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Infalling matter may destroy a black hole and expose the naked singularity. Thus, Penrose proposed the weak
cosmic censorship conjecture to avoid such a possibility. On the other hand, if the black hole is not destroyed by
infalling matter, from the second law of black hole thermodynamics, the black hole entropy should increase due
to the information carried by the infalling matter. In this work, we demonstrate by examples of perturbative near-
extremal black holes in higher derivative gravity theories that the second law implies weak cosmic censorship.
We also compare our proposal to the one developed by Sorce and Wald based on the first law of black hole
thermodynamics and show that the latter fails to yield weak cosmic censorship in such cases. Finally, we give

proof of our proposal for generic gravity theories.

I. INTRODUCTION

Black holes are the simplest objects predicted by general
relativity — with intriguing features. Even though black holes
have curvature singularities, around which tidal gravity di-
verges and physical laws break down, in analytic black hole
solutions, these singularities are always shielded by the event
horizon [1l]. Penrose further proposed [2]] the weak cosmic
censorship conjecture (WCCC): the curvature singularity will
always be hidden behind the horizon for generic black holes,
i.e., no naked singularities. Another intriguing feature is that
the first and second laws of thermodynamics govern black
holes. Bekenstein’s conjecture that a black hole’s entropy
must be proportional to its area [3| 4] was substantiated by
the theoretical discovery of Hawking Radiation, and the fact
that this thermal radiation has a temperature proportional to
the black hole’s surface gravity [5].

Naively, one shall expect the connection between WCCC
and the second law. As the second law requires, the entropy
of a black hole can never decrease. This prevents the appear-
ance of a naked singularity. The proof for the second law for
Einstein gravity given in [6H8] can imply WCCC, later more
direct connection is discussed in [10]]. However, a demon-
stration for modified gravities is nontrivial, since, in this case,
the entropy follows Wald’s entropy formula [[11 [12] but not
the area law. Thus, the second law may not ensure the area in-
crease, and the above connection is unclear. To ensure WCCC
is a universal physical principle, in this paper, we demonstrate
such a connection explicitly for modified gravities by showing
that the WCCC follows as long as the second law holds.

Wald started the demonstration of WCCC by gedanken
experiments that attempt to destroy the horizon by over-
charging or overspinning a black hole with infalling mat-
ter [9, [10]. For simplicity, we shall focus on overcharging
non-spinning black holes. Assume a family of electro-vacuum
solutions to the gravitational and electromagnetic field equa-
tions, parametrized by mass m and charge g to describe the
configurations before and after the matter “falls in”. We de-

note the condition for the space-time to be a black hole, i.e.,
with a horizon that covers the singularity, by

W(m,q) > 0. (1)

The exact form of W(m, q) depends on the underlying theory.
For example, the (outer) horizon of a Reissner—Nordstrom
black hole is . = m + \/m2 — g2, thus W(m, q) = m* — ¢°
so that @) guarantees a positive and real r,., thus the existence
of a horizon.

The demonstration of WCCC is to show W(m + Am, g +
Ag) > 0 given the initial mass m and charge ¢, for all the
respective physically allowed changes Am and Aq due to the
infalling matter. Values of Am and Ag depend on how the
matter falls in and the underlying gravity theory. Intuitively,
the physical constraints on Am and Ag should come from the
laws of black hole dynamics. Indeed, in [13]], we have demon-
strated that the first law of black hole dynamics is a univer-
sal condition to guarantee WCCC for extremal black holes in
generic gravity theories. For near-extremal black holes, Sorce
and Wald [10] generalized the first law constraint to second-
order variations and showed that this could guarantee WCCC
in Einstein-Maxwell theory [H

One will face some challenges when trying to generalize the
approach of [10] to modified gravities. The main challenge is
to unambiguously define the canonical energy of gravitational
waves for modified gravity and the respective energy condi-
tion required to ensure WCCC. Without such energy condi-
tions, one can only consider the spherical collapsing with no
induced gravitational wave. Moreover, in [10], the canonical
energy is evaluated by relating it to the black hole entropy by
the first law. Still, such a substitution is unclear due to the
ambiguity of canonical energy in modified gravity.

! Christodoulou proved that naked singularity can occur in Einstein-scalar
system though is unstable, hence the cosmic censorship is still preserved
[14].



Indeed, we show that the approach of [[10] fails to demon-
strate WCCC for the modified gravities. To bypass the afore-
mentioned challenges and remedy the resultant failure, we
propose demonstrating the WCCC with the second law. Our
proposal does not need canonical energy or conditions for
matter and gravity. All we need is Wald’s formula for black
hole entropy. In Einstein’s gravity, the first law and energy
condition can guarantee the second law, but it is unclear for
modified gravities. The result obtained here may also shed
some light on this issue. Finally, before we proceed, we shall
emphasize the demonstration is not a tautology. Although the
existence of entropy is the premise of the second law, itself
does not guarantee the WCCC condition (EI), since a decreas-
ing entropy would indicate naked singularity in general rela-
tivity according to [10]]. Thus, our demonstration is a consis-
tency check in the same spirit of [10].

II. WCCC CONDITION IN HIGHER DERIVATIVE
GRAVITY THEORIES

We consider the general quartic order corrections to
Einstein-Maxwell theory, which is given by the following La-
grangian:
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where k = 871Gy, which will be set to 2 below, and ¢;’s are
dimensionless constants. From the point of view of effective
field theory, the above higher derivative theories can arise nat-
urally from quantum corrections. Thus, some of these theories
can be the genuine description of low energy black hole dy-
namics but remains experimentally elusive due to smallness
of ¢;’s. If WCCC is a fundamental principle for protecting
the predictive power of theory, it should also apply to generic
effective field theories of gravity.

