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We present a general method of computing corrections to the extremality bound and entropy of
Kerr-Newman black holes due to an arbitrary perturbation using the Iyer-Wald formalism. In this
method, corrections to the extremality bound are given by an integral over an effective stress tensor
which, in particular cases of interest, reduces to the usual stress tensor. This clarifies the relation
between extremality corrections and energy conditions. In particular, we show that a necessary
condition to decrease the mass of an extremal black hole in a canonical ensemble, as required by
the weak gravity conjecture, is that the perturbation violates the dominant energy condition. As
an application of our method, we compute higher-derivative corrections to charged black holes in
anti-de Sitter space and Kerr black holes.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the absence of experiments that directly probe
Planckian energies, a regime where quantum gravity ef-
fects become important, it is useful to understand if
quantum gravity puts any constraints on low-energy ef-
fective field theories (EFTs). While one might näıvely
expect that any such effect is suppressed by the Planck
scale and is therefore irrelevant at low energies, it turns
out that the structure of quantum gravity is more in-
teresting than that. Even in systems with low energies
and curvatures, quantum gravity still seems to put some
constrains on EFTs. Two famous examples of this effect
are the black hole information paradox, which suggests
corrections to the standard semiclassical picture of black
holes to be consistent with unitarity, and the absence of
global symmetries in quantum gravity.

The goal of the swampland program is to make pre-
cise what constraints quantum gravity puts on EFTs (see
[1, 2] for reviews). One such constraint is the weak grav-
ity conjecture (WGC), which states that any EFT with
a U(1) gauge field coupled to gravity should contain a
state that has a charge-to-mass ratio that exceeds the
one for extremal black holes in that theory [3]. Kine-
matically, this allows extremal black holes to shed their
charge by emitting superextremal states. The so-called
mild form of the WGC suggests that black holes them-
selves can be the states that satisfy the WGC, which
is possible because higher-derivative corrections modify
the black hole extremality bound [4]. Depending on the
sign of the Wilson coefficients multiplying the higher-
derivative corrections, this allows extremal black holes to
have a charge-to-mass ratio that exceeds the one in the
uncorrected theory, thereby satisfying the WGC. This
mild form of the WGC has been studied for many differ-
ent black hole solutions [5–20] and it has been demon-
strated that, at least under some assumptions about the
UV theory from which the higher-derivative corrections
originate, unitarity and causality constrain the signs to
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be compatible with the WGC [6, 9, 19]. Additionally, in
particular cases the mild form and particle form of the
WGC can be shown to be intimately connected [21].

In [5, 6], an interesting perspective has been put on the
mild form of the WGC by demonstrating that corrections
to the extremality bound in a canonical ensemble are re-
lated to corrections to the entropy in a microcanonical
ensemble. This entropy/extremality relationship follows
quite generally from thermodynamics [8, 22] and refor-
mulates the WGC as a statement that (higher-derivative)
corrections should increase the microcanonical entropy of
an extremal black hole.

In this paper, we will further investigate this relation
for four-dimensional Kerr-Newman black holes and give
a new derivation of it based on the Iyer-Wald formalism.
Similar to a thermodynamic approach, this has the ad-
vantage that it is not necessary to explicitly solve for the
corrected metric which can be a laborious task. Using
this approach we obtain a relation that relates correc-
tions to the extremality bound to an integral over an
effective stress tensor whose positivity properties deter-
mines the sign of the corrections. We show that this
integral is directly related to corrections to the area of
the black hole that, in many cases of interest, gives the
dominant contribution to the microcanonical black hole
entropy. The effective stress tensor captures any pertur-
bation to the action and not just higher-derivative cor-
rections. In special cases, the effective stress tensor is
equivalent to the standard stress tensor. This occurs for
Reissner-Nordström and Kerr black holes and we show
that in those cases a necessary condition to decrease the
mass of an extremal black hole in the canonical ensemble
is that the perturbation to the stress tensor violates the
dominant energy condition (DEC). However, in general
this condition is not sufficient.

As an application and consistency check of our
method, we compute higher-derivative corrections to
four-dimensional charged black holes in anti-de Sitter
space and Kerr black holes. In those cases, we investigate
to what extent energy conditions can be used to constrain
the sign of the higher-derivative corrections. We find that
a violation of the DEC only fixes the sign of the (FabF

ab)2

operator. This is the same operator constrained by uni-
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tarity and combining this with the null energy condition
(NEC) the WGC follows for charged black holes that are
small with respect to the AdS radius. However, due to
the angular dependence of rotating black holes, energy
conditions do not constrain the sign of higher-derivative
corrections to Kerr black holes.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we use the
Iyer-Wald formalism to derive a general relation between
corrections to Kerr-Newman black holes and the effective
stress tensor. Continuing, in Sec. III we discuss how
this relation relates to energy conditions and apply it
to four-dimensional higher-derivative corrected charged
black holes in AdS and Kerr black holes. Finally, we
comment on the formulation of the WGC in AdS space
in Sec. IV and conclude in Sec. V.

