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Abstract

In both general relativity and Lanczos-Lovelock theories of gravity, it has been found that the
Noether charge density in any bulk region of spacetime can be interpreted as the heat content of
the boundary surface. In addition, it was found that the dynamical evolution of spacetime can be
interpreted as the departure from an “equipartition” between properly defined bulk and surface degrees
of freedom. We find that the same interpretations are valid for scalar-tensor theories of gravity, in
which case the gravity is mediated by the metric tensor as well as by the scalar field. Moreover,
these results hold in both the frames associated with the scalar-tensor theory, namely the Jordan and
the Einstein frames. However, it turns out that there are two dynamically equivalent representations
of the scalar-tensor theory in the Jordan frame, differing by total derivatives in the action, which
are thermodynamically inequivalent. Thus thermodynamics is sensitive to various representations of
scalar-tensor theories. This not only implies the robustness of the thermodynamic description of gravity
beyond general relativity, but also depicts the importance of having a thermodynamic description by
distinguishing various dynamically equivalent representations.

1 Introduction

The seminal works of the seventies first provided us with the insight that black holes are thermodynamic
objects as one can associate them with temperature [1,2], entropy [3,4], and thermodynamic laws [5].
However, it was later realized that this tantalizing thermodynamic connection is more robust as one can
associate temperature to a more general class of null surfaces [6, 7], suggesting that the thermodynamic
properties are not restricted to mere black holes, rather they have a wider range of applicability [8,
9]. Further works in this direction provided us with an alternative viewpoint towards understanding
gravitation as an “emergent phenomenon”, like thermodynamics or fluid mechanics, where the macroscopic
phenomenon emerges from the dynamics of microscopic atoms [10-13]. Subsequently, it was found that this
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thermodynamic interpretation for gravitational dynamics holds for Lovelock class of theories as well. The
crucial results in this regard are the following: (i) The gravitational actions can be decomposed into “bulk”
and “surface” parts with a specific “holographic relation” between the two [14-19]; (ii) The dynamical
equations of gravitation takes the form of thermodynamic identities upon projecting on the horizon [20-27],
and most importantly these results hold for any generic null surface, not just black hole horizon [28]; (iii)
Gravitational field equations can be obtained from the thermodynamic extremization principle [28-30]; (iv)
Gravitational actions can be interpreted as the free energy of the spacetime [14,18,31,32]; (v) Gravitational
field equations take the form of Navier-Stokes equation of fluid dynamics on a null surface [28,33-35], (vi)
It has been shown that for every solution of incompressible Navier-Stokes equation in (p 4+ 1) dimensions,
one can associate a unique “dual” solution of Einstein’s equation in vacuum in (p + 2) dimensions [36].

Along these lines, another pair of interesting results exists, where it has been found that — (a) the total
Noether charge contained within a three-volume R can be interpreted as the heat content of the surface OR
that encloses the volume; (b) it also allows to obtain the “equipartition” between suitably defined surface
and bulk degrees of freedom in a static spacetime and any departure from equipartition results into the
time evolution of the spacetime [37-39]. The above thermodynamic interpretation of the gravitational field
equations hold in general relativity, Lovelock theories of gravity as well as in Einstein-Cartan theories. For
general relativity the above results can be summarized using the following relation [37]:

1
/ dgxhab.fgpab = ZHBTavg(nbulk - nsur) ) (1)
R

where hgyp is the induced metric on a spacelike surface, and P is the conjugate momentum of hgp, with
£ being the diffeomorphism vector field. Furthermore, T,y is the average Unruh-Davies temperature of
the boundary surface, and npyx and ng,, are the naturally defined bulk and surface degrees of freedom,
respectively. The above result suggests that for a static spacetime, where £* becomes a timelike Killing
vector, one obtains the equipartition relation ny,yx = ngyy. More importantly, the equation also implies that
the departure from the equipartition (npux # Nsur) is the mechanism that results into the time-evolution
of the spacetime. Thus, Eq. (1) provides us with a thermodynamic interpretation for the time-evolution
of the spacetime, an insight which is not there in the geometrical version of the dynamical equations.
For example, Einstein’s equations in the form G, = 87T,;, do not tell us why a spacetime should be
time-dependent or not.

Given the elegant description provided by Eq. (1), and the fact that it holds in Lovelock [38] as well as
Einstein-Cartan theories [39], besides general relativity, it is important to study if such a relation exists
in a more broader class of theories, namely the scalar-tensor theories of gravity. The scalar-tensor theory
is one of the most popular among various alternative theories of gravity, and also arises in the low-energy
effective actions of the string theory, where the spin-2 graviton couples with a spin-0 partner, known as
the dilaton [40-42]. In addition, it also follows that the f(R) theories of gravity can be represented as
a scalar-tensor theory [43-46], and hence scalar-tensor theories arise in various contexts, starting from
low-energy effective action of string theory to higher curvature theories of gravity. In the scalar-tensor
theory, besides gravity, we have an additional degree of freedom, namely the scalar field ¢, which appears
in the action via its non-minimal coupling with the Ricci scalar. This non-minimal coupling affects the
dynamics and thermodynamical properties of this theory in a non-trivial manner.

In recent years, many of these results, which manifest a thermodynamic interpretation to the gravi-
tational dynamics, have been obtained for scalar-tensor theories of gravity as well: (i) the decomposition
of the gravitational action into bulk and surface terms [47]; (ii) interpreting the action as the free energy
of the spacetime [47]; (iil) obtaining thermodynamical laws [48-51]; (iv) deriving Navier-Stokes equation



from field equations of scalar-tensor theory [52], and finally (v) obtaining gravitational field equations as
thermodynamic identity [53]. Therefore, it is worth investigating whether the findings presented above,
namely the interpretation of Noether charge as the heat content of the surface and the holographic equipar-
tition relation, is also there in the scalar-tensor theories of gravity. In this connection it is worth pointing
out that, due to the presence of the non-minimal coupling, the area law of entropy does not hold for scalar-
tensor theories of gravity [54-56], and hence it is not obvious that these results will naturally translate to
these theories.

Furthermore, the scalar-tensor theories of gravity are described in two frames which are conformally
connected. The non-minimal coupling is present in the Jordan frame, while in the other frame, known as the
Einstein frame, there is no non-minimal coupling. The physical equivalence of these two frames has been a
matter of debate for ages [57-77] and yet there is no universal consensus. Therefore, it will be interesting
to see whether the thermodynamic parameters (like Noether charge) and other physical parameters (like
the bulk and the surface degrees of freedom), which we obtain along the course of analysis, are equivalent
in the two frames.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we provide a brief review of scalar-tensor theories of
gravity and introuce the Jordan and Einstein frames. In addition, we also discuss the Noether current
in each of these frames. Using these expressions for Noether current, in Section 3, we showed that the
Noether charge can be interpreted as the surface heat content, and discuss the situation in each of the
frames separately. Finally, the connection between the time evolution of the spacetime and holographic
equipartition for both the frames have been presented in Section 4. In Section 5, we provide the concluding
remarks for our analysis. Several supplementary discussions have been presented in the appendices.

Notations and conventions: We use mostly positive signature convention. Therefore, the four dimen-
sional Minkowski metric reads diag.(—1,+1,+1,41). Throughout the paper, we set the fundamental
constants such that ¢ = 1 = G. The four-dimensional spacetime indices are denoted by Roman letters,
e.g., a,bc,---.