To study WCCC, we first generalize the perturbative
method of [[15] to solve the charged black hole solutions up
to O(cicj) withi,j=1,---8 H Based on these solutions, we
can find the following W (m, ¢) for (1),

4dcg 128¢2 2
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with ¢cg = ¢, + 4¢3 + ¢5 + ¢ + 4c7 + 2cg, and - - - denotes the
other O(c;c;) terms. For simplicity, below we will only show
the result for the case with nonzero c4 as a demonstration. The
other cases with nonzero c;z4 can be found in the supplemen-
tary material. Besides, the black hole entropy can be obtained

2 The detailed solutions can be found in Appendix@
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FIG. 1. Wald’s gedanken experiment by throwing the charged matter
into a black hole. The infalling matter crosses the horizon H within
a finite time interval.

by Wald’s formula [11}/16], and it yields

1
S(m,q) = —2rnA, [ 57 4¢1R — 4¢oR™ + 8¢3R™”
+4 2cq + c5 + 20 F"F" | . @)

where the area of the horizon A;, the curvatures, and field
strengths are evaluated by the on-shell solution.

III. CHECK WCCC IN WALD’S GEDANKEN
EXPERIMENT BY SECOND LAW CONSTRAINTS

To follow Wald’s gedanken experiment, we consider
charged matter falling through the black hole’s horizon within
a finite time interval. Then, the black hole and the infalling
matter are settled to a final stationary state belonging to the
same family of solutions, either a new black hole or a naked
singularity. The scheme is shown in Fig. [T}

As argued by Sorce and Wald [10], for a near-extremal
black hole WCCC might be violated from first-order consider-
ations [17], but in fact is preserved at second order. Therefore,
we need to consider the variations of m and ¢ caused by the
infalling matter up to the second order. Here we outline the
steps of checking WCCC upon the second law of black hole
(thermo)dynamics, which basically require that the entropy
difference between B and B* due to infalling matter through
H (see Fig. [1) is non-decreasing.

Let us consider an initial black hole with (i, ¢), with a one-
parameter family of infalling matter, finally settling down to a
new solution with

262 /122

1)
m(d) = m+ Ad6m + zm’ q(l) = g + A6q + 2q

. (5)

Here we keep mass and charge increases up to second order
in 4. We shall also restrict ourselves to nearly extremal black
holes, and for the moment only consider c4. The initial black
hole is second-order away from being extremal:

(6)



Similar to Sorce and Wald, we shall assume € and A to be of
the same order of smallness, and check whether W(m, g) > 0
is satisfied up to second order. More specifically, we need to
check whether constraints on (6m, dgq, &m, 62q), arising from

S (m(), g(D) = S (m, q) )

will guarantee W(m + Am, q + Aq) = 0.

Since we will consider up to second-order variations, we
assume the first order variation due to the infalling matter to be
optimally done with the second law being satisfied marginally:

oS = —om+ —doqg=0. (8)
m q

Solving this condition gives a relation between 6m and dq. For
the ¢4 case that we show explicitly, it yields

642 + 1098€)c2
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For extremal black holes, we have € = 0, up to O(c;), we
can truncate the terms of O(cl.z) in the above to show that the
first law 85 > 0 gives

om > (1+ g—;‘;)éq. (10)

This is just the WCCC condition for the extremal black holes,
as demonstrated in [13]] via Sorce-Wald.

Let us now consider second order variations due to the in-
falling matter such that the second law holds, i.e.,
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For the c4 case, combining this equation with @]), we obtain
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where the O(c3, €', 4%) denotes the higher order terms which
will be omitted later for simplicity. Thus, we can conclude
that WCCC is preserved by the second law constraints up to
O(cﬁ). If we consider W(2) only up to O(c;), it takes a simple

but not positive definite form

W) = (em— /léq)2 + i(em — A6q)
Sm?
X(co(em + 326g) + 10c616g) + Olcicy) . (14)

Completing the square of requires O(c;c;) terms. This
is why we need to use the near-extremal black hole solutions
up to O(cic;) to check WCCC. This is in the same spirit as
invoking second-order variations in [10] to remedy the earlier
mistake of [17] in checking WCCC. The check of WCCC for
the other cases with c;x4 and the case of ¢, and ¢4 can be found
in Appendix [A]l All results are consistent with our proposal
that the second law constraints imply WCCC ﬂ

Finally, due to the complication of solving the rotating
charged black holes with ¢; corrections, we do not check the
WCCC for such cases. However, it is straightforward to check
WCCC by our second law formalism for Kerr-Newman black
holes with its spin denoted by j in Einstein-Maxwell theory
and the result is

2
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The form of (I5) is exactly the same as the one in [10]. This
shows that our second law proposal yields the same WCCC
result as ensured by the first law one of Sorce-Wald.

IV. COMPARISON WITH SORCE-WALD FORMALISM

For comparison, we will show that Sorce-Wald formalism
fails to yield WCCC for the modified gravities considered
above. Sorce-Wald formalism [10] uses the first law con-
straints to check WCCC. At the second-order variations, one
needs to take into account the energy contribution from the in-
duced gravitational and electromagnetic waves, which makes
the problem technically involved. For simplicity, we assume
the infalling matter is spherical symmetric so that no such
waves will be induced.

