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1 Introduction

The study of the Weak Gravity Conjecture (WGC) [1, 2]—a prototype for the broader
Swampland Program [3, 4]—has led to a number of educated guesses about the struc-
ture of quantum gravity that have so far been successfully tested in many examples.



One such prediction is that higher-derivative corrections to the low-energy effective
action decrease the mass of extremal black holes at fixed charge [5].! This can be
motivated in part by the sublattice and tower versions of the Weak Gravity Conjecture
(WGC) [6, 7], which require a tower of states of arbitrarily large charge, each with
charge-to-mass ratio at least as large as that of a parametrically heavy extremal black
hole. In perturbative string theory, the lightest states are well described by string
oscillation modes, and thus the tools of perturbative string theory can be used to
gather evidence for the WGC [6, 8]. However, as sufficiently excited strings collapse
into black holes, the heavier states required by these conjectures cannot be probed in
the same way. Instead, the conjectures then hinge on the spectrum of charged black
holes, and in particular whether higher-derivative corrections make them lighter (or, at
least, not heavier) at fixed charge.

The Repulsive Force Conjecture (RFC) [9-12] is a close relative of the WGC that
requires the existence self-repulsive states, i.e., states that exert a repulsive or vanishing
long-range force on their identical copy (called a “self-force”) when separated from it by
a parametrically large distance. As with the WGC, the light string excitations satisfy
a stronger sublattice/tower version of the RFC [8, 12], but as before highly excited
strings collapse into black holes, hence for heavier states the conjectures hinge on
the self-forces of charged black holes. In particular, at the two-derivative level static,
spherically-symmetric extremal black holes have the remarkable property that their
self-force vanishes (see, e.g., [13]), hence higher-derivative corrections must make them
self-repulsive (or, at least, not self-attractive) to satisfy the sublattice/tower RFC.

Though less directly connected to an existing swampland conjecture, it has also
been suggested [14] that higher-derivative corrections to the black hole entropy should
be non-negative, heuristically because derivative corrections represent the effects of
heavy modes and the possibility of exciting these modes leads to a larger number of
microstates.

The effect of higher-derivative corrections on extremal black holes has been stud-
ied most thoroughly in the absence of moduli (i.e., scalar fields with vanishing poten-
tial), where the WGC and RFC become the same. The four-derivative corrections to
electrically-charged Reissner-Nordstrém black holes were obtained in [5], and general-
ized to solutions with arbitrarily many gauge fields in [15]. Similar calculations were
done for Kerr black holes in [16-18], and for black holes in non-asymptotically-flat
backgrounds such as AdS in [18]. Discussions and calculations of entropy corrections
can be found in [14, 19-22].

'Extremal black holes are here defined as the lightest static, spherically-symmetric, black holes
of given electric and magnetic charges. All black holes in this paper are assumed to be static and
spherically-symmetric.



On the other hand, well-understood string compactifications do have moduli. Pre-
vious works have largely focused on the case where a single dilaton modulus is present,
beginning with [23], where the extremal mass corrections were calculated in heterotic
string theory, and [5], where these corrections were shown to decrease the mass and
generate a repulsive self-force on extremal black holes. A more general bottom-up anal-
ysis of dilatonic couplings was carried out in [21], where four-dimensional dyonic black
holes were also considered.

Unfortunately, electrically-charged extremal black holes coupled to a dilaton modu-
lus are “small”, in that the corresponding solution to the two-derivative effective action
has a horizon of vanishing surface area. What actually occurs near the horizon of a
small black hole depends on curvature corrections that are arbitrarily high order, hence
it is a UV-sensitive question that cannot be answered using the low-energy effective
action alone, even when supplemented by its low-order derivative corrections.? For this
reason, in this paper we focus on corrections to “large” black holes—black holes with
horizons of nonvanishing area.

Extremal black holes with dilatonic couplings can be “large” when they are dyon-
ically charged. However, dyonic charge only exists in four dimensions, whereas to our
knowledge complete string-theory-derived four-derivative effective actions have only
been computed in high dimensions, see for example [24] for the ten-dimensional het-
erotic case. While these couplings can be dimensionally reduced as in, e.g., [25-27],
there are potentially important subtleties in this procedure. For instance, as discussed
in [28, 29], Kaluza-Klein (KK) reducing eleven-dimensional M-theory on a circle or torus
and integrating out the massive KK modes at one loop generates further derivative cor-
rections beyond those present in the eleven-dimensional effective action. Thus, it is not
sufficient to just dimensionally reduce the four-derivative terms in the ten-dimensional
effective action—one must also integrate out the KK-modes, or at least argue that their
contributions are less important than the dimensionally-reduced derivative corretions.
To our knowledge, this has yet to be done in the literature, nor have the corrections
been obtained directly from the compactified worldsheet sigma model.

In the absence of this crucial string theory input, in this paper we focus on the
problem of determining the mass, self-force, and entropy corrections to large extremal
black holes once the four-derivative effective action is known. In this context, we are
able to provide a very general answer, assuming only that the solution is static and

2Similar points were made in, e.g., [19]. Note that the analysis of [23], referenced in [5], is at
string-tree-level, where derivative corrections are fortuitously insensitive to the singular horizon. This
insensitivity does not, however, extend to string-loop corrections since the dilaton is infinite on the
horizon, so the derivative expansion is not under control, see §4.3 for further discussion.



spherically-symmetric. The formulas we obtain hold for black holes with arbitrarily
many gauge fields and moduli, arbitrary four-derivative operators, and arbitrary cou-
plings between the moduli and gauge fields, as long as the extremal two-derivative
solutions have horizons with non-vanishing surface area. Using these formulas requires
only the original two-derivative solution along with the four-derivative effective action
and its functional first-derivatives (such as the stress tensor). In particular, the deriva-
tive corrected solution is not needed. The mass and force corrections can be expressed
even more simply, depending only on the four-derivative Lagrangian density evaluated
on the two-derivative solution.

As a preview, by a direct attack on the equations of motion, we find the following

explicit formulas for the corrections to the mass, entropy and self-force of an extremal
black hole of fixed charge:

o 55 -
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Here o’ is a formal derivative-expansion parameter in the action S = Sy + @'Shq, Tha
is the stress tensor associated to Snq where Thq! = Zf:_lz Tha! denotes the partial trace

over angular directions, V;_o is the unit (d — 2)-sphere volume, and Fself is the ratio-

nalized coefficient of the long-range self-force, Fye(r) = 5;“‘” rf 5 + . ... The functional

derivatives with respect to F] ;3, and Ry, ,, are normalized as
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each one having the same symmetries as the tensor in question. The corrections are
to be evaluated by substituting the uncorrected extremal black hole solution, with the
spherically-symmetric metric

ds® = gudt® + gpedr® + R(r)*dS?, (1.3)

into (1.1¢)—(1.1b) and evaluating the radial integral (in the mass and force cases) or
taking the near-horizon limit » — r;, (in the entropy case).



In fact, the mass and entropy corrections can be more simply expressed in terms
of the higher-derivative Lagrangian density Lpq itself (with Shq = [ d%@y/=gLpa)?

oM = —a’Vd_g/ Lra R/ |G gre|dr, (1.4a)

Th
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— (1.4b)
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These formulas—which we arrive at indirectly—are so simple and elegant that there
is very likely some general principle underlying them, but we leave this interesting
question to future work.

Note that both of our mass formulas were previously derived in the absence of
moduli but generalized to 4d rotating black holes, see [17] in the case of (1.1a) and [30,
31] in the case of (1.4a). We know of no previous work on these formulas in the
presence of moduli. Likewise, the entropy and force formulas (1.1b), (1.1c), and (1.4b)
are completely new results to our knowledge.

Using these formulas, we show that the extremal force, mass, and entropy correc-
tions depend on the four-derivative operators in independent ways, and it is possible
to have the mass, self-force, and entropy corrections all take on arbitrary signs relative
to each other. This agrees with some previous results in the literature. For example, in
[25] it was shown that extremal mass and extremal force corrections can take different
signs. However, it seems naively in tension with the results of [14, 32], where it was
shown that the entropy correction at fixed mass and charge is positive near extremal-
ity if and only if the extremal mass correction is negative. The resolution is that the
extremal entropy correction (1.1b), (1.4b) is not the same as the entropy correction at
fixed mass and charge near extremality, as previously argued in [33]. Indeed, the latter
generally diverges whereas the former is finite. Per the general results of [32] (which
we reproduce here), the divergent portion is fixed by the extremal mass correction.
Thus, the positivity (or not) of the extremal entropy correction (1.1b), (1.4b) remains
an interesting and relatively unexplored question, whereas the positivity of the entropy
correction at fixed mass and charge near extremality is completely equivalent to the
negativity of the extremal mass correction.

Our paper is structured as follows. In §2, we derive the force, mass, and entropy
correction formulas for static, spherically-symmetric extremal black holes. In §3, we
show that the extremal mass and entropy corrections are a priori independent and ex-
plain how this can be consistent with the general result of [32] relating the extremal

3Unlike (1.1a), we have only proven (1.4a) under simplifying assumptions that are valid up to
four-derivative order, see §2.7 for details, but we strongly suspect that it holds in general.



mass correction to the entropy correction at fixed mass and charge near extremality.
In §4 we illustrate our method by examining a few specific examples and comparing
with existing results in the literature. We conclude by highlighting a few interesting
directions for future research in §5. In appendix A we derive a minimal basis of inde-
pendent four-derivative operators in the presence of moduli and arbitrarily many gauge
fields. Appendices B and C contain a few formulas that are helpful for computing the
corrections in specific examples.

2 Self-force, mass, and entropy corrections

We now compute the leading derivative corrections to the self-force, mass, and entropy
of non-rotating extremal black holes. We assume that the black holes in question are
static and spherically-symmetric—as in familiar examples of non-rotating, extremal
black hole solutions*—and that the cosmological constant vanishes. For simplicity,
we also initially assume that the black holes carry only electric charge, even though
magnetic and dyonic charges are also possible in four-dimensions. As we argue later,
our final results generalize without any modifications to the dyonic/magnetic case.

2.1 The low-energy effective action

Since we are interested in static, spherically-symmetric, electrically-charged black hole
solutions, at the two-derivative level we can restrict our attention to an effective action
of the form

S = /dd:c\/—_gﬁg, Ly = LR — 1Gab(¢>)v¢“ Vb — %fAB(qb)FA SFB(2.1)

2k2 2

as argued in [13], where p-form dot product is defined as G, - H, = I%!G‘“"'“PHMMHP,
a=1,...,n4 label the moduli, A =1,...,n4 label a Cartan subalgebra of the gauge
algebra and G (¢) and fap(¢) are, respectively, the metric on moduli space and the
(moduli-dependent) gauge kinetic matrix. Note that (2.1) omits all charged and/or
fermionic fields—which can be consistently truncated—as well as all massive fields—
which have been integrated out.® Also absent are fields and couplings that have no effect
on static spherically-symmetric black hole backgrounds, such as higher-form gauge fields
and their Chern-Simons couplings.

4We know of no theorem that non-rotating extremal black hole solutions must be static and spheri-
cally symmetry at the two-derivative level, much less accounting for derivative corrections, so it would
be interesting—if technically very difficult—to relax this assumption.

SMoreover, we assume that all massless neutral scalar fields are moduli, hence V(¢) = 0. A
massless, neutral scalar field with a non-vanishing potential would have a similar effect on black hole
solutions to the derivative corrections that we study, but requires a separate analysis.



We now consider higher-derivative corrections to (2.1):
£:£2+o/£hd+..., (2.2)

where L4 contains the leading higher-derivative corrections and o’ is a formal order-
counting parameter of negative mass dimension—notationally inspired but not neces-
sarily related to o’ in string theory. L;q encodes the infrared consequences of a wide
variety of UV physics, such as massive particles, extra dimensions, stringy physics, etc.
The particular nature of this UV physics will not matter for our analysis, except that
in the case of massive particles we assume that none of them become massless in a
part of the moduli space visited by the black hole solution in question; otherwise, the
extra massless particles must be incorporated into the action to maintain control of the
effective field theory, an extra step that is beyond the scope of this paper.

