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When the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy is modified, ambiguity often arises concerning whether
the Hawking temperature or the thermodynamic mass should be modified. The common practice,
however, is to keep the black hole solution the same as that in general relativity. On the other hand,
if Jacobson’s method of deriving Einstein equations from thermodynamic is valid in the general
settings, then given a generalized entropy one should first derive the corresponding modified gravity,
and then look for the compatible black hole solution before investigating its thermodynamics. We
comment on some properties and subtleties in this approach. In particular, we point out that
generically generalized entropy would lead to a varying effective gravitational “constant” theory,
where Geff depends on the horizon area. We discuss in what ways such theories are discernible
from general relativity despite its seemingly jarring differences, and how to make sense of area-
dependent field equations. As a consequence we show that in the Jacobson’s approach, the standard
quantum gravitational logarithmic correction to Bekenstein-Hawking entropy is equivalent to a
running gravitational “constant”. A horizon area dependent Geff could also lead to a coupling
between black hole masses and cosmological expansion, a scenario that has been studied recently in
the literature, but so far lacks strong theoretical motivation. In the Tsallis case, we show that the
thermodynamic mass for a Schwarzschild black hole is just a constant multiple of its ADM mass,
which is considerably simpler than the approach not utilizing the Jacobson’s method.

I. INTRODUCTION: GENERALIZED ENTROPY
AND MODIFIED GRAVITY

In standard general relativity (GR), black holes have
an entropy that is proportional to the horizon area. More
precisely, in the units that c = ℏ = 1, the Bekenstein-
Hawking entropy is simply S = A/4G. What this entropy
means, however, remains unclear even after half a century.
In the efforts to make sense of black hole entropy, various
attempts have been made in the literature, which con-
sider modifications to the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy,
such as Barrow entropy [1], Tsallis(-Cirto) entropy [2, 3],
Kaniadakis entropy [4–6] and Sharma-Mittal entropy [7],
just to name a few popular ones (entropy that generalizes
these was constructed in [8]).
One of the conceptual problems that arise from these

generalized entropy is how to make sense of the corre-
sponding first law of black hole thermodynamics1. Let
us consider only the uncharged and non-rotating case
for simplicity. In GR the first law is straightforward2:
dM = TdS, where M is the ADM mass of the black hole
and T = 1/8πGM its Hawking temperature. However,

once the entropy S is modified to some new S̃, ambigu-
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1 In cosmological applications, there are even more confusions [9].
2 This does not mean that it is always simple. In asymptotically
anti-de Sitter spacetimes, the concept of mass is notoriously tricky
[10].

ity follows. In the literature, one can typically find two
approaches (see, e.g., the discussions in [11]):

(1) Keep the Schwarzschild mass M the same as ther-
modynamic mass. One should then define a tem-
perature by TS̃ := ∂M/∂S̃.

(2) Keep the Hawking temperature, in which case the
thermodynamic mass is changed into E ̸= M , and
the first law becomes dE = TdS̃.

In either case, one assumes that the black hole solution
remains unchanged from that of GR3. The first option
appears to be somewhat problematic because at first
glance there might be two temperatures – one instinctual
objection is that the standard Hawking temperature still
exists since it is what one obtains from Wick rotating
the metric in the usual manner and imposing regularity
in the Euclidean period. It is not clear how to make
sense of two temperatures; are they both physical? This
criticism requires further examination, since the whole
Wick rotation technique rests on the fact that in finite
temperature quantum field theory, the Euclidean action
e−S is formally identified with the Boltzmann factor e−βH

in the partition function, which in turn implies that the
standard Boltzmann-Gibbs distribution has been assumed.
For example, if the Tsallis correction is introduced, we

3 Another option is to demand that M = E and T remains the same
as one would obtain from a modifed solution, i.e., that theory is
no longer GR, but not necessarily obtained via the Jacobson’s
method. See, for example, the discussions in [12, 13].
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should consider the “Tsallis factor” [14–16] in place of
the Boltzmann factor. In other words, it is not at all
obvious how the “cyclic imaginary time = temperature”
identification, which is also tied to the regularization of
the Euclidean manifold (to be free of conical singularity),
is affected once a new statistical distribution is assumed.
If everything is done consistently, perhaps there is only one
well-defined temperature. This is an interesting question
that nevertheless will not be pursued in this work, though
it should be further investigated in view of interests in
the field (see, e.g., [17] for discussions concerning various
“temperatures”). However, it is worth mentioning that
another common approach in the literature is to take the
modified entropy, and compute the modified temperature
via dM = TdS̃, and then find the metric that would
give such an entropy upon Wick-rotation. In view of our
discussion above, this may not be consistent because it
seems to have implicitly assumed the usual Boltzmann-
Gibbs entropy instead of a generalized one. In addition,
the metric so obtained may not be unique, see [18] for more
discussions regarding similar approaches in the generalized
uncertainty principle literature.