Our steps outlined earlier to verify WCCC are inspired by
the Sorce-Wald formalism. The only difference is that we
shall replace the second law constraints by the first law ones.
The latters take the following general form [[10, [18]

0"mapm — Pu(d"qu + 8"qp) — THo"S g

= 0,265(¢; 69, L) — L E'€opead" T, 2 8,2E5(¢; 00, L) . (16)

Here n = 1,2 is the order of variation, & is the timelike
Killing vector of the background metric, and @y = —&4A, |-,
is the chemical potential on the horizon. We have used the

3 Especially, the Einstein-Maxwell-Gauss-Bonnet theory with ¢| = ¢3 =
—%cz gives no contribution to the O(c;) term of , thus preserving the
WCCC. We demonstrate this by the spherical thin-shell collapse in Ap-

pendix[C]



energy condition on the stress tensor 6”7, of the infalling
matter to arrive the last inequality. Sorce-Wald assumed no
matter around the bifurcation sphere B of Fig. [I] so that the
variations of charge and Wald’s entropy vanish, i.e., 8"gp =
¢0"Sp = 0. On the other hand, when considering the stan-
dard first law without source perturbation, we will instead set
O'qu = "'Ty = 0 [ﬂ The higher derivative corrections to
Einstein-Maxwell theory cannot affect the ADM mass mapm
and the charge gy of the black hole due to their higher pow-
ers of 1/r suppression. This implies 6"mapy = ¢"m and
0"gu = ¢"q as in Einstein-Maxwell theory. The gravitational
energy &y on the Cauchy surface £ = H U Z; of Fig. [l]is
the self-gravitating effect, thus is absent for n = 1. Moreover,
since no wave is induced around H, &y = Ey,.

Assume the first law constraint of n = 1 is optimally done,
i.e., om — ®ydq = 0, for the ¢4 case, it explicitly gives

64(2 - 22¢)c

— 5q + O(€) (17

om=|1—-¢e—

which is different from @) at O(eci). To evaluate &, when
considering the n = 2 case, Sorce and Wald assumed that the
late-time perturbation d¢ approaches a stable linear on-shell
configuration §¢'"%", and one can apply ofn =2o0n%
with §%m = 62 = 0 so that

Es,(¢:0¢, Led) = Ex, (¢: 66", Leg) = ~Tys>S*  (18)

where Ty is the Hawking temperature E] of the initial black
hole, but the variation of Wald’s entropy 62S* is evaluated
at B* of Fig. [1] with respect to ¢ + 6¢'™*. By construction
528" = 528 *(6m, 0q) , hence the n = 2 first law constraint now
takes a second-law-like form

1
828" (6m, 5q) + —(6°m - dy6’q) 2 0 . (19)
Ty

With the help of (T7)), for the case c4 we show explicitly, (I9)
gives
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which is different from at O(cﬁ). Based on and ,
we can evaluate W(m(Q), g(1)) for the case c4 and the result is
21m* 2

+m)—/l(1—
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which cannot be completed the square at O(ci) to protect
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41In Appendixwe check the first law for n = 1 for the black holes consid-
ered in this work.

5 Due to our convention for m and g by a scale factor 1/4x, here Ty is the
scaled Hawking temperature by the same factor.

WCCC. Similar results for the others cases of ¢;z4 and of ¢,
and ¢4 up to O(c;c;) can be found in Appendix .

To conclude our work, in the following we outline a general
proof of WCCC based on our second law proposal.

V.  PROOF OF WCCC IN GENERAL

Suppose we have m and g, and m = me(q;) is the mass of
extremal black holes, with black holes given by m > me(g;).
Let us define 4 = m — me(q;), which encodes the (deviation
from the) extremality condition. Let us also denote 74(u, q;)
the horizon radius, with R(g;) = 7,(0,q;) the radius of ex-
tremal black holes as a function of g;. In Appendix [D] we
argue that for u inside an open neighborhood of 0,

(. q;) = R(q)) + \up(q;j, Vi) (22)

with p a smooth function of its two arguments. Suppose a
quantity like the Wald entropy can still be defined in a mod-
ified theory of gravity, and that it is expressed as a smooth
function of r,, m and g;. Of course, we can also express it in
terms of m and g;, but that expression may not be infinitely
smooth in an open neighborhood of the extremal boundary.
Let us write

S =8 q5) 23)

with S /dr, # 0. For example, the S defined in (), is of this
form. Since A = 4nrﬁ, and the correction terms are expected
to be much less than unity, dS/dry is non-zero. For a family
of solutions parametrized by A, we require that S(4 > 0) >
S(4 = 0) still holds, as a generalized second-law of black-
hole thermodynamics.

Let us now start from a configuration with (u,q;) =
(€2, qjo), with € > 0 a small quantity, and deviate away from it
with

/12

u = €2+5;1/l+(52/1?, (24)
2 /12

q; = qj'0+6qj'/l+6 qj? . (25)

Note that the deviation from the extremality is O(€%). We will
treat € and A as quantities with the same order of smallness,
and use the fact that dS/dA and d%S/dA? should be finite at
A =0,as e — 0. For dS/dA, we have a leading contribution
of

ds
da

oS p
~ —L 26
1=0 (91’;, 3 " ( )

where we have used u = €* for 1 = 0. Here in order for
dS /dA to be finite, we will require o ~ €. Inserting this into
the second derivative, we obtain
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From 0S /dr, # 0 and since ou ~ €, this term above is ~ 1/e
unless

S 2
Cn=5 (28)
Inserting (28) back into (24), we obtain
2o’ SpA N
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This ensures that y stays positive and WCCC holds. Due to
lack of the explicit form of S, in the above proof we have only
considered the marginal case of the second law, i.e., S =
528 = 0. However, in the explicit examples considered above,
we do not need to require the regularity of 625, so that we can
consider the non-marginal cases, i.e., 58 > 0.