Typically L4 consists of four-derivative operators, but our general formulae will
not depend on this. For illustration, as shown in equation (A.33) of Appendix §A,
the four-derivative operators that correct the mass and self-force of static spherically-
symmetric electrically-charged black hole solutions can be put into the following form:

pv™ po

+ Gaped(P) (VP - V@) (Vo© - V) 4+ aapay(0) (Vo - V) (FA - FB), (2.3)

Lia = aapep(¢)(F4 - FP)(FC-FP) + iaAB(@FA Foo R + a(¢)Ran

up to total derivatives, field redefinitions, and combinations of operators that have no
effect on static spherically-symmetric electrically-charged black hole solutions, where
Rcp = Ry pe R*P7 — AR, R* + R? is the Gauss-Bonnet term and aapcp(9), aas(9),
etc., are a priori general functions of the moduli. Thus, the set of effective operators
relevant to problem at hand is both rich and enumerable; however, our results will not
depend on L4 taking the form (2.3).

Our analysis of the effects of these operators will be semiclassical. As argued
in [31, 34], one-loop effects can be important or even dominant in the four-dimensional
case, so our results must be treated with caution in d = 4.

2.2 Black hole ansatz and equations of motion

A general static spherically-symmetric electrically-charged black hole solution takes the

form

dr?

ds® = —e*U) f(r)dt* + = [
" ()

+ T2dQ?l—2:| )

FA = EA(r)dt A dr, (24)

9" = ¢*(r),



where dQ?_, is the round metric of unit radius on the transverse S?2 and we choose
the same gauge as in, e.g., [13], without yet making use of the equations of motion.
The equations of motion for the gauge-fields read

,5Shd

d =0 dF*t =0 h = fapF? — o/ —=
* Fa : , where Fu = fap OSra

(2.5)

where ‘E;—Ij is the covariant functional derivative of Syq = f d%z\/—gLyq, defined via

the functional variation

0.5 1 0.5
Y FA‘iz/ dy = Lspa 05k
0Sha /d x\/—g 0 SFA d®xy/ g25 W5F,fu’

(2.6)

and we assume that Lnq depends only on the field strength F4, not directly on the
gauge potential A4.6

Using spherical symmetry, the tr component of F4 is completely fixed by ¢ and
the electric charge of the black hole ) 4:

Qae®
= F. = Fuatr = ————, 2.7
QA 7212* A Al Vd_QT’d_2 ( )
d—1
where Vy_, = 1%?;1_ ) is the area of a unit-radius S%2 sphere. Thus, we obtain”
2
i 9.5,
A _ rAB Qpe hd
F —f <_W+QI6FB")dt/\dT’ (28)
where f45(¢) denotes the inverse of the gauge kinetic matrix fap(¢).
The moduli equations of motion and Einstein equations are
1 05,
V29" + Tpu (06" - 00°) = G (5 fapsF* - P — o/ 2240,
20 0¢* (2.9)
1
Ry — =guwR = KTy, = £ (Gap0u0" 0 8,¢0" + fapF, o FY +a/'T)) |

2

6In particular, this excludes higher-derivative Chern-Simons terms, see appendix A for a justifica-
tion for this omission.

"Note that while F4 o dt Adr is required by spherical symmetry in d > 4, in 4d spherical symmetry
also permits an angular sin #df A d¢ component. However, this vanishes when the magnetic charge
Q;‘,‘L = fsdﬂ F5 vanishes, as assumed in this section.



where G%(¢) denotes the inverse of the metric on moduli space Gg;(¢) and®

1 0S
Fgc = _Gad(de,c + ch,b - Gbc,d); ,IES = -2 hd,
2 5g;u/
Wy © Xv = Wy Xv — 59#1/(&) X Wy - Xv = p'wuyl I/pXVyl Vp?

for arbitrary (p + 1)-forms w and y.
Applying the ansatz (2.4) and computing the associated Ricci tensor, we obtain:

1 a bge — o2 cab (L 65
- 2( 2 4 fTo ¢ = 3Gb(§fAB,bFA‘FB—Oé—hd),

3
(2.11a)
Tzi—s (TH [r2(1 - f)]/)/ — 2K (TT . ! 2T@') (2.11b)
) [Td‘2fw’ +(d—=3)r' (1 - f)]/ = —g — 2m2e—%(Tf +T7), (2.11c)
R e R = 2.110)

d—2

where primes denote r-derivatives, 7" = T/, and T = Zd 2 T} denotes the partial trace
of T# over the angular directions.
To simplify these equations, it is convenient to define the inverse radial variable
1 1

= dz = ————=d 2.12
FT A= 3Vt - T V2 (212)

as well as the function

1-7

z

x(z) = & f=1—2zx(2). (2.13)

In terms of these, the equations of motion become

(fcb“) + fTydbe" = e A G (%fABvaA -FB— a%hj) : (2.14a)
2 et A2 |
¥ = —(deig)z ((d—2)T7 +T7), (2.14b)

8As before, functional derivatives are defined covariantly, so that 6Sha = [ dix\/—g 6S S2hd fgh

Ik diaz\ /=g 5. In general, writing the functional derivatives of Shq in terms of ordinary derlvatives

9 5¢a
of L4 requires integration by parts, e.g., %ihf = 662)‘3;1 -V, a(avﬁh(;a) in the case where Ly,q4 contains no
m

second derivatives of ¢®.




(14— ) = e (T} + ), 2110
¢U¢+f}—x=—%w¥%9ﬂ} (2.14d)

where dots denote z-derivatives,

a—2

A(2) = Vy_gr®2e a3 (2.15)
is the z-dependent area of the S92, and
d—3
ky = 2 2.16
NET " (2.16)

is the rationalized Newtonian force constant. Note that (2.14d) is a constraint equation
at leading order in the derivative expansion: differentiating it gives a linear combination
of the other equations.
To study the event horizon, we rewrite the metric in infalling coordinates:
F(p)dv? 2dvdp

= 2 792
ds™ = R(p)2(d=3) + (d—3)R(p)?* + R(p) dS_s, (2.17)

where p = r?73, R(p) re 73, and F(p) = r*@=3) f(r). Thus, a smooth horizon
requires F'(p) — 0 at finite p = p, with R(p) remaining finite and non-zero. There

is a residual gauge symmetry shifting p by a constant while holding the form of R(p)
and F(p) fixed, so the value of pj, is thus far meaningless. By contrast, F’(py) > 01is a
gauge-invariant characteristic of the horizon. In particular, the product of the surface
gravity g¢j, times the horizon area Ay is readily found to be g, A;, = %Vd_gF’(ph), SO
F'(pn) = 0 is the (quasi)extremal case in the terminology of [13], whereas F'(p,) > 0
is the subextremal case.

While in principle we can proceed in any gauge, it will be very convenient to make
the gauge choice p, = F'(py), so that p, > 0 with p, — 0 in the (quasi)extremal limit.

In terms of r and f(r), this becomes’

F(r) =0, iy =973, (2.18)

Th

where 7, is the outer horizon radius and (quasi)extremality corresponds to 7, — 0. In
terms of z and y, the gauge condition is

1

In the quasiextremal case we obtain the boundary condition f(r = 0) = finite instead.

10



where z;, = m, and (quasi)extremality corresponds to z, — oo.
Note that the above gauge choice can be restated as
1
gnAn = 2 (2.20)

relating the surface gravity g, and horizon area A, to the coordinate location of the
horizon z = z,.

2.3 Self-force corrections

We first observe that 77 + ﬁTf = o (Thal + dflzThdf) since the two-derivative ac-
tion (2.1) makes no contribution to this particular combination. Thus, using the
boundary conditions (2.19) and the appropriate Green’s function, we solve (2.14b)
to obtain

1 20/]{7]\[

X(Z):Z—h— d_3

/Zh (; - 1) A ((d - 2Tl (7) + Tal(2)) d2. (2.21)
In particular, due to the explicit appearance of o in the second term, this equation
fixes the order-a/ correction to x(z) in terms of the functional form of L4 along with
the leading-order fields.

To relate this to the long-range part of the force between identical electrically-
charged black holes, note that the latter takes the form [13]

A

o Fself I
BT =R
where f48 = fAB8(¢.), GP® = G®(¢) for ¢2 = ¢%(r = o) the vacuum at spatial
infinity, M is the mass of the black hole, and p, is the “scalar charge”,

_ oM
Ma—8¢goa

Fsolf(r) Fself = f;éBQAQB - Ggﬁuaub - kNM27 (2-22)

(2.23)

i.e., the derivative of the mass of the black hole with respect to the values of the scalar
field at spatial infinity. Equivalently, p, determines the long-range behavior of the
scalar fields,

Gy

¢a — ¢go _ (d — 3)013d_2rd—3 —+ ... (224)

so that i, = —G%5¢b, .10

0The derivation of this relation between the scalar charge and the long range scalar fields can be
found in, e.g., [13] §4.1, at the two-derivative level. In fact, the argument is unchanged by derivative
corrections, whose contributions to the probe particle action are velocity-dependent and whose contri-
butions to the linearized backreaction fall off more rapidly than the leading-order 1/79=3 contributions.

11



Evaluating (2.14d) at spatial infinity, we obtain
oo [t = Xoo| = oo = b JA5QuQp — knGindidhe. (2.25)

Note that the contributions to (2.14d) involving o/T}q) have all dropped out because
they invariably fall off too quickly as r — co.
Using, e.g., the formulae in [35], we obtain the ADM mass

1 /1 .
M=—{=Yo — Vs | . 2.26
= (3 —in) (220
Thus, (2.25) becomes
” AB ab 2 1 - 1 2
Fself - foo QAQB - Goo:ua,ub - kNM - _E Xoo _l_ ZXoo . (227)
Specializing to the (quasi)extremal case, we obtain
20/ o .
o= k‘g / ¢ A% ((d — 2) " + Toal) dz, (2.280)
—9 Jo
20k oo 21pA2 )
. da g/ e - ((d — 2)5ar + Tha}) dz, (2.28b)
—92 Jo

using (2.21). Thus, the self-force coefficient of a quasiextremal solution is
Fog=—20'V2, / ((d — 2)Thal + Ed§> e~ 325y + O(a?). (2.29)
0

This vanishes at leading order in the derivative expansion, as first shown in [13]. Using
R = re” @3 from (1.3), we can rewrite the force formula in the alternative way:

Far = —20'ViE, / ((d = 2)Ta7 + Bl ) R*|gul /e + O(@®). (230)
Th

2.4 Mass corrections

Let M(¢) be the mass of an extremal black hole of fixed charge at two-derivative order,
expressed as a function of the asymptotic values of the moduli, and define

Q*(9) = [P (9)QaQs- (2.31)

This mass function M (¢) satisfies the condition

Q*(9) = knM?(9) + G()M,a() M (), (2.32)

12



related to the vanishing of the long-range self-force at two-derivative order. Moreover,
the two-derivative extremal solution is an M(¢) gradient flow, solving

b = —kne' M, §* = —e*GP M, (2.33)

The function M(¢) is also known as the “fake-superpotential” [36-40]; it can be cal-
culated systematically by solving (2.32), see, e.g., [2] for a review.
To quantify the change in the solution due to derivative corrections, we define

X = fi+ kn/fe! M, Y= [0+ \/feP GO M, (2.34)

where the particular powers of f are chosen for future convenience. Since extremal
solutions satisfy f = 1 at two-derivative order, X = Y* = 0 for extremal two-derivative
solutions per (2.33). Thus, for extremal derivative-corrected solutions, X and Y are
O(a). Eliminating s in favor of X, the ADM mass (2.26) becomes:

M=M+ - <3Xoo - Xoo). (2.35)
Ty \ 2

Thus, 0M = ﬁ (%Xoo — Xoo) evaluated on a derivative-corrected extremal solution is
the extremal mass correction we are interested in.