2 Brief review of scalar-tensor theory of gravity

In this section, we wish to review briefly the simplest sub-class of scalar-tensor theory of gravity, namely the
Brans-Dicke theory of gravity and its generalization. Introduction of a scalar field to describe gravity dates
back to the work of G. Nordstrém, which was taken over by general relativity, describing gravitation in
terms of the metric tensor, and subsequently ruled out by various experiments [78]. Later, the Kaluza-Klien
theories of gravitation [79,80], which acted as a precursor to the string theory, involves the metric, a vector
field describing electromagnetism, and an additional scalar degree of freedom. Later, through Jordan and
then by Brans and Dicke, such an extra scalar gives rise to the “Brans-Dicke” theory of gravitation [81],
acting as the precursor of all the scalar-tensor theories of gravity currently in use, including the Horndeski
and the DHOST theories. Unlike GR, where the gravitation is described in terms of the metric tensor
alone, in scalar-tensor gravity, the gravitation appears due to the interplay of the metric tensor as well
as the scalar field. In what follows, we will review the action of the scalar-tensor theory of gravity and
the associated dynamical equations. In particular, we will present our results in both the Jordan and the
Einsten frames of reference and shall discuss their one-to-one correspondence.



2.1 Actions in the two frames and associated dynamical equations

The Brans-Dicke theory of gravity is originally written in the Jordan frame with non-minimal coupling
between the scalar field and metric. Simple generalization of the same yields the following action,

Ay = Ay, 6]+ A lg, 0] = [ ey gL g, 0) 4 1 g,00]
v

1 {¢R—M

= [ atev=s| o7 50" VaoVi6 = V(6) | + L(g )] 2)

Here L(mat)(g,z/}) corresponds to the Lagrangian of the external matter field dependent on the metric
guv and matter degree of freedom 1, and the other part L (grav) (g, ) is the gravitational Lagrangian
consisting of the metric along with the kinetic and the potential terms of the scalar field ¢. Note that
the coupling parameter w(¢) is in general a function of the scalar field ¢, when it is considered to be a
constant, the above action corresponds to the Brans-Dicke theory of gravity. Moreover, in the term ¢R in
Eq. (2), the scalar field ¢ is non-minimally coupled with the Ricci scalar R. As a result, the gravitational
interaction in this theory is mediated by the metric tensor g,, as well as the scalar field ¢. It is possible
to transform the above action with non-minimal coupling to another minimal action, which requires the
following transformation of the metric,

Gab — gab - ngab ; (3)

and, secondly, in order to reduce the kinetic term of the scalar field to a canonical form, one needs to
re-scale the scalar field, such that,

2w(@) +3do

¢ — ¢ with do = Trar (4)

Using the above two transformation relations, the Jordan frame action in Eq. (2), transforms to the
Einstein frame, where the non-minimal coupling is no longer present, and the action is given as

Ap = A&™)[g, §] + A9 [g, &, )] = / d'e /=5 LE™)(g,6) + L™ (g,6,v)]
/ d4x\/_[— — S Vab Vb — UG) + L(3,6,0)] . (5)

The potential in the Einstein frame U (¢) and in the Jordan frame V (¢) are related by, U(¢) = {V (¢)/167¢?}
and the matter Lagrangian in the two frames are connected as L™ = {L(mat) /¢2}  Ag already empha-
sized, Eq. (2) is not the most general version of scalar-tensor theory. Instead, Horndeski and DHOST
theories [82-84] can be considered as the most general version of the scalar-tensor theory. However, due
to the presence of higher derivative interactions involving ¢, non-minimal derivative coupling, and lack of
Einstein frame representation, we have planned to attempt it separately in our future work. Further, note
that the following analysis will also be valid for f(R) theories of gravity [43,44], which are a subclass of
the scalar-tensor theories of gravity considered here.

Ever since the formulation of this theory, there has been a major debate on whether these two frames,
which are mathematically equivalent to each other, are also physically equivalent. If not, which of the
frames is more physical. This debate has been going on for ages and has not yet been resolved (see [57-77]).



The mathematical equivalence prompts one to relate thermodynamic quantities associated with one frame
to another, which have been achieved recently for a certain set of thermodynamic parameters [47,49, 50]
and here we wish to extend it further. It is well known that thermodynamics of gravity depends crucially
on total derivative terms [85, 86], and the actions in the two frames, namely Aj; and Ag, differ by a
boundary term,

Ap = Aj — T d4x\/_lj¢ AJ . (6)
The boundary term depending on ¢ does not affect the dynamics, however, since the thermodynamic
parameters arise from the surface part of the action, they are not equivalent unless the contribution of
the boundary term is taken into account [47,49,50]. In the present case as well, we shall find that the ¢
term plays a crucial role in the equivalence of the two frames. To show this explicitly, we discuss three
possible actions in the scalar-tensor theory of gravity — (i) action of the Einstein frame Ag, (ii) action in
the Jordan frame Aj, and (iii) action in the Jordan frame A}, which involves the total derivative term®.
The dynamical equations for gravity and scalar can be determined in both of the frames by varying
the actions with respect to g, and ¢, respectively. This yields for the Jordan frame,

3y = [ atev/=g (Bus™ + Bobo) + 1= | a'od [o=g (a”6Thy — 94T}
; 1 )
+m d'w 0; [V=90;609" = V=90"6 9urdg™] — /V 'z 0; {\/—_9%8%54 G

where, the field equations for gravity and field equations for scalar yields,

w ; w 1% ; ma,
a0 = 0Gas + 35 VioV bgan = SVadVos + Egab = VaVid + ViVidga, — 87T, =0, (8)
1
_ _ (mat) %% i oy
Ey =06 — 5—— 87T ¢v¢v¢+¢ ¢ 2V (9)

Here G, is the Einstein tensor of the Jordan frame, and the energy-momentum tensor Téznat) for the
matter field is defined as

, 2 (/gL
Tmat) - _\/__ga( ggab ) . (10)

Keeping in mind future application, we note the trace of the gravitational field equations, as presented
in BEq. (8), which read: E = ¢g"’Ey, = —¢R + (w/$)Vi¢Vi¢ + 2V + 30¢ — 8T ™2 Multiplying this
expression by (1/2)g., and subtracting from FE,;, we obtain the following alternative gravitational field
equations,

_ 1 \%4 m
Eab = Eab - §Egab - ¢Rab - %Va(bvb(b - 5gab - Vavb(b —V vl(bgab - 87TT( at) _ =0 s (11)

LOne can argue that, why not modify the action of the Einstein frame by the O¢ term (as v/—g¢ = v/—jIn ¢), rather
than modifying the Jordan frame action. Although, in doing so, the inequivalence at the level of action is removed, it raises
issues concerning the decomposition of the action into bulk and surface parts, with appropriate thermodynamic properties
(for more details, see [47,49,77]). Hence we will not follow that route.




where, Té;ﬁac) = Té;nat) — (1/2)gapT ™28, We would like to emphasize that the same field equations for
both gravity and the scalar sectors can be obtained from the variation of the action A} as well. This can
be seen from the following result, connecting the variation of the action A} and the variation of the action