In the current manuscript, the more crucial issue we are
interested in is the following: applying generalized entropy
directly to GR solutions may not be consistent, but can
we do better? We know from Jacobson’s seminal work [19]
that one could start from thermodynamics considerations
and obtain the Einstein field equations. In view of this,
it can be argued that if the entropy is modified, we may
no longer have the same black hole solution since the
underlying theory is also modified. Indeed there are
good motivations to study either modified gravity or
generalized entropy. Yet, the relations between the two
remain somewhat obscure and largely unexplored. There
are some recent works in this direction, especially in the
context of Barrow entropy [20–22]. In [21], the case of
Tsallis entropy was also discussed. However, there are
still some subtleties that deserve further discussions and
clarifications.
In the following, assuming that the parameter of the

generalized entropy is constant, we will point out several
interesting results:

(1) If we use the Jacobson’s approach, then the temper-
ature is already chosen to be the standard Hawking
one, and so what should be changed is the thermo-
dynamic energy.

(2) Unlike the GR case, the Jacobson’s method generi-
cally yields field equations that depend on the hori-
zon area.

(3) If the modification of entropy is non-geometric in
origin, i.e., the area of the horizon remains unmodi-
fied, then the Jacobson’s method would give us a
varying gravitational constant theory.

(4) Points (2) and (3) imply that the varying gravita-
tional constant is horizon area dependent.

We will then discuss whether such a theory is distinguish-
able from GR in practice. (The answer is ‘yes’, but not as
straightforward as one might think as we need to be care-
ful about the physical observables.) More importantly, we
have to make sense of the consequences of having horizon
area-dependent field equations, which renders the field
equations quasi-local at best.

The structure of the manuscript is as follows. In Sec.(II)
we start by reviewing the Jacobson’s method for deriving
the Einstein field equations and then apply it to general-
ized entropies, using Tsallis entropy as a concrete example.
We comment on the subtleties in the Barrow case. We
also state the general theorem that generalized entropy
leads to area-dependence field equations. Then in Sec.(III)
we derive the thermodynamic mass of Tsallis-corrected
Schwarzschild black hole, noting the difference with the
previous results in the literature. In Sec.(IV) we attempt
to understand area dependent field equations. Then in
Sec.(V) we briefly discuss some cosmological implications
of such theories, including the possibility that black hole
masses may be coupled with cosmological expansion. Fi-
nally, we conclude in Sec.(VI) with more comments.

II. JACOBSON’S METHOD APPLIED TO
GENERALIZED ENTROPY

Let us briefly review Jacobson’s method, which essen-
tially makes use of the Clausius relation δQ = TdS. First,
we consider the heat flow across the horizon given by the
matter flux

δQ = −κ

∫
H

λTabk
akbdλdA, (1)

where A is the area of the horizon H with ka denoting
the tangent vector of the horizon generators, κ the surface
gravity, and λ is an appropriate affine parameter. The
Raychaudhuri equation gives the variation of the area as

δA =

∫
H

θdλdA = −
∫

H

λRabk
akbdλdA, (2)

where θ is the expansion of the horizon generators. Finally
applying δQ = TdS, where T = κ/2π is proportional to
the surface gravity4, we obtain

−κ

∫
H

λTabk
akbdλdA = − κ

2π

∫
H

λRabk
akbdλdS. (3)

Then, with S = A/4G, this becomes

−κ

∫
H

λTabk
akbdλdA = − κ

2π

1

4G

∫
H

λRabk
akbdλdA.