To determine this combination, consider the t¢ component of the Einstein equations
(a linear combination of (2.14c) and (2.14d)), which takes the form:

1. d,.. 1.1,
X~ () + g0+ f] = ke AT (2:36)
Eliminating ¢ in favor of X, we obtain
1 X2+ X[ 1 :
S =X+ ;7ff - 51@%@2@1’/\42 — kv FeP M 40" 4 kye* AT (2.37)

Rewriting M? using (2.32) and then eliminating M , in terms of Y* and ¢® using (2.34),
we find:
1 .+X2+Xf+kNGabY“Yb_1

G- X 77 5k;N(er? + [Gapd®d®) + kne®P AT, (2.38)

To make use of this expression, note that the last term on the left-hand-side is O(a/?) for
an extremal solution. Since X vanishes on the horizon,!! as does y in the quasiextremal
case, we conclude that

1|1 <11 1 -
OM = —| =X —Xoo| = — / SV QP+ =[G "+ AT | dz+0(a). (2.39)
kn |2 o L2 2

UThis follows from f(z5) = 0 in the nonextremal case and from f — finite and ze¥ — finite as
z — o0 in the quasiextremal case.
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The first two terms on the right-hand-side cancel the leading order contributions to T},
leaving;:

o 0
OM = —a'Vy_s / (Rdi 4 a2
0

i 5FA)6__ = 2d7’+0( ) (2.40)
tr

. Y . . .
Using R = re” 43 from (1.3), we can rewrite the mass formula in the alternative
way that suggests a covariant generalization:

, > 55ha \ ppa- ,
SM = —a'Vys / (m +E th)Rd 2/ 19ugerldr + O(a®), (2.41)
tr

Th

This matches a covariant formula that was derived for Reissner-Nordstrom black holes
(i.e., without moduli) in [17], compared with which our result is both more general
(allowing for arbitrary moduli) and less general (requiring spherical symmetry).

2.5 Entropy corrections

Corrections to black hole entropies induced by higher-derivative operators were previ-
ously studied in certain contexts in, e.g., [14, 20, 22, 41]. In this subsection, we use
the attractor mechanism [19, 42-45] to compute the entropy correction to spherically-
symmetric extremal black holes in general effective field theories with moduli.

The Iyer-Wald entropy S [46] is defined as

1 65
S = —27r/ 15, ——€uw€pedAg_a, (2.42)
where ¥, is the event horizon, €, is binormal to X, with €,,e" = =2, dA;_ is the

volume-form on the event horizon, and the functional derivative with respect to the
Riemann tensor is defined by

1
0S = /ddflf 4525 6R,uz/p07 (243)
Ly po

where has the same symmetries as the Riemann tensor.

JRW,M
In our gauge €, = \/—Gugrr (5,}52 — 5;5,’3). Thus, performing the integral using

spherical symmetry we obtain

05

=21A
S ™ h(SRttr

, (2.44)

T=Th

where Ay, is the area of the event horizon. In particular, at two-derivative order,

%ﬁ _ﬁmw 6789 ), (2.45)
pq
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due to the Einstein-Hilbert action Sy = ﬁ [ d%z/=gR + ..., so at leading order,

21 A\
SO — 7;2h , (2.46)
where A%O) is the leading-order horizon area.
Continuing to the next order, one finds
2 0S
S5=80 4 K—Z(SA;L + 2mal A5 Rj;; +0(a?), (2.47)
T lr=ry,

so there are two types corrections: (1) those arising from derivative corrections to the
horizon area dA; and (2) those arising from operators in the higher-derivative action
that involve the Riemann tensor.

The area correction via the attractor mechanism

To find the area correction 0 A, we use the attractor mechanism [19, 42-45]. Define
z(2) =¥(z) +log 2. (2.48)

The area of the horizon is related to x; = lim, ., z(2) by (see also (2.15))

Ap = Va_a|(d — 3)Va_ge™| 5. (2.49)

In terms of x, the uncorrected versions of (2.14a) and (2.14c) are
¢+ I ¢ = Q—;G“b(qﬁ)Q?beQx, (when no corrections), (2.50a)
= iz (kn@%e* — 1), (when no corrections). (2.50b)

Looking back at the infalling metric (2.17), we see that a smooth, extremal horizon
requires x and f to be smooth functions of p = r?3 at p = 0, and ¢* must be as well
if the moduli are smooth at the horizon. Expressed in terms of z o« 1/p, any such
function F(z) must have a finite limit F), = lim,_, ., F'(z), whereas its nth derivative
F®)(2) must fall off faster than 1/2".

In particular z; = lim,_,, 2(z) must be finite, whereas z# and 227 tend to zero as
2 — o0, and likewise for ¢¢, z¢® and 2%¢®. Thus, multiplying (2.50) by 2? and taking
the z — oo limit,

Q?a(ﬁf?h) =0, Q*(on) = (kye*n) 1, (when no corrections). (2.51)
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These equations both fix the values of the moduli at the event horizon ¢¢ (with some
ambiguity when Q?(¢) has multiple critical points) and also determine the horizon area
of the resulting extremal solution.

We now examine how derivative corrections modify this attractor argument. In
terms of z, the equations of motion (2.14) can be rewritten as

d ‘a a ib_ ic x ab 1 A B /5Shd
Zzg(qu) ) + becZ(b ZQS = 62 AzG <§fAB,bF -FP -« T#’ y (252&)
d2 1-— f 2]{7]\[6296142 )
3 _ _ r i
e ( ~ ) T3 ([@=2T+T), (2.52b)
z2i fi— L Jp—: e AT+ T7) (2.52¢)
dz z N ¢ ro ’
[ (2P0 — 2237 + 2z0) = kne™ AX (T — T)), (2.52d)

where the last equation is a linear combination of (2.14c) and (2.14d). Consider the
z — oo limit of the equations (2.52), requiring that f — f,, © — z3, and ¢* — ¢,
with nth derivatives of these quantities falling off faster than 1/2". After a bit of
rearranging, we obtain the following attractor equations

Q%(on) = 20/Ai[ =+ fapf2 F —5 : (2.53a)
6¢ 5}7;57“ T=Trp
1 )
fh =1+ O/H2€2rhAi |:Thd: + ﬁThd;] , (253b)
T=Th
Q6n) = s+ 0 A [Tl + Trat + 2FA05M (2.53¢)
kN€2xh t r tr 6F£,;1 — I

0 = [Thay — Thay) (2.53d)

r=rp"

Equation (2.53c) tells us how zj, which is related to the area of the black hole by
(2.49), depends on the value of Q?*(¢) at the horizon. Meanwhile, (2.53a) governs
the values that the moduli must take at the event horizon. Note that while (2.53b)
likewise fixes fi, (which is not needed in our present calculation), (2.53d) at first glance
appears to constrain the two-derivative solution itself in a manner that depends on
the higher-derivative corrections. In fact, (2.53d) is identically true because the near-
horizon geometry of a large black hole at two-derivative order is AdS, x S472, and the
symmetries thereof require T} oc 0% along the AdS,.

In principle, the corrected horizon area is determined by first solving (2.53a) to
determine the values of the moduli at the horizon ¢¢ = (¢¢)® + 3¢, then substituting
these values into (2.53c) to fix z,, then applying (2.49) to obtain the horizon area Ay,.
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However, Taylor expanding Q?(¢;,) about the leading-order attractor point QSELO), one
finds

1
Q(d1) = Q(9}") + 500"56" Qo (0}”) + ... (2.54)
where terms linear in ¢* vanish due to the leading-order attractor equation Q?a(¢§lo)) =

0, see (2.51). Thus, since ¢ is O(c’) per (2.53a), the leading correction to Q*(¢y) is
O(a/?). As a consequence, expanding (2.53¢c) to linear order in o yields

05
Sy + of A2 [ﬂdi + T + 2FA 5 th
tr

0=— } +0(a?). (2.55)

kNeZCBh

Applying (2.49) to eliminate x;, in favor of A, we obtain

5Ah d—2 O/I<L2'R,}2L 5Shd
h T sy, = —— Tt AT 2 2.
AT d=3" T -y [ et Fespal, L, O B

1
where Rj, = [A—Z] =2 ig the curvature radius of the horizon and we use (2.53d) to

Vi
eliminate Tpq" in favor of T4t

Substituting this into (2.47), we obtain the extremal entropy correction
Rd

05 0S
/ AY~hd d— hd
0S =21« ‘/d_g {—m<ﬂdi+ﬂr 6Ft‘§) + R 2m:| - —|—O(a/2>. (257)

2.6 The dyonic case

In four dimensions, static, spherically-symmetric black holes can be dyonic, carrying
both electric and magnetic charge. In our preceding analysis, we assumed that only
electric charge was present. We now examine the four-dimensional dyonic case, showing
that our final results (2.30), (2.41), and (2.57) are unchanged.

Firstly, because of the presence of magnetic charge, we can no longer neglect
moduli-dependent # terms in the two-derivative effective action of the form

1

Sp=—=—= 180 FANFE. 2.58

0= g5 | 0an(9) (2.58)
Accounting for such # terms, the gauge-field equations of motion become
05

dxFy=0, dF*=0, where Fp= fapFP+045+F"— a’(sThj. (2.59)

The conserved electric and magnetic charges are thus'?
W= ¢ xF A=t d pa 2.60
A fiqz A Q(m) 27 S2 . ( . )

12To be precise, these are the Page charges (see, e.g., [47]), which are quantized and conserved, but
not invariant under large gauge transformations (in this case, constant shifts of 045(¢) by amounts
that leave the quantum theory unchanged).
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Spherical symmetry then implies that

wFa = (WFn)wdt A dr +Q W, (2.61a)
FA = FAde ndr 4 Qf, SO0 N dY (2.61b)

2 )
where 6, ¢ are the standard coordinates on S? and V, = 47 is its volume. Eliminating
F4 in favor of F4, we obtain

o 0 e , 05 sin0dO A d
FA = fAB {_ (Q<B> n %Qﬁn)) s T s h ]dt Adr+ Qf, % - (2:62)

Note that this reduces to (2.8) upon setting QA = 0

Apart from this modification to the form of /w’ the Einstein equations are un-
changed from before—since the 6 terms do not couple to the metric—whereas the
moduli equations of motion become

/5Shd

d / bic 2 A2 vab 1 A 1B 1 A B
%(f(é )+fr ¢¢ _ewA G §fAB7bF - +W‘9AB’E)F *FE— 5¢b

), (2.63)

rather than (2.14a).
We can then proceed exactly as before until we reach (2.25), which now reads

7vboo [woo - Xoo] - Xoo = kNQ2(¢> kNG ¢ ¢oo7 (264)
where
e ¢ 050 (9
@)= 120) [0 + 905, | 0 + 2008, | + 452 an(0)00 0B
(2.65)
The extra terms are precisely those appearing in the coefficient of the self-force
Fyar = Q*(doo) — GLpapty — kv M?, (2.66)
see, e.g., [13] for details, so we still obtain
Fug = —20'V3} / (247 + Tl ) R2 gl Gt + O(a), (2.67)
Th

in an identical manner to before.
Likewise, the calculation of the mass correction proceeds identically through (2.39).
To obtain our final answer from here, we plug in the explicit form of Q*(¢) and T};
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each has extra terms in the dyonic case, but these extra terms fortuitously cancel,?

leading once again to

o 405
SM = —O/VQ/ (Rdi + F 6;d)722\/|gttgw dr + O(a?) (2.68)

A5Shd 7& 1pA 3Shq
tr SFA ;w SFA”

Note that, unlike in the electric case, so it is important to write
the formula in this particular form.

The entropy calculation is likewise virtually unchanged, and we again find

05hd
tr (SRt .\

5
58 = —21a/VaR: [iidg +FA 5?‘“‘

] +0(a?), (2.69)

just as before.