AJ as,

3 1 -
SAL =0A; — 167 ), d*z0; [\/—gaj¢ (59” - §g”gab69“b) + \/—99”33‘54 : (12)

As evident, the variations differ by total derivative terms and hence does not affect the dynamical equations.
On the other hand, for Einstein frame, the variation of the action with respect to the metric and the scalar
field yields,

0Ap = / d'o/=G (Ead7™ + E60) +16i7r /V a0 0; |V/=5 (30T hy — 50T, )|
/d 0; (\/_“”aqu&;s) (13)

where, the dynamical equations for gravity and for scalar are provided as follows:

- ~ 7 (ma = e 7 1 ~ =i v L ~ 7
Eup = Gap = 87145 = 87 VadVs6 = 55V 6Vi6 = GusU (6)] = 0 ; (14)
alu
Ey=V,Vi%——==0, 15
o $ i (15)

with éab being the Einstein tensor in the Einstein frame. Alike the Jordan frame, here also the trace of
the gravitational field equations read: E = —R — 87T (mat) 4 87(VipV,;p+4U). Using which we can write
down an alternative form for the gravitational field equations in the Einstein frame:

~ 1 ~ ~ (mat) - e~ ~
Bay = Eay = 590 = Fap = 87T, —87[VadVid + Gl (3)] =0, (16)
~(mat) —~
where, T,, = Té;}ndt) (1/2)GasT ™29, Using the transformation properties of the Einstein tensor under

Eq. (3) and the transformation property of the scalar under Eq. (4), one can demonstrate the mathematical
equivalence of the dynamical equations in the two frames of reference. In particular, we notice that the
energy-momentum tensors in the two frames are related as,

T(mat 1 mat Ta (mat 1 a (mat Tab (ms: 1 ab (ma
ngb ):ETéb )7 Tb( ):ETb( )a Tb(dt)ngb( R (17)

These results involving the gravitational actions in different frames, associated boundary terms, the dy-
namical equations and the connection between the energy momentum tensors will be key for our subsequent
analysis. We will now discuss the structure of the Noether current in these two frames of reference in the
subsequent section.

2.2 Noether current in scalar-tensor theories of gravity

The actions for the scalar-tensor theories of gravity, considered here, are described by Eq. (2) in the
Jordan frame and by Eq. (5) in the Einstein frame, are both diffeomorphism invariant. This guarantee



the existence of a conserved Noether current under the transformation z° — 2% + ¢%(x), which plays a
central role in black hole thermodynamics. For example, if the diffeomorphism vector field & represents a
Killing symmetry associated with time translation, the conserved charge, associated with the corresponding
Noether current, evaluated at infinity is related to the mass. If the Killing symmetry corresponds to
rotation, then the Noether charge at infinity connects with angular momentum, and most importantly, if
the Killing symmetry is associated with the generators of a Killing horizon, then the Noether charge on
the Killing horizon is associated with entropy of the horizon [85,86]. However, for both GR and Lovelock
theories of gravity, even for a general diffeomorphism vector field, the conserved Noether charge has a
thermodynamic interpretation when evaluated on a certain timelike hypersurface, as well as on a generic
null surface, in terms of the surface heat content [26,37-39]. In this work we wish to demonstrate that
such an interpretation exists for the scalar-tensor theories of gravity as well, and in both the frames of
reference. As a first step to these directions, we present below, the expressions of the (off-shell) Noether
current due to diffeomorphism invariance of the scalar-tensor action following [49].

2.2.1 Noether current in the Jordan frame

In the Jordan frame, we have two actions — (a) the one described by Eq. (2), and (b) the modified
action in Eq. (6), differing by a total derivative. For the Jordan frame action in Eq. (2), the corresponding
Noether current due to diffeomorphism invariance can be obtained as J%[v] = V;,J%[v], where the Noether
potential J°[v] reads (for more details, see [49]),

1

Jab[ ] 16

[gb(va b hyt) 4 20%(VP) — 2vb(va¢)} . (18)
On the contrary, if we consider the action A in the Jordan frame, the corresponding Noether current will
differ by a total derivative term, such that the Noether potential becomes [49],

J/ab[v] _ Jab[v] + _vivj¢+vjvi¢)

o

ve Vo(gv®)] . 19
= - [V(60") - (o) (19)
It is intriguing that the structure of the Noether potential J'*® associated with the Jordan frame action Al is
very similar to the Noether potential associated with the Einstein-Hilbert action, with the diffeomorphism
vector field scaled by the scalar field ¢.

2.2.2 Noether current in the Einstein frame

In the Einstein frame as well, the Noether current J ¢, arising from the diffeomorphism invariance of the
action Ag, can be expressed in terms of the Noether potential J “b, as J* =V J “b, where the Noether
potential reads [85,86],

Joy] = —— [%%b — Tbya] (20)

16w

Using the conformal transformation of the metric: gup = ¢gqp and the connection, the above Noether
potential in the Einstein frame can be related to the Noether potential in the Jordan frame, as J =
(1/¢?)J'%®. Note that the Noether potential associated with the diffeomorphism invariance of the Einstein



frame action Ag is connected to the Noether potential arising from the Jordan frame action A’j, but differs
from the Noether potential of Aj.

Moreover, the expression for Noether currents in scalar-tensor theories of gravity have been obtained
using the respective field equations in both the frames, and hence are on-shell. While, it is also possible
to demonstrate that the same expressions can be obtained from purely geometric arguments without any
reference to the field equations. This brings the above analysis for scalar-tensor theories of gravity at
the same footing as that of GR and provides a completely geometrical origin for the Noether current,
without invoking any symmetry argument (for the derivation, see Appendix A). In the following section,
we show that for a generic diffeomorphism vector field, not necessarily a Killing vector, the conserved
Noether charge has a thermodynamic interpretation in terms of the surface heat content. This can also be
demonstrated to be related to the evolution of spacetime being due to the difference between appropriately
defined surface and bulk degrees of freedom.

3 Noether charge as the surface heat content

Earlier in the context of general relativity, as well as Lanczos-Lovelock gravity, it has been found that
the Noether charge within a given spacetime volume can be interpreted as the heat content of the surface
associated with this volume [37,38]. This result holds even for a general diffeomorphism vector field, which
is not necessarily a Killing vector. In this section, we demonstrate that the above conclusion is valid for the
scalar-tensor theories as well, involving non-minimal terms in the action, so that the Bekenstein-Hawking
area law of entropy is not valid [54]. Yet, we find that the thermodynamic structure is still maintained,
depicting the universality of gravity-thermodynamics correspondence. At the same time, keeping in mind
the age-old debate regarding the physical equivalence of the Einstein and Jordan frames, we also discuss
how the thermodynamic quantities of the two frames are related.

