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ABSTRACT: In previous work, a first law of generalized entropy was derived from semiclas-
sical gravitational dynamics around thermal setups using an assumed relation between the
matter modular Hamiltonian and the gravitational stress tensor. Allowing for non-minimal
coupling between curvature and any tensor matter fields, we show however, that the modu-
lar Hamiltonian of thermal states is given by the integrated bulk Noether current associated
to time translation plus a spacetime boundary term. One generally cannot express this in
terms of gravitational stress tensor components. Still, working with the correct expression
for the modular Hamiltonian, we are able to recover a first law of generalized entropy, with
added benefits over the previous result. Firstly, any Wald-Dong contributions to generalized
entropy resulting from non-minimal coupling between matter and curvature are included.
Secondly, in gravitational equations of motion, we allow for a non-vanishing stress tensor
expectation value in the unperturbed background and state, and account for background
field perturbations as part of its variation. Finally, the quantum matter is allowed to con-
tribute nontrivially to asymptotic energy, e.g. as is necessary, even for a minimally coupled
Maxwell field, to recover the expected thermodynamic first law of charged black holes.
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1 Introduction

Holographic duality provides an equivalence between theories of quantum gravity in asymp-

totically anti-de Sitter (AdS) spacetimes and strongly-coupled conformal field theories

(CFTs) of a large number (i.e. N2-many) degrees of freedom residing on the spacetimes’

boundaries. In recent years, the AdS/CFT correspondence has fuelled a surge of interest in

connecting geometric quantities to quantum information measures of entanglement. Most



notable in these developments is the proposal by Ryu and Takayanagi |1, 2| relating the
entanglement entropy of a region R in the boundary CFT to the area of an extremal surface
in the bulk spacetime. This can be understood as the leading contribution in a saddle-point
approximation for Einstein gravity [3]. Corrections have since been found, both in the case
of higher-curvature gravity [4-6] and at next-to-leading order in 1/N?2, or equivalently in
Newton’s constant Gy, |7, 8] giving the bulk formula for generalized entropy:

Sget = (8770) + S[p™™] (1.1)

where ¢ is a codimension-two ‘quantum extremal’ surface [8, 9]', the Wald-Dong entropy
SWD 6,10, 11] is a local quantity evaluated on o, reducing to the area A,

SWD A (Einstein gravity) (1.2)
4GN
in the Einstein case, and S[p™'] is the (von Neumann) entropy of the bulk matter state
p™ in the region ¥ bounded by o and R.

The name “generalized entropy” for the quantity (1.1) harks back to its origins in
black hole thermodynamics, where the non-decreasing properties of (1.1), with o now the
black hole horizon on evolving time slices, has been interpreted as a generalized second
law for black holes [12|. Indeed, (1.1) seems to be the natural generalization of horizon
area, promoting classical laws of black hole thermodynamics to allow for the inclusion of
quantum matter. For some more recent discussions of the dynamics of generalized entropy
evaluated on or near horizons, see e.g. [13-15].

Among the laws of black hole thermodynamics, of particular focus in this note is the
first law? which relates the variation of entropy to the variation of mass. The first law
considers a setup that is thermal with respect to a flow £ = 0; in a certain time ¢t — by this,
we mean that the background and state have a Euclidean preparation that is symmetric
under rotation in a thermal time direction 7 = it, generated by (the Wick rotation® of) & —
see Figure la. An example would be an eternal black hole in the Hartle-Hawking vacuum,
whose Lorentzian evolution is illustrated in Figure 1b. In such cases where ¢ is bifurcate,
the bifurcation surface o bipartitions a Cauchy surface into two pieces, with each piece
corresponding to a region exterior to horizons generated by £. The generalized entropy
S5 evaluated for the entangling surface o is then interpreted as the entropy of one such
half-space X.

At the classical level, S5 reduces to the Wald-Dong entropy SYP and the first law of
black hole thermodynamics is perhaps most elegantly stated using Wald’s Noether charge

'Being quantum extremal means that o extremizes S£°™ among surfaces homologous to R [9] — towards
the end of appendix A, we briefly review the derivation of quantum extremality in holography. If multiple
quantum extrema exist, the one which gives the smallest S§°" is the one for which S§°" gives the entropy
of the boundary region R.

2This first law in fact applies to any thermal setup, not just black holes. For instance, one may consider
a Rindler wedge, which is thermal with respect to the boost direction (this would be generated by the &
mentioned next in the text).

3Elsewhere in this paper, when the distinction is important, we will use superscripts “e and “e to mark
Euclidean and Lorentzian objects.
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(a) Euclidean path integral preparation of a  (b) An eternal AdS black hole, exemplifying the
thermal state on a rotation- (i.e. U(1)-) sym-  physical evolution of a thermal setup prepared
metric Euclidean geometry. by panel a.

Figure 1: Euclidean preparation (a) and Lorentzian evolution (b) of a thermal setup. The
Euclidean background in panel a is symmetric with respect to the flow P¢ of thermal time
7. The state is prepared on the surface ¥, bounded in the bulk by the entangling surface
o, around which F¢ generates rotations, and on the spacetime boundary by R. In panel b,
the Lorentzian time ¢ = —i7 evolution corresponds to a boost U¢ that generates horizons.
The ¥, o, and R surfaces are embedded as shown (in the same colours as in panel a) in
this Lorentzian geometry, with o giving the bifurcation surface of the horizons. Elements
of the first law of generalized entropy are written in the colours of the surfaces on which
they respectively reside: the variations of the Dong entropy (SYP), the matter entropy
S[p™at], and the asymptotic energy (H, £M> Sufficient conditions of the first law are for the
unperturbed and linearized gravitational equations of motion, (E;) = 0 and §(E,) = 0, to
hold on 3.

formalism [10, 11]. Due to the symmetry of the metric generated by £, the Wald-Dong
entropy Sy'P can be related [6] to a Noether charge (density) Qg [10, 11]*, corresponding
to &, integrated along o

sy —ar [ Qe (1.3)

In fact, (1.3) continues to hold for linear perturbations away from thermal setups®. It is
then shown that classically, for perturbations between nearby on-shell configurations,

SSWVP =27 / 0Q¢ = SHM (1.4)

4The Noether charge entropy (1.3) is often simply referred to as the Wald entropy.
®Some details regarding how one can see (1.3) and the fact that it continues to hold at linear order in
perturbations are explained later in this paper in footnote 39, below (3.34), and in footnotes 49 and 51.



where H gM is an asymptotic energy, e.g. including the ADM mass and angular momentum
for Einstein gravity [11] and, in holographic setups, giving the energy in the boundary CFT
corresponding to the ¢ flow [16]. Thus, variations of entropy and energy are related in a
manner reminiscent of the first law of thermodynamics. In fact, [16] found that for arbitrary
perturbations, potentially to off-shell configurations, (1.4) simply receives a contribution
given by an integral of linearized gravitational equations of motion dE, for the perturbation
(where E‘glb = % is the functional derivative of the action I in the metric g). Moreover,
in the vacuum of AdS, sufficient symmetries exists such that [16] were able to argue the
converse direction, that the first law (1.4) implies the linearized gravitational equations of
motion are locally satisfied in the bulk.

In [17]%, these results were lifted to the semiclassical level, allowing for the presence of
quantum matter in the bulk. It was presumed that the modular Hamiltonian K™ corre-

27erat

sponding to the bulk matter state p™a" o e~ is given by the integral of components

a Sb b °

where €, gives the volume form on codimension-one surfaces?, in this case 3. The idea was
then to leverage the first law of von Neumann entropy

5S[p™] =26 ymar (K™*) (1.6)
relating the variations of matter entropy S[p™*] and the expectation value of (K™%). Here,

9

fixing the operator. As (T%) conveniently sources the gravitational equations of motion,

mat means the variation of an expectation value due to the matter state perturbation §p™at,

again one naively finds that linearized equations of motion §(E,) imply a first law
5SE™ =5(HM) (1.7)

at linear order in the background and matter state perturbations. Additionally, as before,
the converse direction can also be argued in the Poincaré vacuum.

There are, however, some inconvenient subtleties in this narrative. Firstly, the mod-
ular Hamiltonian is not, in general, related to the gravitational stress tensor as in (1.5)%,
especially in the presence of non-minimal couplings between gravity and matter. For the

6See also [18, 19] for similar discussions in the context of causal diamonds.

"Note that our default convention for orienting constant time t surfaces such as ¥ is similar to that of
[11], taking the orientation to be given by n() - € = n?t) €, with € the spacetime volume form and n( the
normal vector directed towards increasing ¢. This seems to disagree with [17], as seen by comparison of our
(1.5) and their (3.6). (It is possible that [17] inherited a sign error from [16] — see footnote 55.) At any
rate, writing out (1.5) explicitly, one has — fz €& T = fz diz \/’Tzn‘(lt) &% T, with sy the induced metric
on Y. Note also that it is the Lorentzian stress tensor that is written here — see section 3.4.

8To put it another way, for (1.5) to hold, the T there is in general not the gravitational stress tensor
appearing in gravitational equations of motion. In maximally-symmetric spacetimes for example, (1.5)
typically holds (or at least gives the bulk part of the modular Hamiltonian) with the canonical stress
tensor, whose components correspond to those of Noether currents. For the remainder of this paper, when
we say “stress tensor”, we mean the gravitational stress tensor.



non-minimally coupled free scalar, for example, the modular Hamiltonian is always the
canonical generator for the ¢ time flow [20, 21]. Secondly, in the presence of non-minimal
coupling, there is also potential for the matter sector to make additional contributions
(5@t WDy 46 the Wald-Dong entropy (SWP) — these have been called “Wald-like” terms in
[7]. Such terms are not accounted for in the derivation of [17]. Drawing inspiration from the
calculations of non-minimally coupled scalars, [22] suggests that these two aforementioned
subtleties resolve each other — namely that the variations of Wald-like terms cancel against
the incongruities between the modular Hamiltonian and the stress tensor integral. In this
note, we shall bear out these claims in far greater generality than scalar field theory.

Yet, there are still more issues related to the size of background perturbations, e.g.
perturbations dg of the metric, and what “linearized” means for gravitational equations of
motion and the first law of generalized entropy (1.7). In previous work, e.g. [17, 22|, the
authors were content with perturbations dg ~ O(G\), say resulting from back-reaction of

mat - Then, part of the meaning of linearization, in their

the matter state perturbation dp
results, is that the gravitational equations of motion for the perturbation dg ~ O(Gx) are
written to leading order in Gn and the generalized first law (1.7) is obtained to zeroth order
in Gn. This, for example, is what allows, in the argument summarized around (1.7), for the
transition from & mat (K™") in (1.6) to the full variation of the stress tensor 6(T%) required
to source the linearized gravitational equations § (Egb> — note that, in general, there should
also be a contribution to §(T%) resulting from the variation of the operator T itself due
to perturbations in the background fields. The assumption of §g being perturbatively small
in Gy is also needed in previous work, if quantum fields make nontrivial contributions to
the matter stress tensor in the unperturbed thermal setup. (Of course, in the Poincaré
vacuum on which [17] is focused, the matter stress tensor vanishes.) This is because,
implicit in the derivation of the first law (1.7) (even in its classical statement (1.4)) is
the assumption that the unperturbed setup satisfies gravitational equations of motion —
otherwise, these equations appear, multiplied by dg, as an extra term in the first law. To
add quantum matter, one should therefore provide a term like (T%)§g,, — something which
the derivation described around (1.7) seems to miss. Of course, if g ~ O(Gx) and one is
only interested in the first law up to O(Gn) corrections, then this is a nonissue.

In contrast, we shall allow for background variations that are not perturbatively small
in GN — for example, one might envision turning on a classical gravitational wave back-
ground that is not suppressed by Gn. We shall find that, assuming gravitational equations
linearized in the perturbations of the background fields and the matter state p™a, the gen-
eralized first law (1.7) holds, also at linearized order in the perturbations. In fact, there
will be no expansion in Gy, except possibly in justifying the semiclassical theory in the first
place to frame it in the context of a full quantum gravity theory (see appendix A)?. The
issues mentioned in the preceding paragraph simply resolve each other.

Altogether, we shall resolve all the issues mentioned in the preceding paragraphs very
generally, considering arbitrary theories of gravity possibly non-minimally coupled to quan-

Tf we pretend the semiclassical theory is a self-contained theory, and we take the generalized entropy
formula (1.1) to be an exact notion of entropy in this theory, then we will find no further need to expand
in GN.



tum matter, which may consist of arbitrary tensor fields. We shall show how linearized
gravitational equations of motion imply that the generalized entropy (1.1) satisfies the first
law (1.7) relating variations of entropy and energy away from an arbitrary thermal setup.
This will be in spite of the fact that, as we will find, the modular Hamiltonian of the matter
state p™a corresponds to the integral of a Noether current plus a boundary term, as opposed
to a gravitational stress tensor 7% component. Moreover, we allow for background per-
turbations unsuppressed by Gn. As an added bonus for working carefully with the correct
expression for the modular Hamiltonian, we will also find that contributions of the matter
sector to the asymptotic energy H §M automatically appear in the first law of generalized
entropy. In [17], matter is taken to fall off sufficiently quickly at the spacetime boundary
so as to not contribute new terms to the asymptotic energy. However, as we summarize in
the discussion section 5 and explicitly show in appendix D, such terms, for the example of
a minimally coupled quantum Maxwell field propagating on a black hole background, are
important for recovering the expected thermodynamic first law of electrically charged black
holes.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. We begin by establishing notation
in section 2 for our semiclassical theory and re-express generalized entropy in terms of the
theory’s effective action in a form bearing resemblance to Callan and Wilczek’s entropy
formula [23]. With this, we shall show in section 3 that the matter modular Hamiltonian
is in general given by the integral of the Noether current associated with the thermal time
flow ¢ plus a boundary term. In section 4 we proceed to show that the first law (1.7) of
generalized entropy nonetheless holds, fully accounting for the variation of Wald-like con-
tributions (S2**WP) resulting from non-minimal coupling. Our results and possible future
directions are discussed in section 5. Details relating our semiclassical approach, involving
the effective action, to perhaps more conventional holographic entropy calculations, featur-
ing quantum gravity partition functions, are included in appendix A'°. Some intermediate
results are derived in appendices B and C, including a generalization of our expression
for the thermal modular Hamiltonian to give the instantaneous generator of time evolu-
tion on time-dependent backgrounds. In appendix D we consider the contribution that a
Maxwell field makes to the asymptotic energy. Finally, in appendix E we describe how UV-
divergences are renormalized in generalized entropy, and how the variation of the matter
path integration measure might correct various quantities encountered in this paper.

2 Preliminaries

Let us begin by introducing some notation. In this note, we are motivated by the consid-
eration of a quantum gravitational theory on a spacetime!! with boundary M. The theory
will have a metric g and other background fields ¢. On top of this background will live a

00Qur approach is not entirely new, as we draw many connections to the use of effective actions in [9],
but we have aimed to be more explicit than perhaps previous discussions existing in literature.

1 Our calculations here and in the remainder of the paper carry through just as well in spacetimes without
boundaries, e.g. in de Sitter spacetime, simply by ignoring spacetime boundary terms. It is interesting to
note that, in those cases, the RHS of first law (1.7), which we shall derive in section 4, is zero as there is
no asymptotic energy.



graviton h and other quantum fields ¢). The action I will consist of a classical gravitational
piece 18" and a matter piece 1™ (with gravitons included in the latter, as discussed
shortly):

Ilg, h, ¢ + o] =1 [g] + I™* (g, h, ¢ + ] . (2.1)

More generally, we shall attach superscripts 82V and ™ to symbols when we wish to
refer to the purely gravitational or the matter parts of some object!?. We shall clarify the
appearance of the combination of arguments (g, h, ¢ + 1) in these actions further below.
The action is given by the integrals

I:/L+/MLM, (2.2)

I, =188 + Lmat — ¢l ’ L/Vl :LM,grav + LM,mat (2.3)

of Lagrangian densities

over the bulk spacetime and its boundary M respectively, where € is the bulk volume form.
As stated previously, in this paper, we shall allow for arbitrary tensor matter fields ¢ + 1
(unless required, we most often will notationally suppress tensor indices). As we explain
in the following paragraph, our reason for allowing a boundary contribution [ M LM to the
action is not to introduce extra degrees of freedom or dynamics on the boundary M, but
rather to ensure the bulk theory has a good variational principle. The effective action W{g]
is then given by the logarithm of a path integral:

Wlg] =I5™[g] + W™=(g] . W™[g] = — log / (dh][dile T ohee] - (2.4)

As suggested by the above notation, we begin here by considering a Euclidean theory.

In this paper, we shall consider the situation where the fields g + h and ¢ + ¢ are
required to satisfy certain boundary conditions at the spacetime boundary; we take the
background fields g and ¢ to satisfy these and we shall suppose the boundary conditions
then require the quantum fields A and v to have certain asymptotics on approach to the
spacetime boundary M. For example, in holography, g and ¢ would have the asymptotics
of non-normalizable modes while h and ¥ would behave like normalizable modes. Note
that, even if h and 1 are required to vanish at the spacetime boundary M, this does not
necessarily imply that the boundary action [ M LM is independent of the quantum fields.
One should think of this action as evaluated on the boundary limit of some IR cutoff surface
— terms involving the quantum fields may yet be finite if they also contain compensating
factors, say of the background fields, which become large in the boundary limit. In fact, the
boundary action is sometimes required for the bulk theory to have a well-defined variational
principle. Specifically, let us write the field variation of the bulk Lagrangian L as

5, L =E. 67y + d[s4] (v €{g,0,h,¢}) (2.5)

mat

2Note that some objects associated with h, ¢, and ¢ can only come from I™2"

, so we will omit e
superscripts on those objects. For example, we write for the equations of motion and symplectic potential
terms to be introduced in (2.5) below: E, = EP*, E4, = E5* = Ey, = EJ*, and 6[0h,d¢ + 6¢] =

0™t [Sh, 5¢) + 6.



where

Wy

p =E, =F,e (v €49, ¢, h, ¢}, 6 away from M) (2.6)
denotes equations of motion (multiplied by the spacetime volume form €) and the symplectic
potential @ accounts for boundary terms that arise when extracting the equations of motion.
Then, in order for the equations of motion alone to be sufficient for extremizing the action
I with respect to the fields (and thus for there to be a sensible classical limit), and for the

path integral (2.4) to be sensible!®, one must require!*

015711, = — 6, LM s . (v € {g,h, 6,1}, 07 preserves be.)  (2.8)

for any field variations which preserve the boundary conditions on the spacetime boundary
M. One can verify that (2.8) is satisfied in holography, where [ M LM contains Gibbons-
Hawking-like actions and boundary counterterm actions'®. (As stated below however, when
the entangling surface o stretches to the spacetime boundary M, in this paper, we do
not allow [ M LM to contribute to Wald-Dong entropy — such contributions would be

interpreted as counterterms to bulk generalized entropy that renormalize its IR divergence.

13To see what can go wrong in the path integral if one has non-vanishing 8|, but does not include a
compensating boundary action, say taking L™ = 0, consider the argument leading to (2.13) below. The
argument for §,W[g] = 0 actually generally applies to any variation d¢ which preserves the boundary
conditions on the spacetime boundary M and thus can be absorbed as a shift of the quantum fields. For
such variations, we have

0=6,W][g] = / (8[6¢]) , (L™ = 0 and ¢ preserving boundary conditions) (2.7)
M

where we have made use of (2.13) in the second equality. (Actually, there may also be contributions due to
variations of the path integral measure, but we leave such issues for appendix E.) However, this is obviously
untrue in certain examples. For example, for a scalar field in holography, when one considers quantum
fluctuations in the faster falling off normalizable modes, 0[0¢], with d¢ having the asymptotics of such
a mode, is actually a c-number determined by the fixed non-normalizable modes. The resolution is to
recognize that one must include in L™ the holographic renormalization counterterm for the scalar field
— see (5.106) in [24] and (2.11) in [25] — which cancels against the symplectic potential as in (2.8). A
similar exercise can also be carried out for the metric g and graviton h in the quantum gravity path integral,
prior to Legendre-transforming to the effective action as described in appendix A. One finds, in Einstein
gravity, that including the usual Gibbons-Hawking boundary term as well as holographic renormalization
counterterms — see (5.123) in [24] — in L™ allows (2.8) to be satisfied. Legendre-transforming to the
semiclassical theory at one-loop-in-Gn, one expects (2.8) to continue to hold as one expands in the graviton
and discards all but the zeroth and second order terms.

“When we write, e.g. erq or e|n for tensors or forms, we mean not only evaluation at M, but also
projection to components along M, unless indices are otherwise specified.

5For Einstein gravity and scalar fields where the modes falling off faster at the AdS boundary are path-
integrated over while slower-falloff modes are fixed, [ M LM is precisely the sum of the Gibbons-Hawking
action and counterterms needed for holographic renormalization — for the latter see (5.106) and (5.123) of
[24]. In certain mass ranges of the scalar field, however, one can instead choose to swap the modes which
are integrated over and those which are fixed by boundary conditions [25, 26]; then, one must adjust the
boundary action [, L™ appropriately — see (2.16) in [25]. As described in [25] (and we discuss briefly in
appendix D) an analogous choice exists for vector fields. In any case, we expect (2.8) to hold for a given
choice of boundary conditions and the corresponding boundary action fM LM.



Rather, we consider [ M LM primarily to ensure that the bulk dynamics and path integral
are well-defined.)

Let us now discuss the interpretation of the effective action. The effective action (2.4)
can be either thought of as the (one-loop-in-Gx approximation of) the effective action for
the metric or simply the logarithm of the partition function in a semiclassical theory where
h is just an extra matter field — we leave the details of these descriptions to appendix A,
but highlight here some key points. We recall that the first variations of effective actions
provide nontrivial equations of motion. (This is described around (A.8).) Here, a nontrivial
equation of motion for g is obtained from the first derivative of Wg]:

0 :ij;g[g] = E&®Y 4 % (T) , (6g away from M, g on-shell) (2.9)
where
(H(g;rga:b[g] E(Egrav)ab = (E§“W)“be (6g away from M) (2.10)
gives the gravitational part of the metric’s equation of motion and
QCSW;I;:M =(T),  2By™)" =T =T".  (§g away from M)  (2.11)

16 (Actually, in the second equality, the stress tensor should

is the matter stress tensor
generally also receive a contribution from the variation of the path integral measure with
respect to the metric. We leave consideration of such contributions to appendix E, where
we collectively discuss all anomalous corrections to quantities in this paper resulting from
variations of the path integral measure.) The meaning of (2.9) is that the background
metric g satisfying this equation of motion correctly captures the expectation value of the
quantum field (g + h)QC = g, i.e. (R)RC = 0, in the quantum gravitational (QG) theory
— see (A.9). Recall that the calculation of an effective action requires the removal of
tadpoles. To get the generating functional at one-loop-order-in-Gy;, this means the removal
of terms in the action linear in h. The quadratic terms, on the other hand, are included in
I™at[g h, ¢ +1] — see (A.16)'7. By construction then, the expectation value (h) evaluated

using the semiclassical action I™*[g, h, ¢ + 1] always vanishes:
(h) =0, (2.12)

for any background g (see discussion above (A.17)). However, the graviton two-point func-
tion is nontrivial and, in particular, the matter stress tensor (2.11) receives contributions
from the graviton owing to the terms in I™*[g h, ¢ + 1] quadratic in h.

16 As we shall show in section 3.4, the Euclidean stress tensor T®° considered here is the negative of the
Lorentzian stress tensor, e.g. as appears in (1.5).

7To go to higher orders in Gy, one should keep interaction terms involving h but remove the resulting loop
diagrams contributing to h tadpoles. As emphasized in appendix A, the latter step presents an obstacle
to expressing the effective action in the form (2.4), since it is not clear that a local modification to the
action is sufficient to implement the prescription of killing loop tadpoles. Of course, gravity is infamously
nonrenormalizable, so this higher-loop story is sketchy at best anyway. At any rate, we will be satisfied in
this note to stay at one-loop-order-in-Gx



In order to consider nontrivial gravitational equations of motion (2.9), we have thus
distinguished the treatment of the metric and graviton from other background and quantum
fields. These other fields, in contrast, only appear in the combination ¢ + ¥ so that the
background fields ¢ merely shift the quantum fields . Note, in particular that, due to the
path integration of 1, (2.4) is independent of the bulk profile of ¢. (One, might however,
imagine that the near-boundary profile of ¢ specifies the boundary conditions imposed on
¢ -+ 1, on which the path-integral implicitly depends.) Hence, the first variation of (2.4) in
¢ vanishes trivially:

= (Eyp) (6¢ away from M) (2.13)

This should be contrasted with the nontrivial gravitational equations of motion (2.9); in-
deed, one motivation for us to consider the gravitational effective action, as opposed to a
partition function where g merely shifts h, is so that one can sensibly ask whether a given
g is on-shell, as defined by (2.9).

From here on, we shall simply take the form of the action (2.1) as-is, with the path
integral of (2.4) describing a semiclassical theory of quantum matter A, on a classical
background g,¢. In this theory, the path integral of (2.4) provides a definition of an
expectation value in the semiclassical theory: for a given operator O,

[ldn][dy] e 05+ 0
e_Wmat [g] °

(0) =

(2.14)

In quantum field theory, one often thinks of a Euclidean path integral as preparing a state
of quantum matter on a codimension-one time slice. One can then consider a subregion X

t

on this slice'® with reduced state p™'. Computing the expectation value of an operator

Oy, on ¥ using (2.14) is then thought of as tracing against the state p™?'. Namely,
tr(p™Ox) =(0x) (2.15)

or introducing the unnormalized state p™at,

~mat
pmat :tfﬁmat ) tr ﬁmat = W] ) (2.16)
we have
tr(p™Oy) = / [dh][d] eI om0 4] O, (2.17)

Given the background (g, ¢) and state p™® of quantum fields (h,), we may calcu-
late the generalized entropy of the region ¥ — that is, the generalized entropy across the

18Tn the present discussion, we aim to be quite general and independent of holography. In particular, ¥
need not be bounded in the bulk by a quantum extremal entangling surface o. We recognize, however, there
is some discussion to be had about gauging diffeomorphisms in the graviton path integral; one may ask, for
example, how the region X, or equivalently the location of o, is chosen in each configuration g + h included
in the graviton path integral computing 5™**. We will leave such subtleties related to gauge-fixing to future
work. In the discussion section 5, however, we speculate on how the formula (2.44) to be introduced below
may provide a reasonable definition of generalized entropy for arbitrary regions, even in gauge theories.
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codimension-two entangling surface o which bi-partitions the initial time slice into ¥ and
its complement. This generalized entropy is given by

S8 g] = (S5 Plg, by ¢ + ¥]) + S[p™] (2.18)
where the Wald-Dong entropy SYP is a local contribution given by the integral of some
covariant local quantity along o [6] — to be described further below — and S[p™?'] is the

von Neumann entropy of the reduced state p™2' in the region X:
S[p™] = — tr (p™* log p™) . (2.19)
An alternative expression
S[p™*] =21 (K™*) + log tr p™* (2.20)

also exists in terms of the trace of the unnormalized state p™2' and the modular Hamiltonian

K™at  defined by
ﬁmat 26727erat ) (221)

In practice, it is often helpful to think of (2.19) as the n — 1 limit of Rényi entropies

Sn[p™™] = — log tr[(p™*)"] (2.22)

n—1

STp™] = lim S, [p™] = ~, (log tr[(7"*")"]) (223)

n=1 "
The discussion in the previous paragraph generally extends beyond setups that have
simple Euclidean preparations — the background and quantum fields in (2.18) can be those

mat can be an arbitrary state on a

that describe a physical Lorentzian background and p
spatial region ¥ with entangling surface o in that Lorentzian system. The utility of (2.23),
however, is most evident when a Euclidean preparation is possible and the Rényi entropies
can be calculated using the replica trick'® — to discuss this, it is helpful now to introduce
some notation useful for gluing together replicas of manifolds and fields.

