EFT. However, as we shall see below, this
feature is in fact already present in the (partial) UV completion we shall consider below.
Hence, rather than signalling an EFT breakdown, the EFT is in fact successful at capturing
the relevant behaviour of the partial UV precisely.

3.3 Backreaction and validity of EFT
Although our scalar example does not couple to gravity at the linear level, it will non-linearly.
Since ¢ ~ ¢gp?, the stress-energy tensor for the scalar scales as

KT ~ 12 dip®  K2T,TH ~rit g™ . (3.12)

This will source a gravitational perturbation h ~ ¢3p*?. Thus, if v < 0 in the scalar sector,
this will inevitably lead to metric perturbations going out of control, assuming the EFT re-
mains under control. Whether or not this is the case depends on the structure of the scalar
EFT. If we assume that i) ¢ is a Goldstone-like mode, so that its interactions are domi-
nated by derivative interactions, and ii) the EFT is that of a weakly-coupled UV completion
characteristic of string theory as in (2.5), then we expect

. o 2p 2
o R n v 2m Ia \V4 q
HSEFTI/le" Z Camnpg (FAP7?) (le/ril;ml> <A) (A) <A¢> '

l,m,n,p,q
(3.13)

,16,



In this case, we expect the scalar EFT to breakdown when (V¢)? ~ A% which is when
qbgp%’ ~ AZ’I“%{. In order to describe the BH within the EFT we require Argyg > 1 and so we
see that if v < 0, perturbation theory will necessarily breakdown before the EFT does.

If the scalar EFT is essentially non-gravitational, the operator expansion can simply be gen-
eralized from the flat space x — 0 scalar EFT promoted to a curved a background

Riemann\" /[ V\*" [ F\?% Vo 2q
Soer= [a% 3 cmna <A2 > <A) (A> < AD/Q) L 31

m,n,p,q

in terms of the canonically normalized field ¢.. From this expansion, we see that the EFT
breaks down when (V¢.)? ~ AP or (V¢)? ~ A2kAP~2, which occurs when

D-2
H2p* ~ A%, <A> : (3.15)
Mp

If the cutoff A is well below the Planck scale, then for small BHs the EFT may go out of control
before perturbation theory, but for large mass BHs perturbation theory always breakdown
before we can reach this conclusion. We cannot regard v < 0 as indicating UV sensitivity,
we can only infer that in this case the fate of the near horizon solution must be dealt with
nonlinearly in the full EFT, and only once that nonlinear solution is known can we ascertain
if the EFT also breaks down before reaching the horizon.

3.4 Critical Scaling 79 =1 and vy = 2

In the gravitational case both v = 1 and v = 2 are regular since h is analytic in p. In our
scalar toy model we can achieve this in the absence of EFT corrections by considering a scalar
with mass m and tuning the BH mass to be

T = 2y X (D =32 (m®rfy + k3), (3.16)

with fi = 1 or fo = 3. When EFT corrections are included, we depart from regularity in
general, with marginal scaling exponent given by

kS

= Yerit — 2f’Ycrit)\(B3 + 2134 B 2’85) + 2(54 - B5)Am '

f?}'YD:'Ycrit (317)
3.5 Scalar-Maxwell UV completion

We now explore the extremal BH from a UV perspective. We first provide an explicit example
of partial UV completion before pushing the BH to its extreme.

3.5.1 Example of UV completion

A partial UV completion of (3.1) is any theory whose cutoff is parametrically higher than
A which may be used to capture physics at scales where the EFT (3.1) is certain to break
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down. The simplest possibility is to imagine a tree-level UV completion for which new states
of mass A may be integrated in, and the simplest realisation of that is when the new state is
a scalar field®. With this in mind, consider a heavy state H of mass A > L~! coupled to the
photon and the scalar ¢, described by the Lagrangian

1 1 1 1 ~ 1 1
KL= SR = S(VH)? = SAPH? — 2™ E? — 2™ H (V) — 2?2 (3.18)

Integrating out the heavy field H will generate interactions of the form

RAL = ﬁ <ia1ﬁ2 + %ag(ng)Q + ;a3m2¢2>2 +..., (3.19)
which corresponds to a contribution
By = 04140@ , Bs= a14a3 : (3.20)
The marginal perturbation has 4 < 0 when
ar(ae —a3) <0. (3.21)

At the level of this partial UV completion, we see no obstruction to 4 being negative or
positive assuming the couplings «; and as — ag can be chosen to have opposite or the same
sign.

3.5.2 Extremality in the UV

We are now in a position to ask what exactly happens in the (partial) UV theory. At the
level of near-horizon perturbations, the analysis is straightforward. Since F? is constant in
the near-horizon limit by symmetry, there continues to be an AdS; x S? background solution
with ¢ = 0 and constant H = Hj, as long as

Hpe @1Ho — —%ﬁ? (3.22)
The decoupled scalar satisfies the equation

O¢ — m2eles—a2)Hogy — (3.23)

which leads to the exact (in perturbation theory) scaling exponent

1 4
o =75 (-1 + \/1 + (D=3 [eles—o2)Hom2r, 4 k%]) : (3.24)

5Such a simple example of UV realization is naturally not expected to be representative to the fully fledged

gravitational case however our concern here is in the way in which the UV and IR provide an equivalent
description of the near horizon physics, and for this purpose this example illustrates well what happens in
gravitational situations.
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2:

Tuning to the marginal mass m —k% / T%I, which to reiterate is allowed by the D-dimensional

BF bound provided
(D— 171}
4 L’

o 4 (03=09) gy
’Y¢:2<_1+\/l+(D—3)20'k% l—e « ! 0):|>- (326)

Given oy Hy > 0 (as F2 <0 for electrically charged BHs), 7,4 is manifestly negative (positive)

kg < (3.25)

then

when aj(as —ag) > 0 (< 0), as expected. We thus see that the sign of the couplings in the
UV theory determine the fate of the marginal singular modes, as anticipated by the EFT
analysis. Far from breaking down, the EFT is correctly capturing an essential feature of the
UV theory.

The new scalar H has perturbations which mix with the scalar photon and graviton modes,
but for (Arg)? > 1 the mixing is negligible and we have a largely decoupled massive state
with its own scaling exponent for static perturbations

1 4
~=| -1 14— (A292 2 2. 2
YH 2( +\/ +(D—3)20( ?"H+ks)>>> (3.27)

So the perturbation analysis of the UV theory is almost perfectly captured by the EFT, at
least for BHs with Ary > 1, as expected. In the UV theory we can, in principle, consider
small BHs with Arg < 1. However, in this particular UV realization, by writing (3.22) as

2
)

4027

—a1 Hgp

CK1H0€ = — (3.28)

we infer
4eA?

2 )
a7

_F? <

(3.29)

given F? < 0 for electrically charged BHs and ze™® < e,

This amounts to saying we
only have the AdS; x S? background solution as long as Arg > |a1|. For BHs with smaller
mass, the heavy field can no longer sit at its minimum and its perturbations will then become

significant.

For Argy > 1, the perturbative analysis remains a good approximation as long as we can
neglect the backreaction of the scalar field. Assuming «; are similar in magnitude, when
(V¢)? becomes comparable to F2 ~ r;* then H starts to receive order unity departures from
Hy. Given ¢ = ¢gp?, this occurs precisely when ¢gp” ~ 1, which is our naive estimate of
when perturbation theory breaks down in Sec. 3.3. This regime is however still captured by
the EFT since it is simply when we need to account for the higher order interactions in (3.19).
The EFT only begins to go out of control when the perturbative corrections to H are such
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that the «; H reach order unity. Assuming all the «; are comparable in magnitude, this is
when

a?(Vg)? ~ A%, (3.30)

which (apart from the factors of ) is consistent with our naive estimate of when the EFT
breaks down, namely when

A
¢~ﬁ>>1. (3.31)

Again, this is necessarily after perturbation theory has broken down.