Before jumping into the main analysis, let us summarize the spacetime foliation that we will be using
in our work. We consider the spacetime to be foliated by a series of spacelike hypersurfaces which are

defined by t(x) =constant. The unit normal corresponding to this hypersurface is becomes u, = =NVt
(in Einstein frame 4, = —NV,4t), with N (or N) being the lapse function. This will reduce to u, = —N&2
(or U, = —N42) if one considers t(x) as the temporal coordinate of the spacetime. Furthermore, the

induced metric on the surface can be obtained as

hab = gab + uqup (Jordan frame), hab = Gab + Uatp (Einstein frame). (21)

The induced metrics as defined above, also play the role of projection tensor (as u,hf = 0 and hghlg = hd;
which translates to Einstein frame as well), which projects every vector on the ¢ = constant hypersurface.
Furthermore, this spacetime foliation also allows us to define another vector, which will act as the Killing
vector for static spacetimes, and reads,

& = Nu® (Jordan frame) , €* = Nu® (Einstein frame) . (22)

As mentioned earlier, for a static spacetime, £* = (9/0t)® will be the timelike Killing vector field. However,
in our analysis, we do not consider the spacetime to be static, and maintain the generality. For simplicity,
we start our analysis with the Einstein frame where the analysis is identical to that of the general relativity.
Thereafter, we move on to the analysis in the Jordan frame, where non-triviality arises.



3.1 Einstein frame

The expression of the Noether current in the Einstein frame has been provided in Eq. (20), which is
identical to that of general relativity, as expected. Therefore, following [37,38], it can be shown that the
total Noether charge contained in a region (within the ¢ =constant hypersurface), which is bounded by
N =constant surface, can be obtained as [37,38]

Q= / BV hig JU€] = d2x\/—;& :/ 4?2 Tioc5 (23)

R IR 4 2m IR

where @ = va'a; and a® is defined as a® = 4'V;u® = h*V;In N = D%In N. Here, D, denotes covariant
derivative on the ¢ = constant hypersurface. Furthermore, in Eq. (23), & denotes the determinant of the
induced metric Gop = Gap + Uatly, — TuTp, with 7, = @, /a being the unit outward normal to the N = constant
hypersurface, where @ is the magnitude of the acceleration four-vector?. In addition, Tioe = (NE) /2w can
be interpreted as the Tolman redshifted Unruh-Davies temperature for the observers with four-velocity
U, = —N6Y. Thus, in the Einstein frame, the total Noether charge contained in a volume bounded by
the N = constant hypersurface can be interpreted as the heat content of the surface which encloses the
volume. We now move on to the Jordan frame to examine such possibility.

3.2 Jordan frame

Earlier in the Einstein frame, we found that the Noether charge within the N = constant hypersurface,
corresponding to the diffeomorphism vector field £ can be interpreted as the surface heat content. Here,
in the following, we check the same possibility, albeit in the Jordan frame of reference. Besides, we would
also like to observe if the thermodynamic parameters have a one-to-one correspondence between the two
frames. In particular, we will show that the Noether current in Eq. (19), arising from the action in Eq. (6)
has thermodynamic interpretation that smoothly carries over from the Einstein frame. While, the Noether
current presented in Eq. (18) does not have such a correspondence with the Einstein frame. This is due
to the total derivative term in Eq. (6), which leads to identical dynamics, but different thermodynamics.

We first consider the Noether current corresponding to the modified action A} in Eq. (6), which is given
in Eq. (19). For the diffeomorphism vector field £%, defined in Eq. (22), the Noether current becomes,

167" [¢] = V, [Ngb (aaub - abua) +ubV(NG) — uaVb(N(b)} . (24)

The above expression is obtained by the use of the following results: V,up = —Kgap — tqap; @' = u®Vau' =
D?In N, where Kg is the extrinsic curvature and D, is the three dimensional covariant derivative associ-
ated with the ¢ = constant hypersurface. Further simplification of the Noether current yields the following
expression for the combination u,J"*[€], which reads,

167u0.J"[€] = D, [2N¢a’“] , (25)

where, a’® is defined as,
a’® Eaa—i-%Daln(b:Daln(\/aN) . (26)
2Tt is entirely possible that the outward normal to the N = constant surface is —5a In 1\7, in which case 7, = —aq/a. This

situation can be handled by inserting an overall factor of € in Eq. (23), where ¢ = +£1, for the acceleration being directed
outward/inward to the N = constant hypersurface, respectively [38]. Here for brevity, we have chosen ¢ = 1.



The first part of the vector a’* as given in Eq. (26) can be identified as the acceleration of the observer mov-
ing normally to the ¢ = constant surface and the second term (containing D®1In ¢) is the extra contribution
appearing due to the non-minimal coupling between scalar and gravity in the theory. It is intriguing that
even in Jordan frame the Noether charge density can be expressed as a total derivative in three dimensions,
and just like the acceleration, the vector a’® is expressible as a three dimensional gradient.

The total Noether charge contained in a region (within ¢ =const. hypersurface), corresponding to the
Noether current J®, is defined as Q' = [ vVhu,J"*[€]d®z. Since u,J"*[¢] is a total derivative term, the
Noether charge is obtained in terms of the surface integral for a given surface that encloses the region.
Here we choose the same surface as of the Einstein frame, i.e., N = \/¢N =constant surface which encloses
the region under consideration. The unit normal corresponding to this surface will be given as

Da(vV¢N) Do In(v¢N) o

Ta = = =0, , 27
VDi(voN)D'(VON)  /DiIn(v/6N) D' In(V/éN) 0

which is the unit modified acceleration vector. As a result, one finds that r,a’* = \/a/,a’® = a’, where o’
is the magnitude of the modified acceleration.

Integrating u,.J'*[¢] on the t =constant hypersurface, we obtain the total Noether charge bounded by
the /N = constant hypersurface, to yield

/ Vv ds = [ YOV / ), sd*z | (28)
R OR

IR 4 2

where the entropy density s’ = ¢/o/4 and the total entropy is simply the integration of s’ over the
Nconstant hypersurface. Furthermore, T, = (Nda'/27) plays the role of the Tolman-redshifted Unruh-
Davies temperature of the observers with four-velocity u, = —NV,t. Unlike the Einstein frame, where
the local (Unruh-Davies) temperature is related to the acceleration of the observer, in the Jordan frame
we find that the additional contribution from ¢ appears due to the non-minimal coupling. However,
these two local temperatures are actually the same, which can be seen as follows: under the conformal
transformation, the lapse function, the normal vector and the diffeomorphism vector field transforms as,
N = VON, Uy = /ou,, and {a = &2, respectively. Therefore, the accelerations in the two frames are
related as

(l

= h**V,(InN) = —D“ In(v/oN) (29)

As a consequence, it follows that the redshifted local temperatures in the two frames of reference are
related,

~ Na Nd
Tioc = 5— = 5— = Tioc - (30)
Therefore, the temperature in both the frames are identical, which is consistent with previous literature [65].
Similarly, in the Einstein frame, we had defined the entropy density as § = (v/&/4), which is related
to the determinant of the conformal transformed two-metric as s = ¢(y/o/4) = s’ (note that o and o are
related as & = ¢?0). Hence we find that the entropy density and the total entropy are equivalent.
To summarize, alike the case of Einstein gravity, in scalar-tensor theories of gravity as well, the Noether
current corresponding to the modified action in Eq. (6), yields a Noether charge that can be interpreted as
the surface heat content. In addition, we find that both the entropy and the local temperature in the Jordan
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frame, associated with the action in Eq. (6), are equivalent with the corresponding expressions in the
Einstein frames. This brings up the natural question, what happens when we do not include the (¢ term
in the analysis (as is usually done in literature), i.e., when we consider the Noether charge corresponding
to the action Ay in Eq. (2)?7 The answer is in affirmative, the Noether charge associated with the action
A also has the thermodynamic interpretation in terms of the heat content of a suitable boundary surface.
This has been presented in Appendix B, however, in this case, we find that the thermodynamic parameters
are not equivalent to the Einstein frame. This is expected as dynamical equivalence does not guarantee
thermodynamic equivalence.