Given a codimension-two surface o in a (Euclidean) manifold with metric g, we shall
use g to denote the metric of the replicated manifold obtained by a ‘branched’ stitching
together of n replicas of the original geometry, such that one moves from replica to replica
as one goes around o. We will define similar procedures *xn for other fields. The inverse
operation, which we shall denote °-n, corresponds to taking the orbifold around o. The
replicated manifold with other replicated background fields obtained from the ®xn Operation
are precisely the background over which one expects to path-integrate in order to obtain
the trace in the Rényi entropy (2.22). There is, however a subtlety that we must clarify:
replication generally introduces or modifies conical singularities on o; e.g. if g is smooth on
o, then 9xn will have a conical singularity with total angle 27n around o. When we write

190ne may also consider setups prepared by more complicated Schwinger-Keldysh path integrals, see e.g.
[27]. In those cases, in the replica procedure described in the following paragraph, one should glue together
copies of the Lorentzian and Euclidean geometries through which the Schwinger-Keldysh path integral runs.
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an action involving fields replicated or orbifolded with ®xn OF &y, We shall exclude any
modification to conical singularities as contributions to the action localized on ¢ resulting
from the ®xn O ®.p operation. That is, if we define I, as the restriction of the integral
defining I to a small a-radius neighbourhood N, (o) of o, then we write

Ia{g§n7h§n7(¢+¢)§n] :nIO'[g)h7¢+1/]] (224)

(which vanishes in the ¢ — 0 limit when (g, h, ¢ + v¢) are smooth at ¢) and, moreover, the
action on the replicated configuration is precisely n times the original:

I[gyn, hgns (9 + ¥)xn] =nllg, h, ¢ + 1] . (2.25)

The path integral evaluation of tr[(p™")"] in the Rényi entropy (2.22), and more generally
the trace tr[(p™?")"Ogx] against an arbitrary operator Oy on ¥, should similarly not acquire
extra contributions to its action®® localized on ¢ with increasing n. Thus, our notation

allows us to simply write

(5705 = [lahllav] exp {~I" g b0+ 0]} 05, (220)

While the RHS only has an obvious definition for n € N, the LHS suggests that analytic
continuation to real n > 0 is possible. Then, applying (2.16) and (2.23) to (2.26) with
Oy, = 1 allows for a calculation of the matter von Neumann entropy S[p™'].

To define the Wald-Dong entropy SWP appearing in the generalized entropy (2.18)
however, it is also helpful to introduce the deformed replication operation e, which involves
an additional deformation in the tiny a-radius neighbourhood N, (o) of o such that the
conical properties of the field exactly at o remain invariant under o3, — in particular, the
opening angle around o must not change. We shall also require the deformation respect
the Z,-symmetry of the replicated field. For example, if g is smooth at o, then g3, is
a Zyp-symmetric geometry with a smoothed, i.e. regulated, conical singularity with Cfarge
curvature in the neighbourhood N, (o) of o, giving extra contributions to the action that
become localized on ¢ in the limit @ — 0 of vanishing neighbourhood size. Thus, in contrast
to (2.24), the e, operation nontrivially modifies contributions to the action localized in
N, (o); let us quantify this with

Tonlg,ho &+ 4] = Tlg5.0 bz, (9 93] — Tlg, s 64 4] (227)
= Lo lgg P (8 0)5] — Dolgs 64+ 9] (2.28)

Analogous to e_,, it is helpful also to denote by ez, the deformed orbifolding that is the
inverse operation to e, . Then, for any configuration (g, h, ¢ + 1) which is Z,/-symmetric

20This is perhaps most obvious when starting with the path integral preparation of the state p™a

here, the path integral is done on the unreplicated geometry and there is obviously no extra n-dependent
contribution on ¢. The prescription to get tr[(5™**)"] is then merely to take n copies of this path integral

and perform a branched-identification of the quantum fields along ¥ between the different copies.
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around o, we can also define, for any n dividing n/,

I3[0 6+ ) =nllgz iy (6+0)z,] — Tlg. b6+ (229)
:njo[ginahin7(¢+w)in] _Iﬂ[gvhy(z)"’—w] . (230)

While we have constructed I, , above in (2.27) and (2.29) for some discrete set of n, one
can argue that an analytic continuation to real n > 0 is possible for any configuration
(g, h, ® + 1) (which need not have some Z,/-symmetry). In particular, applying (2.24) and
(2.25), we can recast (2.27) and (2.28) (as well as (2.29) and (2.30)) in the form

IO',TL[g> h’ QS + ¢] :I[ggn;’m h%n;n? (¢ + ¢)(>;<n;n] o 1[97 hv ¢ + Qz[)] (231)
=I5 [ggngnv hgn;m (¢+ w)gn;n] —Is[g, h, &+ Y], (2.32)
where o5, . = e. - has a natural meaning extended to real n > 0 as a deformation

localized in the smaalldneighbourhood N (o) of o such that the opening angle around exactly
o is divided by n. With the definition of I, established, the Wald-Dong entropy [6]**
appearing in the generalized entropy formula (2.18) can now be defined as:

SIPLg. by 6+ ] =0 Lonlg, 6+ Vo = =00 Lo alg oo +vl| (2.35)
=0 (1lggs hgas (6 + ) o) = nllg. b +4]) (2.36)
=0 (1930 s (6 +0)5,] ~mllghoo+ol) . (237)

where, to obtain the expression (2.36), or equivalently (2.37), we have used (2.27). We
shall see later in this section that the generalized entropy S5 " [g] defined in (2.18) has an
expression very similar to (2.36), with the action I replaced by the effective action W.

In this paper, the parameter a describing the radius of the neighbourhood N, (c) of o,
in which ez, replicas and ex, orbifolds are deformed, will always be a small value, whose
vanishing fimit is implicitlyﬂ understood to be taken last, for those quantities that have

2n particular, focusing on the bulk metric field in holography, [6] considers a sequence g, of smooth
configurations which are Z,-symmetric around codimension-two surfaces oy, with g1 = g being the config-
uration on which the Wald-Dong entropy of o1 = o is to be calculated. As described around (A.24) in our
appendix A, these metrics are bulk solutions which arise naturally from the boundary replica trick. Then,
(3.6) in [6] reads

57 Plg) = = (I[gn(;nn] - I[gn;nn])n : (2.33)

The “Stotar” and “Sougsiae” of [6] respectively correspond to the two terms written in (2.33). (Contrary to
what Figure 2 therein might suggest, one should evaluate “Soutsiae” as the action I[gn; n] ezxactly up to,
but not including, the conical singularity of gnin ab On. For example, to recover (3.2171) therein, for the
singular cone “a — 0”7 term of (3.20), it is import%nt to take p — 0 as the lower bound of the integral after
making this cone singular but before evaluating 9n|n=1 = 9c|e=0 and hence before sending a — 0 in the
regularized cone, i.e. finite a, term of (3.20).) The expression (2.33) can be seen to agree with (2.37):

00 (192 ) = Tgazn]) _ ==0u (Tlgz] = Tlgzal) = =0 Ilgz| _ —1lg] (2.34)

n= n=1

where we have used (2.25) in the last equality.
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finite @ — 0 limits. For instance, in higher-curvature theories, the action I,[gs,,,...] in the
neighbourhood N, (o) of o typically diverges for smooth g and n # 1 in the'a — 0 limit,
so, for I5[gs,,,...] and I5,lg,...], a is understood to be small but finite. However, it has
been shownd[G] that this regulator can be safely removed for the Wald-Dong entropy (2.35)
— after taking the n derivative and setting n = 1 in (2.35), one can take the a — 0 limit
and obtain a finite answer??.

To be clear, in this paper, we shall not allow the boundary part [ M LM of the action
(2.2) to contribute to Wald-Dong entropy??, even if the entangling surface o stretches to
the spacetime boundary M. Our reasons for considering this part of the action in this
paper are primarily dynamical, as described around (2.8). In holography however, apart
from its role in dynamics, [ M LM also includes counterterms which implement holographic
renormalization of the effective action. If we were to allow these counterterms to contribute
to Wald-Dong entropy, then we would be renormalizing IR divergences of generalized en-
tropy in the bulk and UV divergences of the CFT entropy. Thus, allowing Wald-Dong
contributions of [ M LM would seem to give a bulk generalized entropy that is dual to a
UV-renormalized?* ‘CFT generalized entropy’ which includes Wald-Dong terms of the CFT
theory needed to cancel UV divergences. In this paper, we are interested in studying the
bulk first law of generalized entropy, which according to the intuition of previous work
[16, 17|, should be equivalent in holography to a first law of the CFT. While the bare von
Neumann entropy of the CFT ought to satisfy the standard first law (1.6) of any von Neu-
mann entropy, no sensible first law for the CF'T generalized entropy is expected to hold as
the CFT metric is nondynamical. This motivates us to exclude [ M LM from contributing
to the bulk Wald-Dong entropy so that, in holography, the bulk generalized entropy we
consider is dual to a bare von Neumann entropy and thus should possess a first law.

Before moving on, let us comment also briefly on how (2.35) relates to alternative
expressions for Wald-Dong entropy (see e.g. [7]?) given in terms of the symplectic potential

22 At the end of appendix E.1, we give an argument for the finiteness of generalized entropy in the a — 0
limit. Given the parallels between (2.36) and the below (2.44), a similar argument would seem to apply to
Wald-Dong entropy, with the effective action replaced by the action.

2 A way to make this consistent with (2.27) and (2.35), where the full action is used, is to view ™ LM
as actually being evaluated on the boundary limit of IR cutoff surfaces which always remain at large proper

separation from o — the *n and e;  operations would then be indistinguishable to fM L. The cutoff

Xn
surfaces would thus have parts which run off to infinity at o N M. For example, this is the picture that
one naturally has for a Euclidean AdSs planar black hole: in the standard black hole picture, one views
the bifurcation surface o and the IR cutoff surface as being parallel and thus never meeting; however, upon
redrawing the spacetime as a global AdS ball, one finds that the two run off together to the AdS boundary
at two points.

24For a description of how UV divergences are renormalized in generalized entropy, see section E.1. The
discussion there is written with the bulk generalized entropy in mind, but is expected to extend generically
to any theory of quantum fields on fixed backgrounds. In the present discussion, the divergent parts of the
holographic renormalization counterterms would play the part of “—I32*[g]” for the CFT.

#The authors of [7], similar to [6], consider the Wald-Dong entropy (2.33) constructed using smooth bulk
backgrounds gn, as described in footnote 21. From (2.33), one can propose an expression for the Wald-Dong
entropy analogous to (2.40):

S5lgl = —/ 0[0ngn = nln=1] , (2.38)
ONy (o)
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0 defined in (2.5):

S3'Plg. by & + ¥ =0n 195 ns hignzns (0 + V) gzl (2.39)

n=1

?
= / e[angin+n‘n=178nh>~<n+n|n=178n(¢+Q;Z))>~<n+n‘n=1] ) (240)
or, alternatively,

SXVD [97 h7 ¢ + sz)] = an I[gén%nv hén%na (¢ + Qp)én%n] nel (241)

2

:/ O[angx”;n|n:17anhx”;n|n=17an(¢ + w)Xn;n‘n=1] ) (242)

where Ny(co) denotes a zero-sized neighbourhood of o (not to be confused with the N, (o)
associated with s where a — 0 should be taken only at the very end). To obtain
the second lines (2.40) and (2.42), we note that, as described below (2.32),
analogously, ®nin AT€ deformations localized in the neighbourhood N, (o) of o such that

® .y, and,
the opening angle around o is respectively divided and multiplied by n. Since these act
nontrivially only in the tiny neighbourhood N, (), one expects the only sizable contribution
to the variation of the action to come from the symplectic potential @ contribution — see
(2.5) — surrounding the zero-sized neighbourhood Ny(o) of . (Recall our convention is for
the actions in (2.39) and (2.41) to exclude contributions from the strict conical singularities
exactly at 0.) Implicit in all this, however, is the assumption that the 9, |,=1 derivative can
be taken inside the action to act on the Lagrangian. As [6]?° finds, this is not generally the
case in higher-curvature theories when the entangling surface o has non-vanishing extrinsic
curvature — here, taking n close to 1 gives rise to curvature contributions to the actions
in (2.39) and (2.41) concentrated near the very centre of N,(o) which blow up as one
approaches the entangling surface o (even at finite a), promoting certain O[(n — 1)?] terms
of the Lagrangian to O(n—1) contributions to the action, containing factors of the extrinsic
curvature of o. Nonetheless, it will be interesting to later compare (2.42) with a very similar
expression derived from Noether charge, in the thermal case where the extrinsic curvatures
of o vanish.

To end this section, let us now use the deformed replication operation e;, defined
above to derive a simple expression for generalized entropy in terms of the effective action

where, in taking the n derivative, an analytic continuation of Gnzn to real n near n = 1 is understood.
The argument for (2.38) is quite similar to that for (2.40), followmg from naively evaluating the action
variations of (2.33) using (2.5). Since the variations (%gn nln=1 and Ongn - n|n 1 agree except in N, (o),
the equations of motion contributions arising from the two terms in (2.33) should cancel in the @ — 0 limit.
What remains is the symplectic potential contribution (2.38) from the second term.

26Tn particular, the finite a and “a — 0” terms in (3.18)-(3.20) of [6] respectively correspond to con-
tributions to the two terms in (2.33); the offending (3.21) correction of [6] to (2.38) is part of the latter.
This correction arises because the smooth Z,-symmetric backgrounds g, have orbifolds Gnzin which, once
analytically continued near n = 1, give large curvature contributions that diverge as one ap?)roaches oy in
gn = n such that certain O[(n — 1)?] terms of the Lagrangian are promoted to O(n — 1) terms in I[gn_ nl-
(Thls is somewhat surprising since, for n € N, the orbifold Gnzn is smooth except exactly at the conlcally
singular o, which is excluded from I [g"v]"] )
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W. Using (2.25) and (2.29), we can rewrite (2.26) in terms of the deformed replication
operation ey, :

(5" Os] = [[ahfd] exp {~(I + I0gg b b5 + 01} On . (243

where we have made a change of path integration variables from the h and ¢ appearing in
(2.26) to h. 3, = hs and .

xn=n nxn win%n
o g g o (o8 [ed

above?”. Actually, due to transformations of the path integration measure resulting from

which we have renamed back to A and

this change of variables and the change in the background from (gén, ¢§n) t0 (954, Pip)s WE
generally expect an anomalous correction to (2.43); however, in this paper, we will r%legate
all variations of the path integral measure to the comprehensive discussion of appendix E.
Setting this to the side, combining (2.16), (2.23), (2.35), and (2.43), a simple expression for
the generalized entropy (2.18) is then given in terms of the effective action (2.4) evaluated
on replicated backgrounds®®:
SEm gl =0n (Wlag, —nWlgl) . (2.44)
(In appendix E.2, we shall argue that the anomalous corrections to (2.43) mentioned above
are absorbed into a corrected definition of Wald-Dong entropy, so that (2.44) still remains
exactly correct.) This is just like the expression (2.36) for Wald-Dong entropy, but with
the action I replaced by the effective action W. This lends weight to the intuition that the
generalized entropy (2.44) of a semiclassical theory is the natural analogue of the Wald-
Dong entropy of a classical theory. Moreover, (2.44) makes a clear connection between
UV divergences in generalized entropy and the effective action W{g|; in particular, for an
effective action Wg| that is rendered UV finite from the renormalization of UV divergences
between 18"V[g] and W™ [g], we also expect the generalized entropy given by (2.44) to be
UV finite. This is discussed further in appendix E.1. We also explain there why we expect
(2.44) to remain finite as we take the zero-size limit of the regulator a for the smoothed
conical singularities produced by the action of e;, on smooth backgrounds.
Our result (2.44) is essentially the Callan-Wilezek equation [23]?Y, except that we have
(not yet) specialized to thermal setups, characterized by a U(1)-symmetry around the

2Tt is natural to select boundary conditions for the quantum fields at o such that they share the same
conical properties as the background. Assuming the original background (g, ¢) is smooth at o, then in (2.26),
the background (gén7 (;Sén) is conically singular with opening angle 27n around o, while the (g5,,, #%,) of
(2.43) are regulated to be smooth at o. Note that e_ sven a

&

on fields (h,1) which do not necessarily have Z,-symmetry around o, as deforming, in the neighbourhood

= o has a natural definition, even acting

nxn Xn—n
c s

No(o) of o, conically singular configurations with opening angle 27n at o, so that they become smooth.

2Note that, even though replicated fields are written in (2.43), since Igf‘f” = 0, we see the pertinent
quantity to consider for the difference between the generalized and matter von Neumann entropies is just
—0nl, 1[g,h,® + ]|n=1, as appears in the Wald-Dong entropy (2.35).

Tn garly work, e.g. [28, 29], the point that the calculation of tr[(p™*")"] should exclude extra contribu-
tions from conical singularities produced by replication is often missed — see (2.5)-(2.6) and the discussion
around (4.2) in [28] and (2.14)-(2.15) and section 3.1 in [29] — or the calculation of tr[(5™**)"] is thought to
be renormalized by the gravitational theory in a way that includes the contributions of conical singularities.
(C.f. the discussion in our appendix E.1, where we however identify the renormalized quantity as a gen-
eralized, rather than von Neumann, entropy.) Consequently, the authors associate the entirety of (2.44)’s
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entangling surface o corresponding to a rotation in thermal time (recall our discussion of
Figure 1a). In general, it seems practically unclear how one might compute Wgs,, | for real
n near 1, in order to take the derivative (2.44)3. However, in thermal setups, ctrhelre is an
obvious analytic continuation of the replicated background (g3,,, ¢5,,), obtained by varying
the period of thermal time 7 to 27n (from its original period of 27 in g). With this, our
goal in section 3 will be to establish a connection between the generalized entropy formulas
(2.18) and (2.44) and Wald’s Noether charge formalism [10, 11| for computing entropy in
thermal cases.

It is perhaps worth pausing to remark that (2.44), despite first appearances, differs from
the standard holographic derivation of the generalized entropy formula from the boundary
von Neumann entropy [7] — in appendix A we compare and contrast these approaches
in detail. For the calculation of Rényi entropies in that context, the replicated boundary
manifold forms a shell within which one is instructed to fill with a bulk path integral that
produces smooth expectation values for background plus quantum fields. This can be shown
to lead to the generalized entropy formula (2.18) [7] on a bulk solution g with an additional
quantum extremal condition for o [9], recovering the expected RT formula. In contrast,
the replicated background gy, of (2.44) has a regulated conical singularity around o. As
we have derived, (2.44) giveg a formula for the generalized entropy (2.18) of an arbitrary
entangling surface o on an arbitrary background g. Of course, if evaluated on the same
background solution with the same RT surface o, (2.44) and the holographic results must
agree to give (2.18). In appendix A, we show this agreement more directly, by relating our
Callan-Wilczek formula (2.44) to the holographic calculation.

3 Generalized entropy in thermal setups

Here, we wish to relate the generalized entropy formulas (2.18) and (2.44) to Iyer and
Wald’s Noether charge formalism [10, 11] in a thermal setting where, as described above
(1.3), there is a Euclidean U(1) rotation symmetry around the bulk entangling surface o.
Specifically, we seek to write the generalized entropy formula (2.18), with von Neumann

RHS with an entanglement i.e. von Neumann entropy. Instead, we maintain that the Wald-Dong entropy
(2.35) should be distinguished from the matter von Neumann entropy, with the latter being truly given by
(2.19) or (2.23) for some density matrix p™*" — see footnote 20.

30This is to be contrasted with the action I[gxn,hxn, (6 + w)xn] which can be expressed in terms of
I n[g,h, ¢ + ] as in (2.27) and thus be readily computed for real n > 0 as described around (2.32). One
can, however provide a formal definition of W{gy,,] for real n > 0 as follows. The classical action I%*'[gy, ]
can be analytically continued as described aboc(fe7 so it is sufficient to consider just the quantum matter
piece W™[g5..] (see (2.4)). As discussed around (2.32), the background (g5, -, ®xn-n) has a natural
analytic continuation to non-integer n as a deformation of (g,¢) in the neighbourhood A, (o) of o such
that the opening angle around exactly o is divided by n. On (gxn ns qﬁxn »); one can evaluate the path
integral over quantum fluctuations (h, ) which preserve the conical propertles of the background fields at
o and further have boundary conditions fixed on the upper and lower faces of the codimension-one surface
3. — this path integral can be thought of as defining unnormalized density matrices of the rtnatter on %
—wmat g

9%,
o

that we call pmat = (p221)1/™ . Then, analogous to (2.16), note that we have tr pmat =e . Since

><n

~mat

our deﬁmtlons for p"“*i and Pin are valid for non-integer n, this gives a formal deﬁnition for the analytic

continuation of Wmat [gxn]

17 —



entropy S[p™at] given by (2.20), as the sum of a Wald Noether charge (identified with the
Wald-Dong entropy SYP) plus the expectation value of a modular Hamiltonian (and an
effective action giving the second term of (2.20) by (2.16)). We shall find that the matter
modular Hamiltonian density is given by the canonical form of the U(1) rotation generator,
1.e. the integral of a Noether current plus a boundary term, as opposed to some component
of the gravitational stress tensor obtained by varying the matter action with respect to the
metric. This is in agreement with existing work — see [22] section 4.1, [20], and [21] —
which focus primarily on scalar field theory non-minimally coupled to curvature. We will
aim to be more general, allowing for arbitrary vector and tensor fields.

We organize this section as follows. We shall start in section 3.1 by introducing notation
relevant to computing generalized entropy using our Callan-Wilczek formula (2.44) in a
thermal setup. In particular, we review a trick inspired by [30, 31| for extending the proper
period of thermal time, i.e. producing the replicated background (g3,,, $5,) appearing in
(2.44). In section 3.2, we employ this trick to obtain an expression for ger(lferalized entropy
in terms of integrals of Noether charge and current in the Iyer-Wald formalism [10, 11].
This result motivates equating the matter modular Hamiltonian K™ with the matter
Noether current integral plus a boundary term, at least as expectation values. In section
3.3, we argue that this is in fact an operator equality by considering expectation values
with other operators; we also take a closer look at the role played by terms previously set
aside in the derivation of section 3.2. Finally, in section 3.4, we move from Fuclidean to
Lorentzian signature, rewriting our main results in the latter; in particular, we explain how
our conventions lead to the appearance of overall signs in the Noether current and charge
when moving between the two signatures. This will prepare us for section 4, where we
consider the first law of generalized entropy in Lorentzian signature involving state and
background variations which may not necessarily permit simple Euclidean descriptions.

3.1 Extending the proper thermal period

We are interested here in (Euclidean) spacetimes g with a U(1) symmetry — see Figure
la. Let 7 ~ 7 + 27 be the thermal time parameterizing the U(1) direction, with 7 = 0 on
the bulk surface X, the half-space for which generalized entropy is being computed. The
bulk part of 0% is given by the entangling surface o. The spacetime may or may not have
a boundary; in case it does, let us call it M and write the intersection of 0% with M as R.
In a holographic setting, R would be the boundary region whose von Neumann entropy is
computed by the bulk generalized entropy across o. Let

3 =0, (31)

be the generator of the U(1) symmetry in the thermal time direction.

Our starting point for obtaining an expression for the generalized entropy in terms of
Wald’s Noether charge formalism is (2.44). Thus, to get started, let us now introduce a
diffeomorphism which has the effect of replication *xn around the bulk entangling surface
o for U(1) symmetric backgrounds — this trick is inspired by [30, 31] and explained in
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(a) Extending the period of thermal time be-  (b) A diffeomorphism of panel a such that the
yond 27 with locally fixed metric. coordinate period of thermal time is back to 2.

Figure 2: A background (g,¢) that is rotation- (i.e. U(1)-) symmetric around a
codimension-two surface o has obvious analytic continuations for the replicated backgrounds
(9xn, Pxn) and (g5, @5,,) (With the latter illustrated here) to real n near n = 1. This is
obtained by extenéing the period of thermal time 7 to 27n, as illustrated in panel 2a. Here,
the metric is locally kept fixed (except perhaps in a tiny neighbourhood N, (o) of o) but
the period of 7 has been extended such that the two constant 7 surfaces marked by slashes
are identified. Alternatively, one can apply a diffeomorphism to the coloured regions such
that thermal time 7 retains its original period of 2w, resulting in panel 2b. For n close to
1, this involves perturbing the background by ((n — 1)L¢g, (n — 1)L¢¢) within the region
marked as So C (71,72) — a qualitative sketch of the vector field ¢ is shown. Within the
infinitesimal region 81 = N, (o) N (71, 72), one should smoothly fill in the background fields.

Figure 2. Choose two thermal times 71 and 7 and consider®® the thermal time interval
(11,72). Let k(7) be a smooth function interpolating from 0 to 27 within (71, 72), with all
derivatives vanishing at 7 and 7»:

Kr) =0 w(ry)=2r  K(r)=K(ry) =r"(r) =K"(ry)="-=0, (32)

where we have used superscripts e~ and eT to respectively mean limits from below and
above. We may then define

¢ =K¢, (3.3)
which generates a transformation that just about captures the effect of replication of U(1)-
symmetric fields around o, up to a diffeomorphism:

diff diff
8ng%‘<n|n:1 ~ ECQ = 2(dﬁ)(a£b) ) 8n¢§n|n:1 ~ EC¢ ) (34)

31When we write (71, 72), we always mean the thermal time interval going in the positive 7 direction from

T1 to T2, even if 71 > 19 — recall the periodicity of 7.