4 Extremal AdS RN and the UV

Let us now turn to near-horizon deformations of extremal AdS RN BHs in the EFT of gravity.
In particular, we will closely examine the critical exponents in GR and identify a tower of
marginal deformations subject to UV sensitivity, before discussing corrections from extended
versions of the examples in the introduction.

4.1 Critical Exponents

The critical exponents for the tensor, vector, and scalar deformations to extremal AdS RN
in pure Einstein-Maxwell theory (2.3) are given in (E.1). They follow from (2.27), with
the effective potentials derived from the spherical decomposition described in appendix A
and explicitly given in [110]. These are functions of the horizon size ry and the multipole
moments ¢ € {2,3,...}.

The tensor, vectors and EM scalar modes all have positive-definite critical exponents, so they
are not associated to sp—singularities on the horizon and do not allow for marginal cases —
we shall therefore not focus on them. However, the critical exponent for gravitational scalar
modes can become arbitrarily small in magnitude and even negative, which is associated to
sp—singularities on the horizon — this is exacerbated for larger BHs and in higher dimensions.
The explicit formula is

1 1 4k% 4k4[1 + (D — 3)0)]
==+ — 5 41 . 4.1
s 5 + 5 5+ 7 \/ + (4.1)

(D -3 (D —3)2(D — 2)0?

In D =4, the £ = 2 and ¢ = 3 modes are always pp-singular, and the larger the BH is, the
more modes with £ > 3 are also pp—singular. Deformations of extremal AdS RN in D > 5
are always sp-singular for 2 < ¢ < D — 3 and for sufficiently large BHs with ¢ > D — 3. In
particular, the scaling is marginal, i.e. yg— = 0 (and hence vulnerable to UV corrections)

h
when 9 D_o ,

D_a" 2(D—4)(D—3)2k5' (42)

oc=—
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Figure 1. The scaling dimension vg_ for gravitational scalar modes in D = 11 for various ¢ as a
function of o = 1 + 45r%,/32L%. Physically, o > 1 correspond to BHs in AdS, o < 1 captures BHs in
dS, while the line ¢ = 1 indicates the asymptotically flat limit.

This can be achieved for £ > D —3 in D > 5". As an example, figure 1 shows ys_ as a
function of the BH mass here captured by o given in (2.16) for several {-modes in D = 11. In
the full non-linear theory, generically all modes will be excited, so deformations to extremal
AdS RN BHs in D =4 and D > 4 will generically be pp—and sp-singular respectively. This
means that deformations to extremal AdS RN BHs are generically singular [100, 101].

Analytic continuation to A > 0 is achieved by extending the domain of ¢ from [1, c0) to [0,1).
Modes with ¢ > D — 3 on backgrounds with sufficiently large BHs are still singular, but for
¢ < D — 3 only some BHs are.

The asymptotically flat limit is given by taking ¢ — 1 and is degenerate with the small
BH limit. As before, the critical exponents are positive-definite for the tensors, vectors, and
EM scalars for all physical modes, while for the gravitational scalar modes

L

[P L 4.
vs 5 D3 (4.3)

Similar to AdS RN, this can be arbitrarily close to zero and even negative. In D = 4, we
find that vs_ € NT, so the perturbations are smooth on the horizon. However, in higher
dimensions 7yg_ is generally fractional, indicating non-smoothness of the horizon. For ¢ <
3(D — 3) the modes are pp-singular, and for ¢ < (D — 3) they are sp-singular, with the
marginal yg_ = 0 achieved for £ = D — 3 which requires D > 5 to be physical. Note that for
D > 5 there is always at least one mode which is sp—singular at the horizon. For D = 5 there
are no sp-singular modes, but there is always the marginal mode.

"Note that £ = 2 is only possible when D = 5.
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4.2 Corrections from the UV

A notable feature of the gravitational scalar modes is that for every £ > D — 3 in D > 5,
there exists a rg/L via o for which the near-horizon scaling is marginal, i.e. vs— = 0. In
particular, we see from (4.3) that the (¢,0) = (D — 3, 1)-deformation of asymptotically flat
RN BHs is always marginal, while for higher £ it is just a matter of finding a sufficiently large
o. This opens up an intriguing possibility for UV sensitivity, generalising the observation first
noticed in [102] for asymptotically flat RN backgrounds — a similar example was discussed
in [120].

What do we actually mean by UV sensitivity? We generally expect UV completions of GR
to correct the action (2.3) by higher-dimension operators including higher-derivative terms
as outlined in (2.5). The effect of these is to change the effective potential (and possibly the
effective propagation speed) of decoupled modes in (2.13), which show up as a correction to
the near-horizon scaling (1.1) that can be resummed into the critical scaling exponents into
the form of (1.2). Schematically, given a collection of higher-derivative operators O with mass
dimension [O] supplied with Wilson coefficients co, we expect

¢
S = Sgm + /dDa:\/—gZ A[O%O —  YEFT = ZCO’Y(D- (4.4)
(@] o

Let us take 4 to denote the scaling exponent in the marginal case, i.e. when ygr = 0. The
existence of singularities on the horizon of the deformed geometry is very sensitive to the sign
of this quantity 4 regardless of how small its magnitude is. This in turn depends on the signs
of the coefficients co, which could in principle depend on the nature or field content of the
UV completion — this is a form of UV sensitivity and is superficially in tension with what
we would expect from EFT principles such as decoupling and separation of scales.

4.2.1 IR Modification: EFT Correction

As a concrete example of corrections to the critical scaling exponents coming from modifi-
cations within the IR and the UV, let us revisit the example from the introduction in more
detail. For these, it is convenient to make full use of the near-horizon geometry symmetries
following the procedure in appendix B. We take the action to be

c

kS = KSEM + A2 d5x\/—g(Fw,F‘“’)2, (4.5)
where Sgyp is given in (2.3). It is a specific yet generic correction that one would expect in a
low-energy EFT, which is parameterised by the Wilson coefficient c.

The theory admits spherically symmetric, static, and electrically charged background solu-
tions of the form (2.8) with metric functions and electrostatic potential

< 1204 Kk ¢

A(r) = B(r) = (1) = 550 W) = 5 = 160575, (4:6)
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and f(r) given in (2.9). The extremal limit is reached when

2 48 M 3 18
T Ary, T 2 A%ry,
hence ]Q\ 6
= _q 4.
M + AQT%IC (4.8)

in the asymptotically flat limit. This is a special case of the more general result from [121],
that asymptotically flat RN BHs subject to four-derivative corrections reach extremality when
@l _ 1

1
M T30

(4.9)

in D = 5, where as we shall see in Section 6, ¢y is ultimately the field redefinition invariant
combination that enters this physical quantity and is given explicitly in terms of the EFT
coefficients in (6.2).

