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Black hole thermodynamics in Lorentz-violating gravity is subtle because different excitations
propagate at different speeds and hence identify different causal horizons. We revisit Einstein–æther
gravity using the covariant phase space formalism with boundaries and derive a consistent first law for
stationary black holes. For a mode of propagation speed s, we introduce a disformal frame in which the
corresponding s-horizon is a Killing horizon, so that a standard Wald-type derivation can be carried out. We
then map the result back to the original (horizon) frame, showing that the first law retains the same formal
structure. The associated horizon charge contains, besides the usual geometric (Komar/Wald) contribution,
an irreducible æther term that admits an interpretation as an additional entropy sourced by the æther flux
across the horizon; accordingly, the total entropy splits into a gravitational part and an æther part. We
further develop an extended-thermodynamics framework in which the couplings (and Λ) are allowed to
vary, obtaining generalized Smarr relations. Finally, we analyze the probe-mode limit cs → þ∞, clarifying
its connection to universal-horizon thermodynamics and resolving the apparent tension in the literature
between approaches that (i) fix the entropy to be proportional to the area and infer a corresponding
temperature, and (ii) impose the Hawking temperature associated with modes peeling from the universal
horizon and infer a nonarea entropy. Once the independent æther entropy contribution is properly taken into
account, the two prescriptions are reconciled.
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I. INTRODUCTION

As of today, black hole thermodynamics [1] remains one
of the sharpest probes of the interplay between gravity,
quantum physics, and statistical mechanics. In general
relativity, the laws of black hole mechanics can be estab-
lished as classical theorems, yet their physical consistency
ultimately relies on quantum effects such as Hawking
radiation; conversely, gravitational dynamics itself can be
recast in thermodynamic language. It is therefore natural to
ask how robust this correspondence is: does it persist in
generic diffeomorphism-invariant theories, or does it rely on
additional structural properties that are special to general
relativity? With this in mind, Lorentz-violating theories
represent an especially informative case study, as they
modify the causal structure of spacetime [2,3] in a con-
trolled but conceptually drastic way.

Among Lorentz-violating theories of gravity, Einstein-
æther theory [4] and Hořava-Lifshitz gravity [5] play a
central role. Einstein-æther theory is generally covariant
and couples the metric to a dynamical timelike unit vector
field, the æther, which breaks local Lorentz invariance by
selecting a preferred local time direction. Hořava-Lifshitz
gravity, on the other hand, has a manifestly Lorentz-
breaking formulation where space and time are treated
on different grounds. The latter, in particular, is given by
the value of a scalar field called the Khronon.
A distinctive consequence is that the causal structure is

no longer governed by a single metric light cone. Even in
vacuum, linearized perturbations split into multiple propa-
gating modes: the usual massless spin-2 excitation asso-
ciated with the metric, plus a spin-1 and a spin-0 excitation
associated with the æther,1 each characterized by its own
speed of propagation relative to the æther frame. Therefore,
black hole spacetimes generically exhibit multiple distinct
causal horizons, and the relevant notion of “no escape”
depends on which excitation is used to probe the geometry.
This multihorizon structure immediately complicates the

thermodynamic interpretation, possibly leading to incon-
sistencies without resorting to the ultraviolet completion of
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1The spin-1 excitation is absent in Hořava-Lifshitz gravity.
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the theory [6–8]. For example, it becomes unclear which
horizon should set the temperature, which area should be
associated with an entropy (assuming a Bekenstein-like
formula holds), and the peeling of which modes should
provide the physical notion of surface gravity. The standard
Wald construction [9,10] cannot be applied naively in these
cases as the metric Killing horizon is not, in general, the
horizon relevant for all dynamical degrees of freedom. In
addition, Lorentz-violating theories admit an extended
notion of causal boundary, the universal horizon [11],
which can trap arbitrarily fast signals in spacetimes foliated
by constant-Khronon hypersurfaces. While universal hori-
zons are geometrically well defined, their thermodynamic
role is not transparent in the vacuum sector of the theory
where all modes propagate at finite speed (and hence
cannot connect the universal horizon to infinity), but it
becomes compelling once modified dispersion relations are
allowed and superluminal, nonrelativistic propagation is
possible (see [12] and references therein).
These issues have been confronted before using covariant

phase space methods in Einstein-æther gravity, but early
analyses encountered obstructions, especially when
attempting to move beyond the simplest asymptotics. In
particular, while consistent first laws were obtained in
asymptotically flat settings with universal horizons, extend-
ing the construction to more general asymptotics (notably
Anti–deSitter) proved problematic. Motivated by these open
problems, we employ the more recent formalism of covar-
iant phase spaces in spacetimes with boundaries to derive
the first law of black hole thermodynamics in a framework
that remains well defined for generic asymptotics.
Our strategy in this work is to isolate the thermody-

namics associated with a specific—yet arbitrary—mode of
propagating speed cs (henceforth, the s-mode). Using a
well-known trick in the Einstein-æther literature, we
perform a disformal transformation on the metric to make
the causal horizon of the s-mode coincide with the Killing
horizon of the disformal metric. In this frame, the surface
gravity computed from the Killing generator matches
the peeling surface gravity of that mode by construction
(see [13] for definitions and details), and the usual con-
struction à la Wald can be carried out in a controlled
setting. Once we obtain the first law associated with the s-
mode in the disformal frame, we map it back to the original
frame and show that it retains the same formal structure. In
particular, a new term appears that is absent in general
relativity, reflecting the æther flow contribution to the
Killing current across the horizon. This flux can be
interpreted as heat and therefore, via the Clausius relation
=dQÆ ¼ TdSÆ [14], is associated with an entropy term,
where the temperature is determined by the peeling rate of
the s-mode at the horizon.
The second goal of this work is to clarify the status of

universal horizon thermodynamics and the origin of appa-
rently conflicting prescriptions in the literature. Two

complementary viewpoints have been advocated: one fixes
an area law for the universal horizon entropy and infers the
associated temperature [15], while the other imposes the
universal horizon temperature—suggested by ray-tracing
arguments for infinitely fast excitations [12]—and infers
the form of the entropy [16,17]. In the first case one finds a
universal temperature which is not apparently related to any
form of Hawking radiation; in the second case one obtains
an entropy which does not always follow an area law.
We connect these two frameworks by studying the

formal infinite speed probe-mode limit, cs → þ∞. In this
limit, the peeling surface gravity of the s-mode continu-
ously approaches the surface gravity of the universal
horizon. This procedure allows us to recover a consistent
first law—and thereby a Smarr formula—at the universal
horizon. Within the covariant phase space formalism, we
show that the key ingredient missing in previous deriva-
tions is exactly the æther Killing flux contribution. In
situations where the problem is characterized by a single
scale (such as the Schwarzschild geometry), it was possible
to conflate this æther term with the usual black hole entropy
contribution by a simple rescaling of the Hawking temper-
ature or of the S=A proportionality factor. In the presence of
additional scales (such as a cosmological constant), this
flux term becomes genuinely independent and cannot in
general be reabsorbed.
In the following subsection we shall fix our notation and

conventions. In Secs. II and III, we recall the essential
elements of the covariant phase space formalism, with
particular emphasis on boundary terms, and the general
derivation of the first law of black hole thermodynamics
within the framework. The reader who is already familiar
with the formalism can skip these review sections. In
Sec. IV we first review Einstein-æther theory and summa-
rize its relation to Khronometric theory. Then, in Sec. V, we
compute the theory-specific ingredients that are needed for
its covariant phase space analysis, including its symplectic
form and Noether charges. In Sec. VII we illustrate the
general construction on four explicit solutions, including
examples previously discussed in [15]. Finally, we shall
draw our conclusions in Sec. IX.

A. Notation and conventions

Let us start by introducing some notation and conven-
tions we shall adopt in this work. In most of our
computations we make use of the notation associated with
the variational bicomplex framework, introduced by
Anderson in [18]. This is a convenient and systematic
framework to study field theories, symmetries, and con-
servation laws. Any field theory is defined on a suitable
(either vector or principal) bundle F over a manifold M
(the spacetime manifold, for us). Fields are sections of this
bundle F and the space of all such sections constitutes the
configuration space. The key idea of the variational
bicomplex is to work not only with the fields, but also
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with all of their derivatives, treated as independent varia-
bles. This naturally leads to the notion of the jet bundle of
the bundle F, an enlarged space in which every possible
derivative of the fields appears as a coordinate. On this
space, one can define a differential-geometric structure that
organizes the calculus of variations.
The bicomplex is built from differential forms on the jet

bundle, equipped with two commuting exterior derivatives:
(i) the horizontal exterior derivative d, which corre-

sponds to the exterior derivative acting along the
base manifold M of the jet bundle,

(ii) the vertical exterior derivative d, which corresponds
to variations of the fields and acts along the fibers.

Both exterior derivatives are nilpotent, i.e., d2 ¼ 0 and
d2 ¼ 0. It is worth mentioning that the horizontal and
vertical derivatives here are taken to commute d ∘ d ¼
d ∘d, in contrast to the mathematicians’ convention where
they anticommute d ∘ d ¼ −d ∘d.
Since the full exterior derivative on the jet bundle can be

decomposed into horizontal and vertical exterior deriva-
tive,2 the same is true for any differential form on the jet
bundle.3 Hence we will say that a differential form has a
bidegree ðp; qÞ where p is the usual form degree on the
exterior cotangent bundle ⋀ T�M, and q is the vertical
degree, morally how many variations in field space we have
taken to construct that form. Vertical forms are sections of
the exterior cotangent bundle of the configuration space.
On the configuration space, we also define the tangent

bundle and denote its vector fields by v (we will use
subscripts to emphasize the type of flow they induce). We
will denote differential forms (both on field space and on
the manifold M) with boldface symbols, while the dual
vector fields (when they can be defined) will have the same
symbol but in normal text. The interior product between a
vector V and a p-form η in M is denoted by ιVη and
is defined as the (p − 1)-form ðιVηÞðX1;…Xp−1Þ ¼
ηðV;X1;…; Xp−1Þ. Similarly, we denote the interior prod-
uct of a vertical vector v with a vertical q-form α by
Ivα, which is defined as the (q − 1)-form such that
ðIvαÞðv1;…vq−1Þ ¼ αðv; v1;…; vq−1Þ. As for standard
functions, which cannot be contracted with a vector
[ιVf ¼ 0; ∀ f∈C∞ðMÞ], the contraction of a vertical
vector v with a ðp; 0Þ-form gives 0, as a ðp; 0Þ-form does
not have arguments to insert v in. With this in mind, we
hence denote by Lv the Lie derivative in configuration
space along the vector field v, while the usual Lie derivative
on the manifold along the vector field ξ will be denoted as
£ξ. Cartan’s magic formula holds for both definitions of Lie

derivatives, meaning Lvη ¼ IvðdηÞ þ dðIvηÞ and £ξη ¼
ιξðdηÞ þ dðιξηÞ for any ðp; qÞ-form η on the variational
bicomplex.
In this variational bicomplex notation, a Lagrangian

density LϵM is a horizontal n-form L. Its vertical exterior
derivative dL produces the Euler-Lagrange ðn; 1Þ-form,
whose vanishing encodes the equations of motion. We
denote equalities that hold on shell of these equations with
the symbol ≐. More precisely, this means that the expres-
sion on the left-hand side of ≐ is to be understood as pulled
back along the embedding of the solution space Sol into the
configuration space C, iSol∶ Sol ↪ C. Both spaces will be
explicitly defined in Sec. II A.
Conservation laws are identified with elements of the

horizontal cohomology of the bicomplex: for instance, a
conserved vector current Jμ corresponds to a horizontal
(n − 1)-form J such that dJ ≐ 0.
Throughout this paper, tensors with symmetrized indices

Tðμ1…μNÞ (resp. antisymmetrized T ½μ1…μN �) are defined with
the 1=N! factor. Finally, Greek indices always run from 0 to
n, while Latin indices run from 1 to n.

II. COVARIANT PHASE SPACE FORMALISM

In this section, we review the covariant phase space
formalism, developed by several authors between the 1980s
and 1990s. This approach provides a coordinate-indepen-
dent framework to study symmetries, conserved quantities,
and canonical transformations [19]. In particular, the
covariant phase space formalism allows for a very natural
description of diffeomorphism charges, making it especially
well suited for the study of black hole thermodynamics in
generally covariant theories such as Einstein-æther gravity.
In reviewing the formalism, we will focus on gravita-

tional field theories. Also, we will point out the key
ingredients that will allow us to derive a first law for black
hole solutions as prescribed in [10], albeit the possibilities
of this formalism are more far-reaching—see [20–22] for a
broader and more detailed discussion of the topic.
As previously mentioned, we take spacetime to be an

n-dimensional, simply connected and oriented manifoldM
endowed with a metric g. We also assume that this manifold
can be foliated by suitably chosen hypersurfaces Σ
such that, topologically, M ≅ ½t1; t2� × Σ. As illustrated
in Fig. 1, the boundary of the spacetime is ∂M ¼
Σ1 ∪ Σ2 ∪ Γ, where Σi are the top and bottom lids at time
ti and Γ ¼ ∪

t∈ ½t1;t2�
∂Σt is the spatial boundary.

The intersection between the spatial boundary Γ and the
two lids form two nonsmooth corners ∂Σi ≔ Γ ∩ Σi. For
any piece of the boundary of M and the corners, we have
an embedding iN ∶ N → M for N ∈Γ;Σi; ∂Σi. Since the
spacetime is oriented, we choose the volume element of the
manifold as ϵM ≔

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffij det gjp
dx0 ∧ … ∧ dxn−1.

If we call t the timelike, normalized, future-pointing
1-form that is everywhere orthogonal to the slices Σ and n
the spacelike, normalized, radially pointing 1-form that is

2More explicitly, dfull ¼ dþ ð−1Þrd, where r here is the
horizontal degree of the differential form this operator is acting
on.

3The name variational bicomplex comes exactly from this: the
de Rham complex on the jet bundle can be separated into two
orthogonal complexes, one associated with the horizontal exterior
derivative d and one to the vertical exterior derivative d.
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orthogonal to Γ, we can also define the volume element
induced on each part of the boundary as�

ϵMjΣ ≕ t ∧ ϵΣ ⇒ ϵΣjΓ ¼ n ∧ ϵ∂Σ;

ϵMjΓ ≕n ∧ ϵΓ ⇒ ϵΓjΣ ¼ −t ∧ ϵ∂Σ;
ð2:1Þ

where in polar coordinates ϵ∂Σ will always be ϵ∂Σ ¼
r2 sin2 θdθ ∧ dφ. All these elements are depicted in Fig. 1.

A. Field space

Let us now consider a field theory on top of this
spacetime, whose field content will be collectively called
ϕ. Suppose also that this system is described by an action
functional

S½ϕ� ¼
Z
M

Lþ
Z
Γ
l; ð2:2Þ

where L is the bulk Lagrangian and l is the boundary
Lagrangian. The boundary Lagrangian l has support only
on Γ, and it will be useful to define proper boundary
conditions there. Instead, the two lids are viewed as hyper-
surfaces where to define the initial and final state taken into
account and they are not used to choose the theory itself.
Indeed, different boundary conditions defined on Γ lead to
different theories, while different conditions on the two lids
just correspond to different states one can consider.
In order to construct a proper phase space4 we can

start by defining the configuration space, meaning

the space of all the possible field configurations,
C ≔ fall possible field configurationsϕg.5 As mentioned
before, this configuration space contains all sections of
some fiber bundle F over M.
Since the manifold has a boundary, we might want to

restrict our configuration space to only those configurations
that satisfy some boundary conditions B at Γ. For example,
we might impose Dirichlet (dϕjΓ ¼ 0), Neumann
(nμ∇μdϕjΓ ¼ 0), or mixed/Robin boundary conditions.
Let us emphasize that the specific choice of boundary
conditions is guided by physical considerations, but it is
fundamental to guarantee the well posedness of the initial
value problem.
We thus define the boundary compatible configura-

tion space as the subset of the configuration space for
which the chosen boundary conditions are satisfied,
B ≔ fϕ∈ CjB ¼ 0g. Similarly, we define the solution
space Sol ≔ fϕ∈ CjEL½ϕ� ¼ 0g as the set of fields con-
figurations that satisfy the Euler-Lagrange equations
obtained by extremizing the action functional S½ϕ�. The
intersection of these spaces will give us the space of
physically relevant field solutions which we take to be
our prephase space P̃ ≔ Sol ∩ B ¼ fϕ∈ CjEL ¼ 0 and
B ¼ 0g. This manifold can be endowed with a closed
2-form Ω (see next section for details), called the presym-
plectic form starting from the action. The prefix “pre” is due
to the fact that Ω is still generically degenerate, hence not
fully symplectic. In this work, we omit the issue of
degeneracy and refer to these objects just as phase space
and symplectic form, writing P and Ω.