4 Gravitational dynamics and holographic equipartition

In this section, we will connect the Noether current and its associated charge density with the dynamics
of the spacetime for scalar-tensor theories of gravity. This process also allows us to naturally define an
appropriate bulk and surface degrees of freedom, which are equal for static spacetimes. While, their
difference characterizes the gravitational dynamics. Since the equality is between a bulk and a surface
degree of freedom, it is referred to as the holographic equipartition. Again, for simplicity, we start with
the analysis in the Einstein frame and then the computation in the Jordan frame follows.

4.1 Einstein frame

In the Einstein frame, the analysis will be similar to general relativity (which can be found in [37, 38]).
We mention the key results, which will be necessary for comparison with the corresponding expressions
in the Jordan frame. The evolution equation, describing gravitational dynamics in terms of the difference
between bulk and surface degrees of freedom is given by [37,38],

1 B T
8_71' Rdgx hab-fjgp b= 5!“5BTavg (nbulk - nsur) . (31)

Here, Pab denotes the momentum conjugate to the dynamical variable Eab3, which is given as [87]
167 P = \/Z[E“bf{ - K] (32)
Besides the momentum, the above expression involves three additional quantities, the bulk degrees of

freedom Npulk, the surface degrees of freedom ng,, and the redshifted temperature Tj,. averaged over the
N = constant hypersurface, defined as

~ 1 —~ . ~ =~ 1 =
Tan = = dQI\/Eﬂoc 5 Nsur = A= / dzx\/g ’ Npulk = 17~/ dgx\/EpKomar ) (33)
A Jor R 5KBTavg JR
where the Komar energy density has the following expression:
- N =~ _a~b Nf:(mat)NaNb ~(a T 2 ~
Prcomar = - Rali*@ = 2NT,, @i +2N (u va¢) —2U(9) (34)
™

3As is well known, in Einstein gravity, the spatial metric is the dynamical one, the lapse and the shift functions are
non-dynamical [19,87]. Hence we consider the momentum conjugate to the dynamical part of the metric, namely h,; alone.
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~ (mat) ~(ma
where, we have used Eq. (16). Besides, we have also used the following definition: 7', = Téb 0

(1/ 2)§abf(mat), where Tvéznat) is the matter energy-momentum tensor and T(mat) g its trace in the Einstein
frame. Note that if we use the relations:

~ (mat) _ -
T l (mat) 7 = 1 a U(¢) V(¢)

ab = ¢Tab ) - ﬁu ’ = 167T¢2 ’
N — VG = L (e 2w(p) +3
N=\¢N, @'Vap= g (WVad) T (35)
the Komar energy density reads,
N _ 2N mmat) b, 20(0)+3 oo 2 V(9)
PKomar = ¢\/5Tab U+ 87T¢2\/$ N(u va(b) 87T(25Q ) (36)

which expresses the Komar energy density in the Einstein frame, in terms of quantities in the Jordan
frame, which we will use in the subsequent sections to show the equivalence between the two.

The interpretation of Eq. (31) goes as follows: the Lie-variation of the canonical momentum conjugate
to the dynamical variable in Einstein gravity, is related to the difference between the above defined bulk
and surface degrees of freedom. The surface degrees of freedom needs no explanation, as the gravitational
degrees of freedom adds up to the area of the horizon. The bulk degrees of freedom, on the other hand, is
obtained from the equipartition of the Komar energy density within the N = constant hypersurface?.

When the spacetime is static, the diffeomorphism vector field £ reduces to a timelike Killing vector field
and hence the Lie derivative term £ gPab vanishes. As a result, one obtains the holographic equipartition
relation,

ﬁbulk - ﬁsur ’ (37)

implying the number of bulk and surface degrees of freedom coincides. For dynamical spacetime, there is a
deviation from the equipartition relation, and the difference between surface and bulk degrees of freedom
drives the evolution of the spacetime, through non-zero Lie derivative of the gravitational momentum. We
now move on to the Jordan frame, where a scalar field is non-minimally coupled to gravity, and wish to
find out the status of the equipartition as well as evolution of the spacetime geometry.

4.2 Jordan frame

In the Jordan frame, we start with the basic identity that has been central to the derivation of equipartition
and spacetime evolution in general relativity. This follows from the following geometrical identity (for a
derivation of this identity, see Eq. (62) of Appendix A):

2VhD, [Naa} = 9VIN Rapuu® — 167mhay £ P . (38)

4A few comments are in order. Even though the number of surface degrees of freedom ngyr is manifestly positive, the
Komar energy density is not necessarily positive, and hence to make the number of bulk degrees of freedom positive, one may
introduce a factor of € in the definition of ny, . Note that negative Komar energy density is associated with the violation
of energy condition, which changes the attractive nature of gravity and hence the sign of Dy N. Thus the directions of rq
and ag are opposite, only when the Komar energy density becomes negative. Hence there will be an overall factor of € in the
right hand side of Eq. (31), which again we omit for brevity.
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Note that the term Rg,u®u’, when field equations for Einstein gravity are used, reduces to T,yu®u’,

corresponding to the Komar energy density. The tensor P in the above expression is defined as 167 P =
\/E(habK K ), which is related to the momentum in the scalar-tensor theory of gravity, denoted by
(bt) [77], conjugate to the spatial metric hqp as,

167 = Vh {cp (h“bK - K“b) — h9ivi8| = 1676 P™ — VR WiV, . (39)

Given this relation, it is a short exercise to establish the connection between the Lie-variation of these two
quantities, yielding,

167hay £ PLY) = 167 3hap £6 P + 3VAK L6 — 3N Le (uivm) . (40)

Here, we have used the result that the Lie derivative of the induced metric hyy, is directly proportional to
the extrinsic curvature K. Motivated by the structure of the above expression, we multiply Eq. (38) by
a factor of ¢ and rewrite the same by substituting for ¢ha,£¢ P from Eq. (40), from which we obtain,

167har £ PL) = 2VANGRapuc® + 3VREK £¢6 — 3Vh L (u'Vi0)
+2VANa®Doé — 2VhD, {quaa} . (41)

In the previous section, while discussing the thermodynamic interpretation of the Noether charge in the Jor-
dan frame, we noticed that it is not the acceleration itself, rather a modified acceleration a/, = D, In(y/¢N),
which plays the key role. In addition, we have found that wu,J'*[¢] is a total three-derivative, with the
following form D,[N¢a'*]. Therefore, instead of a®, we wish to express Eq. (41) in terms of a'*. This
requires determining the connection between D,[N¢a’®] and D,[¢Na®], which becomes, (see Appendix C
for a derivation)

D, [¢Naa] — D, [Nqsa’a} . %Dqﬁ n %.ﬁ@ - %,55 (uivm) . (42)

Substituting Eq. (42) in Eq. (41), thereby replacing a® by a’® inside spatial derivative, we obtain the
following relation,

167hap £¢ P _2\/_N¢Rabu“ub+N\/—D¢+2\/—K£§¢—2\/—£§(uV ¢)

+2VhNa*Dyd — 2V D, {qﬁNa’a} . (43)