(4)

4 In more general settings, the temperature is not necessary pro-
portional to κ, see for example, the discussion in [23], in which
the temperature is derived via the Euclidean grand canonical
ensemble (Brown–York) procedure.
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This can only be valid if Tabk
akb = (1/8πG)Rabk

akb for
all null vector ka, therefore we must have

(8πG)Tab = Rab + fgab (5)

for some function f . Finally, taking the covariant deriva-
tive and applying the contracted Bianchi identity

∇aRab =
1

2
∇bR, (6)

fixes f to be

f = Λ− R

2
, (7)

where Λ is an integration constant that would serve as
the cosmological constant once we substitute f back into
Eq.(5) and obtain the Einstein field equations.
Now we move on to discuss generalized entropy. To

aid our discussions, let us look at a concrete example.
Consider the black hole entropy under Tsallis entropy cor-
rection, which is motivated from non-extensive statistics:

ST =
A0

4G

(
A

A0

)δ

=
A1−δ

0

4G
Aδ, (8)

where A0 is a constant and δ > 0 is the Tsallis parameter
(not to be confused with the variations in preceeding equa-
tions). Now, the LHS of Eq.(3) remains unchanged since
Tsallis modification only changes the entropy expression;
it does not modify the horizon area. The RHS, however,
is modified. Assuming δ is constant, we end up with:

− κ

∫
H

λTabk
akbdλdA = − κ

2π

A1−δ
0

4G

∫
H

λRabk
akbdλdAδ

(9)

= − κ

2π

A1−δ
0

4G

∫
H

λRabk
akbδAδ−1dλdA.

That is,

−κ

∫
H

[
Tab −

1

8πG
A1−δ

0 δAδ−1Rab

]
λkakbdλdA = 0,

(10)
which then implies

8πGeffTab = Rab + fgab, (11)

where the effective gravitational constant is

Geff =
G

δ

(
A

A0

)1−δ

. (12)

To get the modified version of the Einstein field equations,
we have to take a covariant derivative and apply the
contracted Bianchi identity. This results in

8π∇a (GeffTab) =
1

2
∇bR+∇bf. (13)

At this stage, we have two choices: we can assume [24]
either that the conservation law is∇a (GeffTab) = 0, which
is arguably more natural, or that it is still ∇a (GTab) = 0.
If we assume the former, then the resulting field equations
read

Rab −
1

2
gabR+ gabΛ = 8πGeffTab. (14)

This is of course just GR but with G replaced by Geff.
On the other hand, if we choose the latter, then we can
obtain a considerably more complicated scenario

8πGTab∇a

[
1

δ

(
A

A0

)1−δ
]
=

1

2
∇bR+∇bf. (15)

In the special case that the spacetime is stationary, this
would still reduce to GR with Geff. This is the case
mentioned in [21]. Note the subtle difference: if the
conservation law is ∇a (GeffTab) = 0, there is no need to
impose stationary condition to obtain Eq.(14).
At this point, we are ready to draw some conclusions.

The most important observation is that the analysis above
would follow through, mutatis mutandis, as long as in
Eq.(3) the RHS is modified but the LHS is not, or more
generally the LHS is modified in a different manner than
the RHS. The only exception would be if both sides are
modified in the same manner, as in the case of Barrow en-
tropy analyzed in [21]. In that case, the horizon becomes
fractalized5 so its area is A1+∆/2 for some 0 ⩽ ∆ ⩽ 1. Fun-
damentally the area law remains unchanged S = A /4G,
where now A = A1+∆/2. Thus one expects that Jacob-
son’s method would simply give standard GR. However,
in order to write down a Schwarzschild-like metric for
which constant r spacelike surfaces are still S2, Ref.[21]
argues that we could view the area as unchanged, but that
the entropy changes to Barrow entropy SB = A1+∆/2/4G.
This would amount to an effective theory in which the
fractal structure is not visible, but nevertheless it affects
the thermodynamics. The LHS and RHS are modified in
the same manner in Eq.(3), but only re-interpreted in the
subsequent step. Namely, one starts with∫

H

λTabk
akbdλdA1+∆

2 =
η

2π

∫
H

λRabk
akbdλdA1+∆

2 ,

(16)
from which we get∫

H

λ
(
Tab −

η

2π
Rab

)(
1 +

∆

2

)
A

∆
2 kakbdλdA = 0, (17)

5 Such a possibility was actually suggested earlier by Sorkin in [25],
but he did not write down the form of the area law modification.
Sorkin proposed that fractal structures due to horizon fluctuation
may arise on scales between the Planck scale ℓP and (r+ℓ2P)

1/3.
One recognizes that the latter scale actually corresponds to the
minimum error in the length measurement due to quantum gravity
effect [26–28].
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and consequently(
Tab −

1

8πG
Rab

)(
1 +

∆

2

)
A

∆
2 = fgab. (18)

It is at this step that one re-interprets A as the area of

the black hole (instead of A1+∆
2 ).