The notion of black hole entropy S is well-defined only if
the event horizon exists, i.e., £ > 0. This is not assuming what
we want to show, as can be understood from the following per-
spective: for sufficiently small perturbations of a non-extremal
black hole, the solution will certainly have a horizon; we can
calculate the change in the entropy to the second order in this
regime, and use this to show that at this order in perturbation
theory u is positive. Moreover, the second law should be man-
ifested from the underlying dynamical theory. The validity of
our proposal implies that WCCC is guaranteed dynamically.
The nontrivial part of the proof is that the variation du due to
the infalling matter is O(e) but the initial deviation from the
extremality bound is O(e?). It seems that the WCCC can be
easily violated, but in fact it is not by requiring the second law.
This is in the same spirit of the first-law approach by Sorce-
Wald, in which the variation of entropy is assumed and used
to evaluate the canonical energy.

VI. DISCUSSION

WCCC is important to protect a gravity theory from the
pathology of naked singularity. In this work we propose and
show that the second law of black hole thermodynamics en-
sures WCCC due to the peculiar dependence of the entropy on

J

the extremality condition, and we explicitly demonstrate our
proposal for a general class of quartic theories of gravity and
electromagnetism.

Naively, we expect to arrive the second law by the first
law along with the energy condition of the infalling matter in
Wald’s gedanken experiment, however we find that this is not
the case for our near-extremal charged black hole solutions
in higher derivative gravity. In Appendix [B|we show that the
n = 1 first law is apparently violated at O(cf). This might
be related to the gauge issue of Wald formalism. For grav-
ity theory with fields with internal gauge freedom, one will
expect the first law to be gauge invariant, however the chemi-
cal potential @ depends explicitly on the gauge choice. This
ambiguity may cause subtlety when applying the Sorce-Wald
formalism straightforwardly to higher derivative gravity. The
framework developed by Prabhu [19] using the principal bun-
dle might be helpful to clarify this issue. On the other hand,
since the entropy is gauge invariant, we can define the chem-
ical potential as well as the Hawking temperature in terms of
the variation of the entropy to derive a gauge invariant first
law. This is just what we have done in our second law ap-
proach.

For general non-spherical collapsing case, the construction
of the canonical energy would be quite involved in higher
derivative gravity, and is crucial to check the second-order first
law without source perturbation. Thorough treatment on this
issue is expected for future study.
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Appendix A: Checks of WCCC for quartic derivative theories of gravity and electromagnetism

We show the explicit forms of the second-order perturbative solutions to the higher derivative theories with only one ¢; is
turned on, as well as the corresponding details of checking WCCC via both the second law and the Sorce-Wald formalism.

1.

c) case

The second-order solutions are solved by extending the procedure in [[15] to 0(ci2). For the Lagrangian

1

1
L= 5-R= 2 FuF" + aR?,

2K
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the solution is just the same as the one in Einstein-Maxwell theory, since the Ricci scalar R of the unperturbed background is
vanishing hence gives no contribution to the higher-order corrections of energy-momentum tensor. The check for WCCC is also
the same as in Einstein-Maxwell theory.

2. ¢, case

For the Lagrangian

1 1
L = Z(R - ZF,uVFﬂV + C2RﬂVRHV . (AZ)

the charged black hole solution turns out to be of the form

d 2
ds® = —f(r)di* + % +2dQ (A3)
g(r
in which
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[y = 1L (200, gt
ro2r r4 r 5r
48K3¢7  80k*mq®  32mPq® 240k*q*  51mg* 68k°¢°
+622 6q _ y q + d q + 8‘1 _ gq ]% ’ (Ad)
r r r Tr 2r 15r
2 2.2 3,2 3 4
Km kg 4k g~ 3x’mq°  6K°¢q
=1-—+=+ - + -
8(r) ro 2r? 62( r4 r 5r6 )
N 622 14443 ¢* B 304«*mg? N 160°m?¢* N 1192«*g* 3 351mg* 704« g8 (A3)
70 r’ r8 7r8 2r° 15710
with the gauge potential
2.3 3.3 4, 3 4.5
_ q K°q » [48k°q 8k*mg®>  9K’q
A = — = _62_5;’5 +c, ( o + B (A6)

For simplicity we set k = 2 in the following. The existence of double root for either f(r) = 0 or g(r) = 0 determines the
extremal condition

4C2 8C22
= - =S -—=1, A7
m |q|( 5P 200 (A7)
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il ) 4¢, 1366‘22 AS)
= +— - .
D=0 5m 7 525me (
The location of the horizon is also modified compared to the black hole solution in Einstein-Maxwell theory,
dcrg*(q? — Smrg + 5r02)
r, = rp + 3
Sry(mro — g*)
- 862—2612(4571q8 + 5¢%r(3306r) — 6881m) + 4200m°r(3r2 — 10mry + 8m?)
525r] (mro — ¢*) 00
— 75mg’rg (294r3 — 1262mry + 1197m?) + 5q*rg (19955 — 14004mry + 17269m?)) , (A9)

in which ro = m+ +/m? — ¢> . The Hawking temperature could be obtained by the vanishing of the conical singularity for the



corresponding Euclidean black hole,

T mro—q*  202¢*(3¢* — 4mro)(6g* — 10mry + 5r02)
H = —

27rr§ 57rr07 (mro — ¢2)
4c22q2
+
5257rr0“(mr0 - ¢y
— 8400m°r(88m* — Tdmrg + 15r3) + 150m*¢*ry (20104m* — 14216mro + 2275r3)
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(24584oq1° — 4¢%r0(392462m — 84765r¢)