II. BLACK HOLE CORRECTIONS FROM
IYER-WALD

A. Iyer-Wald Formalism

In this section, we use the Iyer-Wald formalism [23, 24]
to derive how an arbitrary perturbation corrects four-
dimensional Kerr-Newman black holes. We start by con-
sidering a general Lagrangian d-form L(φ) that depends
on an arbitrary set of matter fields φ. Varying with re-
spect to the matter fields yields the following general
form.

δL(φ) = E(φ) + dθ(φ, δφ) . (1)

E(φ) collectively denotes the equations of motion and
dθ(φ, δφ) are boundary terms. When the equations of
motion are satisfied E(φ) = 0. We define a symplectic
current (d− 1)-form as follows:

ω(φ; δ1φ, δ2φ) = δ1θ(φ, δ2φ)− δ2θ(φ, δ1φ) . (2)

For some vector field ξ we can define a Noether current
Jξ(φ):

Jξ(φ) = θ(φ;Lξφ)− ιξL(φ) . (3)

Here ιξ denotes the interior product. At the same time,
it can be shown [25] that the Noether current can also
be written as

Jξ(φ) = Cξ + dQξ . (4)

Here Cξ ≡ ξaCa captures the constraints of the theory
such that Ca = 0 when E(φ) = 0. Qξ is the Noether
charge associated with ξ. By varying the Noether current
and equating (3) and (4) we obtain

d (δQξ − ιξθ(φ, δφ)) = ω(φ; δφ,Lξφ)− δCξ
− ιξ(E(φ)δφ) .

(5)

By assuming that ξ is a symmetry of the action, such that
Lξφ = 0, we find that when integrated over a Cauchy

surface Σ the relation (5) can be written on shell as∫
∂Σ

(δQξ − ιξθ(φ, δφ)) = −
∫

Σ

δCξ . (6)

We will now evaluate this relation for the case of primary
interest, which is Einstein-Maxwell theory.

B. Einstein-Maxwell Theory

The Lagrangian of Einstein-Maxwell theory is

L =
1

2
(R− 2Λ) ε− 1

4
FabF

abε . (7)

Note that we work in units where 8πGd = 1 and ε is the
volume d-form. By explicitly varying the action we find
the equations of motion

0 = Gab + Λgab + TAab ,

0 = ∇aF ab ,
(8)

and the symplectic potential of the metric and gauge field

θgabc =
εabcd

2
gde
(
∇fδgef − ghi∇eδghi

)
,

θAabc = −εabcdF deδAe .
(9)

The electromagnetic stress tensor is

TAab = FacF
c
b −

1

4
gabFcdF

cd . (10)

Using (3) we find that the Noether current can be written
precisely in the form (4). The constraints are given by

Cgabc = εabceξ
d(T g) ed ,

CAabc = εabce(ξ
dAd)j

e ,
(11)

where the tensor T gab is defined by subtracting the electro-
magnetic part from the stress tensor and we introduced
the electromagnetic current ja:

T gab = Gab + Λgab − TAab ,
ja = ∇bF ab .

(12)

The Noether charges are given by

Qgab =
εabcd

2
∇cξd ,

QAab = −εabcd
2

F cdAeξ
e .

(13)

Let us consider a stationary solution to the source-free
equations of motion (that is T gab = ja = 0). We assume
the existence of a Killing vector Ka = ta + Ωφa with
ta a timelike Killing vector, φa the axial Killing vector
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and Ω the angular potential. Notably this is the case for
Kerr-Newman black holes, whose metric is given by

ds2 = −∆(r)

ρ(r)2

(
dt− a sin2 θdφ

)2
+ ρ(r)2

(
dr2

∆(r)
+ dθ2

)
+

sin2 θ

ρ(r)2

(
(r2 + a2)dφ− adt

)2
.