~19 —



where the Lie derivative of the metric was evaluated using

Viaés) =0, V(aCs) =(dK)(abp) - (3.5)
For simplicity, we shall, until the discussion in section 3.3, choose coordinates for Ixn such

that the % in (3.4) become equalities (that is, we take the perspective of Figure 2b as
opposed to Figure 2a). Note that the transformations (3.4) interpolate to doing nothing
on 71 and 7. So far, the choices of 7, 7, and k, have been fairly arbitrary; we will soon
leverage this arbitrariness in calculations below.

As indicated in (3.4) the transformations defined above describe the replication opera-
tion e, applied to the background fields; as described by (2.24) and (2.25), recall that our
convention is for functionals of such fields is to neglect any extra contributions arising from
the introduction or modification of conical singularities produced by ®xn. In contrast, as
made explicit therein, our Callan-Wilczek formula (2.44) for generalized entropy involves
backgrounds produced by the deformed replication operation e, which generates regulated
conical singularities that should be included in the evaluation of the effective action. In
particular, e, is defined with an additional deformation in a tiny neighbourhood N, (o) of
o such that the opening angle (27 for smooth backgrounds) exactly at o remains unchanged
by e;,. Let us phrase this in terms of augmenting our transformation (3.4). We divide
the spacetime in the thermal time interval (71, 7) into two pieces: S; = Ny(o) N (71, 72),
given by a tiny neighbourhood of ¢ within (71, 72), and Ss, the complement of Sy in (71, 72).
Within Sy, we apply the transformation generated by ¢, as written in (3.4). Within Sj,
we shall apply a deformation which smoothly interpolates to doing nothing near o; as with
(3.4), we require that the transformation here is also trivial on 71 2. The complete picture
is illustrated in figure 2b.

3.2 Generalized entropy as Noether charge and current

Let us now consider the generalized entropy functional (2.44). Let us begin with the first
term. Notice here that, to evaluate Wgy, |, in addition to replicating the metric g, we
should also replicate other background fields ¢ — if, for example, the background ¢ is
chosen so as to satisfy certain boundary conditions on M, then ¢, will satisfy the requisite
boundary conditions on the replicated spacetime boundary. (In this paper, we have tended
to suppress ¢ as an argument of W because W is independent of the bulk profile of ¢.)
To proceed, we shall assume that a field configuration (g, h, ¢ + 1) satisfies the required
boundary conditions on the boundary of the spacetime if and only if (g3,,,h, ¢, + ¥)
satisfies the corresponding boundary conditions on the n-replicated space%ime b(;undary.
We expect this to be the case, for example, when boundary conditions take the form of
requiring h and 1 to scale at certain asymptotic rates on approach to the boundary. This
allows us to write

—Ilgg, hog, +Y]
(& o o

Wigg,] =~ log [lan]idv] , (36)

where the boundary conditions for (h,) in the path integral at the spacetime boundary
are independent of n. Thus, the n dependence is mostly accounted for by the background
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fields appearing in the action I[gs,,, h, ¢, +1]. We say “mostly” because it is conceivable
that there may be an anomalous éependgnce of the integration measure on the background.

Reserving further discussion of such anomalous contributions to appendix E, using
(3.4)32 and (3.6), we write3?

W (gznlln=1 = <K<> (3.7)
K¢ =(8g.ccg + 0p.cc0) 119, hy ¢ + 1] (3.8)

:/5 (Eg-£§g+E¢-£<qz5)
2

T / (01£c0. £c8] + (Bo.zog + o2 LM}
0S2NM

with the equations of motion E and symplectic potential 8 as defined in (2.5). In writing
(3.9), we have dropped

/ <E9 : a’ﬂgin’nzl + Ed) : 8n¢§<n‘n:1> =0 (3.10)
S g G

which vanishes due to the vanishing size3* of S; in the a — 0 limit. In fact, due to (2.13),
we could have also omitted the E, term from the RHS of (3.7), but we have kept it around
as it will be helpful for later discussion to consider the operator IQ itself, rather than just
its expectation value. In writing (3.9), we have also used the fact that 0,95, |n=1 and
On®spln=1 vanish on 7 and 7o. ’

For clarity, let us state that, in this paper, we shall take the orientation of m-dimensional
surfaces, written explicitly as the boundary 0= of some (m + 1)-dimensional region E, to
be the usual one induced from that of = such that Stokes’ theorem is written

/Ed'y—/a’y (3.11)

32Note that we are assuming a diffeomorphism invariance of the action and hence effective action in

utilizing the trick described in section 3.1 to implement *5n- In holography, the boundary part fM LM
of the action, containing counterterms for holographic renormalization, is not invariant under diffeomor-
phisms carrying along fields and the cutoff surface in the transverse direction when the boundary spacetime
dimension d is even — this is precisely the origin of the CFT Weyl anomaly. (A review is given in section
6.3.2 of [24].) In this paper, we shall take cutoff surfaces to be invariant under rotations in the thermal
time direction and only assume that [ M LM is invariant under diffeomorphisms parallel to cutoff surfaces,
such as that appearing in (3.4).

33Note that this is essentially the calculation in section IT of [31], except they seem to neglect 8 terms as
well as any L™ (see (I1.4)-(IL.7) therein). In the following calculation here, we shall find that a Dong-like or
Noether charge contribution to the entropy (a contribution which should be distinguished from the bulk von
Neumann entropy) can be extracted from (3.9) by appropriately adding and subtracting € terms around
the entangling surface. Given that [31] never introduces such terms, the modular Hamiltonian [31] derives
(see (I1.9), (II.12), and (II.13) therein), an integral of the stress tensor components, likely does in general
correspond to a valid von Neumann entropy. In appendix B, we present a calculation on time-dependent
backgrounds that even more closely resembles [31] and point out there also how certain boundary terms
were neglected by [31].

34Recall that the expectation value in (3.7) is to be evaluated on the unperturbed background which is
smooth at o. For states that are not particularly pathological exactly at o, there is no reason for (E;) or
(Eg) to become infinite at o. Further, recall that 0,95, |n=1 and On¢z,,|n=1 in S1 smoothly interpolates
from (3.4) (which is finite) to zero at o. 7 ’
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for any m-form ~. We shall also take the spacetime boundary M to have the orientation
induced in this way from the orientation of the bulk spacetime. Furthermore, when we
take the intersection of two m-dimensional surfaces such that the intersection is itself also
m-~dimensional, we shall implicitly take the intersection to inherit the orientation of the
first written surface. For example, 051 N 0SSy and 9Ss N JS; shall implicitly inherit the
orientations of 087 and 0Ss. As we proceed, we shall state conventions for orienting other
surfaces as we need them.

Continuing with our calculation, let us now take advantage of the arbitrariness of 7y, 7o,
and & in order to take the limit 71 — 7, where the thermal time interval (71, 72) becomes
vanishingly small. Note that (3.9) does not vanish in this limit because the Lie derivative
L¢y of a general tensor field v becomes sizable owing to the derivative of x in ( = k¢
becoming large:

T
Ly b, =CVarp, 5] — Z%fifff?;"c”v ¢ +Z'y§;..§ﬁ.bs ¢ (3.12)
~— Z’nfj"?”” (dr)a&" + Zvﬁf“.ﬁb (dr)p, € (n—7y)  (3.13)

with the sums being over the positions ¢ of vector indices 1% and dual-vector indices
), ..b;-b, Of the field v in question. Thus, it is helpful to introduce the quantities [16]

I8 S
(Cy)a =D (B et Zae, Yoy iy e = Y _(B)ae i 0, (314)
i=1 =
so that
limi E, - Liy=— 27r/ £(Cy)a - (3.15)
Tl—)TQ SQ T2

where 79 is shorthand for the 7 = 7 surface.

To be clear, here and elsewhere in this paper, we shall take the orientation of constant
time surfaces, e.g. the 7 surface of (3.15), to be given by the interior product of the normal
vector n, of constant time slices, pointed in the direction of increasing 7, and the spacetime

volume form
nN(r) - €. (orientation of constant-time surfaces) (3.16)

Of course, if an d-dimensional surface is explicitly written as the boundary 9= of some
(d + 1)-dimensional region Z, then we will still take the orientation on 9= to be the one
induced by that of Z, even if part of 9= lies on a constant-time surface. That is, the rules
stated previously around (3.11) take priority.

Now, applying (3.15) to (3.9), we then find

lim /6( = —271'/ ga (Cg + C¢)a + lim {9[£§g,£<¢] + ((5975(9 + 5¢,£C¢)LM} .
T2

TI—Ty T1—=Ty JOS2NM

(3.17)
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In particular, from the definition (3.14) applied to the metric g,
rav b
Cl =—2e,El" = —¢, (2E5 +T)" (3.18)

where T% is the stress tensor (2.11)3%, we see in (3.17) the appearance of the term

o / €&y T™ (3.19)
T2

which, if » = 0 is chosen to place the integral on ¥, matches 27 times the often-written
expression (1.5) for the matter modular Hamiltonian®. But, we shall soon see that the
matter modular Hamiltonian K™ should instead be identified with the integral — sz ngt
of a Noether current Jfgnat plus a boundary term. Roughly speaking, our calculations below
will more generally bear out [22]’s observations (made there in scalar field theory) that (3.19)
should contribute to both the matter modular Hamiltonian 27 K™ and the matter part
of the Wald-Dong entropy. In particular, rewriting the (C, + Cy), term of (3.17), we will
be able to pick out: a Noether current integral —2m fTQ J¢ whose matter part —27 fTQ Jg‘at
contributes to 2r K™ : and a total derivative 27 fT2 dQ¢ whose contribution —27 [ Qe
at the entangling surface is identified as the Wald-Dong part SY'P
(2.18).

To separate out the Wald-Dong and modular Hamiltonian contributions to (3.17), let

of generalized entropy

us now write down the definition of Noether currents and charges. For any vector field ¥,
the Noether current Jy, is defined by [10, 11]

Iy =0[Lyg, Lyh, Ly(¢+ )] —x - L. (3.20)

To define the Noether charge (up to a closed form), [16]37 showed that one can generally
express the Noether current in the form

J, =dQ, + x°C., Ca= Y (Cya (3.21)
ve{g,h,0 0}

where Q,, is the Noether charge and C, is the sum of the (C,),, defined above in (3.14),
over all fields v € {g, ¢, h,¥}. (Note that, for classically on-shell configurations, J, becomes
exact and thus closed — this is the expression of current conservation in Iyer-Wald formalism
[10, 11].) Now, applying (3.21) with x = & to the first integral of (3.17), we find

ko[ o fac [ e, )

+ lim {0[Lcg, Lco) + (89,09 +5¢,£<¢)LM} .
7_1_)7—2 8820./\/1

(3.22)

35 As remarked below (2.11), the stress tensor should also receive a contribution from the variation of the
path integral measure — this is precisely one of the anomalous terms we dropped below (3.6).

36The relative sign between (3.19) and (1.5) is a result of the fact that (3.19) is written with the Euclidean
stress tensor, while (1.5) is written with the Lorentzian stress tensor. As we shall show in section 3.4, the

two stress tensors are off by a sign.
37See (5.11)-(5.12) in therein.
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Here and elsewhere, we shall take the orientation of the codimension-two surfaces (e.g.
the entangling surface o, the boundary region R = >N M on the initial time slice, and the
intersection 7 N M of the 7 = 73 surface with the spacetime boundary M) residing on the
boundaries of constant-time surfaces to all have the orientation given by

ney - () - €, (orientation of codimension-two surfaces) (3.23)

where n(;) is the normal vector to the constant time surface, pointed in the direction
of increasing 7 (as in (3.16)), and n(, is the other normal of the codimension-two sur-
face in question, tangent to the constant time surface and pointed away from o towards
the spacetime boundary M. (On the spacetime boundary, n(y would correspond to the
outward-directed normal vector of M.) Again, the rules stated around (3.11) take priority
for any surfaces explicitly written as the boundary 9= of some higher dimensional region

—
—
—

Let us now massage the spacetime boundary terms of (3.22) a bit. Using the definitions
(3.20) and (3.21) for Noether current and charge, we have the relation

2%/ Q¢ =— lim dQ¢ = — lim O[Lcg, Lch, Lo(o+ )], (3.24)
ToNM T1—=Ty JOS2NM 71Ty JOS2NM

where, in the second equality, we have noted that the ¢ - L and (*C, terms arising from
(3.20) and (3.21) do not involve any derivatives of ¢ and thus have a negligible integral over
082N M in the 7y — 7, limit. Additionally, using the relation (2.8) between the symplectic
potential and quantum field variations of the boundary Lagrangian LM, we have

(Og.ccq + 0pc6) LM M =L LM at = Bz + Opcew) LY (3.25)
=L LM p+ 01Lch, L] a - (3.26)

One can use the general identity

Ly =x-dvy+d(x-v) (3.27)

for the Lie derivative of an arbitrary form field v with respect to an arbitrary vector field
X to integrate the ECLM appearing in (3.26):

/ LM = d(¢-LM) = —27r/ £- LM (3.28)
0S2NM 0S2NM ToNM

Altogether, applying (3.24), (3.26), and (3.28) to the spacetime boundary terms of (3.22)
simplifies the expression to

lim ]ac IQTF{—/Qg-l-/ [fa(ch—i-cq/,)a—.]g] —/mMg'LM} . (329)

TI Ty

Shortly in section 3.3, we will argue that the terms in (3.29) involving Cj, and Cy not
only have a vanishing expectation value, but are artifacts of the diffeomorphism implicit
in using (3.4) to model replication. Setting these to the side, we see in (3.29) that we
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have extracted Noether charge and current terms as we had hoped. Let us use superscripts
o' and e™Mat to denote quantities, e.g. the Noether current, derived respectively from the
gravitational and matter actions 18"V and I™?'. Then, using the equality (3.7) between
W (g5 )ln=1 and (K¢) (holding for any choice of 71, 72, and ) we obtain, from the Callan-
Wilezek expression (2.44) for generalized entropy,

senlgl = 2n ([ Qe [aps [ conmedy g @0

where we have used (2.4) and

J5 :Jgrav + Jénat — _f LAY 4 Jznat , (331)

I8V [g] =27 </ &L _/ g,LM,graV> ’ (3.32)
T TQmM

following from (2.2), (3.20), and the £ rotation symmetry of the background metric g.
We can compare (3.30) with (2.16), (2.18), and (2.20), which read

SEm(g] = (S¥Plg, h, ¢ + ¥]) + 2m (K™Y — WAt [g] . (3.33)

The peculiar minus sign of the first terms in (3.30) is an expected result of working in
Euclidean signature?® — we will see in section 3.4 how these signs arise when moving
between Lorentzian and Euclidean signatures. As hinted in (1.3) (which acquires a sign on
the RHS in Euclidean signature), in thermal setups, the Wald-Dong entropy can be equated
to the integral of Noether charge on o. Obviously, one can just compare the formulas for
Noether charge entropy [11] and Wald-Dong entropy [6] to see that they are equal®”, but let
us also give a more intuitive albeit rough explanation. Using (3.20) and (3.21) which relate
Noether charge Q¢ to the symplectic potential 8, we can put the Noether charge integrated
over ¢ in a form

-2 = d = 0L g, L. L 3.34
. / Qe /%m& Qc /8510882 Leg, Loh, Lo( + )] (3.34)

which closely resembles the formula (2.42) for the Wald-Dong entropy in terms of the
symplectic potential. Let ¢ be a smoothed indicator function that vanishes outside N, (o)
and is mostly identically 1 in N, (o) except for a fixed fraction of N, (o) near its boundary.

38In this paper, we have decided to stay consistent with the way we define Noether current and charge
(always according to (3.20) and (3.21)) as well as orientation (always according to the rules stated around
(3.11), (3.16), and (3.23)) when moving between Euclidean and Lorentzian signatures. Alternatively, one
can decide to move, in Euclidean signature, the sign on the Noether charge and current in (3.30) over to
(3.20) or to the orientations of the constant-time surfaces and the entangling surface o.

3976 see (1.3), compare Proposition 4.1 in [11] describing Noether charge with the general expression
(1.5) for Wald-Dong entropy in [6]. (The extrinsic curvatures of the entangling surface o appearing in the
latter vanish in the thermal setup.) Notice what is sufficient for (1.3) to hold is for one to choose Z = 0
for the Noether charge in Proposition 4.1 and either all fields to be £-symmetric, or for merely the metric g
to be &-symmetric and additionally Y = 0 to be chosen. (Through our derivation, it is evident that (3.30)
is independent of the ambiguities Y and Z in Noether charge.) It will be convenient for us to take Y =0
and Z = 0, seeing as quantum fluctuations in matter fields may not be £&-symmetric.
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Then, the action of ¢L¢ on fields is a deformation in N, (o) that has roughly the effect of
producing the variation of a conical excess at exactly o, just like the 0, (e, ,z,,)n=1 operation
seen in (2.42). Replacing the 0y (e,,,z,,)
and integrating the symplectic poate(rfltial on ONp(o) where ¢« = 1, we see that we recover
(3.34) with the limit of zero size for S;. As noted below (2.42), the subtle corrections
found by [6] that might modify that equation in higher curvature theories involve factors of

n=1 field variations in (2.42) with this variation LLce
40

extrinsic curvature which indeed vanish in the thermal setup considered here. We can also
give a rough argument for this in the thermal case. Recall, as summarized below (2.42), the
corrections to that equation are expected to come from curvature contributions to the action
IGynzin Pynin (@ + 1)z, concentrated at the centre of N,(o) that become divergent
on apf)roagh to o for n close to 1 at finite a. For thermal setups, however, the metric g is
symmetric in ¢ and the statement 0pg,,,z,In=1 it tL¢g becomes precise (c.f. section 3.1).
Sufficiently close to o, this is just a Lie derivative L¢g in the ¢ oc £ direction. Thus, the
curvatures of g, =, should give contributions to the action that, at n close to 1 and finite
a, are no more gdicxrfergent as one approaches o than on the original manifold g. (This is a
statement about curvatures near, but not exactly at o; recall that our convention, stated
around (2.25), is to exclude from I[g, =, Py zps (0+)
exactly at o.) crT

X n%n] the strict conical singularity
Finally, moving onto the latter terms of (3.30) and (3.33), we see that equating these
two expressions suggests

Fmat _/ Jgnat _ / g_LM,mat ’ (335)
T2 ToNM

at least as expectation values. In the below section 3.3, we shall argue that this is in fact
correct as an operator equation, by considering correlators with other operators.

3.3 Modular Hamiltonian as Noether current

Our goal now is to show that the equality (3.35) between the matter modular Hamiltonian
and the Noether current integral — fTQ J?at does indeed hold as an operator equation. We
shall do this by considering correlators of IQ with other operators and comparing it with
corresponding correlators of SXVD + 27 K™ To do so, however, we must first understand
the role played by the terms involving Cj, and Cy, appearing the second line of (3.29) which
we previously set aside.

490ur discussion here is obviously quite rough. For example, it is unable to resolve the Y- and Z-type
ambiguities in Noether charge appearing in Proposition 4.1 of [11], specifically (52) therein, mentioned in
footnote 39. To deal with the Y-type ambiguities which arise as exact contributions to the symplectic
potential 8, we would need to be more careful in relating ¢tL¢ to On(®y,:,)n=1; €.g. the former generates
a transformation that is discontinuous at 7» for the matter fields which’ might not be £&-symmetric. On
the other hand, Z-type ambiguities give exact contributions to Noether charge Q¢. To resolve Y- and
Z-type ambiguities, when the entangling surface ¢ is not compact, e.g. reaching the spacetime boundary
M, one must also be cautious in writing the first equality of (3.34) as there may be extra contributions at
081 N 9S2 N M. As noted in footnote 39 we should make the choice Y = 0 and Z = 0 in order to equate
Wald-Dong and Noether charge entropies.
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We will see later that those terms are merely artifacts of the diffeomorphism introduced
in (3.4). Thus, it is helpful to begin by introducing the following operator:

K‘?iﬁ E/S (Eh . ﬁ(h + Ew : ﬁg?ﬁ) . (3.36)
2

The effect of inserting this operator into a Euclidean correlation function is, up to a trans-
formation of the path integral measure, to apply the differential operator L; to all other
(h,1) operators residing in Sz. Naively, we have

(KIO) ={(On.ceh + Opcop)O) - (3.37)
This is a consequence of replacing as the path integration variables
h—h+.Lch, Y =)+ 1L, (3.38)

with ¢ a smoothed indicator function that identically vanishes outside Sy while, inside
8o, very rapidly interpolates to being a small constant (including on 9S82 N M; recall the
boundary terms (2.8) cancel each other). This change of variables should induce a nontrivial
variation of the path integral measure, giving an extra anomalous correction to (3.37) that
one ought to absorb into the definition (3.36). To avoid derailing the current discussion
however, we shall take (3.36) and (3.37) at face value, leaving the variation of the path
integral measure to be discussed in appendix E.

To connect I@giﬂ, as introduced in (3.36), to terms appearing in (3.29), we take the
71 — 7, limit appearing in (3.29), using the identity (3.15):

T1—T2

lim KIT = — 27r/ £ (Cp +Cy),, - (3.39)
T2

We see that these are precisely (minus) the Cj, and Cy, terms of (3.29), and we thus have

lim (K¢ + K3T) = — 27 (/ Q5+/ J§+/ §-LM> : (3.40)
T1I—T2 o T ToNM

(In fact, though it won’t be of much use to us, (3.40) holds even without the 7 — 75
limit*.) Note, from (3.37) that

(KT =0 (3.42)

so we were indeed justified previously in stating that the (Cp + Cy), term of (3.29) has
vanishing expectation value and can thus be neglected when evaluating the generalized
entropy in (3.30).

4IThis can be shown, by a similar calculation to that presented in section 3.2, using: the definitions (3.9)
and (3.36) for K¢ and K¢'; the definitions (3.20) and (3.21) for Noether charge and current; the identities
(3.26) and (3.28) concerning the boundary Lagrangian L*; and the following identity (see appendix B in

[16]):

—-d(x"Ca)= Y. E,-Ly7. (3.41)
v€{g,h.¢,}
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By comparing the correlation functions between I@C and other operators with those of
SWD 4 or K™t we will now argue using (3.40) and (3.37) that the identification (3.35) of
the matter modular Hamiltonian K™* with the matter Noether current integral — [ JP,
plus a boundary term, is indeed correct. For this purpose, it is sufficient to consider an
arbitrary operator Oy, which can be, for example, a product of local operators, inserted
onthe initial time slice > at 7 = 0. (We can evolve more general operators, say a sequence
of operators at arbitrary Fuclidean or Lorentzian times joined by some Schwinger-Keldysh
contour, back to the ¥ surface and consider the resulting ‘Heisenberg’-picture operator Osy..)
Reiterating (2.16) and (2.17), for such an operator, we have

o) A R0y (o)
X = e*W[Q] - tr,ﬁmat

(3.43)

where p™3 evolves time by path integration from 7 = 0 to 7 = 27. Now, we consider
inserting IQ into this expectation value. There are two cases to consider, depending on
whether ¥ lies in the thermal time interval (71,72) in which I@giﬁ resides. Let us first
consider the easier case where 3 does not lie in (71, 72). Then, the insertion of K¢ defined
in (3.9) simply gives — c.f. (3.6) and (3.7):

[9Xn, ¢Xn+w1

: On [[dh][dy] e Os
<ICCOZ> = o—W1g] ol (E .Z (Tla 7—2)) (3'44)
=((S5"P1g, by ¢ + 0] + IF™[g]) Ox) — % (P :;;):? ClI (3.45)
= ((S5"P1g, by ¢ + W] + IF™[g] + 27 K™) Os) (3.46)

where in the second equality, we have used (2.43) and (2.35) as well as, for the gravitational
parts of the action and Wald-Dong entropy, (2.27). On the other hand, from (3.37) and
(3.40)*2,

Tlll_)H; <’CCOE <|: /Qg —/ Jg —/TQME LM:| Og> . (E g (7‘1,7’2) in limit)
(3.47)

Comparing (3.46) and (3.47) using (3.31) and (3.32) suggests, in this case,

SWPIg h, ¢ + Y] + 2r K™ = — 21 (/ Q£+/ Jgnat+/ g.LM»mat> . (3.48)
o T ToNM

which, upon identifying the Wald-Dong entropy and Noether charge terms, gives the equal-
ity (3.35) we are after. However, we have arrived at (3.48) here by considering the case

2 As noted below it, (3.40) in fact holds without the 71 — 75 limit; consequently, (3.47) does not actually
require the limit, but merely that ¥ lies outside (71,72). This can be seen independently by consistency
with (3.46), which (subject to ¥ Z (71, 72)) is manifestly independent of 71, T2, and the precise profile of
the x function used to define ¢ in (3.3).
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where no operators reside in (71,72) as the limit of vanishing interval size is taken; unfor-
tunately, this is insufficient to distinguish whether I@giff should also be included in (3.48)
since

(KT Og) =0 (2 Z (11,72)) (3.49)

To distinguish IQ + /@giﬁ from IQ and to understand why the Cj;, and C, terms of
(3.29) appeared in the calculation, let us now consider the case®® where the initial time
slice ¥ intersects (71, 72). Now, (3.44) is not quite right as written for the following reason.
Recall as explained below (3.4) that, owing to the diffeomorphism invariance of W[ggn], we

were able to choose coordinates for g5, such that the W of (3.4) are treated as equalities;
in particular, varying n changes the rﬁetric, but keeps the period of the 7 coordinate fixed.
Thus, we must remember that IQ not only acts to vary the replication number n, but also
to apply the diffeomorphism that realizes this. In contrast, in the RHS of (3.44), when
n is varied, we have in mind that the period of thermal time is proportionately increased
while the background remains locally invariant. The insertion of Oy spoils diffeomorphism
invariance and must be transformed accordingly:

(KcOs)
—I[g~ o=
B, [lan)[dy) e 5" 5oy, (3.50)
== T =L — ((Oneh + 0pecw)Ox)
_ <<SCYVD g, h, & + ] + [EV[g] + 2m K™at — /Cgiff) (92> : (3.51)

where, in the second equality, we have now used (3.37). Outside of (71, 72), the diffeomor-
phism is trivial; thus, in the case of the previous paragraph, we were justified in brushing
this subtlety under the rug. In the present case where 3 intersects (71, 72), however, I@Zﬁﬁ
can act nontrivially on Oy. Still, from (3.40), we again recover (3.48) and consequently
(3.35).

To summarize, we have shown that I@giﬁ and the Cj and C, terms appearing in

(3.29) capture the effect of the extra diffeomorphism required to turn the A iy (3.4) into
equalities. As such, we have argued that these contributions are artifacts of the trick
we introduced in section 3.1 as a proxy for extending the period of thermal time and
should therefore be excluded from the modular Hamiltonian. Moreover, we have seen, by
comparison of correlation functions with other operators, that (3.48), and thus our relation
(3.35) between the matter modular Hamiltonian and Noether current, are indeed correct
as operator equations.