Using the result, £¢(u'V;¢) = &V;(u'V;¢) = Nu®ubV,Vyd + Na'D;¢, and rearranging various terms of
Eq. (43), we arrive at the following expression,

1
167hap £ PE) + VR (3u"VaIng — 2K) £ep = 2NV (¢Rab 59006 — VoV + ivagbvbgb) u®ub

2¢
—2VhD, {qﬁNa’“} . (44)

Note that the left hand side of the above expression involves evolution of the gravitational degrees of
freedom through the Lie variation of the momentum conjugate to the spatial metric hqp, similarly, it
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also involves evolution of the scalar degree of freedom through the £¢¢ term. This is expected, as in the
scalar tensor theory, in particular in the Jordan frame, where gravity is non-minimally coupled with scalar,
dynamical evolution of both the metric and the scalar field must be taken into account. Defining,

1
Pls) = 5= (3uValng - 2K) . (45)

we can rewrite Eq. (44) as

Y NvVh 1 3 Y Vh
harLePL) + VP £e6 = — = (0Rw = 39006 = VaVid + - VadVio ) uu® — <=
(st) 87 8

5 D, [¢Na’“} .

(46)

This is the dynamical evolution equation for scalar-tensor theory in the Jordan frame that we were after.
The left hand side provides the dynamical evolution of the gravity and scalar degrees of freedom, while
the first term on the right hand side depicts the Komar energy density in the Jordan frame, and the
second term is related to the entropy density and local temperature. Integrating the above equation over
t = constant hypersurface, we obtain,

1 1
/ Az (habfgp(‘;’g) + \/EP(¢)£§¢) =3 / 2 Vhplomar — 5 / &’z \/o¢Nrea'® (47)
R R T Jor

where, OR is the N/¢ = constant surface within the ¢ = constant hypersurface and we have introduced
the following Komar energy density,

N 1
pi(omar = E (¢Rab 2gab|:|¢ \% Vbd) + 5 a¢vb¢) . (48)

2¢
Note that the above Komar energy density, besides having contribution from gravity also depends explicitly
on scalar degrees of freedom. The vector r, is the unit outward normal to N+/¢ = constant surface, and
as we have described before (see the discussion around Eq. (27) in Section 3.2), it is along the direction of

the modified acceleration a’®. Therefore, r,a’® = |a’|, and hence Eq. (47) reduces to,
1 Na'
/ & (habfgp(’.lsg)-i-\/ﬁp(@fgqﬁ) - / B2V plan — / L OO NG (49)

Following Section 3.2, the local temperature associated with the observer having four-velocity u, is given
by ksT],. = (Na'/2m) and the entropy density of scalar-tensor theory is s’ = ¢+/o/4. This suggests
the following definitions for the average temperature, surface degrees of freedom and the bulk degrees of
freedom as,

T! _M n! :/ oo, n 2 /d%\/ﬁp’ (50)
avg f@R \/_¢d z ; sur R ) bulk — k T! Komar

avg
Note that, the temperature is being averaged over the two-surface N/¢ = constant, and also the measure
is the entropy density, hence involves factors of ¢. The number of surface degrees of freedom is simply the
area of the two-surface N+/¢ = constant, and the bulk degrees of freedom are defined with respect to the
Komar energy density within the two-surface. Thus we finally obtain,

IiBT

/Rd%{habi’ngt)—l-\/—P £eg| = = (Wb — ) - (51)
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Thus the difference between the bulk and the surface degrees of freedom is responsible for the evolution
of spacetime as well as of the scalar field, in the Jordan frame of scalar-tensor theory as well. Similarly,
for static spacetimes, all the Lie variations appearing in the left hand side of the above equation vanishes,
implying, 1 5 = Nl

To see the equivalence of the above relation in the Jordan frame with the corresponding one in the
Einstein frame, we start with the transformation of R,; under conformal transformation, which reads,

WPt~ 59000 = 0Tt ~ %(vm)(w) VYo . (52)

Using this relation, the Komar energy density in the Jordan frame, defined in Eq. (48), reduces to,

N ~ -
pi(omar = EQbRabuaub = (b\/ngomar . (53)

Another way to arrive at this relation is through the use of the gravitational field equations in the Jordan
frame, presented in Eq. (11), which reduces the Komar energy density to,

N 7 (me 2w+ 3 Vv a
PKomar = In <87TT(51> oy anébvbéb + Egab> utu® . (54)

As evident from Eq. (36), the above expression also yields the same relation between Komar energy
densities in the two frames of reference, i.e., pi, .. = ¢V PPKomar- Thus Komar energy density, among
the two frames of reference are connected by an overall factor involving the scalar field. Using the result

GJab = PGap, it follows that \/Z = ¢/dV'h, and hence it follows that, \/ZﬁKomar = \/ﬁpkomar.
Following the previous discussion involving the connection between Noether charges in the two frames
of reference, it is clear that the local temperatures are equivalent, i.e., T}, . = Tioc. Further, it also follows

that s" = s. Hence, from the definition of the average temperature in Eq. (50), it follows that T, = Tavg.
Moreover, since s = &, it follows that the surface degrees of freedom are the same in the two frames of
reference: n.,. = Mgy. Similarly, using the result that the Komar energy density times the integration
measure are the same in the two frames of reference, as well as the equivalence of the average temperature,
we obtain, n{)ulk = Tpulk-

Thus we have not only depicted the validity of the result that departure from the holographic equipar-
tition (i.e. ny, 7 Nhye) leads to the time evolution of the spacetime as well as the scalar degrees of
freedom in the Jordan frame, but also showed that the thermodynamic parameters (like entropy, local
temperature, average temperature) as well as the bulk and the surface degrees of freedom are equivalent
in the two frames.

The above analysis has been performed with the Noether current J'*, which corresponds to the modified
action A} in Eq. (6). However, if we consider J instead of J'*, we will still obtain similar thermodynamic
relations, but the thermodynamic parameters, as well as the bulk and the surface degrees of freedom
will not be equivalent to that of the Einstein frame. The analysis of this inequivalent scenario has been
provided in the Appendix D, and the reason for the inequivalent description is because the actions Aj and
Ag differ by total derivatives. Even though there is no difference dynamically, but at the thermodynamic
level they can be distinguished.

Thus, in the Jordan frame, one can obtain the holographic equipartition relation (and, thereby, connect
it to the time-evolution of the spacetime) via two different routes, using different Noether currents J%[¢] and
J'[¢]. In both the cases, it can be shown that the time-evolution in spacetime arises due to a difference
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between suitably defined surface and bulk degrees of freedom. However, in one case, we find that the
physical parameters are equivalent, to the Einstein frame, while in the other, some of the thermodynamic
parameters are not equivalent to the Einstein frame. Therefore, if one demands that not just dynamics, but
also thermodynamical description be equivalent under the conformal transformation, one has to consider
A’ as the more appropriate action in the Jordan frame than Aj.