2.7 Further simplifications

In fact, the mass and entropy correction formulas (2.41) and (2.57) can be further
simplified, as follows. First, notice that for the independent three and four-derivative

operators classified in appendix A (see also appendix C for useful formulas), Thqk +

A dSha
Fitr 5FA

symmetric background, except for operators involving the Riemann tensor.

is always equal to the Lagrangian density Lnq when evaluated in a spherically

To generalize this observation, we begin by assuming that L£,4 depends on the

metric, V, 0%, F uw and R, ., but not on higher covariant derivatives thereof. Thus,
the variation in £,q as these constituents are varied is'4
8£hd 8£hd 8£hd A 1 8£hd
oL —0 ——— 0V, 0" OF - oR" . | 2.70
R PR ) e w3 OF4," T ORV, o7 (2.70)

where partial derivatives with respect to tensor fields are defined to enjoy the same
symmetries as the tensor field in question and the factors of 1/2 and 1/4 reflect our

5A(5p5" 6£67)). In particular, due to

normalization conventions (so that, e.g., a F B =

13This cancellation can be traced back to the fact that the two-derivative portions of T} and T
depend on F4 in exactly the same way.

Note that to define the partial derivative 2 Do £nd e need not only specify that V,¢%, F}, 4 and R*, o
are held fixed, but also that (2.70) holds with 821“* = gh* a‘ghd chosen to have all the symmetries of

the Riemann tensor. The reason for this subtlety is that guaéR , does not have all the symmetries

of the Riemann tensor; in particular, g(,a0R,),, = —09(uall],),, since I Ruvpo) = 5(gMaR°|‘U)pU)

does retain all the symmetries. Thus, adding a term symmetric in the exchange of u,v to B?%ﬁhd
9Lna without altering the dependence of L4 on the Riemann tensor.
Gy

Hvpo

changes 5
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general covariance'® £,4 must be invariant under an infinitesimal coordinate transfor-
mation a# — ot —elx” + .- for any (1,1) tensor field e, resulting in

Oy = €p9pv T E0Gup, OV u0" =€, V.0,

A A A _
0F,, =enb,, +ell,,, OR . =—e R, +ehR 5 +efRy,, +elR, . (2.71)
which applied to (2.70) implies the identity
0Lnq 0Lnq A 5£hd 0Lnq
0=2g, V., o* F R 2.72
9p8 + ¢ av,u(ba_'_ l/p&F;; aﬁ—yaRy ( )

Next, we express the functional derivatives of Syq in terms of partial derivatives of
L1aq, as follows:

0Swa 0L 05w OLng 0Swa  OLna (2.73a)
6Vt OV,u00T  0F4  OFR RN, ORL,) '
0Sha OLpg 1 OLya L,
= — L 2.73b
5guy aguu + QV(pV aRpuVO— + g hd; ( )
where to derive (2.73b), take 65y = [ d%a+/ —g[gfhj 5guy+i£§hd ORY, o+ 2g ”5gw,£hd}
and integrate the middle term by parts twice using 0R/, ,, = V ol — Vo't and

6Fl;/p = %g“A(vudgp)\ + vpégu)\ - V)\(;gup)~16
Combining (2.72), (2.73a), (2.73b) and the definition of the stress tensor 7}'{" =
22555, we obtain:

0 Sha 4 0Shd 0Sha 0Sha
y2 a _ = H
Thaly + V., ¢ 5vu¢a + FVP5FA RO‘BV(SRV V(,,V 5RVMM 61/£hd‘ (2.74)

In the special case of spherical symmetry and the absence of Riemann couplings, we

see that this reproduces T4t + FiA ‘gihz‘ = L4 as previously noted.

We now apply the relation (2. 74) to simplify the entropy correction formula (2.57).

Observe that in the near horizon limit, ¢, F;, 4 and R, are all covariantly constant.

Thus, all covariant derivatives of these quantltles vanish, and we obtain

0.5 0.5
FA nd Rtrtr hd :| = Ehd‘r:rh- (275)

Tha!
|: hdt i 5}7’{;} 5Rt7’tr

5Here we implicitly exclude gravitational Chern-Simons terms, as justified in appendix A.

1
R xplicily. 55, — L / e /_(rjé;jav ore = L / do =gV, a‘i@; oTH
A/ =gV 2=V, 0oy = / d'2v/=gVi N 5= bgay.
/ r 8R;wpo e 8 8R#VPU :
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In fact, even though we derived this formula by assuming the absence of higher covariant
derivatives in L4, it easily generalizes to include such terms because all the covariant
derivatives evaluate to zero in the near-horizon limit, as already noted.

Thus, using R™;, = (dRZ’) in the near-horizon limit (see appendix B), we obtain
the general result
2w
68 = ————V, . RIL : 2.76
- 3) d—2 hd (2.76)

r=ry,
The simplicity of this answer—in contrast with the complexity of its derivation—
suggests that there is a more general principle at work. However, we leave further
consideration of this to future work.

Next, we consider the mass formula (2.41). Defining the projection tensor I1# =
040t we can write the integral more coviariantly as

c 55,
oM = —a /EH“ (ﬂdywjﬁ,wfj)]\f\fdd ! (2.77)

where the integral is taken over a spatial slice > from the horizon to infinity, h is the
determinant of the spatial metric and N = y/—1/g" is the lapse function. Applying
(2.74), this becomes:

0Shd

_ I v 65%d d—1
oM = — /Z [zhd IR, S, ~1V,V, 5S¢HU]N\/ECZ z, (2.78)

since IIVV,¢* = 0 and II,, = II,, in a static background. Computing the second

covariant derivatives of IT1* in an extremal black hole background, one finds that!?
1
XN VIl = =T R g, X7, (2.79)

for any X,,,,, with the symmetries of the Riemann tensor. Thus, we obtain:

) » 05hd v O5hd i
M= /z[ﬁhd v (v T ) oV (H“VP(SR”WU)]N\/M K

pupo
— / LraNVhd* 'z —a'?, {v v _05ha ) AV, 05ha ]NRd‘z
»

[e.e]

*SRY iz pé}%u ’

apo plce

T=Th

(2.80)

17As a shortcut, first verify that V[u 0= H1/)H by explicit computation. It immediately follows

that V°Vv(,II ]] = vy, I +V[M1/;V[P1/)H"]. Then, using V,V,¢ = 9,0,¢ —I%,,0,1 and.the
explicit form of the connectlon (see appendix B), one obtains V Qv tHT] = 4Rt7f and V[tv[tl'[;]] =

——RZ, or equivalently V[pV[#HZ}] = —%RZ‘,[,VH@J.
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after converting the total derivatives into boundary terms,'® where 7, = V9rr0;, 18
the radially-outwards unit vector. In fact, since the lapse function N vanishes at the
horizon and the fields fall off sufficiently rapidly at infinity, the boundary terms vanish,
and we finally obtain!?

oM = —o// LyaNVhd* 2 = _O[/Vd_Q/ Lyva R |GG | dr. (2.81)
> Th

Again, the simplicity of this answer suggests a more general principle at work, but we
defer further consideration of this to future work.

Unlike (2.76), it is not trivial to extend our derivation of (2.81) to Lagrangians Lpq
involving arbitrarily many covariant derivatives. Instead, we limit ourselves to a few
observations. First, note that (2.81) is correctly unchanged by adding a total derivative
to Lnq, once again because the lapse function vanishes at the horizon and the fields
fall off sufficiently rapidly at infinity. In appendix A, we show that arbitrary three
and four-derivative operators can be rewritten in terms of V,¢%, F ;;‘j, and Rf,  via
integration by parts, eliminating all higher covariant derivatives. Thus, (2.81) holds to
at least four-derivative order, if not beyond.

3 On the independence of mass and entropy corrections

At first glance, the mass and entropy corrections (1.1a), (1.1b) appear to be re-
lated, especially when written in the form (1.4a), (1.4b). This may seem to con-
firm the claim [14, 32] that they are directly (anti)correlated. However, notice that a
naive reading of (1.4a), (1.4b) suggests that M and S should have the same sign,
whereas [14, 32] argue that they have opposite signs.

3.1 Demonstration of independence

In fact, despite appearances the extremal entropy correction (1.1b), (1.4b) is indepen-
dent of the extremal mass correction (1.1a), (1.4a), in the sense that each one can have
any magnitude or sign independent of the other in a generic effective field theory.?

To show this, it suffices to compare the effect of two different four-derivative oper-
ators:

&L = aapap(0)(F - FP)(Ve" - V") + aapen(9)(F* - FP)(FC-FP). (3.1)

8Note that the explicit presence of the lapse function in the measure compensates for the fact that
V. is the spacetime covariant derivative.

9This formula appeared previously in [30, 31] in the four-dimensional case without moduli (but
allowing for rotation).

208ee [33] for similar arguments in the special case of Reissner-Nordstrom black holes.
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The resulting entropy correction is easily evaluated using (1.4b):

2T

58 = a3 Rgd_SaABCD(cbh)QAQBQCQD, (3.2)
d2 Ry

where Ry, = R(rp) is the curvature radius of the horizon, ¢} = ¢*(ry,) is the attractor
point in question, and a4B°P(¢) = fAY(¢)--- fPP(¢)anpcrp(¢). In particular, the
F?(V¢)? coupling does not contribute to the extremal entropy correction because the
moduli are constant in the near-horizon limit. On the other hand, the moduli are
generically not constant far from the horizon, hence F?(V¢)? does contribute to the
extremal mass correction. Because of this, by adjusting the coefficient aq,a5(¢) we can
choose the extremal mass correction to have any magnitude or sign, regardless of what
the extremal entropy correction is.

While the above example demonstrates that the extremal mass and entropy cor-
rections are independent, this independence is not limited to theories with moduli. For
instance, consider the four-derivative operator

o/ LyFP = Gup(RMPT — 2RM g )i FD (3.3)
Due to the simplified form of the Riemann tensor in the near-horizon limit (see, e.g.,
appendix B), this operator evaluates to zero in that limit and thus generates no entropy
correction. However, it does generically generate a mass correction, for instance

2(d — 3)?
(3d — T)Vao Ry

SM = '’ QaQp (3.4)

/ AN . . .
AB = fAA BB b similar to above. This

in the Reissner-Nordstrom case, where a
is made possible by the additional non-vanishing Riemann tensor components (mixing
the angular and t—r directions) that appear away from the near-horizon limit.

3.2 Comparison with the literature

How can we reconcile this with the claim, due to [14, 32|, that the entropy correction
to a near-extremal black hole is positive if and only if the mass correction to the same
black hole is negative?

The essential difference is that [14, 32] consider the near-extremal entropy cor-
rection at fixed charge and fized mass, whereas our extremal calculations are at fized
charge and fized (zero) temperature. Before elaborating, we first reproduce the results
of [14, 32]. Since (1.1a), (1.1b) apply only to extremal black holes, this requires some
additional work.
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We start by combining (2.14c) and (2.14d) to obtain:

dpes X] Lo o kn 10 b KN 2y 2 no 2 42|t a05hd
0= | g0l ] = S Gud d + P QA6) — otk A T Fil |
(3.5)
We expand the solution about an uncorrected solution,
Y =10+,  9* =) + 9, [ = fo)+9f, (3.6)

where 09(2), 6¢*(z) and Jf(z) are O(a’) perturbations to the solution and we hold
the charges 4 fixed. Substituting into (3.5) and simplifying using the leading-order
equations of motion, we obtain
' : , : 68
%ﬁ—gwwfww—mﬁaw%w}=—dméwﬁh¢+ﬂ%;ﬂ
tr

(3.7)
up to O(a'?), where we omit the (0) subscripts on the leading-order solution for ease
of notation. Integrating z from 0 to z;, (i.e., from r = oo to r = ry,) gives

5xoo NED) +¢(zh)
2

d . 0X
|t

000t 6f(2h)+%5’l/f(zh) - _a’kN/ 2¢A2{ t+FA5Shd]dZ
h 0

tr 5Fté

(3.8)
where we use fig) =1 — Zih at leading order and f,, = 1, ¥», = 0 to all orders, holding
the asymptotic moduli values ¢ fixed.