The fact that the charge-to-mass ratio at which extremality is reached receives corrections has
been suggested as providing a resolution or explanation of the WGC [82, 84, 121]. The idea
is that BHs themselves are the objects that allow @Q/M > 1 with violations more pronounced
for smaller mass BHs, providing a decay channel by which large charged BHs may radiate
charge. In other words, smaller mass BHs appear as super—extremal relative to large mass
BHs (even though they are protected by two horizons). Such an argument would imply that
co > 0 — in our simple example, this amounts to ¢ > 0. More precisely, we may expect this
to be true only as long as the BHs are treated purely classically. Since quantum corrections
kick in at O(kA3), we can arguably only require

c> —|O(rkA3)]. (4.10)

This is precisely what we expect from positivity bounds for gravitationally coupled theories
[62-74]. Separate arguments suggesting (approximate) positivity of corrections to @ /M have
been given in [82, 84, 121].

As discussed, stationary perturbations of these extremal BHs exhibit critical scaling in the
near-horizon region with explicit exponents given in appendix E. For the gravitational scalar
modes, these take the form of (1.2), with ygr = 75— given in (E.3). In D = 5 the GR
contribution vanishes when o = —2 + 3k%/8, where k% = ¢({ + 2), and hence

c 72k% (k% — 4)?
A%r% 15k% — 128Kk2 + 256

4= (4.11)

If ¢ > 0, then this is negative-definite for all £ > 2. In the asymptotically flat limit, the
marginal mode corresponds to £ = 2, in which case the expressions above reduce to the ones
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given in the introduction. This result can be easily generalised to account for the complete
set of four-derivative EFT operators which will be given in Section 6 as in (6.1), leading to

8¢y

—— 4.12
3A%r3,7 (4.12)

’:y:

where as previously mentioned, ¢ is expressed in terms of the other Wilsonian coefficients as
n (6.2).

4.2.2 Partial UV Completion: Tower of Massive Spin-0

Next, consider Einstein-Maxwell-Dilaton theory in D dimensions, with N scalars with masses
m; for i € {1,... N}, described by the following action

KSEMD :/d T/ —

(R 2ACC)—%eZz 1 F“”+Z <—1 Vugi Vi — 5 2¢2>] :

(4.13)
The number of fields can in principle be infinite N — oo and the mass spectrum can be taken
to be continuous. We want to treat the «; perturbatively, and have chosen our normalisation
such as to reproduce the Einstein-Maxwell action (2.3) as m; — oo and the example (1.11)
from the introduction for NV = 1. This is a partial UV completion to Einstein-Maxwell theory
with higher-derivative corrections when the dilaton masses m; are very large relative to the
background curvature. In this case, we can ignore the kinetic term for the dilaton so the
individual equations of motion for the dilatons become

2 1 Auu a%
(2

At energies £ < m;, we can find the tree-level effective action by evaluating the full action

on the stationary point for the dilaton to give

1
KSEMD D /dDI\/ |: FMVF‘LW + 392

~ o~ 2
(FuBr) .. ] : (4.15)
Meg

where we have defined the effective mass meg via

1 a?
— =) —. (4.16)

We identify this truncated effective theory with the EFT-corrected theory (4.5) with Wilson
coefficient
A2

C = ——
9
32mzg

(4.17)

and the Lorentz-invariant cut-off A = min{m;}. More generally, the low-energy dynamics of
the massive dilatons are captured by a F2("+D_term at order O(A~2") together with higher
derivative corrections.

— 24 —



Let us consider D = 5 again from now on. The full theory admits AdSs x S3 background
solutions given in (E.14), and we can use the decomposition (B.3) to find the critical scaling
exponents. These take the form of

Y =GR + 67, (4.18)

with ygr as before and 6+ given in (E.15) respectively. The notation §v is simply meant
to imply that we are working perturbatively in the coupling constants «;, this is however
not perturbative in the EFT sense as we are still fully non-perturbatively in rgm; and other
relevant quantities. For the marginal case, when the GR contribution vanishes, we now find

3k (K2 — 4)2 [ 1 ] Y 202
= — 2W— |, =Y 4.19
7T T (kg —128k2 + 256) | X iZmiy) 0 X ; a9
which is non-negative when
1
megrxX < 5. (4.20)

From the perspective of the UV theory 4 does not have a preferred sign. However if we
think of (4.15) as a partial UV completion for the F-correction, and to be able to trust
the BH solutions within the EFT, then we require the dilaton masses to be large relative
to the background curvature. When we are allowed to integrate out the massive dilaton the
leading-order term is

1 9k% (k% — 4)*
rim2g 4(15kE — 128k% + 256)

y=- + O ((megrer) ™) - (4.21)
This matches the expectation from the F*-contribution in (4.12), and is manifestly negative.
In this sense, the EFT does have a preferred sign to be embeddable in this class of UV
completions. The marginal case in the asymptotically flat limit corresponds to ¢ = 2, and
reproduces the example from the introduction. What is remarkable in the AdS case is that
this is negative for all £ modes, whenever the BH mass is tuned to make ygr vanish. This
observation prompts a conjecture that the EFT corrections to marginal perturbations are in
fact always negative, or at least bounded from above by a small number. That this should be
the case in gravitational theories is argued for physically in Section 6 based on the WGC as
well as on unitary arguments using holographic considerations and further evidence is given
in another situation.

5 Breakdown of Breakdowns

In the previous sections, we saw that in the asymptotically AdS case, for every harmonic £
there exists a BH with tuned size rg /L, deformations of the near-horizon geometry which are
marginal. The sign of the marginal scaling exponent 4 depends on the signs of the Wilson
coefficients, so it seems that the nature of the singularities on the horizon of deformed extremal
BHs is strongly sensitive to the details of the UV theory. This could be seen as suggesting a
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breakdown of EFT near the horizon, but — as our previous (partial) UV completion shows
— this is not the case. This section aims to address this more generally, by determining when
metric perturbation theory and EFT break down respectively. It will indeed turn out that
for v < 0, metric perturbation theory will have gone out of control by the time EFT breaks
down.

5.1 Effective Field Theory

Effective field theory breaks down when curvature invariants of the geometry become large
— this is when the asymptotic expansion in higher-derivative interactions goes out of control.
For this, we have to consider both curvature invariants of the unperturbed and the deformed
geometry.

At the level of the unperturbed background geometry, this means that the EFT regime of

(X)a <Izi§>b <1, (5.1)

where again we mean all scalar operators built out of the prescribed number of derivatives

validity is schematically defined by

and powers of the Riemann tensor. It can happen that lower order operators are accidentally
small, and so to ensure that the asymptotic EFT expansion is meaningful we should impose
this criterion in the limit a,b — oco. For the sake of concreteness, we can consider a curvature
invariant evaluated on the horizon such as

1

w1 ™ T omo

(R") = R, B2, R, o~
H

(5.2)
which leads to the intuitive bound Ary > 1 on the background curvature. There are no other
scales in the system, so this is the strongest bound we expect to find on the background.

However, it is also necessary to check that the perturbations to the curvature invariants do
not go out of control. To obtain the strongest bound on h, we may consider operators that
vanish on the undeformed background, such as

R:=R-R, (5.3)

where R is the constant background value for the Ricci scalar. At each order in perturba-
tions we may construct the following curvature invariant that is uniquely determined by the
linearised perturbations R"™. Demanding that the perturbations are under control implies

hop'\" hop'\"
R" ~ <7(7+1) 2’2’) ~ (7(7+1) ng> <A (5.4)
2 TH

Treating v ~ O(1) and denoting r;, = min{Ly, 7}, we see that we require from the limit
n — 00,
h ~ hop" < (A?”L)2 , (5.5)
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in order for EF'T expansion to remain under control. For the specific marginal mode ygr = 0,
the regime of validity is enhanced to

N 1
h ~ hop’y < %<ATL)2 . (56)

Assuming, as is expected from positivity bounds [25, 28, 68, 71] that the Wilson coefficients
are of order unity, then the EFT corrections to the marginal case ensure that 4 ~ (Arg)~2.
Putting this together, the bound on the amplitude of the marginal perturbations to remain
within the validity of the EFT is

h ~ h()p;y <K (A’I“H)4 . (57)

Since the EFT validity of the background requires Arg > 1, then the perturbations of all
modes are in the regime of EFT validity whenever h < O(1).