B. Dynamics

From the variational principle, we know that the field
configurations that satisfy the Euler-Lagrange equations are
related to the ones for which the action functional is
stationary, up to terms that are integrated over the two
lids Σi. Taking the variation of the action, we get

dS½ϕ� ¼
Z
M

dLþ
Z
Γ
dl: ð2:3Þ

The variation of the bulk Lagrangian L is related to the
Euler-Lagrange equations as6

dL ¼ ELdϕþ dΘ; ð2:4Þ

where the term Θ in Eq. (2.4) is the so called symplectic
boundary potential. In the language of the variational

FIG. 1. Representation of the cylindrical spacetime under
consideration, with its different parts: the lateral boundary Γ,
the two lids Σi, the two corners ∂Σi, and a generic slice Σ.

4A phase space is a manifold F endowed with a symplectic
form Ω, the latter being a closed (i.e., the exterior derivative of Ω
is 0), nondegenerate [i.e., Ωðv1; v2Þ ¼ 0 ∀ v2 ∈TF ⇒ v1 ¼ 0]
2-form on F .

5See [23–25] for a broader analysis on the geometric structure
of the configuration space.

6This result can be derived by performing integrations by part
after taking the variation of the Lagrangian; see for example [26]
for a proof using indices and [27] for a proof using the variational
bicomplex formalism.
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bicomplex, Θ is an (n − 1, 1)-form, which depends linearly
on the field variations dϕ. This will be the starting point to
construct the symplectic form. Plugging Eq. (2.4) into
Eq. (2.3), we have

dS½ϕ� ¼
Z
M

ELdϕþ
Z

Σ2

Σ1

Θþ
Z
Γ
ðΘþ dlÞ; ð2:5Þ

where the symbol
R Σ2

Σ1
means

R
Σ2
−
R
Σ1
.

The middle term in the right-hand side of the above
expression, located on the two lids, is of the kind that is
allowed by the variational principle. On the other hand, the
right-most one is not allowed as it is. To make it compatible
with the variational principle, we can restrict the form of the
boundary Lagrangian l in such a way that its variation
cancels the (pullbacked) symplectic potential on Γ, up to
terms that are localized on the only part of Γ that also
belongs to the lids, meaning the corners. This can be done
by requiring

i�ΓΘþ dl≕Bþ dθ; ð2:6Þ

where θ is called the symplectic corner potential. Indeed,
upon using the boundary conditions B, the only term
remaining in Eq. (2.6) is a total derivative of θ which, after
integration, will contribute only on the corners. Plugging
Eq. (2.6) in Eq. (2.5) gives

dS½ϕ� ¼
Z
M

ELdϕþ
Z
Γ
Bþ

Z
Σ2

Σ1

ðΘ − dθÞ; ð2:7Þ

which is compatible with the variational principle once
fields are restricted to phase space P (recall that this means
that we go on-shell and impose the boundary conditions).
Notice that, in the last term, we changed the sign of the
derivative of θ because the corner orientation induced from
Γ is the opposite to the one induced from Σ.
We can now define the symplectic current ω as the

restriction to the phase space of the (vertical) variation of
the last term in the previous equation

ω∶ ≐ dði�ΣΘ − dθÞjP ; ð2:8Þ

and the associated symplectic form on P as

ΩΣ ≔
Z
Σ
ω: ð2:9Þ

The fact that the symplectic form is closed is crucial in what
comes next.
If there exists a vector field v under whose flow the

2-form ΩΣ is left invariant, i.e., LvΩΣ ¼ 0, where Lv is the
Lie derivative along v, this implies—thanks to Cartan’s
magic formula—that the contraction of v with the sym-
plectic form IvΩ is closed and hence locally exact:

0 ¼ LvΩΣ ¼ dðIvΩΣÞ þ IvdΩΣ ⟹ IvΩΣ ¼ −dQΣ½v�;
ð2:10Þ

for some locally defined QΣ½v�.7 We will be interested in
vector fields v for which QΣ½v� can be defined globally in
phase space. When this function exists, we call it the
canonical generator of the transformation induced by v. For
example, when the vector field is the one that generates
evolution in time vt, Q½vt� will be the Hamiltonian of the
system.

C. Symmetries and Noether charges

A powerful tool to compute the canonical generator
QΣ½v� for symmetry vector fields is Noether’s theorem.
This holds for variational symmetries, i.e., field space
vector fields such that LvS ¼ 0. Since we derived the
symplectic form from the action, these transformations
also preserve the symplectic form and thereby satisfy
Eq. (2.10). In this work, we will focus on these
variational symmetries.
For these kinds of transformations, Noether’s theorem

states that there exists a Noether current

J½v� ≔ IvΘ − σ½v�; ð2:11Þ

where σ½v� is such that

dσ½v� ¼ IvdL: ð2:12Þ

This current is then conserved on shell.
As shown in [26], if one has a closed ðp; qÞ-form (with

p < n) that is locally constructed from fields, then it is
exact, meaning there exists a ðp − 1; qÞ-form—again
locally constructed from fields—such that the former is
the vertical derivative of the latter. This is the case for the
Noether current J½v�, that is closed on shell:

dJ½v� ¼ dIvΘ − dσ½v� ¼ IvdL −ELIvdϕ − IvdL

≐ 0 ⇒ J½v� ≐ ∶dq½v�; ð2:13Þ

with q½v� a (n − 2)-form that we call the Noether
charge [28].
The argument of [26] to infer the existence of q½v� is very

general. There is no universal algorithm to extract Noether
charges, but, in concrete cases, we usually work with the
dual vector Jμ½v� and try to express it as the divergence of
an antisymmetric, rank (n − 2) tensor qμν½v�: the form dual
of this tensor will be a candidate Noether charge.
The conserved current J½v� is the key ingredient to

construct the canonical generator Qv by integrating this
over a slice Σ, as its variation is related to the contraction of
v withΘ. Moreover, this integral will be independent of any

7The minus sign is conventional.
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bulk variation of the slice because J½v� is closed. However,
we are also interested in variations of Σ that affect its
boundary. To obtain a canonical generator that is invariant
under these boundary variations, we need to add a term that
compensates the flux of the current across the boundary.
The term we have to add is the boundary Noether current
j½v�, constructed with terms that are intrinsically defined on
the boundary

j½v� ≔ Ivθ − ς½v�; ð2:14Þ

where ς½v� is defined by the condition

Ivdl≕ dς½v� − i�Γσ½v�: ð2:15Þ

This condition holds only for vector fields v that annihilate
B or when restricted to P where B ¼ 0.
Therefore, the canonical generator QΣ½v� associated

with the variational symmetry vector field v is

QΣ½v�∶ ≐
Z
Σ
J½v� −

Z
∂Σ
j½v� ¼ðII:13Þ

Z
∂Σ
ðq½v� − j½v�Þ: ð2:16Þ

The following proposition then holds true.
Proposition II.1. The canonical generator defined in

Eq. (2.16) does not depend on the slice of integration Σ.
Moreover the vertical variation of this quantity is related to
the symplectic form contraction as in Eq. (2.10).
We shall give a proof for this statement in Appendix A 1

and, as a consequence of it, we shall drop the subscript Σ in
QΣ½v� from now on.

D. Diffeomorphism invariance
and covariant Lagrangians

When working with gravitation theories, one generally
requires invariance under the full group of spacetime
diffeomorphisms. Diffeomorphisms also induce transfor-
mations on fields.
For the diffeomorphism generated by ξ to be a symmetry

of our phase space, we ask that both the Euler-Lagrange
equations and the boundary conditions are left invariant,
that is (we use δ to refer to a generic variation)

�
δξEL ¼ 0;

δξB ¼ 0:
ð2:17Þ

A sufficient condition for the first equality to be satisfied is
that vξ is a variational symmetry (meaning it keeps the
action invariant). On the other hand, the presence of a
boundary already breaks the full group of diffeomorphisms
of M, which means that the action is at most invariant
under those diffeomorphisms that preserve the position of
the boundary: this is equivalent to ask ιξn ¼ 0 everywhere
on Γ. The second equality in Eq. (2.17), of course, depends
on the boundary conditions chosen.

For those theories whose Lagrangians are covariant8 and
for diffeomorphisms that satisfy Eq. (2.17), we can explic-
itly compute the terms σ½vξ� and ς½vξ� in the bulk and
boundary Noether currents Eqs. (2.11) and (2.14). Indeed,
using Cartan’s magic formula, we can show that

δξL ¼ LvξL ¼ ιvξdLþ dðιvξLÞ; ð2:19Þ

where the second term vanishes becauseL is a ðn; 0Þ-form.
Moreover, because of covariance

δξL ¼ £ξL ¼ ιξdLþ dðιξLÞ; ð2:20Þ

where the last term vanishes because L is a top form
on M. Comparing the two, we can deduce that
σ½vξ� ¼ ιξL. Analogous considerations for l lead us to
the result

σ½vξ� ¼ ιξL; and ς½vξ� ¼ ιξl; ð2:21Þ

So, using Eq. (2.14) together with Eq. (2.21), the charge
associated to a diffeomorphism that satisfies the condition
Eq. (2.17) has the final form

Q½vξ� ≐
Z
∂Σ
ðq½vξ� − j½vξ�Þ ¼

Z
∂Σ
ðq½vξ� − ιvξθþ ιξlÞ :

ð2:22Þ

III. FIRST LAW OF BLACK HOLE
THERMODYNAMICS AND SMARR FORMULA

Consider now a stationary black hole metric, meaning a
solution ϕ ∘ of the Euler-Lagrange equations with a Killing
vector field ξ (i.e., £ξϕ ∘ ¼ 0) that has a causal boundaryH.
In general relativity, H is the Killing horizon of ξ, but in
different theoriesH is not necessarily a Killing horizon, nor
a null surface in general.
We take the lateral boundary of the manifold M as

Γ ∪ H. We also define SR ≔ Γ ∩ Σ, and H ≔ H ∩ Σ,
meaning the intersection of Γ and H with a generic slice
Σ, to distinguish them from the two corners ∂Σi (see Fig. 2).
Here R stands for a regulator scale that one will eventually
send to infinity.

8A tensorial field T on configuration space transforms as
δξT ¼ LvξT, that is with a configuration space Lie derivative. If T
is constructed as a local combination of fields, it is also a tensor in
spacetime, which means that it changes under the diffeomor-
phism generated by ξ as δξT ¼ £ξT, where we recall that £ is the
spacetime Lie derivative. Hence, we say that an object T is
covariant under ξ if it satisfies

LvξT ¼ £ξT: ð2:18Þ
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In this case, the variation of the canonical generator
Eq. (2.22) will contain two pieces, one integrated over
the external boundary SR and one over the internal
boundary H:

dQ½vξ� ≐ d
Z
SR

ðq½vξ� − j½vξ�Þ − d
Z
H
q½vξ� þ

Z
H
ιξΘ:

ð3:1Þ

For simple choices of ξ, the integral over the corner SR
have a clear physical interpretation:

(i) If ξ ¼ ∂t, then

dM ≔ d
Z
SR

ðq½vt� − j½vt�Þ ð3:2Þ

is the variation of the system energy.
(ii) If ξ ¼ ∂φ, then

dJ ≔ −d
Z
SR

ðq½vφ� − j½vφ�Þ ð3:3Þ

is the variation of the system angular momentum.
In the limit where the boundary is at spatial infinity, the two
quantities above respectively correspond to the Arnowitt-
Deser-Misner (ADM) mass and angular momentum.
On the other hand, the quantity evaluated on the horizon

H in Eq. (3.1) will be related to the product of the
temperature T and the entropy S of the black hole, as
we will soon show.
According to Proposition II.1, the total charge Eq. (3.1)

is related to the symplectic form contraction as

dQ½vξ� ¼ −ιvξ

Z
Σ
ω: ð3:4Þ

Since both the boundary and corner symplectic potentials
are linear in the field variations, so it is the symplectic
current ω. Given that the vector field ξ is Killing, we have
ιvξdϕ ¼ 0 (we assume that fields are covariant), hence the
contraction ιvξω on the right-hand side of Eq. (3.4) vanishes
and we obtain a relation between the quantities defined on
the external boundary and those defined on H, namely

d
Z
SR

ðq½vξ� − j½vξ�Þ ≐ d
Z
H
q½vξ� −

Z
H
ιξΘ: ð3:5Þ

Let us show how this relation can be interpreted as the first
law of black hole thermodynamics.
As Wald proved in his seminal paper [10], in order to

interpret the first term on the right-hand side of Eq. (3.5) as
an entropy contribution, we have to restrict our focus on
stationary variations around the black hole geometry that
do not move the horizon. To do so, we have to require that
variations preserve the rescaled vector field ξ̂ ≔ ξ=κH, so
defined to have unit surface gravity.9 This implies that the
diffeomorphism must be field dependent [29,30]

dξ̂μ ¼ d

�
ξμ

κH

�
¼ dξμ

κH
− dκH

ξμ

κ2H
¼impose

0

⟹ dξμ ¼ dκH
κH

ξμ ≠ 0: ð3:6Þ

As a consequence of this field dependence, Eq. (3.4) no
longer holds as written, but an additional term appears,
namely

dQ½vξ� −Q½vdξ� ≐ −
Z
Σ
ιvξω: ð3:7Þ

This new term is essential for the thermodynamical
interpretation.
Expanding Eq. (3.7) we get a contribution at the

asymptotic boundary and one on the horizon. We can
choose the variation of the Killing vector field such that it
vanishes on Γ—so that the asymptotic quantities can be
defined as before [see Eqs. (3.2) and (3.3)]—while it
behaves like Eq. (3.6) on the horizon.
By linearity, the charge density q½vξ� on the horizon H

can be written as the product of κH and the charge density
computed with ξ̂ (namely q½vξ̂�). Therefore its variation
would naively include contributions from both factors for
the Leibniz rule. However, the subtraction in Eq. (3.7)
cancels exactly the term associated with dκH:

dq½vξ� − q½vdξ� ¼ dðκHq½vξ̂�Þ −
dκH
κH

q½vξ� ¼ κHdq½vξ̂�:

ð3:8Þ

FIG. 2. Spacetime in presence of an internal boundary H.

9If we define the surface gravity of the horizon to be either κ-
generator, ∇μξν ¼ κHϵμν, or κ-inaffinity, ξμ∇μξ

ν ¼ κHξ
ν, we can

see that substituting ξ̂ we get ∇μξ̂ν ¼ ϵμν and ξ̂μ∇μξ̂
ν ¼ ξ̂ν.
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If we write (the integral of) q½vξ� as the product of
temperature and entropy TS, we can make the analogy

dðκHq½vξ̂�Þ −
dκH
κH

q½vξ� ¼ κHdq½vξ̂�; ð3:9Þ

dðTSÞ − dTS ¼ TdS; ð3:10Þ

leading to the following identifications:

SBH ≔ 2π

Z
H
q½vξ̂�; and TBH ≔

κH
2π

: ð3:11Þ

These are precisely the definitions given in [10].10

So far, we have not talked about the symplectic flux ιξΘ
in Eq. (3.5). Remember that ξ is the Killing vector field of a
stationary black hole. Assuming that (i) the horizon is
bifurcating so that we can take H to be the bifurcation
surface (where ξ ¼ 0), and (ii) the integrand ιξΘ is regular
on H, the symplectic flux contribution vanishes. This is
what happens in general relativity. On the other hand, the
second condition is not generically satisfied in alternative
theories of gravity. In particular, it fails in the case of
Einstein-æther theory because the æther flux diverges as we
approach the Killing horizon. This will be the main point of
Sec. V C, where this behavior will lead us to unveil a
contribution to the first law given by the æther itself.
Finally, if the horizon-generating Killing vector field is a

linear combination of time translation and rotation
ξ ¼ ∂t þ ΩH∂φ, we get

dM ¼ TBHdSBH þ ΩHdJ þ
Z
H
ιξ̂Θ ; ð3:12Þ

where ΩH is the angular velocity of the black hole horizon.
The first law of black hole thermodynamics can be
obviously extended to include additional terms coming
from gauge fields [24,31–33].