In our chosen gauge, the coordinate location of the horizon zj, is related to the
surface gravity g, and horizon area Ay, via (2.20). Thus, zj, receives o’ corrections, and
we must carefully distinguish between, e.g., d1(zy,), which is di(z) evaluated at the
leading-order horizon z = z}(LO), versus the correction to the value of 1 at the horizon,
which is instead

S = (zn) — 0O (2”) = 61 (zn) + P(z0)d 2, (3.9

up to terms that are O(a/?). Along similar lines, the gauge-fixing conditions (2.18)
(fn =0, fu=—77) and (2.19) (xp = 5, X = 0) imply that

0z 0z
Of (20) = —, ox(zn) = —— (3.10)
Zh Zh
Thus, (3.8) becomes:
Zh
i+ e 5 {5% + %] = —d'ky / e A? [Rdi + E‘??ihj } dz,  (3.11)
0 tr
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up to O(a’?). Using (2.49), (2.20), and (2.26), this can be rewritten as

1 e
OM — —gid A, = —a / e A? [Edi + Fﬁiiﬁ’j] dz. (3.12)
0 tr

Finally, using (2.47) to relate the change in area to the change in entropy and rear-
ranging, we find

o0 59
{51\4 . @58} — —a'Vyy / (Clﬁdi + P )Rd 2/ 19uugrr|dr
21 fixed Q, % Th 0L
§
— A gnA Sha +0(a?), (3.13)
OR" |, .

where g is the surface gravity, related to the Hawking temperature Tgy = 3~. Note
that the left-hand-side of (3.13) resembles the first law of black hole mechanics, but is
technically distinct from it since we are computing the change in the solution induced

by the o' corrections, rather than varying the solution with fixed o/ corrections.

Entropy corrections at fixed mass versus fixed temperature

Using (3.13), we can deduce several things. Firstly, in the zero temperature limit
gn — 0 we recover the extremal (i.e., fixed charge and fixed zero temperature) mass
correction (1.1a). Alternately, per (3.13), the mass correction at fixed charge and fized
entropy is given by

oo 4085 "
(SM = —o/Vd_Q/ (ﬂldi tr 6th)Rd 2 ‘gttgrr drr
Th tr

fixed Q, 92, S

0.5hd
6Rt tr

— ' gr Ay,

+0(a). (3.14)
r=ry
This once again reduces to the extremal mass correction (1.1a) in the zero temperature
limit g, — 0, but for a subtle reason: although fixed temperature and fixed entropy
are not the same in general—in particular, the extremal entropy correction (at fixed,
zero temperature) is in general nonzero—the mass correction becomes insensitive to
the difference in the zero temperature limit because of the g in front of 6§ in (3.13).

On the other hand, (3.13) also implies that the entropy correction at fixed charge
and fized mass is given by

27ra o 0S _
5S Vis / (ﬂdi +E th)Rd V|9 rr|dr
fixed @, p%,, M 9h Th tr
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)4 08 ,
+ 21/ Ay, 5R;d +0(a). (3.15)

tr lp=r,

This does not reduce to the extremal entropy correction (1.1b) in the zero temperature
limit; in particular, the first term diverges in this limit, whereas (1.1b) is finite. The
reason is simply that fixed mass and fixed temperature are generally distinct—the
extremal mass correction being generally nonzero—whereas the same factor of g, in
front of 0S in (3.13) makes the entropy correction hypersensitive to the difference in
the g, — 0 limit.?!

In summary, the entropy correction near extremality depends sensitively on whether
we hold the mass or the temperature fixed (along with the charge). In our work, we
computed the correction (1.1b) to the entropy of an extremal black, holding the tem-
perature fixed (at zero). As shown in §3.1, the extremal mass and entropy corrections
are independent, and their signs can be the same or different depending on the choice
of effective field theory.

By contrast, [14, 32] consider the near extremal entropy correction at fixed charge
and fized mass. Then, comparing (3.14) and (3.15), one concludes that

5M = -Iss , (3.17)
fixed Q, 02, S fixed Q, ¢%,, M

as first shown in [14, 32]. Thus, the extremal mass correction (being insensitive to the
distinction between fixed temperature and fixed entropy) is negative if and only if the
near-extremal entropy correction at fized mass (and charge) is positive.

Thus, our results do not disagree with those of [14, 32]. A deeper question that we
will not attempt to answer is which notion of entropy correction is relevant in various
contexts. Arguably, the extremal entropy correction that we have calculated is a more
“natural” quantity than the near-extremal, fixed-mass entropy correction that appears
in (3.17), for instance because the former is finite whereas the latter diverges at zero
temperature. However, when arguing that 6S > 0 (as in [14]) either (or neither) notion

2'How can a finite, extremal entropy correction emerge from (3.13)? Working at fized temperature,

2 > oS
58S =T [5M +a'Vy_s / (ﬂdi +F hj)Rd_2\/|gtthT|dr] +
fixed Q, 92, T  Ih fixed Q, ¢%, T Th OF,
0Sha 5
+ 27TCY’A}1M s + O(O/ ) (316)

Expanding about zero temperature and comparing with the extremal (fixed temperature) mass cor-
rection formula (1.1a), we see that the term in brackets is O(gp), avoiding a divergence. However, to
actually reproduce the extremal entropy formula (1.1b) we would need to calculate the near-extremal
mass correction to O(gp), which is beyond the scope of this paper.
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might be the correct, depending on the argument. Here we simply emphasize the
difference without addressing these deeper questions.

4 Examples

We now consider a few explicit examples to further illustrate our methods.

4.1 Electric Reissner-Nordstrom black holes

We begin with the simplest case of Einstein-Maxwell theory, with the two-derivative

/ddx\/_(—R - LF ) (4.1)

2¢2

effective action:

where k, and ey are the gravitational and gauge couplings of dimensions —d;22 and
—%, respectively. The (Reissner-Nordstrom) extremal charged black hole solutions

are most conveniently expressed in the gauge22

Rd ’ RGP VEned QI
ds* = — |1 — dt* + |1 — =2 | dr? + r?dQ> RIS =
S - a3 e+ rially_,, (d SV, o’
_ eqQ
F=— Vi At Adr, (4.2)
with mass My = 7@, where ky = %ng as before.

Per the results of §A.2, all possible parity-even four-derivative corrections to this
theory can be reduced to four independent couplings:%3

Ly = caLap + Crp2 R FuFoo + c(p2y2(F?)? + cpa L F7PF o FOV, (4.3)

where Lgg = R R, p0 —4R" R, + R? is the Gauss-Bonnet combination. Applying
(1.4), one finds the mass and entropy corrections

(4=3)° (2ehenrs _ elleirap-+2cr]
3d—7 \ ky 12, !

5M — <d—3>vd_27zz-5[<d—2><d—4>cGB -
(4.4a)

_ 2_ 2 4 9
0S = 277.‘/6[_27-\)/2—4 (d 2)[3d 15d+16] Cap — (d—3)2 4€dCRF2 i 6d[C(F2)22—|— CF4] ’
d—3 kn k2

(4.4D)

22Note that, although this differs from the gauge introduced in §2.2, since the formulas (1.1), (1.4)
are invariant under radial gauge changes we can use any convenient gauge.
23Recall that F?2 = %FWF”” in our conventions.
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d-3 _ VknedlQ _  knMy
where R, = 3,5, = @ovas

A few comments are in order. First, note that (4.4a) reproduces the results of [5],
appendix B. Second, we observe that both the mass and entropy corrections depend
on ¢(p2y2 and cpa in the combination c(z2)2 + 2cpa. This is a consequence of parity and
spherical symmetry, as explained in §A.4.

On the other hand, the remaining couplings all appear in independent ways in the
mass and entropy corrections, demonstrating the general results of §3. To illustrate
this, consider the 4d case:

1672 [2eicppe  eilcrz)z + 2cp4]
SME=D — _ 1CRF 416(F2) 4.5
SinMo \ kny w2 ’ (4.58)
_ 4e? h +2
681 = 87% |8cap — CICRF? 64[C(F2)22 r] (4.5b)

In particular, notice that the Gauss-Bonnet operator contributes to the entropy correc-
tion but not the mass correction. This operator is actually topological (locally a total
derivative) in 4d, explaining its vanishing contribution to the mass correction, which
depends only on the equations of motion. On the other hand, higher-derivative topo-
logical operators can correct the (Wald) entropy [48-51], as happens here. However,
since the operators R**° F,,, F,, and (F?)? also contribute to the mass and entropy in
linearly independent ways, the independence of the mass and entropy corrections does
not rely on this subtle point about topological operators.

With a little more effort (see the helpful formulas in appendix C), one can reproduce
(4.4) using (1.1), from which we also obtain the self-force correction

(d—3)3 [ 2e%crp2 N eilcir2yz +2cp]
3d—17 kn k3, '

Fras = —2(d—=3)*V2 R 1 (d—2) (d—4)cap —

(4.6)
In fact, the mass and force corrections are not independent in the absence of moduli,
since Flap = €2Q% —ky M? = —2ky Mo M + O(6M?) upon substituting in the corrected
mass M = My + dM. This relation indeed holds for (4.4a), (4.6).

4.2 Dyonic Reissner-Nordstrom black holes

We now turn to 4d dyonic Reissner-Nordstrém black holes, in part as a natural exten-
sion of the above and in part as a preview of the dyonic Einstein-Maxwell dilaton black
holes to be discussed below. The leading-order solution is now

_ VEn(Q2 + 22Q3)
h — AT )

r r

-1
ds* = — {1 — &] dt* + [1 - &] dr* +1%ds, R

28



Q) sin 0

“m 22240 A dyp, (4.7)

2Q2+e Q

with mass-squared Mg = m where for simplicity we set the theta angle to zero

and é = 27 /e is the magnetlc gauge coupling. Defining ( = ‘

2 2 2 5 _ (2 2) 4) et 4
say 167 [143¢22¢%cpm  (1- ¢’ 605 Q(HC)“QF . (48a)
BhvMo [ 1+¢2 hy (1422 K, (1+¢)? K
de’cpp2 [1= P17 ey 2014 ¢Y) eleps
9 RF (2) a
_ _ _ _ 4.
oS 8w [80@]3 k’N [1 I C2:| k]2\f [1 + C2]2 kav ’ ( 8b)

assuming the same four-derivative operators (4.3) are present. The self-force coefficient
can likewise be computed, and comes out to Fse]f = —2knyMydM as expected.

Note that in principle the results (4.8) can be deduced from (4.5) using electro-
magnetic duality, though doing so is not completely straightforward. To illustrate this,
we consider the effect of S-duality, Q. = Q,,,Q., = —Q., ¢ = ¢, and F' = i—’;ﬁ’ where
(" = —%F. This takes ( — 1 /¢, but also changes the coefficients of the higher-derivative
operators in (4.3). In particular

Liyy = caplop + Crpe R F E) + oy (F )2 4 (S0 I e D

nv = po
e’ 2 1 ~ e 4 ~
= cgpLlaon + [e] Cppe M, Fpy + { ] pey (F?)? + [E] Coi F FYPE o FP.
(4.9)

Eliminating pairs of F’s using Qs po QP70 = 245&555”55 we obtain

6/

2
/(4) - C/GBEGB - {z} C/RFZ (R Py Fpp — ARG FYPE,, + RF"™F),,)

114 /14
+ l%} gy (F?)? + [%] i F FYP e FOF . (4.10)

Next, we use the leading-order Einstein equations R, = :—;2* (Fu - F, — % IV’ 2) to put
this back into the form (4.3),

6/

2 112
(&
/(4) _ C,GBEGB _ {z} CIRF2RMVPO—FMVFPO' + 8k {g:| c}ng (FMVFVPFPUFJM — (FQ)Q)

114 /14
+ E} &y (F2)? + E] s Fy FYPFoo FO1 (4.11)
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from which we read off

/ 4 4 1 12
caB = CGB’ e C(FZ)Z = € C(F2)2 — 8kN€ CRFQ, 119
2 2 1 4 Z 12 g ( ’ )
e“Crp2 = —€ Cppe, € Cps =€ Cpa+ 8kne Cppe.

One can check that, together with " = 1/(, this transformation leaves (4.8) unchanged
as required.

Thus, using S-duality we can deduce the purely magnetic ( — oo limit of (4.8)
from the purely electric result (4.5). However, deriving (4.8) in its entirety from (4.5)
requires a more general calculation (e.g., using a democratic approach), which we omit
for the sake of brevity.