To obtain the Wald entropy, we first recall the Wald’s formula [[11} [12]]

oL
S = —21A ——€,,6)0 All
T Ry €uvepor| (ALD)

in which A = 47y, is the area of the horizon. For convenience we will introduce the null coordinate, i.e., define dv = +/f/g dt +
dr/g, the metric (A3)) then becomes

ds* = 2dvdr — g(r)dv* + r*dQ, (A12)

and the gauge potential A, in the null coordinates are

. g . 1
A, = =A;, A =—L|—A;. (A13)
' fg!

The Wald’s formula then straightforwardly gives rise to
1
S = =2nA,|- - —4cR"], (A14)
K

which turns out to be

32cz7r2qz(6q2 — 10mry + Srg)

Sr(z)(mro - g%

S = 4n2r02+

64, g’ 8 6 2 4n 2 2
- —(41972q +324°ro(1245r9 — 6503m) + 4200m~ry (3ry — 16mrg + 23m”)
525r06(mr0 - ¢33
— T5mq’r; (301r; — 2256mry + 4200m*) + 20q*r; (525r; — 7134mry + 19243m2)) : (A15)

For near-extremal black holes, we introduce a small parameter € to characterize the solution in such a way

4c¢y 136c22
= Vi-e€m|l+— - . Al6
la ¢ m[ 5m?  525m (A16)
Assuming that the first order variation is optimally done, i.e., the second law is satisfied marginally
oS =0, (A17)
we obtain the following relation
2 2
_ € 2C2 2 462 2
om = 6q(1 - e+ =+ =2 (2+4e = 27€") - L (6+ 8936¢ - 88661¢7) ). (A18)

The second order variation which satisfies the second law

828 >0 (A19)



gives rise to the inequality

8022
525m>
in which we have plugged in the relation (AT8) . From (A7) we know the WCCC is hold if

1 4C2
&*m > —(6q)° + 62q — P (8(6{])2 - mdzq) +

— (27416(59)* - 9me’q) . (A20)

4c, 82 Y
@ CZ) > (A21)

(m.q) = m q( 57 21

To check (A21)), consider a one-parameter family of solutions with m = m(1), ¢ = q(1) . Expanding W(m(1), (1)) to O(1?) and

using , we finally get
(AT6)(ATE)(A20)

64022
525m*

8
W) > (em — A59)* + S—Ci(em — A6¢)(em + 315q) + (2€m® - 3351€edmdq + 34332%(69)°) (A22)
m

which could be recast to a perfect square

2
+ 0(cy), (A23)

dcs 1o4c22) ( 12¢ 108344c22)
vl b q

W) > a2 -
@ 2 [e("” 5m 525m3 Sm2 " 525m

hence W(1) > 0 and WCCC is preserved up to 0(c22) by the second law.

On the other hand, according to the Sorce-Wald formalism [10], the first order variation is optimally done when
sm = @, 6q, (A24)

from which we obtain the following relation

2
4c;

175m*

om = 6q(1—e+6—2+£(2+46—2762)—

R (6 +536€ - 4661€7) ). (A25)

which is slightly different from (A18) at O(c,?). The second order variation inequality,
2 2 TH 2.
Sm— 0,6%q > — Hs2s* (A26)
4n
combined with (A23)) gives raise to

2

4C2 802

1
m > —((56])2+62 -

(8(69)* — mo*q) (10384(59)* + 9me’q) . (A27)

m 5m’ 525m°
which is also different from (A20). Then W(2) turns out to satisfy
2, 8¢ 64c;’ 2 2 2,5 2
W) > (em — 16q)° + —=(em — A5q)(em + 345q) + (2€m? - 201eAmsq — 12920%(5g)*) (A28)
S5m? 525m*

The above expression could not be rewritten as a perfect square up to 0(c22), as could be checked by examine the discriminant
of the coefficients of A as in a quadratic equation. The best we can arrive is

W) >

4 50296¢.2 12 42856¢.? 2192622
(o B B B

T S5m T 55m3 -

Sm? 525m* m?

hence WCCC is not guaranteed by the Sorce-Wald formalism.



3. 3 case
For the Lagrangian
1 1 v Voo
L= 2—R - ZF’“’F# + 3Ry R1P7 (A30)
K
the solution is
2 8 2.2 4 3 2 4 3 4
fr) = 1_@+’;i2 N 3(_ K,Aq . Kran _ gz)
r r r r
4+ 2 768k ¢> B 1280«*mq? N 512°m?¢? . 3840k%*g* B 408°mg*  1088k7¢° (A31)
3 ro r! r8 7r8 r 15710 J”°
2 2.2 3,2 3 4
Km  Kkq 16k°q 12°mq=  24K°q
g(r):l——+—+C3(— + -
2r2 r r 5r6
2 (2304/(3q2 4864x*mq® N 2560 m>q* N 19072«*q* 2808k mg* N 11264« ¢° (A32)
RE 6 7 8 5 9 0|’
r r r 7r r 15r
_q g’ , (7683 128«*mg®  T2ktqd
A = —;—C3 53 + ¢ T 3 + ;e . (A33)