A. Scale invariance, extended thermodynamics,
and Smarr formula

An important relation that can be derived from the first
law of black hole thermodynamics is the so-called Smarr
formula. This formula is relevant as it directly relates the
parameters that characterize a black hole solution, unlike
the first law which relates infinitesimal variations of the
parameters. For example, the Smarr formula for a

Schwarzschild black hole in general relativity in generic
spacetime dimensions reads ðn − 3ÞM ¼ ðn − 2ÞTS.
The Smarr formula is deeply connected to the trans-

formation properties of the black hole parameters under
rescaling. Indeed it can be derived with a scaling argument
from the first law: under an overall change of length scale,
in pure general relativity, the parameters of the solution
transform homogeneously, with a degree that is fixed by its
length dimension; therefore, each parameter is a homo-
geneous function of the others. Applying Euler’s theorem
to this function leads to the desired formula.
In order to make contact with the covariant phase space

formalism, we reinterpret these considerations in terms of
the solution space. Notice that an overall change in length
scale can also be interpreted as a transformation of the
“ruler” we use to measure those scales, i.e., the metric
tensor.
A dilatation of the metric—and of any other field in the

theory—is realized by the global part of the group of Weyl
transformations. Under an infinitesimal Weyl transforma-
tion, the field ϕ typically changes as

δWϕ ≔ wðϕÞεϕ; ð3:13Þ

where wðϕÞ is some number called the Weyl weight of ϕ,
and ε is the small parameter of the expansion. We focus
here on global Weyl transformations, for which ε does not
depend on the spacetime point.
A theory is said to be globally Weyl invariant if the

variation of the action S under this transformation vanishes.
This occurs if there exists at least one combination of Weyl
weights such that the contributions from each field cancel
exactly. A generic theory is not invariant under these
transformations, as different terms in the action generally
transform with different weights.
As shown in [34], a possible way to circumvent this issue

is to allow coupling constants appearing in the action to
transform as well, i.e.,

δWci ≔ wðciÞεci; ð3:14Þ

for suitably chosen weights wðciÞ. The framework in which
couplings are allowed to vary under global Weyl trans-
formations is called extended thermodynamics [34–36].
Within a covariant phase space approach, the transforma-
tion of couplings is unnatural. To encompass the extended
framework, one must enlarge the configuration space to
include couplings as well, that is writing a theory with
dynamical couplings.
To avoid any possible confusion, we will denote by d̄

and ṽ respectively the vertical exterior derivative and a
generic vector field acting on the enlarged configura-
tion space.
Repeating the computation that led us to Eq. (3.1) in the

extended framework we get

10The 2π factor is chosen in such a way that the entropy
reproduces the Bekenstein-Hawking one SBH ¼ ABH=4GN in
general relativity. The temperature also reproduces the celebrated
Hawking temperature of quantum field theories in black hole
spacetimes.
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d̄
Z
SR

ðq½ṽξ� − j½ṽξ�Þ þ Ψid̄ci −
Z
SR

ιξ̃B − d̄
Z
H
q½ṽξ�

þ
Z
H
q½ṽd̄ξ� þ

Z
H
ιξΘ ¼ −ιṽξ

Z
Σ
ω; ð3:15Þ

where

Ψi ≔
Z
Σ

∂J½vξ�
∂ci

−
Z
SR

∂j½vξ�
∂ci

ð3:16Þ

is the conjugated variable to the chemical potential ci. See
[37] for a more detailed discussion.
Since boundary conditions are not generally invariant

under a Weyl transformation, the variation induced by a
Weyl transformation is not tangent to the boundary com-
patible configuration space B. To account for this fact, we
have to add the term

R
SR

ιξB, that generalizes Eq. (3.1).
Equation (3.15) is the extended thermodynamics version of
Eq. (3.4). Similarly, if ξ is a Killing vector field, the right-
hand side vanishes and we get a relation between the
variations on the left-hand side.
If we consider again a solution that admits a Killing

vector field ξ of the form ξ ¼ ∂t þ ΩH∂φ, we can use the
definitions Eqs. (3.2), (3.3), and (3.11) to turn Eq. (3.15)
into the first law of black hole extended thermodynamics:

d̄M −ΩHd̄J þ Ψid̄ci − Td̄S −
Z
SR

ιξB ¼ 0 : ð3:17Þ

If we call ṽW the vector on the enlarged configuration space
that generates the infinitesimal Weyl transformation, we
can contract the previous equation with ṽW to obtain

ðn − 2ÞM ¼ ðn − 2ÞTSþ ðn − 2ÞΩHJ − wðciÞΨici

þ
Z
SR

ιξðιvWBÞ: ð3:18Þ

The term involving B depends on the theory one is
considering, but, when evaluated at infinity, it typically
reduces to another factor of the total mass [37], thereby
leading to the desired Smarr formula

ðn − 3ÞM ¼ ðn − 2ÞTSþ ðn − 2ÞΩHJ − wðciÞΨici :

ð3:19Þ

IV. EINSTEIN-ÆTHER THEORY

Consider a spacetime ðM; gÞ of dimension n and mostly
plus signature. We assume that there also exists a dynami-
cal 1-form field u, called the æther. The dual vector field
gμνuν will be denoted by uμ. Einstein-æther theory is a
generally covariant vector-tensor theory that describes the

dynamics of g and u. In the simplest case, the action of this
theory can be written as the Einstein-Hilbert action (with a
possibly nonzero cosmological constant Λ), plus the most
general two-derivative action for the æther, as given in [4].
In addition, a Lagrange multiplier λ is introduced to enforce
u to be timelike and of unit norm. Thus we have

SÆ½g;u� ¼
1

16πGN

Z
M
ϵM½R−2ΛþLuþλðgμνuμuνþ1Þ�;

ð4:1Þ
where

Lu ¼ −Zμν
ρσ∇μuρ∇νuσ; ð4:2Þ

and11

Zμν
ρσ ¼ c1gμνgρσ þ c2δ

μ
ρδνσ þ c3δ

μ
σδνρ − c4uμuνgρσ: ð4:3Þ

The kinetic Lagrangian density for the æther vector then
reads [4]

Lu ¼ −c1∇μuν∇μuν − c2∇μuμ∇νuν − c3∇μuν∇νuμ

þ c4aμaμ; ð4:4Þ
where aμ ≔ uρ∇ρuμ is the æther acceleration vector field.
General covariance is maintained thanks to the fact that

u is a dynamical field. However, as the expectation value of
the æther is necessarily different from 0, every solution
breaks local Lorentz invariance because the æther provides
a preferred frame. As a matter of fact, this theory is
intended to be an effective description of Lorentz-violating
physics (see, e.g., [39] and references therein).
For convenience, we introduce the following shorthand

notation for the sum of different couplings

ci1;…;ip ≔ ci1 þ � � � þ cip ; ð4:5Þ

so that, e.g., c13 ≔ c1 þ c3 and c123 ≔ c1 þ c2 þ c3.
An interesting feature of this theory is that the action can

be written in the so called fluidodynamical variables [40].
If we decompose the covariant derivative of the æther as

∇μuν ¼
1

n − 1
pμνϑþ σμν þ ωμν − uμaν; ð4:6Þ

where

pμν ≔ gμν þ uμuν; ϑ ≔ ∇μuμ;

σμν ≔ pα
ðμp

β
νÞ∇αuβ −

1

n − 1
pμνϑ; ωμν ≔ pα

½μp
β
ν�∇αuβ

ð4:7Þ

11This tensor is sometimes called K, but we call it Z, as in [38]
to avoid confusion with the extrinsic curvature.
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are respectively the projector on the leaves orthogonal to
the æther and the expansion, the shear, and the twist of the
æther congruence, we can recast the action in the following
form:

SÆ½g;u� ¼
1

16πGN

Z
M

ϵM½R − 2Λ − cϑϑ2 − cσσ2 − cωω2

þ caa2 þ λðuμuνgμν þ 1Þ�; ð4:8Þ

where

cϑ ≔ c13 þ ðn − 1Þc2; cσ ≔ c13;

cω ≔ c1 − c3; ca ≔ c14: ð4:9Þ

In principle, we could look for solutions of the Euler-
Lagrange equations for any possible value of the couplings
ci. However, a lot of these values have been ruled out by
physical considerations such as positivity of total energy,
absence of naked singularities, and so on [41]. Most of the
solutions known in the literature have been found in sectors
of the theory where some of the coefficients of the fluid-
odynamical description Eq. (4.8) are set to zero, which is
equivalent to make the corresponding term of the æther flux
a cyclic variable.
As we will see shortly, the coupling constants are also

related to the propagation speed of the various degrees of
freedom of the theory. For example, the strong observa-
tional evidence that the spin-2 perturbation of the metric
propagates with the speed of light restricts c13 to be very
small. We invite the reader to consult [15,41,42] and the
references therein for a more comprehensive review of
these bounds.

A. Relation with the infrared limit
of Hořava-Lifshitz gravity

In [43], the author introduced a variant of Einstein-æther
theory where the æther vector is taken to be normalized and
hypersurface-orthogonal by construction. At the level of
the action Eq. (4.8), this can be achieved by taking the
formal limit λ → þ∞; cω → þ∞. This theory has been
called “Khronometric Theory” or “T -Theory,” and it has
been shown to be the infrared limit of Hořava-Lifshitz
gravity [43]. In Khronon theory, the form field u can be
traded for a scalar field T (called the Khronon) defined by
the relation

u ≔ −NdT ; ð4:10Þ

where N ≔ ð−g−1ðdT ; dT ÞÞ−1=2 is a normalization factor
and the minus sign is chosen such that T grows in the
direction of the vector field u, namely uμ∂μT > 0. The level
sets of the Khronon T , to which the æther is orthogonal,
provide a preferred foliation of spacetime, which can be
used to simplify the canonical analysis of the theory.

Since the unit-norm constraint is implicit in the defi-
nition Eq. (4.10) of u, the resulting action is nothing but the
Einstein-æther action without the Lagrange multiplier, and
with u being a shorthand for the normalized gradient of T
as in Eq. (4.10),

ST ½g; T � ¼ 1

16πGN

Z
M

ϵM½R − 2Λþ Lu�: ð4:11Þ

On the other hand, u is not necessarily hypersurface-
orthogonal in Einstein-æther theory. According to
Frobenius’ theorem, this is true if and only if

u ∧ du ¼ 0: ð4:12Þ

It is easy to check that this condition is automatically
satisfied if u has the form Eq. (4.10). In [15] it has been
shown that the space of solutions of twist-free Einstein-
æther that contain a black hole region is a proper subset of
the black hole solution space of Hořava-Lifshitz gravity,
while the two solution spaces are equivalent when restricted
to static and spherically symmetric configurations in
dimension n ¼ 4.

B. Universal horizons

In Lorentz-violating theories of gravity such as Einstein-
æther theory, the causal structure of spacetime differs
fundamentally from that of general relativity. The presence
of the æther field selects a preferred local inertial frame and
therefore breaks local Lorentz invariance. As a conse-
quence, causality is no longer governed by a single metric
light cone. Instead, field perturbations decompose into
several independent modes, each propagating with its
own characteristic speed relative to the æther frame. The
causal structure is therefore described by a set of distinct
light cones rather than a unique one. This might happen
also in other theories, different from general relativity [44].
In Einstein-æther theory there are three propagating

modes [45]: a spin-2 tensor, a spin-1 vector, and a spin-
0 scalar mode. The tensor mode corresponds to the usual
graviton. Their propagation speeds are given by

8>>><
>>>:

c2spin 2 ¼ 1
ð1−c13Þ c

2;

c2spin 1 ¼ 2c1−c21þc2
3

2c14ð1−c13Þ c
2;

c2spin 0 ¼ c123
c14

2−c14
½2ð1þc2Þ2−c123ð1þc2þc123Þ� c

2;

ð4:13Þ

where we explicitly showed factors of c (the speed of light
in vacuum, everywhere else equal to 1). Since these
propagation speeds can be superluminal, signals associated
with these modes may in principle escape from the usual
Killing horizon. The existence of a genuine signal-trapping
surface is therefore far from obvious.
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Remarkably, black hole solutions can nevertheless exist
in these theories. In particular, a special causal boundary
known as the universal horizon can arise and act as the
ultimate barrier for signals, even those that propagate
arbitrarily fast. The existence of this structure is closely
related to the hypersurface-orthogonality of the æther flow,
which holds in many relevant solutions [46].
When this condition holds, the æther field u can be

written locally as the normalized gradient of a scalar field,
the Khronon of the previous subsection.12 Spacetime is
therefore locally foliated by constant Khronon hypersur-
faces. These leaves define surfaces of simultaneity in the
preferred frame, and signals must always propagate toward
increasing values of the Khronon field.
In typical situations these surfaces of simultaneity extend

to spatial infinity i0. However, sufficiently strong gravita-
tional fields can cause one particular leaf of the foliation to
become compact. Since all signals move toward the future
in terms of increasing Khronon, once they cross such a
surface they cannot return to the exterior region, regardless
of how large their propagation speed may become. The first
compact constant-Khronon hypersurface is called the
universal horizon. Its boundary is future timelike infin-
ity iþ.
The universal horizon can be characterized geometrically

through the conditions

ðιξuÞjrUH ¼ 0; and ðιξaÞjrUH ≠ 0; ð4:14Þ

where again ξ is the Killing vector field associated with
stationarity and aμ ¼ uν∇νuμ the æther acceleration. The
first condition states that the æther becomes orthogonal to
the Killing vector at the universal horizon: since uμ is
everywhere timelike, this can only occur in a region where
ξ is spacelike, which implies that the universal horizon
must lie inside the Killing horizon. The second condition
ensures that the horizon is nondegenerate and that the
corresponding surface gravity is nonvanishing. Indeed, the
surface gravity of the universal horizon can be defined as

κUH ¼ 1

2
ðιξaÞjrUH ; ð4:15Þ

and interpreted in terms of the peeling behavior of constant-
Khronon surfaces near the horizon [48].
In the presence of an æther field, it is possible to

construct covariant field equations describing superluminal
matter fields with modified dispersion relations

ω2 ¼ k2 þ
Xn
j¼2

β2j

Λ2j−2
UV

k2j; ð4:16Þ

where ω and k are respectively the frequency and the
modulus of the wave vector of the superluminal mode in an
adapted frame, β2j are coefficients depending on the
ultraviolet completion of the theory, and ΛUV is an ultra-
violet cutoff. It was recently proven that such superluminal
matter field radiate from the universal horizon with a
Hawking temperature TUH ¼ κUH=π which is afterwards
partially reprocessed at the Killing horizon for low-energy
modes [12].
Universal horizons were first identified in static asymp-

totically flat black hole solutions of Einstein-æther theory
[11,49,50]. Similar structures have subsequently been
found in several other classes of solutions, including

(i) four-dimensional static asymptotically (anti-) de
Sitter spacetimes in the sector c14 ¼ 0 [15];

(ii) four-dimensional stationary asymptotically flat
slowly rotating black holes in the sector c14 ¼ 0
[51–53];

(iii) three-dimensional rotating solutions in the sector
c14 ¼ 0 [54];

(iv) three- and four-dimensional charged static black
holes in both sectors c14 ¼ 0 and c123 ¼ 0 [55–57].

In many cases of interest, static spherically symmetric
solutions can be parametrized as

(
ds2 ¼ −eðrÞdt2 þ dr2

eðrÞ þ r2dΩ2
2;

u ¼ ðιξuÞdt − ιξs
eðrÞ dr;

ð4:17Þ

where ξ ¼ ∂t is a Killing vector of both the metric and the
æther field (namely Lξg ¼ 0 ¼ Lξu) and s is a normalized

FIG. 3. Carter-Penrose diagram for a Schwarzschild-like sol-
ution featuring a universal horizon and three constant-Khronon
slices.

12Note that the requirement of hypersurface-orthogonality
does not need to hold everywhere, as long as Eq. (4.12) holds
at the would-be horizon [47].
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1-form orthogonal to u that spans the radial plane together
with it,

s ¼ ðιξsÞdt −
ιξu
eðrÞ dr: ð4:18Þ

In the æther frame, defined by u ∼ dτ, the metric takes
the form

ds2 ¼ ðιξuÞ2dτ2 þ
ðιξuÞ2
e2ðrÞ dρ

2 þ r2dΩ2
2; ð4:19Þ

for a suitably redefined spatial coordinate ρ (see [58] for the
explicit construction). This expression makes it clear that,
besides the usual Killing horizons defined by eðrÞ ¼ 0, the
metric also becomes degenerate at radii where ðιξuÞ ¼ 0.
These loci correspond precisely to universal horizons;
see Fig. 3.