The resulting field equations has no Geff, but instead
the cosmological constant is rescaled

Λ 7→ Λ(
1 + ∆

2

)
A

∆
2

. (19)

Thus, despite the fact that both Tsallis and Barrow en-
tropies have the form A to some power, their modified
gravity behaves quite differently. This is due to Barrow en-
tropy arising from a geometric correction, whereas Tsallis
entropy is the result of the modification of the underlying
statistical mechanics distribution.

Even so, there are still some ambiguities as to when we
re-interpret the Barrow correction as merely an entropy
correction that does not change the smooth horizon at the
effective theory level. If we do so already at the beginning
in Eq.(3), then Eq.(16) would be changed to∫

H

λTabk
akbdλdA =

η

2π

∫
H

λRabk
akbdλdA1+∆

2 , (20)

in which the LHS is simply an integration with respect to

A instead of A1+∆
2 . The result would then be similar to

the Tsallis case, with Geff instead of a re-scaled Λ. Still,
for both choices, in the vacuum case we will get just the
Schwarzschild metric as in GR.
We see that in general, Jacobson’s method leads to

field equations that depend on the horizon area. In fact,
the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy (up to a multiplicative
constant) is unique in the sense that the field equations
are area independent. To see this, we simply observe the
following result:

Theorem 1 If on the RHS of Eq.(3) in the Jacobson’s
method we have an entropy correction to the horizon area
law of the form S = F (A)/4G for some differentiable
function F , then Geff = G/F ′(A).

Here the prime denotes derivative with respect to the
area. Then we immediately observe that:

Corollary 1.1 (Uniqueness of Area Law) Geff is in-
dependent of A if and only if the area law holds, i.e.,
S = ηA for some constant η.

The proof is straightforward (follows the same calculation
we did for the Tsallis example). We emphasize that this
result is non-trivial, it is not simply defining Geff by
setting F (A)/4G = A/4Geff, in which case there would
be no derivative of F .

In any case, this poses a serious question: does a generic
gravity theory resulted from generalized entropy make
sense only in spacetimes with a horizon? One way to avoid

this situation is to allow the parameter in the generalized
entropy to be a function. For example, in [20], when
the Barrow parameter ∆ is taken to be a function of r,
the resulting modified field equations also have explicit
area dependence, but with suitably chosen ∆ the area
dependence can be cancelled. This is similar6 to the
argument in [29, 30] in which Barrow entropy is assumed
to run with energy scale and behaves at least as ∆ ∼
1/A lnA.

III. EXAMPLE: SCHWARZSCHILD BLACK
HOLE WITH TSALLIS MODIFICATION

Next, we note that in the derivation following Jacobson,
the temperature is already chosen to be T = κ/2π, which
is the standard Hawking expression, not the one defined
by ∂M/∂ST , though the κ here is the surface gravity
1/4GeffM instead of 1/4GM . This is because the G in the
Schwarzschild solution of GR should now be replaced by
Geff. The thermodynamic mass can be obtained following
the method in [21] or [11]. Both of these, however, assume
the standard Schwarzschild metric of GR7, and so not
compatible with the Jacobson’s method. Unfortunately,
despite already worked out Geff, Ref.[21] overlooked that
the Schwarzschild solution should now be modified8.
To obtain the correct thermodynamic mass E, one

begins with the first law∫
1

T
dE =

∫
dST . (21)

The Schwarzschild equation now has horizon located at
rh = 2GeffM . This leads to

dE =
1

32πG2
effM

dA. (22)

We note that upon substituting A = 4πr2h into Eq.(12),

Geff = M
2(δ−1)
1−2δ f(δ)

1
1−2δ , (23)

where we have defined

f(δ) :=
(16π)δ−1A1−δ

0 δ

G
. (24)

6 Though the argument for the running behavior therein is different:
it is the requirement that for large black holes the leading term in
the entropy, expanded as a series of ∆, recovers the Bekenstein-
Hawking form.