(14)
The gauge field is given by

A = −
√

2rrQ
ρ(r)2

(
dt− a sin2 θdφ

)
, (15)

and

ρ(r)2 = r2 + a2 cos2 θ ,

∆(r) = r2 − rsr + a2 + r2
Q ,

(16)

with a = J/M , rs = M/(4π) and rQ = Q/(4
√

2π).
The two horizons of the black hole, obtained by solving
∆(r) = 0, are given by

r± =
1

2

(
rs ±

√
r2
s − 4(a2 + r2

Q)
)
. (17)

The angular and electric potential are

Ω =
a(

M
8π

)2
+ a2

,

Φ =
2MQ

(8πa)2 +M2
.

(18)

We can now evaluate (6). To do so, we note that ∂Σ
consists of two parts: a surface at infinity and the bi-
furcation surface of the black hole, which is the surface
where the past and future horizon intersect. We will as-
sume that the matter fields fall off sufficiently rapidly at
infinity such that they do not contribute to the surface
integral at infinity. This implies a particular gauge choice
for the gauge potential Aa. Although this might lead to
singular behaviour of Aa on the horizon, its variation δAa
is smooth [26], and this does not pose any further prob-
lems. Using the explicit form of the metric, see (14), we
find ∫

∞
(δQK − ιKθ(φ, δφ)) = δM − ΩδJ , (19)

where M and J are the ADM mass and angular mo-
mentum, respectively. Although (14) corresponds to an
asymptotically flat black hole this relation also holds for
AdS black holes. The matter fields will contribute to the
integral over the bifurcation surface B. For the gravita-
tional part this leads to the well-known result [23]∫

B

(δQgK − ιKθ
g) = κδAB . (20)

Here κ is the surface gravity at the horizon and δAB is
variation of the bifurcation surface.1 To arrive at this re-
lation we used Ka|B = 0. Because the temperature of a
black hole is given by T = κ/(2π), we can write the right-
hand side as TδSBH. It is important to note that this is
the variation of the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy and not
the Wald entropy, because possible higher-derivative cor-
rections are considered to be perturbations that appear
in δCK . Similarly, for the electromagnetic part we find∫

B

(
δQAK − ιKθA

)
=

Φ

2

∫
B

δ
(
εabcdF

cd
)
,

=
Φ

2
δQ .

(21)

Here Φ ≡ − AaKa|B is the electric potential at the hori-
zon. To arrive at the right-hand side, which we recognize
as being proportional to the electric flux δQ through the
horizon, we again used Ka|B = 0. However, note that
Φ is constant. Computing the variation of CK and per-
forming an integration by parts (6) becomes

δM − ΩδJ − TδSBH − ΦδQ =

−
∫

Σ

εebcd
[
δ(T g) ea + FafδF

ef
]
Ka .

(22)

From this relation we can read off corrections to the dif-
ferent quantities of the black hole. Before we do so, let us
make a remark. Although we did not necessarily assume
that the Kerr-Newman black holes we are considering are
only electrically charged, possible magnetic charges do
not appear in (22). The reason for this, as was recently
nicely explained in [27], is that the Iyer-Wald formalism
only picks up the variation of charges that are associated
with a gauge symmetry. This means that if we would like
to consider magnetically charged or dilatonic black holes,
we would need to take into account additional variations
that lead to the conserved charges associated with the
magnetic and scalar field. We leave this generalization
to future work. Alternatively, one could use a thermo-
dynamic approach based on the Euclidean action [8] to
compute such corrections.

C. Corrections to Extremal Black Holes

We will now see how (22) can be employed to deduce
corrections to the black hole extremality bound. First of
all, we find it convenient to write the right-hand side as
an “effective” stress tensor

δT eff
ab ≡ δT

g
ab + FacδF

c
b . (23)

1 Strictly speaking, only nonextremal black holes have bifurcation
surfaces so to obtain a similar expression for extremal black holes
we should take a limit from a nonextremal black hole. This is
implicit in what follows.
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This quantity can be interpreted as the stress tensor of
some perturbation in special cases that we will discuss
later. We see this by rewriting the effective stress tensor
as

δT eff
ab = δTab +

(
1

2
gabFcdδF

cd − FacδF c
b

)
, (24)

where the total stress tensor is the sum of the gravita-
tional and electromagnetic part: δTab = δT gab + δTAab.
Only when the terms in brackets vanish, this effective
stress tensor coincides with the standard stress tensor of
the perturbation we are considering. To explicitly evalu-
ate the integral over the stress tensor, it is useful to write
it has∫

Σ

εebcdδ (T e
a )

eff
Ka = −

∫
Σ

ε̃bcdδT
eff
ae K

ane , (25)

where ε̃ is the volume form on Σ and na the timelike unit
normal to Σ. The relation of interest now takes the form