5.2 Metric Perturbation Theory

Schematically, the expansion of the Einstein-Maxwell action (2.3) in metric perturbations
takes the form

mS[h]w/deHh82 [h+h%+...]. (5.8)

The quadratic action in perturbations is the part responsible for linearised perturbation the-
ory. It is clear that perturbation theory breaks down when the action, as an asymptotic
expansion in perturbations, is no longer well-defined. This occurs when higher-order terms
in the action dominate, so a naive guess for when control over perturbations is lost is

h ~ hop” ~ O(1), (5.9)

in an orthonormal frame.

We should be concerned that the actual coefficients of individual terms in the actual action
for perturbations (F.1) might vanish — in the worst case, all higher-order terms vanish and
the quadratic term is trivially under control, however we can check that this is trivially not
the case, for instance it suffices to explicitly evaluate the Einstein-Maxwell action on-shell
up to quartic order. By treating the spherical harmonics as O(1) again, the integrands are

approximately
3) hgp™ () hgp™
K‘ﬁon—shell ~ 7’%{ ’ and H‘Con—shell ~ T%I (5 10)

even when ygr = 0. We see that as long as hpp? < 1 we also have S (4) < s¥

on-shell on-shell’
confirming our earlier naive estimate.

The threshold for a breakdown of metric perturbation theory will have already been reached
when the EFT is out of control. Finding singular behaviour on the horizon hence only
indicates a breakdown of metric perturbation theory. This is supported by the examples in
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section 4.2, where the deformations appear to suffer from singularities on their horizons in
both the IR theory (4.5) and its UV completion (4.13). The fact that this effect persists even
in the UV therefore suggests that the EF'T managed to accurately capture the UV physics.
In this sense, the apparent UV sensitivity of 4 and the possibility of 4 < 0 are features
rather than bugs of the EFT. This is consistent with the holographic perspective provided
in [101], which suggests that the true near-horizon geometry will be replaced by one with
less symmetry. From this perspective — at least based on what occurs around the marginal
var = 0 case — there appears in fact to be no evidence of UV sensitivity that we can see. In
reaching the marginal case, where the contribution from GR vanish and the leading EFT ones
would otherwise be left exposed (or amplified), in all the situations we have witnessed, rather
than to allow for this possibility, the UV seems to ‘protect’ itself pushing 4 to slightly negative
values where the symmetric black hole solution can no longer be trusted and are in fact likely
replaced non-linearly by a less symmetric one, where the fate of the EFT corrections are yet
to be explored.

6 UV Sensitivity: A conjecture

We have seen in explicit examples for perturbations of extremal BHs in asymptotically flat or
AdS spacetimes, both for gravitational perturbations and pure scalars, it is possible to find
BHs for which specific modes are marginal, meaning that their fate is strongly sensitive to
UV corrections. In addition to corrections coming from the F*-term, we can also consider
corrections to the critical exponents for deformations of AdS RN due to the full set of four-
derivative EFT corrections to the Einstein-Maxwell action

c
KSEFT = /d593\/—g [AIQRQ +

Cs

A2

e
A2
Ce

A?

v €3 vpo C4 732
By R + <5 Ry FP0% + S5 RF
(6.1)

~ ~ ~ ~ Cc7 =~ Cc8 =~ ~ ~ ~
+ 1z R F'S F2 S5 Ry PPV PP 4 5 (F2) 4 15 BV EPETE .

A2 H

It was previously noted in [102] that these lead to deformations of asymptotically flat RN
with negative marginal scaling exponent 4 < 0 when the Wilson coefficients respect the
signs expected for WGC and wice versa. More specifically, the field redefinition invariant
combination of Wilson coefficients

1 11 31
cp = 5cl + 302 + 303 + 3c4 + 6(65 + 06) + 9(207 + CS) ) (6'2)

enters both the extremal charge-to-mass ratio (4.9) and 4 in (4.12) (for ¢ = 2) within the
asymptotically flat limit, with the sign satisfying the WGC and related entropy bounds leading
to a negative contribution to 4 [82, 121]. Our perspective in this rest of this section is that
this is not a coincidence. As discussed at the end of section 5, this could in fact be seen as a
way for the UV to ‘protect’ itself in situations where it could otherwise lead to a well-defined
EFT with exposed UV operators (ie where the leading EFT operators would otherwise be
amplified).
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6.1 Near-horizon negativity

There are proposals for the WGC in AdS, but the status of a definite statement is unclear. It
is however notable that in our specific UV completions, there is a link at the level of individual
contributions. UV corrections are seen to enter 4 in (4.11) of deformed extremal AdS RN
with a negative coefficient causing worse behaviour on the horizons of the deformed extremal
AdS RN BHs. If we consider the ratio of charge to mass designed to be unity in the absence
of EFT corrections

_Q*1+3¢/2)% ) 12 (14 2)

n(M) = o) TR A T (6.3)

we see that individual contributions push towards satisfying the WGC in the sense of n(M;) >
T](Mg) for My < Ms.

Our perturbation analysis was exclusively focused on the near extremal horizon geometry
which is sufficient to determine the scaling exponents «y. Locality would suggest that the
near-horizon physics cannot know if the full, higher-dimensional spacetime is asymptotically
AdS or flat. Let us suppose that the general tenor of the WGC conjecture is true in the

above sense, namely that at tree-level ¢g = 0, and that this similarly implies that § <

0 for the marginal mode at tree-level. It is reasonably to expect that there is a purely
holographic interpretation of this result in terms of a putative dual theory to the near-horizon
AdS; x S? background. Indeed, from the perspective of AdSs holography, corrections pushing
us towards more negative v (such as the ones from known partial UV completions or with
Wilson coefficients obeying known bounds), are precisely the ones trying to move further
away from the unitarity bound on the AdSs scaling dimension A.® Taken together, these

observations suggest the following argument which we dub near-horizon negativity.

Near-horizon negativity: Whenever the bulk gravitational mode is
marginal, we expect tree-level corrections to the scaling coefficient to be
negative, regardless of the asymptotics of the bulk geometry. If true, then
this result will apply to every #-mode, for which the BH mass is tuned so
that the GR mode is marginal. Accounting for the familiar violations of
strict positivity due to gravitational interactions [62, 64—66, 68], i.e. possi-
ble loop corrections to the previous argument, then our conjecture is that
for marginal modes in the gravitational sector

O (xAP72)

<+ 5
A2r3,

(6.4)

8The fact that the scaling dimensions ~ contain non-trivial information about physical UV completions
should not come as a surprise. The effective potential for perturbations around backgrounds, in different
limits, is also bounded by infrared and quasi-normal mode causality through the scattering time delay and
quasi-normal mode frequencies respectively [59, 109, 122].