7 There is a typo in the coefficient of the thermodynamic mass of
[11] in the power of 2, upon fixing this it is the same as the result
in [21].

8 One may think that since the Schwarzschild solution is a vacuum
solution, it is not affected by G 7→ Geff on the RHS of the field
equations. This is unfortunately not true. In standard GR, G in
the Schwarzschild radius comes from considering the non-vacuum
Newtonian limit (Poisson’s equation), which would inherit the
Geff.
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This function tends to 1/G as δ → 1 in the GR limit.
(Though recall that we are assuming δ to be fixed, so f
is really a constant.) With some simplifications we can
obtain

dE =
1

Geff
d(GeffM), (25)

and finally upon integration the thermodynamic mass is
given by a simple expression9

E =
1

2δ − 1
M. (26)

The factor f(δ) does not appear in the final expression.
In the limit δ → 1, we recover E = M for the standard
GR result. This is a vast simplification compared to the
results in [11, 21], in which E ∝ M2δ−1. We also note
that the condition δ > 1/2 should be imposed to have a
positive thermodynamic mass. Despite the differences in
the approaches, this is the same bound obtained in [21]
from the consideration of Bekenstein bound. In the Tsallis-
Jacobson case, the issue of Bekenstein bound violation
[34, 35] never arises (as argued in [21] we do not consider
it as a violation if it is only off by a constant prefactor).

One of the advantages of the Jacobson’s method is that
we can check that with Eq.(23) for the expression of Geff,
the Tsallis entropy for fixedM is monotonically decreasing
towards 0 on the interval δ ∈ (1/2,∞), although the
expression Aδ might suggest that it diverges in the limit
δ → ∞. On the other hand, Tsallis entropy tends to a
constant A0/4G as δ → 0, whereas Geff in Eq.(23) goes
to zero. This is problematic since Geff → 0 should imply
the lack of gravity, and so there is no black hole, yet the
entropy is nonzero. Thankfully this unphysical situation
is avoided due to the positive energy bound δ > 1/2.
Another interesting observation is as follows. In GR,

the Smarr relation is M = 2TS, whereas for a “typical”
thermodynamic system one expects10 E = TS (a special
case of the Euler equation). This can be obtained if
we set δ = 3/2 in Eq.(26). This would correspond to
a “volume law” for the entropy (which is expected for
ordinary systems like a box of gas) instead of an area
law given by the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy, and thus
serves as a consistency check of the result in Eq.(26).

9 This form of thermodynamic mass that only differs from the ADM
mass by a constant (which in turn depends on the modification
parameter) is previously known in the literature. For example, in
bumblebee gravity the Schwarzschild-like solution [31] has energy
E =

√
1 + lM , where l is a parameter in the theory [33]. Likewise,

in Kalb-Ramond gravity, one finds [32] E = M/
√
ℓ+ 1 for some

parameter ℓ. Both l and ℓ in these theories measure the degree
of Lorentz violation.

10 Another way to obtain E = TS is by introducing a pressure term
that is associated with the “thermodynamic force” in GR [36].
In that case, one finds E = M/2.

IV. DISTINGUISHABILITY FROM GENERAL
RELATIVITY AND MAKING SENSE OF AREA

DEPENDENCE

Imagine a planet Earth in an alternate universe gov-
erned by the field equations Eq.(14), in which the area A
in Geff is the area of the cosmological apparent horizon.
In such a world, local experiments would have always
measured Geff instead of G. If δ is sufficiently close to
1, the effect of varying Geff would be difficult to detect,
though its effect may show up in cosmological contexts
(see Sec.(V)), or astrophysical observations over a long
time (for example, orbital changes in binary system whose
masses are constant). Thus, physicists in such a world
would eventually devise a theory of gravity identical to
GR, and they would call Geff as simply some G. The situ-
ation gets somewhat tricky when we consider black holes
in such a universe. Since black holes have their own hori-
zon, this means that the value of the Geff for black holes
depends on their horizon area11, and is distinct from the
“global” cosmologicalGeff. Nevertheless, their astronomers
would not have realized this; to them, the effect of the
different value of Geff is simply interpreted as the mass of
the black hole. In other words, only GeffM is observable,
which if they have never suspected that G can vary, then
they would just interpret GeffM ≡ GM and deduce that
the black hole has ADM mass M , although it is really M .
It would not make sense to fix M to constrain δ, as M
cannot be determined independently from astrophysical
observations; it is only accessible from a God’s eye view.
Note that the “bare gravitational constant” G itself in
the defining expression of Geff is physically unobservable.
In the above scenario we have assumed that the cos-