Let us end by commenting that the arbitrariness of the choice of 7 in (3.35) and (3.48)
is not at all surprising — the interpretation of this is simply that, for thermal states, the
modular Hamiltonian K™% is itself the generator of time evolution and thus commutes

43 As already mentioned below (3.40) and in footnote 42, much of the discussion in this section does not
actually require us to take the limit of vanishing interval (1, 72) size. But even if we do take the limit, it
is still possible to do so such that ¥ stays within (71,72), e.g. by taking 71 — 0~ and 72 — 0*.
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with the time evolution operator e TE™

(For the remaining sections of this paper, it
will be simplest to take 1o = 0, corresponding to the initial time slice 3.) In appendix B,
we derive the time evolution generator for quantum fields on backgrounds which are not
&-symmetric — we find that the generator, modulo spacetime boundary, Gibbons-Hawking-
like, and joint terms, is still the usual canonical one (see (B.16)), but the evolution operator
is now a path-ordered exponential of an integral over a foliation of time slices (see (B.2)).
Again, these more general results cannot be expressed in terms of gravitational stress tensor

components, contrary to previous work [31].

3.4 Continuation to Lorentzian signature

In the discussion of the first law in section 4, we will consider the first law of generalized
entropy in Lorentzian signature, involving variations which may not be easily described in
terms of Euclidean preparation. Thus, before proceeding, let us take a moment now to
discuss how various quantities considered so far in Euclidean signature are related to their
Lorentzian Counterparts44.

We begin with the usual relations
T =it , B¢ =0, = —ioy = —i k¢ dr =idt , Be =ile (3.52)

between Euclidean thermal time 7 and the Lorentzian physical time ¢. Here, we have also
written the relations between the thermal Killing vector ¢ and the Lorentzian Killing
vector “¢. More generally, we shall use superscripts Pe and “e to distinguish Euclidean

E

and Lorentzian objects, for example, the volume forms Pe and e respectively in Euclidean

and Lorentzian spacetimes. From the above, we see that Euclidean and Lorentzian time
derivatives are related by

We also have
"L=—i"L, P"E,=-i"E,, "0[5]=-i"0[01], (ve{gh¢v}) (354

where the latter equalities follow from the first, giving the standard relation between Eu-
clidean and Lorentzian Lagrangian densities. Note then that, consistently taking the defini-
tion of the stress tensor to be (2.11), we have from (3.52) and (3.54) the following relations

441n this paper, we use the words “Euclidean” and “Lorentzian” rather loosely, specifying whether we are
considering a spacetime with the time coordinate T or t = —iT. Note that a configuration (g, h, ¢ + 1) that
has real Lorentzian components for all real ¢ might yet fail to have real “Euclidean” components for all real
7. To give an example, a Lorentzian black hole metric rotating in the angular coordinate ¢ will typically
have an imaginary g, component (unless one also Wick-rotates the angular velocity parameter by hand,
which one must undo in the end anyway [32]). Thus, a path integral over real configurations in ¢ might
continue to a path integral involving complex configurations in 7. The conversions between “Euclidean” and
“Lorentzian” objects in this section can be regarded as being evaluated on any configurations that might
appear in a given path integral, real or otherwise.
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between Euclidean and Lorentzian stress tensors®:

ETab - _ Z LTab ETab — _ LTab . (355)
Corollary to (3.52), (3.53), and (3.54) above, we have additionally

PePL=—"¢ "L, PO[Le] =—-"0[Lien].  (vYe{g, h o ¥} (3.56)

In general, we will consistently use the same definitions to define quantities in terms of
the Lagrangian, regardless of the spacetime signature. Consequently, by the above and the
definitions (3.20) and (3.21),

FIpe = — Mo, "Que = —"Qug . (3.57)

With the minus signs in the above relations, we must be careful when rewriting our results
in Lorentzian signature; for example, the minus signs of the Noether current and charge
terms of (3.30), (3.35), and (3.48) disappear:

SYPlg o+ ) =~ 2r [ FQue=2n [ MQu. (3.58)
Kmat - _ / EJIé?t _ / E§ . ELM,mat — / LJE?t +/ L£ . LLM,mat , (359)
by R by R

with the first line simply reiterating (1.3) for &-symmetric background geometries g. As
already noted in footnote 38, we will also consistently stick with the conventions (3.16) and

(3.23) for orienting surfaces, regardless of the spacetime signature*®.

4 First law of generalized entropy

Here, we wish to calculate the variation of generalized entropy, given by (2.18), due to
perturbations of the bulk background fields g and ¢ and of the state p™2" of the quantum
matter fields h and . Taking the unperturbed setup to be thermal, as described in section
1 above (1.3) and considered in section 3, we aim to recover the first law of generalized
entropy (1.7) as well as its necessary and sufficient conditions in terms of gravitational
dynamics. As described in section 2 (and appendix A), we again work with a semiclassical
theory with a quantum graviton h and other arbitrary matter background plus quantum
tensor fields ¢ + 1 on a background geometry g. Our goal will be to evaluate the first
variation of generalized entropy (2.18) under arbitrary variations (dg, d¢) and §p™2* of the
background fields and the state” of the quantum matter fields (h, ). In the end, we shall
find that when the gravitational equations of motion are satisfied for the unperturbed and

430One must be careful when comparing time components of tensors between Euclidean and Lorentzian
signatures. For instance, the time-time component of (3.55) reads *T'™™ = —FI'™™ = 7" where o™ =
(dr), ®* indicates contraction with dr while e’ = (dt), * indicates contraction with dt.

“The normal vector n(,) in (3.16) and (3.23) is generalized in the obvious way to n(; in Lorentzian
signature, the future-directed normal of constant-¢ surfaces.

4TPerhaps we should comment on a previous work [33, 34] which ostensibly derived the first law for
the generalized entropy. However, the work there essentially consisted of wrapping Wald’s original classical
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perturbed metrics and states, a first law emerges for generalized entropy. As in [16, 17|, we
can also look in a converse direction: we can see precisely what is required of the perturbed
background and state for the satisfaction of the first law. As mentioned in the introductory
section 1, our results generalize the results of [17] to address a multitude of subtleties
related to non-minimal coupling and incongruities between the gravitational stress tensor
and the matter modular Hamiltonian (discussed previously for scalars in [22]*®), background
variations unsuppressed in Gy, and possible contributions to asymptotic energy from the
matter sector. From here on, we shall work in Lorentzian signature, implicitly suppressing
the Ve superscripts used in section 3.4.

Our calculations here are organized as follows. It will be instructive for us to calculate
the variations of the classical and quantum parts of generalized entropy (2.18) separately.

SWD

Thus, we split the Wald-Dong entropy into a classical purely gravitational part, arising

from the gravitational action 18'®¥[g|, and the remaining quantum matter part arising from
matlg, b, 6+

SyPlg, hy & + 4] =58 WP g] + S WP(g, b, ¢+ y] . (4.1)
In section 4.1, we start by calculating the variation of the purely classical gravitational
piece e WD this will follow along the same lines as, and thus permits a review of, the

derivation of the classical first law of black hole thermodynamics [10, 11, 16, 35]. In section
4.2, we move onto the remaining quantum part of generalized entropy,

(S5 "Plg]) + S[p™*] . (4.2)

Using the first law of von Neumann entropy (1.6), the variation of the above is calcu-
lated and we obtain an answer involving the operator variation 27 [ 6pJ Znat of the matter

calculation [10] in expectation value brackets. (A summary of Wald’s classical calculation is illustrated below
in section 4.1 for just the metric field; one can easily imagine including other classical fields.) The only
significant novelty was the observation that the symplectic density (w[dg, dh,d¢, d1); Leh, Le4p]) (defined by
(4.5) below) does not vanish. Rather, its integral over the bulk spatial region ¥ was identified (seemingly by
classical intuition) as the variation of the modular Hamiltonian K™*"’s expectation value, and subsequently

mat]

by the first law of von Neumann entropy (1.6), the variation 6S[p of the bulk matter entropy. Of

course, in QFT, the objects dh and §v require some explanation. In [33, 34], the variation of quantum

mat

operators is defined by absorbing the variation of the state p™*'. Specifically, [33, 34] considers a unitary
transformation to the state p™®* + §p™2* = UTp™** [/ and then defines the variation 6O of an operator O
according to O+ 60 = UOUT — see above (11) in [33] and above (3.21) in [34]. But, von Neumann entropy
is invariant under unitary transformations. So, if unitary variations are all that is considered, then any
variation to the interesting bulk von Neumann part S[p™*'] of generalized entropy is precluded! Perhaps
a resolution to this problem might be to allow the unitary transformation U to act on the full purification
lp = traux |® t.e. Uly

system, it is then possible to obtain non-unitary transformations — specifically, completely positive and
£

mat,aux> mat mat,aux> <somat,aux | , mat,aux)

of p . Upon tracing out the purifying auxiliary

trace preserving (CPTP) maps — to p™*
verify fz: (wl[dg,0h, 8¢, 0¢; Leh, Lea)]) < J pmat (K™%, Note that it is very important that it is the state
variation d,mat (K™*) = tr(6p™* K™**) which appears here, since this is what appears in the first law

which modify the matter entropy. Still, one would need to

of von Neumann entropy (1.6). So, in a sense, a significant portion of our work in this section and in
appendix C can be interpreted as demonstrating that this equality is morally true (modulo some terms
fz & (Ep - 5h+ Ey - 0v)), with significant attention paid to distinguishing between variations of states and
operators, as well as functional variations in background fields.

48See, in particular, section 4.1 in [22].
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Noether current, induced by perturbations of the background fields — such a contribution
would have been discarded in previous works merely interested in background perturbations
suppressed in Gn. As we explain in section 4.3, the calculation of this contribution is some-
what subtle as it is not merely given by the functional variation d, +d4 of the expression for
27 sznat written out in terms of the fields g, h, ¢, and 1. Having obtained the variations
of all requisite pieces, we finally collect our results together in section 4.4 to recover the
first law of generalized entropy.

4.1 The classical calculation

Sgrav,WD [

The calculation to determine the first variation of g] is straightforward, as it simply

involves taking the functional variation d, resulting from the perturbation dg of the classical
field ¢:

5S§rav,WD [g] :5gS§rav,WD [g] — 27_[_59/ Qgrav 7 (43)

where, in the last equality, we have used the fact that the unperturbed background metric
g is boost-symmetric around o so that the corrections to (1.3) vanish at linear order in
perturbations, as hinted below that equation?. The classical calculation relating the RHS
of (4.3) to the variation of an asymptotic energy proceeds much the same as in [16]. One
starts by calculating the variation of the Noether current defined in (3.20). Using the
identity (3.27) for the Lie derivative, one has

0I5 == x - (Bf™ - dg) + d(x - 05 [dg]) + w¥*"[dg; Lyg] (4.4)
where the symplectic density is defined by
w([d17; 027] =010[027] — 620[617] . (4.5)

For the calculation at hand, we will use this with the vector field x = &. Using (3.21), the

above can be related to the variation of the Noether charge Q?rav:

d (59Q§rav o § . egraV[(sgD :6g (ngrav . Jgrav> . é— . (Egrav . 59) (46)
—_ gadgccglrav _ f . (Egrav . 59) (47)

where the w®? of (4.4) has vanished due to L¢g = 0. Integrating (4.7) on ¥, we then find
that the variation (4.3) of the purely gravitational part of the Wald-Dong entropy is given
by

(5S§rav,WD[g] :27_‘_/12 <5gQ§rav . 5 . ggrav[59]> + 27’[’/E [ga(SgCgraV + 5 . (E%l"av . 59)] .
(4.8)

4970 see that (1.3) persists classically at linear order in perturbations away from &-symmetric fields, see
Theorem 6.1 (in particular, (93) and (95)) in [11] and notice that the corrections in (1.5) of [6] are quadratic
in the extrinsic curvature.
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If one were just considering a classical theory of the metric g, the interpretation of (4.8)
as a first law then follows from identifying the integral over the boundary region R as the
variation of an asymptotic energy [10, 11]. It is straightforward to include other classical
fields in this calculation, if one so desires, and we see that the classical first law of black hole
thermodynamics (1.4) is manifest in (4.8): the vanishing of the latter terms in (4.8) involving
the unperturbed and linearized equations of motion (see (3.14) and (3.18)) constitute the
necessary and sufficient conditions for the classical first law.

4.2 Variation of the quantum part of generalized entropy

Let us move now to the remaining quantum part (4.2) of the generalized entropy (2.18).
First of all, the first law of von Neumann entropy (1.6) applied to (3.59) gives

5S[pmat] :27T(5pmat <Kmat> = 27T </ (5pmat (J?at> +/ 5 . (Spmat <LM7mat>> N (49)
% R
where, for an operator Oy,
6pmat <OZ> = tr(épmat(')g) (410)

means the variation of an expectation value resulting only from the perturbation of the
state p™* while fixing®® the operator Ox. In contrast, the variation of an expectation
value (Ox) such as®

(SmatWD gy —or / Qe (4.12)

must account for both the state variation as well as the variation dp of the operator,
resulting from perturbations of the background g, ¢:

§(Ox) =6pmat (Ox) + (000x) , (4.13)
for instance,

3{QE™) =0pmat (QE™) + (S0 QE™) . (4.14)

50Here, “fixing” means fixing the expression of the operator written in terms of the field operators h,

and their conjugate momenta on 3, as opposed to their time derivatives L¢. It is the former that are truly
operators on X, while time derivatives require a definition of evolution away from X. See section 4.3 for
further discussion of this point.

5! As written in (1.3) and explained in footnote 39 and below 3.34, the Wald-Dong entropy can be equated
to the Noether charge for {-symmetric geometries g; moreover, by Theorem 6.1 of [11], (1.3) continues to hold
classically for linear perturbations from £-symmetric fields as explained in footnote 49. At the semiclassical
level, the same proof for this theorem shows that the latter statement continues to hold as expectation
values:

552 =2x [ 6(Qq) (4.11)

with, in the proof, L¢(X) = 0 following from the &-symmetry of the unperturbed background and path
integral. (Again, we should make the choice Y = 0 and Z = 0 — see footnote 39.)
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Now, we use the definition (3.21) of Q@*" in terms of JP*' to write

/J?iat:/ (Qrgnat_/(Qrgnat_i_/é-obcglat7 (415)
by R o %

allowing us to combine (4.9) with the variation of (4.12) to obtain
3(S5tWPg)) + 65 (™)

—or (/R {6<ngnat> +&- 5pmat <LM,mat>} + /E {é;a&(Cglat) _ <5OJ?%>}> . (4.16)
We recognize the Noether charge and C™#* terms as elements that can be readily combined
with those of (4.8) in the variation of the purely gravitational part §.5grav, Wb [g] of gener-
alized entropy. In section 4.3 below, we shall clarify the meaning of and calculate the final
term in (4.16) involving the operator variation of the matter Noether current. When we
combine all the pieces of the first law of generalized entropy in section 4.4, we shall also
see how variations of the boundary Lagrangian L™ and symplectic potential 6 terms,
such as that appearing in (4.8), can be cohesively combined in the complete expression for
asymptotic energy.

Before proceeding, however, let us mention that the C™ of the second term in (4.16)

can in fact be reduced to just the metric part C;*** (recall the definitions (3.14) and
(3.21))5%

/E gap(Cmaty /E gas((Cmaty,) (4.17)

For other background fields ¢, shift-invariance of the ¢ path integral results in trivial one-
point functions for E4, as noted in (2.13), so by definition (3.14),

((Cg)a) =0 (4.18)

By changing path integration variables according to the transformation (3.13), one can
similarly argue

((Ch)a) =0, ((Cy)a) =0 (4.19)

Actually, these relations are corrected by variations of the path integration measure, but
we leave discussion of this to appendix E (see (E.41)).

4.3 Operator variation of Noether current

Now, we turn to the calculation of the operator variation 27 fz dod g‘at encountered in the
variation (4.16) of the quantum part of generalized entropy. Note that this should not be

52This ultimately traces back to our special treatment of the metric and graviton fields, with respect to
which we have Legendre transformed to obtain an effective action — see appendix A. If we had performed
similar Legendre transformations on other non-scalar fields for which (3.14) is nontrivial, we must also
include their ((C5™")q).
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confused®® with the modular Hamiltonian variation 2r6 K™ = —§log p™a. Rather, the
Noether current J glat is always defined in terms of the Lagrangian and symplectic potential
by (3.20), but can generally depend on the background fields g and ¢.

Thus, to calculate this contribution, one might naively calculate, in the same manner
as in (4.4),

(O +0)Jg™ == &+ (Bg™ - 0g + BG™ - 09) + d(€- 0™ Pg,00]) | o
+ WM [5g, 66 Leh, Let)] . '
To spell out the above calculation (4.20) explicitly, one writes J ?at as an expression in terms
of fields (g, ¢, h,1)) on ¥ as well as their L¢ time derivatives; then, the classical background
fields (g, ®) (and their derivatives) are perturbed, while doing nothing to (h,) and their
L¢ time derivatives. This, however, is not quite what we want for dp.

Since time derivatives of quantum fields (h,)) are not truly operators on the initial
surface ¥ unless a time evolution is prescribed, we should instead consider the conjugate
momenta of the quantum fields, which fundamentally are operators on Y. To properly
calculate 5@.]2““, therefore, we should write Jgnat as an expression in terms of conjugate
momenta of (h, 1), rather than their time derivatives, and fix these conjugate momenta as
the background fields (g, ¢) are perturbed. From the definition (3.20) of the current J?lat,

JEW =0 [Leg, Leg] + HP™ (4.21)
HP =0[Leh, L] — & - LM (4.22)

we see that, modulo an extra @™'[L¢g, Le¢], it is related to the symplectic potential
0™ [Leh, Lep] and Lagrangian & - L™ for the quantum fields h and ¢ in the typical
way expected for a Hamiltonian. Now, since the unperturbed background is £-symmetric,
satisfying L¢g = 0 and L¢¢ = 0, the only contribution to the operator variation of the extra
0™ [Leg, Led)] term can come from the functional variation of the arguments L¢g and Le¢¢:

609mat[££g’££¢] :gmat[ﬁgég7££5¢] = (69 + 5¢)0mat[££g7£5¢] . (4.23)

On the other hand, the variation of a Hamiltonian, such as fz I:Iglat, expressed in terms
of conjugate momenta, is equal to minus the variation of the corresponding Lagrangian,
in this case fzg - L™ written in terms of time derivatives. Also properly accounting for

531t is perhaps helpful to briefly summarize why it is fz 6@.]‘5“"“ rather than 6 K™ that appears in our
derivation of the first law of generalized entropy. Recall from our calculation in section 4.2 that the first
law of von Neumann entropy (4.9) removes the need to consider § K™, setting the variation of von Neu-

mann entropy equal just to the variation 276 mat (K™*) = 27 [, 6 ,mat (JE***) of the expectation value of the

M3t of the state. However, when reex-

unperturbed K™** operator, resulting only from the perturbation dp
pressing the variation §(Sy °) = 27 fa 0{Q¢) of the Wald-Dong contribution to generalized entropy using
the relation (4.15), one also obtains a term —27 [, 6(J¢**"). This term can be split into two contributions,
mat

resulting from the perturbation of the matter state p™*, and the perturbation of the operator itself due to
changes in the background fields g and ¢; the former cancels against the variation of von Neumann entropy,

while the latter survives and must be evaluated.
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boundary contributions to the Hamiltonian and Lagrangian gives

o (e foewme) )= (e (- feme [emee))

(4.24)

In appendix C, we provide a more careful derivation for (4.24) which explains the presence
of the terms on the boundary region R = ¥ N M.

Putting (4.23) together with (4.24), we have that the operator variation of (4.21) is
given by

/((5@ngat> :/ (84 + 64) (0™ [Leg, Leg) — € - L)) +/ - (84 + 6, — 5O)LM7mat>
E ) i (4.25)

:/ <(5g + 6¢) (J?at — 0[££h’ £§¢])> + / f . <(6g + (5¢ _ 5O)LM,mat> ]
) N (4.26)

We have already calculated the functional variation of the Noether current J g‘at in (4.20)
above. From (4.23) and the £ boost-invariance of the unperturbed background and path
integral, we have for the symplectic potential @ term of (4.26),

<<5g + 5¢)9[££h, E{i/]]) = <((5g + 5¢)0mat [ﬁgg, ﬁgh, £§<¢ + ¢)]> - Eg <0mat [(5g, (5¢}> (4.27)
= (w™[dg, 6¢; Leh, Ley]) - (4.28)

Thus, using (4.20), with the vanishing (2.13) of the equation of motion’s expectation value
(Eg), and the above, we find that (4.26) can be written as

/E<(5O']21at> — /Eé: (<E;nat> . 59) + /Rg <9mat[5g’5¢] + (59 + 5¢ o 5O)LM,mat> _
(4.29)
4.4 Collecting all pieces

Finally, we can put together (4.8) and (4.16) with (4.29) to get the total variation of
generalized entropy (2.18) around a thermal setup:

osgnlg) =2n [ {8(Qe) — € (6ldg.0]) + € (5 -, — 0, (LM ")}
R (4.30)
w2 [ €5 ((Cyhab 6 (By) )

Note that, for 6g and §¢ which preserve the boundary conditions®® at the spacetime bound-
ary M, one has from (2.8) the simplification

—(0[69, 68)) | pm + (5 — 85 — 85) (LA™Y | g =5 (LMY pg - (4.31)

54We are primarily interested in background variations which preserve the boundary conditions at the
spacetime boundary M, as it is only for such variations that it seems reasonable to ascribe a variation
of asymptotic energy. So, for the remainder of this section, we will no longer reiterate this assumption.
However, it seems from our derivation that the result (4.30) holds more generally, even allowing for variations
in the background fields g and ¢ which alter the boundary conditions at M. (In holography, such variations
would correspond to varying sources in the CFT.)
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so that we may write®®
3571g] =2mb(HY) + 27 [ €95((C)a) + € (Ey) -d)] (4.32)
where we have identified the asymptotic energy (c.f. (82) in [11]%%)
HM = /R (Qe +¢-LM) . (4.34)

Finally, let us comment now on the interpretation of our result (4.32). From (4.32), we
see that the first law of generalized entropy is equivalent to

555" [g] =26 (H{) — /2[5“5<(Cg)a>+€-(<Eg>-59)] =0, (4.35)
with Egb = eEgb being the metric equations of motion and we recall from (3.18) that
C; = —2ebEgb. In particular, we see that if the gravitational equations of motion are

satisfied by the unperturbed thermal background and state as well as at linear order by the
perturbation, then the first law of generalized entropy holds:

0 =(ES") = 6(E) — 558" g] =28 (HM) . (4.36)

Conversely, assuming the unperturbed thermal setup is a solution to the gravitational equa-
tions of motion, then the first law implies an integral of the linear order gravitational

®One may try to compare our (3.18) and (4.32) with (3.8) in [17], where the analogue of the last term
in (4.32) has already been dropped (taking the unperturbed metric to be on-shell). Note, however, that
their “E9,” is obtained by varying the gravitational action with respect to the inverse metric g®®, and so
should be equated to our —(E&™)a, = —gac goa (EE™)°? with (E£™Y)* being given by the variation of
the gravitational action with respect to the metric g,». On the other hand, we both use the same standard
definition of the stress tensor. Accounting for all this, there is still an extra sign when comparing our (4.32)
with their (3.8). This can likely be traced back to either a difference in defining the orientation of ¥ — see
(3.16) for our conventions — or a sign error inherited by [17] from [16].

In particular, we note the following apparent inconsistency in [16]. It is clear from the derivation of the
expression (5.21) for the variation asymptotic energy that the integrand written there, to be called “x”
in (5.22), should be integrated using the orientation induced on “OC” as the boundary the Cauchy surface
“C”. Correspondingly, “x” in (4.14) should be integrated using the orientation induced on “B” as part of
the boundary 0% of ¥.. However, the opposite orientation is used in writing the third equality in (4.17);
it seems, to sensibly correct this inconsistency, one ought to flip the signs of everything on one side or the
other of that equality. Note that the signs in (4.17) of [16] seems to have been directly inherited by (3.8)
in [17].

%Note that (80) in [11] defining the “B” appearing in their (82) is analogous to our more locally written
property (2.8) for —L*. Apart from some intermediate equations which were integrated at least over the
boundary spacial directions anyway, the derivations of the main results of this paper do not make use of
the spatial locality of (2.8). So, there is no obvious harm in weakening (2.8) to:

[ o= [ cort, (v € {g,h, &}, 6y preserves b.c)  (4.33)
tNM tNM

for all constant time surfaces, denoted here by the shorthand ¢, and all field variations that preserve the
boundary conditions at the spacetime boundary. This is just (80) in [11] with their “B” replaced by —LM.
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equations of motion for the perturbation vanishes:
5S&M [g] =2m o (HM) — 0= / Ea€p (B ((ESY) =0) . (4.37)
by

7 in the particular case

In a holographic setting, [17] examined this converse direction®
where the unperturbed setup is the AdS vacuum with 3 being a half-ball centred on the
boundary M. It was found that sufficient symmetry exists there to translate, rotate, boost,
and dilate the region ¥ such that imposing the first law of generalized entropy for all

half-balls > implies that the linearized equation § <Egb) = 0 vanishes locally everywhere.

5 Discussion

In this work, we have considered a semiclassical gravitational theory, allowing for arbitrary
tensor®® field matter that can couple non-minimally to curvature. We have seen in section
2, how generalized entropy in such a theory can be written in terms of the gravitational
effective action in a Callan-Wilczek-like [23] form (2.44), involving backgrounds containing
regulated conical singularities. With this, we showed in section 3 that the modular Hamil-
tonian for matter fields in thermal setups, which possess a rotation symmetry in thermal
time, is generally given by the sum (3.35) (or, equivalently continued to Lorentzian sig-
nature, (3.59)) of the integrated bulk Noether current and a boundary term. In general,
this does not coincide with components of the gravitational stress tensor (1.5), particularly
in the presence of non-minimal coupling of matter to curvature. While the relationship
(1.5) seemed to be an important assumption in the previous discussion [17] of the first law
of generalized entropy, we were nonetheless able to recover similar relations between the
generalized first law and gravitational dynamics in section 4 using our general expression
(3.35) for the modular Hamiltonian. Let us now discuss some noteworthy features of our
calculations, the generalizations they afford relative to previous work, and possible future
directions to pursue.

As overviewed in section 2 and further expanded upon in appendix A, we have chosen
to work with the gravitational effective action in this paper in order to relate gravitational
dynamics to the first law of generalized entropy. Because we were working with the effective
action, as opposed to simply the logarithm of the partition function, it was sensible to con-
sider off-shell backgrounds, as in our generalized entropy formula (2.44). Of course, (2.44),
evaluated on holographic RT surfaces, agrees the more standard holographic computation
of generalized entropy seen in literature involving smooth bulk backgrounds, as shown in
appendix A; for example, as reviewed there, [9] evaluates the effective action on smooth
but off-shell backgrounds in order to take variations of the RT surface when deriving its

""The derivation of the analogue of (4.32) in [17] was in the simplified setting of Einstein gravity and it
is assumed that the modular Hamiltonian is given by the integral of components of the stress tensor, as
summarized in section 1 around (1.5). Possible non-minimal couplings of matter to curvature, for example,
would break that derivation. However, assuming (4.32), it seems the discussion of [17] beyond that point
continues to hold.