δM − ΩδJ − ΦδQ− TδSBH =

∫
Σ

ε̃bcdδT
eff
ae K

ane . (26)

To evaluate (26) we use the explicit form of the Kerr
metric given in (14). As mentioned before, we use the
asymptotically flat form, but the same relation holds in
AdS space. If we now define

Ξ := M − ΩJ − ΦQ , (27)

we note that extremal Kerr-Newman black holes without
perturbation (δT gab = ja = 0) obey

δΞ = δM − ΩδJ − ΦδQ = 0 . (28)

Thus, we see that when we send T → 0 the correction
to the integral over the effective stress tensor determines
the correction to the extremality bound. Also, if we focus
on black holes that obey δΞ = 0, the correction to the
entropy is given by minus the integral over the effective
stress tensor. In summary, we have

lim
T→0

(δM − ΩδJ − ΦδQ) = lim
T→0

∫
Σ

ε̃bcdδT
eff
ae K

ane ,

(TδSBH) = −
∫

Σ

ε̃bcdδT
eff
ae K

ane .

(29)
The second relation involving the entropy seems similar
to the relation between the microcanonical entropy and
the correction to the Gibbs free energy (see for example
Eq. (17) of [17]), but we stress again that (29) involves
the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy and not the Wald en-
tropy. To relate our correction to the Wald entropy, one
can use the first law δM = TδSWald +ΩδJ +ΦδQ, where
δSWald is the variation of the Wald entropy, which leads
to

T (δSWald − δSBH) =

∫
Σ

ε̃bcdδT
eff
ae K

ane . (30)

From the first law, it is clear that, when δΞ = 0, we
obtain the derived correction to the Bekenstein-Hawking
entropy.

While these equations already give a relationship be-
tween entropy and extremality corrections, we note that
when δΞ = 0 the entropy correction must diverge in the
limit T → 0 to yield a finite result. For this reason it
is more insightful to evaluate the entropy corrections in
a microcanonical ensemble (fixed mass, angular momen-
tum and electric charge). From (29) we then find that
the microcanonical entropy is given by

(TδSBH)M,J,Q = −
∫

Σ

ε̃bcdδT
eff
ae K

ane . (31)

At the same time, the mass correction at T = 0 in a
canonical ensemble (fixed temperature, angular momen-
tum and electric charge) is given by

lim
T→0

(δM)T,J,Q = lim
T→0

∫
Σ

ε̃bcdδT
eff
ae K

ane . (32)

Thus, we can relate the mass correction in the canon-
ical ensemble in the extremal limit (T → 0) to the
microcanonical entropy correction in the extremal limit
(Ξ→ 0) :

lim
T→0

(δM)T,J,Q = − lim
Ξ→0

(TδSBH)M,J,Q . (33)

Similar relationships between entropy and extremality
corrections have appeared before in the literature in var-
ious guises and have been derived by studying explicit
corrections to black hole solutions as well as by using a
thermodynamic approach [5–8, 14, 18, 19, 22]

Let us now comment upon the validity and use of (33).
First, it should be stressed that the order of limits in the
entropy correction is important. We should first con-
sider a variation of the entropy, for example with respect
to a small expansion parameter proportional to the cor-
rection we are considering, and subsequently take the
limit Ξ → 0. As has been carefully explained in [14]
(see also [28]) this is important because these two limits
do not necessarily commute: the microcanonical entropy
need not to be analytic in the expansion parameter when
Ξ = 0. Despite this subtlety, even when we first consider
the limit Ξ → 0 and then perform the variation with a
suitable expansion parameter, there still is a relationship
between entropy corrections in a microcanonical ensem-
ble and mass corrections in the canonical ensemble [14]
that is only modified by an order one constant.

Second, one might be puzzled about topological terms,
like the Gauss-Bonnet term in four dimensions. Because
these terms appear as total derivatives when varying the
action they do not contribute to the equations of mo-
tion, the effective stress tensor, or the mass and entropy
correction. However, because they appear as boundary
terms they have support on the bifurcation surface of the
black hole and therefore do contribute to the Wald en-
tropy. This is consistent with (33) which only involves
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the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy, but seemingly in con-
flict with entropy/extremality relationships involving the
Wald entropy [22]. The resolution lies in the fact that in
a microcanonical ensemble, higher-derivative corrections
only shift the temperature of a black hole when its area
is corrected. Topological terms do not contribute to the
area, so even when δS is finite limΞ→0(TδS)M,J,Q = 0
because the temperature goes to zero in this limit.