— 929 —



We stress that whilst we do not have a rigorous proof of this conjecture, we do have “experi-
mental evidence”, namely the particular partial UV completion (4.13) satisfies this for every ¢
mode as seen in (4.21). We provide further evidence in the slightly more non-trivial example
in Sec. 6.3 below.

6.2 Constraints on Four-Derivative Corrections

Let us now study the consequences near-horizon negativity has on the four-derivative correc-
tions to the Einstein-Maxwell action (6.1). For this, we must determine the EFT corrections
to the scaling exponent. There is however one subtlety which is not encountered in the asymp-
totically flat case. The generic EFT corrections from (6.1) modify the background solution
in such a way that the asymptotic AdS length scale is corrected. It is only meaningful to
compare scaling exponents for theories with the same asymptotics. To account for this, we
must either account for the redefinition of L when the EFT corrections are included, or work
in a form of the EFT action for which there are no corrections to the asymptotic cosmological
constant. The latter is most easily done by performing the field redefinitions that put the
EFT corrections into the minimal Weyl tensor form from the outset

/ C3 v Ce Lurv o 67 o ~8 N U o oS
HSEFT = /d5x ) |:A20uupacu e + pCm/poFM Fre + F(FQ)Q + pFu Fl/prUFau )
(6.5)
where we have defined the field redefinition invariant combinations cs, cg, together with
- n 1 7 19 n 1 1 1 (6.6)
Cr=Cr+ —C — —=C— —=C3+ =C4 — =C5 — —C .
7 T30 T 32 T B T g T (G T 1%
- 4 4
cg = Cg + Co + 503 +c5 + §C6 . (67)

The corrections to the critical scaling exponents in this theory can then be determined from
the general expressions given in appendix E.2. From around (E.11) it can be shown that the
marginal critical exponent takes the form of

.1 64k% .
7T T A%, 256 — 128K2 + 15kL " (65)
and 1 1
f=1¢ (k% —4)co + 6l (k& —8) [(72 — 21k%) c5 + 8 (k% — 4) cq] - (6.9)

Since ¢ enters 4 with a negative coefficient, near-horizon negativity would require é, 2 0.
The asymptotically flat limit corresponds to k% = 8 and reproduces the original WGC bound

The general bound ¢y = 0 on AdS RN will give an infinite tower of additional bounds.

~

Concretely, the new bounds beyond the asymptotically flat WGC come from ¢ > 2.
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In particular we note that if we assume near-horizon negativity is valid in the limit kg — oo,
meaning for large BHs, then we infer

¢o = lim Co(?) !

= deg — 21 - ADP—2 11
Jm = = 7 (e = 21es 4 8e6) 2 —[O(xAP7)] (6.11)

This conjectured positivity bound is quite independent of the asymptotically flat case on cg.

6.3 Further Evidence: Einstein-Maxwell-Dilaton

We have so far considered the IR gravitational theory to be Einstein-Maxwell plus EFT
corrections with (4.13) as an explicit example UV completion. However an obvious extension
is to consider the theory (4.13) and split the N = N 4+ Ny scalar fields into Ny, light dilatons
and Ny heavy ones which may be integrated out. The extended IR theory is now a particular
Einstein-Maxwell-(Multi-)Dilaton theory

KSIR = /dDac\/—g

E(R 2Ac.c.) EZ]-V_Llamﬁ ﬁw+§ 1(3¢.)2 1 9.9
9 - cc.) — 46 = v £ _2 i) szd)z 5

(6.12)
which itself receives EFT corrections from integrating out the heavy states. The scaling

exponents can again be split into
Y = YR t VEFT - (6.13)

Since the dilaton affects the scaling exponents ~vr at order a , it is clear that the condition for
marginality is modified in a manner that depends on «; and m; for i = 1... Ni. Nevertheless
it remains the case that we can tune the BH mass such that yig = 0 for a given ¢. Once
this choice is made, the remaining correction ygrr comes entirely from the heavy states
i=(Np+1)...N. To order o? this correction is determined from (E.15), which keeping only
the leading terms in an expansion in 1/ mf for the heavy states gives

YEFT = i 2 (6.14)
“Np+1 Tl H
with z =1+ ]Z —4/1+ 1+2" k:2 and with the overall coefficient A defined as
A = —18k%(1 + 20)(—4z0 — 4+ k&) + 6(1 + 20)* (—12(z — 2)z0 + k3(1 + 32)) (6.15)
) (4 2) 4 30(20 — 1)1/1+ 1;3%@) . (6.16)

Given o > 1 and /1 + 1;; 20 k:?q > 1 we infer that A is always negative,

(1+20)

A < —6k% (4(1 = 0?) + 30(20 — 1)) (6.17)
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< —6k%

A slightly more involved analysis shows that for ¢ > 2, the prefactor A is positive for all
o > 1. Putting this together we infer that

4<0, V€ >2, rg/L>0. (6.19)

Thus even though we have modified the IR theory to include a set of light dilatons of arbitrary
light masses, and the condition for marginality is modified, the EFT corrections coming from
the heavy states which are sufficiently massive to integrate out are universally negative,
consistent with the near-horizon negativity conjecture. Of course we have only demonstrated
that this holds in this particular UV completion (at order ?), and it would be interesting to
explore other examples which probe different EF'T operators.

7 Concluding Remarks

In this work, we considered stationary deformations to the near-horizon geometry of ex-
tremal BHs in AdS. We think of these as background tidal deformations induced by matter
sources external to the BH. These tidal deformations exhibit critical scaling near the extremal
horizon, with critical exponents v given by the scaling dimensions of dual operators in the
putative boundary of the near-horizon AdSy factor. Due to the rigidity of this near-horizon
geometry, this applies universally to generic EFTs in the presence of generic higher-derivative
corrections. These higher dimension operators show up as corrections to the near-horizon per-
turbations that can be resummed into the critical exponents. Metric perturbations are finite
or non-analytic, or appear to be divergent at the horizon, depending on the sign and magni-
tude of 7. We have argued that these singular extremal deformations arise as extremal limits
of regular non-extremal solutions, so they constitute physical singular extremal geometries
that are admissible in the sense of [111].

These essential features are exhibited by a rather simple scalar field effective theory. We
show that the scaling exponents of the scalar field may be tuned to be arbitrary close to zero
leading to an apparent UV sensitivity in that the sign of the scaling exponents is uniquely
determined by higher dimension EFT operators. To clarify this we explore one particular
(partial) UV completion of this theory. An analysis of both the UV and IR theory show that
UV theory exhibits all of the same features as the EFT and that the EFT far from going
out of control does an excellent job of capturing the essential physics regardless of the scaling
exponents.

In the case of Einstein-Maxwell theory with a negative cosmological constant, we identified
a discrete tower of marginal modes in the gravitational scalar sector, for which the leading-
order contribution to the critical exponents vanishes and EFT corrections dominate, as in the
scalar example. In examples of EFT corrections with Wilson coeflicients derived from explicit
UV completions or satisfying known bounds, we saw that corrections lead to worse behaviour
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at the horizon. We showed that when v < 0 these singularities are associated to metric
perturbation theory breaking down rather than the EFT breaking down, and demonstrated
that as in the scalar field example, explicit UV completions have the same property confirming
that this is not a failure of the EFT.

Motivated by these explicit examples, we conjecture a set of speculative bounds motivated by
the WGC, that UV corrections to marginal perturbations lead to universality more singular
behaviour on the horizon. These near-horizon negativity bounds are strictly stronger than
the WGC. We demonstrated that this conjecture holds for a more general class of Einstein-
Maxwell-Dilaton effective field theories, and argue that it would allow for the UV to ‘protect’
itself against UV sensitivity, or in other words against situations in which EFT operators
become ‘exposed’ or physically ‘amplified’.