5 Conclusions

The major goal of the present work is to draw the connection between gravitational dynamics and spacetime
thermodynamics using the Noether charge formalism for scalar-tensor theories of gravity. It is well-known
that gravitational dynamics of general relativity, as well as Lovelock class of theories can be given a
thermodynamic interpretation. In particular, the evolution of spacetime in these theories can be related to
the difference between bulk and surface degrees of freedom, where bulk degrees of freedom are related to
Komar energy density and the surface degrees of freedom are related to the Wald entropy. In this work we
demonstrate that such a thermodynamical description for gravitational dynamics exists for scalar-tensor
theories of gravity as well. Moreover, we would also like to determine if the Noether charge in the scalar-
tensor theory of gravity has the interpretation as surface heat content, as was the case for general relativity
and Lovelock theories of gravity. In addition, scalar-tensor theories of gravity can be described either in
the Einstein frame, or, in the Jordan frame. Thus it is natural to ask, if such a thermodynamic description
holds true in both the frames, and if these descriptions are equivalent.

Our analysis and its implications, in view of the above discussion, can be summarized as follows: We
first demonstrate that there are two possible actions in the Jordan frame, namely Aj and A}, differing
by a total derivative term. Among these two, the action A transforms to the Einstein frame action Ag
under conformal transformation, while Aj differs from Ag by a total derivative. Thus the variation of the
actions Ay and A} yield the same dynamical equations for gravity and scalar, which transforms to the
field equations derived from the variation of the Einstein frame action Ag under conformal transformation.
Hence as far as gravitational dynamics is considered, all the actions are equivalent.

Subsequently, starting from the action, we present the conserved Noether current in both the frames.
Since Noether current is sensitive to the addition of a boundary term to the action, it follows that in
the Jordan frame, the Noether currents associated with Ay and A} are different, and only the Noether
current obtained from A} has an equivalence with the Noether current in the Einstein frame. Using these
expression for Noether currents, we find that the total Noether charge contained in a volume, which is
enclosed by a judiciously chosen surface, can be interpreted as the heat content of the surface. This
interpretation is valid for both the frames and for both the actions Ay and A} of the Jordan frame. The
entropy density in the Jordan frame depends on the scalar field and is given by s = (¢/0/4), where o
is the determinant of the two-surface enclosing the volume. The local Unruh temperature, on the other
hand, is given by the magnitude of D, In(y/¢N), for A}, and is the magnitude of D,In(N/¢) for Aj.
Thus even though both of them gave identical thermodynamic interpretation, some of the thermodynamic
parameters are different, e.g., temperature. Among these two distinct thermodynamic descriptions, the
one originating from A} maps to the results in the Einstein frame. Hence gravitational dynamics is not
able to distinguish between Jordan and Einstein frame actions, but thermodynamics can do that. The
thermodynamics arising out of Ay and Ag are distinct.

Proceeding further, we demonstrated that the gravitational dynamics in each frames can be connected
to the difference between naturally defined bulk and surface degrees of freedom. The static spacetimes, in
particular, corresponds to a particular situation where the bulk and surface degrees of freedom are equal,
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i.e., reaching the holographic equipartition. Any departure from this relation leads to time evolution in
the spacetime as well as of the scalar field. Again, in the Jordan frame, one can find that both Aj and A’
leads to an identical interpretation with different surface and bulk degrees of freedom. Among them the
surface and the bulk degrees of freedom associated with the action A’ neatly maps into the corresponding
degrees of freedom in the Einstein frame. While these degrees of freedom connected with Aj are different
from those of the Einstein frame. Thus the thermodynamic interpretation of gravitational dynamics holds
true for scalar tensor theories, irrespective of the exact action being considered or, the question of frames.
However, all possible the thermodynamic descriptions in the Jordan frame are not necessarily equivalent
with the description in the Einstein frame.

Finally, we note that in the scalar-tensor theory of gravity, the extra scalar degrees of freedom, that cou-
ples non-minimally with the metric, modifies the dynamics and thermodynamics in a non-trivial manner.
Even though the non-minimal coupling is simply ¢R, it neither appears in dynamics, nor in thermody-
namics as an overall factor, rather affects all the expressions in a highly non-linear manner (see, e.g., the
expressions of the field equations, Noether current, conjugate momenta to the spatial metric in the Jordan
frame). Moreover, unlike the case of Einstein gravity, the equipartition relation involves not only the
evolution of the spatial metric, but also the evolution of the scalar field. Furthermore, this work explicitly
demonstrates that, while a total derivative term in the action does not affect the dynamics, but does affect
the thermodynamical quantities extensively. The above results are also applicable in the context of f(R)
theories of gravity, with ¢ replaced by f’(R). Thus all of these results, originally derived in the context of
general relativity, holds in a much broader context, from Lovelock gravity to scalar-tensor theories, includ-
ing f(R) theories of gravity. This depicts that the thermodynamic route to gravitational field equations
is much deeper rooted than previously thought.

There are a few future directions of exploration. In the present work we have mainly discussed about
the non-minimal coupling between scalar and gravity through the simplest ¢ R term, and have kept the
scalar part of the action quadratic in the first derivative. However, in general, there can be more complex
couplings between gravity and scalar, as well as there can be higher derivatives of the scalar field present
in the action, e.g., the Horndeski theories. Certain sub-classes of these theories also involve BH solutions
with scalar hair, and hence it would be interesting to study their thermodynamic properties following the
path laid out here. Moreover, the Horndeski-type Lagrangians are not specific to scalar gravity coupling,
as there can be similar Lagrangians involving non-minimal coupling and higher derivative terms involving
vector fields as well. It would be interesting to see whether such theories can also have a thermodynamic
makeover. We leave these issues for the future.
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A Noether current from a geometric perspective
In this appendix, we demonstrate that the Noether current can be derived from a purely geometrical point

of view, without refereeing to any symmetry arguments whatsoever for both Einstein and the Jordan
frames.
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The geometric derivation of the Noether current in the Einstein frame goes as follows: we first define
the symmetric and the anti-symmetric parts of the combination V*%?,

S5 = Vepb + Ve and A% = vt — Ve . (55)
Using properties of the covariant derivatives it is strightforward to show that V VbA“b = 0, and hence the
Noether current reads 167.J% [v] = VA%, The above also provides the Noether potential in the Einstein

frame, presented in Eq. (20). This arises from purely geometrical standpoint without invoking any action.
Its explicit form can also be determined in a similar fashion. From the above definitions, one obtains

Toit = %(§abm + A ) and Vit = %§m . (56)

Using the above results to replace Vet and vab by appropriate quantities, defined above, in the standard
identity: VbV“ o — V“va = Rgvb we obtain,

Vi A[F] + V, [§ab ] — gabé’m] — 2RI . (57)
Using the result that V,A%[0] = 167J%[0], and also the fact that V,S%[7] is related to the Lie-variation
of the metric tensor as: S*[0] = —£5g%, one finally obtains
- ~ 1 ~ L
T = RGP+ V[ £ — 55 £ (58)
7r

Using 1% = §~“ = Nu®, and contracting the above expression with u®, we obtain,
Do(Na@®) = N [Eabmab + K%K — ai%if(] . (59)

Using the expression of P from Eq. (32) in Eq. (59), one finally obtains the desired expression, relating
the Lie variation of P,;, with the difference between surface and bulk degrees of freedom.