V. COVARIANT PHASE SPACE ANALYSIS
OF EINSTEIN-ÆTHER THEORY

In this section, we apply the covariant phase space
formalism that we reviewed in Sec. II to the solutions of
Einstein-æther theory. This analysis constitutes the main
contribution of this work.
Let us consider again the action of the theory

SÆ½g;u� ¼
1

16πGN

Z
M

ϵM½R− 2ΛþLu þ λðuμuνgμν þ 1Þ�;

ð5:1Þ
with Lu given in Eq. (4.2).
As a first step to apply the algorithm of covariant phase

space, we need to compute the variation of this action13:

dSÆ ¼ 1

16πGN

Z
M

ϵM½ðGμν þ gμνΛ − TÆ
μνÞdgμν

þ 2ðÆμ þ λuμÞduμ þ ðuμuνgμν þ 1Þdλ�

þ −
1

16πGN

Z
M

ϵM∇μ½gαβ∇μdgαβ

− gμβ∇αdgαβ þ Xμ
αβdgαβ þ 2Yμ

αduα�: ð5:2Þ
Let us analyze the various terms that appear in this
expression. First of all, for convenience, we defined the
X and Y tensors

Yμ
ρ ≔ Zμν

ρσ∇νuσ; ð5:3aÞ

Xμ
αβ ≔ uμYðαβÞ þ uðαYμ

βÞ − uðβYαÞμ; ð5:3bÞ

as they will appear frequently in our computations. In the
first line of Eq. (5.2), we also introduced

Æμ ≔ c4aρ∇μuρ þ∇ρYρ
μ; ð5:4aÞ

TÆ
μν ≔ c1ð∇μuρ∇νuρ −∇ρuμ∇ρuνÞ þ c4aμaν

þ∇ρXρ
μν þ λuμuν þ

1

2
gμνLu; ð5:4bÞ

with the former entering in the æther field equations and the
latter being the æther stress-energy tensor.
From the bulk piece of Eq. (5.2), we read the equations

of motion of the theory8>><
>>:

Gμν þ gμνΛ ¼ TÆ
μν;

Æμ þ λuμ ¼ 0;

uμuμ ¼ −1:
ð5:5Þ

Since u is normalized, we can remove λ from the second
equation and write

(
Gμν þ gμνΛ ¼ TÆ

μν;

Æ
←

μ ¼ 0;
ð5:6Þ

where the left-pointing arrow under a tensor ð
←
Þmeans that

its free indices are projected orthogonally to the æther
1-form with the projector operator pμ

ν ¼ δμν þ uμuν that we
introduced in the hydrodynamical description [see
Eq. (4.7)]. On shell of the equations of motion for the
Lagrange multiplier λ, we can rewrite the æther stress-
energy tensor as

TÆ
μν ¼ Yμ

ρ∇νuρ − Yρ
ν∇ρuμ −uμ∇ρYρ

ν þuμÆ
← ν

þ∇ρXρ
μν

þ 1

2
gμνLu: ð5:7Þ

This will be useful in constructing explicitly the diffeo-
morphism charge associated to the æther as we do in
Appendix B, because charges are evaluated on shell and in
this form it is manifest now that one term vanishes when
going on shell of the equations of motion of the æther.
From the boundary piece of the variation of the action

Eq. (5.2), we can read off the symplectic potential of
the theory. We recognize that the first two terms give
the boundary symplectic potential of pure general relativity

ΘGR ¼ −
1

16πGN
ðgαβ∇μdgαβ −∇αdgμαÞϵμ; ð5:8Þ

so that we can identify the last two as the æther contribution

ΘÆ ≔ −
1

16πGN
ðXμαβdgαβ þ 2Yμ

αduαÞϵμ: ð5:9Þ

13Notice that duα is the variation of the vector field dual to the
æther. When needed, we will use the boldface character to denote
the variation of the form field. Moreover, the tensor dgμν is the
variation of the metric g with both indices raised and not the
variation of the inverse metric gμν.
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The total symplectic potential of the theory can thus be
written as

ΘTOT ¼ ΘGR þΘÆ; ð5:10Þ

where ϵμ ¼ ι∂μϵ.

A. Diffeomorphism charges for Einstein-æther

With these ingredients, we can construct the diffeo-
morphism charge as defined in Eq. (2.13). A more detailed
derivation is included in Appendix B. The result is

qTOT½vξ� ¼ −
1

8πGN
ð∇½μξν� þ u½μYν�

ρξ
ρ þ u½μYρ

ν�ξρ

þ Y ½μν�uρξ
ρÞϵμν

¼ qK½vξ� þ qÆ½vξ�; ð5:11Þ

where ϵμν ¼ ι∂μ ι∂νϵM, and we identified the contribution
coming from the metric field, which is the usual Komar
charge density of general relativity,

qK½vξ� ≔ −
1

16πGN
ð∇μξν −∇νξμÞϵμν; ð5:12Þ

and that coming from the æther field

qÆ½vξ� ≔ −
1

8πGN
ðu½μYν�

ρξ
ρ þ u½μYρ

ν�ξρ þ Y ½μν�uρξ
ρÞϵμν:

ð5:13Þ

The presence of two pieces already suggests the existence
of an independent æther contribution to the entropy, as
defined in Eq. (3.11). In the following we will provide a
precise derivation of this claim.
Quite interestingly, we can see that, just as

∇νq
μν
K ¼ −

1

16πGN
ð2Gμ

ν þ RδμνÞξν; ð5:14Þ

as in Komar’s original construction [59], it similarly holds
that

∇νq
μν
Æ ¼ 1

16πGN
ð2TÆ

μ
ν − Luδ

μ
νÞξν; ð5:15Þ

upon the sole imposition of the equations of motion for the
æther, Æ

←
μ ¼ 0 (since we do not need to go fully on shell,

we did not use ≐ in this equality). The analogy between
these two equations is very intriguing. The conservation
equation Eq. (5.14) is a consequence of Bianchi identities,
which means that it follows from the constraints associated
with diffeomorphism invariance. It thus appears that the
equations of motion for the æther—at least those that are

sufficient to guarantee Eq. (5.15)—can be interpreted as the
diffeomorphism constraints for the æther contribution of
the theory.
Notice that, from Eq. (5.15), it follows the conservation

of the right-hand side

∇μ

�
1

16πGN
ð2TÆ

μ
ν − Luδ

μ
νÞξν

�
¼ ∇μ∇νq

μν
Æ ¼ 0: ð5:16Þ

This last equality will be instrumental for the physical
interpretation of the æther contributions to the first law.
Indeed, this conserved current will be related to the flux of
Killing energy associated with the æther across the horizon,
as we will show in greater detail in Sec. VI C.

B. Boundary conditions for Einstein-æther gravity
from Khronometric theory

As thoroughly explained in Sec. II B, a proper specifi-
cation of the dynamics in a manifold with boundaries
requires the imposition of boundary conditions. The
standard choice for those boundary conditions in T -theory
is Dirichlet boundary conditions for the metric—i.e.,
di�Γgμν ¼ 0—and Neumann boundary conditions for the
Khronon—i.e., ∇μdT

⟵
¼ 0. Since the hypersurface-

orthogonal sector of Einstein-æther theory is equivalent
to T -theory, we take the boundary conditions of the latter
as a guiding principle.
Notice that the two theories do not have the same

dynamics, as Einstein-æther theory admits solutions with
nonvanishing twist. We will show later that the boundary
conditions we obtain are nonetheless enough to ensure
compatibility with the variational principle.
If we compute the variation of the æther 1-form, locally

written in terms of the Khronon as in Eq. (4.10), we get

duμ ¼ −dN∇μT − Nd∇μT : ð5:17Þ
From the normalization condition, the variation of N reads

dN ¼ −
1

2
N3dgμν∇μT ∇νT þ N3gμν∇μT d∇νT ; ð5:18Þ

so that

duμ ¼ −
1

2
dgαβuauβuμ − N∇μdT

⟵
: ð5:19Þ

Using the boundary conditions from T -theory, it is easy to
see that the pullback of this expression vanishes if the vector
field uμ is tangent at the boundary. When the boundary is at
infinity, it makes sense to take u to be aligned to the time
direction of the asymptotic observer, which automatically
makes it tangent. For this reason, we shall call

g−1ðn;uÞjΓ ¼ 0 ð5:20Þ
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the alignment condition. Albeit the formalism is suited to
work with finite-distance boundaries as well, where one
should in principle entail the possibility that the æther is not
orthogonal to the normal form defining the boundary (non-
alignment condition),we shall assumealignment in thiswork.
Considering Eq. (5.19), it follows that, when the æther is

aligned, a suitable choice of boundary conditions (which is
at least compatible with the aforementioned boundary
conditions in T -theory) is to enforce Dirichlet conditions
for both g and u, that is

dqab ¼ 0; and dua ¼ 0 ; ð5:21Þ

where qab and ua are respectively the pullback of the metric
and the æther 1-form to the boundary.
Given the boundary embedding, we can also construct

the extrinsic curvature of the boundary14

KðΓÞ
μν ≔

1

2
£nqμν ¼ qαðμ∇αnνÞ; ð5:22Þ

which, together with qab and ua, will allow us to construct
a suitable boundary Lagrangian using only objects that are
intrinsic to the boundary Γ.
Let us consider the total symplectic potential Eq. (5.10)

ΘTOT ¼ ΘGR þΘÆ and pull-back it to the boundary. We
know that the symplectic potential of general relativity can
be written as15

i�ΓΘGR ¼ BGR − dlGR þ dθGR ð5:23Þ

with

BGR ¼ 1

16πGN
ðKðΓÞqμν − KðΓÞμνÞdqμνϵΓ; ð5:24Þ

lGR ¼ lΓϵΓ ¼ 1

8πGN
KðΓÞϵΓ; ð5:25Þ

θGR ¼ 1

16πGN
cμtμϵ∂Σ; ð5:26Þ

where cμ ≔ −qμνnαdqνα, and KðΓÞ ≔ qμνKðΓÞ
μν ¼ gμνKðΓÞ

μν is
the trace of the extrinsic curvature. With few algebraic
manipulations, we can show that

nμΘ
μ
Æ ¼ −

1

16πGN
½nμðuμYαβ − 2uαYðμβÞÞdgαβ

þ 2nμYμνduν�; ð5:27Þ

⇒ i�ΓΘÆ¼−
1

16πGN
½Pabdqabþ2Waduaþ2W⊥dðιnuÞ� ;

ð5:28Þ
where we defined

Pαβ ≔ nμðuμYαβ − 2uαY ½μβ�Þ; Wα ≔ nμYμα;

W⊥ ≔ nαWα: ð5:29Þ
Notice that the normal components of these tensors do not
enter the boundary symplectic potential Eq. (5.28), because
of the following cancellations

nμduμ ¼ dðnμuμÞ þ uμðdnμ − cμÞ; ð5:30Þ
together with

PðαβÞnαcβ þ
1

2
W⊥uμcμ ¼ 0;

Pαβnαnβ þ
1

2
ðιnuÞW⊥ ¼ 0; ð5:31Þ

as desirable for the covariance of the boundary symplectic
potential [21].
In Eq. (5.28) we notice that everything vanishes when we

impose the Dirichlet boundary conditions (5.21) and the
alignment condition, meaning that the entire right-hand
side belongs to BÆ.

BÆ ¼ −
1

16πGN
½Pabdqab þ 2Wadua þ 2W⊥dðιnuÞ� :

ð5:32Þ
As a consequence, we can set lÆ ¼ 0 and θÆ ¼ 0 in the
analogous of Eq. (5.23) for ΘÆ.
Putting everything together, we can write Eq. (2.6) for

the entire theory,

i�ΓΘTOT þ dlTOT ¼ BTOT þ dθTOT; ð5:33Þ
where

dlTOT ¼ dlGR; ð5:34Þ
BTOT ¼ BGR þBÆ; ð5:35Þ

θTOT ¼ θGR: ð5:36Þ

14For simplicity, we use the same symbol q both for the
induced metric to Γ and the projector.

15The reader might find the following formulas useful in
rederiving the results of this subsection:

dnμ ¼
1

2
nαðδβμ − qβμÞdgαβ;

dΓαβ
μ ¼ 1

2
gμνð∇αdgνβ þ∇βdgαν −∇νdgαβÞ;

dKðΓÞ ¼ −
1

2
KðΓÞμνdgμν þ

1

2
gμνnλ∇λdgμν −

1

2
nα∇βdgαβ þ

1

2
Daca

dϵΓ ¼
1

2
qμνdgμνϵΓ:
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This means that the æther does not contribute to the corner
symplectic potential, as expected from its kinetic term
being first order in derivatives.

C. Symplectic flux for Einstein-æther gravity

An interesting feature of the Einstein-æther Lagrangian
is that it is almost exact on shell, with the only term spoiling
the exactness being proportional to the cosmological
constant contribution

L ≐ d
�

1

16πGN
ðuαYα

μ − uμYα
αÞϵμ

�
þ Λ
8πGN

ϵM: ð5:37Þ

This phenomenon is reminiscent of the Einstein-Hilbert
Lagrangian, which vanishes on shell when Λ ¼ 0 and
reduces to a constant (times the volume form) otherwise.
Let us then for now focus on the case Λ ¼ 0. From

Eq. (5.37) we can define a (n − 1)-form AÆ

AÆ ≔
1

16πGN
ðuαYα

μ − uμYα
αÞϵμ ð5:38Þ

in such a way that L ≐ dAÆ. Combining Eqs. (2.4) and
(5.37) we get

dðdAÆÞ ≐ dL ≐ dΘTOT; ð5:39Þ

which leads to

ΘTOT ≐ dAÆ þ dζ; ð5:40Þ

where ζ is a (n − 2, 1)-form locally constructed out of
fields.16

The existence of AÆ allows us to integrate the sym-
plectic flux present in Eq. (3.15),Z
H
ιξΘ ≐

Z
H
ιξðdAÆÞ þ

Z
H
ιξdζ ¼

Z
H
dðιξAÆÞ

−
Z
H
ιdξAÆ þ

Z
H
£ξζ; ð5:41Þ

where, in the second equality, we used Cartan’s magic
formula and dropped the total derivative contribution dιξζ
as the boundary of a boundary is empty. Recalling that the
first law holds when ξ is a Killing vector field, the last term
vanishes because of stationarity.
On the other hand, the terms involving AÆ have to be

treated with more care. If H is the bifurcation surface of a
Killing horizon, we could naively say that ιξAÆ vanishes
because ξ → 0 there. However, this is true only if AÆ is
regular on that surface, as we mentioned in the discussion

after Eq. (3.11). In our case, AÆ diverges on the Killing
horizon, which means that the contraction ιξAÆ might give
us a finite result.
Notice that the terms containing AÆ in Eq. (5.41) appear

in the same combination as a charge density [confront
Eq. (3.8)], which suggests the following charge redefinition:

hÆ½vξ� ≔ qÆ½vξ� − ιξAÆ : ð5:42Þ

If the cosmological constant does not vanish, Λ ≠ 0,
Eq. (5.40) does not hold and has to be replaced by

ΘTOT ≐ dAÆ þ η; ð5:43Þ

where η is a (n − 1, 1)-form satisfying

dη ¼ d

�
Λ

8πGN
ϵM

�
: ð5:44Þ

Given this expression, it is reasonable to expect that η is
regular at the bifurcation surface H, although we do not
have a formal proof at the moment. We nevertheless verified
that ignoring the η contribution does not lead to any
inconsistency in the thermodynamical description of the
Bañados–Teitelboim–Zanelli (BTZ) [60] black hole pre-
sented in Sec. VII B. Assuming η is regular, the symplectic
flux can again be reduced to ιξAÆ as we did in Eq. (5.41).
Now that we have computed all the relevant quantities,

we can proceed in computing the first law for a spacetime
endowed with a horizon in Einstein-æther theory.

VI. FIRST LAW OF EINSTEIN-ÆTHER BLACK
HOLE THERMODYNAMICS

In this section, we are going to specialize the general
form of the first law given in Eq. (3.5) with the various
terms computed in Sec. V. A key point of this section will
be the choice of surface Σ on which to compute the integral
of currents.