The check for WCCC condition is straightforward just like the previous case, hence we just give the final result. The second law
again gives raise to a perfect square

16c;  1664c) o 8 927104,
5m o 525m3 )

2
W) > [e(m+ — ~ 52t T5em )56]] + 0(cy), (A34)

while the Sorce-Wald formalism gives

W) > [E(m+ + 0(c3) . (A35)

CSm2 525m*

16c;  401536¢ | 48cy _ 282496c > 1536€%c]
Sm 555w ) B i

4. ¢, case

For the Lagrangian

1 1
L = Z(R—ZF”VF”V+C4KRF”VF#V, (A36)

the solution is

2 4 2.2 6 3 2 4 3 4 32 4 4 6 5 4 32 5.6
oy = 1=K (RO B | p(2a_ocmg | ) (A37)
ro 2 r I o 7r8 r 3r10
2 16> 14mg®  6K°¢* 1088«k*q*  126K°mg*  152k°¢°
q) = 12 (L160F Memgt | 60q") | o (1088" 1260mg! | 1526G%) g
ro 2r? rt r o 7r8 rd 3rl0
_q 26%¢° , (57663 96k*mg®  50k*q’
A = -G ;s + ¢4 o + ;e . (A39)
The second law gives raise to a perfect square for the WCCC condition
256¢ 211072¢2) . T ,
W(/l) > |elm— B - 1 W 6(] + 0(C4 ), (A40)




while the Sorce-Wald formalism gives

161024c42J 4( 165248c42) r 15360€%c,?
—_— —_— —_——— q —_——

W) > +
@ = [E(m 20m 20m* m?

+ 0(c}) .

5. «c¢s case

For the Lagrangian

1 1 -
L= ZR—zFﬂVFﬂV+C5KRHVFMFp,

the solution is

Fry = 1- Km K_c]2 . _K3mq2 43 q* + o2 1264 g% N 9> mg* B 164« ¢°
ro 2 > rd 5r6 3 7r8 2r° 45710 |7
gr) = 1- Km + @ i 3 6x%q* N 53mg? 3 113¢* o2 548kt g* B 1390 mg*  284k7¢°
2r2 > r rs 5r6 3 7r8 2r° 9r10
2.3 48 3.3 8 4 3 43 4.5
p = LB (408G’ 43¢
r 5r° 7r7 r8 6r°

The second law gives raise to a perfect square

2
+ 0(cs),

des 11512052) ( 12¢5 2469832c52)
- q

W) > 25 _ s -
@ 2 [6("“” Sm 1575m3 5m2 " 1575m?

while the Sorce-Wald formalism gives

4cs 1802888652 12¢5 1763768c52 2 230462C52 3
W) > + =+ —- - - -——=+0 :
@ 6(’" Sm T 1575m sm2  1575m* ) m? (5)
6. g case
For the Lagrangian
1 1
L= 3R 2 FuF" + CokRypr P PP
K
the solution is
2 212> 3,2 3 4
f(r):l—ﬂ+ﬂ 6__Kq+KmC] ——Kq
ro 2r? r r 5r6
b2 320« mg? N 128«°m*¢? . 530t 411°mgt 476¢°
c - - - 9
6 7r 7r 7r8 1419 15710
o) = 1- km @ B 8k*q? N T3 mg? B 16634*
ro 2r? 6 rt r 5r6
b o2 320« mg? N 2048 m*¢? N 4352k*q*  1413°mg* 3976Kk°¢°
C - - 5
6 r’ 7r8 7r8 279 15710
A q N 22 mgq N 9% g o[ 64k*m*q 16033 N 216*mg®> g’
= —= +c6|- e |- - - .
! ro 0 r4 5r° 6 7r’ 7r7 7r8 1072

).

10

(A41)

(A42)

(A43)

(A44)

(A45)

(A46)

(A47)

(A48)

(A49)

(A50)

(AS1)
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The second law gives raise to a perfect square

2

W) > + 0(cg), (A52)

4eg 10504 52c,  1850344c2
elm+ — - ——2|-af1- + q
5m 525m3 S5m? 525m#*

while the Sorce-Wald formalism gives

+ 0(cg) . (A53)

dog  119909%c3) (1 Sde 972056c7) T 4608€%;
5m * 525m3 Bl B B m?

W) > -
@ = [e(m+ 5m? 525m*

7. c¢7 case

For the Lagrangian

1 1
L= 5-R-JFuF"+ 7K F oy F F o FP7 (A54)
the solution is

km  kg*  4ceilqt 128072K546

= = 1-—+ N ASS
) = g T e o710 (A53)
q 1607/<2q3 256C7ZK4L]5
A = —=+ - . A56
! r 5r 39 (A50)
In this case, the second law and the Sorce-Wald formalism give raise to the same perfect square
16¢;  48256¢ 48¢; 236416¢2) T
W) > +— - ——|-2|1- + + 0(cy). A57
@ Hm Sm 225m3 s 225m* ) (e7) (A7)
8. g case
For the Lagrangian
1 1 v 2 v, o,
L= 3-R= 2FuwP" + ey Fu PP Fpr F7, (A58)
the solution is
2 3 4 2,56
km kgt 2cK’qt 32¢5K7°q
= =1l-—+—=- , A59
f(r) = g o ea o0 (A59)
q 8c8/<2q3 646'82K4q5
! r 5r 379 (A60)
In this case, the second law and the Sorce-Wald formalism again give raise to the same perfect square
8cg  12064c. 24cs  59104c¢2) T
W) > +— |- ——+——7F16 + 0(cy). A61
“@ Hm Sm 225m} s 225m* ) (cs) (a6l)