Within the context of this current work, near-horizon negativity remains a speculative conjec-
ture. To explore it further, it would be instructive to identify other situations, for example by
considering loop level UV completions or other more general UV completions and ascertain
if more concrete physical arguments can be made more robust. Alternatively, it would be
enlightening to explore the existence of any gravitational counter-example (where the scalar
mode genuinely starts its life as a gravitational degree of freedom in a UV embeddable the-
ory) and better establish what central physical properties are responsible for the change in
behavior.
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A Spherical Symmetry Decomposition

In this appendix, we briefly summarise the spherical decomposition of the EM and grav-
itational perturbations in Einstein-Maxwell theory (2.3), most closely following [110] and
building on [123, 124]. We focus on scalar perturbations as only they can lead to marginal
deformations. Explicit expressions for the effective potentials are complicated and of sec-
ondary relevance, hence omitted.

A.1 Scalar Perturbations

The scalar harmonic S satisfies
(A+K3)S=0, (A.1)
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and we define from it scalar-derived vector and tensor harmonics:

1 . 1 ~ - 1
Si =——D,S, S;;=-+5D;D;S+ ———;;S, A2
kg J k% S+ D_2’YJ (A.2)

where

k3 =0((+D-3), £=0,1,... . (A.3)

However, ¢ = 0 has constant eigenmodes and therefore corresponds to just a shift in the
background parameters. The £ = 1 mode corresponds to S;; vanishing, and therefore needs
to be treated carefully.

We parameterise our scalar metric and field strength perturbations as

6gab = fabS,  69ai = TfaSi,  0gij = 2r* (HpvijS + HrSi;) (A.da)
1

6F,, = —k—eabSDCBC, 0F,; = eqS;B®, OF;; =0, (A.4b)
S

and define the gauge-invariant variables by

1 1

F=H,+——Hp+-DyrX®, A.
L+D—2 T+T r (A.ba)
Fap = fab + 2D Xy, (A.5b)

with
xo=g " (f+ ZDyHr) (A.6a)
ks ks

Bt = (ré’b + k:SEgXb) . (A.6b)

There are two master variables satisfying the master equation (2.10), the EM and gravitational
scalar modes <I>;C and ®g respectively, that are related to the gauge-invariant variables above

via
F=a_®5+b_0,95 +ay®f +b,.0,0%, (A.7a)
& = c_Dg + 1 PY, (A.7b)
& =a_0g +b_0,5 +ar @Y + 040, 0F, (A.7c)

for some constants ay, by, ay, bs, and cp. For £ = 1, only the EM scalar mode is gauge-
invariant and dynamical.

B Near-Horizon Isometries Decomposition

In this appendix, we will briefly outline how to compute the critical exponents by starting
within the near-horizon limit, following [100].
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B.1 Background

First consider the background. In ingoing coordinates (v, r,z*) with dv = \/A/Bdt + dr/B,
the most general static and spherically symmetric Ansatz (2.8) becomes

ds?* = —Bdv? + 2dv dr + r2dQ3, (B.1a)
B,
F = Z\I/ (r)dv Adr, (B.1b)
so in the near-horizon limit
ds? = —Bxup’dv® + 2dv dp + r5,dQ3, (B.2a)

Bri
F = /=2 Fypdo A dp, (B.2b)
Ann

where Ang = %A”(’FH), Bng = %B”(TH), and Fng = V' (rg) are constants. This is the form
of the AdS; x S Ansatz we will use. It is given in Gaussian null coordinates, which are a
natural and well-defined set of coordinates near null surfaces.

B.2 Perturbations

Using the isometries of the AdSs factor in the near-horizon geometry, we can decompose the
metric and field strength perturbations in the scalar sector as

1
89 = S | v/ AxuByup® dv? + 2dv dp + ————=—=p"*dp’ B.3
=0 |\ gt (VAo camin s tmsat) @

A 1 S
+ 2 fi Sidxz< dv + ———p1d >+ hrviiS + hrS;; dxzdaﬂ]
0 1Y \/mp P ( J T J)
6F =p" [aSdvAdp+ pegSidv Ada’ + p~ter S;dp Ada'], (B.3b)

where foo, fo, hr, b, a, g, and e are constants. In order for dF' to be closed, we also need

1
a=—21 i €o. (B.4)
ks

B.3 Explicit Solution in D =5

For concreteness, let us give explicit expressions for the perturbations in Einstein-Maxwell
theory (2.3) for D = 5. The near-horizon Ansatz solves the background equations of motion

for
Ann = 2F2yk———, Byu = do (B.5)
NH™ 4 2 i r?{ '
and the perturbation equations are solved by
hp =0 (B.6a)
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hr

Joo = 16 — 3k% + 28v(y + 1)o B.6b
G+ D+ ) O ks T o) (B.6b)
hy k2
= — — 12 B.6
fo 6ksr?; ( v+1 70) (B.6c)
1 k hr 4 — k% +4
s S T s t4y(y+1)o (B.6d)

en = ——=¢€ =
ks 0 T’%{”yl 42 m’H\/1+20

up to gauge transformations.

C Massive Scalar Field coupled to a Gauge Field

In this section we shall provide some of the details related to the massive scalar field ¢ which
is non-minimally coupled to a Maxwell field, with the leading operators being given by

53
2 A2

1 B
(- 37)

as considered in Section 3. Following field redefinitions as well as wavefunction and mass

,‘Q£¢ _ _1 <guy . ﬁl R;u/ o &RQ#V _ F,U«CYFM o ﬂ‘l F2 ,U«l/) (vu¢)(vy¢) (Cl)

renormalisations to account for the presence of the cosmological constant, we are led to the
following action

KLy = (g”” By puafr, - D1 *”) (V,6)(Vas) — ym? (1 - 551?2) &, (C2)

where scalar quartic self-interactions of the form (V¢)* are ignored as they are irrelevant on
a background where (¢) = 0. The two field redefinition invariant quantities S5 and (4 are
given by

1 (D — 4)

53:B3+ﬁla and 34:54_m51+m

B2 - (C.3)

If gravity is non-dynamical, there is a preferred sign for B3 based on positivity/causality
arguments in Minkowski spacetime. For instance, in the field basis (3.2) we may consider
positivity bounds applied to photon-scalar scattering in Minkowski. These imply Bg > 0,
a result which may easily be inferred by considering the propagation of the scalar in the
background field of a point charge and demanding that the speed of propagation is subluminal.
When extended to the gravitational case, the positivity bound is expected to be weakened to
something of the form

B3 > —0 (kAP72) (C.4)

as discussed in [59, 62, 65, 66, 68, 71, 122]. On the other hand, causality does not immediately
constrain 4 because it does not change the lightcone structure of the effective metric for the
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scalar. It does however change the effective mass of fluctuations. Consider the above theory on
the AdSy x S? that describes the near-horizon geometry of an extremal BH. The fluctuations
may be viewed from the perspective of the two-dimensional AdSs geometry. Each ¢-multipole
fluctuation can be viewed as a two-dimensional scalar of mass meg which should respect the
D = 2 Breitenlohner-Freedman (BF) bound

1
mig > — 4L2 . (C.5)
As can be seen from the master equation (3.5), the effective mass is given by
2142850 k3 14280
mZz = m*(14+2B85A) kg + 254 (C6)