This does imply, as remarked in [29], that there is no
direct relationship between corrections to the extremality
bound and the sign of the Wilson coefficients multiplying
topological terms in the action. In particular, the WGC
does not follow from requiring entropy corrections to be
positive in the presence of topological terms. Nonethe-
less, we still believe (33) to be interesting because in
many cases of interest the correction to the temperature
of an extremal black hole in a microcanonical ensemble
scales as T ∼ O(

√
αi), where αi denotes a Wilson co-

efficient. In that case, the shift in the area also scales
with a square root leading to δSBH ∼ O(

√
αi) such that

δS = δSBH + O(αi). Possible corrections from topolog-
ical terms appear at order O(αi) and are subdominant.
From this perspective, it might be more appropriate to
refer to (33) as an area/extremality relation.

III. ENERGY CONDITIONS AND
EXTREMALITY CORRECTIONS

The fact that the mass correction is given by the inte-
gral over the effective stress suggests a possible relation
between the WGC and energy conditions on the pertur-
bations we are considering, at least in cases where the
notion of the effective stress tensor coincides with the
usual stress tensor. As mentioned before, this happens
when

1

2
gabFcdδF

cd − FacδF c
b = 0 . (34)

Notably, this is the case for Kerr black holes, but after
performing a contraction with Ka we find that this term
also vanishes for electrically charged Reissner-Nordström
black holes. Thus, in these cases we find that the correc-
tion to the mass in a canonical ensemble is given by

lim
T→0

(δM)T,J,Qe
= lim
T→0

∫
Σ

ε̃bcdδTaeK
ane , (35)

A decrease in the mass (as required for the WGC to
be satisfied by charged higher-derivative corrected black
holes) therefore implies that at least at some point along
the Cauchy surface δTabK

anb < 0. When Ka and na

are two cooriented timelike vectors, this corresponds to
a violation of the DEC for the stress tensor of the per-
turbation, which is δTab. Because na is the unit normal
to the Cauchy surface it is a future pointing timelike
vector by definition. Similarly, away from the horizon
the Killing vector Ka is everywhere future-pointing and
timelike for the Reissner-Nordström black hole, but not

for Kerr black holes. In that case, the nature of Ka de-
pends on the azimuthal angle θ. However, for an energy
condition to be violated it is sufficient to find a viola-
tion at just a single point so for simplicity we can focus
on the surface θ = 0. In that case, Ka is everywhere
timelike away from the horizon and we come to the same
conclusion that the matter generating δTab must violate
the DEC to satisfy the WGC. Here, we should make it
clear that a violation of the DEC is only required for
the additional matter perturbing the (uncorrected) black
hole. Typically, the total stress tensor which includes the
(unperturbed) electromagnetic stress tensor does satisfy
the DEC, simply because of the positive energy density
of the electric field which is only perturbed slightly by
adding matter.

However, while a violation of the DEC is a necessary
condition for the WGC to be satisfied it is not suffi-
cient. We still need to perform the integral over the
Cauchy surface and one could imagine a situation where
δTabK

anb < 0 at some point(s), but the entire integral
gets overwhelmed by positive contributions in such a way
to yield a positive result. Prohibiting this situation ei-
ther requires the contraction of the stress tensor to have
a definite sign or a more general energy condition that
bounds the integral over the stress tensor. However,
integrated energy conditions typically hold for timelike
or null trajectories [30], so it seems difficult to bound
the integral over the spacelike Cauchy surface this way.
We will now examine the stress tensor and extremality
corrections corresponding of higher-derivative corrected
Reissner-Nordström and Kerr black holes.

A. AdS-Reissner-Nordström Black Hole

We now consider an electrically charged Reissner-
Nordström black hole in AdS space perturbed by the fol-
lowing parity-even four-derivative higher-derivative oper-
ators.

L =
(1

2
R+

3

`2
− 1

4
FabF

ab +
a1

4
(FabF

ab)2

+
a2

2
FabFcdW

abcd
)
ε .

(36)

We note that this is not the most general set of leading
higher-derivative corrections, which would require us to
include a Weyl-squared operator WabcdW

abcd. However,
in AdS space this term falls off as O(1/r4) at large r,
which is not fast enough to not contribute to a bound-
ary term that was an assumption in the derivation of
(22). Therefore additional care must taken to take into
account the Weyl-squared term and for simplicity we will
drop it and leave this possibility for future work. In [14]
a thermodynamic approach based on holographic renor-
malization was used to compute the effect of such cor-
rections. Nonetheless, if we consider black holes that are
small with respect to the AdS radius, it is justified to
ignore the Weyl-squared term because in that case it can
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be rewritten in terms of the other operators using the
equations of motion.