9. ¢, + ¢4 case

We also consider the case with both ¢, and ¢4 terms are turned on, i.e.,

1 1
L = ﬂR - ZF;WF#V + CQRI_,VRIN + C4KRF#VFﬂV , (A62)
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the solution for which is a bit tedious, hence we just show the final result for WCCC. The second law still gives a perfect square
4c, 8% (13c, +800c?)
wQ) = — -
@ 2 [€(m+5m 525

12¢; 88X (13543622 + 193200c¢;c¢4 + 6596006‘42)
-A1- + oq
S5m? 525m*

2
+ 0(c;”), (A63)

while the Sorce-Wald formalism gives

Sm 525m3
12¢, 8x (5357c22 + 113400c¢5¢4 + 516400c42) 2
-1 - + oq
S5m? 525m*
19262(6‘22 + 18cac4 + 80c42)

- — + 0(c;Y). (A64)

dey 8% (6287¢2 + 113400c2¢s + 503200¢ 2
W) > [e(mﬁ— (6287c, 2 4)]

Appendix B: Check of first law up to O(c;)

The standard first law of black hole thermodynamics without source perturbation is to set 6"qy = 6"T,, = 0 in eq. (16) of the
main text. That is,

8"mapm — Pud"qp — THO"S g = 6,2E5(¢; ¢, L) (B1)

Since we do not have the explicit form of the canonical energy Es(¢; 6¢p, L), we will check only the n = 1 first law for the
black hole solutions considered in this work. As argued in the main text, the higher derivative corrections will not affect the
relation 6y, = ¢"m due to the higher powers of 1/r suppression at infinity. For 6"gp = ¢"( fB €abcaS D) with S = F® + O(cy),

we can either evaluate gp at the bifurcation sphere B, i.e., gg = +/g"g" 1S |-, , or at spatial infinity by adopting Gauss theorem
and the no-source assumption, it is then straightforward to see 6"gp = 6"q. Therefore, the n = 1 first law implies

A1:=8S—B+CDH85—B=O. (B2)
aq om

For all cases of black hole solutions up to O(ciz) considered in the main text, we find that
Ar=0+0(ch) . (B3)
The O(cl?) terms are finite in extremal limit. For example, for the ¢, case,

15367%(1 — 8¢ + O(€?)) ,

A = e A +0(c) (B4)

where € is the small non-extremility parameter.

From the above, we can conclude that all the black hole solutions considered in this work satisfy the n = 1 first law up to
O(c;). This fact is crucial in [[13]] to prove the WCCC for the extremal black holes of generic gravity theories by the Sorce-Wald
formalism. The O(ciz) violation for the n = 1 first law should be responsible for the failure of the Sorce-Wald formalism to yield
the WCCC for near-extremal black holes as discussed in the main text. The check of n > 2 sourceless first law for modified
gravity theories is beyond the scope of this work because it needs the explicit construction of the canonical energy.

Appendix C: Implication on WCCC from Afloat Spherical Thin-Shell

Since we are considering the spherical collapsing to avoid the complications due to the electromagnetic and gravitational
radiations, the simplest example is the spherical collapsing shell. To find the implication on WCCC condition, we will consider
the spherical thin-shell matter afloat in the spacetime described by the metric with f and g given in section[A]up to O(c;).

The motion of the thin shell around a black hole obeys the generalized Israel junction conditions [20]], which can be obtained
from the Gauss-Codazzi equations. However, the junction conditions for thin-shell are in general highly singular in the higher
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derivative gravity theories except for the Gauss-Bonnet higher derivative term, see for example [21H24] for discussions. To
have the regular junction conditions to yield sensible motion of thin-shell, we need to impose regularity conditions on the metric
around the thin-shell. For more singular junction conditions, it means more regularity conditions on the metric should be imposed
so that mostly it will yield only trivial solutions, i.e., no thin-shell. See section [C I| for some discussion. Below we will only
consider the thin-shell in Einstein and Einstein-Gauss-Bonnet gravities.

The junction conditions for Einstein gravity are given by [20] (set k = 2)
|Ki = h K], = =S (C1)

where K, is the extrinsic curvature, K = K", hyy is the induced metric on the thin-shell, and S ,b is the stress tensor of the
thin-shell matter. Here [A]J denotes taking difference of the quantity A on the both sides of the thin-shell. Assume the spherical

thin-shell is located at » = r, with stress tensor S%, = diag(p, 0, p, p), and evaluate the extrinsic curvature with the metric |i
the junction conditions give

[¢], =50 (€2)
and
| Ve@+rf'/p)], =2rp. (C3)

where f’ = d,f. It turns out that the above junction conditions involve only g, f and f’. To have a finite jump on the left sides of
the above junction conditions, we only need to impose the piecewise continuity of f at r = r, to to yield sensible and nontrivial
junction conditions. For this purpose, we choose to rescale the coordinate time so that the metrics on both sides of the thin-shell
are given by

2
A =g =1-220 T (C4)
r s
but
1-2%=+ % m 2
— =g m=1-2"4+ L (C5)
1-22 4+ & rer

Note that f.(ry) = f-(ry). We assume the matter shell is pressure-less, i.e., p = 0, then the junction condition @ can be turned
into the following condition

2 2 Fs —My\2 5 5
= (2t — . C6
m = = () =) (C6)
This condition implies that a sub-extremal black hole with m?> > ¢* remains sub-extremal, i.e., m> > g even after throwing a
pressure-less spherical thin-shell. This is consistent with WCCC.