Let us examine the special case ¢ = 1 more closely (for which the electric and
magnetic fields have equal magnitude):

:|’ 5S(C=1) — 871'2 Scap — 4€2CRF2 B €4CF4
kn k3,
(4.13)

SME=D —

1672 [4ecppe etcpa
Skx Mo | Foy 2

We have repeatedly made the point that the extremal mass and entropy corrections are
independent, and that this independence does not depend on topological couplings such
as the 4d Gauss-Bonnet term. Nonetheless, if we ignore the Gauss-Bonnet contribution
then the linear relation 6 M = m&g seems to hold. What is going on here?

The answer is that we have set the parity-odd higher-derivative couplings to zero
for simplicity, even though the background we are studying is not parity invariant.
Per the analysis of appendix A, there are two additional parity-odd couplings that we
should consider, RWWFH,,F o and FH,,F "PE,. 7t The latter vanishes for ¢ = 1, and
thus does not contribute to either the mass or the entropy corrections. The former does
contribute, but only to the mass:

5M(C:1) _ :l:327T262CRFF 58(C=1) -0

RFF 5k12VM0 ’ RFF ’ (4.14)

where the overall sign is that in e(), = +é@,,. Thus, upon turning on all possible
couplings, the independence of the mass and entropy corrections is again manifest.

Finally, note that the WGC constraint 0M < 0 is more powerful when applied
to the full spectrum of dyonic black holes, rather than just electrically-charged black
holes. In particular, define the dimensionless combinations

o = €2CRF2 o €4C(F2)2 4€2CRF2 = €4CF4 4620RF2
1= , 0 = 5 — , 3 = 5 .

(4.15)
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Then, in terms of u = 2log  one finds the mass correction

167% [(cg + 2¢3) coshu + 2¢; sinh u — ¢
S5kn My coshu + 1

SM = — , (4.16)

in the absence of parity-odd couplings. This is negative semi-definite for all u iff

Co + 2¢3 = 2|y and \/(02 +2¢3)2 —4c2 > . (4.17)

By comparison, only considering the electric case (u = —o0) yields the weaker con-
straint co + 2¢3 = 2¢4.

These constraints will change when we include parity-odd operators. However,
since parity—odd contributions are always odd under Q,, = —@Q,, with Q. fixed (leaving
u = log < o 7” also fixed) the WGC bound §M < 0 only gets harder to satisfy, and (4.17)
is still a necessary condition.

4.3 Dyonic Einstein-Maxwell-Dilaton black holes

We now generalize our discussion to the case with moduli. Perhaps the simplest two-
derivative effective field theory involving a modulus coupled a gauge field and gravity
is Einstein-Maxwell-Dilaton theory, with the action:

_ / diz/=g [2—}{2 (R - Q%Q(Ws)?) - %ﬂF F} (4.18)

where ¢ is the dilaton, « > 0 is its dimensionless coupling strength, and we set (¢) = 0
in the asymptotic vacuum by convention.

Now, however, there are two difficulties. Firstly, the electrically charged extremal
black hole solutions in this theory have vanishing horizon area, hence the derivative
expansion breaks down near the horizon and we cannot compute the corrections to
their mass, entropy and self-force in effective field theory. To overcome this difficulty,
we consider 4d dyonic black holes, for which the charge function

Q*(¢) = e?e2Q? + e ¢l (4.19)

EOQm

has a minimum at the attractor point ¢;, = log (, for {y = . Then, since Q*(¢p,) =

4A7|QcQn| > 0, the horizon area is non-zero.

The second difficulty is more technical: while numerically tractable, these dyonic
solutions cannot be written in closed form except for the special cases o = 0,1, /3.
Note that a = 0 is the Reissner-Nordstrom case, whereas o = /3 arises naturally
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in Kaluza-Klein theory. We instead focus on o = 1, which arises naturally in string
theory. The extremal solution is then

ds? = —e*dt* + e [dr* 4 r?d3),

2 2¢+¢ 0
F = —Mdt/\dr_k Md@/\dw’
4qrr?
2k el :
2 g 47T 60|Qm|a )
with mass M, = %\/%le

Imposing parity for simplicity, the possible four-derivative operators take the form

Ly = acs(@)Rap + app2(0) R F, Foy + apy2(9)(F?)? + aps(¢) Fup FYP Fpp FOF
+ap2ver(0)F2 (V) + apvpy2(9) F* Fu, VooV ¢ + arvei (0) (Vo) (4.21)

where agp (@), agr2(¢), etc., are a priori unknown functions of the moduli. The entropy
correction is easily evaluated using (1.4b):

4 2 4
58 = 872 ( Sacs(én) — 2 (¢n)arr2(on) 6h(¢h)C;F4(¢h) ’ (4.92)
kn k3

where e?(¢) = e3e? is the dilaton-dependent gauge coupling and ¢;, = log (y = log i(z)%m

is the attractor point. Note the strong similarity with (4.13). Indeed,

&(dn)Qm

C(on) = =1, 4.23
( h) e(¢h)Qe ( )

so the attractor mechanism automatically makes the electric and magnetic fields equal
in magnitude at the horizon, explaining why the entropy correction closely parallels
that of the ¢ = 1 dyonic Reissner-Nordstrom case discussed above.

On the other hand, to compute the mass correction we need to do a non-trivial
integral that depends on the functional form of the EFT coefficients in (4.21). For
example, in the case of the F),, F""? I, F°! correction this integral can be written as

oM = —

An2e /¢h e~ 20[e® +1](e? — 1) (e + 64¢h)aF4(¢)d¢- (4.24)

K3 Mo (ePn — 1)

Similar expressions (of varying complexity) can be written for the other operators in
(4.21).
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To obtain a more explicit result, we specialize to the four-derivative Lagrangian

5(4) = CGB6_¢£GB + C(F2)26_3¢(F2)2 + CF46_3¢FM,,FVPFPJFU” + CFQ(V¢)2€_2¢F2(V¢)2.

(4.25)
Here we have kept only certain terms in (4.21) for simplicity, and we have assumed a
particular ¢ dependence, with the following rationale (as in, e.g., [21]). Suppose we
begin with a four-dimensional “string-frame” action of the form

1

Sstr - 9% 5.2

2
/d4$\/ ge - |:R—|—4(V(I)) - —F F+coplas + - :| (426)

60

—20

where the overall factor of e™® occurs for closed strings at string tree-level. Switching

to Einstein frame:

2

Skin = d*zy/— [R Q(Vq)) e PF . F + cepeé EGB + - ] . (4.27)

92
2K 60

Identifying ¢ = 2®, we reproduce the ¢-dependence seen in each term of (4.25).
To state the resulting corrections more concisely, it is convenient to define®*

log () + Soh) U=t
P (1= G ’

for any positive integer p. This combination is chosen so that f,(1) = 1, cancelling the

fo(Go) = — (4.28)

apparent pole at (; = 1. The mass correction is then?"

272 1+ G

SM = —
SnM G

8(2 + 5f1 — 20f2 + 20f3 — 10f4 + 3f5)CGB

ete
+ (1= 20f5 +40f5 — 25f, + 4fs) Okfz) +2(1+5fs — 4f5)e°CF4

eocF (Vo)?

+2(1 = 10f1 + 20, = 25f4 + 145)—
N

(4.29)
Notice that the Gauss-Bonnet term does contribute to the mass correction, unlike in the
4d Reissner-Nordstrom case. This is because the dilaton-dependent prefactor renders
it non-topological.

24 Alternately, f,(¢) = p®(1 — ¢, 1,p) in terms of the Lerch trancendent ®(z, s, a).

25In comparison with [21], our (F?)? and Gauss-Bonnet corrections agree, but we obtain the opposite
sign for the F2(V¢)? correction. The basis used in [21] does not include an F* term. While this can
be related to the (F - F )2 term that they do include, they implicitly choose a different dilaton coupling
for this term, preventing a direct comparison of our F4 correction with their results.
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Likewise, using (1.1c) we obtain the force correction:

R 2

8T
Folf = = 16(1 4 10f2 — 20f5 + 15f4 — 6f5)can

£ (1420f, — 80y + T5fs — 16£5) 2 kQ P 21— 15f+ 16f5)6°CF4
21— 20fs + T5f — 56f5)%01“:ﬂ . (4.30)
N

whereas the general entropy result (4.22) becomes
4

55— 5T (80GB eocj‘*). (4.31)

G Ry

€0Qm

While these complicated functions of (; =

o ‘ are not particularly interesting in
themselves, we note several important features. First, for (; = 1 we recover a ( = 1
dyonic Reissner-Nordstrom solution, and in particular (4.29) reduces to (4.13) with
CRF2?2 — 0.

Second, note that the mass, force and entropy corrections (4.29), (4.30), and (4.31)
each involve linearly-independent combinations of the couplings cgg, ¢(p2)2, cpa and
cr2(vg)2 for every value of ¢, except for the special case ¢ = 1 where 513’5le = —2knMyoM
due to the vanishing dilaton charge at the attractor point. Thus, for given charges at a
given point in the moduli space, all three corrections are generically independent from
each other.

Of course, when viewed as functions of the moduli, the mass and force corrections
are not independent because Figr = e2Q? + 62Q2, — knM? — 2r3 (4 ) depends only
on the charges and M(¢). This implies certain global relations between the signs
of the mass and force corrections. For example, suppose there is a unique leading-
order attractor point, implying a single continuous family of leading-order extremal
solutions as a function of the moduli. In this case, if the force correction is positive (self-
repulsive) everywhere in moduli space it follows that the mass correction is negative
(super-extremal) everywhere in moduli space, see appendix A of [2].

To see more explicitly how the mass and force corrections are related in the present
example, we substitute M = My + 0M into the definition of FL¢ to obtain

d My dsM
8 Fyrp = —2kny MM — 8ky—— ———. (4.32)

do do

Note that the derivative is taken with respect to the asymptotic value of the modulus,
whereas we previously set ¢, = 0 by convention. To avoid confusion, it is more
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convenient to work with ngS = ¢ — log (p, so that the attractor point is fixed at QASh =0,
whereas ¢, = —log(y is allowed to vary. Likewise, we re-express the couplings in
terms of their fixed, horizon values

_3¢hc éO — e¢h/2

¢ap = e Phegn, Cr2z =€ (F2)2, €o, (4.33)
A -3 N 2 :
Cpa =€ ¢hCF4, CR2(veg)2 = € ¢hCF2(V¢)2,

1/2+<0 172 .

and we write the leading-order mass M, = My in terms of its minimum value

My at the attractor point. In terms of these quantlties, (4.29) becomes

4 2 1/2
SM = — =250 18(245f, — 20fs + 20f; — 10f1 + 3f5)éan
Sk M
4A F2)2 égépzl
+ (1 —20fy +40f3 — 25f4 + 4f5) k:2 +2(0+5fs —4f5)=5—
€6Cr vy

+2(1 = 10, + 20, — 251 + 14f5) . (4.34)

kn
where the dependence on (ﬁoo is now enters entirely through (5 = e, Rewriting (4.32)
as

§ vt = — 2 MoCo- (G2 — ¢ 2)5 M), (4.35)

dGo
and applying this to (4.34), one indeed recovers (4.30).2
Third, note that in the electric limit, (; — 0, the corrections all diverge:

27‘(2 ( OC(F2) eéCsz 6gCF2(V¢)2)
oM — 142cqp — 8 — 36 +9 + O(lo
15kn M B K2, K2, ) T OUlsko);
4
1
S — 872 <8CGB . %]:—2”) o (4.36)
N 0
630(}72)2

R 4 e2c
Foe — 3272 (&GB . g Q0CFt | o S0PV ) log(Co).