A. Finite speed modes and their disformal frame

As we already mentioned in Sec. IV B, black holes in
Einstein-æther theory generically exhibit a richer causal
structure than in general relativity. Indeed, since matter can
be generically coupled to the æther, perturbations can
propagate at arbitrarily high speeds and any eventual
Killing horizon does not represent an actual trapping
horizon for those that move faster than light.
In the presence of modes with arbitrarily high propaga-

tion speeds, initial data specified on a given surface of
simultaneity can propagate essentially instantaneously
throughout spacetime. Consequently, any surface that is
tilted with respect to the constant-Khronon foliation fails to
be achronal and is therefore not a valid initial data surface.

16Given Eq. (5.39), one concludes that ΘTOT − dAÆ is a
closed form. Thanks to Wald’s theorem proved in [26], we can
write it as an exact one.
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Already in the vacuum theory, the presence of three
modes with (parametrically) arbitrary propagation speeds
implies that the causal structure is not governed by the
metric light cones, but rather by those associated with the
fastest mode. For this reason, we introduce a probe mode
that is taken to propagate with speed cs, larger than that of
any other mode in the theory. We dub this the s-mode. By
construction, the light cones of the s-mode determine the
causal structure of the spacetime, and any causal horizon of
the s-mode will also trap all other signals.
Finding the explicit position of the causal horizon for the

s-mode is not trivial. If the s-mode is superluminal, we can
say for sure that it will “peel” from an effective horizon
located inside the Killing one, but determining the precise
location of the former would require integrating the s-mode
trajectory. In Appendix C 2, we use the idea of peeling to
show how the horizon of the s-mode can be determined in a
simple way in the case of a stationary and spherically-
symmetric black hole. Consequently, as we will show in
Appendix C 3, their associated temperature is controlled by
the peeling surface gravity [13], a quantity governing the
exponential divergence of rays near the effective horizon.
Besides the method we discussed earlier, based on the

peeling of rays, there is another one that is widely used in
the Einstein-æther literature (see, e.g., [61–63]): applying a
disformal transformation. We will exploit the fact that the
disformal transformation maps the causal horizon of the
s-mode in the original metric to the Killing one in the
transformed metric.
Whereas a conformal transformation scales the metric by

an overall factor, a disformal transformation modifies the
metric only anisotropically. For the scope of this work, we
consider only changes in one direction, which we take to be
along the æther field. We thus consider only disformal
transformations of the form

gμν ↦ ḡμν ¼ gμν þ Buμuν; ð6:1Þ

where B < 1 is called the disformal factor. In order to
maintain the normalization of the æther 1-form, we need to
transform that as well:

uμ ↦ ūμ ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − B

p
uμ: ð6:2Þ

It is easy to see that if ξ was a Killing vector field for g and
u, it is also a Killing vector field for the transformed
quantity ḡ and ū.
Among all disformal transformations, we can use the one

with B ¼ 1 − c2s to make the velocity vector of the s-mode
null with respect to the disformal metric ḡμν (see
Appendix C 1 for a proof). The causal horizon of the
s-mode is then a null hypersurface which coincide with
the standard Killing horizon of ḡμν.
For the rest of this work, we are going to consider the

disformal transformation

�
ḡμν ¼ gμν þ ð1 − c2sÞuμuν;

ūμ ¼ csuμ:
ð6:3Þ

We will call the pair ðḡ; ūÞ the disformal frame, contrasted
with the original frame ðg;uÞ. For convenience, we also
present the inverse relation, which gives the original frame
in terms of the disformal one

8<
:

gμν ¼ ḡμν þ
�
1 − 1

c2s

	
ūμūν;

uμ ¼ 1
cs
ūμ:

ð6:4Þ

Notice that the inverse transformation is fairly simple: the
s-mode squared speed c2s ¼ 1 − B becomes its reciprocal.

B. Disformal symmetry

One of the most interesting properties of Einstein-æther
theory is how it changes under a disformal transformation.
A tedious but straightforward evaluation of SÆ½gðḡ; ūÞ;

uðḡ; ūÞ; c� with Eq. (6.4) (where we made explicit the
parametric dependence on the coupling constants, includ-
ing GN)

17 shows that the action can be written, up to a
boundary term, as the same functional evaluated on
ðḡ; ūÞ. The only difference is that the coupling constants
are mapped to a linear combination thereof. Indeed we
have

SÆ½g;u; c� ¼
1

16πḠN

Z
M

ϵ̄M½R̄ − 2Λ − c̄1∇μūν∇μūν

− c̄2∇μūμ∇νūν − c̄3∇μūν∇νūμ þ c̄4āμāμ�

þ 1

16πḠN

Z
M

ϵ̄Mλðūμūμ þ 1Þ

−
1 − c2s
8πḠN

Z
M

ϵ̄M∇μðūμ∇νūνÞ; ð6:5Þ

where we denoted with a bar all the quantities evaluted in
the disformal frame and the transformed couplings. Their
explicit expression is given by

ḠN ¼ csGN; and

8>>>>>><
>>>>>>:

c̄1 ¼ 1 − 1−c1þc3þc4sð1−c13Þ
2c2s

;

c̄2 ¼ −1þ c2sð1þ c2Þ;
c̄3 ¼ 1−c1þc3−c4sð1−c13Þ

2c2s
;

c̄4 ¼ 1−c1þc3þc4sð1−c13Þ−2c2sð1−c14Þ
2c2s

:

ð6:6Þ

17The symbol c, denoting the collection of coupling constants
of the theory, should not be confused with the speed of light in
vacuum, which is set to 1 throughout this work, except in
Eq. (4.13).
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Extending the shorthand notation Eq. (4.5) to the barred
couplings, we notice that, for all cs,

c̄14 ¼ c14 and c̄123 ¼ c123c2s : ð6:7Þ

These remarkable properties imply that the c14 ¼ 0 and
c123 ¼ 0 sectors of the theory, in which explicit solutions
have been found [15], are preserved by the disformal
transformation.
If we forget about the boundary term, we can summarize

this covariance property as

SÆ½ḡ; ū; c̄� ¼ SÆ½g;u; c�: ð6:8Þ

This relation might be not surprising given that the
Einstein-æther action is constructed to be the most general
second-order action for the æther [4], hence its form is
preserved by disformal transformations.
Even if the equations of motion are preserved by the

disformal transformation, and hence we can write that the
transformation Eq. (6.3) maps

Sol½c� → Sol½c̄� ð6:9Þ

under a disformal transformation, the additional boundary
term might alter the symplectic structure of the theory.
However, as long as we impose the alignment condition
g−1ðn;uÞ ¼ 0, we can see that the contribution of the new
boundary term vanishes on Γ. This tells us that the
boundary symplectic potential we obtain from the covariant
phase space algorithm satisfies Θ½ḡ; ū; c� ¼ Θ½g;u; c̄� and
that, as long as we impose the same boundary conditions
Eq. (5.21) on ḡ and ū, the corner symplectic potential
changes in the same way. As a result, we can interpret the
disformal transformation as a symplectomorphism between
the phase spaces defined by the two sets of coupling
constants

P½c� → P½c̄�: ð6:10Þ

This fact tells us that all the computations we presented so
far are equally valid in the disformal frame, as long as we
replace the coupling constants with their barred version
defined in Eq. (6.6). For example, this means that the
Noether charge density evaluated on the disformal frame
qTOTðḡ; ū; cÞ will have the same functional form as that in
the original frame, but with barred constants qTOTðg;u; c̄Þ.
This will be enough for what comes next. For convenience,
we will denote any expression evaluated on the barred
couplings with a bar on top: in our example, we will then
write

q̄TOTðg;uÞ≡ qTOTðg;u; c̄Þ: ð6:11Þ

C. On the relation between the two frames

Now that we showed the covariance property of the
Einstein-æther phase space Eq. (6.10), we are ready to
formulate the first law of black hole thermodynamics in the
disformal frame.
Given a physical solution ðg ∘ ;u ∘ Þ∈P½c� which defines

the original frame, we know that the disformal frame
ðḡ ∘ ; ū ∘ Þ—despite not generally being a solution of the
original theory anymore—is going to be a solution of the
transformed theory, thanks to the disformal symmetry
Eq. (6.8).
Therefore, our first step is to formulate the first law in the

transformed phase space P½c̄�. This means that, instead of
computing quantities in the disformal frame, we just
evaluate them in the original frame and replace each
coupling constant with its barred version. Since the first
law will hold for every stationary solution in P½c̄�, it will
hold also for ðḡ ∘ ; ū ∘ Þ.
Thanks to our choice of disformal factor, the causal

horizon for the s-mode in the disformal frame will coincide
with the Killing horizon of the metric ḡ. This allows us to
take H as the bifurcation surface of that horizon and
straightforwardly import Wald’s construction, as reviewed
in Sec. III. All we need to do then to obtain a consistent first
law in the disformal frame is “put a bar” on every quantity
of Sec. III, consistently with the notation we introduced at
the end of the previous subsection.
As we already discussed, the symplectic flux contribu-

tion at the bifurcation surface, which is usually discarded
on account of the metric field regularity, is nonvanishing in
Einstein-æther theory and can be integrated. If we define
the surface gravity18

κ̄BH ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
−
1

2
∇μξν∇μξν

r 




H
; ð6:12Þ

and consider perturbations that preserve the rescaled
Killing vector field ξ̂≡ ξ=κ̄BH, we obtain

dh̄Æ½vξ� − h̄Æ½vdξ� ¼ κ̄BHdh̄Æ½vξ̂�; ð6:13Þ

with hÆ½vξ� defined in Eq. (5.42), on top of the standard
metric contribution. This suggests that the presence of the
æther leads to an additional entropic contribution

S̄Æ ≔ 2π

Z
H
h̄Æ½vξ̂�: ð6:14Þ

Taking this into account, we then write

dM̄ ¼ T̄BHdS̄GR þ T̄BHdS̄Æ þ Ω̄HdJ̄; ð6:15Þ

18All the definitions of surface gravity coincide on a Killing
horizon.
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with a temperature obtained from the surface gravity as

T̄BH ¼ κ̄BH
2π

: ð6:16Þ

The relation Eq. (6.15) we just obtained is not yet the law
we are after as it does not involve physical quantities. These
pertain to solutions of the original theory—with the
unbarred coupling constants. To see how the properties
of solutions of P½c̄� are related to those of P½c�, we need to
analyze more carefully the relation between the original
and the disformal frame.
As already mentioned, we know that a disformal trans-

formation maps the solution ðg ∘ ;u ∘ Þ∈P½c� to a solution
ðḡ ∘ ; ū ∘ Þ∈P½c̄�, but we are not guaranteed that the func-
tional form of ḡ ∘ ðcÞ and ū ∘ ðcÞ in terms of the coupling
constants (plus a certain set of parameters determined by
the initial and boundary conditions) is going to be the same
as g ∘ ðc̄Þ and u ∘ ðc̄Þ. Indeed, we do not expect them to be
simply related in the general case.
On the other hand, if we assume that the two are

connected by a diffeomorphism—as is the case in all the
explicit examples we have considered—in the sense that
ðg∘ ðc̄Þ;u∘ ðc̄ÞÞ ¼ ψ�ðḡ∘ ðcÞ; ū∘ ðcÞÞ for some ψ∶M → M,
then we can use the covariance of the charges to relate
barred quantities to the original ones. In principle, the
diffeomorphism ψ has to be determined on a case-by-case
basis, but we sketch here what happens in stationary,
spherically-symmetric solutions, which is the case for all
the examples in Sec. VII. First of all, we fix the boundary to
be a hypersurface at some large radius r ¼ R in the
coordinates adapted to the isometries ðt; r;φIÞ, where φI
(I ¼ 1;…; n − 2) is a set of angles. We thus represent the
diffeomorphism as ψ∶ðt; r;φIÞ → ðt0; r0;φ0

IÞ. In order to
preserve the boundary, we want the new radial coordinate
to be the same as the old one. We also see that, with
standard falloff conditions, the norm of ∂t in the disformal
frame tends to

ḡð∂t; ∂tÞ ¼ gð∂t; ∂tÞ þ ð1 − c2sÞðι∂tuÞ2 → −c2s ð6:17Þ
as r → þ∞. This means that, asymptotically, we need to
require t0 ≈ cst to achieve unit time lapse. Similar consid-
erations for ξ ¼ ∂t þ ΩH∂φ tell us that

ψ�ξ ¼ 1

cs
ξ; ð6:18Þ

where the cs factor ultimately takes into account that the
disformal frame does not have unit lapse at infinity.
We thus obtain the following relations:

M̄ ¼ M
cs

; T̄BH ¼ TBH

cs
; Ω̄H ¼ ΩH

cs
; ð6:19Þ

while

S̄GR ¼ SGR; S̄Æ ¼ SÆ; J̄ ¼ J: ð6:20Þ

Notice that the choice of scaling ΩH rather than J is
ultimately a matter of convention, whereas entropies do not
change as they are computed with the rescaled Killing
vector field ξ̂, which is insensitive to cs.
Finally, we can state the first law in terms of properties of

the original solution

dM ¼ TBHdSGR þ TBHdSÆ þ ΩHdJ : ð6:21Þ

This formula is the main result of this work. Instrumental is
the realization that the æther itself contributes to the
entropy balance via the heat flux that it carries inside
the horizon.
a. Æther heat flux. We expand here on the previous

comment about the æther contribution to the entropy
balance. Let us consider a section of the horizon H that
extends from the bifurcation surface H to some cut in the
distant future.
Assuming that the contribution of the charges in the

distant future can be neglected, we can straightforwardly
integrate Eq. (5.15) along H to get

Z
H
qÆ½vξ� ¼

1

8πGN

Z
H

�
TÆμ

ν −
1

2
Luδ

μ
ν

�
ξνϵμ: ð6:22Þ

Moreover, given Eqs. (5.37) and (5.38), we can similarly
integrate ιξAÆ along H to getZ

H
ιξAÆ ¼ −

1

16πGN

Z
H
ðLu þ RÞξμϵμ

¼ −
1

16πGN

Z
H
Luξ

μϵμ; ð6:23Þ

where we discarded the Ricci scalar in view of its regularity
because ξμϵμ ∼ ξ2 ¼ 0. As mentioned several times, this is
not true for Lu. Considering the difference of these two
equations, we finally obtainZ

H
hÆ½vξ� ¼

1

8πGN

Z
H
TÆμ

νξ
νϵμ; ð6:24Þ

which means that the integral of hÆ½vξ� over the bifurcation
surface can be interpreted as the total flux of Killing energy
associated with the æther that has crossed the horizon over
a long time (see Fig. 4).
Inspired by Jacobson’s celebrated derivation of space-

time thermodynamics [14], we then associate the energy
flowing outside the causal domain as a heat term in the
equations of thermodynamics, namely

=dQÆ ≔
κBH
8πGN

d
Z
H
TÆμ

νξ̂
νϵμ; ð6:25Þ

where we used =d to indicate that QÆ is not a phase space
function. We then use Clausius’ relation to show that the
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entropic contribution of the æther is a genuine thermody-
namical contribution associated with the production of heat
at a temperature given by the s-mode horizon

dSÆ ¼ 2πd
Z
H
hÆ½vξ̂� ¼

=dQÆ

TBH
: ð6:26Þ

As we argue at the end of Appendix C 3, the disformal
frame is constructed so that the propagation speed of the
s-mode is fixed to c̄s ¼ 1. It then follows that the peeling
surface gravity Eq. (C14) reduces to the standard definition
we used in Eq. (6.12). Consequently, the black hole
temperature T̄BH is the one set by the peeling of rays
close to their causal horizon. Taking into account the proper
factors of cs as we did in Eq. (6.19), this shows that the
temperature that appears in the first law is the physical one
associated with Hawking radiation [12].
b. Smarr formula for Einstein-æther. The results of this

section also allows us to formulate the Smarr formula for

Einstein-æther gravity. As we reviewed in Sec. III A, all we
have to do is to contract the first law Eq. (6.21) along an
infinitesimal Weyl transformation.
Given that the theory is generally not scale invariant, we

have to first consider an extended framework, in which
couplings are allowed to vary. What we notice is that,
unlike the cosmological constant, the æther couplings do
not need to vary in order to achieve global scale invariance.
Hence we consider the infinitesimal transformation

W∶

8<
:

gμν ↦ 2εgμν;

uμ ↦ εuμ;