mological horizon gives rise to Geff that governs gravity
for all the objects inside the horizon12. This seems to
suggest a non-local effect at work, which some may deem
to be not so desirable (but of course non-local extensions
of GR is not rare either). One could also contemplate the
possibility that away from the horizon, the value of Geff

decreases as a function of proper distance. This does not
change our above discussions by much, since the change
in the value of GeffM of an astronomical body due to its
local motion that changes its distance to the cosmolog-

11 The situation is actually even more complicated as one should
somehow take into account the presence of multiple horizons. In
GR we do not usually consider the expanding universe background
when we discuss local black hole physics, so one might think that
we can likewise ignore the cosmological horizon when we study
black holes. However, this does not seem feasible because the
cosmological horizon does imbue its Geff to all massive bodies
in the universe. Therefore, the Geff for black holes must be a
combination of the local and global values.

12 One may be tempted to think that horizon modifies G into
Geff, and so ordinary objects without horizon would just feel
G. However, this is not supported by the field equations. In
the GR case, there is no A-dependence in the field equations so
everything is governed by G. For the modified case, however, we
cannot conclude that horizonless objects feel G.
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ical horizon would be imperceptible. Of course, careful
observations may show some hints of a varying Geff as
it values changes with cosmological expansion. There
is a vast literature on constraining varying gravitational
constants, see, e.g. [37–42].

The point is that we could live in such a world already
governed by Tsallis entropy without even realizing. We
would then treat Geff as a constant G and everything
would just be GR. Note that the factor 1/δ in Geff is
quite subtle. We only obtained it by going through the
Jacobson’s derivation. If we had simply equate the actual
entropy of the black hole in a Tsallis-Jacobson universe
to the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy the naive inhabitants
might prescribe to their black holes, i.e.,

A1−δ
0

4G
Aδ =

A

4G̃eff

, (27)

this would give instead,

G̃eff = G

(
A

A0

)1−δ

, (28)

which is off by a 1/δ factor compared to Eq.(12). The
reason was discussed right after Theorem 1.
Similar conclusions can be reached for other non-

geometric modifications to Bekenstein-Hawking entropy.
Thus to summarize: if we take the influence of entropy on
gravity seriously and accept that the Jacobson’s method
is universal, we are forced to accept that this generically
leads to field equations that depend on the horizon area,
and also generically the theory has an effective gravita-
tional “constant” Geff = Geff(A). Nevertheless inhabi-
tants in such a universe likely would not realize this from
local or even astrophysical measurements unless they are
very careful (though there could be stronger hints coming
from cosmology, see below). The area dependence in the
field equations is somewhat bizarre, but can be dealt with
in at least three manners depending on one’s philosophy:

(1) If deemed undesirable, we could take this result as a
reductio ad absurdum and conclude that Jacobson’s
method – for some reason – only holds for entropy
that satisfies the area law S ∝ A.

(2) If deemed undesirable, we can conclude that gener-
alized entropy parameters cannot be constant, but
rather must be chosen so as to cancel the area-
dependence in the field equations.

(3) The derivation is sound and the result is what it is,
fait accompli – just accept it.

We prefer the last option, and would argue that it is
actually not so strange. For example, following Theorem
1 in Sec.(II) that S = F (A)/4 ⇒ Geff = G/F ′(A), the
standard quantum gravity correction with a logarithmic
term S = A/4G+ const. ln(A) now implies that

Geff =
G

1 + C1

A

, (29)

where C1 is a constant. This is not too different from the
running gravitational constant scenario one obtains from
renormalization group argument in asymptotically safe
gravity (ASG; see, for example, [43–46]):

G(k) =
G(k0)

1 + C2k2
, (30)

where k0 is a reference energy scale and C2 another con-
stant. We can assume G(k0) is the measured gravitational
constant at our relatively low energy scale. In the liter-
ature k is often taken to be inversely proportional to a
distance scale. In fact in [47], the authors argued that
k is horizon area dependent and is explicitly given by
k = const./