The metric and gauge field that solve the equations of
motion at the two-derivative level are given by

ds2 = −f(r)dt2 + f(r)−1dr2 + r2dΩ2
k,2

f(r) = k − M

4π
+

Q2

32π2r2
+
r2

`2

A = − Q

4πr
dt .

(37)

The parameter k = (−1, 0, 1) determines the horizon ge-
ometry that is, respectively, hyperbolic, planar or spher-
ical. Thus, for k = 0 this metric describes a black brane.
dΩ2

k,2 denotes the respective area element. As discussed,
we take a gauge for the gauge field in which it vanishes
at infinity. It will be useful to write f(r) in terms of its
roots as

f(r) =
(r + r0)(r − r−)(r − r+)(r − r0 + r− + r+)

`2r2
,

2r0 =
√
−4k`2 − 3r2

− − 2r−r+ − 3r2
+ + r− + r+ .

(38)
The relationship with the ADM mass and electric charge
is

Q2 =
32π2r0r−r+(r− + r+ − r0)

`2
,

M =
4π(r+ − r0)(r0 − r−)(r− + r+)

`2
.

(39)

Varying with respect to the metric and gauge field, we
obtain the expression for the perturbed stress tensor

δT gab =
a1

4

(
gab(FcdF

cd)2 − 8FcdF
cdF e

a Fbe
)

+
a2

2

[
gabRcdefF

cdF ef − 6FcbF
deRcade

− 4∇d∇c
(
F caF

d
b

)
− 2gabR

cdFceF
e

d + 8RbcFadF
cd

+ 4RcdFcaFdb + 2gab∇c∇d
(
F ceF

de
)
− 4∇c∇b

(
FadF

cd
)

+ 2�
(
FacF

c
b

)
+

1

3
gabRFcdF

cd − 4

3
RF c

a Fbc

− 2

3
FcdF

cdRab +
2

3
∇a∇b

(
FcdF

cd
)
− 2

3
gab�

(
FcdF

cd
)]

,

(40)
and the electric source

ja = 2∇b
(
a1FcdF

cdF ab + a2W
abcdFcd

)
. (41)

To check if a violation of the DEC is a sufficient condition
for the WGC to be satisfied, we can evaluate δTabn

aKb.
In general, this leads to a rather lengthy expression, so
we summarize the situation. First of all, we note that for
k = −1 the stress tensor always has an indefinite sign for
fixed Wilson coefficients due to the negative curvature of
the horizon. Also, for k = (0, 1) the term proportional to
a2 similarly does not have a definite sign, but the term

proportional to a1 is given by

5`4

12r3
+Ω0,2

δTabn
aKb

∣∣∣∣
a2=0

= −
15r5

+

√
r4 − 4rr3

+ + 3r4
+

`r9
a1 ,

5`4

12r3
+Ω1,2

δTabn
aKb

∣∣∣∣
a2=0

= −
5r+

(
`2 + 3r2

+

)2
(r − r+)

3`r9
a1

×
√
`2 + r2 + 2rr+ + 3r2

+ .

(42)
Ωk,2 denotes the unit area element, which diverges for
k = (−1, 0). In these cases, one can still consider correc-
tions to the energy and entropy density. Thus, a violation
of the DEC only fixes the sign of the contribution of the
(FabF

ab)2 operator. We note that the condition a1 ≥ 0
also follows from unitarity, while a2 cannot be argued to
take a particular sign this way [6, 19]. However, in ad-
dition to the DEC we can also consider the NEC. Using
the null vector Na = (

√
−1/gtt,

√
1/grr, 0, 0), we find

k = (0, 1) : δTabN
aN b ≥ 0 → a2 ≤ 0 , (43)

To see how these conditions can be used to constrain the
corrections to the extremality bound we now perform the
integral over the stress tensor.

5`4

12r3
+Ωk,2

∫
Σ

ε̃bcdδTaeK
ane =

−
(
k`2 + 3r2

+

) (
2a1

(
k`2 + 3r2

+

)
− a2

(
k`2 − 2r2

+

))
6r4

+

.