Λ ↦ −2εΛ:
ð6:27Þ

Using Eq. (3.16), we obtain the conjugate variable to the
cosmological constant

ΨΛ ¼
Z
Σ

∂J½vξ�
∂Λ

¼
Z
Σ

ιξϵM
8πGN

; ð6:28Þ

which is basically the 3-volume of the hypersurface Σ.
Notice that, upon regularization, this potential reduces to
the “flat” volume of the black hole VBH, as explained in
[34], leading to the known fact that the cosmological
constant contributes a work term VBHdpΛ to the first
law, where pΛ is the pressure associated with the cosmo-
logical constant pΛ ≔ −Λ=8πGN.
Given the extended first law

d̄M¼ TBHd̄SBHþTBHd̄SÆþΩHd̄JþVBHd̄pΛþ
Z
SR

ιξB;

ð6:29Þ

we readily obtain the Smarr formula

ðn − 3ÞM ¼ ðn − 2ÞTBHSBH þ ðn − 2ÞTBHSÆ þ ðn − 2ÞΩHJ − 2VΣpΛ : ð6:30Þ

VII. EXAMPLES

We are now in the condition to explicitly analyze some of
the solutions known in Einstein-æther theory. The ones we
consider have been found in [15,54]. All the results we are
showing now have been obtained using the software
Wolfram Mathematica™, specifically the xAct packages
“xTensor” and “xCoba.”
To specialize our discussion, we must first select an

appropriate foliation of the spacetime M into hypersurfa-
ces Σt. The leaves of this foliation are required to have a
nonempty intersection with the bifurcation surface of the
Killing horizon associated with the disformally trans-
formed metric. We adopt a foliation defined by constant

coordinate time slices, Σt ≔ t ¼ const. This choice is
motivated by the fact that, in the disformal frame of a
stationary black hole, these slices always converge at the
bifurcation surface and do not penetrate into the causally
disconnected region. As discussed in Sec. VI A, these slices
are well suited to specify initial data given that the s-mode
is defined to be the fastest propagating mode.
Notice that taking any surface that is not a constant-

Khronon one, it is not generically achronal. However, for
every generic choice of the parameters ci, we can always
find one hypersurface that is Cauchy.
We also remark that computing the quantities at infinity

involves a limiting procedure, as mentioned after Eqs. (3.2)

FIG. 4. Æther heat flux entering the horizon H of the s-mode in
the disformal frame.
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and (3.3). This limit is typically divergent and so we have to
use a regularization prescription to extract finite quantities.
As customary, we use the so-called background subtraction
procedure, which we review in Appendix D. As shown
there, the proper definition of the mass is

M ¼ lim
R→þ∞

�
ER −

νR

νbgR
Ebg
R

�
; ð7:1Þ

where ER is the asymptotic charge associated with the
Killing vector ∂t [calledM in Eq. (3.2)] and νR is a redshift
factor.

A. 3 + 1 Schwarzschild with c123 = 0

The first solution we are going to analyze is an
asymptotically flat solution in the sector of coefficients
c123 ¼ 0. Using the parametrization for the metric and the
æther 1-form presented in Eq. (4.17), we have8>><

>>:
eðrÞ ¼ 1 − 2rUH

r þ C r2UH
r2 ;

ðιξuÞðrÞ ¼ −1þ rUH
r ;

ðιξsÞðrÞ ¼ rUH
r

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C

p
;

ð7:2Þ

where rUH is the position of the universal horizon,

C ≔ ðc14−2c13Þ
2ð1−c13Þ , and the Killing vector field is ξ ¼ ∂t. The

position of the Killing horizon of the disformal metric (the
horizon of the s-mode) is obtained by solving the equation
ēðrÞ ¼ 0 with the barred couplings. We obtain

r̄HðcsÞ ¼ rUHð1þ
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C̄

p
Þ; ð7:3Þ

where C̄ is obtained by C replacing each coefficients with
its barred version. When expressed as a function of the
original couplings according to Eq. (6.6), the dependence
of r̄H on cs becomes manifest. The contribution on SR in
Eq. (3.1) is

ĒR ¼
Z
SR

ðq̄TOT½vξ� − ιvξ θ̄TOT þ ιξlTOTÞ ∼
R→þ∞

−
R
ḠN

þ
�
2 − c̄14

2

	
rUH

ḠN
þ o

�
1

R

�
: ð7:4Þ

The term for the background subtraction is obtained from
this in the limit rUH → 0

Ēbg
R ∼

R→þ∞
−

R
ḠN

þ o

�
1

R

�
: ð7:5Þ

Taking into account the redshift factor

ν̄R

ν̄bgR
≔

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ēðRÞp

ð ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ēðRÞp jrUH→0Þ

∼
R→þ∞

1 −
rUH
R

þ o

�
1

R

�
: ð7:6Þ

Hence the ADM mass turns out to be

M̄ ¼ lim
R→þ∞

�
ĒR −

ν̄R

ν̄bgR
Ebg
R

�
¼

�
1 −

c̄14
2

�
rUH
ḠN

: ð7:7Þ

The surface gravity and the associated temperature are
found to be

κ̄BH ¼ ē0ðrÞ
2






r¼rHðcsÞ

¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C̄

p

ð1þ
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C̄

p
Þr̄HðcsÞ

⇒ T̄BH ¼ κ̄BH
2π

: ð7:8Þ

The entropy coming from the Komar charge density is
the usual Bekenstein-Hawking contribution, while the
æther one is again proportional to the area because of
the high degree of symmetry of the problem:

S̄GR ¼ 2π

Z
H
q̄K½vξ̂� ¼

ĀH

4ḠN
; ð7:9Þ

and

S̄Æ ¼ 2π

Z
H
ðq̄Æ½vξ̂� − ιξ̂ĀÆÞ

¼ −
ĀH

4ḠN

c̄14ð1þ
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C̄

p
Þ − 2C̄

2
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C̄

p
ð1þ

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C̄

p
Þ
: ð7:10Þ

One quickly verifies that their sum satisfies the expected
Smarr formula

2T̄BHðS̄GR þ S̄ÆÞ ¼
8πr̄2HðcsÞ

8πḠNr̄HðcsÞ
�
1þ c14

2

�
ð1þ

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C̄

p
Þ

¼ M̄: ð7:11Þ
The first law, recast in terms of the physical quantities

defined in Eqs. (6.19) and (6.20), has thus the form

dM ¼ TBHdSGR þ TBHdSÆ: ð7:12Þ

Notice that, given the symmetry of the solution, one could
conflate the entropy contribution of the æther with the
Bekenstein-Hawking one, to obtain an effective area law

STOT ¼ SGR þ SÆ ¼ AH

4GÆ
; ð7:13Þ

where the effective Newton constant

GÆ ≔
GN

1 − c14
2

ð7:14Þ

is also the one that dictates the proportionality factor
between the universal horizon radius and its mass

rUH ¼ GÆM; ð7:15Þ
as shown in [41,64].
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B. 2 + 1 rotating BTZ black hole in c14 = 0

The second example we analyze is a nonstationary and
axisymmetric solution in the c14 ¼ 0 sector that describes a
BTZ black hole in 2þ 1 dimensions. This solution has
been found in [54] and can be written using the following
parametrization:

2ds2 ¼ −eðrÞdt2 þ dr2

eðrÞ þ r2ðdφþΩðrÞdtÞ2;

u ¼ ðιξuÞdt − ðιξsÞ
eðrÞ dr;

s ¼ ðιξsÞdt − ðιξuÞ
eðrÞ dr:

ð7:16Þ

The Killing vector field of this solution is ξ ¼ ∂t þΩH∂φ,
where ΩH ≔ −ΩðrHðcsÞÞ.
The specific solution is given by8>>>>>>>><

>>>>>>>>:

eðrÞ ¼ −r0 þ J 2

4r2 − Λ̃r2;

ΩðrÞ ¼ − J
2r2 ;

ðιξuÞðrÞ ¼ − 1
l

�
r2−r2UH

r

	
;

ðιξsÞðrÞ ¼ r
λ þ 1

r

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
r4UH

l2ð1−c13Þ −
J2

4

q
;

ð7:17Þ

where we introduced the following auxiliary functions:

Λ̃ ¼ Λ −
2c2 þ c13

λ2
≕

1

λ2
−

1

l2
; ð7:18aÞ

J 2 ¼ J2 −
4c13r4UH

l2ð1 − c13Þ
; ð7:18bÞ

r0 ¼
2r2UH
l2

þ 2

λ

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
r4UH

l2ð1 − c13Þ
−
J2

4

s
: ð7:18cÞ

In this solution, λ is known as the misalignment parameter.
Its name comes from the fact that the æther vector is in
general not aligned with the vector field generating time
translations at infinity, and consequently no first law of
black hole thermodynamics can be formulated in this
setting. We therefore restrict our attention to the aligned
case, corresponding to the limit λ → ∞.
Here the radius of the Killing horizon, in the barred

world, becomes

r̄HðcsÞ ¼

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
l2r̄0 þ l

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
l2r̄20 − J̄ 2

q
2

vuut
: ð7:19Þ

In this case, the computations for the asymptotic mass
leads to19

ĒR ¼
Z
SR

ðq̄TOT½vt� − ιvtθTOT þ ιtlTOTÞ ∼
R→þ∞

−
R2

4ḠNl2

þ r̄0
4ḠN

þ o

�
1

R

�
: ð7:20Þ

Considering again the background value, obtained for
r̄0 ∼ r̄2UH → 0, leads us to

ν̄R

ν̄bgR
Ēbg
R ∼

R→þ∞
−

R2

4ḠNl2
þ r̄0
8ḠN

þ o

�
1

R

�
ð7:21Þ

and

M̄ ¼ r̄0
8ḠN

: ð7:22Þ

On the other hand, the asymptotic angular momentum does
not require background subtraction in this case

J̄ ¼ − lim
R→þ∞

Z
SR

ðq̄TOT½vφ� − ιvφθTOT þ ιφlTOTÞ

¼ ð1 − c̄13Þ
J̄

8ḠN
: ð7:23Þ

The surface gravity is given by

κ̄BH ¼ −
J̄ 2

4r̄3HðcsÞ
þ r̄HðcsÞ

l2
⇒ T̄BH ¼ κ̄BH

2π
; ð7:24Þ

while the entropy contributions are

S̄GR ¼ 2π

Z
H
q̄K½vξ̂� ¼

P̄H

4ḠN
ð7:25Þ

and

S̄Æ ¼ 2π

Z
H
ðq̄Æ½vξ̂�− ιξ̂ĀÆÞ ¼

c̄13
16ḠN

�
l2J 2

4r̄3HðcsÞ
− r̄HðcsÞ

�
;

ð7:26Þ
where P̄H is the perimeter of the Killing horizon.
The first lawweobtain in terms of the physical quantities is

dM ¼ TBHdSGR þ TBHdSÆ þΩHdJ; ð7:27Þ

where the angular momentum term appears.
As this solution features a nonzero cosmological con-

stant, we cannot recover the Smarr formula from the first
law only, but we must take into account the conjugate
variable to Λ as well, which turns out to be the (Euclidean)
area of the slice Σ:

Ψ̄Λ ¼
Z
Σ

ιξϵM
8πGN

¼ −
1

8πGN

Z
R

r̄HðcsÞ
dr 2π r: ð7:28Þ

19Since we are in 2þ 1, the asymptotic boundary is a circle.
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Upon regularization, we obtain a chemical potential that is
equal to the (Euclidean) area enclosed by the s-mode
horizon

Ψ̄ðregÞ
Λ ¼ Ψ̄Λ − Ψ̄Λjr0→0;

J→0
¼ r̄2HðcsÞ

8GN
: ð7:29Þ

Therefore, the first law of extended thermodynamics reads

d̄M ¼ TBHd̄SGR þ TBHd̄SÆ þΩHd̄J − ΨðregÞ
Λ d̄Λ; ð7:30Þ

yielding a consistent Smarr formula20

TBHSGR þ TBHSÆ þ ΩHJ þ 2ΨðregÞ
Λ Λ ¼ 0: ð7:31Þ

VIII. COMPARISON WITH PREVIOUS RESULTS
AT THE UNIVERSAL HORIZON

In this section, we present two among the attempts in the
literature at deriving a first law for universal horizons. We
compare them and show how our findings help clarify their
relation and shortcomings.
In [15] the authors derive a first law at the universal

horizon requiring that the entropy is proportional to the
horizon area, as in Bekenstein’s result for general relativity.
It was then found, by consistency, that the temperature was
fixed by a “surface gravity” given by κH ¼ ðϵμν∇μξνÞ=2,
evaluated at the universal horizon. Notice that, since the
universal horizon is not a null hypersurface, there is no
guarantee that ∇μξν is proportional to ϵμν. In spite of its
mathematical consistency, the physical interpretation of κH
is quite problematic as no field would radiate from the
universal horizon with such a temperature. As the authors
of [15] remark, the so-defined κH is generally not a surface
gravity, but only the redshifted acceleration of a static
observer measured at infinity.
A different strategy was pursued in [16], where the goal

was to construct a thermodynamic first law using
κUH ¼ ðιξaÞ=2, which gives the physical temperature
TUH ¼ κUH=π of the Hawking radiation of infinite-speed
particles. Indeed, the trajectory of these particles peels
away from the universal horizon with a peeling surface
gravity equal to κUH (see, e.g., [12]). In this case however, it
was found that consistency of the first law did not allow the
identification of the black hole entropy with the area of the
universal horizon AUH, as evident in the cases where a
nonzero cosmological constant Λ is turned on.
Satisfactorily, we are now in the condition to clarify the

relation between these alternative approaches.

Considering the discussion in Sec. VI, we have so far
assumed that the s-mode propagates at a finite speed. This
requirement ensures that the disformal transformation
Eq. (6.3) remains well defined. In the limit cs → þ∞
however, the disformal metric ḡ degenerates into a rank-1
tensor and thus becomes noninvertible.
A more consistent way to interpret this limit is to view it

as describing test fields with progressively higher propa-
gation speeds, but still finite. As the speed increases, these
fields probe wider causal domains, eventually probing the
whole space out from the universal horizon. In the extreme
limit, the test field becomes sensitive to the causal structure
associated with the universal horizon.
Let us pause to stress a crucial subtlety: taking cs → þ∞

for a test field is not the same as sending to infinity the
speed of the dynamical modes of the gravitational theory.
The speed of the spin-0, spin-1, and spin-2 perturbations is
fixed by the coupling constants of the theory [confront
Eq. (4.13)], and sending one of those speeds to infinity
typically corresponds to a singular region in parameter
space. Such a limit can alter the structure of the constraints
or reduce the number of degrees of freedom, and thus
cannot be considered smooth limits. To avoid these
pathological behaviors, we only consider external test
fields. Said differently, we want to study the causal
structure of different spacetime regions within the same
theory, and this can be done only using test fields as probes.
As we said, in the limit cs → þ∞, the relevant causal

boundary for the s-mode becomes the universal horizon.
Hawking radiation was computed for superluminal modes
with dispersion relations of the form Eq. (4.16), and the
temperature was found to be exactly TUH [12], which can
then be interpreted as the physical temperature of the black
hole (albeit energy-dependent gray-body factors are intro-
duced for low-energy modes by the Killing horizon21). We
show in Eq. (C22) of Appendix C 3, that in the cs → þ∞
limit the s-mode temperature TBH, as defined in Eq. (6.19),
does indeed approach TUH as expected. Hence, the relevant
temperature governing the thermodynamics of arbitrarily
fast modes is the physical temperature determined by the
Hawking radiation of the universal horizon.
On the other hand, since we can apply Wald’s con-

struction for any high, but finite, speed, the entropy is
always given by the Noether charge at the bifurcation
surface, which we showed to contain an additional æther
contribution. Because of this, the entropy cannot simply
reduce to the area of the universal horizon or, more
precisely, cannot do so in solutions characterized by more
than a simple mass scale, like, e.g., those endowed with a
cosmological constant. Indeed, in single-scale, spherically

20Notice that n − 3 ¼ 0, which is the reason why the mass does
not enter the Smarr formula in 2þ 1 dimensions. On the other
hand, the coefficient in front of ΨΛΛ does not depend on
spacetime dimensionality.

21Notice that, as showed in [12], this happens in the presence
of Lorentz-violating matter that has a modified dispersion
relation. For this kind of matter, the Killing horizon acts as a
prism, and an observer at infinity perceives the temperature of the
Killing horizon rescaled by a frequency-dependent factor.