Next we will show that the same condition also holds for the Einstein-Gauss-Bonnet (EGB) gravity. Note that for EGB gravity,
we shall introduce the coupling cggp of the Gauss-Bonnet term, which is nothing but cggp = ¢; = ¢ = —icz. The junction
condition for EGB gravity are different from the one for Einstein gravity and are given by [21]]

| Kiav = P K + 256530 = b d + 2o KPY| = =S (er)
where

Sy = %(21{1{,,,,1(5 + K K"K,y — 2K, K" Ky, — K*K) (C8)
J=J) and

Puvpa = Ruvpa + 2Ryphay = 2Ryiphayy + Ryjphay + hugoha R (C9)

where the hatted quantities are the associated unhatted quantities evaluated with respect to the induced metric /,,. The novelty of
the junction condition (C7) is only the first derivatives of the metric are involved. Using the metric (A3) and the induced metric
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for the spherical thin-shell, we can find that 2,1 = 0 and 3J,, — hy,J = 0 even though J,, and J are nonzero. Based on the
above, the junction condition (C7) for EGB gravity is indeed reduced to (CIJ)) for Einstein gravity. Moreover, the Gauss-Bonnet
term is a total derivative term so that it will not affect the field equation, and the black hole solutions are the same as the one
for Einstein-Maxwell theory. In total, the junction condition of the EGB gravity will still yield the same constraint (C6)) for the
spherical thin-shell. That is, the thin-shell will not turn a sub-extremal black hole into a naked singularity in the EGB gravity.
This is consistent with our result for EGB gravity as discussed in the main text.

1. No thin-shell from a third-order junction condition

In [23] a set of third-order junction conditions for the higher derivative gravity theories have been proposed. This junction
condition is obtained by collecting the singular terms in the Gauss-Codazzi equations. For the quartic action of gravity considered
in the main text, the junction conditions take the following form

[Wfp]an = 28" (C10)
where n* is the normal vector of the thin-shell, and
Wi, = ciRa(26,6) — "' gyp — 61 0)
1 ., .
+ R+ SgR, — Ry, — RY) — 4esR I (C11)
After explicitly evaluating the left-side of (C10) with respect to the metric (A3), the result involves the terms with g” and f"”.
This implies that we need to impose the continuity conditions [ f ]J = [g]J = [ f ’]J = [g’] = [ f ”]J = 0 to yield a finite left-side of
(C10), thus a sensible junction condition with finite S#”. Since the junction condition (C10) is already O(c;), thus the metric used
to evaluate the junction condition should be kept up to the leading order only. Thus, the metrics on both sides of the thin-shell
contain in total only four integration constants, i.e., m, and g.. The above five continuity conditions are over-constrained on

these integration constants and can be shown only to yield trivial solutions, namely, m, = m_ and g, = g-. This implies no
sensible thin-shell for generic quartic gravities,

Appendix D: Dependence of r;, on m and ¢; near the extremal boundary

Suppose we have m and g, and m = me(q;) is the mass of extremal black holes, with black holes given by m > mex(g;). Let
us define 1t = m — mex(g;). Let us also denote r4(u, g;) the horizon radius, with R(q;) = r4(0, g;) the radius of extremal black
holes as a function of ¢;. Let us first show that for u inside an open neighborhood of 0,

(i, q;) = R(qj) + i p(q;j, Vi) (D1)

with p a smooth function of its arguments. In GR, the horizon radius is the greater real root of the quadratic polynomial
2 —2M 7 =0
r/l rh + Q - Y

= Mx -G 02)

with extremal boundary given by the location of the double root.
In modified GR, we can view the (7, 1, ¢;) relation in two ways. We can directly write a condition of

A(rn,p.q5) =0 (D3)
with extremal condition given by

0rAlR(g;).0.4; = 0 (D4)
As we expand around u = 0, and write r;, as an expansion,

= R(q;) + ory, (D5)
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we have

0 = A(R(g;j) + Orp, 1, q})

1 9°A 0A
:5? (6)‘]1)24'6— /,l+ (D6)
" IR0 k.04,
From this, we can re-expand 67y, in terms of +/u:
+00
o = N ) an(g " = NEp(as i) - (D7)
n=0
Another way to write this, is to view Eq. (D3)) as a definition of x in terms of r;, and g;. In the GR case, we have
r?+ Q?
My, Q) = +—— (D8)
Tn

For each Q, we generically have two values of r;, that gives rise to M — only the larger value correspond to the outer horizon.
Extremal black holes are when M takes a minimum at r, = Q. In the modified gravity case, expecting the structure of the
problem to remain unchanged, namely the fact that m is uniquely determined by r;, and g; and the fact that m is a minimum
when r4(g;) = R(q;). We need to assume that when deviating away from the minimum, the value of m depends quadratically on

r—R(g;),
u(r,q)) = m(r,q;) = m(R(q;), q,) = [r — R(g)1*F(r,q;) (D9)

with F(r, ;) a smooth, non-zero function in an open neighborhood of (R(g;), g;). We can then write

_VE
VEG )

r=Rg))+ (D10)

This can be solved iteratively to yield Eq. (DT).
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