1+ (B3 + 280N TH 1+ (B3 + 2Ba)A

with A given in (3.6). Demanding that the monopole ¢ = 0 satisfies the 2D BF bound implies

214260 1
(L+ (B3 +2B1)N) —  4L5

If we consider a scalar of mass m which saturates the BF bound for A = co (i.e. A =0), then

(C.7)

for that same state to respect the bound at finite A we require the denominator of the l.h.s.
to be positive. This suggests the unitarity/positivity bound

B3 +2(Bs — B5) > 0. (C.8)

More generally, the range of masses for which there are two choice of boundary conditions in
Ang is

< mi < = C.9
Az2 = Mot = 4732 (C.9)

Making a similar argument for a monopole state which is chosen to saturate the upper bound
for A = oo, i.e. m* = 3/(4L3), then to continue to have an interpretation as a state with
alternative boundary conditions at finite A, we would require

B3 +2(Bs— B5) < 0. (C.10)

As can be seen from these arguments, (C.8) and (C.10) are in conflict with each other and
so in practise at the level of this analysis, there are no direct known positivity bound on
54 — B5. In particular there seems to be no obstruction from having the coefficient ﬁ~4 — Bs
negative. In fact the only case where both (C 8) and (C.10) are simultaneously satisfied is
when 5 + 284 — 265 = 0. In this case, since (3 is mainly positive (or only at most weakly
negative as suggested by (C.4)), one would expect 85 — 5 to be mainly negative.

D Boundary Conditions & Multi-Black Hole Solutions

A stationary perturbation of a RN BH with appropriate boundary conditions at the horizon
and asymptotic infinity constitutes a linearisation of a BH solution that is close to the original
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RN geometry, and should be subject to uniqueness theorems [125, 126]. More explicitly, the
effective potentials and their so-called S-deformations given in [110] can be used to show that
extremal modes that are finite at the horizon are inconsistent with the right fall-off conditions
at asymptotic infinity, establishing perturbative uniqueness.

This means that additional sources able to change the asymptotic boundary conditions are
required to support near-horizon modes with the desired near-horizon scaling and fall-off
conditions at infinity. We can understand this from the extremal limit of the sub-extremal
solution (2.24) — scaling in e will generically be different at asymptotic infinity, so the
extremal limit will produce non-normalisable or trivial modes in the absence of external
sources. Physically, these deformations should therefore be thought of as sourced by tidal
deformations.

An explicit realisation of this are multi-BH solutions, which are known to be exact solutions
in Einstein-Maxwell theory. In practice a convenient way of realising this is to simply impose
Dirichlet boundary conditions at finite distance, which is particularly natural in asymptoti-
cally AdS spaces.

Multi-Black Hole Solutions

The Majumdar-Papapetrou solution is an illustrative example of an explicit non-linear real-
isation of the deformations above [127]. This is an exact solution to the Einstein-Maxwell
equations (2.6) and (2.7) given by the metric

o M;
ds? = —H2de2 + Ho=ydaidad, H(x) =1+ ———'p (D-1)

and describes a static spacetime with N extremal BHs with masses M; and horizons at x;.
By linearising this exact solution around the horizon of any individual BH, we can see how
it is tidally deformed by the other ones.

For convenience, let us pick x; = 0 as the reference and identify My = M. Denoting r; = |x;|
and p = |x|, and defining 6; by x - x; = pr; cos6;, we can write

H—1+M+AD3 <Z’x x|D3 u) (D.2)

where p is the monopole contribution induced by the other BHs

N
. 1 M;

Denoting
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then we have

D—3+j
H=Hol gl vt o) = > S e (2) . o

=2 j=1

D-3

where m;;(6;) = MIC’](T) (cos6;) and C](-a) are Gegenbauer polynomials. The monopole
j =0 is removed due to the introduction of u.

In the vicinity of the horizon of the first BH p ~ 0 so we have at leading order

D—3+4j
Ha 2 gl o)~ LSS me (2 (D.6)

12]1

S

Identifying

[)D—S = ((11)+ :))) I[; 4P, (D7)

then the near-horizon metric to first order in perturbations takes the perturbed AdS, x S¢

form

D —3)2 p? 2g r2 2g
ds? = —(1—2 (7—dt2 1 H___dp? +7% (1 4+ —2— | dQ2
S0 e T Moy moae P U o)
with

3) (Dgggj) 1+(Dj 3)
D—4 - p -
M zgjzl ( e ) ( D=3 ) ' (D)

We see that orthonormal perturbations to the background metric scale as
h~ 16’\/ ) (Dg)

with

7_1+%3 jeN. (D.10)

Identifying j = ¢, we see that these are the EM scalar modes gy in (E.1) (albeit written in a
slightly different gauge). The monopole ¢ = 0 is absent, but the dipole £ = 1 is physical. By
contrast for the gravity scalar modes, vg_, £ = 1 is pure gauge and ¢ = 2 is the first physical
mode.

We see that in D > 4 v is not generally an integer, which is merely a manifestation of the
fact that horizons of multi-BH solutions in D = 4 and D > 4 are smooth and generically
non-smooth respectively [95-99].

E Critical Exponents for Extremal Reissner-Nordstrom

In this appendix, we collect the critical exponents of the near-horizon scaling solutions (2.25)
in GR and its IR and UV modifications considered in the main text. We only state the more
regular power ~4 in (2.27), as the other branch of the solutions can be switched off by finite
boundary conditions at the horizon in the sub-extremal case.
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E.1 Pure GR

Let us first consider pure GR. We can use the effective potentials in [110] to find the scaling
for the tensor,

1 1 400+ D — 3)
.= = 2/ E.1
T 2+2¢1+ - ) (E.1)
for the vectors,
1 1 40+ 1)L+ D —4) 204+ 1)+ D —4H[1+ (D - 3)0]
= ——4 = +44/1 E.2
W=y o\ ST T e, * (D — 3)302 (E2)

and for the scalars,

11 M0+ D —3) 40+ D —3)[1 + (D - 3)0)]
= —— 4+ — — 2 4+ 44/1 E.
T5E= 5 T\ T T D o9 % T D 32D = 2)0? (E-3)
Note that
v >0, Me{T,V+, V- 5+}, (E.4)

for all o € [0,00) and ¥.

This is however not the case for the gravitational scalar modes vg_. In D = 4 we find that

((0+1) [62+0+4
o> 1 (1 - W) . (E.5)

For ¢ > 3, the right-hand side of the inequality takes values in [1,00) so this is never achieved
for A > 0. In D > 5 this is worse, and we even find yg_ < 0 if

vs— < 2 for

(D —2)k% — 4(D — 3)?
— 2(D-4)(D-3)? "’

g

(E.6)

for { > D —3in o € [0,00). For modes with ¢ < D — 3 this also holds for all o € [1,00) and
some values of ¢ when A > 0. This is illustrated for D = 11 in Figure 1.

Further, note that ys— > —1/2 and this is saturated for { = (D — 3)/2 at 0 = 1. As is shown
in figure 2, this is possible only in odd D, although in even D, ¢ = | (D — 3)/2] will achieve
v = —% + m. An exception to this is D = 5, where the minimum is not attained since
¢ =1 is not physical for gravitational scalar modes.