ARATA, LIBERATI, and NERI PHYS. REV. D 114, 084071 (2026)

084071-22



symmetric scenarios, dimensional analysis essentially fixes
the structure of all quantities at the universal horizon. In
these cases, the æther flux term can be absorbed into a
simple rescaling of the S=A proportionality coefficient,
leaving the overall thermodynamics unchanged. In more
general cases this is not true and the æther flux term has to
be treated separately.
For the two examples considered in the previous section,

the cs → þ∞ limit can be exhibited explicitly. In the
Schwarzschild-like solution in the c123 ¼ 0 sector we have

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C̄

p
¼

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C
c2s

s
; ⟹

ð7.3Þ
lim

cs→þ∞
r̄HðcsÞ ¼ rUH: ð8:1Þ

Similarly

TðSchwÞ
UH ≔ lim

cs→þ∞
csT̄

ðSchwÞ
BH ¼ lim

cs→þ∞

cs
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C̄

p

ð1þ
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C̄

p
Þ2πr̄HðcsÞ

¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1 − C

p

2πrUH
; ð8:2Þ

which coincides with the temperature found in [ [16],
Eq. (42)].
For the BTZ black hole in the c14 ¼ 0 sector, we can

show again that r̄HðcsÞ, Eq. (7.19), approaches rUH in the
limit

lim
cs→þ∞

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
2r2UH þ l

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
2r2UH−J

2

c2s

q
2

vuut ¼ rUH: ð8:3Þ

For the temperature given in Eq. (7.24), we obtain

TðBTZÞ
UH ≔ lim

cs→þ∞
csT̄

ðBTZÞ
UH ¼ lim

cs→þ∞

cs
2π

�
r̄HðcsÞ
l2

−
J 2

4r̄3HðcsÞ
�

¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

r4UH
ð1−c13Þl2 −

J2
4

q
πlrUH

; ð8:4Þ

which agrees with [ [16], Eq. (61)] in the aligned
limit λ → þ∞.
So, in summary, our conclusion is that both of the

previous approaches were incomplete. Imposing that one
always recovers an are law as in [15] fixes the temperature
to an unphysical value; imposing the physical temperature
as in [16] without taking into account the æther entropic
contribution yields a gravitational entropy at the universal
horizon which does not always agree with the Bekenstein-
Hawking formula.
The resolution is that the temperature of the universal

horizon is always the physical one TUH, but the æther has a
nonzero contribution to the entropy balance. Indeed, it can
be shown that the æther Killing energy flux across the

universal horizon is nonzero as long as the æther flow is not
geodesic, which is necessarily the case if a universal
horizon exists in the first place [see the second condition
in Eq. (4.14)].

IX. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we have revisited black hole thermody-
namics in vacuum Einstein-æther theory, with the intent of
studying whether a first law survives—and in which form
—once the causal structure is no longer universal.
To address this problem, we employed the covariant

phase space formalism with boundaries to obtain a robust
description of the charges of the theory. Moreover, we
adopted the standard disformal strategy that has proven
useful in the Einstein-æther literature to be able to apply
the standard construction à la Wald. Namely, for a chosen
mode with propagation speed cs (the s-mode), we intro-
duced a disformal metric whose Killing horizon coincides
with the s-mode causal horizon, so that the surface gravity
built from the Killing generator matches the peeling surface
gravity of that mode by construction [13]. After we
obtained the familiar first law of black hole thermodynam-
ics in the disformal frame, we translated it back to the
physical (unbarred) frame. The outcome is a well-defined
first law, but with a crucial new ingredient absent in general
relativity: an æther flux contribution, reflecting the presence
of an unavoidable Killing flux of the æther across the
horizon.
In the same framework, we also formulated an

“extended” version of the first law which allows variations
of the cosmological constant Λ, when present, and derived
the Smarr formula for black hole solutions.
A conceptual by-product of this analysis, as pointed out

in Sec. VIII, is a clearer understanding of the status of
universal-horizon thermodynamics and of apparent dis-
crepancies in the literature. On the one hand, approaches
that enforce an area law for the universal-horizon entropy
naturally infer a temperature tied to the metric Killing
construction [15]; on the other hand, ray-tracing/peeling
arguments for arbitrarily fast probes determine a different
universal-horizon Hawking temperature [12], at the price of
requiring an entropy which is not always the horizon area
[16]. Considering the aforementioned s-mode as a test
field, and taking the cs → þ∞ limit, we show how the
associated surface gravity continuously approaches κUH, as
determined in [48], recovering the physical temperature
TUH ¼ κUH=π [12]. The entropy, however, does not generi-
cally reduce to a pure area term, but splits into the standard
(geometric) contribution plus an independent æther con-
tribution, sourced by the æther Killing flux across the
horizon. This resolves the tension between the two pre-
scriptions: fixing the entropy to be purely proportional to
the area obscures this unavoidable æther contribution,
while fixing the physical temperature without allowing
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for this extra contribution forces an apparently “nonarea”
entropy.
Several important caveats and prospects follow. First, a

thermodynamic interpretation tied to a single mode is
known to be problematic once the full multimode content
of Lorentz-violating gravity is taken seriously, as distinct
sectors generically perceive distinct horizons and temper-
atures (see [6–8]). This points to the need for additional
ultraviolet input in order to recover a fully consistent
thermodynamics. Indeed, when superluminal modified
dispersion relations—of the type naturally realized in
Hořava-like settings Eq. (4.16)—are included, the causal
structure effectively reorganizes around a unique horizon,
the universal horizon, and a unique temperature (up to
energy-dependent gray-body factors), TUH [12], is recov-
ered, thereby restoring a consistent thermodynamic picture.
In this sense, universal-horizon thermodynamics cannot be
fully captured by the simple vacuum relativistic-dispersion
setup in Einstein-æther gravity, as only the universal
horizon is expected to control the genuinely high-energy
thermodynamics.
Second, the infinite-speed limit is intrinsically subtle and

not uniformly meaningful across all sectors. In particular,
attempting to send the graviton speed to infinity renders the
disformal construction ill defined, and regularity require-
ments typically fail for gravitational modes. In particular,
the quantity ιξsmust remain regular at the horizon, and this
requirement fails generically for gravitons. In the special
Schwarzschild-like solution with c123 ¼ 0, regularity can
instead be achieved for the spin-1 mode infinite speed limit,
yielding a thermodynamic behavior controlled by TUH.
Finally, we stress that Hořava-Lifshitz gravity cannot be

straightforwardly incorporated into our present analysis.
Although Einstein-æther and Hořava-Lifshitz gravity share
the same spherically symmetric black hole solutions (with
hypersurface-orthogonal æther flow), Hořava-Lifshitz grav-
ity differs in a crucial way: hypersurface-orthogonality is
built in, reducing the symmetry from full diffeomorphisms to
foliation-preserving diffeomorphisms. This reduction is tied
to the presence of an instantaneous (infinite-speed) “elliptic”
mode [65]. Understanding how this mode enters the phase
space construction, and how to formulate the covariant phase
space consistently in a reduced-symmetry setting, will be the
subject of a forthcoming companion work.
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APPENDIX A: SOME PROOFS IN COVARIANT
PHASE SPACE

1. Independence of the slice of integration

Here we give a proof of Proposition II.1, which states that
Proposition. The canonical generator defined in

Eq. (2.16),

QΣ½v�∶ ≐
Z
Σ
J½v� −

Z
∂Σ
j½v�;

does not depend on the slice of integration Σ. Moreover the
vertical variation of this quantity is related to the symplectic
form as in Eq. (2.10),

IvΩΣ ≐ −dQΣ½v�:

Proof. Let us consider two slices Σa and Σb. If we now
compute ΔQ½v� ≔ QΣb

½v� −QΣa
½v� we get

ΔQ½v� ¼ QΣb
½v� −QΣa

½v� ¼
Z
Σb

J½v� −
Z
∂Σb

j½v�

−
Z
Σa

J½v� þ
Z
∂Σa

j½v�

¼
Z
V
dJ½v� −

Z
ΓV

J½v� þ
Z
ΓV

dj½v� ¼ ð�Þ; ðA1Þ

where from the first to the second line we added and
subtracted the integral of J½v� over ΓV, the portion of the
boundary Γ between Σa and Σb, to construct (using Stokes’
theorem) a bulk integral over the volume V enclosed
between Σa and Σb. And again, (using Stoke’s theorem)
we converted the integral over the boundaries of the two
hypersurfaces of j½v� to an integral over ΓV. Recall that
going from ∂Σ to ∂Γ we get a minus sign.
Taking the pullback of definition of Eq. (2.11), using

definitions of Eqs. (2.14), (2.6), and (2.15), we can now
compute separately the three integrands

dJ½v� ¼ −ELIvdϕ; ðA2Þ

i�ΓJ½v� ¼ Ivi�ΓΘ − i�Γσ½v�; ðA3Þ

dj½v� ¼ i�ΓΘ − IvB − i�Γσ½v�: ðA4Þ

Putting everything together, we finally get:

ð�Þ ¼ −
Z
V
ELIvdϕ −

Z
ΓV

ðIvΘ − σ½v�Þ

þ
Z
ΓV

ðIvΘ − IvB − σ½v�Þ

¼ −
Z
V
ELIvdϕ −

Z
ΓV

IvB: ðA5Þ
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Going on shell, the right-hand side of the last equivalence
vanishes and this proves that ΔQ½v� ≐ 0.22

To prove the second part of Proposition II.1, we would
like to show that dQ½v� þ IvΩ ≐ 0. To do so, we consider
the portion of spacetime V enclosed between Σ and Σ1, the
bottom lid of the bigger spacetime. As before, we call ΓV
the portion of boundary Γ that is boundary also of the
spacetime V. This choice is made because the theory of
calculus of variations impose that the variational vector
must vanish on the two lids that define the initial and final
state and so some quantities will vanish too. Going through
the computations, we get

dQ½v� þ IvΩ ¼ d

�Z
Σ
J½v� −

Z
∂Σ
j½v�

�

þ Iv

�Z
Σ
dΘ −

Z
∂Σ
dθ

�

¼
Z
Σ
ðLvΘ − dσ½v�Þ −

Z
∂Σ
ðLvθ − dς½v�Þ

¼
Z
V
dðLvΘ − dσ½v�Þ −

Z
ΓV

ðLvΘ − dσ½v�Þ

þ
Z
ΓV

dðLvθ − dς½v�Þ ¼ ð��Þ; ðA6Þ

where in the first step we used the definitions of Eqs. (2.16)
and (2.9), in the second one we used the definition of the
currents Eqs. (2.11) and (2.14), we rearranged terms
according to the domains of integration, and we used
Cartan’s magic formula on the configuration space to make
the configuration space Lie derivative appear. Moreover, in
the last equivalence we added and subtracted the integral
over the bottom lid (that is zero because everything is linear
in v) and over the boundary ΓV, then we used Stokes’
theorem as we did to prove the first part of this proposition.
Rearranging the various terms and using the definitions of
Eqs. (2.12) and (2.15) of σ½v� and ς½v�, it becomes

ð��Þ ¼
Z
V
LvðdΘ − dLÞ þ

Z
Γ
Lvðdθ −Θ − dlÞ

¼ −
Z
V
LvðELdϕÞ −

Z
ΓV

LvB ≐ 0; ðA7Þ

which completes the proof of Proposition II.1. ▪

2. Variation of the canonical generator

Here, instead, we compute the variation of the canonical
generator, giving a proof of Eq. (3.1).

Proposition A.1. The variation of the canonical generator
defined in Eq. (2.16) is given by

dQ½vξ� ≐ d
Z
SR

ðq½vξ� − j½vξ�Þ − d
Z
H
q½vξ� þ

Z
H
ιξΘ:

Proof. If we suppose that everything is covariant in the
sense of definition Eq. (2.18), this comes from the explicit
calculation of the variation of the canonical generator. Let
us start from computing the variation dJ½vξ�

dJ½vξ� ¼ dðιvξΘÞ − ιξdL

¼ dðιvξΘÞ − ιξELdϕ − ιξdΘ

¼ −ιvξdΘþ LvξΘ − ιξELdϕ − £ξΘþ dðιξΘÞ;
ðA8Þ

where in the first step we used the definition of J½vξ�
[Eq. (2.11)], in the second one Eq. (2.4), and in the third
Cartan’smagic formula and thehypothesis thatΘ is covariant.
For the variation of j½vξ� we get:

dj½vξ� ¼ dðιvξθÞ − ιξ̄dl

¼ dðιvξθÞ − ιξ̄B − ιξ̄dθþ ιξ̄i
�
∂MΘ

¼ −ιvξdθþ Lvξθ − ιξ̄B − £ξθþ dðιξ̄θÞ þ ιξ̄i
�
∂MΘ;

ðA9Þ

where in the first step we used the definition of j½vξ�
[Eq. (2.14)], in the second one we substituted the variation
Eq. (2.6), and in the third, as before, Cartan’s magic
formula and the covariance of θ.
Integrating this on a hypersurface Σ we get:Z

Σ
dJ½vξ�−

Z
∂Σ
dj½vξ� ¼ −ιvξ

Z
Σ
dðΘ− dθÞ−

Z
Σ
ιξELdϕþ

þ
Z
SR

ιξ̄Θ−
Z
H
ιξ̄Θþ

Z
SR

ιξ̄Bþ

−
Z
∂Σ
dðιξθÞ−

Z
SR

ιξ̄Θ¼

¼ −ιvξ

Z
Σ
ω−

Z
H
ιξ̄Θ−

Z
Σ
ιξELdϕ

þ
Z
SR

ιξ̄B; ðA10Þ

where in the second step we split the integral over the
boundary of Σ into an integral over SR and one on H
(recalling that they have opposite orientations and this
explains the change in sign) and used the fact that

R
∂Σ dðιξθÞ

vanishes because the boundary of a boundary is empty.
Substituting J½vξ� ¼ dq½vξ� and the definition of j½vξ�—

Eq. (2.14)—and going on shell, we finally get:

22With a similar computation it can be shown that Ω is also
independent on the choice of hypersurface Σ chosen in the
definition of Eq. (2.9).
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d
Z
SR

ðq½vξ� − ιvξθþ ιξ̄lÞ − d
Z
H
q½vξ�

þ
Z
H
ιξ̄Θ ≐ −ιvξ

Z
Σ
ω: ðA11Þ

This completes the proof of Eq. (3.1). ▪

3. Variation of the currents
in the extended framework

The extended variation of the Noether current is

d̄J½vξ� ¼ dJ½vξ� þ
Xk
i¼1

∂J½vξ�
∂ci

d̄ci

¼ dðιvξΘÞ − ιξdLþ
Xk
i¼1

∂J½vξ�
∂ci

d̄ci

¼ −ιvξdΘþ £ξΘ − ιξELdϕþ dðιξΘÞ − £ξΘ

þ
Xk
i¼1

∂J½vξ�
∂ci

d̄ci; ðA12Þ

where, in the second step, we used the definition of
Eq. (2.11) and, in the third, we used Eq. (2.4) and
Cartan’s magic formula.
On the other hand, the variation of the boundary current

j½vξ� yields

d̄j½vξ� ¼ dj½vξ� þ
Xk
i¼1

∂j½vξ�
∂ci

d̄ci

¼ dðιvξθÞ − ιξ̄dlþ
Xk
i¼1

∂j½vξ�
∂ci

d̄ci

¼ −ιvξdθþ £ξθ − ιξ̄Bþ ιξ̄i
�
ΓΘ − £ξθþ dðιξ̄θÞ

þ
Xk
i¼1

∂j½vξ�
∂ci

d̄ci; ðA13Þ

where, in the second step, we used the definition of j½v�
in Eq. (2.14) and, in the third step, we used the
definitions of l, B, and θ that we wrote in Eq. (2.6),
together with Cartan’s magic formula on the hypersur-
face Σ.
Finally, after integrating over a slice Σ with boundary

SR ∪ H, we get

d
Z
SR

ðq½vξ� − ιvξθþ ιξlÞ þ Ψid̄ci −
Z
SR

ιξBþ

− d
Z
H
q½vξ� þ

Z
H
q½vdξ� þ

Z
H
ιξΘ ¼ −ιvξ

Z
Σ
ω:

ðA14Þ

APPENDIX B: COMPUTATION OF THE
NOETHER CHARGE

In this appendix, we are going to show how to derive
the Noether charge associated with diffeomorphisms for
Einstein-æther theory, with a trick that works for every
theory of gravity with a dynamical metric field. As
mentioned around Eq. (2.13), we would like to express
the current vector Jμ as the divergence of an antisymmetric
2-tensor. To do so, we start from considering the symplectic
potential

ΘTOT ¼ −
1

16πGN
½gαβ∇μdgαβ − gμβ∇αdgαβ þ Xμαβdgαβ

þ 2Yμ
αduα�ϵμ: ðB1Þ

Contracting it with the vector vξ and recalling that fields are
covariant (so that ιvξdϕ ¼ Lvξϕ ¼ £ξϕ), we obtain

ιvξΘTOT ¼ −
1

16πGN
½gαβ∇μ£ξgαβ − gμβ∇α£ξgαβ

þ Xμαβ£ξgαβ þ 2Yμ
α£ξuα�ϵμ: ðB2Þ

The first two pieces are due to the Einstein-Hilbert part of
the action and we will focus on them first.