√
A. This means G(k) would recover the form

in Eq.(29). Such a running behavior is more palatable
since for large black holes, G(k) essentially reduces to
G(k0). The Jacobson’s method therefore provides a link
between the standard quantum gravitational correction
of Bekenstein-Hawking entropy and the ASG approach.
We also remark that in the literature, distance-

dependent gravitational constant has been discussed [48–
51], e.g., a Yukawa potential type dependence in the
context of the “fifth force”:

G(r) = G∞

(
1 + αe−r/λ

)
, (31)

for some characteristic length scale λ. Here α is a con-
stant or another function of r. In comparison the area
dependent version is arguably even less problematic (in
terms of being well-defined), as the area of the event hori-
zon of a black hole is coordinate independent. (For the
cosmological case, the apparent horizon is observer depen-
dent, but there is already a preferred frame in cosmology
anyway.)

V. COSMOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

We also note that, due to the reasons outlined in Foot-
note 11, the Geff for black holes should not simply be a
function of its horizon area, but must also depend on the
overall global, cosmological horizon area. But then, since
GeffM is observed as GM , the overall effect is that the
mass of black holes is coupled to cosmological expansion,
a possibility recently investigated in the literature [52–58],
essentially parametrized as:

M (a) = M

(
a

ai

)k

, (32)

where ai is the value of the scale factor when the black
hole forms with initial mass Mi, and the coupling param-
eter k is bounded between the range −3 ⩽ k ⩽ 3 from a
causality constraint. The initial claim was that the best
fit is k ≈ 3 [52, 53]. However, recently Ref.[57] argued
that current estimates of the supermassive black hole
mass density based on the black hole mass – bulge mass
relation probably exclude k = 3, but left the possibility of
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k > 2 opens. The problem, however, is that in our case,
we do not actually know how the Geff due to black hole
horizon combines with the Geff = G of the cosmological
horizon, and thus we do not know how M looks like as a
function of a. Nevertheless, perhaps with some assump-
tions, reasonable models can be constructed for future
study. The point is that, Jacobson’s method applied to
Tsallis entropy (and other generalized entropy) provides a
theoretical basis for the possibility of the coupling between
black hole masses and cosmological expansion, which was
hitherto not available (the possible coupling was proposed
phenomenologically without a theoretical motivation). In
our picture, this coupling is simply due to the different
Geff’s, it does not imply that black holes are a “source”
for dark energy as originally claimed [53].
Although a full analysis of cosmology in the Tsallis-

Jacobson approach is beyond the scope of this work. A
few interesting observations are worth a quick mention.
Let us consider a Friedmann–Lemâıtre–Robertson–Walker
universe with flat spatial section. Following [59], we apply
the Tsallis correction to the apparent horizon at R = 1/H,
where H = ȧ/a is the Hubble parameter. Applying the
conservation law ∇a (GeffTab) = 0 yields a modified fluid
equation13

ρ̇+ 3H(ρ+ p) + 2(1− δ)ρH

(
1− 1

H2

ä

a

)
= 0. (33)

This gives rise to certain complications. For example, we
can no longer work with ρ(t) ∝ 1/a(t)3 for pressureless
matter as per usual. Unfortunately, the acceleration
equation is the same as in GR, but with G replaced by
Geff, so there is no chance for accelerated expansion with
just normal matter. The Tsallis-Jacobson cosmology thus
differs from the earlier Tsallis cosmology approach in [60].
What is potentially interesting is that

Ġeff

Geff
= (1− δ)2H

(
1− 1

H2

ä

a

)
. (34)

In terms of the modified fluid equation, we can write

ρ̇+ 3H(ρ+ p) = −ρ
Ġeff

Geff
, (35)

which is indeed the known general behavior for varying
Newton’s constant cosmology, see, e.g., [61]. Eq.(34) is
interesting as it vanishes for a pure de Sitter spacetime
with scale factor a(t) = a0e

Ht, where H is a constant.
As long as the expansion rate is not faster than the pure
de Sitter case, and if δ = 1 − ε < 1, then Ġeff > 0. We
can therefore expect early Universe to have a smaller
value of effective Newton’s constant, which could help to