K Tk kn
This is not surprising as the derivative expansion breaks down in this limit, as previously
noted. However, curiously the corrections are all finite in the magnetic limit, (5 — oo:

ete e2c
(16CGB+ S +2€3:2F4 +2°0 fZ(V‘f’P), 58 =0,
N N

636(}72)2 26361:4 i 2630F2(V¢)2
k2, k2, kn '

2

SknM
R 2

8
Flg — % <16CGB n

oM — —
(4.37)

26Note that this equality relies on the absence of derivative corrections to the relation g% =

—G29Y,, since ¢% (not 8¢a) was used to derive (1.1c). While the absence of such corrections was

explained in footnote 10, we can now see that this is indeed the case in a non-trivial example.
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This is because the “string-frame” metric €®g,, is non-singular in this limit [21, 52],
taming the string-tree-level derivative corrections. However, since the dilaton blows up
near the horizon, “string loop” derivative corrections at not similarly tamed, and will
give divergent individual contributions, signaling that the derivative expansion does
indeed break down near the horizon.

Finally, note that it is possible to choose non-zero couplings cgg, ¢(F2)2, ¢+, and
cr2(vg)2 such that oM < 0, Fse]f > 0 and 05 > 0 for arbitrary dyonic charges. For
instance, this is the case for the couplings

o o 5K? o TK? o 2 (4.38)
CGB = 7, C =——F, Cp=— —F, C =— = .
BT q6k2 U T 16 2ed T 16 delr VO T 16 €2

given in §5.5 of [21], where we use (F - F)? = 1FF"°F,, For — £(F?)? to relate their

basis to ours.

5 Summary and Future Directions

In this paper we obtained new, general formulas for the leading derivative corrections
to the mass, entropy and self-force of extremal black holes. We also observed that these
corrections are all independent at any given position in the moduli space, complicating
earlier attempts to prove that the mass correction is negative by linking it to the entropy
correction.

In principle, our results could be used to systematically study the signs of these
three corrections in actual quantum gravities, with important implications for various
swampland conjectures such as the Weak Gravity Conjecture and the Repulsive Force
Conjecture. However, an important obstacle to progress is the fact that relatively little
is known about the leading derivative corrections to the low energy effective actions
of specific quantum gravities, particularly those in less than ten dimensions. In fact,
we are unaware of any example where the mass or self-force corrections have been
rigorously computed in a specific string theory vacuum to leading non-trivial order
in the derivative expansion (the result in [5] being questionable due to string loop
corrections, see footnote 2 and [19]).

Thus, an extremely interesting (if potentially challenging) direction for future re-
search would be to close the gap between the general effective field theory machinery de-
veloped in this paper and actual quantum gravities, or to determine the leading deriva-
tive corrections to extremal black holes directly using some more UV-specific tool such
as worldsheet techniques. It would also be very interesting to better understand the
corrections to extremal black holes whose horizon area vanishes at two-derivative order,
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though this necessarily requires additional UV input beyond the derivative-corrected
low energy effective.

Finally, on a technical level it would be interesting to devise more elegant and
efficient derivations of our formulas (1.1), (1.4), and potentially to generalize them be-
yond static, spherically symmetric backgrounds. For instance, the ADM formalism [53]
and/or the Iyer-Wald formalism [46, 54, 55] (as used in [17, 18]) might provide some
of the necessary tools to do so.
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A Classifying three- and four-derivative operators

In this appendix, we classify the possible derivative corrections to the low-energy effec-
tive action (2.1) up to four-derivative order.

For the sake of brevity, we only consider parity-invariant operators,?”

except in the
four-dimensional case. To justify this omission, note that static, spherically symmetric
electrically charged black holes are parity invariant. Since mass, self-force, and entropy
are parity-even, this implies that parity-odd operators can only correct these quantities
at O(a’®). On the other hand, dyonic black holes in four dimensions are not parity
invariant, so parity-odd operators can correct their mass, self-force, and entropy at
O(a).

Similarly, we do not consider higher-derivative terms with a Lagrangian density
that is not gauge and/or general coordinate invariant (e.g., Chern-Simons terms). In
particular, such terms typically correspond to topological operators of the form F A
-+ ANFANRAN--- AR in one higher dimension, implying that they are parity-odd and
occur only in odd dimensions. If so, they do not contribute by the argument in the
previous paragraph.

It is convenient to categorize higher derivative operators by their “derivative struc-
ture”, i.e., the number of first derivatives, second derivatives, etc., appearing in the
operator. Specifically, writing the operator as K (¢)(0™)¢,)(0M2)gy) - - - (0"™) ;) for

2TFor our purposes, all moduli ¢ and gauge fields Aﬁ have even intrinsic parity.
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ny =ng > -+ = ny > 0, we abbreviate the derivative structure as (ny, ..., ng). Deriva-
tive structures can be ordered by “complexity”, where larger values of n; are more
complex, with ties broken by the larger value of ny, further ties broken by the larger
value of ng, etc. For instance, by this classification an operator involving a third deriva-
tive is more complex than one involving any number of second derivatives, whereas an
operator involving multiple second derivatives is more complex than one involving just
one second derivative, and so on.

Since covariant operators often involve a sum of multiple derivative structures, we
label them by their most complex one, e.g., the Ricci scalar R has derivative struc-
ture (2) (even though some terms in it involve only first derivatives) whereas F? has
derivative structure (1,1).

After compiling an exhaustive list of operators at a given derivative order, we can
simplify the list in several ways:

1. We can impose the Bianchi identities:
V[quﬁ)} =0, V[uRypaA} =0, ViV, o = 0. (A1)
2. We can replace antisymmetrized covariant derivatives acting on a tensor with the
Riemann tensor contracted with the tensor.
3. We can integrate by parts.

4. We can impose the leading-order equations of motion:

1
R/J,l/ = ’i2 Gabvp¢avu¢b + fABFg ) FB - ﬁg;waBFA : FB ’
Vu(fABF;fj) = 07

1
V' = TV - Vo + SG faps Bt - FP. (A2)

Since the action is not strictly on-shell, the last point requires some explanation. To
be precise, we are free to make field redefinitions involving derivatives, such as

" = O+ ' AP?, (A.3)

where A¢® is some operator involving an appropriate number of derivatives. Then, to
first order in o, the action S = S5 + o’/ Spq changes to

55,
5¢e

S — Sy +a (Shd + /ddl'\/—_gAgba ) + O(O/z). (A4)
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The leading-order equations of motion are precisely gjg

generate or remove higher-derivative terms that are proportional to the leading-order

= 0, so in this way we can

equations of motion and/or (after integration by parts) derivatives of the leading-order
equations of motion.

We now proceed as follows. At each derivative order, we first list the possible
operators. Up to four-derivative order, all such operators are built from the primitive
factors

1. One derivative: F' and V¢,

2. Two derivatives: R, VF, and V3¢,

3. Three derivatives: VR, V2F, and V3¢,
4. Four derivatives: V2R, V3F, and V¢,

where we omit Lorentz indices for simplicity for the time being. We then apply manipu-
lations 1-4 to eliminate more complicated derivative structures in favor of simpler ones
wherever possible. In particular, given any operator with n; > ns + 2 we can immedi-
ately simplify the derivative structure via integration by parts, e.g., (V2F)F — (VF)2.
Up to four-derivative order this eliminates primitive factors containing more than two
derivatives, so we need only consider operators built from R, VF,V2%¢, F,V¢ and ar-
bitrary functions of the moduli. Moreover, assuming parity, Lorentz indices must be
contracted in pairs, so each operator must contain an even total number of covariant
derivatives V, (since R, , and F),, both carry an even number of indices).

A.1 Parity-even three-derivative operators

The possible derivative structures at three-derivative order are (2,1) and (1,1,1). In the
former case, we have the possibilities RF, (VF)(V¢) and (V?¢)F, but only (VF)(V)
admits a Lorentz-invariant contraction consistent with the symmetries, specifically
(V,F"™)(V,¢). Since this can be simplified using the F' equations of motion, we can
reduce to the (1,1, 1) derivative structure, where the options are F* and F'(V¢)?. Each
one admits a unique Lorentz-invariant contraction, hence accounting for the moduli-
dependent prefactors, the complete set of independent parity-even three derivative op-
erators is

Léeven) _ aABC<¢)FAuyFBVpFCP,u + aabA(¢) V}L¢avu¢bF£/. <A5)

(1,1,1) is the simplest possible derivative structure at three-derivative order, hence no
further simplifications are possible.
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A.2 Parity-even four-derivative operators

At four-derivative order, the possible derivative structures are (2,2), (2,1,1), and

(

1,1,1,1). We deal with each in turn:

Derivative structure (2,2)

The possibilities are R?, RV?¢, (VF)(VF), and V2¢V2¢. All but R? can be simplified,
as follows:

1. The possible index structures for R? are

RMP7 R R™R,,, or R%. (A.6)

LUV PO 5

The latter two can be freely introduced or eliminated using the Einstein equations,
hence we can transform the first into the Gauss-Bonnet combination:

Rep = RM" R0 — AR™ R, + R~ A7
Lvp i

This cannot be further simplified, although it yields a topological operator in
d = 4 (i.e., an operator that is locally a total derivative) unless multiplied by a
moduli-dependent prefactor.

. Lorentz-invariant contractions of RV?¢ always involves either the Ricci tensor or

the Ricci scalar, so we can transpose them to simpler derivative-structures using
the Einstein equations.

. The possible index structures for (VF)(VF) are

V,F*N*F,, N,F,V*F*  or V,F,N'F* (A.8)

The first can be simplified using Maxwell’s equations whereas the second can
be transposed into the third using the Bianchi identities and the third can be
simplified by using integration by parts, commutation of covariant derivatives,
and Maxwell’s equations in turn.

. In the case of V2¢V?¢, the index structure is either

(VuV'9)(V,V79) or (V,V,0)(VIV79). (A.9)

The first can be simplified using the moduli equations of motion, whereas the
second can be simplified using integrating by parts, commutation of covariant
derivatives, and the moduli equations of motion.
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Derivative structure (2,1,1)

The possibilities are REF?, R(V )%, (VF)(Vo)F, (V?*¢)F? and V2¢(V¢)?. All but RF?
can be simplified, as follows:

1. The possible index structures for RF? are
RYPFF,, R'YWE,Ff or RF,F". (A.10)

The latter two can be simplified using the Einstein equations, whereas the first
cannot be simplified.

2. Lorentz-invariant index contractions of R(V¢)? always involves either the Ricci
tensor or the Ricci scalar, so we can transpose them to simpler operators using
the Einstein equations.

3. (VF)(V¢)F has the possible index structures
Y FNPGF,,, V. F,,V'OF, or V,F,,V'¢F". (A11)

The first can be simplified using Maxwell’s equations, whereas the second can
be transposed into the third using the Bianchi identities and the third can be
transposed into an F?VZ2¢ term plus a term that can be simplified using the
Maxwell equations upon integration by parts.

4. (V2¢)F? has the possible index structures
(V V') FF,, o V,¥,¢F"F" (A.12)

The first can be simplified immediately using the moduli equations of motion.
To simplify the second, we first integrate by parts, then apply the F' equations of
motion and Bianchi identities, then integrate by parts once more:

V.V PR =~V (V,F*)F,, — V"6 F*Y,F,,
1 1 1
~ _§VV¢FM)VVFM) = —ZV’QZ)V,,(F“”FM,) - Z(vz‘b)FupFMm
(A.13)

where “—” means integration by parts and “a~” means equality up to terms with
a simpler derivative structure. The final result can now be simplified using the
moduli equations of motion.
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The above argument assumes that the two gauge fields are the same species. More

generally,
1
kap(¢)V, V¢ FHED ~ —§kAB(¢)V”¢FA“”VVF£, (A.14)
1 14
= = kap(@) V'OV (FYWED),  (A15)

where we take kap(¢) = kpa(¢) without loss of generality due to the symmetric
form of the original operator. Thus, after a further integration by parts we can
simplify the result as before.

5. V2¢(V)? has the possible index structures
(VAV,0) (V) (Vod), or VAVY$V,0V,0. (A.16)

The first can be simplified using the moduli equations. To simplify the second,
we integrate by parts

VIV G9,09,6 = sVHTIOVL00V,0 — —3(TVOV.0) (V) (ALT)

after which the moduli equations of motion can be used as before. More generally,
in the presence of multiple moduli:

1
l{;abc(@V“V”(b“Vugbe,,qbc ~ kape(P)VH V”qﬁ“V“qf)bV,,gbc — ivmavwbva} ,
(A.18)
up to terms that can be simplified using the moduli equations of motion, where we

take kupe(P) = kaen(¢) due to the symmetric form of the original operator. Thus,
after integration by parts we reach the simpler (1,1, 1,1) derivative structure.