%8 Although, we do not anticipate much difficulty in extending our calculations to allow for spinor fields
— it seems one would just need to work with vielbeins rather than a metric field.
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quantum extremality. Indeed, as manifest in (2.44), there seems to be no obstruction® in
using this Callan-Wilczek-like formula to define generalized entropy for any bulk region, not
just those enclosed by RT surfaces in holography. Defining generalized entropy for arbitrary
regions using the standard formula (2.18) is of course relatively straightforward for simple
matter fields, e.g. scalar fields, but is made difficult when treating gravity dynamically; it
is difficult to even assign graviton fluctuations to a particular region in a gauge-invariant
manner®. Yet, there does not seem to be any immediate difficulty in including gravitons
in the evaluation of our Callan-Wilczek-like formula (2.44).

In fact, in evaluating the gravitational effective action, at least to one-loop-order in Gy,
as described in section 2 and appendix A, it seems natural to include graviton fluctuations as
an extra matter field. We should admit, however, that our treatment of the graviton is still
not quite complete, because, as noted in footnote 18, we have yet to properly treat issues of
gauge fixing. Naively, we do not anticipate much difficulty resulting from the introduction
of ghost fields into the path integral defining the effective action. However, additional
care must be taken if one wants the resulting effective action to be invariant under gauge
transformations of the background field and independent of the gauge-fixing conditions for
the graviton. Fortunately, past work by Vilkovisky and DeWitt [36, 37|%! has clarified how
this can be achieved. An interesting question for future work to examine would be whether
our Callan-Wilczek-like formula (2.44) gives a sensible notion of entropy for arbitrary regions
in gravitational theories when evaluated using the gauge-fixed Vilkovisky-DeWitt effective
action; e.g. does the generalized entropy thus obtained satisfy a sensible first law?

Using (2.44), we showed in section 3 that the modular Hamiltonian for quantum matter
fields is given by the sum of the bulk Noether current plus a boundary term, as written
in (3.35) in Euclidean signature, or equivalently, continued to Lorentzian signature, (3.59).
By working carefully with this expression for the modular Hamiltonian (as opposed to
the supposed expression (1.5) in terms of the stress tensor used in [17]) and accounting
for matter contributions to Wald-Dong entropy, we derived the relation (4.32) between
gravitational dynamics and the first law of generalized entropy. As foreshadowed in the
introductory section 1, beyond being valid for matter non-minimally coupled to curvature
where (1.5) generally fails, our approach extends beyond that of [17] in a couple other ways.

Firstly, while [17] implicitly assumes that background perturbations are suppressed in
G\ due to the subtleties pointed out in section 1, our calculations make no such assumption.
The fact that our results hold for arbitrary first order variations is not terribly surprising.
After all, the classical first law for Noether charge entropy [10, 11| doesn’t even make
reference to a Gy parameter.

59 An objection may be to point out the difficulty in practically evaluating the analytic continuation
in n for arbitrary regions. But of course, this issue plagues any replica calculation of entropy. One can
nonetheless argue formally for the existence of an analytic continuation as described in footnote 30.

50Therefore, the calculations in section 2 connecting the standard formula (2.18) to our Callan-Wilczek-
like formula (2.44) are somewhat dubious in light of issues of gauge-fixing, as admitted in footnote 18.
However, with this loose connection between (2.18) and (2.44) in mind, we are suggesting here that perhaps
(2.44) should be taken as the definition of generalized entropy of arbitrary regions in gravitational theories,
where (2.18) might be difficult to define.

51Tn footnote 62, we very briefly outline the general idea.
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Secondly, our result (4.32) fully accounts for contributions of matter to the asymptotic
energy H, gM written in (4.34). This is to be contrasted with [17] which dedicates a paragraph
to explaining that if matter is assumed to fall off sufficiently quickly at the spacetime
boundary, then the matter sector should not modify the expression for asymptotic energy.
Indeed, [17]’s derivation, as summarized in our section 1, would seem to suggest that the
only direct appearances of matter in the relation between the generalized first law and
gravitational dynamics are in the von Neumann entropy and as a source for the gravitational
equations of motion. Again, our more general result echos intuition from the classical
first law [10, 11| where matter and gravitational fields alike appear in the expression for
asymptotic energy.

One need not be too creative to find an example where matter contributes directly
to the asymptotic energy (4.34). The particularly simple but instructive example of a
minimally coupled Maxwell field A in an asymptotically-AdS spacetime is considered in
appendix D. There, electrically charged black holes are considered with boundary conditions
corresponding to fixed potential at the AdS boundary M and to fixed charge density, as
evaluated by Gauss’s law on boundary time slices. In either case, it is shown that the
Maxwell field makes a nonvanishing contribution Qléwaxhg to the Noether charge appearing
in the asymptotic energy (4.34). For fixed potential boundary conditions, the Maxwell
contribution H, 5M Max ¢ asymptotic energy is given by the integral fR Qg/lax = —upp Qe and
can be identified as the product of a fixed electric potential ug and a fluctuating electric
charge Q.. Thus, the first law of generalized entropy (4.32) with a quantum Maxwell field
appropriately recovers the expected ‘grand canonical’ thermodynamic first law of electrically

charged black holes with the appearance of a §(H, gM’MaX>

= —uppd(Qe) term. Obviously,
the Maxwell contribution to the asymptotic energy, in particular the Noether charge Q¢|r, is
crucial to this result. For the fixed charge density boundary conditions, one must include an
extra boundary action [ M LMMax g4 that the variational problem in A is well-defined in the
sense described around (2.8). It is found, in this case, that the two terms in the Maxwell part
HgM Max fR(Qg/IaX + € - LMMaxX) of agymptotic energy, though each nonvanishing, exactly
cancel each other. Thus, the expected ‘canonical’ thermodynamic first law is recovered
with the absence of a charge variation term. These examples demonstrate the importance
of matter contributions to both the Noether charge and boundary Lagrangian terms of the
asymptotic energy (4.34).

Let us conclude by pointing out some directions for future work. Firstly, as already
mentioned above, it would be interesting to carefully work out the details of gauge-fixing
in relation to our Callan-Wilczek-like generalized entropy formula (2.44), including ghost
fields and working with a gauge-invariant (e.g. Vilkovisky-DeWitt) effective action. The
hope is that (2.44) might give a clean way to define generalized entropy for arbitrary regions
in gauge theories.

Another area that lacks in clarity relates to the path integration measure for the quan-
tum matter and how its variation might contribute to our calculations. In appendix E, we
have sketched out how we expect these contributions to correct quantities encountered in
this paper which have so far, in the main text, been naively obtained only from consider-
ations of the action. We then argued that, while quantities like the matter stress tensor
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might be corrected by variations of the path integration measure, the generalized first law
result (4.32) is still expected to hold with the corrected quantities. It may be worthwhile
to verify the admittedly abstract claims made in our appendix E by explicit calculation in
some simple examples.

Finally, one can try to extend our calculation of the variation of generalized entropy
to higher orders in perturbations, along the lines of [38]. In that paper, it was shown, for
a classical bulk in holography, that second order gravitational equations about the vacuum
can be derived by comparing the second variations of Wald-Dong entropy and asymptotic
energy with the second variation of relative entropy in the CFT. To lift these results to the
semiclassical level, one would need to evaluate the second variation of the bulk von Neumann
entropy which, in turn, seems to require one to know how the bulk modular Hamiltonian
varies away from thermal setups (specifically, the vacuum in the considerations of [38]). For
perturbations that can be easily described by a deformation of the path integral preparation
in the Euclidean past, the results in our appendix B might be useful. We derive there the
instantaneous generator for time evolution on time-dependent backgrounds and write the
modular Hamiltonian for states prepared on such backgrounds as the logarithm of a path-
ordered exponential. (As in the time-independent case, we find that the instantaneous
time evolution generator does not generally correspond to components of the gravitational
stress tensor, contrary to previous work [31].) With this, one may be able to evaluate
the second variation of bulk von Neumann entropy for perturbations corresponding to
background variations in the Euclidean past, e.g. perturbations to the boundary conditions
set by background field asymptotics at the Euclidean spacetime boundary corresponding
to turning on CFT sources.
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A Effective actions and entropy

In this appendix, we first review the basic relationship between connected generating func-
tionals and effective actions in quantum field theory. This material can be found in standard
quantum field theory texts, e.g. in sections 11.3 and 11.4 of [39], but we review it here to
make our discussion self-contained. Then, we will describe how the standard holographic
calculation of bulk generalized entropy, involving quantum gravity partition functions, re-
lates to our Callan-Wilczek form (2.44) of generalized entropy computed using the effective
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action. A reference which makes use effective actions, in the context of holographic entropy
calculations is [9], though they are perhaps less explicit about this — see their first para-
graph of section 4.1. We will aim to be more explicit and comment on connections to [9]
as we proceed. Having everything setup in the end, as a brief aside, we present a parallel
calculation to [9], deriving the quantum extremality of bulk entangling surfaces in holog-
raphy, using our Callan-Wilczek equation (2.44). As elsewhere in this paper, we do not
treat the particulars of gauge-fixing so our calculations involving gravitons are somewhat
formal in this sense. A far more sophisticated discussion of how one can obtain field-
reparametrization-invariant and gauge-invariant effective actions can be found in [36, 37];
for simplicity, we shall focus our discussion on the naive effective action introduced in
standard QFT and leave issues of gauge-fixing to be examined in future work.

Let us consider a quantum field theory with a quantum field h on a background g, with
an action 19G[g 4 h]. As suggested by notation, the background metric and graviton in the
main text of this paper take the roles of g and h. Other background fields ¢ and quantum
fields v will be omitted in the present discussion for simplicity. They merely go along for
the ride as extra path integrated fields [di] and extra arguments ¢ + ¢ for the action. (We
will not introduce bulk sources or Legendre transform these other fields, as we do for g and
h below.) Further, the action I9C[g 4+ h] should be distinguished from the semiclassical
action I[g, h] to be introduced below and used throughout this paper, starting in (2.1). If
g and h are metric and graviton fields, then the meaning of the superscript on the action
IQ6 is that a path integral with this action gives expectation values <0>QG in the quantum
gravity theory, at least symbolically.

Introducing a bulk source t for the field g+ h, the connected generating functional E[t]
is given by

EJt] = — log / (dheTClo =5 [ tg+h) (A1)

While E[0] gives the partition function of the quantum gravity theory, the derivatives of
E|[t], of course, give the connected correlation functions of g+h. In particular, the one-point
function is given by the first derivative:

2220 g 4 e (A2)
where (O)SG denotes the expectation value in the presence of the source t. Due to the
path-integration over h, E[t] is in fact independent of the bulk profile of the background g
(though it can depend on the boundary conditions of g + h at the spacetime boundary M
which may be implicitly specified by g).

The connected generating functional and effective action are related by a Legendre
transformation. To describe this, it is helpful to define t[g]| as the particular choice of the
source t such that g fully captures the expectation value of the complete field g + h, that
is,

g+ ()t =g, ie. (hyghe =0, (A.3)
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or equivalently, from (A.2),

JE|t]
2 ——| =g (A.4)
ot lifg)
The effective action Wg] is then given by®?
1
Wig) =Eltls)] - 5 [ sl -9 (A5)
~ log / (e lothI=4 [ tlalh (A6)

In [9] — see the first paragraph of section 4.1 therein — the analogue®® of our %t[g] would
be called —e TP*8[g], and by defining the log of the partition function “off-shell”, they mean
calculate the effective action W[g] — see footnote 10 in [9]. While higher derivatives of
Wlg] give one-particle-irreducible (1PI) correlation functions®®, the first derivative returns
the source t[g], as can be seen from (A.4) and (A.5):

—26ng =t|g] (6g away from M) . (A.7)
g
Setting the RHS of this equation to zero gives the quantum analogue of an equation of
motion
—251/:;[9] =t[g] =0 (6g away from M, g on-shell) (A.8)
g

with the meaning that a background profile g satisfying this equation fully captures the
expectation value of the total field g + h in the absence a source t:

g+ (M) =g, ie. (h)Q¢ =0 (g on-shell) (A.9)

The on-shell condition (A.8) is precisely that written in (2.9). In fact, it is not difficult to see
by definition (A.5) that (A.7) and the on-shell condition (A.8) are respectively equivalent

52To give a brief description of Vilkovisky and de Witt’s field-reparametrization-invariant and gauge-
invariant effective action [36, 37|, the rough idea is as follows. Firstly, one must gauge-fix the path integral
(in the usual way, introducing ghost fields) using “mean-field gauge conditions”, which vary as one applies
gauge transformations to the background field. Further, one must work covariantly in the space of field
configurations. Instead of sourcing the ‘difference of coordinates’ h between the points g and g + h in the
defining equation (A.6) for the effective action, one should instead consider the ‘geodesic distance’ between
g and g + h in the space of metric configurations; the source for this geodesic distance is then chosen to set
the expectation value of the distance to zero.

% The relative factor of 3 comes from the fact that [9] doesn’t seem to use the conventional normaliza-
tion (2.11) for stress tensors, while we have normalized t so that its appearance in (A.7) is similar to a
conventional stress tensor. Note also that they are sourcing fluctuations in the inverse metric, whereas our
graviton hqs gives fluctuations in the metric, so the comparison between our 1t**[g] and their —e (T"*%[g])qs
is not exact.

54For this reason, (A.5) is also known as the 1PI generating function in QFT. Note, however, that the
more sophisticated Vilkovisky-DeWitt effective action mentioned in footnote 62 is not a 1PI generating
functional [40].
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to
—25,Wg] :/t[g] - dg (g preserving b.c.) (A.10)
=0 (0g preserving b.c., g on-shell) (A.11)

for all §¢g that preserve the boundary conditions at the spacetime boundary M, i.e. can be
absorbed as a shift in the path-integration variable h, but need not have compact support
localized in the spacetime interior.

Throughout the majority of this paper, we have found it useful to think of W{g] as
simply giving the logarithm of the partition function in a local “semiclassical” theory of a
quantum matter field h propagating on a classical background g. That is, we would like
to think of the combination I%%[g 4+ h] + 3 [t[g] - h appearing in (A.6) as itself an action
I[g,h] local in g and h. (We will clarify what “semiclassical” means below (A.16).) But in
general, t[g] is not local in g — from its definition (A.3), we see that +t[g] is precisely the
sum of all amputated h tadpoles. However, this is local at leading loop order:

§1Q6
tlg] = — 259[9] +O0(GR) , (A.12)
where we have supposed that IQC contains a constant prefactor 1/Gn such that loop
expansion becomes synonymous with expanding® in Gy. Thus, if we are merely interested
in evaluating (A.6) to one-loop order, that is, to order GY;, we may throw out the nonlocal
loop contributions to t[g], keeping only the local leading piece (A.12). The semiclassical

action I[g, h] can then be taken to be the zeroth-order and quadratic terms of 199 [g + h]

expanded in h:
21QG[g
I[g, h] =12C¢[g] // oI lgl I -h (A.13)

Terms of higher power in h can be dropped as they would only contribute to the effective
action (A.6) at order Gy and higher. Now, we have

Wlg] = — log / [dhle=T0M 4 O(Gy) (A14)

where, by construction, I[g, h] is local in g and h. This allows for the second interpretation
of W{g], as the logarithm of a partition function in a semiclassical theory with action I.

To connect further with the notation used in the main text from (2.1) onward, in the
gravitational case, we can categorize the terms in (A.13) as:

18V [g] =19C[g] (A.15)
2 QG
I™atg // 07" g) I h, (A.16)

55Obviously, for the gravitational case, Gx is Newton’s constant. In the main text, where we consider

additional matter fields ¢ + 1, we do not assume that their parts of the action contain factors of 1/Gn.
Then, the simple correspondence between expanding in Gn and in loops is lost; nonetheless, we will say “n-
loops-in-Gn” to mean an order in G that would correspond to n-loop-order had the theory only contained
g and h fields.
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with the action of any extra matter fields ¢ + 1, if present, also added to I™a'. Thus, the
graviton contributes to the matter stress tensor in the semiclassical theory, as described be-
low (2.12). Indeed, the on-shell condition (A.8) for the background g now takes the expected
semiclassical form (2.9) of an equality between a classical (higher-derivative equivalent of

BTaY Y ab

an) Einstein tensor (Ej and a quantum matter stress tensor (7).

In the main text, the locality of the action I[g, h] in this semiclassical theory is useful
because it permits the application of Iyer-Wald formalism when performing entropy calcu-
lations®. While the original action 12 g+ h] was also local in the first place, the benefit of
performing the Legendre transform (A.5) to obtain the effective action when doing entropy
calculations is twofold. Firstly, one can much more concretely define a generalized entropy
across an arbitrary entangling surface o in an arbitrary background via (2.44). In con-
trast, as mentioned below (A.2), the (bulk profile of the) background is meaningless in the
quantum gravity partition function E[0]. For instance, evaluating the partition function on
the replicated background gg,, will give an answer independent of ¢ — the graviton path

integral effectively erases any signature of o, for example, invariably setting (g5, + h)QG
to a smooth on-shell configuration independent of o. For this reason, [9] found it neces-
sary to work with the effective action when deriving the quantum extremality of o — we
briefly review this further below as an aside. For the main text of this paper, however, the
primary motivation behind working with the generating functional Wg| is that it provides
a nontrivial equation of motion for the metric (A.8), or expressed in the semiclassical for-
mulation, (2.9). As we find in (4.36), linearized equations of motion for the metric enter as
sufficient conditions for the first law of generalized entropy. Moreover, as written in (4.37),
the first law implies the integral of certain components of the linearized equations vanishes;
as mentioned there, this can be strengthened in certain maximally-symmetric setups to even
locally set all components of the linearized equations to zero. This is a nontrivial result
regarding how an information-theoretic statement and gravitational dynamics are mutually
dependent.

Having listed some advantages of working with the effective action W{g], we should
however be mindful that, while the original quantum gravity theory, with action IQC and
resulting modified theory, with action 7RG —i—% [ t[g]- h which semiclassically becomes I, are

related, they are not in general the same. For example, the expectation values <0>QG and (e),
QG
t[g]"
(Throughout the main text, we have referred almost exclusively to the latter expectation

computed respectively with these actions can differ, with the two related by (e) = (e)

values calculated semiclassically — see (2.14).) This is the case if g is taken off-shell: while
(h)QG will take whatever value required to put the combination g + (h)Q% back on-shell,
we will always invariably have (h) = 0 — recall, by definition (A.3), the role of the source
t[g] is precisely to ensure this. If, however, g is on-shell (A.8), then the vanishing of t[g]

661t is conceivable that one can find a way to work with the full nonlocal action 12€[g 4 h] + L [tlgl-h
appearing in the exact effective action Wg] in (A.6), leveraging the fact that the nonlocal t[g] multiplies h,
whose one-point function vanishes by the definition (A.3) of the source t[g]. One can argue, for instance in
calculations involving the first variation of the effective action W™*[g], the variation of the term % [ t[g]-h
does not contribute since it involves (h)ig[; =0.
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implies we can exactly take
I[g, h] =1%C[g + h] (g on-shell) (A.17)
so that, for any operator O,
(0)Q¢ =(0) . (g on-shell) (A.18)
Furthermore, the connected generating functional and effective action will also agree:
E[0] =W]g] . (g on-shell) (A.19)

Given that, when g is taken off-shell, the semiclassical theory departs from the original
quantum gravity theory we started out with, one might worry that the generalized entropy
calculated in the former might be of little relevance in the context of the latter, especially
since the g;,, appearing in our generalized entropy formula (2.44) is clearly off-shell at
n # 1. Howoever, we shall argue that the generalized entropy calculated using the effective
action W with (2.44) is precisely equivalent to the more standard entropy calculation in
holography involving quantum gravity partition functions, which we now review%”.

Let us begin with some notation on the CFT side. We shall consider a CFT state p
of the spacetime boundary region R with boundary OR = ¢. Further, we suppose that
p is prepared by an appropriately normalized Euclidean path-integral over the boundary
manifold M with cuts on R — for example, see Figure la, though there, it appears ¢
is empty or otherwise at infinity in the suppressed spatial directions. It is useful to also
consider the unnormalized state

p=tr(p)p (A.20)

obtained from the unnormalized path-integral. For instance, the CFT partition function
on M is given by trp. According to the replica trick (reviewed for the bulk state p™at
below (2.23)) higher moments tr p" correspond to path integrals, i.e. partition functions,
on n replicas of M. These replicas are ‘branch’-stitched together along R, but one should
exclude any curvature singularities produced on ¢ — for later use, let us call the resulting
manifold M,,. (In the notation introduced above (2.24), M,, = M><<n.) To calculate the
entropy of the state p, we can then apply (2.23), now to the boundary state:

Slp) = — 0y (logtrp"), 4 = On (—logtrp" + nlogtrp),_, . (A.21)

Holography equates the CFT partition function trp"™ on M, to the bulk quantum
gravity partition function in an asymptotically-AdS spacetime with boundary M,,, thus
allowing (A.21) to be transformed into a bulk calculation. In particular, (again, focusing
on just the gravitational fields g and h for simplicity) the holographic dictionary states that

—logtrp" =E, = — log/[dh]e_IQG[9"+h] , (A.22)

57The discussion after this point is independent of having a local semiclassical theory, so there is no need
to loop-expand W. Our goal will simply be to relate the holographic entropy calculation to (2.44), which
can be taken to be our definition of generalized entropy in terms of the exact effective action W.
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where g, is any bulk background with boundary M,, — note that the bulk partition func-
tion E,, is simply the connected generating functional E[0] with sources turned off and
evaluated on g,. As noted below (A.2), the bulk profile of g, in path integrals of the form
(A.22) is immaterial due to the path integration over h (but we will make a choice for g,
momentarily). We therefore have, upon combining (A.21) and (A.22):

Slpl =0n (Er, —nE1),_ - (A.23)

We can now state our question concretely: can (A.23) be equated with our Callan-Wilczek
formula (2.44) for generalized entropy across some entangling surface o on some background
g? After all, (A.23) and (2.44) are tantalizingly similar, save for the use of E,, versus W{gs,,].

Given that the connected generating functional and effective action can be equateé as
in (A.19) if the background is put on-shell, it is natural now to make the definitive choice
for g, to be on-shell:

dg Wlgl|

g=gn =0, (0g preserving b.c.) (A.24)

for then
By =Wlg) . (A.25)
But this still does not quite get us from (A.23) to the form of (2.44), but rather

Slp] =0 (Wlgn] — nWig1]),—; - (A.26)

7

It is this formula that [9] works mostly with — in particular, the “I,” introduced there in
(4.1), and used to express generalized entropy by (4.3) and (4.4), is what we would call
Wlgn]/n. Though (A.26) does not explicitly feature an entangling surface o, as we soon
review below, one is implicitly specified by the sequence of metrics ¢,. By considering
transformations dg,, of g, which continue to diffeomorphisms dg; on g1, [9] go on to argue
that generalized entropy is extremized by o, i.e. o is quantum extremal. With the exception
of n =1, the dg, perturbations are generally off-shell, and it is ultimately the extremality
of Wgy] that results in the quantum extremality of o.

Our present goal, however, is to go from (A.26) to the Callan-Wilczek form (2.44) of
generalized entropy which explicitly displays the entangling surface. Comparing the second
terms of (A.26) and (2.44), we see that we should aim for a generalized entropy evaluated on
the background g;. We now choose the entangling surface on g; as follows: for each integer
n > 2, we expect the on-shell background g, to share the Z,-symmetry of the boundary
M, and thus possess a codimension-two surface o, that is fixed by this symmetry; we then
suppose that this sequence of surfaces o, can be continued to give a well-defined surface o
on g1 — it is this surface that we will take to be the entangling surface o appearing in the
generalized entropy formula (2.44). With this, we can write down the difference between
the entropy S[p] written in (A.26) and the generalized entropy S5y [g1] given by (2.44),

Slp] = S5 o1) =0 (Wlga] = Wlonzl) (A27)

91
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with the aim to argue that this vanishes. For this purpose, it is helpful to recall the notation
introduced below (2.28) for the inverse operation to e, . Making use of this, (A.27)
can be shown to vanish

.%n

Slpl = SE:™g1] =(Om +0) (Wlg 2z m) = Wlonsml ), (A.28)
n=1

=0 Wlgnz| (A-29)

=0, (A.30)

where, in the last equality, the on-shell condition (A.24) for g; was applied. We thus have
the desired equivalence between the usual starting point (A.23) for holographically deriving
generalized entropy, featuring the quantum gravity partition function, and our Callan-
Wilczek equation (2.44) which involves the effective action W and explicitly displays the
entangling surface.

Finally, as an aside, we conclude this appendix with a parallel calculation to [9], showing
that o1 extremizes our Callan-Wilczek form (2.44) of generalized entropy S5, [g1]. As in
[9], let us consider perturbing the metric g; by a diffeomorphism dg[do] which captures the
effect of an arbitrary perturbation do of the entangling surface away from oy — that is,
fixing the coordinate location of o = ¢ while perturbing the metric by dg[do] is equivalent

to perturbing the entangling surface by do (while fixing the metric g = ¢1)%. Now, we
simply evaluate the variation of (2.44):
§ggen WG,

/50- 955 lo1] :/59[50}' Op———— (A.31)

o 50 o=01 59 g=g1

n=1
sgloo] - |0 Wl A.32
—/ gléal- Oy T (A.32)

on n=1

=0, (A.33)

where, in the latter two equalities, we have made use of the on-shell condition (A.24) for
gn, in particular, (A.30) and

W19 5l

5 =0 . (6g away from M) (A.34)
g

g:gn;n
on

Thus, we conclude that o7 is indeed quantum extremal in that it extremizes our Callan-
Wilczek form (2.44) of generalized entropy.

% Note that, since our generalized entropy equation (2.44) involves only g1, there is no need to extend
dg to gnz1 as was done in [9]. However, it will still be useful in the following calculation to consider the
on-shell metrics g,.
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B Evolution on time-dependent backgrounds

We saw in section 3.3 that, for a thermal state produced by evolution on background fields
(g9, ¢) which are symmetric under rotations in thermal time 7 generated by £ = 0, the
matter modular Hamiltonian is given by the integral of a Noether current plus a boundary
term, as written in (3.35). This operator then must generate evolution in time: for any
pure states |Wp) and (Vs on slices of constant time, we have

<‘I’2 ‘6(72_70)”2 IPate [ £ LM mat)

<‘112| _ [mat
) = / [dh, e o) |
[¥o) (B.1)

where on the LHS, £-symmetry has allowed us to consider, without loss of generality, the
initial slice ¥ at 7 = 0; on the RHS, [, [Z’_“Oiﬁ] denotes the action (to be dissected further
below) in the spacetime interval [y, 72| over which the path integral is evaluated, with the
states |Up) and (Us| giving boundary conditions on the 79 and 7o surfaces respectively.
(We intend on reserving the symbol 71 for another time between 79 and 72, as discussed
below. We shall work in Euclidean signature until the very end of this appendix, but a
straightforward generalization to Lorentzian signature is possible.)