(44)
For k 6= 0 the combination of Wilson coefficients that de-
termines the correction differs for small and large black
holes.2 Small black holes (r+/`� 1) with either a spher-
ical or hyperbolic horizon (k = ±1) don’t notice the AdS
curvature, so the combination of Wilson coefficients con-
trolling corrections to the extremality bound is the same
as in flat space [4]

5`4

12r3
+Ω±1,2

∫
Σ

ε̃bcdδTaeK
ane = − (2a1 − a2) `4

6r4
+

. (45)

On the other hand, for large black holes r+/` � 1 and
we find that

5`4

12r3
+Ω±1,2

∫
Σ

ε̃bcdδTaeK
ane = − (3a1 + a2) , (46)

which is also the correction for black branes:

5`4

12r3
+Ω0,2

∫
Σ

ε̃bcdδTaeK
ane = − (3a1 + a2) . (47)

2 Here, small or large refers to the size of the black hole with
respect to the AdS radius. The small black holes we are studying
should not be confused with black holes whose horizon size is so
small that the higher-derivative expansion breaks down.
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Note that for hyperbolic black holes (k = −1) there is
a particular size for which all corrections vanish, that is
r2
+ = `3/3, and for spherical black holes (k = +1) the

correction proportional to a2 vanishes when r2
+ = `2/2.

The sign of the corrections to the mass in a canonical en-
semble is therefore controlled by a different combination
of Wilson coefficient depending on the horizon geometry
and the size of the black hole.

For small black holes in AdS space for which ignoring
the Weyl squared term is justified we find that unitarity
(a1 ≥ 0) in combination with the NEC (a2 ≤ 0) requires
the extremal mass to decrease in a canonical ensemble,
consistent with the WGC.

B. Kerr Black Hole

We also consider the leading higher-derivative cor-
rections to the Kerr black hole. Although there is no
WGC-like motivation that constrains the sign of higher-
derivative corrections to Kerr black holes, due to the Pen-
rose process extremal Kerr black holes are unstable, it is
still interesting to see how their properties are corrected.
The leading parity-even higher-derivative term has six
derivatives and the Lagrangian is given by3

L =
1

2

(
R+ αRabcdR

cdefR ab
ef

)
ε . (48)

At the two-derivative level, the Kerr solution is given by
(14) with rQ = 0. Performing the variation with respect
to the metric, we find that the perturbed stress tensor is

δTab
α

=
1

2
gabW

gh
cd W cdefWefgh − 6(∇cWbfde)(∇fW cde

a )

+R cde
a

[
3R fg

bd Rcefg + 12R f
b

g

d
Rcfeg − 3R fg

bc Rdefg

+3R f
b

g

c
Rdefg

]
.

(49)
The corrections are now easily found by evaluating the
stress tensor. As we already remarked before, due to the
dependence on the azimuthal angle θ the contraction of
the stress tensor δTabn

aKb does not have a definite sign
for a fixed α. This means that violation of the DEC is
a necessary but not sufficient condition to fix the sign
of the mass correction in a canonical ensemble. For the
same reason, the NEC is always violated for some value
of θ.

Performing the integral we find∫
Σ

ε̃bcdδTaeK
ane =

4πα

35r3
+(r− + r+)3

(
−37r3

− + 357r2
−r+ − 455r−r

2
+ + 175r3

+

)
.

(50)

3 Additional terms contribute if one includes light degrees of free-
dom in addition to the metric [31].

Interestingly, for fixed α the right-hand side does have
a definite sign which implies that the correction to the
Bekenstein-Hawking entropy also has a definite sign even
away from extremality. In the extremal limit the correc-
tion reduces to ∫

Σ

ε̃bcdδTaeK
ane =

4πα

7r3
+

. (51)

Reproducing the result in [28]. We see that at extremal-
ity the mass in a canonical ensemble decreases when
α < 0. However, in contrast to charged black holes no en-
ergy condition fixes the sign of α to be negative. Perhaps,
this is not so surprising because, as discussed, there is no
WGC-like motivation that constrains the sign of higher-
derivative corrections to Kerr. Only when the rotation of
a black hole can be related to charge, such a connection
might arise [18, 21].

IV. WEAK GRAVITY CONJECTURE IN
ANTI-DE SITTER SPACE

We will now consider the derived corrections to the
extremality bound of AdS black holes in the light of a
formulation of the WGC in AdS space. For (electrically)
charged asymptotically flat black holes it is clear that the
mild form of the WGC requires higher-derivative correc-
tions to decrease the mass in a canonical ensemble. This
has been used to derive bounds on Wilson coefficients.
Vice versa, the WGC has been derived by using bounds
on Wilson coefficients coming from unitarity and causal-
ity.