13 If so desired, ä/a can be substituted with the acceleration equa-
tion, so that the fluid equation is expressed entirely in terms of
the Hubble parameter H.

ameliorate the arrow of time problem14 [62, 63], and may
also help to relax the Hubble tension and S8 tension [64,
65] (see, however, [66]). Then, as the Universe becomes
asymptotically de-Sitter (as indicated by observations),

Ġeff ∼ 0 and we have an almost constant Geff. In other
words, curiously, the growth of Geff is kept in check by
the late time quasi-de Sitter geometry. This connection
between Geff and de Sitter geometry may tie in with the
proposal in [61] that varying-G may provide an effective
“cosmological constant”. Despite all these prospects, we do
expect that observational constraints would likely tightly
constrain δ to be very close to 1 as the correction term
cannot be too large (especially during the early epochs
when the universe is not close to de-Sitter-like). But
again, in general, one must be careful about what is
exactly observable [67].

VI. CONCLUSION: ENTROPY FIXES THE
GRAVITY THEORY

The link between gravity and entropy has been widely
discussed, but many facets remain unclear and mysteri-
ous. In this work, we have taken a closer look at the
influences of generalized entropy on black holes and cos-
mology. We argued that if we first consider the effect of
generalized entropy on the gravitational theory itself via
the Jacobson’s method, instead of taking GR solution and
impose the entropy correction a posteriori, the results are
quite different. The former approach is arguably more
consistent, but is not without problems. Namely, the
field equations are now at best quasi-local, being depen-
dent on the area of the horizon. How does one make
sense of spacetimes with no horizon in such a theory?
If one naively takes absence of horizon as the same as
A → 0, this would seem to imply that gravity requires
horizon – without horizon, Geff is zero. Of course, area
dependence can also be interpreted as a mass-energy de-
pendence (for a Schwarzschild black hole, the relation
between area and mass is straightforward; for apparent
horizon in FLRW cosmology, it is implicit via the Fried-
mann equation). In this sense, the situation is similar
to the Brans-Dicke theory in which the effective gravita-
tional constant G is replaced by the inverse of a scalar
field: Geff = ϕ−1, wherein the scalar field itself is related
to the matter field by 2ϕ = 8π/(3 + 2ω)T , where ω is
the Brans-Dicke coupling constant and T = T a

a is the
trace of the energy-momentum tensor. Our situation is
still somewhat different, however, as vacuum solutions
can affect A, and non-vacuum solutions with no horizons
do not. The roles of an effective gravitational constant
have been explored in the literature (see, e.g., [68, 69]),

14 This also works for the Geff in Eq.(29), namely we observe that
Geff → 0 when A → 0 (or k → ∞ in the ASG approach; i.e.
gravity weakens at high energy scale).
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but in view of our findings, there are clearly still rooms
for future investigations.

The Jacobson’s approach would also be more restrictive
– once a generalized entropy is given, there is a modified
gravity that corresponds to it. This means we can no
longer consider, for example, Barrow or Tsallis correction
on top of another modified gravity theory. Such a restric-
tion is good as it avoids proliferation of generalizations in
the absence of guiding principles. Note that we are not
claiming that there is a one-to-one map between gener-
alized entropy and modified gravity; as not all modified
gravity theories can be derived via the Jacobson’s method.
There are, in any case, interesting physics that follow

from the Jacobson’s approach, as we have seen from
our example (Tsallis-Jacobson gravity). Therefore, we
would suggest that further research should be carried
out to examine if other generalized entropy can lead to
new features once their corresponding modified gravity is

derived, especially in cosmological contexts. For example,
we expect that “Kaniadakis-Jacobson cosmology” would
be quite different from Kaniadakis cosmology [70]. Finally
we should emphasize that in this work, we have only
considered the simplest scenario in which the generalized
entropy parameter is assumed to be constant. However,
there are good reasons to suspect that it would run with
energy scale, just like in the case of Barrow entropy [22, 29,
30]. What happens then to the corresponding modified
gravity theory? Clearly more research is needed.
To conclude, the relationship between generalized en-

tropy and modified gravity calls for more studies, as there
is a potential that this might lead to interesting theories
or models that can tie in with other proposals in the
literature. At the very least, it forces us to think deeper
about some very important questions: how to consistently
modify gravity and thermodynamics? Is GR unique in
some thermodynamical sense?
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