Our goal in this appendix will be to find the generalization to (B.1) in the case where the
background fields g and ¢ are not necessarily symmetric with respect to rotations in thermal
time generated by £. We will still take £ = 0, to be a vector field generating rotations in
a ‘thermal time’ coordinate 7 around a codimension-two surface o — see Figure 1la — but
the background fields will no longer be required to be symmetric under this rotation%.
(We will continue to take 7 near o such that it parametrizes proper angles around o.)
The general idea behind our calculations will be to identify the instantaneous generator
= [LHP — [ v H?A’mat (here, T being shorthand for a constant 7 surface) for time
evolution that satisfies

(w,

where 7 indicates time-ordering. (One may recognize some resemblance of Hglat with the
symbol I:Iglat from (4.22) in section 4.3 — indeed, we shall find that (4.22) gives part of
the correct expression for H?at.) This will subsequently lead us to an expression for the

M ,mat
ol ([ B )

<\II2| _Imat
\Ifo> :/ [dh,dyp)e "ol | (B.2)
|

Yo)

modular Hamiltonian of states prepared on arbitrary backgrounds. Restricting our results
to the &-symmetric case offers a consistency check of (B.1) and our derivation of the thermal
modular Hamiltonian in section 3.

Before proceeding however, we should discuss precisely what is meant by the action

Imat

(sl In addition to the bulk and spacetime boundary elements seen in (2.2), we must

59Note that, for a given background and o, one can generally have many possible choices of &, which
correspond to different coordinatizations of the spacetime.
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further introduce here additional Gibbons-Hawking-like contributions™ to the action on
the time slices 79 and 7 bounding the path integration spacetime region, where we fix the
quantum field configurations according to the states |¥g) and (Vq|. Furthermore, we will
also allow for the presence of “joint” terms at the corners 7o N M and 79 N M (here, and
elsewhere when easily understood, we will use 7 as shorthand for a constant 7 surface). In

171’
I?.?EQ] :/ T, mat + </ _/ > LGH,mat + (/ _/ >th,mat )
’ [70,72] T J7o M JonM

+ / LM,mat
a[TQ,TQ]ﬂM

Similar to LM™at whose role is described around (2.8), the Gibbons-Hawking-like con-
LGH,mat

al

(B.3)

tribution is required to allow the fixing of field configurations on codimension-1
surfaces to be consistent with a well-defined variational principle — namely, that the vari-
ation of the action, among the set of quantum field configurations permitted by boundary

conditions, is given solely by bulk equations of motion. This is achieved by the identity”

0[6h, 5|z = — (O + 0y )LEH™at 2 - (codim.-1 surfaces = where 6h, 1) = 0)  (B.4)

7. (Indeed, as mentioned below (2.8), one expects Gibbons-

This is analogous to (2.8)
Hawking-like terms to be included in LM; as described there, the LM typically requires
even more terms to implement (2.8) at the spacetime boundary.) The Gibbons-Hawking-
like terms are supplemented here by the joint terms Li%™a where the bounding surface
turns sharply at the spacetime boundary. Typically, joint terms are obtained simply from
Gibbons-Hawking like terms in the limit where the surface acquires a sharp edge, i.e. “joint”,
between two faces [42]; on the spacetime boundary, it may be that the contents of Lit™at

LGH,mat

are more complicated, just as LM™a% can contain more terms than . At any rate,

"For Einstein gravity, one starts out with the usual Gibbons Hawking [41] Lagrangian density — ﬁn-en
on codimension-1 surfaces, where n and x are the unit normal vector and trace of the extrinsic curvature (in
the n direction) of the surface. To Legendre transform to the semiclassical theory, as described in appendix

LGH,mat

A, one should keep as part of any terms in — n - €k)[g + h] quadratic in h. More generally,

Frered
one can expect contributions to LEH™at whenever the bulk matter action ™ includes higher-than-first
derivatives of matter fields.

"'t will be convenient in later discussions to suppose that the joint terms L3“™*' are chosen so that,
when evaluating the norm of a state |¥o) = |¥2) by taking the 79 — 72 limit of (B.2), the joint terms
vanish.

"2Suppose one views the difference of fE LeH

on either side of a codimension-one surface = as giving the
bulk Lagrangian L integrated across a thin shell (i.e. a neighbourhood) around E, across which fields are
smoothed. (This is easily seen in the example of Einstein gravity.) Then, (B.4) can be thought of as a
consequence of considering the effect of field perturbations, which have support on one side of =, on the
bulk Lagrangian in the shell.

"In (2.8), we considered also variations in the background fields (g, ¢) essentially arguing that relations
for these follow from those of the quantum fields (h, 1) since ¢ and, prior to the Legendre transformation of
the gravitational fields described in appendix A, g merely shift ¢ and h. In this appendix, we will have no
need to consider the analogue of (B.4) for background field variations (though we expect it to hold, if (g, ¢)
do indeed just shift (h, ) prior to the Legendre transformation) and consider (g, ¢) simply as nondynamical
fields on which the action ™" depends.
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analogous to (2.8) and (B.4), for any dh and 6% that preserve boundary conditions on M
and vanish on a codimension-one surface = (e.g. a constant time surface) that intersects
M at a joint =N M, we expect the variation (&, + dy)LI"™ |z 14 to cancel against any
localized contributions that @[dh, J1] might produce at the joint when integrated across it

LGH,mat7 th,mat’ and

from = to M. We will not speculate further on the precise forms of
LMmat 49 they mostly just get carried along in the following calculations.

One should note in (B.3), however, the absence™ of a joint term at the entangling
surface, or equivalently, a Gibbons-Hawking-like term on an infinitesimal surface dNy(o) N
[71, 2] cutting off a zero-sized neighbourhood Ny(co) of o from the remainder of the space-
time region [70,72]. Instead, we shall impose, as an additional boundary condition at o,
that the set of configurations for the quantum fields permitted in the path integral (B.2) be
smooth and not conically-singular with respect to the prescribed angle 79 — 7y between the
7o and 79 surfaces, i.e. they behave near o as expected for smooth tensor fields restricted
to a corner region with opening angle 7 — 19. FE.g. graviton fluctuations h are limited to
those which preserve this proper angle.

We are now ready to proceed with our calculations to determine the Hg“at and H?A’mat
appearing in (B.2). We will follow [31] closely, though we will point out the terms missed
by the authors there which led to the misidentification of the modular Hamiltonian as the
integral of stress tensor components. The idea will be to differentiate the RHS of (B.2) in

72 in order to identify [ FF* 4 [ H?A’mat as the resulting extra insertion in
o, <\112 \1:0>

:<\I’2 T(/ Hglat +/ Hévt,mat> e ;02 dT(fTHgn‘“—&-me H?Avmat) \110> ‘
T2 ToNM

We should emphasize in this manipulation that (¥s| should be taken to be a fixed state

T m. M ,mat
L ()

(B.5)

(and does not evolve with 79 as the derivative is taken).

Now, by diffeomorphism invariance, differentiating the RHS of (B.2) in 75, with fixed
background fields g and ¢, is equivalent to fixing the coordinate interval (7, 72) but applying
an infinitesimal diffeomorphism L to the background fields which drags more spacetime
into the interval. In fact, in section 3.1, we constructed precisely such a diffeomorphism,
generated by the vector field ¢ defined in (3.3) interpolating between zero at 71, which we

"Such terms near o would obstruct the interpretation of the path integral in (B.2), when 79 = 0 and
To = 2, as giving matrix elements of an unnormalized state 5™ on the 7 = 0 surface X. Stitching together
n replicas of the path integral by identifying and integrating over the states |¥o) and |¥s) between the
replicas should allow one to calculate tr[(p™*%)"], as described around (2.26); since the quantum field values
at o should be integrated over in such traces, one does not expect their path integral representations to
have any joint or Gibbons-Hawking-like terms at o.

One can compare this with how, in the stitching process, the Gibbons-Hawking-like terms on the constant
7 surfaces included in (B.3) cancel between replicas or, more generally, reproduce the bulk contributions to
the action localized in an infinitesimally thin shell around the 7 = 0 surface X; further, the joint terms at
the spacetime boundary should similarly cancel between each other (once the normalization of the states
|Wo) and | W) are accounted for — see footnote 71) or, more generally, reproduce contributions to L™ ™2t
localized on R = XN M. If one were to apply a similar analysis to joint terms at or Gibbons-Hawking-like
terms around o, one would find an extraneous leftover piece when attempting to evaluate tr[(p™*%)"].
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take to be between 79 and 79, and 27€ at 79. This is illustrated in Figure 2b, though here
wish to apply this diffeomorphism everywhere between 7 and 7o, all the way up to o, and
we are not assuming that the background fields g and ¢ are £&-symmetric. Thus, we are led
to consider the perturbation of background fields

0T 0T
— h—h+ —L:h. B.6
9 =9+ 5-Leg —h+ 5L (B.6)

In order to mimic 79 — 7o+ 072 using this trick, we must also transform the path integration
variables so that the quantum fields satisfy appropriately perturbed boundary conditions
around o (recall the discussion in the paragraph preceding (B.5)). This is can be achieved

by
h —h+Lch, Y =+ Lot (B.7)

where now ¢(7) is a smooth function over |71, 72| that vanishes at 71 and 72, but takes the
small constant value 072 /(27) almost everywhere in (71, 72). (We want to leave the quantum
field configurations on the 7y and 7o surfaces fixed by |¥p) and (¥s|.)

Altogether, we then have

270, / [dh, dyple ol
Wo)

:<\1/

where, in analogy with (3.9) and (3.36),

HM,mat)

) T(]Cénat + K:?xat,diﬂf) efTTOQ dr(f,HPO [ .

et = / (B™ . Log+ By - Log) + / 0" (L g, Lo

32 832

+ 27/ (597&9 + 5¢7Cg¢)LGH7mat + 2”/ (597&9 + 5¢7Eg¢>th7mat (B,Q)
T2 ToNM

+ / (89,29 + Op,c00) L™
0SsNM

kIt = / (Ep - Lch+Ey - Lop) + / O[Lch, Leap) (B.10)
Sa 082N0S1

and &1 and Sy are the spacetime region illustrated in Figure 2b, with a zero size a — 0
for the neighbourhood 81 = Ny(c) N (71, 72) of o in (11, 72). Put differently, Sy covers the
thermal time interval (71, 72), but we should be mindful that its boundary dSs includes an
infinitesimal arc near o which would be identified by 0S, N 9S; in Figure 2b — we explain
this in the following paragraph. The interpretations of ICZM‘t and K?iﬂ are analogous to
those of K¢ and I@‘Cﬁﬁc introduced in (3.9) and (3.36) in section 3: here, they implement
the transformations (B.6) and (B.7) of the background and path integration variables.
(Strictly speaking, (B.9) and (B.10) should also have anomalous corrections arising from
the variations of the path integral measure in response to these transformations, but we
leave discussion of such terms to appendix E.)
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Before, proceeding, we should comment on some differences between the calculation
here and that of section 3.1. Recall there that we were interested in evaluating the gener-
alized entropy using our Callan-Wilczek formula (2.44) which required consideration of the
deformed replicated backgrounds (an, gbxn) containing regulated conical singularities. To
reproduce the variation of these backgrounds from n = 1, we transformed the background
fields with L¢ in the region we called Sy outside a tiny neighbourhood Ng(o) of the en-
tangling surface o; but within the region & = N, (o) N (71, 72) inside the neighbourhood,
we applied a transformation which interpolated to doing nothing exactly at o. This is the
situation illustrated in Figure 2b. Here, however, we simply wish to evaluate the effect of
the L transformation on the background fields within the thermal time interval (7, 7).
The action in this interval is the ¢ — 0 limit of the action over Sy and we see from the
variation of the latter that we must be careful to include symplectic potential ™3 terms on
085, in particular, the arc 9Ss N dS; near o which becomes infinitesimal as a — 0. More-
over, because the background fields (g, ®) are no longer assumed to be &-symmetric, the
0™ [Leg, Log) = 0™ [Leg, Leg] term on the o surface where ¢ = 27 is now nontrivial.

In all, the ™2 boundary term of (B.9) contains the following pieces’:

/ 0™ (Lg, Led)
0S8y

(B.11)
= / 0" [Leg, Leg) +2m / 0" [Leg, Leg) + / 0" [Leg, Led]
0S2NOS, T2 0SoNM

whereas only the analogue of the last piece appeared in (3.9). Obviously, there are also the
Gibbons-Hawking-like and joint terms which additionally appear in (B.9) due to the fixing
of quantum field configurations on the 7 surface. In [31], all boundary terms are neglected,
which as we will see, leads to the false identification of the time translation generator H?at
with components of the stress tensor.

One can also compare the ICgiff introduced here in (B.10) to the l@?iff introduced in
(3.36) of section 3.3. Just as /&giﬂ appeared as a byproduct of the way we modelled the
extension of the proper time period using a diffeomorphism on background fields, /Czjliff
has appeared here resulting from the way we have similarly modelled the variation of the
final thermal time 75. In either case, the need to add these operators can be verified by the
consideration of their effect on other operators inserted in the thermal time interval (71, 72),
as described for l@giﬁ in section 3.3. (We shall not repeat the nearly identical analysis for
K?iff here.) Indeed, the need to include ICgiflr in our present calculation (B.8) is made even
more obvious by the variation in boundary conditions around o, as described around (B.7)
— this is captured by the 8[L¢h, L¢1)] term included in (B.10). Note that, as in (3.36), the
symplectic potential and boundary Lagrangian variation terms in response to (B.7) vanish

"SFor simplicity, we have assumed that the foliation of the spacetime by constant time 7 slices is such
that there are no finite contributions due to 8™*'[L.g, L¢¢] integrated around the joints at the corners of
OS> (see Figure 2b). One expects this to be the case so long as the proper angles that constant time 7
slices make with the spacetime boundary M and the arc 9S> N 9S1, as measured in the background (g, ¢),
are invariant in time. (This should automatically be true for the joints bounding 9S> N dS1, which should
always have opening angle 7/2.) Otherwise, one must carry such contributions along in the calculation,
much like the L* term in (B.9).
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on the spacetime boundary M owing to (2.8). Moreover, there are no terms on the 71 and
7o surfaces owing to (B.4), nor are there contributions localized at the joints 73 N M and
79 N M, given the description of the joint terms below that equation.

Let us now proceed with our goal of extracting the instantaneous generator of time
evolution. Considering (B.5), we see that we must extract the generator — [ HP** —
fm M H?A’mat for time translations as an operator inserted to the left of the evolution
operator, at the latest time 75. Thus, similar to our calculation in sections 3.2 and 3.3, we
will now to take the 71 — 7, limit™ of (B.8), (B.9), and (B.10). Using (3.15), we obtain
equations similar to (3.17) and (3.39):

lim K@ =—2r / £ (Cy™ + Cy),
T2

T1 Ty

+2m / (89,269 + 09,06)LOTHM 21 / (0g.e9 + 06,£00) L™ (B 12)
T2 T2

nM
: mat M ,mat
+ lim { / 0" [Leg, L) + / (09,09 + 0p,.0)L } :
T1I—Ty 0Ss 0SsNM
lim KT = — 27r/ £*(Cp+ Cy), + lim O[Lch, Lo . (B.13)
T1—T2 To T *>T27 0S2NOS,

If one ignores ICgiH as well as all terms in the latter lines in (B.12), then since the expectation
value of the (Cy), vanishes as written in (4.18), one would be tempted to identify the

generator for time translations as —Hgnat L —& (Cg‘“)b = €,&T upon comparison of
(B.5) with (B.8) and (B.12). This is the conclusion that [31] draws’’. But, of course,
ngiff and the other terms in (B.12) cannot simply be neglected — e.g. even if the action
only consists of a bulk part [ L™ with LGHmat pjtmat anq pAMmat gl vanishing, the
symplectic potential ™3 terms can still be nontrivial, particularly if there is non-minimal
coupling between matter and curvature.

To proceed, we next apply the definitions (3.20) and (3.21) of Noether charge and
current. It will be simplest now to consider the sum of (B.12) and (B.13), rather than
treating them separately as we did for IQ and I@giﬂ in sections 3.2 and 3.3. Rewriting

"6 Actually, taking this limit is not necessary but simplifies the calculation. Just as for (3.40), the ex-
pression (B.15) we eventually obtain for ICICH‘"‘t + ICZ“H in fact continues to hold generally without the limit,
as can be shown by a calculation analogous to the one mentioned in footnote 41 using additionally (3.34)
(restricting now to just objects constructed from the matter action).

""One can also compare this with the often-written expression (1.5) for the thermal modular Hamiltonian
in terms of the stress tensor. (Note that the stress tensor written there is the Lorentzian stress tensor,
differing by a sign from the Euclidean stress tensor written here — see (3.55).)
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(B.12) and (B.13) in terms of Noether current and charge, we obtain

lim_ (12 3T :271'{ / (6™ [Leg, Led,] — TP 4 (3g.ceq + 09,200 LET)

T1 ~>T2_ T2

+ / (8g.Leg + Opcee) LI + / Q?at}
ToNM OTo

+ lim {/ 0™ [Leg, Lot Leh, Ley)]
0S2NOS1

TI Ty

+/ (0™ [Leg, Led) + (Bgreq + 0p,c00) L™ } ,
OSoNM

(B.14)

where we have used (B.11) to split up the ™' term of (B.12), and 97y is shorthand for
the boundaries of the 75 surface. Similar to the manipulations leading to (3.29) in section
3.2, one can use (3.24) on M and its analogue (3.34)"® near o, together with the identities
(2.8) and (3.28) for the variation of the boundary Lagrangian (all now applied to quantities
obtained just from the matter action), to greatly simplify the sum of the Noether charge
term with the latter two lines of (B.14). One thus obtains

T1 —)T; T2

lim (]Cglat + K?iﬁ“> :QW{/ (gmat [Leg, Led,] — Jrgnat + (597559 + 5¢’££¢)LGH,mat)

A G b |
ToNM

(B.15)

Finally, comparing (B.5) with (B.8) and using (B.15), we find that the instantaneous
generator — [ HP — [ H?A’mat for time evolution satisfying (B.2) is given by

Hyt =J — 0™ [Leg, Leo,] — (0g,0cq + 0p,ce0) L™ (B-16)
Hé\/l,mat :g . LM,mat - (59,559 + 5¢’£€¢)th,mat ) (B.17)

As a consistency check, we see that when the background fields ¢ and ¢ are {-symmetric,
HP* and JP** agree:

HES =g, HY g LM (Lg =0, Lo =0)  (B.S)

and indeed the evolution equations (B.1) and (B.2) agree. The modular Hamiltonian for
the thermal state prepared on such a £-symmetric background is given by the spatial in-
tegral — [;, JP** of the Noether current Jgnat plus a boundary term — [ & - LM™mat as

_ mat
= e 2T K

written in (3.35); more generally, for (unnormalized) states p™at prepared by

"8Recall our conventions for defining the orientations of 981 NASs versus 9S> NS, as stated after (3.11).
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Euclidean path integration on backgrounds which are not symmetric in time 7, the modular
Hamiltonian K™2t is given by

27 ma M ,ma
2r K™ = — log Telo dr (S B+ p He™™) (p™* prepared on (g,¢))  (B.19)

with H]g“at and Hé\/l’mat given by (B.16) and (B.17).

We end this appendix by commenting that, when moving between Euclidean and
Lorentzian signatures, the operators H?at and H?/l’mat, as defined by (B.16) and (B.17)
in both signatures, is expected to acquire extra signs.This can be seen from (3.53), (3.54)
(with a similar analytic continuation expected for the Lagrangian in each piece of the action

(B.3)), (3.56), and (3.57):
EH%?t - LHIElgat ’ EH'gz’mat =— LHingat , (BQO)

where we are using the notation of section 3.4. For instance, (B.2) reads in Lorentzian

signature:

<\p2

Alternatively, one can go through our derivation starting in Lorentzian signature in the
first place, finding that the LHILnéat and LHfg’mat satisfying (B.21) are given by (B.16) and
(B.17), with everything replaced by their Lorentzian counterparts.

:rt2 L t Lyy/M,mat
Te_l to dt(ft Hrﬁ? +ftm/v1 HLg )

<‘Ij2‘ Z‘L]mat
U :/ [dh,dy] e ~lotal (B.21)
|

Wo)

C Operator variation of the Noether current integral

Recall, as part of our derivation of the first law of generalized entropy, we considered in
section 4.3 the operator variation fz 60dJ Iglat of the Noether current integral over the initial
surface . As we discuss around (4.21) to (4.24), evaluation of the operator variation 6pJ glat
is more subtle than simply taking the functional variation d, + d4 of (3.20) while fixing in
this expression the quantum fields h and % and their time derivatives on 3. Instead, one
must be careful to fix the conjugate momenta of the quantum fields, rather than their time
derivatives, as it is the former which are truly operators on the initial surface .

As written in (4.21), we found that the Noether current J?at can be split into a piece
0™ [Leg, Led], whose operator variation is easily calculated in (4.23) due to the {-symmetry
of the unperturbed background fields, and a piece ﬂ?at, given by (4.22), whose spatial
integral fz I:IEIlat resembles a Hamiltonian with corresponding Lagrangian fz £-L™mat This
led us to speculate in (4.24) that, up to boundary terms, the operator variation of the
Hamiltonian fz I:I?“’Lt7 with the conjugate momenta of the quantum fields i and v fixed, is
given simply by the functional variation d, 4 d4 of the Lagrangian [ &- L™ with the time
derivatives of the quantum fields fixed. In this appendix, we point out that the argument
for (4.24), in the case where the unperturbed background is stationary (i.e. L¢g = 0 and
L¢p = 0) can be made precise from the (Lorentzian versions of the) results (B.16) and
(B.17), together with the evolution equation (B.21), of appendix B — indeed notice that
the I:I][gnat defined in (4.22) and the boundary term appearing in (4.24) match the expressions
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of H* and H?A’mat found in (B.16) and (B.17) for the instantaneous generator of time
evolution, modulo Gibbons-Hawking-like and joint terms.

Let us start by considering (B.21) in the general case without any assumption of sym-
metry for the background fields. Notice on the LHS of (B.21) that H*" and H?A’mat should

be interpreted as operators constructed from the quantum fields and their conjugate mo-

i

written in terms of their time derivatives. Thus, taking the variation of (B.21) with respect

menta. In contrast, on the RHS, the action (whose components are given in (B.3)) is

to the background fields g and ¢ gives

(w:

t
T [ ([Eg [ ) )
t tNM

to

2 .
. /I‘I/> (dh, dy) el (5, + 6,) 0%
0

(C.1)

(Actually, the RHS should also receive contributions from the variation of the path integral
measure; we leave consideration of such anomalous contributions to appendix E.) Dividing
by t9 — to and taking the {9 — 0 and to — 0 limit gives

1
5o < / HP™ 4 / H?A’mat> =— lim (8, + ) 57 » (C.2)

to,t2—0 t2 — t

where, upon recalling that |¥o) and |¥s) can be any pure states, we have written (C.2) as
an operator equation. From the expression (B.3) for [ [rl?al: | We see that the limit on the
RHS of (C.2) reduces it to integrals on the initial time slices ¥ and R in the bulk and

spacetime boundary”

mat

1 .
Jim tz[titi]o _/2‘: (5 . T mat +££LGH,mat) + /R (—§ . [ Mmat + ﬁngt,mat) <C3)
Notice that (C.2) with (C.3) nearly gives us the equality (4.24) we are after — what re-
mains is to treat the Gibbons-Hawking-like and joint terms in (C.3) and H*" and Hé\/l’mat
n (B.16) and (B.17). To do so, we now specialize to the case where the unperturbed back-
ground fields and path integral (with which the expectation value in (4.24) is computed)
are stationary:

LGH,mat>

<(5g,£569 + 5¢,E§5¢)LGH mat> <((5 + (5¢)£5LGH mat>
(C.4)

(60(8g.cq + 0.c0) L) = ((8g,cc59 + 0,2c60) L) = (84 + 69) LLIV™) . (C.5)

(00(0g,c9 + 0p.0c0)

Thus, when the expectation value of (C.2) is taken with a path integral over a {-symmetric
background, the operator variations of the Gibbons-Hawking-like and joint terms of the
H’g‘at and Hé\/l’mat (given by (B.16) and (B.17)) on the LHS cancel the functional variations
of the corresponding terms on the RHS (given by (C.3)). Cancelling these terms, we
immediately recover (4.24).

"Note that the sign on the L™ term arises from our conventions for orienting d[t1,t2] N M and R
as stated around (3.11) and (3.23).
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D Maxwell contributions to asymptotic quantities

The point of this appendix will be to consider how quantum matter can contribute non-
trivially to the asymptotic energy (4.34) appearing in the first law (4.32) of generalized
entropy. We will consider the particularly simple but instructive example of a minimally
coupled Maxwell field in asymptotically AdS spacetime. In the end, we will demonstrate
how the Maxwell contributions to the Noether charge and boundary Lagrangian terms of
the asymptotic energy (4.34) are important for recovering, from the generalized first law
(4.32), the expected semiclassical thermodynamics of electrically charged black holes at
fixed potential and fixed charge.
The Maxwell field is described by a (Lorentzian) bulk action

1
/ LMax — _ 1 / F®F e, F =dA . (D.1)

It is straightforward to show that this Maxwell action leads to the extra contributions
1
OMX[§A] =0 A, F ey, , QY™ =— 5XCACWbeab (D.2)

to the symplectic potential and Noether charge associated to an arbitrary vector field y.
Another useful quantity for our discussion is the electric charge

o= a Qu=y (Fen) (D.3)

M 2

computed from Gauss’s law evaluated on a time slice (denoted with the shorthand ¢ N M)
at the spacetime boundary M. From the CFT perspective, Q. gives the charge density of
the current to which the bulk Maxwell field is dual [25].

The asymptotics of the background geometry and of the Maxwell field are known in an
asymptotically-AdS spacetime. In asymptotically AdS spacetimes, the leading behaviour
of metric and volume form components near the AdS boundary is given by

dr?
Gapdaz®dx® ~T + rzgSVFTdy“dy” , Erpy gy~ (r — o0) (D.4)

where 2% = (r,y*) and y* are respectively coordinates of the bulk and AdS boundary at
r = 00, and ggf T is the (finite) CFT metric. When studying the Maxwell contributions to
asymptotic quantities, we will find that expressions only depend on the leading asymptotic
behaviour of the metric and volume form (D.4), so we need not specify the geometry
further. (If one so desires, for concreteness, one can fix the background geometry to that
of the classical solution for an electrically charged black hole in the following discussions.)