−
1

16πGN
½gαβ∇μ£ξgαβ − gμβ∇α£ξgαβ�

¼ −
1

16πGN
½2gαβ∇μ∇αξβ − gμβ∇αð∇αξβ þ∇βξαÞ�

¼ −
1

16πGN
½2∇μ∇αξ

α −∇α∇αξμ −∇α∇μξα�; ðB3Þ

where in the second step we used the symmetry of the
metric to sum the first two terms and rewrote the other two
changing names to dummy indices.
Now here is the trick: we have to use the commutation

properties of the covariant derivative applied to a vector to
substitute the first term and introduce the Ricci tensor, since
next we would like to go on shell and use Einstein
equations

∇μ∇αξ
α −∇α∇μξα ¼ −Rμ

αξα ⇒

∇μ∇αξ
α ¼ ∇α∇μξα − Rμ

αξα: ðB4Þ

This trick is useful in any gravitational theory to get the first
part of the charge. However, we have to be brave and do it
on the first term in the last equality of equation Eq. (B3),
even though it seems more natural to do it on the
second one.
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Hence we get:

−
1

16πGN
½gαβ∇μ£ξgαβ − gμβ∇α£ξgαβ� ¼ −

1

16πGN
½2∇μ∇αξ

α −∇α∇αξμ −∇α∇μξα�

¼ −
1

16πGN
½2∇α∇μξα − 2Rμ

αξα −∇α∇αξμ −∇α∇μξα�

¼ −
1

16πGN
½∇αð∇μξα −∇αξμÞ − 2Rμ

αξα�: ðB5Þ

The two terms in round brackets are the Komar charge densitywe also get for pure general relativity. Indeed, going on shell
for this theory we get that the Einstein equations are RμνðgÞ ¼ 0 and so the result is an exact term as expected. In presence of
matter, like in our analysis, there is an energy momentum tensor and so we have to be more careful. The Einstein equations
in this case are

Rμν −
1

2
gμνRþ gμνΛ ¼ TÆ

μν ⇒ −2Rμ
αξα ¼ −2TÆμ

αξ
α − Rξμ þ 2Λξμ: ðB6Þ

Recalling that

TÆ
μν ¼ Yμ

ρ∇νuρ − Yρ
ν∇ρuμ − uμ∇ρYρ

ν þ uμÆ
←

ν þ∇ρXρ
μν þ

1

2
gμνLu: ðB7Þ

Again, more than a trick this one is a suggestion to make it easier to go on shell. It is always possible to express part of the
energy-momentum tensor in terms of the equations of motion of the matter it is associated with, so it is worth spending some
time to make those equations pop up.
Using the æther equations of motion Eq. (5.5) and expanding the covariant derivative of X, we get that

−2TÆμ
αξ

α ≐ −Luξ
μ − Yαμξβ∇αuβ þ Yμαξβ∇αuβ þ Yαβξβ∇αuμ − uαξβ∇αYβ

μ − uαξβ∇αYμ
β þ −2Yμαξβ∇βuα

− Yαμξα∇βuβ − Yμαξα∇βuβ þ Yαβξα∇βuμ þ uμξα∇βYα
β þ uμξα∇βYβ

α þ −uαξα∇βYβμ þ uαξα∇βYμβ; ðB8Þ

ιvξΘTOT −
1

16πGN
½R − 2Λ�ξμϵμ ≐ −

1

16πGN
½2∇α∇½μξα� − 2TÆμ

αξ
α þ 2Xμαβ∇αξβ þ 2Yμ

αðξβ∇βuα − uβ∇βξ
αÞ�ϵμ; ðB9Þ

where we also expanded the Lie derivative of the æther vector and used the symmetry of X in the last two indices.
The right-hand side turns out to be

−
1

16πGN
½−Luξ

μ þ 2∇α∇½μξα� − Yαμξβ∇αuβ þ Yμαξβ∇αuβ þ Yαβξβ∇αuμ − uαξβ∇αYβμþ

− uαξβ∇αYμβ þ uμYαβ∇αξβ − uαYβμ∇αξβ − uαYμβ∇αξβþ
− Yβμξβ∇αuα − Yμβξβ∇αuα þ Yβαξβ∇αuμ þ uμξβ∇αYβαþ
þ uμξβ∇αYαβ − uβξβ∇αYαμ þ uβξβ∇αYμα þ uμYβα∇αξβ þ −uβYαμ∇αξβ þ uβYμα∇αξβ�;

⇒ −
1

16πGN
2∇α½∇½μξα� þ u½μYα�βξβ þ u½μYβjα�ξβ þ Y ½μα�uβξβ�ϵμ: ðB10Þ

Finally we get the charge density, because

JÆ½vξ� ¼ ιvξΘTOT −
1

16πGN
½R − 2Λþ Lu�ξμϵμ

≐ ∇α

�
−

1

8πGN
½∇½μξα� þ u½μYα�βξβ þ u½μYβjα�ξβ þ Y ½μα�uβξβ�ϵμ

�

⇒ qTOT½vξ� ¼ −
1

8πGN
½∇½μξα� þ u½μYα�βξβ þ u½μYβjα�ξβ þ Y ½μα�uβξβ�nαϵμ: ðB11Þ
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APPENDIX C: DISFORMAL METRIC
COMPUTATIONS

1. Choice of the disformal factor

Given a radial geodesic trajectory for a mode propagat-
ing at speed cs (the s-mode, in the main text), we can
decompose its momentum V with respect to the frame
ðu; sÞ as

Vμ ¼ −ωuμ þ ksμ; ðC1Þ

where ω ≔ g−1ðu;VÞ is the frequency of the mode in the
æther frame and k ≔ g−1ðs;VÞ is the radial wave vector. In
the æther frame, ω and k are related by the dispersion
relation23

ω2 ¼ c2sk2 ⟹ ω ¼ �csk; ðC2Þ

where the þ is for outgoing trajectories and the − for
ingoing ones.
The momentum V is generically not null in the original

metric

g−1ðV;VÞ ¼ g−1ð−ωuþ ks;−ωuþ ksÞ ¼ −ω2

þ k2 ¼ ð1 − c2sÞk2: ðC3Þ

With a suitable disformal transformation, we can make V to
be null. Using that the inverse disformal metric is given by

ḡμν ¼ gμν −
B

1 − B
uμuν; ðC4Þ

we can impose ḡ−1ðV;VÞ ¼ 0 to get

gμνVμVν −
B

1 − B
ðuμVμÞ2 ¼ −ω2 þ k2 −

B
1 − B

ω2

¼ 1 − c2s − B
1 − B

k2 ¼ 0; ðC5Þ

which implies B ¼ 1 − c2s .

2. Position of the causal horizon for the s-mode

Proposition. For solutions of Einstein-æther theory
which correspond to a stationary, spherically symmetric
spacetime, the position rHðcsÞ of the causal horizon for a
mode moving at speed cs along a radial geodesic is
implicitly given by the condition

ðιξsÞjrHðcsÞ − csðιξuÞjrHðcsÞ ¼ 0: ðC6Þ

Proof. The idea to find the causal horizon is to follow an
outgoing trajectory of the s-mode and look for the position
where the modulus of the wave vector diverges.
Thanks to the Killing vector field ξ, we can define the

Killing frequency

Ω ≔ −ιξV; ðC7Þ
which is conserved along the curve, since it is a geodesic.
Substituting the decomposition Eq. (C1) and using the
dispersion relation Eq. (C2) associated with outgoing
trajectories, we can write

Ω ¼ cskðιξuÞ − kðιξsÞ: ðC8Þ

Solving for k and imposing that it has a pole in rHðcsÞ, we
get the thesis.

k¼ Ω
csðιξuÞ− ðιξsÞ

⟹ ðιξsÞjrHðcsÞ − csðιξuÞjrHðcsÞ ¼ 0:

ðC9Þ
▪

3. Ray tracing

In this appendix we are going to fully trace rays of speed
cs. Wewill denote byWμ the vector tangent to the incoming
radial trajectories of the s-mode and decompose it as
Wμ ¼ uμ þ cssμ. Assuming stationarity and spherical sym-
metry, we can write the line element and the tangent vector
W in ingoing Eddington-Finkelstein coordinates

ds2 ¼ −eðrÞdv2 þ 2dvdrþ r2dΩ2
2; ðC10Þ

W ¼ Wv
∂v þWr

∂r: ðC11Þ

In these coordinate, the Killing vector field is ξ ¼ ∂t ¼ ∂v,
and a simple computation leads to

ðιξuÞ ¼ −eðrÞuv þ ur; and ðιξsÞ ¼ −eðrÞsv þ sr:

ðC12Þ
Our goal is to compute the peeling behavior of rays close to
the horizon. To do so, we first compute dr=dv and expand it
around the s-mode horizon radius rHðcsÞ
dr
dv

ðrÞ ¼ dr
dv






rHðcsÞ

þ
�
d
dr

dr
dv

�




rHðcsÞ

ðr − rHðcsÞÞ

þ oððr − rHðcsÞÞ2Þ: ðC13Þ
By definition, the peeling surface gravity will be the
coefficient of the linear term:

κpeel ≔
�
d
dr

dr
dv

�




rHðcsÞ

: ðC14Þ
23Notice that the dispersion relation is relativistic, since the

theory is second order in the derivatives.
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Given the tangent vector Wμ, we can write

dr
dv

¼ Wr

Wv ¼
ur þ cssr

uv þ cssv
ðC15Þ

so we set out to compute the components of u and s. Since these are normalized, we can express their radial component in
terms of their (advanced) temporal one. Namely

− 1 ¼ gðu; uÞ ¼ gvvuvuv þ 2gvruvur ¼ −eðrÞðuvÞ2 þ 2uvur ⇒ ur ¼ −
1

2uv
þ eðrÞ

2
uv; ðC16aÞ

1 ¼ gðs; sÞ ¼ gvvsvsv þ 2gvrsvsr ¼ −eðrÞðsvÞ2 þ 2svsr ⇒ sr ¼ 1

2sv
þ eðrÞ

2
sv: ðC16bÞ

Combining these with Eq. (C12), we can solve for the advanced time components

ðιξuÞ ¼ −eðrÞuv þ ur ¼ −eðrÞuv − 1

2uv
þ eðrÞ

2
uv ⇒ uv ¼ −ðιξuÞ � ðιξsÞ

eðrÞ ; ðC17aÞ

ðιξsÞ ¼ −eðrÞsv þ sr ¼ −eðrÞsv þ 1

2sv
þ eðrÞ

2
sv ⇒ sv ¼ −ðιξsÞ � ðιξuÞ

eðrÞ ; ðC17bÞ

where we also used the relation eðrÞ ¼ ðιξuÞ2 − ðιξsÞ2 to
simplify the expressions. To choose the sign in the
expressions for uv and sv, we use that gðu; sÞ ¼ 0, which
fixes them to be the same. We can then fix the overall sign
by requiring that, as cs → 1, we get back the usual
definition of surface gravity for the Killing horizon
e0ðrÞ=2. So we obtain

dr
dv

¼ Wr

Wv ¼
�½ðιξsÞ þ csðιξuÞ�eðrÞ
ð�1 − csÞ½ðιξuÞ þ ðιξsÞ�

≕GsðrÞ: ðC18Þ

As cs → 1, the expression diverges for the þ sign and
approaches eðrÞ=2 for the − sign, so we choose the latter,
leading to the final form of GsðrÞ

GsðrÞ ¼
½ðιξsÞ þ csðιξuÞ�eðrÞ
ð1þ csÞ½ðιξuÞ þ ðιξsÞ�

: ðC19Þ

At the causal horizon GsðrHðcsÞÞ ¼ 0, compatibly with
Eq. (C6), while its first derivative there will give us the
peeling surface gravity Eq. (C14)

κpeel ¼ G0
sðrHðcsÞÞ: ðC20Þ

In the limit cs → þ∞, assuming all the other quantities
are well behaved,24 we can write

G∞ðrÞ ¼
ðιξuÞeðrÞ

ðιξuÞ þ ðιξsÞ
: ðC21Þ

This vanishes for ðιξuÞ ¼ 0, which defines the position of
the universal horizon [see Eq. (4.14)] and gives the peeling
surface gravity

G0
∞ðrHðþ∞ÞÞ ¼ −ðιξsÞðιξuÞ0; ðC22Þ

which can be seen to coincide with the surface gravity κUH
defined in Eq. (4.15) and found in [12].

a. In the disfomal frame

In the disformal frame If we apply the disformal trans-
formation Eq. (6.3), the tangent vector Wμ becomes null

ḡðW;WÞ ¼ gðW;WÞ þ ð1 − c2sÞðιWuÞ2
¼ −1þ c2s þ ð1 − c2sÞ ¼ 0; ðC23Þ

which is equivalent to set c̄s ¼ 1 by construction. In this
frame, we thus have the simple relation GsðrÞ ¼ ēðrÞ. The
causal horizon rHðcsÞwill coincide with the Killing horizon
of the metric and the peeling surface gravity κpeel will be
given by one of the (equivalent) definitions of Killing
surface gravity.

APPENDIX D: BACKGROUND SUBTRACTION
PROCEDURE

In this appendix we review the regularization procedure
for the asymptotic quantities called background subtrac-
tion. As already emphasized, this regularization is needed
to work with quantities that are well defined in the limit
where the boundary is pushed to infinite distance.

24This is not the case if the s-mode is taken to be one of the
gravitational propagating modes, as we mentioned in Sec. VIII.
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As customary in general relativity, we model a family of
stationary observers with a congruence of curves that are
everywhere tangent to the vector field

U ≔
1

jj∂tjj
∂t; ðD1Þ

which is normalized so that jjUjj2 ¼ −1. In an adapted
system of coordinates ðτ; η1; η2; η3Þ, where τ is the proper
time of the observer, the time component of the metric gets
transformed (in natural units)

−eðrÞdt2 ¼ −dτ2 ⟹ eðrÞ ¼
�
dτ
dt

�
2

≕ ν2r

⟹ ∂t ¼ νr∂τ; ðD2Þ

where νr is the redshift factor at radius r.
The energy entering the first law is the one associated

with the vector ∂t

ER ≔
Z
SR

qTOT½vt� − j½vt�; ðD3Þ

but the one measured by the stationary observer is the one
associated with ∂τ

ER ≔
Z
SR

qTOT½vτ� − j½vτ�: ðD4Þ

From the relation Eq. (D2) and using linearity, we infer the
relation

ER ¼ νRER ðD5Þ
between these two quantities.
We are now ready to do the actual background sub-

traction. The divergence in asymptotic quantities usually
comes from some background contribution, hence, as the
name suggests, the key idea of this procedure is to subtract
the energy measured by the stationary observers in a
suitable background to hopefully obtain a finite contribu-
tion. The regularized measured energy is then

EðregÞ
R ≔ ER − EðbgÞ

R ; ðD6Þ

where EðbgÞ
R is the energy computed in the background

solution.Keeping inmind the previous relation (D5) between
the proper energy and the canonical one, we can deduce that

EðregÞ
R ¼ νRE

ðregÞ
R ¼ νRðER − EðbgÞ

R Þ

¼ νR

�
1

νR
ER −

1

νðbgÞR

EðbgÞ
R

�
¼ ER −

νR

νðbgÞR

EðbgÞ
R :

ðD7Þ
Finally, we define the regularized mass entering the first law
as

M ¼ lim
R→þ∞

�
ER −

νR

νðbgÞR

EðbgÞ
R

�
: ðD8Þ
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