In the Jordan frame, one can use the same techniques, i.e., define symmetric and anti-symmetric
combinations of V2V? (where V'’ is any arbitrary vector) as

SV = veve 4 vbve and AV = VeVl — vbye (60)
Therefore choosing V* = ¢v?, and by analogy of the Einstein gravity, we obtain the Noether current in
the Jordan frame to read J'@[v] = V,A%[¢v], coinciding with the definition of the Noether potential in
Eq. (19). Note that the Noether current has been arrived at in a purely geometrical manner. Proceeding
further, alike the Einstein case, here also we obtain the following identity for the vector field V¢
VoAU V] = 2RVY 4 V[ Ly g™ — g £v 9" ] (61)
Fixing, V* = Nu® in Eq. (61), and contracting it with wu,, we obtain

Do(Na®) = N [Rabuaub + KK, — uiViK} , (62)

which yields the desired expression provided in Eq. (38) of the main text.
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In arriving at the previous result for Noether current, we have used the fact that V,V, A% = 0, for any
antisymmetric tensor Ag,p. It also follows for an antisymmetric tensor A, that, Vavb(¢"A“b) = 0. Thus,
if we fix the arbitrary vector V¢ to be V¢ = v%/¢?, we may write down the following conserved Noether
potential,

¢3 [ Y
JOp) = 2 ge [—} , 63

[U] 167T ¢2 ( )
which is the Noether potential associated with the Jordan frame action Aj, as one can verify through a
starightforward simplification of the above expression and its comparison with Eq. (18) in the main text.
Thus we have derived all the Noether currents appearing in this work from geometrical identities.

B Noether charge as surface heat content: Inequivalent picture

Given the Noether current in Eq. (18), associated with the action Aj, presented in Eq. (2), we compute
U J%[€]. This turns out to be a total three-derivative:

ua €] = S%Db(N(lSAb) . A'=d"—D'lng=D'In (%) . (64)

To obtain the total Noether charge within a spatial volume, we integrate the density u,.J*[¢] with appro-
priate integration measure, yielding,

/ d®xvVhuaJ[€] = si / d*z\/oR,NpA®" . (65)
R OR

T
Here, R denotes the ¢t =constant hypersurface, R, is the unit normal to the boundary of the three-volume
under consideration. Meaningful thermodynamic interpretation can be obtained, provided we consider
the boundary of the three-volume to be defined as (N/¢) = constant surface within the ¢ =constant
hypersurface. Then the unit normal R, becomes,

n(z) o) "

- )

RG] et

which implies
R,AY =/ A A* = A . (67)
Using the above results, one can finally obtain that the Noether charge of the region R as

/Rd%\/ﬁuaﬁ[g] :/ 2 2V NA _/8Rd2:1:sT10C, (63)

R 4 2T

where s = ¢/ /4 is the entropy density, which matches with the corresponding result from the action
A’. The redshifted local Unruh temperature becomes, Tioc = (INA/2m), which depends not only on the
acceleration a®, but additional contribution of ¢ arises from the non-minimal coupling. However, the
above temperature Tj, is different from the corresponding one in the Einstein frame even after conformal
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transformation. Additionally, the two-surface of interest is also not the same. In the Einstein frame, the
thermodynamic interpretation is given on N = constant surface, which translates into v/¢N = constant
surface under conformal transformation, different from the (N/¢) = constant surface considered here.
Nevertheless, both the Noether charges, derived from Ay as well as A}, corresponding to the action in
Eq. (2) and Eq. (6), respectively, have the thermodynamic interpretation as the heat content of a suitable
two-surface.

C Derivation of Eq. (42) of the main text

In this appendix we provide a derivation for Eq. (42), one of the central relations that we have used in the
main text. For this purpose, we start from Eq. (26) and obtain

N¢a® = Npa'* — %ND“(;S . (69)
Taking three-derivative on both sides of Eq. (69), presented above, we obtain,
Du(N¢a®) = Do(Npa'®) — %N%D‘% — %ND,ID“QS , (70)
where we have used the result, a, = D, In N. Further, we have the following identity,
DuD¢ = Vo(D) — s D¢ . (71)

Substituting Eq. (71) in Eq. (70), we arrive at,

Do(N¢a®) — Do(Nga'®) = —%Nva (hgv%)
N N a, i
= 509 - Eva(u u vm)
= —gmqﬁ - %uava(uiviqﬁ) + guivid) . (72)

From the above expression, i.e., Eq. (72), one can obtain Eq. (42) of the main text, by simply replacing
Nu® with £°.

D Gravitational dynamics and holographic equipartition: the
inequivalent picture

In this section we will demonstrate that the gravitational dynamics emerging from the departure of equipar-
tition between surface and bulk degrees of freedom holds for the Jordan frame action A as well, but is not
equivalent to general relativity. Earlier, for the action Ay, we found the Noether charge density to read,

167U, J?[€] = 2Dy [N¢(a® — D In ¢)] = 2D, [NpA®]. We start with the identity in Eq. (38), and express it
as

2WhD, (N¢A“) + 2NVRR® Dy Dyd = 2VAN Ry — 167 hay £ P . (73)
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Using the following identity: h*®D,Dy¢ = h**V,Vy¢ — K (u'V;¢), the above expression becomes,
2vhD, [¢NA“} + 2NVhh™®V V¢ — 2VhK £c¢ + 1670hay £ PY = 2V hN ¢ Rapusu® (74)

Rearranging the above equation and integrating over a three-dimensional region R, we obtain,

1 1
/ d%[«;hab,efpab — —\/EK,ega;] = / BxVhN (pRay — VaVed + gapo) uub
R 87T 87T R

1
—— | d*x\/oNOR, A" . (75)
87T R

Again, R, is the normal to the surface (N/¢) = constant, acting as the boundary of the spacetime region
R of interest. Thus, it follows that R,A* = \/A%A,, and hence the local temperature T, = (NA/2m)
appears in the above expression. Then we obtain,

1 1

_— d2I\/EN¢RaAa - —HBTavgnsur ’ (76)

8 R 4

where,

Neur = / d’x /o =nl,, , (77)
oR

and the average temperature 7T,y is defined as

Tiocd?
Tavg = f@RLW (78)
Jor VoOd?x
We define the Komar energy density associated with the three-volume R as,
1
PKomar = E/ de\/ﬁN (¢Rab - vavb¢ + gabD¢) uaub ) (79)
R
which on using the field equations in the Jordan frame, namely Eq. (11), becomes,
— (ms 1 1 %4
PKomar — / dgx\/ﬁ2N Téb at) + —{E (Va(bvb(b) - _gabDQ5 + _gab} Uaub . (80)
R 8t Lo 2 2
Following which, the bulk degrees of freedom are defined as
2
ulk = d*xv hpKomar - 81
e = i [ eV, )

Using the definitions of the bulk and surface degrees of freedom, as presented above, one finally arrives at,
1 1
/ d3x {(bhabfgpab - —\/Eng(b} = _HBTavg (nbulk - nsur> 5 (82)

which is the desired relation for the inequivalent scenario in the Jordan frame. In this case, the thermo-
dynamic parameters (like local temperature and the average temperature) are not equivalent to that of
the Einstein frame. In addition, the bulk degrees of freedom are also not equivalent. Nevertheless, in the
present case, we can also obtain the holographic equipartition (npux = nsur) for a static spacetime. In
case of departure from the holographic equipartition, it leads to the time evolution of the spacetime. Note
that contrary to the relation associated with A’j, the momentum P, is not conjugate to the spatial metric
hap of the scalar-tensor theory.
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