E.2 IR: EFT Correction

In this section, we will derive the critical exponents of gravitational scalar perturbations in
Einstein-Maxwell theory with EFT corrections. We shall focus on the leading four-derivative
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Figure 2. The (more regular) scaling dimension -4 for the most singular mode with ¢ = | (D — 3)/2]
in various dimensions D. For odd D, the minimum = —1/2 is attained at o = 1.

corrections given by the action

1 .
KSEFT = 13 / d°zy/—g [clR2 + eaRyy R* + e3Ryuype R*™P7 + ca RE?
(B.7)

T 3Ry B B 1 coRynpo PP 4 (B2 1 e,V B, B, 7F, .

To find the critical scaling exponents, we follow the procedure in appendix B and start directly
within the extremal near-horizon geometry. For simplicity, we restrict ourselves to D = 5.

In particular, the Ansatz (B.2) satisfies the background equations of motion for

2K F2 1 1
Axg = NH 2(—3+40)(—1 + 40 + 852 2(1 — 40 + 160°
N 1+2a{ 7 A2 (1 1 20 273 HAO) (L o+ 8o%)er 4 2(1 — o 4 1607)e,
+ 2(1 — 40 + 320%)c3 + 4(1 — 40 + 246%)cq + 40 (1 4 20)(—1 + 60)(c5 + 2c6)
+ 4(1+20)*(—1 + 40)(2c7 + cs)] } (E.8)

4 1
By = 2{0 + 5 [2(3 —40)er +2(c2 + ¢3) +4(1 — 40%)ey — 4o (1 + 20)(c5 + 2¢5)
T ri A

— 4(1420)*(2c7 + cs)] } (E.9)

Using the decomposition in appendix B.2, we find that perturbations on top of this back-
ground take the form of the scaling solutions (1.1) with critical exponents in the form of (1.2).
More specifically, we find that

8
1

where

01 = —576(z — 2)z(40 — 3)o (E.11a)
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— 16k% [(—80* — 400 + 27)z — 200 + 5] — 16k§(1 + 20)

69 = 576(2 — 2)2(1 + 20 + 40%)o (E.11b)
— 16k% (5607 + 280 + 9)z + 480 + 800 + 31] + 40k§(1 + 20)
6y3 = 576(2 — 2)2(1 + 40 + 160%)0 (E.11c)
+ 16k% [ (25607 + 200 + 9)z — 1440% — 2800 — 47] + 64ks(—1 + 7o)
Sy = —1152(2 — 2)2(—1 + 40°)0 (E.11d)
+ 96k%(1 + 20) [(100 — 3)z 4 20 + 3] — 96k (1 + 20)
55 = 576(z — 2)z0% [(z — 6)o — 2] (E.11e)
— 48k% [92%0% — 12z0(1 + 40) — 4(0? + 60 + 2)] — 36k [(—32 + 8)0 + 2] — 9k
576 = 2304(z — 2)2 [(92 — 14) 4 2] 02 (E.11f)
—192k% [(92% — 322 — T)o? — (2 + 19)0 — 2] + 48k¢ [(92 — 14)0 + 2] — 36k
67 = —2304(z — 2)2(1 4+ 20°%)0 + 192k%(1 + 20) [32(1 4 60) + 20 + 13] (E.11g)
— 576k&(1 4 20) = 267s, (E.11h)
and 1
A= g(VGR +1)(ver +2){ — 48(1 + vcr)*(2 + ver)*(—1 + 27GR)0” (E.12)
+8k% [(673r + 107GR + 3)0 — dyar — 6] + 3kE(2var +3)}
For convenience we have also further defined
zzvéRJrvGR:lJrﬁ— 1+%k§ (E.13)

The asymptotically flat limit is given by sending 0 — 1 and reproduces the expressions in
[102].

E.3 UV: Einstein-Maxwell-Dilaton

In this section, we derive the critical exponents in Einstein-Maxwell-Dilaton theory with
action (4.13), treating everything perturbatively in a. We are only interested in the critical
exponents, so we follow the procedure in appendix B and start directly within the extremal
near-horizon geometry.

For simplicity, we restrict ourselves to D = 5. Then, the Ansatz (B.2) satisfies the background
equations of motion for

BnukF2
¢ = SONUIN (E.14a)
Qmi
KkF2 41+ 3¢ 3
Ang = —NH | = 1+4 E.14b
NH 2 31+2§+r?{mgﬁ< +49)] ( )
4 9
By = — (143¢) — —5— (1+2)%, (E.14c)
¥z s Meg"Hy
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where meg is defined in (4.16). Since each scalar is only non-zero at order O(«), the corrections
in the perturbation equations will come in at O(a?). Thus the first non-trivial corrections to
the critical exponents will come in at O(a?).

In the end, we are only interested in the gravitational scalar modes, as these are the ones
that exhibit the singular behaviour we are interested in. The decomposition in appendix B.2
then renders the perturbation equations algebraic in the constants, and the critical exponent
takes the form (4.18) with ygr as given in (E.1) and

1 6
07 = —9k%(1420) (—4z0—4+kE) x+ —5—5 (1420)* [~12(z — 2)z0 + k3(1 + 32)] , (E.15)
A MEGT 5

where
2

N

. E.16

X= ZTHm +k:2 4z0 ( )
=1

F Einstein-Maxwell Action Expansion

An expansion of the Einstein-Maxwell action (2.3) in the metric and field strength perturba-
tions h and JF takes the form

Semlg, F ZS g, h; F', 6F] (F.1)

where S(V) has N factors of the metric or field strength perturbations in total. When eval-
uated on the background, S is just some constant and S™) is a boundary contribution at
most. Furthermore, when evaluated on-shell of perturbations, the quadratic action S@ is
also only a boundary contribution.

The explicit form of the cubic action is

3 D v o o o
3 1/25( )[h O0F] = /d $\/—g{h“ |:hp VUV[Vhp]M—{—hMp (V V[phg]y—i—vpv[ghy] ) (F.2)

g g g 1 g
+ Yy Vighy + Vihy Vah?” + Vo,V oh, + ShV,ph,Voh,

1 e 1 e 1 g 3 loa
= 5V WV ol = VRV ol — {Vohyp Vo = Vb7Vl

1 1 _
+ S VuhVoh = S Ryo + S0FY, 5F,m]

_ 1_ _ _
KY25FM | WP Fyphye + 2prfhﬂph,,g} + & E hoyh N FY hg)p}
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and that at quartic order,

isw [h,6F] = / dPz/—g {Wh,fh,;’ (—vAv[ahMp — Vo Vinh,t + %hp*RM + %W
+ h#*h, PhoA <—vw[ph(,]y —VoVnhopo + %h(fﬁzw + ;hV”Rp)\m>

+ h””h#”< — 2V hop Vb7 + V(,hV oy b, — V”hV[UV’\hp],\ — VbV

- %V(Ahg)vahV“ - %vyh(ﬂvphﬂa - leUhV“th>

+ h“”h”"( — 2V, hyu e Vb, + Vi Vo by ) + Vo MV s = Voh, Vi,

1
+ SV hp Vb, — JVah

1 1
A A
p[av hu]y + ZvAhuav hﬂp — 4Vphm,vgh)

N = N =

W hpu6F?, 6F,% — h hyeF, P F,7
GRat) dad [F"""ho)‘hu[)\hp] A+ FP b hoah,”

1 = v A o po K n o1 K 1= o1 Kp, A
— K" [h(, B (F hyohy* + B, ", h5) + S FP7h, ", h,mhﬂ]}
(F.3)

with R being the Riemann tensor evaluated on the background solution.
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