It has been shown [25] that the allowed asymptotics for the Maxwell field in an asymp-

totically AdS spacetime is given by®"

A~da+ AT+ A (r — o0) (D.5)

89Note that da may not necessarily be produced by a local gauge transformation. This is evident in the
electrically charged black hole example to be considered shortly — analytically continuing to Euclidean
signature, different values of upn in (D.13) give different values for the Wilson loop running around the
thermal time 7 = ¢t circle.
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where

2-d - 0
A:[ ~O(r =%, A, ~O(r7) , (D.6)
o(r— d+#4
AF O e U 0.7
O(r—3logr) d=4
and correspondingly
F~F"+F (r — o) (D.8)
with
O(r—3 d+#4
(F )~ s A 1 Y
O(r—3logr) d=4

As noted in [25, 43|, the choice of boundary conditions at the AdS boundary is not neces-
sarily unique for the Maxwell field, e.g. : in d > 3, one may choose to fix A |y at®! the AdS
boundary M (i.e. fix da|ps and A™|r), and consider field fluctuations falling off like A™;
in d < 3, one can instead fix 7971 F"#| (i.e. fix AT) while considering fluctuations with
the asymptotics of daw + A~. Let us decompose the gauge field A into a background part
A and a fluctuating quantum part A

A=A+A ) (Pa = Aaﬂ/}a = Aa) (D.10)

where, in the more general notation used elsewhere in this paper, A, and A, would have
been denoted as ¢, and 1p,. When A|xq is fixed in d > 3, the quantum fluctuations A fall
off like

A ~AT, (fixed A|apm b.c.,r — 00) (D.11)
while, when %=1 F"#| 4 is fixed in d < 3, they behave like
A ~da+ A~ . (fixed 741 F™ | \q b.c., 7 — 00) (D.12)

In d = 3, various hybrid boundary conditions are possible, one choice of which we will
consider later. Restrictions must also be placed on the asymptotics of «, but all we will need
is the condition that a remain finite at the asymptotic boundary M in d = 3, as we later
consider fluctuations in . (Our discussion of boundary conditions is not comprehensive;
yet more possibilities can be found in [25].)

It will be instructive to consider the asymptotic energy involved in the first law of
generalized entropy for electrically charged black holes. For fixed boundary conditions, one
can always absorb ambiguities in the choice of Maxwell field background A into shifts of
the quantum field A. So, without loss of generality, let us fix A = Agy to be the classical

81Recall, as specified in footnote 14, this notation means also projection onto M, unless indices are
otherwise specified.
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solution for an electrically charged (possibly rotating) black hole — see, e.g. [44, 45| —
which behaves asymptotically as

Ay ~dopg + AEH , Fgu NFEH , aBH =UBHT , (7“ — OO) (D.13)

where, t is the time coordinate that is periodically identified ¢ ~ ¢t — 27¢ in the imaginary
direction®?, and the constant upy gives the electric potential of the black hole®3. When
the background A has the asymptotics of (D.13), we will refer to (D.11) as fixed potential
boundary conditions, since, where applicable (d > 3), they fix the electric potential to its
background value in (D.13):

A|p =ppudt (fixed p b.c.) (D.14)

as quantum fluctuations (D.11) in A are suppressed near the AdS boundary. As hinted
below (D.12), in d = 3 another interesting boundary condition to consider is given by a
hybrid of (D.11) and (D.12), where the electric charge density Qe defined in (D.3) is fixed
but the electric potential p(y*) = ppn + fi(y*) is allowed to fluctuate®*:

L -1 -
A ~AY aydt, Qo =3 [(F*)abeab} =0 (fixed Qe bie,r > o0)  (D.16)

We shall refer to (D.16) as fixed charge density boundary conditions for the obvious reason
that the charge density is fixed to its background value:

1
Qe =QeBH = 5 [(F};H)abeab} o (fixed Qe b.c.) (D.17)

Let us consider fixed potential boundary conditions first. It follows, from examination
of the scaling (D.4) of asymptotic AdS and the scalings (D.7) of the Maxwell background

82In this paper, we have always taken the Euclidean time coordinate 7 = it to be periodic, rescaling
as needed so that the period (i.e. inverse temperature) is 2. Since the Killing vector 9, = —id; of a
thermal setup vanishes on the bifurcation surface o, 0; must be tangent to the null geodesic generators
of the horizon emanating from o. For a rotating black hole, this means that we have chosen somewhat
nonstandard angular coordinates which rotate along with the black hole horizon. Thus, what we have been
calling the asymptotic “energy” H 5M, associated with our £ = 9, would also include what is called angular
momentum in more standard language. (See the discussion around (90)-(91) in [11], whose ¢ is proportional
to ours.) Note however, that t is still (at least proportional to) the standard time coordinate and the one-
form dt, e.g. appearing in Agg in (D.13), is unambiguous under time-dependent reparametrizations of other
coordinates.

83Specifically, upn should be thought of as the difference in electric potential between the black hole
horizon and the AdS boundary. By regularity of Agmu, £ - Agu vanishes at the bifurcation surface, so usu
is given by minus the electric potential at the AdS boundary. (Note that our convention is always to take
A to be smooth in the bulk, whereas some references, e.g. [45] sometimes exclude pupudt and keep only the
inexact part of A, which by itself would be singular at bifurcation surface.)

84 Alternatively, one might fix the total charge Q. given in (D.3) but allow the electric potential u(t) to
fluctuate only as a function of time:

A ~At 1+ a(t)dt , Q. :l/ (F+)abeab =0. (fixed Qe b.c.,r — 00) (D.15)
tNM

(Note, however, that this boundary condition is not local in space.)
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(D.13) and permitted field variations (D.11), that the Maxwell symplectic potential (D.2)
vanishes when evaluated on the AdS boundary M (in the admissible dimensions d > 3):

M5 A] A =0, LMMax —q (fixed potential b.c.) (D.18)

and consequently, no extra boundary Lagrangian LMMaX must be added to satisfy (2.8).
Thus, the Maxwell contribution to the asymptotic energy (4.34) can be written as

HgM’MaX = /R ngvlax = —upaQe , (fixed potential b.c.) , (D.19)

where, in the second equality, we have extracted the nonvanishing part of the Noether charge
(D.2) (given the asymptotics of the metric background (D.4), the Maxwell background
(D.13), and quantum fluctuations (D.11)) and identified the electric charge Q. defined by
(D.3). Note that, in the last expression of (D.19), only Q. depends on the quantum field A..
Thus, for fixed potential boundary conditions, the first law of generalized entropy (4.32) for
perturbations from (the Hartle-Hawking state of) an electrically charged black hole receives
the extra contribution

SCHY M) = — 1iprd(Qe) (D.20)

from the Maxwell field. We see that including the Maxwell field in the Noether charge part
of the asymptotic energy is crucial for recovering the familiar thermodynamics of a fixed
potential (i.e. grand canonical) ensemble.

Finally, let us consider the fixed charge density boundary conditions (D.16)% in d = 3.
Now, the Maxwell symplectic potential (D.2) no longer vanishes at the AdS boundary M:

M [5A]|pm =6p (Fgyy)er (fixed Q. b.c.) (D.21)

so we must supplement the bulk Maxwell action (D.1) with a boundary term [25]

/ LMMax / A Fobe, = — / p(Fh) e, (fixed Qube)  (D.22)
M M M

so that (2.8) is satisfied. Note that appending this term to the action and integrating
over the electric potential f introduced in (D.16) is tantamount to performing a Laplace
transform on the bulk path integral®. As we will now describe, switching between fixed po-
tential and fixed charge density boundary conditions corresponds precisely to the analogous

85For the fixed total charge boundary conditions described by (D.15) in footnote 84, the discussion is
essentially the same. Since those boundary conditions are non-local in space, one should consider the
correspondingly non-local analogue (4.33), written in footnote 56, of the condition (2.8). The Maxwell part

LMMaX written

of the more general condition (4.33) is satisfied by again the choice of boundary Lagrangian
in (D.22). Once various quantities are integrated over the boundary spatial directions, the discussion in the
text goes through just as well for fixed total charge boundary conditions (D.15).

86See [43] for a general discussion about switching between the fixed A|rq and fixed 747! F™#| 14 boundary
conditions described by (D.11) and (D.12), including the interpretation from the CFT perspective. Note that
what they call a “Legendre transform” is actually a Laplace transform. (When describing thermodynamics,
physicists are often not careful in distinguishing Legendre and Laplace transforms as the two become

equivalent upon taking the saddle-point approximation of partition functions.)
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Laplace transform between grand canonical and canonical thermodynamics. Extracting the
finite part of the Noether charge (D.2) appearing in the asymptotic energy (4.34), one finds

ng/[axha = — u(Fgy)" e - (fixed Qe b.c.) (D.23)

Comparing (D.23) to (D.22), we thus find that the Maxwell contribution to the asymptotic
energy (4.34) now vanishes

HYM =0 (fixed Qe b.c.) (D.24)

So, for fixed charge density boundary conditions, the Maxwell field does not contribute an
extra term to the asymptotic energy appearing in the generalized first law (4.32). It is, of
course, unsurprising from the thermodynamics standpoint that no term like (D.20) appears
in the first law, as we are working with fixed charge (i.e. with boundary conditions (D.16),
the black hole is now more akin to a system in the canonical rather than grand canonical
ensemble). Note that, to see this, it was important to consider both the Noether charge
and boundary Lagrangian parts of asymptotic energy (4.34), as the Maxwell contribution
to each part, by itself, would be non-vanishing.

E UV-divergences and anomalies

In this appendix, we shall describe how various ‘anomalous’ corrections, resulting from vari-
ations of the path integral measure, fit into the narrative of this paper. We will open, in
appendix E.1, with a brief discussion of the renormalization of UV divergences in the effec-
tive action and generalized entropy. This will naturally lead us to consider anomalous terms
resulting from background field variations. In appendix E.2, we discuss such variations to-
gether with anomalous changes of path integration variables. There, we establish notation
for and define the anomalous contributions to various quantities encountered throughout
this paper, e.g. equations of motion, the symplectic potential, the stress tensor, Wald-Dong
entropy, and Noether current and charge. With relevant notation established, we shall
then catalogue all the appearances of possible anomalous corrections to the calculations of
this paper: the derivations of the modular Hamiltonian from section 3 and the first law of
generalized entropy from section 4 are covered in appendices E.3 and E.4 respectively. Ulti-
mately, we shall argue that, while the Noether charge and modular Hamiltonian discussed
in section 3 can generally receive anomalous contributions, the relationship between the
first law of generalized entropy and the effective gravitational equations of motion derived
in section 4 continues to hold with the appropriately corrected quantities.

E.1 UV-divergences of the effective action

Recall, for the purposes of evaluating the quantum gravity effective action to one-loop-
order in GGN, the graviton can be treated in a semiclassical theory as just another matter
field propagating on a classical background geometry g — see appendix A. As reviewed in
chapter 6 of [46], the bare matter part of the effective action in semiclassical theories

Wiitlo) =~ o [ dhdie 000 (E1)
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typically contains UV divergences, even in the simplest case of free quantum matter fields.
These divergences are inherited, for example, by the bare stress tensor

5wmat
Tl ) ) — (Tl ge. (b avay from M) (E2)
ab

However, in semiclassical theories, the divergences of W2at[g] can be extracted as a local

re
action I31*[g] containing divergent coefficients. Thus, the complete effective action

Wlgl =Iielgl + Wigkelg] (E3)
can nonetheless be rendered UV-finite if IE;?Z [g] contains similarly divergent terms which

cancel against I'?**[g]. Then, we see that generalized entropy S5 [g] defined in (2.18),

also expressible in the Callan-Wilczek form (2.44) in terms of the effective action, must
similarly be UV-finite®7, even though its constituent bare quantities, e.g. the classical Wald-
Dong entropy Sﬁ;i:;:VD gy

individually UV-divergent. (As we shall explain further below, taking the zero limit of the

mat]

[g], arising from [g], and the von Neumann entropy S[p™?'], are
regulator a for the smoothed conical singularities produced by the e, operation in (2.44) is
not expected to introduce any new divergences in generalized entropy absent in the effective
action W{g] evaluated on smooth g.)

Rather than working with divergent quantities, however, one can choose to renormalize
by explicitly absorbing the divergences I}*[g] of the bare matter part W [g] of the

(S
effective action into the bare gravitational action I, [g]:

Len" 9] =Tgae o] + 13V 9] (E4)
Wien' 9] =Wiarelg] — Taiv'lg] - (E.5)

The above renormalized combinations are UV-finite, so that, for example, the correspond-
ingly renormalized stress tensor

5wmat
2 pat) — (72t (g avay from M) (E)
a
is finite. Moreover, the classical Wald-Dong entropy S%?Z;WD [g] arising from Ifen"[g] is also
grav,WD

finite. The divergences of S [g] will have been transferred by this renormalization

bare,o
process into the quantum part <S$ﬁf&WD [9,h, ¢ + 9]) of the Wald-Dong entropy™®, which
is now responsible for cancelling the UV divergences of S[p™*] in the generalized entropy

(2.18).

87See, e.g. [28, 29]. However, unlike what is suggested in these references, note that the quantity given

by the Callan-Wilczek formula (2.44) should generally not be confused with a von Neumann entropy — see
mat

footnotes 20 and 29. For example, one can apply (2.44) to just Wiare[g] to get the bare matter Wald-Dong
plus von Neumann entropy, to Wina*[g] introduced below to get the renormalized matter Wald-Dong plus
von Neumann entropy, or to W[g] to get the full generalized entropy.

881f one absorbs I}12*[g] into the path integration measure, as written below in (E.7), then the divergent

part of SE;?Z”ZVD [g] is specifically transferred to the anomalous contribution to (Srm2*VP[g, h, ¢ +1]), as we

will describe further below (E.28) in appendix E.2.
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One way to absorb —I1*[g] into the bare matter part of the effective action as in (E.5)

is to define the renormalized path integral measure
[dh dlren =€’ 9 [dh di]are - (E.7)

so that

ren

Ween'lg] = — log / [dh dip]rene 1" om0 FV] (E.8)

Note that this explicitly introduces to the path integral measure an extra dependence on the
metric via I3 [g]. However, even before this renormalization, there may already have been
metric dependence intrinsic to the bare path integral measure [dh di|pare, due for example
to the metric-dependence of modes used to define path integration in the first place. This
naturally segues into our discussion in the next section regarding the anomalous terms
arising from the background-dependence of the path integration measure.

Before moving on, however, let us also alleviate some concerns regarding another pos-
sible source of UV-divergences in the generalized entropy formula (2.44) that might arise
even if the effective action Wg] evaluated on smooth backgrounds is finite. Recall that,
implicit in the definition of the deformed replication ey, appearing in the RHS of (2.44),
is a regulator a describing, for smooth g, the size of the neighbourhood N, (o) of o over
which the would-be conical singularity of gg,, is smoothed. Even while the effective action
evaluated on smooth backgrounds is taken to be UV-finite, a concern that one might raise is
whether the expression (2.44) for generalized entropy blows up as the limit a — 0 is taken.
For RT surfaces in holography, we certainly expect a UV-finite bulk effective action to lead
to a UV-finite generalized entropy since one can alternatively write generalized entropy in
terms of the effective action evaluated on smooth backgrounds gy, as in (A.26), where there
is obviously no additional regulator a to worry about. In fact, the calculation leading to
(A.30) relating the two expressions (2.44) and (A.26) seems to suggest a more general ar-
gument for the finiteness of (2.44) under a — 0 perhaps extending beyond holography. As
in appendix A, let us denote by M,, = M, the spacetime boundary manifold replicated
around ¢ = o N M. Then, for a general g an§d o, suppose that one can construct a sequence
of smooth backgrounds g, that satisfy boundary conditions on M,, and are Z,-symmetric
around codimension-two surfaces o,, such that g; = g, 01 = o, and the orbifolds Inin (and
hence g,,z,) can be analytically continued to real n near n = 1. (For example, [9] must
have impciicitly made this assumption for bulk solutions g and non-RT ¢ when verifying
the quantum extremality of RT surfaces as described below (A.26).) Then, the calculation

gen

around (A.30) shows that the generalized entropy S& ' |g] defined by (2.44) is given by

S5 lg) =0 (Wlgal = nWlgt) = Wlg,2,]) (E9)
where the first two terms are manifestly independent of a while the last term can be ex-
pressed as

SWg]
On Wlg,, = = “On g, = E.10
[g”a"] n=1 / 0g Inginly ( )
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Even for off-shell g, we expect this to be finite in the ¢ — 0 limit as it only involves

the boundary-condition-preserving variation 0y, g,, = n‘ of the metric (as opposed to, e.g.
on n

higher powers of curvature which would become dangerously divergent in NV, (o,,) at n # 1).
We conclude therefore that the generalized entropy given by (E.9), or equivalently (2.44), is
UV-finite even in the ¢ — 0 limit, provided the effective action W]g] evaluated on smooth
backgrounds is UV-finite, either by renormalization in the semiclassical theory, as described
earlier in this appendix, or for some other reason.

E.2 Variations of the path integral measure

Let us begin by very formally describing the bare path integration measure. One can think
of this as a ‘volume form’ on the space of UV-regulated field configurations (g + h, ¢ + ),
which can be constructed out of ‘one-forms’ on this space, i.e. some basis of field fluctuation
modes, which we schematically denote dh and dv, and some ‘metric determinant’ on the
space of field configurations, which can generally vary with (¢ + h, ¢ + ). In general, the
UV regulation of fluctuations can also depend on (g + h,¢ + ). Thus, to display these
dependences explicitly, we can formally write the bare path integration measure as

[dhad¢;g+ ha¢+¢]bare . (Ell)

Considering the semiclassical effective action, however, the background metric g itself plays
a distinguished role. For instance, we might choose to evaluate the renormalized matter part
(E.8) using the renormalized measure (E.7) — notice here that the absorbed counterterm
action I1?*[g] depends on the background metric g alone. Thus, we will allow for a slight

generalization to the form of the path integration measure®:

[dh, dv; g, by & + Ylren - (E.13)

From here on, we shall adopt this more general form and discard subscripts ey,.c and epen;
unless otherwise specified, one is free to interpret the discussions after this point as referring
either to bare or renormalized quantities.

It is perhaps helpful to pause briefly to connect our description of the path integration
measure above with the simplified example of a quantum scalar field propagating on a
classical background spacetime [47, 48|. Here, it is standard to define the path integration as
being over the expansion coefficients of scalar field fluctuations with respect to eigenmodes
of a differential operator, typically extracted from the terms in the action quadratic in
the fluctuations. The orthonormalization of the eigenmodes is taken with respect to the
usual inner product (fi, f2) = [ €ff fa of scalar functions f1, fo on a curved manifold. To

81n fact, if we are only interested in using our semiclassical theory to compute the quantum gravity
effective action up to O(Gn) corrections, as described around (A.14), it may suffice to simply consider the
measure

[dh, dv; g, ¢ + 9], (E.12)

as graviton fluctuations are suppressed in Gn. We would then essentially be zooming in to the space of
small metric fluctuations around g, which can be approximated by the ‘tangent space’ at the ‘point’ g.
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connect with the language of the previous paragraph, this orthonormalization condition is
what determines the ‘metric’ on the space of field configurations and it obviously depends
on the spacetime metric. The UV-regulation of the bare path integration can be applied
as a restriction on the eigenvalues of the differential operator, which is metric dependent.
Furthermore, if, for example, the scalar is charged under a gauge symmetry carried by a
Maxwell field, then the differential operator should also depend on the Maxwell field. Thus,
we see that it is plausible for the path integration measure to depend on both the spacetime
metric and matter fields.

Let us proceed now to discuss the anomalous terms that can arise from variations of
the path integration measure. For this, we must appeal to the locality of the response of the
path integral measure to variations in the background and to changes of path integration
variables. By this, we mean that if we perturb the background (g, ¢) or apply an infinites-
imal transformation to the quantum fields (h,1) in a restricted spacetime neighbourhood
in (g + h,¢ + 1), then only the path integration measure over quantum field fluctuations
(dh,dz) in that neighbourhood ought to be affected. Obviously, the metric-dependence
of the elaV'l9] factor in the renormalized measure (E.7) is local, since the action I'M2*[g] is
local. To see that the response of the bare path integration measure should also be local to
begin with, one can choose to define the path integration using quantum field fluctuation
(dh, dip) modes given by localized wavepackets?® — it is then natural for the orthonormal-
ization condition and UV-regulation of the wavepackets to be dependent only on the field
profiles (g+h, ¢+1) in the wavepackets’ regions of support. Moreover, if we reparameterize
the quantum field fluctuations (dh,dv) in a restricted spacetime neighbourhood, then we
expect fluctuations corresponding to orthonormal wavepackets localized elsewhere in the
spacetime to remain orthonormal.

Expressing this locality mathematically, we shall write the variation of the path integra-
tion measure resulting from a background perturbation (dg, d¢) as the insertion of operators
living in the supports of §g and d¢; by linearity in g and d¢ and using integrating by parts,
we can generally write this as

(dg + 0g)[dh, dip; g, b, ¢ + ] = — [dh, dib; g, b, ¢ + 9] / (E3" - 69+ E3 - 6¢ + d6*"[0g,6¢))
(E.14)

where 6*" is linear in its arguments. In contrast to their counterparts E4, E4, and 0[6g, 6¢]
obtained from the Lagrangian L, the operators EJ", E3", and 0°"[6g, 0¢] might not have
simple expressions in terms of field operators; we shall simply take (E.14) to be their
definition.

We can develop similar notation for changes (dh, 1) of path integration variables.
Here, h and v denote linearized transformations acting on the space field configurations

9Note that the path integration measure does not depend on the specific choice of modes per se, but
rather the ‘volume form’ on the space of configurations, e.g. implied by an orthonormalization condition
of the modes. Thus, the path integral does not care whether one chooses to consider, say, the eigenmodes
of some differential operator, or a basis of localized wavepackets, so long as the modes satisfy the same
orthonormalization condition and span the same space of UV-regulated fluctuations.
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and can generally vary over this space, i.e. (0h, 1)) may not necessarily be c-numbers. In
the same way that (dg,d¢) play the roles of linearization parameters in (E.14), it is helpful
here to introduce a scalar c-number function ¢ over spacetime and consider the effect of
the change of variables (t0h, (1)) on the path integration measure, linearized in ¢. Then,
analogous to (E.14), we write

8, [d(h + t6h),d(v) 4+ 18); g, h + Loh, ¢ + 1) + 15Y)]

(E.15)
— [dh, dy; g, h, ¢ + )] / {(BYsn + Efsy) ¢+ d (075,10 + 057%,[1]) |

where 637 [¢] is linear in ¢ (and its derivatives). Furthermore, note that, for any function
t, we have by definition that

an_ __nan an”

~¥,0y v,L8y 0 0Lt z?ui'y[l] . (’Y € {ha w}) (E16)

It will be helpful, therefore, to abbreviate

7 67 07 57[ ] (E'17)
Note that, owing to the shift-invariance of the ‘one-forms’ in the path integration measure,
[d(h + 6h), d(t) + 60): g, h, & + ] =[dh, dibs g, hy &+ ] (c-number 6h,5v) ,  (E.18)

we have for c-number variations,
Ejss =E3" - 66, 055 =0°"[09] , (c-number §¢) (E.19)

where E}" and 6" [0¢] are the same objects defined previously in (E.14); similarly, we can
write?!, for some E?™ and some 62" [§h] linear in §h,

h§h —Eh 6h s eh Sh —Gan[(Sh] . (C—number (Sh) (E21)

Although the E*" and 8*" objects defined by (E.14) and (E.15) might not have obvious
expressions in terms of fields and aren’t obtained simply from some Lagrangian, it is natural
to include these anomalous terms as corrections to various operators. Perhaps the most
obvious example is the matter stress tensor 7%, whose expectation value is given by the
first variation of the matter part W™ [g] of the effective action, as in the first equality of
(2.11). Accounting for the variations of both the action and the path integral measure, we
see that the full stress tensor can be expressed as

(EJ™ + EM)™ =T% = T, (E.22)

9INote that if we had used the form (E.11) of the path integration measure instead of the more general
(E.13), we would find that E}" = E3" and 0%"[6h] = 6*"[0g = 6h] in (E.21) are also the same objects
defined previously in (E.14). Moreover, if we neglect the graviton dependence of the measure, as suggested
n (E.12) of footnote 89, we would have found

E}"%, =0, 077, =0 . (c-number dh) (E.20)

This is just (E.21) with the 5§k on the RHS set to be negligibly small (to be consistent with the assumption
of suppressed graviton fluctuations that led to (E.12)).
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so that
_SWlg]
59ab

1
0 = <(Eg + Egn)“b> = (Egra")ab + 5 <T“b> (0g away from M, g on-shell)

(E.23)
gives the anomaly-corrected semiclassical equations of motion (2.9) for the metric g. More-

over, the property (E.18) of the path integration measure and the fact that ¢ only appears
as a shift of ¥ in both the action I[g, h, ¢ + 1| and the measure [dh, dv; g, h, ¢ + 1] gives

_ oWl
0¢
correcting the more naively written (2.13). For the quantum fields v € {h, v}, the anoma-

0 = (Eg + E3") , (6¢ away from M) (E.24)

an
7,87
response to reparametrizations of the integration variables by d+; thus, we have

(Ep - 6h + Ej%p,) =0, (Ey - 09 + Eysy,) =0, (E.25)

lous corrections EX% ~ and 0 give the variations of the path integration measure in

of which (E.24) is a special case, as seen from (E.19). (The above holds locally at any
point in the interior of the spacetime region of path integration, because we can consider in
(E.15) the perturbations t0h and td1) for any scalar function ¢ with arbitrary support away
from the boundary of the region— recall also (E.16).)

It will be helpful also to define the anomalous corrections to other operators encountered
in this paper, such as the Wald-Dong entropy, Noether charge, and Noether current. Let
us begin with the Wald-Dong entropy which was naively given by (2.35) or equivalently
(2.41).We shall analogously define the anomalous correction to the Wald-Dong entropy to
be92

[dh, dis g, h, 6 + 9] S3P%[g, h, ¢ + ¢]
=0 ([d(hén;n)a AP xnzn)i Gxnin Pgnins Oxnin + w;ngnDnzl

=0y, <[d(hxn;n)v d(wxn%n); Ixn; h?;n%n’ ¢§n + ¢§n§n] - [dh’ dy; g%n’ h, qsgn + "M)

o o o

(E.26)

n=1

(E.27)
so that the parenthesized difference in measures of (E.27) is precisely the anomalous correc-
tion of (2.43) mentioned below that equation. Consequently, if we correct the Wald-Dong
entropy to be given by the naive (2.35), derived from the action, plus the anomalous cor-
rection (E.26) so that

S P1g by d + ) =0 Lonlg, hy ¢+ U],y + 55" g, hy 6+ 4] (E.28)

then the generalized entropy (2.18) is still given in terms of the effective action by (2.44),

even after accounting for variations of the path integration measure’®. We note that,

9?Recall, from the discussion below (2.32) and (2.42) that e, > has the interpretation, at any real n > 0
as a deformation localized in the tiny neighbourhood N, (o) of o which multiplies the opening angle around
exactly o by n.