Derivative structure (1,1,1,1) and summary

The possibilities are F*, F?(V¢)? and (V¢)*, with possible Lorentz-invariant index
structures:

(FE,F"™)?, FE,FE,F*" F,F*V,0N%¢, F"FE,V,6V°¢, and (V,6V"¢)>.
(A.19)
As this is the simplest possible derivative structure at four-derivative order, none of
these can be simplified any further.
Thus, accounting for moduli-dependent prefactors, the complete list of indepen-
dent, parity-even four-derivative operators is

L = a(6)Ras + aap(0) R F LD + aapep(@)(F - F)(FC - FP)

+bABCD(¢)F,ﬁFB”prC;FD"“ + aupay(@)(FA - FBY (V" - V)
+bapa(O)F M FIN 6"V 0" + aapea(9) (Ve - V') (Vo - Vo). (A.20)
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A.3 Parity-odd three- and four-derivative operators in d =4

Parity-odd operators are constructed using the covariant Levi-Civita symbol €, ., =
vV —9€u,..u, Where €, = £1 is the usual completely antisymmetric Levi-Civita sym-
bol. Thus the operator must contain d completely antisymmetrized indices. Since at
most two indices of R,,,, can be antisymmetrized, and likewise at most one of the
indices on V¢ can be antisymmetrized (up to terms proportional to the Riemann
tensor), parity-odd operators not involving the gauge fields must have a derivative or-
der at least as large as the spacetime dimension. In particular, a complete list of such
operators up to 4 derivatives in d = 4 is*®

LN = A(0) R s Ry ™ + Ganca( )V 8"V, 'V 0 Vo' 07, (A21)

where there are no such operators at this derivative order for d > 4.
For the same reason, once gauge fields are included at least one factor of F),, must
carry an antisymmetrized index (at the four-derivative level in d > 4). Consider such

an operator
O = O ™ Qg g (A.22)

where 024, representing the rest of the operator, is completely antisymmetric in
vy, ..., V. Replacing the indicated factor of F* with Ty 2 QUYL Pd— 2F pa_s 8lVES

1 ~
_ V2.V V1pP1--Pd—
0= 7(% daQpPLbi=2Q) g F

(d - 2)' p1-pd—2 — _(d — 1)OMP1 -Pd— 2F

P1---Pd—2"

(A.23)

In this way, we can rewrite the operator in terms of FHL“M% = —%Qmm“dfzpon"
contracted with other factors, without the explicit appearance of €2,,...,,,.

This is particularly convenient in d = 4 spacetime dimensions since F;w can alter-
nately be viewed as just another species of gauge field. Thus, reusing our parity-even
results, the list of independent three-derivative parity odd operators in four dimensions
is:

L990) = anpc(@)FY, P4 FO 4 ag(9)VH6*V ¢*Fd (A.24)

mz
where each term corresponds to a term in (A.5) with a single factor of F),, replaced
with F -

Likewise, at four-derivative order in 4d, the list of parity-odd operators involving
F,,, derived from (A.20) is:

LD = aanl) R A

prs po

28Note that both of these operators are topological in the absence of moduli-dependent prefactors,
similar to the 4d Gauss-Bonnet term.
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+aapep(9)(F* - FP)(FC - FP) + bapep(¢)Fp FPPFS FPor
taapa(@)(FA - FBY(V® - V) + bapar () F A“”Fﬁvmaw ¢’ (A.25)

In fact, unlike the parity-even case, this list can be reduced still further. Consider
an operator consisting of (F4 - FB) times another factor involving at least one index
contraction, i.e., of the form

- 1
O=(F*FBOy = —ZQWP"FA FEO3. (A.26)

puv= po
Then, since the complete antisymmetrization of 5 indices in d = 4 dimensions vanishes,

0 = 5Qlwre A BN — Qreee pA pB O) — oQprer FA FBOF — 2 FA FB OX

pv® po pv™ po pv™ po pv™ po

(A.27)
and so O = FAPFEOS + FA PP OX.
Two of the operators in (A.25) can be eliminated in this way, leaving the final list
of independent, parity-odd four-derivative operators in 4d:

L0 = (0) Rl R0 + a(0) R FAFE + bancn (9)F FP2EG PP

pr= po

+[~7ABab(¢)FAMVFMB;vV¢avp¢b + dabcd(¢)vu¢avu¢bvp¢cva¢d9uupa7 (A28>
where the first and last entries are from (A.21).

A.4 Spherically-symmetric backgrounds
In summary, we have found the following three and four-derivative parity-even operators
in general dimension:
L5 = anpc(9)FY, PP, FP, + ana(6)V' ¢V ¢ F,
L5 = a(¢)Rap + aan(0) R FL ) + aanop(0) (F* - FP)(FC - FP)
+bapon(9)F FP P FLFP™ + axpa(0)(F* - FP) (Ve - V')
+bapas(O)F M FIN VPG + aaea() (Vo - V') (Vo© - V), (A.29)

as well as the three and four-derivative parity-odd operators in d = 4:

Eé‘?ﬁiﬁ = aapc(¢) M, FP1 FOr + aabA(¢)V”¢aVV¢bF,ﬁ,

L9 = a(@) Ry Run V™ + aap(¢) RPEAFE 1+ bapop(0) A FPPES pPom

+ bapar(B)FA FBN 0"V 8 + Gapea(9)V 10V, 60V 6V 1670077 (A.30)

While these operators are independent in general backgrounds, not all of them
contribute in static, spherically symmetric backgrounds. In particular, assuming parity,
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spherical symmetry requires that F/! and V,¢? are the only non-vanishing components
of I ;f}/ and V¢, respectively, hence evaluating the parity-even operators (A.29) on a
static spherically symmetric background we obtain:

FoFPPEC P = 2(FAFPY)(FC-FP),  FYWEPY,¢"VP¢" = (F4 FP) (V" V),

(A.31)
where all the three-derivative operators vanish. In fact, these relations—which we have
observed at the level of the action—persist in the equations of motion and in other
first functional derivatives as well. To see why, expand perturbatively in the spherical-
symmetry-breaking components of the various fields,

S = 5O 1 52500508 1. (A.32)

where d¢® are non-spherically symmetric modes (e.g., non-trivial spherical harmonics)
and the term linear in d¢® is absent due to the underlying spherical symmetry of the
action. Thus, the first functional derivatives of S evaluated on a spherically symmetric
background depend only on S evaluated on a spherically symmetric background, and
the relations implied by spherical symmetric can be read off from the action itself.

Therefore, up to four-derivative order, the higher-derivative operators making inde-
pendent O(a’) contributions to static, spherically symmetric, parity-even backgrounds
are

LI — 4(¢)Rap + aap(d)R™P FAFE + apep(¢)(FA - FP)(FC . FP)

pr™ po

+ aapap(9)(FA - FBY(V O™ - V) 4 Gapea(0) (V" - V') (Vo© - Vo). (A.33)

In the case of dyonic black holes in d = 4, F ;f}/ has two nonvanishing components:
FZ' and Fé?o. As a result, while the three-derivative operators still do not contribute,
the relations (A.31) no longer hold. The parity-odd operators are now relevant as
well. However, since the metric and the moduli profiles still respect parity,? only the
parity-odd operators involving F can contribute. The complete list of higher-derivative
operators making independent O(a’) contributions to static, spherically symmetric dy-
onic 4d backgrounds is then
LU VN — 4(6) Rap + aap(@)R™PFAFS + aap(¢) R Fib FE
+aapcp(9)(F* - FP)(FC - FP) + bapcp(9) Fi FPPFCFPH
+bapep(9)Ep FPPECFP7" + appa(¢)(F4 - FP)(Vo® - Vo)

29Tn particular, dyonic black holes are related to electric black holes by electromagnetic duality,
hence a modified version of parity is still conserved by dyonic black hole backgrounds where the
modification only involves the gauge fields.
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+bapar(9)F M FEN ¢V " + bapa(9) F ¥ FEV, 0"V ¢
+aabea(0) (V" - V) (Vo© - V). (A.34)
B Riemann tensor

In this appendix, we record the connection coefficients and Riemann tensor for extremal
black holes at leading order in o’ in our ansatz. From the extremal metric ansatz

d82 — _€2¢(T)dt2 + e_ﬁw(r) |:d7’2 + 7’2dQ§_2:| . (Bl)

one obtains the non-vanishing connection coefficients

/
Fir = wlv F;t = _grrgttw/v F:r = _dqf 3’
r rr 77D/ 1 % w/ 1 % % % (BQ)
Fij =9 Yij i—3 ) Frj = i 3 5 ij = Vjk>
where 7% is the Levi-Civita connection on S92 One finds the Riemann tensor
d—2 ! 1\ .
Rtr — _grr w// 4 (¢/>2 7 ty — grrw ’QD - (SZ»,
d—3 d—3 1) (B.3)
- (ry'y , Wo(2 W o
R";=g" - Ry =qg" — ) 5J 5,67).
J T(d—g) VR kl g d_3 d_ (k lk:)
Likewise, the Ricci tensor and Ricci scalar are
rr (Td_2w/), r rr (Td_2w/>/ d—2 2
Ri=—g"—m— =y rd—2(d—3)_d—3(wl) ’ B4)
B.4
e (Y 2Ar2yy  d-2
RZ} — rTr 62 R — rr . .
179 d =) 9"\ Grta—g a=3"
Near-horizon limit
In the near-horizon limit, we have
()
e’ =r° B.5
Vs (B.5)
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where Aj, is the horizon area. The Riemann tensor, Ricci tensor and Ricci scalar then
simplify to

Vi,l7 .
R", =Rl =Rl = —(d - 3)° {—2 2] , R =R";=0,
h

2

7 isj  sigd i Via |77

V2
Ap

RY), = {

R=—(d—3)(d—4) [Vz—ﬂ

08 05
0Fu? 0Ruupo

C Stress tensor,

In this appendix, we record the stress tensor, %, and R(ii p» for the higher-derivative
action:
Sha = /ddffv —gLy,
Ly = aRyup B + aspRPFAFS + aspep(F* - FP)(FC - FP) (C.1)
+bapep P P, FO0 PP, + anpa(FY - FP) (V" - V)
B FHEP N 107V 0" + Gabea(V 0" - V) (VE - V),
where

DUy v v v v v 1 v v
R“po = R”pg - 5,/;R0 + 5(’:Rp + 5pRg — 5C,Rg + 5(5550 — 5g5p)R, (C.2)

and RMURWW = RMP7Rpe — 4R R, + R? is the Gauss-Bonnet density. Using the
notation wyy 6 Ex = way - En — Lgynw - €, one finds

T = 8R o VPVa — 4aR 103, R,*® + g,,aRup,s RO
+AVPV (aapFy, F,) + 6048 Rl + guaas R FLFD
4
—daapcp(F, o FP)(FC - FP)

+bapep(—8F W FPFC0, FP%, + g, FA% FP8, FCr, FP7,)

—20.4Bab [(F;‘ o FB)(V¢® - Vb) + (F* - FB)(V,¢" o V,,qbb)]

wp’ vo

1
—2bapas | Fp e VP60 + 2F 4, FP7N )"V 06" — g Fip 'V ¢V ¢
p(p ) o dHmapt

~aea(V 10" 0 V,6) (Vo© - V). (C3)
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Likewise,

and

0Sha

5F/3,4y = 4aABijaﬁFaBﬁ + 4aABCDFBwj(FC . FD) —+ SbABCDFBHPFpCC;FDVU

2004 P (V" - V') — Abapap FPFVI16°V ¢, (C.4)

0Shd
ORpo

. 4
= 8aR"™" + caap [2FAuw pBro _ paup pBov__ paue pBup), (C.5)
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