However, for black holes that are asymptotically AdS
the correct formulation of the WGC is less clear although
proposals exist, such as [32, 33]. Recently, a version of
the WGC in AdS space has been formulated [34] that is
inspired by the repulsive force conjecture (RFC) [35, 36].
The RFC states that, for two identical charged particles,
their total long-range force should be repulsive rather
than attractive (or vanish). For particles that only expe-
rience gravitational and electromagnetic forces, this con-
jecture is identical to the WGC in flat space. However,
when massless scalar fields are included the RFC and
WGC become distinct statements. It is now interesting
to understand if there is a mild version of the RFC where
the self-repulsive states are black holes themselves. In flat
space, this question has recently been discussed in [20],
where it was shown in several examples that the RFC
cannot be satisfied by black holes along all charge direc-
tions. This calls into question the validity of a mild form
of the RFC.

Also, in AdS space formulating the RFC is diffi-
cult because there is always a contribution from the
cosmological constant to the force acting on a state.
Therefore, [34] (see also [37]) suggested a positive bind-
ing conjecture, which requires the existence of a charged
state that has non-negative self-binding energy to avoid
the formation of a large tower of bound states. In the
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dual conformal field theory (CFT) this was phrased
as a convexity condition for the scaling dimensions of
charged CFT operators. Given this proposal, one might
wonder if it possible that a mild form of this convex
charge conjecture (CCC) is satisfied by higher-derivative
corrected black holes in AdS. Although the CCC does
not necessarily require black hole states to satisfy the
convexity condition, it is an interesting questions to ask
if they could. In fact, it was already observed in [34] that
large black holes in AdS, dual to heavy operators in the
CFT, are convex. So, does convexity put any constraints
on the sign of the Wilson coefficients of higher-derivative
operators? For large black holes in AdS4 (r+/` � 1)
the extremality bound scales as M ∼ A(ai)Q

3/2, where
A(ai) is a charge-independent positive constant that
depends on the Wilson coefficients, see Fig. 1. On the

FIG. 1. Cartoon of the extremality bound of spherical black
holes in AdS. Higher-derivative corrections lead to a modifi-
cation of the extremality bound. The mass of large extremal
black holes in AdS (red) is a convex function of charge irre-
spective of the sign of the Wilson coefficients ai. The mass
of small black holes in AdS (green) is a concave function of
charge if they satisfy the WGC (B(ai) > 0).

other hand, small extremal black holes in AdS space are
marginally convex at the two-derivative level since their
mass scales linearly with charge. Now, higher-derivative
corrections that are consistent with the WGC decrease
the mass (B(ai) > 0) at fixed charge resulting in a
concave function. As observed in [34] this implies that,
when the WGC is satisfied for small black holes, they
violate the convexity condition. However, since these
black holes are unstable they do not lead to a large
tower of stable states. On the other hand, large black
holes are always convex irrespective of the sign of the
Wilson coefficients. Therefore, although the CCC is
automatically satisfied for large black holes in AdS,
it does not put any constraints on the sign of Wilson

coefficients of higher-derivative corrections.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we considered corrections to extremal
black holes by arbitrary perturbations using the Iyer-
Wald formalism. The main result is a relation between
the correction to the extremality bound and an effective
stress tensor. In particular cases of interest, which we
clarified, the effective stress tensor reduces to the usual
stress tensor. Furthermore, we gave a new derivation of
the entropy/extremality relation that has appeared be-
fore in the literature. Because we relate corrections to
the extremality bound to the stress tensor, it clarifies the
connection between the WGC and energy conditions. In
particular, we showed that a necessary condition to de-
crease the mass of an extremal black hole in a canoni-
cal ensemble is that the perturbation violates the DEC.
Combining a unitarity bound with the NEC we showed
that the mild form of the WGC follows for charged black
holes.

In future work, it would be interesting to generalize
the relation we derived to include black holes with mag-
netic charges and couplings to additional (scalar) fields.
This requires some special attention because those con-
tributions do not appear in the standard way the Iyer-
Wald formalism is applied [27]. Additionally, to derive
our main result we assumed that the perturbations we
considered decay sufficiently fast at infinity. Notably,
this is not the case for all four-derivative operators in
AdS space and taking into account these perturbations,
which will contribute additional boundary terms, also
seems like a worthwhile endeavor. Moreover, it would
be interesting to understand better the relation between
energy conditions and the WGC. In particular, while it
is reasonable to expect that higher-derivative corrections
generated by integrating out healthy matter at tree level
satisfies (some) energy conditions, quantum effects are
known to violate them. Nonetheless, in that case it is
still expected that some averaged condition holds [30].

To conclude, we hope that the general method we pre-
sented here to compute extremal black hole corrections
will provide useful in further studies of black holes and
the WGC.
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