93To clarify our conventions for notation in this section, we should state that, with the exception of the
stress tensor T°° defined by (E.22) and the Wald-Dong entropy defined by (E.28), the symbols for all other
quantities shall retain their original meanings defined in the main text of this paper in terms of the action

I. The addition of anomalous corrections to those other quantities shall be written explicitly.
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through the renormalization (E.7) of the path integration measure, the divergent contri-
bution to Wald-Dong entropy from the divergent action I}}2*[g] is transferred between the
two terms in (E.28), but (E.28) as a whole remains invariant.

As in (2.42), we can try to express the anomalous contribution (E.26) to the Wald-Dong

entropy in terms of the anomalous symplectic potential 82":

SWDA g B, ¢ + o]

2

i/aNO(U) <0an[ang><n n‘n 15 n¢><n n|n 1]+0h6n - | _ +0¢?3n,¢) - |n 1> .
(E.29)

However, we expect similar subtleties as for (2.42) to plague (E.29) as well. (This is perhaps
most obvious in the case where one considers the renormalized path integration measure
(E.7) which absorbs the factor eldv'l9); the resulting extra contribution to the anomalous
Wald-Dong entropy (E.26) from this factor can be calculated by applying the same pro-
cedure as in [6] to the action —I}#*[g].) However, one can hope that when the extrinsic
curvatures of the entangling surface o vanish?, as in thermal setups, corrections to (E.29)
vanish, just as the corrections found by [6] to (2.42) vanish in these cases. Indeed, it will be
interesting to compare (E.29) to a very similar expression for the anomalous contribution
to a Noether charge integrated along o, as we will discuss in appendix E.3.

Let us now consider the anomalous corrections to the C, forms and Noether charge,
defined by (3.14) and (3.21), and the Noether current given by (3.20). Let us start with the
(C,)q forms originally given by (3.14) for each field v € {g,h,¢,1}. For the background
fields, the generalization is obvious: tacking on superscripts " to (3.14), we have

r

(C3Ma =) (Bt e it e Z (B2 bty e, (v € {g.0})
i=1
(E.30)

where
E?Yn :eEsn ) (E.31)

To define (Cin)a for the quantum fields A and ), it is perhaps better to consider an alter-
native to the definition (3.14). For any vector field y, it can be shown simply by writing
L, out in terms of covariant derivatives that (C,), and (C,), defined by (3.14) and (E.30)
satisfy °

E, - Ly =x"(By)a — d{x*(Cy)a} , (E.32)
ET - Ly =X (BY)a — d{x*(C)a} (v € {9, 0}) (E.33)

940One might, for example, try to argue, along the lines of the discussion after (3.34), that in these cases

the action of e for n close to 1 and finite a, produces a change in the path integration measure that

Xn—n)
is not particularly pathological on approach to o.

9See (B.2) in [16].
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for some top-dimensional forms (B, ), and (B3")s; these serve as an alternative to (3.14)
and (E.30) for defining (C,), and (C5"),. Thus, a reasonable definition for the (C5"), of
a quantum field v € {h, v} is given by writing

ey =X (B — d{X*(C5a} (v € {h,¢¥}) (E.34)

for some top-dimensional form (B5"),. We note that E?Y?va should be expressible in this
form, because the change of integration variables 0y = L, is linear in x and depends on
no higher derivatives of x than its first, so the same statements should be true of iflﬁw as
defined in (B.19)%. Obviously, we can define, in analogy with (3.21), the total anomalous

Ca" form:

crr= ) (CM.. (E.39)
v€{g:h,9. 9}

Before proceeding to discuss Noether charges and currents, let us pause briefly to
examine the expectation values of the anomaly-corrected C, + C3" forms. Let us begin
with the metric part. Notice from (3.14) and (E.30) that, in analogy with (3.18), we have

(Cy+ C2)* = — 264(Ey + B2 = —e, (2B +T)* (E.40)

involving the full stress tensor (E.22), accounting for metric variations in the path inte-
gration measure. Setting the expectation value of (E.40) to zero yields the semiclassical
equations of motion (E.23) for the metric g. On the other hand, from (3.14), (E.30), and
(E.34), one can argue that the expectation value of the anomaly-corrected (C, + C3%),
forms for the other background fields ¢ and the quantum fields (h,1)) vanish by virtue of
(E.24) and (E.25):

((Cy+CM)a) =0. (v €{¢, h,¢}) (E41)

To show the above for the case of the quantum fields v € {h, 1}, note from (E.32) and (E.34)
that the integral of —x*(C, + Ci‘{n)a over any codimension-one region = is expressible as

971n particular, if we expand
Lyy =X" (61)ay + Vi X" (62)a"7 , (v € {h,v}) (.35)
where the variations (61).7y and (62),°y are independent of x, then we expect
Sty =X B 61)0n + VX E 5, by - (v € {h,¥}) (E.36)

In (E.35) and (E.36), V can be any derivative operator independent of the quantum fields (h, 1), but taking
it to be the derivative operator preserving some volume form, e.g. the volume form € of the background
metric, makes it easy to see (E.34) is satisfied for

(B3)a =E61)0y — VBT 5,) 04 - (C3a = = El5,) 040 » (v € {h¥}) (E.37)
where
Eir,l(ég)ab’y :EE:fl(ég)ab’y . (’Y € {hﬂ/’}) (E38)

(These expressions for (B2"), and (C2"),, with (61)q7 and (d2),"y defined by (E.35), again do not depend
on the choice of the (h,)-independent derivative operator V.)
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the integral of E, - L, v+ E?VH,IELX , over an infinitesimally thin slab with = as one face, where
¢ is a smooth scalar function interpolating from one on = to zero on the other face of the
slab?”. Thus, (E.41) gives the anomaly-corrected versions of (4.18) and (4.19).

Now, to define the anomalous contribution to the Noether charge, we can employ a
similar strategy as for (E.34). Notice from (3.20) and (3.21) that, in analogy to (E.32), the
Noether charge can be defined as the total derivative part of the symplectic potential when

using the product rule to strip derivatives from y:
O1L,g, Lxh, Ly (6 + )] =x"(Ca + L) + dQ, (E.42)
Thus, let us similarly define the anomalous correction Qf" such that
0™ [Lyg, Ly d] + 02&;){,1 + Gfﬁ‘ﬁxw =x"Ag" +dQY" (E.43)

for some AZ". With Ci" and Qf" now defined, we can proceed to also define the anomalous
correction Ji to the Noether current by analogy to (3.21):

JU =dQY" + x"Cy" . (E.44)
Correcting (3.21) with this, we see from (E.40) and (E.41) that the exterior derivative
AT+ I3 == 2d (€axs (By + B3 ") (E.45)

vanishes when the anomaly-corrected semiclassical equations of motion (E.23) for the metric
are satisfied; this expresses conservation of the Noether current (J, + J§*).

We end this section by introducing some final anomalous ingredients relevant for con-
sidering perturbations which reach the boundary of spacetime regions over which path
integration is carried out — e.g. at the spacetime boundary M or, when one is interested
in path integrals over only a portion of the bulk (as we were in appendix B), the bounding
codimension-one surfaces on which the quantum field configurations are fixed. Let us begin
by treating the latter types of surfaces. Suppose one starts out, with a path integral, with
measure [dh, dy; g, h, ¢ + 1], covering, for simplicity, a compact spacetime without bound-
ary. Now, we bipartition the spacetime into two complementary regions S and S’. We shall
take, as a fundamental property, the fact that path integrals over spacetime regions can be
joined together or split apart along codimension-one surfaces. (Indeed, this is what permits
the replica calculation of Rényi entropies, as described after (2.23) in section 2, and the
interpretation of path integration as giving matrix elements of an evolution operator, as
described in appendix B.) To be specific, suppose we fix, in our example, the quantum field
configuration®® on S = 9S8’ to what we will denote with a state |¥) — this can be accom-
plished by inserting into the path integral a delta functional dgs |w)[h, 1] which constrains

97 Alternatively, one can directly write (C, + C32")q, for v € {h, 1} in terms of equations of motion using
(3.14) and (E.37).

98Without loss of generality, we can focus on quantum field states corresponding to fixed field configura-
tions on dS. More general wave functionals on 0S can then be constructed from the basis formed by these
states.
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the quantum fields (h,v) on dS to match |¥). We would like this delta functional to have
the property that, when dps |v) [h, 1] is integrated with some measure over the space of |¥),
the identity is recovered. Then, we might naively hope to be able to split

/ (dh, dips g, b &+ ] 8wy s ] o
(E.46)

; /[dh’u dd}a 9, h, ¢ + 1/}]3,|\I/> [dh) dwa g, h, ¢+ w]S’,(\m e,

where [dh, di; g, h, ¢ + 1]s |w) is the induced measure over quantum field fluctuations in S
which leave the configuration on 9S fixed to |¥), and we similarly define [dh, d); g, h, ¢ +
Y]sr, (w|- But, of course, we know that integrals (even over finite dimensional spaces) do not
generally factorize in this way. For specificity, let us consider using localized wavepackets
for modes, which approximately diagonalize the metric over the space of quantum field
fluctuations. Then, (E.46) is still problematic as it is possible for the metric in the directions
‘transverse’ to the ‘surface’ (in the space of field configurations) specified by the constraints
of |¥) to be dependent on the location along the ‘surface’. In particular, it may be that
the orthonormalization of the wavepackets centred on OS depends on the derivatives of
fields across S (and thus on the field configurations in the interiors of S and §’). To more
generally allow for such dependences while still maintaining some notion of factorizability
of the path integral, we thus write, instead of (E.46),

/[dh7 d¢a g, h7 ¢+ ¢] 635,|\P> [hv ¢] d

LGH,an[

_ GH,an _
:/6 Jos L ! [dh,d%gvhaﬁﬁ‘i‘dj]s,\\p)e Jos: dh7d¢;gah7¢+w]3’,(\1/|.v

(B.A47)

where LEH2" is some local operator. (Note that LEH2% and the Gibbons-Hawking-like

term LGH

contributing to the action play analogous roles in that they capture the effects
that derivatives of fields across a codimension-one surface have on the path integration
measure and action when configurations are joined along the surface.) Thus, for bounded
spacetime regions S where field configurations are fixed on its codimension-one boundary,
it is most natural to consider path integrals where the measure implicitly includes a factor

of e~ Jos LGH’M; explicitly

/ e Jos VO G iy g,y 6+ Wl @ | (E.48)

It follows that when we perturb the background fields, or when we perform a change
of path integration variables (which preserves the quantum field configurations on the
codimension-one surface set by |¥)), we should account for variations

— [ spGHan (E.49)
as

of LGHan in addition to the terms displayed in (E.14) and (E.15). In particular, we note
that, for changes of path integration variables (dh, ), we expect (6, + dy)LEHa" and
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isn + 035, to cancel against each other (analogous to (B.4)):
(077%5 + 05%,) 2 = — (On + 0p)LE* |z . (bulk codim.-1 = where 6h,6¢ = 0)  (E.50)

We expect this identity to hold, because for any codimension-one surface =, by design,
(0, + 0yp)e” J=LE™ should recover the variation of the induced metric determinant over
the space of quantum fluctuations localized around Z, in response to a change of variables
(0h, 1)) with support on one side of Z (c.f. footnote 72).

There is, further, a more general set of considerations to support (B.4) and (E.50).
If one considers classical field theory, then a desirable property of the full action over a
spacetime region S, including Gibbons-Hawking-like boundary contributions on 98, is that
it is extremized by solutions of the bulk equations of motion (as also mentioned around
(B.4)). This is ensured if, for an arbitrary variation (dh, 1)) of the fields which preserve the
boundary conditions at S, the boundary integrals |, as cancel in the response /. s(Ep-0h+
Ey - 00) + [55 0[0h, 60¢] + [55(6 + 6)LEH of the action to (dh, 1)) — hence one requires
(B.4). To put this in a more cumbersome way, we can say that, from the perspective of the
action, the responses to (0h,dv) and (tdh, 1)) are indistinguishable, where ¢ is a smooth
test function which is 1 everywhere in S except an infinitesimally small neighbourhood of
0S where it interpolates to zero, i.e. ¢ is a smoothed indicator function with support in
S. (The latter response consists of just the equations of motion part fS L(Ep - 0h + Ey -
o) — s(En - 6h + Ey - 63).) Now, moving to our semiclassical theory, we can similarly
demand the path integral measure’s response to (dh,0t) and (th, 1)) be identical. This
is reasonable, given that we expect the norm of the difference between the two vectors
(0h,d1) and (Ldh, 7)) in the space of field configurations to be vanishingly small in the
limit where ¢ becomes an indicator function for & — otherwise, the difference between
(6h, 1) and (Ldh, 1)) in the limit would seem to correspond to a direction in field space
that is unconstrained by the action. Thus, it is natural to require (E.50) and interpret the
LE (dh, dus g, by & + Vs )

varies smoothly over the space of field configurations over distances in the space deemed

role of LEMan in (E.48) as ensuring that the measure e~ Jos

infinitesimal by consideration of variations of the action.

Thus far, we have considered codimension-one surfaces in the interior of the spacetime
on which field configurations are fixed in a path integral. One can also consider the case
where the path integral covers a full spacetime with boundary M, where boundary condi-
tions require the quantum fields (h, ) to scale appropriately on approach to M such that
(g+h, p+1)) have certain desired asymptotics. One can try to obtain a metric over the space
of all field fluctuations, which can in general reach the spacetime boundary M, by naive
extension of the same metric one would apply to bounded fluctuations — e.g. for fluctua-
tions of scalar fields, one can continue trying to apply the metric (fi, f2) = [ €ff f2 to scalar
functions fi, fo even if their support extends to the spacetime boundary M. Then, one
might naively try to integrate using the path integral measure [dh, dv; g, h, ¢ + 9] induced
by this metric, on the space of field configurations satisfying the boundary conditions. This
can, however, be problematic as such fluctuations extending to the spacetime boundary
generally have infinite norms, as in the case of non-normalizable modes in holography. (It
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may often be the case that infinite-norm fluctuations are disallowed by the boundary con-
ditions at the spacetime boundary M. Even so, one might however still be concerned when
seeking to perturb the boundary conditions, e.g. to compute CFT correlation functions in
holography, being worried that the configuration space metric varies infinitely under the
perturbation.) Moreover, even if we concern ourselves only with fluctuations of non-infinite
norm, we should still require, as described in the previous paragraph, consistency between
variations of the action and the path integration measure. In particular, one can again ask
whether the action and path integral measure can tell the difference between fluctuations
(0h,d1) and (t0h,tdv)), where now (dh, 1)) can reach but preserve boundary conditions at
M and ¢ is a smoothed indicator function for a bounded region which covers the spacetime
in a limit. Now due to (2.8), the action (2.2) including the boundary contribution [ M LM
cannot tell such a difference. It is again natural to require that the difference between the
two vectors (6h, 0¢) and (tdh, 1)) in the space of field configurations be vanishing. How-
ever, we see in (E.15) that the response of the path integral measure [dh, dy; g, h, ¢ + 9]
includes an extra — [, (07551, + 037%,) if (6h,6¢) is considered rather than (t0h, t5¢)).

To resolve the issues raised in the previous paragraph, let us therefore include an extra
factor in path integrals that reach the spacetime boundary M; for those path integrals with
boundary M for instance, analogous to (E.48), we shall integrate using

/e_fM L dh, dis g, by + ) @ (E.51)

Here, the role of the factor e~ Jm ™ can be interpreted as renormalizing the configuration
space metric on those field fluctuations which extend to the spacetime boundary M, so that
the vanishing, finiteness, or infiniteness of their norms is consistent with what one expects
from consideration of the action. In particular, the discussion of the previous paragraph
suggests

(655%1 + 03%5,) v = — (On + )L uq (E.52)

analogous to (E.50). Moreover, since ¢ and, when considering the form (E.11) of the
measure, g merely shift ) and h, we also expect

07209, 0¢]| \g = — (85 + 0g) LM o (E.53)

This should also hold for the more general form (E.13) of the path integration measure if
it is obtained from (E.11) via (E.7) with I'?**[g] a local action of the form (2.2), satisfying
(2.8).

More generally, the boundary of the path integral region can include both portions
in the interior and portions on the boundary of the spacetime; examples are the path

integrals considered in appendix B over finite time intervals. As a general guide, one should

LGH,an

incorporate and LM2" terms into the path integral measure when the corresponding

LEH and LM terms appear in the action. In appendix B, we also considered the possibility

of joint contributions L™ to the action where constant time slices and the spacetime

jt,an

boundary M met. One might similarly anticipate corresponding L contributions to
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the path integral measure which have the property” that their variations cancel against
any localized contributions the anomalous symplectic potential 8}, + 67, might produce
when integrated across a joint, for h and d1p which preserve boundary conditions on the
surfaces meeting at the joint.

E.3 Anomalous correction to the modular Hamiltonian

With the notation set up in appendix E.2, we now proceed to show how various objects in
our calculations of section 3, relating generalized entropy to Noether charge and current in
thermal setups, are affected by anomalous variations of the path integral measure. We also
comment on how the closely related calculations of appendix B are corrected.

Let us begin with the thermal case considered in section 3. The first appearance of
anomalous corrections occurs in (3.7) and (3.8). As mentioned above these equations, one
must additionally account for the variation of the path integral measure in response to the
variations of the background fields; consequently, the full IQ operator reads

Ke = /S [(By + E2) - Leg + (By + E) - Leg)
2

* / {01Lcg, Lcd) + 0™ [Leg, Led] + (8g.09 + 0p.06) (LM + LM}
OSaNM
(E.54)

From (E.30) (or (E.33)) and (E.34), one finds relations between the anomalous corrections
to the equations of motion E*" and the C*" forms analogous to (3.15):

lim [ B Loy =2 / g (cam),, (v € {9, ) (E.55)
T1—Ty JSo
lm [ By = o / ga(cmy, (v € {h,0}) (E.56)
T1—=Ty JS2
Using (E.55), we can take the 71 — 75 limit of (E.54) as in (3.17) to find
lim ’64
TI Ty

- _ 27r/ £ (Cy+ Cy"+Cy+ Cg“)a
T2

T hm_ {0[‘CC97£C¢] + 0an[£’§9"£(¢] + (6g7£<g + 5¢7£C¢) (LM + LM,an)} .
T1—Ty JOSaNM

(E.57)

Since our definition of J{* in (E.44) is simply (3.21) with " superscripts tacked on, we can
express the above in terms of anomaly-corrected currents and charges in much the same
way as (3.22). Moreover, we have from (E.43)the relation

27 / Q" =— lim (6°Lcg, £0) + O3+ 0. (E.58)
72N M r—ry Jassnm ’ e

990ne might also expect that, when the path integrals over two adjacent time intervals (79, 71) and (71, 72)
are stitched together along 71, the Li%*" terms at 71 N M account for any contributions to L in the
resulting joined path integral that are localized on 71 N M. (C.f. the second paragraph of footnote 74.)
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analogous to (3.24). Using these equations, together with (2.8) and (E.52), we can also
carry out the analogous simplification of spacetime boundary terms that led to (3.29). The
result can be written as the corrected version of (3.40):

lim (K¢ +K¢) = — 27 [/ (Q5+Q§“)+/ (J5+J§“)+/ f'(LM+LM"‘m)} ,

172 T2 ToNM
(E.59)
where now, by (3.15) and (E.56),
Ko E/S (Eh Lch+Ef + By - Lo+ E%@) (E.60)
2
. diff
Jim KT — — o /72 & (Ch+ C" +Cy+CP) (E.61)

similar to (3.36) and (3.39).

The interpretation of I@giff is precisely that described by (3.37) which now holds exactly:
it implements the variation of path integration variables described around (3.38). Indeed,
the definition (E.60) of I@?iff now contains both the response of the action and the path
integration measure to such a variation — the latter is exactly the anomalous correction
mentioned below (3.38). Thus, by the same argument as given for (3.48) in section 3.3, we
find that we should identify, for thermal setups,

SWP(g, hy ¢ + ] + 2w K™

= 1 IC Iediff _ Jerav
Tlge'z( ¢+ ) 9 (E.62)

=27 [/U (QE + QZ}H) + /72 (Jgnat + J?n) + /QQM ¢- (LM,mat n LM’an):| ’

where (3.31) and (3.32) were used in the last equality. Just as we equated the contributions
(2.42) and (3.34) to the Wald-Dong and Noether charge entropies coming from the action,
so too can we cast, using (E.43), the anomalous part to the Noether charge entropy in a
form

_or / Q= / 0" Leg, Lod) + 00, + 0. ) | (E.63)
ot asmaSQ< e Pohch ¢’£Cw>

resembling the anomalous part (E.29) of the Wald-Dong entropy. One may hope!® that, in
the thermal case, (E.29) is indeed a correct expression for the anomalous part of Wald-Dong
entropy and that the corrections analogous to those found by [6] vanish just as they do for
(2.42). Then, arguing as below (3.34), we expect to also have

SyPeg o= -2m [ Q. SYPloo+u]=-2r [(Qe+ Q) (B
where the latter is the full Wald-Dong entropy (E.28), including the anomalous part Sy’ ™"
It then follows from (E.62) and (E.64) that the thermal modular Hamiltonian is given by

Kmet = / (I 4+ 387 — / ¢ (LMmat L LM (E.65)
T T2NM

100Ge6 footnote 94.
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which is also the generator for time evolution in this case.

More generally, one can consider time evolution on backgrounds which are not &-
symmetric, as in appendix B. Since the calculations there mirror those of section 3 and
anomalous corrections can be incorporated in nearly the same manner as above, we will not
redo the calculations in detail. Instead, let us state the final result for the instantaneous
generator — [ (HP* +HE") — [ M(Hg\/l’maLt + H?/(’an) of time evolution. The anomalous
corrections are given by the obvious analogues of (B.16) and (B.17):

HE" =J§" — 0" [Leg, Led] — (g,cc9 + 0p,cc6) LT (E.66)
Hg/\/t,an =¢. LM,an - (5g,£59 + 5¢,£§¢)th7an . (E67)

E.4 Anomalies and the first law of generalized entropy

Let us proceed now to discuss how anomalous corrections affect our results (4.30) and
(4.32) derived in section 4 relating the generalized first law and gravitational dynamics.
As in section 4, we now move to Lorentzian signature — see section 3.4. Of course, the
completely classical calculations of section 4.1 are unaffected by variations of the path
integral measure.

The first encounter with anomalous corrections is in (4.9); the first law of von Neumann
entropy (the first equality) continues to hold, but the modular Hamiltonian is corrected as
we found in (E.65):

65 =27 < / Gpmar (TP + TP™) + / € - 8 mar (LMMAE 4 LM’an>) , (E.68)
by R

By the definition (E.44) of the anomalous correction to Noether current, we have the ana-

logue of (4.15):
[ae=[ar- o+ [ o (E.69)
P R o P

so the variation (4.16) of the quantum part of generalized entropy now reads'®!

5<S;nat,WD[g]> + 5S[pmat] :27_‘_</72 {5<Q2nat 4 an> + é‘ . 5pmat <L/\/l,mat + L./\/l,an>}

¢ [ (eaicm + o) - (otap + J?ﬂ»}) |
(E.70)

Using (E.41), giving the anomaly-corrected versions of (4.18) and (4.19), we find again that
it is actually only the metric part (Cy**"), + (C3")4 of the C, forms that contributes to the
above RHS.

1013We are assuming here that the relation (E.64) between the anomalous corrections to the Wald-Dong and
Noether charge entropies continues to hold, at least as expectation values, at linear order in perturbations.
(C.f. footnote 51.)
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The calculation of the operator variation of the Noether current proceeds much in the
same manner as in section 4.3 and appendix C. We can repeat the argument of appendix
C, but now using the time evolution generator corrected by (E.66) and (E.67) and also
accounting for variations of the path integral measure correcting (C.1). The result is, in
place of (4.24),

ryma ryan M,ma M, an
<6o[/E(H§t+H§)+/R§-(L P+ L )]>
= [ € (@ 4 B - g+ d (0759, 5] + 6™ [6ig. 50) (E.71)
+/ é- <(5g+5¢) (LM,mat +LM,an)> 7
R
where, analogous to (4.21),
H2" =J2 — 6°"[Leg, Led] (E.72)

and we have made use of the vanishing expectation value (E.24) of the corrected equations of
motion for ¢. Now, using (4.21) and (E.72), together with the invariance of the unperturbed
background fields and path integral under £, we have, similar to (4.23),

o (J?at +J3 - HEM - I:I?on) =00 (0™ [Leg, Led] + 0" [Leg, Leg)]) (E.73)
—0"(Ledg, Led) + 67 [Ledg, Leds]  (B.TA)
<5o (ng + I - HE - Ho“)> =L (0™[59, 5] + 6°[5g,60]) . (E.75)

Applying the Lie derivative identity (3.27) to (E.75) and combining with (E.71), we then
have the analogue of (4.29):

JREZCEE )
_ / £ (B 4 B2 - 6) + / €. (0 (5g,50] + 0°[5g,56])  (E.T6)
> R
+/ § <(5g +5¢ o 5(9) (L./\/l,mat +LM,an)> )
R

At last, putting together the variations of the classical (4.8) and quantum (E.70) parts
of generalized entropy, and applying (E.76), we obtain the final result

s5gla) =2 [ {8(Qc + Q") — ¢ (0169, 50] + 6165, 50)
FE (50, — g mAtm g LM ) (E77)
+or /E (€96 ((Cy + C2),) + € ((By + E) - 5g)]

in place of (4.30). As in (4.32) and (4.34), for variations dg and d¢ that preserve boundary
conditions at the spacetime boundary M, we can use (2.8) and (E.53) to identify the first
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integral in (E.77) as the variation of an asymptotic energy:
555 [g] =2mS(HM) + 27 /E (€95 ((Cy + C™),) + € ((By + E™) - 5g)]  (E78)
HM = /R {Qe+ Q¥ + ¢ MM+ LM} (E.79)

The interpretations of (E.77) and (E.78) are the same as for (4.30) and (4.32) of course,
except now all anomalous corrections have been accounted for. In particular, notice that
the equations of motion

(Cy + O3 = — 26, (E, + E2)* (E.80)
ab
(B, + B2 = <E§m - ;T> (E.81)

involve the full stress tensor (E.22) including the response of the path integral measure to
metric variations.
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